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Introduction

Lines

Imagine Time

Perhaps it is a line that stretches horizontally in front of you, with the past all gathered up to your left, the future to your right, and the place where you stand marking the present. Perhaps the line stretches front to back, with the past behind you and the future in front. Or perhaps the other way around, as it is for the Aymara people from the Andes (Nuñez and Sweetser 2006). Maybe the line is actually a river, and from the riverbank you can view time and the events happening within it, with the future upstream and the past downstream—or perhaps you yourself are being carried along by its current.

Imagining time itself—rather than events that occur in time—is not easy. To borrow a musical term, time’s nature fulfills a double emploi, as both an abstract concept and a sensed presence of our lives. This duality seems irreconcilable, as attested by centuries of debates involving philosophers, scientists, and artists, among others. We come to terms with it by drawing on our bodily experience to create useful metaphors, but these metaphors are often inconsistent or incoherent (Cox 2017). Consider time as a river: if you are caught up in its flow—that is, if you are in time—then the past is upstream. But if you survey the river from its bank, the past is downstream. Now, examine the metaphor itself. If time is a river, what is it contained in? What constitutes the riverbed? And, if you are caught up in its flow, what serves as your point of reference such that you know that it does, indeed, flow? Furthermore, if you stand as an observer on the riverbank, where are you? Are you outside of time? Is that even possible?

Still, even when faced with inconsistency and incoherence, we try to imagine time in its multiplicity of forms, expressing its function—more so, perhaps, than its nature—as an immaterial force that helps us to order and organize the incessant change we encounter in the world. Time gives change both a dimensionality (the past, the present, and the future) and a direction (the present—containing elements from the past—opens up onto the future). The line is a ubiquitous companion in our imaginings because, as David Rosenberg (2010) shows in his beautifully illustrated history of the timeline, its flexibility offers a broad assortment of configurations, including arrows, loops, spirals, sinusoids, and other shapes able to satisfy the needs of those who, for whatever reason, find themselves trying to imagine time. Although a relatively recent construct in Western history, the timeline holds much sway in our contemporary thinking, along with other temporal representations, such as clocks, calendars, tables, and circles. Taken together, they form a repository of Western temporal knowledge and a resource for our current and future models.

Delving into the history of this knowledge would already take us too far afield, even if we limited ourselves to Western thought, and even if we further excluded painters, writers, composers, and all other sorts of artists and artisans—to say nothing of physicists, economists, engineers, theologians, and so on—whose work explicitly considers time and our experience of it.1 What is clear is that time is one of the foremost concerns for human beings, even if thinking about it leads to disagreements about the most basic issues: Does time flow, or is that merely an artifact of our minds? If it does flow, does it do so in only one direction, or in several at once? Is time real, or an illusion? Is it autonomous and objective, or contingent and subjective? Do we move through time, or does time move while we remain stationary? Can we travel through time?

For all the disagreement, understanding the nature of time is especially urgent for anyone interested in the analysis and interpretation of music, which is often—and often without resistance—said to be an eminently temporal artform. And the urgency is only amplified when we consider the most recent Western classical art music. Throughout the twentieth century and into the twenty-first, time has become one of the most dominant concerns for modernist and postmodernist composers, prompted by such a diverse range of influences as new digital technologies, developments in the physical and natural sciences, cultural theories that focus on the human subject as an agent constituting his or her own existence, and non-Western ideas and concepts that have filtered into European and North American intellectual landscapes (Crispin 2009; Campbell 2013; Lochhead 2002). Some composers have written extensively about their approaches to time, leaving us with explicit ideas that often serve as springboards for analyses of their music. These composers include, among others, Igor Stravinsky (1947) and Karlheinz Stockhausen (1958, 1959), both of whom distinguished between the objective time of music and the subjective experience of the listener; Elliott Carter (1977), who conceived of time as a screen onto which our lives are projected; Pierre Boulez (1971), who drew on the music of Bali and India to conceptualize smooth and striated time; and Gérard Grisey (1987), for whom musical time was constituted by three layers—the bones, flesh, and the skin of time.2

As composers continue to use the sonic medium to question established orthodoxies and to create new paths through time, it seems that lines no longer provide enough multiformity to account for the rich experiential domain of the listener. Perhaps it is fortunate, then, that time as such has no perceivable appearance apart from the events that “take time,” because it grants our imagination the freedom to consider other forms that might aid us in processing the unfolding of events around us.

Imagine time differently, then—as a sphere, or a cube, or even a hexacosichoron. Imagine it running diagonally, or folding back upon itself, or sideways, or from the inside out. Imagine time crackling, wheezing, rustling, swooshing, buzzing. Imagine time as silent. Now imagine it smelling of freshly cut grass, or a musty hotel lobby. Then again, what if time glistened and shimmered? What if it breathed, slowly, in-out-in-out-in-out? What if it came near you, so close that you could feel its warmth, embrace it, hold it in your hands? What if it did all of that at once?

These might seem like whimsical metaphors, evocative poetic images that do little to augment our understanding of time itself. But in what follows I argue that these are all expressions of the same temporalizing act of the body engaged with its environment. Rather than replacing old metaphors with new ones, each chapter in this book questions notions of time enshrined in our theoretical concepts, and, by delving into the pre-discursive space in which the listening experience touches the sonic world, offers in their place new ways of thinking of time’s significance in our encounters with music. What interests me in particular is how and why time shows up as an aspect of our listening experience, and how music draws on this experience to create opportunities for the emergence of new meanings.

The possibility of time smelling, or shimmering, or drawing nearer to us seems to run counter to the prevailing view, which is that odor, luminosity, and movement are some of the myriad properties of physical objects. While these physical objects undergo a change in time, time itself remains a separate (odorless, invisible, immobile) dimension. As Lewis Rowell pointed out in his 1996 review of music articles that had been published under the auspices of the International Society for the Study of Time (by now in need of updating, but by no means outdated), music-theoretical writings also adhere to the prevailing view. According to Rowell (1996b), time is usually regarded as “a quantitative dimension articulated by audible events,” with focus primarily directed toward such aspects as rhythm and meter (69). Like the line metaphor above, this approach draws on spatial analogues of time as the basis for measuring how musical events unfold. The main objective is to understand the relationships between sounds as if the piece of music were a temporally extended object that, although not available for perception beyond the sliver of the present, nevertheless “exists” spread out in its entirety along the timeline. It makes no difference whether the line runs horizontally or vertically, left-to-right or back-to-front, as long as it represents a time fundamentally characterized by quantity. This quantity can be expressed as the time-interval between successive events (inter-onset interval, or IOI), or as proportional relationships between durations, or as locations within a container (e.g., a measure) that keeps repeating at a consistent rate.3

By contrast, in this book I focus on a concept of musical time similar to what Rowell describes as “ideas and experiences, with distinct properties that can be modeled with sound” (Rowell 1996b, 69). My approach is based largely on twentieth-century continental philosophy, especially the work of the French phenomenologist Maurice Merleau-Ponty, who suggested that time, while real, exists neither objectively nor autonomously. Taking up this perspective, I consider time as the form of the listener’s interaction with music. Building on evidence from such diverse fields as music theory, phenomenology, cognitive science, and social anthropology, I develop a philosophical and critical argument that musical time is constituted by the moving bodies of participants engaged in musical activities. I put forward and illustrate a claim that musical time describes the form of a specific kind of interaction between musical sounds and a situated, embodied listener. My main thesis is that this musical time emerges when the listener enacts his or her implicit kinesthetic knowledge about “how music goes.” Such knowledge is expressed in the entire spectrum of behavior, from deliberate inactivity, through the simple action of tapping one’s foot in synchrony with the beat, to dancing in a way that engages the whole body. I explore this idea in the context of recent Western classical art music, where composers create temporal experiences that might feel unfamiliar or idiosyncratic, experiences that blur the line between spectatorship and participation, and even experiences that challenge conventional notions of musical form.

To be sure, the way in which I regard time is novel in the field of music theory, and its emergence from skillful behavior in response to the auditory signal requires some explaining. By way of a non-musical example, consider your first encounter with a bottle of perfume that is new to you. As you press on the plunger, aerosolized droplets rush out and form a cloud that hangs in the air in front of you. In order to catch a whiff, you move your head, maybe even your whole body, this way and that. You create a fan-like motion with your hands in order to direct the fragrant air toward your nose. Move too much to the side, and the smell disappears; linger too close to the center of the cloud, and it becomes overwhelming, suffocating. There is a reciprocity in this action between bodily movements and the olfactory sensation, each one guiding and responding to the other. The structure of the event emerges from the interaction.

Skeptics will argue that it is possible to construe this interaction as something unfolding in time, with reference to an external, independent timekeeper. We might talk, for example, about the velocity with which droplets disperse through the air, or the speed with which electrical impulses travel from the olfactory bulb to the amygdala in the brain. These are all valid ways of describing the situation, but they separate the mechanics of the interaction from its significance, which is to discover the odorous properties of the perfume. Important to this discovery is the way the reciprocal relationship between the aerosolized droplets and the human subject gives both spatial and temporal structure to this encounter. This structure is not given prior to the event’s unfolding, but instead emerges during the bodily engagement with entities in the environment. Thus, in the above scenario, the ordering of the event—the precise manner in which it unfolds—is driven by the unique dynamics between the chemical compounds that make up the perfume droplets and the situated, embodied subject who experiences them as a particular kind of smell, with a particular concentration and a particular quality. These unique dynamics imbue the entire interaction with a special significance, and it is this significance that constitutes time. As Merleau-Ponty (1968) argued, time is precisely the form of the unique dynamics between entities in the world; it is a relation—or what he called “a network of intentionalities”—distributed among all humans as well as the things and creatures around them.

Central to the distributed network of intentionalities is a body actively engaged with the world. This world includes various auditory signals, some of which form patterns that enculturated listeners recognize as music. Work on the relationship between listeners’ bodily movements and common-practice musical techniques, such as the metrical organization of tonal harmonic patterns, is already well into its heyday, both in terms of gathering empirical evidence, and the development of theoretical models.4 Research in this regard is thriving, spurred by the ever-advancing technological innovations in the field of human motion-capture and analysis. By contrast, the picture of the body’s function in contemporary music is still coming into focus. Scholars like Arnie Cox (2017), Lawrence Zbikowski (2016), Andrew Mead (1999), and Judy Lochhead (2015) have been making considerable inroads, but I would not be surprised if, apart from the context of “modern dance,” many readers found it inconceivable that one’s body could be explicitly involved while listening to new music. I say this having run numerous studies in which I asked participants to do just that: to move in response to pieces that hardly used any recognizable “musical” materials, to say nothing of such familiar constructs as meter or even a beat. For some, the task was incomprehensible, even offensive. But for the vast majority it turned out to be an exhilarating, eye- (and ear!)-opening encounter, which ultimately convinced them that new music need not be “difficult,” that it need not be an intensely cerebral experience marked by immobile concentration and requiring an almost mathematical understanding of how the sounds relate to one another. In other words, that new music could move them.

This book is partly an elaboration of these encounters and their application to questions of musical time and meaning. One of my goals is to open up productive avenues for interpreting contemporary works that bring to listeners’ attention various problems associated with the experience of time. To that end, the central focus is on the listeners’ bodies, their capabilities, and the emergence of a particular kind of meaning—which I call significance—in contemporary music.5 Significance is a pragmatic meaning that is immanent in the interaction between music and listener. Basing my discussion on the above-mentioned embodied phenomenology of Merleau-Ponty, and on the ecological psychology of J. J. Gibson, I show that the body enacts time by actualizing the potential inherent in a given situation. Motivating this body is the basic interest in, and engagement with, the sonic environment. As such, this is not a book that merely connects time with music, but one that reexamines the tools of music analysis through the lens of what phenomenologists call “lived time,” or time as it shows up in human lives (Hoy 2009). My intent is to challenge conventional ways of thinking about musical time and its related concepts of rhythm, meter, tempo, and form, with the hope that this challenge expands of our conception of musical time in a way that harmonizes with the rich depth of our experiences.

Music and Time

Following Susanne Langer, and especially later extensions of her ideas in Zbikowski’s Foundations of Musical Grammar (2017), I endorse the notion that music’s significance lies in the way it uses successions of sounds to reflect the temporal bodily patterns that a given culture finds important enough to store for later retrieval. One consequence of this function of music is that our bodies produce a kind of knowledge that lies close to the way in which time is constituted. In turn, those same bodies influence how we understand musical meaning. This way of thinking about musical time engages with issues of musical functions in various human cultures. As such, it differs from how time is usually considered in music theory, where it typically shows up in concrete terms as part of analyses of rhythm and meter.6 Although such studies ostensibly deal with time, few challenge its ontological status, treating it as a foregone conclusion.7 One could hardly assail, for example, the confidence in Robert Morgan’s assertion that “there is no question, of course, that music is a temporal art” (1980, 527; emphasis added). But what if the author’s claim were not as indubitable as it seems? What if music’s relationship to time were a question? In what way is music a temporal art?

In the writings of the theorists who have grappled with issues of ontology, there is a proliferation of different kinds of time, each one signaling a concern with different aspects of musical unfolding. To list a few examples, Jonathan Kramer (1988) draws a distinction between “linear” and “non-linear” time, both of which describe different logical relationships between sonic events; Barbara Barry (1990) theorizes “structured” and “transcendent” time, the former referring to motion and the latter to space; David Epstein (1995) posits “chronometric” and “integral” time, which he identifies with meter and rhythm, respectively; Byron Almén and Robert Hatten distinguish between “suspended,” “cyclical,” “symmetrical or mirrored,” and other kinds of time, all having to do with aspects of narrative in twentieth-century music.8 In contrast to these, Christopher Hasty’s Meter as Rhythm (1997) erases all dichotomies and presents an argument that musical meter is a form of musical rhythm.9 Asking us to “take time seriously,” his Whitehead-inspired philosophical approach gives us good reason to think that the distinction between meter and rhythm is merely a matter of nomenclature. Instead of thinking of them as opposing kinds of time, Hasty suggests that meter, like rhythm, results from a listener’s active engagement in making sense of the object of experience—in this case, music. An interesting fallout of this shift in perspective is that even music without an explicit metrical structure can be heard as a succession of upbeats and downbeats, which he illustrates with analyses of such twentieth-century works as Anton Webern’s Quartet Op. 22 (1930) and Pierre Boulez’s Le Marteau sans maître (1954).

Hasty’s assertion that process is a fundamental feature of musical time, his ultimate focus on music outside of the common-practice tradition, and especially his entreaty to “take time seriously,” all resonate across the pages of this volume. However, there is an author—likely little known to music theorists—who has influenced my own thinking to an even greater extent. David Burrows’s Time and the Warm Body (2007) presents an entirely original philosophy of time based on a binary opposition between two impulses that permeate the universe: going and stabilizing. According to Burrows, the oscillation between these two states is a necessary condition of the survival of any dynamical system, whether at subatomic or supra-galactic levels. Music in this schema is “our most dedicated and fine-grained isolation and cultivation of time and its issues in an art form” (65). With its focus on the generative now, music uses the flow of sounding events to serve as a representation of the most essential features of time, which are the driving impulses of movement and stability. As a microcosm of life-sustaining processes, music for Burrows is a model of temporality.

Hasty and Burrows form the backdrop for the discussion that ensues in the following chapters. The former makes a case that our theoretical reflections on the temporal dimension of music should more closely harmonize with our listening experience. The latter argues that the “now” is central to the constitution of our time, and that music—which, if it could be said to exist, only does so in the “now”—is really efficient at revealing the most significant attributes of time. My own contribution integrates these two perspectives by considering the position of an embodied, situated, flesh-and-blood listener who enacts the temporal patterns of music. What are the temporalities evident in our interactions with musical sounds? What bodily skills and capacities make these interactions possible? And, most importantly, what are the implications of these interactions for musical understanding?

Enacting Musical Time

By engaging with these questions, my aim is to explore a level of musical understanding that I consider to be fundamental to the listening experience. In the process, I expose some of the assumptions that underlie music-theoretical endeavors and reassess certain concepts that have long become ossified in our analytical methods. I do this in an effort to use the physicality of a situated listener as a lens through which the connection between music and time can be imagined anew. To that end, the book’s overarching argument begins with the problem of meaning. I propose that an active, bodily engagement with musical sounds offers a window into a pre-linguistic, non-representational significance, which discloses music as a temporal object by retaining the dynamical nature of time. Significance is captured by Gibson’s theory of affordances, but since music—in addition to being part of the sonic environment—has aesthetic value, we need to amend the theory to include temporal objects that offer the listener what I call “temporal affordances.” These affordances specify when an action needs to take place, and they emerge in listeners’ embodied interactions with musical sounds. Such musical interactions, which constitute each listener’s enacted knowledge of musical processes, are socially and culturally conditioned from birth, beginning with the earliest communion between an infant and a caregiver, and are driven by another set of constraints in the form of “social affordances” available to each well-adapted listener. By observing musical interactions, we gain insight into the emergence of a level of musical understanding that is inextricably bound up with the passage of time, and in which such passage is manifested. Based on this understanding, my approach implicates both the listening body and the musical temporal object as the co-creators of time.

The time that is thus created is not the objective, spatial time that was so famously and publicly denounced by Henri Bergson.10 Rather, it is lived time—time characterized by a quality that both shapes and is shaped by the dynamics of our interactions with the environment. Merleau-Ponty (2012) argued that it is a time of a single experience of a continually changing present, in which what was once implicit becomes explicit, while what was explicit becomes implicit. I add to this that lived time is enacted. Enaction concerns the view that our minds are not bound by the skull, with the brain forming representations of the external world based on information that is passed on by the perceptual system, but rather that it originates in and is constituted by perceptually guided action (Schiavio et al. 2017). In other words, it is an activity described by the interactions between an organism and its environment. Meaning is something that the organism brings forth within a system that encompasses its neurology, physiology, and the environment in which it is embedded. In particular, enactivism—the intellectual tradition that draws on enaction—focuses on subjective experience in order to consider the role of emotion, affect, and motivation in constituting human cognition (Thompson 2008). According to this view, perception is not a passive effect of an external stimulus, but rather a mutual interaction emerging from skillful bodily activity: as the world solicits certain actions by virtue of the organism’s openness to its own milieu, the organism reconfigures the environment by virtue of those solicited actions. The key here is the fact that the organism is motivated to act on the world, to care about its own survival such that the world shows up as a “correlate of [its] needs and concerns” (Colombetti 2013, 2).

Time in this context is the structure, or meaning, or the significance of the interaction. It emerges from the affordance-driven dynamical system that forms between skillfully acting, affectively motivated agents and an environment to which they are well adapted. We can summarize the main points of time-as-enaction using the following principles:


- Time is an emergent property of one’s active, dynamic, affectively charged engagement with the environment; it is the form that emerges from this engagement.

- Time is a kind of performance in the sense of having a dual character of being culturally sanctioned but also open to individual variation based on the agent’s affective disposition.

- Time is actively generated by a living, animate being. An autonomous organism creates its own conditions of existence in a process of “auto-affection.”

- Enacted time emerges from the exercise of skillful know-how in situated, bodily action. The environment and the skilled agent together create a dynamical system.

- Enacted time exists as the relation between the cognitive agent and the environment. It is not the sole property of either one, and it alters as the relationship changes.

- Enacted time is not perceived; rather, it is experienced. The body of the agent is central to its emergence.



I elaborate these principles by weaving them into the narrative arc of the book, which progresses from the surface of time to its depth, with each chapter serving as a step along this descent. The upshot is that moments in time are characterized by two seemingly mutually exclusive features. On the one hand, they each have a depth that interconnects them through our sense of the past and of the future. Importantly, this interconnection does not directly implicate memory and anticipation, because those already presuppose a sense of past and future: memory and anticipation are present experiences, whereas a sense of the past and future is a sense of something precisely not present. On the other hand, each moment has a distinct feel, or grain, which makes it unique and wholly different from all other moments. There is an affective dichotomy insofar as any given present is at once familiar (because it is something of our creation, where it integrates with other moments of our being) and also strange and foreign (because it happens only that one time, and it can never be recovered). Time is therefore both coherent and incoherent, and we use the concept of time as a tool to both create familiarity and to provide support for the unfamiliar.

In what follows I engage in analyses of examples from contemporary Western art music in which composers, by foregrounding time as a point of concern, offer opportunities to experience the tension between what is familiar and what is not. This effect can be achieved through a number of techniques, including stretching the interval between sonic events beyond the limits of listeners’ working memories, eschewing regularities of pulse and metrical organization, creating musical forms that challenge notions of a linear and uniformly moving time, or using sounds that more readily resemble noise. In all of these situations, as well as others in which something out of the ordinary is happening in the music, time acquires the potential to surge out of its neutral state as the background of our lives and become an object of listeners’ attention. A fluctuation, a slippage, a momentary wobble or vibration in temporality knocks it out of balance and perturbs it just enough for the listener to take notice. I draw on the resources provided by the listening body to identify and analyze these perturbations, in turn illustrating how composers aesthetically extend the temporality of everyday life and impugn our common-sense notions of time.

Chapter 1, “Meaning,” develops two claims that are central to the book’s overall argument. The first is that certain temporal musical objects exist only as ephemera—always remaining outside of symbolic representation. These objects are constituted by lived time. The second claim is that the ephemeral meaning of music consists of its significance, which I define as a practical meaning that arises in the moment of one’s perception of, and action upon, one’s immediate environment. Significance is a process that is enacted in the dyadic relationships between environmental affordances—opportunities for and constraints of action—and a situated agent.

In Chapter 2, “Affordances,” I elaborate on the idea that significance is manifested in music’s affordances relative to listeners’ bodily capabilities. I argue that music is a significant phenomenon because it furnishes listeners with two kinds of affordances: “social affordances,” and what I call “temporal affordances.” These latter affordances specify when an action can be performed, and thus differ from their spatial counterparts, which specify the kinds of actions one can perform. Social and temporal affordances can interact, but current theories of musical affordances are incomplete insofar as they treat music as an environmental sound while deferring its aesthetic value to “higher” cognitive processes. In contrast to these theories, I argue that the process of aestheticization begins precisely when music temporalizes the world for its listeners—that is, when time becomes a point of concern.

Affordance systems are constituted by two elements: the physical world, and the bodies of perceiving organisms. Whereas in Chapter 2 I focused on the former, in Chapter 3 (“Body”) I take a closer look at listeners’ bodily capabilities. I first draw on my own and others’ observational studies to show how listeners’ capacities for movement to music unfold in two distinct ways: (1) by synchronizing with a pulse, and (2) by coordinating their movements with events separated by longer, or uneven, spans of time. I then argue that these two categories of movement constitute a kinesthetic knowledge of music’s temporal processes—of “how music goes.” I develop a comprehensive account of this knowledge as a contextual enactment, through bodily engagement with the world, of the dynamics, affectivity, and intercorporeality of our involvement with the world—as a dynamic feel of living as an animate and environmentally embedded being engaged in some task.

Chapter 4, “Flesh,” connects the notion of affordances with phenomenological investigation to explore how the human body, with its perceptual and animate capabilities, co-creates time together with the sonic environment. I employ Merleau-Ponty’s concept of flesh as an inextricable link between a subjective body and the objective world, and consider how time may be viewed as one of the forms that this link can take. Highlighting the similarities between affordances and flesh—arguing that the former describe the interaction between bodily and environmental capacities, while the latter discloses the structure of the system as a whole—I return to my earlier proposal that music, as a social and temporal affordance, allows us to consider the listener-music interaction as the very source of time. Time here is enacted when, engaged in this interaction, the body slips back-and-forth between its appearance as a physical object submerged in the world and its function as the seat of subjectivity.

Chapters 5 and 6 are intended to more fully demonstrate the analytic capacity of the enactive approach developed earlier in the book. In Chapter 5, “Affectivity,” I draw once again on Merleau-Ponty, as well as recent additions to his work by the neuroscientist Francisco Varela (Verela and Depraz 2005; Varela et al. 1992) and the cultural theorist Mark Hansen (2004a, 2004b), in order to explore how listeners’ fundamental capacity to both affect and be affected by musical sounds generates lived musical time. I illustrate the consequences of this process with an analysis of time and eternity in Louis Andriessen’s monumental work De Tijd (1979–81). In contrast to this focus on “micro-listening,” or an approach that attends to minute sonic fluctuations, in Chapter 6 I look at the enactment of time over the course of an entire piece. This final chapter, titled “Verticality,” presents an analysis of Toshio Hosokawa’s Vertical Time Study I (1993) as a vehicle for examining how the body participates in creating structure in Western contemporary music.

***

My goal in this volume is to open up the music-theoretical dialogue to new ways of thinking about the role of the body in constructing musical meanings, and to explore the consequences of this thinking as it relates to our understanding of the relationship between music and time. That said, this is not explicitly a study of rhythm and meter. In fact, most of the musical examples I analyze forestall a sense of metrical organization, and one in particular—Louis Andriessen’s De Tijd (see Chapter 5)—can hardly be said to employ rhythm (in the conventional sense) at all. Neither am I interested in cataloguing the specific techniques that contemporary composers use to undermine or otherwise highlight various temporal forms. Studies that engage in such analyses typically draw on objective notions of time in order to address the emergence of musical meaning as a response to normative temporal experiences. The method usually assumes a stable ontology of time that is “encoded”—as Robert Hatten (2006) describes it—in specific kinds of musical events, and proceeds by showing how a composer is able to disclose or engender alternative temporal experiences by deviating from those encodings. Although I too am concerned with how contemporary music offers opportunities for new temporal experiences, I cautiously avoid referring to objective time as a standard for comparison. Furthermore, this book is not meant to present an overview of the myriad ways in which contemporary composers themselves think about time and how their concepts are implemented in the sounding material. If anything, I tend to push against the composers’ own words in order to expose and amplify the gaps and cracks between the different philosophical, scientific, and aesthetic traditions that comprise their milieu.

Finally, the scope of the discussion is limited to recent Western classical art music, and I make no explicit claims about the more general applicability of the theoretical or analytical perspective I develop. A more comprehensive project would not only require a synthesis of the vast literature on time and embodiment—perhaps in the form of an original ontology of musical time—and an expansion of repertoire beyond the classical idiom, it would also have to incorporate concepts and musical practices from non-Western cultures. From a pragmatic perspective, this would inflate the present book beyond all limits of manageability. For the same reason, I do not present empirical data as evidence of human embodied–cognitive capacities, but instead use these data as the ground from which I embark upon an analysis of musical practices themselves. Put differently: whereas scientific work on musical embodiment focuses on answering questions about how people hear and comprehend music, here I reflect listening capabilities back onto the musical object in order to ask: “What does how you hear tell me about what you hear?”



1 The exercise, in any case, is redundant, because there already exists a substantial body of literature that addresses this history in detail. Some of it offers a sweeping view of the most influential thinkers on the subject of time, from Plato and Aristotle, through Augustine, Newton, and Einstein, and on to Husserl and Hawking (Bardon 2013; Holford-Strevens 2005). Others focus on a specific figure (Coope 2005; Canales 2015), historical period (Thomas 2018; McGinnis 2013), or school of thought (Hoy 2009; Muldoon 2006).

2 For extensive commentary on the genesis of Carter’s thought, see Bernard (1995). Campbell (2013) discusses these and other composers’ approaches to time from a Deleuzian perspective.

3 There are numerous examples of these approaches in music-theoretical literature. Some of the most influential ones include London (2012), Cohn (1992), and Schachter (1999; see especially “Rhythm and Linear Analysis” and “Aspects of Meter”). Most recently, Yust (2018) emphasizes the spatial representation of time by explicitly connecting musical temporality with a landscape.

4 Several collections of essays have appeared in the last decade that address theoretical and empirical aspects of musical embodiment, including Godøy and Leman (2010), Gritten and King (2006, 2011), and Leman et al. (2017).

5 There is a lot more focus on the performers’ bodies in relation to musical meaning. The list is long, but some of the most influential contributions include Sudnow (1978), Cusick (1994), Mead (1999), Fisher and Lochhead (2002), and Montague (2012). Most recently De Souza (2017) devotes a chapter to listeners, even though the bulk of his book addresses performers. Moreover, Cox (2017) attempts to bridge the split between the body’s role in performance and in listening.

6 Rhythm concerns information contained in the acoustical signal itself: it is the distribution of auditory pressure waves. Meter, by contrast, is the way in which rhythm is organized into regularly recurring, hierarchically organized groups (London 2001). There is some disagreement regarding whether meter is an objective musical property (Poudier 2008), or whether it is the listeners’ cognitive ability (Keller and Burnham 2005), or whether it depends equally on both (London 2012), but general consensus is that there is a categorical difference between things happening at the musical “surface” and their “deeper” organization (Lerdahl and Jackendoff 1983).

7 Some recent examples of studies of rhythm and meter in music theory include Yeston (1974), Lester (1986), Mirka (2009), Malin (2010), Murphy (2009), and Smith (2006). Both have also been studied extensively from a cognitive perspective: see in particular Longuet-Higgins and Lee (1982), Riess Jones (1987), Clarke and Krumhansl (1990), Gjerdingen (1989), and Grahn and Brett (2007). For a thorough review of this literature, see DeGraf (2018).

8 Two more monographs are worth mentioning in this context: Arnie Cox’s Music and Embodied Cognition (2017) (which, although not concerned with time per se, does address the bodily source of our metaphors of time, as well as how our bodies participate in the construction of musical meaning), and Justin London’s Hearing in Time (2012) (which does not explicitly tackle the ontology of time itself, but does incorporate spatial concepts of time into a theory of meter).

9 Krebs (1999) also eschews dichotomies in his theory of meter. To him, meter is “the union of all layers of motion (i.e., series of regularly recurring pulses)” active within a piece of music. He identifies three such layers: the pulse layer, which is “the most quickly moving pervasive series of pulses, generally arising from more or less constant series of attacks on the musical surface”; even more quickly moving are “micropulses,” which are “coloristic embellishments” of meter; and the “interpretive” layer, which is the slowest moving series of regular pulses that is perceptible, and which “allow the listener to ‘interpret’ the raw data of the pulse layer by organizing its pulses into larger units” (23).

10 Bergson makes no explicit appearance in my discussion, but his ideas resonate throughout the writings of most philosophers of time in the twentieth century. On the famous debate between Bergson and Einstein concerning the nature of time, see Canales (2015). Bergson’s most significant critiques of spatial, “scientific” time can be found in his Matière et mémoire (1896) and Essai sur les donneés immédiates de la conscience (1889).


1
Meaning

“Susanna” is the third movement of Andrew Norman’s string trio titled The Companion Guide to Rome (2010).1 This particular movement is a miniature for solo viola, and you can see it in its entirety in Example 1.1. One analytical observation that can be made right away is that it has a very sparse and rudimental pitch structure, containing recognizable elements from common-practice tonality (such as chains of 4–3 suspensions and open fifths) without actually operating within a tonal system. It is somewhat reminiscent of J. S. Bach’s work’s for solo stringed instruments, but Norman does not use any identifiable quotations. In fact, whatever tonal techniques he does employ seem to be mere stock figures that could have come from just about anywhere, used more for their capacity to stand in as markers of archaism than for their motivic potential.

The whole-tone descent in the lowest voice supporting the aforementioned suspensions, and the unusual resolutions of the tritone—at the end of the first system (E–A♯ → E–B) and later in the middle of the second system (A♭–D → A♭–E♭)—together provide a way into the pitch and harmonic structure of the piece. However, an analysis that focused on only these elements would tell but a small part of the story, and would need to be supplemented by an account of how the piece’s meaning is partly constituted by the performer’s body.2 The violist is instructed to apply heavy pressure to the bow while initially shaking it and, later, moving it very slowly, producing sounds that barely escape the instrument. From an almost inaudible G♯–B dyad in the opening, to the full-throated broken chords in the third line of the score, there is a gradual opening of sound, an increase in clarity that corresponds with the upsurge of dynamics. A dominant-like C–B suspension against an open G–D fifth suggests imminent tonal closure, but the sound is arrested once again. Finally, in a last-ditch effort, the music lunges into an exasperated climax on a broken d-minor triad, only to be brutally and summarily choked by the violist’s heavy bow.



Example 1.1Andrew Norman, “Susanna” from The Companion Guide to Rome. Copyright © Schott Music Corporation, New York, NY. All rights reserved. Used by permission of European American Music Distributors Company, sole U.S. and Canadian agent for Schott Music Corporation, New York, NY.
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The body of the performer becomes implicated in the constitution of what I would like to call emergent and transient musical objects. These are objects that lack the kind of stability that characterizes objects that usually concern music analysts—pitches, chords, rhythms, and so on. Instead, they are fleeting phenomena that occur in the corporeal relationships between performers and listeners, arising and dissolving together with the upsurge of time. If they can be said to exist at all, they do so only in the sense that forces do: exerting influence without betraying their materiality. Yet despite their ephemerality and evanescence, they are nevertheless empirically real insofar as they are the felt qualities of one’s encounter with a piece of music.

In the case of “Susanna,” the body of the violist does not merely reproduce notated pitches, but quite forcefully conceals “normal” sounds behind the harshness and awkwardness of the stutters and the shakes. While it is true that these stutters and shakes can be represented symbolically—as the composer did in the score—their auditory effect evades visual apprehension, lingering only as a particular aspect of the intercorporeal network established during a performance. Rather than something extra-musical, the violist’s body is very much an indissoluble element of the music. Sounds function as vehicles for a body caught up in an action that urges musical interpretation. In light of this, a more thorough analysis might weave, for example, stories of how sounds signify particular kinds of bodily exertions, and what those exertions might, in turn, signify of the person producing them; or perhaps stories about St. Susanna, the third-century Christian martyr and patron of the Roman church who inspired this movement;3 or maybe even stories that critique and challenge our societal assumptions regarding bodily norms and abilities. In all these cases, there is a human agency latent within sound, a gesture that gives it life and becomes the (transient and emergent) object of analytical attention.

Let us delve a bit into this agency, this gesture: Who makes it? What is its musical significance? How do we incorporate it into our analytical stories?

The human body seems to stand in for someone who is more than a mere collection of his or her parts. A “self” or a “subject” appears to inhabit the body and give it character—playful, lustful, sick, angry, fragile, powerful, confident, timid, and so on. Below I will give some nuance to this claim, but for now let us continue with the ostensibly incontrovertible assumption that people have bodies, and what those bodies do is a direct expression of a concealed entity—call it the subject, the mind, consciousness—that guides them. In ordinary circumstances, subjectivity is on full display, manifested in the body’s postures and actions.

However, as Naomi Cumming (2000) has argued, musicians’ bodies signify this subjectivity somewhat differently, because they exist in a liminal space between pure physicality (exemplified by the sheer athleticism of technical facility) and pure musicality (mediated and interpreted as particular kinds of sonic signs). As such, it becomes possible to conflate sounds with musicians’ identities because “the characteristics of sound are the aural ‘marks’ of bodily actions” (22). Even without the visual cues of a live performance, “the impression of ‘personality’ can be gained subliminally through the markers in sound of what seem to be the performer’s characteristic physical responses” (22). On this view, when listening to a recording we do not merely attend to the sounds, but simultaneously construct a body that produced them (or one that we imagine could have produced them).

For Cumming this attention to something that exceeds the acoustical signal constitutes the heart of musical experience. For example, a so-called singing violin sound (as highly desirable as it is elusive) does not emerge because this sound merely refers to vocality, or because the violinist imitates the singing voice with the instrument. Rather, Cumming claims that listeners interpret it as emanating directly from the violin because “singing” is “heard as belonging to a sound” (2000, 75).4

The pedagogical tradition of comparing sounds of stringed instruments to singing goes back at least to Leopold Mozart’s Treatise on the Fundamental Principles of Violin Playing, where he writes that “singing is at all times the aim of every instrumentalist” (Mozart [1756] 1951, 102). In the same passage—particularly relevant to Norman’s “Susanna”—he further praises the human voice for its ability to “[glide] quite easily from one note to another,” without creating a break between notes except to produce “some special kind of expression, or the divisions or rests of the phrase demand one” (102).5 Because of this long history of associations, the sounds that the violist makes in “Susanna” can be heard as violating a well-established norm, marking them as pathological (stuttering, choking, etc.). In turn, this allows the listener to create an image of a body that might produce these sounds, a body that struggles to express itself, a body engaged in some excruciatingly difficult and painful labor, fighting to liberate itself from whatever internal or external power is trying to suppress it.

But remember that for Cumming vocal pathologies belong to the sound and not to the body of the performer. This means that we are not dealing with the real, physical human body directly engaged in making sounds. The violist in “Susanna” is not literally choking or stuttering. Instead, Cumming proposes that performers project what she calls “presence,” which is a body created metaphorically through acts of interpretation. Bodily presence in sound is mediated by language or other representations—it is a sign. Or, to use another of Cumming’s terms, the sound conveys a “virtual agency,” akin to Edward T. Cone’s “persona” or Carolyn Abbate’s “figural subject” (Cone 1974; Abbate 1991). These agents, personae, and subjects all take the human body as their (imagined) form, but it is not a body made of flesh and bones. Instead, it is a body created in the semiotic act of listening, a body that is unrestrained by physical laws and hence capable of superhuman feats. In short, it is a body that has been defleshed and deboned. This somewhat grotesque act of butchery displaces the immediacy of communication between performers and listeners, turning it in to an “illusion,” a “mediating representation” created by the performer’s negotiation of “the mediating space between physicality and interpreted gestural motion” (Cumming 2000, 160). Presence here is a construct, an effect of semiotic play.

Perhaps sometimes this semiotic play is necessary to create a distance between ourselves and the music, an act reminiscent of Homer’s Odysseus tying himself to the mast of his ship in order to experience the treacherous song of the Sirens. (I will return to this image.) But contrary to Cumming, I propose that the presence of the body in “Susanna” is not created at a distance, over a culturally mediating space full of promises of safety and aesthetic enjoyment. We are not dealing here with a body that is a product of our imagination, nor is the intimacy enacted by the performer a mere effect of interpretive work, an extra-musical appendage in excess of the notes themselves. No, these are not the sounds of nobody: these are sounds made by real flesh and blood and stained by pathology and violence. The relation between performer and listener is immediate precisely because sounds mark the bodies that produce them: sounds and bodies are indissoluble.

Certainly, the nature of this relation may not be fully captured by metaphorical descriptions like “stuttering” and “choking.” When I hear this piece I do not have the urge to leap onto the stage and start administering the Heimlich maneuver to the (likely bewildered) violist. Nevertheless, I want to suggest that the whole point of “Susanna” is to hear the body that makes the sound, not just the one imagined in it; to hear the violist defy and defile those very modes of sound production that constitute our Western performance tradition; to hear her body tense up, fold up, force itself into shapes and gestures that transgress everything she has painstakingly cultivated through years of study. The communion thus established between the performer and her listeners is far from an illusion created by semiotic play, but instead is as real and as moving as those between bodies engaged in intimate—if violent—nonmusical acts. For, in a manner that is reminiscent of Luciano Berio’s Visage (1961 for voice and tape), there is something violent—almost brutal—in how sounds are wrought out of the instrument.

Like the performer of “Susanna,” I too play a string instrument, hence the brutality of the deed is likely to be more vivid for me than for a pianist, or a singer, or a listener who has never engaged in musical performance. At any rate, the intensity of the encounter is not at stake here. I raise it to illustrate how the physical communion between performer and listener brings forth those emergent and transient musical objects I mentioned in the beginning, objects that may not necessarily be concrete and precise, but are nonetheless experientially genuine and transformative. It does so because, in addition to the aforementioned commonly held view that a subject inhabits the body and is responsible for its doings, we also are our bodies. We do not merely have them; bodiliness is not just a matter of possession, as if the fleshy mass simply adhered to our disembodied “selves.” Instead, one of the central claims of this book—to be given fuller treatment in Chapter 3—is that our subjectivity is constituted by the very bodies that we are, and that this has important consequences for how we consider time in music.

An approach that regards the intimate link between performer and listener as a mediating illusion—one that listens to the piece, as it were, from the comfortable distance of semiosis—would not create a sufficiently rewarding listening experience. In contrast to Cumming’s claims, the manner in which Norman directs the violist to perform the piece does not merely inscribe the body in the sound, but also makes it so that the sound is heard as explicitly issuing from a very real, physically present body. And it is the tangible corporeality—corpo-reality—of this body that becomes musically meaningful. The question, then, is how to harness this corporeal meaning and make it a part of our analytical stories.

Musical Objects

Part of the problem with including corporeal relations in our analyses is that these relations are not easily extricated from the time in which they unfold. Indeed, our ability to talk about musical processes is largely founded on our capacity to turn them into quasi-objects, which is why so much effort is put into finding convincing ways of segmenting music.6 The incessant flow of events has to be partitioned into chunks that are significant in and of themselves, outside of temporal passage. To be convincing and intersubjectively agreed upon, this partitioning must be rendered on the basis of justifiable criteria, such as changes in pitch, harmony, rhythm, contour, articulations, and so on (Hanninen 2012). Rather than having to rely on our fleeting and imperfect memories, we give coherence to our thoughts by removing music from flux. Only when music becomes a fixed entity, resistant to the disintegration that is characteristic of temporal objects, can we give it meaning by pointing to other, non-musical entities (Carpenter 1967).7

This process of fixing and pointing requires that the entity in question endure on its own, or be made to endure in a way that facilitates transmission. Why this is the case can be gleaned from Cumming’s use of Peircean semiotics as a gateway into the formation of musical meaning. On this approach, sounds function as signs by pointing to things outside of themselves, but in order to be apprehended as such by a listener, the external reference has to be reproducible (Cumming 2000, 28). It must be somehow imprinted on the listener through repeated patterns of activity. It is this process of imprinting—this reproduction—that I appeal to when I say that we give coherence to our thoughts: a pattern of activity that carries a particular meaning has to have features that are recognizable from one iteration to another. For this to happen, the relevant pattern has to be temporally bounded, otherwise it would not be reproducible but would merely constitute a continuous production of something new—an idea I will take up in Chapter 6. Sound considered on its own has no such bounds; instead, these bounds have to be created by the listener, making segmentation a necessary aspect of music analysis. This is what I mean by enduring musical objects. Their creation is a process that has obvious advantages in various forms of communication. I call this a “referential” view, whereby “anything acquires meaning if it is connected with, or indicates, or refers to, something beyond itself, so that its full nature points to and is revealed in that connection” (Cohen 1946, 47).8 As shown in Figure 1.1, meaning here emerges from a process of triangulation: (1) the acoustical signal is a phenomenon to be interpreted by pointing to (2) a linguistic, symbolic, or gestural musical object for which it stands, created by (3) the interpretive act of a listener who furnishes the conceptual framework for this particular relation by drawing on his or her personal and socio-cultural background.9
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Figure 1.1Triangulation of musical meaning.



Referential approaches essentially create non-temporal musical objects that can be compared to other objects, stored for later retrieval, or manipulated using various operations. Here, I do not mean to suggest that the enduring object itself cannot have temporal features. For example, a musical object recognizable as an “authentic cadence” consists of a temporally ordered sequence of harmonies, and this temporal ordering is crucial for us to be able to identify the object as such. Rather, what I wish to emphasize is that this particular sequence acquires a kind of stability that allows it to endure on its own as a repeatable pattern. Its features can be identified with enough precision to accurately reproduce the sequence regardless of how it unfolds in real time. This reproducibility proves to be quite efficient when dealing with ephemera like music, because it facilitates the emergence of a joint attentional framework which can serve as a discursive base (Tomasello 1999). There is a stable relationship between sounds and extra-sonic representations, a relationship that remains long after the process has ended. Such referentiality works well whenever one finds substantial inter-opus agreement about the properties that the objects in question should have. For example, if we were interested in how a sonority that is identified as a “g-minor root-position triad” functions in different contexts, we need not concern ourselves with all of its characteristics, but only those that it has in common with other sonorities that can also be labeled as “g-minor root-position triads.” From this perspective, the opening chord of Bach’s Partita No. 1 for Solo Violin (BWV 1001) is of the same type as the chord found on beat three of m. 2 in the same piece, or even on the downbeat of m. 3 of Mozart’s Symphony No. 40, K. 550 (see Example 1.2). Our recognition of this relationship is grounded in our broader capacity for categorization, a basic cognitive skill that allows us to function efficiently in our environment (Zbikowski 2002). Rather than having to redefine each g-minor root-position triad from scratch, the process allows us to set aside what happens while the sound unfolds, and to focus our attention on other pertinent aspects, such as when a similar sonority occurs in the piece, or how much time it takes before it is supplanted by a different sonority.



Example 1.2a J. S. Bach, Sonata for Solo Violin in G-minor, BWV 1001, Adagio, mm. 1–2.
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Example 1.2b W. A. Mozart, Symphony No. 40 in G-minor, K. 550, mm. 1–7.

[image: image]



Yet composers increasingly create sounds that are difficult to inscribe using existing representations, or to describe using commonly found terms. As a case in point, consider “60 Pieces of Sound” (2009) by Jürg Frey, an Austrian composer who is one of the members of the Cage-inspired Wandelweiser group.10 Here, the listener is presented with sixty “blocks” of sound, each standing like a monolith separated from the others by long stretches of silence. If we focus on the plural noun in the title, then we might be led to believe that these sonorities are meant to be appreciated as somewhat autonomous units, perfectly suited to carry the designation of a “musical object.” The underlying assumption is that we are dealing with a single sound splintered into sixty parts. Yet the complexity of these sonorities, and, importantly, their changing quality over the course of their duration, injects some ambiguity into this interpretation. On the one hand, it is possible to think of the pieces as arranged linearly, like dominos, such that putting them together would result in one long, metamorphosing sound. This hearing would focus on the connection between successive sounds, filling each silence with anticipation of how the just-heard process might continue. On the other hand, it is equally plausible to consider each “block” as part of a three-dimensional object that has been broken up into fragments, “originally” having sounded together. Here, instead of linear development, our attention would be on music as it folds over itself like an origami sculpture, requiring us to remember—or at the very least have a feel for—how the pieces fit together.

This interpretive ambiguity results from the fact that the unfolding of these sonorities is coexistent with the time it takes us to experience them; they are never present in their entirety. Only when their sound disappears can anything approaching a “musical object” emerge through the referential process of semiotic triangulation—but by then our attention is already drawn to something else, making it impossible to establish a definitive relationship between the titular pieces. Like the emergent and transient intercorporeal relations in “Susanna,” the sounds of “60 Pieces” cannot be extricated from their becoming without losing something of their essence.11 Useful in this regard is Helmut Lachenmann’s distinction between sounds that can be perceived as objects and sounds that can be perceived as processes. In the former case, a sound object achieves its full characteristic expression before the auditory signal ends—think, for example, of a static sustained chord. The object’s features are exhausted while it is still sounding, and once they have been identified, we no longer have to attend to this object’s unfolding. By contrast, a sound process lasts precisely as long as its duration in real time; it unfolds without fully revealing itself (Lachenmann 1996; in Tsao 2014). A process must be considered as a whole in tandem with its duration. Put differently, attending to a process requires a consideration of its temporal nature. Frey’s sonic blocks, which are characterized by continual changes of timbre and intensity, belong in this latter category.

Although the main focus of this book is more recent repertory—a choice driven largely by opportunities for developing novel analytical approaches—the notion that processes must be regarded as inextricably linked with their temporal unfolding also extends to the music of other historical periods, and includes the Bach and Mozart examples mentioned earlier. To consider the former, in addition to identifying the opening chord of BWV 1001 as a g-minor root-position triad, one would be remiss not to attend to the special technique that a violinist has to employ in order to “break” the chord. Due to the physical structure of the instrument, the sonority must gradually morph from an open-string fifth (G–D), which rings unencumbered as it supports the addition of the mode-defining third (B♭), all of which then disappear, one by one, until what is left sounding is the high G5.12 The process can be languorous and meditative (as in Anna Göckel’s contemplative rendition13), or brisk and incisive (an interpretation favored by Shlomo Mintz14 and Nathan Milstein15), but in each case the highest pitch emerges as if from a lifting fog, achieved through a process, rather than freely given. It is the very first sound we hear in this piece, which sets up a contrast with the similarly labeled chord in the third measure of K. 550. There, the “g-minor root-position triad” is a repetition of what came earlier, a reiteration in the midst of the ongoing stream that eventually coalesces into the symphony’s primary theme. Unlike the Bach sonority, it is a true simultaneity: the pitches that give this chord its name are present all at once. And yet it too is not an object. Like the temporally spread out opening of BWV 1001, it is a process, unfolding with characteristic breathlessness, its urgency underscored by the agitated arpeggiation in the violas and the repeated upper-neighbor motif in the violins. Indeed, this triad is constitutive of an even larger process, one which establishes the g-minor as the home key and only changes with the arrival of a new harmony—a half-diminished seventh-chord in third inversion—on the downbeat of m. 5.

The point is that these intangible musical processes resist being crystallized in symbols. Over the centuries, of course, composers, performers, and theorists have developed ways of doing precisely that, and one could easily come up with notation that would help with categorizing the processes heard in “60 Pieces” and “Susanna.” Resistance can be overcome—by force if necessary—but such overcoming voids those processes of any on-the-edge indeterminacy, making them listless and barren. I am not referring here to the symbolic representation that is the purview of composers: scores in the Western musical tradition serve to impart instructions to performers, and are thus an essential element of how music is conceived. Rather, what concerns me is the analytical method itself—the way in which the auditory signal is recaptured in order for the analyst to come to a fuller understanding of its meaning. To identify musical processes by their function, or to assign to them unique labels, is to impose on them an ontological stability that inevitably forestalls the flow of time. Assigning an identity to musical processes renders them impervious to flux: having been given a function, they endure even after their material existence as sound pressure waves has long faded into the past. Although such assignation allows us to treat sound processes like physical objects—manipulating and transporting them across domains in ways similar to chords, pitches, harmonic functions, and intervals—doing so asserts a value that inevitably and irrecoverably changes their nature by attempting to mitigate (instead of embracing) their temporality. Time can subsequently be re-injected into the analytical model, but by then it has lost much of its efficacy. The problem is one of conceptualizing both time and music in a way that keeps them interwoven.

Objective Time

To do that—to embrace the temporality of musical processes—is to heed Christopher Hasty’s admonition to take time seriously (Hasty 1997, 303). It is to think of the ontological status of musical processes as fundamentally constituted by how they become, how the very ongoingness of time and its refusal to remain fixed inheres in them as an inextricable aspect of their being.16 Yet this task is not so easily accomplished. Despite Jonathan Kramer’s claim that music “becomes meaningful in and through time” (1988, 1), Victor Zuckerkandl’s affirmation that it is “the temporal art par excellence” (1956, 151; see also Hasty 1997, 20), or Robert Morgan’s even more emphatic declaration that “there is no question, of course, that music is a temporal art” (1980, 527), Norman’s and Frey’s pieces offer two different illustrations of how the relationship between musical meaning and time can be equivocal.17 In the former case, the ephemerality and evanescence of the network of relationships between a performer and her listeners makes it difficult to extricate the resulting corporeal sensibility from temporal flow without jeopardizing the nuanced ways in which real, fleshy bodies constitute musical meaning. Time in “Susanna” is not just a container within which the piece unfolds; it is created by the bodily interactions of participants. Meanwhile, “60 Pieces” is made up of blocks that reveal themselves to be in flux, making time their constitutive, inextricable dimension. Once again, the form of sound emerges in the process of its unfolding, not as a temporal shape that exists beforehand.

Perhaps there is a fair degree of contingency at work in proclamations of music’s temporality, insofar as the tools for analyzing musical time have been largely developed in the context of common-practice tonality.
OEBPS/img/logo1.gif
OXFORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS





OEBPS/img/oso-9780190080204-graphic-003.gif
III. SUSANNA

start with the bow on the strng
begin shaking,inermitently a s - - - then more regularly
Teta few short sounds escape from the strings

DN AW WY WYV v o e
| —_ —_

_gradually fet more short sounds escape until

T

| IS | ) s I 11011110

i

é

the bow s stutering (as quiety as possibl) - back (o shaking sutering- -

JNNEE OO AAORRRAA 000 SR 0T 00 T 0oy IW-MW\'HNIkWIIWWWwI HIV‘ VY NN L NAEE 0O 000 T 00 OO0 O RO 0O OO0 O 0 MY Y
lu] i . .

. I e e

B i ot e e

= = g—p—p——s 7 —Fo {270

= ¢ 3 | T

rerp
sopthobow
e to
sy ke
= [A— e O
ord. NN ord.  INIMIRINIIN ord. QLTI R % i ord. 0 ——
m oV m V. > > oA~ Y s - . 1
> . S e > 2> 2 Ne s 7 5 e e n
3 e — o s o ’ - = >
b =1 E ——
7 7 = == =R —
— -
‘gradually phase the sturtering into shaking
_ _stutter etc. and the shaking into stillness
W\’V DA TIE T IR0 i DR B v | T SO0 O IO 0000 00 S NI 00 0 OO 0 00 00 OMAND D 00 DND 0 v 0O OO0 D W0 ) DN Wi vy
e e 2 e to ot
— s e e
; i —

shake
VAASTHWANWIW  Place the bow (near the frog) on the stings with heavy pressure,
Shake the bow in sl and quick up and down motions while maintaining the same point of contact vith the srings.
‘One should be able o shake the bow and strings in this mannes without etfing any sound escape the instrument.
Crescendos and diminuendos affect the amplitude of the shaking, and can be added at wi
Gradually,as marked, Tet small short sounds escape as the shaking transforms to stufering.

stutter
LI 1 Move the bow very slowls, with sufficient pressure such that the tone breaks up into ltle, iregular starts and stops
‘With the right amount of continuous pressure, these little sounds do not need separate impulses from the arm.
Rather, they will emerge naturally from the "stickiness" of the bow on the siring.
‘The speed of the suttering need not, and should not,be totally consian.
‘The changing distances between vertical marks arc used only to convey an overall ¢ffect of rregularity, not to convey specific speed changes in the stuttering.
Change bows freely as nesded to maintain the effect.





OEBPS/nav.xhtml


	

	

	

		Title Page



		Copyright Page



		Dedication



		Contents



		Acknowledgments



		Introduction



		Lines



		Music and Time



		Enacting Musical Time











		1. Meaning



		Musical Objects



		Objective Time









































		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		xii





		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































OEBPS/img/cover.jpg
THE BODILY
EXPERIENCE OF
NEW MUSIC

MARIUSZ
KOZAK

OXFORD STUDIES IN MUSIC THEORY






OEBPS/img/oso-9780190080204-graphic-005.gif
*






OEBPS/img/oso-9780190080204-graphic-004.gif
EEE-%,MQ
se s, epm






OEBPS/img/oso-9780190080204-graphic-006.gif
Musical
meaning

Acoustical
signal

Listener






OEBPS/img/logo.gif
OXFORD

UNIVERSITY PRESS





