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Preface

written in the genepuspouringsof winednights,
andin the pennypinching morningsof the next day
weekof July 16,1984

Urbanaylllinois

In writing this dissertatiorarticle, | imaginel am addressing problemin the presencef friends. The
problem?—IIl cometo thatin a moment. The friends?—thdriends| divide into two groups. The rst
group,the enthusiasticupportersywho themselesproducemusicandtheir musicalexperiencesgonsti-
tutea smallcircle of concernedcomposerandmusiclisteners.Someof thesefriendsarepessimisticover
the problem;oneis my old side-kick,the Grumbler who speakslisparaginglyof all my attemptsonly in
orderto save mefrom furtherdisappointmentssomefriendswith sweatyshiny brow arecorvincedthatif
only we would—, then nally we could—! All of us have spolenup anddown in dismay;eachof us, at
somepoint, hastakenthe oor andfoundhisor hereloquenceverthedismayingproblem:

thatthe new musicthat someof us write andthatall of us curiouslystrainto listento, bringson dull
resentfulfacesoutsideour circle of listeners;

thatthe new musicwhich wasa twinkle in the composes eye bringson a look of impatience of bel-
ligerence pf contemptof lonely hostility in listenersrefusingto belisteners;

thatthe nev musicwhich hadmeantto betakenin andintegratedasa friendly alien,is nottakenin.

Nor arethesdisteners'objectiongo the musicasvariedandaseccentricandasindividual asthelisteners
themseles. Peoplerejectinglisteningdon't saysuchthingsas“Darn! This nev musicmakesme drop
my questionmarks!” or, “New music? Only if it comesbetweemmy carrotandmy loungechair” or, “I
esch& new musicsundryin thegaragesale” or, “New music?ButI'm anepiscopalian!or, “New music?
But | promisedmy wife | wouldn't anymore” Rathey thereis a depressingamenesaboutthe language
andsequencef phrasesvhich rejectnew music: “l don't likeit / becausd it / is chaotic,disolganized,
ugly...”

| imaginel amalsoaddressing secondgroupof people:thoseof our friendswho areoutsidethe “mu-
sic producing”circle, listenerswho work at linguistics, Spanishwomens studies,economicsglectrical
engineeringandwho, while trying to listento new music,have removedresentmentrom their facesout

of affectionfor us,andwho listen, looking to us, asthoughthey werenot capablethemselesof hearing
from themusic.

“What to do?”

While in the midst of deploringthe problem,a high-pitchedvoice amongstus burstthe calm contentof
uni ed complaint:“Whatto do?”

Encourageurselhesto write “lessdif cult” musicin hopeghatthelistenersmight nd themseles‘less
dif cult"? This hadalreadybeentried! Eachof usat differenttimeshadalreadydutifully or polemically
or exhortingly gone*“social” andtried to write lessdif cult music, which meanta music more familiar
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andmoreresemblinghe old musicknown to our unhappy-listeners-refusing-to-be-listeneid/e told each
otherthata new musicmight not have to posea dif culty to listeners.But in the procesof composing
thatnew musicwhich wasalsolessdif cult, therehadoccurredto eachof usa certainmomentwhenwe

haddecidedit wassafeto tampera bit with someold and hopelesslystultifying cliché, andNew Music

hadresulted almostin spite of oursehes! The momentwe broughtinterestto the music,thingsbecame
moredif cult for thelistener

“What to do?”

Thefollowing articleis abeginninganswer It waswrittenin anattempto putour analysisof the problem
into a languagewe preferred. Composedver several nights,grogin hand,sitting in a walk-dowvn beer
cellar, O E.T.A. Hoffman! O Davidshundlerbhtter! we metandwrote,andwroteandthenmet.

O robin, o soraya,o michael,o elisa,0 marina,o tragy, o pete—tothesefriendson the outsideof the
musicalcircle we wrote, with methe scribeat thesemeetingsto give thesefriendsbackthe authorityfor
their listening.
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Intr oduction

Whereasew musicis written by composersits reputationandsocial signi cance are provided by peo-
ple who are particularly not composersiextbook writers, magazingournalists,radio intervievers,and
newspapecritics.

For mostnewspapereadergandthis goesfor theaudiencesf radio,television, magazinesandtextbooks
aswell), new musichasbecomeknown by its reporteddilemmas.Until the pastfew years readersould
readabouta new musicthatwasreportedto be standing,on onefoot, separatedrom its listenersby a
“gap”. Little mentioncouldbefoundof anew musicthatdid notalsomentionits accompawing gap.\Was
this gapdueto the music—itsdif culties, its complexity, its little known pointsof departures®r wasthe
gapdueto listeners—theinld-fashionedexpectationstheir lack of educationtheir unquestionediesire
for entertainment®asit dueto the musicthatlistenerscouldnt talk aboutit? Or dueto thelisteners?

In thelastfew yearsnew musicis againreportedto bein the midstof a dilemma,but a morerecentone:
new musichassetits foot down, andis returning,or decidingnotto returnor irting with thepossibility of
returning,to “tonality” (tonality beinga way of organizingsoundghatis familiar to all listeners).Return
to Tonality, or not?!

Thesetwo Press-reportedilemmasoverlapto leave a smudgewhich may be read,tea-leaes-like, for

implications.A readingcouldtell usthatthe gapwasindeeddueto the music,sincethe rst conciliatory
move wasmadenot by the listenersbut by the musiccomposersthatthusit wasnewv musicwhich had

beenpreventinglistenersfrom talking aboutit; andthatby “returningto tonality” nev musicnow shows

its willingnessto shrinkthe distancebetweeritself andits listeners.Theearliergapdilemmais not phased
outby themorerecent'Returnto Tonality” dilemma,but ratherhoversasevidenceof an“or else”: “return

to tonality, or else...” is thegap's messageEithernenv musicreturnsto tonality, or elsewe're returnedo

thegap.

In the following article, I, also,am concernedvith the dilemmaswhich surroundnev music,andwith
therelationshipdetweemew musicandlisteners:.whathappendetweemen musicandlistenersHow
doesmusicaffectlisteners?And how do listenersaffect nev music,in a socialworld?

However, beyond this point, my analysisand speci cationsregardingthe dilemmasof nev musicand

listenersarein sidevaysoppositionto the analysisadwertizedby the Press.My actvities asa composer
who nds thatto write new music meansl mustalso write its reputation,or at leastcombatits being
slanderedleadmeto acton a premiseincompatiblewith the aimsof massmedia:thatin a socialworld,

thingsarewhat's saidaboutthem.

In writing aboutthe relationshipsbetweennen music and listenersand gapsand returns,the news of
this thesisis to exposeandinvestigateanindispensableomponenbdf thoserelationshipsianguage—the
languagehatlistenersspeakandcommentandmumbleto themselesandcopy from thenenspapersthe
languagghatnewnspapersvrite andwill notreferto; andthelanguagehatl amusingandwill referto.

Thus, | restatemy topic: in this article | will concernmyself with relationshipsbetweennen music,
listenersandlanguage Much hasbeenwritten andsaidaboutnen musicandlistenersjittle hasbeensaid
abouthow what's written andwhat's saidaffectsmusicandlisteners.The history of musicthatwe readof
andspeakof andreferto canbe describedasthe history of the interactionsbetweenistenersmusic,and
language.
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Two is company; threeis a crowd!

It mayappeathatthepointof thistopicis thatl ammerely“adding” acomponento the couplingof music
andlistenerscomplicatinganalreadycomplex picture.lIs this all? No. Languagenarksthe placewhere,
andthe time when, subject(listener)and object (music) meet. Languagewill mark that placewhether
we are aware of its dynamicpresencepr not. | exposelanguages presencewith the aim of rescuing
the presenceof the others—musiand listeners—notwith the intention of overshadwing them but of
bolsteringthem.

The probleml addresss whathappengo nev musicwhenit becomeghe subjectmatterof present-day
language.

The aspectl investigateconcernghe objectvity-orientationof that language.| assertthat present-day
syntax,conditionedby the paradigmof objectvity, preventslanguageaboutmusicfrom bridgingthe gap
betweemewn musicandlisteners.

Thecontet | provideis thatcontext in which my proposal—thdinkageof the presenstateof new music
with thepresenstateof language—willbe seerasnecessaryandin whichthelistenerwill have sufcient

backgroundo understandhe assertionthe currentstateof nev musicis relatedto its treatmenunderan
objectvity-conditionedanguage.

Thereferences$ malke areto recenttheories,nsights,andinvestigationgrom the worlds of cybernetics,
linguistics,cognitive studies systemsanalysis—writingsvhich contribute to my analysisof therelations
betweermmusic,listenersandlanguage.

This articleis playedout on the stageof the“said-abouts’(introducedn Part One)—thatwhich hasbeen
saidaboutnev musicandlisteners. Whetherthere“is” a gapbetweenmnew musicandlisteners,or not,
doesnotconcerrus;butthat“it hasbeensaid”thatthereexistsagapandthat,having beensaid,thesaying
hashadconsequence@n a socialworld, thingsarewhat's saidaboutthem)—thisis the scenein which
we rst nd ourselhes.
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Part One: The Sceneof the Said-Abouts

In orderto understandvhatis saidaboutthe presentstateof nev musicby the Pressjt will be usefulif
we understana bit of whatcouldbe said,by a composerof the eventsthatconstitutethe history of music
in thelasteightyyears.

What' s said about new music by a composer

Fromthe 17th centuryuntil the 20th century composersvrote piecesthat both relied on anddeveloped
a systemof organizedpitchesthat we now call the “tonal system”. The diversity of the composers'
efforts within this systemwas enormous:the tune Yankee Doodle Dandyis basedon the system,asis

Tchaikovsky'sFifth Sympholy. Key signaturesmajorandminor scalesandharmonicprogressionsignal

thepresencef thissystem A distinguishingconstrainof thetonalsystemis the hierarchicabrganization
of pitches:thefunctionof every pitchis de ned by its relationto a centralor mainpitch. For thelistener

this hierarchicalbrganizationhassereralimportantfunctions:for instancea listenerwill recognizequite

clearly whethera piecehasendedor not. The variety of waysthat piecesendis a resultof the skill of

composerso retardtheinevitability of thisrecognition;however, thatthe endof a pieceis recognizables

notamatterof compositionput ratheris dictatedoy thehierarchicabrganizatiorof pitches—onlycertain
predesignatedequencesf pitchescansignalthe endof the composition.Theingenuityof composerso

make yetanothersurprisingeventwithin the constraintof this systemis evidentif we passourmind'sear
over the accumulatiorof tonal music compositions:all have in commonthe tonal organization,andyet

arequitedistinguishabldrom oneanother

Around 1900 an importantshift in compositionalthinking occurred—ashift that eighty yearslater, in

1985,is still newsto mostaudiencesWe candeducdrom theletters,writings, articles,andmusicwritten

by composeratthattime thatmary composersroundl900werenolongerattemptingo composeieces
thatdevelopedandreliedonthetonal system.

AnothercomposerHerbertBrin, describest:

Mostcontemporargomposeragreewith thepublic (thoughnotin thechoiceof terminology)
thatourtime hasproducedsometrendsin musicwhich constitute fo the meaningof theword
music,arevolution far greaterandfar moreincisive thanarny of themary historicprecedents.
It seemdhat somethingwhich basicallyhadnot beenchallengedor hundredsf years,and
in consequence/astaken for granted,cannotbe taken for grantedarny longer That which
apparentlyis meantby this “something”canbedescribedonly vaguely asbeingthe potential
informationvaluecontainedn themusicalpatternsvhichall musicaleventshavethetendeng
to form within time.
HerbertBrin
AgainstPlausibility

Thetonal systemceasedo betheassumedotal universeof music. Ratherinvestigationsveremadeinto
developingandrelying on othersystems.
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What' s said about new music by the Press

Sofar| have presentedvhathasbeensaidby a composerconcerninghis revolution in music. However,
music, we aretold, is the compositeof two stories: the story of the composes attempt,andthe story
of the listeners response.How did listenersrespond?The main documentationif not the creationof
the listeners'responsespccurswithin the music criticism sectionof the Press. So we reformulatethe
guestion:how did the Pressjn the nameof its readersrespondo this revolution?

Chroniclesof musiccriticism of all centuriesshav us sentencesiponsentencesf evidencethat music
critics greetthe productionof the new musicof their time with contempt,andnot with a lack of under
standing but ratherwith anahbundanceof the wrongunderstandingWhile new art callsinto questionold
channelof communicatior{of which the Presss one),the Presss ableto maintainits superiorityto that
guestionby measuringhe new with old andstatus-quo-baadstandards:

Bela Bartok hasdoneit. He hasachiered one of the greatesdesiresof the modernistsjn
turning things upsidedown. He hasmadebig music soundsmall... He hascorvertedthe
grandorchestranto a meremandolin... He hasgoneafter beautywith hammersandsticks.
In time, theobjectdoubtleswill beevenbetterattained.If notBartbk, thensomeonelsewill
compela 120-manorchestragverybodyblowing, scrapingandsmitingatfull bent,to sighas
thinly asarubbedgobletandto twangasfaintly asa jews harp. For out go not only melody
andharmoty, but alsothe timbre of the violin, the volume of the trombone ,andthe shading
of thepiano.
HaroldNorton
Christian ScienceMonitor
Februaryl6,1928

Additionally, in thiscenturywe nd adevelopmenbf somethingvhich hadnotexistedin “all” centuries:
in tandemwith the developmentbf the power of the Presspccurredhe developmenbf avocakulary used
internationallyamongmusiccritics. The sameclichésandtermsusedby a musiccritic in Italy wereto be
foundin thenewspapers artssectionin Germaity or France.

Into this pool of critics' vocalulary enterednenv music and triggeredthis internationallyconsolidated
Presgo respondn away it hadnot yet donebefore.Not contentto pinion new musicwith disappreing
adjectves,which hadbeforebeenthe custom(nenv musicbeingugly or chaoticor disoganized) critics
reachednto their dislike of nev music,andpulledouta“gap”. They turnedtheir reactionto nev music
into anobject,athing: TheGap. Thisrei cation of theirresponséo new musichasleft uswith ascenario
of themusicon oneside,thelisteneron the other andin the middle, this mysteriougpresencealledThe
Gap.Theterm,“the gap”,is notinvestigatedn the Pressits negative valueis assumed.

Following arethreestageof the sceneof the said-aboutshow the Presshastold its story of new music
overthreetime periods:early60's, early 70's, andthe present.
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What' s said by the Press:1960's
Fromanarticlein theearly60's, appearingn TheMilwaukeeTimes we read:

NEW MUSIC DRIVES AWAY AUDIENCES
Yesterdayeveningthe Mil waukee Symphoty Orchestraskillfully presentec programof es-
sentiallyold favorites. However, eventhis gifted orchestravasunableto preventthe massve
exodusof the audiencethat occurredduring the performanceof a piece of “avant-garde”
music, Htology, by Lon Fountain,a Chicagocomposer The piece had beenprecededby
a masterfuland moving performanceof Tchaikovsky's Fourth Symphory, and perhapshad
beenprogrammedo follow this inspiredclassicin the interestsof contrast.If so,thencon-
trasttherewas: after the rich, lush soundof the mournful Russianmasterpiecethe rattling
disharmowy andthin wails thatissuedfrom the Fountainpieceproved sucha contrasthatthe
openingof the “music” was coveredby laughterand hissesfrom the audience.Thoughthe
orchestranepeticallytriedits bestto instill somegraceinto this music,evenit wasunableto

shrinkthe by now proverbialgapthatsuchpiecescreatebetweerthemselesandaudiences.
TheMilwaukeeTimes

May 6, 1963

What' ssaid by the Press:1970's

Thenext said-aboutirriveson a stagesetessentialljthe sameasbefore:the Presscontinuests production
of languageaboutnen music;theinternationakonsolidatiorof nevspapefanguagestill exists;theobject
of the newspaperanguageis still the composess persistentattemptto write musicthatis not familiar.

Thereis onechangethe“gap”, thatcreationof the Pressjs reportedo have consequencesn thecurrent

generatiorof youngcomposers:

Youngcomposersodayarelooking for astyle. For someyearsnow therehasbeenthegeneral
realizationthatalmostthreedecade®f the non-tonalmusicpracticedin internationalkircles
have led to nowhere.It maybetruethatelementsf thelanguagenave penetratedhe vocab-
ulary of all composerslt is alsotrue that noneof the music createdduring that period has
enteredheactiverepertory

New musiccomposerdave hadtheir chance.It wasnot asthoughthey wereworking in a

vaccuum.They keptinsistingthatif only the public hada chanceto immerseitself in their

music, thenthe music would eventually make its way. It wasa potentlobby thatthey ran.

For yearsthe internationalpublic wasexposedto the nev music. Every orchestrglayedits

shareandoftentherewerefestivalsof theavant-garde Recordshy thethousandsvereissued.
Therewas tremendousactiity. Yet the public stubbornlyresisted. It was not a matterof

exposure;the musicachieved ratherwide curreny for a while. But therewassomethingn

thetotally organized totally dissonanta-thematigproductthat proved completelyantithetic

to thepublic.
Harold Schonbey

New York Times Septembel 2,1972
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What' s said by the Press:1984

Thelastandmostrecent‘said-abouttakesusto 1984andthe “Returnto Tonality” slogans.Thefollow-
ing exampleis consistenwith the story the Presshasreported,andappearsasa responseandalmosta
conclusionto the Press-reportedilemmasof the two previousscenes:

CAN COMPOSERSREGAIN THEIR AUDIENCES?
Add JacotDruckmanto thelist of Americancomposersurrentlyin full ight from academic
serialism,andquite voluble aboutit. It almostseemde rigeur thesedaysfor a composeito
issuea manifestao the effectthathewill have nothingto do with thebadold days.Thevery
factthathe hasdisarowedtotally organizedmusicandall its offshoots,andspolenin favor of
areturnto his tonalroots,makeshim still anotherof thatlarge bandunhapjy with the music
of the immediatepastandvery concernedaboutits future. Mr. Druckmanhassaidthatthe
next directionfor nev musiccomposerss to write musicboth nenv and beautiful—andhat
pointsusbackto tonality.

Harold Schonbey

New York Times

Augustl14,1984
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Part Two: The Body

Intr oduction

To link adiscussiorof new musicto adiscussiorof an“objectivity-subjectvity conditionedanguage’is
to make a leap—nota step,nor a logical conclusion but a leap. This leaprequiresan understandingf
the compaly it keeps:otherleaps,which bolsterit andwhoseconnectionswith it andwith oneanother
suggesthebgginningof a paradigmaticshift concerningcognitive notions.

Both describingandlisteningare cognitive acts: momentsof a subjectwantingto know aboutanobject.
What's said aboutdescribingandlisteningis basedon certainestablishednodelsof cognition. Herel
will presenta cognitive modelrecentlyproposedy HumbertoMaturanaa cyberneticiarandneurophys-
iologist. The modelbreakswith pastmodelsand presentsan entirely differentstory of the momentof
subjectmeetingobject. I'll speakof the modelin ve statementand commentsaboutthe statements,
andthenopenonto a granddiscussionof the model (pages12-13). Using this modelas point of de-
parture,l'll make a tip-toed paththroughnotionsaboutobjectvity-subjectvity, languageandlistening.
This pathstructurallysnovballs: the rst sectionon objectvity-subjectvity is built afterthemodel(pages
13-14);thesectiononlanguages built accordingo whathasbeensaidaboutobjectvity-subjectvity and
the model (pagesl4-16); the third sectionon listeningis built on what hasbeensaid aboutlanguage,
objectvity-subjectvity, andthe model(pagesl7-18).

| cannot,in the following, claim scienti ¢ knowledgeor self-referentialanguage All | claimis thatmy
reportsandinvestigationshouldcontributeto afreshclari cation of theissues.

Model to inform the discussion:statements,comments,and discussion

Statementl: Living systemspf which cognitive systemsare oneexample,canbe describedasopento
enepy, andclosedto informationandcontrol.

Statement2: Studyingthe organizationof a system‘closedto informationandcontrol,opento enegy”
(aclosedsystem)s studyingthe natureof its self-reference.

Statement3: Living systemsareautopoieticsystems.
Statement4: A systenthatis closedto informationandcontrolis not closedto interaction.

Statement5: Cognitionis a subject-dependephenomenonasaprocesst is constitutvely boundto the
organizatiomandstructureof theknower, becausall the statesandinteractionsn whichtheknower
canenteraredeterminedy herorganizationandstructure.

Statementl: Living systemspf which cognitive systemsare oneexample,canbe describedasopento
enegy, andclosedto informationandcontrol.

Comment: A descriptionwhich statesthat a living systemis “closedto information and control” is a
descriptionwhich is positinga new notion of a living system.This living systemis onewhosepartsare
organizedn a circularform, thatis, every partinteractswith every otherpart. Intuitively, we understand
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suchmutualinteractionsn awholesystem:for example,if | try to understan¢how my braininteractswith
my liver, | know right away thatit is not thatmy brainactson my liverin hierarchicalform but alsothat
my liveractssimultaneouslyn my brain. However, beyondthis intuitive understandinghe statemenof
the closureof a systemhasradicalconsequencedt enablesusto understanaur nenoussystemnot as
aninput-outputinformation processinglevice (asis the currentunderstandingn neurophysiology)but
ratherasa closedunit of perceptiorandactionmaintaininginternally generatedevels. The ideais that
the organizations stability (its “homeostasis”producesertainlevelsto be maintainedwith the nernwous
systemcompensatingo maintainthoseinternally generatedevelsin the faceof perturbationsWe speak
of homeostasigrhenwe spealof the rst commandf aliving systemwhichis to referto itself. Behavior
becomeghe compensatiotior thoseperturbations.“Perception”,in this context, meansthe organisms
view of whateser impingeson it. And its view is preciselydependentiponthe referencdevelsit is set
up to maintain,ratherthanon anexternally de ned “stimulus” thatis to be “processed’asde ned by an
externalagent.Perturbatiorcanbeexternalor canariseinternally from the organismitself.

Within the vocalulary of a closedsystem the terms*“perturbation”and“compensation’are usedrather
thantheterms‘input” and“output”. Inputandoutput,termsthatareusedin the stimulus-responseodel,
carry the connotatiornof somethingarisingin the designof a system.Whenl put my coin into the Coke
machine] know thatit is designedo receve thatinput, andno otherinput. But if | call my dog“Fido”
andhe comesto me, it is not becauséne was designedor meto call him “Fido” or arything else—he
wasnot designedhejust “doeshis thing”. The basicdifferencebetweennput-outputandperturbation-
compensations that one puts emphasion the designfor a thing, and the other puts emphasison the
stability arisingfrom the closureof its organization.

Statemen?: Studyingtheorganizatiorof a system‘closedto informationandcontrol,opento enegy” (a
closedsystem)is studyingthe natureof its self-reference.

CommentThe concepibf self-references bestunderstoodf we imaginethata systemis stablewhenall
its partsreactto all its partsto eithermaintainor restorea balancebetweenits parts. The balanceof a
systemis monitoredby its self-referenceA perturbationgitherfrom theinsideor the outside generates
nothingelsebut this attemptto restorestability.

A self-referentialsystemis distinct from an allo-referentialsystemin that the allo-referentialsystemis
designedto respondto the perturbation,to “rise to the occasion”,to reactunderthe input: which is
eguialentto informationprocessing.

Statemen8: Living systemsareautopoieticsystems.

Comment:“Autopoiesis”is a specialcaseof homeostasign which the systems critical variablethatis

held constanis thatsystems own organization.An autopoieticsystemis de ned asa unity by a network

of productions.The productionnetwork produceghe componentsthe componentsthroughtheir inter-

actions,constitutethe systemasa unity in the spacen which they exist, andmalke the network possible
by de ning andrealizingits topology Thusthe phenomenologwf autopoiesiss the phenomenologypf

autonomyinsofar astheresultof the systems dynamicds the systemitself.

Statemend: A systenthatis closedto informationandcontrolis not closedto interaction.

CommentHaving establishedhe closureof aliving systemwe maynow ask: how doesa closedsystem
interactwith otherclosedsystems2Ne cansaythattwo closedsystemsaindego a procesof “coupling”.
Whatwe dowith the closureof asystems actuallywhatwe do all thetime, i.e., weinteractwith asystem
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by poking at it, throwing sticksat it, shoutingat it, etc.,in variousdegreesof sophistication.Thatis a
perturbationof the stability of a system for which it will compensater will not compensatelf it does
compensateghenwe cansensen it a stability for thatinteraction. Soif eachtime | say“Fido” my dog
comesaround,that “Fido” is a perturbationin its organizationthat producesa compensationi.e., the
locomotionof comingto me.

A systeminteractingwith anothersystemis “systemdependent’in thatits behaior will dependon its
organizationthe systemis “obsener dependentin thatit will respondo thekind of perturbatiorthatthe
othersystenmthrows atit. Thereforejf | aminteractingwith anotherclosedsystemmy ability to seewhat
its propertiesareis limited by whatkinds of interactiond canhave with it. As we will seelater, oneof
thekindsof interactiond canhaveis thelanguagd speak.

Statemenb: Cognitionis a subject-dependemphenomenonasa processt is constitutvely boundto the
organizationandstructureof the knower, becausall the statesandinteractionsn which the knower can
enteraredeterminedy herorganizationandstructure.

In lieu of commentingon this importantstatement| will openthe oor to agranddiscussiorof whathas
beensaidsofar.

Discussionof model

(homageandgodspeedo the retreatingbacksandreproachfulfacesof an objectvity-ridden
subjectvity)

Cognitionis the story of subjectmeetingobject.

Any discussionof “to know” needsmustraisethe questionof what characterizesnd constitutesthe
domainof the knower (the subject)andthe domainof the to-be-knavn (the object)—theanswergo be
told in avocalulary thattracesthe societys currentstateof knowledgeandof self-consciousness.

While mostof usseermmotto actively participatan theseanswerandquestionsywe do actively participate
in the vocalulary, the metaphorsandimagery which both produceandreproduceour societys “state of
theart” in relationto theseanswersandquestions.

Maturanas radical point of departurefrom traditionalmodelslies in the the characterizatiomf a living
systemas being closed—closedto informationand control, opento enegy. The workingsof a closed
system—thenter-actiity betweenparts,its self-referentialityits autopoiesis—gie us animageof how
the systemmaintaingtself.

The storywe tell of our observations-ef the dogwho comeswhenits nameis called,of the personwho
movesin orderto getout of the way of a car—is only the story of our obsenations. Maturanaproposes
thatthe rst commandof a living systemis to refer to self in orderto maintainitself (its homeostasis),
andis acommandvhoseconsequencese obsene. To be consistentvith Maturanawe mustre-seevhat
we see,andtell to our eyesa newer image: of the dogwho comeswhenwe call in orderto maintainits
homeostasisand not becausewve called. Thus,if we re ect on the old vocalulary andimageryof our
notionsof aliving systemrespondingo its ervironment,we canobsere their implication: movements
of aliving systemareconsiderecffectsof which somethingn the ervironmentis the cause Contraryto
this, underMaturanas model,it is theliving systemwhich causests own effect—it is theliving systems
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responseo itself thatwe have, up to now, calledits responseo the ervironment.

Objectivity-Subjectivity and links with cognitive model

Maturanas characterizatiorof a living systematffects our discussionof nev music's treatmentunder
a subjectvity-objectivity conditionedlanguagein threeways: in our understandingf the notions of
objectvity-subjectvity; languageandmusiclistening(asaninstanceof cognition).

While cognitionis the storytold of subjectmeetingobject,it alsotapsthe samepool of imagery vocahu-
lary, andconceptsaasdoesthe story of objectvity-subjectvity: they eachtell the other's story.

In the traditional model, the objectvity-subjectvity dualism (that which existed prior to Maturanas
model) is both a notion and a dynamicactive in the old paradigmof cognition. The notion's neuro-
physiologicalstatemenis:

We obtainknowledgethroughour sensergansby a proces®f mappingthe objectve external
reality onto our nenous system,accommodatingur behaior to the structureof the world
revealedthroughthis mapping.

A moregeneralktatemenof this notionof objectvity is:

We exist in an objectve world that canbe known and aboutwhich we canmake cognitive
statementshat reveal it asanindependenteality whosevalidity is, therefore,independent
from usasobsenrers.

In the imagerywhich reproduceghis old conceptof cognitionandthe role playedin it by objectvity-
subjectvity, percever andperceved areeachgivena particularplace:the perceved (reality, truth) dom-
inates,while the percever is a vessel,a receptaclea repositorythat either adequatelyor inadequately
recevesthe perceved. “Reality” playsthe dominantrole, and mustbe pursued;the percever playsa
passve role. In this picture,reality standsrm, regardlesof descriptionandtheimportanceof language
is passeaver, languageeingconsiderediepictional andnotconsequentialLanguages eithertakenfor
grantedandis, thus,invisible; or is mentionedput only asaninterferencea smudgeon thewindowpane
betweernpercever andperceved: “but for thewordsgettingin the way, | would have beenableto nally
seetruth, reality”

UnderMaturanas model,cognitionis returnedo the subject. The modelcriticizesthe notionthatwe can
have cognitive accesgo an objective reality independenbf us asobserers,andratherpositscognition
as“a procesghatis constitutvely boundto the organizationand structureof the knower becausall the
statesandinteractionan which theknower canenteraredeterminedy herorganizationandstructure”.

In Maturanas picture, percever and perceved are given dynamically different places. The perceved
becomesiependenobn the percever, thepro le of the percever is raised,andcognizancas givento the
percever's modeof interactingwith the perceved: herlanguage.

Cognition,we have said,is thestoryof subjectmeetingobject. And whotellsthestory?UnderMaturanas
model,we cananswer:the story is told by a subjectandis told by the telling. The knower's ability to
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seeandspeakof an“it” is limited to thekinds of interactionsshecanhave with it, anddominantamongst
theseinteractionds herlanguage.

Philosopherspsychologistsandbiologistshave on mary diverseoccasionsarguedthatthe

actof cognitionis somehav boundto the knower—so a criticism of the notionthatwe have

cognitive accesgo anobjectie reality is not new. Unfortunately philosopherandscientists
generallyfearthatrecognizingcognitionasasubjectdependenphenomenoteadsto idealism
andsolipsism.| think thatthis shouldnot be the caseandthattherearetwo basicsourcego

thisfear:

1. It is dif cult for us as Westernthinkersto imagine cognition as a subjectdependent
phenomenoecauseave live immersedn adenotatve linguistic domainin which even
subjectve notionsare expressedienotatvely, asif their existencewereindependenof
usasobserers;

2. It seemghatabiologicalmechanisnthatgivesriseto anobsenerwith asubjectdepen-
dentcognitve domainin which heusesa denotatve languagevith manipulatve success
is aparadoxandhencejmpossible.

HumbertoMaturana
Cognitive Strategies

Maturanas modelquestionghe objectvity-subjectvity imageryof a realworld which sendsvavesover
us, marksus sothatwe utterit, spraysus until we seeit, hidesitself sothatwe mustlook for it, masks
itself sothatwe aretricked into makingfalsestatement&boutit, andrevealsitself so thatwe come,at
last, nearetto thetruth. As Maturanas modelis new, we do not yet have sufcient imageryandlanguage
for it; but, asa rst attemptthepoetryof theold objectvity-boundimagerymight betumbledaround:we
mightimaginea subjectwho sendsvavesoverthereality, who marksit sothatwhatit tellsis anutterance
of herself,andwho spraysreality until it seesher.

The shift of paradigm—thdeap—maesfrom “The obsener shallnot enterinto thedescription”to “The
descriptionshallrevealthe propertiesof the obsenrer”

Thusit shouldbe mentionedherethatin this paperthe termsobjectvity andsubjectvity do not denote
oppositesput ratherdifferently emphasizedspect®of onerelation,namelythe relationbetweensubject
andobject. | indicatethis link betweerobjectvity andsubjectvity by meansof a hyphen:for example,|
speakof the“objectivity-subjectvity conditioningof languagé, or “objectivity-subjectvity imagery”.

Language,and links with objectivity-subjectivity and cognitive model

Whenlinguists becameable to examinecritically and scienti cally a large numberof lan-
guagesof widely differentpatternstheir baseof referencevasexpandedihey experienced
aninterruptionof phenomendithertoheld universal,anda whole new orderof signi cances
cameinto their ken. It wasfoundthatthe backgroundinguistic system(in otherwords,the
grammar)f eachlanguages notmerelyareproducingnstrumenfor voicingideasbut rather
is itself the shapeof ideas the programandguidefor theindividual's mentalactuity, for his
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analysisof impressionsfor his synthesif this mentalstockin trade. Formulationof ideas
is not an independenprocess strictly rationalin the old sensebut is part of a particular
grammayanddiffers,from slightly to greatly betweendifferentgrammarsWe dissecinature
alonglineslaid down by our native languagesThe catejoriesandtypesthatwe isolatefrom
the world of phenomenave do not nd therebecauseahey stareevery obserer in the face;
onthecontrary theworld is presentedn a kaleidoscopicux of impressionsvhich hasto be
organizedby our minds—andhis meandargely by the linguistic systemsn our minds. We
cut natureup, organizeit into conceptsandascribesigni cancesaswe do, largely because
we arepartiesto anagreemento organizeit in this way—anagreementhatholdsthroughout
our speecttcommunityandis codi ed in the patternsof ourlanguage.. And it will befound
thatit is not possibleto de ne “event,thing, object,relationship”’andsoon, from nature but
thatto de ne themalways involvesa circuitousreturnto the grammaticalcatayoriesof the
de ner'slanguage.
BenjaminLee Whorf
Languaye, ThoughtandReality

To paraphras®olandBarthes:thereis no primary, nave, phenomenalinderstandingf the

eld datawhich we afterwardshave to explicateor intellectualize.No ethnographeis inno-
cent. We begin with the narratve in our headwhich structuresour initial obsenationsin the
eld.

In the procesof productionof ethnographyve arecontinuallyorientedtowardthe dominant
narratve structure. We go to the resenation with a story alreadyin mind, andthat story is
foregroundedn the nal professionaproduct,the publishedarticle, chaptey or monograph.
If we departoofarfrom thedominantstoryin theliterature,if we overlookakey referenceor
fail to mentionthework of animportantscholaywe arepolitely correctedy suchinstitutional
monitorsasthe thesiscommittee the foundationreview panel,the editorsof our journals,or
thesometimeseary handof theprogramcommitteeatour annuaimeetings At thebeginning
and at the end, the productionof ethnographyis framedby the dominantstory. Most of
thetime thereis a balanceto researchinnovation; the studyis new enoughto be interesting
but familiar enoughso that the story remainsrecognizable. There are geniuses—Bateson
did publish Navenin 1936—hut usually we de ne researchwith referenceto the current
narratve andreportbackour particularvariationof that narratve to our colleaguesmostof
whomalreadyknow theplot structuran advance.Theprocesss self-reinforcingandcon rms
everyonesview of theworld.
EdwardBruner
EthngraphyasNarrative

Languagas preparedor soandsomary registrerings.You may perceve everythingbut the
preferencdor whatyou registeris guidedby whatlanguageyou have. Thisin turn suggests
thatby rejuvenatingthe languagethe registeringselectedrom the perceved will be guided
by new preferences.
HerbertBrin
Seminarin ExperimentalComposition

A recurrenphenomenoim languages aphenomenothatcouldbedescribedasthe“inertia of language™:
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thismeanghatwhatpresentanguagestoresandsendsasmessagest learnedrom mary a previous,now

obsoleteknowledge.Languagearguesparadigmshoththoseparadigmsve now recognizeasparadigms,
andthosewe have yet to recognizeasparadigms.Dynamically its greatespower is held by a paradigm
notwhile it is called“paradigm”but calledfacts,data truth, nature ethics properproceduresgtc. As soon
asaparadigmis calleda “paradigm”(usuallythenreferredto asa “mere” paradigm)jts power collapses.
Thus,aspealer may nd herlanguageat oddswith herintentions,particularlyif sheis intendingto add

to the presenstoreof knowledge,or attemptingto negatesomeaccepteddea,or trying to proceedalong

with neglectedthoughts:for therewill be a time lag, anda paradigmlag, betweenthe intentionsof the

spealer, andtheintentionsof thelanguage.

. it will be impossibleto reasonhim out of thesebeliefs. He will assertthem asplain,
hard-headedommonsensewhich meanghatthey satisfyhim becausehey arecompletely
adequateasa systemof communicatiorbetweenrhim andhis fellow men. Thatis, they are
adequatdinguistically to his socialneeds,andwill remainso until an additionalgroup of
needss felt andworkedoutin language.

BenjaminLee Whorf
Languaye, ThoughtandReality

Theinertia of languagecanalsobe termedits “closure”. Thosecharacteristic®f living systemsasde-
scribedby Maturanacanbe usedto characterizéanguagecharacterizinghe relationsbetweerdescriber
description,and described. Theserelationsexhibit interactvity, self-referentiality and autopoiesis.A

spealer will speakaboutwhatsheseeswhatsheseeswill be determinedby whatshecanspeakabout:
thisis aninstanceof interactvity andself-referentialitypetweerdescriberdescribedanddescription.The
autopoiesi®of language—wher dynamicof a systembecomes componenbf it—occursin the above

descriptveinstancevhenadescriptiorwill soorienttheprocesof describingasto createthedescription.

In thethird statementjuotedabove, Brin hasmadea usefuldistinction—thedistinctionbetweerpercev-
ing andregisteringenableshim to referto that momentwhich our presenfanguagecanbarely express:
themomentwhenan| meetsanit. In answero the querulous'thenif languagedetermineso much,is
what's outthereonly whatl describet to be??”Briin ascribedo theit, its moment:the momentof per
cewving; andascribedo thel, I's moment:the momentof registering. We perceivea phenomenomnwhat
we register of it is dependenon the capabilitiesof the languageused. The registrationsof our language
(its capabilities),are socially informed and are producedby, and arereproducing paradigms.We may
speakof therelationshipbetweenanguageindparadigmautopoietically:paradigmsorientthe describing
processand becomethemseles component®f that process;by becomingcomponentof that process,
they orientthe describingorocessandsoon.

Thephenomenowof describingjnvisible underthenotionsof objectvity andsubjectvity, becomewisible
underMaturanas cognitive model and the above statements.Thusto the statementhat a description
revealsthe propertiesof the describerwe canadd: thata descriptionalsorevealsthe propertiesof the
describinganguage.

To the degreethat a spealer is unavare of the power of her describinglanguage to that degree will
languageexerciseits greatespower over her.
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Listening processjink ed with language,objectivity-subjectivity, and the cognitive
model

| proposethe following descriptionof thelisteningprocess:

while a composemalkesthe music composition,it is the listenerwho makesthe effect of
themusic. The composeprovidesthelistenerwith an offe—the musicalcomposition.The
listenercreatesanimageof the music,andrespondgo the createdmage,creatingits effect.
To usetheold vocalulary of causeandeffect: it is thenthelistenerwho createghe causeand
thelistenerwho creategheeffect.

We canbreakdown thelisteningprocessnto thesestates:

1. thecomposemakesa musicalcompositionwhichreacheshelistenersear;atthis pointthelistener
is onthejob, andthe composecando no more;

2. now thelistenermakesher“experience’of themusic—thisconsistof thelistener nding orinvent-
ing thosewishesandquestiondor which this musicmeandul liment andanswer;

3. thelistenerthenlooksat the wishesandquestionsvhich shehadto contributein orderto make the
compositiona ful llment andananswer Shenow decidesvhethershelikeshernew acquirements
or whethershedislikesthem. This is what produceghe effect which listeningto musichason the
listener

Listeningis aninstanceof the cognitive process.The vocahulary generallyusedto characterizeandto
explain the listeningexperiencestemsfrom a well-known andfrequentlyexploited storeof moreor less
metaphoricakxpressionspeoplespeakof beingmoved by the music,affectedby the music; peoplesay
thatthe musicdid or didn't reachthem, that the musicleft themcold or madechills go up their spine.
Theseexpressionssubscribeto the notion of objectvity presentedn pagel3: “We obtain knowledge
throughour senseorgansby a processof mappingthe objectve knowledge onto our nerwous system,
accomodatingur behaior to the structureof the world revealedthroughthis mapping

It is this objectvity orientationwhich is the point of addressandattackin the above descriptionof the

listening process. Objectvity wishesto characterizehe listeneras “open”™—opento music—andas a

vessel,into whom the music poursand who may then commenton the agreeabilityor disagreeability
of that which was poured. Objectvity onceagainmakes no mentionof languageor of the descriptve

relationsbetweenlistener herlanguageand music. The listeners languagejn the objectvity-oriented
notionsaboutthe listening processhappensonly after the experience:the music descendsthe listener
canonly saywhethershelik esor dislikesit.

From appearancesye obsere that musicseemgo “affect” listeners—sdar, the objectvity notionac-
countsfor this appearance However, asin the context of the remarksaboutclosure,we nd thatthe
situationthatreacheghe obsenrer's eye—that of adog comingin responséo a call, or thelistenerbeing
movedin responséo the music—isonly the situationthatreacheshe observers eye.

In my descriptionof the listening process| rejectthis objectvity-orienteddescriptionof the listening
processandcharacterizehe listeneras“closed”. Whatgoeson within that closure(steps2 and3 of the
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listeningprocesgpresentean pagel7) doesnot tell the story of musicaffectinglistener but ratherdoes
tell of anactive listeneraffectingthe story of music.

In additionto assertinghe closureof thelistenerl alsoclaimthereis a closureof the descriptiornprocess.
Thelisteneractively produceserexperienceof themusicby bringingin herwishesanddesires.Through
the articulationof thesewishesand desiressheis settingthe stagefor her interactionwith the music,

andthuswith this particularsetof wishesanddesiresshewill hearsomethingandwill reactto whatshe
hearswithin the context of thosestaled out wishesanddesires.If shesayssheis in questof “beautiful

music”, thenthe musicshehearswill appearsanapplicantfor theful llment of thatwish. Thelistener
will thenreactto thatwish andto the appropriatenessf the applicantappearingastheful liment of that

wish. The suitability of the applicantfor the positionwill causethe listeners emotionalresponseo the

musicshehearsandwill conditionher statementsf like anddislike. Underthis picturewe canseethat

the capabilitiesof herregisteringlanguagesocially conditionedto the degreethatsheis unavareof this

conditioning,will “interview” whatsheis perceving andactasa measuringstandardo the perceved.

Thispictureof thelisteneris consistentvith thestatementfrom Maturanas modelof cognition,objectvity-
subjectvity, andlanguagea listeneris not“open” to anobjective reality called“the music”; thelisteners
languages not“open” to themusic,servingasamappingvehiclefor it. Ratherbothlistenerandlanguage
can“respondto the music” only via a subroutine the closureof listenerandlanguage.

Thepoetryfor this pictureof alisteneris oneof thelistenerwho affectsthe music,whoreacheshemusic,
who sendchills upits spine,who movesthemusic.

At presentour societyaboundsn imagesandvocahulary surroundingthe word “to affect” in which all
but thelisteneris dominantandactive. The eld of psycho-acousticsyhichintendsto studytherelations
betweensoundand listeners,endsup describingitself asthe study of the effectsof soundon listeners,
andnot the studyof the effectsof listenerson sound. The notion of causeandeffectis a particularlocus
aroundwhich notionsof objectiity swarm: it causes| amaffected.
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Part Three: What happensto new music when it becomessubject
matter of an objectivity-oriented language?

Intr oduction

The questionwhich actedaspoint of departurdor our excursioninto the areaof “What's saidaboutnew
music” andthe areaof “Cognitive models”wasthe question:

What happendo nev musicwhenit becomessubjectmatterof an objectvity-orientedlan-
guage?

Theseawo areasprovide a backgroundor our point of arrival: thatthereexistsarelationship—frequently
causalnotalwaysrational,certainlyintuitively perceptible—betweeacrisisin thelanguageboutmusic,
anda crisisin the relationsbetweemewn musicandaudiencethe “gap”, the “Returnto Tonality”). It is
dueto the music,the Presshasreportedthatwe cant talk aboutit; it is dueto thelanguageaboutmusic,

| say thatwe cant talk aboultit. | proposehat:

Present-dagyntax,conditionedby the powerful conceptof objectvity-subjectvity, prevents
ourlanguagdrom bridgingthe gapbetweemewn musicandaudience.

The following pagestake this proposalapart: rst the phrase‘present-daysyntax,conditionedby the
powerful conceptsof objectvity-subjectiity” is given evidence(pagesl19-22); andthenthe last part,
“the gap betweennew musicandaudience”,is eshed out (pages22—-23). The pagesfollowing those,
reassemblehe proposal(pages23—24)andre-tell the story of the “Gap” andthe “Return to Tonality”
(page4-28).

Taking apart the proposal: “the objectivity-oriented language”

Sofar| have mentionedhe effectsthatobjectivity hason our percevedrelationshipsandhow theserela-
tionshipshave beenconsistentvith the scienti ¢ view of neuralperception.How doeslanguageroduce
andreproducethe conceptof objectvity? Is thereary evidenceto be found in the language that our
present-dagyntaxis conditionedby the conceptof objectvity-subjectvity?

Recallthat a generalstatemenbdf objectvity is: “We exist in an objectve world that canbe known and
aboutwhich we can make cognitive statementghat reveal it as an independenteality whosevalidity
is, thereforeindependenfrom us asobseners”. Basedon this, | have divided evidenceof objectiity-
orientationinto seven areasof obsenation: imagery objectaffecting subject,objectve gesturesf the
syntax relations-predicateonfusion,ex postfactoexistence adjectves,andinvisibility of language.

Imagery

Themusicdidn't reachme.
| wasmovedby themusic.
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Theimagesin thesesentenceproduceandreproducea relationshipbetweenpercever andpercevedin
whichthepercever seesherselfasavesselwith reality (the perceved)playingthe dominantrole andthe
percever a passve role. Note thatwhenthe subjectof the sentences the percever, theverbis passve;
when“it” (the music)actsassubjecttheverbis active. Funandgamesesultwhenwe make a passve-
active voice switch:

Themusicwasnt reachedy me.
| wasmoving themusic.

Object affecting subject

Themusicmademefeel hapyy.
Themusicputmein apeacefuimood.

Ironically, an objectiity-orientedlanguagéereatsthe percever, who is a cognitive subject,asan object:
the passve recever who is affectedby the object; andit attributesto the perceved, the actities of a
subject:it moves,it causesit putspeoplein moods.Theimageof whois doingandwhois beingdoneto
is ahot seatof the describerdescription-describedilemma.

Objective gesturesof the syntax

Languageoffersalot of initial withdrawals,suchas:

It seemgo be...

It appearghat. ..

It hasbeensaid...

| guess..

Thetruth of thematteris, of course. ..
Naturally...

andmary more,all of which hint at unquestioneéssumptionsvith regardto unquestionedotionssuch
assubjectvity (to be apologeticallyconceded)pbjectvity (that's wheretrue judgementies), truth (help-
lesslydeliveredto integrity).

Substituting'music” for “it” in theabove list movesusontowardthelanguagevhich attemptdo describe
music“objectively”:

Themusicopenswith atimpaniroll, followedby ahornsolo...
The rst movementconsistef threeepisode®f equallength. ..

This languageapesscienti cnessby reducingmusicto its parts.
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Relations-Predicateconfusion

Themusicdidn't make sense.
Themusicwaschaotic.
Thepiecewasnt very good.

While in morere ective momentsve may admitthatthe qualitiesof senseprder chaosgoodnesstefer
to a relationshipbetweenpercever and perceved, still, available syntaxwill leadusto considerthese
gualitiesaspropertieof the perceved. As Heinzvon Foerstemrites:

Confusingrelationswith predicateiasbecomeapolitical pastime.In thepropositior‘'spinach
is green”greenis a predicatejn “spinachis good” goodis arelationbetweenthe chemistry
of spinachandthe obsener who tastest. He mayreferto his relationto spinachas“good”.
Our motherswho arethe rst politicianswe encountermake useof the semantiambiguity
of thesyntacticoperator‘is” by telling us“spinachis good” asif they wereto say“spinachis
green”.
Heinzvon Foerster
ThePerceptionof the Future andthe Future of Perception

Thesyntax“It didn't make sense™attributessensdo whatthe it makes. Eventhe slightimprovement’it
didn't make sensdo me” still projectstheimagethatsensas madeby theit, thel beingan objectof this
operatiorwho merelyrecognizeshe sensgor lack of it) thatalreadyexistsin the music.

Ex postfacto existence

Themusicmademefeel hapyy.

This syntax,in additionto placingthe musicassubject,andlistenerasobject,alsoplaceshelistenerin a
particulartime framewith regardto themusic:thelistenerhappenafternwards. The syntaxascribego the
musicanexistencepreceedindhe listenerandherdescriptionof herfeelings.

Objectvity positslanguageas beingdepictional—languagee ects reality, reportson what's going on.
Accordingly, spealersalsocarry a self-imageof beingdepictersyeportersof the actionthathasalready
happenedandhashappeneelsavhere.To speakis to comeaftertheevent.

Hence,underthe paradigmof objectvity, to listen andto speakare both actiities coming afterwards.
The momentof autonomyof the listener—her subjectvity—is an “after the fact” existence whensheis
takingthe only liberty allowed herunderobjectvity: articulatingwhethershelik edthe musicwhich has
happenedo her.

Adjectives

It wastoo long.
It'svery cerebral.
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It isn't very beautiful.
Themusicwasextremelyagitatedsounding.
Thesecondsectionwasvery lush.

Whenspealersjuxtaposelanguageto music, they frequentlybring to musican ominous,discouraging,
uninspiredplethoraof adjectves. Or, they bring a plethoraof adjectves. Whatdo adjectvesdo? Adjec-
tivesfunctionlik easwitch: they call attentionaway from thenoun,while takingfor grantedheknowledge
of thenounandthe existenceof whatthe nounnames.Thusthe useof adjectvesassumeshe music,and
preventsaninvestigatiorof whatis the“it” (themusic).Furthertheadjectve modi es notthelistener nor
thelistenerandthe music(“we werebeautiful”), but the music: the momentof autonomyof thelisteneris
attributedto thelistened-to.

Invisibility of language(They don't know it, but they useit.)

If we perusethe languagetaken to task underthe aforegoing obsenrations,we notice that whereaghe
percever is rarely mentionedthe languageof the percever is never mentioned. Under objectvity, the
cognitive act of listeningis somethingwhich occursonly betweensubjectand object—atwo-element
systemguasispeeckless.

A propertyof objectity is thatit removeslanguagefrom the visibility of spealersandlisteners. With

languagerepresentecs merevehicle of thought, neitherspealer nor listenerare madeaware, by that
languageor by thatrepresentatiomf languages existenceasa dynamic,asa producer Madeunavareof

languages existencethey arethenleft unavareof theparadignthislanguagergues:objectvity. A magic
trick! Thatwhich conditionsthe situation—objectrity—alsoprovidesthe meandor its concealmentThe
paradignrenderghelanguagenvisible,andtheinvisibility of thelanguageendergheparadigmninvisible.
In this linguistic situationorientedby anobjectvity-riddenlanguagespealkrsandlistenersareexcluded
from accesdo the paradigmin thatthey areexcludedfrom accesdgo thelanguage.

Taking apart the proposal: “gap betweennew music and audience”

The purposeof new musicis to endav acousticaleventswith a sensewhich the acoustical
materialin itself would not possessandwhich canbe perceved by an audienceasa com-
municationof contemporaryrelevanceand signi cance aboutusually abstractvisions and

movementsn thehumanmind.
HerbertBrin
AgainstPlausibility

In additionto telling uswhatnew musicproposesthe above statemenimplieswhatnevy musicdoesnot
propose—n& musicdoesnotproposeo endav acousticabventswith afamiliar senseRatheyacoustical
elementsarelinked in unfamiliar ways. Awarethat theselinks are newv andnot yet easilyrecognizable
to listenersthe composerepeatghe links, emphasizeandbolstersthem—shanakesa context from a
consistentreatmenbf thelinks.

Whatis familiar to us nov—therelationsof harmory, melody andsoon—atonetime werethemselesa
treatmenbf acousticamaterialssoundingunfamiliarto thelistenersear By now, however, theirnevness
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hasbeenabsorbedy the ear their unfamiliar links have becomeamiliar, andtheir propositionsof what
musicis to becomeno longerareconsideredpropositions”but rathersolid evidenceof whatmusicis.

New music(or, nowmusic)arrivesinto this stateof affairs. It notonly confrontsthe notionsof whatmusic
is, it alsoconfrontsthelistenerwho carriesthesenotionsin herlanguage Languagéehaslearnedfrom the
by-now very old compositionaideasof melody harmoty, etc. whatmusic“is”, whatparticularconnec-
tionsthelisteneris to listenfor, whatvocalulary is to be consultedandwhatwishesandexpectationghe
listeneris to have of herlisteningexperience.

A reminder:asdescribeckarlier alistenerbringsto musicanimagewhich shehascreatedf it, thisimage
consistingof wishesanddesiresor what shewantsmusicto be, articulatedin the languageavailableto
her, andshewill reactto whatshehearswithin the context of thosewishes.For her, the musicwill appear
asakind of “candidate™for theful llment of thosewishesanddesiresandits suitability for thatcandidag
will determinethe listeners responsdo the music. Thusthe capabilitiesof the listeners languagewill
interview whatsheis perceving, andactasa measuringstandardo the perceved.

Languagecannotchangatself. It will continueto interrogatearny acousticakventwhich comesits way
in the termsit haslearnedfrom pastmusic. The presencef nev music,then, not only confrontswhat
musichasbeeni,it alsoconfrontspresent-dayanguageandits capabilities.(We could saythatthe music
“perturbs”’thelanguage.)

Listenersfacedwith aproposabf theas-yetunfamiliar (new music),areorientedby the now-still familiar
(their language).In betweerthe proposalof whatmusicis now to be, andthe listenerorientedby what
music hasbeen,yawns what journalismcalls a “gap”, andwhat| have preferredto call the “inertia of
language”:that linguistic time lag wherethe capabilitiesof the languageare now found inadequateof
giving tongueto therequirement®f present-daypropositions.

The reassembledroposal: conclusions
| reassembléhe partsof my proposalnto the completestatement:

Present-daysyntax, conditionedby the conceptsobjectvity-subjectvity, preventsour lan-
guagefrom bridgingthe“gap” betweemew musicandaudience.

Giventhis proposal] make thefollowing summatiorof whathasbeensaid:

1. An objectvity-orientedlanguagecreatedor the listenerthe self-imagethat sheis an“open” cog-
nitive object. Reality (in this case music)actively stampsdtself on her, andshecanonly passvely
receve it; listeningis considered responsenot aninvention. With thisimagein mind, thelistener
will notfeel calleduponto intercedeeitherin the soundsasthey comeherway;, or in thelanguage
asit createerway, offeringitself asa descriptve template.This listenerseesherselfafterthefact
of themusic,andsheattributesherrelationswith the musicasbeinga propertyof the musicitself.

2. An objectvity-orientedlanguagepreventsthe listenerfrom beingaware of languageand aware of
the effect languagehason her listening process.However, at the sametime, objectvity doesnot
preventlanguagdrom affectingthe listeningprocessjt only preventsa listenerfrom cognizingof
its effect.
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3. Thislanguagepf which thelisteneris unavare,will acton thelistenerandonthe music,affecting
her registrationof acousticaleventsand measuringhemby obsoletestandards Rememberthese
standardswhich languagehaslearnedirom whatmusichasbeen,arepreciselywhatnenvy musicis
attackingandtrying to change.

If the purposeof new musicis to endav acousticakbventswith a sensavhichtheacous-
tical materialin itself would not possessndwhich canbe perceved by anaudienceas
a communicatiorof contemporaryelevanceandsigni cance aboutusually abstraci-
sionsandmovementf the humanmind, thenthis purposeseemdo have gottenlostin
ourtime, becaus¢heaudienceendavsthe musicwith asensewhich waspercevedlong
ago,at anentirely differentoccasionandwhich now will not communicateanything of
contemporaryelevanceandsigni cancearymore.
HerbertBrin
AgainstPlausibility

4. A listenerwho doesnot critically refer to the languageand skeptically examineit, will nowhere
be involved in the productionof “her” musicalexperience. Rathey shewill be involved in the
reproductionof a universalmusicalexperiencethat comesfrom notionsand conceptghat sheis
unawareof, andwhich areembeddedn alanguageshedoesnot see.To thedegreethatthe listener
is unavareof herdescriptionto thatdegreedoesshefall prey to theassumption# the description
shes beingusedby. (Only hereis the passve voiceappropriate.)

Thelanguageaboutmusic,in uenced by the powerful conceptsf objectvity-subjectvity, hasbecomea

syntacticagentwho, in thenameof truth andtherealworld, speaksaboutandmeasurethe music.Under

objectvity, languages inertiais invisible, its insuf ciency not apparentandthe productionof alanguage
that would measureand speak,in the nameof the music, aboutthe truth and the real world, remains
undeselopedandits very possibilityalmostforgotten.

To say-abouta said-about: retelling the story of the “Retur n to Tonality”

In the chronologyof what hasbeensaid aboutnen music, the mostrecent“dilemma” journalismhas
attachedo new musicis the “Returnto Tonality” (seepagel3). Usingthe proposalsandconclusionsn
thisarticle,l canretell the“Returnto Tonality” story.

New musiccomposerandlistenersalike shareapremiss—onavhichthey havelearnedromtheobjectiity-
orientedlanguagethatlisteningis anaffair betweemmusicandlistener andnot an affair betweermusic,
listener andlanguage Thusbothcomposeandlistenerhave goneseparatendparallelways:

Thecomposehasbusiedhimselfwith theattempto createnew eventsof sound.Thisactivity
hasinformedlistenersasto the stateof music,but it hasnottaughtthem. A tendeng to ne-
glect,or evento forget, thedifferencethatexistsbetweergiving informationaboutsomething
andthe teachingof somethingcanbe discoveredeverywhere,evenin the mostunexpected
guarterswheretheknowledgeof this differenceshouldcertainlybeassumedTeachingvould
entailthe composeraddressinghelanguageandconceptsandstandardandbehaiors which
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possesshe listener who mustbe dispossessedf theseandratherbe given a differentlan-
guageanddifferentconceptsanda critical view of her own standards—ifiew musicis to be
perceved. This, composerdfiave not done. The composers professionatompetenceip to
the presentloesnotteachbut ratherinformson facts.

And thelistener?

Thelistenerhascontinuedo measurehe acousticabventspresentedo herwith herexistent
language—thouglshe remainsunavare of this process. While listeningto the music she
looksfor amelody or agoodbeat,or elsesheasksherselitheapparentijharmlesgjuestion—
Is themusicbeautiful?—# thetime unavareof how theconceptandnotionshiddenin these
guestionsaaremeasuringhe acousticakvents.

HelmutLachenmanmvrites aboutthis interplaybetweencomposerandlistenerregardingthe questionof
beauty:

In 1948, PierreBoulezendedone of his articlesthus: “I have a horror of dealingin words
with whatis soprettily calledtheaesthetigproblem.Besides] don't wantto make this article
ary longer;| preferto turn backto my manuscrippaper’

This attitudewasto becomecharacteristioof young avant-gardecomposersn the 1950'.
A new world of sonicandtemporalexperiencehad beensightedfrom the vantagepoint of
Weberns serialtechniques—avorld centeredon the organizationof sound-material Amid
the bustle of striking campandheadingfor the new Promised_and, the questionof Beauty
was not merely out of place;it was downright suspect. For it involved thosecriteria and
taboosyaluejudgement@andideals,on whoseruinseveryonewasthenstanding.

Sothe conceptof Beauty dismissedassuspecby the avant-gardewaskeptalive by society
Orkeptsocietyalive? Anyway, it livedon, notonly asageneractriterionfor identi cation, but
alsoin its customaryandsociallyacceptedorm asrei ed cateyory. Thisfacilitatedtheprocess
of identi cation by offering a shieldagainsthereality thatcouldno longerbe masteredThe
shieldwasanapparentlyintactreal languagetonality andits expressve means.Blind to all
that,the avant-garddailed societyandreality.
HelmutLachenmann
TheBeautifulin Music Today

Thus while composersand audienceseemedo be separatedy a gap, they actually sharedthe same
objectvity-orientedpremiss:that languagewvasnot to be consideredvhen speakingaboutthe listening
processln the meantimelanguagecontinuedo affect the situation.

Things are what's said aboutthem. Things cannotbe what's not said aboutthem. Composersf new
musicdid not provide the languagethat would enablelistenersto re-addressheir conceptof beautyin
the presencef the music. Somusiccontinuedto be providedfor by alanguagehatwasparticularlynot
acomposes language.

Betweenthecomposewho did notaddresshelistenerslanguageout providedthemusic,andthelistener
who couldnotaddresshe musicbut usedheravailablemeasurindanguagesteppedhe Press.The Press
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lled in whereandwhatthe composefrfailedto provide: the languageto measurehe listeners musical
experience.

The purposeof newspapersn a capitalistsocietyhasbeento make readergequirecommunicatiorand
communicatvity; hence the critic is forced, by the economicf the situation,to make readergequire
communicatiorandcommunicatiity in music. The Presswhichis not only a meansof communication,
but alsoanargumentfor communicatrity, cannotandwill notspeakup for thoseevents,attemptsexper
iments,whoseintentionsgo beyondthe representationf the alreadycommunicate, of the repeatecind
of the familiar. Thusthe Pressaswe have seen speakaotin the nameof the newv musicit attemptsto
describeput rather againsthatmusic: it appliesits standard®f quick andeasyunderstandabilityo the
music,andconsequentlynds nev musicwanting.

The newspapeiis oneof the phenomenavhich, protectedunderthe paradigmof objectvity, pro t from

languages reputationof being depictve and not consequential.Languageis considereda meansfor

depictingor reportingwhat's out there,andis not seenassomethingvhich is happeninghereandhaving

consequencesThat the Pressmerely reports,is the statusgiven to it by all; that the Presss reports
have importantconsequencess somethingunderstoody a few; andthattheseconsequencearesofar

reachinghatthereportsmayactuallybecausinghereported-aboutvents,is astatemenprobablydenied
by most.

And the Presshadconsequenced.helistener who could have learnedrom the composerratherlearned
from the Presswith its daily assemblyline for the reproductionof language.The listenerwho did hear
somenew musiccouldexplain herreactionto its unfamiliarity (for to listento anew musiccompositions
indeedto be putoutatseawith all your expectationof whatmusicis, unmet)by calling onthelanguage
readily offeredby musiccritics: thatthis musicwasnoise,wasugly, thattherewasa gapbetweenmusic
andlistener

And the Presshadconsequenced.helistenerwho hadnotheardnev music,but certainlyreadof it in the
newspapel(the daily news beingfar moreaccessibléhanconcertsof nev music),wasequippedor that
music,shouldit ever comeherway. For the majority of readersthe presencef the musiccritic's review
of anew musicconcertnot only actedasa substitutefor thereaders presenceat the concertt alsoacted
to substitutdts interpretatiorof nev musicfor theinterpretatiorof thereader

AndthePresshadconsequencedlot only did this nevspapetanguagendthis machingor thedaily pro-
ductionof interpretationsffectlistenersjt alsoenteredhevocahulary of composersAs composersvere
unaware(andcontinueto be unavare)thatlanguagemustbe regardedaswithin the circle of composers'
concernsandasthestructureof the Pressmadeit opposedo the attemptf composers;omposersnade
no attemptto critically attackanddisarmandresistthe Presss vocalulary andits implied argumentation:

acceptinghenewspapersannouncemertf a“gap” andtheimpliedassumptiothatthegapwasnegative
(theparadigmof communicatyity hereatwork), composerslsoacceptedheimplied algumenthat
somethinghadto bedoneto remove thatgap;

acceptingthe newspapers languagethat if somethingis goodit will draw lots of people,composers
lookedatthesmallattendancattheir concertsandfoundthatto be evidencearguingfor aweakness
in themusic,or something;

acceptingthe Presss standardthat if somethingis goodit will be a commercialsuccesscomposers
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scrutinizedtheir lack of commercialsuccesgandfoundthatto be evidenceof somethingvrongin
themusic,or something..

Further the persistentreproductionin the newvspapersf languageclamoringfor the “lost beauty” in
music,foundanearin youngcomposersvho weremorefamiliar with this newspapetanguagehanwith
thoseideasthathadtriggeredtheturn away from tonality.

As Lachenmannells it:

For initiatesandopen-mindedystandersthe old temptationwasirresistible: expectationf
the Beautiful—assomethingtheoreticallyneglectedand unconqueredyet socially asintact
andeffective asever, providedthatwell-worn tonal habitsaretricked out with elementsnore
exotically attractve—beganto in uence avant-gardethinking, which had once beenstrict.
Thiswasnotednotwith vigilanceor evensuspicionput ratherwith amusemerandsympathy

Meanwhile the works of Ligeti, Pendereckiand also Kagel, were being understoodand
welcomedas an expressionof a new-found freedomin the avant-gardes thinking and self-

awareness. The new toleranceof tonal elementsthat had once beenso strictly excluded
seemedo be a usefulcorrectve to the compositionafrustrationwhich hadled to progres-
sive withdrawal from the serial utopias. While glorifying this “tolerance” as a productof

“avant-gardistic’boldnessthe composereached point wherehe wasexploiting thosevery
aspect®of culturewhich hadoriginally beenshunned.

Theveiledregressiorof the60'swasfollowedby theopenregressiorof the70's. Thefreedom
to be tonal turnedout to be the freedomto live in leaky places;the tonal “correctve” was
revealedascorruptive. Sothe journey into the kingdomof unheard-ofperceptionvasover.
Thesly champion®f veiledor openregressiortake upthediscardedanneiof theavant-garde
andboldly paradet in circles. They arecelebratinghe comebaclof the bouilgeoisconcept
of beautyin the samereactionaryform it hadatthe endof World War I if notbefore:aform
sickeningto anyonewho seesn art—orin beauty—mordhanjusta masqueradeTodaythe
avant-gardds broughtlow by that self-samebouigeoisdomesticated¢onceptof beautythat
it soarrogantlyassumedt couldignoreon the groundsthatit preferred‘to turn backto the
manuscrippaper”.
HelmutLachermann
TheBeautifulin Music Today

The“Returnto Tonality” storyandits languagaelominatethe newspaperreports,andnot surprisingly en-
terinto thevocaklulary of the musiccommunity actingasthe measuringstandardf the fashionabilityof
composersactiities. For thosecomposerso whomthe temptationto returnto the old pitch hierarchies
continuego hold no draw, andwho may be experimentingn densitiesor rhythmrelationshipsetc.,their
particularcompositionakxperimentationareshehedasacademicold fashionedgerebralunfeeling,un-
caringfor the audience.For thosecomposersvho have decidedto usethe tonal systemonceagain,the
Pressencourageshemwith storiesof overwhelmingsucces®f other“returnedto tonality” composers.
This successandthosestories,are not surprisingeither: they actasevidencefor the correctnessf the
newspapers “Returnto Tonality” agument.Within thatworld in which the Presds spokesmanthe move
backto tonality is theright decision:anaudiencealreadyprimedandnaggednto expectingentertainment
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andbeautyfrom musicof coursegreetshe composess returnto thefamiliar with openarms.Orchestras,
beingbig businessoperationsfor yearsrefusedto commissionplay, or supportmorethana handful of
new musiccompositionsarguingthatsuchmusicwasnotwhattheiraudiencesvanted.Now suchorches-
trascommissioncompositiongrom thosecomposersvho usetonal means.Thesecomposergrequently
dressup the old tonality with hugeorchestrationsandareasinterestedasthe orchestrahall managersn
delivering the goodsto the ticket-payingconsumers.And for once,this “new music” is given goodre-
views by thePress.Thechannebetweerthelanguageof the Press—withts demandg$or musicto beand
remainwhatmusichasbeen—andhe“new” tonalcompositiongleliveringthefamiliarandtheredundant,
now no longercontainghatfriction calledthe“gap”.

The Returnto the Kingdom of the Familiar is greetedwith triumph by all thoseto whom familiarity,
repetition,andredundands goodbusiness—althosewho, having slanderechen music,now gloatover
its failure.

And we the composers?e too gure in this indictment. Having refusedto addressanguagelanguage
now retaliates As long ascomposersefuseto addresshe languageusedby our listenersandaslong as
the Presgpumpsits languagento listeners—sdong will we be accomplicesn this story of the “failure”
of new music.
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Addendum: Beyond the Subject—Foints of Departure

Theassertionn thisarticle—thatthereexistsarelationshipbetweerthe presenstateof nev musicandits
treatmenunderan objectvity-orientedlanguage—preokesmeto suggesseveralfurtherinvestigations:

1. Cognitive acts(suchaslooking at art works, listeningto music, readinga book, andso on) must
be consideredhree-elemensystemsnot two-elementsystems:theseactsconsistof the dynamic
relationsbetweerpercever, perceved,andpercever's languageandnot just therelationsbetween
perceverandperceved.

In connectiorwith this, the distinctionbetweendescribingandlistening,or describingandseeing,
may needto beredravn andinvestigatedor tracesof undesirablgoaradigms.

2. Furtherinvestigationsmustbe madeinto the statusof causeandeffectin relationto cognitive acts.
The story of who is doing andwho is affecting or being affected,whatis moving whatandwho
affectswho—thisstorymustberetoldsothatit becomeconsistenwith nen notionsaboutcognition.

3. An audienceapproaching pieceof new musicis in a situationwhosestructures repeatedn other
areasfor exampleanethnographewriting aboutpeopleforeignto himself,or someonettempting
to elicit from a problemits currentself-description.

An | meetsanlt. If thelt is alreadywithin the grammaticakateyoriesof the describers (thel's)
languagethenthereis no dilemma,no crisis. The describers languages capableof registering
whatthedescribehasperceved.

Whenthelt is notyetwithin thegrammaticatateyoriesof thel' slanguagethenatthatmomenthe
world takesa breath.

4. This article hastracedthe effects of the paradigmof objectvity-subjectvity on language.Other
paradigmsalsoaffect language] suggestinvestigatinganguagdor the effectsof the paradigmsof
communicatvity andof thereward-orientechierarchy

5. How canl claim thatlanguagewhosestatusis invisible, whoseexistence“goeswithout saying”,
hassomuchpower?| canclaim thatbecausgust thatwhich is paradigmaticis thusinvisible. The
invisibility of a paradigmgivesit its power, andits power depend®n its invisibility. Languagehas
its greatespowerwhenit is notrecognizedThusthe power of this paradigmmustbe exploredand
exposedtherebylaying barethe consequentiadtatusof language.

6. The pointatwhich this article closes—orobservingthatan objectvity-orientedlanguageprevents
listenersfrom makingthat languagewhich would enablethemto register new music—isthe be-
ginning of anotherende&or. Theissuecentersaroundthe awarenes®f listenersasto how their
languages affecting their listening. Implied, therefore,is the notion of listenerstaking a stance
which shows thatthey referto their languagewhile listening. This stancel call “to proceedself-
referentially”.| proposehatuntil languageas madeto take a self-referentiastanceowardsitself—
i.e.,until it is madeto measurendexamineitself for all tracesof conceptsandparadigmst know-
ingly andunknawingly is reproducing—thaitintil thattime languagewill speakagainstandnotfor,
themusicit is attemptingo describe.
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