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INTRODUCTION 

The three Bs of music were all German, but when an 
international poll was taken in 19 52 searching for three 
contemporary "greats" belonging to any single letter, the 
three Hs--Harris, Hindemith, and Honegger—were all of 
diverse nationalities. Did this international acclaim 
make Harris less American than such another H-composer as 
Howard Hanson? 

Harris particularly belonged to America not primarily 
because his spirit embodied everything deemed most typically 
American. He did not need to harmonize Indian melodies, as 
did Charles Cadman, or imitate Negro expressions, as did 
George Gershwin, or seek the lowest common denominator, as 
did Harl McDonald and Robert McBride. His buoyant optimism 
matched his allegiance to root-position chords. His unshak-
able confidence that America's priceless past preluded an 
even more promising future tallied with his compositional 
procedures that juxtaposed stark open fifths with cragged 
dissonances that always resolve into euphony. 

The "long line" was his metier, not bits and pieces 
thrown together by chance operations. Because life for 
him had meaning, he envisioned musical structures in teleo-
logical terms. He may have been the last of America's 
"great" composers who spoke to all sorts and conditions 
of listeners. Never interested in flattering merely the 
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ears of the elite, he successfully managed also to speak 
to everyman and everywoman. 

Considered merely from the standpoint of maintaining 
his Eastern prestige, Harris probably erred in moving to 
such places as Logan, Utah, Carbondale, Illinois, and San 
German, Puerto Rico. He made these moves because, unlike 
most other prominent American composers of his or of any 
generation, he chose also to have a family. Louis 
Gottschalk, Edward MacDowell, Virgil Thomson, Aaron 
Copland, Samuel Barber, David Diamond, and other childless 
composers too numerous to mention.could exist even during 
lean years, but Harris removed himself from the New York 
scene in order to make money from teaching. Harris's 
sublime faith in his own creative mission never faltered. 
In this writer's opinion, the works written after New 
York critics began snubbing him justify his faith in 
himself. 

Nonetheless, he could have continued nursing his 
own career with more effect had he resided opulently in 
Manhattan during later years rather than in such places 
as Bloomington, Indiana, and Pacific Palisades, California. 
To make our point, let us ask what would have been the 
careers of a Milton Babbitt or of a John Cage had they 
resided outside Manhattan and its annexes in their mature 
and later years. Not only did Harris move far away but 

vii 



also he paid little heed to the dernier cri after he 
accepted invitations to teach in the hinterlands. It 
can hardly have been mere accident that his more imme-
diately successful works had all been already composed 
while he lived still in Manhattan or at points within 
easy commuting distance. 

Will Harris's later symphonies ever win the reclame 
of his Third and Fourth? Will any of his later piano 
works ever supplant the Sonata op. 1 as a bedrock of his 
critical reputation? To some less than perfervid students 
of his music, he is the Light That Failed, but in this 
author's view, his later works typify the fate awaiting 
those of any prime "serious" composer who dares grow old 
outside the earshot of Fifty-seventh Street. 

The oral history here awaiting the reader contains 
nothing bitter, no outcry against conductors in Los 
Angeles or elsewhere who neglected his later works, 
nothing sarcastic. Nor does Harris reveal back-of-the-
curtain machinations in any of the departments in which 
he taught. Had he wished to do so, he could have washed 
in public much dirty academic linen. He tactfully omits 
the kind of exchanges with administrators that preceded 
his departure, for instance, from Indiana University. In 
omitting the "dirt," he remained true to himself. 

His lifelong habit precluded public whining. Instead, 
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he looked on the bright side in all his public utterances. 
His recollections here gathered together do look on the 
bright side. The reader who pursues Harris through this 
oral history travels a sunny road. I who knew him intimately 
at both Indiana and UCLA salute his courage, his tact, and 
his discretion. 

May his faith, hope, and confidence inspire generations 
of composers to come. 

—Robert M. Stevenson 
March 19 83 
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INTERVIEW HISTORY 

INTERVIEWERS: Donald J. Schippers, interviewer-editor, 
Oral History Program. B.A., American History, UCLA; 
M.S., American History, Occidental College; M.L.S., 
UCLA. Adelaide Tusler, interviewer-editor, Oral 
History Program. B.A., Music, UCLA; M.L.S., UCLA. 

TIME AND SETTING OF INTERVIEW: 
Place: Harris's Pacific Palisades home. 
Dates: July 6, 11, 13, 18, 25, 27, August 1, 10, 13, 
16, 20, 1962; March 14, 16, 28, April 26, May 10, 1966; 
September 9, 11, 16, 20, October 1, 3, 19 68; January 28, 
February 6, 25, and March 14, 1969. 
Time of day, length of sessions, and total number of 
recording hours: Most sessions were conducted during 
the afternoon, although there were some evening sessions. 
Each lasted from one to two hours. Approximately twenty-
four hours of conversation were recorded. 
Persons present during interview: Harris and Schippers 
(tapes I-VI), Harris and Tusler (tapes VII-XVII). 

CONDUCT OF INTERVIEW: 
From start to finish, the Roy Harris oral history has 
been a project of more than twenty-one years' dura-
tion. The composer was first contacted by the then-young . 
Oral History Program in June 1962, the conclusion of 
Harris's first year as a member of the UCLA music faculty. 
He assented to Donald J. Schippers's request to initiate 
"a series of tape recordings . . . relating to your 
field of activity and endeavor." Schippers had pro-
posed regularly scheduled Thursday meetings, but from 
the beginning (July 6, 1962), their meetings were both 
more frequent and less predictable than planned. 
Within a month and a half, nine hours of conversation 
had been recorded in ten sessions. 
That is, we think there were ten sessions. Ten dates 
appear on the boxes containing those first six tapes, 
but in those days, record keeping was not the Program's 
strong suit. Tapes of ongoing interviews were known 
to accumulate in interviewers' desks, dates to be 
assigned . . . sometime. 

x 



This first series of tapes in the Harris oral history 
ended with the summer; first, Schippers, then, Harris 
left town. A letter from Adelaide Tusler (January 19, 
19 66) attributes the interruption to this and "various 
complications." 
In March 1966, the tape recording resumed with Tusler 
as interviewer. There was another interruption that 
spring. In September 1968 the recording was begun 
once more (again, with Tusler) and was concluded the 
following March. 
The differences between the Schippers and Tusler tapes 
are marked, pointing up the sometimes contested notion 
that an interview is indeed the literary work of the 
interviewer. Schippers1s questions appear to be open-
ended; Harris's responses to be philosophical. Later, 
when Harris appears to have misplaced transcripts of 
seven tapes submitted for his review in June 1967, 
Tusler wrote in a memo that their inclusion in the 
final volume was not essential: "this material is 
mostly ,The Artists's Role in Society' etc. etc. and 
has nothing to do with the biographical covering of 
his career." 
It is true that Harris ruminates on this topic, undoubt-
edly encouraged by Schippers, but it is interesting to 
note that his speculations on the role of the artist 
and on the need for public support of the arts pre-
ceded by just three years the establishment of the 
National Endowment for the Arts. 
When Tusler began her interviews, it was with more 
pointed questions; the results are more anecdotal. 
As the series progressed, Harris once again speculated 
—most interestingly—on the creative process. 
Early on in the oral history, Harris commented 
(page 59), "We've had a pretty good time now, haven't 
we?" Nevertheless, Tusler found that he was often 
difficult to contact and occasionally "forgets to 
keep appointment [sic]." 

Three months after her last session with Harris, 
Tusler and Schippers were married. They moved to 
Claremont. 
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EDITING: 
If the interview was conducted piecemeal, the editing 
was somewhat chaotic. Schippers edited the transcripts 
of the sessions he conducted in a style that was aban-
doned by the Program by the time Tusler began editing 
the transcripts of the sessions she conducted. (Her 
marriage and relocation prevented her completing the 
task.) There is no record of the identity of the 
editor who completed the Tusler sessions and, presum-
ably, the reediting of the Schippers's sessions, mis-
placed by Harris during the interviewee review. 
Tusler left this note in the Harris file on her 
departure (May 1969): 

Editing of the Don material was done by Don (reviewed 
by Ad); editing of part of the Ad material was done 
by Ad. From tape X on, there has been no editing. 
Editing style unfortunately follows the old method: 
chapter divisions have been made, with some rear-
rangement of chronology (tapes I - I X ) . . . . 
Edited material (tapes I-IX) was returned to 
Harris for his review in June 196 7. Unfortunately 
part of the Don material was misplaced by Harris 
and as far as I know at this date, has never been 
found; at least it has never been returned to 
Oral History. Harris did not check the editing 
on more than just a few pages of the ms.—so the 
interviewee edit has definitely NOT been done. 
Working with Harris is difficult because he is 
busy with composition, & is likely to assure you 
that he will do what you want and then not do it. 
And lose things. I fear that he viewed the OH 
interviews as a means to having his autobiography 
ghostwritten and though I have tried to undo 
that impression, it's still mucho there. 

All of this is recorded here with affection by Mitch 
Tuchman, principal editor, whose task it was to index 
the manuscript. Something of an editorial archaeologist 
—if such there be—he discovered the handiwork of 
numerous editors and, balancing the desire to accom-
modate their styles and the constraints of a tight 
year-end fiscal situation, he acted to eliminate only 
the most egregious of infelicities. One editor had 
recently met and been seduced by the semicolon. Another 
had not yet been introduced to the compound sentence. 
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Nevertheless, in the interests of economy and the 
conviction that a project lasting twenty-one years 
has lasted long enough—it is interesting to note 
that the cells of the human body are completely 
replaced every seven years—inconsistencies of 
punctuation and paragraphing too minor to cause a 
reader pause have not been emended. Tape VIII, for 
instance, is the only one to retain the old chapter 
divisions characteristic of the Oral History Program 
product of the early and mid-sixties. 
The Harris oral history, especially in its final 
sessions, produced profound ruminations on the 
nature of the creative process—and no inconsis-
tencies of style can prevent the reader from 
appreciating that. 
Note: there is no Tape VIII, Side One. 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS: 
The Harris file in the Oral History Program office 
documents sketchily the progress of the taping and 
editing of these volumes through carbons of letters 
from members of the Program staff to the interviewee 
and to his widow, Johana Harris, and through memoes. 
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TAPE NUMBER: I, SIDE ONE 
JULY 6, 19 6 2 

SCHIPPERS: How did you decide your life was going to be 
devoted to music? 
HARRIS: Well, it was a slow process. I would say, in the 
beginning, that I lived more through my ears than through 
my eyes. More people live through their eyes than they do 
through their ears. How I came to music was due to a com-
bination of many circumstances. To begin with, I think it 
has to do with the fact that I was born with more acute 
ears than eyes. It is not that my eyes don't see well, but 
that my ears seem to be more concentrated toward experience 
than my eyes. I don't miss sounds. I just can't cut them 
off. One of the reasons why it is difficult for me to go 
to movie pictures is that the music is bad. Very often it 
has nothing to do with what is going on on the screen. I 
can't turn it off. This is one of the things which both 
my wife and I share. I suppose we inherited it or some-
thing. Our understanding of people, very often, is 
determined by the intonation of the voice, how much energy 
they have and what they mean by inflections. The real 
meaning that people have inside, what they are feeling, 
is not always determined by the words they use. Their 
inflections give them away all the time. 

Now, that is whcit I mean by ear consciousness. 
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I learned, when I was a boy, very, very early in life, to 
listen to birds and to listen to stillness. I spent hun-
dreds of hours in my youth trying to listen to the dif-; 

ferent qualities of stillness. All these different quali-
ties of stillness have a certain kind of harmonic dupli-
cation, which I didn't realize until much, much later in 
life. I think this is the reason why I went into music. 
It was because this was a world which I seemed to under-
stand right from the very beginning without any explana-
tion. I understood it much better than I understood 
words or sights. Sounds were my world. 

Then there was another thing which, in one sense, 
was very fortunate for me. I was born into a family of 
farmers. Farmers don't talk very much, the ones that 
I've known anyhow. They don't talk much. They sit around 
the table, have dinner and very little is said. That 
doesn't mean that they are not thinking, but they are 
thinking in other terms. They are not thinking in the 
conventional word terms. They are thinking in terms of 
the essence of things—what a tomato looks like, what is 
the texture of a peach, what a horse can do in terms of 
power, what the sun feels like, or what the quality of 
moonlight is. They are thinking in these terms, I think, 
more than they are in the terms of words and the social 
implications of words. This is because they don't see 
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people very much. They are with animals, plants, the 
seasons and all that has to do with nature. I think, in 
a way, that is a wonderful and fortunate beginning for a 
person who is going to become a composer. This is be-
cause music is not a word language, but a time-space lan-
guage. It fills space. It has color and rhythm. It's 
like fluid architecture that expands and contracts. If 
you live on a farm, there are all kinds of bird songs. 
One feels, as well as sees, the ripple of leaves with 
the breeze blowing through them. One feels what the dog 
radiates, for instance. I had some wonderful dogs and 
marvelous horses when I was a youth. We understood each 
other. There was some kind of communication there which 
was not a word communication but a feeling communication. 
Of course, music is the language of the emotions. It's 
not a language of words. It's not a language of the in-
tellect in that sense. It's a matter of subjective iden-
tification and transference. I'm getting a little vague, 
but I know what I'm talking about on this. 

So, I had many hours as a boy to just be alone. And 
time, I had time. I've often wondered how a city boy has 
time. I suppose he finds it somehow, but I've often 
wondered. I had so many hours all through the spring, 
summer and early fall in California. We had wonderful 
fruit trees. There were always a great many birds around. 
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Of course, the climate out in San Gabriel in the summer is 
always very benevolent. I slept out in the open under the 
trees in my youth. I breathed that fresh air and saw the 
sun rise. I sat on old Mount Baldy or San Antonio, I 
think they called him. The whole thing started to have 
a feeling. 

Then I remember whistles on the south side of the San 
Gabriel Valley, the Southern Pacific main line runs to New 
Orleans. On the north side, the Santa Fe runs which lands 
up in Chicago. The Union Pacific used to go to Salt Lake. 
That also went on the south side. I heard these sounds at 
all different times of the day and night. It was about 
equidistant to these two main lines. Those whistles came 
to be very important in my life. I find them coming into 
my music very often when I want to express something which 
is very far away and very lonesome. [Harris simulates 
whistle sounds in his music.] That made such a profound 
impression on me as a boy (without realizing it, of course) 
that it has become a motivation in my harmony and melody. 
Men like Nicolas Slonimsky, who is probably the greatest 
historian in the world on the twentieth century, has already 
written about these characteristics. These are motives, 
very powerful things, that go into the very essence of a 
man's life. 

I sometimes feel it would be very difficult for someone 
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to be a good composer if he grew up in a very busy society. 
I don't think you would become a creator, but an arranger 
or a kind of journalist dealing with other's ideas which 
already existed. I think it's very, very, very important 
that young composers not be in big cities just for these 
reasons. I may be all wrong about this. It may be that 
I am talking only about a certain type of music. Maybe 
the thing that I'm doing may well be one of the last of 
the old line American things. Maybe there is something 
terrifically new and exciting and sort of energetic which 
will come from the city. The business of music has to do 
with not changing too much, it seems to me. This is be-
cause a lifetime is very short for getting a vocabulary 
that says what it has to say. If you are trying to adjust 
yourself all the time to market values, I don't see how 
you can do it. 

That is what is the matter with [Igor] Stravinsky 
now. He has changed so many times that one doesn't know 
who he is or what he is. His music has suffered dread-
fully because of it, even as gifted as he was. It is 
too bad in a way. I often wonder what would have hap-
pened if he could have been very still in one place in 
Russia and if he could have just written for the ballet 
which is so great in Russia. What would have happened? 
All these little things which he is producing now seem 
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so far away from the beginning man. 
Well, I'm just rambling along, but these are all 

pertinent to what I am saying about why I became a musi-
cian. It was because the world of sounds was important. 
The society I lived in was quiet, very rural, and very 
peaceful with a great deal of the sense of security. 
There was no sense of insecurity all through my whole 
youth. There was never any question that we would have 
a place to live, that we would be warm, and that we would 
have plenty of food to eat. Now those are the essentials. 

Next comes the question of whether or not you are 
socially approved. I was socially approved because I was 
a good member of my family. We lived in a little 
republic. All of our neighbors knew each other. We were 
good farmers. We did what we were supposed to do, so 
there was no question of disapproval. The whole thing 
was homogeneous instead of being heterogeneous. I think 
this homogeneity is terribly important to a youth because 
it allows genes to take root somewhere and a personality, 
a brain, a soul, a subconscious, an id, a libido, or what-
ever you want to call it, to grow. 

So, I think I was extremely fortunate in that. As I 
look back on it, it seems as though everything contributed. 
Of course, I was very aware of motion too, very aware of 
it, as well as color. I remember my first awakening to 
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the real essence of music was my first year in grammar 
school. It was an awareness of people's music. We sang 
a piece called "Sweet and Low." It was written by a man 
named [Sir Joseph] Barnby, an English composer. I had 
never heard this piece before, but the teacher had us 
sing it. [Harris sings the first two lines.] Well, I 
was enraged by that. I felt that this was the most 
ridiculous thing that I had ever heard because the word 
"low" went higher on the scale. It was just completely 
wrong. So, I said something to the teacher about it in 
front of the class. She ridiculed me. She said, "You 
think you know more about music than the composer who 
wrote it. He is a famous man." I was squelched, I went 
home and talked to my parents about it. They gave me the 
same answer. They said, "He knows more about it than the 
composer or the teacher." But, it didn't satisfy me. I 
was squelched as far as people were concerned, but I was 
convinced, even though I didn't know that there was such 
a word as semantics. The semantics of that melody were 
wrong for the words. 

Years and years later, I wrote what I considered the 
right setting for those words. [Harris sings his version 
of the song.] Of course, that has to do with harmony too, 
and it has to do with everything. As a matter of fact, 
I did this within the last few months. I did it when 
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President Kennedy and his wife invited my wife and me to 
go to the White House for dinner. I wrote this song just 
prior to going there for their little child. So, you see 
how long it stayed in my mind, from way back then. 

The conditions were right. The years were right. 
The inheritance was right. The parents were right. 
Education left me alone largely. I was very fortunate 
in that my mother was a pretty good musician. She taught 
me the piano. We had one of the first pianos in our 
neighborhood, I guess the first one. She could play by 
ear quite well. She played the guitar extremely well. 
We had folk songs with the guitar nearly every night all 
through my whole youth. Then I studied piano. I was just 
fascinated with sound, harmony and rhythm. It was a whole 
world for me, much more of a wonderful world than base-
ball, for instance, or any athletics. 

Later on, I became quite an enthusiast for athletics. 
I played a lot of baseball. As a matter of fact, when I 
was eighteen years old, I had a bid to try out for the 
Chicago White Sox. I had played on a sandlot baseball 
team against one of their second teams. There was a scout 
there. I played well that day. He thought I was possible 
baseball talent. 

I was fortunate in another thing as I look back. If 
somebody would ask me how I account for the successes I 
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have had in the world, I would say that an awful lot of it 
was luck. When I was in high school, there was a group of 
youngsters who were not of the normal type. One of them 
was crazy about chemistry. One had a terrific talent in 
physics. Both of them became professors of chemistry and 
physics. I think one of them went to Cal Tech. The other 
went to Stanford. Then there was a young Scotchman there 
who was a very fine organist. He played in the church 
and was sort of the town musician. Everybody had great 
respect for him. He was really a certified public accoun-
tant, and a very good one, a terrific accountant. He did 
it with such ease that there was no problem. He always 
had time on his hands to do anything he wanted. He was 
a fine pianist and liked literature. 

There were about six or eight of us who used to gather 
at his house to read philosophy and poetry, and play chess. 
We used to go on long weekend hikes together. There were 
two boys in the group whose name was Broadwell. One was a 
pianist. The other, Sam, was the chemist. Their father 
owned a dry goods store in town. They were fairly well-
to-do, middle-class bourgeoisie. They had the best record 
collection of His Master's Voice in the whole valley. 
They had Caruso, Kreisler, Paderewski, and all those 
people. We used to go over there on Sunday night to hear 
records. It was a ritual. This was a very great feast 
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for me. This was just luck. If I had lived in another 
town, I wouldn't have had that experience. 

So I grew up with this tremendous enthusiasm for 
music. It was more than enthusiasm. I found love like 
one might have for church or for chess, for instance. I 
was an addict, a happy addict. It made my whole life 
plausible and possible, and full of elation and expecta-
tion, all the things youth should have. Does that answer 
your question? 
SCHIPPERS: I think it does very very nicely. 
HARRIS: I might say one other thing. I had a tremendous 
struggle when I was at the university because people were 
much more word-minded at the university than they were 
sound-minded. So, I had a great struggle because I started 
becoming very interested in literature, drama, and 
philosophy. Words had a tremendous way with me for quite 
a time. I thought of becoming a writer for quite a while, 
but music sort of hung in there. I had a terrible struggle 
for about two years. 

All the time, I was trying to find out what the mean-
ing of truth was. I wasn't getting anywhere because I was 
trying to reason with the word syllogism. Truth doesn't 
have much to do with words. It has to do with a priori 
fact. Gradually, I realized that, with music, there were 
a priori values that I could count on. A C major chord 
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is a C major chord. It was that way with Bach, Beethoven, 
and still is. There is a difference between a major triad 
and a minor triad. There are differences between a horn, 
a violin, an oboe, a trumpet, a bassoon, a tuba, and so 
on. There are differences in all the instruments and all 
the harmonies. There is a difference between fast music 
and slow music. All these things started to add up in my 
mind as a new-found kind of security within myself. I 
had had it there all the time, but I had kind of lost it. 
I started becoming a word intellectual. The music started 
bringing it back again. 

From then on everything seemed to open just for me. 
It was like the automatic doors we have now. I would come 
to a door, and it opened. That was the way it seemed to 
happen throughout my whole career. I have never had to 
push for anything. It was ready when I was ready. I 
gradually got that pattern of thinking in my mind, my 
plans, and in my expectations. It always worked. So, 
there was no worry there. It sort of opens up. It is 
like driving on a very busy highway. Sometimes it is 
very congested, but it just opens up for you. To me, 
the reason seems to be that it was natural for me to be 
a composer. 
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TAPE NUMBER: I, SIDE TWO 
JULY 11, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: You asked me how my Ninth Symphony was going. 
I am very pleased with it. It is going nicely. There 
is something very strange about works. They seem to have 
their own personality, their own potential, their own 
entity. At least, this is my experience. If a work is 
right, I really don't have to do much other than write 
it down and sort of keep out of the way. That may seem 
rather strange as an expression. I think I should explain 
what I mean by keeping out of the way. It has to do with 
the will. I suspect that someday the neurologists will 
be able to measure the power or the energy of the par-
ticular part of the brain which wills things. There must 
be a certain part of the brain which wills things because 
you are aware of that apparatus working. Very strangely 
enough, because it is paradoxical in a way, the process 
of willing seems to choke up the conceptual powers of the 
mind. I don't understand it at all. 

I suspect that someday we will find out that willing 
is a muscle in the brain. Of course, this may not be 
true at all. It may be some kind of a chemical action. 
Someday they may find that the conceptual powers have to 
do with the uniting of all kinds of perceptions which have 
been accumulating for a long, long time and which we don't 
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even know are there. This uniting of perceptions would 
not be willed, but it sort of takes place like two streams 
converging. I have an idea that that is what the creative 
process is. It sounds a little strange, but it seems 
rather clear to me that that is what it is. Of course, 
I make no pretenses whatsoever as to knowing anything 
about neurology. [tape recorder turned off] 
SCHIPPERS: You were talking about your Ninth Symphony 
being connected with the feeling of emotion behind the 
preamble of the Constitution. What necessary historical 
sense would go with that emotional feeling? 
HARRIS: I chose it for a kind of an exterior reason to 
begin with. Often something which is quite non-musical 
opens the door. It may be expedient or something. This 
work is being commissioned by the Philadelphia Symphony. 
They have played a lot of my music and have taken it all 
over the world, even as far as Leningrad. I have been 
very beautifully represented by Eugene Ormandy and the 
Philadelphia [Orchestra]. The first thing, when I started 
this off, was that I wanted to dedicate my Ninth Symphony 
to the city of Philadelphia because I've had such good 
experiences there. The second thought was, that the 
city of Philadelphia is the cradle of American democracy. 
The third thought was to start thinking about the Consti-
tution. I started thinking about the Preamble and what 
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was behind it, the earnestness behind it. "We the People," 
that is a tremendous rock of Gibraltar, just those few 
words. I started thinking about that. I thought, "Well, 
that is going to be my first movement. I'll try to see 
if I can write something that is burly, tough, rough, and 
full of vitality, fast moving and that has a great gamut 
of emotional drives of all kinds, including sadness and 
play spirit. It will have all of what 'We the People" 
means to me." "We the People" means to me the whole gamut 
of human beings who have come to this great melting pot, 
what they have done, how they have intermarried, their 
children, suffering, gladness, suffering again, more glad-
ness, happiness, frustration, victories, defeats, sickness 
and health. It's just terrific. Of course, I know I won't 
write a first movement that has all that in it. I guess 
no poet, novelist, painter, or sculptor could put all that 
into a work. It can't be done because each creative artist 
is only a composite of the genes that made him. He is not 
a whole people. 

Then I started thinking about the model for my first 
movement, "I'm not going to try to make it too long. It 
will be sort of a prelude, sort of a toccata, with enormous 
emotion and vitality in it. It can't be too long because 
it would exhaust everybody." So, the first movement will 
be a prelude. The second movement, "in order to form a 
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more perfect union," is just a perfect motto for a great 
choral work. Beginning in tribulation, great stress, and 
sadness, it gradually lifts to become high and full of 
optimism, bright colors, a sort of high arch of morality. 
I sound like a Baptist Sunday school teacher. [laughter] 

Of course, one cannot escape morality in the arts, 
even if one doesn't want to have morality. This thing 
that [John] Ruskin did, which was wrong, was trying to 
impinge his own moral judgment on other people. That 
was where he was wrong. He was perfectly right in saying 
that all art is moral. You can't escape it. Every act 
we do is moral. It has its consequences, that's what I 
mean. There is no escaping that. Even to say that you 
will have no personal responsibility is in itself a deci-
sion to be irresponsible. 

So, in that sense, I hope to write a long and singing 
slow movement which captures this faith to lift things 
high. I think we especially need it now too. For some 
reason or another, I think we have a kind of saturated 
materialism. Our society has become terribly frightened 
of it. We don't seem to be a cohesive nation of people 
anymore, standing, living and fighting together. It 
seems that every person has his own life and is fighting 
for himself. 

At one time, I nearly became a professional league 
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ball player. I had a bid to try out for the Chicago White 
Sox. They used to come over here to Catalina Island for 
spring training. They sent their teams all over Southern 
California to play sandlot baseball. I was on a very good 
sandlot team when I was eighteen, out in Covina. We played 
their second team. I think maybe they beat us five to four 
or something like that. We were in their category. I was 
one of their best players. I played left field. There was 
a scout there. He asked me if I would like to try out for 
the Chicago White Sox. My father was just furious. Oh, 
he was furious. He didn't want any bum from his family 
playing baseball. In those days, I guess, baseball players 
didn't make much money. They were a pretty rowdy lot. 

So, you see how it all kind of works out. We were 
nonconformists. All creative artists, especially com-
posers, are nonconformists. 
SCHIPPERS: And were you an only child? 
HARRIS: I had a sister. I lost three brothers. We had 
five [children] in our family, but three of them died. 
So, ray family left.me alone. They were good people, 
hard working and God fearing. They paid their debts, 
kept us clean and fed well. That is what they conceived 
of as their duty. [tape recorder turned off] 

My life, in a certain kind of way, was perfect pre-
paration for being a creative artist. First of all, the 
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people I knew and lived with were solid people. They were 
close to the earth. They were nonconformists themselves. 
They were extremely proud and very independent. Secondly, 
I didn't live a social life. Strangely enough, music is 
one of the most social of all the arts. It is of man, by 
man, and for man. Mankind produced it to express the inner 
self. Mankind produced all the symbols, all the notation, 
all the rhythms, all the patterns. Man produced everything 
of himself, just as in language, for instance. Strangely 
enough, speaking as a composer, it is not very good for a 
composer's creativity for him to be social. This is be-
cause most people live in a world of a very limited gamut 
of emotions, a very, very small gamut of emotions. An 
emotional person frightens the average person. Of course, 
a composer has to create from the emotional import of his 
own subconscious. That is his powerhouse. If he were 
with people very much, it would tend to make him a light-
weight emotionally. 

Also, people tend to standardize the perspective of 
those who are with them, as a kind of self-protective 
measure. Those who are with them cannot allow themselves 
to reach very far because this alienates the people they 
live with. So, for that reason, it is sort of ideal that 
the person should be brought up where he doesn't see 
people very much. He sees them enough. He is not 
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lonesome. He sees them enough but he grows up without 
a need of having to be stimulated by them all the time. 
The stimulation is something else, it's not people. It's 
sounds, for instance, or colors, or volumes, or rhythms, 
or sights, or historical perspective, or seasons, things 
which are not put down in terms of precise mores and 
precise time periods, short time periods of fifteen minutes. 
If the man starts to daydream, as boys do, he should be 
allowed to do it. I don't see how city boys have much 
chance to really daydream, maybe they do, in books maybe. 
But, to just lie under a tree for hours and hours and 
hours and allow the imagination and fancy go clear as 
high as the sky goes, this shouldn't be clipped off or 
put on a time schedule. It doesn't work. Composing, 
thinking, and dreaming do not work on a time schedule. 
It doesn't work that way. 

So, in that sense, it was sort of ideal. In another 
sense, it was bad because I didn't hear very much music. 
But, then to counteract that, the fact that I didn't 
have enough music made me very hungry for it, which is 
also good on the credit side. If I had heard a great 
deal of music, I might have gotten the idea that that was 
what music was per se. Of course, there is only one kind 
of music that I would have heard mostly in this country. 
It would have been mostly nineteenth- and twentieth-
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century German music at that time. 
So, I might have grown up with rather fixed habits 

and perspectives of what the art of music has to say. I 
didn't, which is very fortunate. I grew up, and the sky 
was the limit. I liked it, or I didn't like it. When I 
first heard Wagner's Tristan und Isolde, I didn't like 
it. I thought that it was much too organized, which I 
still think. The leitmotiv never did appeal to me, and 
it still doesn't. Yet, I would say that it is one of the 
great operas because it says something better than it ever 
has been said before or since. 

It was the same way when I heard Salome by [Richard] 
Strauss for the first time. I thought that waltz, Salome's 
waltz, was certainly a cheap little waltz, not worthy of 
the great historical character. I still think so. [Harris 
sings Salome's waltz.] It's not much different from "Tea 
for Two." [Harris sings first line.] There is not much 
to it, except the orchestration of a certain kind. 

Now I might not have had these thoughts if I had 
heard a great deal of music when I was young. I would 
have probably thought that it was just the quintessence 
of great genius, and just let it go at that instead of 
rejecting it. Part of the business of becoming something 
or going toward something is rejecting other things. The 
whole process of creativity is a process of selection. 

19 



Selection means that you accept this, but you do not accept 
that. I suppose another way of saying it is that one cannot 
be a creative artist and also be an eclectic. All you be-
come then is a journalist and an arranger of other people's 
ideas. 

My youth had a good deal of loneliness in it. I knew 
very, very early in the business that I wasn't like other 
boys. I wasn't satisfied with the things that satisfied 
them. My studies were so easy for me that I didn't have 
to take my examinations at the end of the year. This 
alienated me too. I begged the teachers to let me take 
them. They said, "No, just stay home. There is no use. 
You already have straight A's in everything except comport-
ment." I felt that I had to do something mean, devilish, 
or something anti-something in order to at least show 
that I was a boy and belonged to the rest of the boys. 
Isn't that crazy? [laughter] 
SCHIPPERS: No, I understand. 
HARRIS: In a way, I think that this is a kind of back-
ground as to why I went gradually more and more toward 
music. Later on, I had a tremendous tug-of-war inside of 
myself as to whether or not I would be a writer or a com-
poser. I wanted very much to be both. Gradually and 
almost imperceptibly, it came over me that the word 
language is so determined by the associations of the 
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person who is hearing the word or reading the word. 
Take, for instance, the word dog. A dog can be black. 

It can be a dog of any color—an old, a young dog, a big 
dog, a little dog, a vicious dog, a nice dog, a male or 
female dog, a long-haired or short-haired dog, in good 
condition or mangy, full of fleas or clean. Every noun 
has to be so conditioned that it is no longer a priori. 
In other words, it only means what the person has experi-
enced in relationship to it. Therefore, he has an associa-
tion with the word. 

A C major chord is here today, here tomorrow, and 
will be here a hundred years from now, I presume. It was 
here a hundred years ago and probably meant about the same 
thing as it means now. That sets fixed values. It was 
something that I could hang on to in search of truth. I 
was very, very much concerned with truth when I was at the 
university. I was trying to find out what the truth is. 
I still am. In those days, I was trying to find it out 
in philosophy. I found out gradually that it was seman-
tics. Philosophy seemed all bound up with interpretations 
and semantics. That was about all there was to it. So, 
that alienated me enormously from philosophy finally. I'm 
not taking a slap at philosophers. I have great admira-
tion for them, but it gradually seemed to me that it was 
a word-mongering business. [laughter] 
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SCHIPPERS: I agree. 
HARRIS: As this was happening, I became more and more 
enamored with the beauty in what seemed to me the essen-
tial truth or falseness, as I could sort it out in my 
mind, about what music is and what it does. I discovered 
that it has the power to evoke the deepest and most 
elusive emotions in an individual and release them. That 
seemed to me a very powerful thing and still does. 

I think music is one of mankind's most powerful 
vehicles for doing things. Of course, we use it all 
the time, in words anyhow. Unconsciously we use the 
qualities of music all the time. Rhythm, pitch, pitch 
levels, dynamics, and inflections are essentially proper-
ties of music. Almost everybody is a musician all the 
time if he talks to other people or listens to other 
people. So, I find that, being also an abstract language, 
it gives you a release from human beings, while at the same 
time it binds you to them. You see it's a very wonderful 
and elusive thing. 

Also, I became fascinated by the potential of the 
blank page. All you have to do is just put down the right 
things, and there is a masterpiece. Life became a business 
of finding out what are the right things for me. It be-
came sort of a marvelous, adventurous, and endless explora-
tion into the subconscious, trying to find the right kind 
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of tools to capture it. 
So, I guess that is how I got into it, through the 

search for truth. But, the reasons I discussed before, 
however, are very genuine because probably I wouldn't have 
come to these matters in the search of truth if I hadn't 
had this background. Don't you think there is maybe 
something to that? 
SCHIPPERS: Of course. I also know there must have been 
a great deal of discipline in getting the tools. 
HARRIS: Oh yes. Well, you can call it discipline, but, 
when you are eager, it is no longer discipline. It's 
just fun. It's just a tremendous experience. 

I can remember all through my youth, and it is still 
with me, waking up in the morning with a wonderful sense 
of gladness because it was a new day, just a new day. 
It's a marvelous thing. It is sort of like somebody 
waking you up and saying, "Here is a great chest of gold 
and jewels. Do what you can with it. Go out and see if 
you can bring something down out of the air." 

I think music gives you that tremendous sense of 
joy, a joy which is a release from all the humdrum experi-
ences and adjustments to a political world—just keeping 
clean, getting enough to eat and all of those things. I 
think if we did it right, we could do it much better than 
we are. We could do it like a musician. Maybe the food 
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wouldn't be any good, I don't know. 
I know that my father was a wonderful farmer. He 

knew every tree on his ranch, what was wrong with it, 
and how it was doing. A tree was a personality to him. 
He was a magnificent farmer. I think it was for the same 
reason. He regarded all this as a part of the great 
generation and regeneration of the life process of which 
he was a part. 
SCHIPPERS: With still a refined sense of the particular. 
HARRIS: Right. I don't think it matters really, what 
I'm saying. Maybe it doesn't make any sense at all. 
SCHIPPERS: I think it makes very good sense. When you 
started to discover this about yourself—you said, in the 
later years, you started to prepare more industriously 
—were you at the University of California? 
HARRIS: When I was at the University of California, I 
wrote a great work, in my dismal ignorance, for orchestra 
and chorus no less, an enormous work. 

I lived alone up there. I found a place where two 
maiden ladies of considerable age lived. They had a 
beautiful garden. They wanted a college boy to take care 
of it. That was just my meat. It was something I knew 
how to do, and I had a great pleasure in doing it. I 
got my rent free. I had a very nice relationship with 
them. They liked me, and I liked them. They were 

24 



generous and gentle people. They left me alone. They 
supplied me with a very beautiful room. I had a grand 
piano in it. So I lived sort of like a composer while 
I was in college. 

Then, I had a strange experience. We had to take 
entrance examinations when we were entering for the fresh-
man year. I went to the University of California at 
Berkeley. There were about five thousand of us who came 
in as entering freshmen. That was a very big class in 
those days. A strange circumstance arose. Two of the 
ten papers that were selected as the best papers were 
exactly the same. One of them was mine. They didn't 
announce this for quite a long time because they had to 
find out who the culprit was. Some fellow sitting next 
to me had looked on all the time. I didn't pay much 
attention to him because I was too busy answering the 
exams. We took long psychological tests which lasted for 
three or four days. They were very arduous. This fellow 
had just copied down everything that I put down. When I 
made a mistake, he made it too. So, it turned out that 
I was one of the nine highest in the whole five thousand. 
I met the fellow at a party and was introduced to him. 
He said, "So, you are Roy Harris." I said, "Yes." Then 
he told me the circumstances. 

Later on, as a result of this, I met a fellow whose 
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name was Clark. He was the man who wrote the program notes 
for the San Francisco Symphony. He and I became good 
friends. He came over to see me one time. He saw this 
work that I had written and asked if he could borrow it. 
What he didn't tell me was that he was going to send it to 
the conductor of the San Francisco Symphony, whose name 
was Alfred Hertz. I received a telegram from Hertz 
asking me to come see him. Well, I was just scared stiff. 
I went over there and saw him. He asked me to play it. 
I sort of thumped it out as best I could. He said, 
"Well, you will have to get out of college if you are 
going to be a composer. I think you might make it. It 
seems to me you might do it." 

I remember later, when Toscanini broadcasted my Third 
Symphony, I sent him a telegram about it. He sat in his 
wonderful garden looking over the San Francisco Bay and 
the Golden Gate. He was wonderful about it. He said, "I 
had an idea you could make it." 

So, I did quit college then and came down here to 
study. I met a wonderful fellow down here by the name of 
Arthur Farwell. He had lived with [Engelbert] Humperdinck 
on the Rhine and knew all the Wagnerian cult people and 
all that business with Wagner. He was a nephew of Ralph 
Waldo Emerson. He was what you might call a New England 
transcendentalist. I learned a great many wonderful 
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things from him. He was a wonderful person, my heavens, 
high as the sky. He thought I could make it. He en-
couraged me a great deal. All the way through, from a 
professional standpoint, I have had nothing but good luck. 
It was as if there were some kind of a magnet or something 
which attracted good luck. Everywhere I've been profes-
sionally, I have had nothing but good luck. I've worked 
very hard, but it actually hasn't been work. It's been 
an endless sort of adventure and a very happy affair. 
Music has been sort of like a basket to gather my life 
into. 

Now, what I'm saying is idealistic and it's true. 
But, I don't mean to imply that I haven't had any troubles 
just as everybody has. Don't think that I'm always in 
this high mood because sometimes I'm not. I have bad 
periods. I was so disturbed by Hitler, for instance, 
that it knocked me for a loop for a while. Then the 
[Joseph] McCarthy period upset me terribly for a long 
time. 

The fascist mind disturbs me as much as the communist 
mind. It seems, in a sense, they are both the same. They 
are both authoritarian. They are sort of opposite sides 
of the same coin in a way. However, I think the Russians 
are making a wonderful civilization. I don't think that 
Hitler would have. But, there is something about the 
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authoritarian point of view which dares to conceive that 
the human being is only a subject to the state. The state 
is more important than the human being, and the institutions 
made by people are more important than the people who made 
them. There is something crazy about that, it seems to me. 
I feel the same way about property. Anybody who feels that 
property is more important than people seems to be warped 
way out of line. Don't you think so? 
SCHIPPERS: I'm sure of it. 
HARRIS: For that reason, the arts seem extremely important 
because everybody knows the arts are less than the person 
who makes them. Art is about people, not art about art. 
When you get art about art, you are already in a decadent 
period because the substance is not there. The juice 
isn't in it anymore. It becomes an intellectualized 
process. Music is so wonderful because you can't tell 
lies with it. There it is. In that way, it's very close 
to sports. You can't tell lies with sports. A man 
catches a ball, or he drops it. 
SCHIPPERS: That is a good analogy. 
HARRIS: Yes, they are very close. I'm a great sports 
fan because I feel that there's a tremendous affinity 
between music and sports. It needs the same kind of 
vitality, the same kind of will, the same kind of pleasure. 
He can't really be a fine player if he doesn't revel in it. 
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He would be a coward, wouldn't he? He wouldn't be able 
to face it. It's the same with music too. The blank page 
is a tremendous challenge. It can scare the hell out of 
you. [laughter] 
SCHIPPERS: This runs sort of counter to the image of the 
long hair, doesn't it? 
HARRIS: That depends on what you mean by the long hair. 
If you mean the pseudointellectual, it certainly does. But, 
if you mean the man who delivers, I wouldn't say that runs 
counter. I remember [Serge] Koussevitzky, who I consid-
ered a wonderful conductor, used to say, "People will 
expect." That's certainly true about the arts and about 
sports too. People will expect. They go expecting. If 
they don't get it, they go home disappointed. In the 
sports, they boo at poor players because they are disap-
pointed. We should do that in music. If we would boo at 
music, it would become a much more alive musical society. 
People would think twice before they put down a lot of 
nonsense and tried to make dialectic out of incompetence, 
[tape recorder turned off] 
SCHIPPERS: Could you tell me more about formalized musical 
preparation in things like theory and composition? 
HARRIS: I'll tell you one thing, I was very fortunate. 
When I started to study harmony, really study it, I was 
living off in a little canyon in Hollywood. It was 
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somewhat the same as I had in Berkeley. There was a 
fellow up there who had a nice estate. Somebody told me 
that he wanted a gardener. I got the job of taking care 
of his place. It was an easy job. I got free rent. Food 
was cheap in those days, all kinds of fresh vegetables, 
fruits and everything. I remember that in this particular 
year I lived on about ninety-seven dollars, which I spent on 
food. I kept track of it. I had a piano; so I was completely 
absorbed in harmony. Harmony I considered then, and still do, 
as one of the very important factors in music. It has nearly 
become a lost art in a way altogether, but it will come back. 
It's bound to come back because it's such a powerful 
inflection in music. It determines mood. If 
you haven't got harmony or harmonic implication, it loses 
that dimension. It is like the difference between a sil-
houette drawn on the wall and a piece of sculpture. So 
harmony is very important. That year I started to really 
listen because I knew that writing harmony was not an 
intellectual process. It was something that you had to 
hear inside of yourself and that you had to learn how to 
transcribe it as fast as it came. It is like talking to 
you now. You can't do it quite that fast, but pretty 
fast. 

So, I concentrated on that. Then, in order to do it, 
I would try to locate a certain subjective mood to see if 
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I could match it harmonically. I worked very hard, and 
nobody bothered me at all. I just concentrated on it for 
a whole year. 

I remember there was a period when I went up on a 
hill to see the sunset at the same time every day. Grad-
ually, it came a little bit earlier and a little bit ear-
lier. That was in the fall. I wanted to see if I could 
find out what the mood of sunset was. I understood the 
mood, but I wanted to find the harmony of the mood if I 
could. Then I did the same thing with sunrises. I did 
the same thing at noon every day to see if I could find 
out what the pantheistic color was, what the sounds were 
that surrounded the valley below, and all that whole thing. 
I would listen very carefully, conceive a harmony, write 
it and play it to see if I got it right. It was a very 
very relaxed, but concentrated way. That's really the 
way one should study harmony, I think. 
SCHIPPERS: What was your criteria for rightness in this? 
HARRIS: Whether it matched what I was feeling. I always 
felt that music did not have to do with the intellect, but 
with the emotional equipment of human beings. I don't 
think it's an intellectual language. I think it's an 
emotional language. If it were an intellectual language, 
why we would be sunk when compared to a great mathematician 
or a physicist. We would just be children. But to try 
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to do the other business requires a most intense kind of 
concentration because you don't have a syllogism. It's 
a priori. You haven't got any tools to work with. You 
have to just find them. It is like being in the air with-
out a compass. 
SCHIPPERS: Just as with your concentration on harmony, 
did some of the other components preoccupy you for lengths 
of time in the same way? 
HARRIS: Melody was always very easy for me. I didn't have 
to work on that at all. It always has been easy. That was 
a discipline I sort of learned, of course, from the folk 
songs, singing in churches, playing the clarinet in or-
chestras, my mother's singing, and my own singing as a 
boy. I was a good singer. Melody was never a problem at 
all. 

But, harmony was a very great, wonderful discovery. 
I got so immersed in it that, by the time I went to New 
York to further my studies, I could, and still can, sit in 
a noisy subway and harmonize a chorale. I could hear it 
very clearly right as I was going along. Also, I find 
when people are talking they unwittingly give harmonic 
inflections to their voice all the time. They sort of 
release what their subjective color is while they talk 
to you. 
SCHIPPERS: That would be a study in itself, wouldn't it? 
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HARRIS: Yes, it would be. Someday we will have instru-
ments that will do that. 
SCHIPPERS: What of rhythms? 
HARRIS: Rhythm essentially comes from two sources. One 
of them is speech, and one is the dance. Now when I say 
the dance, I also mean movement. Movement may be the move-
ment of human beings, the movement of animals, or the move-
ment of trees or nature. It's physical movement. But 
also a lot of it comes from speech. "Now I ask you very 
confidentially, ain't she sweet?" See, it has its own 
rhythm. It just rolls out. I studied Gregorian chant 
very assiduously because it runs through the whole history 
of Western music. A great deal of what I would call 
asymmetrical rhythm comes from the speech, whereas the 
symmetrical rhythm comes from the dance. You can see 
that that is true. It is prose as opposed to poetry, 
which is more artificial. The quickest way to get hold 
of rhythm, if you are a musician, is to learn how to 
notate it, or start out and notate words. 
SCHIPPERS: Marvelous. Now, after your ninety-seven-dollar 
year up on the hill, where did you go? 
HARRIS: I wrote a work, and it was played by the New York 
Philharmonic, my first work. I borrowed some money and 
went back there. When I got there, I found that the 
work had more success than it deserved, I think. I had 
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a letter written to me by a wealthy woman who turned out 
to be the sister of Secretary Henry Morgenthau. She was 
from the old Morgenthau family. She was extremely 
interested in the arts and was a patron of the arts. 
She said that she had a party at her house. A lot of 
musicians that were there had heard my piece. They 
thought it was kind of fresh. They were rather surprised 
because it obviously was written by somebody who didn't 
have much technique. She found out where I lived. I 
never did find out how she knew. I was living at the 
YMCA. She probably found out through the offices of the 
New York Philharmonic, I suppose. She sent me a special 
delivery letter or telegram (I've forgotten which) asking 
me if I would come to see her because she wanted to talk 
to me about something. 

I went there and she offered me an opportunity to go 
abroad and study. I was just dead broke. As I've told 
you, I've just been lucky all the way along throughout 
my whole life. I'm a great believer in luck. I think 
that it's as though luck were a kind of psyche with which 
you are born. It sounds kind of mystical, doesn't it? 
SCHIPPERS: Just a touch. 
HARRIS: I suppose it could be analyzed as an optimistic 
expectation, and, therefore, a hierarchy of morale which 
attracts things. I think if you analyzed it that way and 
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tried to behave that way, it wouldn't work because you 
would be trying to do it for a purpose. Things don't 
work that way. Nature is very strange. It is as though 
she were a cranky old so-and-so. If you are trying to 
work her, she won't play ball. Do you know what I mean? 
SCHIPPERS: Let it. 
HARRIS: Let it alone, otherwise you would be sort of like 
the farmer who pulls up his potatoes to see if they are 
growing. [laughter] 
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TAPE NUMBER: II, SIDE ONE 
JULY 13, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: We were going to talk about the nature of music. 
You know, we have just been looking at some quite beautiful 
paintings of Callie Perry. I was looking at them and 
liking it very much. I was thinking about what a different 
world the painter lives in as compared to the one the 
musician lives in. He had his colors. There were beautiful 
colors. He had his rocks, his birds, his philosopher, his 
waves, and a boy carrying water, and a beautiful orange 
giraffe. A composer really doesn't have anything to hang 
onto much. He has the sounds of orchestras, horn players, 
fiddlers, string sections or certain kinds of players in 
his ears which are, in a way, a kind of color. 

Now I am writing my Ninth Symphony. I'm writing it 
for the Philadelphia Orchestra. I went to hear them three 
times while they were here just because I wanted to get 
the sound in my ears. I think that has very definitely 
influenced me. I'm in the middle of the Ninth now. I 
finished the second movement today, this morning, really 
late last night. Today we were playing the Eighth Sym-
phony which was played by the San Francisco Symphony. 
How different the San Francisco Symphony is from the 
Philadelphia, how different. It's tremendously different. 
I find in doing the Ninth that I'm really writing it for 
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the Philadelphia Orchestra because those sounds are in 
my ears, what they can do and what their sounds are. 

For instance, my wife is a certain kind of pianist. 
She has extreme facility, great clarity and marvelous 
peddling. So, I expect those qualities when I write for 
a pianist. Sometimes when I go to work with a pianist 
they don't have that. I find that I've written something 
which doesn't come off if they don't have that particular 
kind of extreme nimbleness of fingers (fingers that can 
get out of the way when they play fast) and peddling. 
I suppose that one of the reasons why Verdi wrote so beau-
tifully for opera was that he wrote for certain kinds of 
people that he knew personally. 

I think that it is very important for the composer to 
have that to hang on to. That is a definite value, in other 
words, which he knows is there. It will determine somewhat 
the kind of color that he can see for his music. If you 
have a very great trumpet player, you are liable to write 
something fine for the trumpet. It will be part of your 
conception. It is like that work you heard today. You 
heard that trumpet player in the San Francisco Symphony. 
He's not their first trumpet. He's their second. He's 
only twenty years old. Wasn't he a gorgeous player? My 
heavens. He was a beautiful kind of sweet-lipped player, 
with all the sense of phrasing that a fine singer would 
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have. He's a real artist. In that sense, I suppose, a 
composer has that inspiration that is human, a kind of 
human personal relationship with the performer. With the 
conductor also, you have this same sort of thing. 

On the other hand, a composer doesn't have, as the 
painter has, a precise form, a finite form. The whole 
thing is rather abstract and, in a sense, nebulous until 
he brings order from it. The order he brings depends not 
only on the whole conception, but on the precise decision 
he makes on every single note that he puts down in a score. 
If he puts it a tone higher or a half a tone lower, it's 
not the same thing. That determines his harmonic texture, 
his melodic line, and what the shape of his line is going 
to be. 

For instance, today I had a new way of listening to 
this recording when we heard it played again. I noticed 
how bright the colors were in the Eighth Symphony when the 
San Francisco Symphony played it. That was noticed in 
the reviews in Time magazine and also by [Alfred] 
Frankenstein who is a very astute reviewer. I hadn't 
really noticed it before. He spoke about how shining the 
harmony was. I noticed that today, and I didn't go there 
to listen to it. It gave its own values which are sort 
of a priori in themselves. They are like golden apples or 
pears. Do you agree with what I'm saying? 
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SCHIPPERS: Absolutely. 
HARRIS: So, the composer, in a sense, creates his own 
materials from himself. With these materials, he makes 
his structure which he also has to fashion. By getting 
the materials from himself, he himself is the field which 
he cultivates. It's a very subjective and very complicated 
matter, isn't it? I would say, in thinking somewhat about 
a composer's life and about the nature of music, that 
probably the most difficult part of being a composer is to 
keep your own terrain and your own creative fertility. 
You must see to it that it doesn't go sour on you or that 
it doesn't change into something else. It is like a farmer 
who cultivates his soil. The creative artist, the com-
poser I mean, has to cultivate his own terrain. That ter-
rain is himself. If "himself" gets out of line, then his 
terrain is gone. He won't cultivate any good crops, 
[laughter] It's very strange when you think about it. 
I never thought of it quite this way before. 

I suppose that it is partly instinctual. It's part 
of the business of being talented to have the kind of 
instinct that aboriginals or natives have when they eat 
the right food or take care of themselves without being 
told. They have those instincts. I notice that my dog, 
for instance, will eat grass once in a while. It's as 
though he knows that he should eat some grass. I suppose 
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a composer must know what not to do and what to do in 
order to sustain or nourish his own inner self, his own 
subconscious, so that it doesn't get out of hand. If he 
pampers it too much, then he's a goner. If he starts to 
feel that he is the slave of his own subconscious, he's 
finished. He has to feel that he's the master of it. At 
the same time, he's not to bother it very much. He's just 
trying to be a healthy human being. I suppose he has a 
relationship with his own subconscious. 

I have a good friend who got married. One day he 
asked me to go to lunch with him. He said, "You know, 
I'm in trouble." I said, "Well, what?" He said, "I'm 
in a strange kind of trouble. My wife wants to keep 
examining our personal relationship, our married life, 
all the time. She wants to analyze it all the time. She 
wants to take it apart like I would take this watch apart. 
I feel that our relationship is much more subtle than any 
Swiss watch that was ever made. I'm afraid, if we take 
it all down, we can't put it together again. I think we 
ought to leave it alone because I don't think I know 
enough about these things, and I'm sure she doesn't, 
[laughter] But, she just has this terrific desire to 
keep digging at it and digging at it." I said, "What's 
going to happen?" He said, "If this goes on, it will 
destroy our beautiful life, I'm sure." I said, "Well, 
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if you have children, maybe she'll stop it." He said, 
"Well, it might be worse. She'll start digging at the 
children." 

I have the same feeling about the relationship of the 
creative artist to his own subconscious. He has to have 
faith that it's there and leave it alone, like you would 
your appetite or something. Be healthy and use it. Let 
us suppose you decided to become tremendously concerned 
about how you talk. The first thing you would do is start 
examining your tongue'. What does your tongue do while 
you're talking? Do your jaws move? What about your 
larynx? Pretty soon, you wouldn't be able to talk at all, 
would you? You would get tongue-tied. [laughter] 

That's what I think about the creative process. I 
think that it is a natural function for a naturally 
creative person to be creative. I think if he examines 
it too much, he'll destroy it. My farmer's background 
would say, "Digging up the potatoes to see whether or 
not they're growing." 

It all comes down to the business of will, I suppose. 
What is will? Or concentration? They are very close 
together, aren't they? It's a mechanism, isn't it? You 
have to know if it works, and that's enough, just if it 
works. Sometimes you have to know to turn the heat on it 
a little more. You don't know how to do it, but you do it 
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in the same way that a person can become insistent or 
aggressive. Under certain circumstances, it becomes 
necessary for self-preservation, in one way or another, 
to become aggressive in self-defense. I'm sure if he 
thought about how he's going to go about doing it, he 
couldn't do it. He has to have that will which comes from 
nature. It has to be a reflex. It has to be something 
which is coordinated in his whole nervous system as well 
as his blood flow. He will release adrenalin and the 
whole business. 

That's what I think about the creative process. It 
doesn't help much really. I might say that there are some 
things that you can do to help. Let us suppose you are 
going to write something very beautiful, something lofty 
and noble. Those are words which you practically never 
hear anymore incidentally. You are a square if you use 
the word noble. It's now an outmoded word. We have no 
place for nobility in our society anymore. But, let us 
suppose you are an old boy, as I am, and you want to write 
something noble. At night, before you go to sleep, you 
give your subconscious a good dose of the TV show The 
Untouchables, which is about A1 Capone's outfit. Then 
you get ready to write noble music the next morning. 
Does that make any sense? 

So, I think that one of the things one can do is 
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choose an environment which sustains the thing one wants to 
do. By that I mean he must choose the books he reads, the 
kind of thoughts he thinks, the food he eats and the people 
he sees. It would just be the most thoughtless thing you 
could do to see certain kinds of people when you are 
writing a symphony. Some people are so scatterbrained. 
They are so completely fragmented in themselves that it 
would be like walking on jagged pieces of glass if you 
wanted to run. By that I don't mean that you should use 
people. But, if they are people who will not contribute 
or at least allow you to be yourself when you are in a 
creative time period, you shouldn't see them. 

I know a fellow in my own profession who is the worst 
worrier about music I have known. He fancies himself a 
very great politician musically. He's always drumming up 
a great storm of some kind in his relation to somebody 
else. Nothing is ever right, nothing. There's nothing in 
the world that's good. So, he comes in with his great 
frustrations to see me every once in a while and tells me 
all his troubles. Well, when I'm right in the middle of 
writing, I certainly don't want to see him. Do you under-
stand what I mean by choosing one's environment? One 
has to choose one's environment. 

My little girls have very soft and silken hair. 
Their eyes are very beautiful. When I'm working very hard, 
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I like to just have them come and be with me for a minute. 
I like to stroke their soft hair, look into their beauti-
ful eyes, and see their lovely faces because it is sort of 
like a tremendous draft of the most wonderful clear pure 
water going into my subconscious. Does that make sense? 
SCHIPPERS: It certainly does. 
HARRIS: On the matter of choosing an environment, when I'm 
working hard, I rarely look at my mail until lunchtime. 
The mail comes, but I wouldn't think of reading the mail 
because I don't want the outside world to come in while I'm 
working. It is the same thing with the telephone. The 
telephone is the most terrible tyrant. This is the first 
time I've ever been where I didn't have two telephones so 
that the one nearest me could be turned off. We have to do 
something about it. I didn't realize what a tyrant the 
telephone was until I was in this position in which I can 
hear the telephone ring all the time. It has an insistence 
about it, a kind of strange insistence. "Listen to me, 
listen to me, listen to me. It's important, it's important, 
it's important, it's important. You better go, you better 
go, you better go." It's a sort of bustling or business 
which is the complete opposite of the creative process, 
which is a very slow thing, very concentrated, but slow. 
Of course, I've been talking about music. I imagine 
chiseling a shape from a piece of granite would be 
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something else again. [tape recorder turned off] 
SCHIPPERS: You told me earlier that, with the creative 
process, there was a cultural climate that stimulated 
the genetic basis. 
HARRIS: Yes, that would be more like a city, an area, a 
region, a nation, or a time period. I would say that we 
are getting into a rather broad matter here, but we may 
come back to it later. But, I would say that the condi-
tions which seem to be most propitious—looking at it 
from a historical standpoint or looking at what has hap-
pened—or which seem to generate creativity are somewhat 
as follows. Number one, there has to be enough economic 
security so that people have a sense of peace and at the 
time a margin of excess, or whatever Y o u would want to 
call it, a certain amount that can be used for culture. 
It doesn't have to be pinned down first, physical preserva-
tion. So there has to be, let's say, a certain economic 
security, and it should be rather broad through the populace. 
It shouldn't be extreme wealth on one hand and great poverty 
on the other. It is true, for instance, that the arts 
flourished a great deal under feudalism, but I might point 
out, as was pointed out earlier during the world war, it 
wasn't good economy for a lord to allow his serfs to be 
poor. They had to be taken care of like one would take 
care of his automobile these days or like my father took 
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care of his horses. A man who allowed his horses to run 
down, not to have good food, not to be well-housed, or 
not have enough rest was a bad farmer. He didn't have 
good stewardship. The same thing was true of the rela-
tions when human beings were chattel property; the people 
who owned them had responsibility in the most selfish 
sense of the word to see to it that they were well taken 
care of. Otherwise, they weren't any good to him, you 
see. 

As it is now, when you have a working man, then you 
can hire him and you can fire him. You don't have any 
responsibility. In the broadest sense of the word, if 
men have become sort of a labor commodity which fluctuates 
according to supply and demand, the buyer can buy or he can 
refuse to buy. But the responsibility to keep in order 
then devolves onto the labor man and not onto the person 
who is hiring him. So, in a sense, the workman is up 
against taking care of himself. 

Now, for that reason, I would like to point out that 
a good strong economic situation would be one in which, 
number one, the owners have a sense of great responsibility 
to the people who work for them, and the people who work 
for them have a responsibility to their jobs and to the 
general culture. Of course, that really comes down, when 
you reduce it, to a formula in which people are more 
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important than property. Otherwise it doesn't work. This 
is perhaps one of the weak links in our own culture. 
Property has become so important in the minds of a lot of 
people that it is more important than people. This is not 
a good climate for the creative arts because the arts come 
from people, they don't come from property. Unless a 
person has this margin of security and the energy that 
goes with it, and if the populace doesn't have it either, 
the arts can't flourish. I've been a little bit long-
winded about this, but it can be reduced down. If we get 
after it, we can put it into one paragraph I imagine. But, 
I would say that was the first condition—a sense of well-
being in the population, economic well-being on all the 
different social and economic levels. 

Now, I would say the second condition is that the 
people love music, want it as an integral part of their 
culture, and feel that it is their right as much as their 
right to be married and have children, all the normal 
functions. I feel that creativity is a normal function. 
It is subnormal not to be creative. 

The third condition is that there would be a lot of 
new resources, idioms, whatever you wish to call them, 
which would be new, but pretty well accepted and under-
stood, but not yet fully exploited. There would be a 
challenge and virgin soil again to be cultivated, a new 
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thing which offers due opportunity for he who can grasp 
it and use it, new tools in other words. 

I would say that the fourth condition is that there 
would be a rather long-range sense of security, politically, 
economically, philosophically, culturally, which are all 
part of culture from a religious standpoint. There should 
be a certain sense of security in the people, without having 
smugness with it, and a reasonable sense of faith that this 
expectation may be fulfilled. 

Now this brings us to the fifth condition which is that 
there should be a fermentation of some kind so that people 
are secure but not apathetic. They are expecting something 
which is going to happen and they want to be a part of it. 
It can be economic, it can be religious, it can be educa-
tional, it can be political. In the case of the Napoleonic 
times, it was political and quite economic too. In the case 
of Bach's time, it was quite religious. In our present 
time, for instance, it's primarily political. Well, I 
would say that it's just as much economic as political. 
The political part is that the concept of freedom has spread 
all over the world and that people have not only the right 
to freedom of their physical bodies, but they have the right 
to feel that they are part of society. Therefore, they will 
not suffer hunger. But, therefore, they also have a respon-
sibility. There's a bridge here which is not good. It's a 
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bad bridge. The man is expected to be supported, but he 
doesn't really expect to contribute. How we are going to 
get over this bridge, I don't know. It's very difficult. 
It should have come the other way around. He would con-
tribute first and then know that he would be supported. 
But it didn't work out that way. That's the result of 
theory coming before practice. Whenever theory comes 
first and practice follows, it's never good in any field. 
It should come the other way around. The socialistic 
theory really should become a kind of humanitarian prac-
tice of a sense of well-being and a great deal of abundance. 
Actually socialism, in its broadest sense, is a kind of 
Christian doctrine, but it can only come when there's 
enough abundance that people, out of their own free will 
and out of a sense of gratitude for their well-being, wish 
to contribute to the well-being of the common good. 

It's a long way from music, what I'm saying now, 
but it's all right in there. So, right now we have 
conditions in America for what could be a very great 
creative period. We have the wealth. We have the margin 
of wealth and energy. We have tremendous worldwide 
responsibility and influence, economic, political, and 
even cultural. We have a lot of new developments in 
rhythm, orchestration, and harmony that have not been 
fully exploited but have been pretty well accepted. 
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We have a new sense of timing. What I mean is that the 
minute is a much bigger unit of time than it used to be 
because we pack so much more into it. Therefore, the per-
formers have to be more concentrated than they used to be. 
We ought to say in twenty-five minutes what was said in the 
old days in seventy-five because we don't behave in the 
leisurely, repetitive manner that we used to. We don't 
have time anymore, and it's part of our temperament. Of 
course, you heard today somebody saying, "Oh, but this is 
not Saint Francis. It's too nervous, too energetic, too 
restless. It has too much tension." As one person said, 
"Oh, I feel as though I've been rung out." Well, of course, 
you should when you feel with anything in contemporary 
times that is as intense in our time as the consecrated 
life of Saint Francis was in his time. It should be 
pretty intense. 

So, our sense of time is different. We have that. 
We have all these new resources. We have the fermentation, 
the tremendous friction between the socialistic world and 
the capitalistic world. Part of it is also the freeing of 
subject nations which feel they want their freedom at any 
cost. Of course, this upsets the whole world economy of 
exporting. So, we've come into a world revolution, a 
tremendous world revolution, to see whether mankind is 
going to preserve his freedom or whether he's going to 
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preserve his freedom or whether he's going to become a 
number, a part of a great enormous worldwide machine 
which tells him what he can do, when he can do it, how 
he can do it, where he can do it, and for how long. That' 
our greatest problem. We have one foot into it already. 
It's a problem of individuality. It is the preserving of 
individuality. It's probably our greatest problem. In 
this sense, for instance, the education in America is fall 
ing way behind because they are tending to standardize 
everything. The last thing that we want from education is 
standardization now because we've got too much standardiza 
tion already. Our greatest world problem now is standard-
ization because freedom and standardization don't go to-
gether. Of course, that's where the arts come in because 
you can't standardize the creative process. It just doesn 
work. [laughter] That's the reason why they are so tre-
mendously important and why the universities should do so 
much education. All education, primary, secondary, higher 
education, should do as much as possible for the creative 
arts in order to preserve them, preserve the individuality 
of them and the flavor of them. Humanity needs them now 
a great deal more than it did a hundred years ago. 

Now those conditions are what I would call the social 
climate for the arts. Of course, they vary a great deal, 
but those are in large broad terms. There's a strange 
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paradox. You can't have a coordinated society if it's 
fragmented, nor can you have a strong society if there's 
not enough individuality. Now the paradox is that all of 
our fragmentation seems to be coming from standardization. 
They seem to be the opposite of each other. All our 
great coordination will come from individuality because 
each person will contribute then according to his potential, 
whereas standardization keeps him from contributing to his 
potential. Well, I better stop. 

All right. Apropos to what we've been talking about, 
a very dear״ old friend of mine called up. She is a person 
who's deeply devoted to our culture and one who most people 
in Southern California know about. They're very indebted 
to this person. This person called up and said, "Roy, I'm 
worried. Every time I stand up for an American principle 
which I always was brought up to think was an American 
principle, people say that it is communist talk. I don't 
understand it," she said, "I'm just so confused. I just 
don't understand what's happened. 11 She said, "Do you 
realize that we had a program at the Hollywood Bowl on 
the Fourth of July with not one note of American music on 
it." She said, "This just can't happen. How can things 
like this happen? This is anti-American." "This is 
anti-chauvinist, inverted chauvinism," I said to her. 
"It's inverted chauvinism." She said, "Well, I talked to 
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two or three people. They said that I mustn't talk like 
this because it's communist talk. They said, 'You mustn't 
talk like this. People are doing their best. Don't be a 
malcontent. Don't criticize, but go along with the show.'" 
Well, I'll tell you what I said to this dear wonderful 
person who is about seventy-five years old, a very alert, 
very alive person. I said, "The reason they say that it's 
communist talk is that it does not conform. You're not 
conforming. The whole attitude now, in order to be a good 
American, is that you have to be a standardized conformist, 
otherwise you're going to upset the apple cart." You know, 
that's a dreadful thought. If we're going that way, we're 
already using the same tactics to combat the communist camp 
that they're using and that we are complaining about. 
We're doing the same thing that they are. We are encrus-
tating outselves with a dogma which will make it impossible 
for us to be effective. Well, I think that's dreadful, and 
it's quite anti-American as a matter of fact. Conformity, 
standardization, the tendency to try to herd people into 
standardized thinking and behavior are anti-American and, 
as I understand, against what America stands for. Democracy 
stands for the idea that each person should have a right 
to develop his own potential to the best of his ability, 
and standardization is exactly the opposite. Isn't it? 

Well, that's where the arts come in. I think the arts 
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are very important these days. They're not only important 
to give our own civilization a keen edge personality, sort 
of a prow on the ship of state, but they are also impor-
tant to communicate to other civilizations. You can't be 
a good internationalist if you're not a good nationalist. 
You can't be a good nationalist if you're no good in your 
own home. It has to start with each one of us in the begin-
ning. We've got to have a center or else we're no good, 
just a bunch of sheep. So I feel that individuality is 
the beginning point for great collectivism. That's really 
what I believe. I believe that if you destroy individuality 
you also destroy the effectiveness in collectivism. You'll 
eventually end up with a kind of blunderbuss instead of a 
nation of intelligent, keen, alive people who think for them-
selves and behave accordingly. That's the kind of a nation 
we need in the world. The world really is looking to us 
for that. If we don't deliver, we'll have more and more of 
what they call The Ugly American. Did you read that book? 
SCHIPPERS: Yes. 
HARRIS: Oh, wasn't that murder? Man, that was dreadful. 
I think we've got an awful lot of marvelous Americans in 
this country, but I think it's getting a little more dif-
ficult for them all the time because they fit a standardized 
pattern. Naturally they don't if they're individuals. The 
reason why we're doing this really is that we've 
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concentrated on materialism rather than on humanism. That's 
what the real trouble is. As long as we concentrate on 
materialism, the tendency to standardize materials is a 
natural attribute. The easiest way to handle it is by 
standardizing it. But, if you're going to concentrate on 
humanism, that's the worst way to handle it. So I think 
that probably America's next great problem is how to bring 
up humanism to the level of support that materialism has 
had. Of course, that again means that the arts will be 
tremendously helpful because the arts depend on individ-
uals. You can't standardize it, it's impossible. You and 
I must have one of our meetings on education. 
SCHIPPERS: We will, we will. The other half of this ques-
tion was about the genetic basis, and you've been spelling 
something out about realizing potential. Is this what you 
mean by genetic basis? 
HARRIS: By genetic basis, I mean the foundation which gen-
erates the creative development and expectations. 
SCHIPPERS: In other words, this is opposed to actual gene 
cells in the human being. 
HARRIS: No, it isn't opposed to them, it confirms them. 
If it doesn't confirm them, then it's anti-humanistic. 
That's our problem. When you think of what a tremendous 
miracle it is that a child is born with a nervous system, 
a lymphatic system, eyes, ears, a bone structure, and 
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everything, it is just fantastic as a generative thing. So 
now that we know that this is true, we've even become a 
little blase about it. If we think about it for a minute, 
live with it as we have with our five children, see them 
born, see them just grow, see them learn to talk and know 
the connotations of words and inflections, it's miraculous. 
Now if we can see that thing happen, all we have to do is 
to say, "Well, here it is. Let's go forward with it. Let's 
not impede it. Let's ally ourselves with it. Let's become 
in consonance with it. Let's flow with it. Let's not 
stop it." That's what I'm trying to say. That's what I 
mean by genetic, the genetic power and the generative foun-
dation in nature or, if you wish, in universal law. 
SCHIPPERS: I wonder if this has to do also with the commen-
taries on your music that often describe your music as 
organic? 
HARRIS: I suppose. I suppose. I've tried my entire life 
just to be a whole person, and it should reflect in my 
music. I've struggled to try to make it have unity, style, 
and idiom because no human being can say all that there is 
to say. Each one of us has a certain thing to say. We 
have to find out what it is, learn how to say it and then 
speak our piece. That's it. It's just silly to try to 
shop around all over and try to be as many different people 
as there are people. 
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SCHIPPERS: All right. One more thing, the Renaissance is 
often described as the time of humanism, great humanism 
really. Yet, the Renaissance man was lauded for his knowledge 
of many things. He knew about architecture, music, and 
painting and he was well-read. Now, he dabbled in every-
thing, he was almost a dilettante. 

HARRIS: Well, there are two things that I want to say. In 
the first place, man all came to his own center. 
SCHIPPERS: Oh, yes, man was the center. 
HARRIS: Now it's quite different from being a dilettante 
for professionalism, it's very different. He may have 
tested many fruits of culture, but they all came out of 
his desire for experience for himself, not out of his 
desire to exploit something. He wasn't trying to exploit 
himself. He was trying to bring something into himself. 
It's the difference of the centrifugal or the centrifugal 
action that I'm talking about. That's one thing. The 
second thing I wanted to say is that knowledge was not as 
developed in those days. One could be a savant then. One 
cannot possibly be a savant anymore. It takes a lot of 
time to master any one field. That's another problem, 
incidentally, in our culture. It's the problem of a 
synthesis. A very great cultural historian must come soon 
who can bring all these things together again. 
SCHIPPERS: Yet, music does so much of that. 
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HARRIS: Well, music does it, but it's humanistic. It does 
it in a humanistic way. That is, it comes out of the human 
being and goes into the human being. Music has to do with 
physics and acoustics. It has to do with psychology some-
what. It has to do with sociology in a way, but it's cer-
tainly not all the answer. It's a facet, a segment of 
the truth. Now it has certain a priori values which we can 
count on. My heavens, I was at a party recently. One man 
was telling me everything was chemistry. That's all there 
was, chemistry. He believed it. I said, "Well, what about 
my inner brain which tells me that you're not telling the 
truth?" He said, "Chemistry makes that inner brain." Soon 
another man will tell me that everything is vibration or 
motion. A physicist will tell us everything is motion, and 
so it is. But, they're all components of the great whole. 
I don't believe that we'll be able to dissect them and 
measure them all. I think there's something that can't 
be measured. Of course, I'm mystical in that sense. The 
greatest scientists are becoming more and more mystical. 
I understand they're having some trouble with them over in 
the USSR because they're rejecting the materialistic con-
ception of history. Oh well, I don't know. It would be 
pretty hard to dissect and measure the experience of love 
or affection. I don't see how they can do it. They may 
measure the reactions and the stimuli, but that's just 
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calling it another name, a whole new set of names. Well, 
we've had a pretty good time now, haven't we? 
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TAPE NUMBER: II, SIDE TWO 
JULY 18, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: You have suggested that we talk about trends. 
This matter has naturally occupied my mind a great deal 
as it does all creative artists. Especially that is true 
today because trends shift so much faster than they used 
to. That's due to the fast communication. You can imagine 
that one wouldn't hear a symphony internationally in 
Beethoven's time perhaps for years or many more. Now one 
writes a symphony, and it's heard all over the world the 
first year. If it's recorded or sent by the Voice of 
America or whatever, it is used everywhere. As a matter 
of fact, to give you an example, when I conducted my Fifth 
Symphony in Moscow, I was told right after I had conducted 
it that it had been heard by three hundred million people. 
When we have a network broadcast here by the Philharmonic, 
for instance, it's heard by at least fifteen million people 
right away. 

So, the trends shift faster. One might say that music 
becomes known more quickly and wears out more quickly. It 
seems a strange thing to say that music wears out. Now, 
what do I mean by that? I mean that each person has a cer-
tain style, and that is the essence of what he has to say. 
Let's transfer it for a moment to literature. Imagine 
reading The Mill on the Floss fifty times. It's nothing 
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to have heard a symphony fifty times. I'm sure I've heard 
the Brahms' symphonies so many times that they don't com-
municate anything to me at all anymore. One of the reasons 
is that they move pretty slowly. They develop slowly as 
contrasted, let's say, to Bach or Beethoven. For that reason, 
for instance, the romantic period is wearing out much faster 
than the classical period because it was less creative in 
the sense that it was slower. It depended on slower idioms 
for development. It depended on a certain kind of fat har-
monies, fat orchestration, and not much counterpoint. For 
those reasons, it is a whole lot easier to understand, 
quicker to grasp. Also, for that reason, it wears out 
faster. 
SCHIPPERS: One question. Now, you've been talking in 
terms of the composer. I don't particularly want you to 
go into anything about audiences at this point, but you feel 
then that the trends are being influenced simply by the 
mass media, and this is in terms of the composer only. 
HARRIS: Well, a composer doesn't live in a vacuum. He 
can't escape his time period. If he even tried, he couldn't. 
For instance, a pop tune will wear out in a matter of a few 
weeks, as compared to a symphony which may last a quarter 
of a century. 
SCHIPPERS: In other words then, it's actually the composer 
being an audience. 
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HARRIS: Well, he doesn't write for the audience. I'm 
getting to a point. The point is that there is a shift in 
trends. These may be a shift in harmony, a shift in 
rhythm, a shift in form, a shift in orchestration, a 
shift in usage. Taking each one of those up separately, 
it might be interesting to talk about shifting trends 
today, or let's say for the last quarter of a century. 

For instance, there was a shift in orchestration with 
a stronger emphasis on percussion and brass. That was due 
to the effect of popular music and the use of it, the 
broad dissemination of it by the industry, because it was 
lucrative to do so. It's cheaper to record. The record-
ings don't have to be so good. The materials can be poor, 
and they expect them to wear out in a few weeks. They 
don't have to use such good materials to record on. It 
doesn't take so many instruments and so forth and so forth. 

So, there was a concentration on distribution tech-
niques for popular music. There was a real push on that, 
a tremendous kind of powerful organization, a trust you 
might call it, cartel even, to sell popular music as the 
American contribution internationally. There still is 
that. It isn't working out too well because something 
happened. What happened in the thirties was that the bands 
got very big, very plush, and very beautiful. They 
started to get out of the popular class. They started 
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adding strings, and they cost more money then. Then the 
problems became a little more difficult to get the kind 
of players they wanted, the kind of string players and 
everything else. Then the war came along. After the war, 
it didn't come back. One of the reasons that I suspect 
it didn't come back was that the industry found that it 
wasn't as profitable as they thought it would be because 
production costs were too great. This is just my own 
thought about the matter. A lot of us, and I'm one of 
them, thought that maybe the popular band was going to 
grow into a new type of American symphony. This would have 
been a trend in terms of instrumentation. This was what 
was going along with that music at that time, a trend to 
have a great deal of color. They had just brilliant instru-
ments, woodwinds, and brasses. So, since the trend in 
orchestral color, there went a trend also to make the 
popular music harmonically more colorful. The trend went 
to a kind of French, Ravel and Debussy, type of harmony. 
So, there was a tremendous influence from France then on 
that trend harmonically. What was the same trend 
rhythmically? Well, the trend rhythmically, interesting 
enough, was more from South America and somewhat from our 
jazz boys from New Orleans on up. Certainly the dance 
beat was brought in. Take the rumba rhythm. That's a 
South American rhythm. It divides the beat into a three 
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plus two plus three beat and so the symmetry went out of 
it, and the noodling became very, very complicated 
rhythmically while the beat under there was a steady beat. 
Now one of the things the matter with pop music was, and 
still is, that it has such a steady beat that gets tied 
down. It can't get loose, that steady tom-tom beat. 
There was a tendency to get loose from that because there 
was a big interest in progress at that time. Of course, 
the trend was still, this is interesting too, the pop 
music. The trend also came to the performance personalities 
like Tommy Dorsey, Harry James, Artie Shaw, Benny Goodman, 
Glenn Miller and all those terrific performers. Art 
Tatum comes to mind. He was a virtuoso on the piano, in 
the pop sense of the word, as an improvisor. Now all this 
was a concentration on the personality of the performers 
which is following right in the footsteps of classical 
music, but in a new vein, in a new way. So, that's a trend. 
The trend to short forms. All this had to do with the 
expedience. It also had to do with, I suspect, our 
condensing time. [tape recorder turned off] 

What interests me most at the present time is a trend 
which has developed, let's say, since the last world war. 
This is a tendency to escape personal responsibility and 
to band together in the tightly formed agreements of 
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procedures. Such a procedure, for instance, is the idea 
that you cannot repeat any of the twelve notes until they 
all have been sounded. This is a completely arbitrary 
idea. If you look at it, it's completely arbitrary. You 
might as well say that a poet must not repeat a letter in 
the alphabet until they have all been used or something 
like that. It would be that stupid. It would be like 
having a rule that within one chapter no single word could 
be repeated—a short word such as ̂ n, a, or, the, of, or 
any preposition, pronoun or anything. You see, this 
restriction is completely arbitrary, it's not even very 
intellectual. It's an attempt to impose some kind of 
ironclad discipline, which is arbitrary, in order to 
escape the large discipline. 

The large discipline, of course, is that each creative 
artist must make his own precise decisions about what to 
do. He should have the full resources of his art to choose 
from. If he restricts himself before he starts in this, 
his choice becomes much less and, therefore, he doesn't 
have to exercise as great a choice in his selection. The 
whole thing is quite arbitrary and quite against the 
natural instincts and laws of the creative artist. Of 
course, it has resulted in an awful lot of very poor and 
puerile music which looks much better than it sounds. It 
becomes geometric. They had a form of painting for a 

65 



while in which nobody could use anything but the straight 
line in geometric painting. There was some of that. Of 
course, there are only two kinds of lines in our art, the 
straight line and the curved line. You take out half of 
it and you restrict yourself by half. These senseless 
restrictions are an escape, I. suspect, or an attempt to 
escape the discipline of personal decision, personal 
responsibility. That in itself is a kind of artistic 
reflection of the tendency also to standardize. Stan-
dardization is the opposite, of course, of growth, per-
sonality,. and individuality. If you take away individuality 
from the creative artist and try to standardize him, you 
take away his raison d'etre« That's what he's there for. 
If he's of any value to society, it is that he perceives 
something and that he has achieved technique to translate 
that something into an art form which communicates what 
he has perceived to people. That's the whole art process. 
So, whenever an art arrives that the audience can't under-
stand, unless the audience has been briefed in advance as 
to what to listen to, why it's out, you see. It is sort 
of like saying that you can't eat a certain kind of food 
unless your stomach has been conditioned to take it. 
Well, of course, that is true. So, that restricts you 
from all kinds of things. This conditioning of people 
for certain idioms, certain schools which are splintering 
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music up into all kinds of little "isms," worries me a 
bit. It seems that it has come just at a time when we 
should, in the Western world, begin to do our greatest 
creative work because we have all the conditions to pro-
duce a great art here. So it seems as though that, instead 
of doing it, we restrict ourselves into all kinds of little 
"isms," idioms. This is a trend which worries me. It 
doesn't seem to belong to democracy or to the New World in 
which there is abundance, power, and plenty. This would 
seem to belong to a world where people have been sort of 
restricted to ersatz production. We don't have that, of 
course. We have this tremendous sense of opulence in our 
nation, and an incredible fecundity, beauty, largesse, 
untold power and opportunity. Why it should be crystal-
lized into watertight compartments of theory doesn't seem 
to match up. There must be a reason why it is. Now I 
suppose it's the same reason why, in the midst of all of 
our plenty, we have a good deal of fear and, in the midst 
of all plenty, people never seem to have time. My doctor 
friends tell me that there's an alarming growth of economic 
psychosis in America which is exactly the same kind of 
thing. It's a restriction. It's a tightening up at the 
time when we have the most that we've had in our whole 
history. It's very strange. There are a few big orches-
tras which can commission one to do a major work and which 
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can play anything because they have the rehearsal time to 
do it. There are hardly any left, four or five orchestras, 
in our whole nation that can do it. That is another thing. 
We have over a thousand orchestras in America, and only 
half a dozen of them are free to do the thing that they set 
out to do. It's a kind of a paradox, isn't it? So, this 
trend toward restriction, tightening up, lumping things into 
little tightly organized groups seems to me a very, very 
dangerous development. I suppose it's some kind of a sym-
bolic symptom of something that we ought to take heed of and 
do something about. There's only one way that I think any-
body can do anything about it, that's by his own personal 
effort. I don't believe you can organize art very well. 
It doesn't seem to organize very well. The Roman Catholic 
Church tried to do it, if you remember, in the Council of 
Trent and then in the fourteenth century. Pope John XXII, 
in the fourteenth century, tried to say that composers and 
musicians couldn't do this, couldn't do that and couldn't 
do the other because it was against the rules of the church. 
Well, of course, nobody paid any attention to him much. 
Those who were furthest away paid the least attention. That 
was the English who made a great leap ahead historically. 
A similar sort of thing has been happening in the USSR. 
They have had a good deal of restriction. So, with all 
their support of music, they have not been in the vanguard 
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historically of developing great music. They have become 
rather what we would call old hat in a sense, although it's 
good. They don't make the mistake of producing complete 
phonies like we have been doing. Take a man like John Cage 
for instance who wrote a regular symphony for radio. The 
idea was that, wherever you played and whenever you played, 
you just tuned in on four different channels, or three 
different channels, whatever it was, and put them all to-
gether. That would be a symphony, a kind of a divine dis-
pensation from Providence. Unfortunately, one time when 
they all tuned in, they had the president's speech on all 
the networks. That turned out to be a strange homophonic 
utterance. Whether it was a musical utterance or not doesn't 
matter because most of it isn't anyhow. There's the idea 
that anything which is tone is music. Of course, I don't 
think that at all, any more than I would say that anything 
that anybody does is legal. There are certain laws to pro-
tect the citizenry in their right to the pursuit of hap-
piness and life. If somebody destroys that, then he's 
unlawful. I say that this is unmusic that's happening, a 
good deal of it. It's not a very popular thing to say be-
cause so many times it has been said, and later on it 
proved out that the music was music. But then, one has 
to say what one thinks. That also is a trend that has 
developed, the minority can be vocal, but the majority 
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cannot. If you are a majority, why that should be your 
own strength. You don't have to say anything, but just go 
ahead and live. But it doesn't work out that way actually. 
I think that the trend to escape melody is too easy a way 
out. It's hard to write good melody. The trend just to 
throw form to the winds is too easy because it's very dif-
ficult to achieve good organic form in which melody, rhythm, 
harmony, orchestration and all that contribute to an or-
ganic classical expression. By classical, I use that in 
the sense that Havelock Ellis did that the romantic will 
sacrifice any one or more of the parts to overemphasize 
another part to the detriment of the whole, whereas the 
classical expression is a unity of all the parts or rather 
the coordination of all the parts into a unified whole. 
I guess, of course, it's very aggravated. There are so 
many angles to it. One might say, on the other side of 
the fence as the devil's advocate, that anybody is as 
good as anybody else. As the Irishman said, "Anybody is 
as good as anybody else and a damned sight better." That 
should speak for individuality too, but individuality has 
to be backed up by something. It just can't be blustery. 
If everybody has the right to be president, congressman, a 
head of a university, head of a church, president of a 
bank and so on, then we'll have nothing but chaos because 
most people do not have the talent or the discipline or 
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the experience to do any of these things. The problem of 
leadership is one of the problems which we're sorely con-
fronted with. One of the misunderstandings, as I see it, 
in democracies is that everybody has an equal right. This 
is leading us into some great problems and some great 
paradoxes because you cannot have any kind of organized 
effort without leadership. It's impossible. Of course, 
this is a trend also in terms of reaction. We see it not 
only in music and the arts but in sports. Everybody has 
to have a new personality every year if possible. The 
audience doesn't like to give leadership to any person or 
group for very long. They want to change—"Time for a 
change," as Thomas Dewey said. For instance, I've heard 
so many times when the New York Yankees win year after 
year, "I hope those Yankees get beaten this year. Oh, I'm 
sick of the Yankees winning the pennant." Well, why do 
they win it? They win it because the players that they 
have play better ball. So, it doesn't make any sense. If 
you add it up, it's saying, "I'm sick of seeing the winners 
win." That's what it means. Of course, you don't have a 
scorer to tally up because you don't have a means of mea-
surement in the arts. If a man is very successful for a 
year or two, why the whole tendency is to try to knock him 
down for a while because we don't want him to stay up there 
too long. That's not democratic. Why should we have so 
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and so, no matter what he does? 
Of course, this comes into our politics. It comes 

into everything except the business world. In the business 
world, the man who has the gold in his hand isn't ques-
tioned because they haven't anything to get a hold of. So, 
this is a trend, not only about personalities, but it's a 
trend about styles. Something is wonderful, it's very 
effective, or it's good for two or three seasons. Then, 
let's have it done with. Let's have something else. Speak-
ing professionally, the worst thing that can happen to any 
of us is to have a great success in a way. That means that 
you are bound to have your ears pinned back the next season 
or two seasons later. You just can't sustain it. Nobody 
has been able to in any of the arts unless they have spent 
an enormous amount of money to develop what I would call a 
great publicity campaign or unless they belong to a very 
highly organized group such as Madison Avenue which is 
very tightly organized. 

Now Madison Avenue has been very strongly behind con-
temporary pop music because it's easy to sell, easy to write, 
and easy to produce. It's topical. So, they're hanging on 
to that one for dear life because of the volume of trade. 
I was in a city a few years ago for two years where the 
hillbilly music developed, Nashville, Tennessee. This is a 
big industry in Nashville. If one said, "Well, I don't 
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care for hillbilly music," one might as well have said, 
"Well, I don't like the First National Bank," or, "I hate 
the politics of the city." All these trends are related 
to economics and to social business. It's very interest-
ing, for instance, that it was easy for the Russians to 
sustain a trend to use their music in America even when 
their government was in bad shape as far as public rela-
tions were concerned with us. It's very interesting how 
that was done. It was done by getting their works re-
corded by our big recording companies. The recording 
companies are very closely affiliated economically with 
broadcasting and television, so it worked out very well. 
In fact, they were able to turn the great hubbub of 
political controversy into an asset in the selling of 
their music. It even got to the point, when their own 
composers were in disrepute at home, they were more in 
repute here. Then, if they were in repute at home, that 
still did not cut them down here because it meant that 
the Russians had come to their senses. All this has to 
do with trends, and it has been very interesting to 
watch it. 

There is another thing which is very interesting from 
the standpoint of economics in relation to our own serious 
art in this country. The sellers, the salesmen, or busi-
ness people of the arts have found it much more profitable 

73 



to traffic in imported art. For instance, the art dealers 
want to sell French art because it's a whole lot easier to 
put any kind of a price ticket they want to on it than it 
is if they do it at home. The same thing is true of in-
terior decorating. There has been a great deal of that. 
It used to be that way with automobiles until it just got 
so flagrant that it didn't work anymore in a large sense. 
It's coming back a little bit now, even in cars. But in 
music, most of the big managers would prefer to bring in 
South American music, Russian music, French music or even 
English music rather than have our own music. Our own 
music is subscribed and upheld where they are in danger 
of letting loose the floodgates. The control of arts 
in New York City depends on a scarcity. In other words, 
it's sort of a law of supply and demand. If the supply 
is small, why then the demand can be made greater. As 
long as you can have it imported, why the supply can be 
limited. But if you start letting loose all these 
terrific pianists, singers, fiddlers, composers and con-
ductors who were born in America and who have all this 
talent and ability, why then what's going to happen? 
The managers will be out of business. Do you under-
stand? It's a very interesting situation. I don't know 
what's going to happen. I don't think they can withstand 
the tide. I don't think they can stem it. It will be 
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too powerful for them, especially since more and more of 
the big universities are becoming sort of art centers for 
the people. This other thing is sort of gradually pass-
ing out of the picture. 

Somebody was saying recently that Rubinstein played 
Louisville, Kentucky, and hardly anybody came. It was a 
very poor house. Well, I suppose that's because they're 
very interested in their own company. Louisville has an 
orchestra, sort of a statewide-supported orchestra. It's 
not one of the great orchestras, but the people are very 
proud of it. They're very interested in it. Consequently, 
they have a lot of singers, pianists and fiddlers. They 
are pretty good too, a lot of them. We have been down there 
and have seen what they have. This is all very good. It's 
also a trend, but it's a small trend. 

I suspect that the trend to accept the American product 
will come from the hinterland first because there is a cer-
tain kind of imperviousness in the mid-part of our country. 
You might say that they are extremely conservative about 
buying something from over there. There's a bad side to 
that too. They are politically apt to be pretty reaction-
ary in terms of international relationships and all that 
sort of thing, which is not good. 

It's very interesting that sometimes paradoxically a 
thing which is good for your own culture on one side may 
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be bad for it on another. For instance, I've noticed that 
whenever times are poor, the fine arts pick up. Whenever 
times are financially very high, the fine arts tend to de-
preciate because the people spend money for flamboyant 
things. If a man has a lot of money in his pocket, he'll 
think nothing of paying ten dollars a ticket for a prize 
fight, a musical comedy. He will get a fine seat, a big 
champagne dinner and everything. But if he's really hard 
up, he may spend three and a half dollars for a symphonic 
record that he can play over and over again. The librarians 
tell me that when we had our great trouble in 1929, our big 
freeze, Depression or whatever you call it, people just 
wore their books out. People found that they were contrite 
for one thing. They wanted to better themselves. Of course, 
that was when music was at its height. The reason why we 
had the tremendous big push in the thirties is a direct 
result, in my opinion, of the terrible Depression in twenty-
nine. It's a very interesting comment in terms of trends 
in relation to economics. As the economics get poorer, the 
arts get stronger. As the economics get better, the arts 
tend to get more flimsy and more showy. Isn't that in-
teresting? 
SCHIPPERS: Very, very. A good observation. 
HARRIS: It is not a very popular one, [laughter] but one 
that has to be said though. Another thing which goes along 
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with this are people who are uninformed. It's a whole lot 
easier to sell something as new to uninformed people than 
it is to people who are informed. Again it is this con-
formity idea. If it's new, they want it. They fall very, 
very easily for this idea that all progress is new. That's 
true, but all new things are not progress by any means. 
They are sometimes retrogressions. 

For instance, all this tremendous development in teen-
age delinquency is a new development. It certainly isn't 
progress, speaking in social terms. A lot of the tendency 
to refine the vitamins out of our food is new, say within 
the last quarter of a century. That certainly is not prog-
ress. It was new and more profitable because you can store 
them better. There's something about that. It's easier to 
sell them, all that whole business. Take sugar, for in-
stance. It's a whole lot easier to store refined sugar 
than it is brown sugar. Yet, brown sugar has the vitamins 
in it. Bleached sugar doesn't. It's really not very good 
for us, I guess. The same thing is true of flour. We have 
to put preservatives in and so forth and so forth. 

It may seem as if I went far afield from music, but 
these things are all very closely related. For instance, 
it is almost a pattern that when the Republicans come in, 
it means that the people in general will have more money 
for a while. It also means that the arts will depreciate. 
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It's just an absolute pattern. When the Democrats come in, 
taxes go up and the property owners feel poor, but the arts 
will go sky high again. This is because the concentration 
is not on individual ownership but on trying to develop 
something for the people in a national cultural sense. All 
has to do with a kind of difference between individualism 
and a broad collectivism, I suppose that one might say—of 
course, this is too easy, and it can be broken down—in the 
two-party system, one party emphasizes individualism and 
the other side emphasizes collectivism. Now, here's the 
paradox. You would think that individualism, therefore, 
would do something for the arts, but that's not it at all. 
It just means that Pop is going to get a better car for his 
wife. They are going to be better off. They are going to 
eat high off of the hog, as they say. But it doesn't go 
to the arts. You would think when collectivism comes in 
and there's not so much money to circulate that the arts 
would go down. But not at all, they don't because the 
emphasis is on something for people and people in collec-
tive. You see? Of course, this is only my personal obser-
vation. I don't offer it to you as the undivided milk 
of the word. I'm not sure that I could prove it, but 
that's what I think. There seem to be considerable avenues 
to that effect. 

Now all these things have to do with trends. I would 
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say that great art comes at a time when people are most con-
cerned in developing their best selves. Poor art comes at 
a time when the people sort of throw caution to the winds 
and go on a bender, that is broadly speaking. I think that, 
however, it's extremely complicated. I would say that if 
the artist has too much freedom (I'm going to define that 
in a moment), he will not produce something good. If he 
has too much restriction, he will not produce something good. 
He has to have a proper adjustment, a proper portion of 
freedom and restriction. Now if he has too much freedom, 
what do I mean by that? It would be like somebody saying, 
"Well, here's ten thousand dollars. Write me a symphony. 
Write me anything you want. I don't care much whether the 
public likes it or not. We've got to spend the money any-
how. You might as well have it." See? That's not going 
to produce good symphonies. If, on the other hand, a hard-
bitten old capitalist says, "Well, I'll put up twenty-five 
thousand for five composers for your orchestra. But I want 
something good. Don't give me any junk because I won't do 
it again if you do. I want something that uses the orches-
tra, something that's solid, strong, inventive and imagina-
tive, something that has drive, color, passion and every-
thing in it. See? I want great music. I'll pay for it, 
but I want great music." Then I think it's kind of up to 
the composer to put everything he's got into it. I think 
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great, great expectations, in other words, are very, very 
important to make great creative art. Great expectations 
impose terrific restrictions in everything. They mean 
that the person has to deliver. 

Now, if he doesn't have enough freedom, in other 
words, the restrictions are too great. A person says, 
"Well, here, I'll give you money for these five composers. 
I've got plenty of money. I'll give you ten thousand a-
piece, but I want something that's just out of this world. 
Give me anything just so I haven't heard it before. See? 
I want something that is just simply sky high." I don't 
think that will produce as good things as the other will 
because the serious composer, the conscientious composer, 
if he accepts those terms, will be straining himself out 
of his norm. Those who are not conscientious have no fear. 
Therefore, they will just write anything. Of course, we're 
getting a lot of that now. I think one of the reasons why 
we're getting so much nonsense, sort of lost music, or lost 
unmusic, something beyond return, is because the composer 
does not feel that he has any responsibility to his society. 
Society is not interested particularly. They don't care 
what he does. As far as they are concerned, he can start 
whirling like the philosopher did in the crock of gold and 
just go right on up, never to come back again. I think 
that's one of the reasons that so many completely phoney 
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ideas are being perpetrated on the public with tongue in 
cheek by a lot of people. It is because they think the 
public doesn't care anyhow. "Maybe I can shock them or 
something." 

Now all this has to do with trends. It has to do 
with a good period and bad period. CBS recently asked me 
if I could do a show. I don't know whether I'll have time 
to do it, but I would like to. He wants to do a documentary 
on what he calls the creative thirties because he feels 
that that was the most important time we had in this cen-
tury, the creative thirties. As far as thinking and the 
arts are concerned, a lot of people feel that. I think the 
reason is perhaps that we were sobered. We didn't think 
that terrible crash could happen. Many of the results 
were catastrophic to great families. Many of the remedies 
were extremely radical. Industry was told what it could 
do and that it had responsibilities to the peoples. So, 
we became cohesive. People felt, "Now, I've got to really 
tow the line and produce. I must do something good because 
I'm up against it. My whole country is up against it." 

Many socialist countries are not in sympathy with the 
USSR in many of their things. But I think one of the 
reasons why they're doing pretty well in education, dance, 
theater, their great orchestras and all that sort of thing 
is because they're really in there pitching with everything 
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they've got. They're fighting the whole world from their 
standpoint. Their archenemy, of course, is capitalism. 
Their attitude is that they've got everything to win and 
nothing to lose. Our attitude seems to be we've got every-
thing to lose and nothing to win. You can't create art 
that way, or anything else as far as that's concerned. 
The creative attitude must go into every aspect of society. 
Creative living goes right down to the beginning, and all 
this has to do with trends. It has to do with political, 
economic and cultural climate, all that whole thing. 

We have to have a good talk on education in terms of 
this and in relations of education to the arts. There's a 
tremendous trend to have education be the mother of the 
arts as the church once was. I think it's our answer to 
feudalism. It's the only democratic way. I don't see it 
coming as a centralized government thing. I'd be very much 
against it, scared to death of it. I don't think the power 
of the people should be vested in a centralized few people 
that can be controlled by pressure methods. I don't feel 
that all the wealth and power of a hundred and eighty-five 
million people should be vested in a hundred and eighty-five 
people in one square mile in Washington or one square mile 
in New York City. In fact, New York City has all together 
too much power right now. It has too much of the television 
and communication. All printing, publication and everything 
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else are vested right in New York City. It's not good. 
We almost have a hierarchy, but the hierarchy is in New 
York. It's not in Washington yet. I think it should be 
broken down and scattered out all over the country. I 
hope that we will have the wisdom, the strength and the 
courage to do it. 

It all has to do with trends in the arts, I think. 
The individual is nothing but a kind of transmitter. A 
creative artist, it seems to me, has a little stronger, a 
little more delicate and keener perhaps antennae maybe than 
others. I'm not sure of that, but that's what it seems to 
me. So, he's a transmitter, and his technique is his in-
strument by which he's able to catch this thing and put it 
down. Does that make any sense to you? Well, I'm about 
talked out. 
SCHIPPERS: On the one hand then, we have mass communications 
and quick introductions to all phases of art. Now, you're 
suggesting that in localization of artistic endeavors the 
chance for creativity lies. How could we resolve this over-
all quickness of communication and this sort of isolation? 
HARRIS: Well, I didn't mean to imply that it would be isola-
tion. There should be a free exchange. You can't create 
in immobility. There has to be a center from which to create. 
There also has to be a sense of belonging to people or to 
something. You have to belong to something. You can't be 
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sort of gyrating in midair all the time. I think there 
must be a free exchange, but I feel that one has to sense 
a strong responsibility to some kind of a social group. 
Now, I don't feel that one can feel it, I don't know. 
Let's go after this next time. 
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TAPE NUMBER: III, SIDE ONE 
JULY 25, 196 2 

HARRIS: One of the problems of the person who is working 
creatively on a project is that of the proper relationship 
to society. A man can't live in an ivory tower and be a 
value to society. Moreover, he'll get ingrown and not 
develop his own potential. At least, that's what I think. 
The problem is, as I understand it, how to be enthusiastic 
and affectionate toward your fellow man and at the same 
time, build a kind of social wall around yourself while you 
are working. This is a difficult problem because it takes 
a great deal of will power to abstain from being with the 
people that you are fond of, very often because these are 
people with whom you like to be for intellectual stimula-
tion, aesthetic or spiritual stimulation. While one is 
working, it's rather necessary, at least I find it so, not 
to allow personalities to impinge on one because they will 
color what one's doing at that particular time. When one's 
writing a work, the work should not be speckled. It should 
be a complete sort of work which grows out of what the 
person who is creating it at that time happens to be, as a 
coordinated person. Now, on the other hand, it's extremely 
important that the creative artist should have a feeling 
of benevolence toward people, not a feeling of shutting 
them out, but rather inviting them into his life. In this 
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way, his life is rich. In this way, he doesn't become 
cramped as a personality. It's a matter of how to develop 
a modus operandi during creative periods. It even can be 
brought down to today. Now, you and I have been working 
here every week. I would be interested in asking you, did 
you find that my preoccupation with my Ninth Symphony has 
made me anti-social? What do you think? 
SCHIPPERS: Not anti-social, certainly not that. Well, one 
feels an isolation. 
HARRIS: One feels an isolation. As soon as I get out of 
it, you won't feel it. Our problem, in one's immediate 
family, is to try to have them feel comfortable and still 
come out of your shell, so to speak. It's quite a difficult 
problem. It's not an easy one. One has to have a good deal 
of interest in other people. 

I'll give you an example. Today my boys want to start 
a paper route. So, they want to buy some bicycles, pay for 
them. Well, that is all right with me. I advanced them the 
money to buy these bicycles. They are very nice ones. Well, 
it took an hour to do. The hour of doing it took out of my 
working day. Actually, the hour turned into three hours 
before I could get back into working. Well, that multiplied 
by every day would raise havoc with my work. So this prob-
lem is a very serious one. I suppose a lot of people would 
say, "Well, why don't you just be a hermit and be done with 
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it." But, that's not the answer, never has been. 
Therefore, I would say that stimulation has to be some 

thing which is cumulative and which has been gathering for 
a long time. So, there is a reservoir, sort of on tap, 
to be used without having to have exterior stimulation at 
the time of creativity. The stimulation has to have been 
gathering there, has to have been experienced and stored 
away in the subconscious and in the memory, so that a per-
son doesn't feel that he needs it. As a matter of fact, I' 
often said to my wife, "I feel that I've had enough experi-
ence now all over the world with many kinds of peoples, 
climates, terrains, art and all that, with a few books 
and some music, I think I could stay in one room for the 
rest of my life and not feel too restricted. On the 
other hand, I could be amongst people all day long and 
feel terribly restricted if I were not able to do what 
my life work has piled to." This matter of an adjustment 
to society for the creative artist is quite a difficult 
one, more I think than most people realize it, or maybe 
it's very difficult for everybody in it, in everything. 
SCHIPPERS: No, I think it was quite common. Remember 
what [Marcel] Proust did. 
HARRIS: I knew Mrs. [Edward] MacDowell quite well because 
I went to the MaciDowell Colony for a whole summer. She 
and I had meetings together sometimes because I was 
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interested in what her reactions were to MacDowell's life. 
They lived up in the woods there and all that sort of 
thing. MacDowell became so shy of people that, if he saw 
a neighbor coming down the road, he would duck into the 
trees. She used to say to me, "Every creative artist, 
every composer certainly, must have his own studio some-
where which is off limits for everybody, including the 
family." 

Well, I haven't found that necessary yet because I 
think of the good offices [provided by] my wife who is 
able to keep the children pretty well in hand. Actually, 
in my particular work, there's so much to be done which 
is semi-mechanical, like scoring, for instance. I can 
do a lot of it with people all around me, and it doesn't 
bother me in the least. In fact, sometimes my wife reads 
short stories to me when I'm doing scoring. It's only 
at the most concentrated time of writing, which is in 
the early morning hours before my family gets up, that I 
need quiet. So, we've solved the problem pretty well, I 
think, in our family as to how to work it out. 

There's something else to say. The temper of the 
family has to be fairly even. If people are having tantrum 
fits, squalls and all that sort of thing, then the creative 
work just goes down the drain because it doesn't work. It 
requires a certain serenity and a certain kind of happiness. 
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We found that it's very important to our family, to our 
health, and to the health of the work that we are happy 
and that we make great provision for people to be happy in 
our family. Each individual has to find out what it is that 
they need to be happy. For instance, our littlest girl 
who is only five years old has her great pleasure from 
being allowed to do the buying from the baker of our pastries. 
He comes everyday with his little bell. She's a steady cus-
tomer. She saves her pennies, and we give her some money. 
She has become a custodian. She feels this responsibility 
very keenly. Of course, we play it up because it's develop-
ing a sense of stewardship in her. Could you stop it for 
a moment? [tape recorder turned off] 

As you say, we've been scurrying around the edge of 
human relations in the arts to society. I suppose, if we 
are going to understand the relation of the creative artist 
to society, we have to understand the relation of the arts 
to society in order to find out what it's all about. One 
thing we should say right in the beginning is that, in a 
society such as ours which is capitalistic and where a 
great deal of the thinking is based on trade and profit, 
the arts are at a great disadvantage. This is because there 
are things that society cannot do without, such as food, 
rent, electricity, doctors, clothing, transportation, com-
munication, and all that sort of thing. Therefore, the 
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people who deal in these commodities can behave economical-
ly on the presumption of necessity. What they have to do 
has to do with necessity. Now, of course, we could say 
that there are a great many more products than we need, 
that people are buying a great deal more than they need 
all the time in America and that there is a great deal of 
waste. There are many too many stores, too many garages 
and too many everything. So, they really aren't necessi-
ties, that is as individuals. Any one of them is completely 
expendable, and society wouldn't feel it at all. The proof 
of this is that we see these stores going out of business, 
coming into business, going out of business and being bank-
rupt all the time. The society doesn't feel any shock 
whatsoever. For the farmer, you can say, "Well, the farmer 
is really not as an individual necessary either because we 
are producing all the time more than we consume and be-
cause we are losing money every day by the millions." That's 
just a start, so that the price can be jumped up, so that 
economically speaking it really doesn't hold water very well. 
But, nevertheless, the thinking of most people is, "Well, he 
is a breadwinner. He is a mechanic. He is a truck driver. 
He goes to work and sells shoes." Whereas with the intel-
lectual—the professor, the educator, the artist, the human-
ist, the philosopher, the religionist, and all these 
people—they are expendable in a sense. They are not 
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necessary. 
Now, of course, this is quite untrue. I'm taking time 

to belabor the fact because, if you would take out all the 
humanities, society would go to pieces in a month. Take 
out hospitalization which does not pay, take out recreation 
which does not pay, take away the parks, education, all 
religion, the arts, and where would we be? Our society 
would just go to pieces in no time. But people don't think 
in those terms. They think in what I would call hard facts. 

Now that idea of hard facts is something that you can 
see, touch and measure. They may be extremely perishable, 
like strawberries, for instance, or the price of a new 
Cadillac which goes down maybe twenty percent. If you run 
it around the block, it has depreciated one thousand dollars, 
so I'm told, or maybe more. So, these are not hard facts 
either. Real estate goes up and down. I am reminded, for 
instance, of a very interesting case in which the real es-
tate went sky high when the Berkshire festival was estab-
lished up in the Berkshires and the Boston Symphony came 
there. Then real estate went very high. So, one might say, 
"Well, music has to do with real estate." 

As a matter of fact, there is a very interesting case 
concerning Leland Hazard, who is one of the important men 
in Pittsburgh. He gave a lecture, when I was in Pittsburgh, 
saying that they had to do something about raising the 
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living standards in Pittsburgh because industry was getting 
to a point where they couldn't get top men to run the in-
dustry because they were unwilling to bring their families 
there. What did he mean? He went right very specifically 
into it. He meant symphonies, schools, parks, museums, 
churches, and all of these which had nothing to do with 
steel whatsoever, but which determined whether or not the 
people who had to do with steel, who kept the price of 
steel up, and who developed all the advanced processes of 
steel, would come or wouldn't come. If they wouldn't 
come, then Pittsburgh, as a city of steel, would depreciate 
very׳ very fast because those personalities were the people 
who made it. So, this was a great scandal. I remember 
the papers were full of it. Suddenly, they brought in 
Lewis Mumford. They paid him handsomely to come there and 
tell them what was the matter with Pittsburgh. He told 
them what very dreadful things were the matter with 
Pittsburgh. The air was bad. The taxes were bad. The 
schools were bad. The people were thinking only in terms 
of a quick turn over in dollars and cents and not in terms 
of the long-range lives of people, of personalities, or of 
long-range morality in the broad sense of the word. 

So, all this is extremely complicated, and the arts 
are right in there. You can't extract them. Let us sup-
pose that we are coming for hundreds of miles, as I've 

92 



done many a times, across the plains. We see skyscrapers 
coming on the horizon. We know in another hour or some-
thing like that we are going to be a big city. Now what 
does a big city mean? It means that the schools are better 
there. It means that the shops can give you good food, 
good clothing, and books. It means that there are probably 
a symphony orchestra and many good churches there. It means 
that there is a certain high level of standards and moral 
attitudes. See? You could very well say, "Why don't we 
do without the symphony?" So, you do without the symphony, 
and it is that much less. You could say, "We could do with-
out the libraries." So, you do without the libraries. Then 
we'll do without the schools. Pretty soon you're living in 
a caveman's world. As a matter of fact, when you go to the 
beautiful city of Washington, which is really a very beauti-
ful city (I wish every American could see it) a thought 
crosses your mind that these solons really don't have to 
have these magnificent buildings. They could just as well 
meet in a log cabin. Why not? Why do they have to have 
these modern palaces? They don't have to have them. But, 
you see these are symbols. These are symbols of the af-
fluence of our people, our government and our respect for 
government. So, all these symbols have to do with the 
respect that people have for their own and for the civiliza-
tion of which they are a part. Music is one of them. 
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We have a big problem in America. Our problem is that 
most of the advertising business is concentrated on quick-
turnover sales. The arts are not quick-turnover sales. 
They never have been. They are not commercial propositions, 
and this is one of the big problems. I'm not sure how we 
are going to solve them, but it puts the creative artist and 
the man who's doing his stint for society behind the eight 
ball in a sense. He may work hard. He may have more talent, 
work harder and be more conscientious than the real estate 
man or the Ford automobile salesman and make half as much. 
It doesn't add up. Consequently, I feel that we often lose 
some of our best talent because people are just not willing 
to go into this privation, and their wives are not willing. 
So many talented people start out in the arts and they fall 
by the wayside. It's only the very stout of heart who sur-
vive. I suppose the reason behind that is that the need 
for them to do the creative thing is so terrible. It's a 
necessity, an absolute necessity, so that they have to do 
it really. It's as important a part of them as the other 
functions, either composite or complex. 

So, let's discuss the society then in relation to the 
arts in America. We often come out with it. The USSR, for 
instance, does much better by artists than we do in some 
ways. In some ways, they impose dialectical restrictions 
on them, which is a great pity. I have a feeling that we 
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may be coming to a point where the American people willing-
ly allow the artist his sinecures, his dignity, and his 
position in society. I think that they're willing to do 
it through the great universities. It has come to the point 
now that if you are a professor, your position is just as 
high as a doctor's, a banker's or a great lawyer's. To be 
a professor in a great university is an honor, and the 
American people have begun to look upon it as such. Of 
course, the occupation pays better now. The professor who 
is constant and prudent can have a very nice home and see 
that his children get educated. Of course, he can't cut 
any very wide swaths as do some of the movie stars who are 
extremely transient. On the other hand, he's a pretty 
persistent citizen, a good citizen. You can count on him 
to uphold society. He may be a little bit cautious about 
everything because his economic and social positions are 
still precarious. This is much more so than a man who owns 
a building, let's say, that is worth ten and a half million 
dollars. In a sense, he has more credit in the bank and 
all that sort of thing. But, so many poor things, anti-
social things I should say, have been done by big business 
which have been brought out into the open by the press. 
Big business doesn't enjoy the prestige that it used to 
enjoy in the moral sense. 

Professor Harris enjoys this position, and he is part 
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of humanities. The creative artist, novelist, playwright, 
composer, conductor, painter, sculptor are more and more 
becoming affiliated with this social-economic position 
which is now being accorded the successful educators. 
It's gradually being understood now by people, slowly but 
very surely, that creative artists are really a part of 
education, and there's where they belong. What they do 
today becomes educational material tomorrow, a generation 
later. One might say that the creative artist now is be-
ginning to enjoy the prestige which the research scientist 
has in the university. He doesn't make quite as much 
money, but he still does all right. His prestige in some 
ways is even more rare this way. It's stronger. I don't 
see any reason why I need to compare them anyhow. They 
come into the same categories, in a sense, as far as educa-
tion goes. 

This brings me to what I want to say, about which I 
feel very strongly. That is that the big universities are 
gradually becoming, by choice from the people, the culture 
centers of the people. Now the people are willing to pay 
the taxes to help them. There are the wealthy people who 
can afford it. They're not so many of them, I guess, as 
there used to be on account of taxation. But the wealthy 
people see fit to donate large sums to education and to 
the universities, both the private and public universities. 
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So the arts have found a kind of a home there which is like 
what they used to have in the church, a little more all the 
time. It's a sanctuary. It's recognized as such. 

The artist also is a large contributor to the prestige 
of the university which supports him, which contains him and 
which upholds him economically and socially. If he does a 
fine piece of creative work, the credit also redounds to the 
university, and the whole campus feels it. There's a kind 
of general feeling about the arts that used to be only 
accorded athletics. It's spreading out the distinction a 
little bit more that in any field doing something which is 
difficult and which everybody can't do is worthy of economic 
and social support and worthy of the kind of prestige that 
goes with it. 

The press is coming around. The press is very, very 
slow to come around because the press generally puts its 
weight behind those activities in which there's a large 
exchange of money. The press is very slow to put its weight 
behind anything in which there is not much money involved 
because the press is always right in there on the founda-
tion of the economy of the particular community to which 
it belongs. But even the press is coming around and find-
ing that, people to people, it's good policy. Because 
the people want it, the press finds that it's good policy 
to give some space to the arts, education, fine arts, 

97 



philosophy, and especially to something which is unique 
and of a high level of achievement. 

Actually, I think what's going to happen is that more 
and more and more this will be proven to be the American 
way. The American people will be willing to support the 
arts in a capitalistic democracy and willing to support 
them through established channels of taxation which they 
feel belong to them in a sense. Actually, it's not sur-
prising. It seems to be a logical social, economic and 
historic development. It's a little slow, but those of us 
who have only one life to live find that these convolutions 
of evolution are sometimes a little bit slow to suit our 
purposes. I think it's coming, I think it's coming. I 
see it a little more all the time. It's especially true in 
the Middle West where the cities are not doing so much for 
the arts, where the managers are not so strong and where 
educated big radio stations are on the campuses of the 
universities. Consequently, the art departments and the 
music departments in the midwestern universities are forged 
way ahead of the eastern seaboard and the western seaboard. 
As a consequence, probably the greatest music department in 
the United States is in Indiana University. You wouldn't 
expect that, but there it is, a very, very great music de-
partment. There's a very good one almost comparable to it 
in Illinois. Others are Michigan, Northwestern and so on. 

98 



Also, the universities are very good because they don't 
have to make a profit. That means that they do not have to 
restrict the volume. The managers can only make a profit 
if they restrict the volume, because if the volume is large, 
the supply is large. You can't charge so much then, espe-
cially when the quality is so good. The law of supply and 
demand is developing very fast as far as the arts are con-
cerned because the American people and the youths are ex-
tremely gifted. As soon as they can get the sense that 
their people want what they have, they'll be developing the 
arts as prodigiously as they have sports. Theater, dancing, 
symphonies, bands, choruses, wonderful paintings, architec-
ture, interior decorating and all this whole business are 
all part of it. A rich kind of strong heavy culture, I 
think we're going to see it. It's going to happen and it 
will happen around the universities. Then it will gradu-
ally fan out into the best high schools. From the high 
schools it will gradually come down into the best grammar 
schools. It will fan out all over until a man can sing and 
people won't think it's strange. A man can recite poetry 
and speak in poetic terms if he's able and not feel a bit 
strange. All this will be a part of the development of our 
culture. 

Another reason why we have developed so slowly in 
America is because we are so large. We are such a big 
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country. On the other hand, it's fairly easy to concen-
trate a strong manager center in New York City—especially 
when the control of radio, broadcasting, and recording, all 
these three powerful mass media—which projects a spear-
head for a certain product and keeps it pretty well in hand. 
They make large and handsome profits from it, but it's get-
ting out of hand. They are losing a little bit more all the 
time because people are getting a chance more and more, 
through the universities and even through the high schools, 
to hear their own American performers. Of course, that's 
always constant. The performers come first and after that 
comes the creative art. 

It's a very interesting thing which each new culture 
does. The new culture brought the performers to the new 
land from other ripe cultures, or mature cultures. The per-
formers brought their own music with them. So, the new 
society had foreign performers and foreign musicians both. 
It was a borrowed culture in other words altogether. Then 
next thing, the musicians stay and intermarry. The first 
thing you know, the new country is developing its own per-
formers. Then the next natural development is when there 
is not such a great premium on performers as there had 
been. The premium passes then to the creativity. 

Now in America a very strange thing happened. Each 
time we were about to go into our own culture, a new 
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distribution, a mechanical device, was developed. First we 
had His Master's Voice, the phonograph. It became purely 
mechanical, so they did all the same old music with the 
same performers over again. We about got that absorbed when 
we started having radio, and we did the same thing right 
over again. We got that pretty well in hand when we got 
high fidelity recording and high fidelity radio. We thought 
we had everything pretty well settled in the arts, music 
was going ahead at a great rate, and then television came. 
Music doesn't need television at all. It doesn't help any-
thing as a matter of fact. So, we had these four setbacks 
which practically represent my whole life. It is sort of 
standing still from a standpoint of culture and going ahead 
at a great rate from a standpoint of distribution which is 
again capitalistic distribution, which is again business. 
So, in a sense, we've been taking it from one pocket and 
putting it in the other, all the time, I think, marching 
very fast up and down in one spot. I'm speaking from a 
poet's point of view. There are some good things that have 
come from it. A very high standard of performance has de-
veloped in America, much higher than Europe has in general. 
Then, of course, everybody has a chance to hear these stan-
dards of performance, indulge in them, and appreciate them. 
This is a pretty good foundation. Of course, I presume 
now we're going to have a new television gimmick of having 
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it bounced off of a space ball. That will be a new one. It 
will be bounced onto the earth from somewhere else, these new 
machinations which are circling the earth all the time. 
Of course, everybody will be just tremendously excited about 
that. We could do the same old thing all over again. A 
choir can sing to the Vatican from Salt Lake. They can sing 
the "Battle Hymn of the Republic." It is just as wonderful 
as if they had sung the greatest music that was ever written, 
not that the "Battle Hymn of the Republic" isn't a good 
rousing nationalistic tune. All this leads me to believe 
that, along with it, we have a great traffic in distribution, 
an enormous traffic, concentration, money, talent and every-
thing. They are wonderful. If we could create a few sym-
phonies that are as great as the distribution, why we'd be 
way off in nirvana. But the trouble is the people are not 
so much interested in what is in the package. It's the 
package now and the distribution which have become so im-
portant. I had a letter recently to go to visit the first 
performance at Lincoln Center next September. They didn't 
even mention what they are going to perform, they didn't 
even mention it. The fellow who wrote me is a wonderful 
fellow. He's a good friend of mine. In fact, he's my 
pupil, Bill Schuman, and I taught him for years. He's so 
proud and so happy. We're proud and happy. All that's 
true, but it's also true that the program was not mentioned. 
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What is the Lincoln Center for? Is it for the Lincoln 
Center or music? You see what I mean? This packaging is 
one of our big problems in America. We concentrated enor-
mous talent and energy on the packaging and advertising, 
which is part of packaging. They are confusing the issue 
all the time. 

A young woman comes into the room and she has been Max 
Factored to within an inch of her life. She has learned to 
speak with a certain amount of resonance which she has 
learned from radio or TV. She has learned a certain stance, 
but she doesn't have anything in her brain to say. Now, 
of course, I'm not speaking of all the young ladies. But, 
I'm just talking about the tendency to develop the arts 
with great effort and great resourcefulness. I think that 
it's going to come through. I'm very optimistic about it. 

Also, I would like to point out that it is greatly 
retarded by an over emphasis on packaging. All this has 
to do with the artist's relation to society. The creative 
artist cannot be a sour belly and produce anything that's 
any good. He can't be a protest boy all the time because 
what we need is, as Nietzsche would say, the "Yea saying." 
We do not need things that are a protest, but things 
which say, "Look, look what I have. Here take some 
of this. We have abundance, great abundance, and 
there's no limit to the creativity which surrounds us. 
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Have some." That's what the creative artist has to feel, 
be a part of, be proud and happy with, be elated by, be 
enormously fortified by, be strengthened by and lifted up 
by. Society sometimes makes it difficult too because the 
conditions which he is confronted with sort of thwart the 
things he is trying to stand for so often. 

So often mediocre people get into positions of author-
ity simply by being there at the time and by pushing them-
selves in. We get singers and actors, I must say, and 
musical comedy which are just fierce. They can't sing a 
lick in the road. But there are all kinds of terrific 
stage scenery, effects, clothes and an enormous concentra-
tion of talent on photographing, timing and dancing that go 
along with it. There's packaging again, you see? 

So, this is a very interesting thing and part of our 
civilization, one from which we may or may not come out. 
One good thing about it is that the magnitude of the creative 
artist depends on two things really—one is what he finds 
worth saying and two is how well he says it. We have come 
to a point where, no matter what you have to say, you can't 
say it badly anymore because everybody will know it so that's 
good. I mean that half is tremendously contributing to a 
strong and high culture. So, the person who thinks that he 
may possibly have the insight and the gifts to contribute 
some large utterance to society is surrounded by the fact of 
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which he dares not be unconscious or dares not bypass or 
try to ignore at all. Whatever he does, it has to be 
really done awfully well, or it's no good at all. The 
people won't even listen because our cheapest, poorest, and 
tawdriest music is just tremendously and beautifully per-
formed, recorded and broadcasted. So all that, I would say, 
is to the good in that sense. It just makes it much harder 
to be a great composer. 

Of course the other part of his relation to society is 
that, since all these tremendous facilities for delineation 
have developed so tremendously, it has become infinitely 
more important that something good be done. It's a tremen-
dous challenge. That you might call a stimulation in it-
self. You write a symphony now. It's probable that within 
a year it will be heard by fifty million people at least. 
That's just fabulous when you think of it. So, he has to 
be pretty careful about what he puts down if he has a con-
science and if he knows what he's doing. So, all that's 
good too, isn't it? You think we've done all right now? 
SCHIPPERS: I think we've done beautifully. [tape recorder 
turned off] Why do you even feel this need to defend the 
role of the creative artist so strongly? 
HARRIS: I suppose I feel it for the same reason that prac-
tically every sermon that I've heard in the last twenty-five 
years has been in defense of Christianity. Arts are part 
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of the humanities. The humanities have taken a terrific 
beating by materialism. Most people have concentrated on 
materialistic things. We might as well face it. It's one 
of our problems in America: the overemphasis on material-
ism to the detriment of the humanities. It seems incred-
ible that a great city will, for instance, have a real 
estate lobby that will lobby against taxation for schools 
when the schools are falling apart and are overcrowded. 
It seems incredible because these children are the future 
citizens of our nation. It is just fantastic that some 
people who own property and who are getting fat on it want 
to keep taxes down on their property and sacrifice the men-
tality of our own future citizenry. They won't spend fifty 
dollars more a year. It seems fantastic when you think of 
it, doesn't it? It is quite incredible. 

So, there is this tendency for those who are in the 
humanities, who see this thing and who see that the think-
ing of the people, even though it is changing, is so tre-
mendously conditioned to profit, to money. In fact, we 
coined our own phrase ourselves. The almighty dollar it's 
called, the almighty dollar. That means we substituted 
the dollar for God. See? All you have to do is go into 
these big banks. They're like cathedrals made with marble 
and vaulted ceilings. There's a kind of hushed quality 
in it. When you look at it from a broad humanitarian 
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standpoint, it becomes sort of silly and ridiculous. 
SCHIPPERS: Worse than that, almost sick. 
HARRIS: Yes, people call it sick. A lot of psychologists 
say that America is increasingly suffering from economic 
psychosis. In other words, people are so worried that 
they feel that they can't pay their bills. They buy things 
because they feel that they need them. Also this is be-
cause, from the early morning until the last thing at night, 
everywhere they go, on TV and radio, in the newspapers, on 
billboards, and everything else, they get "Buy, buy, buy, 
buy." The feeling which gradually has developed is that, 
if you're not a liberal spender, you're a bad citizen be-
cause the circulation of the monetary medium is what keeps 
the economy alive. "Does it pay?" has two things that I 
have noticed. One doesn't hear very often, "Are you honest?" 
or "Would it be good for the community?" or "Would it make 
people happy?" or "Would it make people healthy?" Prac-
tically never do you hear those things. What you do hear 
is, "How much does it cost?" and "Will it pay off?" See, 
two things. Now, I'm saying these things because these are 
just nothing but symbols of the glaring fact that material-
ism has dominated humanism and that capitalism has dominated 
democracy. Unless we do something about it, we're going 
to be in a very, very bad position historically in that we 
didn't fulfill our dreams because we allowed our greed to 
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overcome our aspirations. Our economic ambitions, shall 
we say, are stronger than our humanistic aspirations, to 
put it in rather clear terms. How we're going to work 
that out, I don't know. 

That is the real reason, I suppose, why all humanists 
are in a sense on the defensive. It is because they're 
being elbowed all the time by businessmen. I suppose it's 
also true that this has even gotten into our education. 
One of our big problems in education is that it has to pay 
off because the people who are determining the budget will 
only give so much money. So much of taxation money has to 
go to roads, waterworks, and this, that and the other. 
One would almost say that the last thing to be really 
lobbied for is the humanities—religion, philosophy, poetry, 
music, painting, sculpture, dancing, human relationships, 
psychology, all the things which have to do with the human 
being. Everything is being put on profit and not on people. 
That's why. Does that make sense, what I'm saying? [tape 
recorder turned off] 

Before closing, I want to say that being a good 
American does not mean that you dare not utter or think even 
a criticism about status quo. I would say that is a sure 
evidence of being a bad American. I think a good American 
is a person who will look facts in the face. He must say, 
"For the good of our people, for the happiness, health, 
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prosperity, growth—intellectually, spiritually and 
physically—of our people, we have to try to improve all 
the time." You cannot improve anything if you're not 
willing to admit that everything is not perfect. When I 
say these things, I don't say them in a harping sense at 
all. I simply say them as factual. I feel they are very 
self-evident. If [the Declaration of Independence] said, 
"We hold these truths to be self-evident," well they cer-
tainly are self-evident. You can't escape them. Anybody 
who says they're not truths either is blind or a hypo-
crite, one or the other. I feel that a part of being a 
good American is trying to make a better America, that's 
all. 
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TAPE NUMBER: III, SIDE TWO 
JULY 27, 19 6 2 

SCHIPPERS: You were just making some comments on dissonance. 
HARRIS: We were discussing dissonance because I had a 
strange experience when I was a student in Paris. I heard 
an extremely strange program. It was supposed to be a 
Stravinsky program. It was practically all Stravinsky, but 
the end of it had a Beethoven overture. Isn't that a trick? 
They just stuck it in, I suppose, because what they had 
ready didn't fill out the program, so they played a work 
which they all knew. That's what happened, I'm sure. Well, 
I'd been listening with great concentration to the Stravinsky 
work. It seemed to me not to have much form. The form was 
cut up into little chunks, short spans. When I heard the 
Beethoven overture, I thought that it was a larger expres-
sion. It was more of a whole piece. It was an expression 
which was a total thing more than segments of many differ-
ent themes. He was thinking a great deal. 

I started studying all of Beethoven's string quartets 
with great concentration, analysis, and a great deal of 
pleasure. I discovered a lot of things. One of the things 
that I discovered was that it sounds a good deal different 
than it looks. I knew this already, but I didn't know it 
to that extent. So, this led me into a second thought 
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which was that one must write for how music sounds, not for 
how it looks on paper. I knew this already, but still this 
was a kind of a new concept which just completely fastened 
itself into my consciousness for the rest of this life. 
It's a sounding artist not a looking artist. It's not some-
thing you talk about really, even though I'm talking about 
it here because this is what we're doing. But, when it comes 
to the showdown, music has to sound. It has to project it-
self into an auditorium for an audience which is unprepared. 

So, this led me into a totally different study of tech-
niques, the study of timing, the study of autogenetic de-
velopment, something from within itself. Of course, I have 
thought a great deal about this in nature. I've seen in 
nature how trees grow from seeds, and fruit grows from 
trees. They're all related and all that sort of thing. 
Gradually, this all summed itself up into a sense of style. 
At that time, I conclude (I still think so, only much more 
so) that variety is very important in developing style. 
You have to have variety and homogeneity. You also have 
to have, should I say, a very strong sense of continuity. 
Both have to be there. There has to be progress. There 
has to be style. There has to be homogeneity. They all 
have to go together. The need for great variety and har-
mony led to a study of consonance versus dissonance. When 
I was a young man, dissonance was kind of the rage in a 
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way. It meant that it was modern. Of course, it's pretty 
old hat now. The idea that dissonance makes something 
modern is about as old hat as the idea of having the windows 
in the corners makes modern architecture. There was a 
time there in so-called modern architecture, if you put the 
windows in the corners, it made it modern, even though it 
was just a square box. We had a long period which I called 
modern academic. You could take the most obviously dull 
melodies and put them in the most square melodic designs 
with very little formal development, just boxlike pieces. 
But, you could make them very dissonant, and that made it 
modern. Of course, we've grown out of that pretty well be-
cause it was too easy to do. Every little student could 
do that. It's much easier to make something which generates 
from itself. 

So, I started studying dissonance and consonance. It 
has paid off for me. I'm very very glad that I did because 
actually if one is going to write a very brilliant orches-
tration, there has got to be some kind of harmony behind it 
too. It just sounds dull no matter how brilliant the scor-
ing. The scoring can help some, but it's much better if 
the harmony is behind it. 

I would say that there are still a lot of the students 
who come to universities that are twenty-five years behind 
the times. They're just catching up. Of course, in general 
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the academy is always slow. They're always pretty far behind, 
bringing up the rear, and trying to canonize that which has 
already happened. So, there's been a tendency to make a dia-
lectic out of incompetence, and the academy is quite guilty 
of lending itself to this. It's too bad because the academy 
would do much better to hold strong for a great period, even 
if it's a hundred years old, than it would do to hold strong 
for something which is not great, something which is sort of 
niggling and running away from something instead of running 
toward something. So, the students very often feel, still 
feel, that if they're going to be modern, it has to be ugly. 

Remember there was a time in painting when all the 
colors had to be kind of dirty reds, yellows, purples, 
bilious greens, and all that sort of thing? Subjects 
couldn't be a good-looking human being. Women always had 
to have a cigarette hanging out of the side of their long 
faces. Their noses were all too long, and their hair was 
hanging down. They looked despaired with life. It always 
gave the idea that they were kind of at the end of their 
rope. There was a long time when all painting was that 
way. Life was lost to people and a kind of an ugliness 
came in. I went through that period. We went out of it. 
I think painting came out of it a little sooner than music 
did. 

Music is always a little behind incidentally, always 
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has been. I think it's because it's so technical maybe. 
But there has come a period now, which is fortunate, in 
which everybody can do anything he wants to do. That's 
good because, strangely enough, a C-major triad is just as 
legitimate now as the most dissonant harmony that you can 
dream up. Anybody's guess is as good as anybody else's 
guess. So that's very good. 

I think it would be a good plan in teaching these 
students who feel that they must be modern to say, "Now, 
I don't want to pass judgment on what you do because 1 don't 
know really what you want to say. I don't know who you are 
really. I couldn't know because you just come into my class. 
I don't know what your background is, your home conditions 
or your relationships. I don't know whether you have mal-
nutrition or what kind of energy you have. So, I don't 
know what you want to say. I'll judge by what you want to 
say from what you choose to say. Therefore, I'm going to 
teach you three kinds of techniques, one to say something 
beautiful harmonically, something that has a great [deal] of 
light in it anyhow. I won't use the word beautiful. I'll 
retract the word beautiful. I'll use something which has a 
great deal of sonority in it, as according to acoustical 
law. Then, I'll teach you a second kind which has very 
little sonority in it. Therefore, it is rather muddy. It 
doesn't have much light. Because it cancels itself out all 
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the time, all you get is the jamming together of forces. 
Therefore, it will not have much color. It will be murky 
and muddy. I'll teach you how to do that. Then, I'll 
teach you the third kind which I'll call speckled. You can 
do anything you want to. You can make a style of not 
having a style." It would be interesting to see what they 
would do in a case like that because they wouldn't have 
any traction to fight against. They would have to refer to 
themselves. What do you think about that as an educational 
idea? 

SCHIPPERS: Marvelous. 
HARRIS: Sound good? 
SCHIPPERS: That's good. 
HARRIS: Do you think it's good? I think it's good. I'm 
going to try it this year. I found that I had some good 
students last year, but an awful lot of them didn't want 
any dissonance at all. They just wanted to do anything 
they wanted to do. Well, I'll teach them what they want. 
I will give them the third style and let them make mud 
pies, anything they want. But at least they'll know what 
they're doing, at least that. 

But dissonance doesn't lead anywhere much because it 
doesn't have any colors. It doesn't have much vitality. 
Also, you can't control the form through it because it's 
always the same thing, sort of like beating a dead horse 
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all the time. So, you throw that resource color away, 
which is a tremendous resource. 

Actually harmony has three very great functions. One 
is to give resonance. That's important. Two is to de-
lineate form like commas, exclamation points, periods and 
question marks in literature. It's like the inflection of 
the voice. I said the inflection of the "voice." If I 
had said, "inflection of the voice," dropping it lower, it 
would not have conveyed the subjective meaning I intended 
it to have. Music is personal. It's humanistic, not mech-
anistic. It's not commercial. It's not something that 
can be put into formula. The essence of creative art has 
to do with personal choice. It has to do with individuality. 
That's its reason. That's its raison d'etre which the in-
dividual who has the capacity can contribute, while other 
individuals who do not have the capacity cannot contribute. 
He has perceptions and concepts which are larger and keener 
than those of most people. If he doesn't use them because 
he has to conform to a preconceived formula, why then he's 
out. His individuality has gone. He becomes sort of an 
assembly line worker who puts automobiles together. 

This is one of the grave problems, I would say, in 
music today, that you can make a formula out of something 
and by sort of bludgeoning, by making highly, tightly or-
ganized groups, bludgeon everybody to conformity or 
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blackmail them out. It's a form actually of totalitari-
anism, very dangerous. I think that actually the creative 
process opens the door to a vital kind of living, providing 
the individual accept his prerogative to be an individual 
before he starts the music and does not concern himself 
about what Tom, Dick and Harry are going to think about 
what he's doing. He has to accept the idea and live with 
it that he is an instrument through which creativity flows. 
His brain is an instrument to bring clarity from this sub-
jective impulse which flows through him. He must put it 
into a translatable form. Once he does that, he ceases to 
be a conforming member of society. He becomes an individual. 
He has to have time, an unlimited amount of time, time and 
energy. Now, the time cannot be cut up into little fifteen-
minute periods. He has to feel that he is right, as I call 
it, which is a matter of getting clear inside of himself. 
That means that he has to get other people out of his skin. 
He has to get other people out of his consciousness so that 
he can perceive and conceive an idea. He can see it when 
it comes. He has to be ready for it. That means that he 
has to live in a certain kind of way. What to other people 
would be a deadly bore and would be quite unacceptable as 
a way of life, to the creative artist is a great opportu-
nity to live this thing which is there and which he wants 
to capture to put into a translatable form that people can 
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use. That's his great happiness. If he can do that, he 
therefore becomes a very much better citizen to his family, 
to all of his friends and everything. This is because he 
becomes clear like a clear freshwater lake or something. 
People know that he's telling the truth insofar as he 
perceives it. There's no trickery involved there. He's 
not adjusting himself at all to a situation because there 
is only one situation in that sense. I mean he's not ad-
justing himself to a situation which is foreign to the 
thing which he is trying to do. That's what I'm trying to 
say. 

In order to do that, he has to achieve a certain homo-
geneous technique which is completely at his fingertips. 
It is almost a reflex. He feels a certain thing and it's 
written automatically like the reflex of a man who, I sup-
pose, would be a great athlete. He doesn't have to think 
anymore. I feel that the creative artist doesn't have to 
think anymore, he has to be calm. Then he does it without 
thinking. He does the thing which is natural for him to 
do because he has the technique to do it as a reflex. He 
has the clarity to direct his own training from his own 
subconscious. Do you see what I mean? I don't know if 
I'm making any sense. 

Now, what has this all got to do with conformity? It 
has to do with the fact that the creative thinker cannot be 
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a conformist. If I'm sure of anything in the world, I'm 
sure of that, in the sense that what he's trying to do has 
to be clear as it goes through him. It doesn't mean that 
he refuses to accept the fact that he's a human being. 
It doesn't mean that he refuses, for instance, that if he's 
a poor novelist to use words. So, there comes a strange 
paradox here because one cannot be a creative artist unless 
he uses the patterns which civilization has bequeathed him 
which are traditional. A poet or a novelist cannot invent 
a new vocabulary for each book or for each poem when he 
writes. A composer cannot invent a whole new vocabulary 
every time he writes a new piece. This is quite out of the 
question and is a little bit crazy. I mean demented. It's 
demented to think that one can invent a whole new vocabulary 
all the time because, in the first place, one would have to 
throw away all the instruments. The instruments have to be 
written for first in a certain way. So, out with all the 
instruments and all musicians. The second thing, if he's 
going to communicate, he has to recondition every audience 
who listens to his work, or he has to write for his audience. 
In that case, of course, he has to accept tradition too. 
There are certain laws, for instance, which are very clear 
and very plausible and which are completely workable. Let's 
take melody. If the rhythm is very complex, the pitch de-
sign must not be so complex, and vice versa. If both the 
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rhythm and the pitch design are very complex, people can't 
understand it. If both of them are too simple, it's dull 
and not interesting. There the mixture between complexity 
and conformity seems to me the very center of the essence 
of creativity. What is conformity? In that sense, it's 
a conformation of tradition. What is variation? It is an 
addition through invention to a basic tradition which gives 
it a new valid expression and a new individual freshness. 
Words are not very well orientated to what I want to say 
because I had better hear in music what I'm trying to say 
to you in words. 

There is certainly a tremendous paradox here which 
needs to be worked out in thoughtfulness. One cannot, I 
would say, be intentionally communicative in an original 
way unless he also is deeply versed and schooled in tradi-
tion. So, I would say that if one has no schooling in tra-
dition and does not understand how things work--how his 
art works, what makes it work, what are the inner details 
of its machinery—that he cannot hope to have fantasy be-
cause it will be just mumbo jumbo. 

On the other hand, one cannot conform to a preconceived 
formula which may be traditional or may not be. After it 
has been here for a little while, it becomes traditional. 
The twelve-tone technique, for instance, of the Viennese 
school has become a certain kind of tradition, rather a 

120 



small one. It has not yielded very much gratifying fruit 
to the world, but it has produced some beautiful things. 
The violin concerto of Alban Berg comes to mind. It has 
produced some good things but not many because it's too 
restrictive, and the restrictions are tremendous. The 
attempt was to throw away many disciplines and substitute 
one discipline to take the place of them all. It doesn't 
work actually because it is too restrictive. 

We come back again over and over to the same thing, 
which I'm quite sure is probably related to myself, but I 
don't think that I can give you any kind of formula which 
would hold up sociologically. I haven't been able to 
arrive at it, except that each person must learn to use his 
equipment, his creativity and his brain in historical per-
spectives so that he knows what works in order to do what 
he's going to do, number one. Number two, each person has 
to be an individual, which means that he gathers around 
himself and to himself, and he digest for himself those 
things which are most congenial and most germane to his 
personality. So, he grows in an enormous direction in one 
way. Naturally becoming far developed in one direction, 
he becomes less in other directions. I don't feel that 
there's such a thing (I've never known any) as what I 
would call a completely well developed human being all 
around. As a composer, I suppose Bach would be the nearest. 
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He understood chromatic and diatonic harmony. He was still 
a homophonist, and he also was a contrapointilist. He 
wrote ecclesiastical poems. He wrote all kinds of dances. 
He seemed to be in a very large world and to have complete 
direction and control. But, on the other hand, if he lived 
today and had the vast resources of orchestration which we 
have, then he could have been something else. 

I'll put it this way. I had a very great professor 
in California University by the name of Dr. Pepper. 
I took a course in logic under him when I was a freshman. 
One of the things he hammered home in my brain was the 
first thing that you must accept if you're going to be 
philosophical is that you can't be active. The philosoph-
ical attitude, the broad point of view, precludes action 
because action depends on a precise idea and a passion be-
hind it. So, I don't see how you can be tremendously cir-
cumspect in the art of music and also be a strong creative 
personality. The two don't go together. You could be a 
philosophical historian and be very circumspect. You could 
understand this and that and the other but be paralyzed 
if asked to write a string quartet. You could be very able 
to write a brilliant string quartet and not know anything 
about, let's say, Bach or Palestrina. 

In general, the creative people are incisive because 
they're concentrated. They're concentrated because they're 
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not spread all over the map. It's considered desirable 
these days to try to be circumspect. Tolerance is supposed 
to be a great virtue. Well, I think beyond a certain point 
tolerance becomes great weakness. You could be so tolerant 
of the background of a criminal that you would let him 
destroy your child in front of your own eyes thinking, "Well, 
the man can't help himself because his background was so 
and so." I would call this tolerance ad absurdum. 

These are very involved and very aggravated problems. 
They're vexed problems. No man can be all things. He has 
to make his peace with himself of what he wants to do and 
what he thinks he can do. Then he must proceed to get the 
tools to do it and do it, and that's it. I'm just reading 
the fascinating diary of Napoleon now in his own words. He 
would be the first one to say that he was not broad-minded 
and that he was not certainly tolerant in any sense of the 
word. But he was a very brilliant tactician. He understood 
political economy right to the core. I'm just amazed as I 
read it as to how he saw right into the center of how people 
are governed and what makes them tick as groups. So, he was 
Napoleon. He was not Bismarck. 

. It seems to me, when we talk about the creative process, 
the first thing that a person has to do is to make his peace 
with himself. He has to accept himself for what he is and 
what he can do. That seems to me the very first step toward 
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creativity. If a person doesn't know who he is and he's 
shopping around to find out who he is by seeing what other 
people are, he's lost, he's completely lost. He's like a 
ship at sea without a rudder or a sail. The first thing, 
he has to know who he is and what he wants to do. Then he 
has to find out how to get the technique to do it. Every-
thing which adds up to the thing he wants to do will help 
him have a powerful technique. Everything which is contrary 
to the things he wants to do he's not interested in because 
he knows he can't be all things to all people. "Let somebody 
else do that. He can do that, I'm not interested." So, you 
can call that intolerant if you want to. I'm sure it is in-
tolerant. I would be the first one to say that finding a 
man who is a real creative artist and also tolerant would be 
very difficult, almost impossible. This is because the 
minute he starts to become tolerant, he starts to spread out 
the focus of his own creative center. I'm speaking about 
his creative art. I don't mean that he can't be tolerant 
about his children or about his friends and other things. 
That's something that he's not a technician about. He is 
not trying to be creative, except to be a good parent. That 
takes something else again. He can't be too tolerant as a 
good parent. If he's too tolerant as a good parent, he'll 
produce a generation of vipers because a child needs to be 
told, and it has to be consistent. If a child is told a 
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half a dozen things every day, he won't know what to do. 
He'll end up by doing nothing except hating his own parents. 
That's not tolerance either. It may be love though. 

So, I feel that this is a very deeply aggravated prob-
lem, but first we just have to admit it. We can't be every-
body. We have to make our peace with our own psyche, our 
id or whatever you want to call it. We may find out that 
there are some weaknesses there. We may see if we can't 
root them out, cultivate around them or do something which 
kind of just bypasses them instead of harping on them. Some-
times the worst thing you can do with your own faults is to 
be harping on them all the time. It is better just to do 
something else when they show up or just ignore them as 
though they were none of yours, just go on and do something 
else instead of worrying about them. 

This may sound a little funny to you, but I don't mean 
it to be. In a sense, each person is married to himself. 
He can't escape himself no matter where he goes or who he 
sees or what he does. There he is, right there, like a 
shadow, like a mirror, like an inner soul, like a psyche. 
He has to find out, sort of learn to live inside his own 
skin and be content and rather pleased with it. As a matter 
of fact, if he's not altogether pleased with it, he'll try 
to improve it some without making too much fuss about it. 
Does that make any sense? 
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Now, that's what I mean about the creative business. 
It's the same thing always. How can a man create a symphony 
if he doesn't [believe] in himself? How can be possibly 
create something if he doesn't believe what he wants to 
create is any good or worth anything? He better not try. 
He's kidding himself. He's not doing it out of inner 
drive if he does it anyhow. He's doing it out of ambition 
or professionalism. He wants to make more money or wants 
something. I don't know, but it's something he certainly 
won't get because music is a tremendous taskmistress. 
There's no escaping. It's honest. You can't tell lies with 
music. It's right there. It's like the inflections in your 
voice, music is. You can't say one thing and mean another 
with music. It doesn't work. 

The person has to decide what he wants to do, learn how 
to do it and live with it. Then there comes the matter of 
adjustment with his people and his family. One of the most 
important things for composers, if he's going to get married, 
is to find a woman who likes him for what he is, not for 
what she thinks he's going to be, but as he is right now. 
She must be very happy to be with him just because he is 
that way. He has to feel the same way toward her, just a 
sense of tremendous pleasure and anticipation in being with 
this person. That creates a favorable climate for him to 
live in. He's not fighting against something all the time. 
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If he has that with his wife, chances are he'll have it 
with their children too. His home gradually develops 
around him, and he has his own castle. He's the center of 
it and the master of it. If he's a loving person, he'll 
build a home in which he's happy, in which the thing he 
does is honored and respected, and for which due provision 
is made for him to do it in the thinking of others. My 
heavens, my children know that when I'm working, neither 
they, their playmates, the telephone, the mailman nor any-
body can come into the room. They don't feel that I'm a 
tyrant. They just feel that these are the conditions for 
me to write music, like the conditions are that you have 
to sit behind a wheel when you drive an automobile. 

How we're going to have the university take its place 
in this world, help the student find himself, give him a 
congenial climate, help him to get his technique to go with 
it, exert an authority without it being tyrannical, and be-
come a center for the region, which it is, without restric-
tions are some of the major problems of the arts. The 
American people are willing to support the arts through edu-
cation, but not through government. They just don't want 
it, and I don't want it either. I would be scared to death 
to have somebody in Washington saying how I had to write 
my symphony. Gee, it would be even worse than having 
Madison Avenue tell me because I can get away from Madison 
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Avenue. If you don't like it, don't buy it. I wouldn't 
want somebody who is a commissar in Washington [to say], 
"Look, this man is not according to the line. Off with 
his head. Don't play his music. Don't publish his music. 
He's not playing ball with us. We know the answers." 
As soon as you get that, you're in a bad way. 
SCHIPPERS: Do you really think the university can provide 
the proper kind of freedom? 
HARRIS: I think the university can because, in the first 
place, there are so many of them. It's not likely that 
any one will dominate the other. Even Harvard has been 
unable to dominate all the rest of the universities, isn't 
that true? Then communication is getting so free now, so 
large and so facile. I think it's very likely that we'll 
develop an intercollegiate communication system for the 
arts, recordings, and broadcastings. We already have the 
National Association of Educational Broadcasters , which is 
a network of 110 stations, noncommercial. It's very power-
ful, wonderful stuff. 

In general, I would like to say this too: there's 
something about the educator which is inclined to be toler-
ant. He wants people to have a chance because most educa-
tors have some kind of a historical perspective. They under-
stand that to inflict ideas is too strong a supervision. 
They understand that. I mean they grow up with that. They 
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live with it everyday. Their education is based on the idea 
of broad perspectives. I don 11 think that there's much 
probability that educators will, as a group, ever become 
art dictators as compared, let's say, to the major recording 
companies or the major networks of TV and radio. Now they 
could very well become dictators because they're centralized. 
They have the controls and a few men can control it. It's 
very difficult for a few men to control however many univer-
sities we have. I suppose we have a couple hundred good 
ones, haven't we, wouldn't you say? It's pretty hard to 
control that many institutions in so many different places, 
with so many different ethnic backgrounds, so many different 
economic circumstances, climates, populations and all that. 
I don't think there's much danger. I think it's possible 
that there will be regimes in certain universities that will 
be very strong and will have the weaknesses of their own 
strengths which will be perhaps to restrict, but all in 
order to drive for a certain point. There will be these 
regimes. Then they'll make their influence and their circle. 
They'll pass on and another regime will come. It's impos-
sible to bequeath a regime in a democratic nation, isn't it? 
It just doesn't work. Even Huey Long couldn't do it. It 
doesn't work. The people are too strong. Don't forget that 
the people feel that education belongs to them. It may not, 
but they feel it. They may not have as much of a voice in 
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it as they think they have, but they have a voice. They 
can let their children go or not go. The want Johnny and 
Jane to get something. They don't want the faculty to be 
tyrannical, and so on and so on. In fact, I would say, 
if anything, our democratic education is maybe too weak 
in lacking somewhat in authority. So, I don't think there's 
a danger. 

I do think that there has to be some kind of a center, 
though, to attract talent and to give it a chance. That 
center would send it out to other centers all over so that 
there wouldn't be any lack of opportunity for the individual 
to get his feet on the ground. George Wedge, who used to 
be the dean of Juilliard, told me that one of their biggest 
problems at the Juilliard School of Music was that the out-
of-town students who came to New York had such a terrible 
problem to adjust to the tempo of New York. The social-
economic attitudes were such a variance from what the 
western states and the middle states are. He had a feeling 
that there should be about ten great big conservatories all 

 .over the United States. I'm inclined to agree with him ־
People wouldn't have to go too far away from their own 
roots. Well, I don't think we've solved much tonight, have 
we? 
SCHIPPERS: You've raised some of the best questions. What 
about stimulation and creativity? 
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HARRIS: Stimulation. Well, I suppose it comes from the 
subconscious really or creative effort. I think it can 
be somewhat artificial. I find, for instance, that I do 
my most creative work just about the time of dawn. That's 
probably true because, all through my youth as a farmer 
boy, we always got up at daybreak. I have spent many en-
chanted hours feeling the earth come to life under the 
stimulation of the sun's rays as they gradually brighten 
the skies. Birds begin to sing and everything starts to 
stir. There is the sense of the earth coming alive after 
having been sleeping. I myself have had the greatest 
elation as a youth for years and years and years. I find 
it continued right on to feel the wakening of the day. So, 
it's quite natural that I should use this time to do my 
creative work. I've tested it over and over and over for 
twenty years. The quality of the work which I do in the 
morning is very much better and very much quicker than it 
is at any other time of the day. I think it has something 
to do with the fact that I always get up about three hours 
earlier than anybody else in the family. There's a certain 
sense of being the patriarch of my family. I'm there work-
ing not only for myself but for my people. Certainly for 
them, I'm being a good boy so to speak. There's a certain 
sense of rectitude and a certain glory that goes in it. 

So, I am generally quite careful when I go to sleep at 
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night to start thinking just before I go to sleep on what 
I'm going to do the next morning when I wake up. I have 
the idea that my subconscious works on it at night when 
I'm asleep. It must because, when I go to sleep, I don't 
know what I'm going to do, except that I know what I want 
to do. In the morning, when I wake up, it seems to all 
be done. All I have is the elation of getting up and then 
doing it. So, that kind of a stimulation I'm quite sure 
of. 

Occasionally, I get stimulation from musicians. I'm 
writing my Ninth Symphony now, as you know, for the 
Philadelphia Orchestra. I took pains to go and hear them 
three times while they were out here. I listened to them. 
I don't think I ever listened to any orchestra with more 
intent than I did this time. I was listening to every single 
woodwind player, every brass player, the quality of the 
strings, all the different sections and everything. I was 
feeling that it was a laboratory. I soaked them up, and 
I find that I'm using them now every day, all the time, as 
though I just heard them. I stored it away in my poor old 
memory. I was tremendously stimulated by that orchestra 
because it's a great orchestra. Of course, what Gene 
Ormandy does with it is quite wonderful too. So, I write 
things that I know they are going to just love because they 
are just tailor-made for them. They are just made for that 
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orchestra. 
They have a very great oboe player. I've written a 

tremendous solo for him as the first subject of the second 
section of my last movement, "Cheerful for freest action 
preformed under the laws divine." I have that motto for 
the second subject. He's just completely pantheistic, as 
free as a bird. He's Pan himself. I remember this oboe 
player. He's such a beautiful player. I had the pleasure 
of being entertained by him and his French wife. What a 
wonderful cook she is, and how he enjoys life. He's a 
Californian, by the way. He comes [from] San Francisco. 
But he has the complete control of this instrument. It's 
like a magic wand in his hand. Now you can imagine having 
to write for him, knowing he's there. 

[Janos] Starker was here the other night. I'm writing 
a work for him. He's a very great cellist. I've spent many 
hours listening to him play the cello. It's the same thing 
with Piatigorsky. I feel that I've had great stimulus, 
whatever you want to call it, stimulation, from musicians. 
My wife has given me many wonderful hours of stimulation 
because she's such a great pianist. She has such a control 
of her medium. 

I suppose, though, when it all comes down to it again, 
the great stimulation comes from outside of ourselves, out-
side of people, outside of cities and outside of buildings. 
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It comes from the universe which is around us. It comes 
from being very, very still inside of one's self and letting 
it flow in. That's what I really believe. There's where 
the greatest stimulation comes from. Does that make sense? 
SCHIPPERS: I'm trying hard to know more about it. 
HARRIS: Well, maybe it sounds mystical. Maybe I haven't 
put my finger on it at all, but that's the way it seems to 
me. I count on it, and I'd be lost without it. It's a 
kind of release from personal responsibility, in a sense, 
in that you don't feel that you really invent or create 
anything. All you do is prepare yourself to be clear enough 
to let it flow through you. It's just maybe another way of 
saying the same thing, I don't know, but I feel quite sure 
about it. 

I also feel that every single thing that mankind has 
ever created and has given to the world, every single thing 
that we have, has been created by some inventive mind some-
where, sometime. The sum total of this is What civilization 
is. When we puff our chest out and feel proud, we're being 
quite ridiculous. Actually, the whole thing has all been 
there. We have been privileged enough to capture some 
little part of it and put it into science, into religion, 
into the arts, into human relationships, into education and 
so forth. The sum total of that is what our culture is. 
The thing which worries me is that it seems that as we get 
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a little bit more materialistic all the time, we get a 
little further and further away from the taproot which 
gave us what we have. That's what worries me, which is 
stimulation actually. Well, I think that's about all I 
have to say about it. 
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TAPE NUMBER: IV, SIDE ONE 
AUGUST 1, 19 6 2 

SCHIPPERS: We were just saying something about the crea-
tive artist being on hire by Hollywood for a year. I under-
stand that you at this time are being retained in such a 
way. 
HARRIS: Well, that's rather euphemistic. It is true that 
I am being retained but, leaving me out of the picture al-
together, let's say that the artist can be on hire, pro-
viding he has something to do. Now, the Catholic Church 
is a splendid example of that. They engaged their com-
posers. They were generally also kapellmeisters for the 
chorus, and they played the organ very often too. [Johann 
Sebastian] Bach and [Carl Philipp Emanuel Bach] did it. 
Many, many of the great composers of the eighteenth cen-
tury and some in the seventeenth Gentury were figuratively, 
but in terms of actuality, really under hire to the Roman 
Catholic Church, or to the Holy Roman Empire, however you 
want to call it. Then, many of them were in the services 
of the feudal courts. Haydn is a good example with the 
Esterhazys. [Jean Baptiste] Lully, for instance, was in 
the king's court at Versailles. As a matter of fact, Lully 
was sent by Catherine de Medici as a kitchen boy. He was 
the gifted kitchen boy and he was sent up by Catherine 
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de Medici as a kind of gift to the king of France, King 
Louis XIV. It's true, of course, also among the painters, 
so forth. 

I see no reason why the creative artist cannot have 
some kind of an economic working relationship with an in-
stitution or an individual which or who wants his services. 
One of the best examples of it, of course, now is the re-
search scientist in the universities. He does very little 
teaching. He's there for two reasons. One is to do re-
search in science, and one is to bring honor to the alma 
mater. Of course, in a sense, we might [say] that all 
the most gifted football players are hired by the big 
universities too. It's a kind of window dressing which is 
brought for reclame to the university. Now I suspect that 
the university will gradually become the great benefactor, 
the real patron, of the twentieth century, especially in 
the twentieth century democracy, of our own people rather 
than the state. This will be the American way of solving 
the economic problem for the creative artist. 

The creative arts have never been economically profit-
able for the very simple reason that they are not good mer-
chandise until enough people have accepted them to buy 
them. This generally takes about fifty years. It used to 
take fifty years. It takes less time now, about half of 
that, for a work to become what I would call good 
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merchandise. Of course, when they hear it the first time, 
they don't even know what to listen for, or whether it's 
good merchandise or not. It's not till a work has been 
played around for a year or so before people are even con-
vinced that they should sort of pick up their ears for an 
important new work. It sort of gets around by the grape-
vine, "There's something brewing here." That takes time. 
It takes a little time. In the sense of merchandise like 
a new model that General Motors, or Ford or Chrysler brings 
out is good merchandise, you can sell that in thirty days 
or sixty days. You can even sell it before it comes on 
the market. You can create an appetite for it. You can 
do that for soloists in music, but you can't do it for new 
works because you don't know what to tell the people. 
There's nothing to get a hold of. 

So, in that sense, the creative artist has never been 
a good economic proposition at the time. It's only later 
on that he becomes a good proposition. Think back to Bach's 
widow who was so poverty stricken that she had to scrub 
floors. As myth has it, the pages on which the great Saint 
Matthew Passion were written were used to wrap meat in, 
because his widow, who was working for the butcher, didn't 
even know that it was an important work. We think of the 
dreadful state of economy of Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, 
Schubert and most of them. Then think of what valuable 
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property Bach is today. In fact, Bach is now the greatest 
seller of music there is by far, like the Bible is. Year 
in and year out, the Bible outsells any other composer 
all over the world and has for a long time. You can imagine 
what that property is worth now or what the property of 
Beethoven or Mozart is worth. You couldn't buy all the 
Beethoven works for, I suppose, ten million dollars and 
have a world corner on the complete market. You just 
couldn't do it. It's like trying to buy all the works 
of Rembrandt [Harmensz van Rijn] or something. Think how 
poverty-stricken Beethoven was. He was completely without 
money all the time. It was just hand to mouth. 

We just have to face it, the creative arts do not fit 
into the fast-turnover commodity category of capitalism. 
It doesn't fit. To try to fit is quite shortsighted from 
an historical point of view. It is shortsighted also from 
a standpoint of education and culture. We do a great dis-
honor to our own intelligence by saying, "Well, music 
should pay for itself as it goes." Well, it doesn't pay 
for itself. It doesn't. It never has, any more than re-
creation pays for itself, or hospitalization, as far as 
that's concerned. We couldn't take care of the sick if 
we expected it to pay for itself as it goes. It simply 
doesn't do it. 

We could not get any education whatsoever if we 
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expected UCLA, for instance, to pay for itself as it goes. 
What is the income? I don't know. The music department 
has something like a $500,000-a-year budget. That's a 
pure loss. You could support a lot of composers for that. 
So, somehow or another, we will gradually come to the point 
where we work it out. In this $500,000-a-year budget, 
there must be fifteen thousand dollars a year in the 
budget, which is not exorbitant, for a major composer be-
cause he's in hire not only to the university but to the 
whole community and the particular environment in which 
he lives. I might call it the region. In general he is 
in hire to the whole national culture if he's an important 
composer. UCLA is doing something for the whole nation 
when they have him there if he's that significant. Very 
often one doesn't know whether he's that significant or 
not. The university has to take a chance on him just like 
it has to take a chance on its research scientists. They 
don't know whether they're going to develop a new wonder 
drug or a new way of exploding the world in thirty seconds 
or not. 

How to conserve energy and get it from the sun, how to 
master the power of the waves of the ocean, how to extract 
the energy from sunlight of the air are tremendous things 
which haven't been touched at all. Science undoubtedly 
will, I suppose, gradually arrive at it. So, it will be 
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probably the province of the university to take personal 
responsibility for the individuals and to be the recipro-
cal agent for this whole thing, the repository, and perhaps 
state, municipal, county and federal funds will support 
the people who are going to hold up the intellectual posi-
tion of society in which they live. 

So, what you question really comes down to should an 
individual or an institution enter into contract with a 
creative artist to sustain him so that he doesn't have 
to worry about paying the candlestick maker, the butcher 
and the baker every day, every week, every month, or when-
ever it is depending on how solid a citizen he is. He 
won't have to worry about having a home that's warm and 
has light in it, clothing his children so that they're 
not ragged, and upholding the general dignity of the com-
munity. That has to be done too. It's not only that the 
money is given to him. Actually it isn't, it's given to 
the community. He just is a kind of intermediary. It 
goes to him, and he pays it out to the community. If they 
didn't give it to him, they would have to give it to some-
body else because, otherwise, the university wouldn't have 
an economic position in the community. Therefore, it 
couldn't exist. That's what it really comes down to. 

So, he's nothing but a kind of, I should say, a tran-
sition [laughter] point for the money to pass from one 
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pocket into the other, and out of that pocket into the 
pocket of all the tradespeople. It goes around and around 
and around. The economy is sustained, and the medium cir-
culates, and that's it. 

Of course, I can just hear your mind thinking, "Well, 
can the creative artist behave under such conditions. Is 
he a free agent?" To which I ask the question, "Is any-
body a free agent? Is the man who preaches the word of 
God a free agent because he receives a salary or isn't he?" 
In this case, there is no such a thing as a free agent in 
society, which goes from our president right through all 
the Congress, all our teachers, and all our tradespeople, 
the doctors, the lawyers and everything. There is no such 
a thing as freedom if we lose our freedom by accepting pay-
ment for our services. Does that make sense? 

So, I think it's a good deal of nonsense to have some-
body say, "Oh, how can you possibly write your best music 
when you don't write unless you're commissioned?" That's 
just a lot of nonsense really. It just means that people 
are still laboring under the old nineteenth-century roman-
tic idea that the arts have only been created by people who 
lived in unheated garrets and who were at the point of star-
vation in these unheated garrets. Of course, that's just 
ridiculous. The truth of the matter is that a lot of the 
great art has been written in spite of terrible deprivations 
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and this is certainly not to the glory of society. What it 
comes down to is that a few individuals have upheld the 
creative dignity of all their fellow men and had to pay for 
it through the nose. After they were dead, all their fellow 
men cash in on it, including all the business who use it, 
all the advertisers and everybody else. It is certainly un-
fair, is completely sentimental and has no basis in fact or 
honesty or anything else. 

So, I should say that, if the composer is of such a nature 
that he can't create well because somebody is paying him to 
do it, then I can only say that the composer must feel that 
what he's creating is not worthy of the money he's getting. 
I can't say that he has some kind of a strange, romantic 
idea that he is a free agent in the world and that he can 
only create out of his glorious freedom. Then, of course, 
we have to ask all kinds of embarrassing questions, such as, 
who brings you the milk? Where do you get your bread? 
You didn't raise it. You didn't grind the wheat. You didn't 
bake it. What do you mean free? Who made the clothes you 
wear? Who made this music manuscript that you write on? 
Who made the pencil or the pen or the ink that you use? 
Who made the electricity? This idea of freedom of an in-
dividual as divorced from society and as divorced from the 
economic and social conventions of society is just com-
pletely cuckoo. Only a person who is quite childish and 
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hasn't thought at all about the matter would ever entertain 
such an idea at all. Isn't it clear? All right, let's 
turn it off for a minute, 
[tape recorder turned off] 
SCHIPPERS: What about the individual initiative of the 
creative artist? 
HARRIS: Of course, his great initiative is in creating 
the art. There's where his real energy has to go. This is 
an interesting question because, very strangely, some of 
the most important discoveries in science, and certainly as 
I've already said, a great deal of the most important art 
have been realized from what I might call shoestring opera-
tions. Madame [Marie] Curie comes to mind. Of course, 
it's very interesting, the artists have always made the art. 
They have never held back for society really to make it. If 
society didn't go with them, they went ahead and made it 
anyhow, for the simple reason that they had to. In the same 
way, scientists have never held back. I think of [Louis] 
Pasteur, for instance, and of what he went through in order 
to realize the things that he finally bequeathed to society. 
All creative thinkers do not will that they become creative 
thinkers. They can't help themselves. They're like a plant 
that has to bear fruit or die. If there's no way for them 
to do it, they'll sort of scrounge around and find a way 
somehow without benefit of help or anything else. Somehow 
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or another there seems to be some kind of law which seems 
again sort of mystical. When a person has to do something, 
they seem to be given the energies, the perspectives, the 
adrenalin or whatever you want to call it to do it anyhow 
when it seems impossible. 

I'm reminded of that wonderful story of the people who 
wanted to move the fruit tree. Do you remember? It was 
a great big tree, and they wanted to move it. It was much 
too heavy for them, and a little man came along [and] said, 
"Well, I'll move it." Of course, they all laughed at him 
because they couldn't all do it with their combined strength. 
Any one of them was bigger and stronger than he was, but he 
went and ate some of the fruit from the tree. Then, he was 
able to do it, which is [a] sort of beautiful parable be-
cause that's really what happens. People grow by doing. 
There's something about the consuming of the fruit of 
beauty and aspiration strengthening the person to grasp and 
deal with this weighty matter. One cannot postulate about 
it. It's a process of spiritual and intellectual metabolism. 
There's only one way that it can be done, and that's to do 

I know that when I was a boy, this flashed through my 
mind. I had many experiences when I was in high school of 
seeing a lovely young girl and thinking how wonderful it 
would be to have her company to go to a movie picture, a 
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dance or an athletic contest. Finally, I got the courage to 
ask her. Very often, my invitation was accepted. Then I 
would go with her. I would discover that, as soon as she 
started to talk, all the enchantment was gone. I have two 
boys myself. You can't tell this to them. They have to 
metabolize this as part of their own growth to grapple with 
these things. They have to see the enormous discrepancy 
there is between how a person can look and what they are. 

There's something about this which interests me enor-
mously. I love to go and see athletic contests, for instance. 
I see the boys throwing the basket before the game. They 
all seem to be terrific. So often I've had it happen that 
one team seems to be putting in twice as many baskets as 
the other team. Then the game starts, and suddenly they 
can't put in the baskets anymore. It's maybe because the 
other team is there in front of them. They won't let them. 
As this contest develops, sometimes suddenly and sometimes 
gradually, a person begins to emerge. He looks like every-
body else. He runs like everybody else, but he's not every-
body else. He has something that the others don't have. 
He's a little swifter. He has greater courage. He'll take 
greater chances. When it comes to a showdown, he has the 
kind of terrible skill which he needs just at that moment. 
The others need it just at that moment, but they don't have 
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I see the same thing in professional baseball. In 
batting practice, they knock the horsehide off. Then you 
see them hitting it over the wall, hitting home runs, 
doubles, triples and everything. But, you get a good 
pitcher up there, and they can't hit the ball. Nobody can 
hit it. I remember seeing Bob Feller years and years ago. 
He had this cannonball that he pitched. He just stood up, 
and I saw him fan out five of the greatest hitters, one 
right after another. They just couldn't see it. It was 
so fast, and the ball looked about that long as it went 
by. Well, he didn't look that way, but everybody knew who 
Bobby Feller was, and they knew he could do it. 

I've been to see race horses, and that always sur-
prises me. I make it a point not to know who the great 
runner [is] because I want just to look at them and see if 
I can pick him out. I never can. You can't tell by looking 
at them. There's what the racing men call the fighting 
heart. I think this has something to do with creativity. 
This kind of terrible need to win, not to win money, not to 
win favor, or not to win fame, but to win the game of 
creativity. I think the same thing makes a fine composer, 
poet, painter or sculptor that makes a great athlete or a 
terrific scientist. It's some kind of mixture of genes 
which, when the chips are down, makes him more than he is. 
Does that make any sense? There is a kind of concentration 
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of power when it's needed. So it seems to me with the 
creative artist. 

This shoestring operation, coming back to it again, 
seems to me that we need not despair because the industry 
does so badly by the arts as it does generally speaking. 
We need not despair that, let's say, "Columbia, the Gem 
of the Ocean" has been such a bad mother to the arts. We 
produced a [Walt] Whitman anyhow. This doesn't make much 
sense. I'm talking against myself when I say these things. 
But I'm saying very honestly, believe me, that, when a 
historical moment arrives, our nation will produce the 
things that we have to have. There's some kind of a deep 
biological process there. All we can do is make ourselves 
ready for that moment and do our best. Then, maybe we'll 
[produce] one of them. Who knows? But this should not 
be our concern, whether we will be or not. Our concern, it 
seems to me, is that we should be ready, willing, receptive, 
and sensitive to the time period, to the historical moment, 
shall we say, and respond to it. 

I don't have much of a feeling that great buildings 
and big budgets are going to make great art. I never have 
had, and I just don't believe it. I was just shocked when 
I went to Paris and saw what a measly little old shabby 
building the conservatory is there, which has had such a 
great influence on the history of Western music. It was 
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this little old shabby building, rickity. And there it is. 
It makes the music building at UCLA look like a palace. I 
remember my wife and I were being shown around a new build-
ing in one of the very richest states in the union. We 
had been shown all around it, and the dean sort of turned 
to my wife for some expression of approbation. She said, 
"Well, it seems to have everything there is except hot and 
cold sliding doors." That department to which I have just 
referred has not produced one good composer, a great 
fiddler, great singer or great pianist to my knowledge. 
That was years and years and years ago. So, I just don't 
feel that a corporate power and a corporate wealth can pro-
duce great composers, great painters or anything else. 

I can tell you something that can come much nearer. 
That is great expectations of the people who surround them, 
a deep desire amongst the people that they should rise up, 
gird their loins and produce a masterpiece. This desire 
should be felt so strongly that the person feels that he 
will be a hero amongst his people if he paints a great pic-
ture. That's what I think will do it. I don't think the 
money will do it or that buildings will do it. One gets 
used to buildings in about a week. It's wonderful to have 
a good car. After you've had it for two or three weeks, 
well, it's just a car. The same is true with clothes and 
everything else. But human beings are not that way. 
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Human beings are not something that you can get used to 
unless they're dead. This is because, if they're alive, 
you never know what their reactions are going to be. I'm 
just amazed at the wonderful reactions which cannot be an-
ticipated from my own children, wonderful reactions. 

I do not mean in any way to deprecate the well-being, 
affluence, good buildings, high living standards or any-
thing unless they come at the cost of eating up the time, 
energy, forethought and concern of people to such an ex-
tent they have no time, energy or concern left to be what 
they could be as human beings. Then, I think it's too 
bad because the cost is too great. It costs too much if 
one could have a Rolls Royce, let us say, if the cost is so 
great that for one year or two years or three years one 
could no longer think creatively. The cost is much too 
great. It would be the same if one could be given a quarter-
of-a-million-dollar home with the most wonderful gardens. 
Say after a month, one was served a billet-doux which said, 
"For the next month, we demand all your creative thoughts 
and all your enthusiasms. We want nothing but a complete 
slavery to this property which you've been given." Well, 
it would be ridiculous because the cost would be too great. 

That's one of the things that I think we in America 
have to face. I think we're finding out. There are a lot 
of people in the generations coming along to whom it doesn't 
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mean enough because they know the meaning of cost. They 
heard the father and the mother ringing their hands and 
swearing at each other because the old woman costs too 
much, the clothes were too much, this was too much. The 
old man has no time to go with them anywhere because he's 
too busy with his nose to the grindstone making money. 
They don't want it. At that cost, they don't want it. 
They're quite right. 

So, I feel that a marvelous thing is happening in a 
way. It's just the law of diminishing returns setting in. 
There's no place to go except to ourselves. You can't get 
any better cars. I guess you could have them. They could 
be lined with tiger skins and all the fittings in gold. 
But, it would still just be an automobile. We can't go 
much further than we've gone in this sense. We can have a 
little bit more automation, I suppose, and all that sort of 
thing. But, actually we're to a point now where we have 
seen that to have does not really mean to hold. People 
really, when it comes to a showdown, are more important 
than property. The thoughts of man and the feelings of 
men are so significant because they determine what the tex-
ture of the civilization is, not what the buildings are. 
You could go into a city which was magnificent with splendor 
and where all the people were niggardly, niggling and sick 
with apprehension. You would find it an ugly city. You 
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could go into another place where there were little simple 
homes with gardens that people had grown with their own 
hands, where the people read beautiful books and thought 
beautiful thoughts, where people had time for each other, 
where there was a sense of affluence, a sense of belonging 
to themselves, a sense of time belonging to them, a sense 
of the whole earth belonging to them because they partook 
of it and helped create it. You would find it a beautiful 
city. Isn't it true? Well, that's what it's all about it 
seems to me. Let's stop for a minute, 
[tape recorder turned off] 
SCHIPPERS: We were just discussing some things about edu-
cation. One time you told me that to teach was a privilege 
and a responsibility, and this was not true teaching until 
someone had learned something, and that out of a sense of 
gratitude they shared it with others. 
HARRIS: Yes. You've put your finger on a very, very, very 
sore point in the world of education. It has to do also 
with religion. In a sense, I feel that education, like 
religion, should be a calling. Some of the religions have 
the point of view that they will not have a so-called pro-
fessional preacher. I think the Quakers are that way, 
aren't they? Those men who are worthy citizens and who 
have comported themselves well through their lives and have 
given a good accounting of themselves as human beings 
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become sort of elders of the church. That's a point of 
view which is a rather good one, I think. I have gone to 
the meetings of Quakers and sat very quietly and silently 
amongst them just to feel their thinking and have that ex-
perience. It's quite a wonderful experience. 

About education, which is part of the same thing, 
a man is not actually able to impart knowledge which he 
himself has not experienced. He can just talk about it. 
It's like the difference between a man talking about, let 
us say, how the waves of the Pacific are which he has read 
about in a book, and having been there and felt the power 
of these waves as they thundered his way. The bulk, the 
spray in his face, the freshness, power and the rhythm of 
the whole thing were there. You can see it's very d ffi-
cult to read about something and then impart it to people 
who have not experienced it either. A great deal of that 
goes on in education. 

I feel that, in my own field, for instance, a com-
poser cannot really study music very much unless he hears a 
great deal of it. To talk about it doesn't really get him 
anywhere much. He has to do it. He has to be able to write 
what he hears. He has to hear what he sees with his eye. 
Then he has to be able to put down, through his imagination, 
that which he feels within himself as symbols of the thing 
that he feels. I should say that of a composer, let's say, 
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in orchestration. I don't see how a man can teach orchestra-
tion very well if he hasn't had the experience of having 
written for orchestras and having had them perform his 
works because then he learns how to listen. He learns 
exactly what an orchestra does to something when it takes 
a hold of it, when it brings the written symbol to the 
living tone of life in music. In a similar sort of way, 
how can one teach instrumentation if he doesn't have a 
feel of the instrument? For instance, in a great university, 
I should think every course in instrumentation would have 
performers in for the students and play a lot of things on 
the flute, oboe, clarinet, cello, violin, and brasses. Then 
he can say, "This is what we can do. This is difficult, 
and this is easy." He can say why it is and let them have 
the theory with the aural memory in their ears of what 
happens. 

Now that implies that the teacher is genuinely inter-
ested in his subject and in his students. That implies that 
he has himself had this experience, so he who knows how im-
portant it is that they have the experience. Otherwise, 
what happens is that the teacher is apt to teach a great 
complexity which doesn't pan out in experience because he 
feels that he has to compensate for his lack of experience 
by adding a larger dimension of what I might call dry knowl-
edge or undigested knowledge. So, he expects the student 
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to be some kind of a tremendous savant or something when 
he himself couldn't even start an orchestra or stop one. 
I knew such a fellow as that. He had tremendous theories 
about conducting and taught conducting courses. It was a 
standard joke on the campus that he couldn't start an or-
chestra, and he couldn't stop one, neither one. So, in a 
similar way, there was a fellow who taught orchestration. 
He was by way of being a fairly decent composer in one of 
the big eastern universities. Finally, he had a work 
performed by the Boston Symphony and Rogers, the 
librarian of the Boston Symphony, told me this story. 
He said, "You know, he knew all about the Wagnerian tubas, 
but he wrote things for our orchestra which they couldn't 
play because the notes weren't on the instruments." So, 
there's something sort of pathetic if you look at it one 
way, and it's sort of ridiculous if you look at it the 
other, about this whole thing of teaching something which 
one has not experienced. 

So, I feel in this sense that teaching, yes, teaching, 
should be, ideally speaking, something that the teacher 
wishes to share with other people out of a deep sense of 
gratitude that he himself was in the good position and for-
tunate enough to learn it. So, he has had this wonderful 
experience and wants to share it with others. That seems 
to me as the way teaching should be done. In that sense 
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then, it becomes a privilege to have an apt pupil. It be-
comes also a responsibility to society that, knowing some-
thing which is serviceable to the art, you must share it 
with others who are in the arts. That makes teaching, of 
course, a very high and wonderful profession. In no way, 
is it related to that blue-Monday or the sort of kick-your-
feet-in-the-air-at-four-o'clock-on-Friday kind of teacher. 
The one who looks with sort of memories of what he enjoyed 
over the long weekend and then looks with great anticipa-
tion to what he's going to have, after Wednesday, for the 
next weekend- has nothing to do with teaching at all. It's 
sort of like cutting time up like you would cut up a loaf 
of bread, or baloney, into little pieces. Monday, Wednesday 
and Friday are busy days. Tuesday and Thursday are not such 
busy days. I have to work hard Monday, Wednesday and Fri-
day. I have so many hours to do. We cut this all up in 
forty-minute periods. Time then is not something which you 
use to impart knowledge, but something that you have to 
sort of go through with. Now, of course, you can't blame 
the teacher if he's given inept pupils all the time. 
Number one, there are the students who have no desire to 
learn anything, no enthusiasm for the thing which he wishes 
to impart, no aptitude, and who are there just to try to 
grind out enough credits to get themselves a sheepskin. 
He could come in with the greatest aspiration, the greatest 
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expectations and the greatest desire to serve his culture 
and his people and the youth and, after a while, become 
very disillusioned. Many, as it often happens, become a 
kind of a plug ugly. They just go and grind it out, and 
never learn anything new. They tell the same thing year 
in and year out. Of course, the trouble with all this is 
the institutionalizing of the educational process which is 
very difficult. We come into a grave problem there. How 
are we going to grapple with this problem when there are 
so many thousands and thousands of youths who want educa-
tion? Let us say that twenty-five or thirty percent of 
them really want it. How are we going to take care of them? 
As it is now, our solution is to sort of herd them into 
pens like sheep. Instead of being sheared, they have the 
face of knowledge put on them. You stick it on with aca-
demic glue. Then, they're run through this process, they're 
sort of conditioned and they're turned out every year, a 
great crop of them, as a new model. 

Of course, nothing happens, for the simple reason that 
you can't very well make education work on a business plan. 
It doesn't work because business is founded on the idea of 
profit, and profit is founded on the laws of supply and 
demand. Now in the case of education, the student is, 
number one, the raw material. Number two, he is part of 
the manufactured product. Number three, he becomes the 

157 



consumer public. He's all three, all wrapped in one. You 
can't freeze him and put him away so that, in five years 
from now, when the price will be higher, or when the supply 
will be less, you can take him out of hock. You can't sud-
denly have a great August sale for him. [laughter] It's 
just very difficult. I'm awfully glad that I'm not a college 
president. I'm afraid I wouldn't get much sleep. I'd prob-
ably lose my job the first week because I would want some 
educating to be done. Then all the hoary old professors 
would come in and say, "Listen to this fellow, who does he 
think he is anyhow? We've been doing this job for twenty-
five years. Nobody is going to tell us how to do it." 

All of that is natural, humanistic and part of life, 
but I don't see how you can have very much of an education 
without any experience which is complementary to it. Of 
course, they understand that a good deal now in medicine, 
surgery, dentistry, engineering, mechanical engineering 
and, I presume, also in all kinds of farming, for instance, 
agriculture, animal husbandry and all that sort of thing 
where there has to be some definite precise things taught. 
If they're not taught, somebody is going to suffer. Imagine 
having a man working on your great airplane that's going to 
take you to New York who doesn't know what he's doing. 
That just can't happen because, if it does, it's not long 
until there's great distress in the world in every category: 
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human distress, economic distress, a loss of faith, a loss 
of face and everything. So, he has to know what he's doing. 
He really has to know, no monkey business. He can't talk 
himself out of it. The same thing is true with the surgeon. 
How can a man be a surgeon if he doesn't even know where 
the lymphatic system lies or where the nervous system is 
or where the bones are? He has to know, really know. But 
in the humanities, there's an awful lot of fakery and 
sluffing off because somebody can say, "Well, I don't agree 
with you. Well, who's to say? Whose opinion is so-and-so? 
My opinion is as good as yours about music." You say, "My 
dear fellow, you can't conduct music, you can't write it, 
you can't play it, how can you have an opinion about it?" 
He replies, "Well, I have my doctor's degree. I'm a doctor 
in musicology. I know the history of Mozart. I can tell 
you that Beethoven was born, when he was born and that his 
mother was a cook and so forth and so forth." He might not 
be able to even read a Beethoven string quartet, a scherzo 
especially. So there is all this problem of how to have 
values. 

The average person would never think of saying to just 
an ordinary gas service station attendant that he doesn't 
know how to put the gasoline in and that he knows better how 
to do it. It could be any simple thing, how to check the 
engine. But he wouldn't think anything whatsoever of 
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telling a composer that he doesn't know how to compose, even 
if he can't read music himself. I understand, for instance, 
that one of our local universities would not allow Jascha 
Heifetz to stay in their department because he wanted cer-
tain conditions. He thought he was entitled to them, and 
he probably was. They said, "Oh no, this doesn't fit." 
Sinclair Lewis told me himself that he offered to give a 
course on the history of American novel to his own alma 
mater. The English department turned him down because they 
said it would upset the curriculum. You run into all this, 
I suppose it's called vested interests really, and it is 
what causes all these things. [William Ernest] Hocking, 
the great philosopher at Harvard University, is a dear 
friend of my wife and myself. We used to always stay there 
when I went to work with the Boston Symphony. I remember 
Ernest Hocking saying, "More harm has been done to truth 
under the name of academic decorum than anything that I 
can think of." Of course, that's true. Academic decorum 
becomes much more important than the truth, or the subject 
taught or the student body. 
SCHIPPERS: Amen. 
HARRIS: This business becomes sort of like an academic club 
in a way or a little bit like the doctors. You couldn't 
convict a doctor of doing wrong, I'm told. I don't know 
whether that's true, but it would be pretty difficult. No 
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doctor would testify against a fellow doctor, I'm told. 
If he did, it would be as much as his profession was worth. 
I don't know whether this is true, but I've been told this. 
Certainly this sense of the professional protecting himself 
is understandable. It's part of life. It has to do with 
professionalism though, it doesn't have to do with education. 
What I'm trying to get at is that, when education becomes 
professional, just like when the ministers in religion or 
the men of the cloth become professionals, they're in a pre-
carious way because they have to protect their profession, 
instead of protecting their life work, their calling, which 
is quite a different thing. That's what I have to say about 
it. It's not a happy thing. It's easy enough to say, "Well, 
I would do it differently." But, then on the other hand, 
these men have to live. They have to have some security. 
There's a tendency, of course, when laws are made, to pro-
tect the weak. Those laws in turn become a weapon for abuse 
and instruments for license. 

So, I feel often about tenure, for instance. I under-
stand why tenure is necessary. A man gives all his best 
years, maybe not his best, but some of them, to work hard 
and to get a little bit better salary. This is so he can 
have a home, educate his children, be a good citizen, sup-
port his society, uphold the dignity of his institution of 
education and culture and all the whole thing, which is 
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important, very important. Therefore, he should have some 
kind of bona fide security, some kind of guarantee. That's 
what tenure is all about. The trouble is that to a lot of 
people, when they get this tenure, it becomes the end-all 
and be-all of their whole life. They're in, and they're 
just not going to do anything in any way to upset it. So, 
they never take a chance or gamble on any thought or any-
thing. They never say anything wrong or do anything wrong 
that's not completely in line. So, the place becomes a 
kind of a little hotbed of conservative compliance and 
unified thought. There is a certain tendency toward a 
tremendous kind of conformity in line with what the faculty 
thinks that the administration wants them to think and do. 

Of course, in that way, it's not very good because 
education becomes dead if it doesn't keep being cultivated 
all the time. It has to keep growing all the time. If a 
person just hands out what he's learned over and over and 
over again, pretty soon that becomes dead. He'll begin to 
believe it himself. I tell my own students, "The worst thing 
about teaching is that, after you've said a thing three 
times, you begin to believe it yourself as the truth." Of 
course, it isn't the truth. It's only relatively true. It's 
true under certain circumstances and not under other cir-
cumstances. All this sense of being pliable to the shift-
ing values in life seems to me an absolute sine qua non, an 
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absolute must to the educator. Otherwise civilization 
will go up around him. He'll wake up one morning, and he's 
an old fuddy-duddy. He doesn't think anything. He doesn't 
believe anything except the things that he believed fifty 
years ago. There he is stuck in the mud. 

So I think it's extremely important the educator some-
how, someway feel that he has first a responsibility to him-
self to keep going. He will feel that if his attitude is, 
"Well, I only have the right to educate in as much as I have 
something to share with others which has been important to 
me." That is a privilege and a responsibility. Now that's 
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TAPE NUMBER: IV, SIDE TWO 
AUGUST 10, 196 2 

HARRIS: In response to your question about the American 
audience, I will say, of course, that there is no American 
audience. There are many American audiences, just-as there 
are many social and economic strata in our society. I think 
that the easiest and quickest way to get at it would be to 
divide the audiences into what they are. For instance, I 
would say that probably our most intelligent and secure 
audience would be the chamber music audience. This audience 
is a rather conservative audience, but not in the bad sense 
of the word. They're highly informed. They don't come from 
any particular economic or social bracket, but they do come 
from an intelligentsia. It's comprised of fine musicians 
and people who are, in the best sense of the word, amateurs 
about music. They have fine record collections. They at 
one time played an instrument themselves, or they're closely 
related to somebody who's a fine musician. They are deeply 
involved and have genuine basic interests in music. 

These people, what I would call the chamber music audi-
ence, have high expectations too because chamber music musi-
cians are very fine musicians or they can't really play 
chamber music at all. You really have to be a fine string 
player to play a Beethoven string quartet, or you just can't 
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play it at all. That goes for Mozart or any of the greats. 
Chamber music is difficult to play. It's so important, in 
a sense, because it's naked. It doesn't have any large or-
chestration to hide behind or it doesn't have all kinds of 
stage effects or plot or anything. There it is right out 
in the open. It has to have a great deal of substance in 
terms of invention in order to sustain its interest. 

So that audience is a marvelous audience. It is gen-
erally about the first to recognize an important composer. 
They also have had a great influence in acquainting the 
world with new composers. Bartok comes to mind. Bartok 
became known through his string quartets mostly. Very often, 
the greatest music of some of our giants, like Beethoven for 
instance, has been written for chamber music. But I would 
say that Beethoven's greatest music is for string quartet, 
with the possible exception of maybe the violin sonatas and 
the piano sonatas, which in a way are chamber music too. 
So, the chamber music audience is a wonderful audience, very 
well informed, very conscientious with high expectations, 
great respect and deeply involved in music. They're very 
important to the texture of the musical culture of any 
country. 

Now, at the other end of the scale, I suppose our least 
profound and most callow audience would be our pop audience. 
They're mostly in for what I call foot music, dance music. 
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The rhythm is the primary thing. It can just be a steady 
beat, it doesn't matter. You could almost get that audience 
with just a couple of percussion instruments. It has almost 
degenerated into that in some of our small combos. The 
audience doesn't expect anything much in form, melody or 
harmony. There's only one that they do though, the music 
has to communicate some kind of excitement somehow. Some-
how it has to have something that the people can sell them-
selves on. I don't understand how some of them get by on 
some of the pop music, especially these days. Still, it's 
kind of hypnotic. You have heard some of the things which 
are sort of mumbo jumbo. It has a hypnotic effect if your 
brain is not operating and if you don't listen. It's just 
a beat, just a steady beat. 

This audience also is quite varied too. There's a kind 
of audience that goes in for very sophisticated, what they 
call sophisticated anyhow, modern jazz. None of it's very 
sophisticated in terms of great counterpoint or great struc-
ture or anything. There's hardly any structure there. It 
just unrolls itself in a short time. But they think of 
themselves as sophisticated. There's a small group of so-
called sophisticates of the modern jazz combo group. They 
even have gone to the point of calling themselves the jazz 
chamber music groups. That's simply because they're small 
groups, not because they have any of the characteristics of 
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fine chamber music. Of this group, I should say the most 
important audience was in the thirties where it was a very 
great audience. It seemed to me to be more intelligent and 
more informed because we had the great bands then. The 
great bands were beginning to get towards symphonic expres-
sion before the last world war. They started adding strings 
and all that. I thought we were going to go more and more 
toward our own American symphony orchestra, but it didn't 
work out. I suppose the war put an end to it. It was 
pretty expensive too, incidentally. 

Now this audience also goes clear on down to, one might 
say, the moral dregs of society, right into the worst dives 
and of the big cities. Some of this audience is very closely 
affiliated with dope addicts and houses of prostitution, the 
whole business. It goes right clear on down to the bottom. 
You couldn't expect, for instance, to hear Ein feste Burg 
[istwiser Gott] in some of these dives at two o'clock in 
the morning where the smoke is so thick that you can't see 
anybody and can hardly breathe [laughter] because it would 
be completely out of line. Isn't there a TV show that goes 
on now about these people? What is it called? It's about 
all these Chicago gangsters. I've forgotten what they call 
that show. 
SCHIPPERS: We were talking about it the other day. 
HARRIS: Well, this pop music also runs the gamut of society, 
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but it goes clear on down. It's on the lower side. It 
never goes very high, I would say. But it's an enormous 
audience. It appeals more to youth. The youth may not 
necessarily be young in age. They may just be youths in 
their brains. They never grew up, in other words. Gen-
erally, when people begin to have broader perspectives in 
their thinking, they don't care for pop. It seems that 
there's a kind of period when youth seems to need this be-
cause it gives them a kind of a background of stimulus which 
is mostly energy. It kind of helps them to orient themselves. 

I understand the college kids use it for a background 
to study with. When I'm very, very tired and I'm orchestrat-
ing and pushing on a job late at night, I'm apt to turn it 
on also as a background. I don't hear it at all. It's just 
that sort of steady beat there. I don't listen to it. I 
do hear it and the words. It is not enough there to take 
my attention away from my work because it's so simple. It's 
so digestible without attention. That's really the reason 
I can do it. I suppose that's the reason why most of the 
college kids can use it for a background too because it 
doesn't in any way challenge their attention from their 
studies. 

There are two general ideas about this. One is that 
music which is so poor prepares a need and a desire for 
better music. The other is that people get in the habit of 
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it, and then they can't hear good things. They are unable 
to digest more mature music. I'm not sure, maybe both are 
true depending on the individual. I think it's a mistake 
for us to assume that everybody is going to like fine 
chamber music or fine symphonic music, just as much as it 
would be a mistake to say that everybody should like fine 
poetry or philosophy, or everybody should be a chess player 
or something. It just doesn't work. People have to in-
dulge, understand and enjoy that kind of music which is 
complementary to their personality, and their intellect, 
their emotional gamut, and their character, their sum total 
character. I think it's a very grave mistake for everybody 
to make the assumption that now we're all going to have 
everything because it doesn't work out. The truth of the 
matter is that it goes into other fields. Most of the money 
in jewelry is made in the five and ten stores, not in 
Tiffany's. Most of the money in automobiles, General 
Motors, is not made by the Cadillac. It's made by the 
Chevrolets. I don't know, it's very interesting. 

I've been fascinated by the fact that the cheaper the 
product, the more ornate it becomes. That ornateness must 
cost to make, I don't know. But the finer the product, 
the simpler it becomes in terms of general outlook. Simpler 
is not the word that I should say. I suppose it's organic. 
The cheaper things seem to have all kinds of knickknacks, 

169 



gingerbread and all that stuff all over it. This, of 
course, keeps it from being organic. It's much harder ac-
tually to achieve a fine organic form. It's much easier to 
achieve something which is flashy because it has no con-
tinuity. It mostly [is] all ornamentation or, we might 
say, it's mostly feathers and with not much bird underneath. 

So, the popular field is scattered over many economic 
and social levels. High economic level does not necessarily 
mean high taste, and that shows up a great deal in music. 
Very often some of the wealthiest people like the cheapest 
music. Some of the poorest people like some of the finest 
music. It doesn't work out the other way. Taste is not 
determined by economic status. 

There's a very large audience, which interests me very 
much, which I don't think has been very well utilized yet. 
That's the choral audience. It's a very great audience. 
I've been told there are about five hundred thousand cho-
ruses in America. This will, of course, include all the 
churches, all the high schools, grammar schools, universi-
ties and so forth. It interests me very much. Speaking of 
the popular music, they're getting to do quite beautiful 
choral singing. One of the interesting things about popu-
lar music is that the people who perform it commercially 
generally do an awfully good job on it. One of the reasons 
why they can do it is that it is so stereotyped. It's 
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easy for them to get a hold of it to master the style. 
But, nevertheless, there it is, and it's a high standard 
to shoot at in terms of performance, which is all to the 
good I should say. Now it's showing up in choral music a 
great deal now, and it's very interesting. 

The choruses are very interesting from a standpoint 
of our society too because so many people sing in a chorus 
who are not really basically professional musicians, but 
who love music. Therefore, the choruses get a lot of 
people in a community that other music doesn't get, es-
pecially the church choruses. Of course, they are there 
every Sunday, year in and year out. Then the school cho-
ruses, the grammar school and high school choruses, are 
interesting too because they're part of our general education. 
They're supported by the taxes of the people. The father, 
mother, all the cousins, aunts and uncles of Johnny and 
Jane like to go and see how they're doing. So, it's very 
important and is a very large audience. 

I think that we composers are not doing as much as we 
should do about this audience. This is a very important 
audience to be developed. 

The band audience is somewhat the same way. The high 
school bands and the college bands are much better than the 
orchestras. One reason is that it's a lot easier to play a 
wind instrument than it is to master a string instrument. 
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You don't have to be as good a musician. You don't have 
to practice as much. You don't have to have as good a 
talent. The nature of your ears don't have to 
be as good. You press down with the finger. Of course, 
I don't mean that a brass musician doesn't have to be 
able to hear, but it is not like a string musician who 
makes his own tones. So, the band audience is a very in-
teresting audience and a large one. There again, our more 
serious composers have not done a very good job on writing 
for our bands. They've been willing to let the band men 
just transcribe Wagner, Berlioz and all the older com-
posers for band. We haven't written the original music 
for them which we should have. That's a very large audience 
and a very interested one. It is not very sophisticated, 
but, on the other hand, it is very enthusiastic and ap-
preciative. So, that's a fine audience to work with. 

The opera audience is a strange audience. It has a 
strange combination of a great deal of sort of social snob-
bery on one side and very low standards on the other. The 
two are very interesting together. Mrs. Jones must be 
seen at the opera. She must be Max Factored off the face 
of the earth before the opening concert. Her old man has 
got her a new gown and all this whole business. It's a 
great social gesture, this opera stuff. But it doesn't 
matter much what the piece is. It can be the cheapest 
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piece of opera, and very often is, except there must be 
some good singing. They expect good singing, and that's 
wonderful. 

What interests me very much is that America is pro-
ducing wonderful singers now, just wonderful singers in 
every category. As a matter of fact, they are just in all 
the opera houses all over Europe now. It is to such an 
extent that I understand Germany has tried to pass some laws 
to keep the American singers out. The American singers are 
just wonderful. They have great versatility. Very often 
they came up through musical comedy, which is interesting. 
They know how to act. Often they have had a good deal of 
musical comedy acting experience and all that sort of thing. 
They're apt to be very good looking and beautiful to behold 
along with this voice. So, I'm very enthusiastic about our 
young American opera singers. I should think that these 
singers would bring out some important new American operas. 
The Ford Foundation thinks so too. They have been putting 
up money to that effect. We'll see what happens. 

The opera audiences are sort of a social prestige au-
dience really. They're not very intelligent, generally 
speaking. They are apt to be extremely conservative too. 
They run to hear the same old pieces over and over again 
so that they can have them for conversation pieces for the 
next week or so, especially the women. They talk about, 
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"Oh, did you hear so and so do Madame Butterfly. Oh, I think 
his Pinkerton is not as good as the other one's," and so 
on and so on. It makes them seem as though they were cul-
tured. It's a kind of little chitchat business which 
doesn't mean very much, but that's part of the whole 
s cheme. 

The symphony audience is an interesting audience. It's 
inclined to be conservative, but quite sincere and deeply 
related to its community. There's a reason for that be-
cause they support their orchestra. Also their orchestra 
is important economically in a sense because all the money 
which is given to the orchestra is spent right back into 
the city again. When you give it to a soloist who comes 
into town in the morning to give his concert he goes out 
on the midnight plane to the next town. He sends all his 
money to New York. The people who spend their money for 
what I call the visiting fireman don't get anything out of 
it at all practically, except just to hear him. Very often, 
this is greatly overrated, the virtuoso audiences, a name-
brand audience, of course. This is built up by the New 
York managers. 

It is an interesting formula. They can't take on very 
many Americans because, if they let that floodgate loose, 
why you see they can't absorb them all. Charging the prices 
they do depends on having a small supply. The only way they 
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can keep a small supply in America is to have mostly Euro-
pean artists. Also, it's much better for them because they 
engage them in Europe at European prices. They bring them 
over here and build them up to high heavens with recording 
and broadcasting and all that sort of thing. Then they 
sell them at American prices and keep the difference, 
[laughter] That's the way they make their money, the big 
managers. Naturally, they're not very anxious about using 
American talent. They use as little of it as they can get 
by with because there's no money in American talent. The 
American boys expect to be paid. Then, there are so many 
of them everywhere. We have thousands of wonderful pianists, 
singers and fiddlers. 

I suppose what's going to happen is that the New York 
managers will just lose out because they can't keep this 
back for very long. It gets around. It's happening already 
in our big universities. So many of our universities have 
fine players now, and they play for the university audiences. 
Then they hear their own people that they see everyday. Some-
body from Europe comes into town plays the same thing and 
doesn't do it as well. The jig is up. This happens a little 
more all the time. Our university audiences are interesting 
audiences. They're generally more informed and very dedi-
cated. They want their money's worth too. You can't sell 
them a pig in a poke. They'll buy it once or twice, but not 
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after that. 
I noticed, for instance, when I was in Indiana Univer-

sity, that they had the Metropolitan Opera Company come. 
They gave some very bad performances one year. Everybody 
around town was talking about it, and the local press just 
panned it. I'm sure they never got such pannings in New 
York as they got in the local press. They have their own 
opera company there, and they're used to pretty good stan-
dards, especially in the orchestra and all that. One of 
the major symphonies came and played. They had a bad night 
there too. Everybody was talking about that. 

They want the best, the big university audiences. They 
expect it. That's very good for our national culture because 
our university audiences are gradually becoming the audiences 
where the center of culture is for our whole nation. It's 
very important and very good. Chamber music audiences are 
there. The band audiences are there. The orchestra audi-
ences are there, and the opera audiences. The only thing 
which is not there is the pop audience. The pop audience 
is there in the form of the student body. Of course, all 
these juke boxes are found in the hash joints all around the 
university. I guess that's one of the things which the 
Chicago underworld is protecting a great deal. According 
to what's gradually been coming out a little more all the 
time, they're very careful to have their juke boxes around 
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the big university campuses in order to develop the taste 
for them. I suppose that someday Congress will go into 
this mess, like a great social boil, and open it all up 
and clean it out, but it's pretty bad. So that's about 
audiences. 
SCHIPPERS: You had mentioned earlier something about the 
musical comedy audience. I'm not sure that you had said 
anything about it just now. 
HARRIS: The musical comedy audience is a plush audience 
generally. It's a middle-class, bourgeois audience for 
tired businessmen and housewives and stenographers who've 
saved a little money. If their boyfriend takes them, they 
try to take in one or two musical comedies a year. I would 
say that the musical comedy audience is mostly for bored 
people who don't read books. It's almost the same audience 
as goes to the average moving picture, the cinema audience. 
It's easy to assimilate. They are never embarrassed by 
great singing, great ideas or great music. They can just 
sort of go to sleep on it. It's generally sort of flashy 
and catchy, I think the word is. They can go home whistling 
little horse and buggy tunes. So, it's all right. There 
was a time there, in the thirties, when I thought that our 
musical comedies were going to grow into the American opera. 
Some of them were pretty good there for a while in the 
thirties with Jerome Kern and Gershwin and some of those 

177 



fellows. But that whole contemporary development sort of 
came to a stop. I think it was stopped by the Second World 
War. We never did get it back again. The business, or 
the "biz" as they call it, got wise to the fact that people 
would buy a much cheaper product anyhow. That was a good 
time to break it. If there hadn't been a world war, it would 
have been pretty hard to break. But the world war came on, 
and they sent them all these soloists, accordian players and 
everything else. The boys got back home, and so they started 
a much lower level. They've kept it there ever since. 

Of course, I made these categories of audiences. They 
are naturally arbitrary. There may be a few, like the chamber 
people, who don't go much to other things. Very often you 
find people who love chamber music also like fine orches-
tral music, and they want to hear a good soloist once in a 
while. They belong to the virtuoso audience. They belong 
to the chamber music audience. They belong to the orches-
tral audience and even to the opera audience. I might 
even go further to say that sometimes they may go and see 
a musical comedy if it's a very good one. I would count 
myself as a person who belongs to many different audiences. 
There's a dance audience too which is partly musical. 

There's astray, very small audience which is almost 
nonexistent. That is the avant garde. It's sort of a 
way-out-in-left-field audience, the way-out boys. It is 
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one-half of one percent of our population or something like 
that. They're only in the big cities. I should say there 
are a half dozen of those audiences or some thing like that. 
There are always a few of them in the big universities, a 
few. They want to be an extreme avant garde. They're an 
interesting group too because they're always sold before 
they ever hear it. That audience doesn't go there to listen 
actually. They go to confirm their prejudices. They've made 
up their mind before they go. 

Now, of course, in a sense, that's somewhat true of our 
orchestral audiences, especially our Friday afternoon audi-
ences. They're extremely conservative. Generally, they go 
there to confirm their prejudices, to once again be delighted 
to find out that they only like the old classics, what the 
New York Herald Tribune called our fifty pieces. They think 
"We really don't have to listen to any of this modern music 
truck because it just doesn't say anything. It's just noth-
ing but a jangle of sound." Well, there's that group too, of 
course, in the modern audiences. But generally speaking, 
I would say that most intelligent people are out for a good 
demonstration in any one of the categories. 

I enjoy Stan Kenton, for instance. I think that he has 
scored some good things, and I like what he does. Every once 
in a while when I'm listening to pop music on the radio 
(it's about all I can get in my car if I'm going somewhere) 
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I'll pick up a pretty good piece. It's scored well, and it 
has a good vital rhythm. The person who did it had some 
powers of invention, and it wasn't just a rehash of every-
thing I've been hearing for the last twenty-five years. 
This happens once in a while, not very often, but enough 
to be encouraged and have expectations. 

Musical comedy, I should say, has disappointed me the 
most of all because I haven't heard what I consider a good 
musical comedy since the thirties. I'm so tired of Baptist 
Sunday school hymns dressed up as contemporary musical 
comedy with a little bit of jazz for orchestration and all 
that stuff. I wonder why the musical comedy men have fallen 
off so as compared to the thirties musical comedy people. 
I wonder why. I keep wondering why they don't come back 
into the picture a little bit more. 
SCHIPPERS: Oh, I have some private feelings. 
HARRIS: You have some private feelings. Do you think it's 
more for money reasons? 
SCHIPPERS: I think the whole musical comedy theater in 
New York is rigged. 
HARRIS: Rigged, I'm sure it's rigged, as you say. But, 
look, in the thirties it must have been rigged too, but the 
boys dished up some good stuff. 
SCHIPPERS: It's different now. Now it's a closed circle. 
HARRIS: I see. 
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SCHIPPERS: They were young. They were new talent then too. 
HARRIS: They're talented. 
SCHIPPERS: They were young and new talent. What chance 
does new talent have to break in now? None whatsoever. 
Who can afford the production costs? 
HARRIS: I hadn't thought of all these things. I'm just a 
little amazed to go and hear the most stodgy kind of melo-
dies, and harmonies, orchestration and form concepts one 
year after another. I don't go to musical comedies be-
cause I don't have time, but I listen to the hit tunes or 
the so-called hit tunes, that come out of them, and I'm 
just amazed. 
SCHIPPERS: Absolute formula. 
HARRIS: Yes. What was it, some piece, that was set to a 
[George Bernard] Shaw play? 
SCHIPPERS: My Fair Lady. 
HARRIS: My Fair Lady. Well, My Fair Lady is Gilbert and 
Sullivan with a little bit of contemporary rhythms. 
SCHIPPERS: With all the punch of the play stolen from Shaw. 
HARRIS: Yes, the play was taken from Shaw. Well, it's kind 
of too bad for a hundred and seventy-five million people to 
dish up that. It seems we could do better than that. 
SCHIPPERS: Yes, but it can't miss. That's the whole point. 
HARRIS: Well, it missed me. 
SCHIPPERS: It missed you but not the market you were 
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talking about, the audience you discussed. 
HARRIS: I see. In other words, you think it's deliberate. 
SCHIPPERS: Absolutely. 
HARRIS: Absolutely. It's not because they don't have the 
talent. It is just that they have the talent to know what 
the public will pay for. Well, this doesn't speak very 
well for the audience, does it? It's too bad we don't get 
up and boo a couple of them as a solid group, and then we 
would get better musical comedies, wouldn't we? 
SCHIPPERS: Who's going to fight the five-ticket lot that's 
sold to all the women sent from upper state New York. They 
hear this musical one, and this one and this one. It's a 
controlled market. 
HARRIS: I see. It's a captive audience almost. So, we 
just write that audience off then. 
SCHIPPERS: Almost. 
HARRIS: Yes. If it's a captive audience, culturally speak-
ing, you just write them off because they're not going to 
contribute anything vital or vigorous. All they're going 
to do is lay down. 
SCHIPPERS: Now see, there's an interesting point. You 
speak of the audiences contributing something. 
HARRIS: Expectations. 
SCHIPPERS: OK. Now, that's something about the audience 
you didn't say. 
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HARRIS: Oh well, the audience is terribly important. As 
a matter of fact, the musical experience is comprised of 
three parts. One is the composer, two is the performer, 
three is the audience. Any one of them without the other 
is no good. The musical experience is not consummated if 
one of the factors is missing. So, the audience is very 
important. I should say that, if audiences are dead, 
they would tend to make a dead musical civilization, es-
pecially in a capitalistic society because the people, as 
the saying goes, "Well, one has to live." So, I suppose 
that my experience with a symphony audience is not that. 
The better my stuff is, the better they like it and the 
more they respond. Even the Friday afternoon audiences are 
sort of beginning to get satiated with Brahms' symphonies. 
They've heard them enough. There is no more experience for 
them. Even these good old names, they want something. 

The musical comedy audience is another thing because 
they have a plot. They go to town on the dancing group. 
They have a good dance chorus. They have all kinds of, 
what my wife calls, three dozen dirty pink feathers, 
[laughter] They do have some fine costuming. They have 
some interesting modern decor once in a while in their 
stage effects and their scenery. Of course, television 
helps them some. The fabulous cinema, the stage screen 
with all of its color cinema and everything, has helped 
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the musical comedy enormously, hasn't it? For instance, 
I know that Lennie Bernstein, when I was in New York while 
he was doing my Eighth Symphony, went to see West Side 
Story. I asked him how it was the next day. He said, "Oh, 
it's just miserable. Don't go and see it. I just hate it." 
Of course, it's just been a hit, I guess. They've treated 
his music pretty roughly. I guess several people monkeyed 
with it and kind of tore it down. 
SCHIPPERS: It fit the formula. 
HARRIS: It fit the formula, I see. So, I see what he 
meant. Some of my friends all said, "You must see West 
Side Story. The dancing is fabulous." Have you seen it? 
SCHIPPERS: No. 
HARRIS: The dancing is an important part, I guess, isn't 
it? The musical comedy has served the dance pretty well, 
hasn't it? And vise versa. It certainly hasn't done much 
for music. Oh, man. 
SCHIPPERS: Well, you show yourself very perceptive in your 
analysis of an audience. Now, you obviously respond to the 
audience also. How does this affect your production? 
HARRIS: Not at all. Not at all. 
SCHIPPERS: You write for you. 
HARRIS: No, I write the best I know how. I always do the 
best I know how. I have a kind of an abiding faith that, 
if it's good enough, the audience will go with me. They 
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always have. I don't say that it's good enough. It never 
will be good enough, but as good as I can do. I've had 
the wonderful experience of people standing up and cheering 
my music. 
SCHIPPERS: Now, I'm really prying on this one, aren't I? 
You've linked audiences in a rough way not so much with an 
economic parallel or not so much with a social background. 
It has been more an emotional level, hasn't it? You said 
something about the musical comedy audience not being able 
to take the embarrassment of the overwhelming feelings that 
come with a good piece of work. 
HARRIS: Yes, I have that feeling. They go there expecting 
something pretty light in the same way that they might go 
to visit their friends, have a drink and play a little 
bridge. They would be embarrassed if somebody brought up 
some deep philosophical problems, some deep religious prob-
lems. The just don't want to face it. They don't want it. 
They're embarrassed by it because they themselves haven't 
got time to go into it or absorb it. They don't want to 
be exposed. That's the way I feel they are about music. 
They don't want anything that makes them think or makes 
them feel anything very much. They want to be entertained. 
SCHIPPERS: We want to avoid the word superior, but there 
is a more perceptive and a more sensitive group of people, 
right? 
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HARRIS: There is an intelligentsia in America. It is what 
Kennedy refers to as our intellectual elite. You can't get 
along without them. 
SCHIPPERS: Absolutely not. Where do they come from? 
HARRIS: Where do they come from? My friend, if I knew that 
answer, I could capitalize it. They come from everywhere. 
Nobody can determine that in advance. They're born with it. 
They're born with these perceptions and these vitalities. 
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TAPE NUMBER: V, SIDE ONE 
AUGUST 13, 196 2 

HARRIS: So today we're going to talk about people. Es-
pecially you wanted me to say something about people that 
I have known who have had an influence on my life. Let's 
start out talking about people in general first. I would 
like to make the observation in the beginning that all of 
us have the weaknesses of our own strengths. Now, let me 
elucidate a little bit. If a person is a very strong will-
ful person, he's not very apt to be warm. That's not the 
word I want. Stop it for a minute, will you? [tape record-
er turned off] I may go on from here. If a person has a 
strong, coordinated character, he's not apt to be a compliant 
person or easygoing. If a person, on the other hand, is 
very affable and pliant to other people, then he's pretty 
apt to not have a will of his own. The two very rarely go 
together because they cancel each other out. So there is 
not such a thing as a perfect person. It doesn't exist. 

That's what I mean by people having the weaknesses of 
their own strengths in much the same way that instruments 
in an orchestra have. You cannot expect, for instance, a 
tuba to play like the slender oboe, nor can you expect the 
flute to have the power of the trombone. It just doesn't. 
So, people are, in that sense, very similar to instruments 
in the world. In fact, people are instruments. They're 
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instruments of their own fate and they're instruments of 
the society which produced them. Some are fortunate to 
be in good orchestras, some are not so fortunate to have 
those circumstances. 

Now, my father taught this to me. When I was a boy, 
I had an extremely resourceful mother who was very inventive 
and very fanciful. My father, on the other hand, was not so 
inventive and not so fanciful, but he was much more rock-
ribbed and much stronger. I remember once that a man came 
and sold my mother a very fancy dining room set, a traveling 
salesman. It was kind of French period furniture. We had 
a wonderful set of oak, solid oak, dining room furniture 
that my father had bought. He loved it very much because 
the chairs were strong, everything about them was strong. 
When he found out that my mother had traded away for almost 
nothing this wonderful solid oak set for this flimsy French 
period thing, he was just in a rage. Of course, I, being 
one of the males of the family, tried to comfort him. This 
was after a day had sort of worn off, and he had gotten ac-
customed to it a little bit. I said, "For heaven sakes, 
whatever do you suppose happened to Mater that she did a 
thing like that? Doesn't seem like her. I mean she's so 
reliable and everything." Then he turned on me like a ball 
and said, "Listen my friend, your mother is like all the 
rest of us. All the perfections are not in one person, and 
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don't expect them to be. I notice that, when you need her 
help, whenever you are sick, whenever you need your clothes 
mended or you need some new clothes, or whenever you need 
some help with this, that or the other or piano or anything 
else, why then she's always there to help you. Don't expect 
that she's going to be everything because she's not. I can't 
be everything either." He said, "I don't understand your 
silly ideas about music, poetry and all these things that go 
on in your head. They seem pretty stupid to me because they 
are not going to help you be a good farmer. I want you to 
be a good farmer." Well, this was a very important time in 
my life, this lesson. He just hammered it home. Then he 
kept doing it for six months. "Don't expect anybody to be 
everything to all people because it doesn't exist." This 
was a very important thing in my whole life to have there 
and to find born out, identified and reaffirmed over and over 
and over again through life. 

It was the same way when I went to Europe. I found the 
same things, the same types. Everywhere you go, there are 
the same types, the same temperaments. There they are in 
multiplications and variations. So having this in mind, 
one has then to decide the kind of people that one most 
wants to be with. That means that having made that decision, 
you accept them with some of the things that maybe you don't 
like all the time. In other words, you mustn't expect this 
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perfection because you haven't got it yourself. What right 
have you to expect it in other people? Therefore, I found 
out that, if you love a person or care for them very deeply, 
very often you love them just as much for their weaknesses 
as you do for their strengths because those weaknesses are 
complementary to their strengths and part of it. For anybody 
to expect that his wife or his children or anybody else is 
going to be a paragon of virtue is ridiculous. I don't sup-
pose there's anybody who's so mean in the world that he 
doesn't have at least one friend. I mean everybody has 
friends of some kind or another because they find something 
in them which they need and which they respond to. 

Now, with that background, I would like to say, there-
fore, that the friends that you pick also are an index to 
your own perceptions, your own likes and dislikes and, in 
a sense, an index to your own character. The Bible treats 
that very well in a very pithy statement, "Judge not lest 
you be judged." Of course, the minute you make a judgment, 
you are judging yourself in front of anybody who has the 
perception to observe it. Isn't that true? We can't get 
away from that. There's no way to escape it. 

So, with that background, I would like to say that the 
people that I have responded to in my life have been of cer-
tain differing types. When I'm working very hard, I want 
somebody around who is very simple, very direct, very earthy, 
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very matter of fact and like a peasant. But, when I'm fin-
ished work and I want to play, then I like somebody who is 
a sophisticate, who has been all over and knows many things, 
who is a fine conversationalist and is amusing, and who 
likes good conversation, good food, all the arts and all 
the fine values. I find that when I'm working very hard, 
my values are rather coarse in the sense that a farmer's 
would be. I don't mean coarse in a moral sense, I mean 
coarse-grained rather. When I'm working very hard on a work, 
the fine values go into the work, but I just want plain 
food, quiet and people who say exactly what they mean, very 
direct and no subtleties. There is nothing that annoys me 
so much as subtlety when I'm profoundly interested in some-
thing else. I should not have to wrack my brain to find out 
what somebody meant who's trying to tell me something. 
Therefore, in judging myself then, in general, the people 
that I prefer to be with are people whom I can count on, 
people who are rather solid, not very full of subtleties 
or who are apt to be devious. That doesn't interest me. 
It bores me. It would just bore me to death, for instance, 
if my wife or somebody was always trying to be interesting 
because you can't try to be interesting. You have to have 
all these facets in yourself, and just they have to come 
out in a natural way, or it's no good. It's like trying to 
be witty. Were you ever with somebody who wanted to be a 
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wit and wasn't? It's the most boring thing in the world 
because it's so painful. Therefore, I like people who are 
plain and direct. Of course, I like people who can think 
very hard thoughts, who can get to the gist of an idea and 
go right after it and nail it down. For that reason, I 
like to play chess, for instance, because a good chess 
player forces you. He doesn't depend on accidents. He 
forces his game. He forces you right into a position where 
you are helpless. Of course, life is that way too. There's 
another thing from the Bible which is very good. "To those 
who have shall be given. To those who have not shall be 
taken even that which they have." Now that's nature. That 
was a very, very keen perception of Christ to have said that 
because it is something which is an absolute natural law, like 
attracts like. 

Let me say another thing though. I'll probably contra-
dict myself many times in this because I couldn't be consis-
tent and be anywhere near the truth. I guess that's the 
truth of the matter. For instance I'm also attracted to 
people who need me, I find. To worthy students, I give a 
great deal of my time and energy because I feel that it's 
like planting seeds in virgin soil. I expect them to do 
something with these things. I feel that I like to be with 
people who are in need. I can help them, and that makes me 
feel good. It makes me feel that I am a benefactor. On the 
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other hand, Johana and I have helped pay for the education 
of twenty-eight young musicians already in our life. It 
has run into thousands and thousands of dollars and a great 
deal of time. Now, some of them weren't any good. The 
ones who weren't any good were people who were wastrels, 
very often some of the most gifted ones. There haven't 
been very many of them. 

I remember one fellow was one of the most gifted fellows 
I ever had. He wasn't worth a damn because he just had no 
character whatsoever. He couldn't work. He was a hypochon-
driac. He was always in hot water. He was always doing the 
wrong thing. He knew he was going to do it before he did it. 
It was as though there were some kind of need in him to be 
a bad citizen. It wasn't that he wasn't bright. He was 
very bright and very gifted. He was very intelligent and 
all that whole thing, but he had no character. 

Now, what do I mean by character? By character I mean 
the power of decision and action. I suppose what I'm saying 
is not really right because there are many kinds of char-
acter. That's a moral judgment, what I said, the power of 
decision and action. I suppose I mean ethical when I say 
that. Of course, everybody has a character of some kind—a 
weak character, a strong character, a despicable character, 
an admirable character. We all have our characters. That's 
what we're talking about. 
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Well naturally, the people that I've been attracted to 
are people who have, in some way or another, given me the 
most in life. I suppose that would be true of all of us. 
But I'll have to say the first person then would be my 
own wife because she doesn't have to remake herself or she 
doesn't have to try to please. Just by pleasing herself, 
she pleases me. She's full of fancy without trying too. 
She has wit, gaiety and great resourcefulness. She can 
turn out more work in less time than anybody I've ever met, 
and she never seems to be doing anything. It's always a 
great pleasure, a matter of pleasure, I've learned a tre-
mendous amount from her in this respect, which I also learned 
from my own father. He always said, "Well, you have to have 
a good time doing what you are doing. If you don't, it 
won't be any good." We've never discussed it any, my wife 
and I. To try to discuss another person's character with 
them is a bad business, I think. It's sort of like pulling 
up the potatoes, as I said once before, to see if they're 
growing or not. It's no good. It's no good. You have to 
let them be what they are. She seems to have this tremendous 
capacity for pleasure or the most wonderful little things— 
any kind of a little wild flower, the sun is beautiful, it's 
a sunrise or sunset, some particular piece of fruit is mar-
velous or the way there's a shadow, poetry, music, the ex-
pression of a child or her own expression. She's always 
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coming up with something fresh and new. So this has 
been a source of never-ending refreshment to me. It is 
like sort of a spring of fresh water always there. 

Of course, her profound respect for music, her love 
of it, her understanding and talent in it have been a source 
of very great happiness, I suppose would be the word to say. 
To have that in your own house all the time, that profound 
authority, that sense that she carries around in her, is a 
very great thing. It's more wonderful than having the 
greatest Stradivarius that has ever lived or the greatest 
picture that has ever lived because those things are inani-
mate. In a sense they are inert too. I don't mean that 
you can't appreciate them and come back to them over and 
over again. A great violin, of course, can be as great as 
the person who plays on it. But a human being is even 
more than that. A human being is a living thing with in-
credible variations, needs, fulfillments and quixotic reac-
tions, explicable and unpredictable. So, I would have to 
say that musically, spiritually and intellectually (al-
though one wouldn't say that my wife was an intellectual 
type) .her insights into people, the events, into myself, 
into our various children and everything is very keen. It's 
not an intellectual pursuit. It's an intuition, I suppose. 
Everyone would call it an intuition. 

So, I'd have to name certainly my wife as a person who 
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has had the greatest influence on me for all these many 
reasons of great talent, great ability to work, great 
capacity for appreciation and tremendous energy. That's 
another thing, she has fantastic energy, a never-ending 
amount of energy. Then, another thing which is wonderful 
is the taking of a high standard for granted. One doesn't 
have to go into it at all. One knows that, when she gives 
a performance, it's going to be a tip-top performance and 
that she didn't make any fuss about it or anything. That's 
just taken for granted. That's a wonderful thing to have 
there all the time. It is like a never-ending supply of 
fresh water of the finest kind. Taking for granted the 
highest standards is a marvelous thing because it's ever 
present and one can count on it. It's not a pose and it 
doesn't change. There are certain basics that one has to 
measure up to and that she expects in music, in the arts 
and in one's own life work. So, that's the first person 
that I want to have to speak of. 

The second would have to be my own father who was such 
a wonderful person. He was so genuine, so real, so honest, 
so hard working, so fun loving, pleasureable and solid. He 
was like a rock. I could depend on him in need to the very 
end. I went to see him when he was about to die. They were 
giving him shots, intravenous shots. He was getting all 
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kinds of terrible shots in the back, right in the back of 
his shoulder and in the neck in there. I asked him if he 
liked the doctor he had. He could hardly speak because he 
was so weak. His rejoinder was, "Well, he's a pain in the 
neck to me." That was about all that he ever said. 

I had flown in from the East Coast. I described to 
him how we started coming down on this airplane way back 
over the Mohave desert, way back by the Colorado River 
almost. This was just amazement to him. It was just some-
thing fantastic because he had been a Mississippi cabin 
boy. He had run away from home when he was thirteen years 
old. He was brought up in a hard school. He observed 
everything and saw the whole thing happen. This airplane 
business was just fantastic to him, just fantastic. The 
whole idea of being able to write down music for a symphony 
orchestra was fabulous to him too. He just didn't under-
stand it at all. He used to make a joke out of it. He 
would say to the neighbors, "Can you imagine that son of 
mine doing these chicken scratchings on a page, and they pay 
him for it?" He said, "That's just something terrible." 
One day he was telling me about how he thought that I had a 
better break than he had on everything. So, I said, "Well, 
I'll tell you a story. One time there was a man who wrote 
a syndicated article every day of a humorous nature. He came 
home to visit his old man. The father said, 'Oh, well look, 
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how about you plowing the corn today, and I'll write. I'll 
write. I'll show you how to write a funny article.' So, 
they did. He took off his shoes and stockings and walked 
up and down the corn rows plowing the corn. He came in at 
noon. Here was the old man sitting at the kitchen table. 
There were crumpled papers all over the table, and his hair 
was all messed up. He had one sentence on one piece of 
paper, 'the fly is a funny critter.'" [laughter] The old 
man loved that and he never did bring that up again, 
[laughter] 

He was fine, strong, honest, conscientious, reliable 
and responsible. He was a considerable philosopher. He 
taught me an awful lot about humanity and about the politics 
and the economics of the country. He knew them pretty well. 
He was very well versed in American history. Although he 
had never even gone to grammar school, he was a real self-
taught pioneer man. He knew American history very well. He 
could quote most of Cicero in Latin. He was an original. 
I was very fond of him. I learned from him. 

One of the things that he used to say over and over 
again was, "I don't expect to do anything in the world. All 
I want to do is just get by. That's all. All I want is a 
dollar in my pocket and time to spend it. I want time to 
read a few books. If there's a good movie, I could go to 
a movie once a week. I want to have some good ham and eggs 
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and some good corn bread once in a while, a good turkey 
dinner at Christmastime." He said, "Well, that's all 
right as long as we can keep clean, we're honest and don't 
owe too much." That was his philosophy. It wasn't a bad 
one at that if it's backed up by hard work. 

Of course, he was pretty modest about what he knew 
because he did know a great deal. He knew all about hor-
ticulture, for instance. He could tell you everything 
about horticulture. He developed a very great business as 
a wholesale shipper of strawberries, blackberries and rasp-
berries. At one time, he was the biggest shipper of berries 
in the United States. He shipped to all the gold camps all 
over in Arizona and New Mexico, all the mining camps, copper, 
gold and silver. Those little sunbaked towns were parched 
for fresh fruit. He used to send out carloads of them every 
night all over the southwest. He knew all about the trains, 
the Southern Pacific and the Santa Fe, when they left and 
exactly when they were supposed to arrive, when the fresh 
fruits from all over the United States came in, what his com-
petition was, who was growing what and where it was. In 
fact, he reported to the United States government about the 
situation. He just picked it up. He had a kind of native 
intelligence about things. 

I was very amused at him once. There was a fellow by 
the name of Newberry. You probably won't be able to use 
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this, but I'll give it to you anyhow. There was a man 
named Newberry who owed him a lot of money. Dad did every-
thing he could to collect it. In the wintertime when he 
wasn't doing much, he went after this fellow, and the fellow 
wouldn't answer him. So finally, he sent him a telegram. 
I remember the telegram. It went like this, "Dear Mr. 
Newberry, Your billberry is past dueberry. If you do not 
payberry, I'll kick your raspberry until it's blackberry 
and blueberry." So, the man paid right away. Imagine 
getting that telegram. The whole town must have known about 
it. Don't you think so? [laughter] So, that's the way it 
was. 

I was a good athlete, and he always used to come to the 
games. I remember we were playing San Diego for the champion-
ship of Southern California in baseball. The old man stood 
up in the grandstands and bellowed like a bull. He weighed 
two hundred and forty and he was only about five ten. So, 
you can imagine what kind of a barrel he was. [laughter] He 
stood up and shouted and held up five dollars. He said, 
"Five dollars for a hit." I'll never forget that. [Laughter] 
That's the way he was. 

We had a tremendous flood. This is just an example of 
something that happeried which stayed with me all my life. 
Southern California in the old days didn't have much flood 
control. They had what they called washes. They didn't 
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have much of a bank or anything else. Sometimes these 
washes would become raging torrents. One year it started 
in raining about eight o'clock in the morning. I remember 
I went to school in that rain. It came right through the 
umbrella it was so hard. It was a mist that just came 
right through. It poured like that all day that day, all 
night that night and all day the next day till four o'clock 
without stopping. You can imagine what came out of those 
San Gabriel Mountains. So, we worked all night long try-
ing to save this dike. We were filling sacks of sand and 
bringing in everything we could get hold of, but it broke 
about two o'clock in the afternoon, something like that, 
the next day. I was a high school boy. I remember that 
was a great tragedy. 

We went home and got in our house and stayed there. 
My father told my mother to get in some provisions because 
he didn't know what was going to happen. So we went there, 
and it broke. Along about midnight, the channel had shifted 
from the back of our ranch right into our barn and right 
into our house. It went right through everything. There 
were these waves that were four or five feet high filled 
with bailing wire, sand, tin cans and anything. You could 
feel all this debris. It had washed out bridges and every-
thing else. You could feel these logs and things bumping 
up against our house in the middle of the night. I remember 
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my mother turning on the light and saying to him, "Well, 
let's do something. Don't you hear what's going on? Now, 
do something." He said, "Listen, old woman, what do you 
want me to do, get out and walk in the middle of it?" 
[laughter] Now, this is a good example. So, he got up, 
lit his pipe, had a cup of coffee and went back to bed 
again. 

I remember that two days later it had died down so that 
he could get out and look at the damage. We dreaded for him 
to come home because it had just ruined our ranch. It 
washed three or four feet of good soil away and left in its 
place pure sand, rocks, cactus, tin cans and bailing wire. 
Oh, it was just fierce. The old man went and looked at it 
for a couple of hours. When he came in, he had killed a 
couple of chickens. He said to my mother, "Let's have some 
fried chicken now and light up the fire." I don't know 
where he got some dry wood, somewhere, but we lit the fire-
place up. We had a big chicken dinner and played cards that 
night. That is a good example of him. Nothing got him down. 
He never said one word of discouragement, not one word. 

I remember after, when things got cleared up, he said, 
"Well, I've got to go up and see my uncle." His uncle was 
a banker. He came home and said, "Well, they're going to 
see us through. So, tonight I want to go into town. We 
are all going to have a good dinner in Los Angeles." That 
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was something we practically never did. He took us to a 
French restaurant, I remember. We had a wonderful dinner 
and got home in the middle of the night. I remember he 
said, "Well, from now on, we are going to have to dig in." 
That was the way he lived, that was his attitude. He had 
a tremendous joie de vivre and a bounce to him. Nothing 
ever got him down, nothing. 

He had an awful lot of troubles in his life. My own 
mother was bedridden for ten years with catarrh. She was 
an awful sick woman in Oklahoma. There's another story. 
He was a kind of a tinhorn gambler too. 
He loved to go and gamble in the little town. Of course, 
they were awfully hard up. They were pioneers. They had 
been in the Cimarron Rush. He and my mother's father had 
ridden in on horseback and staked out a claim. They cut 
down the trees and built the log cabin I was born in. It 
was in Lincoln County in Oklahoma. So, he used to go in 
and gamble. One night he had a stroke of luck and he broke 
the bank. So, he stayed there. He was afraid to come home 
and bring the money. He stayed there until daylight and 
until the little commercial bank opened up. He got the 
money and got it in the safe. Then, with that money, he 
went and auctioned off the farm and came out to California. 
My mother got well out here. But, that's how he came. He 
broke the bank in gambling. He made, I don't know, three 
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or four hundred dollars which was enough in those days. It 
would be equivalent to about two thousand dollars or some-
thing. With that, they got a one-way ticket to California. 
They stayed out here and made good. My mother got well and 
had more children. Everything worked out all right. They 
had three more children. So, that's a story, isn't it? 
Ya, he was that way. 

He was a very tough old boy. Nothing upset him. I 
remember he used to take me to Los Angeles, when I was a 
boy, on Saturday afternoons in the wintertime. When there 
wasn't much work, he would come in on Saturday afternoons to 
Los Angeles two or three times a month or maybe, maybe 
twice a month, I guess. As I look back on it, I can't re-
member more than a half a dozen times, but he used to bring 
me in. He used to go from one bar to another drinking 
beer. We would have lunch and then go to a movie. Then we 
would have dinner and go home. I've never seen him drunk, 
ever. He never even got high, but he used to always take 
me with him. 

One day there was a fellow there on Main Street in Los 
Angeles. He was already pretty drunk. He bummed my dad 
for a cup of coffee. The old man gave him a dollar. I 
hopped on him about it and said, "Dad, why did you give 
that man a dollar? You know he'll just go and get drunker 
with it." He said, "Well, I hope that you'll never have so 
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much unhappiness that you'll feel you need to get drunk to 
escape yourself." That was a good example of his sense of 
understanding and deep charity. 

He had a deep sense of charity in him to help people. 
It was his nature. He was by nature a strangely taciturn, 
very strong, stubborn man, but, underneath it all, a very 
generous person. When the neighborhood needed something, 
they always came to him to lead them in it. That's a good 
kind of a friend for a boy to have. He was never too busy 
to make a whistle for me or do something if I needed it, 
never too busy. 

I remember once there was a great enormous girl. Her 
name was Helen. She was the daughter of one of the trustees 
of the little school that I went to. I guess she must have 
weighed a hundred and fifty or two hundred pounds when she 
was in the fifth grade. Something was the matter with her 
glands or something. She was terribly fat, enormous. I was 
just a little shrimp, a mosquito. She pushed me out of 
line with her old big fat rump. So I called her a baby ele-
phant. She went howling to the principal, and the principal 
kicked me out of school. I went and told my old man about 
why I was home. He stopped his work, unhitched his horses, 
went in, shaved and dressed. Then hitched up his horse and 
buggy and went up to that school. He took me with him. He 
went to the principal. This fellow's name was Smith, this 
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trustee. My father asked me to relate the story in front 
of the principal. He said, "Is that true?" The principal 
said, "Well, I don't know whether it's true or not. No 
little boy is allowed to push little girls." So my father 
said, "In the first place, she wasn't a little girl. She 
weighs twice as much as my wife probably. In the second 
place, she used her weight in more ways than one. She 
figured on flinging the weight of her father around. She 
took advantage of the fact that my boy is a small boy, and 
I won't stand for it. Tell old man Smith I'll lick the 
hell out of him. Now, you take this boy back in school or 
there's going to be a showdown. I'll call a meeting of the 
whole board. You can't get away with this." I remember the 
principal very well. The principal said, "Well, you make 
my position very difficult." [laughter] My father said, 
"I'll make it a damn sight more difficult than that if you 
try that kind of monkey business again. I may be a poor 
farmer and I'm not on the board, but I'm not stupid and I'm 
not afraid." Then the principal said, "All right." He 
asked me to apologize to this girl, and I refused to do it. 
So then, my old man hopped on me. He said, "Listen, I think 
it won't hurt you any at all to apologize. I've come up 
here to help straighten this thing out. It doesn't hurt a 
young man to apologize to a woman any time." Then I had to 
apologize. I knew he meant it then. 
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He was very, very honest and very fine, strong and just. 
He realized that they had to save face some way. Don't 
you see? I didn't even know what that meant in those days. 
I felt it was unjust that I should have to apologize, but, 
of course, I didn't understand that very often people do 
things to save face. So, this gives you a good idea of 
him, doesn't it? It gives a pretty good idea of what he 
was like. 

The next person about whom I would like to talk would 
be Nadia Boulanger. I studied with her. She was a great 
musician. She was a strange combination of masculine men-
tality and feminine emotional equipment. If she couldn't 
conquer with her brains, her mind and her words (she was 
very fussy with words), then she would weep to have her way. 
She did that several times when I was a student with her. 
She was a person of enormous sensibilities, great percep-
tions, great talent and enormous historical knowledge, 
deeply conscientious, trying in every possible way to help 
her students to become serviceable for the country that 
they were going to return to. At that time, her home was 
a sort of center for some of the greatest talent of the 
whole Western world. They came from all over. She always 
had a great many students. She had a certain amount of a 
strange sense of the fitness of things. She divided her 
students into a very interesting division. She put the 
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poorest ones on Monday. She continued each successive day 
in the week to improve the quality, so that on Saturday 
she had her best students. Do you see what her logic was? 
On Sunday she didn't teach. She put the poorest ones in 
each category in the mornings and the best ones of that 
category in the afternoons and evenings. If you were 
scheduled to have a lesson late Saturday night, that meant 
you were at the top of the totem pole in her thinking. 
Everybody knew exactly where they stood in the categories 
of her thinking by where their lesson hour was. Isn't 
that interesting? 
SCHIPPERS: Quite interesting. 
HARRIS: Now, she said something which interested me very 
much. I asked her about teaching for money. She said, "Oh, 
yes, I teach for money." The way that came up, after I'd 
had a few lessons for about two or three months, she 
wouldn't take money from me any more. I said, "Well, don't 
you teach for a living?" She said, "Yes, I teach for a 
living." Everybody knew that she was rich. She just cleaned 
up. She made the Americans pay through the nose and in 
American money. In those days, a franc wasn't worth any-
thing at all. One dollar was worth, at one time, forty 
francs when I was there. So, she said, "Yes, I have four 
kinds of students. I have those who have talent and no 
money. Those I take. I have a lot who have no talent, 
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but they have money. Those I take. Then there are those 
who have no money and no talent. Those I don't take. 
Then there are those who have talent and money. These I 
never seem to get." 

So, this gives you an index into how she was. She 
was full of humor in a very calm kind of way, very direct, 
a very devout Catholic and, I would say, a royalist also. 
In my book, I suppose I would have to say that she was a 
profound reactionary. She knew Franco and went down to see 
him. She knew Mussolini. She visited Mussolini. At the 
same time, she was on the board of some of the most important 
publishing companies in all of Europe, all the different 
countries all over everywhere as an advisor. She was a 
very powerful personage who always did what she thought was 
right. Her basic idea was that the most important thing in 
the world was discipline. Talent was an important thing, 
but talent without discipline was less important than dis-
cipline without talent. I can't say that we got along very 
well together on a lot of things. We were profoundly dis-
agreeing on many things. I, for instance, have a great ad-
miration for Whitman, Walt Whitman. I introduced her to 
Whitman. She didn't like him at all. She said, "I don't 
think he has any discipline at all." Of course, he had a 
wonderful discipline. It just simply is that it is in 
rhythm. People expect it to be a conventional discipline 
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like Amy Lowell, for instance. It's not that kind of a 
discipline at all. It's a discipline of the rhythm of sen-
tences which is just tremendous. He's one of the most 
rhythmic talents I've ever read, Whitman. I never knew 
him. She didn't like it. 

On the other hand, she thought the Tuilleries were 
wonderful and clipped gardens in Versailles. She thought 
it was just wonderful to see all these evergreens clipped 
like vases, fountains and all this stuff. She thought it 
was wonderful to see a tree clipped so that it looked like 
a vase or something. So, I went out and saw it. I thought 
that it was just miserable. I come from great trees. I've 
seen the sequoias, these wonderful oak trees, these mag-
nificent eucalyptus trees, pine trees, wonderful plane trees, 
and all the trees that I love so much. Then I went there 
to see these poor trees, oh God, [laughter] all clipped. 
They looked like vases, animals, cats and dogs. I thought 
it was just fierce. 

So, we just didn't agree on many, :many basic things. 
She thought that tradition was the most important thing 
in the world. Of course, I think tradition is pretty im-
portant. I will tell you where we just ran head on into 
each other. I didn't realize until years later what the 
trouble was. There has been a constant oscillation, a 
kind of ebb and flow between what you might call evangelism 
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and ecclesiasticism. That's stated in terms of the church. 
The evangelist is the inspirational person. The ecclesiast 
is the man who believes in forms. There is that and the 
difference between the romantic and the classic, between 
law and order and the profound zeal for the good of the 
commonwealth. Sometimes they run smack into each other. 
It's the difference between the conservative and the pro-
gressive in a sense. We can't always just conserve what 
we have or we would never have gotten what we have. Every-
thing that we have has been achieved by the progressive. 
Everything that we keep has been kept by the conservative. 
We can't do one without the other. If we have too much of 
the inspirational or too much of the emotional and not 
enough of the tradition of codified thought, we run amok 
on emotionalism. If we have too much of the other, we 
don't have any of the juice of humanity. We dry out. We've 
got to have both. It is this back and forth period which 
makes the ups and downs of civilizations. The dominant per-
sonalities in each generation determine which way we go. 
If I had known then what I know now, if I had been as mature 
when I was a student as she was as a grown woman of great 
experience, then we would have gotten along all right because 
I would have agreed with her on most of the things she 
said. I would have said, "Well, of course, I agree with 
you, but the other half is this." she would have had the 

211 



grace then to say, "Probably yes, the other half is that. 
It's just a matter of emphasis." 

But she had a tremendous influence on me neverthe-
less because she understood music so deeply, because she 
was so devoted and because she constantly harped on the 
idea that there is no excuse for shabby work no matter what 
it is. She couldn't stand meager quantity or quality. She 
wanted both quantity and quality because she had it herself. 
She gave unstintingly of her talents and her energy, of 
which she had a great deal. In that respect, she was very 
much like my father. My father had something which he used 
to say over and over again, "Nothing excuses the need for 
an excuse." That is the same thing that Nadia Boulanger 
used to always say, "Nature does not excuse. Nature is not 
interested in excuses. Nature only understands the perfec-
tion. " 

Well, she was a perfectionist and she wanted all of her 
students to do extremely well. It wasn't only for vanity. 
She had a great love for her students. She was hurt when 
somebody didn't do well. She was hurt for them. She hurt 
for humanity. She was hurt because she felt that people mis-
interpreted her or had underestimated her or weren't 
living up to what she had offered for them. There was one 
very well-known composer who has done all right in America. 
She refused to teach him because she said, "Well, you have 
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the money and the position, but you have no talent. Now, 
I can't teach you." He never did forgive her for that, 
naturally. On the other hand, because she was such a 
formalist, she depended too much on the codification of 
traditional formulas. I remember when she asked me to bring 
my first lesson. She asked me to write some melodies so 
she could see what my melodic materials were, whether or not 
I had melodic talent. I brought her a whole book full of 
melodies in one week. She looked them all through and said, 
"With this book, I could make a great career." Well, she 
was quite wrong, of course, because she thought, and I think 
she does think, that, if you have materials, you can make a 
suit of clothes. But a suit of clothes and a symphony are 
not the same thing. A symphony has to have a kind of new 
impetus all the time. The same impetus has to be in there 
driving for the whole work that was able to invent the ma-
terials for the work. It has to be there all the time. 
It's not just that here I give you this seed, and out of 
this seed grows a tree. It doesn't work this way, you under-
stand? 

In this sense, I think that she was a magnificent human 
being, and I know she is. I have profound respect for her. 
I think that she was full of all kinds Academie Frangais 
prejudices. I just feel that she's an extremely dangerous 
teacher to study with. Nobody should study with her, in my 
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opinion, until he's pretty solid on his feet because she has 
too much to offer for the normal person anyhow. She just 
swallows them up. A person has to be strong to study with 
Nadia Boulanger because she's a very strong, powerful per-
sonality of great talent, great routine, tremendous disci-
pline and tremendous experience. It's a privilege to study 
with her. I wouldn't have missed it for the world. 

So, I feel that she had a very, very great influence on 
me. Probably some of the things that I learned from her I 
probably wouldn't have learned anywhere else. One thing she 
taught me was that nobody ever wrote a completely good work. 
There was no such a thing as a masterpiece. She taught me 
that a thousand times, although she used the word herself 
over and over again. One of the things which we did together 
was to go through the great works of the great composers. 
She would show me where all the weaknesses were. That's one 
way to learn. That's a wonderful way to learn too. I 
didn't agree with her at all about her approach to counter-
point, harmony or anything else. The best way for us to 
study together was to study the works of great composers and 
study form. I learned a tremendous amount about form from 
her. 

Now what do I mean by form? I mean the ability to begin 
somewhere and keep going. It's a way of going from the be-
ginning to the end. She and I had great disagreements on 
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the importance of traditional forms. I thought that the 
poorest thing one could do is to study how they wrote 
minuets in the eighteenth century. I didn't think it 
would help a bit. This just enraged her because she would 
always say, "Well, but there's a principle." I would say, 
"Well, what is the principle?" Then we would look at the 
principle, and it would all boil down to just nothing prac-
tically. Then she would get furious and say, "Well, you're 
an autodidact, that's all, you're an autodidact, and I can't 
do anything with you." 

We had a tremendous devotion to each other with all of 
this business. She told many people that I would do it, but 
I would have to find out my own way to do it. But that 
isn't altogether true because I learned a tremendous amount 
from her. I learned how to study the great composers which 
I wouldn't have known without her help. She just could dig 
right in and find out the whole thing just like that. She 
had an uncanny sense to just reveal the form of every great 
work, uncanny, wonderful, wonderful. I wouldn't have 
missed that for anything. So I have tremendous influence 
from her. 
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TAPE NUMBER: V, SIDE TWO 
AUGUST 16, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: Another person that I would like to speak of, 
whom I have a great respect and affection for and who had 
a big influence on me is Serge Koussevitzky. Koussevitzky 
had a particular effect on me because he carried with him 
the profound love of music of the Russians, a kind of deep 
mystical devotion to music. To him music was the most im-
portant thing in the world. Nothing was comparable, noth-
ing , to hearing an orchestra play beautifully or to seeing 
a fine new piece of music. It was like bringing him the 
most precious gifts from heaven to bring him a new score. 
He would look at it and go through it and then say, "So, 
you have brought me a wonderful music." This from him was 
like the president of the United States saying, "Well, 
you're one of our heroes, one of the heroes of our land." 
That's what it meant to him, a cultural hero. A composer 
was a cultural hero. He was a man who brought order out of 
chaos. He was a man who made a tree grow in Brooklyn. He 
was a man who said, "Rise up," and something rose out of 
the garden of his inspiration. He had this sense of need 
for beauty, this devotion to and this great expectation 
for his orchestra and of all people. He always used to 
[say to] me, and this I'll never forget as long as I live, 
"People will expect, people will expect." That is an 
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enormous short sentence when you think about how big it is, 
how important it is. People will expect. That's the whole 
world, isn't it? 

He said it to his orchestra. If his orchestra wasn't 
playing well, he would stop it. I remember so many times 
he would stop them and say, "This is the Boston Symphony, 
what you are playing in. The Boston Symphony. You don't 
play like the Boston Symphony. What is the matter? Are 
you tired? Do we have no enthusiasm? Don't you want to 
play in a symphony orchestra? I go home." Lots of times 
he went home and left his assistant there. He just kept 
them waiting for maybe a half an hour and then sent out 
word that they would have to come back that night and re-
hearse. He just wouldn't stand for it if they didn't do 
right, if they were flippant or if they were not giving 
their best even or something because he gave everything 
he had, everything. 

No matter how many times he played Tchaikovsky's sym-
phony, he played it as though he had never played it before. 
Every time when he would rehearse it and put it on next 
year, or maybe he hadn't played it for three or four years 
or something, he would rehearse it all over as though it 
were a brand-new score. He did the same thing with my sym-
phonies, every one of them. He treated them as though they 
were the most important works that had ever been created. 
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They were for him. It was his own personal responsibility 
and the responsibility of everybody in that orchestra to 
play it as beautifully as it could be played. We don't 
get that very often. 

He was a real leader in the deepest sense of the word. 
People were always badgering him to not play modern music. 
They were reactionaries. Very often they were the people 
who were giving him the most money for his orchestras. 
They would come and visit him, invite him to dinner or lay 
a great trap for him not to play so much modern music, es-
pecially not American music. "It is so strange," he said 
to me once, "I don't understand how is it they don't want 
that I should play American music. They would like to have 
French music, Russian music, anything, but not American 
music. This I don't understand." He didn't understand it. 
He never understood it. I don't understand it myself. It's 
a kind of an inverted chauvinism. 

If Johnny Jones down the street can write a great sym-
phony 7 what's wrong with me and my son Jack? Something's 
wrong. Johnny eats the same food, lives on the same street, 
wears the same clothes, went to the same school and he can 
write a great symphony. I don't even understand it. Some-
thing's wrong. So naturally, it's Johnny who's wrong. But 
he understood that part of it. 

Of course, he had done a great deal to help Russian 
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music. He put Prokofiev on his feet and Stravinsky too. 
He has done a great deal for the Russians. He married 
Nathalie who had inherited the concession for all coffee 
and tea for greater Russia. They were one of the 
wealthiest families in tzarist Russia. They owned their 
own plantations, their own ships and everything. He felt 
that the Russians didn't have a chance to hear a symphony. 
So, they had a barge made with a stage that a symphony 
orchestra could go on. They would go to towns. They went 
all up and down the Volga playing with their orchestra. 
He made his own publishing house, so that the young Russian 
composers could be published. 

He did the same thing when he came to America. He 
said, "Now, we are living in America. We must be for 
America what I was for Russia." 

So, he was this way and he did everything he could. 
He made the Koussevitzky Foundation, for instance, and 
left money. He got his friends to put in everything so 
they could commission works. So, in this sense, he was a 
tremendously devoted person, tremendously. 

He was the man who first played my Third Symphony which 
later became so well known and was played everywhere. He 
thought it was a strong work. I remember he played it thir-
teen times in one year. People don't do that anymore much. 
Ormandy does it. If he likes a work, he'll play it all over. 
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He's done that for me, but generally they just don't do it. 
It's a first and last performance both. Bernstein does 
that somewhat too. Bernstein was tremendously influenced 
by Koussevitzky. He studied with him. The old man taught 
him how he must have responsibility too. 

[Olin] Downes, when this work was performed in New 
York, didn't like it. Subsequently he wrote wonderful re-
views about it. When it was first performed, he was the 
critic on the New York Times. He thought it was a bad 
work, and he said so. When Koussevitzky read the review of 
this work the next day after the performance, he invited 
Downes to his suite there in the Savoy Plaza. He said, 
"Olin Downes, you are a schoolboy. You mustn't talk about 
music. You don't know. You can't read the score. You can't 
hear anything. What are you doing? You must say nothing. 
If you don't know something, you must say nothing." Of 
course, Downes had to take it because he was a school boy. 
He couldn't read a score. He didn't know what he was hearing. 
He was writing about something he didn't know anything about 
at all, like so many critics. See? 

They did everything to try to make him advertise. He 
never spent one five-cent piece for advertising, ever. He 
always said, "No, start to advertise is that you're no good. 
You have to tell somebody, and they find out if you're good. 
But you don't tell them you're good. This is no good." 
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[laughter] He was so amused at the whole idea of adver-
tising. 

Then, of course, he was very strong in making his pro-
grams. Oh, he was so strong. His manager, Judd, used to try 
to tell him how to do it and what to do. He used to bring 
Judd on the carpet and say, "Judd, you must not try to tell 
about music. You don't know. I am the man who knows about 
it. You make the business. I make the music." They used 
to have tremendous quarrels. They tried to get Judd to force 
him not to play so much contemporary music. One time he 
said, "No, I'm playing. Koussevitzky makes his programs, no, 
or I quit. No more, no more." So, of course, they knew 
that he had the best audiences there were. You couldn't 
get a ticket to go to his concerts. His orchestra played 
so magnificently. He said that the reason they played so 
well was that they played so much modern music and because 
it takes so much more discipline to play new scores. They 
played magnificently. Then, when they played the other 
things, it was much easier for them. 

So, you can see why I had such a tremendous [respect 
for him]. I could never have written the symphonies I've 
written if it hadn't been for him because we would rehearse, 
and if it wasn't right, I had to rewrite it until it was 
right. That's the way to learn. It's the only way. You 
can't learn out of a vacuum. That's the way Beethoven 
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learned to write his string quartets. He had his string 
quartet there to rehearse them. If they weren't right, 
then he rewrote them over and over again. That's what 
we need now. We need it very badly. The problem is where 
are we going to get the money for this. I used to have 
six to seven hours rehearsal for a new symphony with the 
Boston Symphony. He would rehearse the week ahead. Then 
he would make the programs so that he had enough rehearsal 
time left. 

Well, this kind of devotion and consecration was some-
thing that he brought with him. He was a very great double 
bass player. He was probably the greatest the world has 
ever known. He started as a poor boy. He was just such a 
tremendous success as a double bass player. He married an 
extremely wealthy woman when she was very young amd he was 
young. They did marvelous things in the world together, 
great things. His orchestra was a great institution. If 
you take the Boston Symphony (he made it really what it is) 
out of Boston, a factor, a spoke, in the wheel of Boston 
culture would be missing, just like Harvard University, the 
great library there or the museum. 

So, I think that I was fortunate meeting this man. I 
met him in the Library of Congress. I remember Aaron 
Copland introduced me to him. He said, "Yes, I've heard 
about you. Nadia Boulanger told me about you. You must 
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write me a symphony." This was at the Coolidge Festival 
in the springtime. He said, "For next year, you must write 
me a symphony." I said, "What kind of a symphony do you 
want?" He said, "I want a big symphony from the west." I 
asked, "When do you want it?" "September," he said. This 
was April. That meant I had the summer to write it in. 
I've forgotten whether it was April or May. It may have 
been May. I guess it was May as a matter of fact because I 
remember that summer came very soon afterwards. He said, 
"Well, will it be ready when I come home?" He gave the date 
of when he was arriving from Europe. I had it ready and 
waiting for him. He took one look at it and said, "I will 
play." He announced it to the press immediately, right away, 
[snaps his fingers] just like that. So that became the first 
American symphony to be recorded. 

He was that way. If he believed in something, he was 
behind it a hundred percent. Nobody was going to stop him 
with his orchestra. That was his duty, his privilege and 
his responsibility. He worked for it, and nobody was going 
to take it away from him. Well, I have a tremendous admira-
tion for him. We need that kind of leadership, people who 
have convictions and who will stand for them right to the 
very end, who will stand right down to the line for what 
they believe in. That's terribly important, isn't it? 

So, I have great gratitude in my heart for each one 
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of these people that I've spoken of to you. They are in 
my mind all the time. There are other people who are very 
important in the world that I never did see. There are a 
few that I would just like to mention. They all have the 
same characteristic, the sense of the importance of being 
sincere, honest, direct and forthright. Voltaire was one. 
Christ certainly was one. Whitman was one. Lincoln was 
one. They are all the same way. They all had the same 
tremendous belief in the importance of doing the best they 
knew how. I think that Bach is another one. Bach was a 
very devout and profound man. Beethoven was another, very 
very devoted to do the right thing. Schubert also was 
another one. They all had that basic quality. Mozart was 
a tremendous composer. A lot of people have the idea that, 
because he's gay and light, that it's like Dresden china 
or something. Nothing could be further from the truth. His 
music is like steel bands. It's so clear, like a cantilever 
bridge or something. It's so clear, so strong and so right, 
terrific, just terrific. You don't write that and have a 
light character. Of course, he was much more thoughtful 
than most people think. They haven't read his letters. I'm 
talking about Mozart now. He was a terrific fellow. Well, 
there we are. 
SCHIPPERS: Is that it? 
HARRIS: I think so. 
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TAPE NUMBER: VI, SIDE ONE 
AUGUST 20, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: I prepared something which I think I'm going to 
read from my notes because I want to say some precise 
things in a precise form which will be much more clear 
than I can extemporize. So, if you don't mind I'll read 
it. 
SCHIPPERS: Go ahead. 
HARRIS: It's about the nature of communication, the humani-
ties, why it is that mankind has felt it necessary to have 
the arts, why it has sustained them and all that sort of 
thing. Mankind's most important characteristic is his in-
nate duality. From the caveman savage to the penthouse 
sophisticate, man has instinctively acted on the need to 
preserve himself individually by collective collaboration. 
From the urge of the newborn babe for self-preservation, 
blindly seeking his mother's breast, to the need of the 
frightening power vested in the leaders of great social 
groups, the individual has become strong, and has ability 
to use and serve his fellow men. This duality has been a 
source of all evolution, in my opinion. The individual 
has the idea, but unless he can fashion the idea into a 
tool, an instrument, an organized pattern which people 
can use in some way serviceable to their personal purpose, 
the idea remains inert. So, mankind's deepest concern has 
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been rooted in man, of man, by man, for man. How to embody 
an idea into a serviceable form is the problem. Of course, 
the process of generation in evolution has always been and 
always will be irrevocably rooted in duality—to conceive 
and formulate, to understand and use, to give and to take. 
So, the intermediate process of communication becomes the 
area through which mankind has passed and must pass from 
ignorance to understanding. In passing from abysmal ignor-
ance to enlightened understanding of himself, both as in-
dividual creature and social citizen, humanity has developed 
the self-illuminating communication of the humanities, the 
communication of words, dance, theater, painting, sculpture, 
and music. 

Perhaps the most important communication invented by 
man has been the language of words. With words man has and 
does communicate everything about his daily life, what he 
sees, hears and feels, what he does and intends to do in com-
porting himself among his fellow men. Then, as though the 
word language were somehow too limited in its scope of emo-
tional intensity and too dependent on the memory of concrete 
experience, mankind invented from within an abstract lan-
guage of tone and rhythm which we call music. Of course, 
the word-language is always comprised of tone and rhythm 
patterns to which man has attached traditional meanings. In 
this sense, word communication is closely related to music, 
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but these words also refer to something outside man him-
self, something he has previously experienced through his 
senses. In fact, the emotional meanings behind the spoken 
word depend largely upon the properties of music—that is, 
rhythm, pitch levels and dynamics. 

If I might divert for a moment, we used to do this 
for amusement with a wonderful collie dog I had when I was 
a boy. In the kinds of rhythms, dynamics, pitch levels, in-
tonation and inflections which would indicate anger, we 
would say, "Good dog, good dog." He would put his tail be-
tween his legs and slink away. He went away wondering what 
he had done, the poor devil. Then we would say to him, "Oh, 
you nasty old rascal, you old, old chicken thief, you dread-
ful creature you." He would come back and laugh and stick 
his tongue out and everything. I didn't realize quite fully 
to what extent we were using the dynamics of speech on our 
dog. He didn't understand the words. He understood the 
emotional drive behind the words. We do that all the time. 

I'm fond of telling the story about saying to somebody, 
"What a marvelous friend you proved to be," or using exactly 
the same words and saying, "What a marvelous friend you 
proved to be." The traditional meanings of the words are 
not fixed really, are they? They depend on inflections, 
and these inflections are essentially musical. They have 
to do with pitch, rhythm, tempo, pitch levels, and dynamics. 
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If the pitch is high, it excites. If it's low, it depresses 
or soothes, as the case may be. If the dynamics are loud, 
it excites. If the tempo is fast, it excites. These are 
just basic properties of music which we use all the time in 
our speech. 

It's for this reason, I suppose, that music is so power-
ful with human beings because it's so closely related to our 
primal instincts. I suppose this is the reason also why 
music has not ever been lost to humanity even under the most 
dreadful tribulations, pestilence, disease, scourges, wars, 
starvation and everything else. Music seems to carry on, 
nevertheless, as a kind of mirror of man's subjective self. 
That's the reason I think it's such a fascinating language. 
What is also fascinating about it, of course, is that in 
some countries it develops, and in others it hasn't. This 
interests me. Why, for instance, hasn't there been a great 
music in Switzerland? It's a beautiful country. It's be-
tween Italy and France, isn't it? Both of them have pro-
duced great music. Why have the Scandanavians not produced 
a great music? There's somewhat the same sea level as is 
with England. Both are sea-going countries. England pro-
duced a very great music. You can't say that only the sea 
level ports produced it because Vienna has been one of the 
great producers, and Vienna is right in the mountains. 

So, I think it has to do with intellectual vitality, 
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intellectual security, also blood vitality, nerve vitality 
and boldness. Although this is not all of it, it also has 
to do with the leisure time which comes from wealth, se-
curity and all those things. But, we have covered this 
already, haven't we? Didn't we talk about these things 
once before? 
SCHIPPERS: Not quite this way. 
HARRIS: No. Would you turn it off for a minute? [Tape 
recorder turned off] No doubt, the most effective part of 
music is its basic properties as rhythm, dynamics and pitch 
levels that we just discussed. These basic properties, I 
would say, are the foundation of music. What is interesting 
in music is performed in cultivated art patterns, traditional 
ways and means, techniques which professional musicians de-
velop to serve the shifting values of every changing cul-
tures. All music has tone, rhythm and dynamics. All people 
in all places and times have understood and reacted to tone, 
rhythm and dynamics. Yet, I would say that it is a mistake 
to say that music is a universal language, as is often said. 
What is universal is that people understand values, their 
own particular values of rhythm, dynamics and pitch levels. 
The particular patterns which are germane to their society 
are certainly not universal. They certainly are not univer-
sal. Each society has its own values. I suspect that the 
Western world has values which are more alike in the 
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different cultures and different centuries than the Orient. 
The Occident has patterns which are international. For 
instance, we wouldn't expect to hear a beautiful perfor-
mance of Einfeste Burg[ist unser Gott] in a night dive at 
two in the morning where people have been sitting all 
evening moping, drinking and going to sleep as it were be-
cause Ein feste Burg is a vital spiritual expression. It 
has high aspiration. It would seem quite out of place, 
wouldn't it? It would be like having a man come into a 
low dive and start reading beautiful poetry, speaking 
philosophy or religious ideas. In a similar way, we 
wouldn't expect a beautiful young lady who is going to 
marry a very handsome, upright young man in a church all 
filled with flowers, all the relatives and friends to have 
a hot jazz band to play "I Can't Give You Anything But 
Love, Baby," or "I Can Leap Down the Lane Like a Kangaroo." 
It would be quite out of place. It's not only the words, 
but the rhythms, the harmonies, and melodic materials have 
their traditional meanings, and we understand those mean-
ings. Don't you think so? I believe so. 

For this reason, I'm going to utter a very, very un-
popular idea, I believe. That is, whether we wish it or 
not , if we say something pleasant to somebody, it evokes a 
pleasant reaction. If we say something unpleasant, it 
evokes an unpleasant reaction. The same thing is true about 
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music. 
Some of the eastern cities, quite a few of them, have 

passed laws that will not let rock and roll bands play. 
I think, for instance, New Haven has such a law because 
Yale is there. I'm not sure, but I think Boston passed a 
law. But there are quite a few. The reason was that they 
found that, when these rock and roll bands played such 
savage music, the youth became inflamed. They started 
drinking inordinately, breaking beer bottles over each 
other's heads, threatening the citizenry and so forth. For 
a similar reason, I understand that quite a few of the 
cities in Europe will not allow American jazz bands to play 
in the cities at all. Recently, or last year I guess it was, 
the largest auditorium in Amsterdam (I'm not sure of this, 
but I think it's in Amsterdam) had a jazz concert there. 
After about a half an hour of it, they stopped it and made 
them go home quick because they felt that it was so immoral 
in their sense of the word. 

When I was in Moscow, I had meetings there with the 
commissar of the arts. He said to me, "I don't understand 
one thing about you people, you Americans. Why do you have 
no respect for your women?" Of course, I expressed surprise 
at such a statement. I asked him what he meant by it. He 
said, "Well, for instance, you allowed a work to be recorded, 
performed and broadcasted. You made a hit out of it. It 
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made a good deal of money and was used extensively. You 
sent it over here. Of course, we didn't allow our people 
to use it. It's called 'A Woman Is a Sometime Thing.1" 
Then he said, "If a Russian would write a work like that 
and set words to that kind of music, the composer would be 
in great disrepute because we honor our women." 

Then he also went on to say, "I would like also to say 
that the State Department sent over here a work called 
Porgy and Bess. We thought that was a most immoral work." 
We are a little more than ten percent Negro now, aren't we? 
He said, anyhow, "You allow ten percent of your people to be 
put in such a light by this operetta. We consider this a 
disgrace to any nation that such a thing could exist as 
this." He called it fish roe or something. He said that 
they were quite upset by it. I said to him, "Well, that's 
not the report we got in America. Our reports were that the 
Russians just loved it." He got quite excited and said, 
"I assure you that it is not true." 

I got a little far afield, but music does that to you. 
It's sort of like going on a stream of thought. I should say 
that all the humanities which deal with humanity have ipso 
facto moral significance because mankind himself has moral 
significance. Every human being has moral significance, 
either good, bad or indifferent. But there it is, and 
you can't escape it. Isn't that true? It seems to me quite 
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silly to try to evade and bypass the ethics of all communica-
tion. It is as silly as trying to bypass the aesthetics. 
Ethics and aesthetics are inextricably bound together, I 
should think, or interrelated. For some reason or another, 
I suspect this was an attempt to escape the individual 
responsibility of the creative artist. But for some reason 
or another, there has been a strong attempt in the last few 
years to try to hold that art has no ethical raison d'etre 
or significance. To look at it for that reason is an old 
hat idea, not enlightened and certainly not contemporary. 
But it isn't true. If a man is born today and lives today, 
still his body can be well or sick. He might as well say, 
"Well, people don't get sick." They get sick in their 
nerves or sick in their stomach or anywhere else. They can 
also get sick in their brain. We have evidence of a great 
deal. They can certainly be sick in their emotional tex-
tures. 

So, if anything, I would say the arts even have more 
ethical reason now than they used to have for the simple 
reason that they are used more, broadcasted more and dis-
tributed more. The problem becomes even more and not less, 
[tape recorder turned off] 

By this I do not mean that there has to be a moral 
police force on the arts. Nevertheless, the social signifi-
cance of the arts is there, whether we like it or not. 
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That in no way indicates that we have set up commissions to 
appraise the moral significance of works. That's difficult 
to do that anyhow because all kinds of prejudices set in, 
and all kinds of politics, and everything else. I think they 
would just have to find their own level and exert their own 
influence. If a person has a great deal of elan to his art, 
if it has a lift, whether it's music or whatever people will 
sing, and they will feel it. If it is a kind of higglety-
pigglety, speckled affair, well, people will say that too. 
They'll say, "Well, I couldn't get with it," or "I didn't 
get anything out of it," or "It didn't mean anything to me," 
or "It's verruckt." The public reaction will sort of take 
care of that by itself. It has and will continue to. 

I think it would be a very great mistake to have offi-
cial tasters to try to establish a party line of taste. I'm 
very much against that whole idea because I think that in-
dividuality is the very essence of the preservation of man-
kind. It's part of the duality thing that I was speaking of 
again. If we don't have the individual, how are you going 
to have an enlightened mass? If the individual has always 
to serve a party line which is a mass communication thing, 
then we will stop growing. Each generation will go down 
instead of up because what you'll have is a common denomina-
tor. A common denominator will generate a lower level each 
generation instead of having a few who are in the vanguard 
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of ascensions, comprehensions, foresight, wisdom, conception, 
observation, perception and all those things. Some people 
have more than the others, just as every tree has some big-
ger fruit on it. Those superior sport types, or whatever you 
want to call them, keep the human race evolving all the time. 
They are the yeast. If you're going to cut them down to 
serve a common denominator then there'll be a very fast de-
volution in my opinion about things. 

I want to read a little bit here. I'll try not to read 
too fast so that your gal can pick it up. 

All music has tone, rhythm and dynamics. All peoples 
in all places and times have understood and reacted to tone, 
rhythm and dynamics. But all peoples do not understand 
and react to all music. While the basic properties deter-
mine the emotional drive and the a priori effectiveness of 
music, it is the culture patterns of music, those cultivated 
idioms of melody, harmony, orchestral timbres and form de-
vices, which characterize the particular civilization that 
produced it, which produced it as a symbol of emotional and 
intellectual distillation. The interaction of basic prop-
erties in culture patterns is absolutely essential for 
music to exist and to progress as an art form, but the vi-
tality of emotional content is the essence of the matter, 
what we might call the sine qua non of music. This is what 
will ultimately decide the social value of any music to the 
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majority of people : its emotional vitality. 
To illustrate these thoughts in a general way, I 

thought it might be a wise idea to establish four arbitrary 
categories of great music. [tape recorder turned off] I 
would say that great music is a very subtle and varied 
fusion of basic emotional drives and great skill in the use 
of contemporary culture patterns. I would pick Bach's St. 
Matthew Passion as a good example. Now, a second category 
could be vital music. This would have a wide range of 
emotional drives but less in the use of culture patterns, 
less wisdom and less skill. Sibelius comes to mind as a 
good example, and perhaps Tchaikovsky too. Then there is 
interesting music which would have a great deal of skill 
and dexterity in the use of culture patterns but not much 
drive. So, it would appeal to the interest of a schooled 
musician, but it wouldn't do much for the populace. Of 
course, there's the fourth kind which would be dull music 
which has neither skill nor drive. I'd say a lot of pop 
music that is on the air which is used for advertising would 
fit into that category. 

Of the interesting music, quite a bit of modern music 
is that way. It's skillful in a sense. It's done by people 
who have learned their craft pretty well, but they're not 
composers really. They are arrangers of other people's 
ideas. They especially are interested in arranging things 
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which are a little erudite, shall we say. They take pride 
in doing something which the average person couldn't get 
a hold of. In fact, some of them, I think, would be quite 
annoyed if the audience understood their music. There is 
that type of composer, the erudite arranger, that kind of 
practicing musicologist in a way. There are a lot of them 
around. The saying is that they are a dime a dozen. That's 
very understandable because it's much easier to put patterns 
together, culture patterns. It's sort of like making inter-
esting wallpaper. There's a tremendous difference between 
doing that and creating an organic form which begins with a 
certain emotional drive, and sustains it and never goes 
astray. There is as much difference to that as there is to 
a peach tree growing and producing fruit and somebody making 
an artificial flower or an artificial tree out of papier-
mache or something. There's a tremendous difference. One 
is organic, and the other is not. 

It's this organic continuity and substance which is the 
very essence of the creative process. The accumulation of 
data with which to assemble a semblance of an art product 
doesn't take very much talent. It takes intelligence, a 
good deal of ambition and a great deal of hard work. I 
might say it takes a kind of nerve, a little bit of brass, 
for a man to set out to do something when he hasn't got any-
thing to do it with. [laughter] Of course, there's a lot 
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of it today because the assumption is that you can get by 
when nobody is looking for so long. A great deal of that 
goes on in the world. There's such a traffic in all the 
arts now. The population is so large and everybody is so 
busy. Nobody has time to really dig on down into things 
like they used to. Consequently, there's an awful lot of 
rather third-rate stuff which is perpetrated on the public 
because the public doesn't have time to examine it. If 
they can somehow get a label attached to it just by having 
it broadcasted in an important broadcast played by an im-
portant orchestra or even get it associated with a great 
university or something, people feel that it must be all 
right, or it wouldn't be done. 

So, there is a great deal of the building of reputa-
tion and the destruction of reputation by association. It 
goes both ways. We've heard a great deal about the destruc-
tion of character by association, but we haven't heard so 
much about the building of character by association. A lot 
of that carries on all the time, and it's certainly true 
about the arts. Why don't you stop it for a minute? [tape 
recorder turned off] 

One thing which interests me very much is why certain 
societies have produced a great deal of good music while 
others, seemingly similar in character, produced compara-
tively little. For instance, Italy, France, England and 
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Germany have given us such great music, while surrounding 
countries, such as the Scandinavian countries, beautiful 
Switzerland and romantic Spain, have contributed relatively 
less important music. We certainly can't point to similari-
ties of attitudes, climates and bloodstreams, but we can 
assuredly conclude that there are certain characteristics 
in common. These, I think, are worthy of mentioning—wealth, 
leisure, strong emotions, bold thoughts, and ample energy. 
Music has always done well in the midst of abundance, gold, 
food, shelter, freedom, large enthusiasms, generous apti-
tudes or talents, and time to understand and enjoy these 
bounties. 

The conditions on which music seems to thrive are quite 
similar to the conditions on which mankind thrives. Music 
prospers on the active physical health, the active intellec-
tual and emotional health of people. Physical health is 
based on economic security and marginal surplus. Intellec-
tual health is also based on physical vitality plus the pre-
vailing attitudes of people. They must think for themselves. 
They must think about themselves, about the society which 
they are helping to build, and about their relationships to 
that society, to their neighbors, to their own family group 
and so forth. They must be aware of who they are, what they 
are, how they can best help hold up the society which is 
holding them up and, above all, how to understand, use and 
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enjoy their short span of time on this planet. Now emotional 
vitality depends on physical energy and intellectual vigor. 
How can one react strongly to anything unless he has energy? 
How can he react at all without awareness? If he doesn't 
perceive, how can he react? It's just axiomatic, isn't it? 
Nothing will come of nothing, let's say, and little from 
little. The amplitude of the life force must be there. Am-
plitude, that's important, it seems to me. 

There must be some large, basic, inclusive, emotional, 
intellectual conviction also, something predominantly held 
and depended on by people. They must have some kind of fun-
damental belief about themselves in relation to their soci-
ety, about their society, about themselves as individuals 
and about themselves as part of a complex homogeneous group. 
There may be, and there often is, more than one powerful con-
viction or, as is often the case, there may be one central 
belief with many supporting beliefs. But the basic belief 
must be there. It must be kinetic. It must be powerful. 
It must be energetic. It must be fluid, volatile, about to 
burst out almost any time. Enough people must hold it to 
secure the populace in a simple homogeneous outlook so that 
there can be a concerted action about something. 

In our own country, it would seem to me that the thing 
which is holding us together is materialism. This is not 
being done too well now, I should say, because we're 
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inclined to become pretty fragmented as a society, break-
ing all up and splintering up into all kinds of groups. 
But in as much as we are being held together, the thing 
which is holding us together, I should say, is materialism, 
the profit motive, "I won't do so and so because it doesn't 
pay. I will do so and so because it pays off." Now, I 
suppose it has held all people together in some sense of 
the word because materialism is basic. We live in a materi-
al body, so it's basic. We have to eat, we have to sleep 
and we have to keep clean. We can't destroy each other, so 
there have to be laws. All that is materialism, in a sense. 

But it also has to do with intellectual concepts. It 
also has to do with basic attitudes towards our neighbors 
and towards our fellow men. If the attitude is, "Well, 
I'll do it if it's profitable, and if it isn't, I won't," 
it's a pretty dangerous premise because you can't always 
know whether it's going to be profitable in the next twenty-
four hours. It may not show up for six or seven years. 

A great deal of our juvenile delinquency which is show-
ing up now is the direct result of parents doing something 
that they thought was going to be profitable. The old 
woman went to work, the father went to work, and the home 
was sort of closed up. The kid was put into the schools, 
onto the streets, in the boy's clubs and everywhere else. 
He didn't have a home. That seemed to be making money, 
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but now the whole nation has to pay for it. So, it wasn't 
profitable. It was quite unprofitable. In fact, they 
were sowing tremendous seeds of destruction while they were 
doing this very thing which they thought individually was 
profitable. But it comes back with such sorrow to rest on 
their shoulders, and also the loss of money too. 

Think how many people thought they were doing a smart 
piece of business by just spending thousands of dollars for 
psychiatrists, putting their children and their family away 
in psychiatric wards, hospitals and booby hatches. So it 
wasn't profitable. You can't always know this. This prag-
matism doesn't work. If you are going to have a pragmatism 
which only works by twenty-four hours, it is pretty poor 
stuff because you don't know right away whether it's going 
to work. 

The same thing is true, by the way, in getting a tech-
nique in music. The problem is not just to write a piece of 
music. You can learn to write a piece of music if you have 
any talent or any brains at all, in pretty short order. The 
problem is try to determine what you want to say in a life 
span and how to gradually reach the point where you can do 
that. Well, I would say that the long-range planning of 
some of our industrialists is much better than some of the 
short-range planning of some of our humanitarians. Or, let 
me not call them humanitarians, let me say people who are 
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workers in the humanities, not very good workers, reluc-
tant workers in the humanities. Let's not say workers in 
the vineyards because they don't like to cultivate the vine-
yard. They're not looking for those kind of grapes. They 
want to collect something right now. It takes time for a 
grape to ripen until it has enough sugar in it to be ser-
viceable . 

So it is with the arts. It isn't a matter of having 
all the manifestations of technique. Technique has to be 
related to the inner being of the person who is going to 
use it. This is one of our big problems today, and this 
brings us, I must say, right into education, of course. 
It's a big problem. You can't educate a person in six years. 
Education is a life process. All you can hope to do is to 
reveal the need to grow, the need to learn, the need not to 
learn facts but to savor the cultural fruit of our pre-
decessors, to enjoy it, to partake of it and to become part 
of it. This is what learning is about technically, even if 
you're going to be a great doctor or a technician of some 
kind. 

Certainly, one would be a better one by feeling that 
what he has learned is in service to making a better society. 
A doctor not only cures somebody temporarily, but he helps 
develop preventative medicine and all kinds of things. A 
doctor should be, I should think, profoundly concerned about 
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the water supply of his own community, the kind of food 
that his patients eat and whether or not the vitamins have 
all been taken out of it by the manufacturing process and 
all that. He should not just be concerned about pre-
scribing them medicine to get a person over the hump a 
little while. I should think a technician should be pro-
foundly concerned about what techniques of his technocracy 
are going to serve humanity and how they are going to help 
make a better society. He should not just care how he's 
going to sell a new machine, get a new job or something. 
If we're all going to do that, then we all become prey of 
each other. We all become predatory, and we all become the 
goats too at the same time. 

So, I think that the sense of unity and of a coordinated 
cooperative society is almost basic. It's as basic as the 
coordination of our own bodies. If the heart goes wrong, 
we're in trouble. If the lungs go wrong, we're in trouble. 
If the blood stream goes wrong, we're in trouble. If our 
digestion is no good, we're in trouble. They all depend on 
each other, and so society depends on each other. I should 
almost say that this cooperation of the concentrated unity 
of the organism, along with its preserved separateness, is 
a basic law of life. Basically, competition is a law of 
death. We're going to have to face it sooner or later be-
cause it doesn't work. Humanity does much better in service 
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to each other than it does in competition to each other 
because the one brings out creative thoughts and the other 
develops destructive thoughts. 

This is why, it seems to me, the arts are so important 
because you can't tell lies with art. It's there. It is 
self-evident, what the person was and who the person was. 
Emerson says, "What you are speaks so loudly that I cannot 
hear your words." Well, that's it. So, the arts are so 
wonderful because they're symbolic of the status quo of 
every individual who is involved in them. A man writes 
something beautiful for a violinist. If the violinist is 
a bad craftsman, it isn't beautiful when he plays it. If 
you'll trace back down the whole life of the development of 
that violinist, somewhere he shirked the learning of his 
craft. If a composer does a bad job, you can trace some-
where back down there when he should have been really learn-
ing his stuff and he wasn't. He was doing something else. 
He was immoral in the deeper sense of the word. He was not 
learning in the same way that, if a doctor cuts in the 
wrong place, then he kills his patient. At some place and 
some time when he was a young doctor or student, he didn't 
learn it. Or else he has had a deterioration of brain 
tissue or something so that he couldn't think anymore or 
his nerves are no good. He can't make his hands do what 
they are supposed to do even when he wants to and so on. 
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Oh, we can't escape the moral implication of every 
single thing we do. It's impossible to escape. I don't 
mean that we have to live in a kind of a sea of moral judg-
ments. You just have to assume that we'll do the best we 
can and that, if we do the best we can and take care of 
ourselves and other people do the same thing, we'll be all 
right. But this business of "Am I my brother's keeper?" 
was a marvelous thing which Christ pointed out. Everybody 
should take care of himself and do the best he knows how. 
The trouble with us is we don't do as well as we know how 
to do all the time. It isn't because we don't know, it is 
that we don't do. Isn't it? 

So, the marvelous thing about the arts—of course, I 
keep coming back to music because that's my life work—is 
that there it is. You did it or you didn't do it. The 
same thing is true of athletics. The man caught the ball 
or hit the ball, or he didn't. It's nothing you can argue 
about, and so it is with the composer. Every single note 
he puts down he has to make a judgment of why he puts it 
down, what he intended to do. There has to be a decision 
on every single note he writes. You can imagine how many 
decisions have been made for a symphony, every one of those 
notes. 
SCHIPPERS: That's what being a top executive is. 
HARRIS: Yes. So, in that sense, of course, music is a 
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magnificent vessel to gather your life into because you 
have many different facets. In the first place, you have 
a responsibility to yourself. In the second place, you 
have the right to decide things, a lot of things. In the 
next place, there's a great challenge there. It's like 
A Tree Grows in Brooklyn. Every time you write a symphony, 
something exists in the world that didn't exist before you 
wrote it. The world will never be the same again in the 
broad sense of the word because the sum total of all the 
books which have been created, all architecture, all paint-
ing and all the whole thing make civilization. That's what 
it is. Of course, I don't mean in any way to deprecate the 
manual labor people because they too have made what we have. 
Behind every manual action, there was an intellectual con-
cept. Otherwise, instead of helping create our civiliza-
tion, it might be tearing it down. 

So in music one has a chance to grow, to develop, to 
have the luxury of beauty in living with it, conception, 
technique, work, decision, continuity and discipline. It's 
quite magnificent, it's quite wonderful. It is sort of a 
basket to gather your life into. All the cultural fruits 
which the composers of the centuries who have created our 
music of the Occident, all that, have made a sort of great 
contribution. It surrounds us all the time, everywhere we 
go. The same thing is true, of course, of painting, 

247. 



architecture, books, poetry, thought, philosophy, novels, 
theater and all these things that make humanity what it 
is. That's why it's so wonderful it seems to me. Well, 
I think I've said about what I've got to say tonight. 
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TAPE NUMBER: VI, SIDE TWO 
AUGUST 20, 19 6 2 

HARRIS: About this learning process, of course, it's 
right at the root of the very survival of every one of us. 
We have to learn as little children how to understand what 
words mean and how to respond with words. We have five 
children. I've watched them now, this last crop that we 
have. This little one is five, and the other one is six. 
They learn words, their connotations and their meanings 
long before they can read them, write them, or spell them. 
They learn them phonetically. The phonetic sound is some-
how connected with the emotional content of the particular 
situation. After it's used enough times, it becomes a 
fixed pattern in their minds. That's what that word means, 
you see? I will give you an example. For instance, our 
oldest boy observed when he was a youngster that, when one 
of us said something which was particularly apt, the other 
was apt to say, "Touche." You know that French expression. 
Well, touche, in his mind, gradually came to mean that you 
had done well, and not that it was something particularly 
clever. But, touche meant that something was well done. 
So, he used that word from the time he was, I suppose, 
four years old or something like that. It didn't always 
have the right connotation, but it was somewhere near. 
Finally, he, without me saying anything to him, gradually 
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got straightened out in his mind when to use it. 
Now, the matter of acquiring vocabulary, I noticed 

children latch onto a certain word that they like. They 
use it and use it and use it and use it until they get 
tired of it. Then, they pick on another word, but it's 
stored away in the back of their minds. 

So, I suspect that the learning process has something 
to do with absorption. The word osmosis comes to miiid be-
cause we've used it. It is absorbing something through ex-
perience, not learning it by studying it, but absorbing it 
through usage, through experience. I suspect that, in the 
final showdown, the learning process is more closely re-
lated to the experience which has to do with one's sense 
of survival, number one. I was going to say one's sense of 
comfort among his fellow men which is another form of sur-
vival, of course. So, it has to do with survival, I sus-
pect, that we learn those things which we need to know. 
Therefore, our environment will determine a great deal of 
what we learn. 

Now, as to the learning process, let us just pick up 
an arbitrary idea, a case out of the air. Supposing a 
fellow is, let's say, nineteen or twenty years old. He's 
a poor boy. He decides he wants to marry a rich girl. He 
discovers very early in this business that those people 
who hobnob with the rich have a certain language of their 
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own, and they all understand this language extremely well. 
I should say it starts in the cradle almost, what is ac-
ceptable and what isn't acceptable. Of course, that will 
change from time to time. Let's say this boy was a kind 
of a determined man like Napoleon was, for instance, or 
Edison, or somebody who had tremendous will and drive. 
Well, what he would do, I presume, even if he didn't have 
any money, would be to simply get a job in a country club 
in the summertime up in Newport, Maine, or somewhere where 
all the wealthy people go. He would pick up their lingo. 
This would be something he couldn't learn. He would have 
to absorb it. That's my point. It's not only the words, 
but the manner in which the words are spoken. It's not 
only the manner in which words are spoken, but the inner 
feeling behind them. 

A man once told me, who was a very successful man, "I 
would never deal with another person if I didn't feel com-
pletely confident before I went into his office because, 
if he's a successful man, he could almost smell if I were 
fearful about something. The worst thing anybody could do, 
[he said] is to go to deal with somebody in a fearful 
state. It would be better not to see them at all." Now 
that has to do with this learning process, this business of 
something which is not measurable in terms of words. It's 
something that we might be able someday to measure in terms 
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of kinetic energy or something. They say that, if you fear 
a dog, he can smell it. It's in the intonation of your 
voice. Well, of course, people give themselves away in 
their voice all the time. The voice really reveals what 
the subjective state is. It shows what the emotional con-
tent is at the time. 

Now, all this, I think, has to do with the learning 
process. In the classroom in the university, high school 
and secondary schools, and the primary grades, we learn, 
according to the tempo of our colleagues, wherever we hap-
pen to be, that if the environment is, let us say, a 
roughneck environment, what you call a sidewalk jungle en-
vironment, that's what one will learn in school. It doesn't 
matter what they teach. The attitude might be like that at 
Eton or a prep school like Groton. I suppose the head-
masters would tell you, if they were honest, that it's not 
what they learn in terms of codified knowledge, but it's 
what they learn about how to get along with their economic 
and social class. I presume that that particular school 
has the objective of attracting and serving the class which 
they think is going to be the dominant ruling class of the 
democratic America. It would have to do with the knowledge 
of monetary values, social values, who's who, how to get 
along with them, how things are run, what the great fami-
lies are, why they're great, what the responsibility of 
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interrelationships in families is and all that whole strata 
which dominates the country, wouldn't you think? 
SCHIPPERS: Oh, definitely. 
HARRIS: So, that has to do with the learning process in 
that sense. Now, on the other hand, I could imagine enough 
and wondered why they haven't done it. I can imagine the 
big labor unions developing a great university for labor 
leaders, which they should do if they're going to hold 
their own with the big capitalist groups. I should think 
that, when they did, they would get the greatest, strongest, 
clearest, hardest-hitting brains they could get. They 
would not be at all concerned with social levels or econ-
omic status. They would only be concerned with the manipu-
lation of facts as related to production and to the politi-
cal and economic position of the working man, or a politi-
cal economy, which would be their foundation, and very hard 
hitting historically and factual. Don't you see, it would 
produce a totally different kind of person, that kind of a 
university? 

So, I feel that the type of student that other students 
are amongst will determine what they learn more than what's 
taught in the classroom. The kind of faculty that the 
University attracts will have a great deal to do with that. 
Now that would assume that the university echelon knows 
what it is doing. It would assume that the heads of the 
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universities know what type of person they're trying to 
produce in service to society. They would be very clear, 
therefore, about what their standards were and what type 
of a person they want. Otherwise, it will just turn out 
to be kind of like a department store. There won't be any 
clear type produced at all. It will be just undistin-
guished and motley, and nothing will happen. 

Now this learning process has to do with timing, of 
course, a great deal. It has to do with the absorbing that 
we're talking about. Some people absorb faster than others. 
Some people are more sympathetic. Some people are what we 
call hard shelled. It's hard to get to them, and they're 
more inclined to be self-sufficient within their own rights 
and all that sort of thing. 

That brings up a problem, this timing problem, which 
is very aggravated in education. That has to do, number 
one, with the length of classes which are so short. Number 
two, it has to do with determining in advance how long a 
student is going to have to learn something. Some stu-
dents learn twice as fast as others but not necessarily 
better. The idea of standardizing a curriculum and with 
it the time it takes to go through the curriculum to get 
the stamp on is not very congenial to the learning process 
in terms of timing. It doesn't work very well. I don't 
know how the great universities are going to solve this 
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problem because they are obliged by the taxpayers' money 
to take these students whether they are able to handle them 
or not. So, they have to take on a larger student body 
population than they can handle almost. The student popu-
lation, it seems to me, is always ahead of the faculty, 
the budget, the curriculum, the facilities, the classrooms 
and everything else. So, it seems that education in large 
universities is always one or two steps behind. This again 
has to do with the timing business. It's something that's 
very difficult to control. I don't see how one can control 
it very well because population explodes and children grow 
up. We want them to get educated. I think something has . 
to be done. It has to be met head-on to make provisions 
for the especially gifted ones. A program must be made 
for them in advance to decide what they want to do, how to 
do it, and to really produce it. Then democracy will not 
be faced with a lack of leadership which is one of our major 
problems. It always comes back again to time. I think I'm 
going to talk a little bit about time now. 

I would say that time is one of the major problems of 
our people today. In fact, it plagues us. I suppose, in 
terms of the clock, we have as much time as our ancestors 
did. In fact, we have more of it because of our increased 
life expectancy. But everybody seems to be short on time 
everywhere I go. It doesn't make any difference what the 
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economic or social level is, or cultural level either as 
far as that is concerned. It seems that everybody is short 
on time, even to meet all the daily responsibilities. 
There's so much that one has to do, I was just saying to my 
wife the other day, just to keep clean, to keep the dentist 
bills and the doctor bills. Then there's always insurance 
that has to be done, then all the taxes and everything 
else. So, it seems that this is kind of complicating our 
lives enormously. There seems to be so many new factors 
that I don't remember having. When I was a boy, we had one 
big tax bill which was the county tax. This always was 
a matter which we were deeply concerned with. It had to 
be paid twice a year. It had to be met head-on and paid, 
no matter what happened. But now there are taxes every-
where. The federal government taxes are getting bigger 
and bigger all the time. I suppose that we have to pay for 
what we have. We do have more now than we did have. 
There's no question about it. I suppose what's happening 
is that, as our environment gets more and more complex, 
the reason it gets complex is that we allow ourselves to 
have more than we used to have. Let's take the telephone, 
for instance. When I was a boy, we didn't have a tele-
phone. There was no such a thing as Coca-Cola when I was 
a boy. One raised the food, and the food was there on the 
ranch. When you needed it, you went and picked some out 
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of the garden or off the trees. We had our chickens and 
our cows. Mother made the bread. So, we were sort of 
self-sustaining. We were a little republic. This could 
be fascinating if one could go into it, and someday some-
body will, the idea that one saves labor by machines. I 
think that we'll find, when we start really getting down 
into it, from a deep economic problem, not only do we not 
save labor but we lose labor because the machines have to 
be kind of supported. So, instead of doing the thing 
direct, we make a machine to do it. Then, somebody makes 
a machine to make a machine to do it. Then somebody makes 
a machine to transport the machine to make the machine that 
transports the machine. Then, we have to have all these 
offices to take care of the books and all the bookkeeping. 
That means there has to be a much greater traffic in ex-
change of money, much greater transportation and communica-
tion. So, I imagine, when it's all measured out, the ma-
chines didn't do it. All they did was just make us have 
a greater traffic in motion. It would be interesting. 
It's too bad, but we don't have enough lives to live. I 
would love to start in now, supposing that I see this 
thing very clearly and I'm only twenty-five years old. I 
would make myself a powerful international, intercentury 
economist and then just go after this problem. Wouldn't 
that be a bombshell if one could say that the whole thing 
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is a hoax? "It doesn't work. A machine does not save 
human energy at all. It just transforms it." So, it may 
be that that's true. 

Anyhow, certainly time is our problem, and it's a 
terrific problem. Everybody seems to be lacking in time. 
We lament this lack. We chant it like a litany. I hear 
it everywhere I go, "I don't have any time." Now, this 
time problem, I would say, is a national dilemma, perhaps 
a world dilemma. It has to do with man's concepts, I think, 
about time and space. It concerns man's ability to think 
in long-range terms since the dim beginnings of human con-
sciousness. This seems to me also a seed thought. Since 
the very beginning, man has struggled to escape the restric-
tions of time and space, to break the time-space chains of 
bondage, and to allude the cubic volume density of his body 
at a precise place in the ever-present, inescapable, im-
mediate now. But this struggle has led modern man, espe-
cially modern American man, into some paradoxical attitudes 
and actions which seem to me to threaten his well-being. 
This time business and space are very closely related. 
Americans seemed to have convinced themselves, or should I 
say I ourselves, that we can conquer space and make time 
stand still, solely by swift transportation and swift com-
munication. Sometimes it seems that we have done so. 
But we cannot change our relationship to time and space. 
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That's what I think. When we are swiftly transported 
through space, the horizons of space go with us. Our rela-
tion to space is just the same. We have not, in any way, 
escaped the limitations of our personal relationship to 
space, as I can see it. We've only moved our own center. 
It doesn't matter how fast we move, it is still our own 
center. The limitations of sight, sound and being seem to 
remain with us as constants. That's where, it seems to 
me, we've made our big error. It's the same with time. 
We can't stretch or alter time very much. We really don't 
do it to time. We can change ourselves so that we live a 
little longer by having the right kind of food and develop-
ing all kinds of wonder drugs that can combat germs and 
all kinds of hygiene. But we can't stretch time. I don't 
see how we can stretch or alter time. We can only move 
ourselves from place to place in our fixed time calcula-
tions, which, after all, are human measurements, not uni-
versal forces. Time measurement is not universal. It's a 
man-made deal, the seconds, hours and days business. Now, 
in a sense, the day is computed according to the revolving 
of the earth. So, in a sense, that is universal. But 
this cutting up of it into these little segments certainly 
is a man-made expedient, that's all. So, we can say, "Well, 
I'll see you at five o'clock." It seems to me we've acted 
on the supposition that, since we can stretch time, which 
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is a supposition, and since we can compress space, we can, 
therefore, pack more experience into our span of life. 
It's a logical conclusion, but the trouble is that our 
suppositions are not right. But if we can pack more 
experience into life, we can move directly from the phys-
ical to the spiritual. Of course, we can do no such thing. 
This just simply isn't true. We simply make substitutions. 
If we seem to experience more, we do so superficially. If 
we seem to gain more time, we vainly try to do more than 
we can do, given the limitations of our own abilities. 
But we tend to become what we do. We therefore become 
less and less of more and more. Do you see what I mean? 
We know more about what others are doing and have done, and 
less about ourselves and what we can do, and still less of 
ourselves and others. In such fashion, society seems to 
become increasingly leveled off with the capacities of a 
standardized population who know more in a superficial way 
but who can, in a profound way, do less. To put it bluntly, 
because of the thoughtlessness, callowness, thinness or 
superficiality of careless thinking, our society is grad-
ually losing the character traits of strong individuality 
and is becoming absorbed in stereotyped thoughts, emotions 
and actions of overly organized groups. This all has to do 
with time, space, and timing. 

We will generously pay for music, for instance. We 
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were talking about music. We generally pay for music. We 
buy a lot of it. We pay for it in all forms. But like 
our beautiful homes and our books that line the shelves, 
we generally have no time to understand and appreciate 
them. We have no time to read. America is just full of 
beautiful homes in which there are quite wonderful libraries, 
and the pages in those books have not even been cut. I 
have gone into these homes and have taken out a book. This 
has happened to me probably a hundred times. I have 
thumbed through the book to find that it had never been 
opened before. It's just there as a possession. It's 
there as a possession, not as a blessing, not as a cultural 
force, not as something to be used, but as something to be 
displayed as a badge of status rather than something to be 
used as a cultural resource. There's a tremendous differ-
ence. Our books, our music and our homes have become 
badges of status, I guess, rather than instruments of 
culture. It is true, nevertheless, that Americans have 
demonstrated large capacities for intellectual achievement. 

Here, I would like to go again into the learning pro-
cess and the timing business, especially as related to 
music. In a sense, music is a very, very contemporary lan-
guage because it's a time-space language. It fills space 
and it uses up time. As it goes forward, it marks it off. 
So, it's a time-space language. We have music right in 
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this room now from all over the world. I could pick up 
London, Paris, Rome, Moscow or Leningrad just like that, 
or Buenos Aires or Mexico City. It's right here, right 
here, right this minute. Isn't that amazing? All that 
tone, all that music, all that talk is right here, right 
here surrounding us. So, it surrounds us. It comes 
through those windows. It comes into this room. It sur-
rounds us just like the air surrounds us. As a matter of 
fact, I imagine one could run out of the oxygen which sus-
tains us in air and still hear music in the room. I'm not 
sure whether the waves of radio depend on all the components 
of air or not, but you know what I mean. So, here we are. 
It's a space language. It's just terrific when you think 
of it. Timing has a great deal to do with it. Timing has 
to do with music a great deal. In the creative art of 
music, timing is very important. It has to do with meter, 
too, how we measure time off. In the old days, they used 
to measure it off in all kinds of symmetrical designs. 
Something was always in threes or twos, and the meters 
didn't change. They were all there. But now our sense 
of meter, our measuring of time which may have to do with 
our sense of energy, is asymmetrical, much more symmetrical. 
[Harris gives demonstration of symmetrical and asymmetri-
cal meters.] So, we have a different sense of measuring 
time in meter. This is the detail. Then we have a 
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different sense of timing in relation to form. That has to 
do with the fact that we use time in transportation and in 
communication. We've just been talking about that. We use 
it more intentionally than we used to. We don't have rhet-
oric anymore in music like they used to have. The old roman-
tic symphonies would maybe be thirty-five or forty minutes 
long, with only ten minutes' worth of material in them. 
They just repeated them over and over and over and over 
again. They change key a little bit. They would stay a 
long time in one key until they got tired of it, and then 
they changed it. It's quite a different thing. Of course, 
those people who have been conditioned to think that the 
old German romantics were the crown of western civilization 
and, since then, nothing has been any good will be quite 
annoyed at what I'm saying. They just can't imagine that 
these old romantic symphonies don't convey anything to an 
awful lot of the young generation. They think they are a 
deadly bore. I'm not sure that they are not right because 
they repeat themselves so much. After you've heard them a 
few times, why there's no experience there. I've often 
said that I would like, just for the sake of experience 
sometime, to try out a large audience on a lecture that was 
delivered on the scheme of a German romantic symphony in 
which each phrase was repeated or part of it was repeated. 
Well, I think it's a wonderful day today. It's a wonderful 
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day. It's a wonderful day, today, today, today, I think. 
It would be very interesting how much they do repeat and 
how nothing happens much. They just take a little phrase 
and repeat it over and over and over again in symmetrical 
designs. It is a little bit like wall paper stencils. Of 
course, this is just dreadful what I'm saying, but, of 
course, it's true. That's what makes it so dreadful. If 
you don't think about these things, what you don't know 
doesn't hurt you. So, you just go on and love these things. 
I was at this point once. Then, unfortunately, somebody 
opened my ears, and I started listening. It's very dan-
gerous when you start to really listening to what you hear. 
All this has to do with timing, with the learning process 
and with a relationship to consciousness. It has to do 
with concentration too. 

Most people don't have much oral concentration. You 
have to use words that are not too long and quite ordinary. 
Your sentences must be fairly short, and the reasoning 
must be quite slow because they haven't got the habit of 
concentrating or listening. This is one of the things we're 
working on in our own children all the time. They say, 
"What did you say?" They ask you to repeat it over, and 
you say, "Well, I'm not going to repeat it over." Then they 
say, "Well, I'm sorry, what did you say?" You say, "Well, 
you're not really sorry or you would have listened the 
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first time. Now, you've got to learn to listen. It 
isn't that I don't love you. It isn't that I'm trying 
to be a taskmaster for anything, but I certainly don't 
want you to grow up to be a dumbbell, who has to have 
everything repeated a dozen times before he gets the es-
sence of it at all, because a dumbbell has completely lost 
the power of oral concentration due to the radio, TV and 
moving pictures and the fact that he doesn't read any-
more practically." An awful lot of them don't. All this 
has to do with timing. It has to do with the tempo of the 
absorption. Of course, in composition timing is very, 
very important because a twenty-minute symphony these 
days, if it's well written, will have more material than 
an hour symphony would have had in the old days because 
it's much more concentrated. That's part of what puts 
people off of hearing contemporary music. If they've been 
conditioned to hearing romantic music from the nineteenth 
century and they hear a hard-hitting twentieth-century 
work, they get lost after about the first half minute. 
They're just lost. They don't realize that what upset them 
so was not that it was dissonant. As they always say, "I 
can't stand it because it's so dissonant." That's not it 
at all. It has to do with the tempo-form development. It's 
too fast for them. They're used to something which repeats 
slowly, and they have those habits. They're cultural 

265. 



habits, but they belong to the defunct societies. They 
are something which we inherited from a people who no 
longer exist. They represent a time which we wouldn't 
think of emulating in any other way. Otherwise, we would 
arrive at the concert in coaches, knee breeches, silk and 
wigs. We would have candlelight and all that whole busi-
ness. But, it's quite amazing that they take it for 
granted that they'll come in their Cadillacs or whatever 
they do come in to Carnegie Hall and that there will be 
fine light, wonderful acoustics, good printing and fine 
contemporary clothes. Everything will be there, but the 
music is all old hat. It never seems to occur to them. 
It's because they've been conditioned, on the one hand, 
to modern living and, on the other hand, to be what I 
would call cultural colonists of nineteenth-century Europe. 
They're still colonists. They don't belong to their time 
period at all culturally. Isn't it crazy? It's a little 
Verruckt. They get dreadfully upset when you say these 
things to them, "Well, I guess, I'm so-and-so. I've been 
going to the symphony, young man, for the last forty years 
or fifty years. Why I started going to the symphony in. . . 
Then you say, "That's just what I'm talking about. That's 
what's the matter with you. You've been hearing all these 
same programs, what the Tribune calls America's fifty 
pieces. You've been hearing them for the [past] fifty 
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years, not one every year, but many every year over and 
over and over and over again. Even though it may be a 
different symphony, it's essentially the same thing. 
So, you formed these habits, and they have become pre-
judices without you realizing it. There you are, you're 
stuck with it. The timing of your life cannot accommodate 
itself to what's moving on all around you in every other 
way. You accept it in terms of advertising, all your 
breakfast foods, modern pills and all that sort of 
thing. But in the arts, you're way way behind." Most 
people are anyhow. Of course, this timing business has 
to do with the speed with which orchestras can learn to 
play new works too, difficult new works. Something has 
happened. I remember when Otto Klemperer did the first 
performance of an overture I wrote in New York called 
Johnny Comes Marching Home. He gave a good performance 
of it. I guess he must have had three hours rehearsal 
on that work. It's an eight-minute work. About fifteen 
years later, I did the same work with a crack orchestra 
for broadcasting. We spent five minutes rehearsing it. 
I knew where the difficult places were. We were pressed 
for time. We rehearsed the difficult spots, the begin-
ning and the ending, and that was it. It was prac-
tically a perfect performance with about five minutes 
to rehearse it. It's an eight-minute work. I remember 
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when my wife did a Mozart concerto with me. We didn't 
have time for that because we were [doing] a lot of con-
temporary things that really needed rehearsing. The 
Mozart concerto was never even read through. All we did 
was just go to the bridges so that they would understand 
the changes in tempo and those special places here and 
there. The whole concerto, I'm sure, didn't have more than 
ten or fifteen minutes rehearsal, the whole work. Of 
course, part of that is due to the fact that they knew the 
idiom very well and could sight read it. But the tempo of 
absorbing a score by highly professional musicians is 
pretty terrific. When I did my Seventh Symphony here for 
the international festival a year ago last spring, we had 
very little rehearsal time. I'm sure we didn't have more 
than two and a half hours for the whole symphony. They'd 
never seen it before. So, that's quite wonderful. They 
played a beautiful performance of it. I felt quite secure 
with them. 

So, that too has to do with what I started out to say 
about how Americans, in spite of all the things that I've 
said about them in general, are able to focus on one par-
ticular area and do a tremendous amount of important work 
on it. They are doing, I understand, wonderful things in 
medicine, surgery, dentistry, research medicine, some 
things in mechanics and a great deal in farming. We have 
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a tendency to think that, because we're a little behind on 
nuclear physics, we're behind in everything. Of course, 
that's not true at all. We are way ahead in a lot of 
areas. I think the reason is that we're able to focus an 
enormous energy and again to capitalize the sense of time 
and space that we have. When we decide not to cover too 
much area but to focus on one area, we make tremendous 
progress. So, it's not all bad. The trouble is that it 
misleads so many people. It tends to make us superficial 
in every area except our speciality,which is not good. It 
tends to fragment our society. Society breaks up into frag-
ments of specialities and specialists. Talk to a doctor 
and he says, "Well, I don't know anything about painting, 
music, literature, poetry, politics, international commerce, 
farming, water supply, or psychology. All I know is about 
bones. I've given my life over to capillary action." 
Speciality has to do with timing. It's been said so many 
times, and I'm sure it's true, that there cannot be a 
savant anymore in society because the field of knowledge 
is too specialized, too large and too broad. There are 
too many areas of specialized knowledge so that nobody 
could master them all. I'm sure that must be true, but 
still, on the other hand, we need to have more of what they 
call the Renaissance man if we can. We need someone who 
has a broad sympathy and understanding about many areas. 
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That tends to make society cohesive, whereas the other 
attitude of specialization tends to make it fragmented. 
Society cannot sustain itself that way. We have to have 
better and broader understanding of others' lives. Again 
it has to do with time, the use of it. 

Of course, we waste a great deal of time in our 
country, a tremendous amount of time doing nothing, just 
looking at some silly TV show. It's just fantastic. I've 
visited people who had to run and see something about 
Father Knows Best or some show about Lassie or something. 
It's just nothing. It's just the most ordinary, mediocre, 
fantastic thinking. It's full of the most terrific kind 
of sentimentality and incongruities, things which just 
simply couldn't possibly be true. 

It's like some of the advertising too. They show 
the inside of the stomach. You take a pill. Suddenly, 
this pill just lines the lining of the stomach. You drink 
something else, and it goes into all the veins. You can 
see it all going. It's a picture. [laughter] You can 
just tell anything by a picture. Nobody has any way of 
checking up because you can't open up your stomach and 
look. [laughter] So, all this business tends to make us 
kind of boobies in a sense, suckers. 

My little girls see these things and wonder if they 
are true. They ask me about them. Now the little girls, 
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just by drawing their own conclusions, both of them, say, 
"Well, we don't believe advertising anymore because we 
see all these silly pictures. We know it's not true." 
[laughter] I don't know. These things are culturally 
pretty significant to what we're talking about. If they 
don't believe the spoken word on advertising when they see 
it on TV day after day, it tends, in their little minds, 
to tear down the whole foundation of society. We didn't 
let them have TV until recently. I'm beginning to regret 
in a way that we did because, as a result of looking at 
advertising, they say, when I tell them something really 
true, "Is that true, Daddy?" They didn't used to do that. 
They're becoming very, very skeptical as a result of adver-
tising, which is not good for little children. I don't 
know how one deals with this because all the neighborhood 
children have TV. You don't want your own children to feel 
that they're being brought up in some kind of a restricted 
area in their own home or that they are being set aside. 
This is a big problem in education, how to develop self-
reliance, self-respect, and honesty of purpose and en-
deavor and at the same time be au courant,to not be seg-
regated, shall I say, and belong to your society. We must 
not partake of the inequities which are constantly staring 
us in the face and also the flimflam and shimsham which is 
going on all the time. We must be very aware and conscious 
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of these things and still not become social outcasts. 
It's quite difficult. Well, I think I've talked myself 
out now. I'm getting hoarse. 

272. 



TAPE NUMBER: VII, SIDE ONE 
MARCH 14, 19 66 

TUSLER: I'd like to ask you, Mr. Harris, something more 
about your education. You started out at college down 
here at UC before it really was UCLA--is that right?--when 
it was the Southern Campus. 
HARRIS: It was a normal school. I went there to study 
music. After I'd been there for two semesters, I went to 
the head of the music department, Frances Wright, and I 
told her I thought she wasn't doing a very good job. 

She was a redhead, and she fired up and said, "Well, 
what did you expect , and what are you going to do anyhow?" 

I said, "Well, I'm going to be a composer." 
She said, "A composer of what?" 
I said, "Of symphonies. I'm going to write symphonies." 
Then she said, "Well, what in hell are you doing here, 

then?" [laughter] She was wonderful. Years later, when 
Toscanini broadcast my Third Symphony, I sent her a tele-
gram about it, and she heard it. 
TUSLER: You had already made up your mind, at that time, 
definitely that you were going to be a composer. 
HARRIS: Pretty well. I was on it. I was after it. When 
I went to Berkeley I got off of music a little bit be-
cause there were some very great teachers there. There 
was one by the name of Dr. [Jessica B.] Peixotto. I was 
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impressed by her, and she thought that I ought to go for 
sociology. I was getting a little more in that direction 
all the time. I had a very great philosophy teacher too 
by the name of Dr. [Stephen C.] Pepper. 

I was having a wonderful time, but music, of course, 
sort of plagued me all the time. I remember I had a little 
place with a nice piano, my own piano which I owned, and 
I got the place for being a gardener for two old maids. 
TUSLER: That's how you supported yourself? 
HARRIS: That's the way, and then I worked in Barney's 
Beanery at night. Barney's Beanery was a place where there 
was a great big sign over the door, "Women enter at their 
own risk." It was some place, believe me! Anyhow, we 
won't go into that. 

While I was there, I wrote a large work for chorus 
and orchestra. 
TUSLER: Was that the first large composition you had written? 
HARRIS: That's right, the first large one. I had written 
it, you know, in full confidence of my ignorance. There 
was a man named Clark, who was in philosophy, and who did 
the program notes for the San Francisco Symphony. He came 
over to visit me one time and saw this big work there, and 
he asked if he could take it. I let him have it. 

About two weeks later, I had a telegram from the con-
ductor of the San Francisco Symphony whose name was Alfred 
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Hertz, you know, the famous Wagnerian conductor. This 
telegram commanded me to come and see him and bring my 
score, which I did, at his home. He said he thought may-
be I might make it, although I was pretty late in the 
game. 
TUSLER: He felt that to really make the grade you should 
have started at an earlier date? 
HARRIS: Yes, he thought I should have, but he asked me 
to go and see Albert Elkus, who was the best composer 
around the Bay area, fine person. 

I went to see Elkus, and he discouraged me. He said, 
"I can't see it. You haven't heard much music, you're way 
behind, you don't have much technique, you're already 
twenty years old, and fourteen- or fifteen-year-old people 
in Germany and France, all over Europe, have already for-
gotten more than you know. I think your handicap is much 
too great." 

I was upset by what he said. He wouldn't teach me 
because he thought it would be misleading me to do so. 

So I left college. I left largely because I found 
words didn't suffice for me; they weren't a priori. You 
say "dog"—what do you mean? Do you mean big dog, small 
dog, black dog, white dog, old dog, young dog? I mean, 
the semantics of words were getting me down. I was quite 
interested in philosophy, but philosophy finally degenerated 
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into a kind of definition of words for me. I wasn't 
attracted to it. It wasn't didactic enough; it was too 
elusive, you see? 
TUSLER: You were being pulled toward music now. 
HARRIS: I was being pulled all the time more and more 
and more toward music. 

So I came to Southern California and studied with 
Arthur Farwell. Arthur Farwell was a fantastic fellow. 
He was a cousin of Emerson. Of course, he was a transcen-
dentalist. He had lived with [Englebert] Humperdinck and 
studied with him on the Rhine where he had a castle; it 
was all related to the Wagnerian cult--he knew Cosima and 
[Richard] Wagner and the whole outfit, you see. 
TUSLER: Farwell himself did? 

HARRIS: Farwell did. He was quite old when I studied 
with him, and we became very, very close companions. He 
thought I was going to make it; he was the first one who 
wrote a big article about me in the Musical Quarterly. 
That was my first big break. 
TUSLER: Was he primarily known as a composer or as a con-
ductor? 
HARRIS: There was a time when he was one of the head 
critics in New York City. Then also he was a good composer. 
He'd written a lot of music, and he was convinced that 
America had to write its own music, as naturally he would, 
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you know, knowing Walt Whitman and Emerson . All the tran-
scendental group were convinced that America had to pro-
duce a culture of her own, that she couldn't borrow it. 
I think they were quite right. But he had the idea that 
America was going to produce an indigenous culture by 
using Indian tunes and attaching them to European norms, 
you know, European harmony, counterpoint, all the for-
mulas. Of course, it didn't really work. That was a sort 
of great complication of old ideas. What we really need 
is a great simplification of new ideas for a new country, 
you know? 

But we had wonderful times together, and then he took 
me over to Modest Altschuler who was a great orchestrator, 
to study orchestration. Altschuler had done all the scores 
for [Alexander] Scriabin. 
TUSLER: What do you mean by "done the scores for Scriabin"? 
HARRIS: Well, he supervised them; I'm not sure whether he 
really did them himself or not. He was very, very influen-
tial, anyhow, in getting The Poem of Ecstasy and The Poem 
of Fire scored, and he introduced those big brilliant works 
to New York and to Americans, in fact. He was a brilliant 
conductor, and I studied scoring with him. He felt that I 
ought to get off the West Coast and get to New York, and 
so did Farwell, and then I went to New York. 
TUSLER: Where were you living while you were in Southern 
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California? Did you live with your parents then? 
HARRIS: No, I lived in one of those little—sort of a 
studio, I suppose you might call it, that I found behind 
a house up near Elysian Park, up in there, where I could 
go walking in the park all the time. I was imagining 
that I was Beethoven. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Did you have to take on part-time work or stu-
dents in order to make a go of it in those days? 
HARRIS: I did some work there. I worked some in summer, 
and then, you know, food was very cheap in those days. I 
got my rent free by taking care of the property there. 
If I remember right (it seems just incredible what I'm 
going to say), I think I lived a whole fall and spring to 
the next summer on a hundred dollars. Things were so cheap, 
and I didn't have any overhead. 
TUSLER: Your wants were simple. 
HARRIS: Very simple, and I was doing nothing but just 
living in music, having a wonderful time. 
TUSLER: Did you hear much music around here in those days? 
HARRIS: Yes, I did. I had a job as an usher in the audi-
torium down on Sixth Street, the Philharmonic. 
TUSLER: When was this, approximately? 
HARRIS: This was about 192 3, about forty years ago. 
TUSLER: In 1919 you were at UC, so right after? 
HARRIS: Right in there somewhere, '22—I never did keep 
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track of it, but I guess Nicholas Slonimsky probably has.* 
[laughter] 
TUSLER: How many years was it then, approximately, that 
you were doing this down here, a couple of years? 
HARRIS: A couple of years, and then I went east on the 
advice of Mr. Farwell and Mr. Altschuler. I didn't have 
any money either when I went east. I had twenty dollars 
when I left. I hitchhiked, as they call it., I saw a lot 
of America too. It took me two months to get back there, 
but I had forty dollars when I got there. 
TUSLER: You left with twenty and you had forty when you 
got there? 
HARRIS: That's the story of my life. [Laughter] It's 
just a strong quotient of survival. It was a sort of a 
lark, you know. Sometimes I wish I had time to write a 
novel about it because it would be quite, quite fascinating. 
So many things happened, interesting things. 
TUSLER: Had you written quite a few compositions by the 
time you left to go to New York? 
HARRIS: Not much. I had written a great deal of music, 
but they were all like studies, you know, like־ an artist 
would study how to draw hands or profiles or lips or some-
thing. You know. 
TUSLER: Nothing that you'd today call significant. 

* Nicolas Slonimsky is editor of Baker's Biographical Dic-
tionary of Composers and Musicians. 

279. 



HARRIS: Let's see, I wrote three works out here, I think, 
before I finally got onto the circuit, so to speak. I 
wrote a work called "Songs of a Rainy Day," for string 
quartet; there are five pieces, a kind of a suite. The 
Zellner String Quartet played them on a western tour about 
a dozen times, I think. Then I wrote—Arthur Farwell was 
a conductor of the Pasadena community chorus, and I wrote 
a work for that chorus, too, which was performed. Then I 
wrote this orchestral work, which was performed by Howard 
Hanson at Eastman [School of Music]. 
TUSLER: But you wrote it out here. 
HARRIS: I wrote it out here, yes; and that's something 
very interesting. Altschuler, who knew the work, and had 
something to do with the orchestration of it, was talking 
at a big dinner concerning fund raising or something for 
the Hollywood Bowl. The president of the Hollywood Bowl 
was Artie Mason Carter, a dear friend of mine. Altschuler 
spoke about my work at this big dinner, and he said that 
if I were in Russia, my troubles would be over, I would 
have every opportunity; but in America I was driving trucks 
for a living at this time, you see. So Artie Mason Carter 
got hold of my address and wrote me a letter and asked me to 
come and see her, which I did, and then she introduced me 
to a famous pianist by the name of Elly Ney, who was the 
wife of Willem Van Hoogstraten. Van Hoogstraten was 
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conducting the New York Philharmonic and also conducting 
that summer in the Hollywood Bowl. 

Elly Ney asked me to come and see her and to play her 
my piece, and she liked it very much. She sent a telegram 
to her husband and said that she had asked me to send it 
back to him. I sent it back to him, and he played it with 
the New York Philharmonic in Lewisohn Stadium, and then he 
played it in Hollywood Bowl. That was my first big break. 
TUSLER: And that happened here before you left to go to 
New York. Was the work published then? 
HARRIS: No, no. I copied all the parts myself, the whole 
thing. 
TUSLER: Was it well received? 
HARRIS: Very well. Much better than it should have been, 
I think, when I look back on it. America was rather eager 
to have some composers in those days, and it was—it 
sounded a good deal like Cesar Franck1s symphony—not the 
themes, but the feel of it was sort of like Cesar Franck. 
It was quite chromatic. 
TUSLER: Were you greatly influenced by Franck at that 
time? 
HARRIS: Well, I loved his music; I still like it pretty 
well. It's really music. You just can't laugh it off, 
you know, it's really music. It's quite Wagnerian, as a 
matter of fact; and I suppose, really, I've been influenced 
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by Farwell, by the Wagnerian business. 
When I went back to hear this work at the Lewisohn 

Stadium, I received a letter. I was staying at the YMCA. 
I quit my job, incidentally, and borrowed money to go back 
to hear this work with the great orchestra. I figured, 
well, I'll hear one work in my life anyhow. You know? 
So I expected to be away two weeks, and while I was there 
I received this letter from a person I'd never met, asking 
me to come and see her. I went to this gorgeous home over 
on the East Side, and it turned out to be Alma Wertheim. 
Now, Alma Wertheim was the sister of Henry Morgenthau, who 
later was the secretary of the treasury. She said that 
she'd had a big party at her house a couple of days before 
and they were discussing this work. They were all musi-
cians. A lot of them had heard it, and they thought that 
I should have a chance to go on and study more. She had 
asked me over there to offer me the opportunity to go and 
study with [Nadia] Boulanger in Paris. 
TUSLER: So she gave you a sort of personal scholarship? 
HARRIS: And how, and how! She said I could go over there 
and stay for four or five years, and she'd give me the 
money. I've had nothing but luck my whole life, you know? 
I've worked hard, I don't mean that, but I've had good 
luck. You know, a lot of people work hard and don't get 
the breaks. I've had the breaks all the way through. 
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TUSLER: She might not have been at that concert and might 
not have heard your piece. Was she particularly known as a 
patroness of the arts? 
HARRIS: I found out later she was; she had supported Bela 
Bartok for quite a long time. Of course, they were a very, 
very wealthy family, the Morgenthaus. 

So I went over [to Paris], and in the first year I 
wrote a large work,which won the Guggenheim scholarship. 
I never had to use their money after the first year. 
TUSLER: The Guggenheim after you were already over there. 
HARRIS: In Paris. Yes. I wrote a concerto for clarinet 
and piano and string quartet. Boulanger played the piano 
(she's a good pianist), and she put it on the spring con-
cert of the I.S.M., the Internationale Societe' Musicale. 
She put it on with a lot of older composers, including 
Ravel. There was a good deal of interest; you know how 
the French are, they wanted to see who this young American 
was, and so forth. This big spring concert was always 
sold out, and she got the Roth Quartet. They were the most 
famous quartet in Paris then; they were a tremendous quar-
tet, tremendous. She got the Roth Quartet and played the 
piano, and she got one of the greatest clarinetists in the 
world, the first clarinet of the Opera; Kohusak was his 
name. 
TUSLER: So it really got a magnificent performance. 
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HARRIS: Oh, boy! Well, there's something very, very funny 
about it though, a very strange story. It was full of 
intricate rhythms, you know, I mean intricate for a French-
man, but not for an American, you know? In those days, 
anyhow. It was asymmetrical, you see. He was having 
terrible troubles with this thing. We had the last rehears-
al in the Salle Gaveau, where it was performed. And he 
didn't show. 

Mile. Boulanger called him up, and his wife said, 
"Oh, oui, oui, oui, oui," that he'd be there any minute. 
He never showed. 

Boulanger didn't know what to do, whether to call it 
off or try to play it without a clarinet, or what to do. 
So they decided to try to play it without a clarinet. It 
was the last work on the program, and at the intermission 
M. Kohusak showed up. He'd had a little wine to drink, 
and he was very happy, you know? Boulanger didn't know 
what to do then, whether she should let him play, which 
might just ruin everything, or whether, if she didn't let 
him play, it'd create a scandal. She didn't know what to 
do; so she felt she'd better let him play. And he played 
that work to a perfection. To a perfection. He was just 
an inspiration. I had one of the most brilliant perfor-
mances I've ever had in my life, you see. The people just 
cheered and clapped and carried on--oh, I had a tremendous 
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success. 
TUSLER: Do you think he was afraid of the work? 
HARRIS: No, he wasn't afraid, but he stiffened up, you 
see; he'd never played anything quite like it before. It 
turned out that that was the first American work to be com-
mercially recorded, the first American chamber music work, 
long-hair work, I suppose I should say. It was recorded 
by Columbia, two or three years later. 
TUSLER: Well, let me go back for a minute to your stay in 
New York. Was that actually a very short period, then, in 
your life, that you were in New York? 
HARRIS: I guess it was about a year. I got lonesome for 
California and came back again. 
TUSLER: And then after that you went back to hear the per-
formance and met Mrs. Wertheim. 
HARRIS: That's right, that's right. 
TUSLER: And then it was right after that you went— 
HARRIS: To Europe. 
TUSLER: To Europe, with the knowledge that you were going 
to stay for quite a few years. 
HARRIS: I would stay until I had what I went for. 

CHAPTER II 
PARIS YEARS 

Those were wonderful years for me. I heard all the 
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new music in Paris at that time. I had some big decisions 
to make in my mind about whether I was going to go along 
with the modernism of Stravinsky or the modernism of 
Hindemith. Those were the two most modern, I guess, at 
that time. Of course, they were playing Prokofiev too 
and some of the French. I was younger than any of them, 
you see, by a good deal. I made a very important decision 
then, and it was the right one because I continued that 
way all the time. I decided that there hadn't been any 
great music written, with the possible exception of Debussy, 
since Beethoven. You see? So I made an exhaustive study 
of the Beethoven string quartets, all his piano sonatas 
and his symphonies; and then I went further back and back 
—Bach, I just got lost in Bach, in Mozart, in Orlandus, 
and Josquin des Prez and Victoria, and Palestrina—all of 
those. 
TUSLER: What was pulling you back? The formal aspects of 
the work, do you think? 
HARRIS: I felt—for instance, Le Sacre du printemps of 
Stravinsky, which was considered a very advanced work in 
those days—I thought, as I think now, that it was an evi-
dence of the disintegration, you see. Melody was poor, 
there was hardly any harmony; it was all orchestration 
and rhythm and dynamics. I was much more deeply interested 
in counterpoint and harmony and beautiful melody. I felt 
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that music was deteriorating a great deal, and it didn't 
interest me much. It couldn't hold my attention. I remem-
ber getting a score of Le Sacre du printemps and studying 
it for a whole week, and finding that nearly all the ma-
terials could be found in the piano exercises of Czerny. 
TUSLER: I wonder if Stravinsky knows that! [laughter] 
HARRIS: I doubt if he does know it; I mean, I'm sure he 
didn't do it purposely. The thing is that he went way back 
in a sense, himself because he was full of Albert! basses 
and trills and broken chords, with a little Russian folk 
tune and some eighteenth-century ornamentation, all scored 
up to beat the band, you see. What happened was that music 
was really doing exactly what we were doing in our market-
ing: it was all going into packaging. You see? Very few 
people have agreed with me. Stravinsky himself forsook his 
own best period to find something else. He's been search-
ing his whole life for something. I honor him for his 
search, but I don't think much of his music. 
TUSLER: So you were really discovering Beethoven and some 
of the other masters for the first time in Paris. 
HARRIS: Yes. Of course I was an absolute amateur and ig-
norant, very ignorant; but before I came away from there I 
knew the language of music quite well because I wasn't 
doing anything else for ten or twelve hours every day but 
studying and working on it. 
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TUSLER: Did Nadia Boulanger stimulate you in this direc-
tion? How did she feel about this search of yours that 
was going on? 
HARRIS: Oh, she was with me. She was with me on it. She 
didn't agree with my attitude about progress— 
TUSLER: You mean she was more on the Stravinsky side? 
HARRIS: Well, she wanted to be like most people, which was 
to be right on the crest of the moment. That didn't mean 
that she didn't enjoy and understand and love the other 
things, but she had the feeling that you had to be what 
she called au courant, that you had to belong to the time 
period that you're living in. Well, you see, I had the 
feeling that time periods and cultures go back and forth, 
in and out, up and down, but that the basics don't change. 
People don't change, the seasons don't change, the basic 
universal laws don't change, and so I've been interested my 
whole life in finding what the ingredients were of the 
peaks of the arts all the time. That's what I spent my 
life for, and I must say I'm not sorry at all. One has 
the right to go his own way and does, you know? The con-
temporary point of view is: I can do anything I want to--
nobody's to say what I can do or can't do. And so I con-
centrated harmonically on the development of modern conson-
ance, exactly the opposite of the way most of them have 
been concentrating on dissonance. I studied it, and I 
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felt that dissonance couldn't take you very far because it 
was all grey. There's no color to it without the two op-
posites. It had to have that dualism. I felt the great-
est part of music was a consonant thing, and of course, 
this was supported by my philosophical attitudes, that 
nature keeps the world in perpetuity through coordination, 
not through disorientation. I'm sure I'm right about it. 
Even the physicists say that. 
TUSLER: What led you to Nadia Boulanger in the first 
place? 
HARRIS: There were two factors. One was a personal fac-
tor, and that was my friend Aaron Copland. I met him in 
New York, and he felt that I should study with Nadia 
Boulanger. The other factor was my own conviction that 
the orchestration (and that's what I wanted most) of the 
French school is so much clearer and more brilliant than 
the German school. I still think so. 
TUSLER: Did she teach you orchestration too? 
HARRIS: No, I didn't study orchestration with anybody. I 
just went to concerts and studied scores. I took lessons 
with fine players, studied their instruments, what made 
them tick. I think that's really the way you study orches-
tration. You study instrumentation, and then if you know 
what the instruments will do and you have the sounds in 
your ears, you'll make the proper combinations if you can, 
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and studying it won't help you much. You have to hear it. 
This is a special talent. I don't understand it much my-
self. It's something you sort of pick up as you go along. 
TUSLER: Who were some of the instrumentalists? 
HARRIS: They were all players in Paris orchestras. It was 
Boulanger who connected me up with them and I paid them 
for lessons. 
TUSLER: When you studied with Boulanger, was this private, 
or was she attached to some school? 
HARRIS: Private. It's very difficult to study music in 
groups, very difficult. Especially for composers. You know, 
it's sort of like trying to find the rainbow's end. You 
have to just set out and search and search for it. 
TUSLER: How often did you see her, then? A few times a 
week? 
HARRIS: I saw her every Saturday night. She had a very, 
very unique way of arranging her students. On Monday she 
had her poorer students, and everybody knew it—she told 
them, you see. On Saturday she had her best students. 
In the morning she had her poorer students for that day, 
and in the evening she had her best students for that day. 
TUSLER: Oh, so the whole week was a sort of progress, a 
continuum. 
HARRIS: Continuum, that's it. After I'd been studying 
with her about six months, she said, "Now I have decided 
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to have you on Saturday evenings, and we'll always have 
dinner here." Wonderful dinners we had! She had an organ 
in her studio and then she had these two pianos. 

She wanted me to study what I call the Academie Fran-
caise. All that French conservatory business. 
TUSLER: By that you mean what? The formalism? 
HARRIS: Yes, formalism: species counterpoint, all the 
whole rigamarole. I tried to conform with it for a little 
while. She started me out on Thomas, the counterpoint 
book, and I remember the first week I came with one solid 
book full of counterpoint exercises. She didn't have time 
to look at them all. 

She said, "Well, at this rate you'll be through counter-
point in three months." 

I didn't say anything, but I went home and wrote a 
long letter to her because you couldn't talk to her. It 
was impossible. She was so impulsive and so alive, vivante, 
you know. She was half Russian and half French. The only 
way you could get something over to her was to write it out 
and ask to read it to her because she would interrupt you 
constantly. 
TUSLER: She didn't really listen to you? 
HARRIS: No. She listened for something to get hold of; 
she was just a teacher, a one hundred percent teacher. So 
I read her this, and I said I wasn't going to study 
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counterpoint anymore because it was for stupid people, 
this book, and that anybody, any, any dumbbell could do 
these exercises. 
TUSLER: Oh, she must have loved that. 
HARRIS: And if she wanted me to study counterpoint (and I 
wanted to study counterpoint) that I wanted to study with 
great masters. I wanted to study with Bach, first, because 
he was nearest to me, and then I wanted to study with 
Orlandus and Josquin Des Prez and Victoria and Palestrina 
and the English school, all that. 

She was wonderful. When I got all through, she said, 
"Why is it, when I have somebody that I really want to 
teach, he won't let me teach him?" 
TUSLER: That's very revealing, don't you think? Somebody 
with the creative talent can't be taught? 
HARRIS: No, they have an instinct, you see. Part of a 
talent is an instinct to know where to go, just like a dog 
knows how to eat grass when he needs it. 

She said, "Well, what do you want to do, then?" 
I said, "Let's go through all the wonderful organ works 

of Bach. You have an organ, you're a great organist; let's 
do this first. When we go through it, don't show me what 
he did; I can hear what he did. Show me what he didn't do. 
Show me where he made mistakes." 

I studied with her for four years, going through the 
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literature of all the great composers, looking for holes, 
where they could have done something else which might have 
been better. 
TUSLER: That's how your lessons always were? You took 
some composition and then tore it apart. 
HARRIS: Yes. Yes. Of course, she was a master of form, 
just a master, a master. We were agreed that the ultimate 
in music, anyhow, is form. We agreed a hundred percent on 
that. She became enormously interested then, involved, 
personally involved; oh, we had wonderful hours together, 
wonderful hours. I was so fortunate. She understood form 
profoundly. Of course, I was composing to beat the band. 
I brought her a great deal of music. 
TUSLER: How did she criticize your compositions? Did she 
go through them with you, or did she study them during the 
week when you weren't there? 
HARRIS: She criticized them in exactly the same way she was 
criticizing the masters. Where there were holes, she 
showed me. (Only there were a lot more holes.) [laughter] 
And where she thought the harmony wasn't quite right or 
where the form didn't develop fast enough, or too quickly. 
TUSLER: And she was so talented that she could sit down 
and grasp this as she played through it? 
HARRIS: Wonderful, wonderful teacher, wonderful, wonderful 
musician. In my life I've only know two other musicians 
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just as great as she was. One of them is my own wife 
[Johana Harris], who can play anything at sight; I've 
never seen anything put in front of her that she couldn't 
play at sight, at tempo. The other was Toscanini. He was 
a very great musician, also. 
TUSLER: Did you know him well? Did he perform some of 
your works? 
HARRIS: Yes. I wouldn't say I knew him well, but I knew 
him as a colleague; he did my music, and he invited Jo and 
me up to his home, that sort of thing. He was a very 
loving person. Every great musician I've ever known has 
been. 
TUSLER: He had that warmth and outgoing quality. 
HARRIS: An outgoing quality, like children, believing 
everything until somebody did something that wasn't true, 
and then they're just tigers, you know, enraged, because 
something was done which wasn't right. I think musicians 
are highly moral. By that I don't mean the kind of church 
morality, but in a large, biological sense, in the sense 
that only the right will survive, you know. You're search-
ing for it all the time and are disgusted because you 
never quite find it. Beethoven said, "Oh, if I only had it 
all to do over again." You know? I think it's a terrific, 
a marvelous "calling," or whatever you want to call it, to 
get involved in music, and there's no end to it. No person 
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in one lifetime ever found it. 
TUSLER: Tosoanini actually did conduct some of your work, 
then. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, for broadcasts. 
TUSLER: That's sort of unusual, isn't it, because he 
didn't do much contemporary music? 
HARRIS: No, he didn't. He did my Third Symphony, and he 
became my friend then. Whenever I had a performance in 
Carnegie Hall, if he possibly could, he was there. 

After he'd done the Third Symphony, I remember Ernest 
Hutcheson gave me a party, and at this party were Toscanini 
and Rachmaninoff. Rachmaninoff asked him how he liked my 
music. He said that he can't answer; he only knows that 
it's important and it's too difficult for him. He said 
he wants to do a great deal more of it, but he mustn't. 
He said, "I played the young men when I was a young man, 
and the young man now must be played by the young man." 
TUSLER: It must have been very exciting, living in Paris 
in those years. There were a lot of Americans studying 
there, weren't there? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 
TUSLER: Copland had already come back to New York? 
HARRIS: He'd come back, yes, but he used to come over 
sometimes. I saw him a lot one summer. Aaron was well on 
his way before I ever got started. 
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TUSLER: But you both reached a point of international 
recognition at about the same time, didn't you? 
HARRIS: He was a little ahead of me. I guess it was Aaron 
and, let's see, Virgil Thomson and Roger Sessions and 
Walter Piston and myself, who sort of started the new 
school of American music, according to what the history 
books say. We were the ones. Of course, they didn't 
know Ives yet;· he was ahead of us. Now he's coming out, 
which is excellent. Now the latest thing the New York 
Times came out with was a pronouncement (it doesn't mean 
anything, it's just good chitchat) that the American "big 
five" were Copland and Piston and Harris, in our genera-
tion, and Sam Barber and Bill Schuman in the young gen-
eration. Bill Schuman is my pupil. 
TUSLER: Where did he study with you? 
HARRIS: In New York, at Juilliard, for three years. I 
rather expected the young men would come up with more stuff 
than they did. They got absorbed with all kinds of manner-
isms and dialectics. It seems to me, when music is, you 
know, blooming, and the fruit is coming out, the big stuff, 
they don't think much, they just do it. There's been too 
much thinking. 
TUSLER: Too much conscious fooling around? 
HARRIS: That's right; that's what I think. And of course 
the generation younger than I am includes Samuel Barber 
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and Gian Carlo Menotti and Bill Schuman and Vincent 
Persichetti, who studied with me also. And there's George 
Lynn, who' s Westminster Choir. There are some of them in 
there, about the same amount, I guess; but then the next 
generation, oh boy! 
TUSLER: They've really gone off on a tangent? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. They're very nice about it, the young 
people, they don't forget who their antecedents were, their 
American antecedents; they don't try to, and they don't 
try to run us down. They're respectful and decent, and 
we're all trying to figure out how we can help them. I 
don't think we're doing much good. We perform their works, 
and help, but you know, it's a very strange thing; if the 
work doesn't get over to the public at all, to perform it 
doesn't do any good. In fact, it very often does harm, 
because it turns the public away. 

This is a very, very aggravated problem. Actually the 
musical experience involves three factors: the composer, 
the performer, and the public. If one of them is missing, 
it doesn't come off. Recently Lennie Bernstein (another 
one of the second generation and very good) played a 
work of Webern, one of his symphonies, a short work. Be-
cause it was short he invited the public to hear it again. 
I wasn't there, but I was told by somebody who was there, 
that about half of the people got up and walked out. They 
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didn't want to hear it again. We never had anything like 
this happen ever in our generation. 
TUSLER: You were more conscious of the audience? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say that, but we were more aware of the 
people who preceded us. We were aware of the great achieve-
ments of Ravel, and of those billion things of Stravinsky 
in the early period, and Strauss even and Sibelius and 
Tchaikovsky and Prokofiev. We felt a kindship to all of 
them. We also felt we were very fortunate; we lived in 
something that was sort of rich and full-bloomed and big, 
you know, and muscular and powerful and beautiful. 

And so this was a period of desecration, I'd say. 
[laughter] It's very difficult, you see, because a con-
ductor wants his orchestra to sound. He has ninety people, 
let's say, and it could be played by four or five. You 
don't need to have the orchestra there, because nothing 
happens. Or a string quartet—what's more beautiful than 
a great string quartet playing rich things?—and all you 
hear are these sliding sounds like cat wailings up and 
down, with a little pizzicato here and there. There's no 
torso, you know? It's all "arms-and-legs" stuff. 
TUSLER: Paris must have been full those days of very 
exciting music to hear. Did you even attempt to get to 
all of them? You must have been torn between your own 
work and wanting to hear all of it. 

/ 

298. 



HARRIS: I lived out in the country, clear away from it 
all on purpose. I came in on Friday morning, and I stayed 
till Sunday noon. I went to the theater and heard great 
concerts . I heard the Viennese opera, and I heard all the 
orchestras that came in and the string quartets and the 
singers and the ballets. Oh, God! It was a very rich time. 
I heard about three concerts every week. And then I 
wanted to see all the great painting and sculpture. The 
Rodin Museum meant a great deal to me. That was a magnif-
icent thing. 
TUSLER: Where did you live in the country? 
HARRIS: I lived at a place called Juziers, Seine-et-Dise; 
it was right over the Seine River, overlooking a valley. 
I had an old French peasant woman who cooked for me. She 
had a little villa with vegetables and fruits and straw-
berries and all those things. She had been a cook to a 
princess, and she was a terrific cook, just terrific. I 
called her Grandmere. She was about sixty-five, I guess, 
and bit by bit she had "appropriated," shall we say, a 
magnificent cellar of the finest French wines. Every 
once in a while she'd come out with one of these bottles, 
you know. She always used to join with me too, and we 
had a very happy time together. That old woman looked 
just like Beethoven, with the same kind of head and those 
deep-set eyes and the big forehead, you know? 
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TUSLER: And you had a room there in this house? 
HARRIS: No, I rented a house which was in the middle of 
a vineyard and which had a big wall all around it, so that 
nobody could get in. I slept there (it was a two-story 
house) all by myself. I could get up and play the piano 
at night or early in the morning or do anything I wanted. 
TUSLER: You had a piano there? 
HARRIS: I had a piano there and I had a machine that played 
records. She provided my meals and my laundry, and that was 

TUSLER: It sounds like a perfect arrangement. You just 
immersed yourself. 
HARRIS: No telephone. 
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It was an ideal situation. It was ideal in another 
way too in that my income came in by mail. This is 
ideal for an artist, that he doesn't have to meet the 
exigencies of a paycheck, you know. In the final anal-
ysis, however, I believe that the artist has to measure up 
socially and economically; but I would say that the young 
composer, when he's learning his metier, should not have 
to worry about money. He should have complete use of his 
time according to his intelligence. It's quite too bad 
for him to have to be concerned about the butcher, the 
baker, and the candlestick maker. When I was in France, 
I was free. I was one of those few people, I suppose, who 
had four years of absolute economic freedom. Isn't that 
wonderful? I just worked my head off because I knew 
that this was my opportunity, and I wasn't going to do 
anything but just absorb this by osmosis and every other 
way possible, you know? This was very, very lucky. 

Yes, I lived out there in that beautiful little French 
village. I was known as "1'Americain." They left me 
alone. They were very nice neighbors. The old French 
woman's name was Mme. Bouden. I happened to get her this 
way: the first place I went to, which was near Mile. 
Bo.ulanger, was much too expensive, and I realized it was. 
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I suppose they were capitalizing on the fact that all the 
American students were coming out there in the summer. 
My Scotch ancestors revolted, and so I went about a mile 
away, down the road, and found this little village called 
Juziers. I picked out, as a matter of fact, one of the 
nicest views in the whole village, looking over the whole 
valley and the river. I decided this was where I expected 
to stay. 

Well, I rang the bell and was let in (it was called 
Villa Zephyr). Here was a very, very lame and fat old woman 
of about, I should say, sixty-five or seventy; as I said 
before, she looked just like Beethoven, with a great head, 
you know, an enormous head and those deep-set eyes. She 
was trying to harvest her cherries. She had a beautiful 
cherry tree just full of ripe cherries, and she was trying 
to get them down and into little boxes so she could ship 
them away. She was having a pretty rough time, and so I 
climbed up in the tree and got them down for her. I worked 
for about an hour; I didn't say a word to her because I 
didn't know any French. 

When I got through she just looked at me; she didn't 
know what to say, she'd never seen a creature like this be-
fore. The French are very thrifty, and this seemed to be 
completely out of line. 

I asked her for pension (I understood what that 
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meant), and she said, "Non, non. Non pension." 
So I didn't say anything. I went down to the village 

and came back in about half an hour, and I had a whole bag 
full of cookies. I asked her to make some tea for us, and 
she made some tea. She said I was a vieux villain ("old 

> villain") and a vieux chameau ("old camel") and 
anything she could think of, you know. Vieux brigand. 
TUSLER: She figured you were working on her. 
HARRIS: Why, of course, and so I was, you see. But I 
didn't have any vocabulary and so I was using a kind of 
silent treatment. 

Finally she sat down with a pencil and paper and wrote 
a figure in French, par semaine �("by the week") , which 
included everything. It was about twenty percent of the 
other place. It came down to about thirty dollars a month 
for room and board and laundry, so I said, ',Qui, •6ui." 
and shook hands with her and gave her the first month's 
pay in advance. Again she said, "Vieux brigand." 
[laughter] 

So we had a grand time. She had a pig who could roll 
on his back when she told him to. [laughter] A dog who 
would stand up on his hind legs. 
TUSLER: And those were her companions. 
HARRIS: Those were her companions, so those were my com-
panions, too, you see. Later on, she got me this place up 
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beyond the village, up in a kind of a vineyard, all en-
closed—perfect working conditions, just perfect. Every-
thing became very routine in time and very free in study. 
That1s what you have to have. 

One of our problems in trying to teach in America is 
that the routine is cut up into little fifty-minute periods. 
The poor student is sort of running from one building to 
another, like a chicken with his head off, and from one 
professor to another, trying to adjust himself. I feel so 
sorry for our students. They don't have any continuity, 
cut up into these little fifty-minute periods. You just 
about get going when they start looking at their clocks 
and getting all their little books and bags together, and 
then they go to the next place. Fortunately, in our depart-
ment [at UCLA] we have a good deal of latitude. In all 
my good classes I have two hours, sometimes three hours, in 
all my graduate work. Also, most of my teaching I break 
up into individual teaching. It takes me more time, about 
three times more time, but it's much more gratifying. I 
can develop a relationship with my students. I don't see 
how you can teach if you don't have a relationship with 
your students. 
TUSLER: Not on that level, particularly. 
HARRIS: Well, that's something I learned in France, and 
it was very important. 
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TUSLER: How did you spend a typical day there? Or could 
you even say there was such a thing as a typical day? 
HARRIS: Yes, I can say very well—it was quite, quite 
chartered out. Every day was chartered and charted. 
Both. I always got up in the morning at six--I have all 
my life and I still do--and I worked for an hour. I had 
a vacuum bottle and old Mme. Boudon gave me coffee when 
I went up at night. I had my coffee at six, worked for 
an hour, had another cup and worked for another hour, and 
then I went to breakfast. I took an hour out between 
eight and nine and relaxed and enjoyed myself, and then I 
worked from nine to one. I had lunch and a good sleep, 
and then I worked from about half past two till about four-
thirty, and I had tea. Then I did a little fooling around, 
wrote letters, answered my mail, you know, took care of 
all the little domesticities that one has to when he's 
living alone. Then I had dinner. In the evening I read 
some nice novels and went to bed early. That's all it 
was, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. 

Friday I got my early morning work in and then 
caught a train at about eight o'clock, got into Paris, 
went to the bank, got my mail (most of my mail came to 
the American Express), did whatever little banking I had 
to do, and then I was free for that day. I always went 
to concerts on Friday nights and in the daytime went 
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to see the galleries and visit friends, have lunch and 
dinner, and all that sort of thing. Saturday night I had 
my lesson from Boulanger. I came home on Sunday mornings, 
got there about noon, had a great, whopping dinner, and 
slept all afternoon, had a little light supper and then an 
early sleep. I was ready to hit the ball on Monday morn-
ings. It's a very wonderful way to live; you get things 
done. I wouldn't have missed it for the world. I've often 
wondered if I'd still be there if I hadn't had my accident. 
TUSLER: That was what brought you back? 
HARRIS: That's what brought me back, yes. I had to get 
back and get fixed up. 
TUSLER: Before you talk more about that, I want to ask 
you: I know that the first year you were there you were 
on a private scholarship from Mrs. Wertheim; then you re-
ceived the Guggenheim fellowship. 
HARRIS: That's right. 
TUSLER: Was that the second year that you were there? 
HARRIS: The second year, yes. 
TUSLER: How does one receive one of those fellowships? 
Did you apply for it, or was it offered to you, or how did 
it evolve? 
HARRIS: It was Boulanger's idea. She did the whole 
thing. I am sure I must have signed some documents of 
some kind. But it worked out very well for me, and I must 
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say they were most kind to me. 
TUSLER: That was a very comfortable stipend to live on? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. Well, you can just imagine: the stipend 
was twenty-five hundred a year, which wouldn't be very 
much now, but it would be equivalent to about five thousand 
now, more maybe because the dollar was forty-two francs. 
I remember spending a hundred dollars for a tailor-made 
overcoat, handmade shoes, and a whole supply of coal for 
the winter. Imagine. Things were so cheap there in those 
days. An average meal was about twenty-five francs. It 
was a good meal in an ordinary restaurant, you know. If 
you went to a very fancy restaurant, it might be two hun-
dred and fifty francs, but you see that would only be six 
dollars for the finest restaurants in Paris. 
TUSLER: When you went in to Paris on your weekends, did 
you stay with particular friends there? 

HARRIS: No, no, I didn't stay with them, though I had all 
kinds of friends and visited them. I had a lot of friends 
who were painters. I had a little room of my own where I 
kept all my good clothes. It was so expensive that it was 
better to keep my good clothes in Paris than it was to 
transport them back and forth. I came to know the patron 
of a little hotel. You know, Paris is just full of little 
hotels, and it was very pleasant. 

TUSLER: Who were some of the people that you knew there? 
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HARRIS: Well, I knew Virgil Thomson, I knew Aaron 
Copland and I knew Roger Sessions, I knew Piston, I knew 
Arthur Mendel, who's now the head of the music department 
at Princeton. 
TUSLER: Were they all Boulanger's students? 
HARRIS: Yes, all of them. I'm speaking of musicians 
only. Frank Merrick I think was the head of the music de-
partment of Harvard for a long time. I came to know a 
lot of young composers from all over the world, England, 
and young Frenchmen. It was a sort of an international 
group. 

Then there were always people coming to Boulanger's 
Friday afternoon teas. She always gave these Friday after-
noon teas where there was some musical program going on; 
for instance, the study of all the Beethoven piano sona-
tas. One time we chipped in, put our money in, and had 
one of the finest string quartets play all the Beethoven 
string quartets. 
TUSLER: These were at her home? 
HARRIS: They were at her home. We went to hear all the 
Bach organ works by [Marcel] Dupre. She'd even have 
Russian choruses there, small choruses of about eight. 
There was a very big Russian colony there, the royalist 
Russians, not the communists. Quite a few people studied 
with her. The Roth Quartet studied with her, how to 
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interpret Ravel and Debussy. I met Ravel there. 
TUSLER: At her house? 
HARRIS: No, we went to a concert, or something, and she 
wanted me to meet him. 

We went to the house of the English composer, 
[Frederick] Delius. He lived quite a way out in the country, 
in the direction of Fontainebleau, if I remember right. 
At this time he was quite blind and quite feeble. His 
wife took care of him, and they had a nice little country 
home with a garden. But his mind was very clear. We had 
a nice discussion. He spoke about contemporary devel-
opments and what did I think about harmony, all that 
sort of thing, you know. 

And, let's see, I met Ernest Bloch. 
TUSLER: They were all living there? 
HARRIS: Well, in and out, you know: Prokofiev, Koussevitzky, 
all those people. I met Stravinsky there, in Paris. 
TUSLER: Did you get to know him very well? 
HARRIS: No, I never did know Stravinsky very well. We 
met several times in America. Sometimes we were on the 
same concert together. Stravinsky and Koussevitzky were, 
of course, fellow countrymen, and Koussevitzky did a great 
deal for him in the early part of his life. They didn't 
get along very well together. He's always been sort of 
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chesty, you know, Stravinsky has. He's quite different 
from most American composers. American composers tend 
to be good colleagues, you know, and exchange everything, 
part of our democratic heritage. 

There was a fellow named Robert Delaney, who was ex-
tremely gifted. He was from Santa Barbara, and then he 
died later, a very gifted fellow. Irishman. Very indepen-
dent. He didn't get into the stream of American music, 
but he was very gifted. I remember a string quartet he 
wrote in about two weeks, and it was just a beautiful 
work. His understanding, his insights into music were 
very, very unusual. 

I met Gertrude Stein there. I wouldn't say I knew 
her, but I met her at Sylvia Beach's shop, you know, where 
they sold books. There were a lot of people there— 
Hemingway—there were a lot of them. Those were important 
years in a way. Paris was a kind of magnet for the 
artist: he was top man on the totem pole, so to speak, in 
Paris. Actually this was part of the economy of Paris: 
the students, the Sorbonne, and all the painters and the 
writers and the composers. It was a center, it was really 
an international center for art students. A marvelous 
place to be at that time. You were running into people 
from all over the world and they were doing marvelous 
things. Very alive, a good deal of discussion, a good 
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deal of concern about things, a great deal of interest 
in each other. We went to their art shows and they went 
to our concerts. We knew what was going on. We had 
big soirees, I suppose you might call them: dances, 
drinking parties, and all that whole business that 
artists do have when they're young, you know. 
TUSLER: In an informal sort of way? 
HARRIS: Oh, sure. 
TUSLER: It wasn't part of any set organization. 
HARRIS: Oh, no. Soon as you organize something you 
kill it. That's one of our problems in America, one of 
our dilemmas : overorganization. We organize for one 
thing and turn out something else, which is generally 
self-perpetuation of the institution that we organize 
to do something. The French are much more individualis-
tic than we are. We tend to be rather standardized; we 
standardize what we eat, what we wear, the kind of cars 
we drive and what our thoughts are, radio, TV. I've 
heard the expression, "This is almost universally ac-
cepted." Well, how silly an expression that is! But we 
do it all the time. We're all guilty of it. This is 
one of our problems, I think. We have to be protected 
in unanimity. 

Both Paris and the French are wonderful for Ameri-
cans; they're a marvelous antidote to our efficiency. 
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The French are not efficient at all, you know. Their 
telephone system is just murder. It's so bad that they 
have what they call the "pneumatique"—if you want to 
get hold of somebody, you send them one of these messages 
which is a little bit like a telegram, only it goes in 
some kind of a little box, a vacuum, which runs scooting 
off way over at the other side of the city into the post, 
you see. The phones are impossible. I've many a time 
tried to call from Juziers—it was only an hour away from 
Paris־־and I've sometimes spent three hours trying to get 
somebody on the phone in Paris and then just gave it up. 
I don't suppose it's that bad now. But they don't care, 
you know. The French are extremely independent. They're 
not good organization men. 
TUSLER: But then that's why all of this could ferment 
there the way it did. 
HARRIS: I suppose so. The artist always felt free there. 
I remember so many times Virgil [Thomson] said, "Oh, I've 
got to get back to Paris; I just can't stick this any 
longer." And I've often felt that I wanted to go back, 
but I was always so busy I never could get away. 
TUSLER: All of these people you've mentioned, the Ameri-
cans --Thomson , Piston, Sessions—were about your age and 
were all just beginning their careers the same way you 
were. 
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HARRIS: That's right. We had a kind of a premonition 
that we were going to be a generation that crashed through, 
that made the first stand for Americana, without making a 
dialectic out of it, without trying to make nationalism a 
religion, you know. We were very, very independent. My 
music's very different from Aaron's or from Piston's. 
TUSLER: Did you get together and have long conversations 
on these subjects, or were you living too widely apart? 
HARRIS: We generally got together after concerts. We 
had certain places where we knew the others would be, and 
we would meet there and drink beer and talk; sometimes 
we'd talk for two or three hours. As a matter of fact, 
that was part of the concert, and it's something that I 
miss out here: people go to a concert and then they just 
go home generally. I miss it very, very much. I felt 
that part of a concert is the discussion which follows it. 
What did you get out of it? What did you think? And 
very often a young fellow got something that you didn't 
get at all. I think this is important. 

John Kirkpatrick was a good friend of ours over there. 
And Suzanne Bloch. Then a lot of people visited us from 
America. When you're in Paris the Americans find out where 
you are, and they expect you to entertain them. That's 
one reason why you shouldn't live in Paris if you want to 
get anything done. Because they're always on vacation, 
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but if you're trying to do something. . . . 
TUSLER: Did you live then the whole four years you were 
there out at the place in the country, or did you end up 
in the city finally? 
HARRIS: No, I lived out in the country all the time. 
I suppose one of the reasons was that I was originally a 
country boy; I was brought up that way, and Paris was 
very strange to me. It seemed to me very superficial 
when I first arrived. You know, all the little horns with 
their squeaks way up high and everybody running around 
and talking very, very fast. All that sort of thing. It 
seemed very far away from the kind of burly thing that I 
had been brought up in. Gradually I came to have a deep 
respect for the French, as I got into their literature 
and understood their painting and their sculpture and 
their theater and what they called their civilisation 
francaise. I came to understand what a tremendous influ-«�� - -

ence they've had on music. It takes time. There's an old 
saying, "You should only spend one day or you should spend 
a lifetime in Paris." There's so much. It takes time to 
get this sense of laissez-faire which the French have; 
they really do let things work themselves out there. We 
always have some kind of a formula to work things out. 
In a great hurry we have to get there, but they accept things 
as they come. They have great pleasure. 
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TUSLER: You really liked the French people? 
HARRIS: Oh, I liked them very much; I liked them very much. 
And I like the Mexicans. I like the Negroes. The Negroes 
have a tremendous sense of pleasure too. With nothing, 
they make a great deal more than we often do with a great 
deal. 
TUSLER: Of course, you were learning the French lan-
guage better and better all the time, and that gave you 
a closer feeling of identity with the place. 
HARRIS: Very important. And then I came to understand the 
seasons. You have to stay there a while before you really 
understand the seasons. Spring in Paris is just something 
fabulous. Really, it is just magnificent. And then the 
strange time around the holidays, Christmas, on in to March; 
it's so dark and so damp and so melancholy, you know, and 
that's when the French seem to be more gay than ever, to 
sort of offset it. Music becomes so important, and the 
soirees. Boulanger took me to a private home where there 
was a little theater. She told me that they had one of 
the greatest collections of paintings in the world, and 
when I went there and saw that art gallery I was just 
flabbergasted. It's one of the things we don't over here 
understand: what the wealthy families in France are and 
how wealthy they are. I never saw such jewelry in my life 
as I saw that night. We went there to hear an opera. 
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I remember that I was entertained for a weekend by 
Count Dulastry. Dulastry was the last of the Lafayette 
family. I was invited out to LaGrange, way, way out 
where this chateau was, surrounded by a high moat. 
Each guest had his own servant. Oh, there were magnif-
icent things there. Two acres of dahlias in his garden. 
He was still living in the old period, being a part of 
royalty, you know. He felt that the common people were 
just like cattle. 

TUSLER: But he took a different point of view toward the 
artist because that was in his own class? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. In France the artist is always a kind 
of royalty of its own, a special sort of thing. It al-
ways has been and still is. 

I went out there to spend a weekend and we had some 
long discussions. I was writing my first symphony and 
he was interested in it. After Sunday lunch, he said, 
"Why don't you just stay on here for the summer and write 
your symphony?" 

This was part of the pigheadedness of Americans, you 
know. He simply couldn't understand why a man could not 
stay out at his magnificent castle with all those beauti-
ful flowers around him, a servant to take care of him, 
magnificent food and everything else, and not write much 
better than he could stuffed up in some little place. He 
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couldn't understand that sense of independence; it seemed 
artificial to him. 

The Americans are in many ways very, very remote from 
the Europeans still. That's one of the things which is 
a problem in our world, why De Gaulle wants to break off 
everything with NATO and the European markets, because he 
feels that the Americans are too colonial and he doesn't 
want France to be an economic colony of the U.S.A. I 
suppose he's quite right, as a Frenchman. We don't like 
it very much over here because it interferes with all of 
our economic plans and our political plans. Of course, 
this is one of the things which is going to be put to the 
test over and over in our twentieth century. Now. I 
think the second half of the twentieth century is going 
to find out whether or not we really can have a kind of 
international community of understanding, and live and let 
live, or whether the economy is still the thing that is 
going to determine our wars and our peace. This is a very 
interesting time that we're living in. It's quite equiv-
alent to the Napoleonic period, I'd say. Only we are the 
Napoleons. 

Well, we've gotten a little far away from music 
there, didn't we? 
TUSLER: Well, they're all related, I think. 
HARRIS: I think they are, yes, I think they are. I think 
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that music is a mirror of mankind really. You find out 
what the emotional gamut of a people was through their 
music and what their intellectual capacities were. A 
study of music could reveal a great deal of history. 
TUSLER: During these years that you were in Paris, were 
you finding your way more clearly toward your own dis-
tinctive style, would you say? Was the music that you 
were writing becoming more and more stamped with your own 
style, your own personality, during this time? 
HARRIS: Well, looking back on it, I would have to say 
yes; but if I tried to project myself into memory of the 
past, I wasn't aware of it very much. I was trying every 
day to discover how to write what I heard inside my mind's 
ear. That's the way I did it. I felt very definitely 
that I didn't belong to Europe, and yet I felt my ante-
cedents in Bach, Mozart, and Schubert, Orlandus and 
Josquin Des Prez and Debussy. I had and still have a 
tremendous respect and admiration and love for what 
they've done. I feel sorry for young composers who don't 
know the history of their art because they're missing 
so much. It's such an inspiration to have it and feel 

I was worried, I must tell you, when I first went 
over to study because I wanted to be myself and I was a 
little afraid that I might be influenced. Then I 
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discovered to my great pleasure and joy that no person is 
ever the same as any other person, no matter where he's 
born, in what time or with what background. It's like 
our fingerprints: they're just plain different. The sum 
total of spiritual qualities and intellectual perceptions 
and physical drives are so different; with their different 
backgrounds and experiences they couldn't possibly be the 
same. So then I wasn't worried anymore. 
TUSLER: You really consciously made this discovery. 
HARRIS: Yes, I sort of stumbled on to it. 
TUSLER: You felt it didn't matter what you exposed your-
self to anymore because you could absorb it and still be 
yourself? 

HARRIS: Sure, because I had discovered that I had a 
point of reference, and that point of reference was inside 
of me. You know? It's a wonderful discovery, to find you 
have a compass and that you take it around with you every-
where you go. 
TUSLER: Were your works being performed over there? You 
spoke about the concerto for string quartet and clarinet 
that got several performances. Did you have other per-
formances with any degree of regularity while you were 
there? 
HARRIS: I didn't have a big enough literature, you know; 
I was just writing. I had an important performance of my 
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first piano sonata on an international program by a 
wonderful pianist, a Hungarian pianist. I met her through 
the Roth Quartet, who had already done my concerto. She 
was named Madame Kapos, a brilliant pianist, and she did 
a fine performance of this work. 

Over there I don't think performances are as important 
as they are here, because success is not so important. Now, 
in a sense, that's not true: the success is very impor-
tant when it gets big enough, but in the beginning it's 
not very important. People just gradually come to know who 
you are, what you do. Everything goes by word of mouth 
because nobody pays any attention to the critics at all. 
They have absolutely no influence whatsoever. They have 
critics here because people here don't have any perspec-
tives. They don't know whether they like a piece until 
they read in the morning paper over coffee whether it was 
good or not. 

You see, a very interesting thing is that over there 
you have a culture of music, and over here you have a cul-
ture of performers. I've often been asked, "Are you going 
to hear so-and-so tonight?" And I say, "Well, I don't 
know. What is he going to play?" They don't even know 
what he's going to play. They're going to hear him; they 
don't care what he plays. Over there they go to hear the 
music more than the performer, a hundred times more. 
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There's no question about it. 
TUSLER: That's particularly true for France, or would 
you say it was a general European attitude? 
HARRIS: I don't know Europe very well. I'm sure that 
it's true about Germany. They're interested in the music. 
People there go to hear the music. They send great armies 
of specialists to rehearsals, and they have all kinds of 
meetings. I had this happen just last year in Munich 
with my Ninth Symphony when Rafael Kubelik did it for the 
Bavarian Radio broadcast. People were there to hear the 
music and you knew it; it meant that you sat down and 
everything got quiet. There was a sense of concentration. 
You can tell, you know. 

That used to be true in Boston when Koussevitzky was 
conducting because he made a point of playing a new work 
on every program: a big work, not a little fifteen-minute 
piece or a five-minute piece or something, but a big 
work. And the people came. Of course, Boston is very, 
very strongly influenced by Harvard. It has deep tradi-
tions; it's one of the few places, I would say, in America 
which has not gone Hollywood. Pasadena's another. 
Pasadena has kept its identity. Very interesting. But 
not very many places haven't gone Hollywood. 
TUSLER: You had the Guggenheim Fellowship in Paris the 
second year, and that extended into the third year also? 

321. 



HARRIS: Yes, I made it last for four years. 
TUSLER: You spread it out. 
HARRIS: Yes. Well, the first year was paid for anyhow. 
There was no need to spend money there unless you wanted 
to splurge on something; there was no need because the 
franc was so low in exchange, forty-two francs on the 
dollar. Imagine! In the old days it used to be five francs 
to the dollar, and one had to be very careful not to be 
ostentatious in Paris. The French resented it very much 
that the Americans had so much money, although they wanted 
as much of it as they could get. This is one of our prob-
lems in America: to be so wealthy that other nations 
rather dislike us because of our wealth. That's not good, 
and our tourists don't help it any. 

CHAPTER III 
TUSLER: You mentioned that at the end of this time [in 
Paris] you had an accident. 
HARRIS: Oh, I fractured my spine. That was a real one, 
and I was put in a plaster of paris cast. I did it by 
slipping and landing right on the point of one of those 
oak stairs, which just broke my poor spine. There I 
was for months and months and months. This was, 
strangely enough, one of the best things that ever hap-
pened to me. Before that I had been a slave to the 
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piano. (Now I'm just a slave to the pianist, you see, 
meaning my wife, of course.) But now I don't need the 
piano anymore after being in bed and having to write. 
I had a commission to write a string quartet which I had 
to write flat on my back, looking up like this [demon-
strates] . There was a wonderful young Jewish Frenchman 
whom I came to know over there named Levy; we used to play 
chess together. He brought me all kinds of wonderful 
books to read, music, you know, music itself, not just 
books but music itself. Volumes of it. This was a great 
and rewarding period in my life because I had nothing to 
do but just lie in bed in that hospital. I was in the 
Rothschild Hospital. 

After I was there for three months, they said that I 
would never get well and that I would probably have a 
tubercular back. So I sent a cablegram home to the 
Guggenheim Foundation and said, "If I have to live in 
these conditions, let me come back to California where 
the land is beautiful." And the women too! [laughter] 
(I think the American women are the most beautiful women 
in the world by far. The only other women I have felt 
that could challenge them in any way were the women I saw 
in Scandinavian countries. They're very beautiful. 
Those cool blondes. And then in Russia there are some 
very beautiful women too. But I think the American women 
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are very chic. It's a part of a race which is assured, 
which reflects itself in the beauty of the women and the 
strength of the men.) 
TUSLER: How did you get back to the United States then? 
HARRIS: They sent for me, and I came back in a ship's hos 
ital, strapped to a board. 
TUSLER: Were you in pain? 
HARRIS: I was in pain all the time, sure, but you get 
used to it. The only thing I couldn't get used to was 
a flea that got in under my plaster of paris cast, and 
I couldn't get to him. But he surely did get to me, let 
me tell you! [laughter] He left all kinds of evidences 
that he'd had great feasts on me. [laughter] 
TUSLER: And then you came back to California? 
HARRIS: Yes. Well, I was in New York for many months 
first. I had an operation there, the Albee operation it 
called, a thirty-three percent mortality operation. 
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At that time there were only five men in the world 
that could do that operation. It was an operation which 
was discovered by a surgeon in Boston by the name of Albee. 
It consists of opening the spine up and putting in a piece 
of bone from your shin, and it all grows together. One 
out of every three died, because, you know, it had to be 
just right. I remember having to sign papers, giving them 
permission. They came up and explained why it was a 
thirty-three percent mortality operation, and that I should 
realize what the alternatives were, that if I didn't have 
it I would always be a cripple the rest of my life and 
might have a tubercular back. So, of course, I decided to 
have it. 
TUSLER: That must have been quite a decision for you to 
make though, wasn't it? 
HARRIS: No, because I'd been suffering so with this thing, 
and the thought of being a cripple all of my life was not 
a pleasant one; you're a burden on society, you know, they 
have to wait on you hand and foot. It's not worth it. 
That's the way I felt about it and still do. 

I came out very well. Then I came back to California. 
I was in a steel cast for a couple of years, and I had to 
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use a cane but I came out of it all right. 
TUSLER: Your back healed to a fairly normal state, would 
you say? 
HARRIS: Yes. I have no problems except when it gets very 
damp, but nobody knows it much. The wonderful thing was 
that it freed me from the keyboard instrument, you see. I 
got the music into my mind, out of my fingers. This was 
very important for me, very important. I got that coor-
dination between my eye and my ear, you see. 
TUSLER: I'm sure that all really top composers have to ac-
complish this thing, wouldn't you say, that you have to be 
able to hear it internally? 
HARRIS: Oh, I think so. Bach said there are two kinds of 
composers: there are composers and—what was it he called 
them?—keyboard fingerers, something like that. 
TUSLER: Did you ever do any performing on the piano, or 
was it just that you used it for your work? 
HARRIS: Yes, I studied pipe organ and I studied piano 
both. I had become quite a fine clarinet player. 

But this was a wonderful period for me. I was there 
for another ten to twelve weeks in this hospital and went 
through a great deal of suffering, more suffering than I 
knew a man could stand. The human body can take an 
awful lot of punishment. It did some very good things 
for me: made me realize how much time I'd already wasted 
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in my life, I mean in terms of thinking. I had nothing 
to do but just lie in bed and think and read music and 
write music and have time to get perspectives. Most of us 
don't have time, you know. Life puts too many pressures 
on us, and if we examine our days, too much of time is just 
spent moving somewhere—we're not doing anything. 

Many of the things we do are inconsequential , They 
don't lead anywhere. They are one-time things. They have 
no development. 

When I came out of this long confinement into the 
world, it seemed like a madhouse. Running, everyone! 
Everybody in a hurry, taxicabs running and screaming, 
people saying, "Ah, where're you going? Where do you 
think you're going?" And for what? I mean, to save 
thirty seconds or something, you know? So that was im-
portant. There was a long period of getting back into 
civilization when I was obliged to do things that I no 
longer wanted to do. So I couldn't stay in one place for 
a long time. 
TUSLER: Were you composing all that time? 
HARRIS: Yes, I was. And I was reading lots of books. I 
had a wonderful time, I must say, a wonderful time. 
TUSLER: How long a period of time was it that you were 
recuperating? 
HARRIS: Actually it was about a year. But after about 
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three months, I was allowed to gradually learn to walk 
again. I was given a steel brace to help my back so it 
couldn't possibly move in any way. I learned to use 
crutches. 
TUSLER: You really had to learn to walk all over again. 
HARRIS: Of course, the crutches helped me to do that. 
That was an important time for me, it really was. After 
that period I never needed to use a piano anymore to write 
music. That was a tremendous release and got me much 
nearer to the center of music. I got to the point where 
I wasn't on the outside looking in any more. I became a 
real musician. That was very important for me. I wish 
somehow all young composers could have some kind of a con-
centrated period like that, where they could just put out 
everything except that one channelized, central, intellectual 
emotional concern, where one can chart his days and decide 
to begin to work at the same time every morning and work up 
to a certain time with everything just absolutely clear, 
you know, as, I think, probably the old boys used to do 
more. Very, very hard: our modern society doesn't give the 
creative artist the time that he needs or the contemplation. 
He's too high-pressured. 

Of course, in a sense the creative artist is a stranger 
to our society. We're so concentrated on materialistic 
things, on measurements and value judgments based on 
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multiplications, on numbers, and not on subjective values. 
We've become almost possessed by our possessions. This is 
one of our great dangers. It remains to be seen whether 
we're going to be strong enough to come out of it. We 
give ourselves all kinds of excuses constantly that we have 
to do this, we have to do that, we have to do the other, 
and that humanity will have to wait a little longer. When 
you look at where our tax money goes, and how little of 
it goes, for instance, to education. . . . I read some 
statistics a couple of years ago that we spend more money 
on liquor than we do on education, and we spend more on 
cosmetics than we do on education. England, who was pretty 
hard put to it financially, spends three times more per 
capita on education than we do, and the USSR spends five 
times more per capita. 

It's very strange that we're that way, because when we 
set out our great universities or colleges were religious 
schools. Gradually they're turned over now until the human-
ities have become a sort of side issue, what you might call 
poor relations. They're not important, as people are not 
important. Of course this is an overstatement, and an awful 
lot of humanitarians themselves would resent this statement. 
But when you see the amount of money which our government 
puts up and which our big foundations put up for the 
sciences, compared to what they do for the humanities, it's 
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pretty shocking. How to make that balance is very difficult. 
All the developments of technocracy are not immoral in 

any sense of the word. They're there for us to use, and if 
we use them badly it's because this bad judgment and ten-
dency to misuse things is inside of us, not in the machinery. 
We have to learn how to use what we have to our own advan-
tage. We haven't learned this; we get all absorbed in the 
wonder of the machinery which we create with our own hands, 
but then we don't think much about other more wonderful 
things, such as, well, the sun's rising and a child's 
being born with everything perfect. The child is all these 
profound and marvelous potentials; it's fantastic, isn't it? 
Now that's real wonderment. The coming of springtime is 
a much greater wonderment to me than an airplane. But we 
tend more and more to live in our own man-made environment 
and forget the larger environment of time and space which 
everybody must live within, whether he wants to or not. 
TUSLER: So it was quite a coming back to this real world 
for you after you'd been in the hospital for a while. 
HARRIS: Yes, I didn't want to. I wanted to walk, but I 
didn't want to go back into that busy world. I lived in 
so much bigger a world by being confined to one room; I 
lived in so much bigger a world than I could when I was 
no longer confined. 

TUSLER: When you came out of the hospital were you able to 
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resume a fairly active life? 
HARRIS: As soon as I got out and started to exercise some, 
you know, I was taken to the park, Central Park, which you 
could go to with safety in those days; you can't any more, 
I'm told. [laughter] New York's become a jungle, from what 
I hear. I was taken to the theater and I went to hear con-
certs. I heard a work of my own performed that I had written 
while I was confined to bed; I wrote it in bed. 
TUSLER: What work was that? 
HARRIS: My first string quartet. It was performed by the 
New York String Quartet. It was performed by, I think, the 
League of Composers. 

A quite funny thing happened about that work. Olin 
Downes heard it and he panned it royally. Then the follow-
ing summer it was done at Mills College by the Pro Arte 
Quartet, and it was done, I must say, a little better. 
Downes was on the West Coast, and he heard it, and he said 
"It just seems impossible to me that a person could have 
grown that much in six months, between the first quartet 
and this work." [laughter] And I hadn't changed one note 
in it, you see. The playing was fine and there was a very 
receptive audience and everything was, shall we say, pro-
pitious. We had a big party afterwards and he was in a 
jovial mood. That was the beginning of our great feud. 
We had a feud that lasted long, for years and years and years; 
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a very public feud. 
TUSLER: How was it public? You mean you refuted him in 
print? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, we had articles and broadcasts, and every-
body knew it. I said to him right in front of everybody 
that I hadn't changed one note of the quartet which he 
panned so royally a few months ago--that somebody'd been 
changing and I was sure it wasn't the quartet. [laughter] 
TUSLER: What did he say to that? Did he try to find a way 
around it? 
HARRIS: He said, "Is that so? Is that so? It just doesn't 
seem possible. It just doesn't seem possible." [laughter] 

Well, those are some of the funny things that happened. 
He did the same thing with my Third Symphony. When it had 
its first performance he panned it, and then years later 
when he was reviewing it up at Tanglewood, ten years later, 
he just raved about it. So those things happen. 

CHAPTER IV 
RETURN TO CALIFORNIA: PASADENA 

TUSLER: After you got out of the hospital, you did remain 
in New York for a short time. 
HARRIS: Yes, I stayed there for about three months before 
I came home. In the first place, my Dr. Healy didn't want 
me to get too far away until he was quite sure it was all 
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right; it was a very serious operation. I must say, the 
Guggenheim Foundation was wonderful to me about that; that 
was an extremely expensive affair, months and months in a 
private room with two private nurses, and that very expen-
sive operation which involved many doctors. The Guggenheim 
Foundation took care of the whole thing. I was a 
Guggenheim Fellow when it happened, you see, and they paid 
the whole thing and kept me in New York and got me back to 
the West Coast. It was a fortunate thing that it happened 
that way. That was one of my strokes of luck. I've had 
nothing but good luck my whole life, all the way along. 

I came back home, and I'll tell you something that's 
very funny. My dad, who was an old pioneer, had gone away 
from home when he was fourteen and worked on a Mississippi 
steamboat as a cabin boy. That's the way he got going. 
He was a very wonderful person. He had no education at all 
but he could quote Latin by the chapter. He was quite well 
read and yet he had no education. He had a very strong 
sense of family, a powerful sense of family, and he felt 
that I'd been to France and I'd had a chance to see the 
world, and now I was coming home to settle down. His idea 
of settling down was that I should make an honest living 
as a musician. Of course, I could play the piano quite a 
bit. There used to be a firm that sold the Steinway, 
called Birkel's, I think, down somewhere around Broadway, 
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and he went there and arranged for me to have a job as a 
piano salesman. Before I ever came home he had this all 
fixed up. He was dreadfully disappointed when I didn't 
take it because it never occurred to him that a composer 
would try to make a living as a composer—that was just 
unthinkable. Music was something in the margin of life, 
you know—you were an honest worker in the daytime, and 
if you liked music at night, which he did, why then. . . . 
TUSLER: How had your father felt when you went origi-
nally into the field of composition? Did he oppose you 
when you made that decision? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. That's a very funny story too. I was 
a farmer, I had a farm of my own. I was quite successful 
at it, I liked it, but I had this pull toward music that 
dominated my life. So I told him I was going to give up 
being a farmer and become a musician. I remember he 
thought of every argument under the sun, and he'd finally 
given it up. 

When we came home—we'd been working in the fields-
one evening in the summer, he put the horses away, you 
know, washed them down, fed them and everything, and had 
supper. He had a kind of a smug look on his face, as 
though he had the solution. After supper we went out on 
the front porch as we often did; my mother played guitar 
and I played piano too in the evenings. 
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He said, "You know, I have just one thing to tell 
you: I'm sure you've never thought of this, and if you 
insist on being a musician after this, I'll never say an-
other word. But did you ever realize that if you become 
a musician, you'll have to go to teas with the ladies?" 

That was the greatest indignity that he could pos-
sibly think of. An old buckaroo pioneer man, you know, a 
great big husky fellow, who didn't think very highly even 
of teachers; I mean, he felt that the farmers were the 
backbone of the land. They made the food that the people 
ate, you know, all that. 
TUSLER: Have you found his advice to be true? 
HARRIS: Why, I was never much of a tea hound, you know . 
Of course, they don't drink tea much anymore, as you 
know. I'm not much for the cocktail lounge business 
either what they call lounge lizards. I'm not much for 
that—I don't have time. Fortunately, my wife doesn't 
care much for it either; we don't enjoy it much. Once 
in a great while, when we have some friend that we want 
to be with, we go. 

But I feel that music is something which is of much 
greater importance to society than the social aspects of 
it. We haven't really got around to it yet in America. 
When you think of the Germans, for instance, when they 
were fighting for their lives against the Russians, bringing 
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the Berlin Philharmonic right up to the front to play to 
their men, to give them courage to fight for Die Kultur, 
you know. And when you think of the French, being con-
quered by the Germans and having concerts in cathedrals 
by their players when their fingers were so cold that 
they had to warm them in pans of hot water—all that. 
And concerts being given in the subways in London. Really, 
it's something very, very real: when people are in trouble, 
they want music more. When you think of music in its 
great points of celebration, how important music was, for 
instance, in the last coronation in England, how important 
music is at weddings, all commemorations, all joyous oc-
casions, all celebrations--music is a pretty important 
thing, and it has been right through civilization. I 
would say that music has been as important in the Roman 
Catholic Church as architecture has. If you take the fine 
arts out of civilization, there wouldn't be too much left, 
you know. With it would come a terrible retrogression to 
savagery. 

As a matter of fact, while we're talking about it, I 
think that a country comes to the peak of its culture just 
at the time when it is still savage enough to believe pas-
sionately about something but has become civilized enough 
to have all the artifices of communication and preservation 
of communication, thoughts and emotions, in communicable 
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art forms. Symbols, all those things. As soon as they pass 
over, it begins to get decadent, and they don't create any 
more, they just talk about it. 
TUSLER: Where do you think we are here in America, in 
relation to that? 
HARRIS: Where we are? I think we're still savage. I 
think that commercialism got the development of our art 
out of its natural time sequence. It retarded it a great 
deal by overemphasizing commercial art, and at the same 
time, in doing that, in discouraging it, it led to all 
kinds of abuses in an attempt to escape. Most of this 
avant-garde music is a million miles away from communicating 
anything to people. Nobody wants to hear some computer 
music when they're getting married or when a loved one is 
being buried. I mean, we have to keep music near the center 
of what it means to people. And people are not coldly 
intellectual, they just aren't; they're emotional, they do 
things by emotional impulses and subjective drives, not by 
intellectual formulae. This whole thing is an attempt to 
escape. 

I talked about this to Slonimsky the other night. I'm 
giving a course at UCLA in analysis, and one of the things 
I'm doing is to show the difference between the music of 
the French impressionists, of Debussy and Ravel and Faure', 
which was being done in the second decade, and the music 
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of the Viennese expressionists of the same time. What 
was happening with Schoenberg around 1912, '13, and what 
Debussy was doing, what Ravel was doing. 

We've been going on like this for two or three weeks 
because I don't teach by the eye, I teach through the 
ear. Of course, it's slower, but then it stays. It is 
an aural language, not a visual one. The students are just 
amazed to hear how magnificently the French used (that's 
French impressionism the medium and how the thing which 
the Germans were doing doesn't do a very good job. All 
breaking up, you know? It's a very interesting situation. 

I think the Americans really reached a pretty high 
point in popular music in the '30s, when we had our big 
bands. I thought for a while there we were going to make 
a typical American symphony orchestra, in which the torso 
of the orchestra would be woodwinds and brasses, which 
they were playing so beautifully, and to which strings 
would be added. Instead of being an orchestra of ninety 
pieces or a hundred, it would be an orchestra of about 
fifty, something like that, but very brilliant. A differ-
ent concept. I also thought that our musical comedies 
were going to gradually come in to opera, and then we had 
that Second World War, and it never came back. 
TUSLER: You think that there was a direct relationship 
there, that the war stopped this line of development? 
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HARRIS: Oh, I'm sure of it. I'm sure of it. We became 
very wealthy in the '20s, which was a post effect of the 
First World War. We cleaned up in that war, financially; 
we had a tremendous wealth, and we went a little bit hay-
wire, and then in '29 we had the bust. We had a complete 
breakdown, we kind of went morally to pieces. It looked 
like we were going to have to have a revolution, when 
people were fighting for a place to stand on a street cor-
ner with their toes sticking out of their shoes. I saw 
them in the winter selling apples, begging for a cup of 
coffee. That was a common sight in New York City. Then 
FDR came along, and all he did was just to tell people, 
well, we can't let our people starve while the storehouses 
are full of food, and if the banks won't give the money 
out, I'll declare a moratorium and make them give be-
cause people are more important than property. You re-
member that time. "The only thing we have to fear is 
fear itself." It was just a matter of a few months until 
the whole country was buzzing again. Remember? We started 
to think about ourselves as human beings. 

So then, as a result of this, we had a new grip on 
life, and the '30s became terrifically important. Bands 
were big and very brilliant and beautiful, and musical 
comedies were very exciting; that's when my generation 
started to produce. The big orchestras were broadcasting 
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our things every week from NBC and from Boston, and we 
were beginning to record, to publish; things were really 
moving, you know, and they went marvelously well until 
the Second World War came. 

When the Second World War came, and we again became 
extremely wealthy, the same thing happened right over 
again, but this time the reaction came quicker. People 
had this memory--it wasn't that long ago that we'd been 
dead broke, and everybody started holding on to their 
money; in spite of the great wealth that we had, we were 
almost apprehensive that something was going to happen to 
us. Of course, there was the Russian Revolution hanging 
around; the Russians had been our allies, and they'd been 
very powerful allies, and then they came in and grabbed a 
lot of countries, those Slavic countries and part of 
Germany, so we got very frightened of communism. 

Oh, everything happened. We got out of line on re-
ligion too: religion went out the window—never did come 
back, in a way. We had a tremendous postwar religious 
revival, but it was more of a social thing. Churches 
were built everywhere, and the people went, and there was 
a great deal of lah-de-doo about it, but as for real 
religious activity in the deepest sense of the word, 
it was more of a social thing. 

This is a very interesting business about religion. 
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You know that in Germany the church was the only one that 
didn't succumb. Education was one of the first, and then 
next was big business. Then finally labor. But the 
churches never did give in. The same thing in England. 
The English church was very critical of the English govern-
ment, and they issued some kind of an encyclical, saying 
you're asking us to send the best of our young blood again 
to war, and what are we fighting for to make safe this 
time? Oh, it was a tremendous attack. The only institu-
tion which really had the courage to fight McCarthyism was 
the church, if you remember; it really came right out 
against him. 
TUSLER: I would like to know how you happened to leave 
New York, when you made your decision to come back to 
California. What happened to cause you to decide to move 
back to the West Coast? 
HARRIS: Well, I hadn't seen my parents for a long time, 
and you know I really was a Californian. Once you are 
one, you know you never get over it. There's something 
about the combination of mountains and sea and the 
quality of the sun and the flowers and the birds and the 
desert, you know. 
TUSLER: Of course, that was all closely connected with 
your music too. 
HARRIS: Yes, yes. And I felt this pull, you know. 
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Actually, a composer who leaves New York City is out of 
his head, a serious composer, because all the pies are 
cut in New York. All the recordings, big broadcasting, 
all the big orchestras are there—most of the population 
is still east of the Mississippi—and my own buying public 
is back there, it's not on the West Coast. Now, this is 
a hard thing to cope with for a Californian, what to do 
about it. I think that once you're bitten by it, you might 
just as well succumb and be happy about it. 
TUSLER: So you came back here, and your father had lined 
up the job at Birkel's, and you said, "Nothing doing." 
HARRIS: We had a little discussion about it. He was very 
nice, very understanding. You see, I had had a performance 
at the Hollywood Bowl by Van Hoogstraten while I was in 
Europe, and he was pretty impressed by that, all the pub-
licity and everything. They had given him and my mother a 
box, and they invited some of their friends, and that was 
very nice. 

The thing which interested me so much when I came 
back here was how free and easy the people are on the West 
Coast. i feel that still. When I go to New York for a 
week and come back I feel it right away. We're much more 
relaxed and not so pushy. Not so ambitious. Maybe I'm 
wrong, but it seems like people have more fun living 
out here. And they want to have fun too. The clemency 
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of nature helps. 
I had some good things happen after I got back here. 

Some people introduced me to Mrs. Ernest Batchelder, a 
piano teacher who had a connection with the Coleman-
Batchelder—Coleman-Batchelder, something like that— 
chamber music concerts. I became interested in Pasadena. 
Pasadena, when I was a boy, was a sort of millionaire's 
row, as I think they called Orange Grove Avenue there. 
Pasadena was a place where wealthy people came in the 
wintertime from the east. Pasadena never did go Hollywood; 
it still hasn't. You feel that the people are a little 
more sedate, a little more secure in themselves, not so 
pushy; they also seem to have more pleasure in life, a 
different kind of pleasure, a quieter kind. I think it's 
no accident that Caltech is in Pasadena, you know, and 
that they have that little theatre group, one of the best 
in America, the Pasadena Playhouse; it's been there for a 
long, long time, and they've done tremendous things. Then 
of course they have all these big observatories for astron-
omy, some of the most important ones in the world, I guess, 
there. 

I felt that quite recently when I conducted my Fifth 
Symphony over there. Now, this is just what you might call 
a community orchestra, but they play extremely well; they're 
very dedicated to their playing, it's just not a job with 
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them. It was right in the middle of a big epidemic of 
influenza that we had and I had different players every 
time we rehearsed; I had new players even on the night of 
the performance, and yet there were no breakdowns, no boo-
boos. Everything was there, and the audience was most 
encouraging. One felt they went there to hear music. 
So often when you have a performance in New York, it's 
like going into a Roman arena, you know, to see whether 
you're going to survive the lions or not. [laughter] 
The whole thing has become so professional that it takes 
the juice out of the art, it makes it dry and hard, ossi-
fied. Not even perfect either. They make an awful lot 
of mistakes, but they don't pretend, they just ignore them. 
There's no such a thing as a perfection in the performance 
of music, or in the creation of it either. There is no 
perfection. 
TUSLER: Well, now, what did the Pasadenans do for you at 
this time? 
HARRIS: Well, they had a club, a dinner-travel club, or 
a travel club, which engaged speakers for their dinners, 
and they paid them a thousand dollars. In those days, 
that was a lot of money for a speaker; that would be 
equivalent to, oh, about twenty-five hundred now. I was 
engaged to give a talk on the influence of France on 
Western musical culture. I took this very seriously. 
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This was my first bid to be taken into the cultural com-
munity. I wrote out my talk and memorized it, and then 
I learned to say it against a radio at full blast be-
cause I was afraid that there would be noise with people 
serving, little noises here and there, that would throw 
me. I really learned that speech and I really gave it. 
No fooling on that one. 

I got my thousand dollars, and I also got a fellow-
ship from the Pasadena music and arts association to stay 
in Southern California. I had been given a bid to go to 
Western Reserve University in Cleveland, a fine college 
with a good music department. In those days they were 
located right next to the Cleveland Severance Hall, where 
the Cleveland [Orchestra] plays. The museum is also right 
there. Quite a nice community development in Cleveland. 
I was asked to come there as composer in residence, and I 
really wanted to take it. But then the people in Pasadena 
said that if I wouldn't go they would give me a fellow-
ship, and so I stayed. I wrote some more music, and then 
I decided that I'd better go back east. 
TUSLER: That fellowship was for that one year, I suppose. 
HARRIS: I've forgotten. I think I got two years out of 
it. I wrote my first commissioned work for orchestra while 
I was there in Pasadena, for the Los Angeles Philharmonic. 
Things were smaller in those days, and all the people who 
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supported the arts knew everybody; it was a smaller art com-
munity than it is now, and they weren't so divided. Pasadena 
was sort of part of Los Angeles in a way, culturally, al-
though they had their own too. [Artur] Rodzinski was the 
head of the Los Angeles Philharmonic then. 
TUSLER: Was he the one who was instrumental in getting 
the commission? 
HARRIS: Yes, he was, as a matter of fact. I often think I 
should have stayed here right then, just stayed and lo-
cated in Pasadena. 
TUSLER: What was the work that you wrote for the orchestra? 
HARRIS: It was a piece called "Andante." It came up in a 
strange way. Rodzinski called me in on a Friday and said 
he needed a certain kind of piece of a certain kind of 
length, and could I write it over the weekend and have it 
done on Tuesday, the following Tuesday? I think maybe this 
was a kind of a trial, you know? I mean, as I look back on 
it, it was most unusual that he should have asked that. 
And so I did it, I produced it. He performed it, and he 
gave a marvelous review of it in the New York papers—he 
wrote it himself. Then it was done in Berlin, and all 
over. I had about four days to write it in, and then we 
had about four or five days to get it copied, reproduced, 
so they could go to rehearsal the following Monday. I've 
done a lot of things like that since then. 
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TAPE NUMBER: IX, SIDE ONE 
APRIL 26, 1966 

TUSLER: Your trip to Russia, I believe, was in 1958? 
HARRIS: That's right, in the early fall of 1958. It was 
the first art group to be sent to Russia by the State 
Department in pursuance of the treaty that we had for 
the exchange of artists. There were four of us, and one 
was a Negro, Ulysses Kay. The other two, in addition to 
myself, were Peter Mennin and Roger Sessions. 

When we went to Washington, they did what I thought 
was quite a wonderful thing: they said, "Now,we're not 
going to brief you at all in what you say or what you think 
because we want you to feel that you're absolutely free 
citizens, to say anything that you want to say." It was a 
wonderful weight off my shoulders because I was afraid that 
we were going to be briefed to uphold this and that, and 
we had none of that whatsoever. I thought that was wonder-
ful. That was a wonderful beginning. 
TUSLER: Who initiated all this? Where did it come from, 
your opportunity to go there? 
HARRIS: The decision was made in Washington, I guess. I 
received it in the form of a telegram. The Americans sent 
the first group, and then the Russians sent the next group. 
When they sent their group over, they sent Kabalevsky and 
Shostakovich, and I've forgotten who the other two were; 
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they weren't people that I knew very well. 
Another thing that they [at the State Department] said 

was, "Now, you may be embarrassed because they may want to 
know about how you're treating Negroes in America, and one 
of you is a Negro. You must expect, Mr. Kay, that there may 
be embarrassing moments. All any of you have to say is 
that we don't pretend we have solved this problem, that 
we're going to do the best that we know how, and that we've 
got a long,long way to go before we have the democracy that 
we hope to achieve." 

But, you know, they [the Russians] never mentioned it 
ever once, not a word, ever. I must say that they were, 
from the very beginning, extremely friendly, jolly col-
leagues. One's tempted to say "comrades," because that's 
what they used all the time, "comrades." They always kissed 
us on both cheeks, you know. 

So we had our briefing. Then they said, "We don't have 
your visas yet, but we'll send them up to you in New York." 

Stokowski was giving a big party for us in New York, 
and everybody was there. It was right by the U.N. building. 
It was a going-away party, a real bon voyage party, a won-
derful party. 

The State Department sent their man, and he came and 
told us, "Well, we haven't got your visas yet; just go on, 
and you'll get them in Copenhagen." 
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So we went, and when we arrived at Copenhagen, we 
were met at the plane and told, "Now, have anything you 
want for breakfast and do anything you want here, but 
don't go away because we don't yet have your visas." 

This kept going on until the last minute, and about 
three or four minutes before the plane left, the visas 
arrived. We weren't nervous because we were having a 
good time, you know. 

It wasn't until I was on my way back that I asked one of 
the men who I spent some time with there in the embassy 
[in Copenhagen] what had happened. He said, "What happened 
was that the Russians wouldn't give the visas until the 
State Department paid a big telephone bill which they said 
the United States government owed. [laughter] And the 
State Department wouldn't pay it, so we had to take up a 
collection amongst all of us to pay this before they would 
give the visas." They had to take up a collection amongst 
the whole embassy to get us off the hook. [laughter] 
Isn't that funny? 

Finally we got on a little plane from a little airport 
in Copenhagen, and we went over the mountains. Things got 
more and more rugged, you know, as we left Denmark behind; 
the roads got fewer and fewer and the forests got more and 
more thick, and pretty soon we were coming down into Moscow, 
into this enormous, enormous airport, just enormous, just 
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full, full of great big bombers, enormous bombers. 
This little plane came in, and there were a whole 

group of Russians there. [Tikhon] Khrennikov was there 
(he's the head of the whole group) and there were some 
students there with flowers. When I came down off the 
plane, there was a very dapper fellow who had a record-
ing machine strapped to his back, and he took a micro-
phone, stepped up to me and put it in front of me, and 
said, in the most beautiful Oxfordian English, which I 
could never hope to capture, "What would be your first 
words on Russian soil?" [laughter] 

Well, my Irish ancestors came to my rescue, and I 
said, "Sure, and I bring you the peace of my people." 
[Irish accent, laughter] 

He looked at me for a minute, and then he just 
laughed and laughed, and he shouted in Russian what I'd 
said, and they all laughed, you know, and from that time 
on we never had one moment of tension. The whole time, 
there was never any tension. It was just wonderful, 
really. 

We were surrounded by interpreters. They have lan-
guage colleges over there, institutes I think they call 
them, that concentrate on all the foreign languages. 
They're extremely accomplished in languages. Of course, 
they'd have to be; you see all these foreign groups coming 
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in. I saw people there dressed in the most tremendously-
colorful and exotic clothes I've ever seen in my life. 
Some had rings in their noses, and great rings, of course, 
hanging down from their ear lobes. They had a big 
theater congress on when we were there. Moscow's just 
full of foreigners, just full of them. You see them 
everywhere. I ran into a Canadian group while I was there, 
and one of them was a former pupil of mine whom I hadn't 
seen for years and years. We had breakfast together. 
His name was Lou Applebaum. 
TUSLER: Did they have everything pretty well planned for 
you? 
HARRIS: Well, they had things planned, so that we never 
were at a loss for what to do, you know. Of course, some 
of the things that were planned were very important in 
that they were things we couldn't have gotten in to if 
they hadn't been all planned, with tickets for us and 
everything. We went to the theater, for instance. One 
of the evenings we went to the theater, I met Pasternak 
there, and we had dinner. The theaters have restaurants 
in behind the boxes, where you can have anything to drink 
or eat, and very often they have a sort of a supper after 
the theater. 
TUSLER: Did you have a chance to talk to Pasternak much? 
HARRIS: Yes, oh, yes. I had a long talk with him. He 
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was a very jolly fellow and spoke impeccable English. 
Of course, he's made the definitive translations of the 
Shakespeare [plays] for the Russians. 

The puppet show was one of the high points. They 
have a puppet show there which is just fantastic—a 
chorus of puppets, for instance, with the basses and 
tenors and altos and sopranos actually singing, but they're 
all puppets, you see. It's a whole chorus. It must have 
been a recording, but if it was, it was extremely cleverly 
distributed so that it seemed to come out from all over 
the chorus. They had a man play a concerto on the piano, 
a little puppet, and an orchestra, and everything. Oh, 
it was just fantastic. Puppets doing all kinds of acro-
batics. It was really just a magnificent show. I've 
never seen anything like that before. 

That was one of the high points. Another was in 
Leningrad. I went to the Hermitage there, which I guess 
is really the greatest collection in the world. I saw 
twenty-five Rembrandts in one room there. The greatest 
collection of French impressionism, I understand, is 
there. I saw a magnificent collection of it in an enor-
mous room. Of course, they have everything, just every-
thing. You'd have to go there for days. They bring in 
workers from all over, busloads of them to go to the 
museum, as part of their education. 
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TUSLER: Do people seem to be genuinely responsive to it? 
HARRIS: Well, of course, I couldn't understand their lan-
guage, but certainly their mien was that way; they were 
gay and joyous, and their voices tell a great deal, you 
know. They seemed to be very happy, having a field day 
looking at these things. There was a great deal of hand-
holding and arms around between young men and young women. 
The Russians are very demonstrative about their love 
making in public, in the streets, in the museums, in the 
theaters, certainly as much as the French. They're a 
very beautiful people too—the yellow hair and grey eyes, 
strong, you know. The streets are just full of them, 
and so is the theater at night. I went to the theater 
nearly every night, and they would spread out into the 
streets, arms around each other, making it practically 
impossible for taxis to move in that area. 
TUSLER: How long a time were you in Russia altogether? 
HARRIS: Only a month. The longest month I ever had in 
my life! I was experiencing so much. You know, you go 
on a trip and you see so much, and you come back a week 
later and think, is it only a week ago that I left home? 
It was crowded with experience. I had some great experi-
ences there, I must say. 
TUSLER: They took you to Moscow first. 
HARRIS: Yes. I was in Moscow two weeks. 
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TUSLER: Were the four of you expected to speak to any 
students in classes, or give lectures, or anything of 
that sort? 
HARRIS: No. I conducted. I conducted my Fifth Sym-
phony with the Moscow state radio, which is their best 
radio orchestra, over the socialist network. I was told 
there were 300,000,000 people listening. It went out all 
over everywhere. I met a string quartet in the next two 
or three days that had come from Hungary, and they had 
heard it in Hungary. 
TUSLER: What was it like, working with that orchestra? 
Did you find them fine musicians? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, oh, yes. They were a little bit slow 
on rhythm. Their rhythms are a little more square than 
ours are. I should say that was true of most countries. 
We have a very asymmetrical sense of rhythm in America, 
and it comes very naturally to us. That's why I should 
say that most of the work I had to do in rehearsing was 
on rhythm. They had beautiful string players; their 
flutes were not so good because they play the old wooden 
flutes. Their horns were wonderful; their bassoons were 
just magnificent. The rest of their brasses were not 
as good as their horns, but the strings were wonderful, 
really wonderful strings. Double basses—all of the 
strings were fine. Clarinet was all right, oboe was all 
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right. But I especially remember the horns and the 
bassoons and the strings. 
TUSLER: Did they give you much rehearsal time, or was 
that not really necessary? 
HARRIS: As much as I wanted. The orchestra is on state 
time, that's all they do, and so they give you whatever 
you feel you need. In fact, they ask sometimes to have 
a little more, for their own sake, when I didn't feel it 
was needed. They played very beautifully, very beauti-
fully. 
TUSLER: Would you say it was one of the best orchestras 
you'd ever worked with? 
HARRIS: No, I wouldn't say that. It isn't in a class with 
the New York Philharmonic, or Boston, or Chicago; any one 
of those are much more brilliant and faster. But when the 
final concert is given, because they have twice as much 
rehearsal time, and because they're not fussed up with 
going off and doing other dates, playing, you know, in TV 
shows and all kinds of jazz recordings and anything else 
which the players in the big orchestras do do, the final 
result was, I should say, certainly equal to if not a 
little smoother and a little more secure than in our 
greatest orchestras. 
TUSLER: What other of your works were performed while you 
were there? 
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HARRIS: Well, I'd taken over, at the advice of the State 
Department, a lot of my records. I left the records all 
over, in different places. About seven years later, I had 
my sixty-fifth anniversary, and they broadcast three of 
my symphonies that day from Moscow, all over the country. 
TUSLER: How was the Fifth Symphony received? Were there 
any write-ups or notices about it? 
HARRIS: Well, they don't go in for criticism like we do. 
They generally write things in their quarterlies. Of course, 
the whole concert was written up, and I have it somewhere. 
They seemed to think that our harmony was a little bit more, 
well, adventuresome than theirs, which it is. But they 
were, I would say, extremely receptive. They decided to 
christen my symphony the "Stalingrad Symphony." The 
Shostakovich [Seventh Symphony] is called the "Leningrad," 
written during the war, and I wrote this during the time 
the Russians were fighting the Germans in Stalingrad, so 
they made quite a to-do about that. 
TUSLER: This would be typical of what we hear about their 
relating propaganda and the arts; they have to label these 
things. 
HARRIS: That's right. They are in some ways as aware of 
the public relations values of the fine arts as the Roman 
Catholic Church is. You know how the church used archi-
tecture and painting, sculpture, literature and music to 
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the glory of God. I feel that the Russians use it to 
the glory of Mother Russia. And they don't permit the 
cheap things, for instance. One of the things in the 
Ministry of Culture which was said to me was, "We don't 
understand how you would ever permit a song to be pub-
lished and recorded and sung in public with such an idea 
as 'A Woman Is a Sometime Thing.' How could you have 
such disrespect for your womanhood?" And "Mama Guitar": 
They didn't like that idea at all. 

They, especially the government people, are very, very 
puritanical in their attitudes about the arts. The arts 
are there to glorify and beautify. They're never there 
to be cynical or to tear down or be licentious, none of 
that. They don't allow murder mysteries to be shown in 
their cinema, at least they didn't when I was there. They 
don't allow advertising—no advertising in their news-
papers anywhere. 

We could stand some of that. On the other hand, their 
telephone system is just a tragedy. It's a travesty. No-
body has telephone books. You have to go to a little cen-
tral bureau to get a number. To try to telephone is just 
awful. On the other hand, I wanted to call my people, 
who were in Pittsburgh, from Moscow, and though it took 
me about three hours to get them, when I did it was just 
as clear as though I was talking to them in the next room. 
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That was a very great surprise to me. And oh my, they're 
so overcrowded in Moscow. Practically impossible to get 
a place to live. 
TUSLER: Of course that was all arranged for you, I 
suppose. What kind of quarters did you have? 
HARRIS: I had a beautiful apartment with a bedroom, a nice 
bath, a dressing room, and a wonderful sitting room with a 
grand piano and a TV and a radio. Breakfast was delivered 
to my room, anything I wanted. When it came time for me to 
get ready to go, two maids came up and did all my packing, 
a beautiful job. They kept all the clothes pressed. It was 
like a first-class hotel in London, or anywhere. It was 
really good. The food was excellent too. Oh, I gained so 
much weight! It took me two years to get rid of the weight 
that I gained in one month. Forty pounds I gained, in one 
month. 
TUSLER: What time of year was this when you were there? 
HARRIS: September and part of October. 
TUSLER: Was there a lot going on culturally at that time 
of the year, plays and music? 
HARRIS: Oh my, yes. I should say. I don't see how 
they could have any more. All the theaters were full. 

Leningrad is a beautiful city. Very elegant. The 
composers union there has a club house which was the 
czars' officers club. And you should see that club house. 
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What a beautiful place, beautifully paneled and spacious. 
TUSLER: What is the composers union? Do all the com-
posers automatically belong to this? 
HARRIS: Each big city has a composers union, and they're 
elected into it. Then they elect their own representa-
tive who goes to Moscow for, should I say, the national 
congress of composers. Now, the position of the composer 
in the USSR is, I would say, exactly the opposite to what 
it is here. They decide what the programs are going to 
be, who is going to conduct them, the whole plan of the 
season, and publishing and recording and everything. One 
of the things which I learned over there: I thought from 
reading our own newspapers that if Shostakovich or 
Prokofiev or any composer were reproved, that this came 
from the central government. But it doesn't, it comes 
from the composers union. 
TUSLER: Wouldn't that be under the control of the central 
government? 
HARRIS: I suppose that the compsers union has a pipeline 
from the Ministry of Culture, which has a pipeline from 
the Politburo. But it was always done by the composers 
themselves, and with the composers' reasons for whatever 
they did. 

We had a big meeting in Leningrad with some of 
these historians, you know, what they call critic 
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historians, on why Shostakovich and Prokofiev had been 
reproved and had been obliged to apologize in public. It 
seems that the critic historians are in close relation-
ship to the composers. They're all very professional 
too; they have to take a little bit longer in the con-
servatories to graduate than the composers do, and the 
composers take longer than the performers. It all is 
built up in plateaus: those who want to start studying 
music in what we would call grammar school can go there 
for four years. The parents have to pay for half the cost 
of the instruments. There also are private teachers, if 
the parents want to have private teachers. 

The music schools are not related to the rest of the 
education. They're separate, altogether separate. After 
four years, except for pianists who must take five years, 
the students are selected and carefully winnowed out. 
Those who seem to have the most promise are allowed to go 
to music high school. That already is fairly high; that 
would be equivalent to, let's say, the leading football 
players in our major city schools, who are already being 
talked about in the newspapers. They are carefully 
watched. By that time, if they show some talent, they're 
encouraged in composition in high school. Then they are 
again very carefully selected and screened and finally 
picked for the conservatory. Now, if they're picked for 
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the conservatory, that's like making the All-American, you 
see? That's a great honor to the parents, and if the par-
ents live somewhere where the student can't get what he 
should (supposing he were a violinist and needed to have 
teaching with [David] Oistrakh or his son), they'd move the 
whole family there and get a job for the parents in the 
city. So that talent is very highly prized and greatly 
tended to. 
TUSLER: Suppose the student is not chosen to go to the con-
servatory, and yet his parents are wealthy enough to send 
him without needing the government's support. Is he able 
to enter then? 
HARRIS: Not the conservatory. They can study privately, 
but you can't get in through any other portal except the 
government. Part of their conditioning, of course, is the 
acceptance and the belief in the socialist regime. They're 
much more rigorous about that than we are. Sometimes I 
think we should do a little bit more about democracy than 
we do. They're very, very strict about that. A person 
could be ever so gifted and if he was antisocialist,. he'd 
lose out right away. 
TUSLER: Were you taken on tours or visits to the various 
schools of music? 
HARRIS: Yes. Oh, yes. And to the Moscow Conservatory, 
and also to the university. That's a city. They had 
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25,000 when I was there in '58; I don't know what they have 
now. Anybody can go from anywhere in the world to the uni-
versity, providing their scholarship is high enough to let 
them enter, with all their expenses paid. They give them 
little apartments to live in, the whole business. It's very 
highly organized. 
TUSLER: Did you have an opportunity to meet and talk with 
any of the music students or faculty? 
HARRIS: Some of the faculty, but mostly with the young com-
posers. I met about fifty young composers while I was 
there, who were no longer students, who were being per-
formed and getting some recordings and some publication. 

They're very strange about their publication. Once 
they publish a work, and it runs out, they very rarely 
publish it again. They just keep publishing new things all 
the time. The same with recording. They have a lifetime 
minimum when they graduate, the performers have, which I 
figured out was about equivalent to six thousand a year. 
Of course, six thousand a year is quite different there 
than it is here. With it is insurance, hospitalization, 
housing and an annual vacation, so it's pretty good. They 
have to go wherever the government tells them, to whatever 
orchestra they're appointed to, and stay there until 
they're called elsewhere. 
TUSLER: Did you gather that there was any resentment about 
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this at all, or did the people you talked to accept the 
system fairly well? 
HARRIS: It wasn't anything that one discussed, you know, 
any more than you discuss capitalism in this country, 
you just don't. But it's a fact. 
TUSLER: These things didn't come up, then. 
HARRIS: Well, we had discussions with them; we had the 
idea that they didn't have freedom, that they had to be 
careful what they wrote, and that they couldn't go anywhere 
unless they had a permit; one can't go, for instance, from 
Moscow to Leningrad, at least you couldn't in those days, 
without a permit from the government. They had to know 
where you were going and what for, the whole business. 
Of course, then if they gave it to you, you automatically 
had a train fare to go. But we had the attitude that they 
didn't have any economic freedom, that we were economic 
slaves, you see, so what difference did it make? If we 
couldn't sell our music, it didn't make any difference 
whether we wrote it or not, you see. They maintained that 
the Americans mostly wrote pop music because they could 
sell it, which of course is true. I guess about ninety 
percent of the money which is spent on music here is for 
popular music, what we'd call commercial music. I suppose 
if we were going to be philosophical, one would say that 
they had maybe solved the economic problems better than we 

363. 



have, and we have solved the civil liberties problems 
better than they have. I wish that both of us could have 
both aspects, civil liberties and the economic security. 

You see, I would expect with the kind of wonderful 
training they get that their performers and their orches-
tras and everything would be so much better than ours, but 
they're not. No, they're not, and we have many more than 
they have. We have, what, about fourteen hundred symphony 
orchestras in America now? I guess we have over half of 
all the symphony orchestras in the whole world here in the 
USA. Their theaters are much better than ours. Their 
ballet is much better. Their orchestras are taken care of. 
Their chamber music is not as extensive. 

It might interest you to hear something about the big 
main theater in Leningrad. I had a long talk with the man 
there who is the director, and he told me they have five 
conductors, a hundred and ten orchestra performers, all 
the ballet dancers, chorus and soloists, all the costume 
people. In other words, they have a retinue of somewhere 
between 250 and 300 people who do nothing but work in that 
theater. We heard "The Stone Flower" of Prokofiev, and 
what a production. What a production! What they do is 
to pick a certain repertory for the following year, and 
then they rehearse that all summer long until it is as near 
perfection as they can achieve. Then they give that 
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repertory the whole winter so that people from all 
around can come and see it. In the springtime, they put 
the whole troupe, with all their costumes and scenery and 
everything, on trains to take them into the provinces. 
I was just intoxicated with the quality of that perfor-
mance; it just was fantastic. Biggest stage I've ever 
seen, enormous stage. 
TUSLER: How much personal freedom did you have while you 
were there? Could you go around to places more or less 
as you chose, or were you tied to a guide the whole time? 
HARRIS: I can't answer that; I can only say that I felt 
absolutely free to go wherever I wanted to whenever I 
wanted to. I went all over Moscow at night, to theaters 
and everything. I don't know whether there was somebody 
ten feet behind me all the time; I'll never know that, 
you know. I always knew exactly how to get home: when I 
got lost, I'd get in a taxi and go home, you know. 
TUSLER: I'm interested in some of the Soviet composers 
whom you may have met and talked to or had sessions with. 
You did meet Shostakovich. 
HARRIS: Yes, and [Dmitri] Kabalevsky. He speaks English 
quite well. Khachaturian was sick at the time, and we 
didn't see him at all. He was out in the country some-
where. There were a lot of others we met whose names I 
don't remember. We heard a great deal of their music, a 
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lot of it, beautifully performed and well recorded on tape. 
I had the feeling when I heard their music that it was 
pretty conservative, but extremely well done. Nothing 
that we were shown or heard was poorly conceived or poorly 
executed. It was all very, very obviously Russian music. 

I saw [Karl-Birger] Blomdahl there, one of the leading 
composers of Sweden, and he told me that he had found a 
composer who was a nonconformist and had seen his score 
which was very advanced compared to others, more radical. 
He wanted to take it and have it performed in Sweden, and 
this fellow said, "Well, if you do that, why don't you just 
kill me now?" Blomdahl said that this fellow said to him, 
"If you were my most bitter enemy, you couldn't do any-
thing worse than that." 

On the other hand, I heard a composition by a young 
woman who was with us in Leningrad, which was a strict 
twelve-tone string quartet. It was not very good, but it 
was clearly a twelve-tone serial work. 
TUSLER: And there were no repercussions from this. 
HARRIS: No, not even much discussion about it. 
TUSLER: Did you get into discussions with any of the 
composers about the more radical music that we hear in 
the Western world? Were they interested in it? Were they 
questioning you about it? 
HARRIS: Well, somewhat, yes. They just laughed about it. 
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They called it verruckt, you know. Their attitude was, 
Well, your composers do these things because nobody 
cares anyhow what you do. You have no constituency. You 
have all the freedom you want—you can go and fly to the 
moon if you want to--because nobody cares, as far as 
music is concerned. Which is somewhat true. It's not 
altogether true, because I haven't written any music since 
1933 which wasn't commissioned, and if people commission 
your music, they expect you to do something which is, 
well, what they might call their "money's worth." That 
doesn't mean that they're going to determine what your 
harmonic idiom is, or the form or anything, but they ex-
pect it to be a communication of some kind. 

I imagine that it's like the old song, "You take the 
high road and I'll take the low road, and I'll be in Scot-
land before you." But I'm not sure; I think we'll both 
get there about the same time. If we go our way and they 
go their way, what will happen is that, by trial and 
error, we will just get rid of all the things which don't 
work. No matter how much you promote something, if the 
public doesn't like it, they don't like it, and they won't 
go, you know. I think this is a kind of a healthy situa-
tion, and no matter how much propaganda there is about new 
hat and old hat, and highbrow and middlebrow and lowbrow, 
it doesn't have anything to do with it. People like it 
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or they don't like it, and I think there's something good 
about that. I think the whole Western culture developed 
that way, and I'm all for it. I'd rather take my chances, 
as a matter of fact, with the man in the street than I 
would with the erudite scholar because I don't think he 
hears anything very much. 
TUSLER: You didn't get the impression from any you spoke 
with that they were reaching out toward something else or 
that they felt constrained within their more limited frame-
work at all. 
HARRIS: I didn't get that. I got the feeling that they 
were working for a kind of perfection within the framework 
of their own esthetic and that their attitude was that 
music, like architecture, or medicine, or engineering, 
should serve the people now, not fifty years from now, 
and that this evolution would take care of itself. When 
people had had enough of it, then somebody would come along 
and perfect it to a finer degree or add some of his own 
personal flavor to it, and it would gradually evolve 
through usage, instead of trying to make some kind of a 
crash program. Both ways probably have good things about 
them. 
TUSLER: What was Mr. Shostakovich like? 
HARRIS: The most nervous man I've ever met in my life. 
He lights one cigarette after another, takes about two 
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puffs, and crushes it out and takes another one. And 
terribly shy, very difficult for him to say anything. He 
didn't speak English, but even in his own language it was 
difficult for him to get anything out. His own son 
[Maxim] bullied him pretty badly. We were at some kind 
of a dinner at the American embassy, and his son wanted to 
go home. He just bullied the old man into taking him home, 
and he got up and left pretty soon. I was very shocked 
at that. The young fellow seemed to be about twenty. 
Our exchanges came in large group meetings, never at social 
functions. When we had something to say, it was in a 
large group meeting where there would be maybe twenty com-
posers and where each person could speak in his own lan-
guage . Very often it was recorded. And so they certainly 
know what we think. They've got it all down on tape. No 
question about that. 
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TAPE NUMBER: IX, SIDE TWO 
MAY 10, 1966 

As a matter of fact, I only worked on the Pasadena 
grant for one year. What decided me to go back to New York 
is a very complicated business which involves New York it-
self. In those days, New York was the only center. Of 
course, there was Philadelphia, there was Boston, there was 
Washington; but all these converged on New York, as they 
still do. There was nothing of great significance going on 
in music as far as the development of a school of writing 
was concerned in Chicago or in the Middle West anywhere. 
The west coast was a sort of tourist haven, you know; 
people were not really much interested in music out here 
at that time. I don't mean that we didn't have music, but 
no one would think of coming out here as a music center. 
I went to New York because my friends said that I should 
go. They kept after me to go, to just make it somehow some 
way, and I finally did go. 

The conditions were quite strange. I went there really 
to go to a festival in the spring, the Coolidge Festival 
of chamber music in Washington, to which I had been invited. 
In those days, those festivals were very, very important in 
our culture, and it was a great honor to be invited to 
them: they were much more discussed and they were more por-
tentous and they led to larger things; they were more 
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significant. I went there because of this invitation. I 
was not at all sure that I would be able to stay—I had no 
job and I had no money—but then at this festival my 
angel of good fortune interceded. She seems to follow me 
everywhere I go. [laughter] 

I've had nothing but good breaks, though I've had 
some bad accidents and things like that, but in general I've 
had nothing but good breaks. 

Now, my great good fortune was that I met Mr. and Mrs. 
W. W. Norton of the Norton book company. They were people 
who were interested in chamber music and always went to 
these festivals, and I met Mrs. Norton there at a party. 
She had heard about me and was interested that composers 
should write chamber music, you know, not all orchestral 
music. We had a lot of discussions. I had studied a good 
deal of chamber music. I knew a good deal about the 
Beethoven string quartets, and she was a great devotee of 
Beethoven. 

Also at the festival was Koussevitzky, and Aaron 
Copland was there. I knew Aaron from Paris, and he wanted 
me to go after the concert, which Koussevitzky gave with 
some picked men from the Boston Symphony, to a chamber 
music concert, and meet Sergei Koussevitzky. So I did go, 
and was introduced to him. 

Koussevitzky said, "Copland has told me about you 

371. 



(I know about you anyhow from Nadia Boulanger), but 
Copland says that you are the American Moussorgsky." 
You see? And we had a laugh about it. He said, "You 
must write me a symphony." 

So I said, "What kind of a symphony do you want?" 
And he said, "Oh, I want a big symphony from the 

West." [Russian accent] You know, he spoke with a Russian 
accent. 

I said, "When do you want it?" 
And with great malicious glee he looked at me and 

said, "I must have by next September." 
Well, this was already late spring, you see. I said, 

"Oh, yes, I will have it for you. Where shall I bring it?" 
He said, "You must bring it to me when I come back from 

Europe." 
I had dinner that night with the Nortons, and I told 

them about this. And so Warder Norton said, "Well, we're 
going to go next week to Europe for the summer." They had 
a big apartment on Gramercy Park in New York and there 
wasn't a soul in that apartment, and he said, "Why don't 
you just go and write your symphony in our apartment?" 

Things just worked, you see, like that. Of course, I 
didn't have any money to live on at all, but I discovered 
when I got in their apartment that they had an account with 
a grocer named Esposito, so I just ordered groceries all 
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summer long to be delivered there and signed my name to 
them. And so I stayed there and wrote my First Symphony. 

Then I found out when Koussevitzky was arriving, and 
I met him when he came off the boat, on the wharf. I had 
my symphony finished and bound, under my arm. He was very 
interested in it and delighted, just delighted. So he 
said, "Come, you must go with me," and we went to his 
apartment, which was in, I think, the Savoy Plaza. He 
just couldn't wait to get there and see this symphony, you 
know? 

He had a piano in his apartment, and we went over it 
carefully for about an hour. Then he said, "I will play 
in February." He had an interview right away next day with 
the press and announced, right then and there, that he was 
playing the world premiere of a new American composer. 

Then I had to copy all the parts, because I didn't 
have a sou, you know, I didn't have any money. While I 
was in Washington, I had met Carl Engel, who was the head 
[of the music division] of the Library of Congress, but he 
also was the president of G. Schirmer's, and he spent 
half his time in Washington and half his time in New York. 
He had given me his address and asked me to come and see 
him sometime. You know how people do and how they like to 
hear good news; you know they like to put their money on 
a good horse. When he heard about this break with 
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Koussevitzky, he arranged that I be offered a job as a 
music critic on one of the Washington dailies at a good 
salary. 

In the meantime, the Nortons came home in October, 
and I told them about everything. They were very impressed 
that the symphony had been written, that it wasn't just 
one of those fake things but was the real McCoy, as we say. 
So the Nortons said, "If you'll refuse that job as a music 
critic in Washington and stay here in New York and work, 
really work, then we'll give you a monthly salary." They 
had a home out in Wilton, Connecticut, and they had this 
big apartment which had extra rooms, so I could live out 
in the country and work hard and come in to New York when-
ever I needed to for professional reasons, which is just 
the perfect set-upr exactly the same as I had had in Paris. 

So I went out there, and I worked my head off, and I 
copied all the parts of the symphony that fall. There were 
only two mistakes in the parts in the whole work, and they 
were cancellations of accidentals. That pleased 
Koussevitzky enormously because he told me over and over 
again, "Now, you must not have many mistakes, because re-
hearsal time is so short and it costs so much money. Don't 
have mistakes." He was very worried that it would be full 
of mistakes, and there were no mistakes, you know. He said 
this was a record in his career. 
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TUSLER: You really poured your soul into getting it right 
obviously. 
HARRIS: Oh, boy. That was my real chance, you know. 
TUSLER: You hadn't had as big a performance as this. 
HARRIS: Oh, no. This was my real premiere, you know. My 
debut. 
TUSLER: What year was this? 
HARRIS: This was 1933. 
TUSLER: And you hadn't written any big orchestral pieces 
like this before. 
HARRIS: No, no. This was my first one. 
TUSLER: How did you feel when he suddenly gave you this 
opportunity, and you had to write the work in that length 
of time? Did you have doubts? 
HARRIS: Oh, none. I never had any doubts. Isn't that 
wonderful? I knew I could write it. 

He gave it a magnificent performance. If those days 
he had all the rehearsal time he wanted . If he wanted to 
call an extra rehearsal at night he did. Which he did do: 
he gave it a whole extra night's rehearsal before the per-
formance. Oh, it was a beautiful performance, and it be-
came a kind of conversation piece, you know how those 
things are. The dean of American music critics in those 
days was in Boston, [Horatio T.] Parker. He was known as 
"Hard-To-Please" Parker, and he gave me a rave review on 
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that work, just a wonderful review. He spoke especially 
about the melody, how fresh it was and how clear and au-
thentic. 

It had such a big success that Koussevitzky brought it 
to New York with the Boston Symphony. He gave, I think, 
about six or eight concerts a year in New York. There was 
another thing. At that time, they had not renewed their 
contract with Victor for some reason or another; I don't 
know what was holding it up, but just at that time they 
didn't have a contract with Victor, so they offered Columbia 
the recording of this work, it being understood that the 
recording would be taken from the concert. (One could do 
that in those days, but not anymore.) So it was recorded, 
and this was the first American symphony to be commercially 
recorded. Things just happened! Each thing sort of fell 
into place, like an anagram, you know. He was very pleased 
with the whole business. 

Then Charles O'Connell, who was the head of Victor, 
realizing that they were losing out on this great orchestra, 
signed up the Boston Symphony right away, and the success of 
my symphony had something to do with that, you see. It was 
all connected up. Not only that, but it was broadcast all 
over the nation. Records came out very soon, and people 
were interested to see what an American fellow would produce. 
It was a very successful venture in every way. The records 

376. 



sold out in a month or six weeks. 
TUSLER: How do you explain this? Do you think there's 
something in this particular work that appeals to a non-
erudite music listener, that it reaches out beyond the 
narrow boundaries somehow? 
HARRIS: Oh, sure. Oh, there's no question. It might be 
of interest to read you something about what the press had 
to say about it, most especially the press as late as 1963, 
now, thirty years later. For instance, Joseph Micrus, in 
his American Composers of Our Time, wrote this: "Harris 
captured the imagination of his countrymen and was soon 
hailed everywhere as the most American of our composers. 
Part of this popularity was due to the fact that he was 
the first of our composers to bridge the gap between 
modern music and the general public." 

Then Lawrence Gilman of the New York Herald Tribune, 
who was New York's leading critic at that time, said, 
"Harris's success story differs from many others because 
it has been achieved without any sacrifice of the ideals 
and standards of a singularly high-minded, sincere, and 
uncompromising artist. The melodies, harmonies, rhythms, 
and counterpoint have led their own way with an independence 
and a power that bespeaks the presence of that rarest 
thing in art: a genuinely individual voice." 

I wouldn't have put it that way at all. I would have 
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said it more as you yourself phrased your question. I had 
been a student in Paris for four years, and from hearing 
music of my colleagues which represented the current atti-
tudes at that time, I had come to the conclusion that I 
did not want to go down that road. It seemed to me that 
it was getting too dissonant, too abstract, too obscure, 
that there was too great a chasm between the composer and 
his audience, and that that direction led nowhere. I be-
lieved it then, and I still believe it, and I've been amazed 
that composers have got further and further and further 
away from their audiences, till now they really don't have 
any audience at all, a lot of them. I would say some of 
the avant-garde men of today, who are very bright, don't 
seem, according to my standards, to have common sense about 
music. I would think that a lot of their music doesn't 
reach one-tenth of one percent of our population. We can't 
sustain an art on that kind of support, and so it's gone 
underground, sort of. 

Now, this attitude is my particular attitude about the 
art of music. The men that I so greatly admired—Beethoven, 
Bach, Mozart, Schubert, and clear on back—were all people 
who were extremely direct and explicit in what they had to 
say. There was nothing obscure whatsoever in their atti-
tude or in their approach or in their technique. They knew 
what they wanted to say, and they said it. My feeling about 
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a composer is that there are two scales of evaluation. One 
is, what did the composer find worth trying to say: What 
was it that he felt was worth his effort and the effort of 
two thousand people to come and hear a hundred men play a 
piece of music to them? Secondly: How well did he do it? 
If he thought it was worthwhile to write only gay music, 
but he did it extremely well, then he was a composer of 
gay music—you know, and a good one. Or if it's pops music, 
I don't care—if it's popular music, and it's very good 
popular music, I'd much rather have it than poor long-hair, 
you know? The magnitude, I suppose, of a composer is de-
termined by how big his canvas is and how well he communi-
cates what he has to say. That's about all there is to it. 
TUSLER: So the public reacted to your symphony with a cer-
tain sense of relief. I mean, here is somebody that's at 
last speaking directly to us a language that we can compre-
hend. Do you think that that's a fair statement? 
HARRIS: Well, I think that I really hadn't thought about it 
much. I've always thought that I just happened to come 
along with something they were looking for to fill a vacuum, 
you see, and I think that's true of everybody who has suc-
cess in any field, as a matter of fact. Music or any other 
thing. He has to do a good job, and if what he does happens 
to be something that people want, why then he's in the 
groove, and that's about it. Isn't it? 
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I want to say something else while we're on it. The 
tastes of the public change. I think it would be a very, 
very great mistake for a composer to try to change what 
he has to say along with the public because he would lose 
his sense of direction then, and he would also lose that 
center of his own being, which is his only reference point 
really, if he tries to do what somebody else is successful 
with just because they were successful, though they may 
not have the same kind of a mind or spirit or background 
or attitude or technique. As a matter of fact, I would go 
further: I would say it takes a whole lifetime to perfect 
a style, and the great masters have proven that. They 
didn't change all the time. They went always in the direc-
tion that they started in, and they perfected their style 
over and over again. The people who have been primarily 
interested in new technical matters, new ways of doing 
things, rather than primarily interested in writing great 
art with what they had at their hand, have not been the 
men who have created the great literature. The avant-garde 
boys of any period have not been the ones who have created 
the great literature. This is not to say that they haven't 
been historically effective and important; I think they've 
been very important, because we have to have the creative 
stream refreshed all the time. But each new step forward 
is not important until it becomes incorporated as part of 
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the international interstream of the grand line in art-— 
the mainstream or whatever you want to call it. At 
least that's my attitude. I think we all have to have 
some kind of an attitude and follow it through. We can't 
keep changing our code all the time. Certainly nature 
would seem to indicate that. 
TUSLER: Was your symphony, by the way, commissioned by 
Koussevitzky? I mean, did you receive compensation for 
it? 
HARRIS: No, no. That work was commissioned in the sense 
that he committed himself to performing it if I would 
write it for him. Now, it was my good fortune that he 
liked it. I'm sure he wouldn't have performed it if he 
hadn't. He simply couldn't do things that he didn't like. 
He would very often commit himself and then take it off 
the program because it didn't pan out the way he expected. 
I mean, other works. I never had that experience with 
him. 

TUSLER: That was the beginning of a long friendship be-
tween you and Koussevitzky. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, oh, yes. Each year he wanted a new work, 
and I suppose he is the reason why I've written more sym-
phonies than any other thing. Another reason is that he 
had a great orchestra, and he had a moral control of his 
orchestra as well as an economic control. The Boston 
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Symphony was a very important cultural instrument to the 
city of Boston, like Harvard and their museum. They're 
very proud of the Boston Symphony, and it meant a great 
deal to them what literature was played. Now, that's 
not true in most cities where the people who go to the 
concerts don't even know what they're going to hear and 
never even ask; but that wasn't true of the Boston audi-
ences. They knew very well what they were going to hear, 
and the newspapers were full of it before the concerts 
so that they had a chance to go with a certain preparation. 
It was a magnificent opportunity for me to have that man 
really love my music, and he really did; he conducted it 
as though it was his own. 
TUSLER: Did you attend the rehearsals and work with him on 
it from that point of view? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, oh, yes. 
TUSLER: The interpretation and so forth. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. And I really learned a great deal about 
timing. He had a magnificent sense of timing, a magnif-
icent sense of style. I had studied form with Nadia 
Boulanger a great deal, the history of form, and learned 
a great deal from her about it; and here again I started 
to work with a man who was a master of form, of being able 
to present the music so that it came off, you know. He 
had a kind of instinct to find out if a place had a weak 
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point, or if it didn't hold up, or if something was too 
short or too long, or whatever—a magnificent instinct. 
If something seemed to him a little weak in the texture 
or something, he didn't hesitate to say so. 
TUSLER: And then were you able to change it if you agreed 
with him? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, oh, yes. Very often he rehearsed it a 
week in advance, read it through, you see. We were look-
ing for weak places, and if we found them we tried to plug 
them up. That's just what the theater in New York always 
did in those days: they would go and rehearse their plays 
in Baltimore or Philadelphia or Boston, until they got all 
the bugs out of them before they brought them to New York. 
It's the same principle. 
TUSLER: But what a marvelous opportunity for a composer, 
to be able to do that. 
HARRIS: Oh, just luck, just pure luck. 
TUSLER: Did you go right into some other work for him 
then, after this success with the First Symphony? Did he 
commission something else right away? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, he asked me to write the Second right 
away. I didn't do so well on the Second. I wasn't ready 
to write another one, you know? I'd poured everything I 
had into that first one, and the second one I didn't think 
much of. It had one good movement, the second movement, 
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which was extremely good, but I was disappointed in it. 
Also at that time, Charlie O'Connell, who was the 

artistic director for Victor recording, had contacted me 
and commissioned me. This was my first big commission, to 
write a work for RCA-Victor. It was the first American 
work to be commissioned for recording., I have had a lot 
of "firsts." He wanted an overture, and so I wrote an 
overture on the American folk song, "When Johnny Comes 
Marching Home." I had a great success with that too. 
It was recorded by Eugene Ormandy, who was in those days 
with the Minneapolis Symphony, and I went out there and 
heard the rehearsal. They rehearsed it and recorded it 
in about two or three hours. Of course, Ormandy is a very 
good man, right on the ball. 

The next thing which happened was that John Findley 
Williamson, who was the director of the Westminster Choir 
School, had gone to Carl Engel, who was with G. Schirmer, 
to ask him what American composer they could get to write 
a work to take on their European tour, and he suggested 
that I write it. So I wrote them a work called "Songs for 
Occupations." They sang that on their European tour and 
sang it all over America, and they recorded it too. 
TUSLER: That was your first choral work. 
HARRIS: That was my first choral work, an eight-part a 
capella work. They were very pleased with their success, 
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and so they engaged me as an instructor of composition at 
Westminster Choir School. 
TUSLER: That was your first academic position, then. 
HARRIS: Yes. After the success of that work, the League 
of Composers commissioned me to write my Symphony for 
Voices, which the Westminster Choir School again took on 
tour and recorded for Victor. 

By that time, things were moving. I had a job, and 
Koussevitzky had asked me to write another work, and the 
[National] Symphony under Hans Kindler had commissioned 
me to write a work for them. I wrote my Third Symphony, 
but when Kindler looked at the score, he said, "This sym-
phony is too difficult for my orchestra. It has to be 
done with a bigger, a better orchestra." He was a great 
cellist himself, and he was absolutely honest about it. 

So I took it to Koussevitzky and told him what the 
circumstances were, and he looked at it and programmed it 
right away. 
TUSLER: That was then the Third Symphony. 
HARRIS: That was the Third, yes. He really loved the 
Third. Victor recorded it right away, and he took it on 
tour with his orchestra. He played it eleven times the 
first year, and the following year Toscanini broadcast 
it on NBC the very week that RCA-Victor brought it out. 
I'm sure that that had something to do with its great 
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success. Then Time magazine came out and said that this 
was the "first great American symphony." So I just had 
the breaks, one right after another. 
TUSLER: How did it feel to be famous? 
HARRIS: Like cows looking out of a gate at you. [laughter] 
It's a terrible feeling. It's a very lonesome feeling. 
TUSLER: Did you have a family by this time? 
HARRIS: No, no. Then's when I met Jo. I met Jo just 
before I did the Third Symphony. When I met Jo she was 
on top of the world much more than I was, and such a 
beautiful pianist, and such a gorgeous creature. Boy, 
did I fall for her. Oh! So we were married. We met at 
Juilliard summer school, where we were both on the faculty, 
and I wrote my Piano Quintet as a wedding gift to her. 
She played it with the Roth String Quartet and broadcast 
it on Columbia, and it was recorded right away. 

Jo was given a job at Westminster Choir School too, 
and everything was going along swimmingly. But Johana felt 
that I shouldn't have a full-time job teaching, and per-
suaded me to quit my job at Westminster and to just write. 
We went and lived in Upper Montclair. That's where I wrote 
my Third Symphony. I had quite a few pupils. We had five 
fellows living with us. We had a great big house, and 
they were studying with me on the apprentice system, doing 
copy work, proofreading, everything else. We had a real 
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atelier there. Oh, we had a wonderful time, a wonderful 
time. 
TUSLER: How did they come to you as students? 
HARRIS: Some of them came from Westminster, some from 
Juilliard. For instance, William Schuman had been with me 
at Juilliard, and came out there. 

Just about that time, Hitler was taking over one 
country after another, my students began to be drafted, 
and we were at war. I wrote the Third Symphony because I 
didn't know what was going to happen. I thought maybe this 
would be the last one. And I remember I wrote it as a 
kind of survey of the evolution of Western music. Instead 
of writing about it, you know, I wrote the actual music, 
starting with monody and organum, and going on into faux-
bourdon harmony, gradually into polytonal counterpoint, 
and then into fugue. The whole thing was a kind of survey. 
TUSLER: Each movement took up separately one aspect. 
HARRIS: Yes, that's the way it was conceived, but I also 
wanted to write a work which had a large Gothic arch, 
which began at the beginning and never did stop until the 
end. That was what Koussevitzky got so excited about. Oh, 
he got so excited. He said, "This is the dynamic form I 
have been waiting since a boy for, for the dynamic form." 
[Russian accent, laughter] Oh, he got so excited. Well, 
those were very exciting days. 
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TUSLER: Do you mean that there's no break between the 
movements? 
HARRIS: Yes, it just begins and goes, clear to the very 
end. 
TUSLER: Does the listener have a sense of the conclusion 
of a movement? 
HARRIS 
TUSLER 
HARRIS 
TUSLER 
HARRIS 

No. 
It's so cohesive you don't feel that. 
It's a stream, a sort of a stream in five sections. 
Is that a form that you continued to use? 
My Seventh Symphony is that way too, only it is 

a dance symphony. The first half of it is a large passa-
caglia, which is a slow dance, and then the second half 
is a very . . . well, I don't know what you'd call it, an 
asymmetrical rhythm dance, a fast rhythm dance, which is 
in fugal forms. The reprise combines the two of them. 
It's a much more sumptuous work than the Third. It was 
also commissioned by the Koussevitzky Foundation, and then 
it won a Naumburg prize. It was recorded by Eugene 
Ormandy with the Boston Symphony. Koussevitzky had died; 
he didn't live to perform it though he had commissioned 
it. But I didn't want to make the mistake I had made with 
the Second Symphony, you know. The Second Symphony was 
the one I wrote right after the symphony 1933, you remember, 
and as I told you I was disappointed in it because I wrote 
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it too soon. I didn't begin the Seventh Symphony until it 
was completely in my mind, and I wrote it in about five 
weeks, as fast as I could put it down. 

Meanwhile, I had also written the Folksong Symphony. 
That's the Fourth. I wrote it for Howard Hanson; he wanted 
it for his festival. I had very good luck on that too. 
Of course, you see, a composer's good luck depends on how 
well his music is performed too. He can just lose his 
shirt with a bad performance. 
TUSLER: People don't make any allowance for that. 
HARRIS: But they don't know. How can they? They would 
know if a play was badly done, because the performers 
would lose their lines and stutter, and the play would fall 
to pieces, but they don't know enough about music to know 
when a piece isn't well done. But Howard [Hanson] gave me 
a beautiful performance with the Eastman group. They could 
rehearse as much as they wanted, and they did a terrific 
performance of it; the people just stood up and shouted for 
five minutes. 

Then the Cleveland symphony did it the next year at 
the national convention of the Music Teachers' National Asso-
ciation. Oh, I remember that. They were all music teachers. 
That Saturday night they just filled Severence Hall; there 
wasn't even standing room. And they shouted, and the drum-
mer got so excited that he beat on the bass drum. 
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[laughter] We went to a place to have beer afterwards, a 
big place, and when we came in the people who were there 
started singing folk songs to us from the symphony. It 
was wonderful. That's when Time magazine said that my 
music was like the nation standing up and shouting hello. 

You know, there is no such thing as a celebrity. 
After the tremendous success of the Third Symphony, which 
was played everywhere, all over the world, recorded and 
broadcast, and which had articles written about it, I 
said to Jo, "You know, I don't know what I expected, but 
I have written a good piece and nothing happened. Just 
as successful a piece, but nothing happened. You know? 
It's the same old music world, and people are still the 
same, and they're playing the same music." And I said, 
"It's a very strange thing to have this happen to you, 
and realize when you're forty-five years old that you 
won't make it, no matter what happens you won't make it, 
and nobody ever makes it." 
TUSLER: What do you mean, "You won't make it?" 
HARRIS: I mean that no human being in the field of music 
has ever been able to conceive and execute a work so power-
ful and so clear and so true that it will implant a moral 
concept or a sense of strength or of beauty or of whatever 
you wanted to say--of wickedness, as far as that's con-
cerned-- anything, implant anything, with such a powerful 
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expression, with such an impact that it will have an ef-
fect on society. Society is impervious to the World 
Series, to the greatest football game that was ever played, 
to the world's heavyweight championship; I don't care 
what it is. No novel, no poetry, nothing, really. 
TUSLER: No one single thing can do that. 
HARRIS: No, and no person. We're all very expendable. 
We do the best we can, and that's it. It's a tremendous 
shock when you start, not out of ambition at all but out 
of aspiration, to realize that you're barking up a tree, 
[laughter] that nothing will ever come down out of that 
tree. 
TUSLER: And you felt this most strongly right after your 
Third Symphony. 
HARRIS: The Third. Well, then I've had wonderful experi-
ences with the Fifth with Koussevitzky. 
TUSLER: Koussevitzky commissioned the Fifth. 
HARRIS: That's right. I was writing the Fifth when I 
received a cablegram from the USSR asking me to send some 
kind of comment, some kind of a congenial expression, be-
cause they were in the middle of the war with the Germans 
at Stalingrad at that time, fighting for their lives, and 
we were their allies, sending them everything we could. 
We were deeply concerned that they shouldn't lose to the 
Germans, because if they did we were up against it, and 
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England was up against it, you know, and everybody. I was 
in the middle of writing the Fifth Symphony, was just 
starting it, as a matter of fact, when I received that 
cablegram. 

So I went for a long walk. We were at Ithaca, up at 
Cornell University on a creative scholarship from the 
Carnegie Foundation, and I went for a long walk in that 
beautiful country in the fall. Oh, what a beautiful day 
that was. I decided that I would dedicate my symphony to 
the valor of the Russian people. 

So I called Koussevitzky up to tell him about it. 
He was a White Russian, you know, and against the 
Bolsheviks. Mrs. Koussevitzky had owned the concession 
for all the tea and coffee of the entire Russian nation. 
They were just fabulously, fabulously rich. They owned 
their own tea plantations, and they lost everything to 
the Bolsheviks, everything, and so he was very�,, very much 
against them, as was Rachmaninoff too. Most of the big 
Russian musicians were anti-Bolshevik. 

I remember calling him up, and there was this long, 
long silence—you know how long a minute can be on a tele-
phone with nothing coming back? 

Finally he said, "Roy, I will dedicate too. You are 
my brother." [Russian accentJ 

And so he gave such a performance. Oh! Just 
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tremendous. The Russian embassy came. There was a tre-
mendous, big party, and Life magazine came, and Time 
came, and they took pictures everywhere. It was a very 
great moment in my life historically. He [Koussevitzky] 
chose the date of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the 
Red Army to play it, you see. The American State Depart-
ment sent representatives there and arranged to have it 
broadcast to all the soldiers in the armed forces. They 
broadcast it eleven times in one week, ABC did, all over 
the world. This is part of the business of what art can 
mean, you know, in times of terrible tension. 
TUSLER: It must have cost Mr. Koussevitzky quite an 
effort to come through with that kind of support, didn't 
it? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, it must have. Of course, he had rela-
tives there. 
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TAPE NUMBER: X, SIDE ONE 
SEPTEMBER 9, 1966 

TUSLER: Mr. Harris, the last time we were talking together 
you described to me the circumstances of the Fifth Sym-
phony which you wrote while you were a composer in resi-
dence at Cornell University. However, I don't believe 
that you have described to me the circumstances of your 
having gone there. What is the story of that? 
HARRIS: That was a Carnegie creative grant given to the 
University of Cornell. They selected me for it. I was 
to go there primarily to do creative work, to teach some 
of the graduate students, and also to give a course on 
twentieth-century music in collaboration with Johana. 
This was a request of the president. We gave that course, 
at our request, in the evenings so the faculty could go 
too, and students if they wanted to. This was a very 
receptive audience, very large, very courteous, and very 
alive. It was one of the most alive audiences I have ever 
spoken to. I found Cornell to be a very interesting 
campus. 

The University of Cornell is high above the 
town of Ithaca. Ithaca has a music college there also. 
The town, one might say, is almost exclusively an educa-
tional town, except that I think Smith typewriters and 
Smith guns are made there. Lou Smith was the mayor of 
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the town. I think that he had a house which was sort of 
an heirloom house. He had been born there and all that 
sort of thing. He asked us if we would like to rent that 
house when we came there. So we did. It was a grand old 
house. We had a lot of students who lived with us. All 
of them were composers. Wherever we have lived, we have 
always had students living in our home. Until we came to 
California, we have had some students living in our home. 
We haven't been able to get the sizable kind of houses that 
you can get in the East because people don't build such 
houses out here because of the climate. They live outside 
more, which is quite right and as it should be. 

Cornell had a very large agronomy department. They 
were strong in animal husbandry and all that sort of thing. 
They had a very great department of agriculture, horti-
culture , and wonderful greenhouses where they grew flowers. 
They had a very alive department for training prospective 
managers of hotels. I think that this department saw to 
it that the food was extremely good. I have never been at 
any campus where the food was better than it was there. 
I think that had something to do with it. People seemed to 
be very vital and red-blooded. 
TUSLER: Was it a good place to be musically? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say that it was particularly good 
musically, no. But you know it was just a short trip 
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down to New York from there. One could drive down in 
good weather in a very short time. We would leave at 
midnight on a train and be down there for breakfast the 
next morning. It was no problem to get to New York. Of 
course, telephoning was easy too. It's almost like living 
in a suburb of New York. I don't suppose the people who 
live in Ithaca would appreciate that. We had a very respon-
sive president. He wanted to have a lot of music on the 
campus. We had a great deal of music there. Cornell was 
very good to me in the sense that I wrote a lot of music 
there. 
TUSLER: Those were productive years? 
HARRIS: Those were productive years for me in Cornell. 
I wrote my violin sonata there which was written for the 
Coolidge Foundation. Then I wrote the Fifth Symphony. 
At that time Archibald MacLeish wanted to have some kind 
of a large rally song for bond rallies. There is an in-
teresting story to that. He called me up long distance 
when we were in Colorado for the summer. We went out to 
Colorado Springs in the summertimes, although we spent the 
winter at Cornell University. When he called me, he said 
that the secretary of the treasury, [Henry] Morgenthau, 
found that it was very, very difficult to get any kind of 
publicity or promotion for the selling of bonds. This 
was because the advertising boys had used up all the words— 
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all the noble words, all the words that had to do 
with mankind, fighting for principles and all that— 
for cigarettes, beers and cosmetics, you see. Integri-
ty, for instance, didn't mean anything anymore. Honesty 
of purpose and all those things had been used up. So, 
they found it very hard to find any slogans. For 
this reason, he wanted me to write a song to words 
which he set—very, very beautiful words. Remind me 
to get them, and I'll give them to you—beautiful 
words. Let's see, what was it? "Freedom's Land" he 
called it. 

So, that work was finished at Cornell and was 
first recorded at Cornell. It was sung by the Cornell 
chorus and directed by Dr. Weaver, who was the head of 
the department. Its first performance was a network 
broadcast on CBS during the intermission of the nation-
wide broadcast of the New York Philharmonic. This was 
a very auspicious beginning. Soon afterwards, NBC also 
broadcasted it on a network broadcast. 

Of course, the city of New York was very aware of 
the war because so many of the soldiers went from the port. 
It was a port of immigration and emigration. Thousands of 
soldiers came and went from there. Of course, New York is 
also very closely related to Washington. It is just a very, 
very short trip down to Washington. We go down there all 
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the time, both ways. New York exerts great influence, I 
think, on Washington, and vice versa. New York is the 
culture center, I suppose we would have to say, of the 
nation. In fact, I will go even farther and say that 
one square mile in New York City controls the mores of 
the nation. That is as far as the printed word is con-
cerned and mass media—broadcasting, telecasting, publish-
ing, recording, the whole thing. The whole mass media 
business is pretty well controlled in New York City. 
That is one of the reasons why it's so difficult to live 
out West. New York looks upon California with a jaundiced 
eye. They are not very happy about anything happening out 
here because our TV has risen up here and because we con-
trol the moving pictures out here. Probably we do not con-
trol the policies. I imagine that is determined in New 
York. But here is where the work is done. You can't have 
all the work done in one place without having a tremendous 
influence on it. 
TUSLER: A little bit of competitive spirit. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. I would say more than a little. I can 
say that without any bitterness because New York has been 
extremely generous with me and very cordial to my work. 
I will say one of my very best audiences in the world is 
my New York audience. New York and San Francisco, I will 
say, are my two greatest audiences. Chicago would be next. 
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TUSLER: But not Los Angeles. 
HARRIS: I am a home boy, you see, in Los Angeles. I 
went to school out here in the West. I was an usher at 
the Hollywood Bowl. I was an usher at the Los Angeles con-
certs when they were down in the old auditorium and all 
that whole thing. People can't forget that. It's not good 
for a home boy to make good until after he has been rowed 
over the river Styx. [laughter] People don't like it. I 
don't know why. In America that's true. It may be true 
all over. It seems to be a pattern. While Rembrandt was 
doing his very greatest painting, his neighbors were buying 
third-rate Italian paintings. While Beethoven was writing 
his very greatest work, all the people in Vienna were put-
ting all their money on Rossini. Well, it just seems im-
possible when you think about it, and that goes along. 
TUSLER: Everyone wants the exotic. 
HARRIS: Well, it's more comfortable, I suppose. I've fol-
lowed this pattern through. I used to be very upset by 
it. Then I discovered that it really wasn't only for music. 
It was for painting and it was for poetry. What did we 
have for Walt Whitman, for instance. Walt Whitman really 
had to be discovered, I guess, in Germany. The ones that 
really picked him up so strongly were Germany and England. 
When you think of Ibsen, Ibsen couldn't get a shake at all 
for himself in his native land. It was England and Germany. 
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Poe couldn't get anywhere, and the French picked him up. 
It's a very strange business, all this thing. It might 
interest you to know that America did more to promote 
Debussy than Paris did. 
TUSLER: That is interesting. 
HARRIS: I don't know what all these things indicate. 
They may indicate that there is some kind of false modesty 
in people. We know John Smith. He wears the same clothes 
that we do, he eats the same food and breathes the same 
air. How in God's name could he be a genius? He talks 
as we do. [laughter] There is something wrong there. It 
doesn't work somehow. It's not only in America. It's in 
all countries, and it's not only in music but all the 
arts. Except France. France is the one country which 
has been more receptive to her own creative men right 
straight through. It's a very strange business. Of 
course, they weren't any too cordial to Berlioz, and he 
was probably the greatest master of orchestration, his-
torically speaking. They didn't care much. They were 
more interested in Massenet, who in a sense was much less 
of a person. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Can I ask you, at Cornell were you an intrinsic 
part of the music department or were you more free floating 
to pursue your own occupations? 
HARRIS: I would say both. In retrospect, I think that 
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Cornell was extremely cordial to both of us. We gave some 
wonderful concerts there. I think part of that was led by 
the president himself, President Day was his name if you 
remember. He was a very gentle, courteous and very shrewd 
gentleman. He had his eye on the ball all the time. He 
was not about to let the great traditions at Cornell in any 
way wane, wilt or fade while he was there. He was very 
strong. 

As far as I'm concerned, wonderful things happened 
there. My Violin Sonata was given a prize in the Library 
of Congress for distinguished services to chamber music. 
When I wrote this symphony, it was played all over. In 
fact, it was given eleven worldwide broadcasts by the 
United States government in one week. 
TUSLER: The Fifth Symphony? 
HARRIS: That's the Fifth. It was the Fifth that later I 
conducted myself in Moscow. It was christened by the 
Russians "The Stalingrad Symphony" to be a companion 
piece with Shostakovich's "Leningrad" Symphony. That, 
for the Russians, is a very big compliment. 

I found that Cornell was not ashamed to be pleased 
that something from their campus had made its way in the 
world. They made no bones about it. You won't always 
find that true of a lot of university campuses. The dif-
ferent departments are jealous of each other or are apt 
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to be. It's not the whole department but somebody in the 
department who is always causing trouble. There is not 
only interdepartment trouble but trouble within the de-
partment itself. The one way to be very, very free and 
at peace on the campus is to do nothing wrong, but you 
shouldn't be doing too much that's right. [laughter] 
TUSLER: You didn't find that at Cornell? 
HARRIS: Not at all. I didn't find that at all. There I 
heard of one very amusing uprising. The Associated Press 
came there to do an article on and give its undivided 
attention to the University of Cornell for a week, I be-
lieve. They came there all loaded for bear. They gave 
me an enormous release, but I didn't even know they were 
coming. There were men on the faculty who, in their par-
ticular fields, could just put me in their pockets. There 
were great historians, research scientists and all that 
sort of thing. But the thing which the press felt was 
of the most interest to the people at that time was what 
symphonies were being written and all that sort of thing. 
So, they gave me a big release. I understand that there 
was a conclave of wives who descended on the president 
saying, "How come this Johnny-come-lately comes in here and 
gets all this prestige in the press?" I understand that 
the president said, "Why, I don't know what I can do. I 
am very honored and extremely pleased to have your 
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husbands on my faculty, but what can I do? If you really 
want this publicity, I suppose one of them could die or 
something. Then they would get it. They will all get it 
someday, sooner or later. But, what can I do? I am 
helpless." 
TUSLER: Of course, so much attention had been given to 
the Fifth Symphony and all the circumstances of the war. 
HARRIS: That's right, that's right. 
TUSLER: It was all focused naturally. 
HARRIS: A great deal of attention was given all over the 
United States on that song too that the United States was 
pushing for their own purposes. That was "Freedom's Land." 
My publisher sold 50,00 0 copies in two weeks on it. It 
was sung by great choruses of nobody knows how many, two 
or three thousand people. It was sung, for instance, I 
remember in Pittsburgh by the school system—high school 
and the grammar school system, all the Pittsburgh system. 
They had to do it in the Pittsburgh Pirates baseball park. 
I think they call it Forbes Field. There were, I don't 
know, twenty or thirty thousand kids there. The only way 
they could do it was to pipe in the playing of it by the 
Pittsburgh Symphony and have these thousands and thousands 
of kids sing to it. It was an electrifying experience. 
It also taught me something that I was not aware of: the 
choral directors simply could not get the attention of the 
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Pittsburgh young girls and young boys. These little kids, 
we would call them. They just couldn't get their attention. 
They were having a field day. They were out of school, and 
were just enjoying everything. Nobody could get their at-
tention, not for a second, until somebody got the idea to 
speak to them over the loudspeaker system. In two seconds 
everything was just as still as a mouse. They were giving 
all of their attention because they understood instinctively 
that that is the way things are done these days. It shows 
the tremendous hold that technocracy has on our people, 
doesn't it? 
TUSLER: Yes. It certainly has. How did you get this 
Carnegie Foundation grant to go to Cornell in the first 
place? Was this an honor that came to you, or do you know 
how it evolved? 
HARRIS: I can tell you how it happened. I suppose you 
would call it politics. I had had a performance of my 
Symphony No. 4 Folksong at the national convention of 
the Music Teachers' National Association in Cleveland. 
That was done by the Cleveland symphony and big chorus of 
Cleveland. They did it to the hilt. You know how people 
are in convention spirits. They gave an extra performance 
for nothing for the people in the convention. It just 
filled Severence Hall. They jammed it full. When it was 
finished, the people shouted, whistled, and jumped on 
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their seats. The drummers started beating on their drums. 
It was a very exciting thing to happen. It was so exciting 
that Time magazine came out and said that this was like 
the whole nation standing up and saying hello. It was 
that sort of thing. Of course, that was part of the time 
and the spirit of things. 

The first performance was done by Howard Hanson. I 
wrote it for Howard Hanson as a matter of fact, for his 
festival. It had a fine performance there. He has a fine 
orchestra and a good chorus. The things that Howard has 
done for American music are just tremendous. He has given 
so many composers, of which I am one, a chance to hear 
their works when they are first getting going. When it 
was done, Newsweek came out with a big spread on it. Then 
a year later, over in Cleveland, Time came in. Those are 
the things that nobody can plan on or count on. You just 
take them when they come home. 

TUSLER: You mean that the publicity from the Fourth Sym-
phony performance led to the Carnegie Foundation? 
HARRIS: Yes, that's what happened there. The dean of the 
music school was there. He loved us very much. He was a 
choral man himself. He said, "You know, I wonder if you 
would consider coming to Cornell for a year on a creative 
grant. I think maybe we could get one from Carnegie." I 
said, "Well, if you send me a telegram or a letter saying 
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you have the grant, then we will talk turkey." He asked 
me how much he should ask for, and I told him. He got it, 
and I went. It was that simple. 

We were living in a rented apartment in New York. 
All we had to do was pack up our trunks and move up there. 
It was a matter of a day or something like that. We had a 
wonderful time. I wouldn't have missed it for the world. 
That was the country where Elbert Hubbard lived. All up 
around there are finger lakes. There is quite a religious 
tradition for that area, a feeling that there are some 
psychic things in the air up there. There may be because 
a lot of things have come from there. Stop it for a 
minute. [tape recorder turned off] 
TUSLER: You said you had an amusing story to tell me about 
something that happened at Cornell. 
HARRIS: As a matter of fact, there are two very amusing 
things I wanted to tell. You may edit them out when the 
time comes, but they were very amusing at the time. One 
of them was that President Day asked me to work with the 
academic senate to see if we could get a vote through to 
grant doctors degrees for music composition. We had a 
very, very great historian, Kinkeldey, there. We had a 
pretty good library and were able to do a good deal of 
research work. He felt that maybe if I could get this 
that it would draw some creative talent from the kids. 
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That would have been an early one in those days. It's not 
so unique anymore, but in those days it was. So, I had a 
go at it. 

When the academic senate met and it came time for me 
to plead my cause, which I did in as academic phraseology 
as I could command, I was then really attacked by, I 
think, the psychology department and the history depart-
ment. The history department felt that this great insti-
tution could not lend itself to such gimcracks as 
that. The psychology department felt that actually music 
was not very important in the realm of emotion anyhow. 
They felt that psychology was much more important. They 
really gave me the works. It just happened, however, I 
had looked up a lot of doctorate degrees that had been 
granted, to whom they had been granted and for what pur-
pose. I read some of their theses, knowing that I should 
have something in my bag when I went in there to meet 
these venerable men, [laughter] and veterans too, as 
they were. I said, "Well, as much as I venerate this great 
university, and I have every reason to—I think it's one 
of the great universities—I couldn't rate it any higher 
than I would the Holy Roman Empire. When it comes to the 
Catholic Church, there is no university which can be 
equated in power, elegance and nobility with that organi-
zation. They feel that music is so important that they 
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hold the Council of Trent to see what is going on and 
whether or not they are going to allow one of their 
greatest composers to continue in the way he is going or 
not. I won't bore you by telling the historical events, 
but music has played an extremely important part in the 
history of the Roman Catholic Church. So, I think it 
would ill behoove this great university to feel that music 
was below their dignity. 

The second thing was a rather amusing thing. I said, 
"I want to tell you gentlemen that, in the very year that 
I was born, this great institution gave a doctor's degree 
to a man in physics." I have forgotten what his name is, 
incidentally, but I did know it then. "The degree was 
given for proving that it was utterly impossible to fly any 
kind of a machine in the air. The law of gravity would 
not permit it. The strange part of that is that they had 
forgotten the cyclones, for instance, that happen in 
Oklahoma. I come from that country. Whole houses are 
taken up by wind. What they had forgotten was that the 
speed of the wind has something to do with how much it can 
hold up. So, they left out a factor back there in 1890, 
when I was being born, in the year of our Lord. Of course, 
it all looks very, very ridiculous now. It is just enough 
for me to say, let us not be too sure about our standards 
by the scientists, by the historians or even by the 
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psychologists who many think certainly do not belong in 
the field of science or medicine. 
TUSLER: What effect did your speech have? 
HARRIS: I won. 
TUSLER: You won? 
HARRIS: I won. Eleven to three. I think there were two 
or three that abstained. 
TUSLER: You had another honor that came your way, I believe, 
while you were at Cornell. That was your first doctorate of 
music, which Rutgers University gave to you. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. That was the one hundred fiftieth anni-
versary of Rutgers. I wouldn't have missed that for any-
thing. They had called scholars from all over the world to 
come for that event. I understood they had the finances to 
really support it. I was with good company that day— 
[Wendell] Willkie, for instance, Queen Wilhelmina, the dean 
of the law school of Harvard, and one of the head research 
men of General Electric. That is in Schenectady, isn't it? 
I think that is where they are. 
TUSLER: I think so. 
HARRIS: There were a lot of people. It was a very, very 
colorful and long procession. It was extremely dignified. 
I have never seen anything that was done with greater 
aplomb and a greater sense of the gravity of scholarship. 
Oh, it was simply beautiful. Each one of us had to 
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deliver a paper at the services. Then the sum of all 
these papers was printed in the very beautiful volume. 
TUSLER: Your address is in that volume? 
HARRIS: Yes. 
TUSLER: What did you speak on? 
HARRIS: Music. [laughter] I spoke about music as a 
language of communication and how closely it was related 
to the inflections and the dynamics of the sp6ken word. 
TUSLER: That was something very close to you at that 
time because you had been writing a lot of choral music. 
HARRIS: Yes. Well, it is very close to me still. I 
think I would have to say that music and the spoken word 
are sort of half brothers, or sisters, whichever way you 
want it. They are extremely close. We tried that out so 
many times in so many different ways. For example, just to 
give an example, one says, "What a wonderful friend you've 
proved to be." Say it then in exactly the same words with 
different intent, different emotional drive behind it and 
consequently very different inflections. "What a wonder-
ful friend you proved to be," and it means exactly the 
opposite. Everybody understands that. The children under-
stand. Little infants understand first whether they have 
pleased or displeased their parents by inflections, not 
by words at all. Gradually they begin to associate words 
with emotions, but they get the emotions first. That's 
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what music does, and it does it to an nth degree, of 
course, with all the possibilities of the modern orchestra: 
harmony, melody, rhythms, dynamics, and all that whole 
thing. 
TUSLER: This would be a good point for me to ask you a 
question that we were discussing before. A lot of people 
think of you perhaps primarily as a composer of symphonies 
now that you have composed eleven symphonies. In. some 
ways, I suppose your most famous were your symphonies. 
Would you agree that this is a true assessment of you as 
a composer, or do you think of yourself as primarily a 
symphonic composer? 
HARRIS: I have to have a little time to answer that. As 
my father would say, "A person has to pick where he 
scratches." Of course, that's the barnyard talk. [laughter] 
But the symphonies have a big enough budget to pay us a 
reasonable sum to write a symphony for them. Having a guar-
antee to pay this money, you are very sure of getting a 
first-class performance and maybe a lot of performances. 
So, it's in the line of one's work to be a journeyman crafts-
man to accept commissions when they come. There are four-
teen hundred symphonies in America. I assure you there 
are not fourteen hundred good string quartets. There just 
aren't; there's just not that many. 

Of course, there are a great many more than fourteen 
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hundred choruses. There are a great many more than four-
teen thousand choruses in America. There are choruses all 
over. I would say that the chorus is probably the most 
democratic instrument. It has its limitations of course. 
Because the instrument is inside the individual, it's easy 
to have a lot of choruses. People can sing a whole lot 
better and more quickly, with less labor, than they can 
learn to play the cello or the violin or even the flute. 
So, we have these choruses. Not very many of them are 
first rate. You can compare to the symphonies which sur-
round them. In Southern California, right within a half 
an hour of where we sit now, I would say there must be 
fifteen symphonies. Now, there are a great deal more 
choruses. 

This I think is one of the important matters of this 
situation as to why I am more a symphonic composer. It is 
because I am an American composer. Bartok, for instance, 
wrote an awful lot of string quartets because in Budapest, 
the string quartet certainly was a very going concern. 
They have sent out a lot of great quartets all over the 
world. 
TUSLER: There is the whole Hungarian tradition of string 
music. 
HARRIS: Yes, I suppose it's somewhat related to the 
gypsies. I don't know whether I'm right about that. That 
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may be an old wives1 tale, but that's what people tend to 
think, gypsy fiddling and all that. But, there's no ques-
tion that Budapest abounds in string quartets. 

I met [a member of] an Hungarian string quartet in 
Moscow. He had heard the broadcast of my symphony on the 
Moscow radio when I conducted it. He got an interpreter 
to tell me all about it. He talked about the harmony, 
the form and everything else. I would have no doubt that 
they took it off the air, analyzed it and had great carry-
ing on about it. You can do that with a symphony. They 
wouldn't do it with a string quartet. 

There's something about a symphony that I want to 
speak about which would perhaps be a key to why the Ameri-
cans like it. The symphony, I must say again, is not just 
an instrument. It's an orchestra of strings. It's even 
an orchestra of low strings and high strings. It's an 
orchestra of brass, and at least two different kinds of 
brasses. It is the same thing with woodwinds. Woodwinds 
are composed of the single reeds, and the double reeds 
and then the smaller ones. They make a different kind 
of sound. Then look at the percussion section. You see, 
it's not just an orchestra, but several orchestras in it-
self. They can be combined in such ways that, I suppose, 
one could get twenty orchestras out of the different 
kinds of orchestras. It's a tremendous challenge and 
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a wonderful opportunity. For someone who is enthusiastic 
about driving a car, let us say that somebody lets him 
have one of these cars that goes on the Indianapolis 
speedway. It can really go. The average driver is be-
witched by the speed at which he could go. 

So, it's the same thing. A symphony orchestra is a 
grand, large, magnificent thing. It attests to the talents 
of the performers, the conductors, the composers, and the 
audience. It's a kind of cultural challenge. Somebody 
may say, "Well, what kind of a town is Tucson?" The reply 
is, "I don't know." "Do they have good libraries?" "Yes, 
they have good libraries." "Do they have public schools?" 
"Yes, they even have a university there." "What else?" 
"They have a fine symphony orchestra." That will almost 
balance against a great university in people's minds. 
TUSLER: Yes, I think so. 
HARRIS: So, I suppose that's the reason I am grateful 
because I love to write for it. Also it's kind of the 
realism of living in a capitalistic society and trying to 
sustain myself through my own skill in music. 
TUSLER: It is a very practical reason, as well as your 
sense of attraction to it. 
HARRIS: It doesn't only have to do with the commissions 
either. It has to do with publishing. I have written a 
lot of chamber music, quite a lot of chamber music. I've 
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had some commissions for that. I had a commission to do 
a work for cello and piano for Janos Starker. The money 
for that came from the Ford Foundation. I had some com-
missions to do choral things and so on. I have written a 
lot of choral music for high schools because the high 
school choruses, generally speaking, are better than the 
university choruses in America. 
TUSLER: That's interesting. 
HARRIS: The reason being very simple, in the high school 
choruses they practice everyday. Also their minds have 
not been loosened to such Elysian Fields, as is the case 
in the universities. The high school youths are, of 
course, closer there. In our big high schools, now they 
have wonderful sopranos, very often terrific alto section, 
and fine basses. They are always short on tenors. There 
are some wonderful choruses in high schools now, just 
wonderful, superb. When my Folksong Symphony was done in 
Detroit, it was done by a W.P.A. orchestra and the united 
chorus of the Catholic schools of the city of Detroit. 
That was some chorus. It was the same thing in Cincinnati 
when [Eugene] Goossens did it down there with his Cincinnati 
symphony. He had a chorus of three hundred , which had 
memorized this whole work, which is somewhere between forty 
and fifty minutes long. They memorized every single 
thing. They stood up as one when he raised them up, 
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absolutely. They just sang, and they just sang. There was 
no music to look at or anything. They just had it cold. 
TUSLER: It must have been really exciting. 
HARRIS: Oh, it was a thrill, it was a great thrill. There's 
nothing like the human voice. 
TUSLER: Would you agree with that assessment? Do you 
yourself think of yourself, in the most primary sense, as 
first a symphony composer and then the other things follow-
ing? 
HARRIS: No, I don't want to say that. I couldn't say that. 
I'm writing a piano concerto for my own wife now. I'm 
doing it for UCLA because it is their one hundredth anni-
versary, the one hundredth anniversary of California Uni-
versity. I want to write, if I can, a brilliant, stunning 
work. I hope to. Now, I could have chosen to do it with 
a lot of strings and things, but I have other considera-
tions. One of the grave problems which faces America 
today is that we are not producing enough strings to fill 
the string sections of our fourteen hundred symphony or-
chestras. We are short on strings everywhere we go, every-
where—in all the universities, all the high schools, even 
in the big orchestras. One of the big orchestras, a few 
years ago, was phoning all over the United States—one of 
the biggest ones—for twelve players a week before their 
first concert. 
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TUSLER: It is a desperate situation. 
HARRIS: Desperate. This is the situation. So, one would 
be obliged to think very seriously about writing special 
works for brasses, which in America are just superb. 
No country ever produced better brasses than ours. Our 
brasses are out of this world. So, I'm writing this work 
for Johana for brasses and percussions, no strings, no 
woodwinds. 
TUSLER: Have you ever done that before? 
HARRIS: No, no I never have. It's an experiment, God 
help. [laughter] If I had known how hard it was, I don't 
think I would have ever started it. Oh, man, it's hard! 
TUSLER: Is it really ? Why? 
HARRIS: A brass can only play so long before he has to 
breathe, and that is not very long. With a French horn, 
for instance, think how that air has to coil around all 
those coils. Think of the great big tuba and how much air 
it takes to make it go. Think of big trombones. It is a 
very special art to write for brasses in order that they 
don't sound full of holes. 
TUSLER: To get the continuity, you mean? 
HARRIS: Yes, that's right. 
TUSLER: Are you succeeding with it now? 
HARRIS: I think so. At least, we think so. We will know 
on the ninth of December. 
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TUSLER: That's the performance. Does your wife help you 
in the composition of it in any way? 
HARRIS: Whenever I write for piano, certainly she helps 
me. I would be a molto stupido to live in a house with a 
great pianist like she is and not seek her advice in every 
way. [laughter] It's the hardest instrument there is to 
write for, the piano. By all odds, there is no other in-
strument that is harder for anyone to write for than the 
piano. 
TUSLER: Why? 
HARRIS: It is a whole orchestra, controlled by one person, 
ten fingers, with an enormous range. It has great speed. 
It is a special instrument in that, the minute you strike 
the note, it starts to diminish in volume. You have to 
keep it going. You can't stop very long. That's another 
problem. It's very difficult to write for piano. 
TUSLER: Is this the way in which she helps you then, by 
giving you advice on the technical and sounding aspects of 
it? 
HARRIS: She helps with patterns—patterns which are keys 
to new patterns, historical patterns. The men who improved 
the keyboard most, I would say, would be Bach, Chopin, 
Beethoven, of course, and Debussy. They all contributed 
peaks to history. 
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TAPE NUMBER X, SIDE TWO 
SEPTEMBER 9, 19 68 

TUSLER: Why did you leave Cornell? 
HARRIS: Well, I had to leave. Cornell is an extremely 
damp climate. They have the highest rainfall, with the 
exception of Binghamton, which is fifty miles south of there, 
in the whole United States. I couldn't live there because 
of the climate. I had suffered from terrible sinus trouble. 
Ithaca is full of sinus specialists and doctors. I went 
to one of them and he said, "Well, if you can get a job 
somewhere else, you owe it to yourself and the family to 
go away somewhere else because you are going to be half 
sick all the time." So, I had an offer to go to Colorado 
Springs. We had been going there in the summers and had 
come to know the people. Colorado College was where we 
were going. So, we had an offer to go there. We accepted 
it, and that cleared up all my sinus problems because it's 
high and dry. That's a wonderful town. Have you ever 
been in Colorado? 
TUSLER: Yes, I have. 
HARRIS: Isn't that a wonderful town? 
TUSLER: Beautiful, lovely. 
HARRIS: Man, oh man. We went there. There we owned our 
first home. We got a very beautiful home there that was 
built by President MacArthur. It had fine gardens and 

419 



everything, a beautiful home. We called it Holiday House, 
a very reasonable name, I think, don't you? [laughter] 
TUSLER: It's very meaningful. 
HARRIS: It was meaningful for us because people just came 
and congregated. Johana called it Grand Hotel. I called 
it Holiday House. Our first three children were born there. 
Life took on a different aspect for us out there. We be-
came part of a community. 
TUSLER: You were there for quite a few years. 
HARRIS: Yes, we were there seven years. I remember wonder-
ing whether there could be a culture in a town that small. 
Then I remembered that Aspen had only about 70,000 people 
or something like that. I'm not sure of my figures at 
all, but it was a small population as compared to today. 
Whatever it was, Colorado Springs had a bigger population 
than that. Of course, Denver was nearby. We had just 
beautiful summer seasons there. We brought in the finest 
string players and teachers we could get. We had Leonard 
Rose for cello. We had David Tingo, who was the first 
violinist in those days for the Cleveland symphony, the 
concert master. We had Molnar, who was first violist of the 
San Francisco Symphony. We had the first assistant violin-
ist of Cleveland for the second violinist. It was a 
beautiful quartet and it made all kinds of chamber music. 
Then we had a fine string orchestra. We did network 
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broadcasts from our own home with this group. We had 
beautiful acoustics there. 
TUSLER: Do you mean that you brought these people there 
yourself, or did the university music department bring them? 
HARRIS: I was appointed as the director of the summer 
festival—broadcasting, programming and all that sort of 
thing. So, I engaged them naturally. 
TUSLER: Was that the primary part of your position, to 
run the summer festival? 
HARRIS: In the summer, yes. 
TUSLER: In the summer, but you were on the faculty? 
HARRIS: I was one of the faculty the year round. Both of 
us were then. I was the composer in residence, and she was 
the pianist in residence. They treated us royally in that 
town. I hated to leave the town. We gave so many services 
to the community. It was there that I received a wonder-
ful tribute from all the leading composers of the USSR, a 
cablegram on my fiftieth anniversary. This made me very 
pleased. I had never seen any of them. But no doubt it 
had something to do with the fact that we had had that war, 
and we were their allies. I dedicated my Fifth Symphony to 
the freedom lovers and Russian people, which they still 
are in spite of all of what we say. They are fighting for 
a different thing, that's all. 
TUSLER: What did you teach there? Were you primarily 

421 



working individually with students as composers? 
HARRIS: Yes. I was working with graduate students. I 
made arrangements for the Denver Symphony to play their 
theses. I conducted by myself. Later on, I conducted 
the best ones on a network broadcast with ABC. I gave a 
series of broadcasts every summer for the ABC symphony in 
New York City. Those were North and South American broad-
casts in the Western world. So, this was the best set up 
I ever had for my graduate students. 
TUSLER: When did you first become a conductor? Had you 
done much conducting before you went to Colorado? 
HARRIS: Let's begin by saying that I am not really a con-
ductor. I am a composer who conducts. There's a lot of 
difference. [laughter] Just like there are conductors 
who compose. Not very many conductors are very good com-
posers , and not very many composers are very good conductors. 
There is not enough time to do both. A real professional 
conductor is doing it all the time. He has his own orches-
tra. He's rehearsing every day or recording and broad-
casting the year round. He develops an enormous skill to 
lead his men anyway he wants to. Composers don't have 
that kind of skill. It would be rather silly to pretend 
that they did have. 
TUSLER: Then do you think it's a mistake for composers 
to conduct their own work? 
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HARRIS: Oh, no. I don't. I think they have to be able 
to. There are times when they really should conduct their 
works. Very often the composer can conduct his own work 
in shorter time than the resident conductor can, for the 
simple reason that he knows the work inside out, having 
written it. He knows where all the pitfalls are. The 
resident conductor may be much more skillful and have a big 
repertory to charm people with, and his orchestra too. 
But on a new work he may not be so skillful simply because 
he hasn't had time to study the score that much. 
TUSLER: The composer is still the ultimate authority on 
how his should be performed? 
HARRIS: Oh, if he's a good composer for the orchestra, he 
has to know how it should sound when he writes it and know 
whether they are doing it right. That's part of being a 
composer. 
TUSLER: So, when did you start conducting? 
HARRIS: I started because I wrote some ballets for Hanya 
Holm. She didn't have anybody to do it. She had somebody 
who was going to conduct my first ballet, but it got up 
to two days before the world premiere and this fellow 
didn't know the score. He was throwing the dancers off so 
badly that they staged a sitdown strike right on the stage. 
They refused to dance for this fellow, who was by way of 
being a conductor himself, but he didn't know the score at 
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all. So, Hanya Holm said, "Well, Roy, you'll have to con-
duct it. That's all. There's no other way out." So, 
that's the way it began. [laughter] 
TUSLER: How did you feel about that? 
HARRIS: I was scared to death. 
TUSLER: Because you really had no experience? 
HARRIS: I had none at all. I had conducted choruses. I 
had conducted a lot of choruses. I had conducted student 
orchestras. I had conducted the string orchestras in the 
summertime and some bands around. But to do that and 
to conduct for a ballet is something else. You have got 
to be right on the nose for a ballet. There's no monkey 
business there. [laughter] 
TUSLER: All the cues. 
HARRIS: Oh, sure! Cues are everything. It's very dif-
ficult. That one went so well that she wanted another one 
and another one. 

Then next thing I wrote a work for Artur Rodzinski, 
who commissioned me for the New York Philharmonic. This 
was for his little son, a little boy. I wrote a rather 
large suite called Memories of a Child's Sunday. I went 
there for the rehearsals to hear it. Rodzinski came to 
the rehearsals with an enormous carbuncle in the armpit 
under his right arm. He just had had it lanced. Oh, he 
was a sick man. He was in great distress. He said, "Well, 
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Roy, you'll have to conduct it. That's all. I can't. 
You'll have to do it. I tried. You know I can't conduct 
an orchestra like this." He said, "Well, that's the way 
I got started. I had to conduct once in Poland. From 
then on, I became a conductor. You just have to do it." 
TUSLER: This was for the New York Philharmonic? 
HARRIS: For the New York Philharmonic. It is one of the 
hardest orchestras to conduct because they are famous for 
jilting conductors, [laughter] great conductors, I mean. 
TUSLER: Why? Why do they? 
HARRIS: They have been conducted by all the great conduc-
tors . Every great conductor in the world wants to conduct 
the New York Philharmonic because the money is so big and 
the orchestra is so famous. So, I just had to do it, and 
then I had been doing also some broadcasts. At that time, 
I was just beginning to get into the business of broad-
casting for ABC. It went well, and the Philharmonic asked 
me back again. Then I started conducting all around, 
Chicago and [other places]. 
TUSLER: Did you lose your nervousness about it after you 
had more experience with it? 
HARRIS: Yes. A very strange thing happened. I can tell 
you how I lost it. I was conducting a world premiere with 
Bill Ravalli's band at Michigan. That's one of the greatest 
symphonic bands in the whole world. It's a very great 
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band. He had asked me to write a work for him, which I 
did. We had rehearsed and everything was all set. There 
was a tricky place at which I got very excited. The music 
was going so well. I gave the downbeat a beat too soon. 
All the fellows just jumped with me and went with me. 
Nobody knew it, except they knew it and I knew it. I 
realized then forever that the conductor is not as impor-
tant as he thinks he is. It's the musicians who are impor-
tant. He must do the best he can. If he's a good composer, 
he knows how the instruments sound and how his music should 
sound. He generally is good friends with the musicians be-
cause he is not trying to drive them or trying to have them 
feel that he is some kind of grand rajah. 
TUSLER: Do you like to conduct now? 
HARRIS: I love to conduct if I have enough rehearsal time. 
I had an experience which was both a very dangerous one 
and at the same time a very exhilarating one with the 
New York Philharmonic recently. I was asked to conduct 
because Lennie [Leonard Bernstein] was so tired. He said, 
"Just please do me the favor. I know that you have con-
ducted this orchestra and that you do conduct. Do the 
premiere yourself for us." Consequently, at his urging 
and Mosely's the manager, I agreed to do it, but they only 
gave me three hours rehearsal time. 
TUSLER: This was for your Eleventh Symphony. 
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HARRIS: This was my eleventh symphony. I had three hours 
rehearsal time. When it finally got where I was really sup-
posed to have it, it wasn't three hours, it was two hours 
and forty minutes. But the worst thing of all were the 
acoustics of that particular stage. They are so strange 
to any experience I have ever had. I couldn't hear the 
orchestra. I kept asking them to do so and so. I could 
see them playing, but I wasn't hearing anything. I couldn't 
hear any balances or anything. I was very upset, and of 
course, that made me do a poor job. I thought it was a 
poor j ob. 
TUSLER: In the final performance, you mean? 
HARRIS: No, I had four performances. I said to Johana 
on the way to the concert, "Well, if we get through this 
tonight, it will be a miracle because we never have really 
played it straight through once." 
TUSLER: You did feel then that it was a poor performance? 
HARRIS: Well, I don't think it was anywhere as near as 
good as I wrote, but it had a very big success. I had 
five curtain calls. Moseley said that it had been an 
awfully long time since any new work had had that kind of 
a reception. 
TUSLER: That's marvelous. 
HARRIS: The audience was most generous and responsive. 
Many of my colleagues were there. Bill [William] Schuman 
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was there. Ina Sterra was there. Peter Mennin was there. 
[Elliott] Carter was there. Many, many of my colleagues 
were there. Those who couldn't be there sent telegrams 
and all kinds of things. So, it was a kind of gala 
affair for me. 
TUSLER: I should say. Why was it they only gave you the 
three hours of rehearsal time? Is that the customary 
length of time? 
HARRIS: No, but Steinberg was doing a great big Mahler 
work. He was the man who had the apportioning of time. 
It was his concert. They put me on his concert. He did 
what any major conductor does, he takes all the time he 
feels to do the thing because that's his profession. I 
understood it and the men understood it. We all had an 
understanding, but it was not happy. It was very tremu-
lous. I'm sure I made mistakes which they saved me from. 
It's a very big and difficult work, burly, a great big 
burly work which begins and doesn't stop for twenty-two 
minutes. I thought, "My next performance will be much 
better." Well, it was. Right away, I did the Minneapolis 
Symphony a couple of weeks later. I had far more rehearsal 
time. Although it is by no means as great an orchestra 
as the New York Philharmonic, they gave a very creditable 
performance because we had enough rehearsal time. Of 
course, in a sense, nobody is completely cold when he 
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goes in front of a great orchestra with a very discriminat-
ing and critical audience. He would be a fool if he did. 
You are on the auction block. Everybody prays to get on 
that auction block. [laughter] It's pretty difficult. 
It is like playing in the Rose Bowl game. 
TUSLER: Sure, sure. What was the best conducting experi-
ence you think you've ever had? 
HARRIS: Let's see. I have never thought of that. That's 
some experience. I had better not single out one but tell 
you some of them I have had. I had several experiences, 
as a matter of fact, with the Boston Symphony. They played 
my work, I guess, the most of any orchestra. Then next to 
that would be the New York Philharmonic and, I suppose, 
Philadelphia and so forth. I had a very beautiful perfor-
mance with the San Francisco Symphony. 
TUSLER: With you conducting? 
HARRIS: Yes. That's what I'm talking about. 
TUSLER: Yes, yes. 
HARRIS: Then I had a very rewarding performance with the 
Pasadena [Civic] Orchestra. I was encouraged to put on 
my Fifth Symphony, which is very difficult. I didn't think 
we were going to put it over at the last rehearsal, but at 
the performance they played very well. There was an 
epidemic of flu at that time. I never had the same orches-
tra for our rehearsals. There were a lot of men in the 
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orchestra that I had never seen before for that concert. 
But, boy, did they play! Johana said she just didn't be-
lieve that that was the same orchestra. So, those things 
are very rewarding. Then I had a similar kind of experi-
ence with one of the best orchestras in Southern California, 
which is the Glendale Symphony. They asked Johana and me 
to give their spring concert, which was given in the big 
auditorium in Pasadena. I did my Seventh for them. They 
bought it and polished that off in an afternoon. Joe Haft, 
who is the president of that orchestra, came out and an-
nounced to the audience that the seating capacity of that 
auditorium was twenty-eight hundred, and there were twenty-
eight hundred people there. [laughter] So, that was nice. 

One of the strangest experiences I ever had conducting 
was in Madison Square Garden for a big bond rally. I 
wrote a work called "An Ode to Friendship." I only had a 
half an hour rehearsal for that with the New York Phil-
harmonic. But I wrote it for that kind of an occasion. 
I had been told in advance that I wouldn't have more than 
a half an hour rehearsal and what men I could have. So, I 
wrote it for that situation. But I hadn't counted on 
being followed to the stage down the aisle by this flood-
light. It came right there and stayed right on me. I 
couldn't see my men or my music. I was absolutely 
blinded. 
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TUSLER: So you had to do it all from memory? 
HARRIS: Yes, well, I followed them. I had the music re-
freshed in my memory as we went along. So, we had no 
accidents. 
TUSLER: It all went well? 
HARRIS: It all went well. It was a short piece too. 
Oh, man! 
TUSLER: Scary moment. 
HARRIS: That was a scary moment. Another scary moment I 
had was when I was conducting the Fifth Symphony in Moscow. 
I received word just prior to the performance that my 
mother had died. She was way off here. The slow movement 
of the Fifth Symphony is very subjective. They played so 
beautifully that I started to weep like a baby. The tears 
were running down my eyes, and my glasses got fogged up. 
I couldn't see anything, and I couldn't stop. The players 
just went right on and played, and I went on with them. 
Nothing happened, but it was certainly—frustrating is not 
the word—almost a sense of panic of what to do under the 
circumstances. One really has to know his music pretty 
well. 
TUSLER: Something almost automatic just takes over and 
carries you. 
HARRIS: You never know what is going to happen. I have 
never yet found a conductor, in discussing with him, who 
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has ever said that he had a perfect performance of any-
thing. They say, "You never know what is going to happen, 
who is going to do it, and for what reason." Some of the 
simplest places where nothing had happened before—they 
could sight read it right over—but something happens. 
TUSLER: Something goes wrong. 
HARRIS: Yes, it's not a machine. They are people. 
TUSLER: Thank God for that. That is what makes the great 
performances, I suppose. 
HARRIS: What a democracy an orchestra is, governing with 
the consent of the governed. Such cooperation. It's a 
fantastic manifestation of humanity, is a symphony orches-
tra, it seems to me. 
TUSLER: It's a nice way to think of it. Did the orches-
tra on that occasion in Moscow know what had happened to 
you and why you were having this kind of a reaction? 
HARRIS: No, no. 
TUSLER: Were they puzzled? 
,HARRIS: Nobody said a word about it. They just gave me a 
wonderful hand, the audience did, and that was that. 
TUSLER: Well, this is very interesting reminiscence. What 
was the ballet, before I forget to ask you for the record, 
that was the occasion of your first conducting experience? 
Was it the first ballet you wrote? 
HARRIS: It was the first ballet I wrote. I think I called 
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it My_ Country, ' Tis of Thee. 
TUSLER: That was back, I guess, a good many years before 
you had gone to Colorado, wasn't it? 
HARRIS: It was in Colorado. 
TUSLER: Oh, that was during the time you were in Colorado. 
But you had gone back to New York to do this? 
HARRIS: No, I did it in Colorado. Hanya Holm had her 
summer session in Colorado. 
TUSLER: That's how it happened. I think there are prob-
ably more interesting things you could say about those 
years in Colorado. What else of major importance may have 
happened during that time? I think one thing that comes 
to my mind is the writing of your next symphony. Wasn't 
the Sixth Symphony then written in those years? 
HARRIS: Sixth Symphony. Yes, that was commissioned by 
the American Broadcasting. I didn't do well on that. 
TUSLER: Oh, you don't like the symphony? 
HARRIS: It's not right yet. It's like somebody who makes 
a new racing automobile that is full of bugs. It was a 
shot in the dark. It was on Lincoln's Gettysburg speech 
in four movements. "Fourscore and seven years ago, our 
forefathers brought forth upon this continent a new nation," 
that was the first movement. It was a very pantheistic 
thing, and that was very successful. The second movement 
was, "Now we are engaged in a great civil war," was 
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successful. What is the third part of that speech, do you 
remember? 
TUSLER: No, not just off the top of my head. 
HARRIS: "The world will little note, nor long remember, 
what we say here, but can never forget what they did here." 
That was the slow movement. I counted so much on that. I 
wanted so much to do so well. I got through about three 
quarters of it, and it just fell to pieces. 
TUSLER: In the performance, you mean? 
HARRIS: No! In the composing. It just fell to pieces. 
I think I could do it now and will do it one of these 
days. Instead of having it go to a peak and having it 
coagulate into this kind of hymnlike thing with the 
whole orchestra doing it, I did something else which was 
just wrong, just absolutely wrong. I knew it at the first 
rehearsal, but it was too late then. Then the last move-
ment wasn't any good either. 
TUSLER: Have you ever thought of going back and reworking 
it, or does that appeal to you? 
HARRIS: I want to do it, but you see the thing is that 
time goes so fast and there are so many new things to do. 
I want to do them, and I need to do them. My profession 
demands that I do them, and my publishers demand it. Our 
living, my family. I have to do new things. I can't go 
back and rewrite old things. I should have five years 
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off to do nothing but put in order the things that weren't 
quite left in order, which is really part of my business. 
TUSLER: You don't have a strong feeling as a composer 
against going back and reworking old things? 
HARRIS: Oh, no. I think a person really should stay with 
each project until it is finished. That is what I think, 
but what are you going to do? Right after the Sixth I had 
a commission to write my Seventh from the Koussevitzky 
Foundation. I didn't feel that I was ready for it. I kept 
putting it off and putting it off. I finally put it off 
so long that Koussevitzky died before I even had it finished. 
It was done by [Rafael] Kubelik then. 
TUSLER: I see. That was Chicago? 

HARRIS: That's right. Chicago Symphony [Orchestra]. Beau-
tiful performance. Just beautiful. 
TUSLER: Yes, I see there was quite a time span between the 
Sixth which, according to my notes, was 194 4 and then the 
Seventh which was 1952. 
HARRIS: That's right. I wrote a lot of other pieces in 
that period. I wrote some more ballets for Hanya Holm. I 
wrote a soliloquy and paean for viola and orchestra for 
Houston. Oh, I wrote a lot of pieces. I wrote a great 
many pieces for bands during the war periods. I scored a 
large Bach work. It was a suite of choral preludes which 
Bach had done for the organ. I scored it for chorus, 
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and then rescored what he had done for the organ for a 
band. The Second Army Air Force headquarters band was a 
magnificent band. The headquarters were in Colorado Springs. 
We did this for a big bond rally. It's a wonderful sound. 
I would like to do this again sometime. It's a beautiful 
sound. There is something about a band and chorus which 
is wonderful. They are very much the same. 
TUSLER: So you were very productive during those years? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, I was. I did all kinds of broadcasts 
and educational work. 

TUSLER: Do you feel there was any connection between the 
fact that you were dissatisfied with the way your Sixth 
Symphony came out and the fact that you didn't become 
active with the Seventh Symphony? 
HARRIS: I don't think it was that. I think it was that 
we became a family. We had three children. I was very 
dedicated to that idea. Johana wanted children, and she 
was a wonderful mother. I wrote a two-piano concerto for 
the Denver Symphony. It was still playing right about that 
time. That was the first time I had had a home of my own. 
It was the first time I have lived somewhere where the 
people felt that I belonged to them and that I felt that 
they belonged to me. This was probably the most prosperous 
time in our whole life. We were backed by the Elpomar 
Foundation, which is the multimillion dollar foundation set 
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up to spend money for the fine arts and humanities, but only 
in the state of Colorado. They had an enormous amount of 
money, and they still have. That is Anaconda Copper, 
amongst other things. And their headquarters, , . . 
They're a big outfit. But they wanted something very real 
for Colorado and were willing to give whatever was neces-
sary for the musicians. 

TUSLER: You said you were backed by them. Who do you 
mean? Did you yourself receive commissions from them, or 
did they support the music department? 
HARRIS: They gave us our salaries. 
TUSLER: In the music department? 
HARRIS: In the music department. They were great big, 
whopping salaries. That was for both of us. We were a 
good investment for them. We were in the news all the 
time. 
TUSLER: By "we," you mean you and Mrs. Harris. 
HARRIS: Johana. We had broadcasts. They had never had 
broadcasts from there before. We had broadcasts out of 
Colorado Springs, network broadcasts on NBC. We gave a 
series called "Let's Read Music," which was a series of, 
I think, thirty broadcasts or something like that, a great 
lot of broadcasts anyhow. I'm not sure how many it was. 
Let's say it was only ten, but I am sure it was more than 
that. Anyhow, we undertook to educate George. We 
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produced it as a comedy show to teach people what makes 
music tick. George was our straw man. We had a tremendous 
following. It was given by the Rocky Mountain radio coun-
cil and then carried by NBC all over. We won first prize 
in radio education of the nation in their national meeting 
in Chicago that year. We were voted first prize for our 
series. We were competing against [Walter] Damrosch and 
the NBC symphony. So, we had some real competition. It 
took a great deal of time to write that script and deliver 
it every Saturday. 
TUSLER: Yes. Who actually wrote the script? 
HARRIS: I wrote the script, and then it was edited by a 
member of the staff of Rocky Mountain radio council. Bob 
Hudson was there at that time. He later became an impor-
tant administrator of the Ford Foundation, NAEB, National 
Association of Educational Broadcasters. I think he was 
the president. That money was put up by the Ford Founda-
tion. 

We were extremely busy. I wrote a good deal, and 
Johana played all over and everywhere. We traveled in the 
field, gave lectures and things. I remember going to the 
[Menninger Clinic] and staying there for a while. I was 
speaking for two hours with illustrations on how music 
might be used psychologically. I was speaking to all of 
the psychologists and their wives. They had a lot of 
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people there. I suppose some were friends and doctors 
and things from around. People came in, but it was quite 
a full, small auditorium. Everyone of them was a special-
ist. We were supposed to give it for two hours. We started 
at eight o'clock in the evening and stopped at five the 
next morning. But it was some forum. 
TUSLER: All night long! 
HARRIS: Yes, all night long, but we couldn't stop because 
it was so contiguous. Then there was a lot of discussion 
of whether or not we should join their staff to follow this 
thing through. I didn't feel that I was ready to go there 
and be exclusive to that thing. 
TUSLER: This was during that period of time when you were 
at Colorado? 
HARRIS: Yes. I thought maybe I might work something out 
so that I could live in Colorado Springs and go there by 
plane once a week for two days or something. I don't think 
they bought that idea because they wanted the whole thing 
or nothing. They were probably right. 
TUSLER: Do you� feel that all these various activities 
that you were involved in during that time detracted in any 
way from your composition? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. No, no doubt. 
TUSLER: In what way? 
HARRIS: Well, my Sixth Symphony wasn't good. I think the 
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two piano concerto was a good work. I was there about 
seven years. The production was too small for that time. 
It wasn't until I really hit my stride in the Seventh 
Symphony. I don't know when that got written. 
TUSLER: Nineteen fifty-two. 
HARRIS: In '52? 
TUSLER: That's what I have here. It may be erroneous. 
HARRIS: I think it was later than that. It may not be. 
That is one of my important works. By that time, I had 
gone back into the very heart of music. I was engaged by 
Mellon Foundation to go there and really try to bring some 
new vitality into the musical life of Pittsburgh. That is 
when they gave this big festival. There was that and 
this couple of years in Nashville, Tennessee. We gave 
some festivals there, but nothing happened. It's very, 
very dangerous for a creative artist to stop his momentum. 
Let's say he stops his momentum for two years. It will be 
four years at least before he gets back to where he was 
when he started to stop that momentum. It's a very danger-
ous thing. I would go so far as to say that it is very 
dangerous for a creative artist to have a family even. 
But what are you going to do? A woman has a right to have 
children. If you feel that much allegiance to her and that 
much love for her as a human being, you can't say, "No,if 
you want to have a family, go marry somebody else. My art 
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comes first." Actually music is not as important as 
humanity. You just have to face that. It isn't. It may 
be to the composer. It seems to me, if humanity comes 
first instead of his profession, then the profession is 
more important than people. I just don't believe it any-
more than I believe that property is more important than 
people. I just don't believe it. One has to be a man, I 
guess, and accept things when they come and get great joy 
from them. I don't wish in any way to say that I didn't 
have some of the happiest years of my life in Colorado 
Springs. They were wonderful years, and we had great joy 
there. 

I also went through an important time at that time. 
I was very much opposed to the whole McCarthy business, 
as everybody [practically] that I knew was. But I was 
extremely opposed to it. That went on for years. It 
didn't come to its real climax until FDR was out of the 
picture altogether and Eisenhower was in. That was when 
it came to its great climax because Ike was too gentle 
for this boy. He was a wolf, a real tiger I mean. He 
was probably psychotic along with it. At that time, I 
won't say I was prominent, but I was on the national 
board for Wallace, you remember? No, not this [George] 
Wallace! [laughter] 
TUSLER: No, Henry Wallace. 
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HARRIS: Henry Wallace, the vice-president. I was on his 
national board, representing the Rocky Mountain region. 
He seemed to be sort of taken over by an extreme left-
wing group. I felt it. When everything happened, it 
seemed as if he was being pulled away from the central 
track of America. I read all about it all the time, and 
I got very unhappy. I resigned from the national committee. 
Oh, boy, that was an experience. I got terrific letters, 
threatening letters, from all over. They were from people 
who were very pro-Wallace and very antianybody who wasn't 
for him. We have this. We have the extreme right and 
extreme left in this nation. There are an awful lot of 
extreme right and extreme left. It's the conservatives 
and the progressives which are going to make this country 
have stability and develop. That's what I think. My feel-
ing about an extreme right or an extreme left is that any-
body that is anybody, who feels so maniacal this way, 
would rather destroy everything than not have their way. 
That's what a radical means to me. I don't care whether 
it's right or left. We have them. 
TUSLER: Sure, we do. Do you feel that these political 
identifications and activities of yours were an upsetting 
factor in your life that prevented you from working? 
HARRIS: Well, they were distractions. There was something 
there. I was not satisfied to just be a successful citizen 
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in America. I felt that I had to identify myself with 
things, even if it was dabbling. I think now as I look 
back on it that I was a dabbler, as most everybody is who 
gets on committees. They don't really know how things 
run. They don't know anything about the candidates that 
they are carrying on about. Look at this fellow 
McCarthy. People thought he was a salvation from heaven 
or something. Look at how he turned out. In one week his 
whole image in the nation was sort of weakened and tar-
nished by not being a leader. He wasn't a leader. 
TUSLER: How active were you with the affairs politically? 
HARRIS: Well, I was active enough to travel around, speak 
at the conventions, write and keep a secretary busy all 
day long. [laughter] I thought I was doing my bit for 
American democracy. Since then, I have come to believe 
that the only way each of us can do our bit is to do 
supremely well, if we can, what we set out to do. If 
everybody does that we will have a superb nation. Every-
body can't do everything. It is just impossible. That is 
what I learned in Colorado Springs. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XI, SIDE ONE 
SEPTEMBER 11, 1968 

TUSLER: Last time we were talking about your years at 
Colorado College. In that period of time, however, you 
had another activity that we haven't yet discussed, and 
that is your position in O.W.I. [Office of War Informa-
tion] as musical director. Would you like to say something 
about that to begin with today? 
HARRIS: Yes, I will. I was appointed as a music director 
for Office of War Information while I was out in Colorado 
College. The authorities were willing for me to go and 
do that service for our nation in time of war. It was 
probably the hardest job I ever had. One of the hard 
parts of it was the fact that I lived in a Lotus Club to 
which I belonged. It is a bachelor's club. I didn't 
realize how much I had become a family man and how much I 
depended on it until I was alone there in New York, which 
can be a very lonesome place with all its millions of people. 
I especially missed the observation of a young growing 
child and its need for a sympathetic and loving parent-
hood. This is something which I probably wouldn't have 
realized to that extent if I hadn't been living alone 
there. 

Now, about the job itself, it might be interesting 
to tell some things which probably most people don't 
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realize. In the first place, the musicians union had 
granted permission to the government to have all their 
networks piped right into the laboratories of the O.W.I. 
They also [had] permission to take any program that they 
wished off the air and use it in any way they wished. So, 
naturally, we got a very large library of wonderful 
records, beautifully recorded. I think those are in the 
Library of Congress at the present time. It constitutes 
a very big library of music and also is an index of what 
the musical culture of the nation was at that time. In 
addition to this, we made all kinds of recordings of 
specialty groups that had songs, especially songs and 
chorus, for special nationalities which we were sending 
to over there. They were Americans who lived here but 
who had their national specialties. We did a lot of that. 
Then, we recorded a lot of the government bands. We had 
some orchestras that were very good too. We collaborated 
with orchestras. We told them some of the things we 
wanted, and they were glad to do them. They put them on 
their programs, so we were able to record those things. 
I remember going up to the festival in Rochester to record 
a lot of works up there for the war effort, not to record 
them ourselves, but to get the recordings because they were 
making splendid recordings themselves up there at that 
time. This was a very interesting position. [tape off] 
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TUSLER: I want to ask you how did your position in the 
O.W.I, come about? How were you approached, by whom, and 
who was instrumental in your doing that job? 
HARRIS: I received a telegram asking me if I would come 
there. They were having some troubles about getting 
their tapes out. They needed somebody there who was a 
little more experienced, I guess, in that sort of thing. 
Generally, it takes a long time for clearance to do that 
job because you have to be cleared in every possible way. 
It's a semisecret job, I suppose. It goes right into 
the State Department anyhow. You are really engaged by 
the State Department, so you really have to be cleared. 
I'm very pleased to say they cleared me in forty-eight 
hours after I said that I would go there. 
TUSLER: Why do you suppose it was you that they chose 
for that job? 

HARRIS: I have no idea except that I had initiated so many 
broadcasts for American composers and piloted so many fes-
tivals. I was doing a lot of that sort of thing in Colorado 
Springs at the time. I went there in the early spring. One 
of the matters which concerned us was what we would do when 
the time came to have the festival in the summertime in 
Colorado Springs. Fortunately, the war came to an end 
just about the first of July, if you remember. So I was 
able to go. Everything just fit. I had set everything 
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up before I left anyhow. Everything worked out nicely. 
I hadn't realized how hard government people work and how 
little they are paid for what they work until I got into 
that job. A top position doesn't pay nearly what private 
industry pays. 
TUSLER: Were you able to decide pretty much what you 
wanted to do? Were you in authority in that sense? 
HARRIS: Well, yes. I didn't have to have my decisions 
verified. I didn't really have to consult anybody. They 
sort of put it onto my desk. What I decided was what they 
wanted evidently. It was an interesting job in that I 
was extremely anxious about being in this job and repre-
senting American government. The government had never 
done anything for serious music or had never seen to it 
that good music was sent over there. I had a meeting with 
the editors of major publishers, a luncheon meeting with 
them. I got them to agree that if we could get the re-
cordings of a hundred of our best works, that they would 
give me the published scores to go with them all over the 
world. We did do this. I did not make the decisions of 
these works. I had a group that I discussed the matter 
with, the publishers themselves and some conductors. I 
tried to do it on a very broad base. I think we did do 
so, in selecting those hundred works. 
TUSLER: They were all American works? 
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HARRIS: All American works, yes. I think probably the 
most important work that we recorded was Randall Taft 
Thompson's work for chorus and orchestra which was broad-
casted all over the world when FDR died. That was a very, 
very tense time for us. For about forty-eight hours 
there, nobody slept in trying to get the thing moving. 
It was a very, very tense time, requiring an objective 
point of view and a sense of being a servant to one hundred 
eighty or ninety million people. If you are a servant to 
nearly two hundred million people, you forget about yourself 
and try to give as just a decision as possible about things. 
You forget what your own preferences are because, after 
all, your preferences are only one out of a couple of 
hundred million people, a hundred ninety million people. 
So, you have to try to hit some kind of a mean, or an 
average of what would be the right thing. I suppose 
that's what history does. It just sort of irons that 
whole thing out, doesn't it? 
TUSLER: What was your selection policy? Did you try to 
gear the music to the general public, or was it a broader 
thing than that? 
HARRIS: As near as I can remember, our policy was to 
present a broad case of the best that America had pro-
duced on several different levels—symphonic level, band 
level, chorus level, and a mixture of those. We also 
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included some things from some of the great universities 
that had something good to offer. We were trying all the 
time to get things from our big universities. I imagine 
that they were upset by the war also and didn't produce as 
well as they might, with the exception of Rochester. 
Rochester always has a great amount of fine performers and 
wonderful student orchestras and choruses, all that sort 
of thing. They contributed very heavily at that time. 

We also were in close contact with the WNYC, which is 
the municipal radio and was the biggest and most important 
municipal radio in the whole world at that time. I don't 
know whether it still is, but I imagine it is. They had 
been collecting the selected works from universities and 
colleges from all over the United States for years. So we 
had good access and help there. Herman Newman was the 
director at that time and he was very knowledgeable about 
what America had produced. I think we did a pretty good 
job. 

I'm glad that I did the work because it made me have 
a much more easygoing attitude towards my own position in 
the world. I realized that time does these things. You 
can't do anything about pushing them. I realized it better 
through that probably than anything I had ever done before. 
Being a public servant, you then forget a little about your 
own position in the race for some kind of notoriety, if 
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you want to make it a bad word [laughter] or fame if you 
want to make it a good word. I gradually began to realize, 
and I do even more as time goes on now, having been through 
a second world war that you can't do anything about these 
things. Robert Burns said, "The best laid schemes o' mice 
and men gang aft a-gley." They certainly do. You lay 
everything out, it will be planned out, and something 
comes along. It doesn't work out at all. So, I think that 
the creative artist and the performing artist too have to 
do the best they can, assuming in a kind of blind faith 
that they will find the proper position. That's sort of 

I won't go into a lot of the political details because 
they are detailed and take up too much time. One of the 
things which amused me very much was that we were getting 
a constant bombardment of letters, telegrams, and personal 
callings from European countries to stop bombarding them 
with our popular music. They said that they had more than 
they wanted all the time. The interesting part of that 
whole thing is that there must have been, although I never 
was able to find out, some kind of a setup between the 
Air Force and the pops boys [laughter]—in other words, 
Madison Avenue—because we had a good deal of trouble 
getting the Air Force to take over important things 
which the European nations were very anxious to get. 
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Then, of all ironies, later on Mr. McCarthy, Mr. Joe 
McCarthy, came along and sent his henchmen over there. 
I think Roy Cohn was one of them, wasn't he? Who was that 
other fellow who went with him? Do you remember? 
TUSLER: I don't remember. 
HARRIS: There were two of them, buddies. They went over 
and went into all the American embassies. They insisted 
in taking out all the American works that had gone over 
there. There was a great hullaballoo about that. 
TUSLER: And musical works? 
HARRIS: Yesl It was on the grounds that all the impor-
tant composers, practically from Lennie Bernstein on down, 
everybody included, [laughter] were communist, or, if 
they weren't communist, fellow travelers. Oh, it was an 
awful mess. 
TUSLER: Was that when you were in the office? 
HARRIS: No, that was later, quite a little while later. 
TUSLER: Did you have anything like that while you were 
there? 
HARRIS: No, we never had a thing like that happen to us. 
We had criticisms once in a while from the press. The 
press was always in there pressing. They are always 
pressing for vox populi as much as possible because they 
want circulation. Then, of course, they are pressing 
for the people who advertise the most. That is part of 
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our national press situation which we all have to live with. 
TUSLER: How did this job then affect your productivity 
as a composer? 
HARRIS: Oh, it stopped it dead, absolutely dead in its 
tracks. I was half-dead myself. I never got to bed before 
one o'clock in the morning. I was on the job by seven the 
next morning. It was a big job. 
TUSLER: This came to a halt at the end of the war and 
you went back to Colorado? 
HARRIS: Colorado, yes. I was very glad to get back too. 
The end of the war came right away then. 
TUSLER: Didn't you, along in there, get your second 
doctor of music degree? Wasn't that from the University 
of Rochester? 
HARRIS: That was a little bit later on, I think a little 
bit later. I'm not sure. I could look that up. 
TUSLER: I have 1946. 
HARRIS: Nineteen forty-six, I've forgotten. When did the 
war end? 
TUSLER: Nineteen forty-five. 
HARRIS: 'Forty-five, in the summer. I think it may have 
been the following spring. I can look it up if you want it. 
TUSLER: This is how it's given in Slonimsky. 
HARRIS: Yes, but you know Nick? He prides himself for 
being absolutely, completely faithful to facts. But the 
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funny part of it is that he is so full of mistakes be-
cause he's concentrating on his particular idea of the 
facts. I in no way mean or intend to discredit him for 
what he's worked at. He's been very important. He prob-
ably has been the best historian of twentieth-century 
music, I would say. But, when he gets out of his par-
ticular channels, why then look out. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Anyway, it's possible that date is a little bit 
later. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. I'm sure it's possible of a lot of 
things. Nick has been very interested in my music. He 
even found two of my symphony scores which I had completely 
lost altogether. I had given them up. Then he found them 
in the Fleisher Library in Philadelphia. [laughter] 
TUSLER: The original scores ? 
HARRIS: The originals, yes. 
TUSLER: How had they gotten there? 
HARRIS: We don't know how they got there. 
TUSLER: Oh, dear. 
HARRIS: Those matters don't concern me very much. 
TUSLER: Where are your manuscript scores now? 
HARRIS: They are in the Library of Congress. They get 
all my holograph scores, all of my originals. They have 
a very big collection by now. 
TUSLER: Shall we move on from Colorado? I believe your 
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next position was at Logan, Utah. I wonder if you could 
tell me what were the circumstances of your moving from 
Colorado to Utah. 
HARRIS: They were very strange. You might call them 
gratuitous. We went over there to give a concert in Logan, 
Utah. We were so very enchanted by Cache Valley, which is 
such a beautiful valley with wonderful fruit, rivers, 
little streams running through the town of Logan, and 
people who are so friendly and so wholesome. We were en-
chanted by it. A few days after we got home, we had a 
telegram asking us if we would consider taking a year's 
leave of absence to come there to be a composer in resi-
dence and pianist in residence for the state of Utah. The 
people in Colorado were always very good about letting us 
do the things we wanted to do. I don't think they were 
very happy about that idea. I think they rather kept it 
covered up pretty well. But the townspeople didn't like 
it. There was quite a bit of comment about it, not that 
we should stay home, but that the townspeople would miss 
us. It was a very, very nice thing that they did. A lot 
of people came to see us. 

I had a real yen to go and live in Utah because it 
was the only socialist state that we have. It really is 
a kind of religious oligarchy in a way. It's rather 
socialistic, as you must know. The state's really run by 

454 



the Mormon church. The people are quite different. You 
can't realize how different they are until you move there 
and live there. They are much nearer to the earth than 
the other people. They haven't fallen prey to the 
blandishments of Hollywood at all. The only other place 
that I know in the whole United States where that is true, 
I would say, would be up around Harvard Yard. [laughter] 
Boston, should I say, in general is much less prone to fall 
for Hollywood, as we might say. I suppose part of that 
is because of the influence of religion there too. The 
Christian Science is centered there, and Congregationalists 
are centered there. 

I would like to take just a little while to say that 
surely the state of Utah must be the most highly organized 
state in the union. I think I would have to say that. 
When we arrived for the first time, a reception was given 
us by the leading banker of the town who had a very nice 
home. 

Incidentally, the Mormons live very well. You don't 
ever feel the pinch of poverty there. I never saw any 
signs of any kind of poverty ever there. There are differ-
ent levels of prosperity, but there certainly is a sense 
of solid, economic assurance and security there. They had 
invited people to come and meet us. We started in shaking 
hands, I don't know what, about four o'clock in the 
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afternoon or something like that, and this went on for 
about three hours. It went on until Johana was exhausted, 
and our host had to say, "Mrs. Harris mustn't shake hands 
because her wrist is getting lame." There were so many of 
them, and they were from all over the state. It was then 
that I realized that everybody is everybody's cousin all 
over the state of Utah. [laughter] I mean they just came 
from everywhere. They were from all over the south and, of 
course, Salt Lake City, clear on up to Idaho, from across 
the border and everywhere. It was the most wonderful wel-
come. I was just flabbergasted. I have never seen such a 
welcome as that. They remained that way all the time we 
were there. We were always getting cake, some fresh 
bread, canned fruit, jellies and jams, or a quarter of 
venison or some wild ducks. All kinds of things, all the 
time, were being brought there. We went there in the fall. 
Then that winter I conducted my Third Symphony in the 
tabernacle, which was a very great experience. 
TUSLER: In Salt Lake? 
HARRIS: In Salt Lake City. The tabernacle has most wonder-
ful acoustics. It's just unbelievable. You would have to 
experience it. You just feel the sound flowing past you as 
though it were flowing in oil or something. It's so smooth 
and so clear. It's a wonderful place to conduct in. Then 
we did this same program up in Cache Valley, up in Logan. 
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This time it had to be done in the gymnasium. The gym-
nasium is on top of a big hill. That night there was an 
enormous blizzard. No car could get up that hill, 
[laughter] It was cold. Oh, it was bitter cold. The 
place was just jammed with people. 
TUSLER: How did they get there? 
HARRIS: Well, I don't know how they got there. That's 
one of the things that one feels. In Utah, they love 
music very,very much. I learned a lot of things about the 
Mormons through their music. They are very devoted to 
music. They go, and there's no question about how they 
get there. You get there. It's the same kind of spirit, 
I suppose, that got them across the desert when they left 
Illinois and landed up in this place which, at that time, 
was a real desert. It was nothing. They landed there and 
stayed there and made that place. One cannot live in the 
state of Utah without having a profound sense of respect 
for the Mormon religion. 
TUSLER: Do you think there's some special affinity between 
the Mormon people and your music? 
HARRIS: A lot of people have asked me about that. There 
might be this sense that my music is not city music. It 
never was city music. I'm a dance man. I was born on the 
frontier. I always have to have some large evidence of 
natural phenomena like a great tree if I'm going to live 
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in a city. When I was living in New York City, I had an 
apartment which overlooked the Hudson River. From my 
apartment which had a kind of a window that looked right 
on up that river, I had my composer's desk. I could just 
sit there and write and look right on up that Hudson 
River. I didn't feel I ever needed to go anywhere. 
There was a whole world with those wonderful boats going 
up and down all times of the day and night. 

Utah is full of great beauty. Their winters are 
extreme, very extreme. They didn't have a good grand piano 
and the president sent me to New York to buy one, which I 
did. We bought a Steinway. We have been Baldwin people 
for many years, but we knew the Steinway people. Johana 
knew them extremely well. We used to stay up there where 
they were in the summers, up in Massachusetts somewhere. 
They shipped it out and I had a letter of instructions. 
That Steinway was shipped. It was on a siding in Cheyenne, 
I think, for two weeks in one of the greatest blizzards 
they had ever known. It took several weeks before they 
could get it into Logan Valley, which was landlocked. The 
only way you got into Logan Valley for quite a long was 
by airplane, neither by car nor by railroad. I suppose 
horses could get in. 

It was really wild there that winter. Flocks of deer 
came out of the Wasatch Mountains. They ate what shrubbery 
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they could get, and they were putting out bales of alfalfa 
and hay all over the town for deer to eat. It was a very 
wonderful experience in a way. It would be hard to believe 
that that winter town, so closed in as it was, could be 
what it turned out to be in the springtime with these won-
derful mountain freshets running all through the town every 
different way. It had beautiful foliage, flowers and mar-
velous fruit. It's an extremely abundant country. 
TUSLER: What happened to your composition after you got 
there? Did you increase the output? 

HARRIS: I want to tell you one thing. I'll answer that 
question, but I had in mind that I wanted to tell you 
about this piano, which finally arrived. It was absolutely 
frozen. I had instructions from the Steinway people as 
to how to defrost it. We had to mount it and put out pans 
of water that were not too hot, but just hot enough to 
have some warm moisture rise. Gradually the sounding board 
was to get back to its original shape. It had to be de-
frosted, I guess. [laughter] 

TUSLER: If you had done it too fast, it would have prob-
ably warped. 
HARRIS: Yes, if it had gone too fast, of course. When I 
got this, I went to the president. He said, "Well, I 
haven't got any person that I could ask to do that because 
it's sort of like nursing a little child or something." 
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We couldn't, for instance, have it warm enough when it 
first came in our own living room. It had to be quite cold 
because, if it had warmed up too suddenly, it would have 
broken the sounding board. It took us a week to get that 
piano back into shape again. 
TUSLER: Was it all right then? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. We didn't lose a thing on it. We gave 
live network broadcasts right out of our own living room for 
ABC, American Broadcasting Company. I think it's ABC (I'm 
not sure whether it is ABC or Mutual) that has a big center 
there in Salt Lake City. It's kind of a tri-state net-
work. I think it's controlled by the Mormons, as a matter 
of fact, because their center is there. But it's part of 
the whole network. We gave a weekly broadcast right out 
of our home, in which a lot of music was newer music. A 
lot of music was performed. There was discussion of music 
and the place of music in the home, in government, and in 
the church. There was a general discussion of music, its 
techniques, and how it worked and everything. I remember 
that we had a banker, a philosopher, a doctor, Johana and 
myself, and, I think, a Mormon priest. 
TUSLER: What was your role in it? 
HARRIS: I was a sort of an emcee on it. Jo did mostly 
playing however. People thought they were interesting 
forums. 
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That summer we gave a marvelous festival right there 
in the town. We had the best place that was there for 
chamber music. It was always full a half an hour before 
the concert began. So many people couldn't go because 
it just wasn't big enough. It seated five or six hundred 
people. 
TUSLER: Who gave the festival, the whole college? 
HARRIS: The townspeople paid for it. It's a small town, 
but a very wealthy town. Every merchant there is a huge 
success, it seems anyhow. They are very well heeled—one 
has that feeling always—in everything they do. Their 
prices are not exorbitant. Everybody has money in his 
jeans, and that's the way it is. 
TUSLER: Were you actually connected with the music depart-
ment of the college? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. Oh, yes. Both of us were. It's a state 
university. Utah State is in Logan. We were sent as cul-
tural spokesmen or ambassadors or whatever you want to call 
it to the towns all over the state. Jo gave her concerts 
in the tabernacles where they have their meeting places. 
We also gave some concerts at BYU. 
TUSLER: Brigham Young. 
HARRIS: Brigham Young University. They have a very, very 
beautiful concert hall there. The acoustics there seem to 
be just as good as the acoustics in the tabernacle, 
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gorgeous, just gorgeous acoustics. Can you stop it? [tape 
recorder turned off] 

Knudsen, who is our acting chancellor at UCLA, is 
Mormon. I suspect he had something to do with those wonder-
ful acoustics at BYU because they were so fine. I know he 
is enormously interested and very successful in that field. 
TUSLER: Can I go back to the other question about your 
productivity again? What did you do along the lines of 
composition when you got to Logan? 
HARRIS: What did I do? Let's see, what did I do? I wrote 
a large work for orchestra for the alumni of UCLA for the 
big spring concert that they had. The conductor then was 
a fellow by the name of Hunt, a very good conductor. He 
now is head of the music department in Nashville. They 
asked me to write that work. I think it was in honor of 
the hundredth anniversary of the discovery of gold. When 
would that be? When was gold discovered? Do you know? 
TUSLER: Wasn't it '49? 
HARRIS: 1949, that's right. I wrote a large symphonic 
work for a symphonic band called The Fruit of Gold. It 
was about the discovery of gold. 
TUSLER: Did the Mormon Tabernacle Choir ever sing any of 
your works then? 
HARRIS: Not one note. 
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TUSLER: Why? 
HARRIS: I don't know. It didn't develop. If I had been 
there, I suppose they would have probably done my Folksong 
Symphony. They have since done the Folksong Symphony, 
which is the fourth, with the [Utah] Symphony. (I guess 
that Salt Lake symphony is a state symphony.) [tape recorder 
turned off] We became well acquainted and good friends with 
Maurice Abravanel who was, at that time, the conductor of 
the orchestra and who has remained there. 

This brings me to another interesting situation which 
developed. The president of Utah State was a man by the 
name of Harris. We had no relationship at all. He was a 
brilliant agronomist and had done a lot of work in Syria 
and all over for the United States government in order to 
help them over there in their own promotion. He was from 
an old Mormon family. They had asked him to run for 
governor because there was a pitched battle between what 
you might call the conservative old Mormon families and the 
out-of-state capital people of which the Guggenheims were 
the big group. The Union Pacific was another big one. 
There is an awful lot of the capital which controls the 
Union Pacific. A lot of capital is in Utah, if I'm not 
mistaken. Anyhow there was this pitched battle between the 
people who wanted to keep it Mormon, have their tithings, 
and have money enough to run the government the way they 
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want to and the out-of-state capital people who wanted to 
control the financial development of the state for their 
own purposes. Finally, just by very, very few votes, they 
elected a man by the name of Lee, Governor Lee. I believe 
his name was Lee. We had better check on that, but I'm 
pretty sure it was. As soon as he got in, he chopped off 
a great whammy of money from the universities. He probably 
took the most of the money from Utah State because the man 
who had been his adversary was the president of Utah State. 
President Harris sued the governor and won his case. The 
governor said, "Well, it won't do you any good to have won 
the case because you can't get any checks unless I sign 
them, and I refuse to sign them. You have to sue me to 
make me sign them, and I don't think you can make me do 
it." There was a great row about this whole thing. He 
said something about the fact that they had spent all kinds 
of unnecessary money, including, I think, $10,000 for a breed-
ing bull. Of course, that's an agricultural college. Another 
thing he said was that they were buying Steinway grand 
pianos for their faculty and, if you would keep off the 
grass, you might be able to see the pianos from the lawn. 
Of course, everybody knew who he was talking about. The 
press called up and talked to Jo. They asked her if she'd 
seen this slap on the front page. She said she had read 
it. They wanted to know if she had any comment. She said 
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that she would give them a comment if they would guarantee 
to print it and box it on the front page the next day. 
Since she was a woman, they said that they would. She 
said, "Well, I suggest that they let the governor keep the 
bull in his parlor." Of course that was picked up, and 
people wrote poems about it. Oh, it was a big deal. 
TUSLER: Marvelous, what a comeback. 
HARRIS: Oh, what a comeback. Then I was asked to speak 
in the Senate about the matter of money for the orchestra 
because the orchesera had been just cut down to practically 
nothing. It was the state orchestra. They also cut the 
funds, I understand, for the children's hospital and all 
kinds of things. It was like a morgue when he got through 
slashing. That was to make good on his tax promises. 
TUSLER: Did that affect your staying there then? 
HARRIS: Very much. Very much. The president asked us up 
to his office one day. He said, "We are all so pleased with 
you. We would love to have you stay here. You can stay 
here for the rest of your life if you want to. But of 
course, you only agreed to stay for one year. I think you 
would be unwise to stay here, even though we want you to 
so much, because I can't see anything ahead but fighting 
for years and years and years." I guess that was because 
they had some awful problems there. I haven't followed 
it up to see how it's going. But I have been through 
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there, and they have built a lot of beautiful new roads and 
the towns seem to be prosperous. So, I guess they righted 
themselves and are just going right on. 

They were the only state, I guess, that refused 
government help when we had that big trouble in 1929, 
when we had the Black Depression. I think they were the 
only state in the United States that refused government aid. 
TUSLER: They just didn't need it. 
HARRIS: They might have been a little hard up, but they 
preferred to keep it amongst themselves. That's what it 
was. I think they didn't want the federal government 
meddling in with their state politics, which has something 
to say for it too. 
TUSLER: You decided to leave as a result of that political 
situation largely? 
HARRIS: Yes. As is generally the case, because people 
like the combination of a pianist and a composer, we had 
another offer. It is a good buy, shall we say, because Jo 
is such a great pianist, and I'm getting to be an experi-
enced fellow myself. 
TUSLER: Yes, I think we could say that. 
HARRIS: So, universities want us, and colleges want us. 
We have had so many offers, such nice offers and kindly 
offers. So, we received an offer from Nashville, Tennessee. 
In Nashville, Tennessee, there is a very great teachers 
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college. I have been always very interested in teaching, 
and Jo too. In a sense, this is the Columbia of the South. 
Their teachers just spread out all over the South. I had 
always wanted to live in the South and see for myself what 
the South was like. All the reports that I had on the 
South were always from the northern point of view. Al-
though we live in the south out here in Los Angeles, the 
attitude towards the South, in quotes, is a northern point 
of view, wouldn't you say so? 
TUSLER: Yes. 
HARRIS: It is the northern point of view, which was the 
Union point of view, that has predominated in most of the 
United States. I wanted to see what it was like there. 
They gave us pleasant positions on their faculty. We went 
there and talked to them. We had a lot of exchange of 
letters and some long distance telephone calls. Finally, 
we went there as their guests for a week. We talked things 
over and decided to go. That is where we are now. 
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TAPE NUMBER:' XI, SIDE TWO 
SEPTEMBER 11, 19 6 8 

TUSLER: In 1949, you went to Peabody Teachers College at 
this invitation from them that you spoke of. 
HARRIS: Yes, we went there. I might tell you in the 
beginning that Peabody is closely affiliated with 
Vanderbilt, right across the street. We had nice relation-
ships with the Vanderbilt people too. Peabody campus was 
designed by Thomas Jefferson. It's a very, very beautiful 
campus, looking out from the entrance to the main build-
ing there and then grouped all around it. I speak of that 
now because one of the most interesting experiences we had 
there was to give high-class chamber music concerts there. 
Now, I have been giving chamber music concerts for years 
and years. I saw this stretch of lawn down from the en-
trance to the main building. It's a wonderful kind of open 
air auditorium with amplification. There are trees all 
around, so you can put amplifiers up in the trees and 
people can hear extremely well. I was able to persuade 
the Peabody people and the Nashville, Tennessee, press who 
also put in some money, and the University of the South 
at Sewanee to all collaborate on having a summer season. 
Sewanee is on a high plateau. They have a 13,000-acre 
campus there. It's just covered with all kinds of trees 
and everything else. It is a wonderful place. So, we 
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went up there and gave these festivals. The faculty and 
students lived up there on this high plateau, which was 
quite cool. It used to be the sort of watering place for 
all the Bourbon families in the South. They used to have 
a Chautauqua up there too. 
TUSLER: This was the Cumberland Festival? 
HARRIS: Yes, the Cumberland Festival. We had it up 
there. We gave the concerts on Friday nights in Nashville, 
overlooking that beautiful lawn there at Peaboay College. 
A very interesting thing, the editor, I think he was, of 
the Nashville Tennessean said that he would give us some 
money and support us to the hilt on it. But he prognos-
ticated that we might possibly have a thousand people for 
the first concert out of curiosity. But, by the time we 
were down to the third concert, there wouldn't be more 
than two hundred people. He just didn't think that 
Southerners had that much interest in music. They were 
more for literature and all kinds of things. He felt that 
the people with money, anyhow, were large families that 
had wonderful estates; whenever they wanted music, they 
went to New York or they went to Europe in the summer 
times. So, it was just quite out of the question in his 
opinion. But he wanted to have a try at it. We ended 
up by having five and six thousand people coming. You 
never know about things until you try for it. We had 

469 



wonderful concerts. We also broadcast them on NBC to the 
nation. Of course, we had great musicians. We had Josef 
Gingold. 

TUSLER: On the faculty, you mean? 
HARRIS: Yes. Most of the fellows whom I had had in 
Colorado Springs followed us to Utah in the summers. Then 
they followed us to Nashville when we went there. We had 
wonderful concerts and broadcasts. We did recordings for 
the University of the South. They paid for them and made, 
I think, two thousand replicas of a long-playing record. 
They were outstanding things. So, it was an extremely 
successful matter. 

Before I go further, I think I should say some of the 
things that we experienced in the South. In the first 
place, I would have to say that we experienced great 
friendliness, a different kind of friendliness. I think 
they call it Southern hospitality. Southern hospitality 
is something, believe me. There are different levels of 
it, of course. The people who don't have anything share 
what they haven't got. [laughter] The middle-class 
people are not quite as hospitable, but then they are 
really poor because they are struggling so hard to get 
something. But still they are also extremely friendly 
and very hospitable in their way. The Bourbon families, 
the big, old wealthy families, are something. It is sort 
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of like going back into the feudal period. It must have 
been like feudalism was. They are deep in their cultures. 
Many of them read and speak Greek and Latin. They have 
enormous libraries. Their youth are educated in the great 
universities of the world. Their whole background is one 
that they were born to leadership. They have had the 
attitude of leaders from the time they were brought up. 
Of course, in the beginnings, they were brought up gen-
erally with Negroes anyhow, Negro women. It has often 
been said, of course, that the politesse, the grace and 
everything else which the wealthy whites had were taught 
to them by their Negro mammies. [laughter] It has also 
been said that they were always in there and that the 
people who were born into these big dynasties were there 
to protect the dynasties because to belong to them meant 
that they themselves were extremely protected amongst 
their own kind. They were protected not only economically 
but also socially. To be a highly trusted servant in one 
of those families, meant that you were quality, as they 
call it, because you worked for quality folks. 

I am talking about what I found down there. It 
doesn't mean that I approve of it. How could I approve 
of it when one goes to shantytown and sees how they live? 
Oh, my God! You can't believe it until you see it. A 
big family can barely afford a little house. In the 
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wintertime, it gets cold down there. You see those poor 
people going around shivering, and their faces turn sort 
of gray. Then, of course, they themselves are fighting 
amongst themselves for survival. They have terrible 
fights and cut each other up all the time. The police 
don't pay any attention to it at all. They just let them 
go. At least that is the feeling that I got about it all. 

The same thing is true in Washington. I used to go 
down in the summertimes to Washington, the Library of 
Congress, to study in the summers. Some things that I 
saw down there were pretty fierce. It was right in the 
capital, two blocks from Congress, right there. You just 
have to go a couple of blocks away and you are right in it. 
All that whole thing is part of America today which we 
have to face up to. It is part of it. 
TUSLER: Did you find the Southern aristocrats to be good 
patrons of the arts? 
HARRIS: Oh, my, yes! Heavens! They knew too. We 
found tremendous talent down there amongst the lower middle 
classes who somehow or another got to go to Peabody. That 
was their chance. It was their chance to climb out of the 
poverty into which they were born, or the semipoverty. 
They had something, but very little. They had very, very 
great frugality. They always were wonderfully washed, 
cleaned, ironed and dressed. They looked like a million 
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dollars in some little cheap cotton dress. They were just 
nothing but blue denims and a shirt an awful lot of the 
time. I remember going to a class for instance. I'll 
never forget this. I asked them, "How many of you people 
know anything about folk songs?" That was an opening ques-
tion. I no longer got the question out of my mouth than 
a snappy little gal jumped up and went to the piano, sat 
down and started to sing one folk song after another. She 
was playing her own accompaniment to it. She went for 
about ten or fifteen minutes, and I said, "Well, that's 
wonderful." When she went back and sat down, a very hand-
some, tall, young dark-complexioned fellow—God, he looked 
like he might be a Spanish don or something—got up, 
hitched his belt a little and he said, "Well, if I'd a 
known you was gonna make music, I'd a brought my guitar." 
[laughter] So, of course, I asked him to bring his guitar 
next time. We had music in that class. Man, what a class 
that was, so alert. They were watching you like a hawk on 
everything you said. 
TUSLER: What kind of a class was it? 
HARRIS: It was an appreciation class, kind of a survey of 
what was going on in America. Oh, that was a wonderful 
group. What times we had. Man! 
TUSLER: Did you become acquainted with a lot of folk music 
you had never heard before? 
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HARRIS: I knew folk music pretty well before I went there. 
My mother was a very good folk singer and played a lot of 
guitar herself. I had picked up a lot myself. I had 
studied a lot of books about it and knew a lot about it. 
There was a fellow who lived in a town and who was called 
Pullen Jackson. He was a collector. I came to know him 
quite well. 

Of course, that is the town where Grand Ole Opry comes 
from. It's NBC. That is one of NBC's biggest sellers 
still, I think. There is Minnie Pearl, or whatever her 
name is, Gene Autry and all the whole bunch. I guess they 
came from down in there. That is one of the biggest indus-
tries. It is just full of recording companies and full of 
mountain folk coming down to do their stuff. It's one of 
the most interesting parts of the town. It has a tremendous 
kind of native mountain folk music. The white mountaineers 
dominate the music down there. The Negroes don't get in 
very well, but I guess they are starting to have their own 
now from what I hear. 
TUSLER: Of course you have always been influended by folk 
music, wouldn't you say? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, from the cradle. I was born right into 
it. My mother is quite an accomplished folk singer. Both 
of my boys now are very good folk singers. Jo is a fine 
folk singer herself. 
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TUSLER: Did this contact there in Nashville change your 
composition in any way? 
HARRIS: Oh, let's see, how am I going to answer that? It 
might have made me confirm my attitudes into convictions 
that any music in any country cannot go any further than 
the people of that country are willing to have it go, what-
ever that happens to be. Now if you happen to be for a 
very,� very small choice minority and your music is beamed 
for that group, why then that is what your minority group 
will be. I have really been never concerned about what my 
public would be because I felt that a composer must write 
the thing he wants to do in the idiom he wants to do it, 
or it won't be any good. If he tries to write down from 
what he is, it won't be any good. If he tries to write 
up from what he is, it won't be any good. He has to lay 
it into the groove and take his chances as to what is going 
to happen. If he is lucky, he will happen to be coming 
along just at the time when the people are about ready for 
the thing that he's about to give them. [laughter] There's 
nothing you can do about that. If you're a little bit too 
far ahead of your people, then you won't be a success. If 
you are too far behind them, you won't be a success either. 
That can rise and fall. It's a change, all that whole 
thing. 

So, I would have to say that my appreciation of folk 
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music, while I was there going into the mountains, seeing 
them and all that sort of thing, made me feel that the 
folk idiom was even a little bit juicier than I thought it 
was. I felt that it hadn't played out and that it was a 
very, very going concern. Of course, I have to still say 
the same thing for my own boys with their bands. They 
wouldn't call themselves folk singers. They wouldn't be 
caught dead saying it. But what they are doing is mostly 
folk level. There is no doubt about that in my mind. It's 
certainly not advanced symphonic level, the idiom or any-
thing about it. Most of their melodies are all just plain 
diatonic folk melodies, just as most of the rock and roll 

TUSLER: So, being there was sort of a reaffirmation of 
your feeling for the folk style. 
HARRIS: Yes, it was a confirmation rather than a reaffir-
mation because I had never left it. My Fourth Symphony is 
just pure folk symphony. It's a folk song symphony. 
That's what it's called. I would have to say—I make no 
attempt to apologize for it, nor do I wish to be connected 
in category with it—that most of the important music of 
Europe, the big music, Beethoven, Bach, Schubert and all 
those big fellows, use at least fifty percent, if not 
seventy-five percent, folk melodies. That is the idiom 
[there] of, not the precise melody. Take a whole bunch 
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of them and put them together. Take the string quartets, 
for instance, of Beethoven. Take the danza alia tedesca. 
That's absolutely a little folk waltz. What happens is 
that a period of great creativity comes when there is a 
new idiom that hasn't been fully developed yet. This is 
taken over by a few composers who are of somewhat the same 
mind. They use folk melodies or anything else they want 
to—church music, hymns, the dances, or anything they 
want—because they are not self-conscious. They just want 
to make music. They are not trying to make history. Then 
that is what makes history. That is what I think. 

So, I would say it was very good for me to have been 
there. I could never be a bigot about the wealthy people 
in the South because I have seen too many good things about 
them. I have seen how intelligent in so many ways they 
are about their own traditions. On the other hand, I simply 
couldn't accept their reactionary attitudes toward the 
Negro and toward the poor white, which is even worse. Many 
many times I had dinner with a person for whom I had respect 
because of his intelligence, his manners, his background, 
historical perspectives and all the whole business. If I 
used the word Negro, he always corrected me and said, "You 
mean nigger, don't you?" Always. Of course, they may not 
do that these days. 

We had to call off our next festival. This is a very 
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interesting thing. I had to call it off, as a matter of 
fact, because I had a telegram. I am getting a little 
ahead of my story, but I think here is the time to say it. 

When we left Nashville for a much more lucrative posi-
tion in Pittsburgh with the Mellon Foundation, I had set 
up to continue my summers at the Cumberland Slimmer Festival 
at Sewanee in connection with Peabody. Everything was 
agreed on. After we got to Pittsburgh, I got a telegram 
that the board of Sewanee, the University of the South, had 
refused to allow a Negro to come there to study for the 
ministry. The University of the South is supported by—I 
have forgotten how many states are represented—the 
Episcopal Church. They have a very great school there, 
ecclesiastical school, for the study of the ministry. As 
I understand it, they are the only university in the whole 
United States whose honor graduates are admitted to either 
Cambridge or Oxford without examinations. The scholarship 
of the University of the South at Sewanee is incredibly 
high. It's a very great, small university, a very great 
one. [tape off] In fact, I am told that a majority of 
the students who enter the University of the South are en-
rolled in the first year of their birth. Of course, it's 
an all male school. But it's a very, very interesting 
place. They have tremendous professors there. They are 
so classical in their education that they don't even permit 
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psychology on their curriculum. 
TUSLER: What was the situation you started to speak of 
about the Negro? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. So, they wouldn't allow this Negro to 
enroll to study for the ministry. The school is supported 
by all these dioceses of the Episcopalian Church from all 
over the South. I don't know how many of them. I had 
this telegram from the dean of the university saying that 
the faculty was really making a very vigorous protest 
against this. He asked me to join in it. If we could see 
fit to refuse to have our summer festival there, unless they 
retracted that statement, it might swing the balance the 
other way. I did this, of course, with the consent of my 
summer faculty which had already been engaged for the follow-
ing summer. Every one of them said, "By all means, we 
couldn't possibly go there under those circumstances." 
Well, it did swing the balance the other way, but it 
[laughter] it also closed up the whole thing forever as far 
as anything is concerned from then on. 
TUSLER: Why? 
HARRIS: Why? I don't know. They didn't feel a northerner 
had the right to tell them how to run their show. Oh, I 
had so many letters about that. 
TUSLER: From that area? 
HARRIS: From that area, yes. The letters were beautifully 
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written. I have them somewhere staked away. Beautiful 
letters. 
TUSLER: Do you mean that the Negro was then enrolled? 
HARRIS: He was enrolled, and they stopped segregation. 
TUSLER: But they refused to support the summer festival 
then as a kind of retribution? 
HARRIS: Oh, well, no, I don't know. They just felt that 
musicians had no right to impose that kind of a threat. 
They didn't want to have anything to do with anybody who 
did impose threats like that and tried to tell them what 
they could do. I suppose they were right, in a certain 
way, from their viewpoint. They were certainly right. 
But from my viewpoint, [it wasn't]. I didn't say anything 
about we wouldn't go there. I just simply said we couldn't 
go there under those circumstances, which is quite another 
thing. But by the time things get bandied around by the 
press and everything, why, there is nothing. 
TUSLER: Was that the end of the Cumberland Festivals then? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 
TUSLER: They came to a full stop then? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. Then years later they had kind of a very 
mild attempt to start something again because it was just 
unnatural to have summer schools there. But they don't 
have the top-flight musicians or the broadcasts or anything 
as I understand. 
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TUSLER: We jumped ahead and got you into Pittsburgh, but 
actually you were still in Nashville. Is there something 
more you want to add to what you have said about those years 
at Peabody? How did you feel about those two years that 
you were there. Were they good productive years? 
HARRIS: Oh, they were wonderful. They were wonderful for 
me. I didn't feel they were so good for my children. I 
felt that I had been an observer of an enormously rich kind 
of legacy that I didn't know existed. I must say, I was 
deeply impressed by the culture of the South, deeply im-
pressed. That is for the few. I must add in here that 
those who had lost their wealth but had the family tradi-
tions held their position in the society, even if they were 
rather poor. It is part of feudalism again, isn't it? Of 
course, the Negro had no position at all, absolutely nothing. 
He just took whatever he could get. 

TUSLER: You spoke of this aristocracy before as being good 
patrons of the art. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 
TUSLER: What form did this support take? Did they actually 
commission work from you or did they support the festivals? 
Just exactly what shape did this take? 
HARRIS: Well, it took many shapes. For instance, they had 
an orchestra there in Nashville. It was not a very good 
one because they just didn't have the kind of money to have 
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a good one. It was sort of a community orchestra which 
used faculty from Peabody. Johana, I remember, played a 
Rachmaninoff concerto with the orchestra. It was in that 
same theater which broadcasted the Grand Ole Opry. It 
seats five thousand people, I think. It is an enormous 
auditorium, and it was just jammed full. We were there 
about fifteen minutes before the concert was to begin, 
and there were no seats. I had my Danny Boy with me and 
there was no place. We were way up in the top balcony with 
little hope of getting a seat because it was just jammed. 
One fellow spoke up. I don't know who he was at all. 
I had never seen him. He said, "Well, Dr. Harris, wouldn't 
you like to have these seats to hear your wife play to-
night?" I said, "Well, let's go it fifty-fifty. Let my 
boy sit, and I'll be very happy to stand with you." So, 
that's what we did. But now that's an example. 

Then Johana had an operation, a minor operation, but 
she was sick in the hospital. It got into the press that 
she was in the hospital. So many flowers came from every-
where. They had to go on the radio and tell them not to 
send any more flowers. 
TUSLER: There was a general climate of support in their 
attitudes and behavior. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. Jo and I gave a concert at one of the 
Negro colleges there. The next day the president of the 
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college asked us to his office. He said, "Well, every mem-
ber of my board has called up this morning to tell me about 
this. We just can't have that. We pay your salaries. 
It's against everything we stand for. Either you have to 
resign, or not do it anymore." After that she played in 
all the schools everywhere. Of course, when she played in 
the Negro schools too, there was no problem because the 
schools were segregated. They belonged to the school sys-
tem. So, that's the way it was. There was no question 
about it at all. You might as well just say that in 
Southern California here you are not allowed to be a can-
nibal. You can't eat human flesh. [laughter] There's no 
discussion about it at all. Either you do, or you don't, 
that's all. That's the way their society was then. I 
imagine that it is gradually and slowly changing, but you 
will see how this is going to develop in the elections in 
a few weeks now. It's very interesting. 
TUSLER: Why did you decide to leave there then? What 
happened? 
HARRIS: We decided to leave because we were offered a very 
very large grant for five years by the Mellon Foundation. 
They wanted us to come to Pittsburgh and do a lot of record-
ing and all kinds of festivals. We were to do just what we 
had been doing. They called me long distance and asked me 
a lot of things. What my politics were was one of the things 
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they asked. [laughter] Most of them arevery, very strong 
Republicans. I said, "Well, since you have asked the ques-
tion, I will have to tell you that I am certainly not a 
[very apt] Republican." [laughter] Somebody who was 
standing there in the office said, ["Oh,laugh it off."] 
[laughter] He turned out to be the assistant director of 
the Mellon Foundation. We had a lot of fun over that. 
When you get into the northern cities and most of the 
western cities too, people are not vicious about their 
politics. A man has a right to his opinion. You don't think 
less of him because he sticks by his guns. You don't want 
to destroy him or, in any way, discredit him because he 
doesn't happen to vote the way you vote. That is part of 
being civilized too. This is one of the things that we 
have got to do about the whole relationship of minority 
groups. We have to realize that they were born that way. 
It is like the sun coming up and going down or the seasons. 
That's the way it is. To penalize any group because of its 
ethnic background is absolutely uncivilized, unreasonable, 
and antihuman. If that group, then why not our group. I 
am a Scotch-Irish fellow. Suppose the Dutch say, "Well, we 
don't believe in the Irish, the dirty Irish! Don't talk 
to me about the Irish. [laughter] All the worst politicians 
in the United States have always been Irishmen." Of course, 
it's not true, but a lot of them have been too. 
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TUSLER: Do you think that those two years in the South 
changed your political attitudes in any way? 
HARRIS: I would say it made me a little bit more confirmed 
to try to be a good American. In being a good American, I 
also could not condemn the Bourbon families and the extreme 
reactionary people for their viewpoints. Had I been born 
under the same circumstances and been brought up there, and 
had I been to a university like Vanderbilt—which is a very 
great university with a tremendous faculty—I would prob-
ably have the same point of view. What about the great 
writers? Our greatest writers have come from the South. 
We just have to admit that. There are fellows like Tom 
Wolfe, for instance. 
TUSLER: They come out of that conflict. 
HARRIS: Out of that conflict, they have come. I can't 
condemn them in my own heart. But I can simply say, 
"I'm sorry, but you are such a small minority that you 
simply cannot swing America in your direction. If I have 
anything to do with it, I am going to see to it that you 
don't." [laughter] 
TUSLER: Were you glad to leave? 
HARRIS: No, I wasn't glad to leave because we had friends, 
so many friends. We had had such happy times there, and 
we had a beautiful home to live in. We had a lawn, an acre. 
That is the way they wanted us to live down there. They 
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provided it. They felt that people of our stature should 
have that kind of home. The attitude towards the humani-
ties is much better there than it is in the northern 
cities. Much better. A writer or a poet is a gentleman. 
His position is high in society. It's an honor to know 
him. We don't even have that in our own town right here. 
No, I was not happy to go. I was sad to go, but I was 
also happy that we had somewhere else to go. We were 
eager to go there and see how it was. I had been in Pitts-
burgh to lecture, and I had been there to hear my symphonies. 
I knew people in Pittsburgh who were my friends profession-
ally. I had been elected to the Pittsburgh musical club. 
I was a member of that, an honorary life member, and all 
that sort of thing. I wasn't a total stranger there. But 
believe me I had no idea of what Pittsburgh was until I got 
there and started to live there. Boy, that is a power-
house, Pittsburgh. Oh, manl That's a terrific place. 
TUSLER: Let's stop it there and start with Pittsburgh in 
our next session, all right? 
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TAPE NUMBER: XII, SIDE ONE 
SEPTEMBER 16, 1968 

TUSLER: Last time when we were talking, you were just in 
the process of leaving Peabody College in Nashville. You 
spoke a little about why you went to Pittsburgh, but could 
you go into that a little bit more today? Why did you 
leave there and how did you feel about it? 
HARRIS: In retrospect, we decided to go to Pittsburgh be-
cause the opportunities were so much greater. It was a 
great center, a powerhouse, and we felt need of confronting 
ourself with it. Also we had the idea that we would be in 
Pittsburgh in the winters, and that we would be down in 
Nashville and Cumberland in the summertime. This was our 
plan when we left there. [tape recorder turned off] 
TUSLER: What did it feel like to go to Pittsburgh from 
Nashville? 
HARRIS: That is a very interesting question and a leading 
question. When one lives in the South, he is aware of a 
certain kind of control. There is a social control, I 
would say. It has to do with an air, with heritage, and 
with big families which have long-range reputations. It's 
feudal. When you go to Pittsburgh, you realize very soon 
that you are in another powerhouse of a very different 
kind where also the controls are pretty well established 
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and crystallized. The controls there are the control of 
the finance structure. Just to give you an idea of it, 
there is the U.S. Steel Center. There is Jones and 
Laughlin. There is Heinz 57 Varieties. There is the 

great aluminum center which is controlled by the Mellons. 
Of course, there is Mellons which is one of the greatest 
national and international banking companies, I should 
say, in the world. There are many other things there too. 
One has the feeling very soon after he is there that a 
rather tight,small group controls the destiny of that 
city. It would be true to say that, I guess, the Protes-
tants control the finance of the city and that the Catholics 
control the politics of the city. As is true in every 
state in the Union, the finances in our capitalistic 
society generally control religion, the social system, the 
arts and the humanities, education and the whole thing. 
One feels it very, very strongly there. One doesn't have 
one's nose rubbed in it. It is never mentioned. It is 
so well understood that it is not necessary to mention it. 
There is a very wonderful story about Pittsburgh having 
been so terribly overladen with soot that, if you opened 
the lungs of little children that died under the age of 
one, they were black on the inside. Another story is of 
when a Mellon brought his bride to Pittsburgh, an English 
girl. They stayed in the hotel which is just opposite the 
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great Mellon bank and dynasty. He was looking forward to 
showing her that across the street from where they were 
staying. The smog and smoke were so great that she 
couldn't even see the building. She said straightaway, 
"Of course, we can't live here. This is unthinkable." 
This was the beginning of a coalition of the powers, 
financial powers, which determined to clean up Pittsburgh. 
It was a great move and a very, very difficult one, but one 
which was nevertheless important. [tape recorder turned off] 

Pittsburgh also had some very large problems concern-
ing leadership. Of course, as many great industrial powers 
as are housed in Pittsburgh require large forces of admin-
istration. Many of them were not willing to bring their 
families to Pittsburgh, not only because of the air but 
because of the state of the city and the state of the 
schools, which were so rundown. There was an unwillingness 
on the part of the real estate people to allow taxes to 
be voted to fix up the school system and build it up to 
meet the growing population. In fact, they subverted it 
in every possible way. While I was there, that happened 
once. They engaged Lewis Mumford, who was one of our more 
progressive thinkers as far as the long-range America is 
concerned, I should say, to come there for a year and make 
a detailed study on the problems of Pittsburgh and what to 
do with it. He turned in a devastating report from what 
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I understood. He said that they were ruining it and that 
it wouldn't be long until they would have to change their 
property. They would have to have other places to run 
their great steel factories and all the powerful basics 
which are in Pittsburgh for the simple reason that they 
wouldn't be able to get the administrators to come there. 
I remember going to a very important dinner given by Leland 
Hazard, who was not a wealthy man, but an important admin-
istrator. He was looked upon as the intellectual leader 
of the group. Leland, who is a very honest,candid man, 
just straight out gave them the works. He gave them all 
the figures, amongst which so much of the capital was ab-
sentee capital. The people who worked their factories 
had to live there, but the people who collected the money 
did not live there. In fact, they would not live there. 
Of course, that involved the great fortunes of which the 
Mellon Foundation is perhaps the greatest. 
TUSLER: Did you know these things about Pittsburgh before 
you went there? 
HARRIS: In a vague sort of way. I didn't know them in 
the way I know them now. I had been to Pittsburgh to hear 
my symphonies performed there. I had given lectures there. 
I had done some service for the public school system in 
writing choral works for them and all that sort of thing. 
For instance, I think maybe I have said earlier that I 

490 



wrote this work which was called Freedom's Land on 
Archibald MacLeish's work. We had given it there in 
Forbes Field with the Pittsburgh Symphony. What one must 
realize is--just as I realized and everybody who goes 
there realizes—when you go to Pittsburgh, you go to a big 
city, a powerhouse city. It's extremely concentrated. 
Just to give you an idea of how concentrated it is, there 
is a businessmen's club there. I will have to supply you 
the name of the club. It slipped my mind. Anyhow, most 
of the big administrators, officers and owners go to that 
club. There needed to be some money for the Pittsburgh 
Symphony. At one lunchtime, they presented the problem. 
I understand that they raised $900,000 in fifteen minutes. 
This will give you an idea of how concentrated the wealth 
is and how controlled it is. 
TUSLER: Did you go there with a sense of reluctance then? 
HARRIS: Oh, no! No! I went there because I felt that 
I was going right to the core of a very important part 
of America which I wanted to understand and know. I did 
go there for that reason. Little did I know what I was 
going to find out when I went there. The Mellon Founda-
tion engaged us to come there for five years with a very 
handsome stipend for those five years in the nature of a 
scholarship. I don't know what you call those things. 
What do you call those when you get a large amount of 
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money allocated for several years? 
TUSLER: There's a word. We will think of it maybe. 
HARRIS: There's a word. Foundations give this. Anyhow, 
we had one of these. It was a~bona fide contract. The one 
thing that is very interesting about very powerful groups 
is that they do not fear to have people disagree with them 
in their thinking. This is because they are so sure that 
their thinking is so powerful and their controls are so 
powerful that, as a matter of fact, they like a little bit 
of traction in the opposite direction. It gives them a 
sense of security that they are not just running away with 
the ball altogether and that there is a little bit of oppo-
sition to their game. 
TUSLER: Did they feel that you were in opposition? 
HARRIS: Of course, I mean how could I not be? It repre-
sents the most conservative capital in the whole world 
probably. I have always been a liberal. 
TUSLER: They knew that? 
HARRIS: They couldn't help but know it. I was an Office 
of War Information man, the director of music for the 
Office of War Information, which meant that I was very 
closely related to the State Department of the United 
States government and to the whole central group of the 
Democratic party. I had been entertained in the White 
House and all that. They couldn't help but know it. Of 
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course, that group there is one hundred percent Republican. 
So, there is a good deal of banter that goes on, very 
interesting banter. Another thing which is very inter-
esting about Pittsburgh, of course, is that the Catholic 
group, which means most of the workers and their families, 
are Democratic. Mayor [David] Lawrence is a powerhouse 
himself in the Democratic party and was for many, many years. 
He eventually became the governor of Pennsylvania. He was 
the mayor of Pittsburgh when I went there. 

They were not particularly concerned about what my 
politics were or the fact that I didn't have enough money 
to flag a bread wagon, in their terms at least. 
TUSLER: But they put no strings on you in any way? 
HARRIS: No, none whatsoever. They invited Jo and me to 
come here and see if we couldn't just shoot a little high 
life. I remember the exact quotes that were said in the 
musical life of the city. They felt that the musical 
life was lagging far behind the industrial life. I suppose 
that is what they said about it. Of course, in those days, 
Pittsburgh had a very large Negro section, what we call a 
Negro ghetto in these days. They didn't do that then. 
That area was called "on the hill." I remember taking my 
family, the first Sunday afternoon that we were there, in 
our car. We went driving all over Pittsburgh to see what 
it looked like. We spent practically the whole day. 
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Part of our trip was going up into the Negro area. Our 
little boy was about three or four years old. No, he was 
a little older than that I should say. He must have been 
about six or seven. He was just incredibly disturbed 
that people should live under such conditions as compared 
to the place which we had secured. We had moved right into 
it as a matter of fact. We had found a place out on the 
edge of Pittsburgh which had two or three acres, a beau-
tiful old home up in the hills. It took half an hour to 
get downtown from there. We had quiet and all the things 
which the creative artist must have. Those are part of 
the conditions under which he can work. He can't work 
down in the center of the maelstrom of industrial activity 
and expect to write anything except industrial reportorial 
music. 
TUSLER: It seems to me that is true all through your 
career, according to the things that you have said on the 
tape about the places where you lived. You have been very 
fortunate, wouldn't you say, in finding places that were 
more removed in that sense? 
HARRIS: We have been fortunate in finding what we were 
looking for. I sometimes think that people get the things 
that they need. But they have to know that they need 
them. They have to know that that is what they want. I 
think the reason that so many people don't get things in 
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life is that they really don't know what they want. They 
spend their whole life looking for what they don't know, a 
chimera kind of existence. It's kind of too bad in a 
way. 
TUSLER: Who was responsible for making the move to bring 
you here? 
HARRIS: Who was responsible? I think probably the initial 
mover in this was the musical director of the Pittsburgh 
school system, a man by the name of Jacob Evanston. He was 
a man of very high principles and ideals. He and I had 
done a book together. We collaborated on a choral book 
called Music Through the Ages, I think, for the American 
Book Company. He very much wanted this book, but he didn't 
feel that he had enough perspective to do a good editing 
job. But he was a choral man himself. We put out these 
volumes of choral music for the American Book Company. We 
worked very hard on them. They proved to be a contribution 
and be steady sellers all along. He felt, I think, a need 
of some support to himself in his own school there in the 
town. He wanted me to come to the city of Pittsburgh as a 
servant to the town, a cultural ambassador, or whatever you 
want to call it. That was our understanding when we went 
there under those conditions. 
TUSLER: Had he approached you about the idea before the 
position was actually offered to you? 
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HARRIS: I had been there to lecture on a series for the 
townspeople about composition if I remember right. After 
the lecture was over, I met a man at the lecture by the 
name of Andrew Rice. He wrote IE Belong to the Eighteenth 
Century, which won a prize from Scribners. I guess it was 
Scribners. We came to know him much more later. We 
talked all night long. We went home to Jake's house and 
discussed the whole matter of education and education as 
related to culture. The two are by no means synonymous 
as you know. We discussed what the problems of the edu-
cator are in a democracy , where very often you are obliged 
to take a calibre which is not too educable, at least not 
beyond a certain level. So, this is one of the problems. 
We discussed the whole thing. Andrew Rice had started the 
Black Mountain College. Let's see, that is in Georgia, 
I guess, in the mountains of Georgia. We discussed it. 
I remember Andrew saying, "Well, Jake, what you need in 
a town like this, which is just popping with energy and 
just bulging with wealth, is somebody who is going to be a 
radical for education and who believes in the creative 
aspects of the arts. You need someone who thinks of the 
culture. The city is not more important than its culture. 
I remember Andrew was sort of half kidding around. He 
said, "You should take Roy here. He will do something 
about it for you." Several months or quite a long time 

496 



later, I was having a symphony done there. I had dinner 
with Jake and his wife Mildred. He brought the whole matter 
up again. He wanted to know if I would consider it. I 
said "I am awfully well situated. I don't think anybody 
should come here unless he has a great big, whopping grant." 
He said, "Why do you say that?" I said, "Well, in the first 
place, the money is here. For that reason, anybody who 
comes for a grant which is just an ordinary one will be 
accorded in an ordinary respect. Whereas if it is an-
nounced in the newspapers that he had a great big grant to 
come, the people will be more respectful." You see, it has 
nothing to do with intrinsic values. It has to do with 
commercial values. I realize that no city in the world is 
more commercial than Pittsburgh, not even New York City. 
New York City has all kinds of leavenings there. The first 
thing I knew, I had a letter saying that the Mellon Founda-
tion had allocated quite a lot of money for me to come for 
five years. They asked if I would consider it. I sent 
back a telegram saying I would consider it, but I needed to 
know what the conditions would be. I wanted to know what 
time would be reserved for my creative work. I didn't do 
anything before one in the afternoon, as I never do any-
where . 

So, it sort of happened, you see? It sort of hap-
pened. The people in Nashville were very uncooperative. 
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If we came back in the summers, that was about all that 
they could expect. 
TUSLER: How did Mr. Evanston bring this off, do you know? 
HARRIS: Mr. Evanston was a very important man in Pitts-
burgh. He was the head of the choral division of the Pitts-
burgh schools. The Pittsburgh schools are something, just 
enormous, just enormous. It's a big city. He had made it 
his business to have close relationships with the sym-
phony, the mayor and the politics of the city. He was 
right involved, closely involved, in politics of the city. 
So, he had a sort of a two-part suspension there. He was 
rather a three-part one. He was involved deeply in educa-
tion. He was very devoted, very dedicated, very hard work-
ing and knowledgeable. Secondly, he was deeply involved 
with the politics. Third, he was deeply involved with the 
cultural programs of the city. So, he was a catalyst in 
a sense. I think probably he was the man who promoted it. 

I wish that I were an elegant spokesman so that I 
could really tell you how it is to come into Pittsburgh 
knowing that you are arriving in the late afternoon and 
that there is a wonderful dinner waiting for you. Many of 
the cultural leaders of the town are expecting you. All 
the business has been all set. You have a place to live. 
There are no problems about anything. All you just have 
to do is move in and unpack. You have a kind of carte 
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blanche to all the open doors, which includes the press, 
radio, TV and everything else. It is a tremendous respon-
sibility to come in with that feeling of apprehension and 
gladness, gladness that you have the opportunity, appre-
hension as to whether you can rise up to it or not. 

Now this is what it is to come into Pittsburgh. Also 
we made a point of driving in past all those big factories 
along the Ohio as it goes down there. We came right in at 
the river's level right into the center of the town. It 
was like someone going right into the center of Rome. Know-
ing that the river ran in and out of there, you felt you 
had to do the same thing. It was that sort of feeling, 
the feeling of belonging to the landscape and the feeling 
of coming in there to belong to people. It's very, very 
sobering experience. 

I must say from here on that we had nothing but coopera-
tion. We put on a tremendous festival. The first thing we 
did was to put on a series of chamber music. The city had 
never had that before. It's incredible to think about it. 
These were given on Saturday afternoons with the finest 
players from Pittsburgh's symphony and Johana. We gave a 
beautiful series. We invited the schools. The concerts 
were especially priced for the school system and for the 
faculties. 
TUSLER: Was this in connection with the Pennsylvania College 
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for Women, or was it something separate from that? 
HARRIS: Well, both. The Pennsylvania College for Women 
was seated on the old Mellon homestead. The Mellons were 
financially behind the Pennsylvania College for Women. 
Pennsylvania College had very little of a music department 
to interfere with our affairs. That was very wise of the 
administrator there. If we had gone into Carnegie Tech, 
we would have run into all the vested interest of the music 
department there. Or if we had gone to Pittsburgh Uni-
versity, we would have done the same thing. This women's 
college had a very high social standing, I should say, not 
unlike Mills College is out here. It was a place where 
the scions of the rich went. They were a wonderful outfit. 
They had a very, very distinguished faculty of an interna-
tional reputation. We were given the Mellon's carriage 
house for building a recording studio. So, very, very 
quickly we moved into action. We had a fine recording 
studio and the best equipment. We made thirty broadcasts 
on the life of Beethoven using the concert master, the 
first cellist and Johana. They did all of Beethoven's 
sonatas—how many are there, thirty-two? — all the violin 
sonatas, all the cello sonatas, and trios. I was a kind 
of emcee for these. We worked very hard on them and re-
corded them all. 
TUSLER: Were you in charge of planning everything? 
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HARRIS: Yes, I was. These were given as a fait accompli. 
All the tapes and the whole thing were given over to the 
State Department and used by the Voice of America to go 
all over the world. They were played all over Europe. 
Later on, Johana and I gave a series. I have forgotten 
how many concerts there were: thirty, I think. This was 
for the Ford Foundation on the National Educational Tele-
vision. Jack White was the head of the television station 
there at that time. He now is the president of the National 
Educational Television in New York City. He is a very capa-
ble and very lovable person who allows things to happen. 
That's the sure sign of a real administrator. He was there 
and had some very good help too. We gave that, Jo and I 
together. The next thing we did was to plan an internation-
al festival on the second quarter of the twentieth cen-
tury. We gave ten programs which involved the Pittsburgh 
Symphony, Pittsburgh's great choral society and the Catholic 
choruses. I never heard more beautiful singing than the 
vested choir of the Catholics, all boys. We had commissioned 
-the work from South America for that. It was a beautiful 
work. It was beautifully done for that group, in two 
voices and an organ. 
TUSLER: Whose work was it? 
HARRIS: I have to look that up. Don't forget, we must put 
that in. 
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TUSLER: Yes, we will. That will all be on the included 
tape. When the foundation gave you this grant, they didn't 
tell you that they wanted you to put on a festival and to 
give this series. They left you free to get the ideas that 
you wanted. The money was there for you to use as you saw 
fit. 
HARRIS: That's right. That's right. I never initiated 
anything without talking it over with the head of the Mellon 
Foundation and, generally, with the mayor of the city, with 
Jake Evanston, of course, at the college, and some of the 
music critics. That was so we would have some kind of a 
solid front for doing things, which we did have. Also the 
Carnegie Foundation was deeply involved. Mr. Bovard, who 
was the president there, was one of the persons from whom 
I sought advice. He finally was part of the board which 
was established. We made it very soon. We made very good 
within about the first year. We were able to make an 
extraordinary international program of twentieth-century 
music representing the second quarter. The Carnegie Foun-
dation staff sent letters to over eighty of the leading au-
thorities all over the world—conductors, historians and 
composers—asking them to name ten composers that best 
represented their countries for the second quarter of the 
twentieth century. So, this was a great, great poll, prob-
ably the greatest poll that has ever been made about the 
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attitudes of peoples, of an authority and a perspective 
and of accomplishments. 
TUSLER: Then you made your selection on that basis? 
HARRIS: On the basis of that, we made our programs. 
TUSLER: You say we . Who do you mean by we? 
HARRIS: I had Howard Hanson. I had Nicholas Slonimsky. 
I had Hans Rosenthal, who was the editor of the Music 
magazine in Chicago. I had Herbert Elwell, who was the 
music editor in Cleveland. I had John Vincent, who was 
head of the music department at UCLA at that time. He was 
German, I think. 
TUSLER: Did they constitute a board? 
HARRIS: Yes, it was a board that came to Pittsburgh. We 
met for several days and made our programs after we had 
these polls come in. It was quite a perspective, and it 
was quite objective. 
TUSLER: This had never been done before , I take it? 
HARRIS: I don't think this had ever been done in America 
before, no. We had the support of the musicians union. 
We had the support of Broadcast Music Incorporated, ASCAP, 
and also the Baldwin Piano Company. They not only sup-
plied us with instruments but also gave us a sizable 
sum of money. We had enough money before we ever began 
to pay all the musicians, all the royalties and everything, 
and to record the entire festival. We did that. We made 
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one thousand records and sent them to libraries, universi-
ties and important municipal radio stations all over the 
United States. 
TUSLER: Were you in charge of all this contact making 
that was required here? 
HARRIS: Yes, I did the whole thing. Of course, I was ap-
pointed to do the whole thing. It is not nearly as diffi-
cult as you think if you know everybody. If you don't know 
anybody, it is practically impossible. There have to be 
people who are interested in what you are doing. I had given 
a great many festivals before this time. I think this was 
one of the reasons maybe why they brought me there. I had 
begun giving festivals when I was first married to Johana 
at the Westminster Choir School. We had network broadcasts 
on NBC for that. Then we continued giving NBC festivals 
in the summertime in Colorado Springs. Then we did our 
next series of festivals in Logan, Utah. These were 
carried by ABC, I guess, or Mutual. I'm not sure. Then 
we gave the next one for the Cumberland Festival, which was 
given on NBC. I had a history of having given very first-
class festivals from an objective point of view for the 
nation. It takes time to accumulate this experience. 

There are many kinds of snags that you run into in this 
sort of thing. Of course, I never anticipated I was going 
to run into this Judge Musmanno of the supreme court of the 
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state of Pennsylvania. He became inevitably [involved with] 
a fellow by the name of Matt Sevetik. I think he was 
later put in prison for shady dealings of some kind. He 
spoke to the American Legion. In fact, it was proven, I 
think later on, that he and Judge Musmanno were buddies. 
He spoke to the American Legion in Philadelphia. He spoke 
very disparagingly about me as a fellow traveler. This 
was the opening wedge. It came as a very great shock to me 
because my whole history had been one of trying to see 
that America developed her culture. It still is, I guess. 
I went through that bad period though. Believe me, that 
was something. Then the judge grabbed hold of it and ran 
with it for all he was worth. He was that kind of madcap 
judge anyhow. He used to hold court sessions on street-
corners and all that sort of thing. 

TUSLER: What exactly happened? Do you mean that this was 
spread all over the newspapers, or were you actually ac-
cused of anything? 
HARRIS: Oh, I should say I was accused. Judge Musmanno, if 
I'm not mistaken—I believe I'm right in quoting this—said 
that I was more dangerous than ten card-carrying Communists 
because I was a sleeper as he called it. I was supposed to 
be a fellow traveler who was safe in the confines of educa-
tion and the great organizations and who was looked upon as 
a big benefactor of the culture. Actually, he said that I 
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was in there using this position to sort of undermine our 
whole culture in favor of communism. That was his big 
deal. 
TUSLER: How did he connect this with the fact that you 
were performing music? 
HARRIS: Well, he connected it in all kinds of ways. He 
connected it with the fact, for instance, that I gave a 
work to be auctioned off to help purchase an ambulance for 
the Spanish Loyalists who were anti-Mussolini. I think his 
main trump card was, when I was in Cornell, I had dedicated 
my Fifth Symphony to the freedom-loving people of the USSR 
in commemoration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of VOKS, 
which is sort of the national organization for the arts. 
I was very deeply affected by the fact that the Russians 
had decided to give a great festival to commemorate the 
twenty-fifth anniversary right at a time when they were in 
their most precarious position fighting the Germans in 
Stalingrad. I was deeply impressed by that. I felt that 
I wanted to do something. So, I dedicated my Fifth Sym-
phony to the Russians. Our own government was so impressed 
by the impact of this work that they caused it to be broad-
casted eleven times in one week all over the world. The 
president of ABC told me that they had received more letters 
from servicemen on these broadcasts than they had on any 
other work that had ever been broadcasted to the servicemen. 
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Of course, that was very gratifying because it meant that 
this was something that belonged to our time period. It 
meant that, I should say, more than the fact than an 
American had written it or that it was a successful work. 
However, no work which wasn't successful could have had 
that impact or that reaction. One of the things that I 
feel about the arts today is that they have gotten away 
from the people. They have become brittle with all kinds 
of theories, dogmas and all that sort of thing. I am just 
not for it. I feel that the arts have to belong to the 
people. I would rather not write a poor piece, but I 
would rather have a literature of a nation which communi-
cates itself and generates enthusiasm from itself for the 
people than have something that is so intellectual that 
nobody understands it except the composer and God. We 
have an awful lot of that these days. Of course, there 
are a great many apologists who can give you a dogmatic 
description and an apologia for the whole thing which is 
longer than the piece is. 
TUSLER: How did the judge ever make a case out of this? 
HARRIS: He hoped to stop the whole festival. He attacked 
in the newspaper. He went on the air and paid for air time 
He screamed and carried on something terrible. The whole 
board and I had decided to put this Fifth Symphony in the 
festival because it had an international scope and because 
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it had had so much success. He absolutely swore that this 
work would never be performed for the American people and 
that this was an insult to the American people. He just 
went on to beat the bands about it. So, the work went on. 
The work was programmed. There was tremendous tension about 
the work. I will never forget arriving with Johana in a 
taxicab at the performance. All the klieg lights were wait-
ing there for us. There must have been batteries of them. 
When we got out, people were all lined up five deep on each 
side as we went in. It was, of course, elaborate. The 
whole city was just atwitter about the whole business. It 
was very unhappy. We couldn't go anywhere. As a matter of 
fact, we were not asked to go anywhere for six or eight 
months after the onslaught of this judge began, not by any-
body except Bishop Pardue of our church who was Episco-
palian. We were Episcopalians. He was the only one who 
had the courage. In those days, I felt that it seemed to 
be sort of chicken for so many of our friends to just back 
out altogether. As things developed and as I got older, 
I realized that people don't do things due to meanness. 
They do them generally from fear, ignorance or for some 
other reason. They don't know what to do, so they don't 
do anything. 
TUSLER: Did the Foundation back you through all this? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. Oh, yes, no question, no question. 
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There was an issue that developed there. The foundation 
and—what should we say?—the "power structure" felt that 
I should not respond to this judge in any way. They felt 
that he would just simply devour me, being so skillful in 
parliamentary procedure. They wanted to handle the whole 
thing themselves. 
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HARRIS: As we were about to say, the power structure of 
Pittsburgh, which had met on this matter, decided that 
the best thing for me to do was just to lay low, as they 
say, and not to go anywhere. I was not to see any re-
porters under any conditions. I was under no condition to 
answer the judge. Then there were, I think, thousands of 
dollars spent, which came out of our grant. This money 
went to one of the most reliable and largest law firms in 
the United States, residing in Washington. They checked 
my records for some fourteen years or something like that 
as proof in case this came to court. I think there was 
some consideration of suing the judge. I don't know whether 
you can sue a Supreme Court judge. There was some problem 
there of how to get to him because it seems that the law 
protects judges from suits. I don't know what they were 
going to do about it. It sort of took care of itself. I 
did not altogether obey them. I felt that I had my rights 
as an American citizen. One very important thing came up. 
On the night of the concert, when we went there, no sooner 
were we in our seats than an usher came to me and asked me 
if I would come to the Green Room. Of course, I did. 
There were the mayor, all the top-flight people, what I 
call the power structure of the city of Pittsburgh, and 
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the president of the symphony. They told me, in a very 
decent sort of way, that they had come prepared to speak 
to the audience before my work was performed. But they 
felt that they shouldn't do it without my consent. I 
thanked them for their consideration, their loyalty and 
all that thing. But I said that I thought that it would 
be much more historically important to put this to the 
test with the American people themselves. I said that I 
had such confidence in the American people that I would 
stake it. I think the mayor was secretly very pleased 
that I made that decision. He never said anything about 
it, but I remember when I went to leave, he came and put 
his arm around my shoulder. He said something like, "I 
wish I had a few more like you in Pittsburgh." [laughter] 
It was just some kind of little ordinary statement, but 
it was full of good will and wishing me well. I went out 
there. After the work was performed, the audience just 
absolutely snowed the judge under. They stood and shouted 
for that symphony. It just went on and on and on until 
they had to start turning the lights out. When the people 
in the orchestra stood up, they shouted themselves. 
TUSLER: Were you conducting? 
HARRIS: No, Steinberg was conducting. I want to say here 
that Steinberg showed real courage because the judge was 
after him too. You can imagine. I did, however, conduct 
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the next night, I think, a work for the United States Mili-
tary Band. [tape recorder turned off] The United States 
Military Band from West Point had commissioned me to write 
a work in honor of their one hundred fiftieth anniversary. 
What do they call that thing? It is not the true cen-
tenary. I can't think of the Latin word for it. [ses-
quicentenary] Anyhow, I did write this work. I conducted 
it up there. We engaged the West Point band to come and 
give a terrific program of modern music at this festival. 
The judge threatened the director of the West Point band. 
He said that he was disloyal to the United States govern-
ment and that he would get his hide. The director told 
me that he told Musmanno, "I've known Harris a good deal 
longer than I've known you. I guess I'll go along with 
Harris." [laughter] 
TUSLER: It sounds to me as though the judge was not get-
ting much support for his cause. 
HARRIS: The judge had a mad group, a mad fringe group, 
with him. There's no question about that. He was a kind 
of fascist in a sense. I would have to say here that the 
extreme right and the extreme left are both equally dan-
gerous in my opinion. What do I mean by "extreme"? I 
mean that they are going to have their way, and if they 
can't have their way, they will destroy everything there 
is if it is necessary. This is what I call an extreme 
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right and an extreme left. I think the whole future of 
humanity rests on the two middle groups which we call the 
progressives and the conservatives. The conservatives want 
to conserve what progress has made. The progressives want 
to conserve it and add something to it. I hope that I have 
been a progressive all through my life, but I know that I 
have not been on the extreme left ever because it is against 
my own common sense. It would be stupid for me no matter 
what the immediate advantages it might seem to be. I think 
we are going to have a kind of showdown, a confrontation, 
right now in the country about this sort of thing. We have 
to conserve the best, and we have to alter the things which 
are not acceptable. We have to make them better. It can't 
be done overnight. Rome wasn't built in a day. This is 
our problem. 

Then the next morning after this concert, the Pitts-
burgh morning papers came out on the front page with a 
great big cartoon showing me walking off the stage with 
my Fifth Symphony under my arm and the judge looking a little 
bit like a defeated bulldog. It said underneath, "Too 
Big To Handle." Of course, it was too big to handle. It 
was not that I was too big to handle, but the issue was 
too big to handle. When it comes down to a showdown, the 
American people—even though we make a lot of mistakes, as 
all peoples do—have some kind of a tough resilient wisdom 
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and humanity which will go just about so far in any direc-
tion. Then they put their foot down. 
TUSLER: They refuse to be pushed any farther. 
HARRIS: They refuse to be pushed no matter what the power 
structure is anywhere, or who the president is or what. 
[Joseph] McCarthy is a very good example. McCarthy was 
getting to the point where he was scaring the bejesus 
out of all the senators. They were afraid to say anything 
or do anything. He got to the point where he thought he 
was just going to take over. He would say anything or do 
anything. If anybody challenged him, he gave some phony 
cover-up for it. 
TUSLER: Of course, this was right in those years too, 
wasn't it? 
HARRIS: Oh, right in the heart of it, right in the heart 
of it. 
TUSLER: What year was this, the first year after you were 
there? 
HARRIS: Yes, this was 1954. It was right in the middle 
of Ike's first regime, wasn't it? Right in the middle of 

TUSLER: You went there in '51 according to my notes. 
HARRIS: Wasn't Eisenhower elected in '50? He was elected 
in '52, wasn't he? 
TUSLER: Yes, I think so. 
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HARRIS: This was in the fall of '52, right in it. 
TUSLER: What happened to the judge then after the paper 
came out with this strong support for you? Did the whole 
case more or less fold up? 
HARRIS: Oh, no, he was not in the least dismayed. He 
pressed charges even more. In fact, through the press, 
he challenged me to a confrontation with him in front of 
the American Legion. It was to be a kind of rump session. 
Here again, the people who were behind me forbade me to go 
to this session. I remember it. President Anderson of 
Pennsylvania Women's College called me up before the meet-
ing. He said, "I forbid you to go to this meeting because 
you will undo all the things that we have spent all this 
money on and have been building up all this time. I for-
bid you to go." I said, "Well, you can forbid me as a 
member of your faculty, but you cannot forbid me as an 
American citizen. So, I don't accept your injunction. 
Under no conditions. I am going there to support my belief 
for my family and for my future. I am not going to be a 
person who lives with the reputation that he kind of weasled 
out behind the great power of the group which is behind 
him. I'll meet this man straight on, single-handed." 
TUSLER: So you went? 
HARRIS: So I went, sure I went. He wanted to know if he 
could go with me. I said, "Sure Paul, you can go with me. 
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There is no doubt that you can go with me, but don't try 
to interrupt me. Don't try to take part in the proceed-
ings because I won't have it." This was a very tense 
meeting. The judge threw the book at me. He was given 
first time by the American Legion. He had forty-five 
minutes, and I was to have forty-five minutes in rebuttal 
or in answer to him. He had his forty-five minutes. He 
presented a bill of particulars which purported to have 
come from the American Legion. This just shows you what 
kind of a person he was. He was a member of the American 
Legion, ergo the bill of particulars which he drew up came 
from the American Legion. You see what a slimy, sneaky 
guy he was? That's the way he was. When he got through, 
I got up to defend myself. Every time I had something to 
say, he jumped up, waved his hands, started shouting and 
interfered with me saying what I had to say. So, I just 
stopped, went over to the emcee, and said, "I was guaranteed 
to have equal time under equal conditions with the judge. 
Either I have them or I shall announce to the whole 
national press that you brought me here under false pre-
tenses to convict me of something for which I had no chance 
to defend myself. Now do I have it or I don't have it?" 
He turned to the judge and said, "Judge Musmanno, if you 
interrupt Dr. Harris once more, I will send you out of the 
room. If you don't go, I will have you escorted." 
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Whereupon, the judge put all of his papers in his port-
folio and left. 
TUSLER: But you proceeded? 
HARRIS: Oh, I told my whole story. I told them how every-
thing he said in the first place was not from the American 
Legion, as I am sure they would admit it. It was from the 
judge. He was trying to get away with another one of his 
slimy tricks. I said that everything he said about me was 
full of half-truths and half-lies. I wanted to take every 
one of them right straight down the line and tell exactly 
how the story was. 

Is this all reported in the newspaper of the time? 
Oh no, there was no press. 
No press. 
No, no press. It was a rum court session. 
So, what was the upshot of that? 
Well, the judge was repudiated by the American 
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Did they make a public stand? 
Oh, yes, oh, yes. It was a vote. Then the bar 

association of the state of Pennsylvania also repudiated 
him. 
TUSLER: Was he defrocked then? 
HARRIS: Was he defrocked? Listen, he was lost. He was 
expecting to run for governor. That was the end of him. 
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His name became mud. I want to say here also that, although 
they had very little power except for political power in 
the field of music as they always do, the Jews were just 
wonderful with their own paper. They had a paper which 
came out and defended me to the nth degree. They were the 
only ones who really did. Of course, there is something 
about the Jews. I think that they are very important to 
have in any society. They are a kind of leavening because 
they have been so mistreated, pushed, shoved and persecuted 
that they have developed a kind of sixth sense about social 
justice it seems to me. 
TUSLER: They are willing to be militantly on the liberal 
side of things. 
HARRIS: They are not afraid. They are not afraid to stand 
up and be counted. They don't need anonymity. One of the 
great problems that we have today is that everybody wants 
to be anonymous. That is an overstatement. Not everybody 
wants to, but I am afraid the majority want to. 
TUSLER: Was that the end of your trouble with the judge 

Oh, yes. 
There were no further repercussions from it. 
None whatsoever. 
Did it affect your reputation in Pittsburgh? 
It just put me in a much stronger position. We 

then? 
HARRIS 
TUSLER 
HARRIS 
TUSLER 
HARRIS 

518 



went on and recorded our big festival. We brought artists 
from all over the world. We brought very important music 
editors and historians from all over. We paid their ex-
penses, all that whole thing. 

There was one very interesting thing that developed. 
We had enough money to invite the public free for all those 
concerts without losing any money whatsoever. We had it 
completely paid for, completely made. 
TUSLER: There was no admission charge? 
HARRIS: Well, this is my story. I was voted down by my 
own board. They said it would be a bad precedent to give 
such a wonderful festival and not charge for it. The net 
result was, by the time all the people got their fingers 
into the trough, we owed a lot of money when it was all 
over. 
TUSLER: Now how did that work? What do you mean? 
HARRIS: I mean that we had to pay for programs. If you 
give a free concert, you don't have to pay for programs. 
The schools will get them out for you. The city will get 
them out for you. There are all kinds of agencies to get 
programs out for you. We had to pay for this, that and 
the other. By the time we got through paying, we owed a 
lot of money. We had to collect more money to pay for it, 
which is quite too bad. To me this is an historical 
example in economy for giving concerts. 
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TUSLER: Was this a brand new festival that Pittsburgh had 
never had? 
HARRIS: Pittsburgh had never had one. America had never 
had this kind of a festival. We never had one before or 
since. 
TUSLER: Did this establish a precedent there? Is this an 
ongoing festival? 
HARRIS: No, when we left, it stopped. Do you know what 
the orchestral association wanted to give in its stead? 
They were just voted down completely. They wanted to give 
a Mahler-Bruckner festival. Can you imagine that in an 
American city? The end of romanticism, that is, Mahler and 
Bruckner, the end of German romanticism. They wanted to 
give a festival about that for America. 
TUSLER: Who wanted to give this, the association? 
HARRIS: The orchestral association. I suspect it was from 
my good friend Steinberg because that was his tradition. 
He was a pupil of Mahler. 
TUSLER: How did the people of Pittsburgh respond to the 
contemporary festival. Was it well attended? 
HARRIS: Oh sure, I should say. I should say. 
TUSLER: Did it draw people from other centers too? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. From all over the world, they came. Many 
students came. As a matter of fact, there was a student 
from every state in the union sent by the Federation of 
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Women's Clubs, a national federation, I think. 
TUSLER: They gave them a sort of scholarship? 
HARRIS: Yes, and they paid for all the traveling expenses. 
We were able to place them in private homes all over 
Pittsburgh. It was quite a deal. We had a great deal of 
pleasure in it. 

Of course, the most important thing is that we did 
record the entire program. We made a thousand sets of 
records. The musicians who performed were paid for it. 
They were beautiful musicians—string quartets, orchestras, 
choruses and soloists. It was an extremely fine festival. 
TUSLER: Were any works commissioned for it? 
HARRIS: Yes, there were quite a few works commissioned 
from composers all over the world, South America, Europe, 
and our own country too. 
TUSLER: It sounds to me as if you must have been a very 
busy man during those years in Pittsburgh. I would like 
to know how this affected your own output as a composer? 
HARRIS: I wrote this work for West Point. I wrote my 
Seventh Symphony, which was a considerable advance over 
the Fifth, which was an advance over the Third, according 
to the historians anyhow. The ones who know my work. 
People who just write something they read somewhere are 
very apt to say the Third is the important one. 

The Seventh was then performed. [Rafael] Kubelik 
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had the first performance because Koussevitzky died before 
I could get it done. Kubelik in Chicago did the first per-
formance. Then Stokowski did the next performance with the 
St. Louis Symphony. I did the next one with [the] Pitts-
burgh [Symphony], and then again with the Boston Symphony. 
It has been played all over everywhere. 
TUSLER: Do you like the Seventh? Is it one of your 
favorites? 

HARRIS: It's one of my favorites, Johana1s too. It's 
one of my big ones I think. 

The thing that I would like to say here, in retrospect, 
is what really happened to me when I went to Pittsburgh. I 
went there having had a great deal of good fortune, always 
good fortune. We were fortunate with our children. They 
were all healthy, strong and good looking. Jo had no bad 
aftereffects. Our family was a very solid family. We 
were close together. Everywhere we went, we made music, 
and it was done well. It was music that people wanted. 
We felt that we belonged to America. Everywhere we went we 
felt we belonged to it. We still feel that, but we also 
had to have a change in our attitude towards Americans. I 
always felt up to that time that Americans had achieved a 
kind of unity which can only come out of a sense of secu-
rity. I learned in Pittsburgh that that is really not 
true. As a matter of fact, there are an awful lot of 
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Americans—Anglo-Saxon Americans, second- and third-genera-
tion Americans—who do not have this security, who are 
frightened of their position, who are not very secure in 
what they think and who are afraid. This did terrible 
things to me. After the festival was all over, I felt that 
I had to get out of Pittsburgh. I never wanted to live 
there anymore. I don't feel that way now. I could go back 
right now and go on where I left off. But I had to go 
away and have time to feel without having any personal 
associations. Any city I went to and probably any country 
would be the same way. Maybe my next-door neighbor, who 
might be a third- or fourth-generation American farmer, might 
also be a chicken when it came to a showdown. We are no 
better or no worse than any other country the whole world 
over. We have, I imagine, the same degree of fortitude 
and the same degree of cowardice amongst ourselves that 
the English, the French, the Germans, the Russians, the 
Italians, the Spanish, the South Americans, and the Asians 
have. You can just spread it out wherever you want to go. 
I think that one has to live with that. This took me quite 
a bit of getting accustomed to. I had to digest and meta-
bolize it spiritually and intellectually. It took me a long 
time. I am glad it happened to me though because now I 
don't count on something which isn't there. 
TUSLER: Is what you are saying directly related to the 
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experience that you had with the judge? 
HARRIS: No, not at all. No, this could happen in any 
country too. It is related to what happened to my as-
sociates, my friends and half-friends, and my acquaintances 
and how they fell away from us like autumn leaves falling 
from a tree. They just didn't know us anymore until it 
was all over. Then they were so glad to see us again no 
matter where it was, on the street or anything. Oh, my, 
we couldn't fill our social engagements. That was the be-
ginning of the time when we stopped going anywhere. We 
don't go anywhere much anymore because we feel that it 
doesn't lead anywhere. It only weakens our strength and 
sucks up our time. We don't have that. We want to read 
great books. We want to be with our children and our 
family. We want to do some gardening. I want to work. 
I want to go to bed at night. I don't want to go anymore. 
I feel that I have done my stint of going. Of course, a 
lot of people don't like that. They want you to belong to 
some kind of a little power group in order to make things 
go. Well, it doesn't work. A man has to be an individual 
if he's going to contribute anything. If he isn't going 
to contribute anything, it doesn't make any difference 
anyhow. 

That is what I had to learn there. It wasn't a very 
happy thing to learn either. It makes you lonesome in a 

524 



great country. You see all your people, you see them 
everywhere. You see them in buses. You see them in con-
certs. You see them in restaurants. It doesn't matter. 
There they are, and you really don't know what is inside. 
It is like looking at a beautiful apple on display in a 
fruit stand. You don't know whether it's solid through 
or not. 
TUSLER: Was the first experience you had that aroused such 
feelings in you? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, it was. I can't say that it did terrible 
things to me for a while, but I realized suddenly one day 
that it didn't do a terrible thing to me at all. It just 
tightened me up and made me a little firmer texture. 
That's all. It made me realize that everybody in some way 
has to have the capacity to live alone more than he wants 

TUSLER: I don't quite get the chronology here. Was it 
just a short time after this whole affair that you left 
Pittsburgh? 
HARRIS: No, no, no, I had another thing happen to me in 
Pittsburgh too. I had my right leg broken all to pieces. 
I was going to record the performance of my Seventh Sym-
phony with Ormandy in Philadelphia. I left about five 
in the morning. I was going to be there in time for the 
rehearsal. They have this wonderful freeway which goes 

525 



through the mountains. It is a double freeway which is 
parted by a medial center. About eight o'clock in the 
morning, a fellow in an old jalopy pulled over right in 
front of me with no sign or anything. There was no 
road there or anything. I was going down the road. I 
love to drive fast anyhow. I always have had a very fast 
car and still do. I couldn't get away. It was impossible. 
He was in front of me, and I couldn't just suddenly turn 
right at that speed. I was going about ninety miles an 
hour or something like that, between eighty and ninety. 
With these big modern cars, especially if they are souped 
up a little, ninety miles an hour is not very fast. But 
it is very fast when you can't stop. [laughter] The last 
thing I saw was that I hit him. His old car went ambling 
down the road like a drunken thing. It crossed over the 
medial strip and clear over to the other side going the 
other way. Fortunately, there was nobody coming the other 
way. It landed way on down the road in a pasture. In 
that strange second, suddenly something happened. The engine 
had been driven clear up by the seat. My leg was broken 
into smithereens. The car did not turn over.. It just 
went "whump" and stopped. 

So, that was something, that was something. This was 
a very important time for me. It seems that whenever I get 
into a hospital, it turns out to be as though it were 
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almost fate. I was for a long,long time in France. That 
was when I became free at the piano. 
TUSLER: Yes, you told me about that. 
HARRIS: I could write whatever I wanted. This was prob-
ably the most important single thing that ever happened 
to me in my creative life. Then here this thing came 
again, right like that. I was laid up in the hospital for 
months and months. 
TUSLER: It was a very serious type of break? 
HARRIS: My whole knee was like an eggshell. My whole 
kneecap and everything else were broken in so many places 
that they couldn't even set it. All they did was just 
put on plaster of paris. As the man said, "We've just 
got to put mud around it and see what happens." He told 
my wife after they had looked at the X rays, "I don't think 
your husband will ever walk again." She said the most mar-
velous thing at that time. She said, "Well, I've always 
been partial to lame men anyhow." Wasn't that a marvelous 
thing to say? 
TUSLER: It must have been very painful. Did you suffer 
much? 
HARRIS: Oh man, oh man, yes. I had a terrible time getting 
back to Pittsburgh. I couldn't get anybody to give me a 
ride back. Because I was so lame, I couldn't walk. The 
police were going to send somebody. They finally sent an 
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ambulance, and it took me to a little hospital. They took 
my X rays and said that nothing had happened and my leg 
had suffered no fractures whatsoever. Of course, the 
leg was swelling something terrible, getting bigger and 
bigger and more and more painful. Finally, I was able to 
get a man from a little town about five or six hours later 
to take me to the hospital. Then everything happened. 
Of course, while I was there, I had the wonderful experi-
ence of writing this big work called Folk Fantasy for 
Festivals, the fifty-five-minute work on the folk heroes of 
America. It includes many of our outstanding folk heroes. 
It opens with material from the early New England period 
and comes clear on down to the modern times. 
TUSLER: Is it a choral work? 
HARRIS: Yes, it is a big choral work. Instead of using 
an orchestra, I used an amplified piano. We did that with 
San Francisco State. They made a TV program from it and 
sent it all over the world with the State Department. It 
is one of my substantial works. It was commissioned by 
Juilliard. 
TUSLER: What do you think being in the hospital during that 
length of time meant to you in your career? 
HARRIS: It gave me peace and a great deal of thought. It 
made me much more cheerful. I wasn't seeing anybody except 
for my close friends. I wasn't able to see the terrible 
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struggles which were going on all around me. I was the 
only one who had a struggle, and it got better and better. 
While I was in the hospital, Maureen was born in the same 
hospital. We had a little family there in the hospital. 
Jo was there. Students and friends came to see us, or 
came to see me mostly. 

The nurses always came around at five o'clock in the 
morning to take my temperature. They, the nurses, knew 
that I liked to work early in the morning, so they always 
brought me some coffee at five. I would work until break-
fast time. I had my work all done by noon, good working 
day after day. Wonderful. I wouldn't have missed it for 
anything. 
TUSLER: Then did you leave Pittsburgh shortly after that? 
Was this physical problem connected with your leaving? 
[tape recorder turned off] 
HARRIS: Oh, no, I had decided to leave Pittsburgh because 
I had felt that I had learned what I had to learn there. 
I also felt a tremendous yen to get out further west. 
There is a good deal of difference between Easterners and 
Westerners, quite a bit of difference. We won't have time 
to go into that, but I'm very aware of it. I needed to go 
where I could see the sky again in a great big bowl. I 
needed to go where I could see a moon come up that wasn't 
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always red. I needed to see some harvests. I needed to 
see spring come and feel it. It is pretty hard to feel 
this in a big city which is primarily an industrial city. 
They just don't have the place for it, and the atmospheric 
conditions are bad. There are just no places to walk and 
so on. The traditions are just not right. It isn't that 
they don't have parks, or it isn't that the people are bad 
or anything. It simply is that primarily, I guess, I am a 
farmer boy. At least, I am a Western boy. This is some-
thing that I can't escape. I had wonderful and happy years 
in France, four years of them, but I longed to see a great 
big tree. I longed to see those Western plains, deserts, 
and all those things. There's a twelve thousand-acre fig 
orchard up here near Fresno or Merced. Think of what 
Yosemite is like. I needed to feel and to look at the ocean 
like I can look at it now right from our home here. Feel 
right now, it's the fall. I have just got to get away for 
two days to see those grapes hanging in great clusters in 
the San Joaquin Valley. All that sort of thing has to do 
with something that is a basic part of my childhood mem-
ories. I find that, if I don't have them, I feel that 
there is some nourishment missing somewhere. So, it's 
very difficult for me to stay away very long. 
TUSLER: So you say that neither the accident nor the 
political attack really had anything to do with your leaving 
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Pittsburgh? 
HARRIS: Oh, no. No, no. It could have happened anywhere. 
It could have happened right here in Los Angeles, but I hope 
it doesn't. 
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TUSLER: Before we leave the subject of your stay in Pitts-
burgh, I would like to ask you to talk a little bit more 
about how your life in that city may have affected you as 
a composer. 
HARRIS: Let me consider the works I wrote there. Right 
in the middle of all this was that ruckus with Mesmano. I 
hesitate to call him a judge because he is such a poor ex-
ample of jurisdiction in this country. He was elected as 
a judge. One of the things I said in the rump court sec-
tion was, "It doesn't seem possible that a man of this 
character and this kind of fidelity could become a judge, 
a supreme court judge at that." But after it was all over, 
things settled down. All of our friends came back again, 
[laughter] We made a new kind of relationship with them, 
of course. Then I had a very busy time getting out all 
these records on the ten programs. Capitol did a very good 
job on that for us. 
TUSLER: The programs of the festival? 
HARRIS: Yes, of the whole festival. They were sent all 
over the United States, and quite a few of them were sent 
to Europe with the State Department. That took up a good 
deal more time than one would think. It had to be done 
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right and annotated and all that. During the time that 
this was all going on, I wrote my Seventh Symphony. I 
don't know whether I have mentioned that or not. 
TUSLER: Yes, you did in passing last time. Something you 
said intrigued me. You said that it was considered to be 
a more advanced period of your work. I take it that this 
is what the critics said. I wonder if you agree with that 
and, if so, why? 
HARRIS: I think the most astute critics felt that it was 
the most advanced work that I had written for orchestra so 
far. It won a Naumburg Prize and was recorded for Columbia 
by Ormandy with the Philadelphia Orchestra. It was mag-
nificently and beautifully recorded in many ways. The per-
formance was smoother than I had thought it should be. I 
thought of it as a much more muscular work than it turned 
out to be, it is very beautiful, but it seemed to be, as 
one of the magazines in reviewing it said, a little bit 
too slick. Now that is a nasty word. I wouldn't use that 
word. That recording was very sensuous rather than very 
muscular, and people have liked it very much. It's played 
a great deal. I myself performed it after the first per-
formance. The first performance was given by Rafael 
Kubelik, who was at that time the conductor of the Chicago 
Symphony. It couldn't go to Sergei Koussevitzky, who had 
commissioned, it because he had died. Of course, we missed 
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him and lamented his loss very greatly. He did a great 
deal for American composition and composers of which I 
was only one. The Koussevitzky Foundation is still doing 
a great deal for American music. Kubelik gave a very fine 
performance of the work. I feel that he is very close to 
me as a conductor. 

I might say a few things about the relationship of 
composer to conductor. Maybe that has something to do 
with what I have to say about the music itself. A com-
poser can be made in a sense. His music can sound greater 
than it is really by great performances and much less than 
it is by bad performances. So, in a sense, composers are 
at the mercy of their performers. I want to take this 
opportunity to say that I have been most fortunate all 
through my life in having wonderful performances. Part 
of that is due to Johana , who is such a magnificent pianist, 
particularly so for my music. She does a wonderful job on 
it. In most of the chamber music in which a piano has been 
involved, she has had a very important part in that. 
TUSLER: Do you feel that Koussevitzky understood and 
performed your music better than other conductors who have 
performed it? 
HARRIS: He did, yes, at that time. There is no question 
about it. I remember having a performance of the Third 
Symphony. That was a network broadcast by Toscanini, who 
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was a most dedicated conductor. To any composer whom he 
performed, he gave all the finest that he could. He gave 
a beautiful performance of my work. A very amusing matter 
arose when Koussevitzky heard it. I was coming to New 
York to have a different performance, a performance of my 
Fourth, with him. He asked me how the performance of the 
symphony was. We both understood what he was talking about. 
He didn't say the Third. He said, "Well, how was it?" I 
said it was a splendid performance. Koussevitzky said, 
"That old man." [laughter] lhat's all he said. They were 
both about the same age. 
TUSLER: Now who is this other one you are referring to? 
HARRIS: Toscanini. Toscanini gave a beautiful performance. 
He paid me a fine compliment. He said, "Why didn't you 
bring your other symphonies to me?" I couldn't tell him 
that I hadn't sent that symphony to him. My publisher had 
sent it to him in Switzerland against my advice. I never 
dreamed that he would play my music. It was a very great 
shock to read in the New York Times that he had programmed 
it for the coming season. That was big news because he 
didn't play American composers at all practically, just 
very,, very little. He gave a fine performance. Afterward, 
he made it a point, if he possibly could, to go to every 
performance I had of orchestral music at Carnegie Hall. 
He was always there. He was very quiet about it and never 
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said anything. Friends of mine or somebody would ask me, 
"Did you notice that Toscanini was there?" Of course, he 
was a marked man wherever he went. He was a very famous 
conductor and a very great one. I don't think I ever en-
joyed anybody doing Beethoven more than I did Toscanini. 
It was rather a cut and dried concept of Beethoven, in a 
way, in relation to dynamics, but it was a magnificent 
concept and wonderfully done. 

About conductors, Kubelik has been certainly one of 
my very, very best and closest colleagues as a conductor. 
He himself is a composer. I find that the conductors who 
have been composers themselves generally are very good. A 
lot of the young fellows now are beginning to conduct my 
music. Some who are not so young—for instance, Aaron 
Copland who is a friend of mine—now are conducting my 
music all over the world. Copland is conducting more than 
he is composing these days I think. Then there is Andre 
Previn for instance. He is beginning to play and conduct 
my music. He told me that he is going to record some of 
it this season. He is very enthusiastic about the Seventh. 
He says that he thinks the Seventh is my best work. He is 
planning to put that on his agenda soon I think. Then 
there is Gunther Schuller for instance. Gunther Schuller 
has been playing my music around. He seems to understand 
it very well and to have a fine feel for it. It pleases me 
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that the younger generation is beginning to play my music 
around a good deal. It makes me feel good. Naturally, it 
would. 
TUSLER: Of course, each different conductor brings some-
thing quite different, I suppose, from the music. You said 
that you were surprised that, when Ormandy conducted the 
Seventh, it wasn't as muscular as you had thought. Do you 
think that was because of Ormandy's interpretation of it? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. It is because of Ormandy. He is a 
Viennese. His natural feel is for Viennese music, which is 
very sensuous and very smooth. Nobody can do Viennese 
music better than Ormandy does. It's just magnificent what 
he does with it. We have to find out who the people are 
for us. I must take an opportunity here to say that I think 
Ormandy has been an extremely good friend of mine. He has 
played my music all over the world. He has done extremely 
well with it. 

Probably the man today who is closest to my music at 
this time would be Leonard Bernstein. Of course, he was a 
pupil of Koussevitzky. He just sort of took the mantle of 
the old man onto his own shoulders. He is on tour now with 
my Third Symphony, touring all over Europe and playing it 
everywhere. I don't know how many performances there are, 
probably about twenty performances. He did the same thing 
in South America and all over the Orient. He made a 
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magnificent definitive recording of the Third. I don't see 
how it can ever be surpassed. He did it in stereo. I 
think he won some kind of an international prize in stereo 
with it. 

Howard Hanson also has played it a lot. He recorded it 
also. A lot of the conductors seem to prefer the Third 
Symphony over the Seventh. I don't think the reasons are 
musical so much, but there are expedient reasons. It is 
just the right length for a work to fit into a program, a 
modern work. I have Arthur Judson, who is the manager of 
the New York Philharmonic, to thank for that. He once said 
to me, "Harris, why don't you write a great big, strong, fine 
symphony which is a little less than twenty minutes long 
without stopping." He said, "That is what we need. We 
don't want thirty-minute American symphonies. If we are 
going to have a work that long, we prefer to have one of 
the old masters because the orchestra already knows the 
music. We don't have to rehearse it so much." 

One of the problems in having American works performed 
is that they don't have enough rehearsal time. The fi-
nancial situation is so stringent with our orchestras. 
They do get some money from big foundations. I often have 
felt that, when money is given by the Ford·Foundation or 
Carnegie or any of them give lots of money to orchestras, 
it should be stipulated that that money should be used to 
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perform American works. But they never do. I think 
that they should, however, because they made their money 
from Americans and from an American public. 
TUSLER: Have you had the opportunity to work with most 
of the conductors that have performed your works in 
listening to rehearsals and working interpretations out 
with them? 

HARRIS: Yes. For instance, with Ormandy, I didn't have 
that opportunity with the Seventh because I was in the 
hospital that time. I was on my way to go and work with 
Ormandy when I had that terrific accident which broke 
my knee all to pieces. So, I wasn't there. I wasn't 
there to have a hand in it. But then I have myself per-
formed it many times since with different orchestras. I 
performed it with the Pittsburgh Symphony, the Chicago 
Symphony, the Boston Symphony, in San Francisco, with 
the festival orchestra down here for our festival in Los 
Angeles, with the Glendale Symphony and so forth. So, I 
have had a lot of opportunity to play it. My publishers 
say that my own interpretation of it is such that they 
would tend to put some money up to have me do my own 
recording of it. It never has worked out yet. I never 
did get around to it. Life goes by you awfully fast if 
you are writing new works and making a living too. Each 
new work takes up about a third or a quarter of a year 
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if it is a big work. 
Coming back to this Pittsburgh business, after that, 

I wrote a work on Vachel Lindsay called "Abraham Lincoln 
Walks at Midnight" for Nell Rankin. Nell Rankin is a 
very beautiful American contralto in the Metropolitan 
Opera. I wrote a work which is tailored to her voice. 
I had great pleasure doing that, a beautiful voice. 
There again, it is very interesting that we had the first 
violinist, the first cellist and Johana. Those were the 
chair men from the symphony of Pittsburgh. They re-
hearsed, and it seemed like the soloist never was there. 
She didn't know her part, and I was beginning to despair 
of her doing the work. Then when the performance came, 
it wasn't the same person at all. She had been saving 
her voice in rehearsals. Suddenly this one voice just 
absolutely and completely overpowered the trio. They 
were a background, and that was it. It was given in 
Carnegie Hall there in Pittsburgh. It's a great big 
hall. She just shook the rafters with that great voice 
of hers. It is a very strange experience to feel that 
you are working with musicians like Teddy and Sam and 
Jo—who were from the Pittsburgh Symphony, all of them 
are superb musicians and always do exactly what they 
should do—and somebody else who seems to be struggling. 
Then suddenly we had this experience in which the 
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musicians were peremptorily shoved into the background. 
It's a very strange experience. Of course, that is what 
great soloists do. They have this powerhouse inside of 
them. They can just stand up against the whole symphony 
orchestra. 
TUSLER: Did it ruin the performance? 
HARRIS: Oh, no. Oh, no, it was a knockout performance. 
Wonderful, great success, wonderful. It was recorded for 
MGM, beautiful recording. Of course, on the recording 
the balances weren't exactly as I had conceived them. 
In order to have it the way it should be with that voice, 
really one should have about ten violins, six celli, and 
an amplified piano, really a great big thing. For in-
stance, there is a wonderful work for celli—I think I 
did that of [Heitor] Villa-Lobos [Bachianas Brasileiras 
no. 5], It is for sort of a mezzo voice cello, or maybe 
for soprano, I guess. It doesn't have to be a very high 
one. I think we had twelve celli the time that I did 
this Villa-Lobos work. We did it for the festival from 
Puerto Rico, which was held in Canada in the summertime. 

I wrote a concerto for Jo. It really wasn't a con-
certo, it was a sort of a folk work for piano solo and 
orchestra. I wrote a rather large work, a fantasy, for 
the Pittsburgh Symphony. The work for orchestra and 
piano was commissioned by the Hartford Symphony Orchestra 
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in Hartford, Connecticut. We did the first performance 
of that there. That was later put on records with MGM 
on the other side of "Abraham Lincoln Walks at Midnight." 
It was recorded later. What else? I did a large work 
for [William Caesar] Warfield, the Negro baritone, which 
was written for the Juilliard people. I don't know, 
there was some misunderstanding about the amount of 
money that the singer was supposed to get. So, I gave 
it to the Spring [Music] Festival for Howard Hanson to 
have them do it up there. Then it was later performed in 
Washington for the [Inter-American] Festival. That was one 
of my more successful works I think. It is on the words 
of Whitman "Give me the splendid silent sun." It is 
about an eighteen-minute work or something like that for 
a solo voice and big orchestra. I am telling you all 
these works to see if I can find a common denominator on 
style. 

Then instead of doing that work for the Juilliard 
Foundation, they commissioned me to do a large work for 
chorus. It was a large work for chorus and piano solo, 
using the piano instead of the orchestra amplified. That 
is one of my major works, I think. It is called "Folk 
Fantasy for Festivals." It's about a fifty-five minute 
work. 
TUSLER: This is the work you spoke of last time for which 

542 



you wrote the text. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, that's right. It is. That is all 
folk material, all of that. A great deal of the materi-
al I wrote myself. Some of it that I could find was not 
suitable to my purpose. So, I characterized the heroes 
of America in some of the folk songs. For instance, one 
of them which I used was a folk song on "Bury me Beneath 
the Willow." It is really what you might a call a fron-
tier work, camp songs in a way. Of course, some of them 
were New England songs. I wrote that in the hospital. 
Now see if we can find a common denominator here. 
TUSLER: Your output doesn't seem to have decreased be-
cause of your other activities. 
HARRIS: No, Pittsburgh is a big city. There is some-
thing going on there all the time. My little boys were 
growing up. They were in the choir of the Episcopal 
Church. It was a vested choir. They were the smallest 
ones there. On Sunday afternoons, very often in the 
springtime, after we had all gone to church, the Harris 
men would go to the baseball game. [laughter] We had 
a lot of things there. Danny won some kind of a prize 
as a chorister. Then Jo and I went to give a concert in 
Chicago. He was taken down very ill in the summertime 
at Ravinia. I had a one-man show there at Ravinia. 
Dan had taken extremely ill. He had osteomyelitis in 
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the front part of his forehead right above his eyes. 
It was very, very serious. He had to have a serious 
operation. He was very low and very sick, but he in-
sisted on sending a telegram on the night that we were 
performing. I was so touched by that sense of loyalty 
that we had in our family and still have. I could 
wish this for all families. 

Pittsburgh was a city of great experiences for us, 
a city of some sorrows. I guess I matured a lot in 
Pittsburgh. That is what happened. So, my music prob-
ably got more dramatic and less lyric, I imagine. That 
is what generally happens, they say, as you mature. 
It's pretty hard to put your finger on it because the 
lyricism is still there. But it always fits into a 
design very much more than lyricism when it's just allowed 
to go and move freely. It's unpremeditated lyricism. 
It seems to be something which is very precious in creative 
work. Look at the life of Mozart for instance. It isn't 
that in his later works the melody isn't there. It cer-
tainly is. But when you get into things like that very, 
very dissonant chromatic fugue for piano that he wrote, 
it's not lyric in any sense of the word. It's a terrific 
dramatic work. Then some of the things which he wrote— 
for instance, piano quartets, viola quintets and things 
like that—were very much more advanced toward his early 
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works. They are melodic too. They are beautiful. It 
doesn't mean that they are not. The idiom is there, 
everything is there. Mozart is there, but it is a 
deeper Mozart. He had his troubles. During his whole 
life, he was always broke. 
TUSLER: Do you think that the character of the music 
that you wrote in Pittsburgh is really substantially 
different than the character or the quality of the sounds 
that you were producing when you lived in Nashville? 
HARRIS: Yes, I didn't write much in Nashville. I was 
too disturbed in Nashville, I guess. The people just 
fascinated me, and the disparity between the whites and 
the blacks upset me a great deal. I felt that I was 
living in some kind of a new terrain which was extremely 
foreign to me. It was as a matter of fact. I think 
the creative artist, if he grows, steps up to new pla-
teaus. He doesn't do it all at once. It is a gradual 
growing away from something into something else and then 
growing away from that into something else. This con-
tinues until he gets to whatever his stature is, and that 
takes a whole lifetime. He may keep growing, as Verdi 
did, right up to eighty years old. This happens some-
times. I don't think that we can make a rule about the 
greatest works are done when one is oldest or the great-
est works are done when one is in his youth. It depends 
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on the person. I would say some of the greatest 
Beethoven works were done right at the end of his life. 
This is true certainly of Bach. Look at the Art of the 
Fugue, for instance. Look at Handel. Handel's Messiah 
was written when, I think, he was sixty or something 
around there. One can't make these prognostications 
because it very often happens not only with creative 
artists but also with people. You see it all the time. 
There comes a certain time when, for some reason or an-
other—perhaps a biological reason may have something 
to do with it--a man suddenly becomes old, and he is old 
for the rest of his life. He just kind of tapers off. 
As the Southerners say, "He soft-shoes out." That gen-
erally begins to happen right around fifty or fifty-five 
years old. On the other hand, there are other people 
who just begin to get their second wind about then. 
They really go to town because they have lost fear. I 
think one of the greatest advantages of getting old is 
that one doesn't have fear anymore. This is because he 
hasn't so long to live. He has found out that living 
in itself doesn't mean much anyhow. There has to be a 
reason to live. There have to be principles that one 
has to really believe in himself. He doesn't follow a 
trend somewhere and just mouth things that he heard 
other people say. Most people just don't really think 
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anything out much. If we do, sometimes it is quite pain-
ful. 
TUSLER: Do you think, now as you look back over your 
career, that you experienced fear when you were a younger 
man and just beginning to be heard by the public? 
HARRIS: I don't think that I experienced fear, no. I 
experienced apprehension though because the marketplace 
is a savage place. When I got bad reviews, as I some-
times did, I was very upset by them. I am not upset by 
them at all anymore. In fact, I don't even read my 
reviews until six months afterwards unless they are 
extremely good. My wife has that all worked out. We 
found out that the people who wrote reviews, especially 
the bad ones, didn't know what they were talking about. 
They, on one hearing, have the extreme temerity to tell 
the composer what he was trying to do himself. It is 
incredible. On one hearing, they can do that. There 
are a lot of critics who presume to know all about how 
the piano should be played, how the voice should sound, 
how the violin or the cello should sound, how a man 
should conduct, how a composer should compose, how all 
singers should sing. Well, it's pretty ridiculous, isn't 
it? Generally, they are people who can't do anything 
either. 
TUSLER: You say you were apprehensive, but you never 
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really felt, did you, that you weren't going to be able 
to rise to the occasion? 
HARRIS: Oh, no. No, I didn't feel that. But you have 
to worry when you have no j ob or no home, when you don't 
know what the next month is going to bring and when you 
have no position in society. Don't forget that, when you 
presume to write a symphony after all the symphonies that 
have been written by the masters, it is an enormous pre-
sumption and people resent it very much. In other words, 
the composer finds out that he is society's worst enemy 
until he proves that he can write a great work or a won-
derful work. It has to have real substance, durability 
or something, or people must like it. Then he becomes 
a great benefactor. That is a tremendously different 
position to be in. You carry it around in your heart 
that you are a benefactor and that you have made these 
contributions, one after another. They pile up by the 
time you are as old as I am. I have over one hundred 
thirty works now. That is a long ways from the first 
two or three. So, you get the sense of security knowing 
that you can do it. Half of the business of doing it 
is to know you can do it. In the beginning, you know 
it also, but you just don't know what you can do. You 
know you can do something, and you are, by God, going 
to do it. When you get older, that is not the position 
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you are in. When you get older, you get to know that you 
can do it. You know how to do it. You know that you 
must approach it just as if it were the first time you 
ever wrote a work but with the security of technique 
at your disposal because you have the tools. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XIV, SIDE ONE 

OCTOBER 1, 19 6 8 

TUSLER: What finally brought you back to the California 
scene? 
HARRIS: I suppose basically why I came back is that I 
am really a Californiac, as they say. Nowhere I go seems 
to get to me like it does out here: the feel of the 
mountains, the ocean, the desert, snow in the wintertime, 
and all the different places where I was in my youth. 
There is something here which I find quite unique. There 
is a kind of vacation spirit out here all the time. Maybe 
we don't get as much done out here, I am not sure, al-
though it seems to me we do get a good deal done. Cer-
tainly the people here seem to be more relaxed. I notice 
whenever I go to the eastern seaboard for a week or two 
or three, everybody seems so tense. I had a letter yes-
terday from New York saying that it certainly is very 
difficult to get a group of people together for anything 
in that city. Of course, that is true. I think that 
has something to do with it. Everybody is sort of alone 
back there fighting his daily battles, whatever they may 
happen to be. I don't feel that out here. 
TUSLER: Here we fight them together. 
HARRIS: We fight them together in groups at least. No, 
there is a sense of warmth, a sense of laissez-faire and 
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a climate. We pay more attention to the climate. If 
it is sort of a hazy day, as it is today, we mark it. 
If the sun is wonderful, we notice it. If the moon 
is magnificent, we talk about it and do something about 
it. We get out and look at it. Of course, in New 
York City, you couldn't even see the moon. It was 
never shining big and boldly because there are so many 
bright lights. 
TUSLER: Do you think that your periods of living in 
the West have been more productive years musically as 
far as your composition is concerned? 
HARRIS: I don't think there is any doubt about that. 
Since I came here, I have written my Eighth Symphony, 
my Ninth Symphony, my Tenth Symphony, my Eleventh Sym-
phony; my Twelfth Symphony is well on the way and a 
lot of other work besides. The quantity and quality of 
it have improved with less effort. Isn't that interest-
ing? I find that teaching out here is more fun too. 
None of us take it quite so seriously, which doesn't 
mean that we don't do well. We do the best we know how, 
but we don't think that the world is going to come to an 
end if Johnny or Jane really isn't very bright. We 
know that our percent of brilliant people is certainly 
as high here as it is anywhere, so we rest as a kind 
of security, I suppose. That is the reason we are a 
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little more at ease. There are a lot of beachcombers 
out here, an awful lot of them. People don't look down 
on them much as they do elsewhere. There seems to be a 
much more at-ease attitude and feeling. I think that 
people are more interested in fresh fruits. Everybody 
has some kind of a garden or is growing something. I am 
just delighted with my rose garden for instance. I 
know when the new ones are coming out, and I know about 
when they are going to arrive. This is something to 
look forward to. There are all kinds of things. 
TUSLER: All of these things help you in your creative 
life? 
HARRIS: Yes, they all do help because I feel that my 
life is fuller and richer out here. Then, of course, 
this university has been extremely generous in their 
attitudes towards me because, as you know, I am well over-
due as far as age is concerned. Now they have paid me 
the great honor of giving me the position of professor 
in residence, which is a high position, I understand, in 
the academic world. I believe this was one of the first 
ones to have been given to an artist. I feel very 
honored. They waited until my seventieth birthday to 
give it to me. It was all very nice and gemutlich, so 
to speak. 
TUSLER: Well, let's go back. You were saying it was 
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in 1960 that you came to UCLA and everything in this last 
period of California in your life has been oriented 
around UCLA, is that right? 
HARRIS: Yes, it has been. You asked me a question which 
I really didn't answer. I just spoke a lot of generali-
ties which came flowing out. I happened to be here be-
cause I received a cablegram in Puerto Rico, where we 
were living, asking me to conduct my Seventh Symphony in 
one of the festivals which they have in Royce Hall. They 
were Los Angeles Music Festivals, I believe, backed 
by the county and partly by UCLA. It was very important 
to me to come here. I was a little bit distressed be-
fore I came because I wasn't going to have as much re-
hearsal time as I thought I should have. I needn't to 
have been worried. I had a wonderful orchestra. They 
were very attentive. Most of them were studio men, I 
guess. They are so fast, so accurate, so professional 
and have such enormous expertise that I was very, very 
pleased. Then, after getting here, they asked me to 
chair the meeting between composers and critics, which 
I did. It was a lot of fun. Dean [William W.] Melnitz, 
who was the dean of the fine arts, asked me to lunch. 
He said, "Don't you think it's about time you returned 
home?" I said, "Well, I've been thinking that for a 
long time, but the right proposition never did arrive. 
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You asked me several times. When Schoenberg died, you 
asked me to take his chair. But I felt that UCLA 
didn't do very well by Arnold Schoenberg, financially 
or any other way. I couldn't really afford to take his 
chair. Moreover my wife had a fine position in Puerto 
Rico." So, I came up here to fulfill, what should I 
call, two business deals. One of them was to write a 
symphony for the Fiftieth Anniversary of the San 
Francisco Symphony. They commissioned me to do that. 
I had to go there to meet their board and talk to them 
about what I would write. They asked me to come at 
their expense. They were very gracious about the whole 
business. Then I came on down here and had a wonderful 
time. Then Dean Melnitz said, "Well, I think we had 
better keep you." I said, "Well, that is up to you, or 
your administration. I am sure we could get together on 
the kind of price that Yale or Harvard would 
give me now," great big approach, you know, 
[laughter] I said, "UCLA has grown into one of the major 
universities of the nation, probably of the world. I 
would expect you to compensate me if you really want 
me." He said, "Well, there is no question about that. 
All those things have been worked out. How much do you 
want?" I told him, and he said, "There will be no prob-
lem about that at all." So I said, "The thing to do 
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then is for me to go back home. I have many duties this 
summer." I had a big festival down there in Puerto Rico 
that summer, and it was all arranged. 
TUSLER: Where was home still at that time? Did you 
have a home? 

HARRIS: Puerto Rico, Puerto Rico was our home. We had 
built a very beautiful recording studio there. The 
government was behind us. [Luis] Munoz Marin was won-
derful. He was the governor and was as you probably 
know, a very wonderful statesman. Of course, Pablo 
Casals was down there. We made an awful lot of music. 
We made thirty-six broadcasts for NBC in one year in 
that studio. We should be doing this right out here 
now. There is a little trouble getting going out here 
in the things we should be doing. We have a distinguished 
staff. Southern California is a place that is just full 
of the world's greatest performers. There's every reason 
in the world why we should do something about it and we 
don't. 

TUSLER: Do you mean a series for one of the television 
radio companies? 
HARRIS: Oh, all kinds of things. There should be a 
community orchestra here which meets, I should think, 
on the UCLA campus, a great orchestra with wonderful 
youngsters who are fourteen or fifteen years old and 
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who can really play magnificently well. I've been on . . . 
[tape cut] . . . concerned primarily in learning to 
master the skills of composition and the disciplines of 
it all. I have had a wonderful time here, Johana has 
too. 
TUSLER: Was it Dean Melnitz's idea to get you to come 
here? Was there a group of people behind it? 
HARRIS: I think it was Melnitz's idea because I said, 
"Well, I must go home and, if you really want me, then 
when I get home, there should be a cablegram there in-
viting me to stay. I'll have to move fast to make 
proper arrangements to have other people take my place." 
He said, "Are you going to New York first?" "Yes," I 
said, "I am going to New York to see my publishers and 
see some people there." He said, "Where are you going 
to stay?" I told him where I was going to stay. He 
sent a telegram to New York. So, UCLA can work fast when 
they want to. [laughter] On the other hand, they can 
certainly drag their feet when they want to. It's 
rather amusing if you are on the outside looking in. 
But when you are on the inside looking out, sometimes 
it is not so amusing. 
TUSLER: Things look a little different sometimes. 
HARRIS: They do, the perspective is different. 
TUSLER: He must have conceived the whole idea of . 
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persuading you to come before you ever got here. Obviously, 
this was something that was well thought out and planned. 
HARRIS: It might have been. "We really need a composer," 
that is what he said. "We need a major composer, an 
older man, on our faculty." I think he decided to wait 
and see whether he liked my Seventh Symphony and whether 
he thought I could conduct or not. He wanted to see how 
I comported myself and all that whole thing. When you 
join a faculty, there are an awful lot of considerations 
that have to be dealt with. One of them certainly is how 
one gets along with his colleagues. Probably Beethoven 
would not have been able to stay on our faculty, 
[laughter] I mean there would have been a great deal of 
hot dissension. There is some dissension in all depart-
ments, I presume, because the people are high-powered at 
UCLA. You can't have high-powered people who don't feel 
strongly about things. That's impossible. [tape recorder 
turned off] 

TUSLER: Did you meet any of the music department faculty 
before you accepted the position? 
HARRIS: I knew some of them. John [N.] Vincent was a 
pupil of mine. He got his doctor's degree under me at 
Cornell University. I knew Boris [A.] Kremenliev very 
well because he lived with us in Colorado Springs for 
several months. [tape recorder turned off] Then Johana 
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knew [Robert M.] Stevenson very well. They had been 
fellow students in Hutcheson's piano class. He is quite 
a pianist as well as being a real history whiz. Every 
university wants him. He just gets offered blue skies, 
but he stays here. He is just sort of the apotheosis of 
learning. He was ordained as a minister first and has 
a magnificent and very precise vocabulary. He is a 
very hard worker and a very, very clean, clear thinker. 
I have great admiration for Stevenson, not that I don't 
have admiration for a lot of the others. We have a very 
good faculty here. Robert [V.] Nelson is a good man on 
counterpoint and on variation styles. Certainly our 
present chairman is a very, very able man in his field, 
[Walter H.] Rubsamen. It is getting bigger and better 
all the time. We have been very selective, I must say. 
We are getting an awful lot of people who are coming 
from Harvard, "Haavard Yard" [laughter]. 

There was a man who was the big choral director 
there. I have forgotten his name, but I'll supply it for 
you later. He was sent out to make a tour of the United 
States to find out why was it that Harvard boys didn't 
keep their jobs. He came back, and his report was in 
one sentence. He said, "I find that the reason they 
don't keep their jobs is that, whenever any problem comes 
up, they start out by saying, 'Well, now at Harvard we 
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do it this way.1" [laughter] That was his total report. 
TUSLER: In some places this doesn't go over so well. 
HARRIS: Harvard is very, very great, probably the greatest 
university in the United States. Most people think it is 
anyhow. It is a very great university. I guess it is the 
only university in the United States that can afford to 
keep a man to teach Sanskrit who only has a pupil once 
every four or five years. That is all he teaches, 
[laughter] He is a very highly paid scholar. That is 
my understanding anyhow. There are all kinds of things 
that are remarkably sustained in the field of scholarship 
by Harvard. Harvard is really a magnificent institution. 
We all have to look at Harvard, all of us Americans, 
with considerable pride I would say. 
TUSLER: So, you did know of a few of the music depart-
ment people before accepting the position. I wonder if 
they had something to do with your being invited to come 
here? How much did the music department have to do with 

HARRIS: I have not a notion because the appointment was 
made when they weren't here. They were off on vacation. 
The final signed and sealed document from the powers 
arrived, I think, in July or something like that. And 
then we came to New York, Danny and I. He had never 
driven across the United States. So, I got myself a 
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station wagon there, and we drove all the way across. 
We had a wonderful time. We came into Southern California 
having crossed the Mojave Desert and all that beautiful 
terrain around Flagstaff. We had been to the Grand 
Canyon. We had been all over everywhere and had a won-
derful time. It's a very fine place to be coming to, 
let me tell you, after you have crossed the whole nation. 
I don't know of a better place. 
TUSLER: Did it feel like a homecoming to you? 
HARRIS: Yes, I should say it did. For instance, when I 
was a boy, I lived out in the San Gabriel Valley. I 
used to come down to Santa Monica on the Pacific Electric 
about two or three times every year. Then I walked up 
the ocean shores as far as I could, which would be about, 
I suppose, to Chautauqua now or something like that. 
So, I came up here and saw all this development, all these 
homes. There were nothing but hills when I was a boy. 
All that whole valley from Brentwood on clear up to Santa 
Monica was built up with Chinese vegetable gardens in 
those days. Of course, Westwood is no longer a little 
town. It has grown up into a kind of city with sky-
scrapers and all kinds of things. There are very advanced 
restaurants,which are a sure sign of the cultural level of 
people, just as is how much money they spend. The shops 
are a sure sign of the amount of money which is spent by 
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UCLA [people] in this area. There is the old joke about 
the student who said, "I just can't drive this shabby-
old car any more." Do you know that joke? The father 
said, "I don't think it is so shabby. I want to see all 
the cars your friends are driving." So the boy took him 
and said, "Well, just look." The father said, "They 
are pretty shabby, aren't they? I hadn't realized it." 
The boy said, "Oh, I didn't mean to show you those. 
Those belong to the faculty." [laughter] Of course, 
that is not true anymore, oh no. The faculty have nice 
homes. They have nice books. They think, they read, 
they go places and they do things. They are an extremely 
well-informed, advanced group. It is a pleasure to sit 
and have lunch with them and look at their intelligent 
faces, male and female. Isn't that true? 
TUSLER: Yes, it is really. How did you feel about the 
music department faculty when you first came to UCLA and 
began to get acquainted. Did you feel comfortable? 
HARRIS: I thought they were very cordial. They unloaded 
some pretty rough courses on me since I was a newcomer 
here. Some of the courses were those that none of the 
rest of them wanted to teach, especially modal counter-
point, for instance, which is a tough course. I had to 
bone up on it to really give it. Then I had so many 
students in my courses. I had to break it up into three 
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classes. So, I worked awfully hard that first year. I 
had too many students. They needed a lot of special 
attention. But on the other hand, when I had to go some-
where for professional reasons, there was no caviling at 
all. You either found somebody to take care of it or 
you made it up before or afterwards. They just wanted 
to make sure the students weren't neglected. Of course, 
I was always way way ahead of my students. I always have 
been. It is a whole lot better to have some time in the 
bank, so to speak, with students, so that they don't 
feel that you are neglecting them. 
TUSLER: Was part of your original arrangement with the 
university that you would have freedom for your composi-
tion and time to travel about and conduct? 
HARRIS: Yes, there were some understandings about that 
with Dean Melnitz. For instance, one understanding was 
that, under no conditions, was I to do any teaching before 
one o'clock in the afternoon. That is a stand which I 
have taken at all institutions because they don't pay 
enough, for one thing, with costs the way they are for a 
family. Secondly—probably this is the first reason 
rather than the second reason—I think that a teacher 
should teach because he has had experience. He teaches 
from the depth of his own experience and not from theory. 
I think that is the ideal way. Also I think there is 
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another ideal about teaching at which some of my col-
leagues would probably raise an eyebrow. That is that 
a man really shouldn't be financially dependent on his 
teaching so that he never would know the feeling of in-
security in relation to his students, I mean financial 
insecurity. I think that is very important. When Jo 
and I were married, we both agreed that it was precarious 
to be a professional composer only and precarious to be 
a teacher only. Since I love to do both and since she 
loves to do both, we decided that we would sort of split 
it down the middle. We would reserve our mornings for 
our own professional work so that we would keep up on it 
all the time, keep fresh and creative. Then we would 
take our teaching with a great sense of pleasure in sharing 
with students as though they were our younger colleagues. 
I think that is the way teaching should be done. I don't 
suppose it is the only way, but it certainly is a way. 
TUSLER: Have those morning hours, throughout your whole 
life, been the hours in which your compositions have been 
done? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, that is another reason why I like to 
live in California. We live up here in the hills. If 
I want to wake up at four o'clock in the morning and look 
down at the lights down there in Santa Monica, it is very 
inspiring. Everything is very quiet. The stars are there, 
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and it is just wonderful. If I lived in a big city, 
it wouldn't be wonderful. There would be all those 
noises, city noises. There would be some kind of yellow 
lights. You would see people coming home with their 
overcoats turned up around their neck, that sort of tom-
cat business. [laughter] We don't have any of that out 
here. We might as well be living way off somewhere, way 
up in the mountains. 
TUSLER: Yes, this place where you are living now, where 
we are doing the recordings, is really like being in the 
country. 
HARRIS: Yes, it has some wildness about it, and it ties 
me right up with my own youth, the seasons of my youth 
and all the whole business of growth. I don't feel nearly 
so strongly as I imagine I would feel if I lived in a 
very concentrated population area, that there is such, 
what should I say, a'gap between generations. My own 
children live here with us. There are four of them left. 
They seem to think about the same thoughts and go through 
the same sort of things that I did when I was a boy. 
They are very interested in planting, harvesting, seasons, 
all the things that are going on in school, making pic-
tures and poems, writing stories and all that whole thing. 
My boys have a big band of their own. In fact, they 
were on the air today, on a network broadcast on Channel 
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Seven. They are pretty good. 
TUSLER: This is a rock and roll group? 
HARRIS: A rock and roll group, oh my, I should say. 
TUSLER: What do they call the group? 
HARRIS: Oh listen, it is a name that is so long. What 
is it? I'll have to find it for you. It is so long and 
so complicated that it is absolute camp. It is supposed 
to be ridiculous it is. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Well, good for them. Do you ever break your 
composing habits? You say you do it primarily in the 
morning. Do you ever extend this, if you are under pres-
sure perhaps, into other times of the day? 
HARRIS: Yes, I'm very apt to work from about seven to ten 
if I am pressed. Very often I do semimechanical work 
then. I turn on the radio to keep me alert. 
TUSLER: What do you mean by semimechanical? 
HARRIS: I do orchestration, for instance, cleaning up, 
proofreading and all that sort of thing. Those are things 
that have to be done. 

TUSLER: Where do you do your composition? 
HARRIS: I do it way back over in that wing over there. 
TUSLER: Right here at home? 
HARRIS: Right here, oh yes. As a matter of fact, I have 
done and probably will do quite a bit of composition at 
UCLA. One day [H.] Jan Popper, who was the chairman then, 
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said, "Roy, why don't you do some work here on the cam-
pus?" I said, "Well, I don't because you didn't give me 
any room. I am in a room with somebody else, and people 
are coming in and out all the time. The telephone rings. 
How could I do any work here?" He said, "Oh, don't you 
have a room of your own?" I said, "Indeed not." So, he 
went around and looked all around. He picked out the 
nicest room, I think, in the whole of Schoenberg Hall, a 
great big room. It is a beautiful corner room which 
looked over the campus. He said, "Now, how will this 
do?" I said, "It would just be fine. Could I have a 
good table which has a wooden top." I don't like to 
write on mica tops. They annoy me. This is the old, 
old farmer's business in me, I guess. I don't like to 
write on glass either. I like to have a wooden table 
to write on. He said, "Why sure." In about a week, I 
had a very nice table that was a converted door. It was 
a big door, a very big door, and it was a fine table. 
That became a kind of a meeting place. We met many, many 
times. The committees met there for masters' and doctors' 
degrees. 

Then I taught a group of five students who had been 
chosen from the entire high school system of the city of 
Los Angeles. They wanted me to teach composition to them. 
First, what they wanted was to have me write an opera for 
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the city to produce in the summer. I said, "I can't do 
that because I know you don't have any money. When I 
write, I only write for commission because my contract 
was signed that way with my publishers. I tell you what 
I will do. I will teach a course in composition if you 
want me to." They took me up on that. They chose five 
very, very gifted fellows. One of them was from the 
lower east side. He was of Spanish descent, very bright. 
They were all people of considerable curiosity with lots 
of energy and eagerness. It was a little bit difficult 
to teach because there was such disparity between many 
different kinds. So, what did I do? I decided to have 
a long talk with them. I decided at our first meeting 
that the way to teach them would be to write an opera 
amongst ourselves. We wrote our own libretto too. 
TUSLER: As a joint enterprise? 

HARRIS: Yes. Everything was submitted by the pupils 
and voted upon. Nothing was to be used that hadn't been 
decided on and reasons worked out. We met every Wednesday 
night, I think, for three hours, seven to ten. We worked 
very, very concentratedly and with great purpose. Then, 
they had to work until the next Wednesday. They had a 
week to come up with things and submit them the following 
week. They had to discuss them and vote upon. There was 
a good deal of competition among them: whose idea was it 
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going to be? We came up with a fine homogeneous work that 
was produced. Two performances were produced in the 
Hollywood High School during the following summer. One 
of my M.A. candidates agreed to orchestrate the work. I 
paid him for that because we didn't have time to do it. 
You just didn't have that much time. Moreover, they 
didn't know about orchestration. I didn't have the time, 
I should have said. I really didn't have the time to do 
that because I was busy writing other things myself. 

So, it was performed using a fine high school 
orchestra. It went extremely well. It was to have been 
telecasted in color by the new station which was a non-
advertising station. What was it? I remember they 
voted on having this station. 
TUSLER: Oh yes, the pay television. 
HARRIS: The pay telecast station. It was voted down by 
some kind of shenanigans. I don't know what they all 
were, but it was voted down anyhow. So, our well-laid 
plans of mice and men went by the board because of that 
vote. Sometime I would like to resurrect it. 
TUSLER: Were you one of the joint composers in it? 
HARRIS: No, I was what you might call Big Brother. I 
was teaching them technique to beat the bands. The prob-
lem was something like this. "Well, what do you want to 
say? What do you want this particular melody to do? Do you 
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want it to soar? Is it a gay melody or a sad melody? 
If so, does it go up or does it go down? What kind of 
harmony do you want? Then sit right there at that big 
table and write your ideas of what that harmony should 
be. Then turn them in and discuss them again and so on." 
They learned an enormous amount. That is really the way 
composition should be taught. I don't know whether you 
can do that in a university or not. It is too diffi-
cult. Each man wants to have his own job. It is just 
as well, I guess, that he should have it. 
TUSLER: What was the name of that work by the way? [tape 
recorder turned off] 
Harris: Let's see, the name of the work was changed 
several times. For that reason, I am a little confused 
on what the final decision was. I'll have to get it and 
supply that for you. 
TUSLER: Fine. 
HARRIS: It was a full work for entertainment, a big work. 
TUSLER: It's interesting that you had this other connec-
tion with the community, with the Los Angeles city schools 
as well as the university. Did you have contacts with 
other communities in serving in different capacities out-
side the university? 
HARRIS: Of course, you can't really live in a university 
without having contacts with the community in which the 
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university is based. When I wrote this symphony, which 
is my Eighth Symphony, for the city of San Francisco, I 
wrote it on St. Francis because he is the patron saint 
of the city. This brought me into contact with a lot 
of things which had to do with St. Francis in that city. 
Some things I tried to tie together and some I couldn't. 
Bufano for instance did a tremendous St. Francis sculp-
ture. I wanted to have that on the outside cover of 
their anniversary concert. I didn't get it. Whatever 
the reason was, it wasn't until some years later that 
the city finally bought this St. Francis. I found that 
this kind of a contact brings you into close relation-
ship to some of the leaders, cultural leaders, in the 
city. 

I think any composer of stature should have a fine 
relationship with the symphony orchestra of his own city 
and of his own university. This is the only time that 
I have ever been in a city where that wasn't true. I 
haven't had any contact with the conductor here. I think 
it is probably because he is not interested much in 
America. He is Indian, you know? 
TUSLER: Zubin Mehta. 
HARRIS: Yes. He is a very gifted young man, I think. 
It is just too bad that none of our faculty have any con-
tact with him at all. The only contact that we have is 
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with our chorus. He has to have choruses, of course. 
In most cities, there would be some raising of eyebrows, 
as there is in the Los Angeles Times. Once in a while, 
they mention it and have a to-do about it. In a sense, 
it's not very important to the career of any major com-
poser whether he is performed in his own town, but this 
makes things much smoother and nicer. Otherwise the 
orchestral men around say, "Well, when are we going to do 
one of your symphonies?" You sort of mumble something in 
your beard and say, "I'm going to have it whenever the 
maestro decides so." This is all there is to it. Those 
things are not very important really. The important 
things to the composer are that number one, he must have 
time. Number two, he must have quiet. Number three, he 
must have opportunity to compose. Those he must have. 
There are other things which are nice, but are not of 
paramount importance. I would say that good fellowship 
is a very important thing to have. But if you don't have 
it in your own bailiwick, you will have it in letters 
from all over the world. So, you have a kind of fellow-
ship by courtesy of the U.S. Mail. That is the way it is. 
It has been that way always. You can read the lives of 
the composers in Europe. They always had some problems 
with fellowship. The more successful they are, the 
greater their problems become. Partly it is true, I 
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think, because a successful composer is a very busy man. 
Also he withdraws into himself somewhat because he is, 
in a sense, his own natural resources. He is his own 
oil, coal, iron ore, gold, blood and everything. He is 
the stuff of which he is made. It comes from inside of 
himself. That inside of himself must be attended. If 
he allows himself to become a kind of social plaything, 
the inside will deteriorate, and he won't have any good 
materials to work with. 
TUSLER: Do you feel that way too about contacts with your 
fellow musicians? Do you feel this can be debilitating 
in the same way? 
HARRIS: It is more fun generally to be with your fellow 
musicians if they are very good performers and have high 
standards. But it is a great agony to be with fellow 
musicians whose standards are not very good. Then you 
feel a sense of repression. I feel that I mustn't say 
this, I mustn't say that, and so forth until I feel as 
though I am in some kind of a straitjacket. 

I think probably my family is most important, at 
least this is true for me. I couldn't say it for all 
people because a lot of people don't have families. Com-
posers don't have families. They never did get married, 
so their evenings were spent in those kinds of social 
functions, concerts and things. But for a person who 
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has a family and who has a good relationship with his 
family, I think that is the most wonderful of all. 
This is because there is a deep understanding there. 
No man can make pretensions to his own children because 
they see right through him. It is very important that he 
have good relationships with his children. I think they 
can help him a great deal as a teacher too because then 
he makes no pretensions of being omniscient in any sense 
of the word. If he doesn't know, he says, "I don't know. 
Let's look it up, or let's find out. If you are in-
terested, let's find it out." That gets to be kind of 
a little project, and it is fun. We have all kinds of 
pleasure and hours together in which there is a good deal 
of growth together, development of understandings and 
development of values. Those are in constant change as 
the children grow older and so forth. 

You can't have that when you are at a dinner with 
fifteen or twenty people. Nothing happens. You just talk 
platitudes. If you happen to be seated next to somebody 
who is very bright and very interested in something, it 
can be rewarding and sometimes is. It's a matter of 
time too. Take, for an example, a person who says, 
"Let's have dinner and go to a concert tonight." That 
means you have to have dinner about six o'clock. If they 
live anywhere, you probably have to leave shortly after five. 
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You have to start getting dressed at four-thirty. You 
have a dinner and go to a concert. Then you have a little 
soiree afterwards. You get home at one or two o'clock in 
the morning. See what happened? Six or eight hours or 
ten hours even went by and nothing happened. I don't 
know how one can solve this problem. This is a tremendous 
problem because one has to keep contacts with his profes-
sional colleagues. He has to and wants to. 

We very often say to each other, my friends all over, 
that one of the tragedies of being a composer or performer 
is that we never are able to hear each other's works be-
cause we are doing something else at that time. 

Then there is the business of being on the track of 
an idea. When you are writing a symphony, it is sort of 
like leaving your doorstep and going out on your way to 
try to find a pot of gold at the rainbow's end. You just 
go and go and go and go until you get what you know is 
the best you can get. Then that is it. That is the 
whole story about a creator's life. He's after something. 
He's a hunter. He has to entrap that thing and put it into 
a translatable cultural form which can be used and is 
serviceable to society. If he doesn't, then he's not a 
success as a composer, no matter how his theories are. 
He has to communicate. That is what it is all about, isn't 
it? 
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TUSLER: Sure. If this train of thought, when you are 
hot on some musical idea, is broken, then do you find 
that you lose it, or does it take a long time to get back 
to it again? 
HARRIS: You may never get it back, but you may get some-
thing else. You might even get back something better, 
but you won't get back that thing that you had. It's 
very dangerous for a composer to go to a concert, extremely 
dangerous, because he may find that he is in a cultural 
terrain that is utterly foreign to what he is trying to do. 
It doesn't mean that he doesn't like the music or that the 
music isn't wonderful music. It is just simply that he 
can't be listening to that because he is somewhere else. 
He is trying to capture that bird of paradise. 
TUSLER: He may be influenced by what he hears? 
HARRIS: What happens generally to me, if I'm busy writing 
a work and I go to a concert out of courtesy, is that I 
don't hear any of it at all. I don't know whether the 
orchestra played well or sometimes even what they played. 
I didn't happen to look at the program. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XIV, SIDE TWO 
OCTOBER 3, 196 8 

TUSLER: Today we are still talking about your present 
life here at UCLA when you came in 196 0. I would just 
like to throw this very general question at you: How do 
you like being out here now? 
HARRIS: Oh, I like it, just as everybody likes it who 
comes out here. I love the climate. I love the good 
food. I love the air. Of course, we don't get any smog 
where we are living up in the hills here. There is some-
thing more than just the physical aspects, of course, 
which I care for a great deal and which we perhaps should 
discuss. 

Everybody who comes to a great state university, as 
UCLA is, has not only to adjust to the academic community, 
but also to the social community. This is the community 
at large in which he lives and the press, for instance. 
My relationships with the press have been first class. I 
have had beautiful reviews here. They have given me lots 
of space. I have had absolutely no complaint whatsoever 
about the press. I could say that I am not overjoyed at 
the neglect of the Philharmonic orchestra here, but it 
is something which I am sure I can accommodate myself to. 
I think that it would sort of be solved in this way in 
my own thinking. In the first two years I was here, I 
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had a performance in the [Hollywood] Bowl with Eugene 
Ormandy conducting. Ormandy is from Philadelphia and 
has played an awful lot of my music. In the following 
year, I had a performance in the Bowl by the New York 
Philharmonic with Lennie Bernstein conducting. He was 
on a return trip from the Orient where he had been con-
ducting, playing my Third Symphony all over. He re-
peated it there at the Bowl. So, it comes down to the 
fact that when I first came here, I was a visitor. After 
I was here for two or three years, I became a local boy, 
you see. This is something which is true of all American 
cities, I should think, with the exception perhaps of New 
York and Boston. 

I know that one of my pupils who lives in Philadelphia 
and who is an extremely good composer gets performances all 
over the United States. But he never gets a performance 
with the Philadelphia Orchestra. I know of another fellow 
who is an extremely good composer, a fine thinker. As a 
matter of fact, we engaged him to come out here to give 
seminars. He never has had a performance with the Boston 
symphony. While I have been out here, I have had several 
performances with the San Francisco Symphony. I have con-
ducted the San Francisco Symphony several times. They 
commissioned me to write my Eighth Symphony for their 
fiftieth anniversary. I was commissioned while I was 
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here to write a work for a national convention. [tape 
recorder turned off] For instance, the Unitarians had a 
national convention in San Francisco. I was commissioned 
to write a work for that, a large work for chorus, 
brasses, amplified piano and all that whole thing. 
TUSLER: What work was that? 
HARRIS: It was a religious work. I have forgotten what 
I called it now. It was called The Hallelujah. It was 
a large work for that kind of an occasion, about a fif-
teen-minute work without interruption. It was a fine 
chorus, which had been rehearsed. It was all in shape, 
and some of the players were from the San Francisco 
Symphony and so on. I have had performances, a complete 
performance, of my [Folk] Fantasy for Festivals, which is a 
large choral work with amplified piano. That was done 
by the San Francisco State Symphony, beautiful performance. 
It was not only broadcasted but it was also recorded. 
They made a very fine TV program of it. They sent it 
all over the United States. My Tenth Symphony had its 
world premiere. It was commissioned for the hundredth 
anniversary of the assassination of Lincoln and had its 
first performance on the UCLA campus. 
TUSLER: What group performed it? 
HARRIS: The united Los Angeles city school chorus and 
brasses from the Los Angeles brass group. 
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TUSLER: Do you feel Los Angeles is particularly back-
ward in its neglect of you and other local composers? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say so. I would only say that the 
orchestra is a little bit off on that. I don't know who 
to lay that to. It doesn't matter very much. Mehta's 
own father plays my music and invites me to conduct. 
I am writing a work for December now to celebrate the 
hundredth anniversary of California University, that is 
the greater complex of California University. I will 
conduct it, and my wife will perform it. We will have 
players from the Los Angeles Philharmonic to play it. 
It will be a very brilliant performance and will probably 
be recorded for the State Department to go all over the 
world. 

Well, what can one do? You can't take umbrage to 
these matters. They have to sort of fit into place. 
Several times there have been visiting conductors who 
proposed to do my work. For some reason or another, 
which I never asked, they didn't do them. So, there is 
something there which I don't even know. It may have to 
do with some kind of lies or scuttlebutt and all that 
thing, which is part of every city's life. There is 
nothing to do. I may have said something indiscreet once, 
as I am saying now for instance, which got back to head-
quarters. Then they may have said, "Well, strike him off 
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the list," and so forth. Yet, I don't believe it because 
the press picked me out to be the musician who would 
write about the new Music Center, which I did. They 
paid me for it. Well, that is quite a different thing 
than commissioning me to write a work. They did com-
mission a man whose work was so bad that they couldn't 
perform it for the first program which commemorated the 
new Music Center. They just couldn't bring it off. So, 
they brought and did a work of a pupil of mine, William 
Schuman. 

All these things are very strange. I would say that 
they are a part of the life of any creative artist. I 
would go even further to say that very often in the 
history of the creative arts a man's own country is the 
last one to recognize him. Take Beethoven for instance. 
While Beethoven was doing his very greatest work in 
Vienna, the powers in Vienna were just turning themselves 
inside out to celebrate, honor and fete Rossini. When we 
look back on it, we see how foolish they are. It is 
rather incredible that they could have that much mis-
judgment about relative international, intercentury 
values. But people are that way. 

Let's take, for instance, Pittsburgh. Pittsburgh 
has been giving prizes—first, second and third prizes— 
every year for maybe sixty-five years to the painters 
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from all over the world. They are big prizes. It might 
surprise you to know that not one great painter has ever 
been picked. In all this time, none of the big ones are 
there. When they were young men, they could have had 
one of the very greatest art galleries in the whole 
world of late nineteenth-century and all twentieth-cen-
tury things. They could have had all the great Frenchmen 
and all of our own greats. But they didn't pick them 
all. They always picked mediocre things, things with 
which they felt safe. You could tell that was a man's 
nose. The painter was able to do something which was self-
evident. That's what they want. They want to be assured. 
They want, if possible, to have name brands and be assured 
of something which is self-evident. You can't blame 
them for it. They don't know much about the arts. They 
put the money up for them, so they feel they have the 
right to call the tune if they pay the money for the 
players. It's quite human. It's been that way for a 
long time, always that way. There is nothing you can do 
about that. 

As a matter of fact, I would even go further and say 
that this is something that is kind of divine. It is 
divine good luck that wherever a man is, if he happens 
to be an important creative artist, everybody leaves him 
alone. If they didn't, he would never get any work done. 
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He would be going to dinners, cocktail parties and all 
that. He would become a part of the Establishment. Then 
that would be the end of him. 
TUSLER: Have you been besieged with a good deal of that 
in Los Angeles? 
HARRIS: Well, I avoided it by not letting people know 
where I live, by not letting them have my telephone number 
and in all kinds of ways. I changed my telephone number 
about every three or four months when it got around. 
It's practically impossible to keep your telephone number 
hidden. Of course, the telephone is an absolute and a 
dreadful kind of slave driver. Anybody can call you up 
any time of the day or night. Anybody can come right 
into your home with their problems, with their demands, 
with their prejudices and everything else. A home should 
be a man's castle. That is especially true of the creative 
artist. He has to have some place where he feels safe. He 
has to have some place where he can relax and know that 
people understand him. He has to know that he doesn't 
have to be on display. That's all. It's very, very impor-
tant that a person has a kind of routine about his living. 

A man can create symphonies for the highest societies, 
but he doesn't live in those high societies. The man 
who creates symphonies has to work like a peasant. He's 
a hard worker. He's not a society man because it takes 
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too much time, too much contemplation and concentration, 
and too much energy and will. All those things make up 
the complex of a creative artist. He can't be like 
people who have lots of time on their hands. What was 
that old tune, "Time on My Hands"? That's one thing, 
the creative artist simply does not have time on his 
hands. He is always short on time. If he has time, he 
should give it to the young. He has a debt. If he knows 
something that he has learned through experience, it seems 
to me that he should repay all the wonderful things that 
have been given him. This is because he can't possibly 
succeed in the world of music unless many, many people want 
him to succeed. They have to be the leaders. They are 
the people who play his music. In this sense I have had 
nothing but the greatest good fortune. I have had the 
most gorgeous, wonderful performances all over the world 
by the greatest conductors and the greatest performers. 
Of course, I live with a very great performer. My own 
wife is one of the greatest pianists I have ever heard. 
I'm not saying that because she's my wife. That's what 
people say. We have books full of people from all over 
saying these things. Casals said, or he is reputed to 
say (I didn't hear him say, but somebody came and reported 
it to us) that Johana was the greatest Debussy player he 
had ever heard. He does Debussy pretty well himself. 
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All these things are part of a life. I want to 
follow up your question about UCLA. I have made my peace 
with the community, the press and the performing musi-
cians. I know them and have had the pleasure of conduct-
ing them in a lot of my symphonies and a lot of my world 
premieres which have been given out here. I found them 
nothing but sympathetic and extremely able. I have had 
great pleasures with them. 

Now, I want to speak about the university. You have 
to make your peace with the university too. The university 
has been most sympathetic and most understanding. This 
has been so much so that I can't help but think that, from 
the administrative top right down through the university 
there must be an enormous civiliz ation, a real knowhow 
about what culture is. This is because they have never 
pushed me. I have never had to do any work before the 
afternoon, never in the morning. I have never been urged 
to belong to committees or anything. When I have felt 
that they needed me for some judgment, then I have been 
willing to go. They always put the time at my own con-
venience. I have never had too much work to do. They 
have always given me time when I need to go for other 
performances all over the United States. They have never 
caviled at anything whatsoever. I have found nothing but 
a high level of civilized attitudes in the academic 
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community of UCLA. I don't see how I could have it better 
anywhere. 
TUSLER: Have they created special opportunities for you 
as a composer? 
HARRIS: Well, I have just been talking about them. 
TUSLER: I meant in the sense of not just supporting you 
in your musical affairs off the campus but within the 
campus community. 
HARRIS: They have given me a lot of performances, they 
have given me a platform. I have had a lot of one-man 
shows at UCLA. I conducted there quite a few times. They 
had the world premiere there of the work which I wrote in 
commemoration of JFK which was commissioned by the 
Broadcast Music Incorporated. It was given right there 
in Royce Hall. In fact, I have had so many performances 
in Royce Hall that our little girl thought it was my hall. 
"That's Roy's Hall, isn't it?" [laughter] This is one 
of the standard jokes we have in our family. Well, I 
have just been fine. 
TUSLER: Their attitude has been nothing but supportive 
to you throughout the years. 
HARRIS: Oh yes, oh yes. This project which we are doing 
now is a very eloquent evidence that they feel a sense of 
responsibility to me for being in their community and 
that they want to have it on record, I think. 
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TUSLER: I think so too. Do you think that they are having 
long thoughts about what happened so unfortunately with 
Arnold Schoenberg and have come around a full cycle to 
take a different attitude in some sense to make amends 
for the errors of their ways? 
HARRIS: People don't make amends for the error of their 
ways because they don't accept their errors. I am sure 
that the academic community would never admit that they 
were unfair to Schoenberg. They gave him much too little 
money and worked him too hard. They wouldn't admit that. 
They would find some way. That just isn't the way human 
nature is. People don't do that. They change their ways. 
All right, they may feel guilty inside of themselves, but 
they make no declaration about it. They don't talk about 
it very much. Isn't that true? 
TUSLER: Oh, I think so, yes. 
HARRIS: There is an old saying, you have a much better 
chance to have a successful marriage with a second mar-
riage than you have with a first because you have found 
out all the mistakes in the first marriage, you know. 
TUSLER: Right. That is a good saying. That is what I 
meant in effect. While they may not admit it, the 
attitude has greatly changed perhaps as a result of it. 
HARRIS: I think their attitude has changed because they 
have different faculty. I think it has changed because 
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they have taken in a great deal of new blood. The admin-
istration of UCLA has been very wise and very shrewd in 
engaging topflight creative scientists and doctors. They 
are doing extremely well in their fine arts, the fact 
that the music department is the black sheep of the cam-
pus notwithstanding. We have some brilliant men on our 
faculty. We just simply couldn't quite get going. Part 
of that is because there has been a tendency to make the 
UCLA music faculty have a musicology objective, that is, 
an emphasis on history rather than an emphasis on per-
formance . 

You would find the same thing at Princeton, where they 
have the same emphasis on history. It is the same thing 
at Harvard. You wouldn't find the same thing, for in-
stance, at Yale because at Yale they have a big music 
school. They have brilliant teachers there, but they also 
do a lot of performance of music. They have the big orches-
tras, singers, string quartets, and pianists come there. 
We are getting into that a little more all the time now 
because Frances Engels is there. She feels it is very 
important that UCLA become a platform for the community, 
which I think it is gradually becoming. As a matter of 
fact, it is a straw in the wind. It is a matter of the 
utmost of fifty years that all the culture centers of the 
nation will be located in our universities. Maybe not all 
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of them will be. Maybe there will be a few, half a dozen 
in which that would not be true, such as Lincoln Center 
for instance. But even Lincoln Center has already in-
stalled the Juilliard School of Music, which only bears out 
what I am saying. 
TUSLER: Do you think it would be a good thing if the 
UCLA music department would go more in the direction of 
being a school of music? 
HARRIS: You can't have music without music. As soon as 
you try to have music by the proxy of library books, then 
you don't have music, you have history. There is quite a 
difference. A person may be a very good music historian 
and can be tone deaf. That is perfectly possible. I 
think that we will gradually do something about it. I 
expect it to happen somehow through the fine arts depart-
ment as part of sociology or something to do with community 
service. That is what I would expect. 
TUSLER: Going out into the community? 
HARRIS: Yes. Why should our band, for instance, work as 
hard as they do to have a fine concert., or why should 
Donn Weiss's chorus, the Glee Club or Roger's [Wagner] 
chorus get a fine program ready to sing once? It should 
be sung all over and a dozen times at least. Every time 
a program is prepared, it should be taken all over 
Southern California. It doesn't make any sense to spend 
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all that time and work trying to attain perfection just 
to give it once. I think we will come to that. It is 
just a matter of time. 
TUSLER: Is there opposition in the department to doing 
what you said? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't think so. No, I don't think there is 
any opposition. I think it is just a matter of water 
seeking its own level gradually. The university doesn't 
like fighting you know. One thing the university community 
cannot stand is bickering and fighting. The university has 
to have a very solid front, otherwise the student body 
would pick them to pieces. They have to. It's almost like 
belonging to the House of Representatives in the federal 
government or in the state government. The university has 
very great responsibilities. Also it has to assume a 
tremendous leadership, a cultural leadership, because with-
out them, there would be a great deal more trouble than 
there is. When the administration of the community doesn't 
know what to do, they turn to the university. When the 
federal government doesn't know what to do, they turn to 
the universities for help. That is true. So, the uni-
versity is a very large affair. It's not what it was 
when it started way back in Italy in the fourteenth cen-
tury or a long time ago. I have forgotten when or where, 
but it was a long time ago. Then it was a sanctuary for 
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scholars. It's no longer a sanctuary for scholars, but 
it's partly that. I have had some sanctuary as a research 
scientist in the art of music. I suspect that, after a 
while, the creative artist will be called research cul-
tural scientist, science of culture. [laughter] A little 
while ago, you said you felt that the creative artist had 
a great obligation to the youth of the community. 
HARRIS: Oh yes, it does have. 

TUSLER: Is that why one of the reasons why you are in a 
teaching position? 
HARRIS: That certainly is one of the reasons. He has to 
pass on to each succeeding generation the best that he 
learned through experience. They have no way of having 
that experience. So, he will try to pass it on. A little 
of it will stick, not much, but some. Also the students 
will have had contact and fellowship with men who do things. 
They will discover that they are just like everybody else. 
The only difference is maybe a matter of energy and a matter 
of coordinated character. 

I often think that the word genius has to do with co-
ordinated character. This is possible with perhaps a little 
more energy, a little more driving power, more focused 
attention and more sense of satisfaction in what is done. 
Maybe they have a little bit longer and a little bit 
stronger antenna to pick up what is going on all around 

590 



them. That thing which we call talent, in fact, would be 
impossible to analyze. It's something that has to do, I 
suspect, with a transference of genes from generations. 
[Carl] Jung goes into that sort of thing I think. I 
think that Jung was a very important man in this respect. 
TUSLER: Can a person obtain coordinated character, or is 
that also something genetic in your opinion? 
HARRIS: I can't answer that question. But I could say 
this. Let's say a man has a job to do. He needs to do 
it and he is coordinated. So, he looks forward to a 
weekend in which it will be his greatest pleasure to do it. 
Another man has as much talent and as much skill to do 
it, but he wants to go fishing or he wants to go on a long 
trip somehwere. He wants to go into the desert because 
the flowers are blooming that weekend or go ski in the snow. 
That is not a coordinated part of the character of the first 
man I was speaking of. So, when the weekend is finished, 
one man will have done his job very well with great pleasure. 
The other man will not have done it, or he will have done 
a sloppy job of it, a superficial job let us say. Multiply 
that by fifty-two weekends, and there is a chasm of dif-
ference between the two. This is just because one wanted 
to [do it] and the other didn't. 

There is a matter of being alone. Lots of people 
can't stand to be alone. Some people get great pleasure 
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in being alone because only then are they able to have that 
stillness inside of themselves which is a prerequisite to 
creative work. 
TUSLER: Do you like to be alone? 
HARRIS: Oh, I adore being alone. I have to get used to 
it when they have all gone. It takes me generally half 
an hour or maybe an hour to feel, "Well, now here is the 
house to myself. All that is left is the dog." Then I 
have a grand time. Hours and hours can go by, and I am 
utterly oblivious of the time, utterly unaware. The only 
things which remind me of what time it is getting to be 
are my stomach and the light from the sun. 
TUSLER: Are those the hours in which you get a lot of 
your best work done? 

HARRIS: I get my best work done before the family gets 
up. I am a very early riser. The family doesn't gen-
erally get up until half-past six or seven, or something 
like that. I often get up at three o'clock in the morning. 
It would be stupid for me to try to go back to sleep be-
cause all I would do would be to lay there and toss. I 
would feel guilty about letting those precious hours get 
away. This is also another part of a person's character, 
how much sleep they need. Some people really need ten 
hours of sleep. All I need is about five hours of sleep, 
just about half of that. I want a little bit of napping 
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in the middle of the day, fifteen minutes here and there, 
which completely refreshes me. 
TUSLER: Has that always been true throughout your life? 
HARRIS: It has been true since high school. 
TUSLER: Well, we have kind of drifted from the topic 
that I introduced a moment ago about your teaching. I 
wanted you to comment. I think we have time. What kind 
of teaching have you done at UCLA? Has it been primarily 
composition? 

HARRIS: I guess it has been primarily composition, most 
of the hours have been. I have done quite a few courses 
on twentieth-century music. For some reason or another, 
the administration seems to think that it is apropos that 
a contemporary composer should give a course on contemporary 
music. They ask me to do that, and I have a great deal of 
pleasure doing it. It's no work at all because I know the 
music pretty well and I enjoy explaining it to others a 
great deal. 

TUSLER: In your composition classes, is the number of 
students controlled so that you have a small enough class 
to work with effectively? 
HARRIS: I never teach composition in classes, even if I 
have seminars. I take a great deal more time of my own 
time to teach them individually. 
TUSLER: You meet with each individual once a week? 
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HARRIS: Yes. Sometimes we will have some problems. 
I'11 ask them out to my home. I may spend a whole after-
noon with them or a whole evening once in a while. It is 
almost impossible to teach composition in classes because 
there is such a disparity in techniques and skills. What 
one person can do with great ease, another person cannot 
do at all. One person may be gifted for harmony and not 
gifted for melody. One of their big problems may be 
timing. They don't know how to pace their work. That is 
a very, very subtle thing in composition, how to make your 
piece not too long and not too short. So, it seems 
natural and it seems almost inevitable. 

TUSLER: Do you mean, use the material that you are working 
with until it is exhausted, but not too exhausted? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't use the word exhausted. I work until 
it has generated a form, a satisfactory form. I wouldn't 
use exhausted because a person might take the same thing 
and write a whole new work on it, but it might be some-
thing quite different. One might be for a string quartet, 
one might be for a chorus or for an orchestra, which would 
make quite a different piece. 

TUSLER: In other words, a theme is never really exhausted? 
HARRIS: Never. That I don't believe. Think how many 
times Beethoven used "Da-da-da-dum" [sings introductory 
notes to Symphony no. 5.] It's in practically everything 
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he ever wrote. 
TUSLER: An unlikely sounding theme. 
HARRIS: A very unlikely sounding theme. Think of Schubert 
and how many times he used the subject matter of his 
lieder in his instrumental works and in so many different 
kinds of ways, the "Wanderer Fantasy" for instance. 
TUSLER: True. How do you teach a student composition? 
HARRIS: How do you teach a student composition? That 
depends on the student. I can't answer that. Again, you 
have to find out where his strong points are and where his 
weak points are. He is always most solicitous of his 
weak points. He never admits them, practically never 
admits them. So, you have to be very careful about how 
you discuss his weak points with him or in pointing them 
out. Somehow you have to surround them, corral them like 
a wild horse. He has to discover his weak points; you 
can't discover them. 

TUSLER: Why does pointing out his weak points threaten 
him too much in some way? 
HARRIS: It discourages him. It discourages him to know 
that he has something that is so obvious that a stranger 
can see it. That is one of the most important parts of 
teaching. As a matter of fact, I don't really think you 
can teach anybody anything until he is about to discover 
it for himself anyhow. All you can do is teach him a 
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little bit of vocabulary and how to polish it up a little 
bit. You have to help him—what should I say?—concentrate 
it somewhat or elaborate it. 
TUSLER: Yes, be a catalyst. 
HARRIS: This has to be done through suggestion, not by 
any other way. It's a very precarious business, this 
teaching of creative process, because everybody would 
like to think that he has more than he has. It's like 
being witty. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XV, SIDE ONE 

JANUARY 28, 1969 

TUSLER: Now that you are back at UCLA after many years 
of not living in the West, how does the scene there strike 
you in comparison to your other travels and positions? 
HARRIS: I think one has to think about UCLA in this 
region. I think that universities have a big influence 
on their region and vice versa. I would first have to 
say, of course, that as far as the public is concerned, 
UCLA is primarily a sports university. They are famous 
for their football team, their basketball team, tennis 
and all that sort of thing. It's a very great sports 
center. Los Angeles is a great sports center too. They 
have two baseball teams here. They have ice hockey. They 
have one of the greatest football teams in the nation and 
so on. We are a sports-oriented civilization here. I 
don't say this as a complaint because I happen to be a 
sports fan myself. I think it's a lot better to get on 
a sports jag every Saturday than it is to get on an 
alcohol jag that lasts a whole weekend. People have to 
have some way of letting their energies be released. 
There has to be some kind of a relief from the pressures 
of everyday living. I think sports is a very, very good 
one. I'm all for it. Also another reason why I am so 
enthusiastic about sports is that you can't tell lies 
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with it. The man either caught the ball or he didn't. 
He either ran with it or he didn't. He made a touchdown 
or he didn't. It is a priori in a sense. Music is very 
much like this. Although, unfortunately for music, 
there are not enough people who attend. We don't have 
the 60,000 or 70,000 or 100,000 people who look at a game. 
If a game is consistently misreported--the score is wrong, 
a play is reported wrong—the reporter would lose his job 
very quickly. The readers of the press wouldn't stand 
for it. But that is not true about music. Not many 
people know what they hear, and it's not necessary that 
they do know. Music is an emotional language. It's sup-
posed to arouse people, to generate strong emotions and 
release the libido. That is what music is all about and 
always has been. But in that way, it's very closely 
related to sports too. But very, very few people can 
even read music, let alone hear it. They can hear it in 
the sense that it does what it is supposed to do. It 
arouses an impact, a response. That is what it is all 
about. When you come to talk about it, it becomes quite 
difficult. You just can't say, "The tonic chord was 
struck." What does that mean? You can say in football, 
"The man caught the forward pass and made a fifty yard 
gain." It's much more abstract. In a strange sense, 
music is much more direct. We composers, or performers 
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too, know most about what music communicates, what its 
impact is, by the response of the audience. If you have 
a bad response or if there is no response, then the piece 
didn't get to first base. It's probably a first and last 
performance. If the response is large and people say, 
"Where can I get that?" or "Where can I get that recording?" 
you know that it was important. 
TUSLER: Do you feel that the audience is always an 
accurate barometer of the work's worth? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say that. I would say that the audi-
ence is an accurate barometer of what the impact of the 
music was on them. I don't think the audience can be 
conned into something that they don't feel themselves, 
praise God. If we didn't have that, we wouldn't have any-
thing. If we were at the mercy of the music critics, who 
are so bored and so well unqualified in talent and in 
training to report what they heard, it would be different. 
They have no hesitation about going to hear a work for the 
first time and assuming that they know more about it than 
the man who wrote or the people who performed it. Their 
gall is just incredible. I can say these things because 
I have been pretty well treated by music critics all over 
the world. I have been treated well here by music critics. 
I have had beautiful reviews. One year Albert Goldberg 
picked out a work, a symphony which I conducted, as the 

599 



important event of the whole year in his New Year's Day 
report, the New Year's edition. It was a review of the 
whole season and what had happened. This was what stood 
out in his mind; so I can't complain of that. I have had 
plenty of space. I have had a great deal of acclaim in 
my life. Not to complain for myself, but the acclaim I 
have had has been much greater from my audience than it 
has from the critics. For some reason or another, the 
Los Angeles critics are not very bold and not very brave. 
They always reflect what is coming from New York. They 
don't seem to have enough courage to say that a work 
written by a great composer was thoroughly bad. They can 
wipe it off a little bit so that they don't have the oppro-
brium of having said it. They don't have the courage to 
say that a work was really delightful and wonderful if 
it was written by some young composer who has no reputa-
tion. They don't have this kind of authority in them-
selves. They are kind of scared rabbits most of them. 
TUSLER: Can I ask you just what is the job of the music 
critic? What should he accomplish in his criticism? 
HARRIS: Well, dear, you asked a very, very serious question, 
one which has many, many ramifications. If you would ask 
the owner of the Los Angeles Times what the job is, I would 
suppose he might have the nerve to say it is to be a 
tastemaker. You can see how ridiculous that is. A lot 
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of the newspapers in New York City run great big,.full-
page ads about their critics as the tastemakers of 
America and things like that. That is fantastic gall 
because these guys—I know a lot of them--don't know beans 
from bones, many of them. I feel sorry for them. They 
don't get paid very much. Speaking about what their 
qualifications should be, I would think the qualifications 
of a first-class critic should be as much or more than the 
qualifications of a first-class composer or conductor. I 
should think that he would have to have very good ears 
and very, very quick responses. He should have thorough 
training of historical perspective in all literature, 
piano, string literature, song literature, opera, eccle-
siastical and nonecclesiastical (secular) music. He 
would have to have a complete gamut of outlook. In addi-
tion to all this, he would have to be able to write 
extremely well and swiftly. There aren't many of those. 
They don't happen very often. There is some kind of task 
of understanding by the public which is a kind of coward-
ice, I think, that the critic does know. You know the 
old saying, "I don't know, but you know what I mean?" 
[laughter] Well, that's it. When you try to talk to 
these critics in technical terms, you can't do it because 
they don't know what you are talking about. It is like 
somebody who gave a report for, let's say, the 
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Indianapolis road race. One of the engineers started to 
tell him how his engine worked. He didn't know what he 
was talking about at all. It would be the same with 
almost everything. 
TUSLER: As a composer how would you like the critic, 
ideally speaking, to approach his write-up of your per-
formance, from an analysis of the music itself point of 
view or as a direct reporter of what happened at that 
particular event? 
HARRIS: I will pick out four critics who I thought were 
pretty good. I will pick out five. I will add one who 
is more of a musicologist in a sense. I will pick out 
Nicolas Slonimsky who wrote for years for the Christian 
Science Monitor. In the first place, he has fantastic 
ears. In the second place, he can read a score at the 
piano. In the third place, he always took the trouble to 
get the scores in advance and study them a week or so 
before when he was interested in something that was coming 
to town. He made it his business. In the next place, he 
went to rehearsals. He didn't go just to one performance 
but to all the performances. Then he didn't make his 
review for several days. He rewrote it and rethought it. 
He looked at the score and everything. Now, that's a 
music critic. 

There was a fellow in Boston also who, God rest his 
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soul, helped me get started. His name was H. T. Parker. 
He was known as "Hard-To-Please Parker." He was a terror 
to catch. He just ripped people to pieces. He could do 
it with great journalistic expertise. He had a tremendous 
pen. He took the trouble, just as Slonimsky does, to go 
and hear it. He had a large historical perspective. He 
had something which Slonimsky didn't have really. He had 
a great expectation and hope for America as a nation. None 
of the commercial critics have that anymore. They don't 
care. In fact, they prefer it wouldn't happen in this 
country because, if it can happen somewhere else, that kind 
of leaves them a little leeway. If it happens that one of 
their own is a great composer, what does that make them? 

Then there was Herbert Elwell on the Cleveland Plain 
Dealer, I believe. Anyhow, it was one of the Cleveland 
papers. He himself was an accomplished pianist. He won 
a Pulitzer Prize as a composer. He could conduct. He 
had a very sharp mind. He knew how to write with great 
trenchancy. He was deeply involved because he himself 
was an American composer. When Szell came, for instance, 
to Cleveland and wouldn't play American music, he just 
took him over the coals. And how! This went on week 
after week after week until Szell had to do something about 
it. He couldn't stand that kind of pressure. Now, there 
was a good critic, a really good one. 
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TUSLER: So, this is one of the functions of being a good 
critic, to shape public taste or bring things into the 
public focus. 
HARRIS: Yes, to bring things into the public focus so 
that the public has a chance to make up its mind. The 
critics that we have out here in Los Angeles don't do 
anything. They are so, what you call, plug-uglies. I 
don't know whether you know that word or not. It's an 
awful word. Tillie the Toiler is what they are. They are 
overworked. They're tired, cranky and hate music. When 
they are expected to turn in a reasonable job and do it 
right away all the time, it just doesn't make any sense. 
There was a very great critic. He is the leading critic 
of the USSR. He speaks about five languages, including 
Japanese and Chinese. 
TUSLER: Who is that? 

HARRIS: His name is Shcherchen. I spent an evening with 
him when I was sent to Moscow. He is a man who knows what 
is going on with the major composers in every country in 
the world. He really knows. He has their music and knows 
exactly what they are doing. He is a power in the city. 
He is a tradition, like a Supreme Court judge is tradition. 
He's very very careful not to encroach upon or violate 
his own image. He does his homework. 

You can't expect that kind of thing here because 
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critics have no opportunity. In the first place, they are 
not that deeply involved. In the second place, they don't 
make that much money. In the third place, they have no 
future that they can be dependent on. In the fourth 
place, they haven't had that kind of training. We have 
one here who has had a good deal of training. He got his 
Ph.D. at UCLA. His name is Walter Arland. He is quite good, 
but he's rather timid. He suffered greatly under the 
Hitler regime. I would say he is timid. But, neverthe-
less, he loves music and really is trying to put up a good 
front. He is trying to do it more than any other critic 
that we have in Southern California that I know of. 
TUSLER: Have there ever been any good critics here in the 
southwest, or is the situation especially bad right now? 
HARRIS: The situation is bad all over the United States 
right now. The United States just doesn't have any more 
good critics. We just don't have them because they have 
to be professional journalists. They don't have what you 
might call a portfolio. 
TUSLER: In the diplomatic trade. 

HARRIS: Well, in the newspaper itself. They really have 
no authority. I would say a man like [Jim] Murray, for 
instance, has a great position in the sports world of the 
Los Angeles Times. He really has some authority and is a 
tremendous writer. He writes better than all the rest of 
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the music critics put together. They give him a great 
column every day. What is it, a three-column spread or 
something like that every day? So, when he has something 
to say, well look out. 
TUSLER: The reason for this, as you were saying before, 
is that the language of sports is something that the 
average person comprehends very much more than the lan-
guage of music. 
HARRIS: Yes, I would say that. I would say that the 
number of people who are enormously entertained and re-
freshed by sports must be ten times what it is in the 
world of music, even though the world of music spends a 
great deal more money than the sum of spectator sports 
in the United States. Isn't that amazing? Music is a 
very, very big and important subject in America. Our 
people spend their money on their music. The American 
public is very talented. I always feel, although I am 
not happy when I am in New York, that my greatest public 
is New York City. I can count on them. When I have a 
brand-new work performed, the place will just be jammed. 
There will be people that I don't know who are not my 
friends. I just don't know them, but I know that they 
are there when I get out to conduct or when I sit amongst 
them to hear a new performance with the New York 
Philharmonic. It's terrific. 
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TUSLER: Have you been better reviewed in New York than 
here in Los Angeles? 
HARRIS: Oh, my heavens, yes. I should say. I have had 
my poorest reviews in Los Angeles, not much better re-
views in San Francisco either. 
TUSLER: This is because of the quality of the reviewer 
not because of the quality of the performances or any 
other variables in the situation? 
HARRIS: I can't blame it all on the reviewer either. I 
have to say that a great many people in Los Angeles are 
provincial, enormously provincial. They are very, very 
interested in you for the first six months or year be-
cause you have come bearing gifts. You come with a large 
reputation, and it's been announced in the press and all 
that sort of thing. But after a year, you become "local." 
You become local, and you are not important anymore. 
That's not true in sports, not at all. 
TUSLER: Well, this would seem like a good reason for your 
not living in Los Angeles. 
HARRIS: It would seem like a good reason, but there are 
a lot of reasons why I should live here, one of which is, 
for instance, Mantle Hood's new Institute of 
Ethnomusicology. There is nothing like it in the whole 
nation. Another reason is that there are about at least 
five thousand tremendous musicians in Southern California 
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who came here to play in the movies. We call them the 
studios. Those are very big reasons, to say nothing 
about the weather and how I love where I live. We have 
so many friends here. The university has been very 
generous to me. I don't have to work too hard, and I have 
some of the best students. They expect me to do a lot of 
music. I have had a great many good performances here. 
TUSLER: Even since we last did a tape recording, you had 
several outstanding performances on the UCLA campus of 
two new works. Would you like to describe that for the 
record? 
HARRIS: Yes, I had the Concerto for Amplified Piano, 
Brasses, and Percussion. That was quite a thrilling ex-
perience. It was beautifully performed by the students 
themselves. I mean it was a topflight performance with 
Johana, of course. The audience was there. They came 
with expectations. It's very, very important, when you 
sit down to confront the beautiful blank page, to know 
that there are expectations around. You just do better 
work that way. 
TUSLER: You were conducting? 
HARRIS: I was conducting. There was nothing to it. 
They just played it as though they had played it a hundred 
times. You were there, weren't you? 
TUSLER: Yes, I heard it. 
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HARRIS: Well, didn't they? 
TUSLER: Fine. Yes. 
HARRIS: Brilliant. It just came off like that. 
TUSLER: This was a world premiere. 
HARRIS: World premiere, yes. I have had a lot of world 
premieres on the Pacific coast. 
TUSLER: How did the local press meet? 
HARRIS: Very good, very good. I can't complain. I 
wouldn't say that it came anywhere near the calibre of 
the work that was performed or the reaction of the audi-
ence which is never, never reported:. You were there. You 
saw them stand up and shout, old and new alike, youngsters 
and oldsters. This was not an oldsters deal nor a young-
sters deal. It was just something that hit the public, 
smack. No question about it. That was not reported. 
Instead, the Times put most of the reporting on a work 
which certainly had less impact, was a shorter work, had 
been performed here many times and which is about fifty 
years old at least. It has already been evaluated many, 
many times. But a group of promoters got behind it and 
shouted to beat the band. They had a good audience too. 
What did they do? They gave three times as much space 
to that as they did to review my work. I was somewhat 
upset when I read the work because the other two pieces, 
namely Wagner and Beethoven, were just panned unmercifully. 
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There was no reason for it. They weren't that bad. They 
were performed pretty well. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XV, SIDE TWO 
FEBRUARY 6, 1969 

TUSLER: One of the last times we were talking, we were 
discussing your career in Pittsburgh. You told me some-
thing about the circumstances of your leaving there, but 
I would like you to say a little bit more about that today 
if you will. 
HARRIS: I think the last time I spoke about having a 
very, very serious accident there, and about Maureen being 
born in the hospital while I was there in the hospital. 
Then there was the business of having written one of my 
good works in the hospital, which was the Folk Fantasy for 
Festivals, the large work, and which was performed at 
Juilliard. It was commissioned by Juilliard. 

Then I got so I could get around a little bit. Just 
as I was still having difficulty, a man came to see me and 
he was from the University of Southern Illinois. He made 
me a very handsome offer to go there for a year as a lec-
turer. I had always wanted to see how that kind of cold 
country is. There is something very strange and very 
unique about southern Illinois. It's a cold country, and 
the people there have not changed so much. They have 
their automobiles, their machines, and their moving pic-
tures, but they still have that emotional feeling, the 
brusqueness and-roughness, which seems to be something 
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that belongs to an earlier period. I didn't really realize 
that, but I had sensed that just by driving through there 
sometimes. He spoke to me quite enthusiastically about 
trying to build up something very important there for the 
people. 

So, it was decided that I would go there. I would 
take Pat, our oldest and firstborn, with me to keep house. 
This was a wonderful experience in a way. The experience 
was more for me, I am afraid, than it was for the univer-
sity. They weren't really set up to handle what I had to 
offer. Their orchestra wasn't much. Their band wasn't 
much. Their theory department was just getting going. 
They really weren't ready for me to come. Had I realized 
that it was that much in the beginnings of building, I 
probably wouldn't have gone. But having gone there, of 
course, I made the most of it. 

Every weekend Pat and I went on long trips all down 
around the Mississippi. In the wintertime, the Mississippi 
was in flood. We went to see that. It is an awesome 
thing to see. We had wonderful times. It also struck up 
a kind of father-daughter friendship which we probably 
would never have achieved if it hadn't been for that. 
TUSLER: But the work itself was unsatisfying? 
HARRIS: Well, it was. I always loved teaching. I did 
have one student there who actually, I suppose, if you 
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were looking at it from an educational point of view, 
justified my being there for a year. He turned out to be 
a winner. He now has his doctor's degree and is the head 
of the band at Stanford University. He is very success-
ful. His arrangements for bands are quite outstanding. 
He is becoming an orchestral conductor. I think he has 
a couple of orchestras which he conducts now in Northern 
California. As a matter of fact, he wants Jo and me to go 
up there to do the Concerto for Band and Orchestra, which 
you heard, with the Stanford people. We are inclined to 
do it because, on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary 
of Stanford, I was elected to an honorary fellow of Stanford 
University. And I was commissioned to write a work for 
the San Francisco Symphony, which was played in their fiftieth 
anniversary celebrations down there. I have conducted the 
San Francisco Symphony several times since on their campus. 
Jo played all the cello sonatas with a cellist. I can't 
remember his name. The name of the student that I was 
speaking of is Arthur Barnes. We call him Art. I call 
him Doc now. He is very proud of being a doctor. He is 
knowledgeable and is a real inborn musician. 
TUSLER: What was the name of the cellist we were search-
ing for? 
HARRIS: Joseph Schuster. He played all the Beethoven 
cello sonatas up there. He played them down here at UCLA 
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also if you will remember. So, my feeling for Stanford 
is quite good. It's quite a university. 
TUSLER: Yes, it is. So, your year at Southern Illinois 
was successful for that reason if no other. 
HARRIS: Oh, there were a lot of reasons. I did some 
concerts with Illinois University. It is only an hour 
or an hour and a half away to drive up there. I went up 
there quite often, because they have a pretty good library. 
We had no library at all. I sometimes took my students 
up there with me to study on the weekends because they 
need to do it. We went when they were having some impor-
tant concerts. I had a one-man show up there at the 
university. Johana played in it. 

Also, the conductor, Goodman, of the Illinois University 
became ill. He had scheduled quite a large tour with his 
orchestra. He asked me to go with the orchestra and conduct 
them at the national convention which was being held in 
Chicago. I conducted his orchestra there, and then I took 
them elsewhere. I had a lot of fun I must say that. It 
isn't a place where I would probably stay unless I were 
much younger. I think a lot of things could be done 
there. They are coming up in athletics for instance. 
That is always a sign as to whether a university is coming 
up or not. If it is coming up, the first thing they get 
is a lot of good athletes. [tape recorder turned off] 
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As a matter of fact, Southern Illinois University has 
grown now, I think, to about 20,000 or 25,000. They have 
a branch over right near St. Louis so that people won't 
have to travel too far. It's getting to be a very big 
university. 

The business of universities interests me very much 
in America. I know David Henry quite well. I knew him 
from New York. He is the president at Illinois University. 
He gave a dinner when Jo and I were up there. We had a 
long talk. I said, "Isn't your university getting into the 
dimension of no return?" What do they call that? There's 
a phrase about that, isn't there? 
TUSLER: The point of no return. 
HARRIS: Point of no return. It's getting to the point of 
no return. He said, "The way you are thinking, maybe yes. 
But we will have 50,000 pretty soon. This university will 
be the hub. We will do the graduate work. There will be 
all the spokes which will be branched out all over the 
whole state. People won't have to go so far away from home. 
Lots of them can live there. I think that is going to be 
the pattern of the whole United States." It will have to 
be. As a matter of fact, the pattern of California is 
getting to be that way very much too. I suppose you know 
that education is the greatest industry in the United 
States. Did you know that? The total amount which is 
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spent now runs into, I think, something like fifty-seven 
billion dollars a year. Considering everything that has 
to do with education, it runs into over two hundred 
billion a year. Isn't that fantastic? Of course, the 
Americans are smarter than they used to be in many, many 
ways. That is one of the reasons why we are having so 
much trouble on the university campuses. In the old days, 
people took things for granted. It was assumed that you 
went to a university to be educated. It was assumed that 
when you learned to do something, you took your place in 
the economic scheme of things and that would be it. Now 
people assume that you also go there to learn how to be a 
good citizen, learn all kinds of things about human rela-
tionships, how to run a government and everything else. 
The university is taking on a very, very much larger dimen-
sion than it used to have, don't you think it has? 
TUSLER: Yes. 

HARRIS: The only problem is that we still live in a com-
petitive society. A person may waste the formative years 
of his life, when he should be mastering some kind of a 
profession or learning how to do extremely well that which 
needs to be done and which he can sell to make a living. 
If that time period goes by, he may suddenly wake up one 
morning at twenty-eight or thirty years old and not be 
able to do anything. Then what? That has me worried a 
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little bit. I am sure it must have educators worried all 
over everywhere. If we are going to go into that sort of 
thing, then I should say that the American attitude about 
a person getting his education first so that he can do 
something, and later adding dimensions of culture after 
he has got his job and after he has got married is the 
American way. In Europe, they don't expect a man to get 
right into his profession much before thirty-five or some-
thing like that. It's a different attitude over there. 
The education process is longer, I think, than it is over 
here, quite a bit longer. We may find that we are going 
to have to go to that because four years just won't cover 
the waterfront so to speak. The four years will turn into 
a five-year period for a B.A. The master's will take 
another three years, and the doctor's will take another 
four years. During this time, the person is still learn-
ing to do—what do we call it?—his thing, [laughter] He 
is not only learning to be of service to society by being 
able to do something is what I meant to say but also he 
will have a personal point of view of his relationship 
to his fellow Americans and what his responsibilities are 
to make it a good civilization. That is maybe what we 
are going through now, including the whole Negro problem. 
It may be that we will work this out. It will take us a 
little longer than we hoped it would. 
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TUSLER: When you were at Southern Illinois University, 
it was not the mammoth organization that it has become, 
but it was a small institution. 
HARRIS: It was a small institution. When there wasn't 
any rain for a while, our eyes and our nostrils were full 
of dust. When it rained for a day, we were up to our 
knees in mud. It was a fantastic little town. The 
Illinois Railroad, which goes down south, went right through 
there, the main line. 
TUSLER: Were you comparatively free during that year to 
pursue your own composition interest? 
HARRIS: I was, but I didn't do anything. No, I didn't 
do anything. I did some very good teaching, I think. I 
soaked up a lot of feeling about the people. I had never 
lived in a civilization quite like that. It was in many 
ways very, very backward but very, very materialistic. 
They had good cars. They had good restaurants. They all 
wore good clothes. They went all to the big ball games, 
the big football games and everything else. But their 
lives were pretty restricted I would say. The town was 
not much of a town. 
TUSLER: It must have been hard on you then as a composer 
to not have the musical outlets of a big city. 
HARRIS: I guess it was. I did some things. I wrote a 
big work for the Pennsylvania University chorus, which they 
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wanted to take on their European tour. I was asked to 
come and conduct and train the chorus to get it all ready. 
I conducted a program with the orchestra which was down 
there. This was some experience. I can spend a whole 
hour talking about that because some of the people who 
played in that orchestra came from forty miles away. 
There were some middle-aged people. It was a kind of a 
community orchestra, but the community reached out with 
great long arms in many directions. It was the kind of 
a place where you would drive thirty miles because there 
was a good restaurant somewhere. That kind of place. 
There was a lake nearby. You formed a kind of close 
friendship with one or two families. They would say, 
"Why don't you and Pat come up? I'm going to stew up a 
little chicken or something." Then it would be a terrific 
dinner with hot biscuits and all that stuff. They are 
great eaters and sort of like pioneer people, very rough, 
very loyal, very honest and candid about whether they 
liked you or didn't like you. 

There was one little boy that I taught there outside 
of the university. I had a letter from him recently. He 
heard me when I conducted my Twelfth Symphony in New York 
with the New York Philharmonic. He now is at Juilliard. 
He was a very gifted boy. I thought he would do something. 
He just didn't belong to that town at all, and he was 
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crazy about music. 
TUSLER: Who is he? 
HARRIS: Statler was his name. [tape recorder turned off] 
TUSLER: Did you decide fairly early in your year at 
Southern Illinois that you would not remain there for any 
long period of time? 
HARRIS: Well, I only agreed to come for a year. 
TUSLER: I see. 
HARRIS: At that time, I was considering stopping doing 
any teaching. My publishers wanted me to. They have 
always been opposed to me teaching. 
TUSLER: Why was that? 
HARRIS: They think it takes a lot of the cream off of my 
creative efforts. They have pointed out to me over and over 
again that they pay us enough to live in Europe without 
doing anything except what we want to do and that we would 
make more money anyhow. They are probably right, but the 
strange thing about this is that one belongs to a country 
or he doesn't. If my roots weren't right in this nation, 
I would be a fool not to do what my publishers tell me. 
But I think I would be much more foolish to try to be an 
American composer and live in Europe. It doesn't work be-
cause my roots are here. What would happen would be that 
I would lose that sense of deep involvement with one 
civilization. I think this is a very, very important part 
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of being a composer. At least, it seems that way to me. 
It may not be that way for everybody, but for me it is. 
TUSLER: As you have talked about your life on the tape 
you have described your reactions to the very many differ-
ent portions of the USA in which you have lived. I can 
see that your perception of the changing qualities in these 
places has been very important to your product and to your 
feeling about yourself. 
HARRIS: Yes, it has. I suppose it is what gives me my 
drive. If one starts to rest on his laurels, the cream 
of his production would not ripen. That is a mixed meta-
phor, but he wouldn't fulfill his potential. If he doesn't 
stop start stopping when he is about fifty, the best things 
a creative artist does are in the last years of his life. 
That is the way it seems amongst painters, poets and com-
posers. That again is not the real reason. The real reason 
is that I would become a very miserable wretch if I didn't 
do something that I was commissioned to do and that people 
expected me to do. I just got a letter from the manager of 
the Milwaukee Symphony saying, "How is our Pete Marquette 
Symphony coming along?" It does great things for me to 
think that that man is there. He has responsibility to 
that orchestra which is a big big undertaking. The whole 
town is behind it. It represents a whole area. So, one 
can't fool around with that sort of thing. 
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TUSLER: But you were thinking at that point in your life 
of giving up the teaching part of your career? 
HARRIET: I was. 
TUSLER: What happened? 
HARRIS: What happened? Probably the best music department 
in the United States, which is Indiana University, asked 
me to come there to set up a kind of an American section 
of composition. 
TUSLER: You are talking about Indiana University. 
HARRIS: Indiana. So I went to Indiana and was there for 
quite a while. 
TUSLER: Did they approach you while you were still at 
Southern Illinois? 
HARRIS: They approached me one time when we were over 
there to see an opera. They have the best opera depart-
ment, I guess, in this country, a terrific opera depart-
ment. They have an opera orchestra that doesn't do any-
thing but play in operas, and they have an opera every 
week. They have fine coaches who are active in the 
Metropolitan Opera Company. Singers have come out there 
and fine conductors. In fact, they got the assistant 
conductor of the Metropolitan Opera to come out there 
and be their regular opera conductor. I might say here 
also that they not only have that orchestra but they 
also have about a hundred-piece symphony orchestra which 
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doesn't play in the opera at all. It is a different set 
of people altogether. 
TUSLER: Are they students? 
HARRIS: Yes, they are all scholarship students. 
TUSLER: Why do you think that Indiana's music department 
is so outstanding? What makes it different from other 
music departments? 
HARRIS: I would say first that Wilfred Bane, who is the 
dean of music, has an abiding drive to have the greatest 
teachers he can get. He gets first chair men from all 
the best orchestras in the United States to join his 
faculty. He pays them so much that they can't afford to 
stay in the orchestra. They have Josef Gingold, who is 
the concert master of the Cleveland symphony. He was a 
pupil of [Eugene] Ysaye, a very great teacher. He's 
such a great teacher that he is asked all over the world, 
a year or two years in advance, to judge contests for 
violins. One of the best cellists in the world, of course, 
is [Janos] Starker. Starker was the first cellist of the 
Chicago Symphony when he was hired away from Chicago. 
They have the first horn player there. They have the 
first flute player and so forth. It is just wonderful, 
a very, very great music center. In many ways it is 
greater than Juilliard. 
TUSLER: Who was it that actually approached you? 
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HARRIS: Bane. I have known Bane. He had asked me many 
times before to come. Once I was over there. There was 
a party afterwards, and we had some what do they call 
them in the university, libations? [laughter] We had 
some libations. 
TUSLER: A social hour. 
HARRIS: We had some libations and we had our social hour. 
He said, "Why don't you have lunch with me tomorrow?" I 
said, "Well, I would love to." So, we had lunch together. 
He said, "How about it?" I said, "Is this just kind of an 
academic question or is this an offer?" He said, "This 
is an offer." I asked, "Do you have your own budget?" 
He said, "I have never been turned down." I said, "Well, 
you can give me a letter now or send it to me in a week 
or two weeks. I will give you my answer. Tell me how 
much you are going to pay me, and we will sign it up 
right away if we both agree." 

That brings me, of course, to the position of Wells, 
the man who is the president there. He is a wonderful 
fellow. We call him Mr. Four by Four because he is a 
great big, enormous fellow. He is this kind of a presi-
dent. He went with a group of presidents to tour the 
USSR one slimmer. He asked me to come and see him in his 
office one day. He said, "Roy, I'm going to Russia. I 
want to talk to Shostakovich. I thought maybe you would 
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give me a letter and one of your records to give to him. 
I know that I will get to him with that. Otherwise a 
president from an American university doesn't mean much 
in Russia, does it?" I said, "I would be very happy to 
do this, but I think you have greatly overestimated my 
influence in Russia. I have no correspondence with him 
or anything." 

TUSLER: Was that before you made the tour? 
HARRIS: That was before I had gone. But it so happened 
that, after he had asked this, I was invited by the State 
Department to go the same summer that he went there on 
that first group that went over there. So, I did give 
it to him when I got back. When he came back, he said, 
"Well, I was right. When I asked to see Shostakovich, 
they told me he was out of town. I said that I had a 
letter and a record from Roy Harris that I wanted to give 
him. They said just a minute please. They came back in 
a couple of minutes and gave me a car to take me over to 
his place." He went to his place. He told me that it 
was a great big apartment with all the old Victorian 
brickbrack that you ever saw in your life. It was just 
littered and stuffed with it and everything else. He 
said he couldn't get a word out of him because he doesn't 
speak English anyhow. When I went over there, I found 
him a small, shy person. Oh, my heavens, talk about 
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laconic. Man, you couldn't get anything out of him. He 
is a nervous person and a chain smoker, but he never 
takes more than about a dozen puffs from one cigarette. 
It is scattered all over. We had quite a few interviews 
and get-togethers while we were over there. Once there 
was a very big dinner with Thompson, who is our ambassador. 
It was after I had conducted my Fifth Symphony with the 
orchestra there. They were all there. He went, and his 
son came with him. His son plagued him all the time and 
bullied him off the face of the earth. The son kept talk-
ing all the time to him. He just sat there and picked 
at the old man all the time. Finally, he got up and left 
with his son. I asked one of the other composers what 
was the matter. His son wanted to go home. [laughter] 
TUSLER: How strange. Did President Wells have something 
to do with your coming to Indiana? 

HARRIS: I got off the track a little bit there. I 
started to say that Wells brought Bane, who had formed a 
very, very good music department at Texas, there. He was 
to make a terrific department. He had already made a 
good one in Texas, then Wells hired him to come there. 
He gave him his unqualified backing. He never asked for 
anything that he didn't get, I guess. You don't get 
that kind of backing in any university. 

TUSLER: Do you think that that had a great deal to do 
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with the fact that Bane made such a success of the depart-
ment? 
HARRIS: There is no question. Nothing talks so eloquent-
ly as money, whether it is to musicians, football players 
or basketball players. That's America. 
TUSLER: Do you think that Bane had had this idea cook-
ing in the back of his mind to get you there or was it 
something spontaneous that resulted from that? 
HARRIS: He had talked to me about it many times before. 
"When are you going to come?" He would always say this, 
"When are you going to come over to Indiana?" That was 
always whenever I saw him at any convention, "When are 
you coming over to Indiana?" My answer was always, "When 
are you going to give me an offer that's respectable?" 
Then he would laugh, and I would laugh. Then, finally it 
happened. It had been going on for years. [laughter] 
TUSLER: When did it happen? Can you pinpoint it in time? 
Was it while you were still at the University of Southern 
Illinois? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 
TUSLER: In the spring? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. I would say it happened in the spring 
around Easter. It was completely finalized within about 
a week. That shows you that he could do what he wanted 
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TUSLER: So, when did you actually go to Indiana then? 
HARRIS: The following September. 
TUSLER: You left Southern Illinois that spring? 
HARRIS: Yes. Well, that was all that it should have 
been. There wasn't anything there that wasn't in the 
cards. We had some very nice times. I enjoyed a lot of 
my students in Southern Illinois. I must say there was a 
little Korean girl in one of my graduate classes who was 
quite bright. She really was bright. She wrote a final 
paper that was so terrific and so scholarly that my 
curiosity was aroused. I finally found the book that she 
had copied from. [laughter] 
TUSLER: That's the kind of research that teachers have 
to do. 
HARRIS: Then Illinois sort of remained close to us. The 
big Illinois up in Urbana built a magnificent band build-
ing just for the band, just terrific. They had a great 
one-week festival for bands from all over everywhere. I 
was commissioned to write a work for that, which I did with 
great pleasure. 
TUSLER: All in all, when you were at Southern Illinois, 
it wasn't a productive point in your career as far as 
composition was concerned? 
HARRIS: No, I would say it was a kind of rest period or 
sort of a fallow period when I had lots of ideas. But I 
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didn't do much about them. I suppose a creative artist 
needs to have one. That reminds me, I think I should 
take one right now. [laughter] [tape recorder turned 
off] 
TUSLER: All right now, you were at the University of 
Indiana. 
HARRIS: Yes. When I first got there, I was asked to 
give a series of one-hour lectures. It was supposed to 
be for the music students, but it turned out to be for 
the whole campus because we had a much greater response 
than I had expected. I worked very hard on those lec-
tures. I worked on the nature of music for the first 
one. The rest were on the nature of composers, the 
nature of performers, the nature of audiences, and the 
nature of administrators. I remember President Wells 
came for the administrators. He was a jolly fellow. 
When it was all over, he came up and said, "Well Roy, 
I knew we were pretty bad, but I didn't know we were 
that bad." [laughter] 

I went into the whole business of how administrators 
were absolutely necessary because most people didn't know 
what to do unless somebody told them what to do, which 
is absolutely true. I said that one trouble was, by the 
very nature of things, that an administrator tends to 
narrow his perspective as his power increases. That is 

629 



exactly what happens, except for a few. That wasn't true 
of FDR for instance. When he became the president of the 
United States, his perspective got bigger and deeper 
all the time until he was one of the smartest politicians 
that ever lived here, I would say. I was very interested 
in seeing how JFK broadened all the time he was there. 
He would have made a very great president if he had 
lived, I think. 
TUSLER: Oh, certainly. 
HARRIS: Then I talked about the industry. That was some-
thing. I started looking up about all the recording 
cartels and their interrelationships. It was fascinating 
to see how the industry controls what the schools use and 
how actually most of the decisions about what the univer-
sities teach—the music material they use, and the whole 
attitude of teaching—are determined in New York City. 
These things are determined not by teachers, not by the 
teaching profession, but by the industry. I sort of came 
to the conclusion that the recording, broadcasting and 
television industries are pretty well controlled on 
Madison Avenue [which] pretty well determine the mores 
of the nation. I hate to say that. Of course, I would 
have to say that there are certain ingrown, deep, tradi-
tional patterns of culture, such as in the South, New 
England, and the Middle West, which New York has not 
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been able to break down, thank God. Otherwise, we would 
just be a poor carbon copy of what those pipe-smoking boys 
dream up there on Madison Avenue. They absolutely believe 
it. They may be right in that they can sell any person-
ality to the American public and that they make presidents. 
I think it was sort of rumored around that they made Ike, 
or something about that anyhow. They didn't have very 
good luck with Johnson though. He was too rough for them, 
[laughter] 

Now I wanted to say another thing. I want to talk 
about the Middle West. The Middle West is a very interest-
ing part of the nation in that it is the most individualis-
tic in the sense of being self-sufficient. Our best music 
departments and the Big Ten are in the Middle West. They 
also have choruses, orchestras, and bands. They spend 
more money than either the east or the west coast on fine 
arts. 
TUSLER: Why do you think that is? 
HARRIS: Why do I think that is? I think it is because 
they become the cultural centers of their own states or 
their own area. There is not so much of a culture in any 
of the cities around them. But it's not the only reason. 
If that were true, then Northwestern wouldn't be as 
strong as it is there. It is right in Chicago, which is 
one of the culture centers of America certainly. But 
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they are very independent of Chicago, and yet they are 
right at Chicago's back door. It would be true, let's 
say, of Wisconsin, which is not so far away. It would be 
true of Minnesota, which is where the Twin Cities are. They 
are just independent. There is a certain kind of inde-
pendence about the midwesterner. He is a kind of a bull-
necked farmer. The cities have grown up, and the big 
businessmen still think in those terms. They are very, 
very loyal to their own concepts, and they are very gen-
erous with their money for putting their things through. 
That is the reason their athletic teams are so terrific 
year after year after year. Sports to them is a measure 
of their manhood. It's not only the winning they are con-
cerned about. They want their sons to be those kind of 
men. They expect it. The old man goes to see it and 
all that sort of thing. They are so proud. They are so 
proud of their orchestras. The people come from a hundred 
miles around every weekend to go to the operas in 
Bloomington, Indiana. 
TUSLER: Did this different kind of attitude in the Mid-
west affect your connection with the university there in 
a different way than your connections in other places? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes, oh, yes. As a matter of fact, we 
bought twenty acres of land there, expecting to stay for 
the rest of our lives. We would have stayed, I think, if 

632 



I hadn't had such a strong bid to go to Puerto Rico. I 
think it might be a good idea to tell you about that. 
TUSLER: About the bid to Puerto Rico, when did that 
happen, do you remember? 
HARRIS: I remember very well. It was the last year I 
was in Indiana, after I had been to the USSR for the State 
Department. Kenin, who is the president of the [Amer-
ican Federation of Musicians, appointed me to develop the 
Congress of Strings. I was out on the West Coast the 
summer before, doing some creative work. Also I came to 
hear a work of mine by, I guess it was, the Philadelphia 
orchestra that had been on tour. I have forgotten just 
what the dates were, but anyhow I was out here for some 
production. A cousin of Kenin, who is the president of 
the musicians union, is Minna Cole. She was somebody I 
had met that summer. I was attracted to her genealogy 
and the enthusiasm in somebody who was as old as she was. 
It's just tremendous, the vitality that she has. I talked 
to her. She wanted to know, for instance, what I thought 
were some of the weak points in American music. I prac-
tically spent all my time talking about what I considered 
the most weak point, the shortage of string players. We 
are short on string players. We used to import them all. 
After the world war, the string-producing nations, which 
were most of the Iron Curtain countries, with the exception 
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of Italy, were just closed off. We didn't get anyone. 
There were no more importations. Of course there was 
the mortality rate and all the whole business of people 
getting old. We just started running out of string 
players, and we never have caught up. We have over 
fourteen hundred orchestras now in the United States. 
We don't have nearly enough string players, not even half 
enough, to go around. 

The second difficulty is American conductors. They 
don't have the chance to learn how to be conductors. They 
don't have enough to work with, you see. Some of the big 
orchestras are doing something about that now. The 
Philharmonic is helping some. I think next year San 
Francisco will have a young Japanese who will be a con-
ductor of the San Francisco Symphony. He was trained by 
the New York Philharmonic. He got his position because 
of his success as an understudy to Leonard Bernstein. So, 
that's being taken care of. 

Anyway, she said, "Why don't you talk to Herman?" 
Herman was her cousin. So, I went there. I think his 
name is Herman Renin. I have forgotten what his first 
name is now. You better take out Herman. He asked me to 
come back and talk to his international board about it, 
which I did. [Herman Renin is correct.—Ed.] 
TUSLER: Where was Renin? In New York? 
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HARRIS: New York, all this is in New York City. I 
talked to his boys about it for about an hour. I said 
that General Motors spent millions of dollars every year 
for testing every new automobile invention on their 
proving grounds. That's how their industry has kept 
going. They were always spending money on improving 
their budget. The musicians union did nothing about 
improving their products. All they did was to get members. 
They made money from their membership. It was a good col-
lective agency, but it wasn't doing much for music. I 
talked to them very frankly and very closely about it. 
They agreed that it was true. They had never done much 
about it. They agreed to spend, I think it was, $100,000 
a year every summer. They wanted to know what I felt I 
should do. I said that I felt they should get about 
eight or nine of the finest string players from the big 
orchestras for the faculty. Then they should invite 
about fifty students, chosen in competition by the union 
locals from all over the United States, to come to New 
York. Let the locals pay for them to come and the 
national pay for the faculty. I said I would see if I 
could raise the money for a place for them to be. That 
was exactly what happened. So, that developed, and we 
started the [Congress of Strings]. It was a very, 
very great success. We gave network broadcasts on NBC. 
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TUSLER: The String Congress? 
HARRIS: The international String Congress. We had our 
first meeting, which was supported by the Chamber of Commerce 
of Tulsa, Oklahoma,on one of their lakes, Greenleaf Lake, 
down there. It is a wonderful place, very quiet and away 
from everything. We gave ten concert broadcasts. Our 
faculty played also. We had a topflight faculty. Every 
man there was a first chair man on one of our major sym-
phonies. Imagine what kind of chamber music they made, 
and what beautiful players. I thought we wouldn't have 
fifty, but we had a hundred. They couldn't keep it down 
to fifty, and they never have been able to. So, this 
has been a good thing that came from Indiana. 
TUSLER: You directed this congress for a number of years? 
HARRIS: I directed it the first year. Then I was asked 
if we would bring it down to Puerto Rico. The Puerto 
Ricans are very music conscious. Pablo Casals was down 
there. He is a great music man as you know. So, the Inter-
American University at San German sent a cablegram asking 
me to come down and talk it over. They also asked for 
Jo to come with me. We went and spent a week down there, 
a delightful week. We agreed that we would come, pro-
viding the musicians union wanted it. The musicians union 
went down there then for a week and looked it all over. 
I designed a recording studio. We had learned a great 
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deal about recording, for instance, in Pittsburgh. We 
had been brought to Pittsburgh by the Mellon Foundation. 
They gave us plenty of money to make a beautiful study 
of recording, which we did. We made this a totally 
different type of recording studio which did not kill 
off the overtones of the music but controlled them so 
that there was no bouncing at all. 
TUSLER: Did you have a group of acousticians who were 
working on this? 
HARRIS: No, I didn't because we had already found out 
what worked and what didn't. Some was done by imagination 
and some by just sheer luck. We found out a lot of 
things. We found out one thing: you can't have a good 
recording studio if there are parallel lines. The lines 
can not be parallel anywhere. We found also that the 
qualities are much clearer if you allow the sound to move 
through a current of air. We developed louvres to get 
the air to move by air conditioning through the studio 
and up through the ceiling. We could control the rate 
of speed, which moved according to how much aliveness 
we wanted, by a double set of louvres. We got the most 
beautiful sounds, my heavens, just wonderful. Also it 
was built in the form of a cross, so there were three 
wings. The wings went up like that. It turned out to 
be a very great asset. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XVI, SIDE ONE 
FEBRUARY 25, 1969 

TUSLER: In our last session, you were describing the 
formation of the String Congress under the auspices of 
the international musicians union. I want to ask you, 
in connection with that, if there were any other people 
involved in that formation besides yourself, Minna Cole, 
and Mr. Renin himself. 
HARRIS: Yes, there was a board as a matter of fact. I 
am sorry that I don't have that here to read for you, but 
I can get you all that data. It was quite a wonderful 
board, an international board. I remember Stokowski was 
on it. He came down to talk to us about conductors. 
Gene Ormandy, Lennie Bernstein and a lot of composers were 
on it. It also included the heads of universities, presi-
dents and people of substance and responsibility. 
TUSLER: Were you the main instigator of the idea? 
HARRIS: I guess so. That is what they say. [laughter] 
TUSLER: But they supported the idea? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, we couldn't have had it. It cost 
$100,000 every summer. The way they supported it was 
quite wonderful. We always put it in a university because 
we felt that it was a good environment for youth. Most 
of them are high school kids. A few are college kids, 
but most of them are around eighteen or nineteen years 
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old. Some of them were beginning in the university. They 
were beautiful players, all of them. I remember the head 
of the New York union heard our broadcast on NBC in which 
the strings played beautifully. He said, "Don't let 
those boys in [the] New York Philharmonic get tough with 
me anymore." [laughter] Of course, he was joking, but 
it was really beautiful playing. 

I remember that we did thirty-three broadcasts on 
NBC that first summer from Oklahoma. People arrived from 
all over. 

The way it was financed was that each local sent one 
to five players, depending on how many they felt they 
could send according to the size of their locals. They 
paid three hundred dollars to send them there. That paid 
for room and board for ten weeks. I think the union also 
paid for transportation. I think the union paid for the 
faculty too, but I'm not sure about that. The grounds 
and all the facilities were provided by the university. 
It was carefully arranged so that every resource was a 
responsible resource. In the case of our first one, which 
was held in Oklahoma, the Chamber of Commerce of Tulsa 
guaranteed the funds for that part of it and found the 
place for us to stay, which was on Greenleaf Lake, a 
beautiful deep clear-water lake. Of course, you know that 
Oklahoma is full of lakes. 
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TUSLER: Who assembled the faculty? 
HARRIS: I was responsible for the faculty. I conducted 
them also. We had two orchestras and we rehearsed three 
hours every day. It was hard work. We played difficult 
things, very difficult things like the Grose Fuge of 
Beethoven with forty players. They have to be very good 
to do that because it was written for a string quartet 
of the finest players. I remember after we broadcasted 
the "Art of the Fugue," one of the cellists (I think it 
was Evans who used to be on the London String Quartet) 
said, "I just don't understand how so many people can 
play that and play it with that clarity and everything." 
Of course, we had ten weeks to get that ready. We re-
hearsed when they were fresh. Each one had to study his 
own part. He not only had his own part but he had to 
study it in conjunction with the teacher who was teaching 
him. Every one of the faculty had to have certain quali-
fications. They couldn't be too old. They had to be 
strong and vigorous. They had to be enthusiastic about 
youth. Another one was that they had to have a good deal 
of experience teaching. Another one was that they had to 
love to play chamber music. We had magnificent chamber 
music with our faculty of ten who could just play anything. 
Johana played piano for them. 

We did all these broadcasts and gave concerts all 
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over the area and we just filled up auditoriums. Some-
times we played out in the open. We gave some concerts 
in the football stadium at Tulsa University and had 
five thousand or six thousand people there. Of course, 
they were amplified. But it was an experience I wouldn't 
have missed for anything in the world. It is something 
that every university should have. It is a little expen-
sive . 
TUSLER: You said this is still continuing? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. We were first in Oklahoma. Then our 
idea was to move them around to different places. The 
next place we went was Puerto Rico. We settled with the 
Inter-American University there which was in San German. 
TUSLER: Yes, I believe you had just begun to touch on 
this last time. I would like to ask you one more thing 
if I may. When all this came about, you were still at 
the University of Indiana. Were they connected with 
this in any way? 
HARRIS: No, they weren't. I had hoped to bring it to the 
University of Indiana. I had talked with the head of the 
music department Bane, Wilfred Bane. Of course, his main 
love is opera. He has the best opera of any university 
in the United States and also, I think, of any educational 
institution. It is a fantastic opera company which is 
made up of students. They have two big orchestras. One 
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is for opera only, and one is symphonic music. They 
don't crisscross or borrow from each other at all. They 
have a magnificent program there. Indiana is relatively 
a poor state when compared to a state like Texas, Cali-
fornia, New York or Michigan. If a relatively poor state 
can have this very great music department, think what the 
wealth of a half a dozen people could do. When anything 
good happens, it means there were a few people who hap-
pened to want the same thing and wanted it very badly 
and who also were in power. That is the way to get some-
thing done. That is the only way things happen because 
most people don't have that much of a desire for some-
thing. Secondly, they don't have the means. Thirdly, 
they can't put it over. They don't have either the means 
or the authority, so they don't try. They just say, 
"That would be nice. How much is it going to cost?" 
Period. [laughter] Exclamation point. 
TUSLER: Who were those people at Indiana—Mr. Bane? 
HARRIS: Bane was certainly the moving spirit and what a 
fighter he was. Man, I remember once when the orchestra--
not for opera, but the orchestra per se—struck. They 
didn't want to rehearse enough to give the kind of con-
certs that the conductor felt they should get. They 
struck and refused to play. I remember Bane going over 
there. He said, "I have come to announce something to 
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those of you who are in this orchestra by virtue of a 
scholarship which we have given you that playing in this 
orchestra is part of our conditions. You play in this 
orchestra for the scholarship which you are given to 
study with these great teachers. If you do not want to 
carry on with your scholarship according to our agreements, 
you may leave immediately. I am giving you ten minutes 
to leave if you do not want to stay under these condi-
tions. " Nobody left. Then he said, "I have given you 
ten minutes to make up your minds as to whether or not 
you want to stay. Now, I have one other thing to say. 
If any of you strikes again—it doesn't matter whether 
you want the conditions or not—you are out of the Indiana 
music department for good." 
TUSLER: Did it ever happen again? 
HARRIS: Never happened again. They just played like gods. 
It is incredible how that next concert was out of this 
world. People are like that. They sometimes strike be-
cause they think it might be fun. [laughter] They have 
no idea really how we are all deeply implicated in any-
thing we do in life. It is utterly, utterly impossible 
to do anything of any significance whatsoever, even eat, 
without implicating the whole backbone of society. The 
fact that food is grown and brought to your doorstep, its 
transportation and communication, and the monetary system 
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are all implications. How to keep warm, what to wear, 
and on and on and on, there is no end. You either have 
to accept it and go with the Establishment or not. You 
may not like everything they stand for but they probably 
don't like everything you stand for. I mean we have to 
accept order in order to keep order. It's impossible for 
everybody to have what he wants. Nobody has what he wants, 
and least of all, the president of the United States. 
He can't do anything. He can tell somebody else to do 
something, but he can't do it. 
TUSLER: What Mr. Bane was really doing was imposing a 
certain order. 
HARRIS: He was imposing the power vested in him as the 
dean of that department. 
TUSLER: Was he an authoritarian type of personality? 
HARRIS: Yes, I suppose I would have to say he was. He 
was more authoritarian than he was a humanist. Yet he 
certainly had a great sense of responsibility towards 
gifted people who worked with their gifts. There wasn't 
anything he wouldn't do to help them. He had very little 
patience with people who were very gifted but who 
wouldn't work. He had less patience with people who had 
no gifts but who wanted to get all the pay anyhow. He 
just wouldn't stand for it. He used to be pretty upset 
sometimes with his faculty. He had this magnificent 
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faculty. He called them artistic royalty. "Artistic 
royalty," he said, "thinks their own prerogatives are more 
important than this university." Every one of us went 
away on lecture tours and concerts. That just burned him 
up. [laughter] But it always came to a showdown, 
"Wilfred, what would you do without us?" Of course, he 
said, "Well, if it weren't for you there wouldn't be any 
music department." Then he would grin all over and throw 
a big party. And we were old friends again. He was 
very fond of saying that he thought everybody should be 
treated equally. He was great for democracy when it was 
on his side. But when it was real democracy, he wasn't 
so much. For instance, one time he was fuming at me about 
something. I think I had been to the Library of Congress. 
I made all the arrangements to go, but I was away for about 
ten days. He was very upset. He always called me Uncle 
Roy. He said, "By what right did you leave this campus? 
I didn't know anything about it." I said, "In the first 
place I talked to you about it. You were so busy that you 
forgot about it. In the second place, I did exactly what 
you said: I made arrangements with your secretary. You 
will find them all there." He said, "Everybody has to be 
treated equal in this department, and that has to go for 
you too." I said, "Does it have to go for you? How would 
you like to exchange your salary for mine? I have to make 
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as much in the professional world as I make here in your 
educational world to make ends meet." He said, "Well, it 
seems to me that you are doing all right." Then he 
grinned. He had a sense of humor about things. 

His wife Mary was a grand person. She used to say, 
"You mustn't get upset with Wilfred. He is a grand guy." 
She used to say grand guy. "But he has an awful lot to 
carry on his shoulders. He does handle it. Heavens' 
sake, I wouldn't want to be the person who had to handle 
all those virtuosos. Every one of them has an ego." 
TUSLER: So, he really did have essentially good relations 
with the faculty? 
HARRIS: Oh, we had wonderful relations. I would never 
have left that place. You could not have carried me away 
in a pine box if it hadn't been for the terrible weather 
there. I couldn't stay there in the summers because I 
had hay fever so badly that I couldn't breathe. I could 
hardly breathe. The winters were so terrible that you 
couldn't stick your nose outdoors without getting it 
frostbitten. Summers were so hot. It was pleasant for 
two or three weeks in the fall and two or three weeks in 
the spring. That was it. 

/ 

TUSLER: Of course, the involvement at San German was the 
immediate reason why you left Indiana. 
HARRIS: Oh yes, oh yes. I had great misgivings when I 
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went to talk to him about it, great misgivings. He 
said, "Well, you are making a big mistake. Where will 
you find what we have here for your students?" He was 
quite right. He said, "Where will you find a faculty 
like this?" He was quite right. He said, "Is it more 
money you want?" I said, "No, it simply is that there 
are a lot of people in the State Department who think 
that San German could be a stepping point, an interim 
cultural placement, between North and South America." 

As a matter of fact, in the studio there which I 
built, we gave, I guess, the first historical meeting 
of music teachers between North and South America. 
About two hundred of them were there for a week. We 
arrived at a lot of wonderful conclusions there. I 
have always felt that it should have gone on, but it 
is strange what moral conditions can do to a well-
organized plan. It can knock it for a loop. For in-
stance, there is one governor's decision to take a lot 
of money away from the university. I'm sure that this 
decision is prompted by the fact that he is getting 
reams of telegrams from taxpayers who say, "We won't 
stand for giving our taxes to students who behave like 
this. We send our people there to get educated and not 
to revolt, get put in jail or beat up by the police. 
They destroy our property and everything else. We 
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just won't stand for it." I'm sure Reagan has got hold 
of a hot potato. I'm sure. He has to do something. 
He just can't sit and wait. He's got to do something 
right now. They all have to, I guess. 
TUSLER: How did the American University at San German 
approach you? Was it you, in fact, that they approached? 
HARRIS: They sent a man to see me and to hear our last 
concert in Oklahoma. 
TUSLER: This is the String Congress. 
HARRIS: Yes, it was the last concert. He was there 
and was just beside himself with excitement. He brought 
with him an offer to have us come to their campus. Also 
he said, "As soon as I go home, I will see to it that 
two round-trip tickets are sent to you and an invitation 
to come and stay for a couple of weeks as a guest of the 
university, you and your wife." So, we did go down a 
little later on, about two months later. We stayed for 
a couple of weeks and went all over the island. We 
talked to the governor of Puerto Rico, [Luis] Munoz 
Marin, who is a magnificent politician. He was a great 
friend of the Rennedys. He was a Harvard grad, brilliant 
man, one hundred percent humanitarian. He was a man who 
invented Operation Bootstrap, which enabled the people 
down in Puerto Rico to pull themselves up by their own 
bootstraps. He got more and more money from Washington 
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to help them. When we went there, it was indeed a very, 
very going concern. As a matter of fact, our orchestra 
went to the statehouse. We had a magnificent dinner all 
together. The orchestra played for the governor. 
TUSLER: By orchestra, do you mean the String Congress? 
HARRIS: String Congress, yes. 
TUSLER: Were they asking you to come there, as well as 
the whole String Congress? 
HARRIS: That's right. 
TUSLER: Was this to be a permanent arrangement? 
HARRIS: That's right. Oh, yes. Let's leave a place in 
here for some quotes which I will get for you about us 
being there. Oh, this was a wonderful experience. 
TUSLER: Were they approaching you as well as the 
international musicians union? Was there agreement on 
this, or how was it? 
HARRIS: It was set up like this. After we went there 
to discuss things with them, the president, Bauer, gave 
me certain guarantees. With these guarantees, I went 
to discuss it with the musicians union. Then the 
musicians union went down there for a few days (I think 
Herman Kenin and two or three others from his cabinet) 
to look the whole thing over. I decided when I was there 
--because we were there before Thanksgiving or some time 
right around there, and it was hot—that we would have 
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to have an air-conditioned studio for rehearsing. We 
did build a beautiful, big one for them. It was used in 
many ways. I feel that every campus should have a 
studio like that because it is a magnificent concert hall 
where you can have all kinds of conferences. It is a 
place to do magnificent recording and is a real func-
tional unit. 

TUSLER: This is the studio that you were talking about 
at the end of our last session? 
HARRIS: Yes, I should say. 
TUSLER: Who actually built that? The musicians union? 
HARRIS: No, it was financed by the university and was 
on the university campus. The architect was engaged by 
Dr. Bauer. The architect and I worked out the design 
together for acoustics. He built the design, a beautiful 
design, according to my acoustical specifications. It's 
the best acoustical enclosure that I have ever been in. 
It was in the shape of a cross. I think perhaps the fact 
that an awful lot of Puerto Ricans are Catholics had 
something to do with that. 

TUSLER: That wasn't for acoustical reasons? 
HARRIS: Yes, it was for acoustical reasons. It just 
happened that one needs three different kinds of chambers 
for making tapes that mix well. You put the string 
quartet, the double basses and the celli over on one 
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side. You put the violas on another side and the strings 
over on the third side. You can control their mixing in 
such a way that you can get exactly the balances that 
you want. 
TUSLER: Was it really built around the idea of the String 
Congress? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, it happens, of course, that it is just 
as good for an orchestra or for a chorus. We had choruses 
there. It's wonderful for chamber music because of the 
big center. Right where the prongs of the cross converge 
there is a big center which is lower than anything else. 
We had two grand pianos in there. We gave chamber music 
concerts in there. The people sat up looking down in all 
the three different parts of the cross. The acoustics 
were just perfect, just perfect, anywhere you sat. It 
didn't make any difference. 
TUSLER: You mentioned before, if I understood you cor-
rectly, that the principles used in constructing that 
building came from a study that you had done when you 
were in Pittsburgh under the Mellon Foundation. 
HARRIS: That's right, that's right. 
TUSLER: Was there also a studio built in Pittsburgh? 
HARRIS: Yes, yes. But the studio we built in Pittsburgh 
was made from the old carriage house of the Mellons. It 
had an L-shape. It had a very high ceiling under which 
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the piano sat. That had formerly been a dovecote. Also 
it had all kinds of glass doors and windows and every-
thing. It had these Dutch doors so you could open the 
lower half or the upper half. 

I had learned in Colorado, where we had broadcasted 
out of our own home for NBC orchestra, string quartet and 
everything else. Our downstairs was almost acoustically 
perfect for broadcasting. It was irregular and made of 
wood. There were no parallel lines practically in it. 
I remember the acousticians from NBC came out there to 
see what we had to get those kind of results because we 
were getting better acoustics than they were in their own 
studios. The idea of the commercial studio is to deaden 
everything, and then put back the sound with some sound 
effects through an acoustical chamber. That doesn't 
really work. It's sort of like taking all the vitamins 
out of the flour and giving you vitamin-enriched flour. 
It's inorganic. It doesn't work the other way. You 
mustn't take it out. 

The only way you can take it out is to let the air 
currents flow so they don't bounce, but flow out into 
some kind of a release. We put in a double set of 
louvers, so we could control the flow and how much we 
wanted. Then, of course, being air-conditioned, we let 
the air in down at the bottom and then filled it up. 
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We can control that absolutely. By controlling the flow 
of air, you can control how alive the sound is. 
TUSLER: Where had you learned these things : in Pittsburgh 
and also in general throughout your whole career? 
HARRIS: Yes, we sort of gradually accumulated it through 
experience. We learned where things were best and 
where they weren't. We learned a lot of it in Pittsburgh 
because we had time and because we had one of the top 
electronics men from Westinghouse. He came and worked 
with us. 
TUSLER: What was his name? 
HARRIS: His name was Clint Farber. He's now working 
for the city of Tulsa. He was down there. He loved 
Oklahoma when he went there. He told me when he was 
there, "I am going to go back and live there some day." 
He did ; he is there now. 
TUSLER: Who were some of the other people who worked 
on this project that were instrumental in developing 
the principles? 
HARRIS: Everybody who worked with us when we did any 
broadcasting had something to do with it. We had some 
festivals. We had festivals all over America during 
the summers. We had a big festival in Cumberland. The 
Cumberland Festival, we called it, which was up in 
Sewanee. The University of the South is in Sewanee, 
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Tennessee. They have high plateau there where there 
are a lot of the primeval forests. It is a thirteen 
thousand-acre campus. We were there one summer. We had 
these wonderful musicians. We did a lot. We learned a 
lot by giving concerts in churches. We found that many 
of the churches had a nice sound. Wherever I have been, 
I have found that many of the churches have extremely good 
acoustics. It has to do again with space, a high space. 
A recording studio can't be cramped down. There have to 
be air releases and irregular spaces. Also the materials 
shouldn't always go in the same direction. They have to 
cancel each other out by staggering in some way. In 
churches the recessed windows help. The wooden benches 
have something to do with it. There are heights. 

It might interest you to know that Stradivarius 
developed his finest violins in trying to develop a 
violin which would sound well in cathedrals. Of course, 
that lead him into acoustics. I might tell you a very 
interesting story about him. It has nothing to do with 
this, except in a roundabout way. There was a widow who 
had a barn full of wonderful cured wood. This barn was 
made of wood. Stradivarius wanted this wood. She knew 
how badly he wanted it for making his instruments, these 
magnificent violins. So, she held out until he married 
her to get the wood. [laughter] 

654 



TUSLER: He was a determined man. 
HARRIS: Yes, so was she. She wasn't a determined man, 
but she certainly was a determined woman. 
TUSLER: Well, that's all very interesting. Were these 
principles unique, to your knowledge, that you and the 
architect at San German were developing? 
HARRIS: I can't say because we didn't try to hide them 
but we tried to share them with everybody. However, very 
few people bought them. They just went on doing the 
same old things. It is like we don't need such big 
engines in our cars, Some of us have cars that are pulled 
by three hundred seventy-five horses. It's very silly 
when you think about it. It just eats the gas. You can 
only go so fast, even in races. It's very strange in 
that we are very obtuse in some ways. We don't seem to 
learn. If we learned, we wouldn't have wars over and 
over again all the time. We don't seem to learn. We 
just want to do what we want to do right now. It's too 
easy not to do it this way. Isn't it true? 
TUSLER: I think so. Unfortunately, it is. 
HARRIS: For instance, there are an awful lot of people 
who feel that men should eat mostly raw vegetables and 
fruits. It would be much cheaper if they did probably. 
Their health would be better. They would have more energy 
and everything else because the whole structure of mankind 
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seems to be much more herbivorous than it is omnivorous, 
and certainly carnivorous. Yet, we go on doing it. We 
die at our three score ten and are sick half of the time, 
[laughter] 
TUSLER: We don't always do everything right. 
HARRIS: No, we don't. We do some awfully good things. 
It is like that old song, "I've been so wrong for so long, 
but I'm so right tonight." [laughter] It is an old 
pop song or something like that. 
TUSLER: You really were approaching this whole problem 
from an extremely practical point of view, weren't you? 
It wasn't a bookish project at all. 
HARRIS: Not at all, no. 
TUSLER: You didn't pour into the tomes that were avail-
able on the subject of acoustics. It wasn't that kind 
of approach, is that right? 
HARRIS: It had nothing to do with that. It had to do 
with empirical experience. I conducted the Salt Lake 
symphony in the tabernacle, which is magnificent acous-
tically, just magnificent. Then Vern [0.] Rnudsen, who 
is on our faculty incidentally, is an acoustical man. 
I think he had something to do with the acoustics of the 
new auditorium of, what is the name of that new univer-
sity there? [tape recorder turned off] The auditorium 
is not new now, I guess. It's fifteen years old. I am 

656 



speaking of the auditorium in Brigham Young University. 
I think he had something to do with that. It is acous-
tically magnificent. I have, without even knowing I 
was doing it, gathered impressions. They stick in the 
back of your head and you don't even know they were there. 
But pretty soon they begin to coagulate into a pattern. 
Then you begin to see something that you really didn't 
see before. You just sort of had your nose rubbed into 
[it] so you couldn't miss it. I think a great deal 
of the growth that mankind has made has not been made by 
intellectual deductions. I think it has been made through 
experience. I think very often about some of our intellects. 
I think, for instance, about a man like Freud. I can't 
go with him all the way, but I think some of the things 
he said were very good. But I think Jung is maybe nearer 
to it than Freud. I think the best we can do in learn-
ing about things is to be wise in choosing the things 
which fit into pattern to make some kind of a unanimity 
of conviction about something. They all seem to fit like 
the fingers of your hand fit. They go together. Time 
is short. It takes a lot of time. One of the strange 
things is that it seems very, very difficult for one 
generation to hand down anything to the next generation. 
The next generation doesn't seem to want to learn what 
the older generation learned. They want to find out for 
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themselves. One of my sons said, "Well, Dad, we would 
rather do it our own way and be wrong than to do it 
your way and be right." He meant it. So, this is one 
of the big problems in education, isn't it? 
TUSLER: Yes, it is. 
HARRIS: It is the idea of having to communicate something 
in such a way that it is meaningful to people who have 
never experienced it. It is very difficult. 
TUSLER: You still allow them the opportunity to grow 
and become independent. 
HARRIS: You let them have their independence. They are 
going to have it anyhow. It would help if we could some-
how be a little bit like a compass or a map and say, 
"Well, buddy, I've been over this road myself. If you 
take the right turn here, you will end up in a cul-de-sac. 
If you keep going, you may get where you want to go." 
There are all kinds of things that one can offer. We 
have a very, very precise, direct, and provable modus 
operandi. 

Our little girl Maureen has won the honor of repre-
senting her school in a Los Angeles-wide spelling bee. 
All the winners from all over are going to meet next 
Saturday somewhere. This little girl was given an 
enormous list of catchy words to be coached on. Her 
mother and I are trying to coach her. She is fighting 
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for blood. She won't argue on anything because there it 
is, all typed out. Either she can spell it or she can't. 
But you don't get that kind of chance for education very 
often because it is not very often that you can prove 
the empirical fact to a student. 
TUSLER: Right, things aren't often that cut and dried. 
HARRIS: That's right, that's right. Therefore, you can't 
communicate. They give you too much static. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Well, these are the problems of education. I 
want to ask you, before we drift too far away from the 
subject of acoustics, what do you think about the avail-
able halls here at UCLA? Are they acoustically satisfac-
tory? 
HARRIS: I prefer not to answer that one. I don't want 
to step on anybody's toes. [laughter] 
TUSLER: I take it that we all agree that they are not 
entirely acoustically satisfactory. 
HARRIS: Let's say they are not entirely acoustically 
satisfactory for musicians. 
TUSLER: All right. You said in the last tape, in re-
ferring to the studio, I think, in Pittsburgh which you 
built, that it was "a totally ׳different kind of studio." 
Do you still feel today that these studios which were 
built there and in San German are unique? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. I haven't seen anything like it yet. 
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I have been looking for it, but they go right on building 
the same kind of studios. They take the bounce out of 
the sound and put it back with some kind of a sound 
chamber. An echo chamber, they call it. It really 
doesn't work. But we are getting a little better tone 
all the time because the electronic boys with their micro-
phones are getting to be so good, and their speakers are 
so good. Their mixers are so good. Everything is getting 
to be so that one can whip up a pretty good batch of 
sound. 
TUSLER: So, all these arrangements were made. Then you 
went to San German for two years? 
HARRIS: Yes. 
TUSLER: What was your primary occupation while you were 
there? 
HARRIS: I was the head of a music institute there, 
president of it. 
TUSLER: Is that like a music department? 
HARRIS: No, my wife was the chairman of the music depart-
ment. I had a separate music institute which had its own 
budget. We did a lot of things for the people of San 
German. We made all kinds of tapes for them. We were on 
the point of doing a long series of recordings on musical 
theory in Spanish for the State Department to send to 
South America. That came from that meeting that I was 
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telling you about. We had everything all set up. Then 
San German and Puerto Rico started having great troubles. 
It really all came down to the Cuba business. Cuba was 
ripe for Castro because the Americans had been abusing 
Cuba something awful according to the book I read by a 
Columbia sociologist and historian. What we were doing 
to those people I just wouldn't dare put on this tape. 
Anything, or almost anything, would be better than what 
we were doing to them. That's the way they felt, and a 
lot of them still feel that. In Cuba, he [Castro] is 
still their hero. Don't you think so? Isn't that your 
impression? 
TUSLER: What was the attitude of the people there towards 
you as a result of this? 
HARRIS: The Spanish people are a loving people. They 
also are fighting people. They get drunk on Saturday 
nights and carve each other up. There is a great deal of 
that. Their attitude towards us was that these people 
did not take any of our money. Their money comes from 
the USA. This is the American University supported by, 
I think, the Presbyterians. I am not sure about that. 
The Presbyterians financed and supported it. We were 
doing everything we could to make their life a happy one. 
What they want is happiness. They don't care so much 
down there about getting ahead, so to speak, with 
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finances, ownership and all that stuff. It doesn't mean 
as much to them as it does to us. We set a great store 
in chattel ownership. They don't very much, as long as 
they have got something to eat and a place to come in 
out of the rain. It rains every day. We gave the 
first Latin American performance of the complete Art 
of the Fugue down there with one of the orchestras. 
That's over an hour-and-ten-minute work. 
TUSLER: The String Congress did this? 
HARRIS: We did. We gave it in one of the oldest chapels 
in the Western world, which is used as a museum. They 
opened it up for us to give this performance for the 
people of Puerto Rico. People just poured in from all 
over the island. They couldn't possibly all get in. We 
had to put up speakers and everything. They were just 
spread out all over the streets and everywhere. It was 
a very great event, like the Fourth of July horse races 
or something. Everybody was there. I remember one won-
derful experience. There was a little boy who didn't 
have a stitch on except a pair of old ragged blue denim 
overalls. That was all he had. He was barefooted with 
no shirt or anything. There he was sitting up in the 
recess of one of the stained glass windows listening to 
this work. How he got up there, I don't know. Of course, 
there were all kinds of people who came and came and 
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came. We were there a half an hour shaking hands with 
people after the whole thing was all over. When I got 
ready to walk out of the chapel, this little boy came 
and put his arm in my arm. We walked out of the building 
with such friendliness and with such a deep sense of 
comradeship. I'll never forget that. It was something 
that was completely one hundred percent ecumenical. 
This is what the world wants, not chattel property. 
People really are more important than property, they 
really are. It's hard for us to get used to the idea 
isn't it? 
TUSLER: It is. We've been well indoctrinated. 
HARRIS: Yes, we are deeply indoctrinated from the time 
we are born almost. 
TUSLER: So the political scene really didn't affect your 
personal life there? 
HARRIS: Oh, not at all. But the second-largest indus-
try of Puerto Rico is tourism. The tourists are Ameri-
cans, rich Americans, who could come down from New York 
City in about three hours. It is cheaper than they 
could go to Miami. They just came in hordes down there. 
They all came well supplied with dinero. They spent it 
and gambled it. They are great gamblers. Then they 
bought all kinds of jewels, dresses and everything under 
the sun. There were lots of wonderful tailors down there 
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too. They have their suits made there because they are 
about three or four times cheaper than they are in New 
York. Then tourism just folded up. I would say that 
the attitude of the Puerto Ricans was more in sympathy 
with Castro's Cubans than it was with the American 
bankers who practically owned the place. Of course, 
what happened was that, as you well know, the Castro 
government just confiscated everything, all the big orange 
groves, all the plantations, hotels and night clubs, and 
everything. There were a lot of big American firms in 
Puerto Rico that were afraid the same thing might happen 
in Puerto Rico in a little while. They started selling 
them out, fifty cents on the dollar. There were a lot 
in San German. There were quite a few knitting mills 
that made wonderful things. We went down there and saw 
labels from some national concern like Sears Roebuck or 
Bonwit Teller. The price on one would be about five 
times more than it was on the other, and they were coming 
right out of the same line. That is the way our civiliza-
tion is built up. That's the way we have all the differ-
ent levels, strata of prestige, I suppose. You don't 
buy from Sears and Roebuck even if it is the same thing. 
But you pay four or five times more on Fifth Avenue in 
New York because it has to be better. 
TUSLER: Was the deteriorating political scene one of 
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the reasons you decided to leave Puerto Rico? 
HARRIS: We didn't see any future. All the things that we 
went there to do were folding up. The governor didn't 
have any more money. He was one of the supporters of the 
whole idea. He was one of the people who supported it 
most because it made a cultural alliance with Washington. 
Washington began to pull away and began to put all their 
emphasis on their big air force located there to protect 
Panama. Some of the Puerto Ricans were agitating for state-
hood. Some of them wanted to live alone. They wanted to 
have their own government without being allied with anybody 
who would protect them, like the United States. Of course, 
they didn't have finances or the money. If all the money 
that Uncle Sam spent down there for the military were taken 
away from them, then they would just be destitute. It is 
not a very happy situation, and they didn't like it. They 
buy our Chevies, Fords, RCA Victors and all those things. 
They make the first payment, but our companies never did 
collect another one. "Where's Juan?" "I don't know. 
^Quien sabe?" So, they couldn't collect in the same way 
that they do in America. Here you sign a contract. It is 
easy to trace the person and find out where he lives. You 
either get the money a man owes on a car or you take the 
car. Well, it's not easy down there at all because the 
government wouldn't track all of them. You cannot take a 
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man's car if he doesn't want you to do it. The govern-
ment will not give you permission either. So, the law 
was not with the American businessman. It was always with 
the natives of Puerto Rico—all their sympathies, all 
their understandings, all their sympathies, all their 
cousins, uncles and aunts. 
TUSLER: This in turn began to affect your position? 
HARRIS: No, we left before it got out of hand. A year 
after we left, half the faculty was gone. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XVI, SIDE ONE 
FEBRUARY 25, 19 69 

TUSLER: What was living in Puerto Rico like? Was it 
a good life there? 
HARRIS: It was a very good life in many ways. The people 
are very loving people. They especially love their chil-
dren. One feels it very much. They are very proud, ex-
tremely proud people, and the family may have absolutely 
nothing. They may have just a little bit of a lean-to 
made of palm leaves to keep out the rain. It never gets 
very cold there, but it rains a great deal. Yet the 
children come to school with their dresses clean, starched 
and ironed. They always look as neat as a pin and very 
chic. We wonder how they do it because they have no money 
at all. They are very religious. There was a cathedral 
in San German, quite a big one. The bells were very much 
a part of the town. You couldn't live in that town with-
out feeling their relationship to the chimes of the 
cathedral, their relation to the early morning, the holi-
days and the evenings. 

Now, San German is about fifteen or twenty minutes 
away from the ocean. We used to go over there quite 
often. There is a very good place there which only the 
well-to-do Puerto Ricans patronize. There are a few 
families in San German, for instance, that are Castilian 
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Spanish. They had fabulous homes. Their homes had some 
of the most beautiful tiles I have ever seen, imported 
tiles from Spain. They had beautiful pictures and wonder-
ful tapestries. They live a very rich life and are very 
wealthy. They live a different kind of a rich life than 
the poor do. It's really a kind of feudal period that you 
live there. It's a feudal society. The poor don't speak 
to the wealthy at all. They don't go to the same schools. 
They have a different place in the church. The whole thing 
is very feudal. Naturally, since we were at the univer-
sity, giving concerts all the time and doing a lot of 
good things for the poor, we were automatically, what you 
might say, inducted into the well-to-do society. They 
didn't seem to object if you were on good relations with 
the poor, as they do down South, for instance, in America. 

We lived in Tennessee for a long time. They have what 
we call the Bourbon families there which absolutely own and 
run everything in the town. There are the poor whites, 
who don't have much to say, and then there are the Negroes. 
There are these three classes, and never the three shall 
meet. 

My son Shaun is very socially conscious. He made a 
great to do about cultivating the poor Puerto Ricans in 
the town. He would have nothing to do with the wealthy 
people. Youth is apt to be that way. They draw a hard 
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line, a barrier across that sort of thing. He wanted to 
have a party for the poor of his age group. So, they had 
a party in our studio up there. It was a nice party. They 
danced and Jo played for them. They were very well-behaved, 
and there wasn't anything wrong about it at all. 
TUSLER: Was that frowned upon by your other associates? 
HARRIS: No, nobody ever mentioned it. I remember when 
Johana and I gave a concert at a Negro college in Nashville, 
Tennessee. The president of the college said that most of 
the members of his board had called up before nine o'clock 
to tell him about it. They didn't look upon it with any 
favor because it didn't run smoothly with the way the 
society was set up. That was the way he said it. So, then 
Jo gave concerts for all the school kids in Nashville, so 
the Negroes would have some concerts too. But they were 
segregated. 

They are very, very segregated in Puerto Rico too, 
but it's an old segregation. It goes a long way back. 
You feel much the same way as you do in France. France 
is supposed to be a democracy, but they have their first, 
second and third classes on the buses and trains. That 
is not so with their planes, I think, but it is so with 
the trains and restaurants. It determines who wears what 
kind of clothes, who is invited where, and who sits where 
in the churches. It's the same thing all over again. 
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They are still that way in France. 
TUSLER: Living in Puerto Rico must have been quite a re-
minder of living in Europe. 
HARRIS: Yes, it was a big reminder. I found myself 
philosophizing about it sometimes because the people in 
Puerto Rico seemed to be happier than our people, even 
though they didn't have anything. Of course, one could say 
that that is a rationalization for an injustice. Maybe it 
is. But when you see it every day, it sort of becomes 
like the climate or part of the landscape. You sort of 
accepted and lived with it. There is not much trouble 
there. When they do have trouble, it generally is for some 
political reason or it has to do with some love affair. 
They kill each other quite,quite easily over love down 
there. They do it with these big machetes that can split 
you right down the middle. 

TUSLER: Oh dear. I hope that wasn't too much a part of 
your life. 
HARRIS: No, I never saw one happen. I just heard about it. 
They use machetes to cut the corn and the sugar cane. They 
are razor sharp and are heavy. The males of Puerto Rico 
are experts with them. They make their living that way. 
They are very apt to carry one at night. That seems to be 
quite a contrast to what I said about them being a happy 
people. They seem to be a very happy people. They sing a 
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great deal. Of course, it is very interesting that they 
are very good basketball players. They have professional 
basketball teams, the different cities. They have a good 
place to play. I saw a lot of games with my boys, but 
the girls didn't go very much. They can have an absolute 
knockdown and drag-out fight at a game. They are much 
more passionate and eruptive. Yet they are extremely calm 
most of the time. There is very, very little quarreling. 
I guess they don't dare quarrel. I don't know what the 
story is on that. 
TUSLER: Who were the students that you had? From what 
culture and from what strata did they come? 
HARRIS: The Puerto Rican students came from the wealthy 
people. Some were landowners. Some of them owned fac-
tories or were involved in rum and sugar cane activities. 
Some were hotel owners. There was a good deal of dress 
making and weaving down there. Quite a lot of it was done 
for the United States. Some of it was owned by U.S. 
firms. The landowners were not as wealthy, but they were 
very feudal. They had their land and their homes. They 
married into each other's families. They were rather 
restrictive in their social ways. They always had plenty: 
good cars and lots of servants. Servants are very cheap 
down there. Domestic help is extremely cheap. They are 
very reliable and are extremely clean. 
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Of course, the church is very strong there. I think 
that the priests were probably more powerful with the 
people than the government. 
TUSLER: Did you like living there? 
HARRIS: I loved living there in a certain way. I used to 
get up about three in the morning while it was still cool. 
I worked until about nine. Then I wouldn't do anything 
until about three or four o'clock in the afternoon. It 
was called a siesta. Nobody worked in the middle of the 
day. I liked that. We had a very beautiful place in which 
to live. On one side we could look about ten miles away. 
We had a view of the sea. On the other side, we saw a 
river winding off through a valley with the mountains 
over this way. 

Of course, the flora down there is just fantastic. 
It's just wonderful what they have in terms of color. 
Hibiscus, just to name one of them, comes in all kinds of 
different varieties. There was always a man who came 
around to our place once a week with a burro. He had 
great bags of oranges, bananas and all sorts of things. 
You could buy an enormous bag of fresh oranges for about 
twenty-five cents, two or three dozen. Bananas, coco-
nuts, and mangos were very cheap. 
TUSLER: Did you find it a congenial sort of atmosphere 
to work in? 
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HARRIS: It was congenial in the sense that you had a 
certain job to do, and nobody was going to bother you. 
They all took you at your own evaluation. You didn't 
have anybody bugging you about things. You were not 
expected to do anything you didn't want to do. It's a 
wonderful place to work. I got lonesome sometimes to 
hear a great orchestra. Of course, I was pretty fortu-
nate in that Johana was there. We had wonderful pianos 
that were sent down by the Baldwin Piano Company, two 
beautiful concert grands. We had lots of records and 
machines. So, we had a good deal of music which we 
provided for ourselves in one way or another. There was 
practically no TV and not much radio. The moving pic-
tures were mostly fifth-rate films from Mexico or 
Argentina. It was fun to see them once a week. How 
different they are from ours. Soon we learned what 
the formula was. It was always the same thing, of course. 
TUSLER: You missed the cultural life? 
HARRIS: Yes, there are practically no libraries on the 
island. We visited the professors once in a while. 
They had books, and we would trade with them. The 
people of the Norton Company are close friends of ours. 
Polly Norton sent us a great box of books every month. 
We let those go all around the colony. 

We had a lot of good times. When you are doing 
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what you want to do, when you like what you are eating, 
when you sleep well, and when you like who you are with, 
it makes a pretty good life. We went to the ocean at 
least once a week and stayed there for several hours. 
Then we went to San Juan. When you go to San Juan, it's 
like a very, very chic Miami. It has magnificent shops 
that are terribly expensive. It has great hotels, chic 
hotels, made for the wealthy people of New York and the 
eastern seaboard of the United States. They flocked 
there. They are great gamblers. They had a theater of 
their own, which sometimes was quite good. They wanted 
to have a native culture, but they didn't have any 
native folksongs. We searched everywhere. But they 
were always folk songs which reflected Spanish folk song 
and which very often had a Moorish influence. Of course, 
there were two rather distinctly different peon blood-
streams. One was black and the other was Indian. The 
Indians wouldn't speak to the blacks. If you were an 
Indian, you didn't shave your legs or anything. You had 
a lot of hair on your body. I am being very, very super-
ficial about this whole thing because I didn't pay very 
much attention to it. But I was aware of it. 
TUSLER: These were your impressions? 
HARRIS: These were my impressions. I used to like to 
go and sit in the cathedral. I just sat there meditating, 
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sometimes on Sunday, and listening to the music and 
chants of the priests. I watched the people come in. 
I saw young lovers sit and say their prayers. They always 
left holding hands. Some of the people must be over one 
hundred. They live to be very old down there because 
they don't do very much and because they don't overeat. 
They sleep a lot. 
TUSLER: It's a good life. 
HARRIS: It's a good life in a certain way. I imagine it 
can be very boring unless you have a lot of reserves in 
the way of memories and experiences. You need lots of 
things to read and a lot of background to draw on. For 
an American, who comes from a big cosmopolitan city, it 
could be dull , but for a person who wants to do creative 
work and who is very happy with his own family, it's 
pretty nice. 
TUSLER: I would like to ask you how, as a composer with 
so many roots in the American soil, did being there affect 
your sense of well-being? 
HARRIS: Of course, I was just living there as a guest. 
This was a vacation for me. It gave me a chance to write 
a lot of music and do a lot of thinking. One needs to 
have a period of two or three years every once in a 
while. If I had my way, I would have a sabbatical every 
five years, and it would be a two-year sabbatical. One 
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needs time to fill up again. One needs time to meta-
bolize the things which he takes in. At the time he 
takes them in, he just stores them at the back of his 
cranium , but he doesn't have time to metabolize them 
as experiences which become part of his bloodstream or 
the marrow of his bone. That takes time. 
TUSLER: So, that really was like a two-year sabbatical 
in a sense. 
HARRIS: It certainly was. I'm about ready for another 
one, but I don't think I'll get it. However, I don't 
have to do too much teaching here. They are very nice 
to me about that. The American universities are very 
good to their full professors. They teach about ten or 
twelve hours a week. That's not bad. When you think of 
what Bach did, my heavens, we are just loafing along. 
He taught flute and Latin. He played the organ and wrote 
a new work every week for Sunday. He did all the other 
big works and everything else. 
TUSLER: Were those two years there productive for you? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 
TUSLER: In composition? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. I was not any more productive than I 
have been in my eight years here at UCLA, however. I 
have been very productive here. Part of this probably 
is because it is the land of my childhood. 
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TUSLER: Do you feel, when you went to Puerto Rico from 
Indiana, that your productivity took a sudden upward 
swing? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, there is no question of that. 
TUSLER: Was the reason for that the less stringent 
schedule that you had there? 
HARRIS: It was my sense of independence. I simply do 
not belong to the clock at all, neither do any of the 
rest of my family. They always went to school where 
the rules and regulations were very strict. I never felt 
that their personalities were being impinged upon. 

In Puerto Rico, I didn't feel that about anybody 
either. It seemed that the lowliest to the highest 
people had a great deal of independence. That seems 
like a contradiction because the poor just didn't have 
any money. How can you be independent if you don't have 
any money? They live in a climate that grows all kinds 
of fruits all the time. There is a kind of tradition 
that, if you see a fruit and you want it, you take it 
no matter who it belongs to. There is that sort of tra-
dition. It isn't considered stealing but part of the 
land. They are part of the land. 
TUSLER: There is an easier attitude towards things. 
HARRIS: That's right, that's right. That wouldn't be 
true in the cities like San Juan, San Jose, or Ponce. 
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When you go into the big cities, you find that the 
Americans have modified the life of the natives a good 
deal. They modified it with money. It's very interest 
ing what money will do. 
TUSLER: What major works did you write while you were 
there? Were there any symphonies on the fire then? 
HARRIS: I wrote quite a few stage works. I did a lot 
rewrite jobs that had to be done. I wrote a very big 
work,which was a cantata on St. Francis of Assisi for 
Roberta Peters. This was commissioned by the Library 
of Congress, and I conducted it there. When they had 
an international congress of critics from all over the 
world, they asked me to conduct it at that time. 

I will have to explain something to you. The com-
poser seems—at least, this is what I think--to go to a 
certain plateau and writes a lot of works on that pla-
teau. There comes a certain time when he has depleted 
that vein. He needs to have a whole lot of new things 
come in without his bidding. If he looks for them, 
they are no good because he is looking to replenish 
himself. You can't do that. It has to happen. 
TUSLER: What do you mean by new things? New themes, 
new musical ideas? 
HARRIS: Yes, and new ways of doing things: broader and 
bolder concepts. I mean a sense of a kind of inner 
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revolution and a sense of stepping up on a new and 
higher plateau. That has to happen every few years. 
If it doesn't, a composer doesn't grow. He just 
polishes his technique, and he never gets any better. 
TUSLER: You feel that this happened in the time that you 
were there in Puerto Rico? 
HARRIS: It happened. It happened in some of the things 
I wrote, theater things. I wrote one nice theater work 
for the big summer theater in the round in Philadelphia 
for a show there. I had had some performances in 
Philadelphia with Ormandy. Some people were there who 
came to see me afterwards. After I had a moment to go 
out to have a drink and talk about things, they asked me 
to write the music for a show which was coming up. I 
did write the music. I had the musicians come in. Some 
of them were from the String Congress who were on the 
faculty. Some of them I brought in from San Juan, 
musicians who live in San Juan. I made the recording in 
our own studio there. I came to some good conclusions 
there about theater work, how to go about it, how to 
write the music for it, and the timing. This is important 
to me. 
TUSLER: Do you mean incidental music? 
HARRIS: Yes, it was incidental music. We did that. 
My wife and I did a lot of broadcasts, all kinds of 
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broadcasts. I made a good deal of study. I made a 
kind of a new study of melody, for instance. I spent 
weeks making a revaluation of harmonic textures. I 
went round and round and round. I came back almost to 
where I started out, with exception of a little bit more 
color. People wouldn't know it who didn't know my har-
monic texture very well. I imagine a writer comes to 
a point where he just doesn't want to use a certain 
adjective anymore. He may have used it too many times 
and needs to find a half dozen substitutes which might 
have different values. Does that make sense? 
TUSLER: Yes, it does. How did the melody change? 
HARRIS: It got longer and, I think, more beautiful. 
Of course, I was conducting beautiful string players a 
great deal in the summer. I was getting about four 
hundred hours during the summer conducting beautiful 
string players. That sticks in your inner ear. It 
stays there. 
TUSLER: The sound of the strings? 
HARRIS: Yes, it is the sound and the texture of the 
strings. That leads you to different kinds of harmonies, 
especially polytonal harmonies, which are part of my 
stock and trade, as they say. Every person has to have 
certain things in which he is preeminent for himself. 
He doesn't have to expect others think it and see it. 
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Sometimes they do and sometimes they don't. Sometimes 
they don't see it for ten years. Then they come out, 
to your great surprise, and talk about it. When I 
wrote this work for the New York Philharmonic, both 
Time and Newsweek spoke about the length of line in my 
writing and how it had a certain unique quality. 
TUSLER: So, people did notice a change at that time? 
HARRIS: Yes, yes. 
TUSLER: You said that you took several weeks off and 
actually made studies of these things. How did you go 
about that? 
HARRIS: I would have to get pretty technical to tell 
you. It's too bad that we haven't got a piano here. 
I could play it for you, and you could record it. 
TUSLER: You sat at the piano? 
HARRIS: For instance, most people would be inclined 
to say that certain traditional folk songs indicate a 
certain kind of harmonization. One of the things I 
did was to take a certain given tradition of folk songs 
and find out how many different ways I could color it 
without losing its character. It gives you a lot of 
technique. It gives you a lot of inventive powers-
tricks of the trade, tools, or call it whatever you want. 
These are your resources for doing things. I made a lot 
of study of harmony. 
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Then, there is something I can't talk about much. 
I am on the trail of it now. There are certain secrets 
that I found in Bach and counterpoint which I have never 
seen in any book. It is about how to plant a develop-
ment without anybody knowing it. It's already indigenous 
from the very beginning. Things like that made me wish 
I had started being a composer at ten instead of thirty. 
TUSLER: Is this something that you have frequently 
done throughout your career, study different aspects 
like this? 
HARRIS: Yes, I have from time to time. Now, I've had 
eight years of very solid writing since I have been here. 
I have written my Eighth Symphony, my Ninth Symphony and 
my Tenth and my Eleventh Symphony. Now I am on the 
twelfth one. I have done a lot of other things besides, 
a lot of chamber music, religious things that have been 
commissioned and all kinds of things. I wrote half of 
the Pere Marquette from what I should call the vein that 
I was in a year ago, or a year and a half ago. Now I 
find that in order to make the first of it, which is 
called "The Old World," contemporary in idiom and yet 
give it the Old World feeling, requires a new approach. 
I am right in the middle of that right now. It wouldn't 
have happened if I hadn't written a whole lot of works. 
Part of it is that one of the movements I am going to 
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write is called "The Wilderness" because that is the 
New World which he came to. I have been wanting to 
write this for twenty years, but I didn't quite know how. 
Suddenly I saw that it was just there. All I had to do 
was just write it down. It has been there all the time. 
It seems to me that one doesn't really create with his 
mind. His mind is a kind of tool that helps him. The 
creative part seems to be a kind of a yeasting inside. 
It's like the dough rising, as my mother used to say 
when she made homemade bread. It sort of has to be 
inside of you. If you try to do it with your brain, it 
won't be any good, I think. 
TUSLER: But the technique has to be highly developed 
before the internal yeasting can take place? 
HARRIS: That's right. There has to be a lot of experi-
ence behind it too, or you won't even know it or 
recognize it. I imagine a research scientist, a chemist 
let's say, must learn to have insights into the nature 
of how chemicals react to each other. This is a kind 
of insight which is subjective in a way. He understands 
the catalysts in chemistry. He may be a person who knows 
all the laws and all the properties of chemistry but 
who hasn't worked with it long enough to kind of feel 
it coming. It's what I think, but I don't know. I'm 
sure it would be true of an agriculturalist like Luther 
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Burbank, for instance. He wasn't an agriculturalist? 
What was he? 
TUSLER: A botanist. 
HARRIS: That's the word I was looking for, a botanist. 
He must have had a fantastic feel for plants and plant 
life. I have a little girl, Lane, who has this kind 
of feeling for insects. She has no fear whatsoever of 
insects, reptiles or anything. She just picks them 
right up. They seem to understand her. It is as though 
they get some magnetism from her, some inner understanding, 
some animalistic or insect understanding. They don't 
run away from her. Isn't that strange? She can pick up 
a cricket or a grasshopper just like that. I've seen her 
do it over and over again. It doesn't move. Isn't that 
strange? So, I imagine she may become an unusually 
instinctive and brilliantly oriented person who studies 
small insects. 

TUSLER: That instinct for whatever field you choose 
has to be there before you can effectively add the tech-
nique to it and take it from there. 
HARRIS: I think so, I think so. This kind of talk 
annoys a great many contemporary people. They think 
you are trying to equip yourself with extrasensory per-
ceptions or something. That annoys them very much be-
cause this is not supposed to be scientific in any sense 
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of the word. But I have talked to quite a few big 
scientists. They are not annoyed because they think 
that the syllogism is an inspiration. You set out to 
prove it if you can, but you mustn't prove it against 
its own self. It has to be something which sort of 
lays there like a design. It's your business to discover 
that design. That's how it seems to me. I don't think 
there is a great deal of difference between the creative 
artist and the creative scientist, as a matter of fact, 
the research scientist. 
TUSLER: But there has to be this constant reassessment 
of the technique that you were just talking about, the 
reinvestigation of melody, harmony, counterpoint and so 
forth. That surely is not an instinctual thing, but a 
consciously controlling desire on your part to reinves-
tigate these subjects, isn't it? 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say it was a desire. I would say it 
was some kind of a compulsion. After you have been a 
composer for quite a long while, you may be talking to 
somebody. You notice the inflections of the voice and 
you harmonize the ups and downs of the voice without 
really trying. You just kind of do it. One really 
doesn't try to see anymore, he just sees. It's the 
same thing with touch. 

My wife has a blind student. She is nineteen years 
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old. This blind student won the state contest against 
thirty other people who weren't blind. They were her 
own age. She won it by playing the Schumann concerto, 
which is quite difficult. I have been very interested 
in watching how Judy hears things. I have tested her 
sometimes by means of voice inflections to see how she 
wrecks it. she always picks them up very quickly and 
evaluates them without even seeming to. So, it's 
almost a reflex of some kind. She makes great sport 
of her own blindness, all kinds of jokes. Some of them 
are pretty horsey too. She jokes that she is as blind 
as a bat, all kinds of synonyms and figures of speech. 
She doesn't want other people to feel uncomfortable. 
I asked her why she jokes about her own blindness. 
She said, "I don't like other people to feel uncomfort-
able because then I feel uncomfortable. That's why I 
do it. I like people to feel that I am happy enough and 
that I am doing all right. I am glad to be there and 
carrying on a conversation." She is very witty, full 
of bon ami. 

So, this is the way we all are in some ways blind 
about things. I find, for instance, that some things 
which I hope to be self-evident are no longer self-
evident to the younger generation. They don't even 
accept certain things that have to do with the fitness 

686 



of things. They have a deep distrust of a person with a 
good vocabulary. "This guy must not be real. He's too 
loquacious. He talks too much. When you add it all up 
together, it doesn't mean anything. He could have said 
it in one word." When you know them well enough, they 
come out and say it. They are sort of like a porcupine, 
those of the younger generation. They always have their 
quills out to pick up things that make them beware of the 
guy because he belongs to this defunct civilization. 
You can't trust him; he's over thirty. They can't 
hide it. It's very interesting. They try to be polite. 
They try to be sociable and obedient, but they never do 
a good job of it. They are best when they just are them-
selves. They are sometimes very rude according to the 
standards I was brought up with, common standards of 
decency. 

TUSLER: These are some of the problems you have to deal 
with as a teacher, I'm sure. 
HARRIS: Oh yes, but of course I love it. I am for-
tunate in having a family of children. When I teach, 
because I live with young people, I know how to talk to 
them. If you offer them something at the table, they 
won't say, "No, thank you." They will say, "I don't 
like that." Period. [laughter] I've seen this in the 
children of our colleagues. It's not only on the West 
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Coast but in every part of America. It doesn't make 
any difference where you go, day or night. There they 
are. I don't know what is going to happen to them. If 
they are going to get some of these sharp points polished 
off by society, what will they have left? That is what 
they are. If society takes away this jaggedness from 
them, they may lose their courage. They may lose that 
strange thing which they call their cool. It amuses me 
very much to hear them say, "Keep your cool." That 
means a lot more than the word would seem to indicate. 
It really means, "Don't let yourself get involved at all. 
Stay anonymous. Stay out of it altogether. I am not 
going to have anything to do with it at all." If you do 
that enough times, you don't live in society anymore. 
TUSLER: Do you find this with the students you work with? 
Do they bring the same sort of attitude into the work 
that they do with you? 
HARRIS: No, I don't because I am a successful pro, and 
that is what they want to be. No, they are very, very 
untalkative though. They bring you maybe a swatch of 
work. They will sit there and look at you very, very 
intently to see what page you are on and what part of 
the page you are on. They try to read your thoughts. 
If you tell them something, "I don't think this will 
work," that is not enough. When I was a student and 
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my teacher told me something wouldn't really work, it was 
up to me to find out why it wouldn't work. It was sup-
posed to be enough to say, "My opinion is that it won't 
work. Don't ask any questions. Find out for yourself." 
They are not that way today. If you say, "I don't think 
this will work," they expect you to explain exactly why 
it won't work and what went on in your brain when you 
decided it wouldn't work. In that way, they would make 
wonderful companions to go somewhere with. 

One of my boys gave me a detailed description of 
[the motion picture] Candy. I don't know whether you went 
to see it or not, but I haven't seen it. I wondered why 
it was getting all these rave reviews, so I asked him. 
As the plot of Candy unfolded, it seemed to me to be the 
absolute unfolding of the complete and utter disintegra-
tion of a human soul. There was nothing left, nothing 
sacred. She started that way in the beginning and ended 
up with her old man. When I said that to my son, he just 
laughed and said, "Oh, it was just all spoof. Don't you 
realize that the whole thing was a spoof?" 
TUSLER: He saw it from an entirely different view. It 
is the generation gap again. 

HARRIS: Totally. It had nothing to do with morality at 
all. It was just entertainment. If anybody was fool 
enough to see Candy as something other than spoof, well 
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it was just too bad. 
TUSLER: Well, we are running out of time. I wondered 
if you feel like saying some summary things about Puerto 
Rico before we finish this session. You spoke about this 
change in your composition and the new plateau you feel 
you came to, but you haven't talked a great deal about 
your actual teaching there or some of the people that 
you were associated with. 
HARRIS: I had some good talent. Jo had a lot more good 
talent than I did. It's very interesting that in a 
civilization which may be very old but which in certain 
aspects is still very young in its development, the per-
forming artist comes before the creative artist. Most 
of my good pupils came from the States. I had one ex-
tremely brilliant pupil who now has become a monk. He's 
extremely musical, learned and gifted. Whenever we are 
out in Colorado, he always shows up with half a dozen 
monks. 
TUSLER: What is his name? 
HARRIS: Well, I prefer not to tell you because he 
dropped his name altogether. He utterly disapproved of 
his father who is a very wealthy man, utterly disapproved 
of him. I think he went into the priesthood to escape 
the memory of his whole youth and everything about it. 
He has been very successful. Quite a few of our pupils 
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have shown up here and there. Some come to visit us for 
a week or so in the summers from well-to-do families. 
They have gone right on. Some have gone to Juilliard. 
Some have gone to Curtis. Some have stayed there. Some 
have gone to Paris. Some have gone to London. They 
always come back. We had wonderful times together. They 
are just as enthusiastic about great music as we are. 
That's an interesting thing. The people who are deeply 
involved in the great music of the past don't drop it. 
It stays with them as one of the enrichments of life. 
Those people who never did get deeply involved go for 
anything in the avant-garde, anything almost. The one 
thing they know is that they don't want the past. They 
don't want to confront the tremendous expertise of the 
past. They prefer to just bypass it altogether. That 
is one of our problems too. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XVII, SIDE ONE 
MARCH 14, 1969 

TUSLER: Is there such a thing in your opinion as avant-
garde music? How do you stand in relationship to it? 
HARRIS: Let's take the word avant-garde in the first 
place. That means at the head of the parade, doesn't 
it? 
TUSLER: Yes. 
HARRIS: Actually, looking at it from the historical 
standpoint, the so-called avant-garde has thrown away 
most of the salient characteristics of music. However, 
I would like to say that it's a pluralistic world. We 
must live in a pluralistic world. I would have to say 
that there are several sections of the avant-garde which 
I am going to speak about some. Of course, I haven't 
prepared for this. These are just observations which 
have come rather casually, partly from listening to the 
music, partly from reading program notes and articles 
about what these composers say about their music and 
partly from teaching. I have a lot of people who want 
to belong to their generation. They have a rather un-
holy horror of belonging to tradition for some reason. 
This is not only about music. I presume it is about the 
whole younger generation. They seem to be more deeply 
concerned, more dedicated, and, one might say, more avid 
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in that they should in no way have anything to do with 
tradition. 

For instance, I had in one of my classes (it was a 
seminar) a young chap from another distinguished univer-
sity who had transferred. He asked me if he could have 
the floor on the very first meeting. I, of course, 
granted him that privilege. The bulk of what he had to 
say was that he thought it would be extremely bad taste 
and poor economics for the university in any way to 
teach traditions about music. He went on and spoke a 
great deal to this effect. I must say he had thought it 
out pretty well. He talked about our contemporary lan-
guage and vocabulary and the word language and how it 
had developed. He spoke about how our concept of time 
had changed, how our concept of space had changed, how 
the morals of society had changed, how the position of the 
church in relation to society had changed and so forth. 
He had thought it out and had obviously worked on his 
speech. He wished to make a strike with it, which he 
did in a certain sense. When he finished, I waited a 
moment and said, "Well, have you finished?" He said, 
"Yes." I said, "Well, it would seem to me that you are 
one of the best examples of tradition that I have seen. 
It's quite obvious that you came from an affluent family 
because your clothes are expensive, but they are worn 
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with that carelessness which shows that you are beyond 
being concerned about how they should look. That is a 
sure sign of belonging to the Establishment from a 
standpoint of economics." He was quite embarrassed 
by that of course. Understand I wanted him to be em-
barrassed because I felt he should acknowledge to himself 
that he was taking advantage of a situation. Then I 
went on to say that he had a very good vocabulary. He 
spoke very lucid language. He pronounced it well. His 
inflections were all in the proper place for syntax. I 
said that obviously he was very well versed in the tra-
dition of the English language. I noted that he ex-
pressed himself in this tradition and that moreover he 
had counted on this tradition in a strange ironic way to 
convince us that we should not have any tradition in 
music. Then I went on and asked him if he had plans 
for the following Christmas time. He said yes, he did. 
I said "Well, that's a traditional period, and you are 
counting on it coming at that time. You are thinking 
that we will not have school at that time, which we 
probably won't. When you go back up to San Francisco or 
wherever it is, you will go in your own car. There 
will be a road there. Or, you will go in a plane, and 
everything will be in order. You will have arranged 
all this by writing letters to your people or whoever 
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you are going to see. You know that when you give the 
proper address and put a proper stamp on it, it will 
get there. You probably are already making plans for 
next summer when you will go to Europe." [tape recorder 
turned off] 
TUSLER: You were speaking of the young man who actually 
was a traditionalist but thought to the contrary and 
how he was caught up in a life that was bound by tradi-
tional aspects. 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. After a little bit of questioning, it 
came out that he depended on the grocery store if he 
wanted to get something. He depended on restaurants to 
feed him with food properly cooked. He depended on the 
telephone, on Uncle Sam's post office service. He de-
pended on his bank to cash his checks. He depended on, 
I should say, ninety percent of everything—the language, 
the clothes he wore, the place [where] he slept, that the 
government would go on, that people would not be robbing 
him at night, that he had a certain amount of civil 
liberties, that this was a university and he was going 
to get credit if he did well, that he would get a degree 
and this degree would help him get a job if he wanted 
and so on. It gradually came out. Then I asked him if 
he would mind going over to the window and walking out a 
second-story window. He said "Of course, I can't do that. 
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It seems to me a rather foolish request." I said "Oh, 
then you mean that you really believe in the law of 
gravity?" "Well, of course," he said, "I believe in the 
law of gravity." I said, "That is one of the most tra-
ditional laws there is." We build all our buildings 
counting on the law of gravity to keep them there on a 
revolving world. He was very upset, and the class kind 
of laughed at him a little bit. I must say that maybe 
I was taking advantage of the situation a little because 
this attitude that you can't use tradition when you are 
going to communicate something to people doesn't hold 
water at all. 

Now you ask me about that in music. I would have 
to say that there are several different stratum of dif-
ferent people who all call themselves avant-garde. Inci-
dentally, those avant-gardists who disagree with each 
other do so most violently. They disagree more with 
each other than they do with the traditional composers. 
All this is to be expected. I would say in the first 
place that the musical experience so far, from a tradi-
tionalist's standpoint, involved performance. It in-
volved conception first, then performance and then an 
audience. Now the avant-garde boys are very, very ambi-
tious about their audiences. They may not have an audi-
ence of more than one-tenth of one percent of the nation. 
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Somebody asked me, for instance, in a forum once if I 
wasn't concerned about the fact that the young composers 
were trying to completely bypass the whole history of 
music. I said at that time (in a kind of joking way be-
cause it was a large forum, but it had a great deal of 
truth in it) that I was rather pleased that they were 
there because they were creating a vacuum for my music. 
I said that every time their works were performed, they 
created a demand for something that was more solid and 
that had more continuity. But this is not really what 
I want to talk about. It's a little beside the point. 

All I really want to say is that we live in a plu-
ralistic world. Our pluralistic world should provide 
that we can keep our own beliefs and live by them without 
demanding that other people who disagree with us should 
change their beliefs. I think that maybe this kind of 
living, thinking and being are almost prerequisites to 
a good and sane world. 

Let's take a person who was born and brought up in 
Alaska in that climate and compare him to one who was 
born in Hawaii and brought up in that kind of climate. 
One climate is very stark, very bare and very severe. 
The other is just the opposite of that: full of tremen-
dous productivity and proliferation of everything, and 
one in which life comes rather easily. Even if they 
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were born from the same race stock, would they have the 
same kind of ideals, the same kind of emotions, the same 
kind of body reflexes when they are twenty-five years 
old? I don't think they would. So, it seems to me that, 
rather than think that we are going to have some kind of 
a universal understanding about everything, what we have 
to have is a kind of universal desire for tolerance as 
long as this tolerance does not hurt other people. I, 
for instance, could not say that I would be tolerant of 
a militant group in education which breaks windows and 
burns equipment because it doesn't lead anywhere. It's 
not really revolution because it's too small to be a 
revolution. There are not enough people involved to 
call it revolution. All it really is is dissidence. 
It can bring nothing but fury into the hearts of the tax-
payers who pay for all this equipment because they are 
going to have to replace it. It was done from the fury 
of the people who did it. Now, somehow or another 
those things have to be straightened out. 

This is the kind of background in which a great 
deal of so-called avant-garde music is written. It's 
written not towards something but away from something. 
It was written with the idea that, under no circumstances, 
unless it possibly cannot be helped, should one write 
anything that sounds like anything that has ever been 
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written before. The great international, intercentury 
stream of music is not written with those premises at all. 
This music was written with the idea that it would 
communicate equally as well as the finest composers have 
communicated and, if possible, add something of its own 
time period which never existed before. That is quite 
difficult to do. We find that the avant-garde composers 
have bit by bit thrown away most of the salient charac-
teristics of music. I would say that the first thing 
they threw away probably was harmony. Instead of harmony 
having many functions, such as form through cadence, 
syntax, subjective inflections, and mass resonance, there 
is practically nothing left anymore except mass resonance. 
Gradually, the next thing which probably was cast aside 
was melody. Melody, in a sense, is sort of the golden 
thread on which music is festooned. It is the stream 
of continuity. There is a reason for that. It has two 
dimensions. The two main dimensions of music are pitch 
design, up and down, and horizontal design, forward in 
time. I suppose the next thing that was set aside (maybe 
this was the first thing) was the set of form. Instead 
of having something that had a large form, large enough 
to create the response of ritual, there are little bits 
of tiny pieces sort of strung together. Now this doesn't 
make for the use of music in its larger functional aspects. 
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It makes of music something to amuse. So, I suppose one 
would have to say that there has to be some kind of a 
decision in the mind of the composer as to what he wants 
to write music for in the first place. He has to decide 
if he is doing it to amuse himself, if he is doing it 
to try to make some kind of a quick reputation, or if 
he is doing it to try to serve society. There will be 
a great deal of difference. If he is trying to make a 
quick reputation, he is almost obliged to try to do 
something which is bizarre so that people will talk about 
his work. It might get in the press or something. 
TUSLER: Do you think that most of the people who are 
writing avant-garde music do it in order to attract 
attention to themselves, or do you think they have had 
some sort of inner conviction about expanding the tradi-
tional concepts? 

HARRIS: I'm sure there are many of all kinds. There is 
one fellow that I know of who wrote a work. This was to 
be an electronic work. He conceived the idea that the 
purest kind of electronic current comes from the touching 
of bodies by fingers. So, he made a whole piece about 
this. I discussed it with him afterwards. I said, "Is 
this the very, very pure quality of electric current that 
you are getting this way, even though it is feeble?" He 
said, "Yes, it is very pure." I asked, "What happens 
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when it passes through an inanimate substance such as 
wires and tubes which make for the magnification of 
sound? Do you keep that purity?" He said, "No, unfor-
tunately not." Then I said, "The whole thing is a fake, 
isn't it, because you get something that you can't use? 
You make a great pitch for it, assuming that the people 
in the audience are going to fall for your explanation 
of what you are doing, but they will not realize that 
you aren't getting the thing that you set out for before. 
You can't use this until you get some kind of amplifica-
tion that isn't made of inanimate objects. How are you 
going to do that? If you had a hundred people who are 
all putting into the current and if you had a powerful 
current coming from the hundred people from the touching 
of hands to flesh (say, it's all pure), could you trans-
form it then into a way that you could use?" He said, 
"No, I couldn't." You see, this is just an example. 
There are so many examples of which to talk. It's 
splintered into many different directions. I know a 
fellow who wrote a work for tuba and flute. This is what 
I might call an ornery idea. It's sort of like a mocking-
bird trying to have a dialogue with an elephant. There 
is something crazy about it. I remember one of these 
people, a very bright young woman, who had just heard 
my Third Symphony with the New York Philharmonic. The 
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Symphony has thirty-six violins. She said, "I can't 
understand why you have to have thirty-six violins 
playing that one long line. Why wouldn't one do?" I 
said, "Did you ever try to take a bath in a teacup?" 
Of course, this is being mean on my part too. But the 
point of it is that her question was not a legitimate 
question because one violin, with deep sonorities sur-
rounding it, would not have been heard. Moreover, one 
violin does not sound like thirty-six violins by any 
matter of means. It is one slender thread, whereas 
thirty-six violins are almost like a tremendous cable of 
sound woven together. 

The idea behind a lot of avant-garde music is to 
write something very small. It must be for small instru-
ments, four or five instruments, no more. Well, I don't 
see that idea. It doesn't make any sense to me, small 
instrumentation and small forms. In a country that is 
two hundred million strong and that is absolutely burst-
ing with power, wealth, fecundity, proliferation, energy 
and emotion, we are going to have small music, small 
forms, and small orchestras. It's as if you say you 
can't have any more great novels, but only little tiny 
poems. 
TUSLER: Why is this do you think? 
HARRIS: I think it is a desire to escape the confrontation 
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of the peaks of music. That is what it seems to me. 
This is probably a rationalization on my part, but I 
simply can't understand. I know a man who is a good 
pianist. He played the Beethoven sonatas. He really 
has a technique and knows how to play the piano. He 
wrote a work for me in which the piano did practically 
nothing. He had a trombone trying to play and sing at 
the same time, which you probably couldn't hear fifteen 
feet away. You know what a magnificent trombone can 
sound like when Tanner plays it, a magnificent sound. 
He also had a fiddle, and it was squeeking around. I 
said, "Why do you write this little music? Why don't 
you accept the challenge of the athletes to be a hero? 
Are we only going to have athletes to be a hero? Are 
we only going to have athletes who are heroes at UCLA?" 
He said to me in all sincerity and honesty (this man 
is certainly a very solid citizen in his way), "This is 
not a time for heroes." To me that is something I will 
never understand until they haul me away in a pine box. 
There never was a time in the whole history of humanity 
when we needed heroes more than we need them now. We 
need them now when we are trying to pull the whole world 
together into an ecumenical understanding in order to 
preserve mankind because we know now that, if mankind 
can't get together, we are finished. We cannot fight 
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out our problems anymore because we found out too much 
about what fighting does and what fighting can do. We 
have also found out that cooperation, unanimity, collab-
oration, understanding, love and all these things are 
infinitely more powerful than the power that science has 
found. What science has found they have taken from 
universal law, but the whole sense of cohesion being 
universal is right down inside of our body. We would fall 
apart if we didn't have cohesion. Society will fall 
apart, and the world will fall apart. The molecular 
attraction is part of cohesion. So, I feel that the 
so-called avant-garde is way off the track. 
TUSLER: Actually, you are saying something which is just 
the opposite. People feel that the avant-garde experi-
mentalists are really reaching out for some sort of new 
experiences. But what you are saying is that they are 
in a state of psychological withdrawal from those very 
new experiences. 

HARRIS: That is what I think, yes. I think that the 
avant-garde, the most advanced of them especially, are 
in the state of psychological withdrawal, a sort of 
shrinking away from the largesse of mankind's potential. 
TUSLER: They are hiding under skirts by pretending to 
be involved in new sounds and new things. 
HARRIS: Yes, I don't think that they think they are 
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hiding. I don't think that. I think that they are find-
ing new ways and means. There is a very great principle 
there. It is one of the great fallacies of logic which 
is used constantly. Everybody would have to admit that 
all progress comes from some form of change. But that, 
by no means, means or indicates in any way that all 
change means progress. It may mean exactly the opposite. 
It may mean retrogression, and I am afraid that a great 
deal of the so-called change which is being done now is 
retrogression. When you get to a point where you make 
a whole aesthetic from one tone and say that this is a 
whole cosmos in itself, then I think that you are try-
ing to make the microcosm be bigger than the macrocosm. 
It doesn't make any sense. It is kind of double-talk. 
TUSLER: Do you think this kind of experimentation will 
stand in the way of the progress of music in the future? 
HARRIS: Not at all. I don't think it will stand in 
the way at all. I think it should have its say. I 
think that one of the things that we have learned in 
terms of historical perspectives is that mankind has 
had to learn what not to do as well as what to do in 
order to have the international, intercentury streams 
go forward into larger and larger concepts, perspectives 
and dimensions. 

Of course, there are so many things which impinge 
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on what I am saying. A man was just diametrically 
opposed to the idea that a composer today should know 
the structure of music, how instruments have to be 
written for, how harmony functions in terms of its own 
acoustical laws, and the whole thing. So, I said, 
"Well, let me ask you this. If you had to have a very 
serious operation, would you want an amateur to cut you 
up?" He said, "Well, of course not, of course not. 
But that doesn't mean that a man is an amateur because 
he knows nothing about music. It just means that he is 
starting into something else altogether." In the first 
place, he is not starting into music according to my 
understanding of what music is. Secondly, you can say 
that you are willing to have people dabble with anything 
and that they have rights equal to those who are ab-
solutely masters of what they are doing. But you are 
not willing to do that when it comes to a surgeon or 
even to a gasoline station attendant. You wouldn't want 
a man who was so careless as to put water in the gas 
tank and gasoline in the radiator. All you are saying 
is that music doesn't matter much anyhow. You can 
dabble around. It's like making mudpies. You can do 
whatever you want to with it. It has no consequence. 
Well, I think it has consequence. 
TUSLER: To what extent do you feel that today's 
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avant-garde composer is untrained musically? 
HARRIS: I think a lot of them started out to be 
trained. I'm not going to name names, but I can think 
them as I talk. I know a man who never was able to do 
anything, but he kept hanging around the academy. He 
kept making his living that way. Finally, he got in 
with a big deal to do electronic music. Now he's a big 
shot. No, he never was able to write anything that was 
very much good. I would be inclined to say that (I 
think I could bear this out) the people who have 
written successfully for large groups have in general 
gone in the direction of improving their technique. I 
speak for the men who have been the great masters. We 
have people in our twentieth century who would change 
directions all the time. They change horses in mid-
stream, as we say. Every five years, they are writing 
in some other direction. It's very doubtful in my mind 
whether they will ever master any of the things they have 
changed to because they don't have enough time to do it. 

There have been some who have changed: Stravinsky 
is a very good example. Stravinsky set out with an ex-
tremely opulant and successful use of the orchestra as 
he inherited it from Debussy and the Russians. He put 
it to a new use, into a new form of nationalism, such as 
he has in Petrouchka,which is magnificent. Nationalism 
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could never be as dull as it was before or since 
Petrouchka. It set a new high-water mark for color with-
out losing the psychological feel, the essence, the melos 
of the folk thing. He did a tremendous job on that. He 
did it in Les Noces again. Then he probably felt that 
he had done what he could do in that field and didn't 
want to go on repeating himself. So, he switched to many 
different kinds of things. He went into neoclassicism, 
neoromanticism, serialism and all kinds of things. 
What interests me is that, in my opinion and in the 
success of his works according to how much they are per-
formed, he has not been successful in switching to other 
fields. This to me is a great pity because I have a 
feeling that, if he had gone on in the field, he would 
have done extremely well. He would have found all 
kinds of new treasures as he went on, new fields, new 
wonderful materials and all kinds of things which he 
could have gone into. But that is none of my business. 
I mean this was his nature. He wanted to do it. He 
wanted to go at it the way mankind did. He did these 
things because it had to do with the Russian ballet and 
TSergei] Diaghilev, and because it was in the air in 
that time. So, I think he should have done it. That's 
what he wanted to do. 

That is what I mean when I talk about pluralism. 
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I think each man has to do what he can do. If it doesn't 
work out, it's too bad, but he had to do it. I am very-
interested in what the young fellows do. I am a little 
bit puzzled and, I must say, a little amused when some-
body supposedly writes beautiful chamber music for three 
string double basses when there are celli, violas and 
violins, which have so many more expressive ranges and so 
many more technical ranges. It seems perverse to me. 
It's a kind of nose-thumbing at tradition, so it seems 
to me. But you see I don't say this as a categorical 
fact. I'm saying what I think. 

TUSLER: But this kind of experimentalism that you are 
talking about, putting those outlandish instruments to-
gether, is not perhaps in the same category as what 
Stravinsky is doing in changing his styles as he goes 
along? 
HARRIS: No, no. Stravinsky is trying to use the instru-
ments very well. I have in mind for instance, his in 
memorium work which he wrote for [Aldous] Huxley. It's 
an extremely fine intellectual conception. 

This brings me into another vein of which I wish 
to speak. It's a matter of communication. I think, for 
instance, of the Lincoln-Douglas debates. Douglas was 
one of the most articulate orators of his time and had 
a magnificent vocabulary, which he spoke in while debating 
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with Lincoln. He just slayed him. Lincoln came out with 
a few very choice words which came from the earth. His 
words had the taproots in the earth,which everybody 
understood. He hit the mark right in the bull's-eye 
without much verbiage and very little rhetoric. He ab-
solutely made a monkey of this man. You have probably 
read them. Isn't it true, what I say? He did it over 
and over and over again. In fact, I would say the 
Lincoln-Douglas debates were what really elected him be-
cause he showed that he was a man of tremendous wisdom 
and insight. 

I feel this way very often when I read some of the 
modern poets. I have to read them and reread them. I 
have tried to read and understand Ulysses now for about 
twenty years. I have a student who is a good composer 
and who got his doctor's degree in literature. He made 
a specialty on one book, which was Ulysses. He told me, 
"I wouldn't spend any more time on that if I were you be-
cause you have to learn a whole new vocabulary before you 
can understand him." Let's take Gertrude Stein who was 
writing this poetry, "Certainly we are in family living 
we are in family living we are now being having." She 
tried to use words to get the rhythms that music has. 
Her idea was that the essence of words had to do with 
rhythm. Words haven't got a snowball's chance in hell 
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when competing with music in terms of rhythm when you 
think of what can be done with a symphony orchestra or 
a jazz band. 
TUSLER: So, you feel her kind of experimentation is 
doomed to failure. 
HARRIS: I wouldn't say that it was failure. It filled 
a certain very, very small niche which needed to be 
filled. The fact that I am saying this to you means to 
me that, as far as I'm concerned, this needed to be done, 
as it needed to be done by many, many poets. But you 
see, she knew Hemingway. Hemingway didn't do it. He 
didn't fall for that at all. Hemingway certainly knew 
what was going on. [Thomas] Wolfe certainly did. I am 
sure that Wolfe's novels have one hundred thousand times 
more readers than that woman's stuff. 

TUSLER: In a sense, perhaps, they both tried to do the 
same thing. It's just that their way of doing it was 
different. 
HARRIS: I think their perspective of dimension was dif-
ferent. You see Hemingway was trying to capture 
and frame the vital emotions of vital men and women in 
war and in peace, in pleasure and in labor. He was try-
ing to express a microcosm. I think Wolfe was too when 
I think of his book You Can't Go Home Again. Why wasn't 
that work written long, long ago, because it has such a 
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kind of a deep, profound philosophy about it? 
TUSLER: Let me ask you: Isn't it true that there have 
always been in all different periods of time experi-
mentalists? 
HARRIS: Well, I suppose there have been. It seems that 
they coagulate. The experimentalists coagulate gen-
erally after a time of a peak of excellence and of great 
talent, power and passion to do these little things that 
they do. I must say that I am awfully glad that they do 
them. Sometimes something comes from it, sometimes, but 
not very often. This is especially not so with instru-
ments. Something is added to instruments, like the 
torque bow. The violin was not the same after the torque 
bow. That added a great dimension to string playing. 
The Cremona string creators made a kind of instrument 
which added a great new glory, variety, reach and horizon 
to the tonal beauty of music. The Baldwin Piano Company 
now has come up with a new kind of piano which has in-
finitely greater clarity, a great deal more vitality 
and quicker response than the pianos which were perfected 
in Germany about fifty or seventy-five years ago. Every 
time a new instrument comes up, it generally comes up 
becaxise it is needed. This is because its use demands 
an expansion. 

I would say that every serious experimenter in the 
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arts experimented because he felt a need for this. Let's 
take a man like Rembrandt, whose experiments in producing 
light at the end of his life were just fantastic. They 
have never been superseded. Let's take the experimenta-
tion of Van Gogh, for instance, who did magnificent 
paintings. Many, in a sense, were in one color, such as 
the blues and greens of The Cypresses for instance. Take 
yellows, for instance: The Harvest. These things were 
all of one color in a sense. A person might, for in-
stance, write a whole work for an orchestra which had 
nothing but the most brilliant consonances and no dis-
sonances at all. We would be ready for something like 
this because we have already exhausted dissonance. 
There is nowhere else to go. It has been used as far 
as you can use it. However, consonance hasn't made any 
development for a long time. Polytonality has a great 
possibility there. 

Certainly there should be experimentations, cer-
tainly there should. But I do not think that much will 
come of schools which proclaim with great assurance that 
everything which preceded 1960 is dead. You may say to 
them, "Well, does that mean that Bach is dead?" They 
say, "No, that doesn't mean that—or Beethoven either." 
I have asked, "Could you tell me the date when that hap-
pened?" They never know what the date is. It's like 
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the student who said that anybody who has style these 
days has a Napoleonic complex. I asked him, "When did 
that happen? Was that true of Beethoven? Did he have 
a Napoleonic complex? Did Wagner have it? Did anybody 
who had style have a Napoleonic complex? Debussy?" 
He replied, "Well, I can't say that, but since then it 
didn't have." But he didn't know when this happened. 

These are just words. Words. It is so easy to say 
the word romantic and in that include all the terrific 
color, orchestration, melodic design and form of masters. 
You dismiss it with one word, romantic. It's kind of 
silly. 
TUSLER: As part of today's experimentation, do you think 
there is a continuing need to rebel against the whole 
power of the romantic era? 
HARRIS: There has always been in each generation a 
desire to identify itself and declare itself as a gen-
eration which can measure up to the generation which 
preceded it. There has always been that and there always 
will be. It is on that presumption that man has pro-
gressed, I would say. So, I am certainly for it. Do 
you remember Anatole France's Penguin Island? That is 
where all the little penguins put seaweed around their 
middles after the chest had washed up on the shore with 
clothes. The clothes were taken out, and they strutted 
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around trying to be human beings. There is a book of 
irony certainly that everybody ought to read because it 
is so historical. Hardly any of my students have ever 
even heard the name of the book, let alone Anatole 
France. Very few of them have ever read Whitman. It 
has to do with perspective too, doesn't it? Perspective 
has to do with a certain kind of dedication to the learn-
ing process, a profound belief that the person who is 
learning has the capacity to digest what he is learn-
ing and become the thing which he has metabolized into 
his brain, into his soul and into his spirit. Now, all 
these things except the word brain are absolutely 
defendu. They are absolutely out when you talk to the 
avant-garde boys. 

TUSLER: They deny a sense of continuity perhaps with 
the past? 
HARRIS: They deny many things. 
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TAPE NUMBER: XVII, SIDE TWO 
MARCH 14, 196 9 

TUSLER: How does today's experimentation compare with 
the way things were when you were in Paris studying with 
Boulanger and when a whole new modern American music was 
developing? Do you think those were less experimental 
days than today? 
HARRIS: The word experimental means many things to many 
people. I would say it doesn't compare at all, totally 
different. When I was a student, all my colleagues were 
studying. We studied, for instance, to understand how 
the masters were able to achieve such magnificent results 
as they did. For instance, we chipped in from our own 
pockets to get one of the best string quartets in Paris 
to play all the Beethoven string quartets. We had one 
every Saturday, and it took a whole season to do that. 
We got the Peters Edition of the Beethoven quartets 
and studied them assiduously in order to see how a string 
quartet is not just four instruments. It is sixteen 
instruments. We wanted to understand those strings, 
what they can mean and all that sort of thing without 
having to go to all kinds of gimmicks to try to make it 
sound like something else. Why have a great instrument 
and try to make it sound like a xylophone or a drum? 
TUSLER: In terms of the instruments themselves, you 
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were not, in those days, experimenting with the outside 
limits of sound as many people are today? 
HARRIS: Not only that, we were not looking for new 
instruments. We were looking for, should I say, new 
ways of using them to get new senses of sonority. We 
were studying harmony. I made an exhaustive study of 
harmony at that time, as related to its acoustical laws, 
not as given down by tradition through alphabet harmony. 
I teach that to my students now because I know how it 
works, and the other doesn't work. I would be the 
last one to say that we must not have experimentation. 
I think it would be very, very bad if we did not have 
experimentation. I think it would be equally as bad 
as somebody who spent his lifetime learning how to write 
for symphony orchestras, string quartets, vocal choruses, 
all kinds of woodwinds and brasses, and piano, but who 
forsook the whole thing and said, "Away with all these 
instruments. Away with them. From now on, I will have 
nothing but electronic music." This to me would seem 
like a woman who is sixty years old but who tries to 
behave like a seventeen-year-old debutante. It doesn't 
make any sense. Nature doesn't accept these things. 
Nature has a way of promoting the brains and the emotions 
of people so that they grow in certain directions, just 
as a tree grows according to the way the wind blows. 
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To turn around and say, "Oh, I'll have none of that be-
cause I am going to go the way all these young chicks 
are going," doesn't make any sense at all. 
TUSLER: Maybe I have been using two words synonymously. 
I have been using the word experimental in the same sense 
as avant-garde. Maybe we should make a distinction 
there. 

HARRIS: Yes, oh yes. 
TUSLER: Using the word avant-garde instead, would you say 
that, in those days in Paris when you were studying, 
most of you less avant-garde than many of the young com-
posers who are learning their trade today? 
HARRIS: That depends on your point of view. We were 
deeply interested in form. We were very deeply interested 
in how to notate contemporary rhythms. We had a great 
interest in rhythm in those days. Most of the avant-garde 
music today, especially electronic music, has practically 
no rhythm at all. It has sort of thrown that away. I, 
for instance, feel that rhythmic pulse is one of the 
most important parts of music. My colleagues felt that 
in those days. That is why the 19 30s were so rich in 
its development of large forms with rhythmic vitality. 
I haven't heard very much pop music that is nearly as 
good as the big bands were in the thirties, but I see 
every reason why they should go on and work for it and 
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why they should use electronic means for amplification 
of guitars and all kinds of strings. As a matter of 
fact, a good bass guitar with proper amplification is 
really more effective than double basses are. It is 
more clear and more precise. They can do a lot more. 
TUSLER: So, there is room for all sorts of change. 
You are not taking a stand against that. 

HARRIS: Not at all, not at all. There has to be a con-
stant improvement. A lot of the things are being done 
now that have no instruments involved at all. That 
would be, in a way, like having General Motors say, 
"We are not going to have wheels anymore on our cars. 
We don11 know what we are going to have, but it won11 be 
wheels." There is a lack of, what seems to me at my age 
in life, a lack of judgment. They will just do anything. 
For instance, there is [John] Cage who gives a concert 
in little Carnegie Hall. The concert consists of having 
the audience go out, get empty garbage cans and bring 
them in. That's the concert. It is like an avant-garde 
concert given at UCLA in which somebody plays an old 
chestnut like Rachmaninoff's C Sharp Minor Prelude on a 
piano. It is played rather poorly. Three or four little 
coeds, with not a stitch of clothing, ride on bicycles 
around the piano. That's supposed to be a musical com-
position. Well, this doesn't make any sense to me. I 
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don't consider that experimentation. I consider that 
very fallacious. 
TUSLER: Was there any of that sort of attitude or that 
sort of thing happening in those days? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, we had the dadaism. Dadaism: anything 
which meant anything was old hat. It lasted for a few 
years. It had its center in Paris mostly. As long as 
it was nonsense, that was it. 
TUSLER: Did that ever attract you? 
HARRIS: Yes, I used to go to those concerts to be enor-
mously amused. It was like going to a vaudeville show. 
TUSLER: But it didn't attract you in the sense of want-
ing to become involved in that style yourself as a crea-
tive artist? 
HARRIS: How could I? How could I when I was studying 
the great works of Bach, Beethoven, Mozart and the six-
teenth-century composers. Think of the things that 
Joaquin Des Prez and Orlandus Lassus and all those men 
wrote. My heavens. 

TUSLER: Why do you think you were held in the historical 
framework of learning those masters' styles more than the 
young people of today are? 
HARRIS: I would have to say it is a different time period. 
I was in love with music. I never believed that ambition 
was a good thing. I thought that aspiration was what one 
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had to have, not ambition. I felt that one should be 
able to write a masterpiece for a cello alone, like Bach 
did. I felt that we inherited a very great tradition. 
We inherited something which the best talents in every 
country bequeathed to us and which lived. All the things 
which were lesser have gradually fallen away. It was a 
great, great opportunity, a great privilege, to just be 
there and see what these things were. In fact, my study-
ing with Boulanger, who was a very great musician, was 
not the study of the Academie Frangaise at all, but the 
study of the works of the great masters. It was to see 
if she could tell me where they made mistakes. 
TUSLER: You studied the masters with her much more than 
the contemporaries? 

HARRIS: We studied contemporaries too. But after you 
had been through the great works of Bach, Beethoven, 
Mozart, and the earlier men like Purcell and, you know, 
Vittoria, the contemporary things didn't hold up very 
well because, when you started using the same principles, 
they weren't there. 

It's like a lot of the things that we have today 
become famous because of their packaging and not because 
of what is in them. You have heard a great deal about 
manufacturing obsolescence into the things we buy. I 
guess it's true. They have just caught them red-handed 
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at it, haven't they? Things are supposed to wear out in 
about three years, about the time you get them paid for. 
But they package them so they look like a million 
dollars. That's quite a different business than writing 
a thing like Bach's Chaconne, for instance. 
TUSLER: That's built to last. 
HARRIS: That is built to last for a long while. All of 
his preludes and fugues and his We11-tempered Clavier 
were not only written for great music but were written 
to show a principle. Now they don't write to show a 
principle. They write some words about it, and the 
words are extremely well chosen, very persuasive, but 
not the music. We are in a strange position from a stand-
point of being a traditionalist. We see our youth being 
very literate with words and very illiterate with the 
chosen profession of music. Isn't that a strange irony? 
TUSLER: Do you think of yourself as a traditionalist? 
HARRIS: Well, of course. I hope that I am going to be 
a contemporary classicist. A lot of people have called 
me that. A contemporary classicist: that's what I hope 
to be. But when I say I hope, it doesn't mean that I am. 
If I don't make it, that doesn't mean I am going to feel 
that I am an utter failure. I am trying to make forms 
which have contemporary rhythms, twentieth-century har-
mony, twentieth-century instruments and forms as large 
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as our nation. I am trying to write something which 
has a large proliferation, something which has a sense 
of dimension, something which has ritual in it, some-
thing which is not ashamed to believe something or not 
afraid to make a declaration. I don't believe in am-
biguity at all. I don't think nature believes in it. 
Nature doesn't try to have a rose grow on the pine tree. 
TUSLER: Do you think there is an outside limit? To 
what extent can experimentation with the relative defin-
itions of consonance and dissonance be carried? Is there 
a limit to our concept of increasing what we call con-
sonance? 
HARRIS: Who knows? I wouldn't know. I would say that 
my concept of the dimensions of consonance has stretched 
enormously in the last quarter of a century, just enor-
mously. Things seem extremely clear, extremely color-
ful and in no way dissonant because of the study I have 
made of acoustics. 
TUSLER: The overtones system? 
HARRIS: The overtone system. This is not just in close, 
but acoustics as they spread have stretched my concept of 
consonance enormously. It has also diminished my concept 
of dissonance. Dissonance more and more seems to me 
something which cancels itself out in terms of resonance. 
TUSLER: I see. You mean where it is placed for what 
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instruments? 
HARRIS: The voicing also. So, I can be concerned with 
this and spend my life with it. Another fellow may say, 
"I am not interested at all. I am interested in what 
electricity can do. I am interested in what Edison can 
do. If he can drive everybody out with their fingers 
in their ears or their palms over their ears, then I'll 
think I am a master." 

TUSLER: Do you think there is any possibility that what 
these avant-garde composers are doing now--what sounds 
like noise to most people--could possibly be conceived 
of some day in the future as consonance? 
HARRIS: Well, you are talking about two different things. 
You can take a very consonant chord and amplify it to the 
point where the people hearing it will become deaf. They 
never would be able to hear again. It's just a matter 
of volume. So, I don't know. I know quite a few young 
people who have bands. In talking to them, I find that 
they are reading my lips, which means they don't hear. 
TUSLER: So, they are going to solve the whole problem 
of consonance and dissonance by just eliminating their 
hearing. 

HARRIS: That is the inner hearing, the subtlety of it. 
They will hear only the things which just jam home and 
just pow them. They will have to turn it up so high that 
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it will shake the house before they will enjoy it. It 
is a little bit like somebody who has never eaten any-
thing but hot dogs and hamburgers with gobs of catsup, 
benzoate of soda and all that stuff. If you gave them 
a real nice piece of prime roast beef, they wouldn't 
enjoy it at all because their taste buds have been just 
killed off. 

TUSLER: Do you think that they just don't even think in 
terms of whether something is consonant or dissonant at 
all? 
HARRIS: Not at all, I don't think so. 
TUSLER: Do you think that the future will find a lot of 
the electronic music that is now being produced more con-
sonant than those of us who hear it now do? 
HARRIS: I think that I would use the word tolerance 
rather than consonance because consonance is something 
definite. It has to do with the confirmation of over-
tones which gives the resonance, whether it is soft or 
loud. Volume does not have to do with that. Volume has 
to do with decibels. But I don't know. There is some-
thing about humanity: it will bend awfully far, and then 
suddenly it won't bend anymore. The whole history of 
revolution is that. I think it is very possible that 
technology will push and push and push until suddenly 
some day a whole generation will wake up. It will say, 
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"Oh, my Lord, we are nothing but numbers. We are not 
human beings anymore." They are beginning to write 
about it already. There is a big article about that in 
Hutchins' Democracy magazine this month. People are 
beginning to talk about it. You and I are thinking about 
it a little bit. I think what will happen is that 
technology will push beyond the limit of no return. 
Suddenly it will find itself mankind's most terrible 
enemy. If that happens, there will have to be some kind 
of a powerful reaction to make all things a servant of 
mankind being a servant of things. I think that's what 
will happen. I think it has to happen. 
TUSLER: Do you think that music, just as everything else, 
has just about reached that point of mechanization 
beyond which we can't go and that there is bound to be 
some sort of reaction against it? 
HARRIS: I can't say. I wouldn't say that because way 
back down the road I thought there was a lot of music, 
like [Alexander Vassilievitch Mo ssolov's] Iron Foundry 
for instance, which was about as far as you could go. 
Well, that's nothing compared to what my own boys do 
now. They think it is wonderful. When they play for 
a dance or something, my wife and I go. We just sit 
there and listen to them. After fifteen or twenty 
minutes, we have to get up and leave because I begin 
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to get nauseated because of the intensity of the dynamics. 
TUSLER: Why is it that they are able to take it, and we 
are not? Is it that their hearing already has been im-
paired, or is it a matter of really becoming accustomed 
to it so that you can stand it? 

HARRIS: I imagine it is some of both. If I were to take 
my grandmother in my car and travel towards school, as I 
do very, very often, at sixty or seventy miles an hour, 
she would vomit. She couldn't stand it. When you have 
a nice,smooth road, good equipment and nobody on the road, 
you can drive one hundred miles an hour. It seems per-
fectly all right. She would probably faint. These 
tolerances: we don't know about them. 

That is the reason I started out talking about a 
pluralistic world. We have to live in a pluralistic world 
because the rug is pulled out from under us all the time, 
all the time. This happens quite often, not only finan-
cially but socially, educationally, politically and 
religiously. It was only last year, wasn't it, that Life 
magazine came out and said, "There is no God"? Now they 
are all saying there is a god again. It goes back and 
forth, in and out. I think that one has to have a set 
of values which he finds dependable, reassuring and 
nourishing. He has to stay with them until he adds 
other values here and there which are consonant with his 
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values and his life. Anybody who does differently than 
that is liable, as my old man used to say, to end up a 
cropper. That means he doesn't possess his possessions 
anymore. He has sold out. 

I often think that our educational administrations 
now have become much too permissive. According to my 
upbringing, I cannot understand how they can allow these 
things to happen. I think they are only inviting some-
thing much worse by allowing such things to happen. 
But that is according to my understanding of logic. 
Maybe they have an idea that psychological permissiveness 
will work, I don't know. I will be very interested to 
see whether it does. I will be enormously relieved if 
it does, but I'm afraid that it is not going to work. 
TUSLER: But in the musical world, we can allow, if not 
even encourage, a great multiplicity of approaches, from 
the more traditional to the other side of the coin? 
HARRIS: Not only can but must, I would say. We must 
allow the use of tonal, rhythmic, dynamic and orchestral 
tone values. We must allow things to work out. If they 
don't work out, they sort of die out. There is some 
kind of law that works there. If they are not getting 
anywhere, they soon wither on the vine. They don't get 
ripe and into the bin, we might say, or they do not 
join the mainstream. There is something that is about 
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them. It's like mixing oil and water. It just doesn't 
work out. We have seen some of that already in the 
last twenty-five years. 
TUSLER: There has to be a constant growth, yes. 
HARRIS: That comes through trial and error. 
TUSLER: You call yourself, and others have called you, 
a traditionalist: yet would you not say that, in your 
own career and your own development from your earliest 
compositions to the present day, there has been growth 
and change? You haven't gone from widely different 
styles as Stravinsky has. 

HARRIS: No, I haven't. I have grown in my own momentum 
gradually, not by a decision, but because of a need to. 
As to my colleagues, there were several of us who were 
named as the beginning of the new American School in the 
thirties. 
TUSLER: Would you also call them traditionalists? 
HARRIS: Now, of course. 
TUSLER: Who are you speaking of? 
HARRIS: I am speaking of Aaron Copland, [Walter] Piston 
and Roger Sessions. I asked Aaron if he had any interest-
ing pupils. He said, "I have stopped teaching." I 
said, "Oh, I didn't know that. Why have you stopped?" 
He said, "Because none of the youngsters want to learn 
what I have to teach them." I haven't found that true 
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out here however. I find that I very often get some of 
the very best students who come to study composition. 
TUSLER: Do you work with them then the way Boulanger 
worked with you, by introducing them to the masters? 
HARRIS: Yes, and I encourage them to write more than 
she did. She didn't have to encourage me because I was 
writing anyhow. I tell them, "I don't want to talk about 
music, I want to do music. I want to create it." I 
think there is too much talking about music. I've been 
doing it now for an hour and a half because this is a 
book we are doing and because we are interested in it. 
I have to write an article about it too. Once in a 
while, we must, when we get certain things crystallized 
in our thinking, put them into the cultural forms of 
words and word phrases because we can't often get to 
other people by the music itself. However, a lot of 
people read and understand what they read. They cannot 
hear music or understand what they hear. There are very 
few literate musicians even. 
TUSLER: Why is that do you think? 

HARRIS: It takes a long time. You have to hear it first. 
You have to know what you hear. You can't know what the 
values are in a piece of music if you can't hear the piece 
of music. You can't know what the values are in a paint-
ing if you can't tell red from green or yellow, or if 
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you can't tell an apple from a dog's eye. 
TUSLER: A special vocabulary has to be learned? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, music is a very special vocabulary. 
Fortunately, many people do not have to know what they 
hear to be moved by it if the music is good. This is 
one of the reasons which makes me think that traditional 
music is important in the sense that Jung thinks that 
tradition is important. People can hear things without 
knowing what they hear. They can be aroused to an emotion 
which is similar to that of the composer who wrote the 
work if the composer wrote it in very clear and eloquent 
culture patterns. But if he wrote it in experimental 
patterns in which he himself didn't know quite what he 
was doing—he was just trying this, that and the other— 
then it doesn't communicate. Can you understand? 
TUSLER: When you first started writing music, in the 
early days of your career, did you think of yourself 
then as a traditionalist? 
HARRIS: No, that whole business of traditionalist didn't 
come up until very much later-—I would say it was in 
the last twenty years—because what I was writing was 
peculiarly mine and still is. So, I had what the his-
torians called a profile. I had a personality or a 
profile or what. That is something which one forms with-
out knowing it. It is the configuration of his face or 
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the color of his eyes. He has nothing to do with it. 
It sort of gravitates into this. It coagulates. 
TUSLER: This special quality? 
HARRIS: This quality whatever it is. 
TUSLER: That is your own. 
HARRIS: Yes. The worst thing a man can possibly do is 
try to set out and get one for himself. 
TUSLER: Is this because it cannot be a self-conscious 
process? 
HARRIS: It certainly cannot be a self-conscious process. 
I am as sure of that as I am of anything. 
TUSLER: Did you feel, when you first started to compose, 
that you had this thing, this special quality that was 
your own? 
HARRIS: No, I can't say that I did. I knew when I was 
after something. I knew what I heard inside myself. My 
whole struggle was to try to clarify the notation of the 
thing which I was hearing inside my own subconscious. 
That's the whole process. Sometimes it is a very slow 
process, sometimes it is very fast. 
TUSLER: Can you pinpoint any spot at which you became 
aware, as your career developed, that you had reached 
that point or where you could say you had a particular 
style, flavor or quality of your own? 
HARRIS: I really prefer not to think about it. I don't 
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want to become self-conscious in my own writing. I just 
want to write. I think it is extremely dangerous for a 
person to decide what kind of a personality he has be-
cause he may have another one too. He may have several 
others which are more important. I feel that the mind 
should be a kind of very clever mechanism which helps 
the subconscious do what it wants to do. I don't think 
that the person's life should be governed by his mind. 
TUSLER: Too much looking into it is a dangerous thing. 
HARRIS: Oh, I should say. I feel that each work has 
to be started as though you had never written a work. 
You will have all kinds of technique at hand. Your prob-
lem is not to have the technique. Your problem is not 
to use it when it doesn't fit. That is a subconscious 
thing. There has to be that fresh beginning on each 
piece. It has to be as though you were going on your 
first big adventure. 
TUSLER: Are you aware of that little zingy feeling? 
HARRIS: Oh man, am I aware of it! Oh man, I am so 
aware of it. I know when it happens. It's almost as 
if something like a current is being turned on or the sun 
rising. 
TUSLER: If you don't get that current, do you know that 
you are not on the right track? 
HARRIS: It's not there. Generally, when I haven't 
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written for a while, I have to write like mad for two or 
three weeks before I get limbered up. It is like being 
an athlete or being like the ball players who now are 
having their preseason ball games. They are trying 
to find out what they are going to do this year, what 
they can do, who they are and how different they were 
from last year. It is very fascinating. It's incredible, 
when you are not with it, what bad music you can write, 
[laughter] It looks good. 
TUSLER: Do you know right away that it is bad music, or 
do you have to wait and hear it a week later? 
HARRIS: Oh no, you know. 
TUSLER: With that in mind, obviously I suppose you try 
to compose every day. 
HARRIS: Oh sure, oh yes. Of course, a composer, after 
he has been at it a long time, doesn't have to write it 
down while he composes. He can be talking to people 
and be composing in his mind all the time. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Can you carry it around there for quite a long 
time? 
HARRIS: Oh yes, it's just like words. I think to myself, 
"I must remember that," while I am talking to somebody. 
TUSLER: But are you not afraid then of losing the 
thread of it if you don't get it down right away? 
HARRIS: I have found out through experience that, when 
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you are with it, you don't forsake it. It's practically 
impossible to tear you away from it because it is as 
though you were looking at something that was the rain-
bow's end, that pot of gold at rainbow's end. You get 
nearer and nearer to it all the time. Anything else is 
a deadly bore to you, any play, any moving picture, any-
thing. 
TUSLER: You want to stay with it. 
HARRIS: Yes, that is your greatest pleasure. 
TUSLER: Do you think that all composers compose this way? 
HARRIS: I don't know. That's only half of it because 
I don't want to know. [laughter] 
TUSLER: Why? 
HARRIS: Oh, I think composing is kind of a secret thing 
in a way. 
TUSLER: Is it that business again that it is dangerous 
to look too closely into it for fear of disrupting the 
unconscious process? 
HARRIS: I think it is a little more fundamental than 
that. I was just thinking about a friend of mine whom 
I just saw recently. He is a young man who graduated 
with a doctor's degree. He is married. When he got his 
doctor's degree he got a position at a big university. 
My friend was in that city recently and had lunch with 
this fellow. He said he seemed very unhappy and 
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bedraggled in spirit. He seemed to have no zest in him. 
He asked him what was the matter. He said, "A very-
strange thing happened. We started going around with 
a group of young married people. Before we knew it, we 
were experimenting with trading wives." He said, "Now 
my wife wants to experiment all the time." [laughter] 
I would think that, if a man and woman had a very close 
relationship like a composer has with his creative 
psyche, he wouldn't want to discuss it with people much 
because he would be afraid that he was sort of making it 
prosaic. 

TUSLER: Doing damage to it? 
HARRIS: Doing damage, that's the best word. I feel it 
is the same way about. . . . I used to be a farmer. We 
learned very early--I knew it by the time I was five 
years old--when there is a blossom, you don't touch it. 
When the potatoes are growing, you don't dig in to see 
whether you have potatoes there. You don't start pick-
ing leaves off a young pea plant, for instance, or a 
young bean plant or what not. Do you know what I mean? 
You don't pull the silk off an ear of corn. There is 
something that has to do with the growing process of 
nature that you have to leave alone. 

TUSLER: It would be against the act of creation, and 
the farmer is a creator. 
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HARRIS: Nature is the creator, but the farmer helps it. 
The farmer helps nature. The farmer helps this bio-
logical law which is working. I feel that writing music 
or poetry or being a painter or an architect has some-
thing biological about it. If there weren't, the artist 
wouldn't be good. What do you think about that? 
TUSLER: I agree. Have you always felt this way about 
it as far as you can remember? 
HARRIS: Oh, yes. 

TUSLER: You never indulged in those sessions that we 
laymen romantically think of in which composers and 
artists get together, compare notes and talk over their 
latest plans. 
HARRIS: Oh, no. 

TUSLER: Is this a romantic notion? 
HARRIS: It probably is. Probably everything I am say-
ing is romantic, but it works. So, if it works, it may 
be classic. Maybe they are biological. Nature certainly 
is a classicist. She doesn't try to emphasize one 
thing to the detriment of everything else that is grow-
ing. 
TUSLER: Balance. 
HARRIS: Yes, balance, proportion, and all those things. 
That's what music means to me too. So, you can imagine 
what I feel about these electronic experiments. 
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You know I am very interested. I am very interested in 
seeing what they come up with, just as I would be in-
terested in a chemist friend who was trying to use elec-
trolysis to make gold, even if it were nothing but 
fool's gold. I would be interested. 
TUSLER: But you feel they have little, if anything, 
to do with the act of real creation? 
HARRIS: I don't know. We may be coming into a time 
period when mankind willingly relinquishes his personality. 
If we come to that, we won't be the same. We will be 
something else. Maybe that is another step up in the 
evolutionary process of this experiment about Homo sapiens 
as to whether he is any good or not. 
TUSLER: But in the meantime, you take your stand on 
the side of the classic? 
HARRIS: I am an old man. I would be a fool to forsake 
the principles of all the great peaks of art for the 
little tiddledywinks which are being done around me. I 
would not do it even if whole great pages of it were 
written about it in the Los Angeles Times, New York 
Times and Life magazine. It wouldn't make any sense. 
TUSLER: What plans do you have right now for writing 
compositions in the future? 
HARIRIS: I am doing this work on Pere Marquette now. 
TUSLER: This is the symphony that has been commissioned 
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by the government? 
HARRIS: Yes. I hope to do a fine work for that. I 
think I might. You speak about experiment. There will 
be all kinds of experiments from my standpoint, but I 
wouldn't be satisfied with an experiment for experi-
ment's sake. It would have to fit into the whole struc-
ture of what I want to say so that it unfolds, just as 
you see a tree grow, in sixty minutes from nothing. 
TUSLER: How are you experimenting with the Pere Marquette 
Symphony in a formal sense? 
HARRIS: In a sense, everything I write is formal. I 
don't make disparate harmonies. I don't expect to have 
a sense of cadence or a sense of syntax which doesn't 
have anything to do with syntax. In a sense, I go about 
writing a symphony in the same way that a designer would 
design a new building or that a fine doctor would build 
up a convalescent who had been through great troubles. 
One can't experiment with lots of things. You don't 
experiment with a convalescent who is about to die. 
You cannot give him a great swatch of raw ground beef with 
a lot of red pepper when he has had nothing to eat for 
weeks but milk. He would die. Well, that's the way I 
feel about music. Music is a great art. It is one of 
the greatest things that man ever achieved , and it is 
not something to go and monkey around with. If it is, 
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then making mud pies is an art too, along with some of 
these dabbles and daubs that you see for public sales 
on the streets. I am very amused sometimes to go and 
look at them after having seen twenty-five Rembrandts 
in one room, for instance. 
TUSLER: It's too much of a shock. 
HARRIS: Ridiculous, it's ridiculous that the people 
who paint in this way can get in a big six thousand 
dollar or seven thousand dollar car and drive on the 
freeway at seventy-five or eighty miles an hour. It 
just doesn't make any sense. Something is screwy, that's 
what I feel. 
TUSLER: The sense of balance is gone. 
HARRIS: The sense of common sense, just common sense. 
How can you look at a very beautiful child, with wonder-
ful eyes and all the vision of hope in its face, and 
then do some of the things that they paint now? My God. 
They can make an idiot of a child with shoe buttons for 
ears. 
TUSLER: The same things are being done in the world of 
music. 
HARRIS: In music, all the time. That's what I think. 
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641-47 

741 



Chicago Symphony Orchestra, 
355, 435, 522, 533, 
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292, 318, 720 
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Ellis, Havelock, 70 
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-Concerto for Amplified 
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Percussion, 417-18, 608 
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Quartet, 283-85, 319 
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436, 439-40 
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vals, 528, 542-43, 611 
-,,Freedom's Land," 397, 
491 
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-Music Through the Ages 
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744 



646, 649-51, 655-56, 
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cale, Paris, 283 

Ives, Charles, 296 
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Juilliard Musical Foundation, 

528, 542, 611 
Juilliard School of Music, 

130, 296, 386-87, 
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648 
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Khachaturian, Aram, 36 5 
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Klemperer, Otto, 267 
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160 
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Massenet, Jules, 400 
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Medici, Catherine de, 136-
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Mehta, Mehli, 579 
Mehta, Zubin, 570-71 
Mellon family, 4 88, 50 0 
Mellon Foundation, 440, 

478, 483-84, 490, 
497, 501, 508-9, 
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Melnitz, William, 553-57, 
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Mendle, Arthur, 30 8 
Mennin, Peter, 347, 428 
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438-39 
Menotti, Gian Carlo, 29 7 
Merrick, Frank, 30 8 
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345-46, 576 
Los Angeles Times (news-
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37 
Lynn, George, 29 7 
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681 
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312-13, 729 

Mozart (continued) 
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286, 318, 378, 720-21 
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vision, 501 
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D.C., 385 
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266, 377 
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323 

Rubinstein, Arthur, 75 
Rubsamen, Walter, 558 
Ruskin, John, 15 
Rutgers University, 409-10 
St. Louis Symphony Orches-

tra, 522 
Salle Gaveau, Paris, 284 
Saltzman, Theo ("Teddy"), 

540 
San Francisco State Univer-

sity, 528, 578 
San Francisco Symphony 

Orchestra, 26, 
36-38, 274, 420, 
634 

-commissioning Harris's 
Eighth Symphony, 55 4, 
577-78, 613 

-playing Harris music, 
429, 539 

Schirmer (G.), Inc. (music 
publisher), 373, 384 

Schoenberg, Arnold, 338, 
554, 586 

Schubert, Franz, 138, 224, 
318, 378, 476, 595 

Schuller, Gunther, 536 
Schuman, William, 102, 296-

97, 387, 427-28, 580 
Schumann, Robert 
-Piano Concerto, 6 86 

Schuster, Joseph, 613 
Scriabin, Alexander, 277 

-Poem of Ecstasy, The, 
277 

-Poem of Fire, The, 277 
Sessions, Roger, 296, 308, 

312, 347, 729 
Severance Hall, Cleveland, 

345, 389, 404-5 
Sevetik, Matt, 50 5 
Shaw, Artie, 64 
Shaw, George Bernard, 181 
Shcherchen, , 604 
Shostakovich, Dmitri, 347, 

359-60, 365, 368-69, 
624-26 

Pittsburgh Symphony Orches-
tra, 403, 491, 499, 
501, 522, 539, 540, 
541 

Poe, Edgar Allen, 400 
Popper, Jan, 565-66 
Previn, Andre, 536 
Princeton University, 308, 

587 
Pro Arte Quartet, 331 
Prokofiev, Sergei, 219, 

298, 309, 359-60 
-"Stone Flower, The," 
364 

Purcell, Henry, 721 
Rachmaninoff, Sergei, 295, 

392 
-Prelude in C Sharp 
Minor, 719 

Rankin, Nell, 540-41 
Ravel, Maurice, 63, 283, 

298, 309, 337-38 
Ravelli, Bill, 425-26 
Ravinia Festival, Chicago, 

543 
RCA-Victor (recording 

company), 37 6, 3 84, 
385 

Reagan, Ronald, 6 48 
Rembrandt van Rijn, 713 
Rice, Andrew, 49 6 
-I Belong to the Eigh-
teenth Century, 496 

Rocky Mountain Radio Coun-
cil, 438 

Rodin Museum (Musee Rodin), 
Paris, 299 

Rodzinski, Artur, 346, 424-
25 

Rogers, , 155 
Roman Catholic Church, 136, 

407-8 
Roosevelt, Franklin, 441, 

448, 630 
Rose, Leonard, 420 
Rosenthal, Hans, 503 
Rossini, Gioacchino, 399, 

580 
Roth Quartet, 283, 308-9, 

320, 386 
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Tchaikovsky, Petr Ilyich, 
236, 298 

Tennessean (newspaper), 469 
Thavieu, Samuel ("Sam"), 540 
Thomas, , 291 
Thompson, Llewellyn, 626 
Thompson, Randall Taft, 448 
Thomson, Virgil, 29 6, 30 8, 

312 
Time (periodical), 38, 386, 

390, 405, 681 
Tingo, David, 420 
Toscanini, Arturo, 26, 273, 

294-95, 385, 534-36 
Ugly American, The, 54 
Ulysses, 710 
Union Pacific Railroad, 463 
U.S . 

-Constitution, 13-15 
-Library of Congress, 222, 
373, 401, 445, 453, 472, 
645 

-Military Band, 512 
-Office of War Information, 
444-52, 492 

-State, Department of, 
393, 446, 492, 501, 528, 
532, 579, 660 
-and Harris trip to 
USSR, 347-49, 356, 625, 
633 

University of California, 
416, 579 

University of California, 
Berkeley, 10, 21, 
24-25, 122, 273 
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Los Angeles (formerly 
Southern Branch), 
552-59, 561, 562, 
576-78, 584-87, 597, 
608, 659, 676 

-alumni concert, 462 
-Ethnomusicology, Insti-
tute of, 607 

-Music, Department of, 
140, 304, 593-96 
-Schoenberg Hall, 149, 
565-66 

Shostakovich (continued) 
-Seventh Symphony (Lenin-
grad Symphony), 3 56, 401 

Shostakovich, Maxim, 369, 
626 

Sibelius, Jean, 236, 298 
Slonimsky, Nicolas, 4, 279, 

337, 452-53, 503, 
602-3 

Smith, Lou, 394-95 
Southern Illinois Univer-

sity, 611-15, 618, 
620, 622, 627-28 

Spring Music Festival, 
Potsdam, New York, 
542 

Stanford University, 613-14 
Starker, Janos, 133, 415, 

623 
Statler, , 620 
Stein, Gertrude, 310, 710-

11 
Steinberg, William, 428, 

511, 520 
Steinway & Sons (piano 

manufacturers), 
458-59 

Sterra, Ina, 428 
Stevenson, Robert M., 558 
Stokowski, Leopold, 348, 

522, 638 
Stradivarius, Antonius, 

654 
Strauss, Richard, 29 7 

-Salome, 19 
Stravinsky, Igor, 110, 219, 

286, 288, 298, 309-
10 

-changing styles, 5, 
707-9, 729 

-Noces, Les, 708 
-Petrouchka, 707-8 
-Sacre du printemps, Le, 
286-87 

Szell, George, 603 
Tanglewood. See Berkshire 

Music Festival 
Tanner, Paul O. W., 703 
Tatum, Art, 64 

749 



Warfield, William, 542 
Weaver, Paul, 39 7 
Webern, Anton von, 29 7 
Wedge, George, 130 
Weiss, Donn, 588 
Wells, Herman B., 624-25, 

626, 629 
Wertheim, Alma Morgenthau, 

34, 282-83, 285, 306 
West Side Story, 184 
Western Reserve University, 

345 
Westinghouse Electric 

Corp., 653 
Westminster Choir College, 

297, 384-87, 503 
White, Jack, 501 
Whitman, Walt, 148, 209-10, 

224, 277, 399, 542, 
715 

Williamson, John Findley, 
384 

WNYC (radio station), 449 
Wolfe, Thomas, 485, 711 

-You Can't Go Home Again, 
711-12 

Wright, Frances, 273 
Yale University, 554, 587 
Ysaye, Eugene, 623 
Zellner String Quarter, 280 

University of California, 
Los Angeles, (con-
tinued) 

-Royce Hall, 553, 585 
-UC, Southern Branch, 273 

University of Illinois, 
614, 628 

University of Michigan, 98 
University of Pittsburgh, 

500-501 
University of Rochester, 

449, 452 
University of the South, 

468, 470, 478-80, 
653 

University of Tulsa, 641 
Utah State Agricultural 

College, 454, 461, 
463-66 

Utah Symphony Orchestra, 
463, 656 

Van Hoogstraten, Willem, 
280-81, 342 

Vanderbilt University, 
468, 485 

Verdi, Giuseppe, 37, 545 
Victoria, Tomas Luis de 

(also Tommaso Luigi 
da Vittoria), 286, 
292, 721 

Villa-Lobos, Heitor, 541 
Vincent, John, 503, 557 
Voice of America, 501 
VOKS (Vsesoiuznoe ob-

shches tvo Kul'-
turnoi sviazi s 
zagranitsei [All-
union society for 
cultural relations 
with foreign coun-
tries] ) , 506 

Voltaire, Francois, 224 

Wagner, Cosima,27 6 
Wagner, Richard, 26, 27 6, 

609, 714 
-Tristan und Isolde, 19 

Wagner, Roger, 588 
Wallace, Henry, 441-42 
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