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Preface

written in thegenerouspouringsof winednights,
andin thepennypinchingmorningsof thenext day

weekof July16,1984
Urbana,Illinois

In writing this dissertationarticle, I imagineI am addressinga problemin the presenceof friends. The
problem?—I'll cometo that in a moment.The friends?—thefriendsI divide into two groups.The �rst
group,theenthusiasticsupporters,who themselvesproducemusicandtheir musicalexperiences,consti-
tuteasmallcircleof concernedcomposersandmusiclisteners.Someof thesefriendsarepessimisticover
theproblem;oneis my old side-kick,theGrumbler, who speaksdisparaginglyof all my attemptsonly in
orderto savemefrom furtherdisappointments;somefriendswith sweatyshiny brow areconvincedthatif
only we would—, then�nally we could—! All of ushave spokenup anddown in dismay;eachof us,at
somepoint,hastakenthe�oor andfoundhisor hereloquenceover thedismayingproblem:

that the new musicthat someof us write andthat all of us curiouslystrainto listen to, bringson dull
resentfulfacesoutsideourcircle of listeners;

that the new musicwhich wasa twinkle in the composer's eye bringson a look of impatience,of bel-
ligerence,of contempt,of lonelyhostility in listenersrefusingto belisteners;

thatthenew musicwhichhadmeantto betakenin andintegratedasa friendly alien,is not takenin.

Nor aretheselisteners'objectionsto themusicasvariedandaseccentricandasindividualasthelisteners
themselves. Peoplerejectinglisteningdon't saysuchthingsas“Darn! This new musicmakesme drop
my questionmarks!” or, “New music?Only if it comesbetweenmy carrotandmy loungechair.” or, “I
eschew new musicsundryin thegaragesale.” or, “New music?But I'm anepiscopalian!”or, “New music?
But I promisedmy wife I wouldn't anymore.” Rather, thereis a depressingsamenessaboutthelanguage
andsequenceof phraseswhich rejectnew music: “I don't like it / because/ it / is chaotic,disorganized,
ugly.. . ”

I imagineI amalsoaddressinga secondgroupof people:thoseof our friendswho areoutsidethe“mu-
sic producing”circle, listenerswho work at linguistics,Spanish,women's studies,economics,electrical
engineering,andwho,while trying to listento new music,have removedresentmentfrom their facesout
of affectionfor us,andwho listen, looking to us,asthoughthey werenot capablethemselvesof hearing
from themusic.

“What to do?”

While in themidstof deploringtheproblem,a high-pitchedvoiceamongstusburst thecalmcontentof
uni�ed complaint:“What to do?”

Encourageourselvesto write “lessdif�cult” musicin hopesthatthelistenersmight �nd themselves“less
dif�cult”? This hadalreadybeentried! Eachof usat differenttimeshadalreadydutifully or polemically
or exhortingly gone“social” andtried to write lessdif�cult music,which meanta musicmorefamiliar
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andmoreresemblingtheold musicknown to ourunhappy-listeners-refusing-to-be-listeners.Wetold each
otherthata new musicmight not have to posea dif�culty to listeners.But in theprocessof composing
thatnew musicwhich wasalsolessdif�cult, therehadoccurredto eachof usa certainmomentwhenwe
haddecidedit wassafeto tampera bit with someold andhopelesslystultifying cliché, andNew Music
hadresulted,almostin spiteof ourselves! Themomentwe broughtinterestto themusic,thingsbecame
moredif�cult for thelistener.

“What to do?”

Thefollowing articleis abeginninganswer. It waswritten in anattemptto putouranalysisof theproblem
into a languagewe preferred.Composedover severalnights,grog in hand,sitting in a walk-down beer
cellar, O E.T.A. Hoffman! O Davidsbundlerbl̈atter!wemetandwrote,andwroteandthenmet.

O robin, o soraya,o michael,o elisa,o marina,o tracy, o pete—tothesefriendson the outsideof the
musicalcircle we wrote,with methescribeat thesemeetings,to give thesefriendsbacktheauthorityfor
their listening.
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Intr oduction

Whereasnew musicis written by composers,its reputationandsocialsigni�canceareprovidedby peo-
ple who areparticularlynot composers:textbook writers, magazinejournalists,radio interviewers,and
newspapercritics.

For mostnewspaperreaders(andthisgoesfor theaudiencesof radio,television,magazines,andtextbooks
aswell), new musichasbecomeknown by its reporteddilemmas.Until thepastfew years,readerscould
readabouta new musicthat wasreportedto be standing,on onefoot, separatedfrom its listenersby a
“gap”. Little mentioncouldbefoundof anew musicthatdid notalsomentionits accompanying gap.Was
thisgapdueto themusic—itsdif�culties, its complexity, its little known pointsof departures?Or wasthe
gapdueto listeners—theirold-fashionedexpectations,their lack of education,their unquestioneddesire
for entertainment?Wasit dueto themusicthatlistenerscouldn't talk aboutit? Or dueto thelisteners?

In thelast few yearsnew musicis againreportedto bein themidstof a dilemma,but a morerecentone:
new musichassetits foot down,andis returning,or decidingnot to returnor �irting with thepossibilityof
returning,to “tonality” (tonalitybeinga way of organizingsoundsthatis familiar to all listeners).Return
to Tonality, or not?!

Thesetwo Press-reporteddilemmasoverlapto leave a smudgewhich may be read,tea-leaves-like, for
implications.A readingcouldtell usthatthegapwasindeeddueto themusic,sincethe�rst conciliatory
move wasmadenot by the listenersbut by themusiccomposers;that thusit wasnew musicwhich had
beenpreventinglistenersfrom talking aboutit; andthatby “returningto tonality” new musicnow shows
its willingnessto shrinkthedistancebetweenitself andits listeners.Theearliergapdilemmais notphased
outby themorerecent“Returnto Tonality” dilemma,but ratherhoversasevidenceof an“or else”: “return
to tonality, or else.. . ” is thegap'smessage.Eithernew musicreturnsto tonality, or elsewe're returnedto
thegap.

In the following article, I, also,am concernedwith the dilemmaswhich surroundnew music,andwith
therelationshipsbetweennew musicandlisteners:whathappensbetweennew musicandlisteners?How
doesmusicaffect listeners?And how do listenersaffectnew music,in a socialworld?

However, beyond this point, my analysisandspeci�cationsregardingthe dilemmasof new musicand
listenersarein sidewaysoppositionto theanalysisadvertizedby thePress.My activities asa composer
who �nds that to write new musicmeansI mustalso write its reputation,or at leastcombatits being
slandered,leadmeto acton a premiseincompatiblewith theaimsof massmedia:that in a socialworld,
thingsarewhat'ssaidaboutthem.

In writing aboutthe relationshipsbetweennew music and listenersandgapsand returns,the news of
this thesisis to exposeandinvestigateanindispensablecomponentof thoserelationships:language—the
languagethatlistenersspeakandcommentandmumbleto themselvesandcopy from thenewspapers;the
languagethatnewspaperswrite andwill not referto; andthelanguagethatI amusingandwill referto.

Thus, I restatemy topic: in this article I will concernmyself with relationshipsbetweennew music,
listeners,andlanguage.Muchhasbeenwrittenandsaidaboutnew musicandlisteners;little hasbeensaid
abouthow what'swrittenandwhat'ssaidaffectsmusicandlisteners.Thehistoryof musicthatwereadof
andspeakof andreferto canbedescribedasthehistoryof theinteractionsbetweenlisteners,music,and
language.
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Two is company, thr eeis a crowd!

It mayappearthatthepointof thistopicis thatI ammerely“adding” acomponentto thecouplingof music
andlisteners,complicatinganalreadycomplex picture.Is this all? No. Languagemarkstheplacewhere,
andthe time when,subject(listener)andobject (music)meet. Languagewill mark that placewhether
we are aware of its dynamicpresence,or not. I exposelanguage's presencewith the aim of rescuing
the presenceof the others—musicand listeners—notwith the intentionof overshadowing thembut of
bolsteringthem.

TheproblemI addressis whathappensto new musicwhenit becomesthesubjectmatterof present-day
language.

The aspectI investigateconcernsthe objectivity-orientationof that language.I assertthat present-day
syntax,conditionedby theparadigmof objectivity, preventslanguageaboutmusicfrom bridgingthegap
betweennew musicandlisteners.

Thecontext I provide is thatcontext in whichmy proposal—thelinkageof thepresentstateof new music
with thepresentstateof language—willbeseenasnecessary, andin whichthelistenerwill havesuf�cient
backgroundto understandtheassertion:thecurrentstateof new musicis relatedto its treatmentunderan
objectivity-conditionedlanguage.

ThereferencesI make areto recenttheories,insights,andinvestigationsfrom theworldsof cybernetics,
linguistics,cognitivestudies,systemsanalysis—writingswhich contributeto my analysisof therelations
betweenmusic,listeners,andlanguage.

This articleis playedout on thestageof the“said-abouts”(introducedin PartOne)—thatwhich hasbeen
saidaboutnew musicandlisteners.Whetherthere“is” a gapbetweennew musicandlisteners,or not,
doesnotconcernus;but that“it hasbeensaid” thatthereexistsagapandthat,having beensaid,thesaying
hashadconsequences(in a socialworld, thingsarewhat's saidaboutthem)—thisis thescenein which
we �rst �nd ourselves.
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Part One: The Sceneof the Said-Abouts

In orderto understandwhat is saidaboutthepresentstateof new musicby thePress,it will beusefulif
weunderstandabit of whatcouldbesaid,by acomposer, of theeventsthatconstitutethehistoryof music
in thelasteightyyears.

What' ssaidabout new music by a composer

Fromthe17thcenturyuntil the20thcentury, composerswrotepiecesthatboth reliedon anddeveloped
a systemof organizedpitchesthat we now call the “tonal system”. The diversity of the composers'
efforts within this systemwasenormous:the tuneYankeeDoodleDandyis basedon the system,as is
Tchaikovsky'sFifth Symphony. Key signatures,majorandminorscales,andharmonicprogressionssignal
thepresenceof thissystem.A distinguishingconstraintof thetonalsystemis thehierarchicalorganization
of pitches:thefunctionof everypitch is de�ned by its relationto acentralor mainpitch. For thelistener,
this hierarchicalorganizationhasseveralimportantfunctions:for instance,a listenerwill recognizequite
clearly whethera piecehasendedor not. The variety of waysthat piecesendis a resultof the skill of
composersto retardtheinevitability of this recognition;however, thattheendof apieceis recognizableis
notamatterof composition,but ratheris dictatedby thehierarchicalorganizationof pitches—onlycertain
predesignatedsequencesof pitchescansignaltheendof thecomposition.Theingenuityof composersto
makeyetanothersurprisingeventwithin theconstraintsof thissystemis evidentif wepassourmind'sear
over theaccumulationof tonalmusiccompositions:all have in commonthe tonalorganization,andyet
arequitedistinguishablefrom oneanother.

Around 1900an importantshift in compositionalthinking occurred—ashift that eighty yearslater, in
1985,is still newsto mostaudiences.Wecandeducefrom theletters,writings,articles,andmusicwritten
by composersat thattimethatmany composersaround1900werenolongerattemptingto composepieces
thatdevelopedandreliedon thetonalsystem.

Anothercomposer, HerbertBrün,describesit:

Mostcontemporarycomposersagreewith thepublic(thoughnotin thechoiceof terminology)
thatour timehasproducedsometrendsin musicwhichconstitute,to themeaningof theword
music,a revolution fargreaterandfarmoreincisivethanany of themany historicprecedents.
It seemsthatsomethingwhich basicallyhadnot beenchallengedfor hundredsof years,and
in consequencewastaken for granted,cannotbe taken for grantedany longer. That which
apparentlyis meantby this“something”canbedescribed,only vaguely, asbeingthepotential
informationvaluecontainedin themusicalpatternswhichall musicaleventshavethetendency
to form within time.

HerbertBrün
AgainstPlausibility

Thetonalsystemceasedto betheassumedtotal universeof music.Rather, investigationsweremadeinto
developingandrelying onothersystems.
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What' ssaidabout new music by the Press

Sofar I have presentedwhathasbeensaidby a composerconcerningthis revolution in music.However,
music,we are told, is the compositeof two stories: the story of the composer's attempt,andthe story
of the listener's response.How did listenersrespond?The main documentation,if not the creationof
the listeners'responses,occurswithin the musiccriticism sectionof the Press.So we reformulatethe
question:how did thePress,in thenameof its readers,respondto this revolution?

Chroniclesof musiccriticism of all centuriesshow us sentencesuponsentencesof evidencethat music
critics greettheproductionof thenew musicof their time with contempt,andnot with a lack of under-
standing,but ratherwith anabundanceof thewrongunderstanding.While new art callsinto questionold
channelsof communication(of which thePressis one),thePressis ableto maintainits superiorityto that
questionby measuringthenew with old andstatus-quo-backedstandards:

Bela Bartók hasdoneit. He hasachieved oneof the greatestdesiresof the modernists,in
turning thingsupsidedown. He hasmadebig musicsoundsmall.. . He hasconvertedthe
grandorchestrainto a meremandolin.. . He hasgoneafterbeautywith hammersandsticks.
In time,theobjectdoubtlesswill beevenbetterattained.If notBartók, thensomeoneelsewill
compela120-manorchestra,everybodyblowing,scraping,andsmitingat full bent,to sighas
thinly asa rubbedgobletandto twangasfaintly asa jews harp. For out go not only melody
andharmony, but alsothe timbreof theviolin, thevolumeof the trombone,andtheshading
of thepiano.

HaroldNorton
ChristianScienceMonitor

February16,1928

Additionally, in thiscentury, we�nd adevelopmentof somethingwhichhadnotexistedin “all” centuries:
in tandemwith thedevelopmentof thepowerof thePress,occurredthedevelopmentof avocabularyused
internationallyamongmusiccritics. Thesameclichésandtermsusedby amusiccritic in Italy wereto be
foundin thenewspaper'sartssectionin Germany or France.

Into this pool of critics' vocabulary enterednew music and triggeredthis internationallyconsolidated
Pressto respondin a way it hadnot yet donebefore.Not contentto pinion new musicwith disapproving
adjectives,which hadbeforebeenthecustom(new musicbeingugly or chaoticor disorganized),critics
reachedinto their dislike of new music,andpulledout a “gap”. They turnedtheir reactionto new music
into anobject,a thing: TheGap.This rei�cation of their responseto new musichasleft uswith ascenario
of themusicon oneside,thelisteneron theother, andin themiddle,this mysteriouspresencecalledThe
Gap.Theterm,“the gap”, is not investigatedin thePress:its negativevalueis assumed.

Following arethreestagesof thesceneof thesaid-abouts:how thePresshastold its storyof new music
over threetimeperiods:early60's,early70's,andthepresent.
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What' ssaidby the Press:1960's

Fromanarticlein theearly60's,appearingin TheMilwaukeeTimes, we read:

NEW MUSIC DRIVESAWAY AUDIENCES
YesterdayeveningtheMil waukeeSymphony Orchestraskillfully presenteda programof es-
sentiallyold favorites.However, eventhis gifted orchestrawasunableto preventthemassive
exodusof the audiencethat occurredduring the performanceof a pieceof “avant-garde”
music, Htology, by Lon Fountain,a Chicagocomposer. The piecehad beenprecededby
a masterfulandmoving performanceof Tchaikovsky's Fourth Symphony, andperhapshad
beenprogrammedto follow this inspiredclassicin the interestsof contrast.If so, thencon-
trast therewas: after the rich, lush soundof the mournful Russianmasterpiece,the rattling
disharmony andthin wails thatissuedfrom theFountainpieceprovedsuchacontrastthatthe
openingof the “music” wascoveredby laughterandhissesfrom the audience.Thoughthe
orchestraenergeticallytried its bestto instill somegraceinto thismusic,evenit wasunableto
shrinktheby now proverbialgapthatsuchpiecescreatebetweenthemselvesandaudiences.

TheMilwaukeeTimes
May 6, 1963

What' ssaidby the Press:1970's

Thenext said-aboutarrivesonastagesetessentiallythesameasbefore:thePresscontinuesits production
of languageaboutnew music;theinternationalconsolidationof newspaperlanguagestill exists;theobject
of the newspaperlanguageis still the composer's persistentattemptto write music that is not familiar.
Thereis onechange:the“gap”, thatcreationof thePress,is reportedto haveconsequenceson thecurrent
generationof youngcomposers:

Youngcomposerstodayarelookingfor astyle.For someyearsnow therehasbeenthegeneral
realizationthatalmostthreedecadesof thenon-tonalmusicpracticedin internationalcircles
have led to nowhere.It maybetruethatelementsof thelanguagehavepenetratedthevocab-
ulary of all composers.It is alsotrue that noneof the musiccreatedduring that periodhas
enteredtheactiverepertory.
New musiccomposershave hadtheir chance.It wasnot asthoughthey wereworking in a
vaccuum.They kept insistingthat if only the public hada chanceto immerseitself in their
music, thenthe musicwould eventuallymake its way. It wasa potentlobby that they ran.
For yearsthe internationalpublic wasexposedto thenew music. Every orchestraplayedits
shareandoftentherewerefestivalsof theavant-garde.Recordsby thethousandswereissued.
Therewas tremendousactivity. Yet the public stubbornlyresisted. It wasnot a matterof
exposure;themusicachievedratherwide currency for a while. But therewassomethingin
the totally organized,totally dissonant,a-thematicproductthatprovedcompletelyantithetic
to thepublic.

HaroldSchonberg
New York Times, September12,1972
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What' ssaidby the Press:1984

Thelastandmostrecent“said-about”takesusto 1984andthe“Returnto Tonality” slogans.Thefollow-
ing exampleis consistentwith the story the Presshasreported,andappearsasa responseandalmosta
conclusionto thePress-reporteddilemmasof thetwo previousscenes:

CAN COMPOSERSREGAIN THEIR AUDIENCES?
Add JacobDruckmanto thelist of Americancomposerscurrentlyin full �ight from academic
serialism,andquitevolubleaboutit. It almostseemsderigeur thesedaysfor a composerto
issueamanifestoto theeffect thathewill havenothingto do with thebadold days.Thevery
factthathehasdisavowedtotally organizedmusicandall its offshoots,andspokenin favor of
a returnto his tonalroots,makeshim still anotherof that largebandunhappy with themusic
of the immediatepastandvery concernedaboutits future. Mr. Druckmanhassaidthat the
next directionfor new musiccomposersis to write musicbothnew andbeautiful—andthat
pointsusbackto tonality.

HaroldSchonberg
New York Times
August14,1984
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Part Two: The Body

Intr oduction

To link a discussionof new musicto adiscussionof an“objectivity-subjectivity conditionedlanguage”is
to make a leap—nota step,nor a logical conclusion,but a leap. This leaprequiresan understandingof
thecompany it keeps:otherleaps,which bolsterit andwhoseconnectionswith it andwith oneanother
suggestthebeginningof aparadigmaticshift concerningcognitivenotions.

Both describingandlisteningarecognitive acts:momentsof a subjectwantingto know aboutanobject.
What's saidaboutdescribingandlistening is basedon certainestablishedmodelsof cognition. HereI
will presenta cognitivemodelrecentlyproposedby HumbertoMaturana,a cyberneticianandneurophys-
iologist. The modelbreakswith pastmodelsandpresentsan entirely differentstory of the momentof
subjectmeetingobject. I' ll speakof the model in � ve statementsandcommentsaboutthe statements,
and then openonto a granddiscussionof the model (pages12–13). Using this modelaspoint of de-
parture,I' ll make a tip-toedpaththroughnotionsaboutobjectivity-subjectivity, language,andlistening.
Thispathstructurallysnowballs: the�rst sectiononobjectivity-subjectivity is built afterthemodel(pages
13–14);thesectionon languageis built accordingto whathasbeensaidaboutobjectivity-subjectivity and
the model (pages14–16); the third sectionon listening is built on what hasbeensaidaboutlanguage,
objectivity-subjectivity, andthemodel(pages17–18).

I cannot,in thefollowing, claim scienti�c knowledgeor self-referentiallanguage.All I claim is thatmy
reportsandinvestigationsshouldcontributeto a freshclari�cation of theissues.

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

Statement1: Living systems,of which cognitive systemsareoneexample,canbedescribedasopento
energy, andclosedto informationandcontrol.

Statement2: Studyingtheorganizationof a system“closedto informationandcontrol,opento energy”
(aclosedsystem)is studyingthenatureof its self-reference.

Statement3: Living systemsareautopoieticsystems.

Statement4: A systemthatis closedto informationandcontrol is notclosedto interaction.

Statement5: Cognitionis asubject-dependentphenomenon:asaprocessit is constitutively boundto the
organizationandstructureof theknower, becauseall thestatesandinteractionsin whichtheknower
canenteraredeterminedby herorganizationandstructure.

Statement1: Living systems,of which cognitive systemsareoneexample,canbe describedasopento
energy, andclosedto informationandcontrol.

Comment:A descriptionwhich statesthat a living systemis “closed to information and control” is a
descriptionwhich is positinga new notionof a living system.This living systemis onewhosepartsare
organizedin a circularform, that is, every part interactswith every otherpart. Intuitively, we understand

SusanParenti ��� LanguageandthePresentStateof New Music



suchmutualinteractionsin awholesystem:for example,if I try to understandhow my braininteractswith
my liver, I know right away that it is not thatmy brainactson my liver in hierarchicalform but alsothat
my liveractssimultaneouslyon my brain.However, beyondthis intuitiveunderstanding,thestatementof
theclosureof a systemhasradicalconsequences.It enablesus to understandour nervoussystemnot as
an input-outputinformationprocessingdevice (asis the currentunderstandingin neurophysiology),but
ratherasa closedunit of perceptionandactionmaintaininginternallygeneratedlevels. The ideais that
theorganization's stability (its “homeostasis”)producescertainlevelsto bemaintained,with thenervous
systemcompensatingto maintainthoseinternallygeneratedlevelsin thefaceof perturbations.We speak
of homeostasiswhenwespeakof the�rst commandof aliving system,whichis to referto itself. Behavior
becomesthe compensationfor thoseperturbations.“Perception”,in this context, meansthe organism's
view of whatever impingeson it. And its view is preciselydependentuponthe referencelevels it is set
up to maintain,ratherthanon anexternallyde�ned “stimulus” that is to be“processed”asde�ned by an
externalagent.Perturbationcanbeexternalor canariseinternallyfrom theorganismitself.

Within the vocabulary of a closedsystem,the terms“perturbation”and“compensation”areusedrather
thantheterms“input” and“output”. Inputandoutput,termsthatareusedin thestimulus-responsemodel,
carry theconnotationof somethingarisingin thedesignof a system.WhenI put my coin into theCoke
machine,I know that it is designedto receive that input, andno otherinput. But if I call my dog“Fido”
andhe comesto me, it is not becausehe wasdesignedfor me to call him “Fido” or anything else—he
wasnot designed,he just “doeshis thing”. Thebasicdifferencebetweeninput-outputandperturbation-
compensationis that oneputsemphasison the designfor a thing, and the otherputsemphasison the
stabilityarisingfrom theclosureof its organization.

Statement2: Studyingtheorganizationof asystem“closedto informationandcontrol,opento energy” (a
closedsystem)is studyingthenatureof its self-reference.

Comment:Theconceptof self-referenceis bestunderstoodif we imaginethata systemis stablewhenall
its partsreactto all its partsto eithermaintainor restorea balancebetweenits parts. The balanceof a
systemis monitoredby its self-reference.A perturbation,eitherfrom theinsideor theoutside,generates
nothingelsebut thisattemptto restorestability.

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

Statement3: Living systemsareautopoieticsystems.

Comment:“Autopoiesis”is a specialcaseof homeostasisin which the system's critical variablethat is
heldconstantis thatsystem'sown organization.An autopoieticsystemis de�ned asa unity by a network
of productions.Theproductionnetwork producesthecomponents;thecomponents,throughtheir inter-
actions,constitutethesystemasa unity in thespacein which they exist, andmake thenetwork possible
by de�ning andrealizingits topology. Thusthephenomenologyof autopoiesisis thephenomenologyof
autonomyinsofarastheresultof thesystem'sdynamicsis thesystemitself.

Statement4: A systemthatis closedto informationandcontrolis not closedto interaction.

Comment:Having establishedtheclosureof a living system,wemaynow ask:how doesa closedsystem
interactwith otherclosedsystems?We cansaythattwo closedsystemsundergo a processof “coupling”.
Whatwedowith theclosureof asystemis actuallywhatwedoall thetime, i.e.,we interactwith asystem
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by poking at it, throwing sticksat it, shoutingat it, etc., in variousdegreesof sophistication.That is a
perturbationof thestability of a system,for which it will compensateor will not compensate.If it does
compensate,thenwe cansensein it a stability for that interaction.So if eachtime I say“Fido” my dog
comesaround,that “Fido” is a perturbationin its organizationthat producesa compensation,i.e., the
locomotionof comingto me.

A systeminteractingwith anothersystemis “systemdependent”in that its behavior will dependon its
organization;thesystemis “observerdependent”in thatit will respondto thekind of perturbationthatthe
othersystemthrowsat it. Therefore,if I aminteractingwith anotherclosedsystem,my ability to seewhat
its propertiesareis limited by whatkindsof interactionsI canhave with it. As we will seelater, oneof
thekindsof interactionsI canhave is thelanguageI speak.

Statement5: Cognitionis a subject-dependentphenomenon:asa processit is constitutively boundto the
organizationandstructureof theknower, becauseall thestatesandinteractionsin which theknower can
enteraredeterminedby herorganizationandstructure.

In lieu of commentingon this importantstatement,I will openthe�oor to a granddiscussionof whathas
beensaidsofar.

Discussionof model

(homageandgodspeedto theretreatingbacksandreproachfulfacesof anobjectivity-ridden
subjectivity)

Cognitionis thestoryof subjectmeetingobject.

Any discussionof “to know” needsmust raise the questionof what characterizesand constitutesthe
domainof the knower (the subject)andthe domainof the to-be-known (the object)—theanswersto be
told in avocabulary thattracesthesociety'scurrentstateof knowledgeandof self-consciousness.

While mostof usseemnotto activelyparticipatein theseanswersandquestions,wedoactivelyparticipate
in thevocabulary, themetaphors,andimagery, which bothproduceandreproduceour society's “stateof
theart” in relationto theseanswersandquestions.

Maturana's radicalpoint of departurefrom traditionalmodelslies in the the characterizationof a living
systemasbeingclosed—closedto informationandcontrol, opento energy. The workingsof a closed
system—theinter-activity betweenparts,its self-referentiality, its autopoiesis—giveusan imageof how
thesystemmaintainsitself.

Thestorywe tell of our observations—of thedogwho comeswhenits nameis called,of thepersonwho
movesin orderto getout of theway of a car—is only thestoryof our observations.Maturanaproposes
that the �rst commandof a living systemis to refer to self in orderto maintainitself (its homeostasis),
andis acommandwhoseconsequencesweobserve. To beconsistentwith Maturana,wemustre-seewhat
we see,andtell to our eyesa newer image:of thedogwho comeswhenwe call in orderto maintainits
homeostasis,andnot becausewe called. Thus, if we re�ect on the old vocabulary andimageryof our
notionsof a living systemrespondingto its environment,we canobserve their implication: movements
of a living systemareconsideredeffectsof which somethingin theenvironmentis thecause.Contraryto
this,underMaturana'smodel,it is theliving systemwhichcausesits own effect—it is theliving system's
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responseto itself thatwehave,up to now, calledits responseto theenvironment.

Objectivity-Subjectivity and links with cognitivemodel

Maturana's characterizationof a living systemaffects our discussionof new music's treatmentunder
a subjectivity-objectivity conditionedlanguagein threeways: in our understandingof the notionsof
objectivity-subjectivity; language;andmusiclistening(asaninstanceof cognition).

While cognitionis thestorytold of subjectmeetingobject,it alsotapsthesamepoolof imagery, vocabu-
lary, andconceptsasdoesthestoryof objectivity-subjectivity: they eachtell theother'sstory.

In the traditional model, the objectivity-subjectivity dualism (that which existed prior to Maturana's
model) is both a notion and a dynamicactive in the old paradigmof cognition. The notion's neuro-
physiologicalstatementis:

Weobtainknowledgethroughoursenseorgansby aprocessof mappingtheobjectiveexternal
reality onto our nervoussystem,accommodatingour behavior to the structureof the world
revealedthroughthismapping.

A moregeneralstatementof thisnotionof objectivity is:

We exist in an objective world that canbe known andaboutwhich we canmake cognitive
statementsthat reveal it asan independentreality whosevalidity is, therefore,independent
from usasobservers.

In the imagerywhich reproducesthis old conceptof cognitionandthe role playedin it by objectivity-
subjectivity, perceiver andperceivedareeachgivena particularplace:theperceived(reality, truth) dom-
inates,while the perceiver is a vessel,a receptacle,a repositorythat eitheradequatelyor inadequately
receives the perceived. “Reality” plays the dominantrole, andmustbe pursued;the perceiver playsa
passive role. In this picture,reality stands�rm, regardlessof description,andtheimportanceof language
is passedover, languagebeingconsidereddepictional,andnotconsequential.Languageis eithertakenfor
grantedandis, thus,invisible; or is mentioned,but only asaninterference,a smudgeon thewindowpane
betweenperceiver andperceived: “but for thewordsgettingin theway, I would have beenableto �nally
seetruth, reality.”

UnderMaturana'smodel,cognitionis returnedto thesubject.Themodelcriticizesthenotionthatwecan
have cognitive accessto an objective reality independentof us asobservers,andratherpositscognition
as“a processthat is constitutively boundto theorganizationandstructureof theknower becauseall the
statesandinteractionsin which theknowercanenteraredeterminedby herorganizationandstructure”.

In Maturana's picture, perceiver and perceived are given dynamicallydifferent places. The perceived
becomesdependenton theperceiver, thepro�le of theperceiver is raised,andcognizanceis givento the
perceiver'smodeof interactingwith theperceived:herlanguage.

Cognition,wehavesaid,is thestoryof subjectmeetingobject.And whotellsthestory?UnderMaturana's
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 thekindsof interactionsshecanhavewith it, anddominantamongst
theseinteractionsis herlanguage.

Philosophers,psychologists,andbiologistshave on many diverseoccasionsarguedthat the
actof cognitionis somehow boundto theknower—soa criticism of thenotion thatwe have
cognitiveaccessto anobjective reality is not new. Unfortunately, philosophersandscientists
generallyfearthatrecognizingcognitionasasubjectdependentphenomenonleadsto idealism
andsolipsism.I think that this shouldnot bethecaseandthat therearetwo basicsourcesto
this fear:

1. It is dif�cult for us as Westernthinkers to imaginecognition as a subjectdependent
phenomenonbecausewe live immersedin a denotative linguistic domainin which even
subjective notionsareexpresseddenotatively, asif their existencewereindependentof
usasobservers;

2. It seemsthatabiologicalmechanismthatgivesriseto anobserverwith asubjectdepen-
dentcognitivedomainin whichheusesadenotativelanguagewith manipulativesuccess
is aparadox,andhence,impossible.

HumbertoMaturana
CognitiveStrategies

Maturana's modelquestionstheobjectivity-subjectivity imageryof a realworld which sendswavesover
us,marksus so thatwe utter it, spraysusuntil we seeit, hidesitself so thatwe mustlook for it, masks
itself so that we aretricked into makingfalsestatementsaboutit, andrevealsitself so that we come,at
last,nearerto thetruth. As Maturana's modelis new, we do not yet havesuf�cient imageryandlanguage
for it; but, asa �rst attempt,thepoetryof theold objectivity-boundimagerymightbetumbledaround:we
might imagineasubjectwhosendswavesoverthereality, whomarksit sothatwhatit tells is anutterance
of herself,andwhospraysreality until it seesher.

Theshift of paradigm—theleap—movesfrom “The observershallnotenterinto thedescription”to “The
descriptionshallrevealthepropertiesof theobserver.”

Thusit shouldbe mentionedherethat in this paperthe termsobjectivity andsubjectivity do not denote
opposites,but ratherdifferentlyemphasizedaspectsof onerelation,namelytherelationbetweensubject
andobject. I indicatethis link betweenobjectivity andsubjectivity by meansof a hyphen:for example,I
speakof the“objectivity-subjectivity conditioningof language,” or “objectivity-subjectivity imagery”.

Language,and links with objectivity-subjectivity and cognitivemodel

When linguistsbecameable to examinecritically andscienti�cally a large numberof lan-
guagesof widely differentpatterns,their baseof referencewasexpanded;they experienced
aninterruptionof phenomenahithertohelduniversal,anda wholenew orderof signi�cances
cameinto their ken. It wasfound that thebackgroundlinguistic system(in otherwords,the
grammar)of eachlanguageis notmerelyareproducinginstrumentfor voicingideasbut rather
is itself theshaperof ideas,theprogramandguidefor theindividual'smentalactivity, for his
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analysisof impressions,for his synthesisof this mentalstockin trade.Formulationof ideas
is not an independentprocess,strictly rational in the old sense,but is part of a particular
grammar, anddiffers,from slightly to greatly, betweendifferentgrammars.Wedissectnature
alonglineslaid down by our native languages.Thecategoriesandtypesthatwe isolatefrom
the world of phenomenawe do not �nd therebecausethey stareevery observer in the face;
on thecontrary, theworld is presentedin a kaleidoscopic�ux of impressionswhich hasto be
organizedby our minds—andthis meanslargely by the linguistic systemsin our minds. We
cut natureup, organizeit into concepts,andascribesigni�cancesaswe do, largely because
wearepartiesto anagreementto organizeit in thisway—anagreementthatholdsthroughout
ourspeechcommunityandis codi�ed in thepatternsof our language.. . And it will befound
that it is not possibleto de�ne “event,thing,object,relationship”andsoon, from nature,but
that to de�ne themalwaysinvolvesa circuitousreturnto the grammaticalcategoriesof the
de�ner's language.

BenjaminLeeWhorf
Language, Thought,andReality

To paraphraseRolandBarthes:thereis no primary, naive, phenomenalunderstandingof the
�eld datawhich we afterwardshave to explicateor intellectualize.No ethnographeris inno-
cent.We begin with thenarrative in our headwhich structuresour initial observationsin the
�eld.

In theprocessof productionof ethnographywe arecontinuallyorientedtowardthedominant
narrative structure.We go to the reservation with a story alreadyin mind, andthat story is
foregroundedin the �nal professionalproduct,thepublishedarticle,chapter, or monograph.
If wedeparttoofar from thedominantstoryin theliterature,if weoverlookakey referenceor
fail to mentionthework of animportantscholar, wearepolitely correctedby suchinstitutional
monitorsasthethesiscommittee,thefoundationreview panel,theeditorsof our journals,or
thesometimesheavy handof theprogramcommitteeatourannualmeetings.At thebeginning
and at the end, the productionof ethnographyis framedby the dominantstory. Most of
the time thereis a balanceto researchinnovation; thestudyis new enoughto be interesting
but familiar enoughso that the story remainsrecognizable.Thereare geniuses—Bateson
did publish Navenin 1936—but usually, we de�ne researchwith referenceto the current
narrative andreportbackour particularvariationof thatnarrative to our colleagues,mostof
whomalreadyknow theplot structurein advance.Theprocessis self-reinforcingandcon�rms
everyone'sview of theworld.

EdwardBruner
EthnographyasNarrative

Languageis preparedfor soandsomany registrerings.You mayperceive everythingbut the
preferencefor whatyou registeris guidedby what languageyou have. This in turn suggests
thatby rejuvenatingthe language,theregisteringselectedfrom theperceivedwill beguided
by new preferences.

HerbertBrün
Seminarin ExperimentalComposition

A recurrentphenomenonin languageis aphenomenonthatcouldbedescribedasthe“inertia of language”:
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thismeansthatwhatpresentlanguagestoresandsendsasmessages,it learnedfrom many aprevious,now
obsolete,knowledge.Languagearguesparadigms,boththoseparadigmswenow recognizeasparadigms,
andthosewe have yet to recognizeasparadigms.Dynamically, its greatestpower is heldby a paradigm
notwhile it is called“paradigm”but calledfacts,data,truth,nature,ethics,properprocedures,etc.As soon
asaparadigmis calleda “paradigm”(usuallythenreferredto asa “mere” paradigm),its powercollapses.
Thus,a speaker may�nd her languageat oddswith her intentions,particularlyif sheis intendingto add
to thepresentstoreof knowledge,or attemptingto negatesomeacceptedidea,or trying to proceedalong
with neglectedthoughts:for therewill be a time lag, anda paradigmlag, betweenthe intentionsof the
speaker, andtheintentionsof thelanguage.

. . . it will be impossibleto reasonhim out of thesebeliefs. He will assertthem as plain,
hard-headedcommonsense,which meansthat they satisfyhim becausethey arecompletely
adequateasa systemof communicationbetweenhim andhis fellow men. That is, they are
adequatelinguistically to his socialneeds,andwill remainso until an additionalgroupof
needsis felt andworkedout in language.

BenjaminLeeWhorf
Language, Thought,andReality

The inertia of languagecanalsobe termedits “closure”. Thosecharacteristicsof living systemsasde-
scribedby Maturanacanbeusedto characterizelanguage,characterizingtherelationsbetweendescriber,
description,anddescribed.Theserelationsexhibit interactivity, self-referentiality, andautopoiesis.A
speaker will speakaboutwhatshesees;whatsheseeswill bedeterminedby whatshecanspeakabout:
this is aninstanceof interactivity andself-referentialitybetweendescriber, described,anddescription.The
autopoiesisof language—whena dynamicof a systembecomesa componentof it—occursin theabove
descriptiveinstancewhenadescriptionwill soorienttheprocessof describingasto createthedescription.

In thethird statementquotedabove,Brünhasmadeausefuldistinction—thedistinctionbetweenperceiv-
ing andregisteringenableshim to refer to that momentwhich our presentlanguagecanbarelyexpress:
themomentwhenanI meetsan it. In answerto thequerulous“then if languagedeterminessomuch,is
what's out thereonly what I describeit to be??”Brün ascribesto the it, its moment:themomentof per-
ceiving; andascribesto theI, I' s moment:themomentof registering.We perceivea phenomenon;what
we registerof it is dependenton thecapabilitiesof the languageused.Theregistrationsof our language
(its capabilities),aresocially informedandareproducedby, andarereproducing,paradigms.We may
speakof therelationshipbetweenlanguageandparadigmautopoietically:paradigmsorientthedescribing
processandbecomethemselvescomponentsof that process;by becomingcomponentsof that process,
they orientthedescribingprocess;andsoon.

Thephenomenonof describing,invisibleunderthenotionsof objectivity andsubjectivity, becomesvisible
underMaturana's cognitive modeland the above statements.Thus to the statementthat a description
revealsthe propertiesof the describer, we canadd: that a descriptionalsorevealsthe propertiesof the
describinglanguage.

To the degreethat a speaker is unaware of the power of her describinglanguage,to that degreewill
languageexerciseits greatestpoweroverher.
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Listening process,link ed with language,objectivity-subjectivity, and the cognitive
model

I proposethefollowing descriptionof thelisteningprocess:

while a composermakes the musiccomposition,it is the listenerwho makes the effect of
themusic. Thecomposerprovidesthe listenerwith anoffer—themusicalcomposition.The
listenercreatesanimageof themusic,andrespondsto thecreatedimage,creatingits effect.
To usetheold vocabularyof causeandeffect: it is thenthelistenerwhocreatesthecauseand
thelistenerwhocreatestheeffect.

Wecanbreakdown thelisteningprocessinto thesestates:

1. thecomposermakesamusicalcompositionwhichreachesthelistener'sear;at thispoint thelistener
is on thejob, andthecomposercando nomore;

2. now thelistenermakesher“experience”of themusic—thisconsistsof thelistener�nding or invent-
ing thosewishesandquestionsfor which thismusicmeansful�llment andanswer;

3. thelistenerthenlooksat thewishesandquestionswhich shehadto contributein orderto make the
compositiona ful�llment andananswer. Shenow decideswhethershelikeshernew acquirements
or whethershedislikesthem. This is whatproducestheeffect which listeningto musichason the
listener.

Listeningis an instanceof the cognitive process.The vocabulary generallyusedto characterizeandto
explain the listeningexperiencestemsfrom a well-known andfrequentlyexploitedstoreof moreor less
metaphoricalexpressions:peoplespeakof beingmovedby themusic,affectedby themusic;peoplesay
that the musicdid or didn't reachthem,that the music left themcold or madechills go up their spine.
Theseexpressionssubscribeto the notion of objectivity presentedon page13: “We obtainknowledge
throughour senseorgansby a processof mappingthe objective knowledgeonto our nervous system,
accomodatingourbehavior to thestructureof theworld revealedthroughthismapping.”

It is this objectivity orientationwhich is the point of addressandattackin the above descriptionof the
listeningprocess.Objectivity wishesto characterizethe listeneras “open”—opento music—andasa
vessel,into whom the musicpoursand who may then commenton the agreeabilityor disagreeability
of that which waspoured. Objectivity onceagainmakesno mentionof languageor of the descriptive
relationsbetweenlistener, her language,andmusic. The listener's language,in the objectivity-oriented
notionsaboutthe listeningprocess,happensonly after the experience:the musicdescends,the listener
canonly saywhethershelikesor dislikesit.

From appearances,we observe that musicseemsto “affect” listeners—sofar, the objectivity notion ac-
countsfor this appearance.However, as in the context of the remarksaboutclosure,we �nd that the
situationthatreachestheobserver's eye—thatof a dogcomingin responseto a call, or thelistenerbeing
movedin responseto themusic—isonly thesituationthatreachestheobserver's eye.

In my descriptionof the listeningprocess,I reject this objectivity-orienteddescriptionof the listening
processandcharacterizethe listeneras“closed”. Whatgoeson within thatclosure(steps2 and3 of the
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listeningprocesspresentedon page17) doesnot tell thestoryof musicaffectinglistener, but ratherdoes
tell of anactive listeneraffectingthestoryof music.

In additionto assertingtheclosureof thelistenerI alsoclaim thereis aclosureof thedescriptionprocess.
Thelisteneractively producesherexperienceof themusicby bringingin herwishesanddesires.Through
the articulationof thesewishesand desiressheis settingthe stagefor her interactionwith the music,
andthuswith this particularsetof wishesanddesiresshewill hearsomethingandwill reactto whatshe
hearswithin thecontext of thosestakedout wishesanddesires.If shesayssheis in questof “beautiful
music”, thenthemusicshehearswill appearasanapplicantfor theful�llment of thatwish. Thelistener
will thenreactto thatwish andto theappropriatenessof theapplicantappearingastheful�llment of that
wish. Thesuitability of theapplicantfor thepositionwill causethe listener's emotionalresponseto the
musicshehearsandwill conditionherstatementsof like anddislike. Underthis picturewe canseethat
thecapabilitiesof herregisteringlanguage,sociallyconditionedto thedegreethatsheis unawareof this
conditioning,will “interview” whatsheis perceiving andactasameasuringstandardto theperceived.

Thispictureof thelisteneris consistentwith thestatementsfromMaturana'smodelof cognition,objectivity-
subjectivity, andlanguage:a listeneris not “open” to anobjectiverealitycalled“the music”; thelistener's
languageis not“open” to themusic,servingasamappingvehiclefor it. Rather, bothlistenerandlanguage
can“respondto themusic”only via asubroutine:theclosureof listenerandlanguage.

Thepoetryfor thispictureof a listeneris oneof thelistenerwhoaffectsthemusic,whoreachesthemusic,
whosendschills up its spine,who movesthemusic.

At presentour societyaboundsin imagesandvocabulary surroundingthe word “to affect” in which all
but thelisteneris dominantandactive. The�eld of psycho-acoustics,which intendsto studytherelations
betweensoundandlisteners,endsup describingitself asthe studyof the effectsof soundon listeners,
andnot thestudyof theeffectsof listenerson sound.Thenotionof causeandeffect is a particularlocus
aroundwhichnotionsof objectivity swarm: it causes,I amaffected.
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Part Thr ee: What happensto new music when it becomessubject
matter of an objectivity-oriented language?

Intr oduction

Thequestionwhich actedaspoint of departurefor our excursioninto theareaof “What's saidaboutnew
music”andtheareaof “Cognitivemodels”wasthequestion:

What happensto new musicwhenit becomessubjectmatterof an objectivity-orientedlan-
guage?

Thesetwo areasprovideabackgroundfor ourpointof arrival: thatthereexistsa relationship—frequently
causal,notalwaysrational,certainlyintuitivelyperceptible—betweenacrisisin thelanguageaboutmusic,
anda crisis in therelationsbetweennew musicandaudience(the“gap”, the“Return to Tonality”). It is
dueto themusic,thePresshasreported,thatwe can't talk aboutit; it is dueto thelanguageaboutmusic,
I say, thatwecan't talk aboutit. I proposethat:

Present-daysyntax,conditionedby thepowerful conceptsof objectivity-subjectivity, prevents
our languagefrom bridgingthegapbetweennew musicandaudience.

The following pagestake this proposalapart: �rst the phrase“present-daysyntax,conditionedby the
powerful conceptsof objectivity-subjectivity” is given evidence(pages19–22); and then the last part,
“the gapbetweennew musicandaudience”,is �eshed out (pages22–23). The pagesfollowing those,
reassemblethe proposal(pages23–24)andre-tell the story of the “Gap” andthe “Return to Tonality”
(pages24–28).

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

Sofar I havementionedtheeffectsthatobjectivity hasonourperceivedrelationships,andhow theserela-
tionshipshave beenconsistentwith thescienti�c view of neuralperception.How doeslanguageproduce
and reproducethe conceptof objectivity? Is thereany evidenceto be found in the language,that our
present-daysyntaxis conditionedby theconceptsof objectivity-subjectivity?

Recallthata generalstatementof objectivity is: “We exist in anobjective world thatcanbeknown and
aboutwhich we can make cognitive statementsthat reveal it as an independentreality whosevalidity
is, therefore,independentfrom us asobservers”. Basedon this, I have divided evidenceof objectivity-
orientationinto seven areasof observation: imagery, objectaffecting subject,objective gesturesof the
syntax,relations-predicateconfusion,ex postfactoexistence,adjectives,andinvisibility of language.

Imagery

Themusicdidn't reachme.
I wasmovedby themusic.
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The imagesin thesesentencesproduceandreproducea relationshipbetweenperceiver andperceived in
which theperceiverseesherselfasavessel,with reality (theperceived)playingthedominantroleandthe
perceiver a passive role. Note thatwhenthesubjectof thesentenceis theperceiver, theverb is passive;
when“it” (themusic)actsassubject,theverb is active. Funandgamesresultwhenwe make a passive-
activevoiceswitch:

Themusicwasn't reachedby me.
I wasmoving themusic.

Object affecting subject

Themusicmademefeelhappy.
Themusicputmein apeacefulmood.

Ironically, an objectivity-orientedlanguagetreatstheperceiver, who is a cognitive subject,asanobject:
the passive receiver who is affectedby the object; and it attributesto the perceived, the activities of a
subject:it moves,it causes,it putspeoplein moods.Theimageof who is doingandwho is beingdoneto
is ahot seatof thedescriber-description-describeddilemma.

Objectivegesturesof the syntax

Languageoffersa lot of initial withdrawals,suchas:

It seemsto be. . .
It appearsthat. . .
It hasbeensaid. . .
I guess. . .
Thetruthof thematteris, of course. . .
Naturally. . .

andmany more,all of which hint at unquestionedassumptionswith regardto unquestionednotionssuch
assubjectivity (to beapologeticallyconceded),objectivity (that's wheretruejudgementlies), truth (help-
lesslydeliveredto integrity).

Substituting“music” for “it” in theabovelist movesusontowardthelanguagewhichattemptsto describe
music“objectively”:

Themusicopenswith a timpaniroll, followedby ahornsolo. . .
The�rst movementconsistedof threeepisodesof equallength. . .

This languageapesscienti�cnessby reducingmusicto its parts.
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Relations-Predicateconfusion

Themusicdidn't makesense.
Themusicwaschaotic.
Thepiecewasn't verygood.

While in morere�ective momentswe mayadmit thatthequalitiesof sense,order, chaos,goodness,refer
to a relationshipbetweenperceiver andperceived, still, availablesyntaxwill leadus to considerthese
qualitiesaspropertiesof theperceived.As HeinzvonFoersterwrites:

Confusingrelationswith predicateshasbecomeapoliticalpastime.In theproposition“spinach
is green”greenis a predicate;in “spinachis good” goodis a relationbetweenthechemistry
of spinachandtheobserver who tastesit. He mayrefer to his relationto spinachas“good”.
Our mothers,who arethe�rst politicianswe encounter, make useof thesemanticambiguity
of thesyntacticoperator“is” by telling us“spinachis good”asif they wereto say“spinachis
green”.

HeinzvonFoerster
ThePerceptionof theFutureandtheFutureof Perception

Thesyntax“It didn't make sense”attributessenseto whatthe it makes.Eventheslight improvement“It
didn't make senseto me” still projectstheimagethatsenseis madeby theit, theI beinganobjectof this
operationwho merelyrecognizesthesense(or lackof it) thatalreadyexistsin themusic.

Ex postfactoexistence

Themusicmademefeelhappy.

Thissyntax,in additionto placingthemusicassubject,andlistenerasobject,alsoplacesthelistenerin a
particulartimeframewith regardto themusic:thelistenerhappensafterwards.Thesyntaxascribesto the
musicanexistencepreceedingthelistenerandherdescriptionof herfeelings.

Objectivity positslanguageasbeingdepictional—languagere�ects reality, reportson what's going on.
Accordingly, speakersalsocarrya self-imageof beingdepicters,reportersof theactionthathasalready
happened,andhashappenedelsewhere.To speakis to comeaftertheevent.

Hence,underthe paradigmof objectivity, to listen and to speakareboth activities comingafterwards.
Themomentof autonomyof the listener—hersubjectivity—is an “after the fact” existence,whensheis
takingtheonly liberty allowedherunderobjectivity: articulatingwhethershelikedthemusicwhich has
happenedto her.

Adjectives

It wastoo long.
It' s verycerebral.
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It isn't verybeautiful.
Themusicwasextremelyagitatedsounding.
Thesecondsectionwasvery lush.

Whenspeakers juxtaposelanguageto music, they frequentlybring to musican ominous,discouraging,
uninspiredplethoraof adjectives.Or, they bring a plethoraof adjectives.Whatdo adjectivesdo? Adjec-
tivesfunctionlikeaswitch: they call attentionawayfromthenoun,while takingfor grantedtheknowledge
of thenounandtheexistenceof whatthenounnames.Thustheuseof adjectivesassumesthemusic,and
preventsaninvestigationof whatis the“it” (themusic).Further, theadjectivemodi�es not thelistener, nor
thelistenerandthemusic(“we werebeautiful”),but themusic:themomentof autonomyof thelisteneris
attributedto thelistened-to.

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

If we perusethe languagetaken to taskunderthe aforegoing observations,we notice that whereasthe
perceiver is rarely mentioned,the languageof the perceiver is never mentioned.Underobjectivity, the
cognitive act of listening is somethingwhich occursonly betweensubjectand object—atwo-element
system,quasispeeckless.

A propertyof objectivity is that it removeslanguagefrom the visibility of speakersandlisteners.With
languagerepresentedasmerevehicleof thought,neitherspeaker nor listenerare madeaware,by that
languageor by thatrepresentation,of language'sexistenceasadynamic,asaproducer. Madeunawareof
language'sexistence,they arethenleft unawareof theparadigmthislanguageargues:objectivity. A magic
trick! Thatwhichconditionsthesituation—objectivity—alsoprovidesthemeansfor its concealment.The
paradigmrendersthelanguageinvisible,andtheinvisibility of thelanguagerenderstheparadigminvisible.
In this linguistic situationorientedby anobjectivity-riddenlanguage,speakersandlistenersareexcluded
from accessto theparadigmin thatthey areexcludedfrom accessto thelanguage.

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

The purposeof new music is to endow acousticaleventswith a sensewhich the acoustical
materialin itself would not possess,andwhich canbe perceived by an audienceasa com-
municationof contemporaryrelevanceand signi�cance aboutusually abstractvisions and
movementsin thehumanmind.

HerbertBrün
AgainstPlausibility

In additionto telling uswhatnew musicproposes,theabove statementimplieswhatnew musicdoesnot
propose—new musicdoesnotproposeto endow acousticaleventswith afamiliar sense.Rather, acoustical
elementsarelinked in unfamiliar ways. Awarethat theselinks arenew andnot yet easilyrecognizable
to listeners,thecomposerrepeatsthe links, emphasizesandbolstersthem—shemakesa context from a
consistenttreatmentof thelinks.

Whatis familiar to usnow—therelationsof harmony, melody, andsoon—atonetime werethemselvesa
treatmentof acousticalmaterialssoundingunfamiliar to thelistener'sear. By now, however, theirnewness
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hasbeenabsorbedby theear, their unfamiliar links have becomefamiliar, andtheir propositionsof what
musicis to becomeno longerareconsidered“propositions”but rathersolid evidenceof whatmusicis.

New music(or, nowmusic)arrivesinto thisstateof affairs. It notonly confrontsthenotionsof whatmusic
is, it alsoconfrontsthelistenerwho carriesthesenotionsin herlanguage.Languagehaslearnedfrom the
by-now very old compositionalideasof melody, harmony, etc. whatmusic“is”, whatparticularconnec-
tionsthelisteneris to listenfor, whatvocabulary is to beconsulted,andwhatwishesandexpectationsthe
listeneris to haveof herlisteningexperience.

A reminder:asdescribedearlier, a listenerbringsto musicanimagewhichshehascreatedof it, this image
consistingof wishesanddesiresfor whatshewantsmusicto be,articulatedin the languageavailableto
her, andshewill reactto whatshehearswithin thecontext of thosewishes.For her, themusicwill appear
asakind of “candidate”for theful�llment of thosewishesanddesires,andits suitabilityfor thatcandidacy
will determinethe listener's responseto the music. Thusthe capabilitiesof the listener's languagewill
interview whatsheis perceiving, andactasameasuringstandardto theperceived.

Languagecannotchangeitself. It will continueto interrogateany acousticaleventwhich comesits way
in the termsit haslearnedfrom pastmusic. The presenceof new music,then,not only confrontswhat
musichasbeen,it alsoconfrontspresent-daylanguageandits capabilities.(We couldsaythat themusic
“perturbs”thelanguage.)

Listeners,facedwith aproposalof theas-yetunfamiliar(new music),areorientedby thenow-still familiar
(their language).In betweentheproposalof whatmusicis now to be,andthe listenerorientedby what
musichasbeen,yawns what journalismcalls a “gap”, andwhat I have preferredto call the “inertia of
language”: that linguistic time lag wherethe capabilitiesof the languagearenow found inadequateof
giving tongueto therequirementsof present-daypropositions.

The reassembledproposal: conclusions

I reassemblethepartsof my proposalinto thecompletestatement:

Present-daysyntax,conditionedby the conceptsobjectivity-subjectivity, preventsour lan-
guagefrom bridgingthe“gap” betweennew musicandaudience.

Giventhisproposal,I make thefollowing summationof whathasbeensaid:

1. An objectivity-orientedlanguagecreatesfor the listenerthe self-imagethat sheis an “open” cog-
nitive object. Reality (in this case,music)actively stampsitself on her, andshecanonly passively
receive it; listeningis considereda response,not aninvention.With this imagein mind, thelistener
will not feel calleduponto intercedeeitherin thesoundsasthey comeherway, or in thelanguage
asit createsherway, offering itself asadescriptive template.This listenerseesherselfafterthefact
of themusic,andsheattributesherrelationswith themusicasbeingapropertyof themusicitself.

2. An objectivity-orientedlanguagepreventsthe listenerfrom beingawareof languageandawareof
the effect languagehason her listeningprocess.However, at the sametime, objectivity doesnot
prevent languagefrom affectingthe listeningprocess;it only preventsa listenerfrom cognizingof
its effect.
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3. This language,of which thelisteneris unaware,will acton thelistenerandon themusic,affecting
her registrationof acousticaleventsandmeasuringthemby obsoletestandards.Remember, these
standards,which languagehaslearnedfrom whatmusichasbeen,arepreciselywhatnew musicis
attackingandtrying to change.

If thepurposeof new musicis to endow acousticaleventswith a sensewhich theacous-
tical materialin itself would not possessandwhich canbeperceivedby anaudienceas
a communicationof contemporaryrelevanceandsigni�canceaboutusuallyabstractvi-
sionsandmovementsof thehumanmind, thenthis purposeseemsto have gottenlost in
our time,becausetheaudienceendowsthemusicwith asense,whichwasperceivedlong
ago,at anentirelydifferentoccasion,andwhich now will not communicateanything of
contemporaryrelevanceandsigni�canceanymore.

HerbertBrün
AgainstPlausibility

4. A listenerwho doesnot critically refer to the languageandskeptically examineit, will nowhere
be involved in the productionof “her” musicalexperience. Rather, shewill be involved in the
reproductionof a universalmusicalexperiencethat comesfrom notionsandconceptsthat sheis
unawareof, andwhich areembeddedin a languageshedoesnot see.To thedegreethatthelistener
is unawareof herdescription,to thatdegreedoesshefall prey to theassumptionsin thedescription
she'sbeingusedby. (Only hereis thepassivevoiceappropriate.)

Thelanguageaboutmusic,in�uencedby thepowerful conceptsof objectivity-subjectivity, hasbecomea
syntacticagentwho, in thenameof truthandtherealworld, speaksaboutandmeasuresthemusic.Under
objectivity, language's inertiais invisible, its insuf�ciency not apparent;andtheproductionof a language
that would measureand speak,in the nameof the music, aboutthe truth and the real world, remains
undevelopedandits verypossibilityalmostforgotten.

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

In the chronologyof what hasbeensaidaboutnew music, the most recent“dilemma” journalismhas
attachedto new musicis the“Return to Tonality” (seepage13). Usingtheproposalsandconclusionsin
thisarticle,I canretell the“Returnto Tonality” story.

New musiccomposersandlistenersalikeshareapremiss—onewhichthey havelearnedfromtheobjectivity-
orientedlanguage:that listeningis anaffair betweenmusicandlistener, andnot anaffair betweenmusic,
listener, andlanguage.Thusbothcomposerandlistenerhavegoneseparateandparallelways:

Thecomposerhasbusiedhimselfwith theattemptto createnew eventsof sound.Thisactivity
hasinformedlistenersasto thestateof music,but it hasnot taughtthem. A tendency to ne-
glect,or evento forget,thedifferencethatexistsbetweengiving informationaboutsomething
andthe teachingof somethingcanbe discoveredeverywhere,even in the mostunexpected
quarters,wheretheknowledgeof thisdifferenceshouldcertainlybeassumed.Teachingwould
entailthecomposeraddressingthelanguageandconceptsandstandardsandbehaviorswhich
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possessthe listener, who mustbe dispossessedof theseandratherbe given a differentlan-
guageanddifferentconceptsanda critical view of herown standards—ifnew musicis to be
perceived. This, composershave not done. The composer's professionalcompetenceup to
thepresentdoesnot teachbut ratherinformson facts.

And thelistener?

Thelistenerhascontinuedto measuretheacousticaleventspresentedto herwith herexistent
language—thoughsheremainsunaware of this process. While listening to the music she
looksfor amelody, or agoodbeat,or elsesheasksherselftheapparentlyharmlessquestion—
Is themusicbeautiful?—a¸ll thetimeunawareof how theconceptsandnotionshiddenin these
questionsaremeasuringtheacousticalevents.

HelmutLachenmannwritesaboutthis interplaybetweencomposerandlistenerregardingthequestionof
beauty:

In 1948,PierreBoulezendedoneof his articlesthus: “I have a horror of dealingin words
with whatis soprettily calledtheaestheticproblem.Besides,I don't wantto makethisarticle
any longer;I preferto turnbackto my manuscriptpaper.”

This attitudewas to becomecharacteristicof young avant-gardecomposersin the 1950's.
A new world of sonicandtemporalexperiencehadbeensightedfrom the vantagepoint of
Webern's serialtechniques—aworld centeredon the organizationof sound-material.Amid
thebustleof striking campandheadingfor thenew PromisedLand, thequestionof Beauty
was not merely out of place; it was downright suspect. For it involved thosecriteria and
taboos,valuejudgementsandideals,on whoseruinseveryonewasthenstanding.

Sotheconceptof Beauty, dismissedassuspectby theavant-garde,waskeptaliveby society.
Or keptsocietyalive?Anyway, it livedon,notonly asageneralcriterionfor identi�cation, but
alsoin itscustomaryandsociallyacceptedformasrei�ed category. Thisfacilitatedtheprocess
of identi�cation by offeringa shieldagainstthereality thatcouldno longerbemastered.The
shieldwasanapparentlyintact real language:tonality andits expressivemeans.Blind to all
that,theavant-gardefailedsocietyandreality.

HelmutLachenmann
TheBeautifulin MusicToday

Thus while composersand audienceseemedto be separatedby a gap, they actually sharedthe same
objectivity-orientedpremiss:that languagewasnot to be consideredwhenspeakingaboutthe listening
process.In themeantime,languagecontinuedto affect thesituation.

Thingsarewhat's saidaboutthem. Thingscannotbe what's not saidaboutthem. Composersof new
musicdid not provide the languagethatwould enablelistenersto re-addresstheir conceptsof beautyin
thepresenceof themusic.Somusiccontinuedto beprovidedfor by a languagethatwasparticularlynot
acomposer's language.

Betweenthecomposerwhodid notaddressthelistener's languagebut providedthemusic,andthelistener
whocouldnotaddressthemusicbut usedheravailablemeasuringlanguage,steppedthePress.ThePress
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�lled in whereandwhat the composerfailed to provide: the languageto measurethe listener's musical
experience.

The purposeof newspapersin a capitalistsocietyhasbeento make readersrequirecommunicationand
communicativity; hence,the critic is forced,by the economicsof the situation,to make readersrequire
communicationandcommunicativity in music.ThePress,which is not only a meansof communication,
but alsoanargumentfor communicativity, cannotandwill notspeakupfor thoseevents,attempts,exper-
iments,whoseintentionsgo beyondtherepresentationof thealreadycommunicative,of therepeatedand
of the familiar. ThusthePress,aswe have seen,speaksnot in thenameof thenew musicit attemptsto
describe,but rather, againstthatmusic: it appliesits standardsof quick andeasyunderstandabilityto the
music,andconsequently�nds new musicwanting.

Thenewspaperis oneof thephenomenawhich, protectedundertheparadigmof objectivity, pro�t from
language's reputationof being depictive and not consequential.Languageis considereda meansfor
depictingor reportingwhat's out there,andis not seenassomethingwhich is happeninghereandhaving
consequences.That the Pressmerely reports,is the statusgiven to it by all; that the Press's reports
have importantconsequences,is somethingunderstoodby a few; andthat theseconsequencesareso far
reachingthatthereportsmayactuallybecausingthereported-aboutevents,is astatementprobablydenied
by most.

And thePresshadconsequences.Thelistener, who couldhave learnedfrom thecomposer, ratherlearned
from thePress,with its daily assemblyline for the reproductionof language.The listenerwho did hear
somenew musiccouldexplainherreactionto its unfamiliarity (for to listento anew musiccompositionis
indeedto beputoutatsea,with all yourexpectationsof whatmusicis, unmet)by callingon thelanguage
readilyofferedby musiccritics: that this musicwasnoise,wasugly, thattherewasa gapbetweenmusic
andlistener.

And thePresshadconsequences.Thelistenerwhohadnotheardnew music,but certainlyreadof it in the
newspaper(thedaily news beingfar moreaccessiblethanconcertsof new music),wasequippedfor that
music,shouldit evercomeherway. For themajority of readers,thepresenceof themusiccritic's review
of a new musicconcertnot only actedasa substitutefor thereader's presenceat theconcert,it alsoacted
to substituteits interpretationof new musicfor theinterpretationof thereader.

And thePresshadconsequences.Not only did thisnewspaperlanguageandthismachinefor thedaily pro-
ductionof interpretationsaffect listeners,it alsoenteredthevocabularyof composers.As composerswere
unaware(andcontinueto beunaware)that languagemustberegardedaswithin thecircle of composers'
concerns,andasthestructureof thePressmadeit opposedto theattemptsof composers,composersmade
no attemptto critically attackanddisarmandresistthePress's vocabularyandits impliedargumentation:

acceptingthenewspaper'sannouncementof a“gap” andtheimpliedassumptionthatthegapwasnegative
(theparadigmof communicativity hereatwork),composersalsoacceptedtheimpliedargumentthat
somethinghadto bedoneto remove thatgap;

acceptingthe newspaper's languagethat if somethingis good it will draw lots of people,composers
lookedat thesmallattendanceattheirconcertsandfoundthatto beevidencearguingfor aweakness
in themusic,or something;

acceptingthe Press's standardthat if somethingis good it will be a commercialsuccess,composers

SusanParenti
�

� LanguageandthePresentStateof New Music



scrutinizedtheir lack of commercialsuccessandfoundthat to beevidenceof somethingwrongin
themusic,or something.. .

Further, the persistentreproductionin the newspapersof languageclamoringfor the “lost beauty” in
music,foundanearin youngcomposerswho weremorefamiliarwith thisnewspaperlanguagethanwith
thoseideasthathadtriggeredtheturn away from tonality.

As Lachenmanntells it:

For initiatesandopen-mindedbystanders,theold temptationwasirresistible:expectationsof
the Beautiful—assomethingtheoreticallyneglectedandunconquered,yet socially asintact
andeffectiveasever, providedthatwell-worn tonalhabitsaretrickedoutwith elementsmore
exotically attractive—beganto in�uence avant-gardethinking, which hadoncebeenstrict.
Thiswasnotednotwith vigilanceor evensuspicion,but ratherwith amusementandsympathy.

Meanwhile the works of Ligeti, Penderecki,and also Kagel, were being understoodand
welcomedasan expressionof a new-found freedomin the avant-garde's thinking andself-
awareness.The new toleranceof tonal elementsthat had oncebeenso strictly excluded
seemedto be a usefulcorrective to the compositionalfrustrationwhich hadled to progres-
sive withdrawal from the serial utopias. While glorifying this “tolerance”as a productof
“avant-gardistic”boldness,thecomposerreacheda point wherehewasexploiting thosevery
aspectsof culturewhichhadoriginally beenshunned.

Theveiledregressionof the60'swasfollowedby theopenregressionof the70's. Thefreedom
to be tonal turnedout to be the freedomto live in leaky places;the tonal “corrective” was
revealedascorruptive. So the journey into thekingdomof unheard-ofperceptionwasover.
Thesly championsof veiledoropenregressiontakeupthediscardedbannerof theavant-garde
andboldly paradeit in circles. They arecelebratingthecomebackof thebourgeoisconcept
of beautyin thesamereactionaryform it hadat theendof World War II if not before:a form
sickeningto anyonewho seesin art—orin beauty—morethanjust a masquerade.Todaythe
avant-gardeis broughtlow by that self-samebourgeoisdomesticatedconceptof beautythat
it soarrogantlyassumedit could ignoreon thegroundsthat it preferred“to turn backto the
manuscriptpaper”.

HelmutLachermann
TheBeautifulin MusicToday

The“Returnto Tonality” storyandits languagedominatethenewspaperreports,andnotsurprisingly, en-
ter into thevocabulary of themusiccommunity, actingasthemeasuringstandardof thefashionabilityof
composers'activities. For thosecomposersto whomthetemptationto returnto theold pitch hierarchies
continuesto hold no draw, andwho maybeexperimentingin densitiesor rhythmrelationships,etc.,their
particularcompositionalexperimentationsareshelvedasacademic,old fashioned,cerebral,unfeeling,un-
caringfor theaudience.For thosecomposerswho have decidedto usethe tonalsystemonceagain,the
Pressencouragesthemwith storiesof overwhelmingsuccessof other“returnedto tonality” composers.
This success,andthosestories,arenot surprisingeither: they act asevidencefor the correctnessof the
newspaper's “Returnto Tonality” argument.Within thatworld in which thePressis spokesman,themove
backto tonality is theright decision:anaudiencealreadyprimedandnaggedinto expectingentertainment
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andbeautyfrom musicof coursegreetsthecomposer's returnto thefamiliarwith openarms.Orchestras,
beingbig businessoperations,for yearsrefusedto commission,play, or supportmorethana handfulof
new musiccompositions,arguingthatsuchmusicwasnotwhattheiraudienceswanted.Now suchorches-
trascommissioncompositionsfrom thosecomposerswho usetonalmeans.Thesecomposersfrequently
dressup theold tonality with hugeorchestrations,andareasinterestedastheorchestrahall managersin
delivering the goodsto the ticket-payingconsumers.And for once,this “new music” is given goodre-
viewsby thePress.Thechannelbetweenthelanguageof thePress—withits demandsfor musicto beand
remainwhatmusichasbeen—andthe“new” tonalcompositionsdeliveringthefamiliarandtheredundant,
now no longercontainsthatfriction calledthe“gap”.

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

And we thecomposers?We too �gure in this indictment.Having refusedto addresslanguage,language
now retaliates.As long ascomposersrefuseto addressthelanguageusedby our listeners,andaslong as
thePresspumpsits languageinto listeners—solong will we beaccomplicesin this storyof the“f ailure”
of new music.
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Addendum: Beyond the Subject—Points of Departure

Theassertionin thisarticle—thatthereexistsarelationshipbetweenthepresentstateof new musicandits
treatmentunderanobjectivity-orientedlanguage—provokesmeto suggestseveralfurtherinvestigations:

1. Cognitive acts(suchaslooking at art works, listeningto music,readinga book, andso on) must
be consideredthree-elementsystems,not two-elementsystems:theseactsconsistof the dynamic
relationsbetweenperceiver, perceived,andperceiver's language;andnot just therelationsbetween
perceiverandperceived.

In connectionwith this, thedistinctionbetweendescribingandlistening,or describingandseeing,
mayneedto beredrawn andinvestigatedfor tracesof undesirableparadigms.

2. Furtherinvestigationsmustbemadeinto thestatusof causeandeffect in relationto cognitiveacts.
The story of who is doing andwho is affecting or beingaffected,what is moving what andwho
affectswho—thisstorymustberetoldsothatit becomeconsistentwith new notionsaboutcognition.

3. An audienceapproachingapieceof new musicis in asituationwhosestructureis repeatedin other
areas:for exampleanethnographerwriting aboutpeopleforeignto himself,or someoneattempting
to elicit from aproblemits currentself-description.

An I meetsan It. If the It is alreadywithin the grammaticalcategoriesof the describer's (the I' s)
language,thenthereis no dilemma,no crisis. The describer's languageis capableof registering
whatthedescriberhasperceived.

WhentheIt is notyetwithin thegrammaticalcategoriesof theI' s language,thenat thatmomentthe
world takesabreath.

4. This article hastracedthe effectsof the paradigmof objectivity-subjectivity on language.Other
paradigmsalsoaffect language;I suggestinvestigatinglanguagefor theeffectsof theparadigmsof
communicativity andof thereward-orientedhierarchy.

5. How canI claim that language,whosestatusis invisible, whoseexistence“goeswithout saying”,
hassomuchpower?I canclaim thatbecausejust thatwhich is paradigmatic,is thusinvisible. The
invisibility of a paradigmgivesit its power, andits power dependson its invisibility. Languagehas
its greatestpowerwhenit is not recognized.Thusthepowerof thisparadigmmustbeexploredand
exposed,therebylayingbaretheconsequentialstatusof language.

6. Thepoint at which this articlecloses—onobservingthatanobjectivity-orientedlanguageprevents
listenersfrom makingthat languagewhich would enablethemto registernew music—isthe be-
ginning of anotherendeavor. The issuecentersaroundthe awarenessof listenersasto how their
languageis affecting their listening. Implied, therefore,is the notion of listenerstaking a stance
which shows that they refer to their languagewhile listening. This stanceI call “to proceedself-
referentially”. I proposethatuntil languageis madeto takeaself-referentialstancetowardsitself—
i.e.,until it is madeto measureandexamineitself for all tracesof conceptsandparadigmsit know-
ingly andunknowingly is reproducing—thatuntil thattime languagewill speakagainst,andnot for,
themusicit is attemptingto describe.
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