



















































































































































































































































































































































































HAUPTMANN AND SCHENKER 123

Figure 1: Hauptmann'’s Model for Major Keys

I
I — III—1I1
C E G
I — II
I ITT II I ITT II
F A C e G C e G b D
I ITT II I ITIT II
Il ——— II] @ ——— 1II
I IIT 1II I IIT II
F a C e G b D ’
I IIT II

In addition, within the minor key scheme, the determined II, the tonic root by more
traditional reckoning, takes on a function as negative I itself, and thus determines its
subdominant. The triad of triads that comprise the minor tonality is generated
through the inherent conflict within the notes between “being negatively generated”
and “negatively generating another.” Thus, in the sense that opposition inheres in the
conflict between active and passive function, the formulation for the minor key is
analogous to that for the major. The third stage in key formation, union, is depicted in

Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Union in the Minor Key Scheme

II 111 I I IIT II
F ab C eb G bb D
11 IIT I

In his discussion of meter, the concept of passive and active functions is applied to
durational spans, and Hauptmann formulates his theory of meter and accent based on
their interaction. For example, the first span of a pair determines the second, and it is
the determining span that therefore normally receives accentual preference.

The double determination of notes, or, in the case of meter, of durational spans, is
thus principally based on a conflict of meaning, negative and positive, or generative
and generated. It is this opposition that requires resolution though dialectical
Aufhebung. To clarify further, let’s return to Figure 1.

At the top of each stage in the dialectic, Hauptmann places its roman numeral
notation. Thus [ is placed above the triad C e G, I—II is placed above the opposition of
Fa Ce G against Ce G b D, and I—III—II is above the third stage, which depicts key
unity. Hauptmann’s commentary on the figure is helpful in understanding what he
has in mind. The sense that stage two of the dialectic is rent within itself is made clear.

22. To understand such a scheme rightly, let it be observed once and for all, that by
symbol I—II is expressed, not a first and second, but the standing apart of opposite
determinations, and by III, not a third or triple, but the coming together of the same. 17

The formation of triad is more basic than the formation of key. This is the source of
‘Hauptmann’s alternate names for the dialectical stages, octave, fifth, and third, names
that he applies to metric functions as well as to pitch. At the beginning of his treatise,
Hauptmann claims that a theory of harmony cannot be based on ratios between
partials alone. He wants qualitative distinctions to complement guantitative ones.
Nonetheless, he is clearly influenced by the divisions of a string in positing octave,
fifth, and third, in that order, as the basis for his three-stage dialectic. The first
question that is likely to arise is why octave and not fundamental? The second

17 Hauptmann, 11.
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HAUPTMANN AND SCHENKER 125

question is, in what sense is the fifth representative of opposition? As I have
formulated the question, how is it rent within itself?

Hauptmann is not as clear as he might be in explaining his choice of octave, rather
than fundamental, to represent unity. In my understanding, Hauptmann'’s choice
implies a lower level of dialectic that is not made explicit within the treatise but which
has a clear analogue in Hegelian thought. A subject, Hegel would say, cannot know
itself except through experiencing itself, as it were “outside of itself.” The first stage,
“in itself” is complemented by the second, “for itself,” and leads to a third unity of the
whole “in and for itself.”18

Hauptmann'’s description of the triad is based on what he calls “directly intelligible
intervals.” The intervals recieve their intelligibilty by their relations to the root or
whole. Hauptmann characterizes the unity of the octave as a kind of self facing self, as
he says it, “the half determines an equal to itself as other half.” I would say that this
opposition of equals, that leads to the description of octave as Unity, is found within a
three-stage dialectic where root is the whole “in itself,” the division of the whole into
two parts is the opposition of equals, and the interval of octave, as union, is the
binding of root and octave, to form a higher unity. ‘

The model of “half determining an equal to itself,” becomes a fundamental model
for unity in Hauptmann’s system, and he applies it to meter in exact analogy to his
application in harmony. We need two beats to define one time span, but metric
continuity requires two time spans to define a metrical whole. This determination in
meter is as the octave is in harmony. To my mind, the most strained, although perhaps
the most ingenious explanation in Hauptmann, is that of the fifth as embodying
opposition requiring and achieving union through the third. Whereas octave implies a
1-to-1 relationship among the parts of a vibrating string, the fifth, with 25 sounding,
implies a 2-to-1 relationship. For Hauptmann this indicates “opposition with itself.”
The vibrating body is divided into unequal parts, and we need another relationship
that will bind the equality of octave with the inequality of fifth. That is the third. Four-
fifths are sounding and so the relationship of parts is 4 to 1. Hauptmann interprets this
as 2:2:1, and claims unity in the multiplicand (the “two” in “twice two”) and

18 One of Hegel’s formulations for the three-stage dialectic is denoted by the progression of Geist from
“an sich” [“in itself”], through “fir sich” [“for itself”], to “anundfirsich” [“in and for itself”]. Charles
Taylor’s commentary is helpful. In the second stage being is exteriorized:

it is] as it were “before itself.” ...But this means that it at first loses its self-identity; Geist is lost

in external reality. But in returning to adequate self-knowledge Geist realizes a kind of
combination of the first two stages..

See Charles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1975), 112
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opposition or duality in the multiplier (‘twice” in “twice two”). The reasoning here,
even given the context which requires suspension of quotidian standards of reason, is
difficult to feel comfortable with. Yet Hauptmann’s intention is clear. He wants to
conceive of third as relating to octave and to fifth, and thereby mediating between
them. If we state this property in terms of David Lewin’s model for transformation
graphs and networks, we can say that third can “communicate” with both fifth and
octave, that is, it shares an equivalency relation with each, and through its presence
the transformation network is “connected,” that is octave and fifth “communicate”
with one another through third.19

The dialectical process of octave, fifth, and third, is actually clearer in
Hauptmann'’s presentation of the meter. I have already discussed the metric analogue
to octave. This, along with Hauptmann’s models for triple and quadruple time, is
presented in Figure 3.

Hauptmann explains his metric model as a dynamic one. He is interested in the
accretion of durational spans, he takes each successive span into account as it is
formed, and within each metric frame he considers all durations that begin with each
succesive attack point.20

Just as the division 2:1 was conceived of as opposition within the triadic fifth, the
span in the middle of the model for triple meter is conceived of as inherently rent
within itself. It is the second half of the first double span, and also the first half of the
second double span. If you imagine three complete and equal time spans, and pay
attention to the durations of equal parts that comprise spans one and two, it is not
hard to imagine next the shift of a double time span comprising durations two and
three, as Hauptmann suggests. In Hauptmann'’s passive-active paradigm, span two is
both determined by span one, and thus passive, and determines in turn span three
and is thus active. Its Trennung exists within itself.

19 David Lewin, Generalized Musical Intervals and Transformations (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1987), Chapters 7 through 10, and in particular, Chapter 9, pp. 193-194. In fact, the left hand side of
Lewin'’s Figure 9.1, which Lewin presents as an abstract model, can be used to represent Hauptmann'’s
model for the triad.

20 Once again, Hauptmann’s model shares properties with one that Lewin has proposed. See, “Some
Investigations into Foreground Rhythmic and Metric Patterning,” Special Topics in Music Theory, ed.
Richmond Browne (New York: Academic Press, 1981), 101-37. Lewin’s theory of rhythm is explored
further in Generalized Musical Intervals and Transformations, especially in Chapters 3 and 4.
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HAUPTMANN AND SCHENKER 127

Figure 3. Hauptmann’s Models for 2, 3, and 4 Timed Meters

In quadruple meter, the fourth span forms a union through reconciling the
opposition within its first three parts. The completion of the fourth span creates an
equal to the first double span, and also reconciles the double determination of the
second span of three by forming the third span of four which like the second of three
is determined as a second, and determines as a first. (It's instructive to trace out the
progress of Hauptman’s model as a succession of events.)

Another interesting adaptation of Hauptmann’s notion of opposition through
double meaning is in his discussion of seventh chords. He conceptualizes seventh
chords as the coincidence of two overlapping triads. This is shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Hauptmann'’s Model for Seventh Chords
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For example, in the seventh chord e G b D, G and b belong both to e G b and to G b D.
Hauptmann considers the boundary tones, e and D to be be without direct relation,
and because G and b belong to two triads, they are considered to be doubly
determined. I find Hauptmann'’s explanation of resolution particularly interesting.
Figure 4b and 4c show the 7 chord moving through a suspension chord and then to a
potential resolution. (The figure is based on Number 134 in Hauptmann.
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Hauptmann’s example is without musical notation, and hence without voice-leading.
He also places his example in the key of C major, and so resolves to minor triads in
each case.) As Hauptmann explains it, the doubly determined G and b move to a,
which itself, within the suspension, is doubly determined. It can function as the
dialectical I (as in 4b), or it can function as the dialectical II (as in 4c). The
interpretation as dialectical I is preferable because it allows the doubly determined
note to have active rather than passive function.

The dominant 7th chord is a special case. On the one hand, Hauptmann makes it
clear that, like other seventh chords, he considers the dominant to comprise two
triads. In C major, G b D and b D/F. On the other hand, because the outer terms
comprise the root notes of the dominant and subdominant chords for the key, they
summarize the opposition that inheres in stage two of the dialectic that is depicted in
Figure 1. The doubly determined b and D within the chord move to C which is then
rent within as having a dominant (G) and being a dominant (to F). The final resolution
thus asserts the tonic’s role as generator.

169. This seventh chord has the same importance in the key as dissonance which the
tonic triad possesses as consonance. The former refers unambiguously to the latter; for
it is precisely the root of the tonic triad itself, which is here set at two in itself by the
two dissonant notes, and its unity restored by the resolution. Therefore it is that this
seventh chord leads to the perfect cadence.2!

In each case we haved studied, dissonance, whether in terms of pitch or in terms of
meter, arises because of a double determination. As I have suggested, the dialectical
stage of opposition not only indicates a second function opposed to a first, but a
function whose inherent meaning is split within itself.

In contrast to Hauptmann, Schenker’s paradigms for dissonance, the neighbor note
and the passing tone, are not conceptualized as divided from within. The notion of
double determination, in Hauptmann’s sense, is alien to the Schenkerian point of
view. As we have already noticed, there is no structural level that is conceived of as
being in inherent self-conflict. The tension among levels arises from the relative scope
of their dialectical unfoldings, and except for this, all Schenkerian levels are in
agreement. The notational conveniences that might make it seem that a note has
changed function (e.g., a neighbor in the middleground might be a tone which is
prolonged in the foreground), only indicate that a tone can function in several ways at
once without any sense of self~contradiction. To put it another way, a note can have a

21 Hauptmann, 89.
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‘thick’ function and operate on several levels, or its function may be ‘thin,’ so that it
operates solely in the foreground.

Whereas Hauptmann’s notion of Trennung divides the function of tonic so that it is
active in relation to dominant and passive in relation to subdominant, the tonal
dialectic in Schenkerian thought requires only three successive terms tonic-dominant-
tonic. Each theorist remains consistent within his own adaptation of a dialectical
process.

Whereas Hauptmann’s theory is clearly based on the compositional practices that
he knew, and thus is not as abstract as it might at first seem to be, Schenker deals with
real pieces, and the dialectical processes that he describes are embedded in subtle and
complex contexts. I will close this paper by considering aspects of Schenker’s
teleological organicism.

Schenker’s vitalism is clearly at odds with an interpretation that views his graphs
as depicting timeless structures. A reading of Schenker that considers his time in
Platonic or Neoplatonic terms is, in my mind, untenable.

A clear indication of Schenker’s attitude is found near the beginning of Der freie
Satz.

The goal and the course to the goal are primary. Content comes afterward: without a
goal there can be no content.

In the art of music, as in life, motion toward the goal encounters obstacles, reverses,
disappointments, and involves great distances, detours, expansions, interpolations,
and, in short, retardations of all kinds. Therein lies the source of all artistic delaying,
from which the creative mind can derive content that is ever new. Thus we hear in the
middleground and foreground an almost dramatic course of events.Z2

The idea of goal or potential as primary should not be read to indicate that time is
flattened out but rather to indicate that the creative urge includes the creation of
time/ space in its striving to be, which is a striving to fulfill its potential. This is a basic
Hegelian notion. For Hegel, phenomena are real and time is real. Time is the necessary
medium for the realization of self-positing Geist. Even though Hegel conceptualizes
universal history as a unified and directed whole, truths for him are not timeless,
truths are manifest only through time. The change in attitude toward time is one of
the most profound differences between Hegel and Kant; this was noted by Hegel’s
contemporaries, Schopenhauer among them, and by subsequent generations of
philosophers as well. Their respective attitudes toward time link Kant with Plato, and
Hegel with Aristotle. The Kantian noumenal world, which is outside of time and
space, does not exist for Hegel.

22 Schenbker, 5.
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The intellectual source for Schenker’s conception of motion toward a goal
encountering obstacles and reverses is almost certainly Hegel’s confrontation with
Kant’s notion of history.

A paragraph from the beginning of his chapter on the middleground will serve as
another indication of Schenker’s teleological organicism:

The fundamental structure shows us how the chord of nature comes to life through a
vital natural power. But the primal power of this established motion must grow and
live its own full life: that which is born to life strives to fulfill itself with the power of
nature. For this reason, it is not artistically accurate to consider the voice-leading
transformations merely superficial variations.23

A recent study of Schenker’s conception of the Ursatz makes the analogy between
Neoplatonic emanationism and the structural levels in Schenkerian thought.?¢ The
study at one point characterizes the background as representing reality and the
tranformations through structural levels as approaching the world of apppearances.
This reading might fit well within a Schopenhauer-influenced model, but not within
one that is Hegelian. But, the study also posits Schenker’s organicism and his
teleology and evidently sees no conflict between asserting that the Schenker of Der
freie Satz is organic and teleological and Neoplatonic as well. I find the combination of
elements to be mutually contradictory (like Jimmy Carter’s famous trip to the Jewish
deli wherein he ordered a corned-beef sandwich with a glass of milk). It is a strange
notion of final cause that leads from reality to appearance.

Platonism flattens history. Aristotelianism places great importance on historical
process. I believe a Platonic reading of a Schenkerian graph does violence to that
graph by viewing it as a static, atemporal blueprint. Organicism, in order to include
teleological organicism, requires that the process of unfolding in time be a necessary
aspect of reality. There seems to be a consensus among scholars of the history of
philosophy that Hegel represents for. the nineteenth century a new confrontation with
Aristotelianism organicism. Schenker, in Der freie Satz, | submit, does not speak of
static structures. He does not speak of structures at all. The organic metaphor is
“function” not structure. Perhaps Riemann was too close for Schenker to feel
comfortable with function as characteristic of his own work. But Riemann’s functions
are not the only ones in town, and I would characterize both theories that I have
addressed as theories of function through and through.

2 schenker, 25.
24 William Pastille, Ursatz: The Musical Philosophy of Heinrich Schenker, (Ph.D. diss.: Cornell University,
1985).
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ARTICLE-REVIEW

Music Theory: N
Anatomy of a Disclipine

Nicholas Cook
A Guide to Musical Analysis
New York: George Braziller, 1987, 376 pages

Jonathan Dunsby and Arnold Whittall
Music Analysis in Theory and Practice
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988, 250 pages

{an Bent

Analysis

(The Norton/Grove Handbooks in Music)

New York: W. W. Norton & Co., 1987, 184 pages

Reviewed by Taylor A. Greer

In a recent essay on art criticism Jacques Barzun identifies a conflict in approach
between two schools of thought: the “historical” and the “formalist.” Critics in the
former

describe the setting of the work, explain its form, list or palliate faults and declare
success or failure...Their opponents, the formalists, believe that works of art are
“autonomous creations obeying laws of their own.”...Thus no reference to history,
biography, or influence is licit....But whereas the historical critic is ready to concede
value to the formalist, the latter excommunicates his rival.l

1 Jacques Barzun, “What are Critics Good For,” The Culture We Deserve, ed. Arthur Krystal
(Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1989), 66-67.

VOLUME 13 (1988)



134 GREER

In musical scholarship the explosive growth of music theory and analysis in
America since World War II bears witness to a renewed fasdnation with “formalism”
and analytical technique, at times growing out of the compositional process itself. Yet
Barzun'’s critical “rivalry” points to a larger question: Where does music theory belong
in the spectrum of musical thought? Is it fundamentally connected to music history,
aesthetics, performance, or composition, or has it already earned its independence
from these diverse fields? There are some who argue that music theory and analysis
constitute an independent discipline; indeed, the increasing number of degree
programs and teaching positions devoted exclusively to this activity indicate that for
many it has become a professional way of life. For others, however, the insistence on
such independence sounds more like a campaign slogan born of the political
infighting of academia.

Such questions are prompted anew by the appearance of three works: A Guide to
Musical Analysis by Nicholas Cook, Music Analysis in Theory and Practice by Jonathan
Dunsby and Arnold Whittall, and Analysis by Ian Bent with William Drabkin. As the
titles suggest, all are devoted to music-analytical practice, which in contemporary
parlance is inextricably bound up with music theory. The first two books are
analytical primers or digests, intended for the nonspecialist; while both are well
designed for classroom use at the graduate level, they are beyond the ken of most
undergraduates. The third is an amplified version of Bent’s outstanding article in the
New Grove Dictionary and its ambitions are thus more lexicographical than
pedagogical.

In evaluating practical manuals of criticism, one is tempted either to become
immersed in close exegesis—assessing the authors’ summary of a specific interpretive
technique and the works of art they choose to illustrate it—or to explore the broader
philosophical issues on which the authors’ exegeses depend. Due to the widespread
indifference toward history and philosophy among music analysts, however, I feel
compelled to do a little of both. Accordingly, Part I of this review is devoted to
weighing the merits and failings of the three books. Part II is a critique of music
analysis when viewed as an end in itself and attempts to place its relation to theory
and to composition within a wider spectrum of musical-critical thought.

PARTI

A Guide to Musical Analysis

Cook’s Guide holds the greatest appeal for readers who are as fasdnated with the
arcane world of music analysis as they are afraid of it. Cook himself harbors a distaste
for the “professional analyst,” instead preferring to think of analysts as performers,
composers, and historians “who happen to analyze” (p. 3). Indeed, he is generally
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suspicious of abstract musical speculation, at times presenting a particular approach
as though exposing some kind of intellectual fraud. At the same time, Cook hopes to
initiate, if not convert, more learned readers to the joys of music analysis (he has in
mind both historians and ethnomusicologists). His detailed discussion of what he calls
“semiotic” analysis, for example, is far more than casual readers might have bargained
for. Above all, his book is the product of a colorful and eclectic personality, and
therein lies the source of its strengths and weaknesses.

The book’s conversational and ironic tone is most unusual for a technical manual.
Pacing is another of its chief virtues; Cook introduces nearly every approach by first
appealing to the listener’s common sense and then proceeding through the various
stages of a given analytical process in slow, meticulous fashion. Occasionally one
wonders if, by condensing his introduction to a given analytical method, he might
have considered in greater depth that method’s success or failure in modelling
musical experience. Yet this approach might have run counter to the pedagogical
spirit of self-discovery that suffuses the entire work.

The Guide is divided into two parts, each of which has a distinct organization and
purpose. Part One introduces five categories of analysis—*“traditional,”
“Schenkerian,” “psychological,” “formal,” and “comparative”—and devotes a chapter
to each one. According to Cook, most of the preeminent analytical methods can be
placed under one of these five headings. In Part Two, “compositions rather
than...analytical methods form the starting point” (p. 4), and it includes chapters on
sonata form, serial music, and what he calls “problem pieces.”

Cook’s choice of analytical categories is sure to be controversial. The process of
classifying analytical methods might serve as a provocative teaching exercise, if
students were asked to decide what criteria are necessary for membership in a given
category. But this particular classification suffers from two fundamental problems:
overly strict categories, and an indifference toward the history of analysis.

The first problem is evident in his definitions of “psychological” and “formal”
categories. “Psychological” analysts are more interested in exploring the human
perception of musical sounds than the sounds themselves (p. 67). As examples of
analysts so inclined he cites Heinrich Schenker, Leonard Meyer, and Rudolph Réti.
“Formal” analysis involves “coding music into symbols and deducing the musical
structure from the pattern these symbols make” (p. 116). In his mind, analysts such as
Allen Forte, Benjamin Boretz, and Jean-Jacques Nattiez are perfectly willing to
separate the logical structure of a piece from its presentation through sound (p. 121).
Cook is clearly more sympathetic with the “psychological” than the “formal,” and he
counsels his students to resist the temptation of the systematic character of scientific
thought. What he fails to acknowledge is that many analytical approaches combine
“psychological” and “formal” aspects to varying degrees. For example, the
Schenkerian theory of tonal structure models listeners’ musical experience to the

VOLUME 13 (1988)



136 GREER

extent that they accept the assumptions of Schichten, Auskomponierung, and so forth.
When a piece does not exhibit the aural framework dictated by these assumptions,
Schenker feels free to infer the appropriate musical sound—for example, a structural
melodic pitch may be supplied in parentheses. However, this systematic or “formal”
feature does not undercut Schenker’s attempt to understand “how musical sounds are
experienced”—the essence of Cook’s “psychological” approach to analysis. While
Cook is certainly justified in his distrust of the purely “formal” impulse in recent
analytical writing, few methods conform to his narrow definition.

The second problem of Cook’s classification is the absence of any historical
grounding in the scheme itself. Intent on questions of morphology, Cook regards
critical interpretation as frozen in time. Since the analytical approaches of all five
categories are taken out of historical context, any is potentially suitable for a given
piece. He also ignores what possible influence one analytical tradition may have had
on another. Joseph Kerman’s topological assessment of Schenker’s sense of history
provides an appropriate image: “[For Schenker] music history was an absolutely flat
plateau flanked by bottomless chasms.”? Whereas Schenker could be accused of
having neglected the evolution of genre and individual styles within tonal music,
Cook neglects the historical evolution of interpretive techniques and the interpreters
who wield them. One consequence of this historical blindness is that an individual’s
preference for a single approach becomes strictly a matter of taste, an attitude that
Carl Dahlhaus lambasted as an “irrational” residue of nineteenth-century aristocratic
values.3

Despite these philosophical and historiographical problems, Cook’s Guide has
much to recommend it. The introduction to Schenkerian thinking in Chapter Two is
well designed for a graduate survey of analytical techniques. By beginning with an
intuitive approach to Bach’s Prelude No. 1 from the Well-Tempered Clavier, Book I, he
shepherds his readers toward accepting the axiom of “directed motion in time.” His
gradual introduction of technical terms and symbolic graphic notation prepares the
reader to appreciate Schenker’s own reading of the piece in Five Graphic Music
Analyses.d Cook also stresses the possibility of multiple readings. In his discussion of
Bach’s chorale setting “Ich bin’s, ich sollte bussen,” he offers an alternative reading of
the primary tone (5 instead of 3), with the resulting new fundamental line (p. 56). The
comparison of his own reading with Schenker’s is designed to demonstrate the
inaudibility of the Ursatz, revealing a common misunderstanding of the concept; still,

2 Joseph Kerman, Contemplating Music: Challenges to Musicology (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1985), 85.

3 Carl Dahlhaus, Analysis and Value Judgment, trans. Siegmund Levarie (New York: Pendragon Press,
1983), 4.

4 Heinrich Schenker, Five Graphic Music Analyses (New York: Dover Publications, 1969).
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this section could easily be adapted to show what musical evidence students might
consider in choosing one structural ling over another. (Cook’s choice of the IV7
harmony to support 3 at bar 12 reveals his own neo-Schenkerian orientation.) He
rounds off the chapter with a brief look at various applications of Schenkerian analysis
to the late-tonal repertoire.

Part Two addresses a cornucopia of diverse musical styles and correspondingly
diverse analytical strategies. Chapter Seven is addressed to the completely uninitiated.
Using three works——a Schumann lied, a Medieval antiphonal chant, and a Britten
piece for solo oboe—Cook demonstrates the initial stage of any would-be analysis: a
thorough description. The chapter’s other purpose is apparently therapeutic—a
measure of common sense to reassure the student and lay the ground for more arcane
methods to come. After suggesting several similarities and differences between the
three pieces, the author retires, leaving his readers to continue their sundry analytical
journeys on their own. In a later chapter on twelve-tone procedures, readers are also
expected to discover things by themselves, but only after having acquired some
fluency with the nomenclature.

Upon reading Cook carefully, one discovers a perceptive musician who is as
skeptical as he is curious about his subject. This tension makes for a stimulating work,
even though the author does not engage in much speculation or encourage it in his
students. His aim was to write “a practical guide to musical analysis as it is, rather
than a theoretical tract about musical analysis as it ought to be” (p. 4). Within these
limits, he might have included some glimpse of the rich history of analysis—as it has
been—and of its considerable possibilities for development—as it could be.

Music Analysis in Theory and Practice

In characterizing Donald Francis Tovey’s achievement as a musical thinker,
Jonathan Dunsby and Arnold Whittall observe that he “transmitted received wisdom
in the service of fresh critical perspective” (p. 69). This remark applies as much to their
own new work as it does to any of Tovey’s writings. Unlike Cook, these two members
of a young citical tradition are proud of its birthright and eager to share the fruits of
its unique perspective. Indeed, they believe that the activity of analysis must not be
limited to the “direct outgrowth of the analyst’s innate musical sensitivity” (p. 3)—the
essential value of Cook’'s musician “who happens to analyze.” In their minds, music
analysis has matured into an independent discipline, and this book helps celebrate its
coming of age.

In their introduction they describe the book’s pedagogical objective; far from being
a textbook, “its object is not to lay down programmes, but to encourage students to
press for them, and teachers to provide them” (p. 5). By avoiding any appearance of
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dogmatism or partisanship, the authors clearly encourage their reader to adapt the
work as he or she sees fit.

Dunsby and Whittall’s attitude toward historical considerations is much more
ambiguous. On the one hand, for them, the discipline of analysis requires suspending
the traditional study of musical style and genre and instead embracing an educational
ideal of specialization. On the other hand, they devote an entire chapter and many
other sections to chronicling the history of theory and analysis. While the history of
analytical systems and a general history of music are not identical, it is hard to
imagine pursuing the former without becoming immersed in the latter. (I will return
to this topic later.) Fortunately, they do not practice the historical abstinence they
preach; in any case, their understanding of historical change is more enlightened than
Cook's.

The authors’ elegant and judicious prose style is another of the book’s strengths.
They have an economical way with words; on occasion they wax eloquent, as in their
description of Schenker's dream of reviving eighteenth-century theory and, at the
same time, of rescuing contemporary German music from decay.

The book divides into four parts: (I) an introduction and a brief history of theory
and analysis, followed by discussions of (II) tonal analysis, (III) atonal analysis, and
{IV) semiotic analysis. To the end of Parts II and Il the authors append “Guidelines
for Future Study”—sections of inestimable value combining additional pieces for
analysis, selected bibliography, and, best of all, insightful teaching hints.

Part II can be divided into two sections, one devoted to Schenker the theorist and
the analytical tradition he created and the other to surveying the thought of Tovey,
Schoenberg, Hindemith, Réti, and Meyer. Although the authors’ biographical and
historical comments about Schenker are enlightening, their summary of his analytical
approach is far too succinct, rushing from the notion of prolongation to large-scale
form and finally ending with middleground voice leading. Nowhere do we find a
clear distinction between the concepts of linear progression and fundamental line. The
authors’ extreme brevity even leads to occasional terminological ambiguity. They refer
to a graph of Bach’s “Ich bin’s” using strictly symbolic notation as an Urlinietafel, yet
in their reproduction of Schenker’s own reading the same term refers to a
superimposition of symbolic and traditional rhythmic notation (pp. 34-37).
Furthermore, by omitting any lexicon of German terminology, they do not encourage
the reader to learn from Schenker’s graphs themselves. While students could
compensate for some of these shortcomings by exploring the plentiful bibliography,
Dunsby and Whittall leave too much for them to discover on their own.

The preamble to Part III is a refreshing gloss on the word “atonality,” whose
evolution reflects the changes of critical fortune that early twentieth-century Viennese
music has undergone. The authors emphasize the word’s positive connotation—“to
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describe an unregrettable absence is scarcely negative at all” (p. 105); their true
preference, however, is for the less absolute term “post-tonal.”

As a whole, Part III is a pedagogical showcase for displaying the wealth of musical
insights that analytical thinking can afford. Dunsby and Whittall use two miniatures
from Schoenberg’s Op. 19 (Nos. 2 and 6) as points of departure for introducing a
“magical kaleidoscope” of analytical concepts and techniques: extended tonality, pre-
nascent complementation, symmetrical relations and collection completion; inclusion
and similarity relations and the set complex; Schoenbergian “motivic” analysis and
large-scale form. Discussion of these two pieces arises quite naturally in the context of
a variety of analytic and theoretical issues, a strategy which not only helps unify Part
III but also emphasizes the degree to which diverse analytical procedures may
complement rather than conflict with each other.

The nine chapters in this part are ordered chronologically, from an initial
discussion of Scriabin’s Enigme (1906) to a brief look at Boulez’s Domaines (1968).
Dunsby and Whittall warn that in interpreting music of transitional historical periods,
the analyst must give special attention to the appropriateness of a given analytical
approach. Nowhere is this more apparent than in Schoenberg’s pre twelve-tone music,
where tonal and post-tonal characteristics intermingle.

Dunsby and Whittall enrich their introduction to ”atonal” analysis with a
provocative aesthetic interlude. Designed more as a catalyst for discussion than as a
systematic study, Chapter 15 dwells on the opposition between “synthesis” and
“symbiosis"—the former a synonym for all-embracing unity and the latter a species of
ambiguity they call a “mutually beneficial partnership between elements of different
kinds” (p. 184). Musical puzzles like the third of Webern’s Four Pieces for Violin and
Piano, Op. 7, exhibit little in the way of “synthesis,” and a more open-ended notion of
musical structure, such as “symbiosis,” is called for. In their brief discussion of this
piece they explore the ways such a principle could be demonstrated. This whole
chapter tends toward the philosophical, inviting students to question their underlying
assumptions about interpretation rather than mastering a particular interpretive
method.

In Part IV, the authors set for themselves the difficult task of introducing the field
of musical semiotics and its relation to traditional analysis. This part is the least
successful of the four. While they hope to show how the semiotic approach “cuts
through” the distinction between the analytic end-product and the process itself (p.
231), their remarks are less than compelling. Had the authors introduced the semiotic
approach earlier, it might have found a more sympathetic audience, but in the context
of their survey this introduction is too little, too late.

Perhaps the greatest virtue of Music Analysis in Theory and Practice is that it bears
the stamp of seasoned teachers. Dunsby and Whittall have a knack for describing
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complex analytic techniques as though they were telling a good story. In their attempt
to offer guidance “that a student may not only find inspiring, but may also use in
practice” (p. 8), they have succeeded many times over.

Analysis

Ian Bent's Analysis is altogether different from the other two books—a well-
balanced reference text combining the breadth of a historical survey with the sharp
focus of a practical manual. It bears mentioning that Cook’s and Dunsby and Whitall’s
books owe no small debt to Bent’s meticulous and judicious 1980 essay (which the
authors gratefully acknowledge), because up to that time few such surveys had ever
been undertaken. Bent has considerably enhanced his essay, expanding various topics,
adding new sections on set theory and developments since 1975, and updating his
bibliography. William Drabkin, a former colleague on the New Grove staff, has
contributed a valuable glossary, with useful cross-referencing between foreign and
English terms.

Not the least of this book’s assets is the author’s varied but graceful prose. In his
Iucid summaries of countless analytical methods and concepts, from basse fondamentale
to “basic shape,” Bent knows no equal. Since it would be redundant for me to assess
the original article’s virtues and shortcomings, which have already been pointed out,’
I will briefly discuss several sections Bent has added or expanded.

Bent retains the essential plan of his article, except that the historical section, the
centerpiece of the original, has now been split into two separate chapters (Il and III).
The remaining chapters (I and IV) are, respectively, an introduction and a summary of
influential analytical methods. Two new subsections in Chapter,III are notable:
“Empirical Dissent,” where he has expanded his remarks on Tovey, and “Since 1975:
Grammars of Music,” which features a synopsis of Noam Chomsky’s notion of
transformational grammar and its influence on Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff's A
Generative Theory of Tonal Music.

The last chapters consist of condensed introductions to nine analytical approaches.
Although Bent’s surveys of Schenkerian and semiotic thinking are less effective than
those on Réti, Riemann, and LaRue, all succeed in sparking the reader’s curiosity. The
new summary of “set-theory analysis,” illustrated by Allen Forte’s well-known
discussion of Schoenberg’s Three Pieces for Piano, Op. 11, is especially strong.

In some ways, Bent’s discussion of Tovey’s critical style illustrates something
important about the work as a whole. For him, Tovey’s style achieves “a humanity, an
accessibility and yet a formality which makes it an excellent tool for introducing a

5 See Carl Dahlhaus, “The New Grove,” Music and Letters, 62/3-4 (July 1981), 255-56; Allen Forte,
“Theory,” Musical Quarterly, 68/2 (April 1982), 163-65; Bryan Simms, "“Analysis’ in The New Grove
Dictionary of Music and Musicians,” Music Analysis, 2/1 (March 1983), 105-107.

THEORY AND PRACTICE

u‘«w “u RN I [EIRNn ‘H“H“‘ Hi-t [T I R T RS (F | |\ e



MUsIC THEORY 141

listener to a work he is about to hear or a performer to his subject of study” (p. 90).
Analysis is likewise an authoritative yet “humane” reference tool for either introducing
a new analytical approach or placing a familiar one in a broader historical context.

Conclusion

It must be more than a coincidence that the authors of all three books are English.
Scholars from outside American academia may well be in a better position to trace the
dramatic rise in stature that music analysis has enjoyed in this country during the last
thirty years. Yet if Emerson were still alive, he would find an ironic twist in his
diagnosis of the American scholar. In his 1837 address he proclaimed, “We have
listened too long to the courtly muses of Europe,” and “Cur day of dependence, our
long apprenticeship to the learning of other lands draws to a close.”6 The twist is that,
while we still may be listening to English muses, their song is as much a product of
American as of European minds.

PARTII

Introduction

The fascination for the anatomy of knowledge is nothing new to musical inquiry.
Beginning near the end of the nineteenth century, musicology has witnessed a
continuing search for its own identity, as evidenced by the considerable literature
devoted to erecting grand schemata of musical knowledge. Yet the publication in such
close succession of three books on “analysis”—in the midst of a proliferation of
analytical languages and critical perspectives—suggests a widespread perception that
the field’s reason for being needs to be reassessed. Perhaps this professional self-
absorption is necessary if we are to aspire toward what Dunsby and Whittall call “the
rigorous analytical discipline that emerges from rigorous study of the discipline” (p.
7).

Claude Palisca, in his New Grove article “Theory, theorist,” provides a provocative
point of departure for our inquiry. As the article’s frontispiece, he presents Aristides
Quintilianus’ third-century map of musical knowledge, juxtaposing a diagram of the
original next to his own modern “translation,” and including those recent
developments Aristides could not have foreseen. (The reader is encouraged to consult
the original.)

By mirroring the present in the form of the past, Palisca offers a telling
commentary on contemporary scholarship. To the Hellenistic mind, the study of

6 Ralph Waldo Emerson, “The American Scholar,” Complete Writings of Ralph W. Emerson, (New York:
W. H. Wise, 1929), Vol. 1: 25-36.
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music was inherently connected to a host of other fields, such as anthropology,
astronomy, and even metaphysics. Many of today’s musical thinkers, historians and
theorists alike, not only confine themselves to a single “province” on Aristides’ map
but are antagonistic toward neighboring provinces, protecting their borders with well-
sharpened polemics. That we can accept history, theory, and criticism as separate
fields of study underlines how dramatically our conceptions of musical inquiry and of
ourselves have changed since ancient times.

In a previous essay Palisca attempted to determine the areas of overlap between
music history and music theory, chronicling the different ways they have been
understood in America during this century and eventually proposing his own precise
definitions of each.” He distinguishes four subfields of theoretical inquiry, each of
which he then demonstrates, drawing from a broad range of treatises. The four types
correspond exactly with the appropriate categories in Aristides’ plan: (1) “analytical
theory,” which denotes theoretical systems inferred from existing musical works; (2)
“creative theory,” which includes the practical training of composers and draws upon
music of the past; (3) “pure theory,” a rarer type comprising philosophies of music
that are not necessarily confirmed by practice; and (4) “pedagogic theory,” which
concerns the general training of musicians.?

Palisca’s typology might be perceived as a rapprochement between history and
theory, though his diplomatic ambitions are in fact more conservative. Seeking to
identify the kind of theoretical activity that is essential to the historian, he actually
eliminates three of the four subfields and welcomes only “analytical theory” into the
historian’s domain. The mediating spirit of his work, cautious as it is, needs to be
renewed if we are to appreciate fully the common ground that theory and analysis
share with other forms of musical inquiry.

In the three works reviewed here and in the field at large, signs are evident of a
professional hubris, a disturbing lack of interest about the kinship between analysis
and history, criticism, aesthetics, and performance. I am troubled by the view that
analysis is a self-sufficient discipline and an intellectual tradition that has already
reached maturity.

But having inherited an epistemology of musical thought far different from that of
Aristides, we cannot turn back the philosophical clock. Instead we need a broader
vision of music theory and analysis which encourages a more vital exchange among
music scholars and musicians. Palisca’s definition divides music theory into four

7 Claude Palisca, “American Scholarship in Western Music,” Musicology, Frank Harrison, Mantle Hood,
and Claude Palisca (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963), 87-213. According to Palisca, “...the
musicologist is concerned with music that exists, whether as an oral or a written tradition, and with
everything that can shed light on its human context” (p. 116).

8 Palisca, 112-16
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diverging types of activity. By shifting perspectives so as to view these types as the
products of convergence instead of divergence, analysis can be seen to arise at those
points where history, philosophy, composition, and performance meet. The following
discussion of two of Palisca’s four types of theory, “analytic” and “creative,” is
designed to help place them within the broader horizon of humanistic inquiry.

Analysis and Theory

For musidians, the distinction between analysis and theory is by now a well-
rehearsed controversy, in which the appearance of these three works merely signals a
new chapter. One might imagine that the controversy had reached a point of
diminishing returns, yet its periodic revival by some of our best musical minds
suggests that each generation must reshape the problem in its own terms. It also opens
to question the philosophical basis on which they depend.

One of Cook’s apparent motives in writing the Guide was his consternation about
analysts who try to “prove the validity of [their] analytical method, rather
than...illuminate the music” (p. 2). Elsewhere, he observes disapprovingly that “it has
come to be widely thought that the highest aim of musical analysis...is the formation
of general theories capable of being applied to any particular instance of music” (p.
224). Yet he also is genuinely confused as to the relation between theory and analysis.
“Personally I dislike the tendency for analysis to turn into a quasi-scientific discipline
in its own right....It simply doesn’t have a sufficiently sound theoretical basis” (p. 3).
If he is arguing that most analyses do not deserve the name of “science,” then what
“theoretical basis” would be necessary to make them genuinely “scientific"? Whether
or not music analysis is a science, Cook is offended by any analysis that fails to do
justice to a specific musical experience, an objection most readers have probably felt at
some point. Yet it is not clear how far he is willing to generalize about such failures:
Are they endemic to analysis or only to certain practitioners?

Over twenty years ago, David Lewin and Edward Cone managed to escape this
terminological labyrinth, and their views still provide the most reliable frame of
reference. For Lewin, the goal of analysis is, by studying a piece’s individuality, “to
hear the piece better” (author's emphasis).? Whatever analytical tool an analyst may
employ, its purpose is to reveal and emphasize some aspect of the listener’s
experience. The most faithful of all analyses is a performance. A theorist, by contrast,
contemplates a larger corpus of works and is more interested in the history of
hearing—the collective listening habits and expectations of a generation of
musicians—that informs the composer’s own imagination. To confirm some aspect of
this “general mode of hearing,” the theorist engages in a more limited sort of

9 David Lewin, “Behind the Beyond,” Perspectives of New Music, 7 (Spring-Summer 1969), 63.
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analysis.10 Criticism, the third term in this aesthetic equation, is implicit in either
creating new theories or analyzing specific pieces. Both theory and analysis serve to
“qualify [one’s critical judgment], to sharpen and develop one’s own discrimination,
and to communicate critical experiences to others."11 Hence, criticism grows out of
one’s musical intuition and becomes the means by which the other two activities are
united.

Cone’s definitions of theory and analysis are less strict, stressing the common
ground that both share. In his reply to Lewin he counters that, although the two
processes are not the same, “Proper theory feeds on analysis; proper analysis feeds on
theory.”12 In his book Analysis and Value Judgment, Carl Dahlhaus reinforces Cone’s
point of view with another means of differentiating the two activities:

Theoretically oriented analysis treats a piece of music as a document, as testimonial for
facts outside itself or for a rule transcending the single case. Aesthétically oriented
analysis, on the other hand, understands the same piece as a work complete in itself
and existing for its own sake.13

While I appreciate Lewin’s impatience with those who use the terms “theory” and
“analysis” interchangeably, Cone’s and Dahlhaus’s more permeable definitions are
preferable to Lewin’s stricter ones. Dahlhaus’s two orientations, like Cone’s, mutually
enrich one another. The most convincing scholarship mixes the “theoretical” with the
“aesthetic” orientation, whether in a single work or in separate and narrowly focused
but complementary studies.

Let us return to Cook. The problem with the quasi-scientific analyses that Cook
deplores is not that analysts try to “validate their methods” but rather that the critical
and musical bases on which those methods rely are impoverished. He apparently
believes the analyst’s musical intuition can render a just interpretation through an
inspection of the piece alone. Yet do we hear any composition in vacuo, far removed
from our own peculiar history of listening and analyzing? Cook underestimates the
role that memory, both aural and conceptual, plays in the intuitive response to music.
Finally, his approach suffers from a glaring contradiction: He distrusts those analysts
who care only about confirming their analytical methods, yet he discourages his
readers from inventing new analytical techniques, suggesting they employ in
combination those techniques, however faulty, that already exist (p. 3).

10 Lewin, 62.

1 Lewin, 64.

12 Edward T. Cone, “Mr. Cone Replies,” Perspectives of New Music, 7 (Spring-Summer 1969), 70.
13 Dahlhaus, Analysis and Value Judgment, 9-10.
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Dunsby and Whittall are much more clearheaded about the two terms. While
avoiding any sharp distinctions, they regard analysis as a rich intellectual tradition,
which in America subsumes theory. As mentioned earlier, the most controversial
assumption in their book is that music analysis deserves the status of a “distinct
discipline” (p. 6), a claim that seems quite attractive at first glance. By creating a
separate field of study, schools recognize not only that certain fundamental skills are
left undeveloped by traditional musicology programs, but also that, if isolated, those
skills can be mastered more efficiently. Yet Dunsby and Whittall also recognize that
such a program “detaches technical matters, provisionally, from the more general
historical and stylistic contexts to which they belong” (p. 6). While they are confident
that history and analysis “positively complement” one another, they offer no
recommendations as to when the “reattachment” of the two should take place (p. 11).

This commitment to such a spedialized pedagogic philosophy poses risks for a
student’s general musical education. The authors’ exact language is crucial in this
respect. The words “discipline” and “disciple” derive from the Latin disciplina, “to
learn” or “to teach,” or from the word discipere, “to comprehend”; “discipline” may
denote a “training that corrects, molds, or perfects the mental faculties” (Merriam-
Webster). It goes without saying that, for many students, concentrating all their
attention over a certain period of time on that “training” process is of intrinsic value.
Undoubtedly, the greatest benefit of undertaking any “discipline” is the educational
journey itself. The process of coming to know a piece from both of Dahlhaus’s
reciprocal orientations—as a document and as a self-sufficient work—far outweighs
purely technical competence for its own sake. The question remains: When, if ever, do
students stop treating analysis as the only end of their musical education?

Music analysis is historical in at least two respects. First, if we accept Lewin’s
definition of “theory” as the collective listening habits and expectations of a
generation of musicians, then analysts confront historical relationships every time
they try to “document” a given “theory.” The familiar opposition between synchronic
and diachronic is somewhat misleading here, simply because no analytical deed is
utterly out of time but always depends in some fashion on the collective theoretical
wisdom of the past.

The second reason is that any analytical training must tap into the individual’s
own musical sensitivity and experience. The discipline of studying such thinkers as
Riemann, Schoenberg, and Schenker may be undertaken at the expense of ignoring
one’s innate musical instincts. All too often the cost of “discipleship” is the muting of
one’s own music-critical voice and the suspension of one’s peculiar history of hearing.

Of the three books, Bent's displays the most enlightened view of the relation
between analysis and theory. His opening chapter defines the degree of overlap
between analysis and other forms of musical inquiry. Like Lewin, he believes that
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criticism is inseparable from analysis and theory. Yet his greatest insight is the
contrast he draws between analysis as description and criticism as judgment:

Most analysis arrives ultimately at the point that the judicial critic has reached when he
has perceived...the artistic “conception”, [and] is about to present judgment. In this
sense, analysis goes less far than criticism,...because it aspires to objectivity and
considers judgment to be subjective (p. 4).

For the critic as much as for the analyst, evidence and interpretation are inextricably
linked. Both critic and analyst exercise the wealth of their own previous experience in
their choice of the aspects of a piece they examine and their way of examining them.
In that respect, Paul Feyerabend’s thesis about the indivisibility of observation and
theory—that “observations are not merely theory-laden . . . but fully theoretical”14—is as
true for music analysts as for scientists. With all of this Bent would heartily agree. Yet
in his distinction between music critic and analyst, Bent appears to endorse the latter’s
forfeiture of the judge’s role. By stopping at the threshold between description and
judgment, the analyst denies his own creative imagination.

Leo Treitler offers an imaginative way of conceiving the interdependence between
analysis and history in his important article “History, Criticism, and Beethoven’s
Ninth Symphony.”15 Like Cook, he claims that much recent analysis has relinquished
the close study of the individual piece’s uniqueness. His aim is not only “to hear the
piece better” (following Lewin) but to instill a more refined historical consciousness.
By mixing careful studies of a specific piece and of the development of genre and style,
he wants to awaken the listener to the history of his art so that “all the works of a
tradition constitute a simultaneous order wherein each work casts light on all the
others."1® Though Treitler borrows this conception from T. S. Eliot’s classic essay
“Tradition and the Individual Talent,”17 in fact this timeless synthesis, this
“simultaneity of history,” is nothing more than Lewin’s “general mode of hearing,”
informed by an enlightened philosophy of history.

At its best, analytical criticism enriches our understanding not only of a given
piece but also of the composer’s aesthetic voice and the culture that gave birth to it; at
its worst, it degenerates into abstractions far removed from musical experience. While

14 Paul Feyerabend, Realism, Rationalism and Scientific Method: Philosophical Papers (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981), Vol. 1: x.

15 Leo Treitler, “History, Criticism, and Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony,” 19th Century Music, 3/3 (March
1980), 193-210.

16 Treitler, 205.

17 T.S. Eliot, Selected Prose of T. S. Eliot, ed. Frank Kermode (New York: Harcourt Brace, Jovanovich,
1975), 32-44
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none of the authors under consideration reaches that level, the limited view of
analysis which Cook and Dunsbyand Whittall embrace can be extrapolated to such an
extreme. Those who argue that analysis is an independent discipline run the risk of
misrepresenting the proper relation between analysis and history. To detach analysis
from history, as Dunsby and Whittall would have us do, is a pedagogical fiction that
temporarily can be justified. But eventually it behooves us to foster a more natural
integration between historical and analytical studies and to teach students to harken
to their internal music histories.

Analysis as Composition

It is impossible to discuss Palisca’s category of “compositional theory” without
confronting the question of the proper roles that theory and analysis play in the
compositional process. The nature of those roles depends partly on the repertoire
under consideration, World War II having divided our era rather decisively.
Nevertheless, throughout the century a fundamental ambivalence about music theory
is evident: I can only briefly attempt to sketch out its history.

One of the most outspoken opponents of theoretical speculation and analysis was
Roger Sessions. Throughout his writings he warned composers again and again of the
dangers posed by pursuing theory and analysis for their own sake. His rejection of
theory is based on two related arguments, which I will call (1) the inviolability of
composition, and (2) the pitfalls of systematic thought. Like his mentor, Ernst Bloch,
Sessions believed that musical creativity was in essence mystical, some combination of
intuition and spiritual force, and consequently impervious to rational explanation.
Composers had no business engaging in theoretical inquiry unless it led directly to
composing more music. In an oft-quoted phrase he asserts that the composer is “a doer
and a maker, not a thinker. He is therefore sharply differentiated in his approach to his
art from the critic...or theorist, who is essentially, and in the original sense of the
word, a skeptic.”18 Though certain individuals (such as Sessions himself) manage to
combine these various musical vocations, composers ought to concentrate on
producing music, not explaining or criticizing it.

He also harbored a profound distrust of any theory that aimed at identifying
systematic and universal principles of music. The more systematic the theory, the less
it was of value. Each compositional deed is a new beginning, not subject to causal
explanation or general laws from without. The greatest service theory can perform is
analytical in nature, cataloguing and describing musical materials. His own
speculation as to why composers are attracted to theorizing is particularly telling:

18 Roger Sessions, “The Composer and His Message,” Roger Sessions on Music: Collected Essays, ed.
Edward T. Cone (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1979), 4-5.
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Why above all, do composers occupy themselves with musical theory?... [It] is...a sign
of profound inner insecurity—on the part of society perhaps, rather than the
individual; a search for forms, external imperatives, to reinforce and direct confused or
wavering inner necessities.1?

The paternalistic and antirational character of this view is striking. As interested as
Sessions was in the comprehensive musical education of serious composers, he
excluded from their educational program all speculative theory—regarding it as a
subversive pastime, a distraction from learning one’s craft.

In a penetrating review of Sessions’s collected essays, Martin Brody helps place
this conception of theory in a broader historical context. Sessions’s “idea of the
composer is at the same time compelling and anachronistic” and his portraval of
American music “visionary and archaic.”20 He asserts that Sessions’s strong biases
must be located within the intellectual boundaries of Paris and Vienna of the 1930s,
the period during which the composer lived and studied in Europe. According to
Brody, Sessions might have shared a common philosophical and spiritual legacy with
Stravinsky—a legacy that reserved little place for speculative thought or rigorous
analysis.

Brody’s own ambivalence toward Sessions’s ideal of composition underlines the
ongoing conflict over the role of theory in the compositional process. Sessions
advocated one extreme: shun rationality in favor of intuition. Schoenberg, by contrast,
embraced an aesthetic steeped in rationality. Presumably, Sessions was reacting in
part against the overriding infatuation which some composers have with Schoenberg’s
twelve-tone principle, and the resultant self-consciousness about the procedure.
Schoenberg’s attitude toward divulging his compositional secrets was full of
contradictions. On the one hand, he insisted that his twelve-tone works be judged
strictly on their musical merits, irrespective of his row treatment, and scorned purely
technical descriptions of music—writing to Rudolf Kolisch, for example, that he
wanted to help his audience to see “what it is!” more than “how it is done.”21 On the
other hand, he was also among the most defensive of his craft and, in his later essays,
such as “Composition with Twelve Tones,” was eager to reveal specific techniques. If
“Schoenberg’s own aim as a theorist was to stimulate composers” (Dunsby, p. 158),

19 Sessions, 267.

20 Martin Brody, Review of Roger Sessions on Music: Collected Essays, Journal of Music Theory, 27/1
(Spring 1983), 111.

21 Letter from Berlin, July 27, 1932, in Arnold Schoenberg: Letters, ed. Erwin Stein, trans. Eithne Wilkins
and Ernst Kaiser (London: Faber and Faber, 1964), 164.
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then the scrutiny of others’ compositions, and eventually his own, was indispensable
to that process of stimulation.

How is Sessions’s critique of theory to be interpreted today? His belief in the
inviolability of composition can hardly be refuted. Who can dispute a creative artist’s
working habits if they lead to successful results? His strong antipathy toward
theoretical systems is harder to accept, especially in light of many practicing
composers who regard theorizing as essential to their craft. The process by which
intuition, logic, and imagination interact assumes a different form in every individual.

Benjamin Boretz and Edward Cone have argued that what is distinctive about the
twentieth century is a newfound intimacy between composition and theory. In their
words, “the vitality and diversity of contemporary music theory is comparable to, and
... closely aligned with, that of composition itself.”22 Arthur Berger drew this same
conclusion when, extrapolating from the statement of editorial objectives in the
inaugural issue of Perspectives of New Music, he proposed that the compositional
process is the province of both composers who theorize and theorists who do not
compose. Music theory, in the 1960s at least, seemed destined to become a “new
linguistic mode” in itself.2

Yet the blurring of the distinction between composer and theorist is also
problematic. Robert Morgan has contrasted the analysis of recent music with that of
the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century repertoire.24 For him, the crudial difference lies
in the relation between individual works and the musical system that encompasses
them. Since the system or set of musical assumptions (tonality, periodic phrase
organization, etc.) was relatively fixed during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
the analyst’s goal is to discover the unique features of the individual work and
perhaps, as a result, confer upon it the status of masterpiece. For analysts of more
recent music, there is no commonly accepted system or set of assumptions. In each
piece they must be discovered anew. The theoretical background becomes
indistinguishable from the composition, and thus precompositional planning and the
compositional process itself become one and the same. But since composers
themselves are surely the most qualified to explain their plans, what remains for the
analyst to do?

The solution Morgan proposes not only has consequences for other historical
periods besides the most recent, but is also consonant with the view of music analysis
recommended above. Analysts need to broaden their conception of themselves and of

22 Benjamin Boretz and Edward T. Cone, Perspectives on Contemporary Music Theory New York: W. W.
Norton, 1972), x.

23 Arthur Berger, “New Linguistic Modes and the New Theory,” Perspectives on Contemporary Music
Theory, 22-20.

24 Robert Morgan, “On the Analysis of Recent Music,” Critical Inquiry, 4/1 (Autumn 1977), 33-53.
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their project. As Morgan says, “analysis must examine a composition inclusive of its
system, in the broadest possible context.”25 The ultimate goal for the analyst of
twentieth-century music is to come to grips with the merging identities of composer
and theorist in historical terms. Does the profusion of autonomous pieces and their
respective interpretive contexts form any larger pattern, or is the dominant model of
musical discourse in this century one of indiscriminate plurality? In Thomas Kuhn's
terms, have we already undergone a shift in explanatory “paradigm,” or are we
currently witnessing merely the first signs of a more revolutionary shift to come?26
The answers to these questions are only possible if we recognize the increasing
reciprocity between contemporary composers and those who contemplate their music.

Conclusion

I began by observing that composers and theorists alike feel a certain ambivalence
toward theoretical explanation of twentieth-century music. In view of Morgan'’s
diagnosis, perhaps “ambivalence” should read “multivalence.” If nothing else, this
excursus on the relation of analysis to theory and to composition underlines the
multitude of critical paths that music analysts may pursue. Yet if we truly wish to
translate Aristides’ map of knowledge into the present, we must become
cartographers of our own musical sensitivities. Thus the sovereignty of the composer’s
subjectivity is not as absolute as Sessions would have it. By the same token, the
sovereignty of the analyst’s intellect is not as confined as Cook and Dunsby and -
Whittall believe. Reason and its reliance on systematic thought must be
counterbalanced by a fertile musical imagination. Perhaps music analysts have the
greatest kinship with philosophers in that both are~concerned less with solving than
with discovering problems. If so, it is only by the sympathetic convergence of
analytical, historical, critical, and aesthetic “discipline” that any such discovery can
come about.

25 Morgan, 40.
26 Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962).
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The Society mourns the death (on May 17, 1988) of Saul Braverman,
treasurer of MTSNYS since its inception. He had been on the faculty of the
Manhattan School of Music, where he was Director of Graduate Studies.
Members who attended the meeting in Rochester in 1980 will remember his
perceptive contribution to the analysis symposium on Liszt’s Blume und Duft.
His book, “A Splendid Spiral,” is in press.



Erratum

The following figure should be substitued for Figure 5 on page 38 of
Richard Hermann’s article in Volume 12 (1987).
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