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1948 CANDIDATES I N MUSIC COMPOSITI OH 

AS RANKED Bl MR. NORMAND LOCKWOOD 

The cont est , in my es timation, unquesti onabl y boils down to 

Anderson, Miss Eubanks and Kay. I would •ish you to know t hat I am very 

well acquainted both with Miss Eubanks and lay and that I have known a 

good deal about Anderson, having observed him as a student whil e I was 

on t he Oberl in facult y . If I fel t I knew one of these three cont estant s 

well, and neither of the others, I would almost offer to wi thdr aw as a 

judge . But inasmuch as this is not the oase, and si nce I have certainly 

no biased feel ings t or or against any one of these wort hy people , I have 

allowed my knowledge of them to enter into my r eacti ons , as I believe 

that my understanding of these people may ai d you i n selecting the winner . 

Let me take up Mr . Anderson' s case, as I see i t . While hia 

project of a community school in behalf of Antioch College appear s i m­

portant to me in the terms expressed so admirabl y i n Mr . W. B. Alexander •• 

letter, I would distinctly dismiss Anderson' s project in composi t i on. 

lt ie not that Roosevelt ' s D- Day Prayer isn' t a worthy text; it is only 

that Anderson is simply not equipped nor sufficientl y experienced as a 

compo1er _to warrant your Foundati on' s giving him a grant on this basis . 

The t act that Anderson states his plan to get 9 coachin~ and instruction 

£or setting music to the Roosevelt Prayer• shows a naivete which would 

cause me to mistrust hi s position as a composer . Were he wi shi ng to spend 

at least one year in the study of compositi on under, indeed, as a st ute 

a senior composer as William Schumann, that would be another mat ter en­

tirely. But I have studied his su 

reveal chiefly a conspicuous absence 
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but of craftsmanship. Therefore, i f your Board chooses t o offer Ander son 

a scholarship on the basis of the Anti och .1-1roject , that is a mat ter for 

the Board to decide . But let me urge the Boe.rd again not t o be deceived 

into regarding Anderson as a composer of any stature what soever commen­

aurate with, for example, Mias :r.'ubanke and Ks.y. 

Now let me discuss the Eubanks- Kay situation. I n seei ng their 

subait ted m~uscripts one 1a dealing in both cases with concr ete evidence 

of true cr eative abilltyJ that is to eay, evi dence of true gift and r eal 

craftsmanship. Although I have each of their interests deeply at hes.rt, 

I cast my vote for Miss Eubanks. Her work - notably the •ode to Fai th" -

shows a full- blooded fervor, a spirit of musical exploration and discover y 

that may of ten be sensed in young composers' works, but which aJ.l too 

re.rel y achieves its end in terms of musical realizati on, Kay ' s submitted 

works (all except the •song of Jeremiah• ) show f eatures t~at I have ob­

eerved in other works of his, and which disturb me because, in spite of 

his crattsmanlyachievement which is superior to Miss Eubank.1 s, they show 

a lack of outstanding talent . Now if it were a situation where Kay had 
, 

perhaps not had the opportunities of study, of encouragement and of recog­

nition which he fully deserves, I might very conceivably recommend your 

selecting him over Miss Eubanka . But as Miss Eubanks has not had Kayfa 

advantages nearly to the same extent, I feel that what to me is a superior 

talent in Miss Eubanks should be recognized as such, and the possessor 

of her gift and promise given the advantage and the dist inction that t he 

Rosenwald scholarship represents . 

To refer to 
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development is immat ure as compared with Mi$S Eubanks and Mr . Kay i n com­

position, and with Mr. Anderson in the field of music education. 
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