







  
    An Introduction to Music Studies

    
     Why study music? How much practical use is it in the modern world? This introduction proves how studying music is of great
      value both in its own terms and also in the post-university careers marketplace. The book explains the basic concepts and
      issues involved in the academic study of music, draws attention to vital connections across the field, and encourages critical
      thinking over a broad range of music-related issues.
      
       
        • Covers all main aspects of music studies, including topics such as composition, music theory, opera, popular music, and the
         economics of music.
        

       

       
        • Provides a thorough overview of a hugely diverse subject, from the history of early music to careers in music technology,
         giving a head-start on the areas covered in a music degree.
        

       

       
        • New to “neume”? Need a reminder about “ripping”? Glossaries give clear definitions of key musical terms.
        

       

       
        • Chapters are carefully structured and organized enabling easy and quick location of the information needed. Each chapter contains:
         
          
           • a chapter preview presenting a clear and concise introduction to the topic
           

          

          
           • a bullet list of key issues, showing at a glance the aims and content of the chapter
           

          

          
           • a chapter summary at the end of the chapter, providing a useful revision tool
           

          

          
           • a list of key discussion topics to help broaden thinking on the subject.
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  Preface

   
    This book, written entirely by academic staff at Royal Holloway, University of London, is designed as a companion for music
     students, and aims to answer the questions “how and why do we study music?” It is targeted at first-year university and college
     students, non-majors who are considering going on to a music major, and first-year music majors, but is also useful for “A”-level
     and high-school students who are preparing for a music course and need an overview of the field. It explains the basic concepts
     and issues involved in the academic study of music, provides an introduction to the principal areas of study, discusses approaches
     to a wide range of repertoire, and considers important aspects of the practice of music today. In particular, through its
     cross-references, it draws attention to vital connections across the field. The book is thus designed to be used as a background
     text and to encourage critical thinking over a broad range of music-related issues.
    

    The editors would like to thank Vicki Cooper and Rebecca Jones at Cambridge University Press for their encouragement of this
     project and their patience as it was brought together. They are also grateful to Matthew Pritchard for preparing the index.
    

    Nicholas Cook would like to thank David Patmore for his comments on a draft of chapter 16. John Rink would like to thank Eric Clarke and Aaron Williamson for helpful suggestions.
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  Introduction

   
    J. P. E.  Harper-Scott

    
     Why do you want to study music? Do you perhaps dream of spending three or four years developing advanced performing skills
      on one or more instruments, learning a little about the history of music and its theory on the side, and emerging from the
      experience with a degree certificate? That might seem an attractive enough idea, and most university music departments these
      days will offer you a range of performing possibilities alongside the more traditional academic courses. But as the teaching
      of humanities (of which academic music is a part) in the modern university becomes less a focus for the rigorous intellectual
      scrutiny of the history and artefacts of civilizations, and more a site for the development of competencies for the post-university
      workplace, you (and especially your parents) will rightly ask what practical use such study might be in the contemporary world.
      Studying the practice and history of music seems on the face of it too narrowly focused to be of much use to anyone but an
      aspiring school music teacher, an orchestral musician, or a music journalist – and there are far fewer jobs in those areas
      than there are music graduates. Fortunately, however, a music degree offers a more genuinely useful training for graduate
      life than might at first be imagined.
     

     Like other humanities disciplines, but perhaps more so than any other, musicology (as study of music is generally called in
      the UK; the US splits this into “musicology,” broadly meaning music’s historical and cultural contexts, and “music theory,”
      the study of music’s structural and pitch organization) provides a breadth of training in transferable skills that will make
      you particularly valuable to other professions as a music graduate. The richness of music study is owed to its multidisciplinary
      focus: that is to say, studying musicology involves learning and applying methods and insights from many distinct disciplines.
     

     Like literature students (in English or foreign languages, ancient or modern, sacred or secular), as a music student you will
      deal extensively with texts, and develop refined skills in interrogating them. In the case of music the text may be anything
      from a musical score to critical writings on a composer or musical tradition. Music students learn to establish historical,
      social, and wide-ranging intellectual contexts for the texts they examine, and to make interpretative decisions about how
      to evaluate them. They acquire fundamental research skills and learn to maximize our natural tendency to enquire into the
      unexpected and unknown.
     
At the same time you will learn, of course, to hone your writing and oral skills to a range of particular applications. All
      of these tools would serve just as well for further advanced study in any humanities subject, as also for the synthesis and
      original interpretation of a number of legal documents or government reports. Your contextual understanding (historical, literary,
      religious, ethnological, etc.) and critical acumen will, therefore, be enlarged not simply for the use they serve in understanding
      and communicating about music, but for their own sakes.
     

     Work with musical notation lends study of music a distinctive edge over other humanities disciplines. The manipulation of
      its often complex symbolic systems, together with the elaborate theories that have been developed (over the course of millennia)
      to enable discussion, will encourage you to develop analytical skills of a kind more often associated with mathematics and
      the natural sciences – disciplines that indeed exercise a strong influence on parts of the discipline, as some of the following
      chapters will show.
     

     Experience of ensemble performance, and in some cases fieldwork, most obviously develops social skills, but it also calls
      on entrepreneurial abilities and effective techniques of time management. It will widen your experience and understanding
      of other people and other societies, with their protean traditions of intellectual, religious, scientific, and musical life.
      Other creative work, for instance in compositional technique, will develop your creative potential and further stimulate the
      intellectual urge – already alive if you are considering or starting a music degree – to explore and originate ideas. Composition
      in today’s musical world ranges from traditional orchestral, instrumental, and vocal composition for public performance through
      the composition of music for film to the creative synergies of the rock or pop recording studio; it seems so very varied that
      again you might imagine the skills learned through any aspect of it would be limited in application. Yet common to all these
      approaches to musical production is their heavy and increasing dependence on technology and on the practicalities of the music
      business: this makes learning compositional technique yet another way that you will engage with perhaps surprising contemporary
      issues, in this case technological and economic.
     

     In the chapters that follow, we hope to convey something of this exciting diversity of approaches to a single subject. What
      follows is a very brief summary of their contents. You may find it useful to browse the “chapter preview” and “key issues”
      sections of chapters that seem particularly interesting before you plunge into them. Each chapter also has a clear summary
      at the end, along with some discussion topics for you to think about, and lists of references cited and of further reading,
      should you want to explore certain aspects in more detail.
     

     Part 1, “Disciplines,” will give you an insight into the principal broad approaches to the question of what music is and where it
      fits in to our common and personal life and history. In chapter 1 Jim Samson explores the question of what is meant by music history, and explains why musicologists study it, before in chapter 2 Rachel Beckles Willson discusses the range of possibilities for analyzing the musical texts themselves; together they will
      give you a taste of the foundational components of most music degrees. Katharine Ellis’s chapter on the sociology of music
      shifts the emphasis to the social networks surrounding music, and the way that our judgments of musical value reflect social
      situations, while in chapter 4 John Rink turns the focus back on to the psychological experience of music by individuals, adding a further dimension to
      the way we construct musical sense and meaning, and giving an insight into the feeling you probably already have that music
      has a way of getting to you somehow. The more abstract question of what music is, and how it relates to the self and to the
      world, is given a historical introduction and exploration by Andrew Bowie in chapter 5.
     

     Having introduced you to the ways that musicologists think and write about music, Part 2, “Approaches to repertoire,” gets down to what kinds of music are written and thought about. You may be surprised to hear
      how much academics have learned about some kinds of music. The section begins with an exploration by Henry Stobart of the
      various musics of the world that are not part of the Western art-music tradition (the music you will find cordoned off in
      its own section in record shops), showing through case studies how different musical repertoires shape and respond to people’s
      understanding of the world. A similarly “alien” tradition is the focus of chapter 7 by Stephen Rose, which looks at the history of “early music,” its relation to established belief systems like Christianity,
      and the ways in which we try to draw this music into our present, through historically informed performance and other means.
      Chapters 8 to 12 examine particular genres or styles of musical composition. David Charlton’s chapter on opera explores its history
      and its relevance to today’s society, drawing out the ways that music theater can convey political and ethical messages. Erik
      Levi’s chapter on concert music is a guide through the vast repertoire of Western art music that is likely to form the largest
      component of your degree in one way or another; it examines the complementary roles of musical and social changes in the development
      of musical institutions and media. In chapter 10, Andrew Bowie considers jazz alongside other forms of music and asks how the style relates to academic disciplines and to
      the role of technology in modernity. The section closes with two kinds of music that some of you may particularly be wondering
      about in a university context: popular and film music. In her chapter on popular music, Elizabeth Eva Leach works with the
      problem of defining popular music and studying it as part of musicology, examining issues in production and reception. Closing
      the section, Julie Brown’s chapter on music in film and television charts the development of music on screen, and explores
      the expressive effects of music on the total experience of these mixed art forms.
     

     Part 3 concerns “Music in practice,” something with which most (but not all) music students are familiar; you may find it stimulating
      to see how musicologists think about music practice in a more concentrated way than you might have done already. It opens with Tina K.
      Ramnarine’s chapter on musical performance itself, which explores the social contexts and political dimensions of performance,
      and examines the role of the personal – even the bodily – in aspects of performance. Chapter 14, by Julian Johnson, situates composition in the study of music, emphasizing its practical basis in the imagination, manipulation,
      and appropriate fashioning of materials for specific ends. The background to modern compositional practice is expanded by
      Brian Lock in chapter 15 on music technology, which offers an introduction to the technical means by which musicians nowadays produce and disseminate
      their music: this may be of particular interest if you are drawn to studio recording and the technologies employed in film
      composition. The book is rounded off by Nicholas Cook’s exploration of the economics and business of music, a world you may
      seek to enter at some stage. It begins by showing how economics and music have traditionally been intertwined before outlining
      the contemporary music business and assessing the future of the industry in the digital age.
     

     Overall we intend the book to suggest that studying music will encourage you to make interdisciplinary connections and cross-references
      between these many different approaches. We hope to demonstrate at least some of the richness of this subject of study and
      the purely intellectual rewards you will gain from being a student within it.
     

    

   

  

 
  Part 1  Disciplines

  

 
  1  Music history

   
    Jim  Samson

    Chapter preview

    
     This chapter asks what we mean by music history and why we study it. It considers some of the different kinds of history that
      can be, and have been, written, ranging from the stylistic history of musical works to the social history of how those works
      came to be written. It looks at the different strategies demanded by the study of music in different periods, in different
      places, and for different audiences. It looks at some of the tools, methods, and sources historians use to learn about musical
      practices in the past, and it considers some of the conventional categories they employ in order to create an order in history.
      They often refer to musical “traditions,” for example, and they invoke period terms such as “Baroque” and “Classical.” The
      chapter also addresses some of the overt and hidden agendas found in different types of historical writing, it queries whether
      some aspects of music history have been neglected in favor of others at different times, and it asks how much we can learn
      by considering the reception of music through the centuries. It further considers how the study of music history is supported
      by, and may in turn illuminate, some of the other categories of musical study discussed in this book.
     

    

    Key issues

    
     
      
       
        • How can we do historical justice to works of music, given that they are part of our present?
        

       

       
        • Is music history shaped primarily by composers and scores, or by the cultural conditions which demanded and/or enabled musical
         performances?
        

       

       
        • What kinds of evidence can we use to construct histories of oral traditions?
        

       

       
        • What is a “fact” of music history (Dahlhaus 1983)? How do historians create a network of stories around their particular interpretations of these so-called facts?
        

       

       
        • How useful is it to divide music history into geographical regions (including nations) and into temporal periods?
        

       

        • What do music histories tell us about the time and place of their provenance? How might we rewrite music history for today’s
         world?
        

       

      

     

    

    Art versus history

    
     Think about the differences between a history of music and a general history: let us say a history of Reformation England,
      or a history of the American Revolution. We could make a list of such differences, but I just want to draw your attention
      to one of particular importance. Among the principal objects of study in a music history are musical works. We might take
      Beethoven’s “Eroica” Symphony (No. 3) as our example. Now the “Eroica” was composed at a particular time and in a particular place; we can assign to it a fairly precise completion date
      (summer of 1803). Despite this, it cannot quite be consigned to “the past.” On the contrary, as you surely know from your
      own experience, the “Eroica” is still very much an active, living part of our present. The same could not be said of political
      events, nor even of more long-term socio-economic transformations. These have their repercussions, of course, and they often
      play a major role in shaping later political and social realities, but of themselves they belong clearly to “the past,” as
      “events” of greater or lesser duration.
     

     This difference has major implications for our understanding of music history, or indeed of the history of any art. If the
      work is really part of our present, it is rather difficult to do historical justice to it; hard, in other words, to see how
      the work “for today” can be related to the work “in its time.” All history is concerned with a dialogue between now (the present)
      and then (the past). One of the main reasons we study it in the first place is because “then” can maybe inform us about “now.”
      This is a bit more complicated than it might seem. History is written in the present, but even in general histories it is
      hard to say quite where the past ends and the present begins. I hope you can see that in art histories the dialogue between
      the two is even more complicated. And actually, if you really are interested in the qualities of the “Eroica” as a work –
      a work “for today” – you might learn more by examining it analytically rather than historically (see chapter 2 on this). That is the real point of my subtitle “Art versus history.” It highlights one of the reasons why it is not always very easy to decide how best to make history out of musical works.
     

     On the other hand it is rather easier to see how we can make history out of the reception of musical works. Not only is the “Eroica” alive and well amongst us today; it was no less alive and well in early twentieth-century
      Paris, in mid-nineteenth-century Leipzig, and of course in the Vienna of Beethoven’s own lifetime, though, importantly, it
      tended to mean rather different things in each of these cases. We might say that it exerted a different kind of power in each
      of those “thens.” You can trace how the “Eroica” threaded its way through different social and cultural formations, attaching
      itself to them in different ways, adapting its own semblance and in the process changing theirs. In a word, you can note how it was heard “with
      different ears” at different times and in different places. In his monograph on the work, Thomas Sipe outlines some of the
      stages in this process of reception (Sipe 1998). I have tried to present these side-by-side (inevitably at some cost to the
      subtlety of Sipe’s argument) in Box 1.1, but it is important to realize that responses of this kind are not created afresh by each generation; the earlier categories
      of response linger on in later periods.
      
       Box 1.1  Beethoven’s “Eroica”: some patterns of reception

       
        
         
          • Revolutionary propaganda. The dedication to Napoleon Bonaparte and the subsequent withdrawal of that dedication, together
           with the association of its finale with Prometheus, inevitably associates the work with an “Age of Revolution”
          

         

         
          • Programmatic interpretations. Growing from the above, we have early nineteenth-century accounts based on battlefield imagery,
           links with Homeric and Virgilian epic, and portraits of Bonaparte
          

         

         
          • Psychological interpretations. These stem mainly from the later nineteenth century, and are usually biographical readings,
           stressing Beethoven’s putative German nationalism, his “clairvoyant” insight, his victory over adversity (deafness), and so
           on
          

         

         
          • Structural and historical interpretations. These include twentieth-century analytical approaches designed to demonstrate the
           “unity” of the work through motive or harmony, as well as accounts that seek to recover its original historical meanings

         

        

       

      

     

     Now there is nothing particularly new about looking at how music was received, but modern reception histories, many of them
      really quite specialized, do tend to raise some larger questions. They often suggest – explicitly or implicitly – that contemporary
      readings (the reception of the “Eroica” by audiences of Beethoven’s time) have no particular privilege, and that the meaning
      of the work is something that unfolds and develops throughout its subsequent reception right down to the present. You might
      want to think about that issue, as it is rather central to historical study and throws up a number of related questions that
      I will just leave hanging. Is a reception history of the “Eroica” really about changes in musical taste and the social factors
      that influence those changes (in which case music history arguably collapses into social history), or can it reveal something
      about the work itself? And what is it, anyway, that elevates a work like the “Eroica” to the status of a masterwork, a component of the canon? Is the answer to this last question to be found exclusively in qualities of the work itself, to be revealed perhaps by analysis?
      Or is it in part ideological? In other words, is the canon largely a construction by people who exercise cultural power? And
      if that is the case, do we need to ask ourselves why certain groups (women, for example) and regions (Greece, for example)
      have been excluded from, or marginalized by, music histories?
     

    

    Stylistic or social history?

    
     Historical questions look very different from the kinds of analytical questions that will be discussed in chapter 2. Given a common object of study, analysts might ask: “how does it function in musical terms?,” whereas historians would be more likely to ask: “where does it come from?,”
      or “what made it possible?,” or perhaps “how did it shape later developments?” If we stick for the time being with musical
      works as primary documents of a music history, then we might ask those historical questions from two rather different perspectives.
      The first would address purely musical, or stylistic, influences, while the second would look at the shaping role of social,
      political, and intellectual contexts.
     

     Let us take a step back in time from our Beethoven example and consider the works of Guillaume Du Fay from the early Renaissance period (in music history, roughly the first half of the fifteenth century) as a collective
      case study. We might answer our historical questions here by discussing Du Fay’s indebtedness to major predecessors and contemporaries.
      Such historical trajectories might then be extended to embrace evolutionary developments within his output, allowing for differences
      of idiom between sacred and secular, and between mass and motet, and perhaps also for an individuality of idiom we might not
      immediately associate with music before Du Fay. And we might go on to note that Du Fay’s mature idiom functioned in its turn
      as a principal model for later fifteenth-century composers. Now all of these answers are based on comparisons of musical style. We locate Du Fay within a narrative that reaches back to the fourteenth-century Ars Nova and forward to Josquin des Prez (born c.1450–5). He becomes a pivotal figure, in other words, in the transition from medieval to Renaissance music, though we need
      to be rather careful about reading this story as a kind of “progress,” and therefore labeling Du Fay as a “progressive” figure.
      He was that in one sense, but maybe the term “progressive” has taken on some modern meanings that would not have been appropriate
      in the fifteenth century (we should be careful anyway about assuming that music history describes a progression from simple
      to complex forms and materials). See Box 1.2 for a very rough indication of the kind of stylistic history I mean here.
     

     Of course we might equally find answers to our questions by considering the context in which Du Fay worked. Many factors would
      come into play here.
      
       Box 1.2  Patterns of stylistic history

       
        
         [image: ]

        

       

      
 There are the constraints imposed, and the opportunities afforded, by the liturgy (Du Fay was a church composer employed for
      much of his life as a papal singer: many early “composers” were in fact employed principally as performing musicians). There
      are the specific demands made by particular patrons (he was also a court composer working at various times at the Savoy court)
      and particular commemorative occasions (court weddings, deaths, rededications of churches, and ceremonial occasions of other
      kinds). There are the contrasted ambiences of different cultural centers (Renaissance Florence as against Burgundian Cambrai).
      And there are the effects of a wider climate of ideas (the strengthening individualism we associate with an age of humanism,
      for example). This is what I meant when I referred to “the shaping role of social, political, and intellectual contexts” at
      the beginning of this section. We are evoking here a rather different perspective on Du Fay’s music, revealing in effect how musical styles respond to social imperatives. But we should note all the same that this
      perspective still places musical works right at the center of our story. These days musicologists sometimes speak of a work concept to describe this foregrounding of musical works (Goehr 1992), and you will encounter that term elsewhere in this volume. It is discussed in chapter 11, for example, and there is it contrasted with alternative ways of thinking about how we might begin to define what music
      actually is. These alternative readings naturally have a bearing on how we construe the subject-matter of a music history,
      and I want to reflect a bit more on them now. Have a look at Dahlhaus’s question in the fourth of our key issues above. What,
      indeed, is a “fact” of music history? There is more than one kind of answer.
     

     It is worth reminding ourselves, obvious though this may seem, that music is a performing art, and that its history includes
      the history of music-making as a cultural practice. The subject-matter of a music history, then, might include all the many and varied practices involved in
      making music, promoting music, listening to music, and thinking about music. Performance, teaching, and manufacturing sites
      and professions would form the heart of this story, but in the later stages of music history, taste-creating institutions
      such as journals and publishing houses, and eventually broadcasting and recording companies, would enter the narrative as
      important subplots. This all adds up to what we might call a “social history” of music (see chapter 3 for further commentary on this), as distinct from the stylistic history illustrated in Box 1.2, a move that parallels that found in some general history away from study of kings and queens and towards “ordinary people.”
      The primary concern of a “social history of music” would be with the role that music played in people’s lives, so it would
      not be unduly interested in questions of aesthetic value (Chartier 1988). Contrast that with a history based on musical works, which is more likely to reinforce our sense of that canon of masterpieces
      I referred to earlier. Indeed these two histories can rather easily tend in opposing directions, separating out the “popular”
      repertory that engaged most of the people most of the time and the “significant” repertory that catered for the (usually socially privileged) minority. You should note that these days so-called “popular music” is increasingly
      part of the study of music history at tertiary level, which is why we have devoted a chapter to it in this volume (see chapter 11).
     

    

    Oral histories

    
     It is obvious that different repertories and periods of music history will respond better to some approaches than to others,
      and may indeed require different historical tools. In studying what is often called “early music,” for instance, we may find
      that little biographical information is available even for some of the most highly valued composers, and that part of the
      historian’s task is akin to a kind of detective work, combing the archives to establish the authorship or chronology. In such
      contexts, the study of genre (mass, motet) or medium (choral, keyboard) may well take precedence over the study of individual
      composers (see chapter 7). And like style, both genre and medium have acted as major controlling concepts in music histories, as a glance at randomly
      selected book and chapter titles will quickly show you. When we reach late eighteenth- and nineteenth-century music, on the
      other hand, our approach often becomes more composer- and work-centered. This explains the prominence not just of biography,
      but of philological approaches. In contrast to early music, there is often a wealth of manuscript and early printed sources available
      for musical works in these later periods, and this has promoted a whole industry of philological study dedicated to the production
      of reliable texts. Take Chopin, for example. When you pick one of the Nocturnes off the library shelf you may be quite unaware of the mountain of
      sources relating to just that one piece. There may be sketches, autograph manuscripts prepared for the engravers (the music
      was typically published simultaneously in three different countries to avoid piracy), scribal copies, proof copies, the three
      first editions (which often disagree), later impressions of those editions (that’s not the same as later editions), student
      copies with autograph glosses, and so on. Box 1.3 illustrates a typical source chain, or stemma, for a Chopin piece (here the Two Polonaises Op. 40), where A = autograph, C = a copy made by Julian Fontana.
      
       Box 1.3 
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Now we need to remember that all of this concerns only the notated art music of what is usually called the Western tradition,
      just one corner of the world’s music (see chapter 6). How, you might ask, are we to make historical sense of those traditions of art music where there are no scores and where
      improvisation is an important constituent of music-making? Or for that matter the various kinds of so-called “folk music,”
      these days more often described by the less loaded term “traditional music”? To begin with, we should be wary of making too
      clean a separation between oral and literate traditions, and in particular of equating the former with simplicity and the latter with complexity. After
      all, the products of literate traditions, usually associated with composers, works, and complexity, still depend heavily on
      oral transmission, and on a body of performative insight that is largely unwritten (Treitler 1992). And conversely, the fact that a composition does not exist in notated form, but lives rather in the minds of performers,
      does not disqualify it as a “work,” and as “complex.” That said, there are very real difficulties facing historians of oral
      culture, given that there is often little primary evidence prior to the phonograph. This has the effect of privileging early
      recordings as documents that are presumed to inscribe some sort of primary state of the music in question rather than a particular
      stage of its evolution. And it can also encourage the reassuring but questionable belief that prior to the sea-changes of
      modernity, rural “folk music” (as distinct from urban “popular music”) existed in much the same form for centuries. In fact,
      “folk music,” as we normally understand it, is something of a construction, by no means to be equated with ritual song and
      dance that might be observed or recorded in the field.
     

     So in tracing the history of oral traditions we have to be careful about finding evidence where we can, while at the same
      time avoiding the temptation to place undue weight on what just happens to have survived. Iconography is one way into reconstructing
      oral practices, especially of the ancient world. Passing references in histories and chronicles are another. Inventories of
      musicians and pieces can also be instructive for some practices, as can theoretical treatises. In the case of some Persian
      and Arabic art music, for instance, scholars have found it helpful to set medieval treatises alongside contemporary practices,
      allowing history and ethnography to work together to mutual benefit. In the case of Ottoman (Turkish) classical music, where
      some notations do exist, historical accounts given by travelers both from the east and the west have proved illuminating.
      And in the case of Roma (gypsy) music from central Europe, we can learn a good deal by studying the appropriation of popular idioms by art music.
      I will elaborate on this last point by way of a more concrete example. When in early seventeenth-century England music was
      written (probably by Robert Johnson) for a gypsy dance in Ben Jonson’s masque Gypsies Metamorphosed, the rhythm was the same 9/8 pattern (2 + 2 + 2 + 3) – needless to say, hardly typical of art music at that time – heard
      in performances by Roma in Turkey and the Balkans today. In other words, we can learn from this appropriation something of
      the antiquity of these oral traditions.
     
In the end, though, we have to accept that with many “non-Western” (note, by the way, how loaded that term is) and traditional
      repertories, historians quickly come up against what Oliver Strunk once called the “impenetrable barrier of oral tradition.”
      Even with the recorded and transcribed repertories that became available from the early twentieth century onwards, there are
      challenging questions to ask about practices and products, about stability and change, about the meeting-points between musical
      styles, and (conversely) about the effects of cultural isolation. There are questions too about how changes of musical idiom
      map onto underlying social changes, about just when an accumulation of such changes amounts to a break with tradition (many
      would say that the effect of modernity on traditional music – meaning folk music – constitutes just such a moment), and about
      how we can (or whether we should) draw what is often an endemic diversity of local styles into anything like a synthesis.
      And all this before we get to questions of subject position (what ethnomusicologists call “insider/outsider” or “emic/etic”
      perspectives, as discussed in chapter 6). It is perhaps not so surprising that many students of folk music and popular music choose to deal more with social context
      than with the music itself.
     

    

    Narratives in history

    
     In trying to make sense of the past, we sometimes use tactics that are closer to narrative fiction than we might like to think.
      We create stories about the past, and that means constructing plots that enable us to select and then order what seems important
      (you will note the inescapable chicken-and-egg dilemma here). Many of these plots are really about place. They focus on geography,
      and above all on geographical difference: north and south, east and west, and most importantly center and periphery. Historians
      very often refer to a mainstream tradition (it might be Burgundian polyphony, Italian opera, or German symphonism), and then arrange everything else around the edges
      of these traditions. But we need to bear in mind that traditions are constructed after the event, and that they can function
      a bit like distorting lenses through which we look back at events and practices. In other words, they carry covert (and often
      overt) values, and can even encourage a kind of chauvinism. When we construct a genealogy of German symphonists (we are back
      to the canon), we at the same time push other composers and other places into the margins. The key word here is “other.”
     

     You might be familiar with Edward Said’s book Orientalism, in which he argued that Europe constructed the orient to its (that is to Europe’s) own specifications (Said 1979). Well,
      there is a rather obvious “other” in this case, but arguably the same approach is at work elsewhere. In discussing Russia, for example, Richard Taruskin suggests that European musicians have constructed their own Russia, and he goes on to demonstrate that our evaluations of Russian music are not at all congruent with those of Russian musicians
      (Taruskin 1984). This has some bearing too (though the issue is less clear-cut) on constructions of eastern Europe, and also of northern
      Europe. What we often get is a kind of assimilationist history. You might look at two rather specialized commentaries on Sibelius: one by the British writer Tim Howell and the other by the American scholar James Hepokoski (Howell 1989; Hepokoski 1993). They have very different takes on Sibelius, but they both seem agreed that to discuss him as a Finnish or even a Scandanavian
      musician is to court provincialism. In these analyses Sibelius is claimed, as it were, by a canon of pan-European modernism.
      He is no more Finnish than Stravinsky is Russian. This is a defensible position, but it may not be the whole story. We can
      learn a great deal from Hepokoski and Howell, but perhaps we need to read them with Taruskin’s cautionary remarks in mind.
     

     All of which brings me to one of the most common plots underlying music histories, the tendency to write them as national
      narratives. In some European countries, music history courses in academies and universities are cleanly divided into two streams,
      one focused on the national history and the other on the wider European history. Much of this is a legacy of nineteenth-century
      nationalism. It is undoubtedly true that music played a major propaganda role for political nationalism in the nineteenth century, partly
      picking up on ideas promoted by the German writer Johann Gottfried Herder (very roughly, Herder took the view that the “spirit of a people” is embodied in its language and
      culture). So we often find nineteenth- and early twentieth-century composers committing to nationalist agendas by turning
      to the history and mythology of the nation, and also to its folk music. (We might note here, by the way, that although the folk music in such cases may play a legitimate symbolic role,
      it is rather doubtful that it can be taken as a real emblem of the nation. Folk culture in general is invariably regional
      or social rather than national in impulse. It is no respecter of political borders.)
     

     It may be helpful to consider two brief case studies, beginning with Germany. We can trace the gradual forging of German musical
      nationalism partly through symbols and institutions. Cologne is a good starting point. The completion of the cathedral in the early 1840s inaugurated a powerful musical symbolism
      centered on the Rhine, leading to a vast outpouring of Rhinelieder (“Rhine songs”), to works like the “Rhenish” symphony by
      Schumann, and ultimately to Wagner’s tetralogy Der Ring des Nibelungen (Porter 1996). The folk ethos and nature worship here is central to one strand of German nationalism, particularly when opposed to its
      “others” (Robertson 1999). If we then move to Leipzig, we encounter a rather different strand. Here, at around the same time (the mid-century), the German canon was steadily
      consolidated through the Conservatory syllabus, the Gewandhaus concerts, the music journals, and the publishing house Breitkopf
      and Härtel, which began issuing collected editions of the great German masters. Not long after, in neighboring Weimar, yet another strand was forming. Here we see the beginnings of a rhetoric of German modernism that was associated with
      Liszt and his circle, including the critic and historian Franz Brendel. It was Brendel who coined the significant term “Neue Deutsches Schule” (New German School).
     

     Our second short case study takes us to the Czech lands. If we examine music and musical life in Prague, we find a significant change of orientation around the 1860s.
      Again, this was partly to do with institutions: the Provisional Theatre, dedicated to Czech-language productions, and later
      the National Theatre (Tyrrell 1988); the Žofín Academy concerts with their modern programs; the choral societies and wind bands promoting popular Czech music.
      But partly it was a deliberate and sustained attempt by the highly valued composer Bed[image: Images]ich Smetana to build a national music based on an alliance between national images and symbols and the most progressive
      trends in European music, thus creating a store of devices and associations on which his later compatriots would draw. You
      may not know his operas, but you will probably be familiar with his tone poem Vltava, from the cycle Má Vlast (“My Country”). It remains to this day a classic of Czech musical nationalism.
     

     There is, then, some explanatory value in creating national narratives for nineteenth-century music, at least from the mid-century
      onwards. But when we turn to earlier periods, we can rather easily succumb to what some philosophers have called a retrospective
      fallacy. By that I mean that we assign national labels to composers and repertories as though present-day political borders
      had some kind of permanent meaning. Events, people and practices are all claimed for the nation, when in reality they belonged
      to rather different socio-political structures. We might at this stage turn the pages all the way back to Renaissance music
      and unpick terms such as “Franco-Flemish,” but it will perhaps make more sense to look at the immediate pre-histories of our
      two case studies. I should probably have placed “Germany” in quotes in my earlier discussion, since it only became a nation
      state in 1871. Prior to the Congress of Vienna in 1815 “Germany” (known as the “Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation”) consisted of numerous small courts
      and archbishoprics, reduced at the Congress to a confederation of thirty-eight and then thirty-nine. Indeed the gradual transformation
      from court to city to nation is one way to read German music history in the nineteenth century, with the cultural nation preceding
      the political nation. As to the Czech Republic (as we call it today), this was part of the multinational Habsburg Empire in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
      centuries, and the musical life of its courts and cultural capitals reflected this. Leading Bohemian composers, such as Dussek,
      Tomášek and Vo[image: Images]išek, and even Smetana in his early years, were cosmopolitan figures, as much at home in Vienna or London as
      in Prague.
     

     I want to turn finally to a rationalization of music history that has to do with temporality rather than place. This is the
      periodization of history. Terms like Baroque, Classical, Romantic, etc. are certainly familiar to you, at least in principle,
      even if you cannot supply dates! It is easy of course to dismiss periodization as a kind of naive reductionism – or even as a mere strategy of presentation. But think for a moment about your
      own biographies. Probably you translate your experienced life into constructed history in just this way. You might mark off
      your elementary school years, for instance, or that part of your life you spent in a particular part of the country, or even
      a vacation somewhere. In all these cases you are combining classificatory convenience (a well-defined unit) and interpretative
      coherence (a strongly characterized unit). And this raises just the same questions about continuity and rupture that are raised
      when we periodize music history.
     

     Consider a term such as “Romanticism.” It was only around the mid-nineteenth century that Romanticism in music was first identified as a definable
      period term in something like our modern sense (by the way, much the same is true of the formal archetype known as “sonata
      form”). It was in 1848, for instance, that Kahlert defined a modern, “Romantic” music (meaning post-Beethoven, around 1830) through its separation from a Classical golden
      age (Kahlert 1848). And early in the twentieth century that separation of Classical and Romantic periods was made even cleaner by Guido Adler
      (Adler 1911). Yet contemporary (early nineteenth-century) perceptions were really very different, with Beethoven and even Mozart described
      by writers such as E. T. A. Hoffmann as “Romantic” composers (Hoffmann 1809–13). I will return to the tension between these two perspectives in a moment, but first I will outline in Box 1.4 some of the competing periodizations of Classical and Romantic music. Note, by the way, the congruence with key dates in the political history of the “long nineteenth century,” inaugurated by
      the French Revolution (1789), subdivided by the 1830 and 1848 Revolutions and ending with the outbreak of World War I (1914).
      
       Box 1.4  Periodizing Romanticism

       
        
         
          1. In the early nineteenth century, E. T. A. Hoffmann identified Romantic tendencies in the music of the late eighteenth century.
           Here Romanticism is a “movement” concurrent with Classicism.
          

         

         
          2. In the mid-nineteenth century, K. A. Kahlert made a period division between Classicism and Romanticism; here Romanticism meant the post- Beethoven generation.
           This became the conventional view, confirmed by the stylistic history of Guido Adler in the early twentieth century. The Romantic
           Age, then, began around 1830 and extended through to the modernism of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.
          

         

         
          3. In the twentieth century, historians such as Carl Dahlhaus and Peter Rummenhöller located the end point for Romanticism at
           the middle of the nineteenth century (as in literature and the visual arts), and sometimes coined the term “Neo-Romanticism”
           as a description of the second half of the century (Dahlhaus 1980; Rummenhöller 1989).
          

         

         
          4. Also in the twentieth century, Friedrich Blume identified a single Classic-Romantic era reaching back into the eighteenth century and extending well into the twentieth,
           thus recovering something of the early nineteenth-century sense of the term as a movement or tendency running concurrently
           with Classicism (Blume 1972).
          

         

        

       

      

     

     The Kahlert view here suggests that the periodization is applied only when a period-defining theme has been identified. The
      whole process, then, is developmental or evolutionary, with the climax of the development represented as a kind of ideal,
      a “point of perfection.” This ideal in turn allows us to generate an essence – in this case “Romanticism” – that is taken to characterize the period as a whole. Returning to your biography, you might want
      to ask if something similar happens there. Are the “periods” of your life similarly characterized retrospectively? The other
      perspective is rather different, focusing more on the moment of change itself, and apparently seeking to recover more directly
      the experience of that moment. To flog our analogy to death, this latter approach would be concerned with the moments of change
      in your biography, and on the sense of rupture they created. There is perhaps a debate to be had about these two approaches
      to historical method, the first focusing on structures (a kind of rationalization after the event), the second on experience
      and agency (an attempt to recover the historical moment).
     

    

    Hidden agendas?

    
     You have probably heard of Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians. Since it first appeared in four volumes in 1879–89, this has been revised roughly every twenty-five years (the latest version,
      the second edition of The New Grove, appeared in 2001 and is effectively the seventh edition). It is remarkably interesting to look at the changes that have
      taken place over the life of this dictionary. Entirely new terms came into play in the 2001 edition. Some are perhaps not
      so unexpected: technical terms associated with theory and analysis (“golden number,” “deconstruction”); terms concerned with
      popular music, which had a lower profile in earlier editions (“cantopop,” “techno”); and terms reflecting the recent evolution
      of our discipline in the direction of contextualism (“narratology,” “gay and lesbian music”). Others are more surprising.
      “Canon,” in the sense I have used it in this chapter, appeared for the first time in 2001; likewise “genre,” and – wait for
      it! – “music.” But even more interesting are the changes that have taken place in the meanings of terms that have been there
      from the start. It is fascinating to track the shifting meanings of a term such as “analysis,” for instance. It has now all
      but lost touch with the definition attempted by Grove himself way back in 1879. What all this illustrates is that there is nothing absolute about the subject-matter of music history. It is influenced
      by the climate of ideas in any given era, and it therefore betrays – often unwittingly – the prejudices of its time and place.
     

     This is no less apparent if you look through the various histories of music with a detached and critical eye. One might even
      write a history of the histories; indeed an early attempt to do just that was W. D. Allen’s Philosophies of Music History of 1939. Some of the early histories of what we usually call Western Classical Music (Johann Nikolaus Forkel and Charles Burney in the late eighteenth century, François-Joseph Fétis in the mid-nineteenth) do at least pay lip service to the value of music from other cultures, but with
      Franz Brendel’s late nineteenth-century volumes the typical model of a European canonic history was established, and it lived on
      right through to well-known later histories such as the much-used, not to say over-used, study by Donald Grout of 1960. Guido Adler challenged Brendel’s model when he proposed a history of musical styles rather than of “great composers” in his
      Der Stil in der Musik of 1911 and Methode der Musikgeschichte of 1919. So, rather later, did Walter Wiora when he turned to folk music as an important shaping influence on music history (Wiora 1957). And so, in different ways, did twentieth-century historians such as Ernst Bücken and Georg Knepler, both of whom were symptomatic of the swerve towards context, though interestingly they approached their social history
      from very different political perspectives (of the right and left, respectively; note the dates of their books, and the fact
      that Knepler was working in Communist East Germany (Bücken 1937; Knepler 1961)). What I am suggesting here is that the histories tell you a great deal about their authors, and, more widely, about the
      time and place in which they were written. This goes for present-day histories too.
     

     It may be worth ending this chapter by drawing attention, however briefly, to three areas in which the subject-matter of music
      history seems to be undergoing something of a revision. The first concerns gender, and in particular the coverage of women, which has been found wanting both in its extent and in its depth, notably
      by commentators such as Marcia Citron (Citron 1993). A variety of perspectives has enriched our understanding of the importance of women in music history in recent years: in-depth
      historical-biographical work (on Fanny Hensel, for example), detailed music-analytical work (on Josephine Lang), performance
      history (the activities, creative as well as performative, of singers such as Henrietta Sontag and Maria Malibran), and social-historical
      research (especially the history of patronage, where the women played a key role, not least through their involvement in that
      complex and much misunderstood institution, the salon). Such work has gone a long way towards demonstrating just how seriously
      undervalued women have been in conventional narratives of music history.
     

     I mentioned performance history. Musical performance is the second of my three neglected areas, and actually it is related to the first.
      If we rewrote music history in such a way that we placed performance closer to center stage, a number of other things, including
      gender balance, would also shift around a bit. So too would our understanding of the geography of music history. London would emerge as the musical capital of Europe during the age of Beethoven and Schubert, for example. Our instincts
      as historians (and also as analysts, though that is a different issue) have been by and large to value composers rather than
      performers, even to the point of disguising the rather basic condition of music as a performing art. To do justice to performance,
      however, we may first need to emancipate it from the paradigm of interpretation. Musicians often seek to recover original
      meanings (of the composer) when they perform. Yet it is questionable how far this is really possible. I want to suggest to
      you that they are more likely to create new meanings. And that simple shift of orientation has the potential to liberate our
      discussions of performance, as Nicholas Cook and others have recognized. It enables us to speak of “performance in” rather
      than “performance of” a work. If you go along with that, you will perhaps agree that performers can make an essential claim
      on our reading of music history (see chapter 13).
     

     My third lacuna returns us to an earlier point about geography. Music histories have tended on the whole to concentrate their
      discussion in just a handful of locations, most obviously in Italy, Germany, and France. A reasonable question then might
      be how to give a voice to those regions that have been represented as peripheral, if only by omission. You can, of course, choose your own periphery. But some of my own work at the moment concerns
      music in the Balkans (south-east Europe), a region that seems to exemplify periphery in an especially interesting way. I will pose directly
      some of the questions that concern me here. What does a study of music history in the Balkans tell us about the construction
      of cultural traditions, east and west, and about the consequent relationship between cultural politics and aesthetic value?
      What is the role of different musics in defining national, regional, social, and cultural identities in the Balkans? How do
      Balkan “others” illuminate European projects of modernity? And what has been the impact of westernization and modernization
      (and, conversely, of orientalization) on the Balkans themselves? I will not attempt answers here. But as you can see from
      the questions, the idea is to investigate how cultural traditions (west European and Ottoman-Turkish) are shaped, supported,
      and promoted through symbiotic processes of marginalization and canon formation; the two are after all mutually dependent.
     

     As I say, you can choose your own periphery. The Balkan peninsula is hardly prominent in existing narratives of music history. But then, neither are the Baltic States; nor Spain; nor Portugal;
      nor Sweden. It is at least worth asking if the way we have constructed so-called “mainstream” traditions might not have as
      much to do with chauvinist politics as with art, and whether this may in turn have colored our view of so-called peripheral
      cultures. That we have identified little of value in some of these traditions is as often as not because we know little about
      them. We need to ask, in other words, if the neglect of some of these repertories is attributable to inferior music or ignorant
      listeners. At least there are plenty of indications these days that we may be ready to recognize chauvinism for what it is.
     

    

    Chapter summary

    
     
      
       
        • Music histories differ from political and social histories in that works of music still live in our present, creating a tension
         between art and history.
        

       

        • Stylistic histories and social histories tend in opposing directions, the former towards an affirmation of the canon, the
         latter towards its deconstruction.
        

       

       
        • Oral repertories can be all too easily misconstrued as “simple” and/or ahistorical, when compared with notated traditions.
        

       

       
        • Music historians, like all historians, make sense of the past by constructing narratives based on geographies and temporalities.
        

       

       
        • Music histories have covert, or overt, agendas. There is no neutrality in scholarship.
        

       

      

     

    

    Discussion topics

    
     
      
       
        • This chapter reflected on the difficulty in relating Beethoven “in his time” to Beethoven “for today.” Try a similar exercise
         first with Machaut, then with Debussy.
        

       

       
        • Reflect on the challenges of writing a history of either British or American pop music since the 1960s. What approaches would
         you take? How would the task differ from other forms of music history?
        

       

       
        • Consider the usefulness of invoking nationality in writing music history. Does the picture change from one period of history
         to the next?
        

       

       
        • In his history of nineteenth-century music, Carl Dahlhaus set up an opposition between Beethoven and Rossini. These days Beethoven is regarded as the central figure of
         early nineteenth-century music. Could you make a case for Rossini?
        

       

      

     

    
Further reading

    
     Carr, Edward Hallett (1961), What is History? (London and New York: Macmillan; St. Martin’s Press); revised edition (1986) ed. R. W.  Davies (London: Macmillan).
     

     A useful introduction to the philosophy of history, exploring some of the ideological roots of historical inquiry.

     Gellner, Ernest (1983), Nations and Nationalism (Oxford: Blackwell).
     

     An influential account of the rise of nationalism in Europe, it argues that nationalism was made possible by the homogenizing
      effects of bourgeois high cultures (resulting, as Gellner sees it, from a strengthening industrial-technological base in European
      societies).
     

     Hobsbawm, Eric and Terence  Ranger (1983) (eds.), The Invention of Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
     

     A collection of historical essays, whose larger point is that traditions are created retrospectively and are really about
      the exercise of political power.
     

     Morgan, Robert P. (1991), Twentieth-Century Music: A History of Musical Style in Modern Europe and America (New York: Norton).
     

     A useful overview of the stylistic history of twentieth-century music.

     Owens, Jessie Ann (1990–91), “Music historiography and the definition of ‘Renaissance.’” Notes, xlvii, 305–30.
     

     A challenging essay on the nature of historical writing about Renaissance music, especially good on the changing status of
      the composer.
     

     Taruskin, Richard (2005), The Oxford History of Western Music, 6 volumes (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
     

     An ambitious single-author history of the whole of Western art music, this is ideal as a reference text.

     Treitler, Leo (1989), Music and the Historical Imagination (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press).
     

     An attempt to relate music in its time to music as we hear and understand it today, this book provides stimulating thoughts
      on the relation between music history and music analysis.
     

     Wölfflin, Heinrich (1950), Principles of Art History, trans. M. D.  Hottinger (New York: Dover; orig. edn 1917).
     

     An influential attempt to define the relation between individual, national, and period styles in art history, and to arrive
      at systematic principles underlying these styles.
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    Glossary

    
     
      
       
        	Reception
        	
         A term applied both to the history of social responses to art, and to an aesthetic which privileges those responses. Reception
          histories are concerned less with individual responses, which are properly a subject for music psychology, than with collective
          responses based on determinate groups of listeners, whether these are defined by nationality, social class, cultural milieu,
          or profession.
         

        
       

       
        	Canon
        	
         A term used to describe a list of composers or works assigned value and greatness by consensus. It tends to foreground the
          ahistorical, and essentially disinterested, qualities of musical repertories, as against their more temporal, functional and
          contingent qualities.
         

        
       

       
        	Style
        	
         A concept that is defined by processes of selection and negation, but also by processes of standardization. In common usage
          it can refer to something larger than a tradition (the classical style, for example) or to something smaller than a work (the
          style of the middle section, for example).
         

        
       

       
        	Ars Nova
        	
         Literally, “new art,” but used to refer to changes in musical style and syntax around the beginning of the fourteenth century,
          especially in France. It is often used as a blanket term to describe French music of the fourteenth century.
         

        
       

       
        	Work concept
        	
         A term used to suggest that European musical culture comes to be work-centered (i.e., regulated above all by musical works)
          around 1800 or so. This thesis was first proposed by German scholars in the 1970s, but it was popularized above all by Lydia
          Goehr in her book, The Imaginary Museum of Musical Works.
         

        
       

       
        	Tradition
        	
         A corpus of significant works whose shared characteristics have been “handed over” or “handed down” (Latin: tradere) from one generation to the next. A tradition is invariably constructed after the event, and often along national (and therefore
          political) lines.
         

        
       

       
        	Nationalism
        	
         A term usually used to describe an ideology of nationhood that sprang from eighteenth-century Enlightenment values of popular
          sovereignty and egalitarianism, and that informed nineteenth-century nation-building projects. Cultural nationalism is premised
          on the idea that nations have a clear sense of cultural identity.
         

        
       

      

     

    

   

  

 
  2  Music theory and analysis

   
    Rachel Beckles  Willson

    Chapter preview

    
     This chapter introduces music theory as a practice that has been undertaken in Europe and Asia for many centuries, and defines
      it as a set of generalizations about musical sound, works, and (occasionally) composition or performance practice. The focus
      of the chapter is on the theories that have been applied to Western classical music in the twentieth century and beyond, and
      the way in which they interact with methods of analysis. It shows that a theory may provide a secure framework for analysis,
      but also that analysis may also be used to test (and ultimately disprove) a theory. This process may lead to the creation
      of a new theory, and new analytical methods. Both analysis and theory are subject to change, then, and each is further influenced
      by the purposes for which it is designed. The chapter places theory and analysis within the triangle of composer, performer,
      and listener, in order to illuminate their flexible practical existence in a range of different contexts.
     

    

    Key issues

    
     What is analysis for?
      
       
        • Analysis and the composer.
        

       

       
        • Analysis and the performer.
        

       

       
        • Analysis and the listener.
        

       

      

     

     What is theory for?
      
       
        • Theory for analysis.
        

       

       
        • Analysis to test theory.
        

       

       
        • New theory and new analysis.
        

       

      

     

    

    Introduction

    
     Music theory tries to tell us what music is by providing a generalized representation of it. But there are a lot of musics,
      so there are a lot of theories. They vary according to the music they are addressing, who is doing the addressing (and where), and what the theories are for.
     

     Music’s most frequently theorized elements are pitch (tuning systems, intervals, and modes) and rhythm (in terms of time units and cycles). This has been the case throughout Europe and Asia since the sixth century
      BCE. But making general statements about even these basic elements has always involved reference to other phenomena. Theories
      about pitch have referred to entities as diverse as mathematical proportions (as did Plato, drawing on Pythagoras), nature
      and God (this was typical of German Romantic thought), and the cosmos (a frequent component of Arabic theory, among many others).
      Also, pitch theories depend on the instruments producing the pitches: early Arabic pitch systems were described with reference
      to the frets on the lute ([image: Images]d), for instance. Pitch theories are often interlocked with other systems: in India, for example, art music has long been theorized in the context of theatrical dramaturgy, physical gesture, poetics,
      and metrics.
     

     This should indicate that theory, however abstract it may seem, is a product of a society, and that social change and patterns of travel may influence it profoundly. When a short-necked Persian lute (pipa) was brought into China around the third century, it brought with it a theory according to which there were eighty-four musical modes. Moreover, music theory also tends to absorb and represent the hierarchies in society. The Chinese philosopher Confucius (551–479 BCE) was one of the first to define “proper music” against “vernacular music” and assert the ethical superiority
      of the former. Imperial China preserved this distinction for centuries, so that theories in the Confucian tradition served
      to perpetuate the supremacy of the “art” music. This legitimizing role of theory has been important to Indian art music too, just as it has for the separation
      of “art” and “popular” music in modern Europe and America.

     If you look back over this introduction so far, you may already be able to work out one of the relationships between theory and analysis, namely that in order for a theory to come into being, someone has to do a lot of study and – most likely
      – analysis. That way, analysis helps to generate theory. Theory does not always merely represent music that exists, however.
      Sometimes it is more speculative, attempting to enlarge the field of possibilities for creative musical practice (this was
      the case with some early Arabic pitch theorists). It has sometimes attempted to provide practical instruction (the ninth-century
      Musica enchiriadis, for instance, is a manual about how to improvise medieval organum; and C. P. E. Bach wrote a treatise about how to realize figured bass (Essay on the True Art of Playing Keyboard Instruments, Part Two, 1762)). Furthermore, theory, as a set of generalizations, can be the basis for further learning: the study of
      music is based on various general rules or principles (theories). Some of these are used for musical analysis, helping us
      to separate out various elements of music and consider how those elements work together. This way, theory helps generate analysis.
This chapter focuses on the theories we use for analysis of the Western art-music tradition, which cannot tell us much about
      what music is in general, though some people combine analysis with philosophy in order to do so (see chapter 5). But these theories try to tell us what musical works are. In other words, they are not concerned with the medium so much
      as with specific creations using that medium. That is partly because the medium was normalized in the tuning system known
      as “equal temperament” during the nineteenth century; partly because of the way the Western art tradition is formed around musical
      works notated in scores; and partly because of our interest in history. There are a lot of different musics in the Western
      art-music tradition, so there are a lot of different theories through which to analyze them.
     

    

    What is analysis for?

    
     Analysis and the composer

     
      As you will know from chapter 1, the study of Western art music is very concerned with composers, who have frequently been thought of as the ultimate source
       of knowledge about their compositions. As a result, many writers have justified their analyses on the grounds that they will
       demonstrate how a great composer wrote. The theory of Heinrich Schenker (1868–1935), for example, demonstrates how the ornamental aspects of music can be carefully peeled away by an analyst to reveal a basic architectural structure supporting
       them: he understood the compositional process as being the reverse of this peeling away. In other words, he conceived composers
       such as Beethoven starting with a basic, universal structure and elaborating it progressively. Another writer, Rudolph Réti (1885–1957), was concerned with small building blocks of a composition, which he called motifs. Identifying one or more significant motifs in works by Beethoven (among others), he demonstrated how all (or most) parts
       of the piece were imbued with their transformations. He argued that the composer himself must have written music with the
       aim of unifying his pieces architecturally through just this motivic development.
      

      But Schenker and Réti cannot both be right about how Beethoven worked! In fact, they each reveal less about the time of Beethoven
       than about the preoccupations of their own times (this should remind you of chapter 1 again). Schenker wrote in an era when the construction of critical editions and affirming a canon of “masterworks” was high on the musicological agenda. Establishing criteria for these “great” works with reference
       to tonality’s reflection of nature and the spirit was a way of affirming their value (and dismissing the works that did not conform
       to his criteria as inferior – notice the parallel with Confucius). Réti’s work, on the other hand, is more in line with the
       early compositional theories and freely developing motivic music of Arnold Schoenberg. Schenker had particular historical grounds for his theories, because he developed them from species
       counterpoint, which Beethoven and many other composers studied as a compositional principle. But there are distinct limitations to how much score-based analysis can reveal past compositional practice.

      There are two other main ways in which we can approach it analytically, although each has its own limitations. One way is
       through comparison with contemporary theoretical writings. But theoretical writings rarely develop in parallel with compositional practice, because
       theory is usually based on music that has already been written. Also, composers rarely follow theory and are often determinedly
       individualistic, which suggests we should look at another way of investigating their processes – analyzing their manuscripts. These might suggest how a composition developed over a period of time. In some cases, alternative versions may
       have been set aside by the composer, and comparative work can show how the structure of a given piece could have turned out
       very differently. But much of the compositional process cannot be traced in the manuscript sources, and even what is available can only rarely tell us much about a finished piece.
      

      Some composers have been theorists themselves. Jean-Philippe Rameau (1683–1764) is one of the most famous. Since the latter half of the nineteenth century, certain composers have attempted
       to explain or analyze their own works. This certainly tells us something about how a composer viewed his or her own music,
       and how they wanted us to view them. In the twentieth century there were composers who constructed extensive theories about
       their methods. Olivier Messiaen (1908–92) is one example: he published descriptions of the various modes he had used, and what they symbolized for him. These descriptions may have stimulated other composers to write in related
       ways. But Messiaen’s own music does not depend on his descriptions (it would be a very limited music if it did!) and they
       can only explain some aspects of it. That is almost always true, even in the rather special case of Schoenberg (about whom
       more below). So it is always a good idea to look beyond a composer’s self-analyses. Fundamentally, our analyses are for our activities as composers, performers, listeners, or researchers; and, although they can, our analyses need not involve the composer of the works we analyze very much at all.

     

     Analysis and the performer

     
      While analysis does not necessarily bring us close to what a composer did, it is often understood as being in the service of the performer. The work of Donald Tovey (1875–1940) is an obvious case, because Tovey wrote descriptions of themes and significant events in pieces in a measure-by-measure
       narrative that can be followed a bit like a travel guide. His approach was pragmatic, engaging with the aspects of a piece that could be identified readily either by reading the score, while playing, or while listening
       to a recording. You should find doing this sort of analysis a good way to gain basic familiarity with a piece. But there are
       more theoretical writers who also considered their work crucial for performers. Schenker was one of them: he thought his theories were ideal pedagogical tools.
      

      You might think that the basic architecture of a piece is too abstract to help at all with the practical business of learning
       music for performance. But if you analyze a tonal work following his principles, you will gain insights that can help you
       play it. Inevitably you will know the piece much better by the end of the process; also, you should have a clear sense of
       a piece’s proportions through having grasped the main harmonic shifts, the underlying structures of phrases and movements,
       and the relative structural significance of passagework. Just as interesting, and most important to the Schenkerian approach,
       you will also have analyzed the piece as unfolding in time. You will be able to think of it not just as a collection of “vertical”
       chords, but as a “horizontal” set of lines, because Schenker encourages us to explore part-writing, or “voice-leading.” This
       temporal dimension of his analysis has led some performer-analysts to combine Schenkerian approaches with commentaries about
       performance activities, as performers necessarily experience music in a linear way.

      Réti, Schenker, and Tovey all analyzed scores, but while they were doing that, un-notated (and un-notatable) musics from other
       traditions were being collected by ethnomusicologists in sound recordings, and some of these were analyzed as musical sounds.
       This sort of approach has emerged much later in analysis of the Western art music tradition, because the score was broadly
       understood to hold all the composer’s secrets, and analysis was supposed to lead us to the composer, and to the most authentic
       performance of the composer’s ideas. But the proliferation of recordings can now reveal that performances based on the same
       score can differ a great deal. Consequently, these days the performer is less often the person for whom analysis is done than
       the producer of some of the objects that are actually analyzed. This sort of analysis is often comparative: a number of recordings
       of the same piece can be compared in terms of their use of factors such as time, pitch variation, dynamics, and articulation,
       for example. And this leads us towards the relationship between analysis and the listener.
      

     

     Analysis and the listener

     
      You might think that unless analysis tells us about things we can hear, then it is not relevant to our understanding of music. On the other hand, you might think that unless it tells us things
       we cannot hear, then it is entirely redundant. Most analysis works between these two positions, modifying each of them in the process. Analysis may offer you ways of conceptualizing what you can already hear. Or it may tell you things you did not
       hear first of all, but on being told about them you begin to hear them. This second aspect is very important, because it shows
       that we can hear music in lots of different ways. Analysis can both refine our listening, and provide ways in which we can
       talk to one another about what we hear and do not hear.
      

      This sort of sharing has often been dogmatic in the past. For Schenker, for example, there was a right way to hear music, and his analyses were intended to propagate that. In a related
       way, Schoenberg strove to write music that was “comprehensible,” and he explained it according to complex pitch structures that
       listeners should be able to hear. Many later writers were influenced by structuralism, which led to the belief that the structures identifiable in the score should be the basis for the listening experience.
       People are often trained to listen to music in terms of these structures, which can indeed be useful reference points in listening.
       (You have probably done listening exercises in identifying themes, sections, and harmonic modulations yourself.) At best,
       listening to structures can guide our hearing and teach us something specific to a piece which will also enable us to compare
       it with other pieces. But this only represents one way of hearing and comparing. And as studies on large groups of people
       have shown, many of us do not experience music in these terms. This is the case generally, but is particularly true for non-tonal
       music, which listeners will rarely understand in terms of its intricate pitch constructions.
      

      There is, after all, much more to music than its structures. It is also about communication. Consequently, some writers have
       argued that music is better understood as a system of signs and have drawn on semiotics to analyze it as such. Just think of “descriptive” music. It can be similar to fog (obscure and cloudy) or sound like a train
       (imitating the sounds a train makes); it can also symbolize entities such as countries (through a national anthem or folk
       music, for instance). Some types of music have been associated with something for so long that they carry their own sort of
       signifying system. These are generally called “topics”: marches, dance movements (minuet, sarabande), and fanfares are good
       examples. One type of semiotic analysis would identify these signs and topics and explore their interaction as part of music’s communicative process.
       Topics also interact with more obviously “structural” music: the music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven in particular rewards
       study of the interplay between structure and topic; and the ways in which the topics are treated (innocently, ironically,
       or humorously, for instance), will also tell us things about the piece. The work of Kofi Agawu provides a good example of
       this approach.
      

      You may be thinking that all this is only available to listeners aware of musical conventions and you will not be far from
       the truth. That really should not matter too much: after all, nobody is saying that we must listen in this way. Other writers have looked beyond musical scores and drawn on psychology to make broader generalizations about how Western art music is heard, however. Leonard Meyer’s Emotion and Meaning in Music argued that people respond to basic feelings of tension and release in music, and that these feelings are triggered by rising and falling melodies, as well
       as melodic gaps that – for the listener – “need to be” filled. Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff’s A Generative Theory of Tonal Music pushed this sort of approach further by comparing more theoretical analyses of musical scores with listeners’ musical intuitions,
       aiming to provide a sensitive bridge between the two. The problem with both Meyer’s and Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s approaches
       was that they never really experimented to see whether people did hear the musical structures they identified as important in quite the ways they thought. In other words, they used structuralist music theory and theories about psychology to argue about our hearing.

     

    

    What is theory for?

    
     You might be thinking now that theory has caused a great deal more trouble than it is worth, and that analysis without theory would be the safest way forward. Perhaps Tovey’s practical approach appeals to you, because it is apparently unburdened with theory. If we look a bit more closely
      at Tovey, however, we notice he cannot do without the theory about the medium of music. He uses terms such as “tonic” and
      “dominant,” for instance, that stem from the theory of Hugo Riemann (1849–1919) according to which harmony has “function.” And he also uses concepts such as “theme” that belong to the
      basic theoretical vocabulary of musicology. Also, it turns out that he has a very fixed idea that an analysis should be a
      “story” that unfolds in parallel to the piece of music. That is another covert theory, namely that music is understood as
      a single line extending in time.
     

     If we look back to the introduction of this chapter and recall that analysis takes music apart and shows how its constituent
      elements work together, then we will realize that Tovey did not get us very far. He did not break the music down into very
      small elements, he did not explain why he has written about certain elements and not others, and he did not show us distinctive
      ways in which his chosen elements interact. He drew on theory without thinking much about it and ended up with a description. Actively thinking about theory can sometimes make us more analytical; and it can also lead us to refine theories. We may
      even create new ones.
     

     Theory for analysis

     
      Music’s apparent affinity with language has influenced theory profoundly. Music can imitate language, has structures that are comparable with those of language,
       and is a medium of communication. Several of the analytical practices described below are indebted to these thoughts.
      

       [image: Fig. 2.1]

       
        Fig. 2.1Meter in Mozart: Piano Sonata in A K331, first movement, Meyer 1973: 31.
        

       

      

      
       [image: Fig. 2.2]

       
        Fig. 2.2Classical sentence structure. Beethoven, Piano Sonata in F minor, Op. 2 No. 1, first movement
        

       

      

      Cooper and Meyer’s The Rhythmic Structure of Music, for example, drew on analytical techniques applied to poetry and prose since ancient Greece to classify various types of
       rhythmic pattern encountered in classical music. The theory shows how pulse, meter (number and type of beats in the measure),
       accent, and duration can be analyzed to identify groupings of notes that are similar to poetic feet known as iamb, anapaest, and dactyl, for instance. Fig. 2.1 shows how the relative emphases of notes in a phrase of Mozart can be grouped into such poetic feet; and how, depending how
       closely we look at the score, we can regard larger or smaller sections as representing such groupings.
      

      Schoenberg’s Fundamentals of Musical Composition also drew on linguistic analogy by referring to sections of music with concepts such as “phrase,” “theme,” and “sentence.”
       Schoenberg’s loose definition of a musical “phrase” was a unit of music that could be sung in one breath and implied that
       a comma should follow it. A “sentence” was a type of theme in which the first part was the same as the second part (although
       the latter might be in a different key). Fig. 2.2 shows a sentence; each of its two parts could be categorized as a phrase. He contrasted the “sentence” with the “period,”
       which was a theme in which the second part was different from the first. He argued that the vast majority of classical themes
       were sentences, rather than periods. Schoenberg also drew on traditional theories about how themes were built up into sections,
       how sections were built up into forms to provide a means through which we can categorize movements into “binary form,” “rondo form,” and “sonata form,” among
       others. These theoretical representations lead us to analyze music in specified terms.
      

      The semiotic theory discussed above is also indebted to music’s linguistic qualities, and specifically to the analysis of language
       as a communicative sign system. Where Schoenberg’s theory teaches us to analyze a theme as a sentence or a period, that of
       Kofi Agawu might lead us to recognize it as a dance type or a musical “sign” for a fanfare. Semiotic theory does not stop
       at these identifications, however. It also looks at how units of music can generally be regarded as signs, and how they are distributed
       in pieces of music. This brings semiotics quite close to motivic analysis and back to thematic analysis, because it involves
       extracting small sections of music on the basis of their similarities, and identifying how their recurrences shape the music
       and how they are part of a larger system.
      

      While rhythm and melody can be illuminated with reference to language, harmony has more often been explained with reference to nature. Theorists as recently as the early twentieth century inaccurately
       claimed that tonal harmony is natural. In fact tuning systems devised by humans divide up the acoustic range in various ways,
       and tonal music is only one product of such divisions. But even if this sort of theory has lost part of its plausibility today,
       it retains useful elements. Identifying the relationship between consonance and dissonance (without asserting that one is
       natural and the other is not) is an important part of tonal analysis, for instance. It enables us to see the basic structures
       of tonal relations, the way certain harmonies help to articulate musical beginnings, endings, and the time in between.
      

      It is Schenker’s tonal theory that has most influenced musical thought in the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries, after
       it was transformed into an analytical method for university study in the 1950s. At the heart of the theory is the idea that
       the temporal aspect of tonal music is the “prolongation” of triadic harmony. Fig. 2.3 should give you an idea of how Schenkerian analyses (a) reduce what seems to be complex music to simple two-part counterpoint
       (which is understood as the skeleton of the harmonies), and (b) suggest that the other notes “prolong” this (they elaborate
       it, and extend it through time).
      

      Schenkerian thought is most readily conceived as a sort of theme-and-variations idea: just as variations can be “analyzed
       down” (reduced) to a theme, much tonal music can be reduced to a contrapuntal framework. The point is not so much the reduction itself as the insight we gain when we identify the way the
       framework supports the elaborations around it. Schenker referred to the framework as “background,” and the various degrees
       of elaborations on it as “middleground” and “foreground.” The idea that music is built up in such layers of relative structural
       significance is a helpful one.
      

      For theorists, one of the most attractive things about Schenkerian analysis is that it seems to represent a complete system,
       and it can be a useful point of reference between people examining different musics. (This is the value of structuralism: the formal elements of something can be discussed without their specific context.) There is only one equivalent
       to such a totalizing system for non-tonal music, and rather than being grounded in language or an idea of nature, its closest relative is mathematics.
      

      Bearing this in mind, you may be amused to hear that one of its forerunners, Schoenberg’s writings on non-tonal music, justified itself in no other way than 
        [image: Fig. 2.3]

        
         Fig. 2.3Analysis of Haydn, Piano Sonata Hob. XVI/35, I, mm. 1–8 (from Cadwallader and Gagné, 1998: 112–13)
         

        

       
by making claims for the “naturalness” of dissonances. Once the structuring function of consonance and dissonance was removed
       from music, then new theories were needed to account for how it worked. Some of these were provided by the music that was
       constructed according to Schoenberg’s method of composing with rows of twelve notes. Although Schoenberg himself did not call his method a “theory,” it was adopted by composers and writers
       who often treated it as one. The pitch organization of a composition was determined by:
        
         (a) the arrangement of the twelve notes into a “row”
         

        

        
         (b) generating forty-eight versions of the row through inversion (turning it upside down), retrograde (reversing its order), retrograde
          inversion, and multiple transpositions
         

        

        
         (c) using these rows as building blocks of a composition.
         

        

       
Analysis of its pitch structure could amount to identifying the rows and their arrangements in the piece.
      

      But – remember the section above on “analysis and the composer” – this could only tell us about certain aspects of a composition.
       Moreover, it could only work for twelve-tone compositions, whereas there were lots of types of non-tonal compositions. So
       new vocabulary was needed. This grew up in the post-war period, drawing on a cross-fertilization between science and arts,
       the rise of computer technology, and the prevailing belief that music could be best be explained as a set of abstract relations.
       The new theory was based around two concepts, “pitch class” and “set.”
      

      “C,” “C#,” and “D” are all pitch classes. “Class” refers to the type of pitch, without indicating what register it is in.
       That means that all Cs belong to the same pitch class: the interval of the octave between them does not change their class.
       Pitch-class “sets” are groups of pitch classes; unlike modes, their order is never specified. As Allen Forte’s The Structure of Atonal Music demonstrated, there are 220 pitch-class sets (containing from three to nine pitch classes) within the twelve-tone system.
       Each has its own structure of intervals. Pitch-class set theory enables analysts to find similarities between seemingly diverse
       sections of music, because once notes are reduced to their pitch class and positioned in groups, they may turn out to be closely
       related. The groups can be subjected to mathematical operations to discover new relations between them.
      

      Such relationships can be identified most readily when pitch classes and sets are expressed numerically. According to this
       system, C is 0, C# is 1, and B is 11. Fig. 2.4 shows three representations of the same group of notes. A further way of representing it would be to call it the “octatonic
       scale” or “octatonic collection.” This is a name often used for this rather special set. Notice that essentially it divides
       up the octave space into alternating tones and semitones.
       
        [image: Fig. 2.4]

        
         Fig. 2.4The octatonic scale
         

        

       
 Other sets that deserve special notice are those that divide up the octave range symmetrically. 4–28 (0, 3, 6, 9) is another
       example. Can you work out what notes can be in it?
      

      Pitch-class set theory has been criticized from two sides. On the one hand, many find it wildly abstracted from our responses
       to music. On the other, many people argue that its claims to objectivity collapse when it is used for analysis, because the
       analyst has to make subjective decisions about which notes to group together into sets. This tension between objectivity and subjectivity is actually at the heart of all music analysis. The best way to work with
       the tension is to regard analysis as a sort of interpretation. If the interpretation draws intelligently and interestingly on clearly presented principles or established
       theory, it will be comprehensible – and even plausible – to a significant number of people. It may succeed in persuading them
       that it is a good analysis.
      

     

     Analysis to test theory

     
      In the last section we encountered several theories that were invented as tools for analysis. That means that they are less
       “right” or “wrong,” and more “useful” or “useless,” depending on what music they are applied to. However, some of them set
       themselves up as comprehensive, or as “norms” for a particular style of music. If you try to use them to investigate music
       of that style, but find that the music does not fit, you may start to wonder who is right and who is wrong. Is the piece abnormal
       within the style? Or is the theory wrong about the style?
      

      One way to resolve these questions is to look closely at the theory’s claims. For example, Schoenberg made generalizations
       about the structures of themes in Classical music. If you encountered a piece that did not begin with a Schoenbergian “sentence”
       or a “period,” you could (1) list which pieces of music he used as examples; (2) ask yourself whether or not these were a
       representative selection of Classical music; (3) analyze themes from another selection of pieces that you identified as more
       representative. Your analysis would test his theory. It might also test a new hypothesis, such as:
       
        
         If Schoenberg had considered more of Haydn’s and Chopin’s music when he theorized the thematic structure of Classical music,
          he would have been led to dramatically different conclusions.
         

        

       
If you discovered that Schoenberg’s emphasis on the music of Beethoven had skewed his results, you might end up by proposing
       a new set of norms for Classical music.
      

      In doing that, you would be using analysis to test (and disprove) theory, and also to create new theory – and possibly even history. For the categorization of styles and historical periods depends
       on analysis of different works and subsequent generalizations about the analyses. This sort of work is known as style analysis, and Jan LaRue’s Guidelines for Style Analysis is a sophisticated representative of it, in which complex and nuanced data related to a large number of categories and sub-categories of musical
       elements are presented in a tabulated form. These days there are computer software packages that can analyze a huge amount
       of data in this way. This is an excellent way of testing theories, because so much music can be compared (from so many perspectives).
      

      To return to the idea at the beginning of this section, that many theories aren’t right or wrong, but useful or useless, one further point to realize is that their usefulness is closely related
       to their plausibility. By this I mean that Schenker’s theory will seem very useful indeed if we believe that it tells us what the composer did, teaches us to perform
       well, refines our hearing, and reveals the mysterious essence of music’s natural, organic processes. Most people do not believe
       all that nowadays. But that does not mean that Schenker is useless to everyone! Many still find his graphs, and his insight
       into phrase structure, helpful in learning about a piece, preparing for performance, and thinking about, or imagining, music.
       Others, however, find their experience of music fundamentally different from Schenkerian ideas, and some of these seek new
       analytical methods in which they can actually believe. Some of them think the theories described above have become implausible,
       and that it is time to start asking analytical questions in new ways.
      

     

     New theory and new analysis

     
      These new analytical approaches can be divided into two broad types, both of which are related to post-structuralism. One type has reacted to the elitism of past theory and to the pseudo-scientific quality of past analysis. As a result, there
       are now approaches (some of them analytical) to musics that were excluded from theoretical scrutiny for a long time (see chapter 10 on jazz, chapter 11 on popular music, and chapter 12 on music in film and television, for instance). Also, there is an interest in incorporating subjectivity in theoretical writing
       (see chapter 5 on aesthetics and critical theory, in particular the part on post-modernism). So this type is to do with the integration
       of theory and analysis into related areas.
      

      The other type has responded to some of theory’s assumptions about musical structures and the listening experience. As I hinted above, we can learn to listen to music in certain ways, and theory can teach us to do that.
       But the new approaches are less interested in contributing to that didactic activity than in discovering about listening and
       sound itself. In other words, they are not so interested in representing what happens in the score as what happens perceptually.
       They analyze and theorize perception (from a range of perspectives, some psychological (see chapter 4), some neurological); and they also investigate the properties of sound in music.
      

       [image: Fig. 2.5]

       
        Fig. 2.5A moment from Wagner’s “Ride of the Valkyries”
        

       

      

      These analyses of sound do not use the score as their primary basis, so they address the aspects of music that depend on performance:
       dynamics, vibrato, intonation, and timbre (including the non-pitched aspects of instrumental sound, as well as vocal sounds
       such as vowels, consonants, and whispering), for example. They can also address density of sonority and how notes are shaped
       individually. Such analysis can represent, for instance, the fact that we hear a certain piece of music as an increasingly
       complex textural and dynamic crescendo. Going beyond a verbal description, this analysis can be represented on a computer-generated
       spectrogram, which captures all the various sonic vibrations graphically. See Fig. 2.5.
      

      As you will notice, in order to connect your hearing mentally with the visual representation that the spectrogram offers,
       you will need to practice reading spectrograms. This will certainly affect your hearing – in fact, it should refine it. But
       if this reminds you of Schenker, then remember that this analysis is intended as an open-ended diagnostic tool, not as evidence
       of the “greatness” of a musical work. Also, the process of generating the spectrogram is merely a first step (unlike a Schenker
       graph): it enables you to examine certain aspects of music in sound (and in a visual representation of the sound), analyze
       them, and finally draw an interpretation, or conclusions, from them.
      

      The interpretation might take evidence from the spectrogram about how a singer’s manipulation of vowels affected the expressive
       quality of a performance. Or it might take evidence from the spectrogram to discuss how fluctuations in intonation, as well
       as instrumentation, explained the ways that very different performances of the same piece functioned. Or it might attempt
       something more ambitious, such as comparing the following three areas:
       
        
         (a) psycho-acoustical research into how sound waves enter the ear
         

        

        
         (b) compositional principles (such as those related to counterpoint)
         

        

        
         (c) musical works (listened to and represented on a spectrogram).
         

        

       
At best, this sort of research combines established research with inventive and open-eared thinking. It may well lead to an
       enrichment of existing theories of music, as well as new ideas for music analysis.

     

    

    Chapter summary

    
     In this chapter we clarified that analysis
      
       
        • can provide a mental representation of music.
        

       

       
        • rarely leads us to what composers did in the past.
        

       

       
        • may be helpful to performers.
        

       

       
        • can develop our listening.
        

       

      

     

     We also established that theory
      
       
        • is a set of generalizations.
        

       

       
        • can provide a framework for analysis.
        

       

       
        • can be revised through analysis.
        

       

      
Finally we looked at some types of analysis that aim to make discoveries about music without drawing on conventional theory.
     

    

    Discussion topics

    
     
      
       
        1. Take a short piece of tonal music you know and try to prove (a) that it is held together by harmony, and then, (b) that it
         is held together by thematic or motivic repetition. Consider which is the better argument, and ask yourself what it tells
         you about two different approaches to music.
        

       

       
        2. Listen to a piece of music by Steve Reich, such as Six Pianos, or Music for 18 Musicians. Consider using the analytical methods outlined in the chapter above as a way of learning more about it. Would they be helpful?
         In what ways? What aspects of the music would they not be able to grasp? Can you think of other analytical ways of approaching
         this sort of music?
        

       

       
        3. “Undergraduate composition students in the UK today write their music without tonality.” This is a theory about a certain group of works (it is comparable with any theory generalizing compositional style
         among composers living in the same place and time). Do you think it is accurate? Think of ways that you might test it using
         analysis. Consider how you would define “tonality” while you do that. Do you need to replace the theory with another one?
         What determines the accuracy of a theory like this?

       

      

     

    
Further reading

    
     Cook, Nicholas (1987), A Guide to Musical Analysis (London: Dent).
     

     A lively introduction to the main methods of tonal and post-tonal analysis, with detailed discussion about their relative
      strengths with reference to case studies.
     

     Dunsby, Jonathan and Whittall, Arnold (1988), Music Analysis in Theory and Practice (London: Faber).
     

     A book for the advanced student, with more challenging theoretical discussion.

     Cadwallader, Alan and Gagné, David (1998), Analysis of Tonal Music: A Schenkerian Approach (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press).
     

     A very clear step-by-step guide for learning how to do Schenkerian analysis. Includes examples for you to work through yourself.

     Straus, Joseph N. (1990), Introduction to Post-Tonal Theory (Englewood Cliffs, NJ and London: Prentice Hall).
     

     A clear textbook with chapters dedicated to different approaches to non-tonal music and theories developed for particular
      types of music. This book also has analysis exercises for the student.
     

     Clarke, Eric and Cook, Nicholas (2004) (eds.), Empirical Musicology: Aims, Methods, Prospects (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press).
     

     A collection of essays on recent approaches to music, including the analysis of performance, and using computers for music
      analysis.
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Glossary

    
     
      
       
        	Mode
        	
         The term has been used in a variety of different contexts, the common core of which is the relationship between notes, whether
          in terms of duration or pitch. In the context of its discussion in chapter 2, mode refers to a collection of notes with a particular hierarchy of pitch relationships: it can be a scale (i.e., ordered)
          or a melodic type (i.e., not ordered). The former is used most often for classifying pitch systems; the latter, as a basis
          for improvisation or composition. Mode is a descriptive term that serves as a translation of non-Western concepts understood
          to be similar or identical (the pathet of Javanese gamelan music, for instance).
         

        
       

       
        	Motif
        	
         In general terms, a motif is a short musical idea, defined by melody, rhythm, harmony or a combination of all three. Rudolph
          Réti, whose analyses were based around motifs, defined it as “any musical element, be it a melodic phrase or fragment or even
          only a rhythmical or dynamic feature which, by being constantly repeated and varied throughout a work or a section, assumes
          a role in the compositional design somewhat similar to that of a motif in the fine arts.”
         

        
       

       
        	Structuralism
        	
         According to structuralist theory, human culture is based on systems that can be analyzed as such. First outlined by Swiss
          linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913) in the early twentieth century, structuralism was a reaction against nineteenth-century
          historical research and an attempt to make the study of language more scientific. It has been influential in the social sciences
          (anthropology for instance) as well as in humanities (literature and music, among others), and although its applications vary,
          the structuralist analytical process is always marked by an attempt to make visible a structure that can be discussed without
          its particular context or content.
         

        
       

       
        	Semiotics
        	
         Semiotics is concerned with the study of signification, that is, the recognition that entities such as language, images, and
          music can be “signs” for meaning. Ferdinand de Saussure argued that these signs were arbitrary – the word “cat” bears no direct
          link to an actual cat – and that the structures around and between the various signs generated meaning. In other words, it
          is only through the system of language that the individual collection of letters C, A, and T, have the meaning of “cat.” Another
          approach to the study of signs was taken by Charles S. Peirce (pronounced “purse”; 1839–1914), who differentiated between three types of sign, “icon,” “index,” and “symbol.”
         

        
       

       
        	Post-structuralism
        	
         Closely associated with the work of Michel Foucault (1926–84), post-structuralist thought acknowledges that human culture is underpinned by structures, but argues that
          these both vary across time and space and are inseparable from the things that are said about them. For post-structuralists,
          “reality” cannot be grasped objectively as a totality, because it is constructed by individuals who are themselves parts of
          it. Post-structuralist analysis is very varied, but is united in opposition to structuralism: it rejects totalizing structures
          and resists privileging one analysis over another.
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