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PREFACE

Two brief notes on style and spelling are in order for this trans-
Atlantic thesis. For reasons of convenience (namely British software) |
have chosen to use British spellings. The works from which | have quoted,
often at some length, have in several cases followed American usage,
however, therefore | beq the reader’'s indulgence as ‘aesthetic’ and
‘esthetic,” "judgement’ and "judgment,’ and so on crop up in close proximity.

in rererring to books by Dahlhaus in translation, | have adopted
shortened versions of titles. Below is a table of these abbreviations.

Analvsis Analysis ana Value Judgment
Between Between Romanticism anda Modaernism
£sthetics £sthetics of Music

FoUnNaations Founaations or Music History

/a8 The [dez or Absolute Music

Healrsm Healtsm in Nineteentn-century Music
Schoenberg Schoenberg anda the New Irusic

Nineteenth-Century IMusic Nmeteenth-century MsIic
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INTRODUCTION

"Musicology or Susiknrssansohsri?’ is a question which concerns, not
d choice of language, but the scope of a discipline. The two terms ought,
etymologically, to mean roughly the same thing, but in fact at present they
have very different connotations. Joseph Kerman puts it thus:
Adapted from the older French term musicolagre. itself an analogue to the
nineteenth-century German Susidwesseaschsr?. the word [musicology] was
ariginally understood {as Musséwissemsedsr? still is) to cover thinking about,
research into, and knowledge of all possible aspects of music....
But in scademic practice, and in brosd general usage, musicology hss come to have
a much more constricted meamng. It has come to mean the study of the history of

Western music in the high-art tradition. ... Musicology is perceived as dealing
essentially with the factual, the documentary, the verifiable, the anaysable, the

positivistic !

Carl Dahlhaus is a German music historian whose works, now being
translated into English, provide & direct challenge to the narrowness of
focus of Anglophone musicology. It is the purpose of this thesis to explore
the nature of that challenge by exploring some of the key ideas in Dahlhaus’
writing.

Carl Dahlhaus died in 1989, at the age of 61. There were not many
obituaries in the English musicology journals, but those that appeared were
not cautious in their assessment of his contribution. Kerman wrote:

Mo-one has taught us as much as Dahlhaus about the complexities and ambivalence
of music historiegraphy, or urged historical reflection on us with a more school-

masterly insistence. And no one has shown more movingiy how a historian prone
to existential despair can persevere in the historical enterprise. ... [his]

accomplishment dwarfs that of any other musicologist of our time 2

\ Musicology (London: Fontana paperbacks, 1985), p. 11,
<*Recollections: Carl Dahlhaus, 1928-1989,™ 7@ Lentury Music XU (Summer 1989); 57-
58.



Those are, in part, fighting words, since Kerman and the journal he edits,
18th Century fusic, have put themselves firmly in Dahlhaus' camp, and
against some attitudes that are firmly entrenched in American and English
musicology® Mevertheless, interest in Dahlhaus is not confined to a
rebellious minority in the discipline, at least to judge by the number of
times he is casually cited and the attitudes of his reviewers4 Eleven of his
books have been translated into English to date, and he was a contributor to
the 7he New Grave Dictionsry of Music and /usiciens 3 The translations of
Dahlhaus” works are particularly indicative of widespread interest in a field
where reading proficiency in German is almost mandatory. (In fact, many of
Dahlhaus’ works were reviewed in English journals years before they were
transiated.)

Dahlhaus’ works do indeed represent far more than scholarly additions
to the body of musicological knowledge. Three of the first books to be
translated were precisely those which are least specific and most
theoretical {one is tempted to say, least factual and most speculative),
while several more specific monographs, analyses and studies remain to be
translated. These first books represent a direct challenge to the way
English-speaking musicology conceives of itself as a discipline.

In England and America, music historians have avoided philosophy in
general, preferring to adopt ’scientific’ methods that center on
ascertainable facts like compositional dates, composers’ biographies and
surroundings, and the l1ike. On the larger scale, this process usually leads to
a history of styles that arise, flourish, and decline within a given period, or

3This is shown, for example, in the fact that the University of California press, the publisher of
the journal, has published two works by Dahlhsus in transiation as part of a series edited by
Kerman, and by Kerman's comments in an essay, “The State of Academic Music Criticism,”
published in Jn Lriticizing Music: Five Fhilasophicsl Ferspectives, ed. Kingsley Price

{ Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1981) pp. 38-54. Kerman writes of the
interdependence of analysis {considered since Schenker to be akin to science) and criticism, a
theme taken up by Dahihaus in Ana/yse und Werturter7 in 1970.

40ne reviewer complained that Foundetions of Music History took too defensive a stance. "Since
history is at 1east as well entrenched as any of its rivsls, and Dahlhaus himself is about as well
respected as it is possible for mortals to be, the polemics seem pointless.” { Francis Sparshott,
“Deeper Still,” review of Foundslions,in The Musical Times, 125 {November 1984): 645.

3 Dahlhaus contributed the articles on “Tonality” and on "Harmony” to the 20 volume dictionary,
edited by Stanley Sadie { London: Macmillan,1980).
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to history as a succession of heroic geniuses. Dahlhaus presents a challenge
Sy nsisting that phlosophical as well as factual awareness must inform
mstory, and that common methods are not as value-free and objective as
has been claimed. This 15 the overall thrust of the three most foundational
books; elsewhere Dahlhaus has devoted major essays, and even whole books
to exploring the precise meaning and sigmificance of terms like ‘absolute
music’ (in 7he /dee af shsajuie Musici® and ‘musical realism’ (in Kealism in
Nineteenth Century Music )7 that are frequently used but seldom defined in
music histories. Roger Hollingrake, reviewing Ae&//s/, comments:

It i3 also doubtful whether any English writer would be likelu to expend so much

time and effort on a purely abstract terminology. |3 this an oversight? — for it
takes candour to admit that we do not know the meaning of the words we habituslly

yze. 3

The same could be said of most American musicologists, | suspect.
Dahlhaus’ interest in terminology and 1ts vagaries is connected to his
interest in the ‘history of ideas,” which in {his) practice means how the
influence of contemporary trends in thought are manifested in the work of g
particular composer - for instance, how the late nineteenth century literary
tdea of realism affected the operas of Bizet, *Yerdi, and Mussorgsky, among
athers. This approach has its detractors:
But those readers whose cast of mind is more earthbound than his may suffer some
uneasiness. Do social conditions, political forces, economic systems, musical and
theatrical institutions, the logistics and mechanics of music-making and the
peculiarities of individuals — in short, the mundane — never tug st the threads
that pass between aesthetics and art? .... anyone with a pragmatic or materialist

turn of thought will be dissatisfied with either logical patterns or paradoxes
zerving as explanations ... the discovery of proximate csuses ... may be what is

needed.?

& The ldes of dhsolute Mysic, translated by Roger Lustig {Chicago: the University of Chicago
Press, 1989). Translation of: J7g /dee der sbsoiuten Musik {Kassel: Birenreiterveriag, 1978).
Hereafter referred to as /¢s. :

7 Reslism in Kinsteenth-Century Music, translated by Mary Whittall (Cambridge: Cambridge
Universitu Press. 1985). Translation of: Musiksiischer kestismus: Zur Musitgeschichie des [ 9
Jakrhungerts (1unich: R. Piper &4 Co. Yerlag, 1982). Hereafter referred to as Zeslism.

% Roger Hollingrake, review of Aeslism, in Music and Letisrs,vol 67 (1986): 212

2 Christopher Hatch, review of Azslism,in /914 Century tMusic 10 (1986):187



‘Proximate causes’ are by no means ignored in Dahlhaus’ ceuvre, and the book
in question explicitly sets out to trace and define 8 common idea in late
nineteenth century thought, realism, rather than to give a comprehensive
accounting for the composers and works considered. what the reviewer
betrays is the not uncommon uneasiness of English-speeking musicology
(whether influenced by positivist or Marxian ideas) at the very idea of
including data from aesthetics or the history of ideas.

This is precisely what Dahlhaus does most enthusiastically. Of the
ten books translated by 1990, three (£sthetics ar Music)® Anslysis end
velue Ludgment\\ and Faumdetions arf Music History 12) deal with the
philosophical foundations of musicology; three more (Stwgias an the arigin
ar hermonic tonsfity\d /desand Keslism ) trace the development of ideas
and, in the first case, of compositional techniques; two ( Schaenterg 6nd the
New fusic\s and Betiveen Ramenticism end Hadernism3) are collections of
essays, of which some trace ideas (as in the essay in Schoenterg on the
idea of ‘new’ music!é); and one, AVcherd Wegners Music Dremes!? concerns

10 Sstpetics of Music, translated by William W. Austin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1982, 1988). Translation of AMusrésstherick (Cologne: Musikverlag Hans Gerig, 1967).
Hereatter referred to as Zsidedics.

V1 dnatysis end Vslue Judgment, translated by Siegmund Levarie [Monographs in Musicology No. 1]
(New York: Pendragon Press, 1983). Translation of: dnslyse und Werturieil | Musikpsédagogik,
Forschung und Lebre, volume 8) (Mainz: B. Schotts S6hne, 1970). Hereafter referred to as
Anelysrs.

12 foundstions of Music History, translated by J. B. Robinson (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1983, 1989). Translation of: Grundiagen der Mustkgeschichte (Cologne: Musikveriag
Hans Gerig, 1977). Hereafter referred to as Aoundstions.

13 Studies on the Origin of Hermonic Tonslity, transiated by Robert 0. Gjerdingen (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1990). Translation of Jnlersuchungen iber aie Enstehung der
Mrmz;m:sz‘/m Tonsirist. [Ssarbriicker Studien zur Musikwissenschaft, Bd. 2] (Kassel u.a. 1968,
1988).

14 Sehoenterg and the Kew Music, translated by Derrick Puffett and Alfred Clayton (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987). Translations of essays published in various places by Carl
Dahlhaus between 1964 and 1984, many of which had been previously collected {but not
translated) in Scidnberg und dndere, Mainz, 1978. Heresfter referred to as Schventery.

13 Between Romenticism snd Modernism, transisted by Mary Whittall, with a transiation of
Friedrich Nietzsche's “On Music and Words" by Walter Kaufmann (Berkeley CA: The University of
Californis Press, 1980, 1989). Translation of Dwischen Komantik und IModerne: Vier Studien zur
Musikgescichie des spéteran 1 8, Jshlheunderts [Beriiner Musikwissenschefiliche Arbeilen]
(Munich: Musikveriag Emil Katzbichler, 1974). Hereafter referred to as Zetwern.

164 <New Music’ as historical category,” Sciventerg, pp. 1-13.



the development of one idea in one composer's work. Only the remaining
book, Nineteenth-Centiny Music, '8 makes any attempt to be a history in the
usual sense. The works in translation give a somewhat skewed vision of
Dahlhaus’ ceuvre; many of the as yet untranslated books and more of the
myriad articles are the more generally expected analyses and monographs.
There remain 15 untranslated books'? and ' se/bsténoige schrirten’ according
to the bibliography in the Fesfscarirt published for Dahthaus' sixtieth
birthday.2®

That Dahlhaus presents a considerable challenge to Anglophone
musicology is almost palpable in the reviews of his books in English and
American journals. There is considerable variety among reactions to the
challenge. For instance, one reviewer comments that Amateant/i-Century
Musicis “a comprehensive survey and a rich pictorial record.”?! Another
says that it, as Dahlhaus' first attempt at an extended narration, “goes &
long way towards justifying an approach to history not much favoured by
American musicology.”22;, but a third2® denies that it presents a
chronological history at all. This third reviewer complains that Dahlhaus
ignores biography and the individualism of the age24 But according to
someone else, "Carl Dahlhaus ... takes his stand on the claim that, as a rule,

17 Richsrd Wagner s Muste Dramss, translated by Mary Whittall {Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1979). Translation of &herd Wagners Nusiidramen (Yelber: 1971).

18 M¥neteenth-Century Music, translated by J. Bradford Robinson [California studies in 19th
century music, volume 5] {Berkeley, CA: The University of California Press, 1989). Translation
of Die Mustk des 19 JSehriungeris|Neves Handbuch der Musikwissenachaft, volume 6]
{Wiesbaden: Akademische Yerlagsgesellschaft Athenaion, 1980).

190ne more book by Dahthaus has been translated and published recently, too recently to be
included in this thesis: {udhvig voa Sesthoven: spprosches o Ms music, translated by Mary
Whittall (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991). it is a translation of Zud\e?g o7 Seethoven vrd seine
Zerl, | Grofte Romponisien und 1hre Zeit | (Laaber, 1987).

20 Qs Musikelisohe Runstwerk: Seschichle, Asthelit, Theorie. Festschrinl Corl Dobitews sum 58
Ledurtsiag (Laaver: Laaver Yerlag, 1988).

21ann Manly, review of fve Musik des 18 Jshrdungerts in Brio18n.1{1981):41-2

22Dguglas Johnson, review of f¥e Musik ges 12 Jehrhungerts, inthe Journsl of e dmericsn
Musicological Seciety, 36 (1983):532-43

235erge Gut, review of f7e Musik des 18 Jehrhunderts, in the Kevve de Musicologie, vol. 69
{1983): 120-127.

24415 méthode structuraliste n'est pas appropriée pour rendre compte des personalité
transcendents; au contraire, elle les trahit.” 7did



the study of 19th century music beging and ends with the study of
individuals.™> Prose that 15 brilliant to one reviewer seems tortured to
another; one praises Dahlhaus for his breadth and universality, and another
calle mim narrow or parochial. ne marks s membership in a tradition,
another praises him for rejecting all received ideas. The strains of
comprehending an alien mode of thought show 1n misunderstandings over
terms like tonality2® GBut the main debate concerns whether or not his
approach 15 valuable and legitimate or not.

Mearly all English speaking reviewers comment on how difficult
Uahlhaus 15 to read, whether in transiation or in German. In either case, the
complaint is that it iz too dense and convoluted, that it embodies all the
worst tendencies of German acagemic ‘writing. And most of them complain
that his focus is too narrowly German, as well. (The one exception Lo this
trend is the reviewer of Ameteenth-Lentury /fusic who thought the book did
g good job of drawing attention to less known, non-German works2?) A
third common complaint is the scarcity of significant English titles in his
bibliographies, and among his references. The main drawback to Dahihaus,
according to most reviewers, 1s that he is too German. “Quite stiflingly
German,” according 10 Sparshoti 28

Dahlhaus’ Germanness is, 1n & way, central to the difficulties that
Anglophone aestheticians have had with him. Here, the differences run
deep. Dahlhaus’ historiography offends by involving aesthetics openly, but is
3ti11 deeply respected. Dahihaus’ aesthetics invokes professional scorn. One

<SRoger Hollingrake, review of Sefwesa, 1n Music sad fedders, 63 (1982):136

<6Tonality is understood in German music theory to refer only to the major-minor tonal sustem,
and in American music theory to mean any music that has any hierarchy of tones. Music can be
tonal in one system and not in the other : medieval music, for instance, is tonal in the sense that it
has a hierarchy of tones, and is not tonal insofar 83 it is not in the major - minor system.
Z7Douglas Johnson, review of e Mwsid ges |9 Jshriungerts  in Jourasl of the dﬁwmn
Musicolegicel Seciety 36 {1983): 532- 43,

28«The book's thought world is, however , almost exclusively and quite stiflingly German, and an
ingrate might wonder whether anyone who needed a transiation could really be at home init.”
Francis Sparshott, “Deeper Still,” a review of Foundstions in The Musics? Times 125 { November
1984):645.



reviewer complains that £fsé4etics provides neither history nor system, and
leaves out “dozens” of figures?®, Roger Scruton writes:
At the end one is left with the impression that, had the word ‘music’ not occurred

in the title, the volume might just as well have been about say, ice cream, or
razor blades. Certainly, when summarized in this form, the theories considered

cast as much light upon ice cream and razor blades as they do upon music.30

That kind of comment arises, | believe, out of the fact that the German
aesthetic tradition has an almost completely different agenda than the
Anglo-American tradition does. One might say that English speaking music
aesthetics is concerned with how music means (or is understood), while
German speaking music aesthetics is concerned with what music means (or
has been understood to mean). This is, of course, a gross over-
simplification, but it serves admirably as a rough rule of thumb, and it
points up exactly the differences between Dahlhaus and the more
philosophical of his English reviewers. Even Hanslick, much beloved by
Anglophone aesthetics for his resolutely "absolute’ stance equating form and
content seems to me to be concerned to show that music's beauty arises
out of its form, not that its form has any inherent referential meaning - or
any meaning at all, beyond simply being beautiful. That music has strong
emotional effects Hanslick did not deny, but his theory is not a theory that
attempts to link them with abstract music, as do the theories of, for
example, Langer, Scruton, Meyer and others.

The most influential Germans, on the other hand, have either, like
Kant and Hanslick, concerned themselves with explaining music's beauty, or
observed music's emotional effects and simply concentrated on what that
emotional content or meaning could be, as for example Hegel, Schopenhauer,
Nietzsche, Adorno, and Bloch. In German eyes great music gives humanity
intimations of the Absolute, or the world-spirit, or the composer's life, of
utopia or the bankruptcy of modern society, or of Will, or whatever.
Explanations of exactly how music is able to do this are generally not the

29¢dward A. Lippman, review of Zsthetics in Ables 40 (1984):558.
30«The Aesthetics of Music” KA Kesearch Chromclel7: 116, 1981,



main feature of these studies and tend, when they appear, to be sketchy and
vague.

There is a long history of the aesthetics of emotion in music among
5erman writers (against which Hanslick rebelled, in favour of an aesthetics
of beauty). They have posited a range of relationships between music and
emotion, from emotions depicted to emotion expressed. But | repeat,
German writers do not concern themselves with the mechanism of the
relationship as have recent anglophone music aesthetics. Those German
thinkers who have considered the mechanics of musical meaning have
considered themselves scientists rather than philosophers, as for example
Helmholtz, the pioneer of musical acoustics, and Schenker, who sought to
systematize and render musical anaiysis completeiy mathematical. (These
are thinkers who, predictably enough, have had enormous influence on music
theory in English.) To explore in depth these differences is beyond the scope
of this thesis; my intention is only to signal the difference, and with it a
possible reason for the indifferent or hostile reception Dahlhaus has had
among anglophone aestheticians and a possible reason for his omission of
major works in English from his bibliographies. Many of the omitted works
are simply irrelevant to his interests3!

The purpose of this thesis is to explore Dahlhaus' approach to
Husikwissensher!, 1o musicology in the widest sense of ‘thinking about
music.” Why is it that Dahlhaus rejects the partitioning of musicology into
the self-contained disciplines of music history, aesthetics, theory, and
analysis? Though he sees these categories as heuristically useful
distinctions, he routinely blurs the boundaries between them, as if a thinker
and writer on music who would be thorough must be well-versed in all of
them. Well-versed Dahlhaus certainly is, for he refers to writers not only

31The omissions from Zsihetics ere less numerous than Scruton claims in his review, at lesst in
the English edition. Meyer, Langer, Gurney and Cooke, a1l mentioned as neglected by Scruton, all
appear in the annotated bibliography {which was added by Dahlhsus and his transistor for the
transistion — there was no bibliography at all in the German edition), though there is no mention
of them in the text.



on every aspect of music, but also on general philosophy and historiography
as well,

The place to begin this investigation is with Dahlhaus’ attitude
towards history. He refers to ‘historicism’ as a basic component of modern
ideas about history, and by implication includes himself among those
holding historicistic attitudes. Wwhat does Dahlhaus mean by ‘historicism,’
and what does it imply for his historiography? Historicism, Dahlhaus
writes, actually refers to more than one attitude towards the musical past,
pne of them ‘practical,” a matter of relying on the past to provide the music
plaged in the present, and the other ‘theoretical,” an attitude which
emphasizes the mutability of music and the distance of the present from the
past. The two historicisms, while not necessarily incompatible, are seldom
found together, but Dahlhaus exhibits both of them in their less extreme
forms, for he dwells on the alienation produced by historical awareness and
the mutability of musical traditions (theoretical historicism), and he
staunchly defends the idea of the musical canon and the durability of the
musical work of art (practical historicism). Dahlhaus writes that the two
historicisms, respectively, historicize the aesthetic and aestheticize the
historical, an enigmatic phrase that provides the key to the blurring by
Dahlhaus of the boundaries between history and historical judgement on the
one hand and aesthetics and aesthetic judgement on the other. How can the
historical be aestheticized? How is our understanding of the history of
music tied up with aesthetic understanding and aesthetic judgements?
How, conversely, can aesthetics be historicized? How is aesthetics, often
regarded as a systematic and normative subsection of philosophy, bound up
vith history and our understanding of the past?

This thesis falls into four chapters. The first explores Dahlhaus’
historicism, in the context of other understandings of historicism and in
relation to tradition, a key aspect of Dahlhaus’ understanding of our
relationship to the past. The second examines the effect of this historicism
on Dahlhaus’ historiography, and addresses the question of the
aestheticization of history. The third examines systematically Dahlhaus’
writing on aesthetics (with the caveat that Dahihaus did not present his
aesthetics systematically), asking how he historicizes aesthetics. The
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fourth looks more closely at the practical application of this historicized
gesthetic, that is to say, at Dahlhaus’ theory, or rather, contributions
towards a theory of criticism. [n conclusion, | sum up the answers to the
questions asked here, and present the positive things to be learned by
English-speaking musicology from Dahlhaus’ writing. Because it is as a
chalienge to the English-speaking musicological tradition that | examine
Dahthaus, | have relied on those of his works presently available in Engligh
translations, among which are included nearly all of the more foundational
and theoretical of his writings.
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Chapter 1

HISTORICISH

Dahlhaus writes at some length in Faungstions about historicism, in
the process of discussing the role of history and the relation of the present
to the past. Historicism seems to be in Dahlhaus’ eyes a basic component of
how modern historians and others relate to the past. But precisely what
historicism means to Dahlhaus must be inferred from what he writes about
the relationship of the present to the past. In thig chapter | will discuss
Dahlhaus’ historicist understanding of history, focussing on three aspects of
his understanding: that music is ‘historical through and through’; that
‘History’ is a myth; and that it is through tradition, the ‘presence of the
past,” that we relate to the past. But first, since ‘historicism’ ig a term
that has meant different things to different people, | turn to Maurice
iM1andelbaum’s article ‘Historicism’ in the fncyc/apedis orf Fhilasaphy for
some background and clarification.!

Definition

The term 'historicist’ or ‘historicism’ [ A/starismus] has had a long
and checkered history, having meant quite different things to different
people. Sometimes it has been used as a term of disparagement, and at
other times, as in Dahlhaus, as the name of an advocated stance. For some it
refers to a belief in History as a single, inexorable development, while for
others it implies an emphasis on the mutability of all things, That is,
sometimes ‘historicism’ refers to a species of determinism, and sometimes
to a kind of relativism.

| The Enciciopedis of Fhilesephy, ed. Paul Edwards (New York: Macmillan, 1967), 4:22-25.



The determinist and relativist interpretations are not necessarily
contradictory. The Dutch philosopher Herman Dooyeweerd,2 for example,
used ‘historicism’ to mean a kind of determinism where all values are
relative to the particular point history has reached in its amoral but
inexorable process. Dooyevveerd himself held a teleological view of history
that would itself be called ‘historicist’ by Karl Popper, who used the term
for anyone who postulated & pre-determined end to history3 Usage
emphasizing the mutability and the particuliarity of things is more common
than usage emphasizing determinism, according to Mandelbaum.

Mandelbaum, having summed up historicism's complex and
contradictory history, defined historicism thus:

Historicism is the belief that an adequate understanding of the nature of anything

and an adequate assessment of its value are to be gained by considering itin terms
of the place it occupied and the role it played within a process of development.4

He adds that historicism's challenge to established thought "lay partly in its
tendency to link evaluation with genetic explanation,” going on to say that
“historicism involves a genetic model of evaluation and an attempt to base
all evaluation upon the nature of the historical process itself” (my
emphasis) S

This last sentence provides a key for uniocking what any individual
writer means by this most equivocal of terms. Usually, any term ending in
‘ism’ involves an elevation of the idea named to the status of over-all
gxplanatory principle or, put another way, object of worship: hence
'scientism,’ 'biblicism,” etc. Historicisms thus find in history the source of
explanation and value. However, ‘History is itself a term with many
definitions and uses. The thing to inquire after is what the historicist
believes about the nature of history. History can be seen in many ways: as
an inexorable progress towards a goal; as a story comprised of myriad
inter-related stories; as the result of regular patterns which constitute

2¢f, "History, Historicism, and Norms” in Ruols of Western Culture (Toronto: Wedge, 1979).
3Ct. Kar) R. Popper, 7he Povertyof Historicism, {London and Boston: 1957).

4 Mandelbaum, op. cit. p. 24

3 i bid.
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historical laws not uniike natural laws; as random chance or, contrarily, as
the working presence of a loving God. Mot all views of history are amenable
to any sort of historicism, for some understand history to be subservient or
secondary to other forces. But the scope for a wide range of historicisms is
clear enough.

Understanding of Dahlhaus’ historicism, accordingly, requires
comprehension of his understanding of music and its history. What is his
understanding of history? Wwhat does he mean that music is historical
through and through and that ‘History’ in the singular is a myth?

Music as ‘'Historical through and through’

The phrase ‘historical through and through’ is attributed by Dahlhaus
to Adorno, though its exact source is never mentioned. By 'history' Adorno
meant social history, and he laboured to construct a sociology of music. He
also believed that music is made out of material such as chords, rhythm,
harmony and the like, that has historical ‘tendencies’ to develop in certain
ways. He related these tendencies to social reality: "by material Adorno
meant nothing less than the objective spirit and the way it is manifested in
music” { Schoenterg, p. 159). Dahlhaus pointed out the level of abstraction
required by this kind of ‘'material thinking"

‘Art," writes Theodor . Adorno in his Aestietische Theorie, 'is historical solely
on the basis of separate and individual works considered on their own merits, and
not by virtue of their external relationships, let slone the influence they
supposedly exercised on each other’ { desthetische Theorie, p. 263). Yet when we
compare the historiographical axiom implicit in this proposition with Adorno’s
actusl writings on the philosophy of history (in his Fhiiasophie ger neven Mustk
he illustrated his thesis of the historical movement of musical material by using
abstract categories such as ‘chord,’ ‘dissonsnce’ and ‘counterpoint’ rather than
analyses of works), then the contradiction becomes only too obvious, and no
amount of assurance that these categories derive from analyses will remove it.
This is not a case of an incidental shortcoming, or of failure on the part of the
author, but of a conflict of principles that seems practically insoluble: how to
reach agreement on a permissible amount of abstraction that will keep a music
history from suffocating in details without being so far removed from individual
works as to obliterate all sense of the particular, the unreduplicatable and
individual, 3o that nothing survives of the intended history of composition but 8
history of musical techniques { Aoundstions, p. 29).



14

The problem here is the age-old one of relating universals to
particulars, and Dahlhaus does not find that Adorno's idea of historical
musical material does a satisfactory job of it.

Dahlhaus also addressed this idea of musical material {adopted by the
musical avant-garde of the SOs as well as by Adorno) in the essay "A
rejection of material thinking?" ( Schoenbery pp. 274-287). Dahlhaus
describes any appeal to the tendencies of the material as fetishism.

... whether it was the history 'sedimented’ in notes as Adorno would have it, the
‘tendency’ of which was carried to its Jogical conclusion by the serial music of the
1950s, or the noise material whose suitability for music or even anti- music was
explored in the 1960s [championed as ‘natural’ rather than ‘historical’] ... people
worship an idol of their own making ... the individual submits to a force whose

objectivity is an illusion, and whose substance in fact stems from the individual
himself { Schvenserg, p. 274).

Dahlhaus notes the demise of belief in the tendency of the material, but
complains that along with material thinking composers wish to discard
music theory and the concept of the work. Dahlhaus calls for the retention
of theory and the work in a revived ‘dialogue model.’

That music is thoroughly historical does not, then, for Dahlhaus mean
that it is imbued with historical material tendencies, as it did for Adorno.
What does Dahlhaus mean? The call for a dialogue model provides a clue.
Music for Dahlhaus is thoroughly historical because it is thoroughly
conventional — in the same way that language is conventional. Dahlhaus
accepts (with reservations) the formalist idea that music communicates
when it fulfills expectations, and is expressive when it thwarts them.
Dahthaus’ understanding of the balance between comprehension and
expression | will touch on in chapter four; for the moment the point is that
what is expected of music - the conventions — arise and change in history.
They are invented by and shared among people, rather than given by nature,
or by an objective history. Everything about music, beyond the acoustic
possibilities of strings, pipes and skins, is conventional, and so historical,
has arisen in historical circumstances, and changes over time. This is what
Dahlhaus means by ‘historical through and through.' There is nothing about
music that was not invented by someone at some time and shared with
others and given a meaning vvithin a particular time and culture.
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‘History’ as a Myth

Dahlhaus opposed Adorno on two fronts. He vehemently objected to
the use of works of musical art as documents in social history, neatly
demolishing Adorno and other's methods for achieving this reduction of
music history to socioclogy in the essay “The musical work of art as a
subject of sociology” { Schoenberg, pp. 234-247). This opposition to the
subsuming of music history under social history points to the other facet of
Dahlhaus’ historicism: that ‘History' in the singular is a myth.

Here, muyth means more than simply ‘falsehood.’ Dahlhaus treats the
idea of 'History' in the singular as an unprovable postulate, or a vision of the
unattainable:

‘History,’ in that singular form which, while trivial today, is ectually a paradox
that was not discovered or construed as such until the eighteenth century, is not 8
conceivable subject for “history’ as an empirical discipline. The existence of an
integral, holistic ‘History’ which is more than a bundle of individual ‘histories’ is

at best an historiological hypothesis; but it can never be grounded in fact, or ot
least never to our satisfaction { foundsiions, p. 123).

The reference in Foundations is to Marx's concept of ‘History" a subject in
the sense of an active force, rather than an object of study. ‘'History is, if
you will, the shadow of a future point of view, an understanding of history
as it will be seen from the future Utopia — an object of faith, and one with
which the historian may well decide to do without, especially if, like
Dahlhaus, he or she has serious doubts about the feasibility and desirability
of writing narrative history:
To avoid the illusion of seamless continuity the modern historian will even upset

the course of a narrative by inter posing cumbersome and contradictory facts
{ Foundstions, p. 48).

In other words, Dahlhaus questions both the idea of & unified progress in
history, knowable only in retrospect and from a God's eye view, and the
illusion of the God's eye view created in extensive narrative histories.
Marrative needs a subject (in the sense of acting force used above), and
music history doesn't provide any obvious candidates:
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‘Histories’ in the.plural, with their individual or collective subjects and their
amenability to traditional or modern narrative methods, are subsumed into an
all-enveloping ‘History’ that is & process without subject. It makes eminently
good sense to talk about 8 history of the nineteenth-century tone poem, for
example; and the narrative subject — the tone poem — does have 8 history in the
sense that it underwent changes. Yet these changes that make up its history were
in turn offshoots of currents and cross-currents within a larger process which,
for its part, had neither goal nor subject. 'Music’ writ large does not lend itseif to
narrative history ( Foungstions, pp. 48-9).

In fact, according to Dahlhaus, the 'subject’ of written history is the
historian {a matter for consideration in the next chapter). Here, | want to
call attention to the points Dshlhaus' dilemmas have in common with
Mandelbaum’s definition of historicism.

Historicism as Geneticism?

According to Mandelbaum, in reference to any given item under
investigation, historicism concerns itself with : "the place it occupied and
the role it played within a process of development” and bases ail evaluation
on “the nature of the historical process itself.” On the one hand, Dahlhaus
has definite doubts about the idea of historical development, as he
expressed, for instance, in the essay "Progress and the Avant-Garde”
( Schoenberg pp. 14-22). "Progress in music is not like that in science, but
can be compared to that in philosophy, which is similarly debatable and
which seems to consist, inasmuch as it exists at all, less in the solution of
problems than in their discovery” (p. 22). This is hardly an enthusiastic
espousal of the ideaé On the other hand, he does focus on “a larger process
~ which ... had neither goal nor subject.” Dahlhaus’ historicism, then, while
precisely not the sort that relates everything to progress towards a goal,
does seek to explain everything in terms of historical processes.

Mandelbaum suggests that historicism implies geneticism, the belief
that becoming is more important than being, or that a thing's history is
more important than its structure: "historicism involves a genetic model of
explanation ..." Dahlhaus is primarily interested in how things have

ENot that development and progress are exactly synonymous, but the idea of development does
imply a goal of some sort, it seems to me, which is something Dahlhaus is loath to postulste.
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changed, rather than any unchanging structure or essence they might
contain.
History functions as a way of relating the past to the present:
The worn-out cliché about the true nature of an ers only being recognisable in
retrospect is merely a perverse way of saying that we consider things that

survive the past to be more essential and characteristic than things that perish
{ Foundstions,p. 112).

And the importance of anything to the present derives not only from its
original structure (though that is important) but also from its subsequent
history ~ its ‘reception history.’ This is especially true of phenomena like
folk music, where "the idea of an ‘authentic version’ completely evaporates”
{ Founastions, p. 165), and like national music, which Dahlhaus argues
becomes national by virtue of being perceived as such.
Although the national character of folk music is — at least partly — the result of a
latter -day, "sentimental” reinterpretation, that does not mean that the feelings
and associations linked with it are in any way invalid or unfounded. To trest a
feature that emerges at a secondary stage as immaterial is to fall into the trap of
assuming that the essence of 8 thing derives exclusively from its original state.

But there is not reason to regard the exterior appearance of a thing as disposable
simply because it formed later ( Between, p. 94).

Here, meaning and value are related neither to origin, nor to
structure, but to what a thing has become, and could cease to be. It is
difficult to say just how Dahlhaus understands the relationship of a thing's
position in history and its value: on the one hand, he views a work's
historical importance largely in terms of its importance in the present-day
repertoire and insists that the genesis of an idea is not necessarily
indicative of its validity; on the other, he views aesthetic/historical
criteria like originality and epigonism as indispensible (at least for the
present) and excercizes himself over the ‘non-contemporaneity of the
contemporaneous,’ that is, over things that seem not to fit in with their
historical surroundings, as the romanticism (or neo-romanticism, as
Dahlhaus prefers to call it) of late nineteenth-century music does not
correspond to the prevailing Je/igers! of realism.  Becoming is more
important than being for Dahlhaus, but the value of a thing is not
necessarily determined by its place in history - perhaps because musical
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‘yorks do not stay put in history, but belong to the present as weil as the
past.

Dahlhaus’ historicism emphasizes mutability - though not as
radically as the historicism he attributes to the avant-garde: "we might
almost speak of historicism without history, the historical aspect being
taken to reside solely in the element of mutability” {Fawsdstians, p. 7).
Dahlhaus himself has no intention of leaving out historyl Nevertheless, it is
this awareness of mutability which he emphasizes as the outcome of
histericism, and it is the changes undergone by such things as works,
beliefs, and ideas which chiefly occupy his attention as historian - 74& /das
or Absalute Music, for instance, is a book dedicated to charting the
vicigsitudes of 8 gingle idea.

Tradition: the Presence of the Past

For Dahlhaus, the practical implication of the historicist's awareness
of mutability is a degree of alienation from the past, and hence from
tradition, for Dahlhaus characterizes tradition as the presence of the past.
He dwells on the relationship between tradition and historicism at some
length - in fact, he devotes an entire chapter to it in faungstians.

w#hat is tradition? Dahlhaus sums up tradition as “the presence of the
past,” which is a useful, if minimal, start. He hints at & more delimited,
structured definition when he discusses how a notion of the continuity of
tradition can provide connections between discrete works. ‘Tradition' can
refer, for Dahlhaus (and | believe he is wise in this usage) to a fairly narrow
phenomenon such as a genre or, as in his discussions of the ‘canon,’” that is,
those works form the past that are widely accepted as ‘classics’ and
therefore as somehow authoritative, it can refer to a very broad groUping of
phenomena, as the canon encompasses works in many, many forms and
styles, from many communities and many periods. Moreover, in the way the
canon is handed down and used, it encompasses not only works but also
attitudes, aesthetic beliefs, and habits of practice as diverse as
performance practice and audience behaviour. These phenomena have in
common the ability to be handed down through time. They may change in the
handing down (early motets differ greatly from late motets), but the change
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is gradual and manifests a substantial amount of continuity (they're all stil
recognizably motets).

Dahlhaus’ main interest in tradition is not in defining it, but in
articulating the relationships groups of people can have with it, from
unconscious traditionalism to the anti-traditionalism of the avant-garde.
For further help in defining tradition we must turn to other writers who
have considered tradition.

Alexander Goehr? understands tradition as change with continuity:
“Tradition is not a matter of hard and fast rules, and innovation occurs
within it, gradually and gently modifying its character ... Tradition results
from a conscious and deliberste acceptance.”®

How does this change occur, and how is the fact of change within
tradition to be reconciled to the common conception of tradition as that
which does not change? William Rowe suggests that this common
perception of tradition sees only half the picture. Rowe suggested that a
theory of tradition should recognize its structure of what is handed down
(the Zreditum) and the handing down thereof:

Tradition as fraditum appears resistant to change, appears to be a form of
opposition to history. Nevertheless, the tradition becomss vulnerable just st the
point of its being passed down. What is traditional is vulnerable by nature
because it needs to be passed on in order to remain the same. In short, the

sameness of the radiivmis conditioned essentislly by its subjectivity to the
changing process through which it passes on to future generations.

How shall we understand this? Does the historical identity of the Z7ad¥ium display
8 kind of covenant structure according to which ‘faith precedes security,’ s
structure requiring that one “give over” ( Zransdare) the iraditum soitcan

become what it i57 ...[That] is my assessment of this fact about tradition....?

in other words, the vulnerability of tradition to change in
transmission is an important part of its identity as tradition. The fluid

7British composer and lecurer who dealt with the traditions of classical music in the 1987 Reith
lectures, published as “The Survival of the Symphony” over six issues of 7Ae Listener,vol. 118,
from 19 November to 31 December 1967,

8 7he Listener, 118 (3 December,1987): 26.

william Rowe, "Writing and Tradition,” unpublished paper given for the Inter - Disciplinary
seminar on tradition at the Institute for Christian Studies in the fall of 1988, pp.4-5.



identity of tradition need not be seen as threatening, but rather as a matter
of the responsibility of one generation to the next, and of each generation to
what it has received.

Rowe's conception of tradition tends to treat tradition as a kind of
text, passed from reader to reader, interpreted differently by each. In
reference to any canon of works, this is helpful, but Dahlhaus and Goehr
both suggest that what is handed down - traditioned - in musical
communities includes far more than (or at times simply other than)
particular works. Traditioning — the handing down of the ' /regiium’ - is a
human activity.

Tradition, let us say, is the structured transaction of passing on wonts from

practised to inexperienced human hands. ... A tradition by definition is 8 living
praxis, 8 communal habitude, with a recogizable identity carried on similarly,

wittingly or not, by a following of independent human subjects.!0

It is an activity that acts on activities, on behaviours, and on beliefs, as
well as on texts and works. The tradition of writing symphonies has been
continued not by composers writing the same symphony after one another,
but by composers writing new works in a form similar (but not identical) to
earlier works. In other words, to understand musical traditions, one must
recognize that we tradition not only texts and beliefs that can be expressed
as texts but also behaviours and activities that are far less definable and
codified, but still eminently conventional, teachable, and traditioned.

Tradition: a working definition

To formulate a working definition of musical tradition. A musical
tradition is a set of communal practices, values, beliefs, institutions, and
behaviours having to do with the invention, performance and ’hearing of
music, which may or may not have reference to a body of specific works (a
canon). These form the ' Zr&diti’ which is learned by each generation from
the preceding ones; each generation (and each member thereof) may alter
some (but not all?) of the elements. In altering or preserving what has been

10Calvin Seerveld, “Footprints in the snow," Ahiiasophis Retormets, 56 (1991):5
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received, each generation i5 responsible to the members of the succeeding
generation, who will learn the tradition as preserved or as altered.

Musical traditions are always affected by the rest of life, because the
people that receive, live within, and pass along those traditions are whole
people. Thus the historian investigating tradition will find apparently non-
musical factors quite germane to the matter.

The members of a tradition may be identified by community (however
defined), or by their shared practices, norms, aesthetic beliefs, or the like,
depending on what criteria seem the most feasible and helpful to the person
doing the identifying. Traditions may be defined broadly or narrowly,
depending upon many considerations, among them the state of
communications existing 1n the time and place under study (i.e, 1t would be
ludicrous to consider European and American music to be part of the same
tradition in the twelth century, and ludicrous not to, at least insofar as the
colonists are concerned, in the eighteenth). A major criterion for tracing
traditions in retrospect would be the provable or probable existence of
connections between groups and individuals, especially educational, inter-
generational ones.

Possible relations to Tradition

With that definition of musical tradition in mind, let us turn again to
Dahlhaus’ articulation of the possible relations to tradition. Historians
examining tradition, are.in a peculiar position. Because tradition is rooted
in the past, it falls within the historian's purview. Because tradition
explains continuity among discrete works, tradition is invaluable for the
writers of narrative histories. However, to study a thing is to some extent
to objectify it, to take distance from it; and to take distance from tradition
15 no longer to live unconsciously and easily within it. Because tradition
belongs to the present and the future as well as the past, and because
tradition forms the ground under one's feet as well as the object of one's
study, any thoughtful or critical relationship to it is ambiguous.

Reflection on the historian’s relationship to tradition brings Dahlhaus
to this formulation:
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ristoricai thought rests on s dichotomy. Un the one hand. as memory
institutionalized into a science, it represents a form of tradition; on the other, by
using a form of objectification that amounts to ‘controlied estrangement,’ it stands
inopposition to unbroken traditionalism ¢ Foundsiions, p. 60).

Uahlhaus recognizes two uses for the term ‘historicism.” One sense of
nistorncism is ‘practical’; the practice of performing and studying the
‘standard repertoire’ of historical works to the exclusion of all others. This
amounts to the predominance of the old over the new. It is not an inevitable
result of historical awareness; one could study the past without recreating
it, and indeed those who seek to defend the ‘museum’ approach to music
usually turn to anything but the idea of historicism to defend it, preferring
rather to ally their 'aesthetic Platonism’ with ‘naturalness’ in music, or
#ith rationalism. In contrast to this ‘practical historicism,” which may not
recognise itself as historicism (although the term is widely used in this
sense in musical literaturet!), attention to the apparent logical conclusion
of the historicist premise, or ‘theoretical’ historicism, leads many'Z to see
a quif between the past and the present, and to believe that the only
authentic music for each age is its own. This is the battle cry of the avant-
garde,'® and the central problem for historicism: how is the past related to
the present, and what should our attitude towards the past be?

Dahlhaus cites Hadamer as ane who recognized and sought to solve
this dilemma. He summarizes Gadamer as seeing in tradition "less a well
defined aggregate of things surviving into the present .. than a ‘process of
transmission” in which the contemplator of history ‘participates™
{ Faungstions p. 58). By objectifying tradition we do not thereby detach

1 For ‘historicism’ used to mean ‘practical interest inand reliance on the past,’ see for example
Richard Taruskin, "The pastness of the present and the presence of the past,” in dwibeniicity snd
Lerly Music, ed. Nicholas Kenyon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988) pp. 137-207. "... |
s;nmeti m;s wonder if the rage for original instruments has anything to do with historicism at all”
.p. 151).

12pahihaus mentions, for instance, Schieiermacher and Dilthey.

13alexander Goehr sums up the sttitudes of the avant-garde neatly: “The avent-garde holds toa
simple proposition. Composers should deal with the problems of contemporary life, and struggle to
move forward and express what has never been expressed before. They should have the courage to
get rid of the past, not only the does and don'ts of traditional pedagogy but even its performing
apparatus, as for example the orchestra, if it no longer answers their needs” { 74e Lisiener, vol.
118 (19 November, 1987): 16).
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ourselves from it, according to Gadamer. We should not try to ignore its
normative claims, as we cannot escape our own prejudices. Gadamer, in
recognising what we mentioned earlier, namely, that the structure of
tradition is a process of traditioning, points up the necessity of some sort
of relationship to it for each individual, whether that relationship is
accepting or antagonistic. ‘Historicism,” in Dahlhaus’ terms, is simply
awareness of our place in the process, the realization that we cannot
escape, that even in alienation we are in relation with tradition.

Dahlhaus recognizes, in addition to practical historicism and
theoretical historicism, two other possible attitudes towards tradition:
traditionalism and conservatism. “.‘'tradition’ .. can refer either to the
legacy of the past that has survived into the present or to a conscious
assimilation of this legacy” ( Faundetions, p. 64). In the terms of our earlier
definition, 'tradition’ can refer either to what is handed down or to its
conscious transmission and acceptance.

Traditionalism is the unconscious assimilation of this legacy, and is
presumably no longer possible in our historically conscious society. A sure
sign of unbroken tradition, according to Dahlhaus, is the appeal to
"established truths.” As mentioned above, tradition is not oriented only to
the past, but also to the present and future. Traditionalists usually imagine
the future as much like the present and past. Traditionalism does not imply
restoration, an attempt to revive what has been lost. Rather, tradition (and
traditionalism) “presupposes ’‘seamless continuity’; restoration is an
attempt to renew contact with a tradition that has been interrupted or
atrophied” (Faundetions, p. 67). For instance, Bach's music ceased to be
played after his death in 1750 and was subsequently revived in the mid-
~ nineteenth century. It was ‘ancient music’ only one hundred years after it
was written. Beethoven's music, which has never passed out of the
repertoire, still is not ‘ancient,’ after a century and a half. In Schiller's
terms, restorations are ‘sentimental,’ not ‘naive’; traditionalism is naive.14

14pahlhaus believes that the impulse to restore is always sentimental or nostalgic, though it
seems to me that if the restoration is successful and the restored tradition endures, the nostalgic
attitude disappears, as is illustrated in the case of Bach’s music, which | believe sounds timeless
rather than old-fashioned to us now, especially when played on modern electronic instruments.



Tradition is, for the traditionalist, its own vindication; it is accepted, not
rationally defended, so that any big change can seem 1o the traditionalist to
be wanton destruction or denial of natural norms. Small changes, on the
other hand, can be accepted by the traditionalist with equanimity, and if
small changes are not recorded, over time a traditionalist society can
change radically without ever becoming aware of it.15
Conservatism is for Dahlhaus the conscious effort to preserve and

retain the legacy of tradition. It seeks to preserve still existing traditions
in a self-reflective way. Conservatism always, according to Dahlhaus,
allows the letter of tradition to change in order to preserve its spirit,
seeing changes as varying manifestations of an eternal substance, and
distinguishing central, inviolable principles from peripheral ones. But
almost inevitably, for Dahlhaus,

Conservatism turns into historicism the moment the survival into the present of

things past is subjected to scruting, and the scrutiny leads to s conviction or

feeling that past things form an essential part of the present preciselyin being

from the past, and not because of some substance within them that has withstood
all change  Foundstions, p. 70).

This is ‘practical’ historicism: a veneration of works from the past that is
fully aware of their historicity.
Awareness of the past is not incompatible with aesthetic presence; on the
contrary, it can be a component part of that presence. The historicist firmly
believes that what & work has to say about the age in which it was written belongs
at one and the same time to the past and the present, not because werks sre
‘timeless’ but because past and present form an indissoluble alloy.

The past is what has survived from the past, and hence i3 part and parcel of the
present ( Foundstions, p. 70, my emphasis).

That the past and present form an indissoluble alloy is what the avant-
garde, representing an extreme form of theoretical historicism, does not
see. 0On this point of indissolubility the two musical historicisms differ.
The practical historicist "enjoys past things for being past,” that is, sees

15Goehr seems to concur in this view when he says "The history of music is one of continuous
adaptation, made unhesitatingly if and where required, without regret for the past. The
preserving of tradition only becomes an issue when it is threatened ..." { 742 £72lener, vol. 118
(3 December 1987): 25)



age itself as an aesthetic quality. Art is seen to bear the stamp of history,
and the panorama of history 15 viewed aesthetically.

if practical mstoricism 1nvolves aestheticizing the historical,
theoretical historicism historicizes the aesthetic, through theoretical
historicicm’s attitude of tradition critigue. it is tradition that hands down
not only works but also beliefs and aesthetic norms, as was mentioned
above. The realization that tradition is mutable includes the realization
that aesthetic norms have changed and therefore can be changed, and are
therefore thoroughly historical. The theoretical historicist sees the
mutability of every aesthetic norm and convention; thus historicizing what
was once believed to be a-historical, namely, aesthetic criteria.

The distinction between art as art and art as document 15 not so sharp
35 it seems; neither is the distinction between practical and theoretical
mstoricism as sharp in reality as it might be theoretically. Both attitudes
arose out of the same currents in history; both objectify the work of art and
remove 1t from 1ts functional connections. [t is possible for one person,
like Dahlhaus, to hold moderate versions of both views, appreciating the
aesthetic value of historical music, while acknowledging the mutability and
historicity of the aesthetic. 5o “aestheticizing the historical and
historicizing the aesthetic are opposite sides of the same coin”
( Foundetions, p. 71).16

Historicism in music is not challenging or important because it
suggests that music has changed over the years and is likely to do so in the
future. Historicism 1s challenging and important because 1t suggests that
we have changed — that we do not hear and evaluate music in the same way
gur ancestors did. Practical historicism taken to the extreme of favouring

16The real guif, according to Dahlhaus, lies between conservatism that still regards values as
immutable and avant -garde historicism: "Modern revolutionaries differ from rebels of earlier
centuries in that they are ‘historicists’: theu consider history ‘producible’ and proceed from the
premise that religion, culture and the state — Jacob Burkhardt’s ‘three potencies’ — are
‘historical throuah and through’ to the conclusion that the mutability spoken of by historians can
also be put into practice. The opposite pole to this revolutionary “historicism’ is the
traditionalism of the conservatives, with their devotion to ‘established truths, which are not only
held to be true by virtue of being established but are also given the honour of always having been
true simply because they happen to apply now” { Aoundsiions, p. 8).



the past because it is past becomes a form of exoticism.'?7 Theoretical
istoricism sees the quif between the past and the present, between oneself
and {radition, and finds itself without any solid ground. Theoretical
mstoricism, taken to extremes, becomes relativism,

The historicity of aesthetic norms and the dependence of history-—
writing on aesthetic judgements is one of Dahlhaus’ main themes; four
books deal with it directiy.!® | will expand on his views on history and
aesthetics in the next two chapters. Here | wish only to show that this
amphasis on the interdependence of historiography and aesthetics arises
naturally out of his historicism. Aesthetic norms are part and parcel of
music; what we hear depends on how we listen and what expectations we
nave. These can be shown to have changed, just as has everything else about
music. ‘What was valued in one age is spurned in another. How can we
choose between the ages? Jur own judgment is shaped by our own time. We
have no standpoint outside history from which to judge among the aesthetic
criteria of the past, any more than we can appreciate all the music that was
valued in the past. To say that sesthetic judgements are not thoroughly
historical is to rmake a statement of faith just as much as it is a statement
af faith to postulate a goal to history - a thing which Dahlhaus is
manifest]y unwilling to do.

Thig refusal to stand outside of history has profound implications for
Dahlhaus’ mstorical writing. One must, he nsists, seek to understand one’s
object in its own time, io do justice to it, to understand it. It is unhelpful,
for instance, to level charges of epigonism at sixteenth century composers.
To do justice to the past, it is necessary to emphasize just how much has
changed. And yet, the historian is bound by his or her own inheritance; and
the music of the past does belong to the present as art, rather than as
document. ‘We value works now for our own reasons, which may be quite
different from the reasons for which it was valued in the past. | shall
explore the practical implications of these dilemmas in the next chapter.

174 fact noted and expounded on most informatively by Taruskin: “1 am convinced that ... the
historical hardware has won its wide acceptance and above all its commercial viability precisely
by virtue of its novelty, not its antiquity” (op. cit., p. 152).

\SNamely Lsthetics, Anslysis, ides and Foundstions.
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Summary

To sum up this chapter: Dahlhaus’ historicism is characterized by his
beliefs that music is thoroughly historical, and that 'History is a myth
#hich the historian is free to discard. Hig historicism is quite similar to
that of many earlier writers in his emphasis on mutability. It is quite
unlike the historicism of some of his immediate predecessors, notably
Adorno and Bloch, in that he does not relate music history to a postulated
progress towards an end in history. Historicism poses profound guestions
about our relationship with what is past, which are clarified in part by
reflection on the nature of tradition {the presence of the past) and our
rejationstip to 11, in particular, the understanding of historicist attitudes
provides insight into the dual crisis in modern art music of practical
mstoricism {(museum culture) and of the avant-garde. According to
Ziahlhaus, historicism provides the best avenue for coming to understand our
musical heritage. Nevertheless, his refusal of History poses problems for
the writing of music history, which appears as a confusion of processes
without subject or goal, lacking connections between the universal and the
individual, and between individuals — problems which Dahlhaus labours
mightily to overcome.
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Chapter 2

HISTORIOGRAPHY

Dahlhaus thought long and deeply about the doing (writing) of music
history. He kept abreast of contemporary debates in historiography, and this
is reflected in his comments about, for instance, reception history, and
structural history. | will examine his ideas about historiography in order to
understand how these ideas are affected by his historicism, and the
resultant ‘aestheticization’ of his historiography To do this, | turn primarily
to Feundstions ar Music History which concerns itself explicitly and in
detall with the possibilities and pitfalls of writing music history. | will
look also at those historical studies which have been transiated, to see how
Dahlhaus' ideas manifest themselves in practice. First, though, | will
examine Dahlhaus’ reaction to his philosophical and historiographic
predecessors.

Some shadows cast by the past

| will note briefly here Dahlhaus’ position as regards some
historiographic methods favored by his predecessors. Though he is
repeatedly, and not without reason, called a ‘dialectical” writer, he
steadfastly refuses to apply the kind of 'dialectic’ that understands history
as a see-sawing between types of periods, like the Apollionian and the
Dionysian, or the Classical and the Barogue. He also rejects the 'great men’
approach, though he attributes some validity to that method for writing the
history of the nineteenth century, which understood history in that way.
The cult of genius must, according to Dahlhaus, be taken seriously in the age
which invented it {Faumdstians, p. 771.), when a composer's life could be
almost as self-conscious a work of art as his music ~ although, curiously,
biography is conspicuous by its absence in Dahlthaus’ own ANineleant/r-
Lentury Music. Also unacceptable to Dahlhaus is the ‘progressive model’
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which understood music as continually developing and improving, and its
pessimistic mirror-image, the ‘classicist’ view that music developed to a
certain point (usually the death of Mozart or Beethoven) and has been in
decline ever since. Indeed, Dahlhaus is suspicious of any framework which
depends on analogy with organisms, whether the analogy is between music
and species that evolve or between periods and organisms that grow,
flourish and decay ( Faundstions, pp. 12-18).

A more popular approach at present is to see in music a kind of
scientific progress - that is, the successive solving of compositional
problems that inevitably arise out of one another. Dahlhaus recognizes that
composers do have technical problems to solve, especially in certain
intellectual and artistic climates, but he cautions against focussing
exclusively on technical problems, pointing out both the profound
differences between art and the sciences, particularly as regards what
might constitute progress, and the essential freedom to decide (the
‘freedom to posit axioms’) that composers have.!

Dahlhaus rejects or qualifies all these methods in favour of an
eclectic and context-sensitive approach.

With regard to his theoretic predecessors, Dahlhaus’ writing is
undeniably Euro-centric, even Germano-centric.

One reason for Dshlhaus' preoccupation with German thought may
simply be the intensity of debate within the German-speaking musicological
and historiographical world. The split between East and West was far more
than a political division, and working in Berlin, Dahlhaus was literally as
well as figuratively in the middle of the division.

Both implicit and explicit through much of his published writing is the goal of
reconciling (dare one say dialectically?) a music history so focused on the ‘rubble

of facts’ that it fails to involve itself with the process of concept formation, and
the equally pernicious approach that considers the individual work of art little

more than the manifestation of concepts.2

According to Gossett, it was in order to bridge this gap between Marxian and
positivistic musicology that Dahlhaus turned to Max Weber's ‘Ideal Type' as &

1See "Progress and the avant-garde,” in Schoenderg, pp.14-22.
2phiflip Gossett, “Carl Dahlhaus and the ‘Idesl Type'™, 7k Lentury Music, Yol X111 no. 1
(Summer 1989), p. 49.
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method. He turned to that and to other methods, seeking historical
coherence without ideology. It is important to note the conflict. Dahlhaus
spends a great deal of time arguing against Marxist concepts, in
sophisticated as well as 'vulgar’ forms, a fact which can be disconcerting to
the Western — or more specifically, American - reader, who may well be
unfamiliar with the other side of the conversation. It takes time for such a
reader to realize that it is Marxist historiography that causes Dahlhaus to
spend so much time on the problems inherent in treating works of music as
social documents. Yet, as Gossett points out, fully as much time is spent by
Dahlhaus trying to salvage history from the ‘rubble of facts' {or mountain of
monographs?) characteristic of Western musicology. Having rejected the
Marxist economic framework as essentially irrelevant to music, he tries to
find ways to reconstruct the edifice of history from the rubble of the past
without leaving out too many important bits ~ and finds the task ultimately
impossible.

Having sketched Dahlhaus’ relation to some contemporary academic
debates, | will point out some of the traces left on his work by his
philosophical predecessors, some of whom, like Kant and Hegel, cast long
shadows indeed. (To avoid repetition, | will mention here writers who have
influenced Dahlhaus’ thinking on aesthetics as well as historiography.)
Music and philosophy have had a long and fruitful relationship in German
#riting, and many authors have had a noticeable influence on Dahlhaus’
thought and writing. In tracing these shadows, it will be noticed that
though Dahlhaus' £s?4etics, the most philosophical of his books, is not
systematic or ‘analytic,” it does not lack in analysis or analytical bite. He is
swift to point out internal flaws and inconsistencies in the systems he
examines.

Dahlhaus is very aware of Kant's influence on subsequent musical
thinking. Two ideas in particular that have had a lasting effect on
composition, as Dahlhaus points out, are that art should seem purposeful
without having a purpose, and that artifice should seem natural. Dahlhaus
also points out that many erroneously hail Kant as a champion of musical
formalism when he clearly was not, and also that Kant's own conception of
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mathematical musical form (which was limited to ideas of the
mathematical relations of vibrations inherited from Pythagoras) could have
been considerably enlarged by being related to Kant's own conception of
time.

And it would not have been impossible — or rather, it was an obvious thing to do —
to develop from this conception of time an esthetics of music that would do justice
to Kant's purpose of clearly distinguishing besuty from mere agreeableness. ... the
temporal proportioning of simple and complex sensations of tone ... i3 an object of
universslly valid judgment unsupported by concepts; thus it fulfills the
conditions that Kant requires for esthetic judgments about beauty and ugliness.
While the ‘mathematical form’ of intervals may be only latent, that of rhythms is
manifest. Kant's music esthetics suffers from teo narrow an idea of the function
of time in music. He conceived this art as merely ‘transitory,’ slways passing
away, instead of recognizing that events in time can also be fixed in forms
{ Gestaltan) { Esthelics, pp. 33-34).

Again, in his treatment of Schopenhauer, Dahlhaus moves beyond
exposition into critique.

The difference between concepts and ideas, Schopenhauer believes, must become
manifest in the difference between the experiences whereby they become
accessible or comprehensible. But .. a sceptical question is readily posed:
whether the ‘pure recognition’ of the ides of weight may not be founded, contrary
to Schopenhauer's dogma, on commerce with weighty objects. What is displayed to
esthetic contemplation is something ultimate, derived, rather than something
primordial, fundamental; rather superstructure than substructure. The claim
that it is original and immediate, not possible to trace from previously achieved
formations of abstract concepts, is questionable. One can hardly repress a
suspicion that the ideas whose survivsl Schopenhsuer would like to insure
through esthetics are nothing other than concepts, transfigured, shining in the
light of devotional contemplation. The 'work of the concept’ {Hegel) is laid aside,
so to speak. The mind's spontaneity, its category-forming activity, which Kant
discovered through the objects of consciousness that appear to be dasts from the
external world, freezes in the gaze of esthetics to a mere correlation, a static
condition in which ‘idea’ and ‘pure recognition,’ according to Schopenhauer’s
formulation, are fitted to each other. But this esthelic ‘rescue’ of idess is
precarious and threatened: the realm of esthetics is & realm of appesrance and
even ideas sink to this realm if they are entrusted entirely to esthetic
contemplation { Fsthetics, pp. 45-46).

Here the critique is not so much internal as external; Dahlhaus records what
Schopehhauer thought about music but he also takes pains to show it to be
an untenable thought. Aesthetics may record the range of historical
attitudes about music, but Dahlhaus is enough of a philosopher to point out
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why he thinks some 1deas are disqualified from the range of possible
opinions to be held by us now.

The vehemence of Dahlhaus’ rejection of S5Schopenhauer's system
comes partly, | suspect, from - Dahlhaus’ dislike of metaphysics.
Schopenhauer's philosophy of art is thus, to Dahlhaus, no more than “an
attempt to ‘rescue’ Platonizm, the phantasmagoria of a ‘world behind the
world' .. on a route {or detour) to this rescue he encounters esthetics”
i £simetics, p. 45). Dahlhaus does not, by the way, underestimate the
historical importance of musical metaphysics; he underscores the
importance of Schopenhauer fo ‘“agner's developing aesthetic? among
sthers. But it i5 not a belief he finds congenial, in Schopenhauer or anyone
else.

Hegel left clearer traces on Dahlhaus’ writing than Schopenhauer, and
in this one case no hint of irritation at ‘metaphysics’ shows through.
Dahlhaus' style of writing owes a great deal to the dialectical traditions
stemming from Hegei, transmitted through generations of German academic
writing as well as through Hegel's actual philosophy. But Dahlhaus has
little faith in ultimate syntheses, and often leaves antitheses unresolved.
aelstasgascnichta 1s dead, Dahlhaus announces, but he would like to salvage
some of 1ts more usetul appurtenances, iike the 1dea that perods and perod
~ labels deserve careful consideration. As far as aesthetic ideas are
concerned, Dahlhaus affirms that Hegel went against the historical trend by
disparaging absolute (purely instrumental) music as ultimately empty - but
1n @ moment of doubt he wonders if Hegel wasn't right, after all:

..o claim that Hegel's prognosis for music has been disproved by subsequent

history would be exsggersting. ‘Art's cultural function,’ as it is called by Helmut
Kiihn, has indeed weakened { Zsddetics, p.49).

The call for Art to have a cultural function is not uncommon in the
musical philosophizing of the last century or so: Marxism, of course, insists
on it, and the greatest Marxist figures for musical aesthetics are Adorno
and Bloch. Adorno said that, intentionally or no, music must show forth the
vacuity of this age, either by acting as a mirror to the mechanical ugliness,
as he thought Schoenberg's serialism did, or by being 1tself vacuous, like

Z5ee for instance "The Twofold Truth in Wagner's Aesthetics” in Zefwesn, pp. 19-39.



popular music - and Stravinsky4 The spectre of Adorno haunts Dahlhaus
because he set the tone for most subsequent Schoenberg interpretation.
Dahlhaus challenges Adorno’s interpretation that Schoenberg's experiments
in atonality were historically necessary, most notably in an essay entitled
“Schoenberg's aesthetic theology™ where he argues for Schoenberg's
historical freedom of choice, and demonstrates that Schoenberg had
reasons beside the 'tendency of the material’ for what he did. Schoenberg
interpretation aside, Adorno provided Dahlhaus with a slogan for his
‘historicist’ attitude towards music: “music is historical through and
through” as mentioned earlier. For Dahlhaus, Adorno exemplified a whole
complex of ideas about music, history and the avant-garde, and many of the
essays in Scraenterg are an attempt to come to terms with those ideas,
whether or not Adorno 15 explicitly mentioned. To Dahlhsus, Adorno's
writing is by no means without insight, but Adorno’s basic attempt to judge
music in gocial terms is, in Dahlhaus' eyes, wrong-headed from the start®
Music and history do not fit the socio-historical strait-jacket Adorno tries
to put them in; in fact, Dahlhaus treats Adorno's faith in the power of
History in much the same way as he treats Schopenhauer's metaphysics.
Dahlhaus is quite happy to pick up phrases from Adorno when they are pithy
and insightful. He is perfectly willing to engage Adorno’s musical analyses
and critiques as analuses and critiques, and to point out their strengths and
weaknesses.  But where the analysis or criticism relies on the
‘metaphysical’ idea of 'the tendency of the material’ or 'History,” Dahlhaus
dismisses it out of hand as unwarranted or unfounded. ‘whether or not
‘history’ as a force exists? it is inadmissible as an explanation or criterion
for criticism.

Another important philosopher for many contemporary composers,
Ernst Bloch argued that music can, should, and in a few cases does give us a
foretaste of Utopia. Here again, when Dahlhaus quotes him, it i1s with

4 See Theodor ‘. Adorno, Fhilacophie der newen Musi# (Tiibingen, 1949, 2nd ed. 1958)
translated as Fhilosophy of Mogern Music, by anne G. Mitchell and Wesleu ¥. Blomster {New
York: The Seabury Press, 1973).

3« Sphdnbergs dsthetische Theologie” anthologized in English in Sciventerg, pp.81-94.
&See for instance “The musical work of art as s subject of sociology,” Schventerg, pp. 234-247.

7 & question Dahlhaus avoids debating directly, preferring to note that it is an unfashionable idea
at the moment, as for instance A%sf7smr p. | and Foundsiions p. 52.
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respect, but with concern to distance himself from a unitary vision of
history.

Nietzsche is a figure who 1s difficult for musicians to escape -
especially musicians interested in Wagner. Dahlhaus manages, though, to
restrict his discussions of Nietzsche to Wagner for the most part8
Nietzsche's importance to music history is appreciated and explored, and the
acuteness of his insight, especially as regards Wagner's aesthetics is
remarked upon, but little if any of his wider philosophy is ever discussed.
Like Schopenhauer, Rousseau, wWackenroder, Tieck and many others, it is very
important to Dahlhaus to understand their ideas and their influence, but he
does not particularly engage them philosophically, as he does Kant, Hegel,
and {ngarden.

Foman Ingarden, a follower and reviser of Husserl, is engaged by
Dahthaus - in fact, he provides Dahlhaus with a working ontological theory
of the musical work which allows Dahlhaus both to maintain the central
importance of the work concept and to maintain the openness of the work to
changing interpretations. | will discuss this ontology in chapter three.

Max Weber is the other obvious contributor to Dahlhaus’ general
framework. Dahlhaus adopts both the 'Ideal Type’ as a historical method and
Weber's terminological distinction between ‘value-relations’ and 'valuationsg’
(both detailed later in this chapter) almost without comment or question.

Those are the shadows that 1ie most clearly across Dahlhaus’ writing.
The theoretical shadows, that is. As far as musical influences are
concerned, his interest is entirely confined to European music - not even
American music gets any attention, with the exception of John Cage. Nor,
indeed, does he write about any music from before the 14th century. Fair
enough; one must narrow one's field, and what remains is certainly enough
to occupy anyone's academic career. Ethnomusicology is after all, rightly or
wrongly, considered to be a separate discipline from music history, though
musical aesthetics often takes it into consideration these days. Dahlhaus,

83ee for example “The Twofold Truth in Wagner's Aesthetics: Nietzche’s Fragment ‘On Music and
Words,”” in Between, pp. 19-39.
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however, attends aimost exclusively to the Germanic tradition, from Bach to
Schoenberg. This is not, | believe, the conscious nationalism of an earlier
historiography centered on national ‘'schools’ or ‘styles’ (Dahlhaus’
understanding of Nationalism is anything but naive®), but rather simply a
German paying most attention to the common objects of study of his German
academic predecessors.!0 Joseph Kerman suggests another reason for
Dahlhaus’ preoccupation with Schoenberg and Wagner in particular: that they
were problematic figures requiring radical revaluation by German critics
after the fall of the Nazis, who had vilified the former and propagandized
the latter.!! As well as Wagner and Schoenberg, Brahms seems to have had a
particular fascination for Dahlhaus. | mention this because it was an essay
on Brahms that provoked one reviewer to write:

Professor Dahlhaus' book ... leaves me with the feeling that to him music is
material for study rather than a source of deh'ght.‘ 2

He evidently chose to emphasize something other than the critic's favourite
aspect of Brahms piano music. | disagree. | think Dahlhaus’ writing betrays
a deep and abiding love for music that fueled his desire to make clear just
what it is that we value so in the ‘canon,” shown by his insistence that
music is present with us as art as well as historical artifact.

IC1. his essay on “Nationalism and Music’ in Befween.

10There are some exceptions to this German focus. Most of the essays that make up Axsl/sm are
about non-German composers (Wagner and Mahler are the only exceptions). A¥neteenth-Century
Music appears to be a conscious attempt to widen the focus and do justice to the non-German
currents in the period’s musical life, notably Italian Opera, Russian music, and the various
nationalist movements. In this he is not entirely successful. For one thing, almost all the social
and political references are German, and he uses these in part to mark important subdivisions in
the period {which i3 not entirely concurrent with the calender’s century), and he largely ignores
French music, with the curious exception of Offenbach. His account of the move to modernism is
particularly biased in favour of the Strauss-Mahler-Schoenberq succession and against the
Debussy-Stravinsky developments. Debussy and Stravinsky are mentioned, but only Felidas of
Melisande i3 trested with any detail of Debussy’s works; Stravinsky gets four lines in the index,
while Schoenberg gets twenty. So, while the problems of English reviewers with Dahlhaus’
Germanness is often a conflict of agendas, it is also undeniably due also to & real bias in his
writing.

11 Joseph Kerman, “Recollections: Carl Dahlhaus, 1928-1989," /@ih Lentury Music, X111 no. 1
(Summer 1989),p.57-8.

12Henry Raynor, review of Setween, Music Review 45 (1984): 72-3.
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Issues in Music Historiography

Dahihaus takes considerable pains to defend his profession against
the charge of irrelevance. Music history and musical aesthetics, he says,
are not done in a vacuum. They affect, and are affected by, musical life in
qeneral. Music history affects the musical understanding and criticism of
works which, belonging to the past, form the bulk of our present musical
experience. Some music historical judgements, especially those regarding
which works are important to history, depend on aesthetic judgements.
Conversely, some aesthetic criteria, like originality, rely on historical
knowledge. Both music history and musical aesthetics are, for Dahlhaus,
focussed primarily on the musical work of art. For this reason he expresses
the desire to unite music history and musical aesthetics, a desire which is
ultimately frustrated, as | will show.

Music history has a variety of roies to play in musical life, among
them supplier - or exploder - of anecdotes, interpreter of meaning, and
source of critical editions.!3 Music history serves as both memory and
commentary; thus its relationship with tradition is ambiguous, for on the
one hand it is part of the preservation of the past-to-be-handed-down, and
oh the other, by increasing historical awareness, music history militates
against uncritical acceptance of what has been handed down.

It will be seen that the over-riding impression one gains of Dahlhaus
as a historian is of one concerned to do justice to the complexity of the
historian's task. He is very concerned not to over-simplify or over-
generalize. His complaint about the approaches he criticizes is that they do
just that.

([t is sometimes said that historians have to do with change and
continuity. Dahlhaus sees in change and continuity both antithesis and
paradox:

The concept of the ‘new’ ... is, taken as a historical category, as unavoidable as it is
precarious. It is unavoidable in the trivial sense that the matter of historyis that

which changes, and not that which is static or that which repeats itself in the same
form. [t is precarious becsuse the principle which states that history is to be

134 task for which English-speaking music historians have shown particular enthusiasm, as
Kerman shows. According to him, the reader of a 1963 overview of work in musicology “could
hardly have been blamed for concluding that the main work of musicology consisted of bringing out
editions — mostly of Renaissance music” { Musicolagy, p. 42).
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understood as continuity urges the historian to trace the new, it at all possible,
back to the old. To be precise, a historical explanation revesls the new only
inasmuch as it is not new. The new i3 not significant in itself, but solely in
relation to its antithesis, as the irreducible and unresolved remainder. Thus the
new can be seen, paradoxically, as being at one and the same time the actusl
subject matter and the blind spot of history { Feuadstions, p. 2).

Dahlhaus generally seems so overwhelmed with the degree of change present
in music that he has to search high and low for continuity. Most of
Foungstions can be seen as an examination of the possibilities and pitfalls
of pursuing various kinds of continuity.

One reason continuity becomes a problem for Dahlhaus lies in the
first facet of his historicism: his understahding that music is ‘historical
through and through.' 1t would simplify the historian's (and the critic's) job
tremendousiy if music had, as nineteenth century thinkers thought it had,
natural laws of harmony, melody, rhythm, and so forth. Progress could then
be measured and merit assigned to works and periods when music best
exemplified, or made best use of, those natural laws. A natural law for
music would, in fact, provide a basis for the union of aesthetic and
historical judgement after which Dahlhaus. yearns. But, if music is
thoroughly human, if our understanding of music, like language, is based
entirely on convention, then music is completely historical, and that means
that it both results from myriad influences in the past {(giving the historian
the job of tracing and ranking in importance those influences) and open to
change in the future.

The complexity of the historical task is already evident with the
historian. Objectivity is, in a way, another myth, an unattainable ideal,
according to Dahlhaus. Everyone has values and beliefs that deeply affect
the work that is done.

... an historian’s need to rely on subjective judgments stands in direct proportion
to the degree of objectivity he seeks in his history. However dispassionately and
impartially he tries to reconstruct ‘the way it really was,' he is nonetheless
compelled to distinguish between essential things that ‘belong to history’ and
inessential things that can be safely disregarded. And he does this on the basis of

criteria which are thoroughly subjective, being rooted in his own background and
social position, in his beliefs and experiences { Foundstions, p. 85).

For the music historian, the choice of what is and is not worthy of
consideration is conditioned by the standard repertoire, the pre-existing
‘canon’ of ‘great’ musical works that make up the majority of what is played,



38

heard and studied in the world of ‘classical’ music. Within this framework,
the historian’'s own preferences will affect which works he or she deems
more significant. Human limitations are a factor too; no-one can sift all the
potentially relevant data. Dahlhaus comments that one helpful response to
the problem of subjectivity is an ongoing process of reflection (as
suggested by Jirgen Habermas!4). “Historians can keep the problem at bay,
as it were, by probing it with ever growing refinement” ( Faundsations, p. 86),
probing which leads to an understanding of the sources of prejudice and
preference. “Yet it does not follow that any pronouncement on history can
be reduced completely and utterly to an underlying dogma riddled with
particular interests.”
Reconstructing the conditions under which a proposition came into being will
never suffice to establish whether or not it is valid. And an historical study based
on appsrently questionable velue-relstions — for instance & history of
nineteenth-century music that takes the ides of nationalism as a criterion for
separating the essential from the inessential — can nevertheless achieve insights
that are ‘objective’ to the extent that they are sufficiently in accord, firstly, with
the material whose internal cohesion is meant to be reconstructed and, secondly,

with the current state of knowledge that the study is meant to build on
{ Foungstions, p. 87).

In other words, the criteria for the validity of historical observations is not
the motivation for those observations, though it may be important or
enlightening to note them, but whether or not the conclusions make sense in
light of the object of study — do they help us make sense of the music? -
and whether they build on or ignore the body of scholarship already present.

what one examines will be affected by what one expects to be
important: so one historian will begin with an analysis of particular works
and choose a particular method for that analysis, another will focus on the
composer's biography, a third will consider the social conditions
surrounding the commission, composition, and performance of the works,
and so on. They may all come to valid, important conclusions. What they
conclude will depend on the premisses from which they began; but Dahlhaus
affirms that potentially they may all reach valid conclusions. So the
histories tell us much that is important about the music; and at the same
time they tell us as much, if not more, about the historian.

VaCE. Foundstions, p. 86. The bibliography mentions Zrienntnis und tnteresse {Frankfurt am
Main, 1968) and Zur Lagit der Sozisivissensherten (Tibingen, 1967).
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Among those things the historian must reflect on are facts
themselves. Facts do not present themselves to the historian as facts;
rather, according to Dahlhaus, facts are essentially fabricated by the .
historian for his own perfectly reasonable purposes from the available
evidence. Facts have

...been selected on the basis of particuler interests, and have risen from the

status of mere source material to that of historical fact solely by virtue of &
conceptual system of the historian's own making { Foundstions, p. 42).

Hence what ‘belongs to history’ in the sense of being important facts for
which the historian must account depends largely upon the historian and his
or her interests — among which is his or her interest in being professionally
respectable, so that, practically, there is a body of facts which remains
reasonably well established and stable. This includes the body of works
Known as the 'standard repertoire.’

what is acceptable as a written history is also determined by the
kinds of beliefs historians of a given era have about the world and how the
world is structured. For example, in the nineteenth century, continuity in
histories was provided by a presumed idea or force that was understood to
shape, or at least to link events; the most popular of these was the
evolutionary presupposition, which had, in music history, the effect of
elevating the nineteenth century principle that novelty and innovation were
'Good Things' (a principle which itself rested on an evolutionary notion of
‘progress’) into a presumed basic historical force. In other words, what
belonged to history was what was novel at the time. This assumption,
according to Dahlhaus, may distort our understanding of musical life in
periods with different aesthetic assumptions, such as the middle ages,
when an innovative work might have been considered less important than a
‘traditional work.” This is not to say that documentable change did not occur
in the middle ages, but rather that at the time continuity was valued over
change, and that to write a history which honours the self-understanding of
a period of "unbroken traditionalism to whom the present was no more than
a repetition of the past” (foungstions p. 13) might be difficuit in a
nineteenth-century narrative form. And Dahlhaus implies that it is vital to
honour the self-understanding of each period.
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The musicai tradition has changed over the centuries, and music
historiography can discover how - if it is careful. Dahlhaus notes that
there have been various views over the centuries on what in music is
primary. in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries music was
understood in terms ot its occasion, and each accasicnh had 1ts proper genre
- that is to say, music was governed by a notion of decorum. In the later
seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries music was supposed to represent
abjective emottonal states or ‘arffects” In the later sighteenth and
nneteenth centuries music was believed to be a personal expression. And in
the twentieth century music is primariiy understood structurally, as a form
that 1s 1ts awn content.

Explanation, explication, understanding, snaulysis: explaining a word on the basis
of the norms of the genre it represents; explicating the material content embodied

in the work, understanding the composer btehind the work, and analysing the
connections that bind the various parts of a work into & text { Foungefions, p. 77).

These are the approaches suited to each time, according to Dahlhaus. They
can be apphied to other perods, as each norm appears in a subsidiary
aesthetic role in each subseguent period - Dahlhaus does not mention
vehether or not the norms appear at all in previous periods. Sut the method
arising out of the period’s own understanding is likely to prove the most
enlightening for that period's own music. 50, for instance, the doctrine and
methods of ieratehern (seeking understanding of a composer in order to
understand his music; 15, according to Dahlhaus, best reserved for the
mneteenth century.

5tiN, according to Dahlhaus, distinguishing the values and beliefs
field by past generations from one’s own is not a simple or obvious task. Max
Weber!5 distinguished vaiuation, the norms heid by the histonan, from
value-relations, which are the norms discovered in or attributed to a period
by the histonan. (The examples given in the preceeding paragraph of values
held in different periods are exampies of walue-relations.) The problem
with this distinction is that most value-relations are ‘produced’ and
imputed to the past by the historian, not found there. ‘Facts’ are very

13 Die rationsien und sozioipgischen Grundisgen der Musit {Munich, 19215 and Sesemmelie
HAursélee zur Wissenrsherislesre(Tiibingen, 1958) are the books mentioned in Dahlhaus’
bibliography.
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accommodating, and what one ‘finds’ and what one believes are seldom very
different, while facts and value-relations are often inter-dependent. Still,
moral and aesthetic judgements are not beyond rational discussion; nor are
they impervious to empirical reality; Oshihaus’ relativity is limited by his
oehief in empwrical reality. The evaiuation of the receiwved tradition is
complicated.
The “Yalue-~relations’ discovered by an historian in the music and musical culture
of eariier periods and the ‘valuations’ that he himself is disposed to make have
always been transmitted side by side as part of tradition, the survival of the past
in the present. ‘We never make completely unpreconceived judgments in an
immediate and primary relationship to an object, but are always assimilating or
reflecting received opinion, whether consciously or unconsciously ... judgments

are made with reference 1ess to actusl things than to earlier judgments
{ Foundgstions, p. 91-2}.

The music historian has reference to more than the historiographical
tragition, tor he or she 1s also bound by the musical tradition: the canon of
works conceded to be ot great aesthetic importance. The histonan’s task is
to some degree set by this canon, for these are the works seen as worth
investigating, as significant. Aesthetic significance gives them historical
prominence.'® The music historian is thus dependent on two traditions: the
historiographical snd the musical, and these two are in some ways
inextricable.

Historiographic Methods

The desire to write a history which displays continuity without
distorting music history's complexity leads Dahlhaus to meditate at some
tength on the loss of faith in the possibilities of narrative forms in "Does
music history have a subject?” which forms chapter 4 of Ffawrgstions. The
problem with narrative forms 1s simply that they have always required a
prolagonist, a subject whose story can be told. Hegel cast in the role of
this subject the je/igesst, or “world spirit’ which acts in history. This

16 “History's philosopher critics see the historian as inextricably entangled in a dialectical
process of having to mske value~decisions on an utterly subjective basis 30 as to turn s chaos of
facts into narrative history ... yet these critics base their reflections on a view of the historian's
craft that is aravely suspect.

Music history desls with a canon of musical works which historians concede as “‘belonging
to history’ ... in the strong sense of towering sbove the debris stherwise left behind ... This
‘History’ ... i3 a distillation of that part of tradition which the present considers relevant or
essential to itself .. { Foundstions, p. 92).
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thesis Dahlhaus; along with most modern historians, rejects out of hand.
What can take its place? Dahlhaus has several suggestions. Traditions,
especially traditions of genres, can be traced through time and used to
string together a history. The difficulty with tradition, as was mentioned
eariier, as the object of the historian's inquiry is that the historian is also
the inheritor of tradition. He or she cannot stand entirely outside tradition.
There is another possible solution to the challenge of narrative which
Dahlhaus suggests: examine the assumptions we have about narratives. The
requirement that narrative have a singular subject is rooted in narrative
practice that is essentially that of the nineteenth century. Narrative
practices in fiction have changed; why not in history as well? ‘why not take
Joyce as & model, and simply accept that, in accord with the way we now
understand the world, narratives can be disjunctive.!?7 Here aesthetics, in
the guise of poetics, enters into history on an unexpected level.
Notwithstanding the possibility for complex narrative forms to
handle complex material, Dahlhaus continues in Foungdsiions to enumerate
the sources of continuity in music history. One of the most basic and
important of these is the musical work. "The concept ‘work,” and not ‘event,’
is the cornerstone of music history” { Faunostions, p. 4). This is an aesthetic
as much as a methodological fact; the musical works of the past exist in the
present as aesthetic objects, rather than as documents. One of the tasks of
the historian is to provide information that can assist the listener to
understand the products of an alien age. The work has the advantage for the

17"Now if ... the continuity of a history is not always tied to the identity of the subject of an
historical narrative ... then we might even go so far as to ask whether continuity is a necessary
prerequisite for historical narration at all. Siegfried Kracauer ( saschichite - vor den letzten
Dingen, p. 171) and Hans Robert Jauss, ['Ceschichte der Kunst und Histerie’, p. 192] for
instance, have shown that the nineteenth-century historian’s notion of continuity was related in
substance to that of contemporary novelists - or, to put it drastically, that Ranke took his
narrative technique from Scott - and conversely that the sense of form and reality at the heart of
the modern novel ever since Proust and Joyce might very well be influencing the manner in which
historians combine their facts and hypotheses, thereby bringing historians closer to a modern
awareness as to what reality actually is and how it can be captured in language. In other words,
granted that the forms and structures of the novel are vehicles for voicing fragments of reality
previously condemned to silence, it follows that there is no reassn why an historian should adopt &
scholarly pose bordering dangerously close on provincialism and shun modern narrative
techniques on principle, preferring instead to cling to tried and true methods which, however
artless and blandly descriptive they may appear to the naive reader, are in fact as much beholden
to formal artifice as are modern procedures, the only difference being that their artifices are
older” { Foundstions, p. 47).
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historian that it endures through time, thanks to its physical basis as a
score; it has an origin and a subseguent history, which can be documented.
To the seeker after continuity, though, a history of works has the drawback
that works are discreet objects, difficult to relate to one another.
Traditions of genre provide some connections between works, but as the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries have progressed, works have become
increasingly unrelated to genres. The text of a work, the score, is an ideal
object for critical investigation and analysis.

Analysis is for Dahlhaus a crucial starting point. [t is important to
understand the object under investigation. However, analysis is not a
neutral undertsking; different methods of analysis arise from different
aesthetic assumptions about what is important in music. For instance, an
analysis based on the premise that harmony is the most basic feature of
music will produce quite a different picture of the work than one which
takes as its basis polyphony. Textual criticism is also important here; it is
helpful to establish just what the composer did and did not write. Dahlhaus
suggests that this is particularly important for works from the eighteenth
through the twentieth centuries, when originality was (is) an important
aesthetic value (Faumgstions p. 165). The historian may also find
inauthentic texts important to his history, however, as evidence of how
later generations understood a work.

The investigation of the ‘afterlife’ of the work is called ‘reception
history' and includes the investigation of how the work's interpretation and
reception by audiences has changed. Reception history has some serious
practical difficuities to overcome, however, as well as aesthetic
difficulties discussed in the next chapter. The sheer lack of records of
what members of historical audiences thought of a work is a major problem.
We have only the opinions of professional critics and of those persons who
both happened to record their ideas in letters or diaries and whose jottings
have been preserved — not necessarily a statistically significant portion of
the musical population. Dahlhaus suggests that more helpful avenues of
investigation would include investigation into the rise of the musical canon,
by tracing the frequency of performance of works in the repertoire, or the
investigation of the changing attitudes and status of professional critics
and journals containing criticism, or of the changing meaning of clichés
connected with major composers. All of these could be investigated from
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the existing journalistic evidence, at least insofar as the nineteenth
century is concerned ( Foungstions pp.150-165).

Dahthaus’ own favourite hunting ground for connections among works
is not reception history, but the history of ideas. He writes that, at least
for the vast area of European music history affected by Burckhardt's dictum
that the 'three potencies’ of history are religion, culture and the state, the
history of ideas approach has great promise. Dahlhaus does not write very
much about the history of ideas approach in Faupngsizans, but he actively
pursues it, most notably in £e&//sm and /des. Both books exhibit a kind of
continuous narrative. In Aea//sm the narrative form resembles that of a
mystery story, as we go in search of the true identity of the mysterious
entity ‘realism.’” /ges is more reminiscent of Apuleis’ 7/4e Ga/den 4ss, as
the i1dea of absoiute music and the term 'absolute music’ go through separate
changes throughout the eighteenth, nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. In both books, the investigation ventures outside the bounds of
music history to engage broader literary, artistic and intellectual
histories. Dahlhaus defends his approach at the start of £es/ism,

..rather than remain in an inconclusive state where, to put it bluntly,
philosophical nominalism is misused to excuse terminological slovenliness, it
might be possible and by no means fulile to take up a debate broken off when
Geistesgeschichte was renounced, and to demonstrate in justification that it can
3ti1] be conducted — with altered premisses and having got rid of the awkward
Zeitgeist hypothesis. 'Realism is not & bad subject for an investigation of the

advantages and disadvantages of stylistic concepts which have their foundations in
the history of ideas (ldeengeschichte)... { Aeafism, p. 1).

In this book, the pursuit involves disentangling the common uses of the term
(especially by Marxists!®) from the meaning it had for those working in the
period it is applied to, the late nineteenth century; constructing an ‘'ideal
Type’ of the realist musical work; and demonstrating how this "type’ does
and does not fit the 'works actually produced. Connections are noted
between ‘realism’ in literature and aesthetics {the aesthetics of the true as

18Realism’ or “Social Realism’ became the watchword of Marxist aesthetics after being endorsed
by Engels and by Lenin. Dahlhaus details how subsequent interpretations of their ideas have been
inventive: bureaucrats used realism as a criteria to dismiss any art they didn’t like, especially if
is depicted a reality they wished to hide; Brecht and Eisler developed such a flexible definition that
it could mean whatever was politic at the moment; similarly Lukacs’ theory became so universal
a3 to explain anything; and Adorno’s idea of ‘abstract mirroring’ mansged to include those very
symbolic elements Lenin tried to bann. None of these ‘realisms,’ according to Dahlhsus, is of much
heip in reconstructing the ideas of the nineteenth century ( Aesiism, pp. 2-10).
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opposed to the aesthetics of beauty), where it was a common and recognized

attitude, and ‘realism’ in music, where it was nearly non-existent. The

connections Dahlhaus makes are quite specific; in the case of each composer

examined, he notes who they were reading, and how they came to be

influenced by realism, and what they themselves said on the topic, if

anything.

Dahlhaus defends the value of the history of ideas approach in /dea:

What may seem obvious teday, as though indicated in the nature of the thing — that
music is a sounding phenomenon and nothing more, that a text is therefore
considered an “extramusical” impetus — proves to be & historically molded
theorem no more than two centurises old. Understanding the historical character
of the idea serves two purposes: first, to prepare for the insight that what has
come about historically can also be changed again; second, to understand more
precisely the nature of today's predominant conception of music by becoming

aware of its origins, i.e., the assumptions that underlie it, and of the background
against which it sets itseif off ( /&, p. 8).

Hence the history of ideas approach reinforces Dahihaus' basic historicism.
Here he investigates the antecedents of an aesthetic paradigm, a basic
aesthetic attitude that is tremendously important at present. He shows how
the same term does not always signify the same idea, as for some, ‘absolute
music’ meant simply ‘instrumental music, devoid of any programme,” while
for others it meant ‘music which provides intimations of the Absolute,” and
how the same idea can be expressed in different ways - the defense of
instrumental music as aesthetically significant in its own right
significantly predates the invention of the term ‘absolute music.’” The idea
of absolute music became important for aesthetic as well as for other
reasons; it rose to prominence and widespread acceptance due to the
aesthetic excellence of the music associated with it. Again, Dahlhaus
demonstrates the historical importance of the interaction of music
gesthetics with literature and poetics; some of the most important
formulations of the idea came from fiction (for example, Wackenroder's
duipourings ar the Heart ar 6n Ari-Loving Frigr and Fenissies on Art19),
and the closest paraliel to the idea lies in Mallarmé's poetics.20

19These appeared in 1797 and 1799 respectively; they can be found, in German, in Wilhelm
Heinrich Wackenroder, Warie und Brierz, ed Friedrich von der Leyen {Berlin, 1938; reprint,
Hildesheim, 1967). A selection from Aercemsergicssungen €ines kunstiiebenden Xlosterbruders
{Outpourings of the Hesri of én dri-Loving FrisrJ is givenin English under the title “The
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another of Dahlhaus™ favourite approaches to music history is that of
‘structural history” stemming from the work of the contributors to the
magazine dansles 2V 11 is an approach that is congenial to modern ideas,
for it avoids the three common unwarranted assumptions of music history:
first, that outstanding composers ‘'make’ music history; second, that genres
avalve like organisms; and third, that this evolution expresses a ‘national’
spirit. The basic idea of structural history is to focus on frames of
reference for actions, rather than on causes. Structures can be things like
#idespread 1deas and beliefs, patterns of behaviour, economic conditions,
zducational institutions, and social institutions. A structural approach
might tend to alter music history's dependence on the work in favour of the
avent, for structures are manifest in events, and events are sustained by
Ttruclures, out the structures of ¢ociety and cuiture are needed to explain
the reception of the work.

‘Structural history appears oxumoronic, for structures are usually
defined as that which does not change, and history is the tracing of change.
But structures do change, slowly, and it is necessary to understand them as
the background for svents, as the usual against which the unusual is
measured. Structures interact with each other, and as they come into and
out of existence the circumstances of music constantly alter. Structural
histery can theoretically start with anything and bring out a whole
constellation of inter-related circumstances that affect what was
happening at any given time. Dahlhaus gives as an example the structures
connected with the idea of musical autohomy in the late nineteenth century.

Suppose we wanted, by way of example, to sketch the cateqorical framework of a

music culture, say that of Central Europe in the nineteenth century, excluding
opera. We can choose our starting point at random, firstly because any point in

Remarkable Musical Life of the Musician Joseph Berglinger” in Oliver Strunk, Souvrce Kesdings in
Music History . The komaentic £re (New York: W.W. Norton & co, 1950, 1965} pp. 10-23.
2Omallarme's possie sheoive resembled the romantic aesthetic of absolute music, according to
Dahlhaus { /&2, pp. 141- 155}, in seeking an art that was a world unto itself free of outside
references (in Mallarmé’s case, this meant & poetry dependent on the sound rather than the
meaning of the words) , and that eschewed enthusiasm and sentiment in favour of structure.
Mallarmé, like Hanzslick, sought the essence of art in the ‘active’ ‘inner’ form, and like
Wackenroder's ‘Berglinger’ felt that there was a tension between the ‘magical’ effects of art and the
mechanical means of producing these effects. Despite these similarities, there is little evidence
for any direct contact between Mallarmé and the formulators of the aesthetics of absolute music.

21 Frungstions, p. 137; Dahlhaus' comments on structural history are given at some length in
chapter 9 of Fovngstions, pp.129-150.
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the systemn is reachable from any other, and secondly because a description of
connections and correspondences does not primg racie 38y anything about 8
hierarchy of sub-elements. Therefore, it should not be misconstrued and deplored
as an ‘idealist’ preconception if we start by assuming the principle of sesthetic
autonomy, i.e. the right of artificial music to be listened to for its own sake rather
than serve a function within an overriding extramusical process ... foundstions,
p. 144},

The sesthetics of genius as an alternative authority of a poetics of music
proceeding from norms; the autonomy principle that suppressed or vitisted
functionality in music; 57/7duny as a correlate to sesthetic autonomy, the category
of rausical jerstenen with its double burden of retracing musical logic and
empathising with the personslity and originality of the composer; bourgeois
concert life as an institutionalisation of the idesl of autonomy and yet, in radical
contrast, as a manifestation of mercantilism in music; the emancipation of
instrumental music; the presence of classical works standing beyond the confines
of history and forrming a fixed repertory in precarious relation to the postulate of
innovation and the idesl of progress; the veneration of originality as something to
e sought but not emulated; the jeopardising of the traditional musical genres; and
lastly the stressing of the ‘poetical’ and denigration of the ‘mechanicsl’ {which was
felt to be either self-evident or beneath notice) — all of these took form in the
mneteentn century as discrete, complementary, mutusily derivative sub-
elements of one and the same musical ‘circumstance,” as characteristics of &
rausical culture which, with the chronological licence normally allowed in the
construction of ideal types, 1ends itself to description as a structure of structures
{ Foundstions pp. 149-150).

Max ‘Weber's method of the 'ldeal Type' is another favourite method of
Dahlhaus’ for finding connections among works. It is a method which
involves making an heurnistic construction for the purpose of companson
among works or other things which may have similarities without all
sharing all the attributes of the "type’ The ideal type is recognized as
naving no historical existence; its only use being to bring to light
connections or similarities which are not otherwise obvious.

... a system of correspondences discovered or devised by the historian as a
framework for a period of rmusic history can be taken as an ‘idesl type’ in Max
‘Weber’'s sense, 1. e. it is meant to be not 8 mirror likeness of empirical fact but
rather a proposal in which we willingly put up with a certain imprecision of time
and location in the association of the various parts because the resulting increase

of intelligibility outweighs the want of empirical completeness ( Foundstions, p.
141},

Dahlhaus goes on to acknowledge that there is always room for argument
about whether the empirical grounding of the ideal type, never perfect, is in
8 specific case adequate to the task, and that there are always loose ends
which fail to conform. Dahlhaus uses ideal types for many kinds of things,
for instance: the aesthetic postulates of historians (Faungsiions p. 24);
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musical forms like sonata form; genres like music drama {Ffawrsgstions, p.
94); and aesthetic premises shared by composers. The last is the kind of
ihvestigation Dahlhaus carries out in £e&/ism. where the idea of musical
realism varies from composer to composer. Dahlhaus constructs an ideal
type of ‘realism,” which has a variety of attributes, of which each
composition examined exhibits some but none exhibits all, and none share
exactly the same combination of attributes. Dahlhaus concludes:

The claim can therefore be made that behind all the divergent tendencies and
stylistic divisions of the late nineteenth century an underlying pattern is
discernible which makes it possible to relate to one another phenomens which
historically have nothing in common, being associsted with such contrasted
entities as mythological music drema and veristic opers. A latent musico-
historical connection thus comes fo light between works — Jer Aing des
Kibetungen, Lormen, Boris bodunow —which were written at roughly the same
time put possess marked stylistic differences: a connection, be it said, which
consists 1ess 1n the recurrence of a certain constellation of characteristics than in
3 theorstical model which survives as a structure common to them all even when
the separate components are present only selectively; by making the recognition
of that connection possible, the concept of musical realism fulfils a valuable
historiographical function and as such it will be indispensable for as long as
historians of music do not despair in their pursuit of the goal of elucidating the
inner unity of an epoch ( Avs/ism, p. 123).

An approach to musical connectionz that Dahlhaus presents with a
certain respect in Foundations but which does not actually figure
prominently in his own writing is that of the Russian Formalists,” such as
Yictor Shlovsky, who advanced his thesis around 1920. Formalism has the
advantage of being a history entirely internal to art.

... the history of an art form was held to consist in the gradusl sterestyping of
aesthetic perception and the increasing alienation this occasioned as artistic
devices were renewed. In other words, new forms are generated, roughly
speaking, by the aesthetic attrition of old ones. This approach marks a new
departure within intellectusl history by bresking with the distinction
traditionally made between genesis and validity, between what a work is or means
and the conditions under which it came into being. ... Its main methodological
point is to construe the sesthetic aspect of art works not in terms of metaphysics,
i.e. using the categories of the philosophy of beauty, but in terms of history. In
formalist theory the history of art takes the form of a chain of innovations
{ Foundstions, p. 127).

Here is a method at 1ast which combines aesthetics and history, to provide a
history of art which iz true to both history and art. There are other aspects
of art worth exploring, of course, but formalism does claim that it is
possible, if not wholly desirable, to describe the history of an art in purely
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artistic terms. Dahlhaus finds the technique to be flawed by excessive
rigourism (for new forms can be generated by new expressive content as
well as by the ossifying of old forms), by the fact that innovation is not
that which distinguishes art from non-art, by its historical limitations, and
by the fact that for new ideas one can turn to the past as easily as to the
future (a8 move demonstrated by the authentic performance practice
movement). So Dahlhaus does not recommend the formalist approach, but he
desires one that is less flawed but equally well integrated.

The approach he does recommend is an eclecticism which is aware of
all historiographical possibilities and uses whichever method is best suited
to the task in hand. “Furthermore music historians, like their political
counterparts, incline towards eclecticism in their methodology. This is
clearly a questionable approach by the standards of philosophy, but not
necessarily so as far as the writing of history is concerned” (Fawrgations.,
p. 24). This approach sits well with his conviction that “history in the
singular is a fiction,” (Schgaenberg p. 91) and that modern narrative
techniques can perhaps best reflect the fractured modern view of reality.
Over-all narrative is to Dahlhaus an impossibility.

‘Histories' in the plural, with their individual or collective subjects and their
amenability to traditional or modern narrative methods, are subsumed into an

all-enveloping ‘History' that is a process without subject. ... 'Music’ writ large
does not lend itself as a subject to narrative history { foundstions, p.49).

Just like 'nature in its entirety’ in the natural sciences, 'history in its entirety’
is a conceptual premise in the humanities, and not an empirical object of
investigation. It is the ground under the historian's feet, not a thing that he can
pick up and scrutinise. ¥When he does talk about it — and he is at perfect liberty to
do so} — he ceases to be an historian and becomes a philosopher { Foundstions, p.
126).

Thus one of the tenets of Dahlhaus’ historicism — that History is a myth -
becomes an historiographical principle of eclecticism. The outworking of
this principle can be seen in the structure and detail of Foundsiions, which
examines the usefulness of a wide range of methods rather than espousing a
unified approach. [t can also be seen in Dahlhaus' Mineleenti-Century MusIc,
which lacks an over-all narrative or methodological thread to tie it
together. The book ranges from art music to kitsch, from the sacred to the
profane, but in both content and format it presents each 'history,’ be it that
of the Rossini style or Sredermmeier music, as separate, though related,
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histories. Connections are made, to be sure, but the ‘inner unity of the
epoch’ is demonstrated far more convincingly in the more limited Aga//sm

Historiography and Aesthetics
As mentioned above, Dshlhaus’ desire, like that of the formalists, is
to unite history and aesthetics, so that the historical and aesthetic
significance of great works coalesce as clearly in written history as they
do in practice.
Nevertheless the thought suggests itself that it must be possible to reconcile the
autonomy aesthetic with a sense of history, to do justice at one stroke to both the
historical and the aesthetic dimensions of musical works without sacrificing
either coherence of presentation or the strong concept of art — a concept that has
been threstened but, for the moment, not seriously undermined by attempts in
recent decades to elevate the documentary view from an extrinsic approach based
on cultural history to an intrinsic, aesthetic one rooted in immediate musical
experience. Yet it is unlikely that this reconciliation will ever take place unless
an interpretation arises that allows us to see the place of an individual work in
history by revealing the history contained within the work itself. Art history
receives its vindication only to the extent that the historian has read the
historical nature of works from their internal constitution; otherwise it remains

an &/ foc srrangement imposed upon art and art works from the outside
{ Foundstions, pp. 28-29).

There may be no single approach that satisfactorily unites historical and
aesthetic judgements; on the other hand, throughout Faungai’ans Dahlhaus
demonstrates the impossibility of completely separating the two. Music-
historical thinking and serious musical aesthetics both arose about the
same time, and have interacted ever since (Foundetions, p. 71). The
tradition of the musical canon, a prerequisite for the historian, rests
primarily (though by no means exclusively) on aesthetic judgments about
which works are great enough to be included in the repertoire. "Art history
is forced to accept from esthetics its object of study” (£sthetics p. 71).
Analysis rests upon aesthetic presuppositions. Facts are selected as
important or rejected as irrelevant on the basis of biases that include
aesthetic beliefs.  Different aesthetic theories generate different
historiographical approaches; for instance, the theory that the essence of
art is self-expression leads to & music history made up largely of
composer’'s biographies { Foundations, p. 20-22). And to create a history
which is a history of an art and does not merely treat works as so many
documents, the historian must take into account art theory. History can
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even provide a ‘new’ aesthetic virtue, as the music of the remote past can be
valued for being past, and alien, and thereby exciting and different. This is
“aestheticizing the historical.” (Foupdstions, p. 71) Thus history and
aesthetics are inextricably intertwined, if not unified.

The interdependence of aesthetics and history, of aesthetic and
historical judgement, is a major theme in all of Dahlhaus’ more theoretical
writings, and brings me to the subject of the next chapter, which is
concerned with the "historicization of the aesthetic,” the other side of the
coin,
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Chapter 3

AESTHETICS

is Aesthetics Historical or Systematic?

“The system of esthetics is its history..” (£sideiics p. 3). Dahlhaus’
comment is surely intended to startle. The whole discipline, he claims,
extends properly no further back than the eighteenth century {to
Baumgarten) and surrendered its constituent parts "to historical studies or
philosophy of history, to technology or psychology or sociology of art .°
(£sthetics, p.2) around 1900. The only “attempts at restoration” he
mentions are those of phenomenology. He is here open to attack from all
sides: from those who trace the ‘esthetics’ of music, that is, thinking about
music, back to the early Greeks; from those beside the phenomenologists
vwho are currently pursuing the discipline in the firm belief that it is a
discipline; and above all from all those who perceive aesthetics as a
systematic and normative division of philosophy, rather than as &
descriptive branch of music history. Wwhy, at the very beginning of a book
entitled not &Haschichie gar lusikésthalrk but simply Ausitkésiheiik, did he
make such a polemical statement? And what can it possibly mean to say
that the system of aesthetics is its history?

To the first guestion - ‘why take such a position?’- there are answers
on several levels. First, Dahlhaus is a polemicist, and loves to startle the
reader with contradictions, whether real or apparent. Second, Dshlhaus is
not only an historian, equipped by training and inclination to view things
historically, but also an historicist who finds the explanation for everything
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in history. To explain a systematic discipline through its history is quite
consistent with his usual approach. Third, Dahlhaus’ area of specialization
is the music of nineteenth century Europe, and Europe in the nineteenth
century is undeniably the time and place when aesthetics as a named
discipline was most unified and had the greatest effect on musical life.
Thinking and talking about music was assumed to ‘belong to the matter® as much as
practicing music; sdequate listening to music was supposed to have 8 few
philosophical and literary prerequisites; these maxims were part of the

underlying basis of nineteenth-century music esthetics — and music esthetics is
essentially a phenomenon of the nineteenth century { Lsdhefics, p. vii).

Aesthetics was not considered independently, as a discipline of its own,
berore the eighteenth century, however true it is that people thought and
wrote about the arts and music before then. And musical thought has in
Jeneral taken a8 turn away from the literary and the philosophical and
towards the formal and mathematical since 1300. To that extent Dahlhaus’
limiting of music aesthetics to the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries has
some justification.

To say that the system of aesthetics is its history may only mean
that, as Dahlhaus shows by the organization of his book, different areas in
aesthetics - different problemsg, if you will - have been the focus of
attention in different times and for different writers. The history of
aesthetics can be seen, then, in Dahlhaus’ view, as a kind of
Frofilemsgaschrcste; 10 understand the scope of the field of aesthetics, ane
must cover its history, which has tended to focus on a topic for a time and
then to leave it for another topic, rather than, as in the scientific ideal, to
accumulate a system of inter-related solutions which one can survey
independently of the circumstances which gave rise to them.

Dahlhaus' approach to gesthetics is consistent with his historicism,
as | mentioned above; what follows from it is the conviction that aesthetics
is not, or is no longer, a normative discipline.

Music esthetics, at lesst that of the present, is by no means 8 normative
discipline. It does not prescribe how anyone should think, but rather explains

how thinking has gone on in the course of the centuries. And esthetic decision-
making is everyone's own affair. Still, it may not be superfluous to know the
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pg’_qs;uppositions that underqgird the ideas one takes up as a partisan { Zsfhefics, p.
RALIPR

This statement potentislly leaves the critic in a somewhat equivocal
position, and | shall consider in chapter four how consistent Dahlhaus can be
in this regard. For now | would draw attention to another facet. Dahlhaus’
insistence on the historicity of aesthetics in no way implies that he finds
aesthetics irrelevant: first, because “there is no reason to regard as
obsclete and extinct the thinking of an epoch whose works belong to the
living present” {£stpelics, p. vii), and second, because “in the everyday
patterns of conduct that determine musical activities, ‘esthetics of music’
is constantly at work, even if without such constant reflecting about it ..”
(£sthetics p. vii). Dahlhaus insists on the importance of aesthetics for
musical life, on the necessity of understanding the intellectual as well as
the formal content of what we listen to, just as he insists on the
importance of aesthetics for music historiography. The past is vital to the
present, understanding the past is crucial to understanding the present, and
the beliefs of the past must form a part of that understanding.

Dahlhaus’ approach to aesthetic theory is, then, historical, just as his
approach to historiography is aesthetic, that is, founded on aesthetic
judgements. In this he differs radically from many other writers on
gesthetics. He does not attempt, like SK. Langer! to relate findings in
psychology and anthropology and semantics to musical meaning and value.
He does not, like Leonard Meyer2 and others ask how music can be said to
mean anything at all. He does not, like Copland® or Stravinsky,4 attempt to
glucidate the inner workings of music for an interested but uncertain public.
Nor yet does he, like Roger Scruton seek out the crucial problem, the
question which, when answered, will shed the maximum amount of light on

‘Susat)me K. Langer, FPhilasophy in s Kew Key (New York: the New American Library, 1942,
1953).

2\ eonard Meyer , Emotion and Mesning in Music{Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1956,
1962). .

3aaron Copla;rd, Whet to listen for in Music, revised ed. {New York: the New American Library,
1939, 1957).

4igor Stravinsky, Foetics of Music (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1942, 1962).
SRoger Scruton, e desthelic tnaerstanding {London: Methuen, 1983).
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the phenomenon of music. All these 'writers, and many others, consic
music as a whole, systematically. "Music’ and ‘Musical experience’ becor
tor them abstractions, generaiizations 1o be contemplated abstractiy.
Danthaus, the interesting questions are more concrete: whnat did this wrir
sy at this time apout this work. His 1%, in short, not a systemat
approach, a fact that offends some anglophone reviewers.

Aesthetic Systematics

Thougn Dahlhaus’ aesthetic observations are sffered primarily
conjunction with mistorical ang historiographical arguments (even £siper
‘2 arranged chronologicallyy, hiz ideas can be drawn together from the
Lisparate contexts 10 show a consistent pattern. Dahlhaus shies away 117

fiering even ihe appearance of a closed system. His writings betrau
systematic aestnetics rather than an aesthetic zystem, a coherent idea
musical aesthetics that 1S implied but not spelled out, yet well worth 1
trouble 1o reconstruct.

A convement way to begin to gxamine anyone's aesthetics is to a
what 1he person thinks about the artist, apout the artwork, and about ¢
audignce; and wnich of the three iz found ‘o be most important®
Dahihaus writings 11 15 the artwork which 15 crucial. His entire inferest
ragtonan, crtic, and aesthetician is focussed on musical works, and on
1des of the wark. Logking at mg understanding of the i1dea of the music
work 1c the best way 1o come 10 an understanding of his musical aesthetic

Pt

The Musical Work of Art

It 15 in one way hardly startling that the idea of the musical work
art would form the linch-pin of an aesthetic. The whole of contempora

5This 2chema is related to that suggested by M. H. Abrams in 24e mirror snd the ismp {Oxford:
xford University Press, 1953 but | omit, except for & brief discussion of programme music,
his category of the universe referred to by the work of art. This is because Dahlhaus, 1ike most
writers on music in the twentieth century, regards the musical work first as a world unto itself
with only internai referents, and only secondarily as a work which may possibly refer beyond
1self.
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‘classical’ musical life is centred around works. ‘whole academic careers
are devoted to the analysis of musical works, and to divulging the history
behind their composition. Musicians all over the world spend their lives
repeatedly performing the ‘great’ works - the standard repertoire or
musical ‘canon.” We routinely choose what to listen to —~ which concerts to
attend, which recordings to buy, or to play ~ according to our knowledge of
particular pieces. 'we listen to our favourites over and over and over again,
expecting that every time they will be recognizably the same. The concert
hall and the recording studio have given us an imaginary museum of music,
and as in a real museum we can go as often as we like to contemplate the
same works, and from time to time to encounter works that are new to us.?

As 1n the worid of the plastic arts, some in the ‘avant-garde’ have
challenged this idea of the fixed work, seeking to create musical
experiences that necessarily vary from performance to performance. An
glement of chance is introduced - alestoric music. Dahlhaus was disturbed
by this trend, and two of the essaus in Scheanbery are devoted to the
defense of the idea of the musical work?® In the face of the desire of the
avant-garde to emphasize musical process and performance, Dshlhaus
defends the idea of the musical work: not as a self-evident aspect of
musical 1ife,? but rather as an historical deveiopment of proven worth. He
does not argue: “You are making musical works but trying to pretend they
are something else.” Rather, what he says amounts to: “The idea of the
musical work of art is a recent invention that has limited application but is
necessary to the art character of music and therefore worth preserving.”

Taking these ideas in turn, let us first examine the idea that the
musical work is g relatively recent development.

...that music might be an opus absolutum, a work in itself, freed from its sounding

realization in sny present moment, zuffused only around 1800 into the
conscigusness of ‘connoisseurs and amateurs.” ... we should be blind captives of a

Ths in the art world, the musical galleries that feature new works are less frequented than the
qreat musea which house the old masters!

8Cf. "Plea for s Romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music,” {1969)
pp. 210-219; and "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” (1971) pp. 220-233.
IDahlhaus does point out that the audience hears alestoric music as a fixed work, since the
listeners are ignorant of the possibilities not realized. Cf. below in the section on the artist.
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habit of speaking were we to minimize the resistances met bg this ides snd pass
over them lightly. ... Music’s existence in the guise of an author's works is
problematical { Zsthetics, p. 11).

Sefore 1800, music's transience was emphasized. Dahlhaus mentions Adam
of Fulda, who, in 1490, characterized music as a meditation on death, a
megitetia moeriis, and Bonaventure, who excluded music from among works
of art because works of art are beautiful, useful, and solid { apus puichrim,
utile et stehije), and music, while beautiful and useful, is obviously not
solid. Compared to the literary arts, even the idea of notating music is a
reiatively late development, as the system of notation that we now use only
began to be developed around the ninth century, and is still being modified.
Music was notated for ease of performance, and to make easier the
sharing of pieces among, for instance, cathedrals and courts. [t was not
particulariy developed in order to preserve works indefinitely. For
centuries individual works of music were regarded as being of little
moment — as examples of a genre. A work was judged as a good or poor
fulfilment of the requirements of the genre it represented, or as suiting or
not suiting the kind of occasions for which it was composed. A mass
setting composed for a particular festival, for instance, might, if it were
well received, be used again as it stood the next year or in another church,
but it was just as likely to be re-tailored to fit another event, changed as
rneed and fashion dictated, or simply discarded and replaced. A secular work
might be popular for a season, forgotten the next. There were clear criteria,
always, for what sort of music was wanted for each occasion - what a
setting for the mass of a feast day needed to be like, what was wanted in a
madrigal, or a8 pavane. These criteria included rhythms, formal structures,
melodic characteristics, even, for church music, specific rules. These
expectations changed with time and changes of fashion, but they formed the
tradition of a genre. The expected criteria, instead of particular works,
were what was passed from one generation to another. The individual
pieces were expected always to be new. Even chants, that were passed on
as individual works, were treated by composers as so much material to be
used, to be embellished, overlaid or altered for the occasion. Chants were
(and often still are) otherwise regarded as vessels of the words they set, as



o8

mnemonic devices or religuaries embellishing the far more precious thing
cantained. Folk songs, too, to take another example, survived as individual
songs in a way, and yet in another way they represent traditions of songs
rather than songs per se. They varied from singer to singer, and from one
performance to another, and perforce they changed over time. The
nineteenth century collector's hunger for the “authentic’ version was doomed
to frustration from the start.

This lack of regard for the individual work held sway well into the
gighteenth century, only gradually giving wey to the idea that a particular
composition can have great merit on its own. The old idea is made manifest
in the way Handel recycied his own works, and in the way J. 5. Bach ignored
his predecessors’ music and produced new music for nearly every Sunday of
the year (and presumably expected his successor to do the same). it is,
indeed, a very natural idea for so transient and function oriented a craft as
music. '

This attitude, in fact, prevails today outside of the culture of
‘classical’ music. All living folk musics, which are oral traditions, exhibit
the same fluidity with regard to what might be notated. Jazz, too, relies on
interpretation and re-creation rather than on fixed works; the 'standards’
are tunes to be manipulated more than repeated. Indeed, it could be said
that in this age of recordings, it is the particular performance rather than
the composition that is regarded as a work of art in Jazz. Popular music
shows clearly the drive for the new, the discarding of the old, and the need
for works that fulfill formulas and fit functions. Thus are retained, only
slightly altered in some respects by recording and mass production, ancient
attitudes towards music.

Having touched on these things, Dahlhaus concludes:

ne should not ... accuse the destruction of the work concept of viclating the nature

of music, but rather accuse it of the reverse, of relinquishing a category which,
while not founded in the nature of music itself, has been of fundamentsl

importance for music as an art.10

10 Sppoenterg, "Plea for a Romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music”
{1969}, p. 212, my emphasis.
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{t is this importance of the idea of the musical work for the art character
of music that leads Dahlhaus to plead for it. He traces the importance of
the idea of the work to the idea of music as an art in the intertwined
history of the rise of both ideas. The idea that the individual musical work
is important in itself — that it is worth preservation, study, and repeated
performance - emerged gradually over & long period of time, beginning,
according to Dahlhaus, in the sixteenth century, and cuiminating, according
to everyone, in the early nineteenth century with the popularity of the
works of Beethoven. Several factors contributed to this development,
among them the emergence of the public concert 3s opposed to courtly
entertainment or cacred ritual as the major forum for music, and the
increased respect for purely instrumental music that was partly an offshoot
of the Romantic desire for inarticulate intimations of the Absolute and
partly a result of the growing sesthetic presence of the symphony. The rise
of the public concert created an event focussed entirely on music, where
music was the event, rather than an enhancement of some other event.
Increased attention to the music itself contributed to the increased length
and formal complexity in compositions, which promoted a desire for
repeated hearings. A work which basically fulfils the listener's
expectations of a genre can be grasped at a single hearing; & work which,
like Beethoven's £rwe/cs stretches the formal boundaries of a denre and
introduces multiple innovations, must be heard repeatedly to be understood.
This stretching of boundaries has led in our own century to the virtual
abandonment of genres, as works became increasingly individual:
in older, functional music, a work was primarily an example of a genre, as an
individual person fits into a succession of generations that extends far beyond him
and survives him. A work formed not so much an isolated, closed whole, an
individuality enduring in itself, as, rather, it exemplified s type, feeding on the
historical substance of this type, which had developed in the course of decades or

even centuries, and requiring listeners to connect the work with the type in order
to understand it. ... -

But since the late eighteenth century all genres have rapidly lost
substance. In Chopin's Barcarole (although even this piece invokes a picture of
Yenice) the peculiar, unrepeatable features are more essential than any general
qualities that it shares with other pieces of the same name. The concept of s genre
is no longer established in advance for individual works. Rather, every genre
fades to an abstract generslization, derived from individual structures after they
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have accumulated; and finally, in the twentieth century, individual structures
submit only under duress to being allocated to any genre  Fsthetics, p. 15).

The individual work has become autonomous.

Dahlhaus details the systematic as well as the historical
interdependence of these ideas: the idea of the autonomous musical work,
the art character of music, the idea of the concert performance, and the text
character of the work. The autonomous work is one which is understood to
have meaning in its own right, apart from any particular function, though it
may, and often does, retain a form originally dictated by function, as for
example Chopin's works in dance forms. This phenomenon produces the
musical fulfilment of Kant's dictum that art should be purposive but without
purpose!!. This kind of work requires of the listener more concentrated
attention than can be given when the music is mere background or
decoration; it requires the kind of attention given in concerts. And like the
idea of the work, the idea of the concert is not an inevitable part of musical
life: :

The ides that music, even music without a text, can be listened to for its own sake
instead of sccompanying an action or gracing a ceremonisl event is not at all self-
evident; indeed it i3 remarkable. The institution of the concert i3 as artificial as
the works which it serves or which serve it. And the sesthetic justification for

autonomous instrumental music was still precarious early in the nineteenth
century - at the time Beethoven was writing his symphonies, which were not

mentioned in Hegel's aesthetics.12

Thus the autonomous work both requires and rewards the effort of
contemplation symbolized (and made possible) by the concert. With the
concept of the work, music, which is more naturally regarded as s process,

11"The function of the polonsise or mazurka, namely, to serve as dance music for aristocrats or
peasants, clung to them even after Chopin stylized them into concert pieces, as emotional coloring
and as images in memory or fantasy of long-ago festivities. Kant's specification of beauty as
‘purposive without purpose’ contains a meaning that he never intended in his Lr7#gue of Judgment
: that purposes are indeed expunged as external features but preserved as traits of character”

{ Esthetics, p. 15).

12 Sphoenterg, "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” (1971), p.221. Dahihaus notes
elsewhere { 7&s, p. 4) that, though the institution of the concert relied upon the bourgeoisie, who
bought the tickets and filled the halls, the ides of the concert and of autonomous art actually sits
rather badly with bourgeois morality, which required that everything have a use.
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becomes an object, and becomes a candidate for aesthetic contempiation.
Dahlhaus sees this as a necessary connection: without the objectification,
there can be no aesthetic object.
{The work’ concept] includes the ides of a shape, the element of concreteness,
whereas music, at least in its original sense, i3 1ess an object which can be

subjected to scrutiny than a process into which the listener is drawn...
Yet it would be wrong to be rigorous in denying music the chance to become an

assthetic object.13

festhetic judgment, then, proves to be & historically circumscribed form of
evaluation which is bssed on the work concept and on the sharp distinction

tetween art and non-art.14

“The supreme reality of art,” zaus Walter Beniamin in his Origin o7 the Germen
Tregic greme, “i3 1so0lated, self-contained work.” The concept of a work formed
the center around which classical esthetics circled { Zsitedics, p. 13).

The musical work contributes to the art-character of music in
another way. The work is tied to the possibility of survival, and survival is
at least an indicator of possible aesthetic value.

Ever since its earliest, tentative formulation in the sixteenth century, the concept
of 8 musical work hss been linked with the ides of survival or even of
timelessness. That & work does not end with the moment of its creastion, but
survives for decades or centuries without ageing, iz seen as a guarantee of

sesthetic quality, even as the only safe one, though one cannot deny that sometimes
a trivial work, which is not a work in the real sense, displays more tenacity in

staying alive than an important one.!5

The survival, and indeed existence of a work, depend on notation, on its
existence as a text. Though the identification of text with work is not as
close with music as with language, as the ‘reading’ of & musical score
requires at least imagining the sounds, while reading language does not,
Dahlhaus maintains that notation is practically required not only for the

13 Sphoenterg, "Plea for & Romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music”
(1969}, p. 212.

14 Sepoenberg, "0n the decline of the concept of the musical work™ {1971}, p. 230.

15 Sphoenderg, "Plea for & Romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music”
{1969),p. 211.
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survival and continuity among performances of a work, but also, in the case
of ‘great’ works, rar their cregtion 1€

Dahlhaus derines music, and the musical work, as "a coherence of
rones 17 ar & “conerence of reiations among tones” which are perceived
gither in studying the notation or in retrogpect by the listeneri® This
coherence of relations is the object of study by analuysts and critics, and it
15 richness of relations coupled with individuality that helps determine the
relative merit of a4 work (@ matter | shall deal with more Tully 1n the next
chapter) which points out the inter-connectedness in Dahlhaus’ mind of the
deas of the aulonomous work, notation, ang art character or aesthetic
merit. These are, as he mimself notes in all the works cited in this context,
d-fashioned wiewe 1o hold, views which arse trom FPomanticism.  His
resthetics nolds that aesthetic merit is analysable, that great works can
and property o "jut up out of the rubble of Mstory,” that musical meaning

15:yet text character i% not the same as the written form as such. 4 text i3 not music by virtue of
the fact that it i3 notated, but onlu when its creation presupposes notation, and indeed & Kind of
rotation which represents the structure of the work instesd of merely prescribing how the music
13 to be performed. Text character and work character are closelu connected.

..The work and text character of music, which already seems endangered by the fendency
to use qraphic notation, i3 dispensed with entirelu when it comes to musicsl graphics. 4 graphic
seore 15 more of 4 challenge than notation; it i3 not the image of 2 composition, but rather a
stimulus to improvisation....

By relinquishing communication by means of representations] notation one seeks 1o sttain
musical imrmediacy. Hotation is reiected as if the written form, the text character of music, were
3 shell which had to be broken in order to get at what i3 the essential point. Yet 1115 doubtful
whether the immediacy of which originality and newness are expected i not itself s phantom. The
imitial associations to which 2 piece of musical graphics gives rise are almost always bansl, for
spontaneous reactions adhere 1o what i3 familiar and part of the ususl routine instead of bringing
forth something that iz new. Detours, reflection, and experiments are far more likely to lead to
griginglity. ut the medium of musical reflection is notation. Thusitisnotonlya
vehicle of convention, from which the enthusissts of improvisation seek to liberate themselves,
but it can also in fact be & means of avoiding the kind of trivislity thet is brought about by
zpontaneity” { Schoenterg, "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” {1971), pp. 226~
7. muemphasis).

17 « John Cage's dadaism il ustrates, rather than obliterates, the cornmonplace that music iz &
eoherence of tones™ | Anslyss, p. 38).

134 The meaning of music can be specified - in a crude oversimplification that neglects emotional
characteristics - as inner coherence of the relations among the tones constituting a work. ...
HMusical meaning 13 “intentional’; it exists only 1nsofar as a listener grasps it.

i3 the meaning of music to be read more easily from notation or from sound? This question has no
firm answer & priori..."{ Fsthetics, p. 12-13).
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resides in relationships, and that immediacy and freedom require reflection
from both the composer and the sudience. The more contemporary view
holds that music is and should be by its nature spontaneous and evanescent,
existing only for the moment. Dahlhaus holds this aesthetic to be illusory.

ingarden’s Ontology of the Musical Work

The idea of the musical work is philosophically problematic, however.
when the experience of music is so transitory, how can the work be said to
axist at all? Hegel, for instance, granted the work “only slight, vanishing
degree of objectivity” (Fsihstics p. 12); for Hegel, music is characterized
by its very impermanence. Herder, ‘oo, noted the contrast between music as
an ‘energetic’ art and the ‘plastic’ arts. ‘Where is the object for
contemplation? There is, of course, the score. Nicolaus Listeneus favored
that answer in his treatise /usice of 1537, for it is the score that survives
the composer. But the score is not entirely identical with the musical
work.!? The score needs interpretation in sound to become the work. But
the word ‘interpretation’ raises red flags; each performance of a work
varies, and more than a little. It is not for nothing that we casually refer to
Karajan or Toscaninni's ‘Ninth,” and mean their interpretations of
Beethoven's ninth symphony. What relationship can the interpretations be
said to bear to the work. |s there one work, or many?

'We can say that there is an object because of the fesig/t¢ effect,
according to Dahlhaus.

[Music's] objectivity is displayed not so much immediately as indirectly: not in
the moment when it is sounding, but only if s listener, at the end of a movement or

section, reverts to what has passed and recalls it to his present experience a3 a
closed whole. At this point, music assumes a quasi-spacial form ¢ Sesée/? ). What

19°yet written speech represents speech to a greater extent than notated music represents music.
To grasp the meaning of a literary work, a reader need not bring to mind the phonetic form of the
words, nor even know that form. Through the written characters, evenif a reader dispenses with
imaginative completion of sonorous coloring and speech-gesture, or, with dead languages, is forced
to forgo them, still the meaning is transmitted - not quite intact but in its basic features. With
music, on the contrary, silent reading, insofar as it is not to collapse into thin abstraction, always
represents an inner hesring, transiating signs into sound. Musical meaning, in contrast to
linguistic meaning, is only to a slight extent, if at al1, detachable from the sounding phenomena. To
become musically real, a composition needs interpretation in sound” { £sthetics, p. 12).
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nas been heard solidifies 1nto something out there, an ‘objectivity existing on its
own’ { Lsthelice, pp. 11-12).

{n this, and in Dahlhaus' designation of the work as an ‘intentional’ object
{Fsthetics p. 13), the aesthetics of phenomenology is called to mind -
aspecially that of Roman Ingarden. Dahlhaus engages Ingarden specifically
in chapter Xl of Fsithetics, “Towards the phenomenology of music.”
Though Dahlhaus never actually says he agrees or disagrees with anyone, his
use of many of Ingarden's ideas, coupled with the fact that he treats
Ingarden in much the same way he treats Kant - that is, by respectfully
pointing out an inconsistency rather than, as with Schopenhauer, scorning
the whole project — leads one to suspect that Dahlhaus is basically in
agreement with ingaraen (as indeea | Geiieve he is with Kant). Since
‘ngarden is far more specific on this matter of the ontological status of the
work than Dahlhaus, a brief 100k at Ingarden’s position will help clarify the
matter.

The problem is to define what kind of object this locationless work
can be. There are, for the phenomenciogist, three possibilities: real, ideal,
or intentional. Ingarden sees the musical work as the perfect example of an
intentional obiect. in 7he work a7 Music end the Froblem af its /dentity 20
ingarden details the nature of the musical work, beginning with what is
clear from observation {or rather, from the experience of listening), and
from what is clear making inferences about what is not so obvious. | will
pass over his observations and arguments, and report only his conclusions.

The work, according to Ingarden, is not identifiable with any of its
performances. |t is individuated not by a specific location in time and
space, as a real object would be, and as performances are, but by a
“specific, unrepeatable selection” of qualities ( #ar#, p. 62).

The work contains both sounding and non-sounding phenomena.
Sounding phenomena inciude sounds and constructs of sounds Iike melodies,
motifs and chords. The non-sounding phenomena are founded in the sounding
ones. Non-sounding elements include guasi-temporal structure, musical

20Roman Ingarden, 7he Wwori of Music and the Frodlem of fis faentity, translated by Adam
Czerniawski, edited by Jean G. Harrell {London: Macmillan Press, 1966 ). Hereafter referred to
as Work.
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motion, forms, emotional qualities, references to external objects, and “the
element made up of aesthetically valuable qualities and the qualities of
aesthetic values.” A word about each of these might clarify the categories,
and make it clearer what sort of thing Ingarden considers to be ‘non-
sounding.’

Quasi-temporal structure is the organization of & work's time.
Musical motion is a function of melody, which creates the illusion of
movement ‘up’ and ‘down’ in musical ‘space.’ The terms are metaphorical,
but not therefore meaningless or useless. Musical forms are, properly,
particular to each work, though schematized forms like sonata form can be
generalized from a number of works, and they arise from a multiplicity of
sound constructs. Forms introduce rationality into a work. Emotional
gualities appear upon sound constructs, are exclusive to music and only
resemble non-musical emotional qualities. They are to be distinguished
from what the listener feels while listening, and from the feelings of the
performer and the composer, though they may not be unrelated to the latter.
Extra-musical references, or ‘representational themes’ are themes which,
without texts, make one imagine a more or less distinct object. This quasi-
musical object belongs to the music without being a quality of it, and forms
8 higher artistic whole with the music. Musical references are unlike
literary ones, in that music refers by resemblance. Lastly, there is the
‘element made up of aesthetically valuable qualities and the qualities of
gesthetic values.” Ingarden comments that not all forms and contents are
equally valuable aesthetically. Each of the sounding and non-sounding
elements may be aesthetically good, bad or indifferent; taken together, they
determine the aesthetic value of the work. The only hitch is that no one has
yet catalogued all these possible qualities ( s, pp. 83-115).

The work originates in the creative activity of the composer, but
thereafter its existence is independent of him or her. It is a purely
intentional object, with its physical, or ontic base in the score, which is a
schematic prescription for performance. In the case of recordings, what is
recorded is not the work itself, but the effects of sound waves. Each
playing of the record is a new performance. Only through the listener's
understanding do the sounds of any performance designate the artistic



remainder of the work, the sounding constructs and the non-sounding
elements. The work is not, however, identical with the listener's
experience or construct. The work is intra-subjectively accessible, and
nerdures over time ( w4, pp. 116-122).

That various parts belong together and form a whole “in fact is the
concept of art in general,” according to Ingarden ( #<rk, p. 123), but not all
musical works form artistic wholes. (Dahlhaus would probably hold that
those which do not are not works in the strong sense of the word.) Wwhat
holds works together? Like Dahlhaus, Ingarden reters to the &asits/teffect.
Jnlike Dahlhaus, ingarden spells out how this works. Smaller parts, or
phases, are structured into a whole by a "sounding aspect’ or &asis/t that
can spread itseif in musical time.  This requires the retention by the
iistener of the recent past. It aiso requires expectation, or ‘protention’, of
what will occur. Successive elements combine to form higher auditory
structures. Larger parts and works have more than a single auditory aspect,
which must be unified by some other means, for instance by forming each
other's complement or contrast. Hearing a work as a work requires a 'living
memory’ that allows the present to affect one’s understanding of the past.
In this way the elements of a work can be understood to interact with each
ather { M, pp. 123-1386). nsum:

..atrue musical work develops in performance into a certain product that in its
temporal spread is reminiscent of the structure of & process but differs from a
simple process precisely because it is an organized totality in which specific
parts belong to each other. In the case of the best possible composition, they

postulate each other or they fulfill the postulates of other parts constituting their
fulfillment or compietion { #or4, p. 1325.

The score leaves many areas of the aesthetic object, such as timbre
and the finer points of phrasing, indeterminate. These may vary from one
performance to another so much that different, but equally valuable,
aesthetic qualities are revealed in the work. Different epochs may prefer
different sets of realized qualities. Hence over time, the work may appear
to change. Ingarden argues that although it necessarily appears so to the
historically bound individual or community, actually the work does not
change, because the work is not an aesthetically univocal object. within the
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parameters set by the score, which is the final authority with regard to the
Jquestion of when an interpretation 15 so different as to constitute a new
work, there 1s a multiplicity of possible ‘concrete profiles,” ali potentially
of equal aesthetic value.
A musical work, understood as an artistic product of its composer, is first a
schema designated by the score, second a determined multiplicity of possibilities

designated by the areas of indeterminacy of the schematic product — each
providing in realization one of the work’s profiles ( Wark, p. 150).

Though Ingarden hesitates to assign aesthetic value fto 2 greater
multiplicity of possible realizations per se, he suggests that the greater the
number of possible proriles, the more likely a work 1s Lo survive changes in
aesthetic taste. recording does not, in Ingarden's view, change the
situation; even the composer's best performance does not limit the possible
realizations where the score does not.

The composer's artistic achievement is not so much the realization of a unique

model performance but rather the creation of the work as a schema subject to
musical notation that ... dispiays a variety of potential profiles ( Work,p. 157).

Dahthaus appeals to a similar ideal of a multiplicity of possibilities
when considering the historical status of the work and critical and
analvtical judaments about the work. Considering the possibilities and
challenges offered by reception history, which in its most radical forms
threatens to do away with the idea of the work altogether (Fouwndations, p.
151), Dahlhaus notes that perceptions and interpretations of any given work
do change radically over time, and that therefore some form of reception
history would be valuable. But for Dahlhaus, as for Ingarden, the score
remains the crucial arbiter (Founcations, p. 165). More than Ingarden,
Dahlhaus emphasizes the importance for understanding any work, of
understanding its time of origin. He suggests, though, that to emphasize
unduly either the origin of a work or the gradual unfolding of its meaning
over time leads only to those well-known historical distortions, a history
of decline or a history of progress. in line with his own dictum that not all
insights are available to all times (£sinesics p. 87), Dahlhaus suggests that
for each work a point of perfection in interpretation may be found, a time
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‘¥hen it was most neariy perfectly understood. This time would usually be
some time after it was written, for great works’ meaning needs to be
unfolded. He suggests, for instance, that such a point may have been reached
in the case of Mshier's music sometime around 1970. This is an
historiographical matter, but also an aesthetic one, for to judge the height
of a work's interpretations requires criteria to judge among interpretations.
Some of those suggested by Dahlhaus are still histeriographical, like the
simple popularity and frequency of performance of a work, but Dahlhaus
favours the more aesthetic criterion of ‘cogency,’ whereby the most
complex interpretation that both coheres and honours the text should be
iudged the best { Founastions, p. 160),

There are some agifferences between Dahlhaus and Ingarden, mostly
arising from the Yact that Ingarden seems to regard music primarily from
the point of view of an educated but not specialist listener, whereas
Uahlhaus regards it from the point of view of an analyst, critic, and
fhistorian. Ingarden the amateur regards music, with no outside referents,
as having only one ‘tevel’ or ‘stratum,’ in comparison to literary works of
art, which have several; for instance, the text, its meaning, and the object
it represents ( #ar#, pp. 50-54). Dahlhaus the specialist finds in music
many strata which fulfill the criteria set by ingarden of universality to all
examples of the form, continuity within itself, and heterogeneity with
regard to all other strata; for instance, the notes, the instrumentation, the
sounds of chords, the functions of chaords, and so on. Again, Ingarden regards
varying interpretations primarily as ways of performing a work, where
Dahlhaus regards them as the results of varying analyses of the score. This
is a difference in point of view only, as varying analyses all have their
implication for performance, and varied performances (if aesthetically
valuable) arise out of a {possibly unconscious) analysis of the score, but the
difference is suggestive of differing emphases.

Does the musical work have an extra-musical referent?

On the question of extra-musical or literary referents, Dshlhaus
agrees with Ingarden that they are not a necessary or inevitable aspect of a
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work — it i3 not true that every work has its inner programme, as some
Romantics thought - but that such references can form part of the aesthetic
nbject of some works. Dahlhaus is scrupuiousiy careful when dealing with
srogramme music, defending the aesthetic of programmes but careful in his
application of it. In fact some composers usually thought to be synonymous
Lo programmatic music, like Liszt, are in Dahlhaus’ view more interested in
purely formal experiments, while a apparently strict formalist like
Schoenberg is shown to have had his programmatic moments.

The desire to write programme music, and to invent programmes for
works like Beethoven's symphonies carelessly 1aft unsupplied 'with them by
their composers, arose out of the general public’s unease with the idea that
music couid have meaning and significance without 3 text. This idea of
‘absolute’ music arose among certain Romantics like E. T. A. Hoffmann,
wWackenrcder, and Tieck,2! towards the end of the eighteenth century, but
spread though the general musical public very slowly. it came to be
universally accepted by musicians only at the very end of the nineteenth
century, and from the evidence of programme notes still is not completely
accepted today. The popularity of Hegel's philosophy hindered the
acceptance of the idea of absolute music, for Hegel thought poetry to be &
higher art than music, and vocal music {allied with poetry) to be far
superior to instrumental music (£fsthelics p.29). Brendel?2 based his
defense of programme music on a version of Hegel's position, saying that
programme music, aspiring to poetry, is in fact a higher stage than vocal
music or purely formal instrumental music. The arguments for and against
programme music proceeded from different premises. The proponents of
programme music argued from the philosophy of history that programme
music was an historically necessary development, and therefore desirable.
Their opponents argued from psychology that it is impossible to deduce the
exact programme from a work, that all listeners construe the work's

21For the full story, told at some length, see /2# | am here using the term in its most minimal
meaning; Dahihaus scrupulously notes the variety of implications given to it over the years by
different writers, from music whose wordless imprecision gives access 1o the Absolute, to music
that is hermetic and formal, related only to itself.

22¢ar) Franz Brendel, Geschichie der Musik, 4thed., 1867, p. 643, cited in fsihetics, p. 57-8.
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significance differently. Dahlhaus finds both arguments specious: no
argument from the philosophy of history is convincing today, and the
argument from psychology was flawed by misunderstanding from the start.
The programme of 8 symphonic poem ‘was never meant to be 'deduced’ or
‘decoded’ by the listener. Liszt and others used the programme as material
to be manipulated, like scales and harmonies, not as a story to be narrated
oy the music (£stheiics, p. 59). For the listener, the programme was to be
part of what was brought to a work by an educated person, not what one was
expected to get out of listening.

Programme music and absolute music are not mutually exclusive, in
Dahlhaus’ view. Rather, they are two ends of a spectrum between which
there are innumerable degrees. Programme music is not a type that is
zasily appreciated just at present, however, since programme music is a
product of “an era when esxperience was shaped by reading and when the
literature on a subject was scarcely less important than the subject itseif”
(£sthetics p. 60). The only charge against programme music that really
sticks is that it falls apart formally if the programme is removed ( /gga, p.
137), a charge against which Dahlhaus defends Liszt and others, showing
that, though their forms were unorthodox, they are perfectly
comprehensible, even, or perhaps especially, ‘without knowledge of the
programme 23. He levels this same charge against contemporary composers
who seem to him to be using programmatic references to cover over
weaknesses in form24 Even this charge, however, does not stick if, as
Brendel would have it, the programme is aesthetically integral to some
works, and for examples of this Dahlhaus turns to Schoenberg. He cites
"Yerklarte Nacht” as an outstanding example of a programme that is both
integral to the aesthetic object, and nevertheless a strong example of the
form of 'developing variation.” “Pelleus und Melisande” is an even more
striking case as, according to Dahlhaus, it is organized simultaneously
according to four different formal concepts: those of scene, leitmotiy,

235ee for example Ansiusis, pp. 75-79,0or “lssues in Composition,” in Sefween, pp. 40~-78.
24 Sphoenterg, "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” (1971}, p. 233.
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compressed symphony, and sonata form. Here is a complex form that
accommodates a literary subject without abandoning autonorny2s

From the foregoing it seems clear that, although Dahlhaus is perfectly
#111ing to admit extra-musical references as part of the musical aesthetic
object, he does not regard them as fundamental toc music; music may
include a literary reference or refer to extra-musical things; equally, and
without therepy being less valuable, 1t may have relations oniy internally.
Music is still, for Dahlhaus, to be defined as a “coherence of tones.”

The Audience

Having seen what Dahlhaus makes of the musical work of art, let us
turn to the guestion of what he makes of the audience. The audience is
important to Dahlhaus both historically and aesthetically. The nistorical
development of audience behaviour and attitudes has had important effects
oh the history of music. The importance of the shift from an audience who
regarded the performance as a gloss on another event — and who felt quite
free to taik and socialize throughout - to an audience who sit silent and
focussed on the music, has already been mentioned. Throughout the late
eighteenth and early hineteenth century, there was another shift in the way
listeners heard and evaluated music: from a habit of relating the music to
the words, to an attempt to hear the form and sStructure of purely
instrumental music. (This latter shift is still noticeably incomplete in
many listeners, but has carried the field among those listeners whose
voices are loudest, the critics and analysts.) The shift from polyphonic to
harmonic writing may also have to do with a shift in intended audience, for
polyphony is clearest to the participant and predominated in times and
forms where small groups gathered to enjoy music by playing and singing
together. The rise of large public concerts for non-participatory listeners
may not be unrelated to the rise of music structured more chordally.2é

25"Schoenberg and programme music” {1974}, in Scheenberg, pp. 94- 103,
26 Sprvenderyg, "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” (1971}, p. 221.



For Dahlhaus as well as for ingarden, the work only fully exists as
aesthefic object in the mind of the listener considering the work 1n
retrospect:

Musical meaning 1s "intentional’; 1t exists only insofar. as a listener grasps 1t
{ Lsthetics, p. 120,

_..11terature about music 15 no mere rerlection of what happens in the musical
practice of composition, interpretation, and reception, out rather belongs, in a
certain sense, 1o the constituent forces of music itself. For insofar as music does
not exhaust itself in the acoustical substrate that underlies it, but only takes
shape through categorical ordering of what has been perceived, a change in the
system of categories of reception immediately affects the substance of the thing
iseli { /oga, p. 63).

inother words, what arrects the listener's understanding arfects how music
1S heard and understood. ‘Writing about music is not irrelevant to music
1tselr, because 1t arfects the audience 2/

For the purposes of considering audience reception of a work, it is not
necessary to regard the audience as a collection of so many individuals,
according to Dahlhaus. Aesthetic judgements are not altogether subjective;
we make such judgments according to the categories and attitudes we have
fearned. Taste 15 not reallv an individual matter (A4na/vsis, p.3). 1t is
conditioned by many things, class and aesthetic traditions among them 28
Inauiry into reception must therefore take into account aesthetics as well
as sociology, reception history cannot be the empirical science dreamed of
by its advocates. The matter of musical literacy must also be considered;
“Musical habits of hearing are too diverse to fet one admit that statistics
based on chance selection of subjects .. are a coliection or opinions on the
same issue” (Ana/ysis, p. 25). If the aesthetic object is to be regarded as
constituted 1n the mind of the listener, it must be admitted that not all
minds are capable of doing so. The 1dea of the qualified listener comes from
analysis and aesthetics, which attempt to define what the ideal listener
should hear. That some opinions are better qualified than others Is an idea

27This assumes, of course, that what is written is read and understood.

28{ngarden also notes the development of aggregate judgments of music, though he attributes them
to discussion and agreement after the fact. See Wark, p. 153 ff.
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that is not favoured in our anti-elitist age, but Dahlhaus argues that the
idea that all opinions are of equal value is as ‘metaphysical’ an idea as the
idea that they are not, and betrays a democratic and quantitative prejudice.
The idea of the qualified listener is needed to clarify the object under
inquiry. Is music mere entertainment? Then all people are equally well
qualified to state whether or not they have enjoyed a performance. But if
the work as a work of art is to be investigated, only the opinions of those
who are capable of perceiving the work as a work of art are relevant to the
inquiry { Amalysis, pp. 25-6).

Taste is an eighteenth century category. It was the preoccupation of
philosophers interested in art in that century, and their descriptions border
on the utopian (£sisetics p. 8). Nevertheless, Dahlhaus maintains that
aesthetic judgments can and should be judged as more or less adequate to
the case; not all judgments are tenable in the face of the work. 1t does not
do, for instance, to mishear a sonata as a medley. Aesthetic judgements
are, inevitably, affected by group norms, but they are also affected by and
answerable to the work. The charge of elitism is irrelevant:

it isanerror to grant to a 'group norm’ which considers a pop tune the essence of
music and 8 Beethoven symphony a hollow din equal aesthetic privileges as to the
opposite ‘group norm.’ The factual judgements underlying the ‘group norms’ are
not equally founded. A listener capable of doing justice to a Beethoven symphony
is generally equipped to cope with the musical issues of a pop tune, but the
reverse is not true. Arrogance of the initiated must not be defended, but that
nobody has the right to blame musical illiterates for being illiterste does not

change the fact that illiteracy provides s weak foundation for sesthetic judgments.
{ Anslysis, p. 6)

Prejudice against musical literacy is socially motivated,2? and musical
illiteracy is an obstacle to adequate hearing. Musical illiteracy is,

29The charge of elitism and snobbery against the proponents of the ‘avant-garde’ cannot, according
to Dahlhaus, even be levelled on social grounds: “An élite in the disreputable sense is a group
which, in the first place, exercises power without rational legitimacy and, secondly, shuts itself
off against outsiders. Yet it would be absurd to accuse the composers and audiences of new music of
one or the other of these traits. Equally without foundation is the continually repeated and rather
servile attempt to denounce sympathy for serial or post-serial music as snobbism. A snob ... tries
to acquire prestige by aping the views of a ruling class and by adopting opinions that are not rooted
in his own personal experience. But a ruling class whose conspicuous consumption includes serial
music does not exist” { Sphvenserg, “"Progress and the avant garde” [ 1966], p. 18). 1t is a moot
point whether the present strong presence of the avant-garde within University schools of music
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moreover, no guarantee of aesthetic “immediacy.” Far from being more
appreciative of the immediate experience, the uninitiated may simply lack
comprehension { 4n6/y575,p S54). 1t is true that the idea of contemplation as
the behaviour appropriate to art comes ariginally from the metaphysics of
beauty, and so may be in danger of leaving behind the art object in pursuit of
‘ldeas.*0 But 'contemplation’ is still necessary to perceive the musical
work of art. Such contemplation i aided by education; music history helps
to make old music comprehensible. Reflection is an aid, not 3 hindrance to
the immediacy of agesthetic experience. Indeed, Dahlhaus believes that
aesthetic contemplation of temporally remote works is impossible without
knowledge ( £sthalics p. 73). Féce Herder and others who placed immediacy
and analysis in opposition, Dahlhaus says that ‘primary immediacy (total
absorption and comprehension during a performance} reguires compiete
famitiarity with a work and its context, which requires a great deal of
knowledge for temporally remote works; moreover, true immediscy is
secondary immediacy, moderated by reflection (£sihetics, pp. 84-5). The
Gests/t of a work depends upon informed expectation and memory working
together, and is not complete until the entire work is viewed in retrospect.
Complex works reguire more reflection than do simple ones. ‘Wagner,
according to Dahlhaus in Aichsra ivggners /usic Dremss, depended on the
sxercise of such reflection by his listeners. He expected the audience to
concentrate, remember and relate leitmotivs, and to perceive the
complexity of his forms, not to sit back and et the music wash over them.
Charges of elitism bring to mind the question of the relation of music
to society at large. Music was originally, and in many cultures still is, a
craft related to specific functions. The current or former function of a

now gives them the status of a ruling elite; certainly they do not form a powertul group among
those who promote recordings or determine concert programmes.

30"From the metaphysics of beauty comes the notion that the appropriste norm of behavior toward
a work of art is contemplation, self-forgetting absorption ina thing. The esthetic abject is
isolated, removed from its environment, and regarded with strict exclusiveness as if it were the
only thing that existed. Yet the sppearance, all to often, is for contempistion 83 & mere route or
even g detour on the way toward the Ides of 'Inner Form.' This ldea is sought, not so much in the
thing itself, the shape assumed by the spirit, as rather somewhere behind or above the thing, in a
world beyond. The metaphysics of beauty, s a philosophy of art, is always in danger of getting
beyond art, estranged from art" { Ssddesics, p. 5).



work is an aesthetic fact to be kept in mind, according to Dahlhaus. If, for
instance, @ work was intended as music for worship, or has become so (like
popular songs adapted as hymn tunes) it is wrong to disregard that fact
merely because the work in question does not seem to the critic to be
suitable for worship. To take an instance treated quite extensively by
Dahlhaus: what constitutes patriotic or nationalist music is a matter of
function. {t is no use to point out that the traits considered archetypically
Hungarian in one work are the same as those marking another work as
Morwegian. |f the works are regerded by the people in question as
authentically nationalist, then they must be accepted as such3!

Musical works can acquire and shed functions over time. Dahlhaus
cites Umberto Eco’s view that works can have both utilitarian and symbolic
functions. These can change independently of one another. The utilitarian
function might change from sacred to concert music, for instance, as in the
case of some of J. S. Bach's choral music. The symbolic function, or
interpretation, might, as in the case of the works of Mozart, change from
Romantic to Classicist and back again. As long as a work has both kinds of
functions, however changed, it is likely to remain actively in the repertoire
( Faunastions, pp. 162-4).

The greatest change in the function of music has been the change from
craft to art, from being characterised chiefly by function to having a
relative autonomy, serving no purpose beyond existing as aesthetic objects
for contemplation. Some music, as mentioned before, is still functional, and
some autonomous works have functional forms. Some were intended to be
functional and have come to be regarded as autonomous. The difference
between functional and autonomous music is minimised by such
reinterpretations, and is denied altogether by some, especiaily those
anxious to subsume the study of music under the study of society.
Nevertheless, it is @ distinction on which Dahlhaus insists. The difference
is more than one of perception: to deny it is to miss the difference between
accidental and essential features, and to ignore the ract that some

31 "Nationalism and Music” in Kefween Aomaenticism snd fModeraism, pp. 79-101.



functions result from autonomy32 The sociological approach denies that the
agsence of art is art character. !t may be true that the enjoyment of art is
iinked to ciass, to consumptian, and to escapism, but this is not, according
0 Dahlhaus, ail there is to art 33

The Artist

A third area of inguiry in aesthetic systematics is that of the artist.
ingarden’s attention was turned primarily to the performer as interpreter;
oy contrast, Dahlhaus virtually ignores tihe performer to consider the
composer. The composer 1s both free and bound. Dahlhaus repeatediy cites
“renek’s34 assertion that the composer iz free to posit axioms; at the same
time Dahlhaus insists that no one is free of hig or her historical context.
The present historical context {in 1967, wnen the essay was written) is one
of intensifying refisction on the interaction of musical parameters. Theory
is vitally important to composers, according to Dahlhaus; even in the middle
ages, when the practice of Composition was regarded as a craft quite
separate from the stuay of music theory, which was one of the seven liberal
arts, theory and composition interacted (fsthetics, p. 14). Composers’
concern with theory has continually increased since then until the present;
some composers now give the impression of being concerned with nothing
out theory. Theory is for the composer “the essence of historically
determined principles and categories, which are at the root of a composer's
musical thinking.”35 Every composer is free to make his or her own use of
theory; in fact, avery significant and innovative composer can be regarded
as having his or her own poetics, which Dahlhaus defines as “an idea,
permeated by reflection, concerning the making and production of musical
compositions.”® Pgetics for anyone but the composer is a descriptive, not
3 normative task; the composer can construct rules for him or herself, but

32 Sehoenderg, “Avant-garde and popularity” {1975), pp. 28-30.

I3 Sohwenberg, “The musical work of art as a subject of sociology” {1974}, pp. 239-40.
34 Ernst Krenek, b. 1900, Austro-American composer, teacher and writer.

33 seneenterg, "Schoenberyg's poetics of music” {1976) ,p. 74.

36 19¢. cit.
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no-one else can do anything but “merely demonstrate connections and
fundamental conditions within a group of principles and categories on which
an individual oeuvre is pased.”37 ‘what theory, in the abstract, can do for the
composer is to chart the possibilities open to him or her. Dahlhaus believes
firmly that the composer needs to be theoretically sophisticated. Fa/es/s
grexis, and  theorie (making, doing and theorizingy are mutually
interdependent, and some theory will always operate, whether consciously
or unconsciousiy. Composers reject theoretical specuiation at the risk of
having nothing to say.38

To be theoretical sophisticates is not the only advice Dahihaus has
for composers, though it is the key-note of his attitude. He suggests that
destructive musical Dadaism, in the manner of John Cage, izads only to
banality; and that improvisation leads rather to clichés than to spontaneity.
innovation, clarity of form, coherence, and comprehensibility are among the
cardinal virtues of composition in his view, and these can be best achieved
by reflective composition of works, not by dependence on the inspiration of
the moment in performance2? The trend to avoid composing works results,
he acknowledges, from an aversion to ‘fossilization’ or ‘reification’; this is
something to avoid, but not an inevitable result of the objectification
inherent in the creation of works as opposed to events or processes 40

37 10c. ¢it.

28"The Mendelssohnian arqument that musical thinking is too complex to be expressed in words is
confronted ... by the antithetical assertion that musical imagination which eschews or attempts to
eschew hard and fast verbal definition on principle must end up by becoming diffuse. Although
explicit theory may uitimately prove insufficient, it is evidently indispensable as & starting-
point. Anextreme aversion to reflection, which i3 afraid of doing harm to thinking in’ music by
using categories which are much too imprecise, in the final analysis allows what it seeks to
protect to wither away. The speechiess silence which considers itself confirmed and secure in the
silent possession of what alone is essential, tends in the end to become intellectual poverty. And
although we can hardly wish that the surplus of theory of the serial and post-serial phase will
repeat itseif in the next few years, there i3 a danger {and not only in music) emanating from the
unconcealed lethargy and the hidden animosity with which a ‘conceptual’ effort that attempts to
express itself verbally as precisely as possible is at present greeted everywhere. & subjectivity
which wishes to speak solely in sounds because words are superfluous or even misleading will
perhaps at some stage come to the depressing conclusion that it has nothing more to say, evenin
sounds.” Scheenberg, "4 rejection of material thinking?” {1984), p. 283.

39"Composition and improvisation” (1972}, in Schoenterg, pp. 265-273.

40 Sppoenterg, "On the decline of the concept of the musical work” {1971} p. 225.



The relationship between composer and audience is a matter of great
concern, as it has Geen for the better part of the twentieth century.
Jahihaus notes that the giscussion on the avant-garde and popuiarity seems
Joomed by a lack of definition of terms and woolly thinking 1o go nowhere.
‘Popularity’ itself is an ambiguous term, since just who is to be included in
the notion is unclear and usually left unsaid. Dahlhaus defends the right of
the avant-garge to write what it wishes for its own audience4! Not all
music is accessible 1o all audiences, and this is how it shouid be. It is true
that the style of the late eighteenth century achieved a remarkable degree
gf accessibility to @ wide range of people, but that kind of 'multivalence’ is
not possible to all ages, and it does not do for a composer, or anyone, to be
unduly hostile to his or her own age ( Ana/ysis, p. 27). The claim that what
the avant-garde writes 15 paper music is another argument that degenerates
inte misunderstanding and name-calling. ‘Paper music’ is a straw man,
according to Dahlhaus. There is no music written without regard for sound.
Some music is formally more difficult: to hear than other music, but it is
not necessary for everything to be audible or to be understood for music to
be effective. Dahlhaus notes that the {as yet unwritten) history of hearing
does not necessarily bear a ciose resemblance to the history of composition,
and he speculates that the rift between composer and audience may simply
be constitutive of modern music 42

Hevertheless, Dahihaus suggests that the composer have some regard
for the audience. The composer should recognize that the point of view of
the audience necessarily differs from his or her own, for where the
composer hears hiz or her work as one of many possibilities, open to further
modification, the audience hears it as a finished work. They cannot possibly
hear the other options that are in the composer's mind. Aleatoric music
appears to Dshihaus to be an ultimately unsuccessful attempt to impose this
peculiarity of the composers point of wiew on the audience, and he
recommends against it43  Dahlhaus also views comprehensibility as &

+1"Avant garde and popularity” {1975) in Sodeenterg, pp 23-31.

42 Audibility" in daeigsis, pp. 53-56.

43 Sphoenterg, "Ples Tor 3 romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music”
(19869), p.218.
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compositional virtue — if {4 can be achieved without sacrificing theoretical
sophistication. In this case too he takes the part of the audience as opposed
10 the composer, for in order for music 1o te comprehensible, it must
balance complexity in one aspect with simplicity in another. {f this is not
done, the audience will focus on one of the aspects to the exciusion of all
others, as has happened in the case of Bach interpretation, where either
narmony or polyphony has been emphasized, though both are equally complex
and important. [n this Dahlhaus disagrees with Schoenberg, who believed
that to be coherent, all aspects of a2 musical work should be equally
complex.

summary

Let me sum up tnhe systematic elements of Uahlhaus’ aesthetics
sxamined so Tar, before going on in the next chapter to consider his theory
af criticism. Dahlhaus’ aesthetics reflects the scope and the limits of his
reading, which seems from his writing to include virtually everyone writing
in 3erman, not a few writers in other Eastern European languages (Ingarden,
for example), and very few writers in English. Most notable in the traces
they leave on Dahlhaus’ writings are Kant, ingarden, and Max Weber. This is
not to say that he did not read what was written on music in English; his
gibliographies show that he did, but writing in English seems to have had
very littie effect on his thinking. This makes him a chailenging and valuable
writer for English readers: challenging because his ideas are often quite
alien and his polemics addressed to discussions which may be unknown;
valuable because his ideas are often quite alien, and can force us o rethink
and broaden our assumptions.

Dahlhaus is a widely~read German scholar trying to make sense of the
world of European art music. He finds aesthetics to be central to this
zndeavour; at the same time he finds European art music to be wholly the
result of certain particular historical deveiopments. Accordingly, he
considers everything in the light of its development. Motwithstanding the
nistorical contingency of music, he argues strongly for the protection of
music as an art, rather than as a craft providing music to fit non-musical
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functions. He szees as central to the development and continuation of
musical art-character the idea of the autonomous musical work, which
Jrovices an object Tor aesthetic contemplation. This idea is itself an
aistorical one, 1n danger of being discarded. The work of music is an
intentional object, ariginating in the creative activity of the composer,
physically founded on and ultimately limited by the score, and only fully
zonstituted in the mind of the listener. The work may or may not include as
an integral part of itself as an aesthetic object references to extra-musical
things.

The listener is affected by his or her historical situation; music is
perceived by the listener through an histoncally contingent set of aesthetic
categories. The work can and shouid be considered rationally, analutically,
by those who are capable of doing so. This preduces for the listener a
‘second immediacy,” the appreciation of the work in retrospect, when the
interactign of all the various parts of the work can be considered, a more
important moment for Dahlhaus than the emotional impact of a work during
performance.

The creator of a work should set about working with a sophisticated
awareness of music theory in order to create a work that is satisfying to
ine musicsaily literate listener, that is, 3 work that is complex and coherent
and inngvative, and so on. The composer should understand the point of view
3t the audience, but should not particularly have to concern himself with
providing music accessible to the musically illiterate.

Dahlhaus, as | mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, claims that
twentieth century aesthetics must be descriptive and historical rather than
normative and prescriptive. it is clear from the summary above that he does
not entireiy live up to this goal. He has very strong opinions on
contemporary musical life, and does not hesitate to voice them. Nor does he
ignore perceived weaknesses in the aesthetics of past writers in order
simply to relate what happened.  On matters like Schopenhsauer's
metaphysics and the follies of aleatoric music he is anything but
descriptive and neutral.

Dahlhaus does succeed in bringing out the historicity of aesthetic
matters, even if he does not guite manage to convince one that he would be
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happy to see things change as radically in the future as they have in the
past. The historical origins of ideas usually regarded as natural and
immutable, like the idea of the work, are brought out consistently and
emphatically. The real question for aesthetics is that of where Dahlhaus’
approach leaves the matter of criticism and criteria. What status can they
have when aesthetic judgments are historically conditioned and the very
criteria used are contingent and mutable? This is part of the topic of the
next chapter.
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Chapter 4

THEORY OF CRITICISH

Aesthetics and Criticism

car Dahlhaus, the so7zop 0éire of aesthetics iz cnticism.  What
cesulls from  aesthetic contemplation f{beside pleasurs) i3 aesthetic
judgement. “tsthetic reflection terminates in criticism” {£sivetics, p. 85).
aesthetics as a form of inquiry, as a branch of philosophy, 1 the
investigation of the grounds of aesthetic judgement; in describing how
people think and have thought about music, aesthetics describes how and
why they formed aesthetic judgements. if you will, the critic is the
engineer to the aesthetician's scientist — except that the two roles more
ofien coalesce in the arts than in the sciences.

' compare the critic to an enginzer deliberately, for in Dahlhaus’ view
the critic's role is not o1 iesser practical importance 1o musical life than
the engineer is to daily physical life. The musical work as an aesthetic
sbject to be contemplated iz constituted in the mind of the {gqualified)
listener. Accordingly, the work as perceived by the listener is profoundly
affected by the categories and attitudes the iistener brings to the
performance, which in turn may be shaped by what the listener has read in
the way of musical criticism.

Consciousness of music is determined, to no small extent, by literature about
music. Even people who scoff at it can hardly escape the effect of what is written.

Musical experience almost always involves memory-traces from reading
{ Esthelics, p. 62). '

The critic’s job, then, is one of great practical importance, for it can help or
hinder the adequate reception of the musical work. The critic, in helping to



zhape musical opinion, can siso affect what 15 programmed and played,
though it is also undoubtediy the case that some works remain popular in
the face of indifference or even hostility from the critics. It is desirable,
then, for the smooth and rational ordering of musical life, that music
criticism chouid be as rational and well-ordered as possible. Unfortunately,
musical criticism as a whole is hardly known for being rational and well
grdered. 'Chaotic’ and ‘contradictory’ are words that spring more readily to
mind. The oft remarked upon tendency of even great critics to give, at least
once in their lives, 2 strong opinion later contradicted by vwirtually
averybody robs criticiem of some credibility. Hanslick's polemics against
‘Wagner come to mind, along with the frosty initial critical receptions of
many of the pillars of the oresent day repertoire.

Dahlhaus zuggests 1wo points in opposition 10 inis mistrust of
critics. First, the situation 15 not as chiaotic ang contradictory as at first
appears; rather, there iz a surprising unamimity of opinion among critics
through the ages. To support this opinion, he notes that differing verdicts
are often reached on the basis of differing criteria and are thus not actually
cgntradictory, that not a1l understandings are possible at 51l times and that
therefore the biases of the critic’s era must be taken into account, and that

... aMONg critics s no deserve the narme and have not mereiy accicentally stumbled
into the career, sgreement over what is essential, the ranking of works, is not 30

rare as might be wished by a prejudice that pounces on contradictions in criticism
50 a3 1o be able to denounce them &3 signs of absurdity { Fsdhelics, p. G8).

Second, Danihaus holds that any lack of agreement among critics 1s merely a
zign that what is needed iz a stronger tradition of criticism, cne that takes
into account the varied and historical nature of criteria.
Evenwnen reai, the chaos can ce expiained as a resuit of the absence of tradition
in crificism. The lack of continuify, as mentioned, i3 not in the nature of

criticism but rather Lased on the prejudice that combsts and confounds it
( £sthetics, p. 66).

what is needed to form a critical tradition is a conerent theory of criticism.
Dahlhaus does not claim, in £sisetics or eisewhere, 1o present such a
theory, all worked out and ready for use. Instead he offers notes towards
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zuch a theory; a compendium of things that must be taken into account for
such a theory 1o be viable and practically useful.

The Critic

Oahlhaus 13 quite specific in £&thetics apout the job of the critic.
The critic's task is first to decide whether or not a given work is art. "A
critic’s arguments gveal the esthetic sxperience or culture at his disposal
.. DUt what makes nim a critic is his apility to separate art from non-art”
{ £sthetics p. 58). Following Kant, Dahlhaus claims that this judgement that
something 12 or 12 not art is a completely separate judgement from that of
whether 4 is or is not bteautiful ([ f&thetics p. I35}, accordingly, the
;hdggement about art involves conhcepts, ang, sgcé Herger, reflection
(Feipetics o, 34-5). Moreover, sometimes where critics seem to differ
iglently sbout 3 work's status as art, the very violence of the polemic
shows their essential agreement. “Failed efforts and innocuous successes
provoke no zealpus warnings about the doom of art”™ (£sésetics, p. 88), such
8s were offered by Hanslick in his tirade against wagner. Second, the critic
is to rank works of art: “..what is essential, the ranking of works.” Third,
the critic must defend and axplain his or her judgements. “.. a decision
cetlween art and non-art has aiready implicitly been made at the outset of
an interpretation; when the interpretation has been carried out, it may be
understood as the justification and proor of that implicit decision”
LEsthetics, 0. 31). it is this explanation of judgements that usually
provokes the controversy, for it is here that the critic’'s biases and
dackground show most strongly. Yet it is in such expianation that we may
find good reason for @ seemingly chtuse judgement; for a critic who judges,
say, Mahler, by the criteria of classical ideals of proportion and perfection
can be expected to find him wanting.
Deciding about a work's artistic quality presupposes, however, if it is to be valid,
that the critic is aware of the profound differences between ultimate principles to
which esthetics can appeal: between esthetic ideas that are not reducible to each

sther and that cccasionally even enter into competition with each other { Zsthetics,
p. 88).
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These profound, irreducible differences between uitimate principles are,
according to Dahlhaus, what a theory of criticism shouls sort out.

Some past theories of criticism have failed spectacularly at this
task, in Dahlhaus’ view. A1) attempts to group criteria hierarchically under
ihe banner of 'Geauty’ were (and are) doomed from the start:

...nothing has exposed esthetics to general contempt more than tie strained effort,
dictated by insistence on system, to gather all possible specifications of works of
art around the central ides of beauty, or even to deduce them all from this ides.
The futility of such an effort, not to say its utter nonsense, remained hidden to an
age ‘whose thinking was confined esthetically by classicistic norms and
rmethodologically by a hankering for systems. The conviction that fitting into &
system would guarantee or even fortify the truth of idess i3 one of those
~ineteenth-century Utopias that have collapsed in the twentieth. Mo matter how
aign anyone may estimate the influence of the spirit of the age, it is nardly
sonceivable how people could fail to notice that esthetic ideas form no hierarchical
system, out rather coexist, heteronomous and irreducible. The attempt to
subordinate thern to a supreme idea, that of beauty, and to conceive the differences
among them as mere modifications betrays a misunderstanding of their nature
{ Fsthetics p. 88).

Similartly, other systems of criticism have tended to focus on one criterion
or group of criteria to the exclusion of others. For example, the 'New
Criticism'  approach  focuses on ‘immanent interpretation” or self-
referentiality. This method tends in music 1o assign greater merit L0 works
of greater compiexity; 1t does not, according to Dahlhaus, apply well to
small simple works which nevertheless may be perfect after their kind! It
iS an approach that takes works out of history, and yet is best applicable to
the works of iis own time, when ever-increasing complexity was

t"New Critics postulated that every trait of a work of art, from the details to their connections and
to the whole that proceeds from them and includes them, can be grasped without regard for
tra;ﬁtionai types and schemes, by way of the work's own individual 1aw of form” { £sthetics, p.
30).
“Insignificant, undemanding mediocrity eludes a method that has been developed to deal with
esoteric works, difficult of access; such a method finds no foothold in something banal. But what
might be held against this method more seriously would be its inapplicability in the face of simple
structures that are perfect despite their simplicity. Thus Hans Mersmann’s srgument that a
musical work's susceptibility to anaiysis is a criterion of itz value confronts an impasse with
folk-song and another impasse with the noble simplicity of the classics.

Does grester complexity slwsys mean greater rmerit? This ides i3 too crude to do justice to
musical reslity, aithough it may be appropriate enough 23 & response to the tendency to denounce
all complicated music a3 incomprehensible...” { Fsthetics, p. 91-23.
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particularly sought by composers.  ‘Immanent’ criticism depends heavily
upon music analysis Lo reveal the particular complexity and coherence of 3
work.  what exactly 1s the relationship between subjective critical
judgement and apparently objective analysis?

Criticism and Analysis

Criticism, as the application of aesthetic judgements, is, as noted
above, commaonly reqarded as a subjective procedure  Analvsis, on the other
hand, 1s regarded as objective.

the opinion that value judgments are nothing but open or masked judgments of
taste — admitting argument but no conclusion to the argument — 15 just as firmly

rooted as the complementary conviction that musicai analvsis 1s ‘free of value
ludgment’ ( 423/6578, p V1),

Danhlhaus desires their reconciliation; or at least, recognition of their
mutual interaction. One might suppose his goal to be the conferring on
aesthetic judgements the status of objectivity, but the end result is rather
to undermine the objective status of analysis - and the whole idea of
apjectivity. Aesthetic judgements — judgements of taste — are not really
compietely subjective, he affirms. Explanations can be found for them in
the group opintons of soctal classes and other qroups. Moreover, Dahlhaus
claims that the subjective origin of a judgement has no reai relevance to its
validity  All aesthetic judgements are initially based on feelings which
may (or may not) later be supported by rational analysis. And judgement
without emotion 1s barren and empty, according to Dahlhaus.

Ublectivity arises. not from the critic’s forgetting and extinguishing himselif, but

rather from the effort to mediate between the aesthetic object and inherent

attributes of the subject. Just as a tudgment based on feelings without objective

content is empty, so too is any attempt at objectivity without the substance
supplied bv emotion ( Anaivsis, p. S).

In other words, one first feels a work to be great in some way, and then
analyses it to discover the nature of its greatness.

Ubjectivity itself 15 “a postulate more or less complied with,” rather
than an attainable goal, according to Dahlhaus. He accords some validity to
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the definition of objectivity as ‘intersubjectivity,” or agreement among
subjects, but it is an historically limited validity, which cannot be applied
in times of rapid and radical musical change when agreement is hampered by
the inability of the majority of the musical public to comprehend what is
going on. in addition, as shown earlier, not even the most basic of musical
‘facts’ have the kind of objectivity that some might wish for them. For
instance,
Whoever presumes a rigourous concept of objectivity and demands that a musical
phenomenon, to be objectively valid, must have a cause grounded in the acoustical
structure could deny the objective existence of strong beats in a measure; instead
of deriving always from the same acoustical basis, they are marked by changing
and divergent means — not only by dynamic accents but also by small agogic
expansions or by regularly recurring rhythmic or harmonic patterns. Strong

beats in & measure are, in phenomenological terms, not ‘real’ but ‘intentionslly’
given; yet they are ‘objective’ — characteristics of the object (Ameiysis, p. 5).

Mevertheless, sesthetic judgements, to be valid, must be more or less
adequate to the musical facts, such as they are. Criticism, to be convincing,
must rest on analysis.
Analysis, in its turn, is dependent on gesthetic premises.
Aesthetic judgments, at least the cogent ones, are sustained by factual judgments
which in turn depend on analytic methods demonstrating the musical attitude of 8

pericd.  And inversely, anslytic procedures, including these without
preconceptions, are tied to sesthetic premises ( dmsiysis, p 7).

Such premises are basic ideas (which may or may not be formulated by the
theorist) about how music is constituted and what in music is aesthetically
primary. ror instance, theories of musical harmony were not formulated
when harmony was thought to be less important than melody or
counterpoint.  These premises may remain hidden in the theories
themselves, which present themselves as completely objective descriptions
of the inner workings of music, but they manifest themselves in distortions
by analyses of musical facts. For example, there are two theories on which
analyses of sonatas can be based. One emphasizes the unity of the form; the
other emphasizes contrast. Any given work may sppesr successful when
examined by one model but not the other. The apparently value-free analytic
procedure rests upon, and is controlled by, an underlying aesthetic belief



about what in music is most important - in this case, whether unity or
diversity is more desirable.

Every analysis rests on & theory. One must have some idea of how &
musical work is constructed before any analysis can take place; otherwise
there are only unrelated notes on a page. Theories, however, rest upon
analyses; they are the generalized result of the analysis of many works. As
a result of ihis circularity, some theories are unfalsifiableZ The
application of the criteria developed by these theories leads inexorably to
nre-determined aesthetic conclusions.

Analysis can be either a means or an end, therefore. 1t can be 8 means
to the construction of a theory, or it can be the end of the application of a
theory. in the former case, the analysis treats the work as a document, as
one example among many, and examines only the iimited aspect of the work
+ith which the particular theory is concerned. In the latter case, the aim of
the analysis is more comprehensive; the analysis will, ideally, cover all
aspects of the work in an effort to discover its particular, individual
virtues. This {5 the kind of analysis described by Dahlhaus in the essay
“Plea for a Romantic category”:

Analysis is an attempt, which never quite succeeds, to understand and demonstrate
that 211 parts of the work relate in a meaningful <way to each other and to the
whole, and that each one i3 subsumeo in the function it performs. The triumph of

analysis conzists in demonstrating that a work — at least, a successful work —
cannot be other than it is { Schwenterg, p. 218).

This sort of analysis ig itself historically limited. It is dependent
upon the listener's or the analyst’'s assumption that works are sesthetically
meaningful wholes, an assumption that is, by Dshlhaus’ own demonstration,
scarcely 200 years old. The basing of value judgements about music on
aesthetic criterig is similarly limited.

The founding of a judgment of musical works on sesthetic criteria is not 30 self-
evident as it appears to a listener raised in the tradition of the nineteenth

century, a tradition which reaches far into the twentieth. The concept of an
aesthetic judgment i3 a historical, and hence variable, category whose origin does

20ahihaus cites Schenker's system as an example. Put simply, Schenker claims that all ‘great’
works can be reduced to a similar structure; works which do not exhibit this structure he
disrvissed as inferior ...



89

not reach back beyond the eighteenth century and which seems to have lost
relevance in recent decades. (One usually identifies by the crude labels ‘old’ and
‘new’ the music of the epochs surrounding the century and & half generally
considered to represent the era of ‘music proper.” Those epochs had characteristic
forms of judgment strictly distinguishable from aesthetic judgment and
identifiable by the formulas functional’ and ‘historical’ { dns/ysis, pp. 10-11}.

‘Aesthetic judgement’ is characteristic of the nineteenth century and
centred on the idea of 'the beautiful! In the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, ‘functional judgement’ considered the appropriateness of the
work to its task. 'Historical judgement’ is a concern of the ‘new music’ of
the twentieth century, namely, whether or not a work iz ‘attuned to its
time.” Each kind of judgement has its typical criteria, and who has
authority to criticize changes with the change of criteria.  The
commissioner of & work 1s entitled to judge its suitability; the amateur
critic, as a representative of the public, is the judge of originality and
beauty; the professional, or academic critic is the only one deemed qualified
to judge on the formal, problem-solving success or failure of the avant-
garde work { dnslysis p. 11-15)3

Criteria

Won-gesthetic criteria can, then, be applied to what we commoniy
consider to be works of art. (Presumably aesthetic criteria could equally be
applied to non-art.) But the matter at hand is the consideration of this
category of aesthetic judgement, historically limited though it may be.
Dahlhaus shows that even within these limitations, aesthetic judgements
and aesthetic criteria are not independent of historical, and moral,
considerations. Let us then turn to his consideration of these historically
conditioned, sometimes contradictory criteria on which aesthetic
judgements are based. Oahlhaus warns that historically, the language of

gince Dahlhaus wrote this in 1970, | would judge the situation to have changed a3 regards the
kind of judgement characteristically applied to new music. New works are no longer so likely to
be judged according to whether or not they extend musical ‘progress,’ rather, in a climate of ‘neo-
romanticism’ and eclecticism, some of the criteria of sesthetic judgement {though not necessarily
those related to beauty) are undergoing a rensissance. ‘Historical judgement’ certainly was
characteristic for much of this century, but now it seems to have lost its hold.
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sesthetics 15 ambiguous and imprecise, and that the attempt by the
gistorian to anforce umiformity would lead only to further confusion
LAnglysis p. I1). The same stricture apparently does not apply 1o the
contemporary critic of music, for Dahlhaus ciaims that a theory of
criticiem, presumably with a theoretical precision of terms, is what is
rieeded to restore credibility to the practice of musical criticism
(£sipetics p. 87, In the process of sorting out precisely what the criteria
af criticism mean, he points up the mixture of the aesthetic with the non-
aesthetic, and delineates the precise ambiguity each harbors.

“The irrelevance of morality in art seems self-svident” { Sns/ysis, p.
i7). rMoral elements do inhere in art, and the judgement of art and moral
ijggement are not ceparadle in reaiity — moralism cannot sxclude art;
aestheticism makes moral decisions into zesthetic ones - but the
distinction between moral and aesthetic judgement remains intellectually
useful. Some aesthetic ideas have moral overtones; these inciude the ideas
of orginality, of the genuine, and of kitsch and musical trash.

Originality, the definitive category of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, is actually a double concept, according to Dahlhaus, one slement
of which apealed strongly to the moralists of the time “The two elements
it containg —~ the presentation of the immediate and nonrefiective and that
of the new and unpredictable — are .. not always reconcilable” { 4ne/ysis, p.
1. The first of these elements — the presentation of the immediate and
nonreflective — appeared to moralists to place emphasis on the feeiings of
the composer as the origin of art. The unoriginal composer was suspected
of being untrue to himself4 Dahlhaus points out, however, that the
immediate expression of feeling is usually banal and clichéd,5 and that the

+Dahlhaus asserts rather than arques that this is a moral criteria; | «would suggest that his
reasoning may be that the category of truthfulness or untruthfulness to oneself is essentially a
roral category.

=That immediate expression i3 50 often banal i3 3 reminder that the other aspect of the criterion of
originality — that of presenting the new and unpredictable — is essentially historical. However
appropriate something is to one’s feelings, it is oniy original, in the sense of being new ., once.



composers lauded as most original were also the most reflective (dne/ysss,
5. 19%.

The category of the ‘genuine’ also has strong morsl aoveriones,
accoraing to Dahihaus. it i3 an ambiguous category tecause it can be defined
inopposition to the imitative, or to the fabricated, or to the fraudulent. It
nas an unambiguous function, however; it is always a conservative and
polemical category i 4me/ysis. p. 20).  Dshlhaus mentions that “as an
sesthetic category [qenuineness] is ooth dubious and ineradicable”
LAmsiysia p. 22). The challenge to the historian i3 to determine exactly
#hat it signities o any Qiven context. The challenge to the critic ig,
Jresumabiy, Lo a¥010 using the category altogether.

The cateqoriss of Kitsch ang of musical trasn are interssting in that
ney have changea their morel implications in the last century, eccording to
Dahlhaus. Kitsch hi2 sees as a middle class phenomenon, trash as a lower or
WwOrKing ciass one. n the nineteenth century, Xitsch, the enteriainment of
ihe bourgeoisie, was morally acceptable ana trash, the popuiar music of the
working class, was not. in the twentieth century the opposite is the case
LAnslysis, p. 203, The category of kitsch 15 sometimes confused with that
of ‘badly composed’ music. The two are not the same, and they have very
aefinite historical limitations. weii-crafted was a category that could only
ce applied with any certainty until the eariy nineteenth century.
Conservatoire standards broke down after that in the face of constant
sxperimentation’ Tne 1dea of the avani-garde rmilitates against the
stability needed to judge something well or badly composed, and epigonal
mugic, formeriy quite respectable, sank into triviality. ‘Well-crafted music
#85 N0 longer necessarily agsthetically good, and music that demolished the

>Dahlhaus also rotes that the high priority put on originality fied a curious effect on compositional
aractices in the mineteenth century. Striving to eliminate all ‘padding,’ all conventional elements,
from the motives on which works were based, composers found themselves spinning longer and
longer works from shorter and shorter motives ( Sefween, p. 42-5).

“"Yet the cries of dilletantism 1nvariably raised in the nineteenth century wnen one composer
d1sapproved of the path taken by another are viriually devoid of meaning and substance; given the
1ack of criteria, they are no iess irrational than the accusation of kitsch which post- 1900 avant-
qardists hurled at earlier composers in an attempt to relegate them to & distant and forgotton past.”
Hinteenih-Lentury Music, p. 23,
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rules. as Debussy's, for instance, proved sometimes (o be of obvious
aesthelic quahty. By Romantic standards, ‘prosalc’ or ‘Kappellmeister
music 1S not badly composed but insignificant.  &omanticism, then,
destroyed the 1gea that derivative put well-composed music was acceptable.
20 the zame time, Romanticism created the phenomenon of Kitsch, Kitsch,
according ta Danihaus, 15 music that tries to be grandly 'poetic’ but fails. It
1S mustc which imitates that great effects and sweeping emotions of the
areal works without the resources needed fo put the ffort across, 1S
music written for the amateur, which tries to sound like music for the
VIPtUoSo CAna/vsrs p. 31-34) 8

Just as some cateqories of criteria have moral implications, some are
hretorical. ‘oM qmaht\/ has historical as well as moral overtones, since a
thing that has been done before iz by definition not original.  Also
specifically motumal categories are the complementary categories new’
and ‘epigonal’ or ‘derivative, Dahlhaus notes that ‘new’ implies more than
chronology; what is new breaks with tradition in some way, appears timely,
and has lasting effects. Some works, like some of those of the early
fwentieth century, continue to seem ‘new’ for a long time, hence it is not
nonsensical to call some music historical periods new, as for instance the
ars nova' of the fourteenth century, the ‘nuove musiche' of the early
seventeenth century, and the 'new music’ of the early twentieth century. In
each of these times change was 50 radical and had such far-reaching effects
that the appeilation 'new’ continues to be warranted. The impression of
newness persisted in each case because the old practice continued alongside
the new, which is seldom the case when change happens more gradyally and
subtly 9

“*Musical kitsch, whether rousing and high-flown or soothingly sentimental, is a decadent form
of romantic music. When the nab/e simp/icrié of a classical styie descends to the market place,
the result is banality — the mere husks of classical forms — but hardly ever kitsch. Kitsch in
music has hybrid ambitions which far outreach the capabilities of its actual structures and
sounds, and are manifested in effects without cause, empty attitudinizing, and tities and
instructions for periormance which-are not justified by the musical resuits. Instead of being
content with modest acheivements withing its reach, musical kitsch has pretensions to big
emotions, to ‘significance,’ and these are rooted in what are still recognizably romantic
preconceptions, however depraved” Between, p. 11.

FSee “'New Music’ as historical category” in Sorventerg, pp. 1-13.
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‘Epigonal’ or ‘derivative’ as the opposite of ‘new’ or ‘onginal’ is a
1ingteenth century category; it 1s, according to Dahlhaus, 3 corotlary of the
nineteenth century awareness of history and emphasis on the new and up-
io-date, and also of the new vaiue piaced on the individual, original work.
Before that time, imitation was a good and necessary part of composition.

imitation of models and stylistic copies, in the time of zentimental aesthetics
raoraily ana sestheticaily suspect of Tack of genuineness’ and of routine in the
worst sense of the word, were considered indispenssble 83 well as legitimste until
the eariy eighteenth century. They were actusily signs of the solidity of the

technical foundation of composition and showed piety toward tradition. MNobody
interpreted them as a snameful lack of intellectuai capacity,

Epigomsm 13 traditionslism become suspect { 4ngiusis, p. 22).

distoricism, ihe heightened swareness of the past ang of the relationship of
Lhe present 10 the past, created eplgonism as a failing; it aiso, curiously,
made 11 an easier trap to fali into. Earlier composers had mucn less access
to the music of the past because the old music had fallen out of the
repertoire. The lives of nineteenth and twentieth century composers, on the
sther hand, are saturated with the music of the past. [t is hardly surprising
if the weaker among them have trouble avoiding the forms of the past
{An8iysIa p. 22,

Oghlhaus has 1ittle to say about the more traditional criteria of
aesthetics. About Geauty, for instance, ne has nothing to say except that it
makes a poor focal goint for modern criticism. RHe ialks oriefly about
perfection, in order io contrast it with greatness: what is perfect is a
‘special world to itself,” can be quite small and simple, and may even be
tossed off quite quickiy by composers like Rossini; greatness (as a quality,
rather than as a rank}, on the other hand, requires extra-aesthetic gualities
tike size or scope or ifficulty, and tends to point cutside itself to its
maker in some wad. Sublimity {5 related 1o greatness, rather than to
beauty, according to Dahlhaus (£si4elics p. 69).

i have already mentioned that Dahlhaug finds in the baiance of simple
and compiey elements a desirable trait as far as the audience is concerned.
He mentions further thet this guslity is probably more useful as an
axplanation of success than as an indication o7 rejative rank. He would like
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10 agree with Schoenperg that equally increasing compiexity in all aspects
of a work is desirable, but he recognizes very clearly that this may make a
work guite nermetic as far as most audiences are concerned {£siheiics, p.
223,

Criterie come in ciusters, rather than singly, Dahihaus suggests.
There is a cluster of criteria that relate to beauty, for instance, and another
around the idea of coherence, another centered on the 1dea ot sublimity, and
yet another gathered around the idea of expressivity. These clusters are
:‘ﬁirlu independent of one another, and may even prove mutuaily exclusive.

usic that aims 7or sypressiveness, Tor instance, may raguire for that

axXpression more mswnance and @ different kind of aroportion than is
constgtent with beauty.  clusic written according o the sestnetics of
cgoherence, 8 cluster that arises out at the avant-garae ana includes the geal
af zqual complexity in &l parameters, of exirame diversity completely
integrated (usually Ou a system), and so on, 1S actually unlikely to acheive
beauty, either.

Beauty, perfection, greatness, complexzity, originality, genuineness,
calance, and so on are ail qualities that have been found 1o De unequivocally
positive and desirable, even though they may be mutually exclusive. There
are other commaon quaiitiss of music whose presence 15 not 0 universaily
welcomed, which Dehlhaus defends as sesthetically desirable, or even
ngcessary.  These inciude Zigzsonance, inconsistency, paradox, ambiguity,
irony, ang giscontinuity. 7These qualities prevent music from Ceing boring;
in tact, they give a sense of motion and progress within a work. it 1§ these
‘negetive’ attributes which make a work expressive and convey intensity of
gmotion. There is, however, according to Dahlhaus, a kind of dialectic to
tnis expressivity. To pe exoressive a work must stretch boundaries, must
include eiements felt as unexpected or uncomfortabie by the audience. But
these elements quickiy lose through repetition their ability to surprise or
shock and become & part of the common language. This phenomenon can be
segen particularly cisariy in the progress of harmonic languade throughout
ihe nineteenth century. As this happens, new ways of creating tension must
oe found. Dissonance is the ciearest and most commoniy accepted example
af this dialectic; sven the interval of the third was once classed as
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dizsonant. Dahlhaus argues that other negative’ qualities can pe regarded in
“hie same way §s expressive devices;
Jome imporiant works — ahler’'s sumphonies and even LDruckner's — are
characterized by inconsistencies and discontinuities, and to deny their existence
wouid be a Talse cefense ; rather, 5 usable theory of criticism ougnt to do justice 1o
these characteristics. Categories like ambivalence, paradox, ambiguity, and
éronu, which have long been at home in literary criticism, ought 1o be so in music
aathetics too. when heterogeneous features are consoiidated in ane work, this does
“at necessarily rmean that the result is questionable or altogether botched.
Mannerism 12 a style, not a lack of technique or of esthetic morality { fedderres, p.
94).
The presence of negative’ cuaiities i< not a reason 10 giscount or devaiue a
0K, the question is -.mefhar ar ot these things are put 1o good use. The
38 o7 wnatl s2ems (a3l .zas g Lime) downright ugiy zometuimes is a
o1 an attempt 1o portray reaiity, rather than Utopia — that is, from
sthetics of Truth rather than the zesthetics of Beauty. Dahlhaus notes
sarticular }" that the descriptive ang the ugn,! were both underztcod in the
iate nineteenth century to oe constitutive of musical realism. 3Soth were
spposed to classicism ang the assthetics of beauty. The descriptive began
to te an important category in music around 1830. it was aiso an anti-
mantic category, as it was tied 10 the everyday. The assthetics of the
uly was an extension ot the aesthetics of the descripiive, aithough the ugly
1is0 had an attraction of il own Yor the Fomantics (see #es/ism, np. 29-
A7),
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There ig, a5 mentigned above, & cluster of criteria around the idea of
conerence that iz particularly attractive to twentieth century tastes.
Uahihaus writes that, gssce John Cage, “music 1s a coherence of tones”
(Anmalysis, p. 28).  As an aesthetic criterion, an abundance of internal
motivic {or rhythmic, or sther} relationships 15 the particular ccherence of
3 singie work. The iess individual the work, the less 1the relationships
matter; a work made up entireiy of motives and rhythms characteristic of
its genre will exhibit a tremendous number of internal relationships, but
they will have no particular asgthetic merit. Precisely which relationships
are revealed by analyses 13 prompted by nistorically variable premises.

There are, according 1o Dahlhaus, some conditions for 12sting the relevance

w



of discovered reiaticns. The piece of music and its parts must be of sharply
lefined character; they must have individuality. The relationships must
appesar consistently, and affect the structure of the work. The work must
nave a high encugn deqree of complication to need such mieuration

Reflecting this set of criteria, twentieth century analysis has sought
the integrating ‘system’ Gehind the 'facade,” In sarlier music as wel I as that
wiliien with such critena in mind. Does this application of ‘parameter’
thinking (the separation of pitch from rogthm, harmony, etc.) do vinlence to
zariier music? “Yes znd no, says Dahlhaus. Abstraction iz the way the
Lwentieth cantury sppropriates tradition. 3ne cannot decide the relative
mert of insignts emmrxcaﬂg. The belief that the abstraction of oitch from
“agthm 1S nat nonsense 1S an aesthetic belief, angd it forms the foundation of
wentieth century anglusts end criticism (dx8/ys7s op. 28-41).

vahlhaus notes that gifferentiation and integration, 3 key concept in
modern analyses ang criticism, is & law of Siology transterred to art by
analogy. it is an aesthetic postuiate rather than a law, and appiicable only
to certain periods, namely, those with classicist tendencies. The drive to
integrate has Deen important historically. Various practices have become
musically more valuable when integrated into compositional procedures; for
nsiance, aynamics, which can be more varied whan composed than when
3dded by the performers according to convention {sd»a/ysis, pp. 42-3).

Summary

it would be good here to sum up my understanding of Dahlhaus’
contnibutions ifowards a theory of musical criticism.  first of all, for
Oahlhaus criticiesm 1¢ the practical focus of rmusicai aesthetics; the whole
noint of aesthetics 12 t¢ think about the interpretation of musical works of
art by critics; presumably also by performers, Sut Dahlhaus does not
mention them.

Criticism requires an understanding of both aesthetic premises and
hictorical circumstances. The critic should be aware of the premises which
undertie the various methods of analysis which can be applied to music; he
or she should have an intimsate, anaiytically precise knowledge of the piece
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under consideration, and zlss detailed knowledge of the historical
sackground of the work, including such things as the prevailing aesthetic
beliefs of iis time.

The critic shouid have an awareness of the history of aesthetics; that
iz, of the changes in thinking about music over the years. He or she shouid
acknowledge the wide range of possible criteris, and their historical
limitations. However, 2riticism is @iways cound by ils own time, a fact the
critic might as well make the pest of, sven while irying 0 oe aware of
differing points of view. In other words, twentieth-century anaiysis may
not be normative for a1 times, Sut 1 i3 normative now and should be
axpiored to 1ts fullest by present-day critics.

Criticism g @ sublective disciniine, put it is bouna Dy the {(reiatively)
abjective musical work and by the critical tradition as it is received in the
critic’s own time.

[

The gquestions raised at the snd of the previous chapter have been
clerified, but not uet directly addressed.  How, within Dahihaus’
understanding of musical resality, can norms be understood to hold at all?
what is the status of aesthetic criteria? | will try at this stage to give the
angwer Danhinaus might Qive; now far 1hose answers are ignabie is a matter
for the conclusion,

Worms are binding because we believe they are, to put it baldly; more,
1hey are binding pecause they are more or less agreeg upon. ‘#e hold them,
or are heid by them, because the community holds them. They are gained
from tradition (throuch education) and are modified by our own experiences.
With this situation Dahlhaus seems quite happy; it is the received situation,
and it has seemed valuable in his experience and the sxperience of those
who make up his academic, critical, and musical commumtiy, and therefore
iz worth defending, pursuing and passing on to the next generation.

Dahlhaus himself fails to relate norms and criteria to any ontological
categornes. Pursuing the conhection with phenomenology, nis understanding
of criterta might out them in the category of 'ideal” objects. However, they
are not like Plato's {deas; they ere not eternally given. They are definitely
nistorical. They come into existence at a particular point, hold force for a
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time, and eventually cease to hold or to be held. They may endure for quite a
iong time, for as long as they are held by a large number of people; they mau,
in fact, remain in force in the face of succeeding, and contradictory
criteria, as the critena of generic function remained effective through the
nineteenth century in the face of the criteria generated by the idea of
musical autonomy. Criteria can change, as for example the criteria
determining consonance and dissonance change over the years. They have
objectivity in the sense that they are inter-subjective; that is, they are
agreed upon by @ number of people who are judged competent {o agree on
such matters. And finally, they are limited by musical reality, even as
musicai reality is shaped by the criteria held by the listeners.

Two questions remsain: what does the nature of critena, as gescribed
above, imply for the critic’s task? And is this the oniy conclusion teneble in
the face of the evidence Dahlhaus presents? These are questions for the
conclusion.
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CONCLUSION

There are two tasks for this conclusion. First, to sum up concisely
v understanding of Dahlhaus positions. second. Lo assess the legacy left
by bahihaus ror aesthetics, criticiam, and musicolody

Dahlhaus takes an historicist stance towards music historv, in the
sense That he 1ns1sts on the recognition of the tact that everything about
music, Including our aesthetic heliefs ftowards it, has been invented by
humans at some historical point in time: and that therefore the explanation
for anv facet of music Hes In its history. Evervthing about music has
changed 1n the past and 15 open to change 1n the Tuture. He Tinds music to be
thoroughly nistorical, and history to he a process for collection of
processes) without a discernible goal.

Dahthaus' hastonodgraphv reflects this historicism through his refusal
Fo pOSIT 4 qoal or underiving active torce 1n history, even though that would
considerably  aimpiify s task One of the mllars of DRahlhaus
ristoriography iz the 1dea of structures which endure for a time and, while
tnev 1ast. have power to shape events, His historiegraphy also reflects his
conviction that mstoriographv and aesthetics are nextricably intertwinen
Dahihaus shows how every historiographic decision 1S tied up with aesthetic
beliefs, with the canon of great works which is founded targely on aesthetic
judgements. and how important the wayv people thoudht about music was to
the mstory of music.  Despite this evidence of the interdependence of
aesthetics and music mistory, Dahlhaus longs for a complete union between
them, such as that attempted by the 'formalist’ school.

Dahthaus aesthetics focuses on art, on what 1s human, and
particular the musical work of art, rather than on nature or on aesthetic
properties like beauty n general. Perhaps for this reason, he also shows
11ttle interest in speculation on the nature of musical aesthetic experience,
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preferring to focus on the facts about particular works at particular times.
In adopting a position on the 1dentity and existence of the musical work
similar to that of Roman Ingarden, Dahlhaus emphasizes again the
nistoricity of music, the dependence of the musical work on the changing
perceptions of the audience as well as on the changing circumstances
surrounding musical creation.

Dahlhaus also 1nsists on the historicity of aesthetic criteria, which
constitute a kind of historical structure, and aesthetic judgements, both of
Wwhich are, in his view, transmitted through time by tradition, subject to
alteration along the way. Aesthefic judgements are, -however, not entirely
subtectwve. Thev are limited bv the tradition received by the individual
making the judgement, his or her historical circumstances - not all
Judgements are possible at all times - and by the objective, though
Intentional, existence of the work in question Judgements which are not
adequate to the work, or which clearly misunderstand it need not, in
Dahlhaus’ view, be accorded the same respect as judgements which, though
possibly conflicting, are in accord with the evidence of the score.

Dahthaus is quite careful at most times fo use relative language, as
for instance in his adoption in Founaations of the language of 'values' and
value relations’ as defined by Max weber, and Dahlhaus’ constant mention of
the historical relativity of music and the beliefs associated with music.
However, he shows himself to be more conservative than might be expected
from such language when it comes to matters of the present day, arguing
that many of the practices and attitudes of the nineteenth century -
particularly those regarding musical works and the canon — are well worth
preserving and passing on |

Danhlhaus’ positions are In some wavs, it seems to me, reminiscent of
kant's epistemology — not 1n the matter of ‘faculty’ psychology, but in the
positing of history (and also of the musical work?) as an ultimately
unverifiable transcendent horizon, and in emphasizing the active role of the
human mind in imposing categories on received data. Missing from Dahlhaus'
epistemology, though, 1s the 1dea of the @ prvorr The source of aesthetic
concepts and criteria for Dahlhaus is tradition. Tradition is not received
passively or applied blindly by the modern, historicist mind, however. The
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historically aware mind stands in a dialectical relationship with tradition
tan insight stemming perhaps from the Hegelian rather than Kantian
tradition); it receives from tradition the categories it needs to form
judgements, but at the same time retains or achieves a critical distance
that allows the mind actively to re-shape the received tradition. There is
rension and alienation 1in th1s dual stance towards tradition, which Dahlhaus
acknow ledges, but he does not suggest anv ultimate svnthesis that would
relieve the tension, which may, after all, prove to be a creative tension as
one wrestles with the problem of appropriating and adapting tradition to

ane’s own tirme,

Ahat 13 the way Torward rram nere? where 4025 Lanihaus feave his
readers? | will consider this question from three points of view: that of a
reader who wishes to pursue philosophical aesthetics, that of a reader who
more specifically wishes to pursue criticism and a theory or criticism,; and
that or a reader who wishes 1o pursue music history and histariography.

The reader of Dahlhaus who wishes to pursue philosophical aesthetics
will have gained several valuable Insights, at the same time, she or he faces
in Dahlhaus” writia several formidable obstacles.  Aamona the gains, an
acyte awareness of the historicity and variapility of human beliefs about
music seems most important to me, especially in the context of the
amstarical tradition of recent Anglophone writing on rusical aesthetics.
There 15 a strong temptation in the writing of anv sort of philosophy to savy,
In erfect, "Everyone else 1s wrong, and | am right.” or “Understanding has
progressed steadily to this point, and | can now confidently say ...” This is
part of the philosphical game, it is how theses are posited for debate and
discussion. But this attitude orten leads to a kind of historical arrogance
that only considers as evidence the current musical situation and ignores
how music was used and enjoyed in the past, or in other cultures - or in
other parts of one's own culture. It seems to me that an adequate
aesthetics of music must make room for all the practical aesthetics of the
past and of the world (| say ‘practical’ aesthetics to rule out those theories
which, like that of Pythagoras, had little to do with how people make and
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understand musici). This 13 not 10 say that a theory may not prefer one
7ipgel over another, 38 more adegquale 1o 1he present, of mors adeguate to
the possibilities 1n creaticn. Bul one must, | think, answer the guestion
"How can people iive without concert halls and ine ningieenth century
repetoire?” In other words, how, without waxing nostaigic and devaiuing
the musical experiences c¢f the present, can one make room for the evident
satisfaction afforzea by past maodeis of musical performance, and the
musical beliefs that went with them? ‘what were the Qleasure¢ inherent in
monodu? "Practical” historicism, in the cuise of the early music movement,
5 beginning 10 expand our awareness of the real pleasurss o ‘:her, musics;
this snould Ge reflected in zesthetic theory.

4 sgcong gositive insight from Dahihaus on assthetics ¢ simply the
sracticel vaiue of pursuing 1 In a world where the study of aesthetics is
stien oniy introduced ‘m?’ musical studies at the Doctoral level, Dahlhaus

ampnasizes thatl rmusical practice s affected oy what we selieve about
mugic, and what we beheve is affected by what i5 written, or by what has
been written, anoutl the nature of music. insight into the music of the past,
which after all makes up the majority of what 'classical’ musicians hear and
study and perform, iz greatiy enhanced by understanding of wnat Deople
thought about music in ithe past, and the composition of new music is
directly affected by what oeople are thinking about music in the present.
4esthetics is not {relevant!
in contrast 1o these lwo positive insights, that aesthetics are
important and that account must be taken of the fact that ideas about music
have changed and can change, the aspiring aesthetician must face in
Dahlhaus two daunting riagative attitudes. The first of these 15 Dahlhaus’
profound distrust of systems. Anyone who takes over Dahlhaus’ atitude too
wholeheartedly s ieft with an approach 10 aesthetics ihat mereiy
catalogues past and cresent ideas, rather than investigating the nature of
rmusic and musical ghenomena. For Dahlhaus, aesthetics becomes g branch of
music history, an attitude aistinctly uncongemai ig those coming out of

YHere aiready | have uzed the prezent definition of music to rule out certain ideas of the past; one
indeed cannot escape one’s own tradition, but can only make an effort {0 understand as much as
pessible of the past.



chifozophy. This subsuming of zesthetics under history 13 compounded in
Zahlhaus by the fact that the only foundation for aesthetic beliefs in his
syes is tragition. The positive insight that aesthetic beliefs change hardens
e the relativist gosition that there 12 no ‘nature of the onencmenon’ 1o be
investigated, that there iz no basis for aesthetic ideas except what people
happen 1o have believed in the past and happen to believe now as a result.
Janhinaus nimself seems duite nappy with this soiution; ne was guite happy
#1th the tradition as he received it, 1f not guite so nappy with the direction
"t szemes to De going.

Despite Dahlhaus' carefully relativist anguage, it zzems to me that
rrom tne evidence rig mimseifl gresents one could make a case for a view of
31 12381 20mMe ARSINELIC Cr1erta a5 rmMare gRrmanent. more in ine nature of
things to e discoversd as human zossibilities for music than as the
collective arbitrery whims of a culture. The notable success achieved by
the application of the critera of autonomous music and of ifwentieth
century anaiutical iechnigues 1o music wnich was not writien with such
criteria in mind points in this direction. The music of J. S, Sach is the
ciassic sxample of this.  His music was writlen to Tulfil eupectations
created by traditions of genre and of rmusical rmetoric, out it is eminentiy
satisTying considered as i i1 10 Deen writien 10 De aADsGiute’ music.
“anthaus nimseif notes

£
(8]

Hor Wil an exclusively functional interpretation of a Bach contats aceount fr the
historical fact — which no mstorian, however much inclined 1o favour antiquarian
reconstructions, can afford (o ignore — that Bach's works were not only amenable
10 reinteroretation 10 the nineteenth century to become the quintessence and
saradigm of abgolute music, but &lso, by virtue of this reinterpretation, sttained
an  historical importance unimagined by  Bach's  sighteenth-century
contemnporaries ( foungetions, p. 10},

it could perhaps De argued that music was Decoming increasingiy
autonomous by Bacn's time, as 15 attested by the compiaints registered at
ihig iength and complexity of Bach's preludes in church. But the criteria of
absolute music have been successfully applied to much earlier music, as for
instance that of Josquin des Prez or Palestrina. 5Surely the enduring
popuiarity of esrly music is not entirely due 1o their noveity value for ears
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attuned to nineteenth century musicl? Cahlhaus admits that any criterion
can be apphied to anv work, “In principle there 1s nothing that will not
subrmit to one or other of these approaches..” @ ~ouncarions po i what
J0Verns the cnatce of wnich set of criteria o apply to a Jiven work 1s 3
guestion of aesthetic and historical sensitivity, according to Dahlhaus.
SOMe Ui, ke pop MmUsic, 18 best Judded according to 1ts sod1al function,
for 1t has hittle to offer analvsis as autonomous rmusic. The arbiter 1n the
and 12r [ahlhaus 19 cogency and coherance; the judgemeant that 15 the most
compler, satisf/ing, and interesting it the most important. But the criteria
never 1ose their apphcability o anv waork  There 15 nathing intrinsically
Impossicle, or sven undesirable, 1n the apphication of old critera, hike those
AT JRNre ar Propartion ar even peauty, 10 New musis, Just as it 1s not
impossible or undesirable to apply new criteria to old music. The thing to
kKeep inmind 10 such an applhication (and here | entirely agres with Dahlhaus)
15 that a work wnmch fails niserablv to rneet one set of criteria mav prove
ro pe a brilhant success on the basis of ancther. Judgements of art must
take into consideration a wide range of criteria, and the criteria which
prove most relevant to a particular work will often be those of 115 own
Prrne Just oocasionally that mav not be the Case: 1S the music of, sav,
Facnmaninoy fest judged by the same criteria as Schoenberg? My point here
15 that criteria do not simply cease to exist, as other historical structures,
Hke rorms of qovernment, do. The case n ravour of regarding critera as
discoversd possibilities of creation has still to be putl, 11 1S not mv
Intention here to do so, merely to point out that Dahlhaus' demonstration of
the historicity of aesthetics does not rule out such a case.

~Thouah tfs noveltv value i1s surely a ractor: *“the 1deal of authentistic performance arew up
alongside modernism, shares its tenets, and will probably decline alongside it as well. Historical
verisimilitude. composer's intentions. original instruments. and all that. to the extent that thev
have a bearing on the question, have been not ends but means; and in most considerations of the
15sue thev have been smoke-screens.... | am convinced that "historical’ performance todav 15 not
really historical; that a thin veneer of historicism clothes a performance styie that is completely
or our own time. and 15 1n Tact the most modern stvie around. and that the historical hardware has
won its wide acceptance and above all its commercial viability precisely by virtue of its novelty,
not 1ts antiquity. ” Richard Taruskin. “ The Pastness of the Present and the Fresence of the Fast.”
chapter 6 of duthentiorty and Fary Musie, ed. by Nicholas Kenyon ( Oxford: Oxford University
Press. 1988).p. 152, ’
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The aspiring aesthetician might aizo take inspiration from Dahlhaus’

=4pressed desire Tor a unmon of agsthetic ang nistomcal criteria. Such a
merging could oniy arise, 11 seems 10 me, Trom a sysiematic insignt into the
nature of the musical pnenomena - that i3, inio =ither :the ﬂature of
numanity as inventor of music or into the nature of the oossibilities for
nusic inherent in the universe, or both. The theory of the F' rmali fstz which
cahihaus dismissed so reiuctantly, iz after all oreciseiy & theory about the
aature ot art,

“or the critic or angone w1shing 1o take up s chalignge 10 formulate
3 Lheory of on taczsn", vanlhaus ieaves a similariy mixea iegacy. He has
TAKen crucial firei Sieps.  ~e snCourages, ou example, ciose scruting of

i
“ritical terms @il too orten usen carelessiy, He offers hints of 2 structure

~

He
;U clusters of oritsria which might Se built into 3 mogel zuffiziently
;unamm 10 survive cnanges 3t Yashion and aesthem’c pinion.  Ahg he iists

Jeserve wretu% ton deratwﬂ in g ‘,omprehenswe :heorg of ‘.v,mmsm.
However, Dahlhaus lzaves the reader with & heavy burdan 5f Zoubt that the
thing can be done at all; ihe clues he leaves are 3o :zcattsred and
fabyrinthine as 10 resist 2asy access and sustematisation. ~g4ain, Dahthaus’
implicit reliance on tragition 1o ground criticizm ieaves the theorist
nanging over the morass of relativism, searching Tor firm ground, sspecially
in 38 time of rapid change, when as Dahihaus admits musical consensus is
vikely to iag 7ar cemind musical esvents.  Tradition and cnange must,
certainly, be iaken into account by theory, for they constitute fundamental
sgpects of musica! ife in any age, but some other grounding for possible
criteria, {rom whicn each critic Gr each criticai tradition selects those
criteris which best anply 10 8 given 1ime ang music, seems Gesirable, and as
mentioned in the last paragraph, not impossibie. One iast, thorny problem
ramaing with Dahlhaus’ view of criticism: who is to judge the judges? ‘who
uetermines which interoretations are and which are not ageguate to the
score? On what grounds are they to do this? These guestions, potentially
central to any theory of criticism, are left unadressed by Dahihaus, though
muy suspicion is that he would have answered simply "Tradition!”
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Sor the sludent of musicology, Hham cleariy has most to offer,
s0th in theory and cracticsl example. His theory is sometimes clearer than
11g exampie, aawwe or exampie, there 18 some canfusion 10 Dahlhaus' use
of the ‘ideal tup o Er gford Robinson, the transiator of Fowwestions and
af n?f????&?m érf??wa‘n SIS, writes

it zo0n became clear 10 me ... that Dahihaus's "ides! tupes” f2ll bazically 1nto two
quite distinct categories: hmorwa: concepts such =z “somanficism”  and
“modermsm,” which are cleariy feuristic constructs, and genersiized formal
schemata such &2 “:onata form” znd "fugue,” wmch are not juat modern-day
gistoriograpmical creations out also Gave fong nisfories of ingir own in the
aractice and teaching of rompoultion

e crux of the matter 135 that [shlhaus does not always distinguish
cipariy '-exween, ray, the “ideal tyupe” of the zonata a3 o mogern-~day heyristic
SONSIrLLt ang ihe Conata idse” wnish motivated hany  ninetsenth-century
AMmpoers...”

Jahlhaus appiies the tarm ideal tupe” 1o two xings of ihinds: 10 the
contructs of historians; and to the ideas held by historical ﬁﬂuru.» This iz a
weakness on Dahlhaus” Zart; aven where ihey overiag, 'he Uwo showld be
cieariy distinguished, in the manner of 13X weber's distincticn cetween
“waluations’ and “walue relations.” Thug Dahlhaus demonstrates the pitfalls
Lo e avoided os well as the advantages 10 te gained in using the “deal fupe’
S 3 historicgraphics) method. The “deal type’ iz of Zourzz not the only
nmistoriograghic  methoa  lemonstrated  snd  Ziscussed sy Dahlhaus;
“ounastians, orovides, at the very least, a iarge number of sy ‘Jg estions for
the oractice of historiography to be explored by the music historie

The benefit of certain aspects of Dahlhaus' point of view !csr those
pursuing music nistory and aesthetics in an English-speaking context is
made clear oy Kerman's? comments that, although the z=nglish word
‘musicology’ might be expected to cover all aspects of thinking about music,
3s does the German word Muszkwissanschsrt, in common usage ‘musicology’
refers oniy to music history in the narrowest sense, excluding music theory,
musical aesthetics, and even music criticism. 4s we have seen, Dahlhaus’

‘LJ
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3“i‘amment and Chronicie,” '%’M‘m?w'y Musie XI¥ (Autump 1990): 217
4Joseph Kerman, Ausicoiagy, p. |
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lonception of his task embraces and inter-rejates all these areas,
ceflecting the rauch wider Usage of A/s/Aw/ssenscnarr Ta Kerman, as to all
who 1ind Dahlhaus” writing attractive, this broader perspective seems to be
very much needed in english-speaking musicoloegy, which 1s still, according
to berman and to Taruskin,® dominated by a positivistic concept of itself as
pdizciphing This self-concept produced cértamn characteristic directions
ror post-war Anglophone musicalogy.  Claude Palisca wrote a general
ummary of work 1inmusicology 1n 1963 for a series of books on 'Humanistic
scholarship in America. Kerman summarizes Palisca’s findings thus:

inder 'Notable Achelvements’ the reader of /Vusico/aay would have found
aneAr twa pAges on DISAraphies and general histories, a few mare on dictionaries
3na monographs, and a great many more on "Critical Texts." He could hardly have
peen niamed far concluding that the main work of musicology consisted of bringing
sut editions — mostly of Renarssance music.  To be sure, Falisca also listed
‘teriogical Literature’ as a major nutlet for musicological work, without otfering
to survey this in the detail accorded o critical texts. problem by probiem and
11eid bv T1eld; and perhaps he was eniv running true ta the rorm of s generation
i not venturing an analysis or the periodical literature in terms of the f.weof
work 1t represented, in terms of idea. The emphasis was heavily on fact. New
manuscripts were discovered and described, archives were reported on, dates
were established, candws r7rmy traced from one work and one composer to
another,  Musicologists deal mainly in the verifiable, the obiective, the
uneontraversial, and the positive

The presentation of the texts of eariv music and of facts and figures about
1t, not their nterpretation, was seen as musicology’s most notable acheivement,
it is not only that a virtual blackout was imposed on critical interpretation — that
12, the attempt o put the data that were collected to use tor aesthetic appraisal or

hermeneutics. Even historical interpretation was scanted.©

Dahlhaus' insistence that no historiographic decision 15 free of aesthetic
and other subleclive factors, that objectivity 15 only “a postulate more or
less complied with” « 4n3/vs/s, p. 5), strikes directly at the pretensions of
positivistic music history. The connection by Dahlhaus of music history
with criticism, his insistence that music history serves the present as
commentator as well a3 memory, 13 also needed by English-speaking
musicology tin the widest sense), for, according to Kerman, nobodv In

SCf Taruskan. azavr ppo 148-50, 198, 201- 202,

SKerman. op.cit. p. 42. describing Claude V. Palisca. ‘American Scholarship in Westen Music.” in
Musroologe, by Harrison, Hood, and Palisca. ( Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1963, pp. 87~
Zt4y



musicology fin the 'wgest cense), Tor, according to Yerman, nobogy in
academia — 2xcept the journalists and the writers of programme notes -
neither the music nistorians, nor the music analysis, nas Leen willing 10
angage overtiy in music criticism. That what music analusts do 15 tn fact a
i“ind of criticiem, cioakeo 1n specialist, often pseudoc-mathematical, ‘arcon
nas been danied in the interest of maintaining & semblance of "scientific
rggpectability. 3ut serious criticism needs 13 De done, and dang gvertly; and
Dahlhaus helps to snow the theoretical underpinnings of what can be done.

At the came time that Dahlhaus broadens the field, he alsp ingists on
e professionaliam ang accuracy, especially as regards the use of terms
tn@t npave iong beenh taken for granted ang uses carelessiy; words like

Rgx)

Taglisim ahg romanticism, T nslance.  Ais embOnasis on e aeunstic
augiity o1 categories, wipes ana lapeis, ail so mportant 1o the historian's
lg had, s also 3

tagk, all too e=asily given a reality they never actus
challenge to sioppy thinking. D2ahlhaus does not challenge gositivism by
igosening 1ts careful way with facts; instead he extengs that care to every
aspect of historiography, inciuding the hidden assumptions pehind those
facts. He calls for g historiography, and a criticism, well grounded in the
carticuiiarty of the musical world; but & parutuhamg that is and must be
smm‘erglraecs Dy an awareness of phtiosophy. This aroagening snd deepening

m usrolﬂgg at least from the view-point of English-speaking musicology,
caii only be & good thing.
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APPENDIX:

A list of the English and German titles and initial publication
dates of the essays contained in Schoenterg ang ithe New Music.

“Analytical 1nstrumentation: Bach’s six~-part ricercar as grehestrated by Anton wWebern™:
“Analytische Instrumentation — Bachs sechsstimmiges Ricercar in der Orchestrierung
4nton Weberns,” 1969,

“&vant garde and popularity”™: “aAvanigarde und Popularitdt,” 1975,

“Composition and 1mprovisation™: “omposition und improvisation,” 1372

“Cmancipation of the dissonance”. “Zrmanzipation der Dizsonanz,” {9685,

“Expressive principie and orcnestrai poiypnony i1n Schoenoerg’s £rwsriung™
“Ausdrucksprinzic und Orchesterpolyphonie 1n Schdnbergs ‘Exwartung,”” 1374,

“Form™: “Form,” 1966

“The fugue a3 srelude: Schoenberg’s Genesss composition, Op. 44”: “Die Fuge als Praludium: Zur
interpretstion van Schonberags Lenesis-Komposition Upus 44,” 1983,

“Musical prose”: “Musikalische Pross,” 1964.

“The musical work of art az a subject of sociology™: “Das musikaliscne Kunstwery ais Gegenstand
der Soziologie,” 1974,

“Mew IMusic and the problem of muszical genre”: “Die Neue Musik und das problem der
musikalischen Gattungen,” 1969,

“‘New Music’ as historical cateqory™: “‘Neue Musik’ als historische Kategorie,” 19695.
““The Obbligato Recitative’™: “‘Das obligate Rezitativ,’” 1975,

“Qn the decline of the concept of the musical work™: “Uber den Zerfall des rusikalischen
‘Werkbegriffs,” 1571,

“Plea for a Romantic category: the concept of the work of art in the newest music™: “Pladoyer fiir
eine romantische Kategorie — Der Beqriff des Kunstwerks in der neuesten Musik,” 1969.

“Problems of rhythm in the New Music”: “Probleme des Rhythmus in der Neuen Musik,” 1965,
“Progress and the avant garde”: “Fortschritt und Avantgarde,” 1966.

“& rejection of material thinking?”: “Abkenr von Materiaidenken?” 1584,



“Thuthmic structures inebern's Orehestral Pieces Op 67 “Bhythmizche Strukturen in
weberns Qrohesterztuckenopus 6,7 197243,

“irtwenbera and programme music™: “Schinberg und die Proarammusik, ™ 1974,

“Sehoenberg and Schenker™: 1973,

“Schoenberg’s sesthetic theology™: “Schonbergs ssthetische Theolome,™ 1934

“Schoenberg’s late works™: “Zum Spatwerk Arnold Schonbergs,™ 1983,

“Schoenberg’s Orehestral Plece Up. 16 No. 3 and the concept of ‘Klanatar benmelodie’:
“Schonbergs Orehesterstiick op. 16, 3 und der Begriff der “Klangfar benmelodie,”™ 1970.

“Zchoenberg’s poetica of music™: “Schonbergs musikaliache Poetik,” 1976,

“Zehreker and modernizm: on the dramaturqy of fer Z2rne Alsng ™ “Schreker und die Moderne —
Zur Dramsturqie des “Fernen Klang,”” 1975

“Structure and expression 1n the muzic of Serisbin: “Struktur und Expression bei dlexander
Skriabin,” 1972,
©$T -

ronality: structure or process?™: “Tonalitdt — Struktur oder prozess™

“hat iz ‘developing variation™?™: “Was heisst ‘entwickelnde Yariation’?” 1984
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