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Preface

n thinking about music it is difficult to avoid representing any
I concrete instance as if it were a stable and essentially pre-formed
entity composed of fully determinate and ultimately static objects or
relations. Certainly, in the actual performance of music there is no
escaping the contingency and indeterminacy that inhere in every
temporal act. When we attempt to analyze the musical event, how-
ever, it is most convenient to imagine that the intricate web of rela-
tionships that comes into play on such an occasion has already been
woven in a prior compositional act or in a determinate and deter-
mining order of values and beliefs. We can, for example, point to the
score as a fixed set of instructions for the recreation of an essentially
self-same work or as a repository wherein the traces of a composer’s
thought lie encoded awaiting faithful decoding by a receptive per-
former/listener. Or, with even greater abstraction, we can point to
the presence of an underlying tonal system, the governing rules of a
style or “common practice,” the reflection of a set of existing social
relations, or the role of hardened ideologies in music’s production
and reception.

It must be said that there is some truth in the variety of determi-
nacies that intellectual analysis would ascribe to music (if little truth
in the claims of any one perspective to speak for the whole). But it
must also be said that, to the extent the abstractions of analysis deny
or suppress the creativity, spontaneity, and novelty of actual musical
experience, analysis will have misrepresented music’s inescapably
temporal nature. The challenge of taking this temporal nature into
account lies in finding ways of speaking of music’s very evanescence
and thus of developing concepts that would capture both the deter-
minacy and the indeterminacy of events in passage. Stated in this
way, such an enterprise appears to be loaded with paradox. How-
ever, much of the paradox disappears if we can shift our attention



viii  Preface

from objects or products to process and from static being to dynamic
becoming. Indeed, such a shift might provide a perspective from
which the great variety of determinacies we ascribe to music could
be seen as inseparable components of musical communication.

In the following pages I will focus on a single aspect of musical
process —the metrical. Meter is an especially appropriate topic with
which to begin an inquiry into the temporal character of musical
experience. Of all music’s features, meter (together with its customary
companion, rhythm) seems to speak most directly of time and pas-
sage. This measuring of duration is one of the most viscerally imme-
diate of music’s powers and the most fleeting. In measured music we
are riveted by each passing “beat,” which in its passing seems to vanish
without a trace. Nevertheless, this clear connection to immediate ex-
perience and real temporal passage has often been denied to meter
in traditional theory’s categorical opposition of meter and rhythm.
Thus, it is customary to view rhythm as a rich and fully sensuous
embodiment of music’s temporal progress and meter as rhythm’s
shadowy, schematic counterpart—abstract, mechanical, and devoid of
any intrinsic expression. Although this opposition has its own partic-
ular history and characteristics, it may be taken as emblematic of dif-
ficulties we face when we attempt to speak of musical passage.

In our attempts to speak of passage, to name its parts and
describe the togetherness that allows us to conceive of parts, we are
tempted to overlook the abstractions through which temporality is
set aside for practical purposes of analysis and representation.
Because meter as measure is so easily assimilated to number, it is
especially susceptible to such abstraction. As the repetition of dura-
tional quantity, meter becomes eminently analyzable if the regular-
ity of repetition is conceived deterministically and if duration is
reduced to the spatial category of time span. However, what is lost
in this simplification is the specifically temporal character of repeti-
tion and therefore the claim of meter to be regarded as fully sensi-
ble and intrinsically expressive. To the extent meter and rhythm are
thus conceived as incommensurate, rhythm can be protected from
the abstraction and schematicization of meter but will by the same
token become inaccessible to close analysis. If vivid feelings of dura-
tional quantity are withdrawn from our concept of rhythm, we are
left only with vague notions of “tension and relaxation” or “ebb and
flow” for describing what is arguably the most complex and luxuri-
antly differentiated aspect of musical experience.

The problematical opposition of meter and rhythm will be the
subject of the first part of this study. Chapter 1 undertakes a very
general analysis of this complicated relationship, probing a variety of
musical and nonmusical contexts in which the atemporal “law” of
periodicity can be contrasted with the spontaneity of rhythm. The
remainder of part I is devoted to critical readings of various theo-
rists who have speculated on the relations of meter and rhythm.
Although none of the positions reviewed here—not even the most
sympathetic—will be taken as a model for our later theorizing, all
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are valuable as serious (if indirect) attempts to address fundamental
human questions of compulsion and freedom, reason and feeling,
time and the consolations of representation. The brief survey of
opinion undertaken in part I will serve to identify crucial theoreti-
cal issues that are addressed anew in part II.

The second part of this book develops a theory of musical
meter that would, as Alfred North Whitehead says, “take time seri-
ously.”” This “taking seriously” means acknowledging a real past,
present, and future—or, perhaps more to the point, acknowledg-
ing real potentiality, indeterminacy, and novelty, the conditions sine
qua non of music making. In taking this position I do not attempt
to refute its adversaries (among many others, John McTaggart and
“new” tenseless theorists of time); nor do I explicitly invoke the
proponents of time’s reality for support (save occasional references
to William James, Henri Bergson, and Mili& Capek). An attempt to
ground this theory of musical meter in a general theory of time or
process, while clearly desirable, would far exceed the bounds of
this study. I do, however, begin part II with a broad inquiry into
durational quantity conceived as process. In view of the novelty of
such an approach to questions of musical rhythm, chapter 6 may
at first present some difficulties to the reader, especially since it
will not be clear at this point exactly how the concepts intro-
duced here are to be related to concrete musical situations. How-
ever, since these concepts are developed throughout the study, a
patient reading should be rewarded with increased comprehension
as the argument proceeds through the remaining chapters.

Chapter 7 introduces the central analytic concept of the book—
metrical or durational “projection”—and it is here that my debt to
Whitehead’s work is most pronounced. Although I do not engage
Whitehead’s elaborate philosophical distinctions and terminology
in my questions concerning measured duration, I do freely adapt
some of his central insights to the very specific problem of musical
meter. As in chapter 6, the concepts and terms I use in this attempt
to understand the phenomenon of meter have little resonance in
the language of current theory. Although it might have been possi-
ble to frame some of these concepts in more familiar phenomeno-
logical, semiotic, or information processing terms, I have chosen a
less narrowly specialized vocabulary, in part, to avoid some of the
prejudices of these new sciences—the unabashedly mechanistic
character of information processing models, the transcendental and
idealistic bias of classical phenomenology, and the characteristically
atemporal perspective of semiology. Though perhaps quaint by
current standards, the vocabulary and the manner of speech I use in
theoretical reflection throughout this study aim to escape or at least
to blur prevailing oppositions of mind and body, feeling and think-
ing, culture and aesthetic experience. These oppositions have not
proved so productive for our understanding of music that we need
to limit our thought by presupposing them.

After a brief return to the theories of Friedrich Neumann and
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Moritz Hauptmann in light of the theory of projection, chapter 9
embarks on what an especially perceptive (and anonymous) re-
viewer of this book in manuscript called a “retooling” of metrical
theory on the basis of what in chapters 6 and 7 emerged as a radi-
cal departure from conventional views of meter. Here the agenda is
set to a large extent by the traditional division of topics pertaining
to meter. This chapter ends with a projective account of the bifur-
cation of meter into duple and triple types.

Chapter 10 initiates a turn to detailed discussions of properly musi-
cal examples. This trend will culminate in a fairly extensive analysis of
metrical issues in the first movement of Beethoven’s First Symphony
(chapter 13) and in detailed analyses of pieces that belong to reperto-
ries less favored by theorists of rthythm and meter (chapter 14). The
final two chapters open our inquiry, first to a consideration of musics
that would escape the hold of metrical determination, and then to
more general questions that point to broader applications of the con-
cepts and observations that have guided the course of this essay.

Since the usefulness of the concept of projection for an under-
standing of meter is inseparable from its effectiveness as an analytic
tool, I would like to close this preface with a few comments on the
analytic aspect of the present theory and its notational conventions.
In designating metrical primitives and their graphic representations,
I have aimed for simplicity. The primary distinction is that of begin-
ning (symbolized by a vertical line, ) and continuation (symbolized
by a slanted line, \ or /). Although this topic is not broached until
chapter 9, I should point out even here that the distinction of
beginning and continuation must not be confused with that of
strong and weak beat. Among continuations, I further distinguish
among those that are anacrustic (/), those that are arsic or non-
anacrustic (\) and those that, in the case of triple or unequal mea-
sure, are subject to deferral (- \ or - /). Finally, there is a symbol for
the reinterpretation of metrical function (\ = or | =>\) and a
symbol for metrical hiatus (1) or a momentary dissolution of the
projective field. This group of symbols always appears above the
staff. Below the staff are shown more specifically projective sym-
bols—pairings of continuous and broken lines that indicate the
immediate inheritance of durational complexes accepted or re-
jected in the new event.

It must be said that these symbols are very crude devices for
pointing to extremely subtle processes that, although vividly regis-
tered in hearing, cannot be captured in a graphic representation.
Because there are relatively few symbols and because even a brief
passage of modestly complex music will present many possibilities
for interpretation, an effective analytic use of these notational de-
vices will require a keen aural sensibility exercised in many careful
and critical hearings, along with a speculative musical imagination
that would attempt to discover some order and function in the ear’s
judgments. These are, of course, requirements for the use of any
analytic technique that recognizes the complexity of musical exper-
ience and its openness to interpretation.
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I would stress the subtlety of projective analysis here because
meter is not generally accorded the value, the variety, or the intri-
cacy of harmonic/contrapuntal relations. It is a central tenet of the
theory presented in this book that the metrical is inextricably tied
to all those aspects of music that together form the elusive and end-
lessly fascinating creature we call “rhythm.” Because meter is here
defined as a creative process in which the emerging definiteness or
particularity of duration is shaped by a great range of qualitative and
quantitative distinctions, we will have no reason to oppose meter to
other domains or to rhythm. Nor will we have any reason to regard
meter as a primitive component of music and an ancillary factor in
musical analysis. Indeed, from the perspective of the present study,
the contribution of meter must be understood as crucial both for
our active engagement with music and for our analysis of this
engagement.

If we are to acknowledge the complexity and creativity of met-
rical process, we must also acknowledge a host of analytic prob-
lems—problems, for example, of subjectivity, representation, intro-
spective evidence, ambiguity, and the openness of interpretation. We
must ask whose experience is being described; what connection
there might be between the abstractions of analysis and the full par-
ticularity of hearing; whether we can trust in some commonality of
musical experience, and, if so, how we might find evidence of such
commonality. Given the history of analytic disputes concerning
rhythmic/metric interpretation, prospects for agreement or even
productive debate may seem dim. However, I believe that the cause
of most disagreements lies not in radically incompatible perceptions
but in incompatible theories and in concepts that are not clearly
connected to real distinctions in hearing.

The theory presented here is, among other things, an attempt to
provide a language in which musical perceptions could be reported,
compared, and evaluated and, moreover, a language in which atten-
dant issues of musical communication and interpretation could be
productively engaged. The success of this enterprise will be judged,
in part, on the basis of a sympathetic testing of the various analyses
I offer. In many respects this is the most demanding task asked of
the reader of this book. Repeated, self-critical hearings will be
required, as will be some openness to experimentation. In view of
the complexity and creativity of meter and in view, too, of the lim-
itations of analytic description, the reader may be drawn to some-
what different conclusions from those offered here. Nevertheless, in
most cases such discrepancies will not likely be so wide that a pro-
jective perspective could not accommodate both interpretations
and provide some understanding of their divergence (assuming,
again, that there is an agreement to focus our attention on feelings
of durational quantity rather than on accent). Of course, whatever
positive value the present theory might have will lie in its usefulness
for understanding music not considered in this study and, more
generally, for addressing relevant questions that have not been
considered here or that have been considered only superficially.
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Whether or not my particular solutions are found compelling, I
would hope that the theoretical and analytic work presented here
might at least open possibilities for approaching problems of musi-
cal rhythm from the perspective of time and process. If it can be
granted that metrical processes are as various and richly differenti-
ated as this study would indicate and as intimately connected to
broad issues of musical rhythm and form, there will be much more
we shall want to know about meter, in general and in particular.

Princeton, New Jersey C.EH.
June 1996
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PART 1

6 TEDESRUWIEETTS

Meter and Rhythm Opposed

Wer will was Lebendigs erkennen und
beschreiben,

Sucht erst den Geist herauszutreiben,

Dann hat er die Teile in seiner Hand,

Fehlt leider nur das geistige Band.

—Mephistopheles, Faust, Part 1
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CHAPTER ONE

TR

General Character of the Opposition

f all the things we call rhythmic, music is
Osurely one of the very best examples. Every-
thing the word “rhythm” implies can be found in
music. Among the attributes of rhythm we might
include continuity or flow, articulation, regular-
ity, proportion, repetition, pattern, alluring form
or shape, expressive gesture, animation, and mo-
tion (or at least the semblance of motion). In-
deed, so intimate is the connection of the rhyth-
mic and the musical, we could perhaps most
concisely and ecumenically define music as the
rhythmization of sound (thus, the “musicality” of
speech or verse). Nevertheless, rhythm is often
regarded as one of the most problematic and least
understood aspects of music.

If we were to restrict the preceding list of at-
tributes to those that are susceptible to calibra-
tion and measurement, it might be said that mu-
sic theory presents us with a reasonably clear un-
derstanding of rhythm. Thus restricted, rhythm is
identified with meter, durational pattern, or du-
rational proportion. However, when we speak of
rhythm, we cannot easily dismiss other attributes
that in one way or another haunt most discus-
sions of musical rhythm and surreptitiously work
to foment disagreement about the things we can
measure.

If we restrict musical rhythm to meter, pat-
tern, and proportion, we feel that something es-
sential has been left out of account. And yet,

how shall we account for those attributes of
rhythm that point to the particularity and spon-
taneity of aesthetic experience as it is happen-
ing? To take measurements or to analyze and
compare patterns we must arrest the flow of
music and seek quantitative representations of
musical events. But music as experienced is never
so arrested and 1s not, I will argue, an expression
of numerical quantity. To the extent we find it
comprehensible, music is organized; but this is an
organization that is communicated in process
and cannot be captured or held fast. What we
can hold onto are spatial representations (scores,
diagrams, time lines) and concepts or ideas of
order—fixed pattern, invariance, transforma-
tion, hierarchy, regularity, symmetry, and propor-
tion. Certainly such ideas can usefully be drawn
from musical organization presented as some-
thing completed and fully formed. However, a
piece of music or any of its parts, while it is
going on, is incomplete and not fully determi-
nate—while it is going on, it is open, indeter-
minate, and in the process of becoming a piece
of music or a part of that piece.

This tension between the fixity of what can
be grasped as order in abstraction and the fluid-
ity of a felt order in experience arises whenever
we attempt to submit an aesthetic experience to
analysis. We can to some extent allay this tension
by referring analysis to an aesthetic object, a
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piece of music that is itself structured. Structure is
“in” the piece, fully formed and awaiting in-
spection. But in the analysis of thythm we cannot
so easily ignore the course of events as they
emerge for us in a particular experience of “this”
piece. To the extent that it suggests process
rather than product, dynamic becoming rather
than static being, a fait accomplissant rather than a
fait accompli (to use Bergson’s distinction), rhythm
stands as a reminder of the reality of temporal
passage. And it is for this reason that rhythm re-
mains such a problematic concept for music the-
ory and analysis. Neither our technical vocabu-
lary nor our habits of thought prepare us to en-
gage the questions of temporality implicit in the
notion of rhythm, or rather in the notion of
rhythm most broadly conceived. To make mat-
ters worse, in its broad range of applications the
word “rhythm” seems to contain incompatible
or even contradictory meanings that can exacer-
bate the problematic opposition of structure and
process.

Central to our understanding of rhythm is
the notion of regular repetition. Any phenome-
non that exhibits periodicity can be called
rhythmic, regardless of whether evidence of this
periodicity is accessible to our sense perception.
We speak of the rhythm of a ticking clock, the
rhythm of the seasons, and the rhythm of birth
and death. Rhythmic also are the procession of
Vedic Kalpas and the oscillations of a cesium
atom. Similarly, when we speak of the rhythm of
work there is an implication of regularly re-
peated activity or routine. To many, rthythm in
music is above all else the repetition of pulse or
beat (what the schooled musician is inclined to
call meter). At the same time, we can use the
word rhythm to characterize phenomena in
which periodicity is not apparent: a fluid gesture
of the hand, a still life, the course of a narrative,
the “shape” of a musical phrase. Such applica-
tions necessarily rely on human sensory percep-
tion and may therefore be called “aesthetic”
(from aisthanesthai, to sense or feel, related to
aio—or Latin audio—*I hear,”). In contrast to
the first meaning of “rhythm,” which may be as-
cribed to a phenomenon solely on the basis of
periodicity, this second meaning relies on aes-
thetic judgment and admits of degrees. As lexi-
cographers confirm, this latter usage is less com-

mon than the former, but it is not in any sense
metaphorical.

If we can detect a split or bifurcation in the
meaning of “rhythm” here, it should be borne
in mind that the word holds these meanings to-
gether in a complex union—regularity or pe-
riodicity can be a highly valued characteristic
of rhythm in our “aesthetic” sense. However,
we can easily bring these various connotations
into sharper contrast by considering the attri-
butes of rhythm in isolation from one another.
To polarize these attributes we could say that
rhythm means, on the one hand, lawfulness,
regularity, and measure and, on the other hand,
expressive or compelling motion, gesture, or
shape. Rhythm can imply regularity, or spon-
taneity; an objective property that can be ab-
stracted and measured, or something ineffable
that can only be experienced; an order that is
generalizable and, in principle, repeatable, or an
order that is particular and unrepeatable.

In the study of music, such dichotomies have
become institutionalized in the opposition of
rhythm and meter. In this opposition, regular rep-
etition, a hallmark of rhythm in common par-
lance, is detached from rhythm. Such repetition,
conceived as a system of periodicities, provides
the “measure of time” for rhythmic activity—a
temporal grid for the timing of musical events or
a scaffolding for the construction of the genuinely
rhythmic edifice of music. In this way, meter can
be conceived as a more or less independent struc-
ture that rhythm uses for its own ends. Rhythm
freely plays with or even against meter. Although
meter as regularity, repetition, and equality is gen-
eralizable, mechanical, expressively neutral, and it-
self largely devoid of character, rhythm can use
meter to create its own particularity and expres-
sivity. From this description, the distinction be-
tween meter and rhythm might be regarded as the
distinction between abstract and concrete. How-
ever, we understand meter to be something no
less palpable than is rhythm, and it is generally
claimed, explicitly or implicitly, that we hear both
meter and rhythm and their interaction.

It is in the opposition of meter and rhythm
that we encounter most poignantly the opposi-
tion of law versus freedom, mechanical versus or-
ganic, general versus particular, or constant repe-
tition of the same versus spontaneous creation of
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the ever new. And in such oppositions meter is
usually denigrated. We speak of rhythmic free-
dom and the tyranny of the bar.We can disparage
a performance as being too metrical, but it would
make no sense to say that a performance is too
rhythmic. When we are taught to read music we
must first master counting, but if we continue
counting we shall never play rhythmically. Oddly,
meter is regarded as necessary or at least useful
for rhythm and yet opposed to rhythm. In its al-
terity meter can come to be seen as nonrhyth-
mic or even antirhythmic or, at best, inauthenti-
cally or not fully rhythmic. And yet, as means to
an end or as foundation or basis, however primi-
tive, meter should have no negative connotations.
That such a useful and productive aspect of mu-
sic should be regarded with suspicion, I think, has
to do with our inability to satisfactorily connect
meter and rhythm, for it is not at all clear how
rhythm uses meter or in what sense meter can be
a foundation for rhythm. If, in fact, meter is an
aspect of rhythm, there should be no opposition
and no contradiction.

This disjunction of meter and rhythm arises
less from a disjunction within musical experi-
ence than from the terms we customarily em-
ploy in the definition of meter. Thus, while I
submit that there is nothing at all abstract about
our experience of meter, I shall argue that our
concepts of meter, although useful in many ways,
detract from the temporal nature of those feel-
ings we call metrical and that, as a result, our
concept of meter comes to be separated from our
intuitions of rhythm as something fully temporal
and processive.

Certainly, the intricate play of durational rep-
etition that we call meter is only one among
many ingredients of musical rhythm. It is, how-
ever, a central feature of most musics and that as-
pect of music that would seem most deeply in-
volved in music’s thythmic and temporal nature.
Indeed, so crucial is the repetition of durational
quantity for our musical experience, the layman
may well call this phenomenon rhythm pure and
simple. In this, the layman unfamiliar with the
dichotomy of meter and rhythm may have more
wisdom than the schooled musician, whose in-
troduction to this dichotomy usually takes place
at a tender age with the demands of learning to
read music.

In our attempts to master the skills required
of metrical notation we may indeed come to
think of meter as a matter of counting or as a
grid for the correct disposition of durations. In
the music we are taught to read, a meter (or
time) signature stands at the beginning of each
piece as a rule that will determine the order of
pulses and their subdivision. Each bar will have a
fixed number of pulses, which may be joined
and divided in prescribed ways without losing
their identity as pulses. While bars may vary in
the durations they contain, each bar is metrically
identical to all the others. Indeed, such homo-
geneity has been regarded as an essential charac-
teristic of meter and that characteristic which
most clearly distinguishes meter from rhythm.
The “and of two,” for instance, is understood to
be the same in each and every bar. It is the same
“place,” and throughout the piece we continu-
ally return to this place—in fact, it would ap-
pear that we return to or at least pass through
this place even if it is not articulated with an at-
tack. There is, to be sure, heterogeneity among
the various “levels” of regular repetition (bar,
beat, and subdivisions of the beat). And such het-
erogeneity can be viewed as the result of qualita-
tive distinctions of accent. Nevertheless, this hier-
archical order is itself fixed; if the meter does not
change, this order is completely homogeneous.
Viewed in this way, meter, like a clock, runs un-
perturbed, continually and uniformly measuring
a time in which a variety of events may occur—
the genuinely rhythmic events that occupy the
time meter measures off. And with this image it
is difficult to avoid the implication of a rigid de-
terminism. Once set in motion, meter can seem
to run autonomously, driven by its own internal
law and fated from the beginning to reproduce
its preordained set of time divisions.

Now, it must be granted that in our elemen-
tary training we do not reflect on the issue of
homogeneity or on what metrical homogene-
ity must mean for our conception of musical
rhythm and time in general. But it must also be
granted that the practice and pedagogy of met-
rical notation are not detached from theory.
Since we have little reason to reflect on the
conceptual framework we accept in learning to
read, with long familiarity we can come to ac-
cept certain customary notions of meter and
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rhythm simply as matters of fact. Such notions
may then enter our thought quite tacitly when
we turn to speculate about the nature of meter
and rhythm. Indeed, I would argue that all our
systematic theories of meter draw upon a con-
ceptual framework grounded in the technology
of metric notation. Moreover, I would argue that
the assumptions of homogeneity and determin-
ism that derive at least in part from notational
practice (and in part from more general assump-
tions concerning time) are responsible for the
opposition of meter and rhythm.

In part IT of this study I will present a theory
in which meter is treated as an aspect of rhythm
that is characterized by the creativity, spontane-
ity, and particularity that we often ascribe to
rhythm in opposition to meter. This undertak-
ing will involve a radical reinterpretation of many
of the terms of traditional metric theory and an
explicit account of some fundamental categories
that are undefined in most theories of rhythm
and meter. But before offering a “rhythmic” the-
ory of meter, I would like to explore some fea-
tures of this opposition in more detail, in order to
better understand the separation of meter and
rhythm and the tendency to regard meter prob-
lematically as a central feature of rthythm but not
itself fully rhythmic. I shall begin at the most
general level by briefly exploring some of the
temporal implications contained in our ideas of
periodicity and rhythm. My contention here is
that in conceiving of musical meter as periodic-
ity, we import from scientific theory ideas of
time that are incompatible with our intuitions of
rhythm as a sensible or aesthetic category. The
word “rhythm” speaks to us, however obscurely,
of a time that is not other than the particular
course of an event that we follow with inter-
est—a time that can be neither predicted nor
recaptured, a time articulated not by points or
segments but by the emergence of felt events. It
will be by interpreting meter or the repetition of
durational quantity as such an aesthetic category
that I will later attempt to treat meter as an inte-
gral part of rhythm.

Following this general discussion of rhythm
and periodicity, I shall turn to more specific
questions of musical rhythm and meter and, fi-
nally, to the speculations of several modern mu-
sic theorists.

Periodicity and the Denial of Ténse

If there are oppositions or contradictions im-
plicit in the notion of rhythm, they are not very
sharply drawn in our everyday uses of the word.
In most contexts, “rhythm” is not an especially
problematic word. It is only in the theory and
analysis of music (and, to a lesser extent, in theo-
ries of poetic meter) that the oppositions I have
sketched here are made explicit in the distinc-
tion of rhythm and meter. In more general par-
lance we have little reason to make such dis-
tinctions. Although repetition or regular recur-
rence is usually taken to be the central feature
of rhythm, it is not assimilated to number or to
the determinism of regularity as rule or law. By
“rhythm” we generally understand some defi-
nite movement or process characterized by more
or less regular repetition and not the measure-
ment of this regularity or the regularity per se,
which has been abstracted from movement or
process and represented as numerical quantity.
For these latter concerns we turn to the more
technical term “periodicity.” Thus, we calculate
the periodic motions of planets or the periodic-
ity of atomic oscillations rather than the rhythms
of planets or atoms. Certainly, we can speak of
planetary and atomic rhythms, but such expres-
sions have a nontechnical, almost figurative ring.
It is only in biological science that “rhythm” has
been taken as a technical term to refer to the
often labile periodicities of living organisms. If,
as I hope to show, “rhythm” and “periodicity”
interpret notions of repetition and temporality
quite differently, this difference is not a source of
conflict, simply because the two terms belong to
realms of discourse that we ordinarily have no
reason to attempt to reconcile. Outside of music,
we do not regard rhythm as something over
against regularity—it is not something superim-
posed on periodicity, something in need of
periodicity for its rationalization, or something
that asserts itself in its play against periodicity.
What is rhythmic is ordered and therefore com-
prehensible, but this is an order that cannot be
abstracted from the thing or event.

In music theoretical discourse, periodicity
and rhythm have been very sharply distin-
guished. Here periodicity as meter is brought
into conflict with rhythm and is characteristi-
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cally denigrated as mechanical and inartistic. In
this conflict two very different interpretations
of temporality are placed in opposition and
evaluated. To the extent meter is devalued vis-a-
vis rhythm, the concept of rhythm may be un-
derstood as an implicit criticism of periodicity
and the temporal presuppositions upon which
the idea of periodicity is based.

The notion of time meter evokes is that of
classical scientific doctrine—a homogeneous,
evenly flowing time that serves as a receptacle
for events while remaining unaffected by the
events it comes to contain. It is a conception of
time modeled on number, an infinitely divisible
continuum composed of (or decomposable into)
durationless instants—temporal counterparts of
the extensionless points of mathematical space.!
This construction of time has so permeated our
language and habits of thought that many of its
tenets seem unquestionable. Present, past, and
future are readily pictured as locations on a

El

“time line.” “Now” as an absolute present seems
necessarily to be a durationless instant. We speak
of a “span,” an “amount,” a “point” of time, of
events happening “in” time, “at a certain mo-
ment” of time, “during the same period” of time.
As commonsensical as such expressions are, it
should be remembered that the constructions
that have given rise to them have also led to doc-
trines of rigid determinism in the physical sci-
ences and to debates concerning the reversibility
of time and even the reality of time or temporal
passage—notions that could hardly be more re-
mote from human experience.

If rhythm evokes an understanding of time
different from that of periodicity or meter, this
understanding seems quite vaguely defined.
There is no doctrine or theory of time that
rhythm would offer in place of the “mathemati-
cal” time of meter. Indeed, so pervasive is the
notion of time as a container for events (or a
metric of their change), we may have no other
way of imagining or visualizing time. Rhythm
focuses our attention, not on time as a substrate
or medium for events, but on the events them-
selves in their particularity, creativity, and spon-
taneity. To speak of rhythm is to speak of the
rhythm of something—a characteristic gesture
or shape that makes this something special.
Moreover, it is to raise the question, special for
whom? Rhythm, in our aesthetic sense, seems to
refer to a time of subjectivity and human experi-
ence—a world apart from the objective, “ab-
solute” time of Newtonian physics (but perhaps
not so far apart from quantum physics). Again,
periodicity seems to be a matter of fact, not, like
rhythm, a matter of judgment. Nor is the fact of
periodicity in any way dependent upon an ob-
server. And yet, for all the subjectivity and
vagueness that the idea of rhythm seems to pre-
sent, it may serve as a reminder of the real com-
plexity of musical experience and perhaps also as
a reminder of the inadequacy of our conception
of temporality.

The great value that we attach to rhythm in
music, coupled with a customary devaluation of
meter as periodicity, is not, I think, a celebration
of the irrational and vague and a debasement of

1. In my discussion of periodicity I will focus on the
“absolute” view of time, or the notion that time itself
flows and that events occur in time. On the “relational”
view, it is not time that flows, but events or occurrences
that “flow” (or at least succeed one another) at markings
that we call “times.” These two views admit of a variety
of interpretations, and in many practices (for example, the
practice of music theory), features of the two are often
mixed. For these reasons, I do not think it appropriate
here to undertake an analysis of this dichotomy. Suffice it
to say that the relational view does not satisfactorily ac-
count for the equality of duration as a repetition of the
same absolute quantity. Although the relational interpre-
tation of time has played an important role in modern
scientific doctrine, it has received its clearest formulations
in Idealist philosophies where time is regarded as a form
of appearance. Something resembling this interpretation

can be seen to underlie the elimination of real temporal
passage in many structuralist models. For an incisive
analysis and criticism of the relational view, see Irwin C.
Lieb’s Past, Present, and Future (1991), pp. 19-26. Of the
many critical discussions of concepts of time in Western
scientific doctrine, Mili¢ Capek’s The Philosophical Impact
of Contemporary Physics (1961) and G. J. Whitrow’s The
Natural Philosophy of Time (1961) are perhaps the most
thorough and, from this writer’s point of view, the most
trenchant. From the novel perspectives oftered by relativ-
ity and quantum physics, Capek argues for a reinterpreta-
tion of time consonant with recent “process” philosophy.
Whitrow’s much broader study summarizes thinking
about time in many scientific disciplines and contains
useful accounts of a variety of “absolute” and “relational”
views. Both Capek and Whitrow argue forcefully for the
reality of time and tense.
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the clear and distinct. Rather, I would suggest
that our valuation expresses an intuitive mistrust
of periodicity as an abstraction. That what we
call meter has come to be mistrusted is an un-
fortunate consequence of the power of this ab-
straction. In order to better understand the op-
position of meter and rhythm and to lay some
groundwork for a rehabilitation of meter, I would
like to return to the issues of homogeneity and
determinism and explore some of the temporal
implications of the concept of periodicity. Al-
though this exploration will prolong the gener-
ality of our discussion, it will, I hope, help clarify
some of the points made above and provide us
with a framework in which to reevaluate the re-
lation of meter and rhythm.

It is by conceiving of meter as the regular re-
currence of time span that meter is assimilated to
periodicity. Here it may be well to remember
the origin of “regularity” in regere, to guide or
direct by command. The exercise of rule is nec-
essarily temporal, but the rule itself can be imag-
ined as something immune from time and be-
coming. For as long as there is rule, rule is the
same—an atemporal law that, itself fixed, directs
becoming. The regularity of cycle is the recur-
rence of a definite amount of time; it is the re-
turn of the same time span over and over again
without regard to qualitative differences among
returns and without regard to the number of
repetitions. This single quantity, numerically
conceived, is thus elevated to the status of rule.
The notion of a “return of the same,” however,
seems quite paradoxical in that “return” implies
multiplicity and “same” implies identity or unity.
This ultimately mathematical dialectic of unity
and multiplicity is here transferred to the tem-
poral domain as a merging of permanence and
change. But what can it mean in a truly tempo-
ral sense to say that the same is repeated?

What is “the same” in a repeated thing or
event is presumably some feature abstracted from
the thing or event that can be identified in all
those individuals we call repetitions. In the case
of cyclic repetition, what is abstracted is duration
conceived as “time span”—the regularity of the
cycle is the repetition of identical time spans.
Such abstraction seems harmless enough until it
is remembered how many decisions have already
been made in the reduction of duration to time

span: among others, the decision that durational
quantity is to be understood only as numerical
quantity, measured from durationless instant to
durationless instant, preserved from passage by
numerical representation, divisible into selfsame
units; and the decision that time is to be con-
ceived as a homogeneous medium, continuous
because infinitely divisible, independent from the
actual events it is to contain. These ideas have
far-reaching consequences for music theory and
have played a crucial role in definitions of meter
and rhythm. However, it must be said that these
concepts of duration and time, although they
have been extraordinarily productive for the
physical sciences, have not been adequate to the
questions posed by music—otherwise, there
would be less disagreement surrounding the
topics of rhythm and meter.

If unity or what is taken as “the same” here is
seen as an abstraction that is not beyond re-
proach, it may be possible to find other and per-
haps richer and more fruitful ways of regarding
musical duration and time. If, however, “the
same” is taken as essential to what duration and
time are, unity will point toward an essentially
static homogeneity and determinism in which
multiplicity can seem accidental or even illusory.
In the case of meter, the multiplicity of repeti-
tion has rarely been seen as illusory. Neverthe-
less, the novelty, particularity, and indeterminacy
that might be granted to the process of repeti-
tion have been denied in deference to the return
of the same. The homogeneity of cycle has been
ascribed to meter as its essential attribute whether
meter has been defined as the periodicity of bar
or tactus, as pulse grouped by accent to form
bars, or as a hierarchical coordination of cycles.

It is true that, since cycle is also multiplicity,
cycles must be distinguished as individuals and
marked as terms in an order of succession. But
the cycle itself, as rule, is autonomous and logi-
cally precedes any such marking. While cycles
must be externally differentiated in order to be
returns of the same, this differentiation does not
deny the homogeneity of the series. Thus, we
speak of the meter of a piece as something given
in advance that need not itself be subject to
change during the course of the piece. The ho-
mogeneity of periodic repetition is also re-
flected in our use of the term “cycle,” which can
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mean either a single period or the complete set
of repetitions.

Certainly, cycles may be internally heteroge-
neous; that is, individual cycles may have difter-
ent “contents’—successive bars, for example,
may contain different arrangements of durations
(often called “rhythms”), tones, contours, et
cetera. But it is the homogeneity of returns that
makes them cycles—their heterogeneity has no
bearing on the repetition of identical time spans.
If the period is reproduced, the law of cycle is
tulfilled, regardless of whether there are qualita-
tive distinctions among the returns. If we take
this denial of qualitative difference seriously, we
might even regard the repetition of identical time
spans as mere appearance. Thus, in very many
cultures the cycle or circle is treated as a symbol
of eternity. In Western technological-scientific
culture, cycle has lost this traditional, symbolic
meaning; but as I shall argue, a mathematical
concept of time with its concomitant homo-
geneity and determinism is, nevertheless, used by
us to put time out of account in our attempts to
gain control over events.

Where heterogeneity or difference cannot be
denied is in the constitution of the individual
period prior to its repetition (in this case, logi-
cally and temporally prior). A cycle must be dif-
ferentiated internally in order to mark a dura-
tion that can be equal to the duration of another
instance of the cycle. Indeed, there can be no re-
turn to the same place or state unless there is a
departure into what is not this place or state. This
fixed place as a point of beginning defines the
cycle, and the span or duration of the cycle is
filled with nonbeginning—a continuous pas-
sage that is terminated by a new beginning (a
point that must be, at the same time, the end of
the old cycle). If this continuous passage is re-
garded as the passage of time, it will be the flow of
time that provides difference. And yet this flow
itself has been conceived as absolutely homoge-
neous and essentially independent from the
things whose fate it is to happen in time or to be
measured by time. Moreover, if there are regular-
ities or rules that (pre)ordain the location of
events in time, the direction of passage can come
to be seen as a mere formality, and the differenti-
ation provided by the flow of time can be re-
garded as a sort of enduring space in which

events are being, have been, and necessarily will
be located (such distinctions of tense being rela-
tivized to mere differences of perspective).

Although cyclic repetition as measure has been
seen as paradigmatically temporal, there is a sense
in which it annihilates time, or at least time’s
arrow. Since the cycle is always the same, the fu-
ture (any future) is predetermined, and the pres-
ent phase can, in principle, be detached from all
past repetitions. In fact, all phases can be equally
“present” for thought. If we know the cycle’s law
or periodicity, we can predict any future phase
and reconstruct any past phase, and in this way
we can instantly comprehend past and future.
Thus, if in thought we have access to one repeti-
tion, we have access to all, and can refer to any
phase in isolation from all the rest. The possibility
of regarding all phases as co-present (in this case,
timelessly co-present) arises from the homogene-
ity of cyclic repetition. Since repetitions are all
the same, there is nothing to distinguish the vari-
ous returns except for their order of succession,
which is assimilated to numerical succession. But
here it must be remembered that numerical suc-
cession is not equivalent to temporal succession.

In its infinite divisibility and infinite multi-
plicity, number is given all at once. Any number,
any numerical relationship, implies the whole of
number and the infinite, systematic totality of all
relationships. This whole is instantaneous. Al-
though we may count sequentially, this temporal
and rhythmic act may be thought to be based
upon an order that does not and has not be-
come, but which has existed for all eternity. By
transferring the concept of number to time, we
exorcise becoming, transition, and indetermi-
nacy and replace them with a static, instanta-
neous being. In this way we can gain control
over time—the past is never truly lost, and the
uncertainty of the future can be dispelled by the
operation of addition applied to the variable f.
For the purpose of analyzing temporal phenom-
ena, this concept of time is useful in providing
us with a changeless standpoint for describing
change. Although things change in time, time it-
self remains fixed. As Newton states:

Absolute, True, and Mathematical Time, of itself,
and from its own nature flows equably without re-
gard to anything external, and by another name is
called Duration.
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The True, or equable progress, of Absolute time is
liable to no change.

As the order of the parts of time is immutable, so
also is the order of the parts of Space. . . . For times
and spaces are, as it were, the Places as well of
themselves as of all other things. All things are
placed in Time as to order of Succession; and in
Space as to order of Situation. (Newton 1729/
1968, pp. 9, 11, 12)2

Absolute time thus presents us with the op-
portunity to view process as a fait accompli, its
phases fixed in an immutable order and available
for synoptic inspection, like the notes of a score.
Since all the parts or phases are discrete units,
precisely located on a single time line itself infi-
nitely divisible, we can place the present at any
point along the line. Past and future are relations
that can be variously assigned to parts of a whole
that already is. The continuity of the whole rests
on the continuity of the time line composed,
paradoxically, by the adjacency of successive ab-
solutely discrete, but durationless, instants.

This collapsing of past, present, and future
brings temporal flux under our control—we
can thereby move freely along the “time line,”
isolating any position we choose. Time becomes
comprehensible and manageable if we can ab-
stract it from the continuous becoming of events
that take place “in” time and, in effect, regard
time as a sort of space—an enduring or persist-
ing order for the dating and coordination of dis-
crete events.

Even though the concept of a mathematical
“flow” of time is not what we usually mean by
rhythmic flow, the two are often implicitly con-
flated in music theory. Any discussion of rhythm
and meter in music will involve decisions con-
cerning the nature of time, succession, duration,
and continuity—topics that are usually con-

ceived in classical scientific terms. Moreover, an
analysis of meter in which meter is conceived as
cyclic repetition will explicitly invoke the dis-
continuity of number and will result in the rep-
resentation of rhythm as a systematic whole of
coordinated periodicities in which all the parts
are ultimately fixed in a scheme of changeless
relationships.

Rhythmic Experience

Although cyclic repetition or regular recurrence
is usually thought to have been implied in the
meaning of the Greek rhuthmos (from rhein “to
flow;,” as, presumably, in the periodic motion of
waves), the association of rhythm with periodic
motion, measurement, and number seems to
have been accomplished by the conceptual in-
novations of Plato, who radically altered the
meaning of rhuthmos that had prevailed from the
early Ionian period until the mid-fifth century.
Emile Benveniste describes Plato’s contribution
to the subsequent understanding of the term as
follows:

His innovation was in applying it [rhuthmos| to the
form of movement which the human body makes in
dancing and the arrangement of figures into
which this movement is resolved. The decisive cir-
cumstance is there, in the notion of a corporal
rhuthmos associated with metron and bound by the
law of numbers: this “form” is from then on deter-
mined by a “measure” and numerically regulated.
Here is the new sense of rhuthmos: in Plato,
“arrangement” (the original sense of the word) is
constituted by an ordered sequence of slow and
rapid movements, just as “harmony” results from
the alternation of high and low. And it is the order
in movement, the entire process of the harmo-
nious arrangement of bodily movements com-
bined with meter, which has since been called
“rhythm”. We may then speak of the “rhythm” of

2. For an analysis and critique of Newton’s (and
Galileo’s) conception of time, see Edwin Arthur Burtt’s
The Metaphysical Foundations of Modern Science (1959),
chapters 3 and 7. For a discussion of Newton’s character-
ization of time as “flowing equably without regard to
anything external,” see especially pp. 261-262 (or Burtt
1954, pp. 263—-264). This latter, masterfully compressed
summary of Newton’s thought is highly relevant for
many of our present-day intuitions concerning the na-

ture of time. Burtt does not, however, discuss in this pas-
sage a very practical reason for Newton’s conception of
an absolute time—the need to provide an ideal measure
for change. As Whitrow (1961) explains, “Newton re-
garded the moments of absolute time as forming a con-
tinuous sequence like that of the real numbers and be-
lieved that the rate at which these moments succeed each
other is a variable which is independent of all particular
events and processes” (1961, p. 35).
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a dance, of a step, of a song, of a speech, of work, of
everything which presupposes a continuous activ-
ity broken by meter into alternating intervals.
(Benveniste 1971, p. 287) 3

According to Benveniste, the meaning of
rhuthmos that Plato’s specialized definition to
some extent displaced involved the notion of
“form,” but not form as something fixed and
immutable, susceptible to generalization, or as
an arrangement that arises from regularity or
repetition. Rhuthmos does appear to be related
to the verb rhein “to flow,” but rhein could not
refer to the regular, periodic motion of waves—
the sea was not said to flow, and rhuthmos was
not used to describe the motion of waves. Ben-
veniste cites many examples in the use of rhuth-
mos that imply the “fixity” of a spatial, visual
arrangement or of proportion: among others,
the form or shape of a letter of the alphabet, the
proportion that is the quality of a fine cuirass,
and the balance between opulence and poverty.
However, he maintains that this sense of form
is neither abstract nor static. For example, the
“rhythm” of a letter of the alphabet refers to the
distinctive shape of the letter, the particular way
the strokes are made. (And I would suggest that
the gestural quality of a letter is likely to have
been more strongly felt by the Greeks than it
would be by inhabitants of a print culture.) This
sense of shape is rhythmic, in contrast to other
“formal” properties: the order of the letters of
the alphabet or their relative positions. Human
character, disposition, and mood at any mo-
ment are all characterized by rhuthmos, as is the
present form of a constitution or the formation
of an opinion. Common to all the examples
Benveniste cites is the notion of form “under-
stood as the distinctive form, the characteristic
arrangement of the parts in a whole” (p. 283).
And while this notion allows for similarity of
form or resemblance, form so conceived is irre-
ducible—it inheres in the individual as a mark
of'its particularity.

Although rhuthmos can refer to spatial config-

urations and states, a sense of flux is never en-
tirely absent:

Rhuthmos, according to the contexts in which it is
given, designates the form in the instant that it is
assumed by what is moving, mobile and fluid, the
form of that which does not have an organic con-
sistency; it fits the pattern of a fluid element, of a
letter arbitrarily shaped, or a robe which one
arranges at one’s will, of a particular state of char-
acter or mood. It is the form as improvised, mo-
mentary, changeable. . . .

Thus rhuthmos, meaning literally ‘the particular
manner of flowing’, describes ‘dispositions’ or ‘con-
figurations’ without fixity or natural necessity and
arising from an arrangement which is always sub-
ject to change. (Benveniste 1971, pp. 285—286)

Although I cannot speculate on the possibil-
ity that some sense of the archaic rhuthmos might
have clung to the word “rhythm” as it has been
passed along to us, I do believe there are features
of the archaic meaning that, for whatever reason,
resemble intuitions expressed in our use of the
word in senses that cannot be reduced to cyclic
repetition. These meanings do not point to
measurement or to a generalized regularity, but
rather to an aesthetic judgment—that is, to
something felt or sensed in an aural or visual
perception and valued as interesting and attrac-
tive. Indicating admiration and approval, we call
many things thythmic: for example, a performed
piece of music (whether metrical or not), a
dance, a recited poem or simply speech, a per-
son’s graceful carriage, a stalking animal, the
fluid gesture of a pitcher’s windup and throw, a
baseball game, a sculpture, a painting, a flower
arrangement. If approval is withdrawn, we may
in some cases say that these events or objects are
characterized by bad or uninteresting rhythm.
But we are more often inclined to say that they
are not rhythmic. The differences among pu-
tatively rhythmic phenomena are considerable
—some involve what we might call “periodic”
motion, others nonperiodic motion, and others
no motion at all; some are more prototypical

3. In his dissertation “Rhuthmos: A History of Its Con-
notations” (1972), Robert Christopher Ross provides a
much more detailed discussion of the meanings of rhuth-
mos. Although Ross does not find such a sharp disconti-

nuity of meaning initiated by Plato (and doubts the ety-
mological link to rhein), his account is otherwise largely
in agreement with Benveniste’s analysis.
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than others (thus, a dance seems in many re-
spects a better example of the rhythmic than is a
flower arrangement). Nevertheless, the value at-
tached to the appellation “rhythmic” in all of
these cases points to a common perceptual at-
tribute. Something in each case attracts and
holds our attention. We follow the event or ob-
serve the object with interest. Rhythm in this
sense implies participation and sympathy. We are
drawn into the object or event in order to expe-
rience “its” rhythm. As something experienced,
rhythm shares the irreducibility and the unre-
peatability of experience.

Although the rhythm of an event is but one of
many properties we might ascribe to the event,
we cannot abstract rhythm from the wholeness
of the event or from the event’s particularity. The
rhythm of the pitcher’s gesture is not separable
from the pitcher in this act, and this felt gesture
will never be precisely reproduced. Nor is it pre-
cisely “reproduced” in the perceptions of thou-
sands of spectators, each of whom feels the
rhythm differently according to his or her mood,
attentiveness, and own countless physical, ges-
tural experiences. When it is past, the rhythmic
event cannot be again made present. Whatever
being it has rests in the uses memory will make
of it in the formation of novel experience; thus,
for example, this throw may color our experi-
ence of the next throw. But since these uses are
various, there is no real fixity in what the past
event holds for present experience—it will be-
come whatever is made of it. Rhythm is in this
way evanescent: it can be “grasped” but not held
fast.

As an aspect of experience, the rhythmic is
not captured by analysis and measurement. We
can set up a mechanism—for example, a clock—
to mark whatever articulations we deem rhyth-
mically salient and record these articulations as
successive instants, but we will not have pre-
served a rhythmic experience for analysis. In-
stead, through our acts of calibration, measure-
ment, and analysis we will have created a new
experience (perhaps rhythmic in its own right).
Our attempts at analysis put time out of account
in that we must copy a past event into a timeless
present that will allow us to observe its structure
at our leisure. The structure itself is also timeless
in that all its elements and relations must be si-

multaneously present and differentiated tempo-
rally only by order of succession, an order that is
fixed from beginning to end.

But by calling something rhythmic we mean
that it is not fixed—it is dynamic as opposed to
static; fleeting as opposed to permanent. A block
of wood is not rhythmic unless we closely ob-
serve its grain and find the shape of the markings
interesting. Of course, the grain is as permanent
as the block itself—we can return to the block
later and expect to find the markings un-
changed. But what we cannot return to is our
experience of rhythm as we attend to the mark-
ings. That we can call apparently static arrange-
ments properly, and not metaphorically, rhyth-
mic shows how closely linked rhythm is to im-
mediate experience. A painting seems to be
presented all at once, and whatever rhythm the
painting has would seem to be fixed at any in-
stant and in this sense timeless. But our percep-
tion of the painting’s rhythm is not less temporal
than our perception of a dance. It takes time to
observe the painting, and this observing is a
rhythmic act. If there is a sense in which the
painting itself is inherently rhythmic, it is that
the painting as an object holds potentialities for
rhythmic experiences. Our perception of its
rhythm is real, not illusory—the painting is
rhythmic, not “as if ” rhythmic. What we are in-
clined to regard as illusory (or as metaphorical
in ascription) is motion—the painting is rhyth-
mic, as if in motion. Certainly, we may move
about as we view the painting—our head and
eyes will move involuntarily (and if we were
aware of these motions we might call them
rhythmic also)—but none of these motions cor-
responds to the rhythm that we see in the paint-
ing. We may see traces of the painter’s motions
or, in the case of the wood grain, traces of a tree’s
growth, but we do not see these motions. Al-
though nothing moves, there is process—that of’
our attention to an object that, although itself
immobile, can evoke innumerable aesthetic ex-
periences. To feel rhythm and the semblance of
motion in a visual arrangement requires that we
become actively engaged in making sense of it.
If we cannot make sense of it, if the object re-
mains incomprehensible, we are not inclined to
call it rhythmic.

Rhythm in this sense necessarily involves
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time, but not, I will argue, the homogeneous
time of classical Galilean-Newtonian physics—a
time “equably flowing,” which passively receives
contents. The time of aesthetic experience is
characterized by dynamic becoming rather than
static being, by novelty rather than return of the
same, and by the indeterminacy of the future as
potentiality rather than the determinacy of a
fixed arrangement. If in music the repetition of
equal durations as meter is judged as an espe-
cially compelling factor in our experiences of
rhythm, it is not because meter presents a prede-
termined order for the constraint of a heteroge-
neous content we call thythm.

In view of the various connotations of the
word, it must be said that “rhythm” implies a play
of determinacy and indeterminacy or of “law”
and “freedom,” but if we identify meter with law
and rhythm with freedom, such a dialectic will
be removed from rhythm itself, and we shall be
unable to speak of a nonmetrical thythm or of
meter as something that is itself rhythmic. Later I
will suggest that such a play of rhythm could be
conceived as the play of the past as determined
and the present as undetermined or, rather, in the
process of becoming determined in a continuous
realization of more or less definite potentials.
From this perspective, meter is not opposed to
rhythm—it, too, involves the determinacy of
what is complete and the indeterminacy of what
is on the way to completion.

At this point in the argument, however, it will
be helpful to connect some of these general ob-
servations to more specific questions of musical
meter and rhythm. In the following section we
will examine some customary distinctions be-
tween rhythm and meter in light of the more
general distinctions we have developed thus far.

Period versus Pattern; Metrical Accent
versus Rhythmic Accent

The chief obstacle to conceiving of meter as
rhythm lies in meter’s apparent determinacy and
homogeneity. Thus, it can be argued that a piece
notated in 3/4 constantly repeats triple measure.
Each measure will then be regarded as an in-
stance of a type that itself is determined from the
outset. As representatives of the type, all in-

stances are identical and are distinguishable only
by count or location within a succession of mea-
sures that compose the piece (or within some
part of the piece that we identify as a unit). Cer-
tainly, in their content, these measures are not all
the same, but variability of content can have no
bearing on the meter as long as metrical type is
perpetuated.

Conceived in this way, the measure, like the
time it measures, becomes a receptacle—a con-
tainer for events. And like time, the duration of
the measure is a potential for division (in some
accounts, likewise, a potential for infinite divi-
sion). Of course, unlike time, the measure is itself
an event—the measure happens in time. But
measure can also be regarded as a medium for
properly rhythmic events and as a more or less
autonomous principle of articulation—an atomic
unit for the measurement of a musical time di-
versified by an actual musical content. And to
the extent measure is regarded as a medium for
rhythm and conceived as a selfsame unit of mea-
surement, the measure will share something of
the homogeneity, the autonomy, and the imma-
teriality of time itself (time, that is, in its “mathe-
matical” conception).

If the particular or unique patterning of mea-
sures, or rather their content, is taken as rhyth-
mic rather than metrical differentiation, meter
may be regarded as the foundation or basis for
rhythm. But such a basis will be abstract or
ideal—either a matrix of possibilities from
which rhythm chooses an actual shape or an un-
derlying form to which the particularity of
rhythm can be reduced. We are thus presented
with this conundrum: that the repetition of du-
rational quantity—arguably, one of the most
palpable, even visceral, aspects of musical art—
when viewed theoretically seems to recede from
the immediate deliverance of the ear to become
a form or a principle of organization.

Before we consider the ways in which this
dilemma has been treated in the work of several
theorists, it will be helpful to examine some
general features of the opposition of meter and
rhythm as they appear in distinctions that are
customarily made between meter and rhythmic
“pattern” and between metric and rhythmic
accent.

If the defining characteristic of meter is the
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continuous succession of equal durations, rhythm,
by contrast, may be characterized by inequality
and defined as a succession of various durations.
In this very narrow definition of rhythm, there
will be no conflict between rhythm and meter if
the series of various durations are seen as multi-
ples or as equal divisions of a metrical pulse. (For
the time being, we will ignore the question of
accent.) In fact, rhythm’s various durations could
be viewed as products of the properly metrical
operations of multiplication and division.

Thus, in example 1.1a we could regard the
dotted eighth note in bar 2, for instance, as a
multiplication (times 3) of a “submetrical” (six-
teenth-note) division of the beat. Or we might
imagine that the several pulse “levels” or “strata”
shown in the example as P1, P2, P3, P4, and P5
provide a set of coordinated periodicities that can
be sampled by the actual thythm. Incidentally, if
there were “irregularities” (as there often are in
music) in the coordination of periodicities at lev-
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els P1, P4, and P5, we could still avoid speaking
of conflict if we were to privilege P2 and P3 as
properly metrical (in accordance with the signa-
ture 3/4) and demote the other levels to the sta-
tus of the “hypermetrical” and “submetrical.”

If there is no conflict here, the distinction be-
tween meter and rhythm would seem to turn
instead on the contrast between law and free-
dom or abstract and concrete. The (ruling) me-
ter, 3/4, prescribes a succession of three-beat
units, potentially joined or divided in a variety of
ways. The actual patterns, though made possible
by meter, are freely chosen—and this choice is
not determined by meter. Too, it would appear
that none of the metrical levels shown beneath
the rhythm in example 1.1a is to be understood
as a succession of actual sounding durations. Al-
though the first bar of P3, like the first bar of the
rhythm (R), represents three beats, these two
representations have very different meanings. If
meter were to be conceived as the grouping of
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equal sounding durations, bar 1 of R would itself
be meter or, at least, indistinguishable from
meter. We would then have to say that only in
bars 2 and 3 (or perhaps only in bar 2 if we take
P4 into account) is there pure rhythm or rhythm
as something more than or different from meter.
Certainly, this is not the way we customarily
view rhythm. It will, I think, be generally agreed
that all of R is rhythm, that bars 1 and 4 are not
less rhythmic than bar 2, and that if P3 were to
be actually performed this, too, would be a rep-
resentation of rhythm. Thus, if in example 1.1
there is a distinction between meter and rhythm,
then meter, unlike rhythm, must not be a sensi-
ble phenomenon.

A similar conclusion emerges if we consider
the possibility of isolating one or the other com-
ponent. If thythm in the sense we are now con-
sidering is metrically organized, its particularity
derives, at least to some extent, from the order
that meter imparts to it. For example, we cannot
hear rhythm R apart from meter. If there were a
change of meter, as in example 1.1b, the rthythm
(R") would not remain the same. (At least, this is
the way most musicians, I think, would speak of
rhythm here.) On the other hand, meter can be
conceived apart from rhythm, as “general” can be
conceived apart from “specific” or “universal”
from “particular” Thus, thythm may change
while meter remains the same, as, for instance, in
example 1.1a, where bars 1 and 2 differ in
rhythm but not in meter. Meter would thus ap-
pear to be very remote from the materiality of
rhythm—a form of order as distinct from the
substance it informs.

Meter is customarily defined not only by du-
rational quantity but also by accent—regular al-
ternations of strong and weak or thetic and arsic
beats. With this qualitative addition there is the
possibility for a conflict of meter and rhythm if

the metrical distinctions of strong and weak are
not coordinated with forms of accent that can
be regarded as “rhythmic.” Again, let us say that
the arrangements of actual sounding durations
represented in example 1.2 are rhythms, as dis-
tinct from the meter that informs them. But
here rhythm is further distinguished from meter
by conflicts of accent.

In example 1.2a the metrically weak second
beat receives a dynamic or “stress” accent. In ex-
ample 1.2b the second beat receives an agogic
accent, and the metrically stronger third beat is
suppressed.

To enter into conflict, meter and rhythm
must share some common ground. The qualita-
tive category of accent can provide this shared
character and bring meter into the concrete,
sensible realm of rhythm. Even the means of ac-
centuation are shared—all the forms of accent
(dynamic, agogic, tonal, etc.) that effect rhythmic
accent can function to reinforce or intensify
metrical accent. However, the means must be
distinguished here from the ends. Metrical and
rhythmic accent must be different in kind; oth-
erwise rhythm, in this sense, would be distinct
from meter only when its accents are not coor-
dinated with those of meter (and we would be
presented with the same sort of problem we en-
countered above with respect to durations). If
the two kinds of accent are fundamentally differ-
ent, meter and rhythm are always distinct. We
could imagine this difference giving rise to a va-
riety of interactions, ranging from the extreme
of tedious, metronomic coordination, in which
there is little or no conflict, to that of anarchic
disjunction, in which rhythm could threaten to
destroy meter.

If rhythmic and metrical accent are essentially
distinct, how shall we characterize the differ-
ence? Again, we might say that metrical accent is

EXAMPLE 1.2 Conflicts of metrical accent and rhythmic accent
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fixed and rhythmic accent is free.* The fixity of
metrical accent can be conceived in two quite
different ways. Metrical accent can be fixed once
and for all by the meter signature, which pre-
scribes, at least on the bar level, a homogeneous
order of accents. Not only is a metrical type pre-
scribed for the piece, but also each bar will have
an order of metrical accent identical to every
other bar under the rule of the signature. Down-
beats of bars may be variously accented in rela-
tion to some larger metrical formation, but the
internal order of all bars (or any unit we regard
as metrical) is the same. And this is true not only
of a single piece—any measure of three beats,
for example, is in its structure of metrical accent
identical to any other measure of three beats. Or,
from a less global and schematic perspective, we
may equate the fixity of metrical accent with the
fixity of habit. Thus, it is often maintained that a
meter, having once been established, will tend to
perpetuate itself even against the influence of
conflicting rhythmic accent. In either case, rhyth-
mic accent, by contrast, seems more mercurial.
Since rhythmic accent is heterogeneous, there is
no rule that would prescribe the order or forma-
tion of such accent. Again, rhythm, in contrast to
meter, is characterized by novelty and spontane-
ity. It might be argued that rhythm, like meter, is
fixed and determined in advance by virtue of
being previously composed and precisely no-
tated. To argue in this way, however, would be to
ignore the temporality (and variabilty) of perfor-
mance and the interpretive creativity that rhyth-
mic accent draws upon for its particularity.
Because rhythmic accent is so clearly a qual-
itative distinction, its definition can remove
rhythm even further from the quantitative regu-
larity of meter. Rhythm can now be released
from the confines of durational pattern and even
from determinate durational quantity and char-
acterized in terms of motion, energy, tension,
and relaxation. Such categories speak of process

rather than time span, of what goes on “in” time
and the character of this going on instead of
arrangements of durational quantities abstracted
from their “contents.” In this broadening of the
concept of rhythm, it is possible to abandon du-
rational “pattern” as the central characteristic of
rhythm. And with this turn it becomes less
pressing to attempt to relate rhythm to the es-
sentially quantitative order of meter. The prob-
lem now is to relate the two qualitative cate-
gories of accent. This task has been undertaken
by numerous theorists, and their various solu-
tions need not be reviewed here. More pertinent
to this stage of my argument is a discussion of
some of the difficulties raised by the attempt to
wed the qualitative category of accent to the
concept of meter.

If the qualitative distinction of accent func-
tions to mark the initiation of cycles, this mark-
ing itself must be conceived as durationless. A
durationless accent comports very well with the
timelessness and infinite divisibility of number,
and with the conclusion that meter in itself is
impalpable, being a container for or measure-
ment of the sounding rhythmic event. In the fol-
lowing passage from The Time of Music, Jonathan
Kramer draws what I believe are some unavoid-
able conclusions from the customary views of
rhythm and meter just outlined. Here Kramer
adopts David Epstein’s distinction between beat
and pulse:

Beats are timepoints. The temporal continuum of
most traditional music consists of a series of more
or less evenly spaced beats: the meter of the music.
Pulses, however, are flexible, and they are rhyth-
mic. . .. A pulse is literally heard, not intuited the
way a beat is. Pulse is susceptible to rhythmic ac-
cent, while metric accents are applied to beats.
Not only are metric and rhythmic accents dif-
ferent phenomena but also they are applied to dif-
ferent kinds of musical events. The two may or
may not coincide, but they are conceptually—and
experientially—distinct. A pulse is an event in the

4. This interpretation, which emerged in nineteenth-
century theories of accent, is expressed by Mathis Lussy,
for example, as a contrast between instinct and under-
standing: “Measures and rhythms constitute two separate
domains. Indeed, they arise from the same principle: they
are sons of one father—the division of time; and they
have one and the same mother—the necessity of ictus or

accented tones to become comprehensible to us. How-
ever, the measure has remained in the realm of instinct—
it has the power to transmit to our ear merely the con-
ception of a mechanical, regular division of time.
Rhythm has risen to a higher calling—it has attained the
spheres of understanding, in which it reveals the form of
a comprehensible unity” (1885/1966, pp. 147—148).
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music, interpreted by a performer and directly
heard by a listener. It occurs at a timepoint. A beat,
on the other hand, is a timepoint rather than a du-
ration in time. . . . Beats acquire significance be-
cause of where they occur within their metric hi-
erarchy. The significance of pulses, by contrast, is
not created by their location along the temporal
continuum but rather by their rhythmic context.

Performers and listeners use the information in
a composition to understand where beats fall and
how strongly accented they are, but we do not lit-
erally hear beats. We experience them, we feel
them, and we extrapolate them—Dby means of
mental processing of information. But we cannot
hear something that is a timepoint, that has no du-
ration. We react physically and emotionally to
meter, but we do not literally sense it with our
eardrums. (Kramer 1988, p. 97)

These conclusions notwithstanding, it re-
mains a mystery how a qualitative distinction of
accent can be without duration—a distinction
that somehow touches our sensibility to the ex-
tent that it is capable of actually conflicting with
rhythmic accent. Certainly, meter is not per-
ceived directly or immediately—we have no
sense organ for meter—but must not the same
be said of our perception of rhythm? Indeed, if
we consider the sophistication required to per-
ceive rhythmic distinctions, particularly those
fine discriminations of tonal or cadential “weight-
ing” so valued as rhythmic in many theories, it
could be argued that meter (as a relatively prim-
itive, less acculturated discrimination) involves
less interpretation, less construction, than rhythm.
In any case, if we are to construct meter or to
“extrapolate” metrical accents, we will need
some aural cues that are not nothing. Further-
more, because of the dubious perceptual and on-
tological status of the durationless metrical ac-
cent, it is not at all clear whether accent is the
cause of meter or a result of meter’s autonomous
regularity—whether accent is the means by
which periodicities are hierarchically coordi-
nated or simply an epiphenomenal result of their
coordination.

Carl Schachter voices the puzzlement felt by
many musicians who have considered this issue:

A point in time can never receive an emphasis;
only an event that occurs at that point can. The
metrical accent, therefore, always colors the

event—tone, harmony, occasionally even si-
lence—that falls on the favored point. Conceptu-
ally the accent is localized at the boundary point,
but the accent as embodied in the compositional
event must shade off through time. This bears di-
rectly on one of the most obvious aspects of met-
rical organization: the emphasis on beginnings.
The accent occurs on the boundary between two
time spans, an old one and a new one. If only be-
cause of its novelty, the beginning of the new span
attracts more attention than the end of the old
one, and the emphasis accrues to the event that the
new span brings to the listener. (Schachter 1987,

p- 6)

Schachter rightly points to the conceptual and
visual character of the “point in time.” It is pre-
cisely because we conceive of succession spa-
tially—a “boundary between two spans”—that
we must conceive of accent (and beginning) as a
point without duration. The first few sentences
of this quotation very thoughtfully expose sev-
eral of the problems that arise from this meta-
phor. A point in time, since it is purely concep-
tual and 1s nothing to be experienced, cannot re-
ceive an emphasis, whereas an event can indeed
be emphasized or accented. However, an event
cannot occur at a point of time—nothing can
occur at a durationless instant. Nor can an event’s
accentuation fall on such a point if we regard an
event as a temporal whole. If accent qualifies or
“colors” the event (and the duration of the
event) to which it pertains, then the accent can-
not be abstracted from the event as a time point.
This initial time point does not belong to the
event or to duration; it is not, as Schachter says,
“embodied” in the event. Instead, it belongs to
time, or rather to a mathematical time which
flows independently from the events that take
place in time or which functions as a metric
for (a perhaps illusory) change. Furthermore, it
should be remembered that the mathematical
continuity of this “flow” is at bottom nothing
but infinite discontinuity. The number 1 does
not, in fact, “shade off” into 2; 1 and 2 are dis-
crete quantities, and between 1 and 2 lie an in-
finity of real numbers.

This distinction between duration and nu-
merical quantity as it pertains to the concept of
metrical accent has been very explicitly drawn
by Andrew W. Imbrie:
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Rhythm is the patterning or proportional ar-
rangement of sounds and silences with respect to
their durations, while meter is the measurement of
the distances between points of time. Distance and
duration are not synonymous: the former is the
measure of the latter. (Compare the spatial distance
between two points in geometry with an actual
line drawn between or through them.)

Meter acts as a conservative force. It is the
principle that attempts to reduce to “law and
order” the protean rhythmic complexities of the
musical surface. It is the frame of reference by
which we try to measure and judge the relative
values of the changes taking place in the music.

(Imbrie 1973, pp. 53—54)

And, although he does not argue explicitly from
the notion of time point, William Benjamin
reaches a similar conclusion: that “as a way of
structuring music’s time which is essentially in-
dependent of music’s events, [meter| allows us to
characterize those events as to where they hap-
pen and not merely to what they are in sonic
terms” (1984, p. 412).

In chapter 6 of the present study I will at-
tempt to develop an alternative to the notion of
a durationless instant of beginning (and ending)
and a redefinition of temporal succession that
would place continuity and discontinuity in less
stark opposition. Here we need only consider why
the notion of a purely metrical accent should
lead us inevitably to the paradoxes of a duration-
less instant of accent. Again, I would argue that
this problem arises, at least in part, because of the
incompatibility of qualitative and numerical-
quantitative categories.

As primitives of modern accentual theories
of meter we may identify two states or values—
accented and unaccented or strong and weak—
and three (numerical) positions: first, second, and
third. All first beats are accented as first beats
(and metrically identical as first beats); indeed,
“first position” and “accent” may be regarded as
interchangeable expressions. Second and third
beats are unaccented (and metrically identical as
second and third beats) in duple and triple me-
ters respectively. Fixed for each level, metrical
accent is variable only in terms of higher or
lower metrical order as an alteration of the rela-
tive position of a beat. For example, the point of
accent for the second quarter-note beat of a bar

of 3/4, though weak for the bar by virtue of
being second, is strong as, say, the first of two
eighth-note beats (strong, that is, by virtue of
being a first). Thus, in example 1.3a all firsts—
all alphas and A’s—are strong; but from the per-
spective of a “higher” level (level 1, betal) the
point r of a strong first on a “lower” level (level
2, beat A2) can be viewed as the point of a weak
second. Conversely, all seconds are weak, though
from a lower level any point marked as weak can
be viewed as strong.

Notice in example 1.3a that although beta' is
weak and alpha' is strong, B2 on level 2, which is
positioned within the second time span of level
1,1s not weaker than B! of level 2, which is posi-
tioned within the first time span of level 1. Or,
in example 1.3b, notice that b! is the weakest
beat, though b! marks a duration that lies within
that marked by the strongest beat, alpha!. These
observations demonstrate the fact that time-span
does not itself bear the distinction strong/weak.
Thus, metrical accent cannot occupy a span of
time. Because metrical accents are not “in” the
durations they mark, levels of accent are, as it
were, “transparent” to one another; there is a hi-
erarchy of span or extent (i.e., the time span
from beat a! to b! is contained within the time-
span interval Al-B!), but qualitative differences
of accent are not transferred from one level
to another (b! is not contained within the
“strength” of Al). We might say that the lower
level or “smaller” qualitative determinations are
thus ignorant of higher level interpretations—
that higher levels of interpretation communicate
nothing to the lower levels of the hierarchy.
Again, this sort of metrical hierarchy represents a
coordination of periodicities in which the exter-
nality and homogeneity of repetition are pre-
served from level to level.

If metrical accent is external to the duration
it marks, it must be asked whether this sort of
accent is, in fact, a qualitative distinction or
purely a creature of measurement. The latter ex-
planation accords much better with those fea-
tures of metrical accent we have observed thus
far. From this perspective, the beats marked
“weak” in example 1.3 may be construed simply
as labels for points that divide in (two or three)
equal parts the interval from strong beat to
strong beat on any level. Since the interval is
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EXAMPLE 1.3 Metrical accent interpreted as a durationless instant
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given for division (i.e., there must be an interval cent, then, is to provide a set of points from
“before” that interval can be divided), strong  which measurements can be taken. The hierar-
beats logically precede their dividing weak beats. chical arrangement of such points taken as a
Since the operation of division produces inter- whole 1s meter. So understood, meter (no less
vals, this operation can then be applied to the than the points that constitute meter) marks
products. Thus, in example 1.3a “beta!” labels a durations but is external to the durations it
point of division, and “A2” labels this same point ~ marks—just as the preceding quotations from
as a boundary of an interval that itself can be di- Imbrie and Benjamin claim. A result of this nu-
vided (and is here shown divided by B2). As ex- merical interpretation of metrical accent is a
ample 1.3b indicates, there are an infinite num- radical separation of meter and rhythm. Unlike
ber of positions to the right of an accent that can the durationless accent of meter, rhythmic ac-
mark an unaccented second beat. In the exam- cent actually occurs in time and through dura-
ple, division has been carried as far as beat b'. tion. In this case, there can be no genuine con-
Since we could continue performing the opera- flict of meter and rhythm—no conflict between
tion of division through an infinite number of = the measuring and the thing that is measured
steps, it is clear that there are an infinite number ~ —but neither can there be any intercourse.
of possible accented beats that are located at Rhythm and meter now can be treated as sepa-
point p and that p itself must be durationless. rate musical factors and analyzed in isolation
There are an infinite number of beats because from one another.
there are an infinite number of measurements that One effect of this separation is, again, to free
can be taken from point p. The point p is dura- the definition of rhythm from the categorical
tionless because we measure from zero. Here, in ~ limitations of durational quantity and to open
saying that alpha! is the strongest beat we mean rhythm to questions of process and to qualitative
that alpha! marks a boundary of the largest span and affective categories such as gesture, move-
that is given prior to division or, perhaps more ment, impulse, tension, and relaxation. Unfortu-
accurately, that alpha! is the point from which nately, these categories remain ill-defined, with
we measure this largest span. the result that, compared to analyses of meter,

Viewed in this way, metrical accent is assimi- “rhythmic” analyses are generally vague, unsys-

lated to numerical quantity. The purpose of ac- tematic, and open to dispute. Analyses of meter
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pure and simple are characteristically less prob-
lematic and (questions of “hypermeasure” aside)
less controversial—they are for this reason also
perhaps less interesting. Although rhythm as
process and “motion” would seem to take into
account questions of music’s temporality that are
ignored in metrical analyses, our concept of
rhythm can only suffer from the abstraction of
durational quantity and the repetition of dura-
tional quantities that we call meter. Likewise, our
concepts of musical duration and meter must be
impoverished if process and becoming are elimi-
nated and time is reduced to point and line.

In the foregoing sketch I have presented the
opposition of rhythm and meter as a contrast of
(1) rhythm as variegated pattern and meter as
periodic repetition and (2) rhythmic and metric
accent or, more broadly, rhythm as event and
meter as a measurement of the duration of that
event. These oppositions are sufficiently com-
monplace that it has not been necessary to in-
voke the work of specific theorists except to
document the most radical interpretation of
metrical accent as durationless (though, as I have
attempted to show in example 1.3, such an in-
terpretation is implicit in conventional represen-
tations of meter). In one form or another, these
two interpretations can be found in most cur-
rent writing on rhythm and meter. Although
these interpretations need not be seen as incom-
patible, there has been a tendency in more sys-
tematic treatments to posit one or the other as
fundamental. (For example, as we shall see later,
Cooper and Meyer favor the first and Lerdahl
and Jackendoftf the second.)

The preceding, necessarily simplified, ac-
count has given no indication of the richly
imaginative speculations through which these
contrasts have been elaborated in recent theoret-
ical writing. Nor has an identification of these
two views indicated the great variety of contrasts
that have been generated by differing concepts
of rhythm and meter. Although the following
three chapters will not entirely remedy either of
these shortcomings, they will provide us an op-
portunity to sample a variety of opinion and to
examine in more detail the problems posed to
music theory by an opposition of meter and
rhythm. These problems, both in their origins
and in their implications, bespeak concerns that

extend well beyond the merely technical. At
issue are questions of determinacy and indeter-
minacy, law and freedom; homogeneity and het-
erogeneity, unity and multiplicity; and structure
and process, order as a fixed arrangement of parts
and relations and order as the emergence of dy-
namic, novel “wholes.” Such questions, whether
or not they are explicitly addressed, color our
speculations concerning musical rhythm. If we
can never entirely escape questions of temporal-
ity, we may, nevertheless, lose sight of their im-
portance in our effort to find solutions to specif-
ically music-technical problems—in the case of
meter, problems posed as much by traditional
theoretical vocabulary and notational practice as
by facts of musical experience. Certainly, a focus
on the special features of musical practice is nec-
essary if music theory is not to lose sight of its
object; but unless our focus is too narrow, the
special insights music offers will be connected to
a larger world and more general questions, and it
is not unreasonable to suppose that such insights
might serve to make that larger world and those
more general questions more intelligible. As a
time art par excellence, music surely must hold
important clues for our understanding of human
temporal experience and perhaps even for our
understanding of time in general.

In view of music’s inescapably rhythmic and
temporal nature, it is not surprising that musical
analysis should bring into especially sharp relief
oppositions embedded in the concept of a rhuth-
mos regulated by metron. A comprehensive re-
view of the rhythm/meter dichotomy or even a
detailed analysis of one of its historical episodes
is neither within the scope of this study nor its
aim. However, since the aim of our study is to
overcome this dichotomy and offer a new the-
ory of meter, it will be helpful to review a vari-
ety of positions that have been taken on this
issue. This exercise will, I hope, demonstrate the
urgency of the problem and place the present
study in the context of a long line of attempts to
account for music’s powerful but strangely prob-
lematic repetition of durational quantity.

From the wealth of postwar American stud-
ies, I have chosen to examine the three most
widely read—those by Cooper and Meyer,
Cone, and Lerdahl and Jackendoff. Several other
excellent studies might have served equally well,
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but these three, by virtue of their popularity, may
be taken as more representative of recent opin-
ion. To provide a broader context for our read-
ing of current theory, I have selected a group of
(predominantly German) writers from the mid-
nineteenth to the mid-twentieth centuries. It was
during this period that rhythm and meter came
to be most explicitly and sharply opposed and
that the temporal and “metaphysical” ramifica-
tions of this opposition came to be most keenly
telt. Here my selection of authors may seem most
arbitrary. I have included some lesser-known the-
orists and some peripheral figures in an attempt
to present a wide range of opinion. Among the
viewpoints we will consider in this chapter, only
those of Hauptmann, Riemann, Neumann, and
Georgiades will be reviewed in any detail. (In
chapter 8 we will examine the theories of Haupt-
mann and Neumann more closely.)

I shall begin my survey with the eighteenth
century. Here the choice has been relatively
easy. The modern pulse theory that emerged
midcentury (and that in one form or another
survives today) was most systematically formu-
lated by Heinrich Christoph Koch in 1787.
Koch’s work is especially interesting in its char-
acterization of the psychological mechanisms
that give rise to our rhythmic-metrical experi-

ence. Koch does not explicitly oppose meter and
rhythm, in part because he conceives of metrical
grouping as a creative and spontaneous process
of our imaginative faculties. Nevertheless, what
we would call “meter” and “rhythm” are op-
posed implicitly in Koch’s theory as an opposi-
tion of unity and multiplicity or as the givenness
and fixity of pulse against the creative activity of
grouping.

To appreciate the novelty (and perhaps also
the peculiarity) of a pulse theory that is nowa-
days all but taken for granted, we will begin
with the work of Johann Mattheson, whose writ-
ings precede those of Koch by a half-century
and retain traces of a mensural perspective that
was soon to be displaced by new theories of ac-
cent. In his thought about rhythm, as in so
many aspects of his theoretical work, Mattheson
is at once eccentric and central, conservative
and farsighted. For Mattheson it is the measure
that is given as a fixed and in some sense ever-
present span of time. What is remarkable in
Mattheson’s account is his sensitivity to the
dilemma such a concept poses for music and his
attempt to reconcile measure as number and
regulator with measure as the site of musical
“motion” and feeling.
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n Der vollkommene Capellmeister (1739) Johann

Mattheson systematically develops the con-
cept of die Rhythmik as a means of uniting meter
as the division or measuring of time and rhythm
as the particular course this measuring takes in
melody. To understand this concept it will be
necessary to explore Mattheson’s subtle and,
from a twentieth-century perspective, quite un-
familiar terminological distinctions. In his at-
tempt to reconcile what we might think of as
rhythm and meter, Mattheson is not concerned
with the
“rhythmic pattern” (and certainly not the dis-

distinction between measure and

tinction between metrical and rhythmic accent),
but rather with the distinction between mensu-
ration and movement (Bewegung) and their mys-
terious union in Rhythmik.

Mensuration is accomplished most generally
by the Zeitmafi conceived as a single, repeated
beat that regulates musical time, and more par-
ticularly by the Takte—those individual manifes-
tations of Zeitmafs that serve as containers for an
endless variety of patterns or tone feet (rhythmi)
analogous to the poetic feet of classical versifica-
tion. Rhythmik is the joining of all the tone feet
in a melodic whole and also the joining of all
measures (Takfe) in a unity that these measures
themselves regulate as manifestations of Zeitmaf.
To grasp this concept it must first be understood
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that Takt does not correspond to our modern
notion of measure or bar.

The Takt itself is divisible but undivided. All
measures, of whatever Taktart and of whatever
content, consist of only two phases—arsis and
thesis, “ebb” and “flow”—and are to be beaten
with two (equal or unequal) strokes of the hand.
But Mattheson insists that this actual beating is
only an outward sign for an ebb and flow that
cannot be reduced to a division of pulses. An es-
pecially forceful assertion of the divisibility but
intrinsic undividedness of the measure can be
found in the fifth lesson of the Kleine General-
Baf3-Schule:

Someone said, and published it, too, throughout
the world: The measure [Takt| is nothing but a raising
and lowering of the hand. What a lovely idea this must
give to those who would like to know what sort of
thing the measure is! . ..

In my modest opinion, the beginner would be
better informed and less confused if one said to
him frankly what is stated in this important Fifth
Lesson (and these words should be printed else-
where a hundred times): That the measure is a gen-
uine measuring-off of time by means of which each
and every melody is supported in its fundamental
motion and in a generally even progress according
to the slowness or fastness of its parts . . .

The best comparison whereby the nature and
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significance of the measure might be seen, heard
and felt [here Mattheson inserts the following foot-
note: “Tactus means nothing other than a feeling in
which all meaning subsists”] is that with a great
striking-clock, whose plumb-line carries a steady,
even stroke and through which the minutes, sec-
onds, and the canonical hours are kept exactly ac-
cording to the time-measures. In this comparison it
should be noted that the measures of the clock-
work lie only in equal relationship to the funda-
mental stroke, whereas the musical measure not
only itself can be unequal but can also have quite
diverse members and articulations. (Mattheson
1735/1980, pp. 92—-93)

The rhythmic comprises not only the measur-
ing of time, but also, and with equal importance,
the “movement” this measuring achieves in
melody:

Rhythmic is accordingly a measuring and or-
derly disposition of time and movement in the
melodic science, how slow or fast such is to be. . ..
In other words it is, in the common parlance, the
tempo and beat which derive from the sense of
feeling (a tactu [from or according to the tactus or
measure]).

For no melody has the power to arouse a true
affection or a real feeling in us, if the rhythmic does
not regulate all movement of the tone-feet to such
an extent that they achieve a certain pleasing rela-
tionship with and against one another. (Mattheson

1739/1981, p. 364)

Movement (Bewegung) concerns tempo, but our
notion of tempo as “rate of speed” does not, I
think, capture Mattheson’s meaning. Movement
concerns the character or expression that emerges
from proper tempo, indicated, as Mattheson sug-
gests, by markings such as “affettuoso, con dis-
crezione, con spirito, and the like.” However, move-
ment is not reducible to a type. These markings
are only crude indications for an expression that is
itself the mark of individuality and particularity.

Although mensuration and movement are
presented as the two aspects of the rhythmic,
Mattheson in a remarkable dialetical turn refers to
these aspects as the two classifications of Zeitmafe
or “time measure.” Thus, the rhythmic is not op-
posed to time measure but functions as a concept
that brings to light the dual nature of time mea-
sures in an actual composition. Of these two

components of time measures—mensuration and
movement—the first “concerns the usual mathe-
matical classifications; though through the other
one the hearing prescribes certain extraordinary
rules, according to the requirements of the affec-
tions, which do not always correspond with
mathematical propriety but look more towards
good taste” (Mattheson 1739/1981, p. 365):

The above-mentioned arithmetic or mathe-
matical part of the rhythmic, namely mensuration,
could be illustrated and learned quite well. .. .

However, the second and more spiritual thing,
since the former is more physical, I mean Move-
ment, can hardly be contained in precepts and pro-
hibitions: because such depends principally upon
the feeling and emotion of each composer, and sec-
ondarily upon good execution, or the sensitive ex-
pression of the singer and player.

Those who would want to remedy such a diffi-
culty with many expletives miss the mark. Every-
thing allegro, grave, lento, adagio, vivace, and however
the list reads further, indeed indicates things which
pertain to time-measures; however, they produce
no change in the thing.

Here each one must probe and feel in his own
soul, his heart: since according to the state of these
our composing, singing, and playing to a certain
degree will obtain an extraordinary movement
which otherwise neither the actual mensuration,
in and of itself, nor even the perceptible slowing or
accelerating of it, much less the notes’ own value,
can impart; but which stems from an imperceptible
impetus. One indeed observes the effect, but does
not know how it happens. (Mattheson 1739/1981,
pp. 366—367)

To conclude his discussion of the rhythmic in
Zeitmafs, Mattheson refers to Jean Rousseau’s at-
tempt to define the relationship of mensuration
and movement:

What is the difference between mensuration and
movement? Answer: mensuration is a means; its
aim however is movement. Now just as one must
distinguish between the means itself and the end
whence the means leads: thus there is also a dif-
ference between mensuration and movement.
And as the voice or song must be led by mensu-
ration, thus mensuration itself is led and animated
by movement.

Hence, with one sort of mensuration the
movement often turns out quite differently: for it
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is sometimes more lively, sometimes more languid,
according to the various passions which one is to
express.

Thus it is insufficient for the performance of a
piece of music for one to know well how to strike
and maintain the mensuration according to the
prescribed signs; but the director must as it were
guess the meaning of the composer: that is, he
must feel the various impulses which the piece is
supposed to express. . . .

Here many a person might perhaps want to
know: how is the true Movement of a musical piece
to be discerned? Yet such knowledge transcends all
words which could be used: it is the highest perfec-
tion of music, and can be attained only through
considerable experience and great gifts.

Now whoever listens to a piece which is per-
formed by different persons, today here, tomorrow
there, if the last were to achieve the true Movement
but the former were to miss it, can easily say which
of the two would be correct. (Mattheson 1739/
1981, p. 368) [Jean Rousseau, Methode claire, certaine
et facile pour apprendre a chanter la Musique, Paris,
1678, p. 86]

To close the topic, Mattheson writes: “This much
is Rousseau, and so much for now on the ex-
trinsic and intrinsic character of time-measures:
particularly since the last can not be captured by
the pen.”

I have quoted Mattheson and Rousseau at
some length because we find in this writing a
frank acknowledgment of an aspect of measured
rhythm that resists analysis and quantification—
something spontaneously produced and judged
attractive or expressive in performance. What is
remarkable in this account is the attempt to
unite these aspects of the rhythmic within the
concept of Zeitmafl. Thus, Mattheson speaks of
the “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” character not of
Rhythmik, but of time measure (Zeitmaf). This
ingenious union is, however, quite problematic.
Apart from the difficulty of reconciling a fully
describable means with an ineffable end, there is
the difficulty of reconciling movement, anima-
tion, and the particularity of musical expression
with the clocklike regularity of Zeitmafs, which
as the measure of time and the receptacle of mu-
sical content proceeds with full autonomy and
homogeneity. Wilhelm Seidel eloquently de-
scribes the spacelike character of Mattheson’s
concept of Zeitmaf:

Mattheson’s measure does not define the par-
ticular character of musical motion which it com-
prehends; it does not determine the accentual
order and does not designate the mechanical mo-
tions of conducting. What is it then? It is a measure
of time. To take up Walter’s metaphor, it is like a
yardstick, which is laid out against time. A deter-
minate measure articulates the continuous progress
of time into constant, equal time-spans. It gives to
time the appearance of spatiality. Thus, it is of no
importance whether this division is carried out
physically or in the imagination, “only in the
mind” as Walter says. The measure measures off the
open space in which a composition comes to be
realized. Any number of spaces may be cut out of
the flow of time; however, their measure—the
measure—is always the same. Only on paper does
measure follow measure—in sounding, the com-
position stands under the law of one measure. The
law-giving compulsion of the measure is expressed
in the metaphors used to describe its effect. Mat-
theson speaks of the authority of measure, music as
governed by measure. Janowka compares the mea-
sure to the town clock “according to which every-
thing is customarily regulated and directed.” Just as
the tower clock establishes a manifest system for
the ordering of activity (one thinks perhaps of the
schedule of religious and secular events for a town
in preindustrial times, of the church services, the
closing of the town gates, of the night watch cry-
ing the hours), similarly, the measure determines
what can happen in the music during the time it is
in force. And just as little as the time ordering of a
clock itself describes what actually happens during
its durations does the measure describe what is ac-
complished musically during its time ordering.
(Seidel 1975, pp. 55—-56)

That the temporal can be assimilated to the
spatial in this way I attribute to the “givenness” of
Mattheson’s Takt as cyclic return (as Zeitmaf?).
Certainly, measure succeeds measure, and within
each measure there is the “passage of time”; but
this succession and this passage are easily removed
from becoming, and in the return of “the” mea-
sure (Zeitmaf}) as ever-present it is possible to
conceive of static being and to conceive of pas-
sage, transition, and becoming as illusory. Seidel,
in fact, argues for such a conception and, more-
over, for such an experience of measured music:

Music thus turns away from the observation of
the continual passing away of time. Music, while it
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is going on, leads to a forgetting of time and, for
anyone who is affected by it, seizes a consciousness
of the transitory. I would like to venture the hy-
pothesis that the musical event can accomplish this
because it does not display itself in an open time. It
does not play itself out in boundlessness, does not
advance into uncertainty and obscurity, but rather
divides a time span that is marked off a priori. One
has the security and the satisfaction of knowing
beforehand, not everything, but at least the dimen-
sions of becoming. As Mattheson says, “everyone
enjoys knowing in advance and judging.”

Temporal then is only the space in which the
musical event completes itself, and not this space
itself. For the empirical motion of music brings to
consciousness only indirectly and brokenly the
temporality of the space which Takt measures off.
That is to say, time is not music’s object; music nei-
ther grasps, alters, nor interprets time. It has time
only as a space for observation. The fact that the
measure, a measurement given once and for all, is
in principle unalterable clearly reveals the statics of
the system. One could say, rather subtly: this music
has no temporal structure. It makes timelessness
actual. It gives the human beings who play and
hear it the illusion of an escape from time and
transitoriness. Therein perhaps arises that happi-
ness which music brings: it is a foretaste of eternal
joy. (Seidel 1975, pp. 56—57)

This is a fond thought and one that doubtless
inspired Mattheson in his formulation of the
concept of measure as Zeitmafy. It is also a
thought that places meter in opposition to the
temporality of a more worldly experience of
musical rhythm. If Takt is an image of eternity,
how can it also be a vehicle or means for Bewe-
gung, and how can Bewegung be the “intrinsic”
and “more spiritual” part of a Zeitmafs for which
mensuration is “extrinsic”?

Since Mattheson’s understanding of meter is
so different from our own, we may gain some
perspective on what is novel in later theories by
briefly reviewing his notion of Takt. Mattheson’s
conception of meter is based on traditional
mensural theory, in which Takt is understood
as tactus—a single “beat” conducted with two
strokes of the hand, whether equal (what we call
“duple”) or unequal (what we call “triple”). In
this understanding, division takes place within
the measure, but division does not constitute the
measure. The measure as Zeitmaf is given for di-

vision, and its givenness precedes its division.
The distinction of arsis and thesis as ebb and
flow is also part of the givenness of the measure,
but this distinction does not itself arise from a
process of division. And as our first quotation
from the Kleine General-Bafs-Schule indicates,
Mattheson strenuously argues against the reduc-
tion of measure to an actual or imagined “beat-
ing” of equal parts. In Der vollkommene Capell-
meister Mattheson writes:

Now since it was soon found that upbeat and
downbeat could not always be related as equal,
there arose from this observation the classifica-
tions of equal and unequal measure; and these two
are the only true principles of the rhythmic or
time-measure. From ignorance of these basic doc-
trines, as natural as they are easy and simple, more
errors arise than one might suppose. Again,
namely a disregard of the first principle by those
who would look for four parts in an equal mea-
sure and three parts in an unequal measure,
whereby they give rise to nothing but confusion.
(Mattheson 1739/1981, pp. 365—-366)

The divisions that concern Mattheson are
not the accented and unaccented Taktteile of
later theorists, but the patterns (Rhythmi or
Klang-Fiiffe) that can be contained in a Takt.
These patterns are types and so are repeatable.
And although he lists twenty-six types corre-
sponding to the categories of traditional poetic
feet, Mattheson acknowledges that music can
employ a virtually unlimited number of types. In
the examples he gives, the integrity of the mea-
sure as receptacle is retained by permitting
Kilang-Fiiffe to occur only within a bar and not
across bars. There is one exception—the first
epitritus (short—long—long—long), which is il-
lustrated as beginning with an eighth-note ana-
crusis. The inconsistency here seems to arise from
the difficulty of realizing this pattern within a
single bar without creating a composite of iamb
and spondee.

In his discussion of rhythmopoeia, Mattheson
does not attempt to relate patterns to the organi-
zation of beats in the measure except to distin-
guish among the Klang-Fiifle those appropriate
for equal or unequal measures. The closest
Mattheson comes to relating pattern to pulse is
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EXAMPLE 2.1 Johann Mattheson, Der vollkommene Capellmeister, part 2,
chapter 6, figure 5. llustration of dactyl (long-short-short).
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in his discussion of the dactyl. Two forms of the
dactyl (long—short—short) are illustrated in our
example 2.1.

In the second form “the length and shortness
of sounds vary as much in their proportion as 3,
2, 1: whereby the last or third in the measure,
though it seems to be twice as long according to
its external aspect as the middle one, is neverthe-
less just as short in its intrinsic value because of
the upbeat of the measure” (Mattheson 1739/
1981, p. 355). Thus, within Klang-Fiife neither
shorts nor longs are required to present equal
durations or equal divisions. For example, the
second paeon (short—long—short—short) is rep-
resented by a bar containing the succession
quarter-half-eighth-eighth. Nor is the distinction
“long versus short” related to accent. A short may
appear on what we call the accented part of the
measure, or a long may appear on an unaccented
part. In all the examples, only the actual sound-
ing durations of tones are considered—a long or
a short is never composed of more than one
note.

Mattheson’s understanding of meter was soon
to be replaced by a conception of the measure in
which the givenness of Zeitmaf is transferred to
that of pulses which compose the measure. This
idea of meter, which has with relatively little al-
teration been carried into present-day metrical
theory, is based on the notion of a constant train
of isochronous pulses grouped by accent to form
measures. The most thorough eighteenth-cen-
tury exposition of this theory is found in Hein-
rich Christoph Koch’s Versuch einer Anleitung zur
Composition, and it is Koch to whom I will turn
for an account of measure as the grouping of
like durations. The new theory arose perhaps in
part in response to the proliferation of meter
signatures, whose variety is largely suppressed
in Mattheson’s conservative reduction to Zeit-
maf. But its lineaments clearly reflect an assimi-

lation of classical aesthetics in the dialectic of
multiplicity and unity and the more narrowly
“empirical-psychological” interpretation of their
play in aesthetic experience.

With the new view of meter as a unity of
isochronous pulse units related to one another
through the operations of multiplication and di-
vision, it became possible to conceive of a prop-
erly mathematical order of duration. As Ernst
Cassirer writes:

The aesthetic “unity in diversity” of classical the-
ory is modeled after this mathematical unity in
multiplicity [i.e., to understand and deduce multi-
plicity from a general law]. . . . In the realm of art
the spirit of classicism is not interested in the
negation of multiplicity, but in shaping it, in con-
trolling and restricting it. (Cassirer 1951, p. 289)

It was Johann-Georg Sulzer who first articulated
the aesthetic foundation of a pulse theory of
meter that was taking shape, even as Mattheson
was endeavoring to hold on to the older mensu-
ral perspective. Wilhelm Seidel’s book includes
an extensive and penetrating account of Sulzer’s
innovation, and I return to Seidel for a glance
toward Sulzers discussion of unity and multi-
plicity and the relation of these categories to
meter:

[Sulzer] writes that rhythm is at bottom nothing
other “than a periodic arrangement of a series of
homogeneous things whereby the uniformity of
these same things is united with diversity; so that a
continuous sensation, which would otherwise have
been completely homogeneous (same-sounding),
obtains, through rhythmic divisions, change and
variety” [Sulzer 1792, vol. I, p. 96]. This is Sulzer’s
version of the Greek formula—rhythm is the
order of movement [i.e., the Platonic order of
Metron, as we have seen in chapter 1]. ...
Uniformity designates “the identity of form
across all the parts which belong to a single ob-
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ject”, and is to this extent a formal category. “It
is”, writes Sulzer, “the basis of unity; for many
things, laid next to one another or following upon
one another, whose disposition or order is deter-
mined according to a single form or a single rule,
can, with the support of this form, be held to-
gether in a single concept, and to this extent con-
stitute One thing” [Sulzer 1792, p. 21]. (Seidel
1975, pp. 92-93)

Koch, on the other hand, is not especially
concerned with the unity of Takfe and Taktteile as
a “formal category,” but rather with the process
through which the many become one. Rather
than of Zeitmaf}, Koch speaks of Zeitraum—a de-
terminate duration that is inherently undifferen-
tiated, lacking any distinction of arsis and thesis.
A Zeitraum (represented by Koch as a whole
note with no signature) becomes a measure only
if it is given content and organized as a grouping
of constituent pulses. But, in fact, Koch makes
little use of the concept of Zeitraum. In his analy-
sis, measures are not formed from the division of
a given whole; they are created synthetically by
the addition of pulses (or, more generally, the
multiplication of pulse). Koch makes no attempt
to explain how these equal pulses emerge or
why the measure should be based upon a series
of equal units that, as he shows, may in some
cases be implicit rather than actually sounded.
Like Mattheson’s Takte, Koch’s Taktteile are sim-
ply given. However, for Koch the Takt is not
simply given. A series of pulses can give rise to a
variety of measures. The selection of a particular
metrical interpretation can be accomplished
through the notational devices of bar line and
signature, but the basis for this interpretation lies
in our capacity for grouping like objects.

In the second part of volume 2 of the Versuch,
Koch observes that given a series of six pulses,
we will spontaneously group these sounds in
one way or another, and that in any succession
of equal durations we have no choice but to hear
the articulation of composite units composed of
two or three pulses. Such a grouping serves
comprehension by establishing a particular rela-
tionship of quantity among the members of the
series—eine gewisse VerhiltniB}, eine gewisse
Anzahl” Although he leaves it to the reader ulti-
mately to decide whether our “subjective group-

ing” of pulse arises from an acquired feeling of
measure or from an innate disposition to group
like objects, Koch prefers the latter account. If
such grouping is innate, we will find the basis of
meter in the nature of our sense perception and
our power of imagination or “representation”
(“in der Natur unserer Sinnen und unserer
Vorstellungskraft” [Koch 1787/1969, p. 278]).

Koch describes in considerable detail how
these natural capacities operate in an attempt to
explain the essential properties of meter, “nicht
allein die Ursache des Daseins, sondern auch zu-
gleich die wesentlichen Eigenschaften des Tak-
tes” (p. 282). In order to bring a series of like ob-
jects into a “particular relationship,” we will
spontaneously seek an articulation and create an
articulation if none is actually given to us. Koch
calls these articulations Ruhepunkte des Geistes or
Ruhepunkte der Vorstellung:

If several objects of one and the same species and
type act upon our feeling in such a manner that
from their particular combination our imagina-
tion cannot extract a resting point in order to
draw a distinction among them, we are then re-
quired to ourselves imagine such Ruhepunkte der
Vorstellung, through which we are enabled to
draw distinctions among them and reflect upon
them (Koch 1787/1969, p. 278)

Koch’s Ruhepunkt is not an actual pause that
alters a duration. It could be conceived as a rest-
ing place of our attention, but even this descrip-
tion is somewhat misleading if it is not under-
stood that this resting place is also an active
gathering together of pulses as a unity. In this
unification the note marked by the Ruhepunkt
takes on a special prominence by becoming in-
trinsically “longer” than the following pulses—
it is distinguished by “ein gewisses Gewicht, ein
gewisses Nachdruck, mehr innern Wert.” In the
example Koch gives of a series of dynamically
undifferentiated tones, the hearer will perceive
emphases created by Ruhepunkte alone; that
is, the distinction of intrinsically “long” and
“short” is the work of our powers of representa-
tion (Vorstellungskrdifte). Thus, Koch offers the
following analysis of a hearing that would result
from a metrical interpretation of a succession of
six quarter notes:
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If the imagination of someone who would sing or
play these six tones brings together with the first
of these tones only a second tone so that a resting
place of the imagination arises on the third note,
they will perform the passage as the following fig-
ure illustrates:
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(Koch 1787/1969, p. 280)

On the other hand, the hearer will sense two
groups of three tones each, “if the imagination
draws the first of these notes together with the
next two tones so that the next resting place of
the imagination, and consequently the next
manifest emphasis, fall to the fourth note” (p.
281). Koch also allows for the possibility of hear-
ing the first note as anacrusis in equal or unequal
time (duple or triple meter) if the imagination is
not drawn to the first note, “which merely
stands apart, that is, has no similar tone preced-
ing it, and thus in itself can be more easily over-
looked than the remaining tones” (p. 281).

The function of notation is to specify pre-
cisely where the Ruhepunkte are to occur. Much
of Koch’s discussion of meter is aimed at show-
ing the student of composition how best to ex-
press the proper groupings of musical events
through metric notation. The notational device
that indicates the Ruhepunkt and the quantitative
order of pulses unified as a group is the barred
measure. For Koch the properly notated measure
alone is province of the Ruhepunkt, and through
the agency of Ruhepunkt the measure, whether
equal or unequal, comprises two durationally
determinate parts (not “phases” as in Mattheson’s
account)—the “essential parts,” thesis and arsis,
marked by downbeat and upbeat:

Should different notes of the same species, or
different tones of the same duration, become
bound together in one measure, so must the quan-
tity of these notes or tones become united under a
single perspective, that is, the first of these tones
must comprise the Ruhepunkt der Vorstellung or
point of division [ Abteilungspunkt—the point that
initiates the division or wunit]. And because this

tone as the tone of division [Abteilungston] contains
a certain emphasis in the imagination which is
passed on to the performance, this first note or
first tone of the measure is intrinsically long. This
intrinsically long tone thus constitutes the first es-
sential part of the measure. The second note or (if
the imagination unites to the first and second a
third note) the second and third are compre-
hended under the division point of the first note,
that is, they are united with the first under a single
perspective. And because no point of division is
given to these following notes, they are intrinsi-
cally short, that is, there is a degradation from the
emphasis that marks these tones. And this intrinsi-
cally short tone (or, if the imagination unites these
to a third tone, the intrinsically short pair of tones)
constitutes the second essential part of the mea-
sure. (Koch 1787/1969, pp. 282—-283)

These two essential parts are the Taktteile
(gute and schlechte). Again, in distinction from
Mattheson, these divisions emerge as parts
through a process of synthesis uniting equal
pulses that are “given” and thus (logically) pre-
cede the measure. Since the measure is formed
synthetically from the perspective of a first beat
as Taktteil, Koch can allow the second Taktteil in
unequal measure to fall on either the second or
third pulse unit.

Thus, if in 3/4 a half note is followed by a
quarter, the half note will constitute the first
(guter) Taktteil, because the half note unites the
first two “primary notes” (Hauptnoten) of the
measure. For this reason the half note will be
both intrinsically long and extrinsically long. If a
quarter is followed by a half, the half note, al-
though extrinsically long, will constitute the
second (schlechter) Taktteil, since it comprises two
intrinsically short notes under the perspective of
the first (see Koch pp. 316—-317). However, the
asymmetry of “triple” meter creates some confu-
sion of terms. In equal measure Koch most often
calls the “primary beats” of the bar Taktteile, but
in unequal measure the beats must be called
Hauptteile. Also, the essential binary division of
Taktteile leads Koch to regard the signature C as
a composite of two measures or a zusammenge-
sezte Taktart (and, in this case, the bar does not
indicate the measure).

Koch’s synthetic perspective would seem to
permit a consistently hierarchical approach to



Tivo Eighteenth-Century Views 29

EXAMPLE 2.2 Heinrich Christoph Koch,
Versuch einer Anleitung zur Composition, vol. 2,
figures on p. 301.
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problems of uniting measures as constituents of
larger units and accounting for subdivisions
within a measure. The process whereby Taktteile
(or Hauptteile) are produced as constituents of
the measure is to some extent replicated in the
smaller division of the measure. For example, in
a measure of 2/2 where the signature indicates
the half note as Taktteil, Koch identifies quarter
notes (or triplet quarters) as Takfglieder and the
division of the Takfglied into eighths (or triplet
eighths) as Taktnoten. Both of these divisions are,
like the Taktteile, distinguished as intrinsically
long or short. However, the multiplicity of Takt-
glieder or Taktnoten is not of the same nature as
the multiplicity of Taktteile. The Taktteile arise
from the unification of given pulses, and the
measure results as the product of their synthesis.
The Taktglieder, on the other hand, arise as divi-
sions of the given pulses—they do not precede
or constitute these pulses. What we would call
“submetrical” divisions are united under the
perspective of an Abtheilungspunkt—the articu-
lation of one of the Taktteile—Dbut in themselves
these smaller values are not united under the
perspective of a Ruhepunkt. The unifying per-
spective of Ruhepunkt is reserved exclusively for
the formation of a true measure—the Takt.
Thus Taktteile represent a privileged class of
equal, periodic durations. And Koch warns the
composer against confusing this primary level of
articulation with other levels. Such a confusion
is illustrated in the two sets of phrases repro-
duced as our examples 2.2a, b and 2.3a, b.

In the first case, what is in fact a Taktteil is
falsely represented in the notation as a Takfglied

EXAMPLE 2.3  Heinrich Christoph Koch,
Versuch einer Anleitung zur Composition, vol. 2,
figures on p. 302—303.
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(and corrected to four bars in 2.2b). In the sec-
ond case, what is in fact a Takfglied is represented
as a Taktteil (in 2/4). In connection with the sec-
ond set of examples, Koch explains that the first
barring is incorrect in that it implies an uneven
seven-measure phrase length when, in fact, the
phrase is an even four-bar length. The point
Koch wishes to make with such examples is that
proper notation calls for “a knowledge of the
constitution of the extent and the conclusion of
the parts of a melody” (“die Kenntni3 von der
Beschaftenheit des Umfangs und der Endigung
der Theile der Melodie,” p. 307).

At the “suprametrical” level Koch also speaks
of Ruhepunkte in the articulation of phrases of
various lengths, but such unities of measures are
not themselves metrical. The measures of a
phrase are not “united under a single perspec-
tive” initiated in the Ruhepunkt, and the first
measure of the phrase is not intrinsically long.
Ruhepunkt now refers to closure or the comple-
tion of a unit—a “punctuation” that is a point
of articulation and division rather than a moment
of gathering together. Thus Koch writes: “that
place where a resting point is shown in the
melody, that is, the place where one section of
the melody can be separated from the following
one, is called a caesura (cutting)” (Koch 1983, p.
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19).! In the discussion of phrase construction
there is now a separation of grouping or unifica-
tion and the articulation that would mark the
group or unit:

If we consider the various sections in musical
works which compose their periods, then two
main classifications are found through which
they distinguish themselves as divisions of the
whole. The first is the type of their endings, or
that which characterizes the resting points in the
material aspect of the art. The second is the
length of these sections, together with a certain
proportion or relation between them which can
be found in the number of their measures once
they have been reduced to their essential compo-
nents. [Note that Koch speaks of reduction here
rather than of composition or synthesis. |

The endings of these sections are certain for-
mulas, which let us clearly recognize the more or
less noticeable resting points. . . . We shall call this
melodic punctuation.

The length of these melodic sections, on the
other hand, and the proportion or relationship
which they have amongst themselves with regard
to the number of measures will be called rhythm.
(Koch 1983, pp. 1-2)

Koch quite properly titles his essay on
rhythm in the second part of volume 2 of the
Versuch “the Mechanical Rules of Melody.” The
preceding section on meter he titles “On the
Nature of Measure in General,” and here, as we
have seen, his approach is quite speculative.
Koch’s concept of a Ruhepunkt des Geistes (cor-
responding more or less to our notion of “met-
rical accent”) represents an attempt to describe
meter as a creative act of attention, not bound by
law, but arising from the exercise of our cogni-
tive or imaginative powers. Nevertheless, by
grounding meter in the presentation of a string
of equal pulses that must be given as objects
(Gegenstinde) for the imagination to unify, Koch
has bound the imagination to a prior and homo-
geneous order that cannot but appear auton-
omous and mechanical. Even where they are not

sounded, the pulses that become meter’s Haupt-
teile proceed in an essentially predetermined “mo-
tion” as measure follows measure:

Here [in musical composition] there emerges
among notes of the same type, in addition, a spe-
cial attribute—namely, the equality of motion.
Since already with the first number of notes which
one unites under a single perspective there must
simultaneously be perceived a definite motion of
this group of notes, if it should be presented to
hearing; therefore the number and motion of these
notes of the same type which one unites in the
first perspective, that is, in the first measure, will
determine the number and motion of the same
notes in all succeeding measures. And the identity
of number and motion in these same measures
fully confirms the necessary unity which must
characterize the parts of a whole. (Koch 1787/
1969, pp. 285—286)

This thought is echoed in that of Sulzer, who
more explicitly transfers an intuition of the unity
of measures as measure to the imagination:

In a composition that indeed has one sort of mea-
sure, by taking in only the first measure one can
then beat the proper time for the entire piece.
Thus, uniformity facilitates the conception [Vor-
stellung] of a single object composed of many
parts, and makes it possible for one to see or to
know this object (at least in regard to a single
property) at one time. (Sulzer 1792, 11, p. 21)

In this thought, the unity of measure is a prede-
termined and determining order that finds its
temporal expression in the multiplicity of mea-
sures. By not postulating a true hierarchy of
beats, Koch restricts the range of metrical unifi-
cation and leaves open the determination of
metrical or submetrical pattern (Mattheson’s
Rhythmi and what Koch calls Metrum) and the
determination of “phrase structure” (what Koch
calls Rhythmus). Nevertheless, whatever form
pattern and phrase (Metrum and Rhythmus) take

1. This confusion of terms wherein Ruhepunkt refers
both to the unification of the bar created by a metrical
beginning and to the articulation and segregation of
phrases by means of a cadential gesture corresponds in

many respects to the ambiguities later theorists will en-
counter in drawing a distinction between “metrical ac-
cent” as an accent of beginning and the “tonal accent” of
cadence as end accent.
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will be organized by the proportion and quan-
tity of Takte (without which there can be neither
Metrum nor Rhythmus). The new Bewegung is
not, like Mattheson’s and Rousseau’s, ineffable; it
is the repetition of an order that can be grasped
at once in the form of the ruling measure.

That Koch’s Ruhepunkt can become, outside
the measure, merely a point of articulation and
that, even within the measure, the Ruhepunkt as
an agent for a process of integration can result in
a Takt that is repeated as the same indicate the
difficulty of any attempt to submit temporal ex-
perience to analysis. It would seem that in our
attempts to name and thus to hold onto the
“parts” of rhythm we must remain silent before
transition, process, or flow (if, indeed, we are
even willing to acknowledge the reality of such
categories). Although Koch’s intuition of a
Ruhepunkt des Geistes begins with an acknowl-
edgment of the ongoing activity (and indeter-
minacy) of metrical grouping, the concept ulti-
mately serves as a psychological mechanism by
means of which we can abstract parts from the
flow of melody. Even William James, who ar-
gued so strongly for the stream of consciousness
(and against the “knife-edge” of an instanta-
neous present), distinguishes in this stream be-
tween “substantive” and “transitive” parts, or
“places of rest” and “places of flight.” While I do
not suggest that Koch’s Ruhepunkte (in the two
forms: beginning and ending) are equivalent to
James’s “resting places,” I do believe that there is
some similarity in these concepts. And I would
like to quote from James’s discussion of this
issue—a discussion that contains some valuable

insights into the problems of segmenting a
rhythmic whole. Thus James writes:

Like a bird’s life, it [the stream of our conscious-
ness| seems to be made of an alternation of flights
and perchings. The rhythm of language expresses
this, where every thought is expressed in a sen-
tence, and every sentence closed by a period. The
resting-places are usually occupied by sensorial
imaginations of some sort, whose peculiarity is
that they can be held before the mind for an indef-
inite time, and contemplated without changing;
the places of flight are filled with thoughts of rela-
tions, static or dynamic, that for the most part ob-
tain between the matters contemplated in the pe-
riods of comparative rest. Let us call the resting-places
the ‘substantive parts, and the places of flight the ‘transi-
tive parts,’ of the stream of thought. It then appears that
the main end of our thinking is at all times the at-
tainment of some other substantive part than the
one from which we have just been dislodged. And
we may say that the main use of the transitive parts
is to lead us from one substantive conclusion to an-

other. (James 1890/1981, pp. 236—237)

James’s distinction between places of rest and
places of flight is not intended to introduce dis-
continuity into consciousness. His purpose in
making this distinction seems, rather, to draw at-
tention to the reality of feelings of relation and
transition strenuously denied by traditional em-
piricism. For James, there can be no discontinu-
ity in perception.? Nevertheless, that James calls
the places of rest “substantive” points to a ten-
dency to regard the parts of a rhythmic whole as
static, fixed images or objects (Koch’s Gegen-

2. Since the issue of temporal continuity is central to
the present discussion, I shall quote James on this topic,
from a passage that, tellingly, takes aural experience for its
primary example: “Consciousness, then, does not appear
to itself chopped up in bits. . . . It is nothing jointed; it
flows. . . . But now there appears, even within the limits
of the same self, and between thoughts all of which alike
have this same sense of belonging together, a kind of
jointing and separateness among the parts, of which this
statement seems to take no account. I refer to the breaks
that are produced by sudden contrasts in the quality of the
successive segments of the stream of thought. . . . Does
not a loud explosion rend the consciousness upon which
it abruptly breaks, in twain? Does not every sudden
shock, appearance of a new object, or change in a sensa-

tion, create a real interruption, sensibly felt as such,
which cuts the conscious stream across at the moment at
which it appears? ... This objection is based partly on a
confusion and partly on a superficial introspective view.
The confusion is between the thought of the things
themselves, taken as subjective facts, and the things of
which they are aware. It is natural to make this confu-
sion, but easy to avoid it when once put on one’s guard.
The things are discrete and discontinuous; they do pass
before us in a train or chain, making often explosive ap-
pearances and rending each other in twain. But their
comings and goings and contrasts no more break the
flow of the thought that thinks them than they break the
time and the space in which they lie. A silence may be
broken by a thunder clap, and we may be so stunned and
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stande, Sulzer’s Sachen) that “can be held before
the mind for an indefinite time, and contem-
plated without changing.” In this way, the parts
can be imagined to have the permanence that
we impute to physical objects—time passes, but
objects remain unchanged. From this thought it
is not a great leap to imagine that we can return
to these objects at any time or, more generally,
that there can be a return of the same. This was
certainly not James’s conclusion:

... I wish to lay stress on this, that no state once gone
can recur and be identical with what it was before. . . .
there is no proof that the same bodily sensation is ever
got by us twice. What is got twice is the same OB-
JECT.We hear the same note over and over again;
we see the same quality of green, or smell the same
objective perfume, or experience the same species
of pain. The realities, concrete and abstract, physi-
cal and ideal, whose permanent existence we be-
lieve in, seem to be constantly coming up again
before our thought, and lead us, in our careless-
ness, to suppose that our ‘ideas’ of them are the
same ideas. . . . A permanently existing ‘idea’ or
TVorstellung’ which makes its appearance before the
floodlights of consciousness at periodical intervals, is as
mythological an entity as the Jack of Spades. What
makes it convenient to use the mythological for-
mulas is the whole organization of speech . . .
What wonder, then, that the thought is most eas-
ily conceived under the law of the thing whose
name it bears! ... If one part of the thing have ap-
peared in the same thing or in other things on
former occasions, why then we must be having
even now the very same ‘idea’ of that part which
was there on those occasions. (James 1890/1981,
pp. 224, 225, 230)

For Mattheson, particular feelings of transi-
tion or “movement” are essential ingredients of

the time measures that comprehend them. How-
ever, Mattheson could not reconcile the fluidity
of such feelings with the objective, “substantive,”
and ultimately static character of the time spans
that house them. Nor could he reconcile the
lawfulness of periodicity with the ineffability of
a motion that “can hardly be contained in pre-
cepts and prohibitions.” Mattheson’s eighteenth-
century successors were little concerned with
these problems. Once meter is defined as the
multiplication of a selfsame pulse marked by ac-
cent (but otherwise characterless), a metrical
repetition can introduce no change. If there is to
be a properly “metrical” motion, it will, as Koch
points out, describe the order and number of
pulses permissible for one of the metrical types
represented by our time signatures. But unlike
Mattheson’s Bewegung, such a motion is to be re-
garded as fully determinate and fixed, a “single
object” (as Sulzer writes), each individual in-
stance of which can be “conceived under the law
of the thing whose name it bears.”

Although Koch’s highly suggestive psychol-
ogy of meter has had little influence on sub-
sequent musical thought, the late-eighteenth-
century understanding of measure that his writ-
ing expresses with exceptional precision has
been little altered (though, as we shall see in the
next chapter, there have been some notable at-
tempts to escape its deterministic character). In
most current accounts the measure remains an
accentual grouping of a train of pulses them-
selves divisible into smaller pulse units. And
where the operation of Vorstellung is reduced to
the assigning of markers or points of articula-
tion, and where a continuous metrical hierarchy
is conceived as the interaction of homogeneous
pulse strata, the autonomous, abstract, and me-

confused for a moment by the shock as to give no instant
account to ourselves of what has happened. But that very
confusion is a mental state, and a state that passes us
straight over from the silence to the sound. The transi-
tion between the thought of one object and the thought
of another is no more a break in the thought than a joint
in a bamboo is a break in the wood. It is a part of the con-
sciousness as much as the joint is a part of the bamboo. The
superficial introspective view is the overlooking, even
when the things are contrasted with each other most vi-
olently, of the large amount of affinity that may still re-
main between the thoughts by whose means they are

cognized. Into the awareness of the thunder itself the
awareness of the previous silence creeps and continues;
for what we hear when the thunder crashes is not thun-
der pure, but thunder-breaking-upon-silence-and-con-
trasting-with-it. Our feeling of the same objective thun-
der, coming in this way, is quite different from what it
would be were the thunder a continuation of previous
thunder. The thunder itself we believe to abolish and ex-
clude the silence; but the feeling of the thunder is also a
feeling of the silence as just gone ...” (James 1890/1981,
pp. 233-234).
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chanical character of meter will be easily placed
in opposition to the freedom and spontaneity of
rhythm. In this opposition rhythm may be con-
ceived as variegated pattern, perhaps in itself ir-
rational, requiring the constraint of meter to
give it form. Or rhythm may be conceived as
form itself, regarded either as the static edifice of
music or as a dynamic, energetic shaping of mu-
sical experience. Regarded positively, meter gives
rhythm ratio and comprehensibility, or meter
provides the scaffolding for the construction of
rhythm (but a scaffolding that is, most problem-

atically, not taken away when the building is
complete!). Negatively, meter is the “primitive”
in music—the “beat” whose constraint and aes-
thetic limitations are surpassed in a mature art.
Or if meter is not of low artistic rank, it may be
of low rank structurally, either by contributing
to form only on the “small scale” and thus being
powerless (especially compared with tone) to act
globally in the formation of the whole, or by
being merely a container to be filled with gen-
uine musical content. The following is a small
sampling of opinion.



Evaluations of Rhythm and Meter

o begin with a relatively neutral assess-

ment, we may turn first to the thought of’
Alfred Lorenz. Like Edward T. Cone, with
whose opinion we shall begin the following
chapter, Lorenz can avoid a conflict by as-
similating both meter and rhythm to form and
by referring the difference between regularity
and irregularity (or, as Lorenz puts it, “rational”
and “irrational”) to a difference of time scale.
In equating form and rhythm, Lorenz desig-
nates meter as rationale Rhythmik, one means of
rhythmic formation among many (the others he
lists are melodic, harmonic, dynamic “elements,”
and timbre). For Lorenz, the function of musical
form is to articulate and make comprehensible
spans of time that serve as receptacles for a dy-
namic musical substance. But since he does not
sharply oppose form and substance, Lorenz
does not denigrate meter as an intrinsically
empty or passive container for a properly musi-
cal content. Meter is, nevertheless, limited in its
effectiveness by our ability to perceive definite
durational quantity. Where such limits are ex-
ceeded, our feeling of duration must give way
to the less regular and less definite temporal
spans created by the articulations of the tonal
phrase. But here, too, there is no opposition.
For Lorenz, the rational “pulse” of meter is
organically harmonized with the intelligible
“breath” of large-scale rhythm:

34

The question of musical form belongs to the do-
main of rhythm. Form is recognized in the plastic
arts through spatial symmetry and in music, which
takes place in the medium of time, through the
perception of temporal articulations. The simple al-
ternation of strong and weak, which forms the
essence of the rhythmic, is raised to a feeling of
form when this is carried to a higher order by two,
three, or more gradations of accent. These accents,
if they quickly succeed one another, must stand in a
rational relationship to one another, like the human
pulse. The longer the time which passes between
them, the more irrational they can appear, since our
memory for duration is imperfect. Thus, actual
time-length alone is incapable of providing a clear
focus for articulation. Another musical occurrence
forms a rhythm which, temporally, need not always
be completely rational. This we can compare to the
human breath, which according to the inward agi-
tation of the breather can vary greatly in length and
nevertheless show an intelligible coursing of life.
(Lorenz 1924/1966, p. 13)

Moritz Hauptmann also identifies the metri-
cal with the rational but insists upon a strict sep-
aration between meter and rhythm in which
rhythm itself is viewed as irrational. For Haupt-
mann, meter is not an aspect of rhythm but an
autonomous phenomenon that brings order,
comprehensibility, and aesthetic value to rhythm.
Hauptmann’s analysis of meter is in its funda-
mental conception little indebted to traditional
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theories and has remained something of a cu-
riosity. (We will return to Hauptmann’s concept
of metrical formation in chapter 8 for a more
detailed account of his innovation.) Haupt-
mann’s meter does not concern given durational
“units” that are divided or multiplied. Instead,
meter is a process whereby duration is created, a
process grounded in an innate perceptual dispo-
sition for measure. Without this creation of de-
terminate, comprehensible duration there can be
no properly aesthetic rhythm. Meter is order and
regularity, but since it is also a creative, “organic”
process and in no sense “automatic” or mechani-
cal, it can be viewed in an entirely positive light:

We shall call the constant measure according to
which the measurement of time is carried out,
meter; the kind of motion in this measure, rhythm.
... Motion in the measure, which in itself can be
of endless multiplicity, will, as measured, find its
intelligibility only in regulation, an intelligibility
that results from its metrical conception.

In its rthythmically agitated progress music can
by no means do without metrically regulated sup-
port. The rhythmic phrase finds its artistic mean-
ing first of all in meter. . . . However, with many
productions of newer and newest music, in devia-
tions from directly intelligible metrical regularity
we are not always led to an artistic interweaving of
the texture; more often it is rather a tangle in
which the composer himself has not arrived at a
metrically clear perception and must now leave it
for us to feel this lack of clarity. (Hauptmann
1873, pp. 211, 296)

And although meter itself has no aesthetic value
apart from rhythm, it is now rhythm that is
viewed with circumspection. Not only is there
an inherent formlessness in rhythm per se
(which need not be ordered metrically to be
rhythm), but also there is a conceptual whole-
ness that rhythm lacks by virtue of its multiplic-
ity and particularity. To clarify the terms used in
the following quotation, I should explain that
Hauptmann allies meter and harmony as orga-
nizing, determinative forces for music and op-
poses these to rhythm and melody, to which
order must be given. These two sets of processes
interact to create a “concrete unity”’—a musical
product:

The melodic-rhythmic, however, does not admit
of an abstract, systematic conception in manner
and in execution like that of the harmonic-metric.
With the former, in the endless multiplicity of
possible phenomena, we can speak only of what is
most general or of what is most particular. With
the latter the particular is comprehended in the
general, and from the whole the explanation of
every individual can be deduced. (Hauptman
1873, p. 353)

The systematic deficiencies of rhythm are, of
course, tied to its intrinsically anarchic nature; and
while others have viewed meter as “primitive”
and inartistic, for Hauptmann it is rhythm that
poses the greater threat to the art of music. For an
analysis of Hauptmann’s conception of rhythm
and its temporal character, I will turn again to the
observations of Wilhelm Seidel (based, in part, on
Hauptmann’s letters to Franz Hauser):

Hauptmann considers rhythm incomprehensible,
ephemeral, and in itself inartistic. He indeed
senses its naturalness, but he is not able to com-
prehend its motions in the signification of the
formula to which he entrusts his theoretical re-
flection. Rhythms are incomprehensible because
they are formless. In the infinite realm of human
experience they make the infinite sensible. Haupt-
mann thinks of them as violent, raw emotion.
They unfold and exhaust themselves freely, know
only of proliferation without reflection, that is: un-
known to them is the ordering and form-giving
relation of the present to what is past and what is
to come. They lose themselves in the moment and
are incapable of forming something that could last
beyond the moment. For this reason they lead
away from art, they are inimical to art, arbitrary,
and prosaic. Real suffering is without aesthetic in-
terest. (Seidel 1975, pp. 151-152)

For Hugo Riemann, it is only reales Leiden or
at least the dynamics of real, unfettered musical
motion that is of aesthetic interest, and not an ab-
stract Zeitmafl imagined as the regularity of equal
divisions divorced from content. In his attempt to
reconcile rhythm and meter, Riemann begins not
with Plato, but with the temporal relativism of
Aristoxenos:

“Time is not, after all, itself divided; rather, for
the articulation of the lapsing of time there is re-
quired a materially perceptible Other to carry out
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this articulation.” . . . [This fundamental assertion
of Aristoxenos] finally condemns to death all at-
tempts to propose as the basis for a vital and pro-
ductive theory of rhythm bare schemata for the di-
vision of time into fragmentary elements of equal
duration. H. Lotze himself did not make clear the
full significance of Aristoxenos’ fundamental dic-
tum when he ascribed only to equal time seg-
ments a negative character, that they “strain and
torment as immediately reiterated stimuli”. Equal
time segments have no effect at all apart from something
that occurs in them and that itself first makes the passage
of time an object for sensible perception; rather, the
strain and torture of “equal time segments” can
only be the effect of things that happen in time
which through their homogeneity and unattrac-
tiveness engender monotony and boredom. ... It is
a false inference however to assume that the mea-
ger interest awakened by this unmodulated reitera-
tion should be a characteristic of time division it-
self. The fallacy is not avoided but is, instead, mag-
nified if one attempts to elevate uniformity and
offer greater interest through the regular alterna-
tion of strong and weak beats; for even in this case
there is demonstrated a removal from the rich ac-
tivity within the marked time segments itself with-
out testing the impressions produced by this con-
tent and without seeking in this content the
essence of rhythm. (Riemann 1903, pp. 1-2)

Time division is accomplished by the Grundmaf
or beat, a “medium-sized duration” (Mittelmap?)
that corresponds approximately to the human
pulse but which can vary between 60 and 120
cycles per minute. As given in a piece of music,
the Grundmaf} is absolute, but it is only in ab-
straction that it can be regarded as a self-sufti-
cient object. Although Riemann cannot deny
the periodic repetitions of the Grundmafp or of
larger time divisions created by “the regular al-
terations of strong and weak beats,” he repeat-
edly casts doubt on the perceptual reality of such
division and the “spans of time” they would
mark oft. In musical art we are called upon to
hear the periodicity of the contents of duration
(primarily tonal contents and their motions), not
the repetition of duration itself:

[If we ask] what role can fall to stringently closed
time division in the aesthetic analysis of our appre-
ciation of musical art, the answer must run as fol-
lows: that the realization and marking of such a di-
vision of time gives rise to the comparison of the con-

tents delimited by this division, that what happens
within the time divisions thus marked will first be
outwardly stamped with a fixed periodicity which
stimulates the search for a real periodicity in the
organically structured tonal motions themselves.
For this reason it is quite useless to wish to make
an attempt to ground the reality of rhythm in un-
interesting markings of time division, as by drum-
beats, for example. . . . In this sense rhythm is thus
not only a principle that produces unity in the
multiplicity of phenomena, but it is at the same
time that which makes this unity perceptible—a
positive achievement, a support for the spiritual
activity that requires such unity in the satisfaction
of its demands, which indeed is the claim that is
laid upon artistic appreciation. (Riemann 1900, pp.
134-135)

For Hauptmann, too, meter without rhythm is
of no aesthetic interest, but it is real, not abstract.
The measure as such is empty of properly rhyth-
mic content, but it is not a passive container for
rhythm or for duration. Measure here is con-
ceived as measuring—a process through which
sensible duration is created. The repetition of
equal durations is for Hauptmann not a given but
a continuous activity and, thus, in itself “a positive
achievement.” Riemann, on the other hand, takes
the traditional view that the pulse train is given.
It is for this reason that Riemann finds the
Grundmaf$ so problematic in his attempt to break
away from a mechanistic conception of rhythm.
At every stage in his analysis Riemann explicitly
or implicitly invokes the Grundmaf} as homoge-
neous return, and yet this Einheitsmaf§ is itself
something abstract that becomes real only when
it is given rhythmic content:

What the Grundmaf is in each particular case does
not result, as we have previously emphasized, from
the abstract, absolute Mittelmaf3, but results instead
from the concrete melody itself. The actual counts
of time (felt beats, rhythmic Grundzeiten) under all
circumstances win their first real existence through
their content. (Riemann 1903, p. 8)

Although Riemann retains the traditional
conception of measure as a homogeneous return
of the same, he attempts to overlay this concep-
tion with a new dynamic or organic interpreta-
tion in which motion can take the place of peri-
odicity as the defining characteristic of the mea-
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sure. Riemann’s new Takt is not contained with-
in bar lines and is not expressed in equal divi-
sion. It is Taktmotiv—a “measure” from which
rhythmic content cannot be abstracted. Distinc-
tions of strong and weak do not function to seg-
ment the pulse train into bars; rather, they create
motion (thus the word Motiv; cf. Riemann 1900,
p. 157) —motion toward or away from. Motion
away from leads to repose and the cessation of
motion. Thus, the moment that marks the ces-
sation of one motive and the beginning of an-
other Riemann calls “dead” (Riemann 1903, pp.
14—15). It is the gesture of moving toward that
characterizes the dynamic of the motive, and
thus Riemann defines Takfmotiv as quintessen-
tially anacrustic. In its basic form, the Taktmotiv
consists of two elements: an unaccented first part
(Aufstellung, proposta) and an accented second
(Beantwortung, riposta). In view of the novelty and
eccentricity of this interpretation of measure,
Riemann offers suprisingly little explanation for
the absolute priority he accords anacrusis. He
does, however, offer extensive criticism of tradi-
tional theories, and I suspect that a central mo-
tive in Riemann’s definition of Taktmotiv is an
attempt to break the bar and to free rhythm
from the homogeneity and regularity of mea-
sure. Although Riemann cannot deny Grund-
mafs, he suppresses it in a Takt that is self-ruled
through the dynamics of motion and not ruled
by an underlying periodicity.

Before leaving Riemann, I would like to con-
sider very briefly his notion of hierarchy, for it is
the “Zusammenschlu von Einzelmotiven zu
groBeren Formen, also das musikalischen Perio-
denbau” that Riemann calls “meter” (Metrik)
(1903, p. 18). Taktmotiv is not based on dura-
tional equality; it is an essentially qualitative and
not a quantitative order. In its primitive, charac-
teristic form, Taktmotiv is represented by a short
upbeat followed by a longer downbeat and finds
its clearest expression in triple or unequal mea-
sure. However, in the compositions of Taktmo-
tiven that form the entities of Taktgruppe, Vorder-
satz, and Periode, equality of duration is a neces-
sary condition, and the hierarchy can proceed
only by powers of two. It may happen that met-
rical units are not actually composed of two-,
four-, or eight-measure constituents, but such ir-
regular formations are regarded as derived from

an underlying regularity. Although Riemann does
not reconcile this difference between small- and
large-scale “rhythm,” he applies a similar concept
of accentuation. And by focusing on accent rather
than on equality, Riemann can downplay the roles
of quantity, regularity, and abstraction in his con-
cept of the Metrik—tfeatures that would seem to
underlie the symmetry of the eight-measure pe-
riod as a normatives Grundschema.

Whether in the Taktmotiv or in the period, it
is motion toward conclusion that unites, and it
is the end or goal of this motion that receives
weight or accent. Such unification arises from a
“synthetische Thitigkeit der Phantasie” (Rie-
mann 1900, p. 165). This process of synthesis that
occurs in both the large and small dimensions is
described as the unity of perception and mem-
ory. Again Riemann draws on the thought of
Aristoxenos: “On two things rests the compre-
hension of music: on perception and memory.
To perceive, one must hold on to becoming, and
in memory retain what has become. Else it is
impossible to follow an unfolding of music” (p.
138). The symmetry of the eight-measure Grund-
schema 1s thus conceived not as a product of
equal time divisions but as a process of unifica-
tion whereby a first is united in memory with a
second to form a greater event. And since it is
the second that completes the event and is the
occasion for a memory of the first, the second
receives greater weight and a “besonderen as-
thetischen Wert” (p. 141).

In the conclusion to Musikalische Rhythmik und
Metrik, Riemann summarizes what is indeed a
“guiding principle” for his theoretical reflection:

This guiding principle has been nothing other
than the continual distinction of statement and an-
swer, “proposta” and “risposta”, and thus of a first
and of a second that stands in relation to the first as
a completion, the distinction of weak and strong as
metrical quality in musical structures of the most di-
verse dimension—structures which undergo quite
definite aesthetic valuations: first as contents of
temporal units and then as simple and compound
divisions that, by virtue of our physical constitu-
tion, are presented to us directly by nature (though
they are variable within moderate limits), and then
further as contents of higher-level units formed by
their combination into easily scanned groups.
(Riemann 1903, p. 305)
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Thus, by shifting his discourse from “time val-
ues” to a qualitative, aesthetic “valuation” of
measured durations, Riemann effectively dis-
misses meter as numerical quantity. The distinc-
tion accented/unaccented has been removed
from the realm of periodicity and now charac-
terizes phases of a properly rhythmic motion.
Although his work bears many similarities to
that of Riemann and Hauptmann, Friedrich
Neumann proposes a much starker separation of
meter (as numerical quantity) and rhythm (as a
form of attention). It is not meter that Rie-
mann denigrates, but only his predecessors’
schematization; and it might be said that Rie-
mann attempts to save meter by rhythmicizing
it. For Neumann the distinction between meter
and rhythm is, as it was for Hauptmann, cate-
gorical. But whereas Hauptmann’s sympathies lie
with meter as a fully sensible, form-generating
process, Neumann with equal fervor takes up
the banner of rhythm. Rhythm and meter be-
come for Neumann separate worlds—rhythm,
the deep, holistic world of human time-con-
sciousness blending seamlessly into the “time-
lessness” of the unconscious; and meter, the shal-
low, merely intellectual world of reckoning with
durations as quantities. So incommensurate are
the range and “contents” of these worlds, we can
hardly speak here of an opposition. In the ex-
perience of music (and, one must assume, in
many domains of human experience), these two
worlds conspire without conflict to produce the
totality of that experience. But although there
is no conflict, there is a clear distinction of pri-
ority. The wholeness of rhythm as a sort of
Husserlian “time-consciousness” precedes and
forms the ground for any counting or compari-
son of durational quantities. In music meter is
joined to rhythm, but this addition does not
give order or form to rhythm—rhythm is in it-

self already fully organized in its own terms.
Neither does meter owe its distinctive quanti-
tative order to rhythm. And yet, as an addition
or supplement, meter is inconceivable in any
concrete instance apart from its grounding in
rhythm and for this reason remains for Neu-
mann something of an abstaction linked to the
abstraction of mathematics.

Neumann characterizes meter (Zeitmafy) as
“quantitative/outer time”—time viewed in rela-
tion to space (or, rather, an abstract, geometric
construction of space). From this perspective, time
is measured by the distance between durationless
instants—time points. This measuring permits us
to compare genuinely numerical time quantities.
Rhythm (Zeitgestalf), on the other hand, is “quali-
tative/inner time”—time viewed from the stand-
point of being and becoming, past and future, and
memory and anticipation (i.e., time as lived)!:

Owing to this close connection to space, we will
call quantitative time also outer time. Qualitative
time, on the other hand, obviously belongs to the
living organism, and thus we will also call it inner
time. In this way, outer and inner time are to be
understood as forces, both of which are present
and manifested in any real time. (Neumann 1959,

p.21)

It might be said that the difference between
meter and rhythm is the difference between time
span and time as Spannung (or Spannung/ Entspan-
nung). Rhythm gives us the continuity of an
event experienced as a whole. Meter gives us the
continuity of number (or, rather, the continuity
of a mathematics that unites discrete quantities
under a system of operations—as I have argued,
a number, a time point, is pure discontinuity):

The metrical is based upon the capacity for time
comparison, and further on the ability to compre-

1. If meter is time viewed spatially as quantitative extent,
this view does not for Neumann exhaust the meaning of
space (or of time). Just as he opposes Zeitgestalt to a met-
rical (arithmetic) division of time, Neumann opposes
Raumgestalt to geometric space. It is again in motion (Bewe-
gung) that time and space are united as “rhythmic” cate-
gories—here a temporalization of space wherein rhythm
is made visible. Moreover, the rhythmization of motion is
a fact of life, not of lifeless matter. As Neumann writes:

“Motion, however, in the sense of the spatialization of the
Zeitgestalt belongs above all to the reality of the living and
therefore is not to be understood exclusively in physical
terms. Just as the Zeitgestalt has unity, so too shaped mo-
tion in space is in itself closed, that is, it is an undivided
motion-process. It leads finally to a Raumgestalt in which the
shaped motion leaves behind it, as it were, an indelible,
visible trace. Raumgestalt is in principle something other
than the geometrical figure” (Neumann 1959, p. 12).
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hend any sort of quantitative temporal relation.
The object of the metrical is time as directly given
quantity. The method for taking measure of the
metrical can accordingly be learned only from the
general study of quantity or mathematics. The
simplest mathematical operation is counting, and
this generates at once the integer series as the basic
material of mathematics. It is by virtue of the abil-
ity for time comparison that we can count in uni-
form tempo, and in this way there arises already a
metrical structure, or as we might more briefly say,
a meter. (Neumann 1959, p. 24)

One of the more remarkable features of Neu-
mann’s analysis is his generalization of meter.
Here we find no talk of a given pulse train—that
reification of meter which in the form of
Grundzeiten so bedeviled Riemann. Neumann
avoids such reification by presenting meter as
our ability to measure or compare (together
with real opportunuties for measurement). No-
tice that the metrical is said to comprise any sort
of measurement or comparison of durational
quantity. Thus, Neumann characterizes as metri-
cal a succession of pulses, undifferentiated by ac-
cent, and, moreover, allows us to speak of meter
even in the absence of regularity or periodicity:

We designate as flexible or inexact meter a series of
beats in which there can no longer be found a
common metrical unit or time-beat to which
they might be related. Indeed, a time-comparison
will continue to be made here also, but the ear
will find between two immediately successive
beats no, or rather no exact, metrical relation and
will simply determine whether a beat is longer or
shorter than the preceding beat. (Neumann 1959,
p. 27)

Such cases are deemed metrical because they,
too, involve measuring, or the comparison of
durational quantity, and the basic “operation” of
counting. The remaining operations Neumann
posits are addition, multiplication, exponentia-
tion, and division. Subtraction is excluded be-
cause time does not flow backward. (Like many
theorists, Neumann does not consider this prob-
lem in connection with division.)

Rhythm, on the other hand, knows nothing
of such measurement. It is a shaping of time into
concrete units of experience filled with memory
and expectation. This shaping involves two psy-

chological or cognitive components: (1) the act
of “attentiveness” (Aufimerkung), by which we rec-
ognize points of discontinuity— Zeitpunkte—
and divide time into discrete intervals; and (2) the
“immediate power of comprehension” (unmit-
telbare Fassungskraff) that binds together these suc-
cessive, atomic Aufmerkungen and their articulated
limits in the unity of immediate memory (die un-
mittelbare Gedchtniseinheif). Neumann designates
as “rhythmic qualities” the dynamic continuities of
memory, expectation, and the fulfillment of ex-
pectation or completion (Erfiillung). These quali-
ties function to transform the abstractions of
point and line segment into the dynamic, organic
realm of human experience. In the following two
passages Neumann contrasts first Zeitmafl and
Zeitgestalt and then the species of temporality
(“outer” and “inner”’) upon which each of these
is based:

The fundamental concept of the rhythmic is the
Zeitgestalt as a whole composed of temporal qual-
ities. At the beginning of the metrical stands the
time-count, and the first operation that is under-
taken with the time-count is the unspecified re-
production of the same. In opposition to this, the
fundamental unit of the rhythmic is the whole of
the Zeitgestalt, and this whole is to be conceived
as a unitary, inclusive whole. The operation which
leads from wholeness and unity to the multiplicity
of parts is division; and the capacity for time-com-
parison within a continuous, boundless series in
the metrical corresponds in the rhythmic to the
capacity to conceive of temporal lengths as filled
with complementary rhythmic qualities [above all,
recollection and expectation| as parts of a closed
temporal whole.

We have labeled as outer time the continuous [i.e.,
mathematically “continuous”], quantitatively exact
time. Inner time, on the other hand, is filled with
rhythmic qualities; whether expanded or con-
tracted it is metrically unfocused. Rhythmic time
we must moreover think of as intermittent, spon-
taneous; it is composed time. Outer and inner time,
however, are not to be dissociated from one an-
other. To some extent, inner time is placed into
outer time. Inner time emerges from timelessness;
outer time is removed at the farthest possible dis-
tance from timelessness. Inner time wunifes timeless-
ness with outer time. Neither inner time nor outer
time is thus in itself actual [wirklich]; rather, in what
is actual both are there from the beginning where
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the inner is placed in the outer, and through this
placing inner and outer time are for the first time
actual. (Neumann 1959, pp. 29, 93-94)

Rhythm and meter are real from the beginning,
but they are actual (wirklich) only when they act;
indeed, they must act at the same time—the
time in which we experience them together in
musical performance. Moreover, Neumann does
not deny that the durations produced by a hier-
archy of periodicities and marked by metrical ac-
cent are also given to rhythm for its particular
acts of integration that produce an expressive,
temporal whole. But in this point of contact be-
tween the rhythmic and the metrical it is rthythm
that again is privileged as the agent that selects
which metrical possibilities are to be actualized:

The metrical makes possible, atter all, the concept of
temporal quantitative relations; the rhythmic, on
the other hand, explores which of these possibili-
ties are musically useful, or, if I may be allowed to
say so, actual. Its key concept is that of the fitting
measure—thus we will call quite generally the
grouping of quantities which can be assimilated to
a qualitative wholeness. (Neumann 1959, p. 30)

If metrical accents are merely time-points for
the segmentation of spans of pure durational
quantity, how then shall we conceive of the
rhythmic accents that are felt as dynamic quali-
ties that spread through felt durations, continu-
ously uniting diverse sensations as components
of a properly rhythmic whole? Neumann’s solu-
tion to this problem is one of the more ingenous
aspects of his theory. In the question of accent
and duration (or “length”), rhythm and meter
are again separated, but not opposed. In chapter
8 of the present study I will discuss in more de-
tail the basis upon which Neumann constructs a
theory of rhythmic accent or “weight.” Suffice it
for now to say that accent in the Zeitgestalt arises
from the workings of “the immediate power of
comprehension” (the durational “extension” of a
point of beginning aimed at the unification of
two or more events) and from the unifying pro-
cesses of recollection and anticipation. At any
“level,” when two or more events are joined in a
temporal whole, memory and anticipation can
create a distinction of weight. Strongly reminis-
cent of Riemann’s “guiding principle,” Neu-

mann’s prototypical rhythmic phenomenon is
the “rhythmic pair,” a union of two events that
as a whole is characterized by equilibrium (Gleich-
gewicht). This essential equilibrium can, however,
be disturbed in countless ways by any factors
that direct our attention toward one or another
part. Most generally, it is (contra Riemann) be-
ginning and not end that has weight. The move-
ment from beginning to end is a movement
from the clear to the diffuse, from attentiveness
to inattentiveness. The point of beginning “be-
longs to the being of the phenomenon”; “the end
of a phenomenon belongs to non-being” (p. 16).
It is the “immediate power of comprehension”
that binds beginnings and that extends begin-
ning into a duration begun; and, thus extended,
beginning can bear weight. However, if be-
ginning is strongly directed toward the future
(steigend), as in the case of an upbeat, it will not
have weight. Anticipation or openness to the fu-
ture detracts from weight. If the beginning does
have weight, the gesture is one of “falling,” and
in this case recollection is paramount—anticipa-
tion is here anticipation of an end that preserves
the beginning in memory. Thus, it is the “rhyth-
mic qualities” of recollection and anticipation
that determine weight. Furthermore, this dis-
tinction of weight is not relative; there are not
gradations of weight as there are gradations of
metrical accent:

From this perspective one can divide the parts into
strong and weak and say in general that in the
stronger parts recollection and immediate compre-
hension predominate, and in the weaker parts, ex-
pectation. An important consequence emerges in
this connection. In the metrical the difference be-
tween stressed and unstressed parts is a graduated
one, i.e., even the unstressed part has a certain
stress, if, nevertheless, a weaker one. However, in
the rhythmic, which looks toward content, stressed
and unstressed parts are set in logical opposition—the
unstressed point to the future, the stressed to the
past. (Neumann 1959, p. 39)

In his discussion of rhythmic weight, Neu-
mann speaks of “regular lengths,” and his exam-
ples are notated with bar lines and meter signa-
tures. But the regular lengths of rhythm are not
those of meter. The simplest case of regular
length is again encountered in the rhythmic pair, a
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rhythmic but not yet a metrical union of two
equal lengths. First comes the rhythmic pair, and
only afterward metrical accent. Moreover, this re-
lation of before and after is also the relation of
background and foreground (in a vaguely Schen-
kerian sense). Deep in the background lies the
balance of the rhythmic pair. Prior to the metri-
cal differentiation of the foreground, the pair in
both small and large ensures the wholeness and
essential undividedness of the Zeitgestalt:

Now if the temporal whole here appears as a reg-
ular length, it is to be distinguished in this regard
in its very essence from the metrical concept of
regular length that we have developed above.
There the regular length was characterized as a
single large measure with manifold graduated ac-
cents of various degrees of strength. Here both
segments of the pair are to be understood above all
as being in rhythmic equilibrium, and this equilib-
rium is transferred to all levels. In all the diverse
motion and suspense of rhythmic energies the
form-world of the pair remains virtually not at all
differentiated. This does not exclude the possibil-
ity that in the further structuring of the individual
segments the customary meters and with them
differences of metrical weight can appear. How-
ever, as we have said, at the background structural
levels the impression of equilibrium dominates.
(Neumann 1959, p. 37)

There 1s no conflict between metrical stress
and rhythmic weight or between the regularities
proper to meter and those proper to rhythm. But
this lack of conflict, rather than indicating a
union of meter and rhythm, points instead to
their essential separation. Metrical accent and
rhythmic weight can, and often do, correspond
in one and the same time point (selected by our
attention), but there is no interaction—neither
can, in principle, affect the other. To say simply
that this is a polarity is to beg the question of the
“actual” formation of a musical experience. If
there is, in fact, Steigerung or Aufhebung, Neu-
mann does not characterize the process or the
product. Although Neumann does not deny the
general efficacy of meter for das Wirkliche, his
sentiments clearly lie with rhythm and against
meter. And in many passages the polarity of
meter and rhythm is presented as the opposition
of mechanical and organic (physics versus biol-
ogy), conceptual and experiential, general and

particular, or abstract and concrete. For example,
Neumann compares meter to “pure harmony”
or the conceptual possibilities for any actual har-
monic organization:

Similar to the way in which pure harmony is re-
lated to a fully worked out theory of harmonic
structure is the metrical related to the rhythmic:
just as these manifold possibilities for meters and
other metrical combinations are unfolded, so
likewise is asserted the manifold possibilities for
tonal systems, individual sonorities, etc. In cross-
ing over from these possibilities to the musical re-
alities, however, a selection will be made from the
perspective of the highest manifestation of the
Zeitgestalt in the tonal succession. (Neumann
1959, pp. 133-134)

Quite in line with Neumann’s thinking is the
following statement from August Halm (quoted
by Neumann): “The measure is a natural tempo-
ral order, so to speak, an autonomous, self-order-
ing of time . . . ; rhythm is an artistic orderedness;
the measure is the schematic form of our time
perception—rhythm, that which is formed. It is
temporal shape” (Halm 1926, p. 98; Neumann
1959, p. 18). This much is quoted by Neumann.
However, since Halm’s immediately preceding
discussion touches on many of the issues we
have considered above, I would like to expand
the quotation:

We see the rhythmic therefore as a free, non-
schematic arrangement of longs and shorts, i.e.,
not as a display of time values but rather as a uti-
lization of long and short—an (artistic) process in
which these time values are used, just as the dif-
ferences of high and low are productive for the
melodic (to be sure, in connection with the
rhythmic).

.. . the measure is endless (i.e., it desires, by its
nature, to be unending, for its purpose is to again
and again attach itself to its predecessors); thythm is
finite, it lives in rhythmic figures, i.e., in com-
menced and concluded motives and themes. The
measure affords two possibilities, namely, either
equal or unequal; i.e., as equal measure it is divided
into four or two parts, as unequal it is divided into
three parts; each of these types is simple. Rhythm,
on the other hand, is multiple, and, indeed, multiple
not only because in each individual rhythm there is
a more or less intense variation of longs and shorts
but also because there is a perhaps incalculable
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number of different rhythms, i.e., rhythm as possi-
bility, as principle is probably indefinitely manifold,
or actually infinitely manifold. Measure is a (spiri-
tual) constraining force of nature; thythm is our free
acting and feeling. (Halm 1926, pp. 88—89)

Such a line of thought can lead to a still more
radical separation of rhythm and meter, as in the
following opinion expressed by Fritz Kuba:

Rhythm is the sensibly perceived articulation of
time; in this sense, that which is really heard! Mea-
sure is the conceptual articulation of time; in this
sense, that which is really planned or understood!
... The accession of the merely sensibly perceived
to larger complexes, that is, the possibility of per-
ceiving such larger passages as unities does not,
even with the assistance of pure sensibility, warrant
the attempt to see in this the workings of a metrical
unity. For the metrical can serve as a meaningful
reference only for the abstract brain function of
counting, and we must reserve the concept of
meter for this abstract functioning since we are,
moreover, not in the position, as would be re-
quired, to arrive at a general understanding of that
abstract function and to clearly designate it. (Kuba
1948, pp. 7-8, quoted in Henneberg 1974, p. 94)

If meter as time measure does indeed seem
abstract, it must be said that as felt “beat,” meter
hardly places us in the world of concepts. In the
enjoyment of measured activity, the beat is vi-
vidly felt not as a monotonous return but as a
vehicle that pushes us forward into fresh experi-
ence. In his Arbeit und Rhythmus, Karl Biicher
finds no need to make a distinction between
rhythm and meter. For Biicher the regularity of
rhythm is itself of aesthetic value. Rhythm here
is measured rhythm,

the ordered articulation of motions in their tem-
poral progress. Rhythm arises from the organic na-
ture of man. In all the natural activities of the ani-
mal body rhythm appears as the ruling element
governing the most economical use of energies.
The trotting horse and the laden camel move just
as rhythmically as the rowing oarsman and the
hammering smith. Rhythm awakens feelings of
joy. It is not merely an easing of toil, but rather also
one of the sources of aesthetic pleasure and that el-
ement of art for which all men, regardless of dif-
ferences of custom, have an inherent feeling.
Through rhythm it seems in the early days of

mankind that the principle of economy comes
into play instinctively, a principle which bids us,
enables us to strive for the greatest possible activity
and enjoyment with the least possible sacrifice of
vitality and spirit. (Blicher 1924, pp. 434—435)

If this pleasure is instinctive, it is not, for Biicher,
“primitive.” And he suggests that in new rou-
tines of work, directed by the peculiar regulari-
ties of machines, we may lose supremely valuable
connections between work, art, and play.

For an opinion that meter as something uni-
versal and “natural” is therefore not fully “artis-
tic” but, rather, a primitive component of art,
one may turn to Ernst Toch’s discussion of form.
Although in the following passage Toch speaks
of an artistic contrast that would seem to distin-
guish meter from pulse, this properly “artistic”
contrast of tension and relaxation is, in fact, the
work of tone and does not imply a ratio of equal
durations:

Time rolls on uniformly, uninterruptedly, un-
ceasingly. Units add to units, to form bigger units
unceasingly. Seconds accumulate to minutes, to
hours, to days, weeks, months, years, decades, cen-
turies. At the bottom of time operates a monoto-
nous rhythm, mirrored in our own being by the
beat of our heart, the pulsation of our blood-
stream.

This regularly reiterant rhythm forms, as it
were, a bottommost stratum of which we become
conscious only at rare intervals.

Above this nethermost stratum lies and works
another stratum: the periodic alternation of contrast.

While seconds, minutes, hours roll on in con-
stant equality, at the same time there is a constant
alternation of day and night, winter and summer,
high tide and low tide. While the fundamental
rhythm of pulsation accompanies us continuously,
at the same time we alternate in exhalation and in-
halation, in the consciousness of being awake and
the unconsciousness of sleep.

It is the interplay of these two elementary
forces that builds and feeds the skeleton of music.
Primitive music may be satisfied with the basic ele-
ment, the rhythm. The reiteration of a definite
rhythmical pattern, produced mainly, if not solely,
by percussion instruments, will create a certain
stirring effect. Inspired by bodily movements, and
inspiring bodily movements, like marching or
dancing, it may be protracted at random, may give
suitable support to such performances, may create
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certain moods and even a kind of primitive mental
ecstasy. But it will never create musical form, no mat-
ter how complicated, intricate and refined such
rhythmical patterns may be. For that, the second el-
ement has to be added: the element of contrast, of
black and white, of light and shade, of tension and re-
laxation. Tt is the right distribution of light and
shade, or of tension and relaxation, that is formative
in every art, in music as well as in painting, sculp-
ture, architecture, poetry. (Toch 1977, pp. 155—-156)

At the opposite extreme from Toch, Thra-
sybulos Georgiades argues that it is precisely
meter, newly conceived as a relatively auton-
omous ‘“concept” or Taktbegriff, that is the hall-
mark of High Classical style. In a radical depar-
ture from eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
perspectives on meter, Georgiades suggest a way
of saving the measure from regularity and ho-
mogeneity. The measure is still a container inde-
pendent from the musical material that it will
house. But the particularity of that material can
break measure from measure, and so broken, the
measure, rather than being a return of the same,
can emerge as an unpredictable moment that,
cut oft from the past, places us in an absolute
now. Since Georgiades explicitly addresses ques-
tions of continuity and discontinuity, tempor-
ality, law and freedom, structural determinacy,
and experience, I would like to review some of
the main points of his argument. Although
Georgiades’ ideas may seem eccentric, they are
generally compatible with notions of time that
have gained currency in discussions of postwar
avant-garde music.

Georgiades argues that the new style that
came to full maturity in the 1780s developed a
radically new concept of measure as a means of
creating for music a genuine feeling of the “the-
atrical,” a Theaterwirklichkeit that has now dis-
placed the pre-Classical “epic” reality. The essen-
tial characteristic of the theatrical is discontinu-
ity—a concentration on the “here and now” cut
off from a determining, causal past and a deter-
mined future.2 It is also a discontinuity of the

observer and the observed, of subject and object.
(And as Geordiades later implies, this Classical
disjunction leads to estrangement and alienation
in the twentieth century.) The theatrical is for
Georgiades a moment of “intellectual history”
linked to eighteenth-century empiricism and
scientific method (perhaps as “theater” and “the-
ory” are etymologically linked through theorein—
to look at). The expression of the theatrical is das
Vorfiihren, both in the sense of a theatrical “pro-
duction” and in the sense of a scientific “demon-
stration”—that is, an act of proving or making
evident, an exhibition of an event in which its
workings are manifested, as fully “present,”

...a demonstration which may be understood as a
succession of the Here-and-Now. When I observe
characters acting before me, in my presence, so do
I understand this event as an other placed in oppo-
sition to me. It is something real but something
that is not, however, congruent with my own real-
ity. . . . With theatrical reality [Theaterwirklichkeit]
an otherness is created ad hoc and accordingly
composed in whatever way the author deems use-
ful. Theater is, as it were, an experimental labora-
tory. The aim is, at any given time, to come up
with a useful arrangement of the experiment
which is necessary in order to be able to demon-
strate an event as present, that is to say, to produce
the event as theatrical reality, i.e., as something dis-
continuous.

What now enables Mozart’s musical language
to bring about the demonstration? We must look
for the answer in the new meaning that the Vien-
nese classicists gave to the measure. The new con-
ception of the measure occurs in that moment
wherein the musical language is transformed to
become the legitimate sensible representative of
theatrical reality, both in regard to its discontinuity
and to its presentational design. The new handling
of the measure allows for the composition to be,
like a physical experiment, planned out in what-
ever way is useful for a demonstration of the event
to be observed.

... the measure is to be understood as an au-
tonomous quantity and independent from its fill-

2. The theatrical here is not to be confused with the op-
eratic. Georgiades finds the “purest” examples of the
composition of discontinuity in instrumental music, and

in the instrumental music of Haydn rather than that of
Mozart.
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ing-out through the sounding material. It elapses
at a uniform rate and guarantees unity. In opposi-
tion to the measure, the filling-out with tones
will be treated as a likewise autonomous but vari-
able, changing quantity; also, both of these can be
displaced with respect to one another. Through
the possibility for transformation, as it is tested by
us in the experiment, we come to know their
new autonomy. The spiritual measure of the clas-
sicists is the analysis of what up until this time
had been a presumed unity of rhythmic-tonal
shape into two autonomous quantities, separated
in their manipulation. (Georgiades 1953, pp. 50,
53-54)

Whereas Riemann attempted to wed meter
to a rhythmic content, Georgiades conceives of
a leeres Takt, a measure emptied of all content.
And although Georgiades in the preceding
quotation speaks of metrical uniformity, he in-
sists that the Classical measure, freed from con-
tent and in essence discontinuous, is itself the
site of an absolute presence. Georgiades conceives
of the “pre-Classical” as a relatively homoge-
neous realm of feeling wherein tone and time
are coordinated, rather like the voices of the old
polyphony. What is novel, and perhaps tragic, in
the late-eighteenth-century Viennese world of
form is the radical separation of form and con-
tent—a world in which the “otherness” (read
individuality) of content breaks free from the re-
straint of form. Takt no longer measures the
temporal passage of a rhythmic content. Rather,
content explodes in a diversity of character that
exceeds measure. The measure, on the other
hand, released from its Matthesonian function
of eternally housing an infinite variety of rhyth-
mic contents, is now free to pursue an indepen-
dent course that will lead, ultimately, to an intu-
ition of ‘absolute” time. In order to save the
measure from the determinism of a repetition of
the same, Georgiades conceives of each measure
as autonomous, existing for itself alone, unde-
termined, present simultaneously with other
measures in a “polyphony” of unconditioned,
self-willed moments.

The Classical phrase (Satz) is, like the measure,
an autonomous constituent. But unlike the empty
measure, which is conceived as pure durational
quantity (i.e., filled with “time”), the phrase is a

closed entity already filled with content, a fester
Korper. For Georgiades there is no hierarchy—
phrase and measure are incommensurate:

If one endeavors correctly to understand the
[Classical] phrase-structure one has no choice but
to ascertain the highly original manner in which it
is structured: nothing continuous, each member is
in itself compact—rtor itself closed, a solid body,
heterogeneous with the other members; the suc-
cession, broken by fits and starts, for itself inexplic-
able. . . . The symmetry [of Classical phrase con-
struction] is, one might say, a sort of straw man.
The guiding spirit is the new and specifically Clas-
sical concept of the measure. This new concept of
measure can be designated as a correlate and a rec-
iprocal concept to the concept of the “solid body”
for the Classical phrase. ... With the Classicists the
solid, compact figures indeed appear of their own
accord; they capture their position and maintain it
whether they be in conflict with the measure or in
coordination with the measure. The combined ef-
fect of these two elements is what above all deter-
mines the countenance of the properly Classical.
(Georgiades 1951, pp. 85—86)

In Georgiades’ vision, measures and phrases
emerge as particular, self-enclosed expressions of
the here and now. Their multiplicity creates a
new, discontinuous “polyphony” of moments
freely combined, overlapped, and contrasted in
character, in metrical weight, and in length—ac-
tive and interactive like the characters of a drama.

In such a compositional technique there emerges
the impression of a pure, inexplicable freedom:
shapes which flare up out of the void; unprece-
dented in their autonomy, fully plastic, graspable
with the hands, accepting their place in space, un-
concerned with their neighbors. . . . Whereas with
polyphony we thus confront undivided lines ad-
vancing through the piece, we stand here before
singular, closed shapes that lead their own, metri-
cally individual lives; before individual “solid bod-
ies” that assert themselves in the simultaneity of
their co-existence. Thus, there arises here what we
may, for good reason, call “polymeter.” (Geor-
giades 1951, p. 95)

If phrase as fester Korper and measure as leere
Takt are for themselves independent objects, they
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nevertheless represent an essential component or
pole of unity and wholeness. They constitute the
sensuous foreground that is organized by and that
itself gives shape to the constructive background.
The latter is a structural, harmonic background
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or “scaffolding”—prerhythmic,” “premetric,” a
“uniform-gray foundation” that is given a defi-
nite shape by the rhythmic-metric foreground.
The succession of tonal cadences is “like a sea of
harmony, a homogeneous ground, a coursing, un-
differentiated undercurrent” (Georgiades 1951, p.
92). Indeed, one of the more remarkable features
of Georgiades’ opposition of foreground and
background is its inversion of the customary op-
position of the contributions of tone and meter
to rhythm, where tonal relations are generally re-
garded as dynamic, unfettered agents of musical
motion and meter is regarded as Geriist—a more
or less automatic, mechanical (uniform-gray) reg-
ulator of motion vivified by tone:

The foreground is freely animated, as if here the
naked forces of nature held sway. However, in ani-
mation it thereby draws its legitimacy from an invis-
ible background. (This separation is not without
analogy to the distinction between measure on the
one hand and the solid shapes on the other.) Thus
emerges a tension, an enlivening interaction be-
tween the scaffolding and the sensible, rhythmic-
melodic-textural shaping of the foreground—on
the one hand, a constructive principle; on the other,
embodied characters created through music and
placed on the stage. In the customary way of think-
ing, however, one identifies the foreground simply
with the composition. In this way, one views the
work merely as a naturalistic form. Thus, character-
istically, one supposes that the framework of the
composition is understood simply through an iden-
tification of periods, concatenations of phrases,
overlappings, and so forth; in reality, however, this
sort of analysis does not even correctly understand
the foreground. It ignores the living source of the
Classical phrase, the fact that several metrical struc-
tures can endure simultaneously as co-present. . . .
This analysis awakens the false idea that a phrase
must become effaced when another takes its place,
since at any given moment only one metrical order
is admitted as being operative. . . . This method thus
comprehends neither the polymetric phenomenon
nor the relation of this phenomenon to the back-
ground. (Georgiades 1951, pp. 95-96)

However, this characterization of the fore-
ground does not touch on the “prerhythmic”
meaning of measure itself—the leere Takt that
precedes the “shaping of the foreground.” In this
sense, measure is indeed abstract and, for Geor-
giades, an abstraction that reflects the new con-
ceptual world of the late eighteenth century. In a
remarkable conflation of musical style and meta-
physics, Georgiades maintains that the new
“Classical,” Kantian concept of time is itself con-
cretized or embodied in the actual music of the
period—in the mature works of Haydn and
Mozart:

From the perspective of compositional technique

. the empty measure, independent from its
rhythmic filling-out, is manipulated by the Classi-
cal masters as an individual substance |Wesenheit|.
It has come to be an autonomous factor in com-
position. One might almost say: A musical idea can
be composed of an empty measure, solely from the
concept of “measure”. This measure, freed from
any material, now has the power to hold the het-
erogeneous members together, precisely because
nothing material is to be found in the measure it-
self’ that could be set in conflict with it. (Geor-
giades 1951, p. 86)

It functions as a pure system of relationships which
creates unity only in the mind’s eye. This repre-
sents, however, the ultimate abstraction possible
within a craft: to operate with a factor which has
become pure form (in Kant’s meaning), which has
rid itself completely of substance [Materie]. We are
reminded that the same year, 1781, which marks
the beginning of the mature classical period
(Haydn’s quartets op. 33 and Mozart’s Abduction
from the Seraglio) also brought the Kantian pure
forms of perception, i.e., space and time; and it
seems reasonable to appeal to the concept of ab-
solute time and that of absolute measure |7Taktbe-
griff | as parallel turning points in the intellectual-
cultural history of Western civilization. . . . The
freedom of the Viennese classical masters is the
freedom propounded by Kant: it is realized by at-
taining the last possible point of departure from
which meaning in its absolute sense can be
grasped. This last foothold is the “unity of appercep-
tion.” This requires, however, the ultimate exertion
of our person, our powers of apperception, our
mental activity. The Viennese classical masters pur-
sued conceptualization in the application of musi-
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cal techniques so far that they reached the outer-
most confines of musical possibility. The next in-
stance, from which the work can still be compre-
hended as autonomously meaningtul, is the purely
conceptual, which has no analogy in musical sub-
stance. One step further, and debilitation of the
musical language as autonomous language is the
result. (Georgiades 1982, pp. 112—-113)

For Georgiades the new, radical discontinuity
in which individual measures and measure groups
break from the homogeneous train as an unpre-
dictable, unpredetermined multiplicity of frag-
ments, shards (Splittern, Fetzen), each with its own,
particular Bewegungsimpuls (Georgiades 1951, p.
76) contrasts with the continuity of pre-Classical
music and reveals a new time-consciousness—a
concentration on the “now” and a departure from
any intuition (such as Mattheson’s) of “eternal re-
turn.” In the old music there was

a process of continuous unfolding . . . Past, present
and future there form an unbroken whole. Time
was not realized as an independent element. The
classical format, on the other hand, which corre-
sponds to the attitude of the theater, is discontinu-
ous; in the course of its progress unexpected forces
intervene which alter its movement. In classical
music time can no longer be calculated in advance.
We become conscious of it as an independent ele-
ment. The Viennese classical technique consists in
our becoming conscious of time. Temporality
forces its way in. Through its emphasis on the
here-and-now, that former epic unity has broken
apart into present and future. Only Viennese classi-
cal music comprehends the consecration of the
moment. (Georgiades 1982, p. 113)

But only present and indefinite future: the causal
past must be exorcised for there to be freedom.
In this way, Georgiades has clearly pointed to the
central problem of musical meter—the problem
of reconciling the determinacy of meter as law
with the spontaneity of rhythm as the experi-
ence of a novel present. But we must ask
whether the renunciation of the past in an ab-
solute “now” (or the renunciation of the future
in an “eternal return”) in fact corresponds to the
temporality of musical experience. And we must
ask if this problem can be solved by positing ex-
traordinary temporalities for various styles. Cer-

tainly, styles are particular “worlds” for feeling.
But certainly, too, if there is time there is be-
coming, and if there is becoming there is a pre-
sent from which a real past and a real future can
be distinguished but not separated. I will assert
here (and argue in sequel) that the process of
becoming is inescapable and that each particular
“style” is a world in which becoming is rhyth-
mically shaped.

There may indeed be an ‘aesthetic arrest”
—as Stephen Dedalus says, “an esthetic stasis, an
ideal pity or an ideal terror, a stasis called forth,
prolonged and at last dissolved by what I call the
rhythm of beauty.” This is a halt “in the presence
of whatsoever is grave and constant in human suf-
terings,” but for Joyce in A Portrait of the Artist as a
Young Man this is not an arrest of time, an eternal,
original present, or an absolute now point—it is a
“tragic emotion” wherein we are raised above
tear and desire. Least of all is it “a consciousness of
time as an independent element.” There is, most
certainly, a perennial wish to escape from the
past—from regret and mourning (memory)—
and to escape the uncertainty of the future (or the
certainty of the future as death). But such a wish
is driven by fear and desire.

Henri Bergson regards the sort of “arrest”
that Georgiades (together with Karlheinz Stock-
hausen) identifies with “the consecration of the
moment” as a form of what he calls “diluted”
duration—an experience in which the past is
no longer “concentrated” in the present. But far
from regarding such “timelessness” as a mark of
freedom, Bergson argues that such a movement
in the direction of extension or spatiality reduces
freedom and will and results in a lapse into de-
terminism and passivity. I will return to Berg-
son’s analysis in the conclusion of this study
when we turn to questions of rhythmic experi-
ence in music from the early postwar years—the
time when composers began speaking of a “spa-
tialization” of musical time and a concentration
on the moment and when Georgiades presented
his idea of the Classical now.

I have argued that the concept of meter as a
fixed quantitative-numerical order has the ap-
peal of bringing the vagaries and uncertainties of
becoming under our control. And yet, from the
opinions we have reviewed in this chapter, it
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seems, too, that there is a deep mistrust of the
law of return that bespeaks a fear of law as com-
pulsion. Georgiades frees meter from law or reg-
ularity by severing the measure from past and
future, but in doing so he must ignore a central

feature of meter—the comparison of durational
quantity and the judgment of equality and ratio.
Georgiades’ meter can become assimilated to the
freedom and spontaneity of rhythm only by be-
coming irrational.



FOUR

TERAETT

Distinctions of Rhythm and

Meter in Three Influential
American Studies

In the preceding review of opinion concerning

sidered only German-speaking theorists from

the relation of meter and rhythm, I have con-

the mid-nineteenth to the mid-twentieth cen-
tury, many of whose works touch on problems
of temporality. A concern with “philosophical”
questions of time became unfashionable after
‘World War II except in the avant-garde’s fascina-
tion with an absolute now. Neumann’ is the
last systematic attempt to bring a temporal and
vaguely Goethean perspective to questions of
musical rhythm (Hauptmann’s is the first). And
yet, if interest in traditional questions of tempo-
rality has waned, interest in problems of rhythm
and meter has not. A year after the publication
of Neumann’s Die Zeitgestalt (1959), the appear-
ance of Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard B.
Meyer’s The Rhythmic Structure of Music initiated
in the United States an interest in problems of
musical rhythm that has resulted in numerous
studies. It was followed in 1968 by Edward T.
Cone’s Musical Form and Musical Performance, a
parallel but less systematic interpretation of mu-
sical form as rhythm. Both studies are indebted
to Riemann’s work, but they go much further in
detaching rhythm from counting.

Like Lorenz, Cone explicitly equates rhythm
and form:

48

Musical form, as I conceive it, is basically rhythmic.
.. .Just as, in a normal musical period, the an-
tecedent phrase stands in some sense as an upbeat
to the consequent, so in larger forms one entire
section can stand as an upbeat to the next. And if,
as I believe, there is a sense in which a phrase can
be heard as an upbeat to its own cadence, larger
and larger sections can also be so apprehended. A
completely unified composition could then con-
stitute a single huge rhythmic impulse, completed
at the final cadence. (Cone 1968, pp. 25—26)

3

Asking how to achieve a “valid and eftective
performance,” Cone answers, “by discovering
and making clear the rhythmic life of a compo-
sition. If I am right in locating musical form in
rhythmic structure, it is the fundamental answer”
(p- 31). And again, “valid performance depends
primarily on the perception and communication
of the rhythmic life of a composition. That is to
say, we must first discover the rhythmic shape of
a piece—which is what is meant by its form—
and then try to make it as clear as possible to our
listeners” (pp. 38—39).

In describing the rhythmic shape of music (as
form and per-formance) Cone uses the language
of metrical theory very freely, perhaps because of
the kinesthetic, gestural conotations familiar to
upbeat,”’
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musicians in terms such as “downbeat,
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and “anacrusis.” However, Cone’s upbeats and
downbeats are not metrical. They mark, or
rather characterize, phases of musical “motion”
and not groupings of equal durational units.
Motion in this sense might be thought of as the
active coherence of a duration. For Cone, this
duration is articulated by two such downbeats—
one initial and the other cadential, one a mo-
ment of departure and the other a moment of
arrival. It should be noted here that although
Cone uses the expression “point of arrival,” it is
clear that he conceives of such “points” as mo-
ments or phases rather than as durationless in-
stants. Beginning and ending are not separated
from the motion that begins and ends. Thus, in
considering the musical phrase as “a microcosm
of the composition” (i.e., the bearer of a process
that takes place also on “higher levels”), Cone
suggests that “an initial downbeat is marked by a
kind of accent that implies a following dimenu-
endo; a cadential downbeat suggests rather the
goal of a crescendo” (p. 27).

A “large-scale” upbeat is an initial downbeat
that relinquishes some of its initial stability by be-
coming in some sense subordinate to the goal it
leads to. “If the cadence, as the goal of the mo-
tion, is felt as even stronger than the initial down-
beat, then the phrase does indeed become in a
sense an expanded upbeat followed by a down-
beat, the initial downbeat thereby accepting a re-
duced role as ‘the downbeat of the upbeat’” (p.
27). It is important to note that in Cone’s view,
the upbeat, as beginning, is not fixed. Rather, the
upbeat, although it has a “fixed point” of begin-
ning, becomes or emerges as an upbeat during its
progress to the cadential goal.

Cone’s distinction between rhythm and
meter rests, in part, on the observation that meter
operates on the small scale of measures and “hy-
permeasures’” (which for Cone rarely exceed two
bars) but does not extend to larger units. Thus,
the rhythm of a piece of music cannot be re-
garded simply as an accumulation of measures or
as a single measure writ large. Where meter gives
way to an essentially different form of rhythmic
organization is at the level of phrase:

The classical phrase has often been analyzed as an
alternation of strong and weak measures, on an

analogy with strong and weak beats within a mea-
sure. In other words, the larger rhythmic structure
is treated simply as metric structure on a higher
level. Now, I do not deny that such alternation
often occurs, especially in the case of short, fast
measures; but I insist that on some level this metric
principle of parallel balance must give way to a
more organic rhythmic principle that supports the
melodic and harmonic shape of the phrase and
justifies its acceptance as a formal unit. Such a
principle must be based on the highly abstract
concept of musical energy. (Cone 1968, p. 26)

However, Cone’s reluctance to extend meter to
the level of phrase and beyond is not based solely
on a claim that we do not perceive such extended
measures. He also regards the failure of meter to
accede to rhythm proper as an inherent short-
coming of meter itself and not simply as a percep-
tual limitation. Cone argues that “the shortcoming
of all attempts to invoke mechanically at higher
levels the metrical arrangement of beats in a mea-
sure (or of measures within a hypermeasure)” re-
sults from the “uniformity” or homogeneity of
metrical replications: “The resulting pattern, since
it is indefinitely repeatable, fails to support the
other aspects of musical form, for it contributes
nothing to the progress of the piece toward its
goal. This is why meter, as I have suggested, must
yield to a more organic rhythmic principle” (p.
40). The metric principle of “parallel balance” or
the repeated alternation of strong and weak thus
lacks the dynamic continuity of rhythmic motion
or “musical energy,” a continuity characterized by
progress rather than repetition and a continuity
that arises from tonal motion.

Cone’s often quoted metaphor for musical
motion is a thrown ball:

If T throw a ball and you catch it, the completed
action must consist of three parts: the throw, the
transit and the catch. There are, so to speak, two
fixed points: the initiation of the energy and the
goal toward which it is directed; the time and
distance between them are spanned by the moving
ball. [The qualification “so to speak” is well placed,
for fixed points will never lead to motion.| In the
same way, the typical musical phrase consists of an
initial downbeat (/), a period of motion (),
and a point of arrival marked by a cadential down-
beat (\). (1968, pp. 26—27)
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Again, although Cone designates two points
and an intervening span, the concept of energy
welds the three components into a continuous
whole. The energy of the initial impulse extends
through the entire duration, and its directedness
is realized in the entire completed gesture. Many
musicians have found this image compelling, I
think, because from it Cone has developed a co-
gent treatment of rhythm as something distinct
from the regularity of meter—an understanding
of rhythm that exceeds measurement and homo-
geneous repetition and that corresponds to our
intuition of rhythm as fluid gesture.

In a different way but toward similar ends,
Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard Meyer have also
argued for a separation of rhythm and meter. In
many ways their separation of rhythm and meter
seems sharper than Cone’s because the distinc-
tion does not depend upon scale—rhythm is
from the beginning detached from meter. How-
ever, I shall argue that, in practice, Cooper and
Meyer actually fuse meter and rhythm in order
to create a structural hierarchy that extends from
the smallest to the largest levels of duration.
Their treatment of rhythm is much more de-
tailed, systematic, and comprehensive than Cone’s
and involves explicit discussion of some basic 1s-
sues of musical process— continuity, the indeter-
minacy of events as they are in the process of
taking shape, comprehensibility, and the activity
of attention. Although Cooper and Meyer also
speak of motion, energy, and tension, these
terms gain precision in reference to closely de-
scribed acts of musical hearing. Rhythm is
treated as a perceptual activity and is thus re-
garded as constructive and synthetic. It is not
simply a more or less continuous span of motion,
but the particular way groupings of events, at all
levels of duration, emerge for our attention.

Cooper and Meyer define meter as “the mea-
surement of the number of pulses between more
or less regularly recurring accents” (1960, p. 4).
Rhythm, on the other hand, is “the way in which
one or more unaccented beats are grouped in re-
lation to an accented one” (p. 6). Here “beat”
must not be taken too literally—the range of
things regarded as rhythmically accented or un-
accented extends from submetrical divisions to
entire sections of music.

The way in which “beats” are grouped is de-

scribed, though not measured, by a small reper-
tory of grouping types. These types represent
three fundamental classes of musical events: be-
ginning-accented (trochee, ~ 7, or dactyl, = 7 7),
middle-accented (amphibrach, © = 7), and end-
accented (tamb, ™ 7, or anapest, * 7 7). Beginning-
and end-accented events, however, are assigned
two types to reflect a fundamental distinction of
duple and triple grouping. (Middle-accented
events are by definition triple.) There can be
only one accented beat or moment in a group
because accent is a mark of distinction and thus
a unique marking that organizes and defines the
group: where there is more than one accent
there is more than one group. Reminiscent of
Koch’s Ruhepunkt, “the accented beat is the focal
point, the nucleus of the rhythm, around which
the unaccented beats are grouped and in relation
to which they are heard” (p. 8). Rhythmic ac-
cent is a focal point of our attention but, unlike
the accent of meter, it does not necessarily mark
the beginning of a duration. In fact, Cooper and
Meyer, like Cone and Riemann—and for much
the same reason—tend to favor end-accented
grouping, particularly in the larger durations that
require a grouping of groups:

Beginning groups, simply because they are be-
ginnings, seem to be leading or moving toward a
conclusion and therefore expectation is directed
toward and emphasizes (accents) the completing
groups or units. An antecedent appears to be di-
rected toward the consequent which is its goal.
And this goal is stable, focal, and accented in
comparison with the motion which precedes it.
(Cooper and Meyer 1960, p. 61)

The difference between rhythm and meter
may perhaps best be illustrated if we try to give
some perceptual reality to what is generally con-
sidered to be meter apart from rhythm. For exam-
ple, 3/4 meter is normally regarded as a grouping
of three equal beats or, conversely, as the division
of a given duration into three equal parts, in
which grouping or division the first part is ac-
cented relative to the second and third, thus: 3/4
= j j But this is already rhythm (a dactyl),
and if there is a distinction between rhythm and
meter, this cannot also be meter. However, there
are factors involved in the description of this
metrical “event” that are not included in a de-
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scription of its thythm. Rhythm, in Cooper and
Meyer’s view, says nothing about equality of du-
rations (three equal beats) or a “given,” quantita-
tively determinate duration (divided into three
equal parts, or three beats long). In fact, the ex-
ample I gave, if it is meant to be played or heard,
is not itself meter. It is a measure and, therefore,
something concrete, rather than the abstract
measurement of 3/4 time that could reside in a
countless variety of 3/4 measures. Thus, 3/4
J J J is no more 3/4, or necessa{ﬂy a better ex-
ample of 3/4, than 3/4 ) ) J]]. In this way,
meter could be regarded as a potentiality for
rhythm—a not entirely determinate order that
logically precedes rhythmic determination. On
several occasions Cooper and Meyer imply
something like this:

Meter is not simply a matter of regularly recurring
dynamic intensification. It is a set of proportional
relationships, an ordering framework of accents
and weak beats within which rhythmic groupings
take place. It constitutes the matrix out of which
rhythm arises.

Rhythm is independent of meter in the sense that
any one of the rhythmic groupings given above
[the five grouping types] can occur in any type of
metric organization. For instance, an iambic group-
ing can occur in duple or triple meter. In other
words, rhythm can vary within a given metric or-
ganization. (Cooper and Meyer 1960, pp. 96, 6)

However, Cooper and Meyer do not pursue
this distinction and, in practice, treat meter as
something that is no less concrete and determi-
nate than rhythm. The function of meter for
rhythm is to supply a special sort of accent. Its
function is not, however, to supply quantitatively
determinate durational units. For this reason,
Cooper and Meyer’s rthythmic groupings rarely
correspond to bars, and there is no requirement
that beats be of equal duration.

Although rhythm 1s not—and knows nothing
of—measurement, it can coincide with equal or
measured durations. Thus, a rhythm can coin-
cide with a measure (as in the first example of
3/4 given above); or a rhythm can coincide with
a “morphological length,”—that is, a (quantita-
tive) durational unit composed of more than one
measure; or a rhythm can coincide with a form,

conceived as an arrangement of discrete parts (as
in the form AABA). If there is such a correspon-
dence, Cooper and Meyer say that the duration
is both a morphological length and a rhythm, or
both a form and a rhythm. And if it is both, there
is no longer any reason to make a distinction.
“Form [or length, or measure], then, may coin-
cide with and be a rhythm, or it may not” (p.
147). Although forms or lengths or measures
emerge as separate from rhythm only when they
conflict with rhythm, they must remain inher-
ently different principles if there is a possibility
for conflict. By comparison, measures, lengths,
and forms are static, and Cooper and Meyer do
not devote much attention to these categories
apart from their contrast to rhythm or “move-
ment in music and the issue of this movement in
the generalized feeling we call rthythm” (p. 125).

Meter, morphological length, and form are
each hierarchical, but unlike the hierarchy of
rhythm, these hierarchies are limited—none ex-
tends through the entire range of durations, from
smallest division to the whole. And since each is
a separate principle, they do not compose, as
rhythm does, a single hierarchy. Meter extends as
far as the measure or hypermeasure (i.e., Cone’s
hypermeasure—what Cooper and Meyer call a
“reduction to measure” or “reducing a measure
to the status of a beat,” pp. 156—157). Beyond
this level, morphological length takes over the
function of measurement (thus, four-bar lengths
sum to eight- or twelve-bar lengths, etc.). Form
occurs at the highest durational levels. It uses
lengths, as lengths use measures, but reinterprets
them as parts of a pattern of essentially qualitative
distinctions (varied repetition, contrast, return—
as, for example, in the representation A A' B A).

Although morphological lengths and form
can be more easily dispensed with in the analysis
of rhythm, meter, since it also presents the dis-
tinctions of accent and “unaccent,” is more diffi-
cult to detach from rhythm. Cooper and Meyer
are frequently troubled by the character of this
opposition:

The interaction of rhythm and meter is a complex
one. On the one hand, the objective organization
of a piece of music—the temporal relationships,
melodic and harmonic structure, dynamics, and so
forth—creates accents and weak beats (unaccents)
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and defines their relationships. And these accents
and unaccents, when they occur with some regu-
larity, would seem to specity the meter. In this
sense the elements which produce rhythm also
produce meter. . . . On the other hand, meter can
apparently be independent of rhythm, not only in
the sense that it can exist in the absence of any de-
finitive rhythmic organization, but also in the
sense that rhythmic organization can conflict with
and work against an established meter. Thus, for
instance, beats which might become accents (po-
tential accents) or which actually are accented may
be at odds with the accentual scheme established
in the meter. Conversely, beats which for melodic,
harmonic, or other reasons would naturally be
weak may be forced because of the meter to be-
come accents. While such conflicts of natural
rhythmic groups with metric structure constitute
disturbances which tend to modify grouping, they
need not necessarily result in a change of meter.
Rather they may produce either stressed weak
beats or forced accentuation. (Cooper and Meyer
1960, p. 88)

The qualification “apparently” in the preced-
ing quotation alerts us to the problematic nature
of the opposition. That meter “can exist in the
absence of any definitive rhythmic organization”
means that meter can be regarded as an abstrac-
tion (as we saw previously in the difficulties in-
volved in an attempt to represent 3/4 meter by
giving it concrete content). This abstraction, I
think, is responsible for the externality of meter
“established” that can
“force” the accentuation of “naturally” weak
beats.

In practice, however, Cooper and Meyer are

as something given or

loath to call a metrical accent unaccented (or
vice versa). The only examples they cite in
which such reinterpretation might seem to take
place are cases in which there is metrical con-
flict between simultaneously sounding parts or
melody and accompaniment (for example, De-
bussy’s Prelude no. 6, from Book 1, example
166), real metrical ambiguity (Schoenberg’s op.
19/1, example 192, or Bruckner’s Ninth Sym-
phony, example 108), or a discrepancy between
actual and notated meter (the second move-
ment of Mozart’s Jupiter Symphony, example
105, or the second movement of Beethoven’s
Eighth Symphony, example 110). In none of
these cases is a real (i.e., perceived) metrical ac-

cent converted into a rhythmic “unaccent”—if
something is perceived, it cannot be “unper-
ceived” (though we can, of course, come to bet-
ter understand its function as more context de-
velops). Instead, conflict arises only where ac-
cents are unreal or potential. Metrical accents
are unreal where they do not, in fact, occur or,
equivalently, where they are suppressed. Of
course, to say that there is something that does
not occur or that is suppressed means that the
thing exists in some sense. The reality of meter
lies in the accents and groupings it creates.
‘What is not so real is the abstraction that allows
us to speak of “it” as a grouping of ideal, equal
units that underlie any particular expression of
meter. Cooper and Meyer do not generally
consider these ideal units as real. For example, a
dotted half note initiating a 4/4 measure is
treated as one accented duration and not as a
composite of accented and unaccented parts,
for there is no real accent on the “third beat.”

Cooper and Meyer’s suggestion of the possi-
bility notwithstanding, I have found in their text
only one example in which real metrical accents
are shown to conflict with real rhythmic accents,
or in which beats “which actually are accented
may be at odds with the accentual scheme estab-
lished in the meter.” In this case (an analysis of
Chopin’s Etude op. 10, no. 9, example 134), the
rhythmic accent is agogic—the first half of a 6/8
bar, composed of three eighth notes, is weak,
followed by a strong beat composed of a quar-
ter and an eighth. Although similar situations
abound in the examples, they are not analyzed in
this way. Of course, they could in principle be so
analyzed, and that such conflicts are not repre-
sented might simply be the result of simplifying
analytic representations. But it is significant that
Cooper and Meyer do not choose to represent
such conflicts and are satisfied to allow metrical
accents to stand for rhythmic accents. More to
the point, these conflicts of metrical accent and
rhythmic accent are not to be resolved in favor of
rhythmic accent; that is, metrical accent is treated
as a type of rhythmic accent (it produces a rhyth-
mic grouping), and so the conflict is that between
two rhythmic interpretations—not between a
metrical and a rhythmic interpretation.

There are examples of “beats which might
have become accents (potential accents)” being
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EXAMPLE 4.1

Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard B. Meyer, The Rhythmic

Structure of Music, example 103. Copyright © 1960 by University of Chicago Press.

Reprinted by permission.
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actually unaccented and examples of “beats
which for melodic, harmonic, and other reasons
would naturally be weak” being “forced because
of the meter to become accents.” An illustration
of this first case is shown in Cooper and Meyer’s
example 103, the opening of the second move-
ment from the Jupiter Symphony (reproduced as
our example 4.1).

To translate the analytic symbols: the two in-
terlocked brackets below bars 1 and 2 show two
rhythms—the first
accented (~7) and the second end-accented (7 7);
the two shared unaccented beats are “fused” (~~
as a single unaccented unit that begins with a
“stress” (/). The A in measure 1 and the Bb in
measure 2 are regarded as “potential accents [that]
are forced to act as weak beats” (pp. 90—-91). A and
Bb are stressed (but not accented) and so could
conceivably be treated as accented. But they are
not. We might say that “the meter” prevents them
from being accented, but it would be difficult here
to abstract meter from all the factors that create
this particular metrical feeling we call 3/4; for ex-
ample, the tonic F and A in the first measure
“moving to” the dominant E and Bb in the second
measure, or the change of bass from F to G, or the

overlapping beginning-

contour of the melodic line (the ascending inter-
vals: F—A and E—Bb). Thus, if there is a conflict, it

would seem to spread beyond meter per se to arise
also “for melodic, harmonic, or other reasons.” To
argue for the separation of rhythm and meter,
Cooper and Meyer must here treat meter as an ab-
stract order that logically precedes and opposes the
“natural accentuation” of rhythm.

Syncopation is treated as a special case in
which metrical accent conflicts with stress. “The
term ‘syncopation’ refers to a tone which enters
where there is no pulse on the primary metrical
level (the level on which beats are counted or
felt) and where the following beat on the pri-
mary metric level is either absent (a rest) or sup-
pressed (tied)” (pp. 99—100). Cooper and Meyer
give as an example of syncopation the opening
of the Minuet from Mozart’s G Minor Sym-
phony (see example 4.2).

The Bb in bar 1 is marked in their notation as
a stressed (/) unaccented () beat that initiates a
middle-accented (amphibrachic) group composed
of three unaccented beats, “fused” as a single com-
ponent, followed by an accented beat (G) and an
unaccented beat (D) in bar 3. Since the Bb is tied,
the metrical accent at the beginning of the sec-
ond measure is suppressed. The suppression func-
tions to intensify the accent in bar 3 and thus to
define the rhythm of the passage as iambic, as is
shown at level 2.1 As Cooper and Meyer write:

1. Incidentally, this is also a case of a morphological
length that is not a rhythm: as shown at level 3, the first
group is initially assumed to be accented, but with the ar-
rival of the second group it is reinterpreted as unac-

cented. Presumably, the next phrase will provide the ac-
cent that will create an anapestic rhythm on the third
level—thus, two morphological lengths are combined
(3+3 = 6 measures), but no rhythm is produced.
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EXAMPLE 4.2 Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard B. Meyer, The Rhythmic Struc-
ture of Music, example 116. Copyright © 1960 by University of Chicago Press.

Reprinted by permission.
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The mind, searching for the focal stability of an
accent with reference to which it can group weak
beats, places particular stress on the subsequent
downbeat. Furthermore, the stronger the potential
of the unrealized accent—the stronger it would
have been had it not been suppressed—the more
effective the syncopation and the more forceful
the impulse toward the next accent. (Cooper and
Meyer 1960, p. 103)

Of course, the potential of the accent begin-
ning bar 2 is very clearly realized in all the other
orchestral parts; otherwise, there might be no
syncopation. The conflict here arises because
metrical accent both is and isn’t. The accent is
heard, for otherwise we could not hear syncopa-
tion or suppression, but it is not realized in the
melody. In this case, meter is not treated as some-
thing abstract—as an ideal division or addition
of equal durations. There is a palpable metrical
accent at the beginning of bar 2. The tied Bb in
bar 2 is said to conflict with meter by not realiz-
ing the metrical accent. But the conflict does not
result in the establishment of an antimetrical ac-
cent. The Bb in bar 1, although stressed, remains
unaccented (7) in conformity with the meter—
if it were to be accented, the conflict would be a
metrical conflict and also a rhythmic conflict, not
a conflict of thythm and meter. Note also that
there is no conflict here between meter and
grouping— Cooper and Meyer do not regard
groups that begin with an unaccented beat as
conflicting with meter.

I would like to consider one other situation
that involves the suppression of metrical accents.
In very fluid passages that are not very strongly
marked metrically, Cooper and Meyer often dis-
pense with metrical accents, although they do
not explicitly call this a conflict of meter and

rhythm. For example, in their analysis of Cho-
pin’s Prelude in Eb Major, shown in example 4.3
(Cooper and Meyer 1960, example 132), the
first two bars are viewed as an extended anacru-
sis to the accented beginning of the third bar.

The rhythm is anapestic. The group begins
with an unaccented beat followed by the down-
beat of the first bar, which at first seems ac-
cented (and is accented in relation only to the
preceding beat) but then turns out to be part of
a large anacrusis that leads to an accent in bar 3
and its unaccented “afterbeat.” Again, there is no
conflict between meter and rhythm—at no
point does a rhythmic accent occur simultane-
ously with a metrical “unaccent.” There is no
displacement or syncopation, and nothing is
forced to become what it is not. However, the
quarter-note amphibrachic groupings (7 7 7)
shown in bars 3 and 4 do not appear in the
analysis of the first two bars. Such a persistent,
homogeneous rhythmic level could have ap-
peared in the analysis, but Cooper and Meyer
have chosen not to represent it in order to show
the unbrokenness of a motion that leads to a
moment of arrival in measure 3. Of course, there
are articulations and groupings within the first
two measures—eighth-note triplets are grouped
in patterns of three (7 " or ” ™ 7) to provide a
feeling of pulse, and pulses are grouped (T~ 7 or
“ 7 7) to provide a feeling of triple meter. Cer-
tainly, there are grounds for hearing the articula-
tion of two measures—the figure in the right
hand in measure 1 is repeated an octave higher
in measure 2, and in measure 2 the bass changes
pattern and register. However, a conventional
metrical analysis (perhaps extended to the level
of four-bar hypermeasures), since it rests upon
the generality and homogeneity of meter, will
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EXAMPLE 4.3 Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard B. Meyer, The
Rhythmic Structure of Music, example 132. Copyright © 1960 by
University of Chicago Press. Reprinted by permission.
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not easily capture the particularity of the passage
or the expression required of the performer.
“The performer cannot afford to play according
to the unthinking principle, ‘stress the first beat
of the bar, or he will readily fall into a constant
subsidiary amphibrach grouping. Chopin, for
him, might as well have written as in Example
132b.” (See our example 4.3.) The point is well
taken. Meter, as usually understood, is the same
in both cases, but the effect is radically differ-
ent. And by suppressing metrical description,
Cooper and Meyer are able to describe rhythm
as motion, energy, and gesture:

At the beginning of the piece ... the anacrusis sails
up from the B-flat to the G with a sense of contin-
uous movement through an unobstructed arpeggio
and without any minor groupings except for that of
the opening B-flat and its anticipation. One might
call this anacrusis a lyrical one, or, perhaps, a con-
templative one. The feeling which arises from it is
rather like that which arises from seeing a speeded-
up moving picture of a bud gradually opening into
a flower. The tension with which we await the ap-
pearance of the full-blown flower is rather like the
tension with which we await the reversal of move-
ment (to F and E-flat) in measure 3 of the Prelude;
it is a tension of calm rather than one of agita-
tion. . . . The contemplative tension of the initial
anacrusis is an essential part of the character of this
piece. (Cooper and Meyer 1960, p. 126)

I maintain that the conflict for Cooper and
Meyer between rhythm and meter has less to do
with a dichotomy within perception than with
an incongruity in modes of description, and
that this conflict is not fully resolved. Although
they define meter as the measurement of pulses,

Cooper and Meyer do not treat meter as mea-
surement or quantity, but as an actual pattern or
grouping. From this perspective, the possibility
of regarding meter as rhythm might be opened
by defining meter as a special sort or aspect of
rhythm. Thus, if rhythm is “the way in which
one or more unaccented beats are grouped in
relation to an accented one,” meter could per-
haps be defined as the way in which one or
more equal unaccented beats are grouped in re-
lation to an initial accented one. Cooper and
Meyer’s concept of rhythm, in fact, resembles
meter by requiring a single accent to define a
group (and by categorizing groups as either
duple or triple). In this respect, Cone’s separa-
tion of meter and rhythm is far more radical. As
Cone states, “My analysis thus differs from that
of Cooper and Meyer, in its attempt to distin-
guish three types of ‘strong’ points: the initial,
the terminal, and the medial” (1968, p. 27).
Cooper and Meyer attempt to resolve the op-
position of meter and rhythm as strict versus
free or repetition versus novelty by assimilating
meter to rhythm. At the same time, they employ
the primitive distinctions of meter—accented
and unaccented beats (cohering as a unitary
duration)—in order to analyze and describe
rhythm. In this way they seek the best of both
worlds—the mobility and freedom of rhythm,
along with the distinctness and accessibility to
analysis of meter. The success of their enterprise
depends on achieving a proper balance. If there
is too great a disparity between rhythm and
meter, we risk being confronted with two theo-
ries and two analytic methods for what seems to
be a unified musical experience. If there is no
disparity, rhythm will likely be assimilated to
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meter, since meter as cyclic return is eminently
analyzable. Moreover, such an assimilation would
contradict our intuition (expressed in our use
of the word) that rhythm is something more
than meter and would make large-scale events
inaccessible to rhythmic analysis (assuming that
there are durational limits to the action of
meter).

The balance Cooper and Meyer achieve is, I
think, commendable in many ways. Meter, or at
least the effect of meter, is treated as something
concrete, genuinely temporal, and unruly. Their
analysis, although one might disagree with many
details, provides a means of discussing real issues
of musical interpretation and “phrasing” and thus
has been of considerable interest to performers.
And by fusing rhythm and meter, Cooper and
Meyer conceive an unbroken rhythmic hierarchy
that extends from the smallest to the largest artic-
ulations with no change in laws of composition.

However, this balance is precarious and in
many ways intensifies the opposition, as I have
tried to point out in considering the authors’
ambivalence toward the question. Critics of this
theory often complain that the homogeneity of
the hierarchy represents a confusion rather than
a fusion of meter and rhythmic grouping and
that the accents and “unaccents” provided on
the small scale by metrical distinctions should
not be compared to the notions of “accent” and
“unaccent” or distinctions of dependency (dom-
inant and subordinate, tension and release, ebb
and flow, departure and arrival, etc.) that might
be used to characterize the relations of phrases
or sections. Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoft, for
example, strongly criticize Cooper and Meyer
for, among other things, “thoroughly inter-
weav[ing] the properties of, and the analysis of,
grouping and meter” (1983, p. 27). This assess-
ment seems fair enough (although it will remain
to be seen whether an interweaving of grouping
and meter is, in principle, such a bad idea).

For Lerdahl and Jackendoft:

The basic elements of grouping and meter are
fundamentally different: grouping structure con-
sists of wunits organized hierarchically; metrical
structure consists of beats organized hierarchically.
As we turn to the interaction of these two musical
dimensions, it is essential not to confuse their re-
spective properties. This admonition is all the

more important because much recent theoretical
writing has confused their properties in one way
or another. (Lerdahl and Jackendoft 1983, pp.
25-26)

The Rhythmic Structure of Music is then pre-
sented as an example of this confusion. And yet,
Cooper and Meyer also sharply distinguish
grouping or, as they say, rhythmic hierarchy from
metrical hierarchy (and also from the hierarchies
of morphological length and form). However,
Cooper and Meyer do not represent the metri-
cal hierarchy in their analyses of rhythm and do
not show much interest in it, I suspect because
of its abstractness. In fact, little more than a page
of their book is devoted to the hierarchical or
“architectonic” structure of meter. In this sense,
Cooper and Meyer’s separation of meter (as
measurement and equality) and grouping (as
rhythm) is much more radical than Lerdahl and
Jackendoff’s. The considerable attention Cooper
and Meyer devote to meter concerns real ac-
cented durations. For Lerdahl and Jackendoft,
meter is exclusively measurement and equality,
and accent is without duration:

The term meter, after all, implies measuring—and
it is difficult to measure something without a fixed
interval or distance of measurement. Meter pro-
vides the means of such measuring for music; its
function is to mark off the musical flow, insofar as
possible, into equal time-spans. . . . Fundamental to
the idea of meter is the notion of periodic alterna-
tion of strong and weak beats . . . For beats to be
strong and weak there must exist a metrical hierar-
chy—two or more levels of beats.

It must be emphasized at the outset that beats, as
such, do not have duration. . . . To use a spatial
analogy: beats correspond to geometrical points
rather than to the lines drawn between them. But,
of course, beats occur in time; therefore an interval
of time—a duration—takes place between suc-
cessive beats. For such intervals we use the term
time-span. In the spatial analogy, time-spans corre-
spond to the spaces between geometric points.
Time-spans have duration, then, and beats do not.

(Lerdahl and Jackendoff 1983, pp. 19, 18)

Thus, metrical accents are durationless and
occur where two or more levels of beats coin-
cide or happen simultaneously. Construed in this
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EXAMPLE 4.4 Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of
Tonal Music, example 2.14a. Copyright © 1983 by MIT Press. Reprinted

by permission.
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way, meter is indeed problematic for Cooper and
Meyer in their attempt to incorporate metrical
distinctions in an analysis of rhythm regarded as
something intrinsically whole and undivided.
For Cooper and Meyer, numerous factors are in-
volved in creating rhythmic articulations, but
none of these factors can, even in principle, be
isolated from their interaction. For Lerdahl and
Jackendoff, however, the abstraction of meter is
useful for their attempt to define rhythm as the
interaction of discrete components, chief among
which are meter and grouping. Thus, in refer-
ence to metrical structure and grouping struc-
ture (and their analytic representations), Lerdahl
and Jackendoft insist that “even though the two
structures obviously interact, neither is intrinsi-
cally implicated in the other; that is to say they
are formally (and visually) separate” (p. 26). This
separation is made possible by a temporal dis-
tinction—that between continuity and disconti-
nuity. A representation of this distinction can be
seen in an analysis of the opening of Mozarts G
Minor Symphony, K. 550, reproduced in exam-
ple 4.4 (Lerdahl and Jackendoft 1983, example
2.14a).

Meter (which consists of beats) marks dura-
tions, but the marking is without duration; thus,
meter is inherently discontinuous and can be
represented by dots—durationless points analo-
gous to extensionless geometric points. Groups,
on the other hand, are durations (durational

“units”), and although they, too, must in some
sense be marked by durationless points of begin-
ning and ending, these points mark the begin-
ning and ending of something—that something
being inherently continuous and in itself un-
measured; thus, Lerdahl and Jackendoft represent
groups by “slurs” or continuous lines. The dif-
ferences between marking a duration and being
a duration—point and line, discontinuity and
continuity—serve to fundamentally separate
the notions of meter and grouping; meter and
grouping can become transparent to one an-
other and can be analyzed as entirely discrete,
self-sufficient components.

But, its considerable methodological advan-
tages aside, this interpretation takes from meter
something of the mobile character Cooper and
Meyer tried (problematically) to impart to it.
Meter is no longer explicitly opposed to rhythm
as “dead” to “lively” or “law” to “freedom,” and
yet something of this opposition remains in the
separation of meter as that which “mark([s] off
the musical flow” from that flow itself. “Mo-
tion,” “ebb and flow,” “tension and relaxation,”
and “the incessant breathing in and out of
music” for Lerdahl and Jackendoff require, above
all, pitch relations. Metrical accents may (or may
not) help articulate the beginning and end
points of a musical motion, but meter does not
create this motion. Between two durationless
metrical accents there is a “time span,” but there



58  Rhythm and Meter Opposed

EXAMPLE 4.5 Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of
Tonal Music, example 2.18. Copyright © 1983 by MIT Press. Reprinted by

permission.
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is no musical motion unless pitch events create
one. The continuity of motion can, however, be
ascribed to groups—primarily, to groups, such
as the musical phrase, that are initiated by a “struc-
tural beginning” and terminated by a “structural
ending” or cadence. A schematic diagram that
summarizes the characteristics of the group is
given in Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s example 2.18
and reproduced as example 4.5.

Adopting Cone’s paradigm of the thrown ball,
Lerdahl and Jackendoff identify two points (now
more literally “points”—as we have seen, Cone
was uncomfortable with this term). These points,
also durationless, are called “structural accents”
and are distinguished from metrical accents, since
they are involved in the articulation of groups.
The two structural accents do not in any sense
measure or even mark the span of the group.
They mark attack points of pitch events that
function as “points of gravity” or “pillars of tonal
organization,” and these pitch events do not nec-
essarily correspond to the temporal boundaries of
the group. Thus, the beginning structural accent
(b) may initiate the group or it may be preceded
by an anacrusis that initiates the group; the ending
structural accent, since it marks the beginning of
the cadential pitch, or the “final cadential ele-
ment” (c), never marks the end of the group.

Whereas beats mark equal durations and met-
rical accents delimit time spans, groups encompass
time spans and are durations. This difference ap-
pears graphically in Lerdahl and Jackendoft’s rep-
resentations of time spans. To indicate time spans
in metrical structures, brackets are drawn to con-
nect beats, whereas the slurs used to indicate
groups also indicate time spans; that is, the beats,

since they are durationless, are not actually parts
of the time span, which is a duration. But more
significantly, in addition to encompassing a time
span, a group—given the proper tonal organiza-
tion—can also be the bearer of a musical motion.
If within the group there is a structural beginning
and a structural ending, these two events will cre-
ate or generate a tonal motion that extends
through the entire group. Or as Lerdahl and Jack-
endoff write, “These events form an arc of tonal
motion over the duration of the group” (pp.
30—31). The structural accents are said to “articu-
late the boundaries of groups at the phrase level
and all larger grouping levels,” but since the points
of structural accent do not correspond to the ac-
tual boundaries of the group, it must be under-
stood that the arc of tonal motion is not simply a
span delimited by two points, but a continuous
process that spreads through the whole duration
of the group. In Lerdahl and Jackendoft’s theory,
all the components except for metrical structure
can involve motion since they all involve tonal re-
lations (as, for example, in the branchings pro-
vided in prolongational reduction that signify
tension and relaxation). The exceptional status of
meter in this regard stems from a view of meter as
something inherently discontinuous, in contrast
to both the dynamic continuity of tonal relations
and the continuous tonal “substance” that fill the
durations delimited by metrical beats. Moreover,
tonal organization can have nothing of the (al-
leged) homogeneity of meter. Tonal differentia-
tion and tonal “motion” arise only from contrast
and heterogeneity. And although tonal motion
can be charted and described, it cannot be mea-
sured as quantity.



Discontinuity of Number and
Continuity of lonal “Motion”

he opposition of metrical and tonal organiza-
Ttion we have observed in the work of Ler-
dahl and Jackendoff appears in many current the-
ories of musical rhythm. This disparity arises from
conceiving of duration as abstract quantity or
“time span” rather than as endurance or the pro-
cess through which something comes to endure.
“Motion,” “energy,” and “tension and relaxation”
are ascribed to things that happen “in” time (and
not to time itself). Durations, as spans of time, are
containers in which things happen and are in
themselves empty. As containers, they must be
empty in order to receive contents. The sonic
contents—tones, for example—actively fill the
passive container and can be understood as inher-
ently dynamic and mobile. Points of time or the
durations they mark are not mobile but fixed.
And if, apart from the tonal contents, there is any
process or motion between these points or within
the empty container, it can only be the motion of
time itself, in which case the container is not in
itself truly empty but is filled with time. And yet,
the time that would fill such a container is New-
tonian, absolute time that “flows equably without

relation to anything external”—that is, without
any intrinsic relation to the things that occur “in”
time. Again, we are confronted with a paradoxical
situation—meter, which, as the ordered articula-
tion of “time’s flow,” seems the most purely tem-
poral of music’s components, and which can be
felt as one of the most active, energetic, and palpa-
bly rhythmic of musical properties, can, neverthe-
less, be treated as a static grid or container for the
real motions created by tones and harmonies.

As I have suggested, this difficulty is method-
ological rather than perceptual and arises from
the way we measure musical events. All of the
theories I have reviewed engage this problem in
one way or another. I have chosen to conclude
this preliminary review with a glance toward the
metrical theory of Lerdahl and Jackendoff be-
cause their treatment of the measure as time
quantity is very explicit and clearly focuses our at-
tention on issues of continuity and discontinuity.!
Although many other theorists do not explicitly
evoke the notion of time point, this concept is
implicit in any definition of meter as quantitative
measurement numerically conceived.

1. It is also the only account I know that frankly ac-
knowledges its atemporal perspective. As the authors state
in their first chapter, “instead of describing the listener’s

59

real-time mental process, we will be concerned only with
the final state of his understanding” (Lerdahl and Jack-
endoff 1983, pp. 3—4).
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Abstract duration, conceived as quantitatively
determinant time span, is solely the product of
measurement; and to take a measurement we
must isolate points of initiation and termination.
These points, even if they are not represented by
numbers, have the properties of numbers, among
which is the property of discontinuity. The num-
ber 1 does not shade off into 2 or progress to 2—
the “interval” between 1 and 2 is not, in fact,
continuous but is composed of an infinite multi-
plicity of necessarily discrete, discontinuous num-
bers (a fact that, as Zeno showed, is incompatible
with the fact of motion). Similarly, time points
are discontinuous in that they have no duration
and so cannot belong to the durations they mark.
And between a first and a second “beat” there
must be an infinite number of time points.

Numbers are also autonomous, in the sense
that they retain their values regardless of what-
ever relationships they may enter into. Certainly,
numbers are not autonomous in that any number
presupposes the totality of number and the sys-
tematic relationships of numbers that constitute a
mathematics; but as individuals they are not al-
tered by relationships—1 remains 1 whether it is
subtracted from 2 or from 3. This autonomy al-
lows numbers to be reproduced as identical —
thus, the difference of 1 and 2 is 1, but since 1 =
1, the two 1s are one and the same. Similarly, a
durational quantity, whether of beat, measure, or
hypermeasure, can be regarded as a unit capable
of being reproduced as the same. Thus, other-
wise undifferentiated pulses can be understood
to be reproduced as autonomous units of mea-
surement (limited in their subdivision only by
limitations of aural perception); or if the succes-
sion of pulses is articulated by meter, some of
these pulses become 1s, and all these 1s can be
considered equivalent.

To begin to see how tonal relations can more
easily be thought of as dynamic agents of mo-
tion, we might—purely as a Gedankenexperiment
—imagine that pitches also correspond to points.
Here we are not concerned with the points of
initiation and termination of pitches, but only
with the pitches being in some way presented,
and as things presented we cannot imagine them
to be durationless. Since the precise duration of
a pitch has no bearing on its identity as a pitch,
points here would represent things of indetermi-

nate duration. The relationship of pitches, what
they define or ‘“delimit,” is, minimally, an inter-
val.We measure intervals and normally use num-
bers to do this, but the numbers, of course, have
no connection to temporal passage. Also, the tra-
ditional nomenclature mixes qualitative and nu-
merical terminology (as in “minor third”) and
implicitly relates the interval to the organization
of a given arrangement of tones we call the dia-
tonic scale. However, this “scale” is heteroge-
neous and its members or gradations are func-
tionally and qualitatively differentiated, with the
result that measurements are not absolute (thus
the distinction between “minor third” and “aug-
mented second,” both of which may be said to
“span” or to “contain” three semitones). We can,
of course, make the scale homogeneous and
measure intervals using the absolute unit of the
semitone (converting both “minor third” and
“augmented second” into “pitch interval 3”),
thereby effecting a genuine numerical measure-
ment (three times one selfsame semitone). But
even so, the semitones used in this sort of mea-
surement do not seem to have the perceptual re-
ality of metrical beats—a measure of 3/4 has
three beats because we can, presumably, hear
three actual (sounded or imagined) beats in pas-
sage. In the case of pitch interval 3, however, we
do not hear three actual semitones; the unit of
measurement is, instead, a potentiality and, per-
haps, even a mere convenience. That is, there
could be three semitones sounded between the
pitches or, equivalently, a whole and a half step.
Somewhat similarly, a single duration might be
said to last three seconds—it is not actually di-
vided into three one-second parts, but it has the
possibility of being so divided or measured, and
the second is a standard unit of measurement.
Then again, interval might be defined as a ratio
—of string lengths, volumes, or cycles per sec-
ond. But measurement of proportion is not a
measurement of interval proper or the ‘“distance”
between points; it is the determination of a rela-
tionship of two simultaneous, co-present, or co-
extensive quantities (or rather, of two quantities
regarded as co-present).

More generally, interval, however measured,
implies co-presence, even if the pitches forming
the interval are successive. The distinction be-
tween simultaneous and successive does not af-
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fect interval measurement (though we can, if we
wish, make a distinction between “harmonic”
and “melodic”). This is an obvious contrast to
durational measurement—time points and time
spans can be distinguished only by succession.
(In the case of meter, for example, since all bars
in a piece written in 3/4 are identical as mea-
sures, the ninth bar is a distinct unit only by
being the ninth, or perhaps the first bar of a sec-
ond eight-bar unit.) The difference is not that
measured durations are temporal and pitch rela-
tions are atemporal. Intervals also necessarily
have duration; but in the concept of interval,
succession and duration are not opposed to one
another. The pitches that “compose” an interval
may be successive and, as pitches, may be con-
ceived as mutually external, juxtaposed terms;
but in their relationship as interval they endure
whole and undivided. For example, a pitch is not
a minor third higher than a succeeding pitch
until there is that succeeding pitch, and there
was never a time for this interval when the pre-
ceding pitch was not heard in relation to a suc-
ceeding pitch.

The duration of an interval in this way be-
comes utterly continuous. There is no duration-
less instant between two pitches that is interval,
nor is each pitch “half an interval” Although
there is an interval between two time points that
is a duration, there is nothing “between” two
pitches that is an interval—“betweenness” in this
sense is not a tonal category. Both the pitches
and the interval have duration, and the interval’s
duration continuously overlaps the durations of
the pitches. This overlapping means that the first
pitch endures throughout the entire interval in

that it is present together with the second pitch.
Granted, the two pitches may still be regarded as
distinct parts of the interval, but interval as the
relation of these parts creates something new
and undivided. Likewise, two time-points create
something new and undivided (a time span or
duration); but whereas part of a duration is a du-
ration, and not a time point, part of an interval is
a pitch (or, rather, a fone—a pitch that has en-
tered into a tonal-intervallic relationship).

Schenker’s theory, more than any other the-
ory of interval, treats tonal relations as simul-
taneities. A fone is where it acts. By entering into
a consonant intervallic relationship with a suc-
ceeding tone, an initial tone endures or is pro-
longed since the succeeding tone is, in fact,
where the first tone acts. The two tones touch
one another or become contiguous even if other
tones intervene. The first tone is not actually
prolonged until it is joined with the second—
that is, until the second tone provides a determi-
nate meaning for the first. In this union, the pas-
sage from the first to the second tone is reduced
out, and the two tones are treated as a simultane-
ity. The temporal order of the two tones has no
effect on their intervallic meaning or on their
involvement in prolongations at higher dura-
tional levels.

In Schenker’s theory, priority is given to si-
multaneity over succession. Thus, the given in-
terval is “composed out” (auskomponiert) through
temporal passage. In general, succession emerges
from duration as the simultaneous becomes grad-
ually transformed into the successive.?2 Trans-
formation for Schenker means, primarily, a trans-
formation of pure, undivided duration into suc-

2. “Within the poles of the fundamental line and fore-
ground . . . the spatial depth of a musical work is ex-
pressed—its distant origin in the simplest element, its
transformation through subsequent stages, and, finally, the
diversity of its foreground” (Schenker 1979, p. 6). In the
next paragraph (found in appendix 4 in ibid.), Schenker’s
comparison of the creativity of the fundamental structure
to God’s creativity points to the temporal character of the
fundamental structure: “Between fundamental structure
and foreground there is manifested a rapport much like
that ever-present, interactional rapport which connects
God to creation and creation to God. Fundamental struc-
ture and foreground represent, in terms of this rapport,

the celestial and the terrestrial in music” (p. 160). From
this comparison with God as Pancreator, the fundamental
structure may be regarded as eternal or everlasting but
not atemporal or “timeless” (for otherwise there could be
no interaction or rapport). Schenker could mean by this
that the fundamental structure exists independently from
any manifestation as a universal, in which case it would
have no concrete duration. But since it is the rapport that
is manifested and not the foreground, the fundamental
structure could be regarded as a concrete duration, ever-
lasting and unchangeable through the entire content of
the artwork.



62 Meter and Rhythm Opposed

cession. Pure duration is represented by the
“chord of nature” Thus, “the overtone series,
this vertical sound of nature, this chord in which
all the tones sound at once, is transformed into a
succession, a horizontal arpeggiation” (Schenker
1979, p. 10). It is with the arpeggiation of verti-
cal sound that succession first emerges to create
a “tone space” or “the horizontal fulfillment of
the fundamental line” (that is, the consonant,
arpeggiated members of the fundamental line,
excluding the passing tones of the fundamental-
line progression). And this underlying tone space
precedes any particular shape that it may take. As
Schenker writes:

Tone-space is anterior to_form

Since the fundamental line is identical with the
concept of tone-space, this in itself provides a
fountainhead for all form. Be they two-, three-,
four-, or five-part forms, all receive their coher-
ence only from the fundamental structure, from
the fundamental line in tone-space. Thus is the an-
terior nature of tone-space explained. (Schenker
1979, p. 16)

These remarks may suggest that Schenker re-
garded the “vertical sound of nature” as atempo-
ral and ideal, or the fundamental structure (or
structure at any level in relation to a “lower”
level) as ideal in the sense of lacking any par-
ticularity. However, I believe this interpretation
would not be entirely accurate. In a piece of
music, neither the ‘chord of nature” nor the fun-
damental structure has any existence apart from
its composing out. What these concepts seem to
represent is the wholeness of a tonal composi-
tion as a single, undivided duration (a continuity
made possible by tones).

The indivisibility of the fundamental line

No matter what upper voices, structural divisions,
form, and the like the middleground may bring,
nothing can contradict the basic indivisibility of
the fundamental line. [Again, the same might be
said of prolongational lines in the middleground.]
This is the greatest possible triumph of coherence
in music. (Schenker 1979, p. 12)

The priority of duration over succession is
the priority of whole over part. The multiple

collapsings of successions into simultaneities cul-
minate in a single “vertical sound” that has dura-
tion—the duration of the entire piece. And al-
though Schenker calls the fundamental structure
“arrhythmic,” he does not call it atemporal. (That
Schenker calls the fundamental structure ar-
rhythmic is the result of his practice of treating
rhythm more narrowly as measured duration.)
Nor does Schenker denigrate the actual tempo-
ral passage through which tones are prolonged:

As a motion through several levels, as a connection
between two mentally and spatially separated
points, every relationship represents a path which
is as real as any we “traverse” with our feet. There-
fore, a relationship actually is to be “traversed” in
thought—but this must involve actual time. Even
the remarkable improvisatory long-range vision of
our great composers, which I once referred to as
“aural flight”, presupposes, indeed, includes time. . ..
Today one flies over the work of art in the same
manner as one flies over villages, cities, palaces, cas-
tles, fields, woods, rivers, and lakes. This contradicts
not only the historical bases of the work of art but
also—more significantly—its coherence, its inner
relationships, which demand to be “traversed”.
(Schenker 1979, p. 6)

And this “traversal” is made possible by tonal re-
lationship or tonal “motion.”

Although Schenkerian theory is exceptional
in the degree to which it gives priority to whole
over part and simultaneity over succession, this
priority and the continuity it establishes appear
in most approaches to the analysis of tonal re-
lationships. Certainly, tonal relationships (for
Schenker, too) can arise only from a succession
of events—harmonic and “linear” progressions,
the introduction and resolution of dissonances,
modulations, and so forth. And certainly, too, the
order of events is essential to their meaning—
a motion from tonic to dominant cannot be
equated with a motion from dominant to tonic.
But in our conception of tonal motion the
boundaries of successive events often become
blurred, with the result that succession, rather
than articulating individual, externally related
durations or time spans, can create a single, indi-
visible duration. In the case of a movement or
modulation from tonic to dominant, for exam-
ple, there is succession, but the tonic from which
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the departure was made and the dominant ar-
rival become contiguous. The intervening span
becomes a continuous passage from one tonal
state to another. The two states are conceptually
adjacent, and although there is passage, it would
be difticult to say precisely when the change oc-
curs, for in a sense it occurs throughout the en-
tire duration as a single, undivided tonal motion.
This “motion” from a tonally stable state to a
relatively unstable state can be represented sym-
bolically by two chords. In this representation
the chords have duration, but the durations they
represent are necessarily indeterminate.> The
durations are not indeterminate simply because
meter is no longer capable of measuring them—
even if meter per se is no longer operative, we
could, nevertheless, turn to a count of seconds,
beats, bars, or “morphological lengths” for the
purpose of measurement. The durations are in-
determinate because there is no clear point of
articulation. And it is because of this continuous
passage that we find the word “motion” singu-
larly appropriate for describing tonal connec-
tions. The duration or “time span” of the entire
motion is not indeterminate—here we could
easily measure the duration in seconds, beats, or
bars. However, this would tell us nothing about
the continuity of this duration other than that it
is a certain number of (arbitrary) units long. Du-
ration would then be a container for the tonal
motion. Suppose, however, that we allow dura-
tion to partake in the continuity of tonal mo-
tion: then beginning and ending, rather than
being quantified and represented by time points,
would be regarded as inseparable phases of the
duration of an event. (This, as we have seen, is
Cone’s position.) If beginning and ending are
not points and yet are not separated at some
point in the middle of the duration (as “halves”

of the duration), there will be no way of measur-
ing the length of either beginning or ending—
beginning and ending will be durationally inde-
terminate in the same way that the durations of
the harmonic representations of tonal “states”
are indeterminate. And if beginning and ending
do not succeed one another as distinct parts,
they are in this sense co-present or simultaneous
in that both occur at “one time,” the time of the
whole event. This formulation seems paradoxi-
cal only if we posit “times” or time points that
exist independently from the event and from the
process through which its duration comes to be
determined.

The idea of continuous tonal motion, based
on the notions of co-presence and the priority
of whole over part, points to a way of detaching
duration from numerical measurement (though
not from quantity or determinacy). That tonal
relationships can be detached from durational
quantity protects them from our customary ideas
of time as number and allows these relationships
to be viewed as more rhythmic than the me-
chanical counting of meter (much as “rhythmic
accent” seems freer, more spontaneous—indeed,
more musical—than “metric accent”). However,
as rhythmic as tonal relationships may appear to
be, they do not in themselves satisty our in-
tuitions of what rhythm is, particularly if they
are regarded as durationally indeterminate. That
tonal durations are continuous offends against
our understanding of rhythm as something that
involves regularity, repetition, and pattern formed
by clearly articulated durational quantities. Schen-
ker did not call his theory a theory of rhythm
and explicitly renounced the claim that rhythm
might exist at the durational level of the funda-
mental structure. Even at middleground levels
there is a general lack of conformity between

3. For example, in their time-span reductions of groups
at and above the level of phrase, Lerdahl and Jackendoff
represent tonal events by stemless note heads to indicate
that these events have no determinate duration: “Events
at global levels are notated in black note-heads because at
these levels there are no longer any dots in the metrical
analysis with which durational values could be associated.
This is our equivalent to Schenker’s dictum (1935, para-
graph 21) that rhythm does not exist at background lev-
els. The crucial factor here is the fading of the perception

of meter over longer time-spans” (Lerdahl and Jackendoff
1983, p. 142). Lerdahl and Jackendoff define time-span
structure as “the segmentation of a piece into rhythmic
units within which relative structural importance of
pitch-events can be determined” (p. 146). The reduction
is similar to Schenker’: intervening events are reduced
out in order to bring otherwise separated tonal “events”
into a relationship of contiguity or to make, in Schenker’s
words, “a connection between two mentally and spatially
separated points.”
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tonal motions and the articulations of meter and
grouping. All attempts to reconcile tonal reduc-
tion and meter encounter the difficulty of bring-
ing tones and metrical beats into correspon-
dence. But this lack of correspondence is real
and cannot be overcome by regularizing the
placement of tones to conform to the “periodic-
ities” of meter. Attempts to create conformity or
to hypothesize an underlying corresponding are,
above all, attempts to reconcile two apparently
incompatible theoretical components—the tonal
and the metrical. I have suggested that the in-
compatibility arises, at least in part, from differ-
ences in the way we conceive duration for the
two components.

Furthermore, to the extent theories of tonal
structure collapse successive events into co-
present components of a structural whole, analy-
sis will be removed from questions of temporality
(or “real-time processes”). Although the concept
of tonal relation I have sketched avoids problems
of homogeneity and psychological atomism, it
can easily lead to the conception of a timeless
present where there is neither indeterminacy nor
genuine novelty, but rather an essentially “pre-
formed” whole that is fated to unfold through
the medium of time.

In part II of this study I will attempt to de-
velop an approach to meter that departs from
counting and from the timeless “presence” of
structures in an effort to minimize the conflict
between meter and tone no less than that be-
tween meter and rhythm. In introducing this ap-
proach, I shall have to begin with a discussion of

several fundamental concepts that must precede
a definition of meter as rhythm: temporal rela-
tions, duration as process, beginning and end,
“now,” durational quantity, and the determinacy
of quantity. Two caveats may be in order before
we enter part II. First, although I have raised the
issue of tonal relations in this epilogue to part I,
we will not return to this question until much
later in this study, and even then the “rhythmic”
nature of tonal relation will be considered only
very cursorily. Since the focus of this study is on
the question of meter, we will consider tonal re-
lations only as they impinge on metrical deter-
minations and then only in a relatively ad hoc
manner. A systematic study of tone from a fully
temporal, processive standpoint would require a
separate study. I must also warn that some pa-
tience will be required in reading the following
material. Only after a detailed and lengthy theo-
retical exposition will it be possible to turn to
analyses of musical excerpts, and these excerpts
will be very brief until some groundwork has
been laid for considering the operation of meter
on a scale larger than a few bars. If the pace of
this presentation seems uncomfortably slow, re-
member that our goal is not simply a new tech-
nique of metrical analysis but a redefinition of
meter. The path to this goal will lead us to con-
sider a variety of traditional and not-so-tradi-
tional questions that concern musical meter. To
the extent these questions can be systematically
related, the goal, the path, and its “traversal” will
be inseparable.
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A Theory of Meter as Process

Tear ‘repetition’ out of ‘experience’and there is
nothing left. On the other hand, ‘immediacy, or
‘firsthandedness, is another element of experi-
ence. Feeling overwhelms repetition; and there
remains the immediate, first-hand fact, which is
the actual world in an immediate complex
unity of feeling.

There is another contrasted pair of elements
in experience, clustering around the notion of
time, namely, ‘endurance’ and ‘change’. .. We
have certainly to make room in our philosophy
for the two contrasted notions, one that every
actual entity endures, and the other that every
morning is a new fact with its measure of
change.

These various aspects can be summed up in
the statement that every experience involves a
becoming, that becoming means that something
becomes, and that what becomes involves repetition

transformed into novel immediacy.

—Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality
(pp- 136—137)
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Preliminary Definitions

11 the things we call rhythmic are articulated;
Awhat is, in fact, utterly homogeneous or
lacking internal distinctions cannot be rhythmic.
And yet, the articulated parts or phases must be
continuously connected—they must flow to-
gether as a whole, diversified but unbroken.
Conceived as process, rhythm confronts us with
the intellectual difficulties of reconciling from
a genuinely temporal perspective notions of
whole and part, unity and multiplicity, continu-
ity and discontinuity. It might be said that we al-
ready have a satisfactory way of reconciling these
terms, and that is through the concept of struc-
ture. Thus, we may say simply that the articulated
parts are continuously connected through their
mutual relationships in the context of the whole.
Such a whole can be understood in this way as a
totality of discrete elements joined through a
system of relations or transformations. But in
conceiving such wholeness, it is difficult to avoid
positing a completed whole—something that
exists all at once and in which all the parts and
relationships are simultaneously, and thus in-
stantly, present. “Present” in this sense means

timelessly present. In order to be presented to us
for our inspection, the temporal whole must be
completed, fully formed as an object awaiting
our inspection. What is present as ongoing and
in itself in the process of becoming formed in
this view is merely our inspection or analysis of
the whole.

As something fully determined, structure (no
less than mathematical quantity) is removed
from temporal process.! For this reason, the con-
cept of a fixed network of parts and relations is
incompatible with the notion of rhythmic con-
tinuity. Rhythmic continuity is a “holding to-
gether” of parts in transition or in a gradually,
temporally unfolding process of becoming parts.
In this transitory, fluid process, while it is going
on (and unless it is presently going on it is not a
process), nothing is ever fixed. In much the same
way that we cannot arrest motion, which as a
primary symbol of temporal continuity is often
conflated with rhythm, we cannot arrest thythm
in an attempt to isolate distinct parts without
annihilating rhythm. However, the temptation to
do so is irresistible, for rhythm is not simply flux;

1. For a very sympathetic account of structuralist thought
that nevertheless raises serious questions concerning
problems of temporality, see Jean Piaget’s Structuralism
(1971). Throughout his study Piaget considers issues of
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the origin and genesis of structures and the question of
formation versus preformation in a frank acknowledg-
ment of the difficulty of interpreting structures in tem-
poral terms.
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it is an articulated flow that is in all cases com-
prehensible, ordered, and thus, in principle, ana-
lyzable. What is arrhythmic is disorganized and
incomprehensible; and, in many cases, such
formlessness is identified with stasis. For exam-
ple, someone who finds a Jackson Pollock paint-
ing entirely disorganized, and consequently un-
interesting, may well regard the painting as static
and see no rhythm in it. An auditor for whom
Stockhausen’s Kontra-Punkte is incomprehensible
could well consider the music static and lacking
in rhythm.2

But if music presents us with some sort of
comprehensible order, can we not hope to find
some way of subjecting this order to intellectual
analysis? The difficulty lies in standing outside
process to distinguish parts, take measurements,
and draw comparisons. Since we must freeze the
flow of rhythm to treat it as an object for analy-
sis, we may be inclined to conceive of time itself
as something arrestable. Or, if time cannot be
stopped, might there not be a standpoint outside
time from which we can analyze temporal phe-
nomena and make atemporal models of things
caught up in time? From this standpoint, things
might be removed from time and process. As I
have already indicated, absolute time is useful for
this purpose since it exists independently from
the events that occur in it. Thus, a system of
time points can be abstracted from events and
used to measure their durations by marking dis-
crete points of beginning and end laid out on an
ever-present time line. Once this operation is
completed, once events are fixed and assigned to
a sequential order, time becomes a formality.
The ordering of events, their durations, and their
relations having been determined, process and
becoming are exorcised—all events are equally
available as parts of a completed whole. The fu-

ture is a formal future; that is, rather than an un-
determined realm of possibility, the future is a
relation of “later than” applied to already exist-
ing entities. Likewise, the past is a formal past—
a relation of “earlier than” rather than that which,
having really perished (and thus being, in itself,
irretrievable), exists in its potentialities for cre-
ative use in a newly emerging situation. The no-
tions of permanence, temporal articulation as in-
stantaneous succession, and the visual imagery of
point and line—all of which Henri Bergson
criticized as a “spatialization of time”—are use-
ful intellectual tools for bringing flux under our
control, but they do not seem adequate for un-
derstanding the diversified continuity of tempo-
ral experience.

The general dilemma of reconciling temporal
continuity and discontinuity becomes especially
acute for a discussion of rhythm because uses of
the term point in the direction both of precisely
measurable regularity and of fluid, articulated,
but unbroken, change. The conceptual problems
that emerge from this split are implicit in any
analysis of musical rhythm and are, I think, re-
sponsible for much of the confusion that sur-
rounds the topic. Like Saint Augustine in his
quest for a definition of time, we know what
rhythm is, but if we are asked to put this knowl-
edge into words, we do not know what to say.
We know what rhythm is because we experi-
ence it and can refer to a great variety of phe-
nomena as rhythmic. As something experienced
or observed, rhythm provides a special sort of
link between the observer and a relentlessly
changing environment. This connection might
be described as a coordination of our attention
with what is active and changing. We follow the
activity and change with interest as our attention
is drawn to it (and, of course, this following is it-

2. Alban Berg makes a similar connection between rhythm
and comprehensibility. In his essay “Why Is Schoenberg’s
Music So Difficult?” Berg (1965) suggests that the reason
for this difficulty is Schoenberg’s extraordinarily rich and
complex rhythmic practice: “[This is] the only reason, I
maintain. For neither the other properties of his thematic
writing (motivic development of multi-note phrases) nor
his harmony—quite apart from his contrapuntal tech-
nique [which Berg views as an essentially rhythmic aspect
of music]—are calculated to make his music difficult to

understand” (p. 192). “[To] feel the beauty of such themes
(and of this music in general) with the heart . . . requires
the hearing faculty of an ear that is set to the most difticult
task with regard to rhythm, which—here and everywhere
in Schoenberg’s music—rises to a hitherto unheard-of
pitch of variety and differentiation. . . . One would either
have to be very deaf or very malicious to describe a music
that manifests such richness of rhythms (and in such a con-
centrated form both successively and simultaneously) as
‘arrhythmic’” (p. 195).
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self active). Thus, to experience rhythm is to
participate or to become involved in an event as
it is going on, and it might be said that the in-
tensity of our experience of rhythm is deter-
mined by the intensity of our involvement.

If we are to follow the event, our attention
must be relatively continuous—if our attention
is broken, we stop following and are no longer
with the event. But to “follow” is not to trail
along behind the event or even to keep up with
it “at every instant.” It requires above all that we
keep moving ahead, that we anticipate what is
about to happen in order to follow what is hap-
pening. Since we do not, in fact, know the fu-
ture, our anticipation is necessarily provisional
and must not be too narrowly circumscribed.
Anticipation in this sense is not the projection of
a definite outcome but a readiness to interpret
emerging novelty in the light of what has gone
before. If what does happen cannot have been
anticipated in this sense—if it cannot be felt to
conform sufficiently to what has gone before—
we may suffer a lapse of attention. Where rhythm
is so broken, either we can refocus our attention,
picking up whatever we can to return to the
event, or, if we are unwilling to make this effort,
we may lose interest and turn our attention else-
where.

Following the rhythmic event involves both
what is possible in light of what has happened
and what has happened in light of what will or
might be made of it. If there is to be anything
approaching an analysis of rhythmic process,
there must be found some way of speaking of
future and past as they contribute to a presently
evolving situation—a future that is potential
rather than actual, undetermined rather than al-
ready determined (and thus, in effect, past); a past
that, in ifts effects, is not fixed and immutable but
that, in itself, is dead and gone and cannot be re-
turned to (as if present). For this understanding
of temporal relations I am indebted, above all, to
the work of Alfred North Whitehead. And in the
following account of musical meter I will em-
ploy several of Whitehead’s distinctions. Most
relevant for my account of meter is Whitehead’s
concept of repetition and his analysis of becom-
ing. I will not, however, attempt to summarize
‘Whitehead’s views or to relate my peculiar uses
of these ideas to a Whiteheadian metaphysics. An

EXAMPLE 6.1 Isolated sound
preceded and followed by silence

— ca. 2 sec. _—

adequate discussion of Whitehead’s system would
demand far more space than can be afforded
here, and in any case, I am hardly qualified to
undertake such a task.

Beginning, End, and Duration

If meter is to be regarded as itself rthythmic, then
the duration that is measured and the measuring
itself must be related to present experience and
to a becoming that is not given and not fully de-
termined. Thus, I shall not begin with a given
unit such as Matthesons’s, which is divided, or
with a given unit such as Koch’s, which is multi-
plied, or, as Yeston does, with the givenness of
pulse “strata” that interact to create meter. What-
ever is given is already determined—it is some-
thing viewed as product rather than as process.
How duration comes to be determined is the
question that emerges when we inquire of proc-
ess. To propose an answer to this question, I
would like to start at the beginning, with a
sound that has just begun.

In example 6.1 I have represented this con-
tinuous sound by a line segment and have indi-
cated the approximate duration this length rep-
resents. The line shown here is given all at once.
To imagine that this line represents passage, we
shall have to imagine traversing the line without
seeing any more of the line than has already ap-
peared in the process of traversal, as by covering
the line with our hand and moving our hand
to the right to gradually reveal an increasing
length. Let us say that the beginning of the
sound represented here is sharply distinguished
from a preceding silence. If there is sound, it has
always (even from its beginning) had duration.
Nothing that is actual—that is, nothing becom-
ing or having become—is without duration.
The sound could not be perceived as present if it
were not going on, acquiring ever greater dura-
tion. Likewise, if we move our hand to the right
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across example 6.1, the very first thing we will
see is a very short line (even if we are accustomed
to calling a very short line a point). Nevertheless,
we are inclined to regard the beginning of the
sound as durationless (and the beginning of the
line as extensionless). It is a durationless instant
from which we can measure duration. We speak
of the beginning of the sound, but here the be-
ginning of the sound as a durationless instant is
not a part of the sound, for there is no part of the
sound that is without duration. This absolute be-
ginning has zero quantity—zero duration. With-
out this point that is not durational, that is not al-
ready “in” duration or already a part of duration,
we could not measure duration numerically.

But even apart from purposes of measure-
ment, the postulation of a durationless now of
beginning seems to be required in order to mark
the instantaneous transition from not-being to
being present. The fact that there is sound, that
sound is present, means that sound is “going on”
and that there is already duration. That sound is
present means that the sound has begun. And as
far back as we go in the history of the sound,
there is no durational part of the sound that has
not already begun. To break out of this infinite
regress that seems to promise (retrospectively!)
nothing belonging to sound and to the presence
of sound that does not already have a past, we
must posit an infinitesimal, purely present instant
when there is as yet no sound but which, never-
theless, marks the sound as present.

Such a durationless instant is precisely this
nothing that does not already have a past and
that does not belong to sound. And yet, this in-
stant, although it is durationless, is not nothing.
As a time point it is a definite location “in time”
or on a time line, and as such it exists indepen-
dently from its functioning as a beginning. Its
being this definite location logically and tempo-
rally precedes its being the beginning of an
event. It is temporally earlier because this point
precedes any point of sound that would define a
duration. And its being a point logically precedes
its being a beginning because it exists as a point
regardless of whether it is a point of beginning.
Being a beginning is merely a qualification of a
location that already exists as one member of an
infinite set of locations that constitute the time
line. As classical “absolute” time flows indepen-

dently from and logically precedes events that
occur in time, the succession of durationless in-
stants that compose temporal passage are inde-
pendent from and logically precede events with
which they might be coordinated.

Since there can be no sound without some
actual duration, this durationless instant of be-
ginning, since it is prior to duration, must pre-
cede sound. That is, there must exist an instant
of beginning before the sound itself is present
and in the process of becoming. If this prior and
independent instant—1let us call it “tn”—is itself
regarded as present and durationless, an actual
sound is future. But until there is an actual sound
(or some point tn + x) that follows tn, this point
cannot, in fact, be a beginning. At most, we
could say that tn is a potential beginning, for
when tn is present there is as yet nothing for tn
to be a beginning of. To actually be a beginning,
this point that is before sound and before dura-
tion will have to have become past. Thus, it is
only by becoming past that tn becomes a beginning.
Although there is a point tn before there is dura-
tion, there is no tn as a point of beginning before
there is duration. We might say that tn has be-
come t0—a point of beginning from which du-
ration can be measured now that there is dura-
tion to be measured. But in this case, even if tn
and t0 are in some sense the same, it will have
taken time for t0 to be a beginning. Only with
some nonzero durational interval after tn is there
a beginning, t0; and to equate tn and t0—to say
they are one and the same—is to suppress any
temporal distinction involved with becoming
and to maintain that tn was always a beginning,
timelessly or eternally present as a beginning be-
fore anything was begun. In this case, there is no
potentiality, no future that is not already present.

However, if to be a beginning requires be-
coming, then beginning cannot be said to be in-
stantaneous, and beginning cannot be said to
precede duration. Only when there is duration,
and not before there is duration, is there a be-
ginning of duration. But if this is granted, we will
have lost the concept of a durationless instant of
beginning.

In my criticism of the durationless instant I
have, perhaps illegitimately, invoked categories
that do not properly pertain to the concept—
namely, process or becoming and real distinc-
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tions of present, future, and past. To retain the
concept, we must deny becoming and we must
regard present, past, and future merely as formal
relations that apply to events or points that are
already in existence and are never in the process
of becoming. In this case, the point tn does not
become past when there is sound—it simply is
past for any succeeding point (or future for any
preceding point). Here past simply means earlier
than some point tn + x that is regarded as pres-
ent. The point tn is always earlier than tn + x
and does not become earlier than tn + x be-
cause tn + x is already and timelessly there, ready
to be related to tn, as later to earlier. That a du-
ration of sound is future for point tn does not
mean that the duration is nonexistent at point
tn. It means that there is a later point tn + x al-
ready given on the time line whose difference
from tn is a duration.

From this perspective, events are tenselessly
present, or present in the temporally indifferent
sense of standing before us in a changeless rela-
tionship of succession, patiently awaiting our in-
spection. What is absolutely fixed are these rela-
tions of succession or the relations of before and
after. However, we are free to assign the tense re-
lations past, present, and future to the terms of
succession as it suits our purposes. We need only
fix a time point as present, and whatever lies be-
fore this point is past and whatever is after is fu-
ture. Or, equivalently, this point is future for
every point before it and past for every succeed-
ing point. Our freedom to assign relationships in
whatever manner we choose is won by treating a
sequence of events as a stable collection of given
objects, each of which is always available. Since
the time line is already there, we can freely move
backward and forward in time. The past event
has not perished, for it can be retrieved as pre-
sent by a move to the left. The future is not
nonexistent, for it is already there, awaiting a
move to the right. However, our experience of
events bears no relation to such mastery of tem-
poral passage. We can never return to an event
that is past and experience that same event as
present, and the future as something determinate
that will become is forever unknowable.

The durationless instant or time point is a
useful abstraction for the purposes of taking a
measurement where it functions as an Archi-

medean point outside becoming and thus out-
side time. An ongoing event can be coordinated
with the regulated motions of a clock, permit-
ting us to count (starting from zero) the quantity
of periods that elapse. Measurement in this sense
is the coordination of two events. If our mea-
surement is to be accurate, the two events must
begin simultaneously, and if the events are simul-
taneous there is, ideally, no lapse of duration be-
tween beginnings—that is, their durational dif-
ference is zero. I say “ideally” because in com-
paring actual, physical events simultaneity can
never be absolutely assured. To say that two events
begin at the same time means that we have
reached the limit of our ability to detect differ-
ence. This ideal lack of difference is regarded as
an instant or a time point when, for the purpose
of measurement, it is assimilated to the mathe-
matical continuum, which demands the infinite
divisibility of quantity.

But aside from taking a measurement, there is
another use for the concepts of time point and
time line. We can create a model of a temporal
process by transposing the temporal to the spa-
tial. In this case, succession becomes juxtaposi-
tion, and becoming is replaced by the timeless
presence of a fixed and unchanging spatial con-
figuration. The events represented by a spatial
model are displayed along a line that represents
temporal passage, and, as in example 6.1, any ar-
ticulation represented in this model can be coor-
dinated with a spatial location. But in order for
this to be a model of temporal continuity, these
locations must be without extension. Without
infinite divisibility we would be left with indi-
visible, atomic units of time within which there
is no passage and, hence (by definition), no time.

However, if we consider the sonic event rep-
resented in example 6.1 as something that is ac-
tually performed and actually perceived or expe-
rienced, there will be no reason to coordinate
this event with a clock or with a spatial represen-
tation. If this is an actual event that we are at-
tending to, the only coordination we could speak
of would be the coordination of our attention
with the event that we are attending to, and such
an act of attention cannot itself be durationless.

When we first hear sound, sound will already
be present and in the process of growing in du-
ration. Here, being present will not mean already
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existing as an object. Instead, by saying that an
event is present, I shall mean that the event is in-
complete, that it is in the process of becoming
complete or fully determined in all its particu-
lars, and thus in the process of becoming the
particular event it will eventually be. This process
involves both the determinacy of having begun
and the indeterminacy of being as yet incom-
plete. If beginning is durationless, it does not it-
self become and so cannot be present in this
sense. However, I shall argue that although be-
ginning is itself durationless, it is not something
apart from duration or something that can be
separated from duration. If beginning is involved
and continues to be involved in the becoming of
the event, there is, I believe, a sense in which be-
ginning can be conceived as present with and
for the present event and its duration.

As it is going on, the sound of example 6.1
has duration and is in the process of growing in
duration. Since it is present and incomplete, its
duration is not fixed. Only when the sound has
ended and is past will it have a fully determinate
duration. Nevertheless, while the sound is pre-
sent there is always some duration already at-
tained, and the “now” of our present awareness
of the sound involves a feeling of attained dura-
tion—actual duration that is the realization
(thus far) of the sound’s potential for becoming.
However, if the sound has not ended, if it is per-
ceived as present, this potential for becoming is
not exhausted. Thus, “now” is also a feeling of
growth, a feeling of continually new and ex-
panding duration, and a feeling of potential for
becoming.

“Now” is not a point that is compared to a
beginning point. If it were, we should have to
imagine an infinite number of comparisons, and
the continuous becoming of the sound would
involve an infinite number of decisions not to
end—that is to say, an infinite number of deci-
sions not to make a now point an end point. I
will postpone a closer analysis of the “now” of
an event until we are in a position to consider
the present in a broader perspective that includes
the efficacy of past events for the becoming of a
present event. At this stage in my argument, it
will suffice to define the now of an event as a
present awareness of the event in its process of
becoming—an awareness of what the event has

thus far become, an awareness of its continual
becoming, and, when it has ended, an awareness
of what it has at last become.

Duration is not the difference between be-
ginning and now, for in present becoming what
an emerging duration now is, is just the duration
that has been and continues to be attained—a
duration that is wholly present and in the proc-
ess of expanding. If duration were not now ex-
panding, the event would not be present but past.
Beginning is not something separate from this
emerging duration, simply because there can be
no beginning without duration. Nor can there
be duration without beginning. There is not
first a beginning and then duration. Beginning
and duration happen at the same time, the time
in which there is the becoming of the event.

However, even if we say that sound and dura-
tion are present and that beginning cannot be
detached from the presence of sound and dura-
tion, is there not also some sense in which be-
ginning is past, and could we not also say that
the continual growth of duration that makes the
sound present is, equally, the growing pastness of
beginning? Certainly, beginning is in some sense
always past for the sound begun. If there is a
sound, the sound has begun. And yet, if beginning
is to be past it must first be present. And if it is to
be present it must have some independent exis-
tence or some thing-like or event-like character.

If beginning is regarded as a phase or a part of
sound, then it is past in relation to any later part
that is viewed as present. Thus we could say that
the beginning of sound is the acoustically differ-
entiated attack phase of the sound or an initial
phase in our awareness of the contrast of sound
and silence. In either case, beginning will itself
be viewed as a sort of event. But may we not
then ask when these events begin? And if they
are past for some later phase or part, must not
this later phase or part begin and the beginning
phase end? As I have been using the term, “past”
means completed, fully determined, and no longer
in the process of becoming. Past in this sense
refers only to events, to what can begin and end.
But beginning cannot be an event. If beginning
ends, it cannot continue to function as begin-
ning. If there is a beginning phase, its beginning
must continue to function as a beginning for the
emerging event. Moreover, if beginning were an
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event, it would itself have to begin and end, its
beginning would have to begin and end, and so
forth, ad infinitum, until we finally arrive at a
durationless instant—an event of no extension
that is the ideal limit of this infinite division.
The arrival at the durationless instant is the end
of a search for a smallest part—a “part” with the
durational value of zero. This is, of course, not a
part of the event; however, it is a part of “time”
or a part of the time line which is composed of
such point parts. My objection to the concept of
the durationless instant is not to its claim that
beginning itself has no duration. Beginning must
not have duration if it is not to be itself an event.
Rather, my objection is that beginning is granted
the status of a thing, or instant, that can have an
independent existence and that can be con-
ceived apart from event and duration and, thus,
apart from being a beginning.

If beginning is not an event and does not
end, in what sense is it past, and in what sense
does it become increasingly past with the
growth of duration? I shall argue that as long as
the event is present, beginning is not, in fact,
past. Rather, as long as the event is present, be-
ginning functions to make the growth of dura-
tion possible, and the realization or actualization
of this possibility is the pastness of the event’s
duration.

I said before that being present involves both
the determinacy of having begun and the inde-
terminacy of becoming. These are inseparable
aspects of being present. The past-like or event-
like character we tend to ascribe to beginning
arises from the determinacy or definiteness of
anything that has begun. But as long as the event
is incomplete and not itself ended, beginning
must also participate in the indeterminacy of be-
coming and must in a sense be present with and
for the event. Beginning might be thought to be
itself determinate to the extent that it is thought
of as a definite and irrevocable act. Once there is
a beginning, nothing can alter the fact that an
event is begun and is in the process of becom-
ing. This act could be described as the bringing
into presence of an event. Or the act of begin-
ning might be called a decision—a decision for
a new becoming. This decision involves, at the
same time, a decision for ending—a decision to
end the immediately preceding event and to

make this event past and no longer present, be-
come and no longer becoming. In example 6.1,
the contrast of silence and sound that marks be-
ginning is thus the contrast of past and pre-
sent—past silence and present sound. However,
beginning is not itself this contrast and is not
equivalent to the ending of silence. The act of
beginning is directed solely toward the future
becoming of sound. What is determined by be-
ginning is the presence and thus the becoming
of a novel event. Beginning is not itself this pres-
ence and this becoming. If it were, it would itself
be an event—it would, in fact, be the event.

I maintain that the notion of “beginning”
will be most productively understood as the po-
tential of a present event for becoming. This is a
definite potential because a definite decision has
been made by beginning—a decision for the
becoming of a novel event and thus a decision
that is directed toward the future. If beginning is
potentiality, it is not a being that precedes be-
coming, and there is no question of its having a
duration. Beginning is a potential for, among
other things, duration, and the actual duration of
the event is the continuous realization of this
potential. Since the only sort of becoming I wish
to consider now is the becoming of duration, I
will define beginning as a (more or less) definite
potential for the becoming of duration. And
since duration is already present with beginning,
beginning is a potential for more or greater du-
ration—always more or greater than zero.

In saying that beginning is a potential for du-
ration, I mean that it is a potential that belongs
to duration or a potential on behalf of dura-
tion—it is duration’s potential for becoming. It
is not a state of nonduration that precedes the
presence of duration as a possibility that there
will later be duration. A duration having begun
has from its beginning potential for becoming, a
potential that is being realized from the very be-
ginning. And as long as the event is present and
becoming, the potential for becoming is being
realized.

What is realized is actual, not potential —it is
or has become, and nothing that will happen can
alter the fact of its having become. What is and
has become is irrevocable and in ifself deter-
mined and past. Thus, whatever is realized (or ac-
tualized) of the potential of beginning is past in
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this sense, and since potential was being realized
from the beginning, actual sound, actual dura-
tion, is always past. Thus, what I earlier called the
growing pastness of beginning is the progressive
realization of a definite potential for duration.
The present “now” of the sound involves a feel-
ing of what the sound has thus far become and
thus a feeling of past sound or duration thus far
realized. However, if the sound is present, dura-
tion is incomplete, and “now” is equally a feel-
ing of the incompleteness or becoming of the
sound’s duration.

I said that the duration thus far realized is in
itself’ determined and past, but the “now” of a
present, ongoing event is not realized duration
in itself. The duration that is realized is also the
duration that is being realized, and if there were
a realized duration in itself, cut off from becom-
ing, the event would be completed and past.
That the sound is going on, that it is acquiring
and can continue to acquire greater duration,
means that there is still potential for duration,
which is to say that beginning is still active, still
functioning as a real potential for the event’s be-
coming. This potentiality that has been and con-
tinues to be realized is the incompleteness of the
event as a whole. And it is because of this in-
completeness that the event is present. For this
reason, | said that beginning is the making pre-
sent of an event. This making present does not
happen at an instant but continues to happen as
long as the event remains present. It was perhaps
inappropriate, however, to have called begin-
ning an act. “Act” implies completeness, but be-
ginning as potential or promise is not (like an
event or a duration) something that can be com-
pleted—a promise can be met, a potential can
be realized, but then it is no longer promise or
potential. As a decision that there will be a new
becoming or a decision that makes a new be-
coming possible, beginning is act-like, but it is
not itself the duration that it makes possible, and
thus, the notion of completion or end does not
apply to beginning. Beginning does not begin
and end—the event begins and ends.

When the event ends, beginning will have
ceased to be active. Now that there is a determi-
nate duration, there is no longer potentiality for
duration. There is now a definite and past dura-
tion that had a beginning. This does not mean

that beginning is now actual. Potentiality cannot
be actual—it is only duration that is actual. To
say that beginning is now past is to say that the
entire process through which duration was cre-
ated is past and that the potential of beginning is
exhausted. Beginning is thus past in the sense
that it has ceased to function for becoming now
that there is no becoming. Similarly, we could
say that becoming is past or that the presence of
the event is past now that there is no presence
and no becoming. However, if past means deter-
minate and complete, then becoming, presence,
and potentiality cannot be past. These categories
refer only to what is as yet indeterminate and in-
complete. What can be completed and deter-
mined, and in this sense past, is an event and a
duration.

The end of the event is both a completion or
fulfillment of the event’s potential for becoming
and an annihilation of potential for becoming.
The notions of completion and annihilation are
complementary and are distinguished by a dif-
ference of perspective. This difference is ex-
pressed in our use of the word “end,” a word that
can mean, on the one hand, aim or goal and, on
the other hand, cessation, limit, or stop. In con-
ceiving of end as aim, our perspective is on the
event for itself in its process of becoming. Here,
end is the realization of a becoming made possi-
ble by beginning or, perhaps more accurately, the
completeness toward which realization is di-
rected—in this sense end is always future, never
past. On the other hand, to view end as termina-
tion or a cutting oft of becoming, and thus as a
decision in which the event becomes fully de-
termined, is to view the event from the perspec-
tive of a successor and a new beginning. Later, |
shall consider the event from this first perspec-
tive and attempt to describe end as aim. For
now, I would like to treat end as termination.
However, even from this perspective, end cannot
be detached from the becoming of the event.
End “belongs to” the present event even as a de-
nial of the activity of beginning and a denial of
the continuation of the event’s process of be-
coming.

When the event ends, it is past—no longer
becoming, but become. To be past is being past
in the presence of a new becoming, and in this
sense it is a new beginning that ends the event
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and makes it past. However, the new beginning
does not belong to the old event. Rather, the
end belongs to that event as an annihilation of its
potential for becoming. The decision of the
prior beginning is for future becoming, a future
that promises the progressive realization of a po-
tential for duration. The end of the event as de-
cision is not the realization of this potential. This
potential is a potential for becoming and for du-
ration. End is not becoming and is not a dura-
tion. The end is, rather, a renunciation of this
potential—a decision that there be no more be-
coming and that beginning cease to function as
a potential for the continuing presence of an
event and the continuing growth of duration.

There is, however, a potential that end does
realize. This is the potential—always “present”
while the event is present—that this event will
be succeeded by another, whereby the present
event will be past. But this potential is realized
only when there is a new event and a new be-
ginning. I indicated this possibility earlier when
I said that end and beginning are simultaneous
decisions. However, to say that beginning and
end are simultaneous might again open the pos-
sibility that beginning and end coincide in a du-
rationless instant, a “purely” present point of
zero difference.

In example 6.1, silence and sound are imme-
diately successive. This means that there is no
becoming of silence when there is sound and
that there is nothing immediately before sound
that is not silence and nothing after silence that
is not sound. However, if silence and sound are
immediately successive, the beginning of sound
and the end of silence happen simultaneously.
There is no interval or lapse of time that sepa-
rates end and beginning, and we could not be
aware of a beginning of sound if we were not at
the same time aware of the end of silence. If end
and beginning are simultaneous and silence and
sound are successive, it would appear that begin-
ning and end must be distinct from sound and
silence. Such a conclusion would contradict my
assertion that beginning and end belong to and
are inseparable from what is begun and ended.
And if to be simultaneous means to be present at
the same time, the simultaneity or co-presence
of end and beginning must be conceived as a
durationless instant or time point, an instant of

no duration when there is neither silence nor
sound.

Certainly there is no time at which silence
and sound in themselves are both present, but
this does not mean that there is a time—a point
of time—at which there is no longer silence and
not yet sound. Such a conclusion is reached by
treating succession as a relationship that pertains
to tenselessly present objects—in the case of im-
mediate succession, objects that do not overlap
in a duration, but that share a single, durationless
point. Here silence and sound are both regarded
as present and are only regarded as present. What
makes them successive is solely the fact that they
are not present at the same time. However, while
it is true that silence and sound, considered indi-
vidually, cannot be present at the same time, we
could have no awareness of succession were we
aware only of presence. Silence must be past for
there to be temporal succession. And yet, silence
as past does not precede present sound, for it is
only when sound is present that the silence is
past. Although present silence precedes present
sound, there could be no succession were not
past silence and present sound, in fact, simultane-
ous. Past silence and present sound happen at the
same time—this time being the by no means in-
stantaneous now when we feel the silence to be
ended and past. Silence as ended and past does
not precede the beginning of sound, and the be-
ginning of sound does not follow the silence
having become past.

The notion of simultaneity I have used to de-
scribe the coincidence of beginning and end
does not mean co-presence. It does, however,
imply a sort of “overlapping” and thus a recon-
ciliation of continuity and discontinuity that I
wish to propose as an alternative to the mathe-
matical continuity of discontinuous, durationless
time points. In example 6.1, present silence and
present sound are absolutely discontinuous—
there is no overlap in the presence of these two
events. However, once there is a sound that suc-
ceeds silence there was never a time for this
sound when silence was not past, or when this
present sound was not a successor to silence, or
when this sound was not being conditioned by
the preceding silence as a contrast to sound. That
is to say, there is no gap between past silence and
present sound. The ending of silence, although
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functionally distinct from the beginning of sound,
was never (was never past) before there is sound.
And again, there can be no sound apart from a
sound having begun—a sound that is not with-
out duration. Nor is there a gap between silence
as present and silence as past if we can imagine
that the silence was experienced as an event—a
silence that in the process of becoming acquired
some felt duration (perhaps as a definite waiting
for an event of sound). In this case, the presence
or becoming of silence precedes its being past,
but the end or completion of silence is not ex-
ternal to silence or something apart from its be-
coming. The end of silence is what silence has
become, and it is only by having become that it
is this particular silence—a silence of this dura-
tion and preceding this sound. This end is not
instantaneous. It took time for the silence to be-
come complete (this “time” being the entire felt
duration of silence), and it will take some
nonzero duration of sound for silence to be past.
And this being complete is inseparable from
having become past.

“Now”

In this account of beginning, end, and duration I
have used the word “present” to refer to the in-
completeness of an event as it is in the process of
becoming. However, there is another meaning
of the word that must be taken into account if
we acknowledge that the becoming of an event
involves anticipation and memory. If “present” is
opposed to “absent,” then any feeling of the po-
tential for a future event or any past event that
conditions a present becoming is in this sense
“present.” To make a distinction I shall use dou-
ble quotes to refer to the “present” involvement
of past and future in a present event.

There is also a sense in which the present be-
coming of an event itself involves past and fu-
ture, apart from any other event. As I have
pointed out, beginning as a definite, irrevocable
decision is, in this sense, always past—if an event
is present, it has begun and has duration, and
whatever duration has been attained is past and
irrevocable. At the same time, beginning is also a
potential for duration, and as long as beginning
is active, this is a potential for future becoming.

To be purely or absolutely present, beginning
must be conceived as an instant or a now point
in itself cut off from becoming. However, if a
durationally extended event can be regarded as
present, then past and future or the determinacy
of what has become and the potential for what
may become must be “present.” To account for
this “presence” of past and future [ earlier spoke
of the “now” of the event as a present awareness
of the event’s becoming.

This is an awareness of the novelty of the
event as it is in the process of becoming. But this
novelty is not something that, like an event, can
be completed and past. Throughout its entire
becoming the event is continually new, continu-
ally “now.” But even when the event ends, nov-
elty does not end, nor does now become past.
When the event is past, its being past is a condi-
tion for there now being a new event that is its
successor. If an event is past, it must be now past,
and if the past event has any effect on a succeed-
ing event, this effect happens now—not as a
recollection of the past event as present, but as a
condition for the particularity of what is pres-
ently becoming. If now is never past and never
future, it cannot itself be an event and cannot in
this sense be present. And yet, if now is continu-
ally new, it can only be an awareness of becom-
ing, and if it is to be conceived as awareness, it
cannot be a durationless instant. And because
this is an awareness of and for (present) becom-
ing, I shall continue to call now a “present
awareness.”

To avoid equating now with the event itself
and to avoid calling now a time point, I suggest
that now might be regarded as a continually
changing perspective on becoming. Now is con-
tinually changing and ever new, because becom-
ing is ever new and never fixed or arrested. What
has become is fixed and past, but what is past be-
comes past only with a new becoming and is
past only for what is becoming or will become.
By calling now a perspective I mean that it is a
“view” taken on present becoming from the
standpoint of the particular opportunities of-
fered by what has become and what might be-
come. In this way, “now” might be considered
most generally as a condition for freedom of ac-
tion and more specifically as a condition for
feeling rhythm.



Preliminary Definitions 77

The word “now” is extraordinarily rich in
meaning. It can be used as a noun, an adverb, a
conjunction (“now that”), and even an interjec-
tion (“now!”). As a noun, what I shall call “now”
is a readiness to take a decision or to act. As an
adverb, now is when action can be taken. Now
might be called an “opportunity” for making
and doing. Now is when something can be done
with or made of what is past and when poten-
tiality can be realized. Like beginning and end,
now is not itself an event and does not have a
duration. But unlike beginning and end, now
cannot be regarded as a decision or act. Now is
when a decision is being made, has been made,
or can be made. What is present, past, or future is
now present, past, or future. And yet, now is al-
ways a perspective for present becoming because
it is only in the course of present becoming that
action, making, and doing can take place. I sug-
gest that now is not this making or doing, but
rather a definite taking into account of what is
available for the purpose of becoming. What is
available for becoming is what is relevant to be-
coming, and this includes all that is past for pres-
ent becoming and all that is potential for this
particular becoming. Thus, now might be con-
ceived as a definite perspective on the past and
future, and a perspective without which there is
no past and no future. It is a definite perspective
because what is becoming has the definiteness of
being this particular becoming with this particu-
lar past and this more or less definite potential
for its immediate future. But since the past that is
relevant to a present event also includes past,
completed events that condition or qualify the
present event and thus contribute to its definite-
ness or particularity, the perspective of now is
not restricted to the immediate past of the pre-
sent event. Likewise, now can also be a perspec-
tive on the potential for future events and can
thus involve anticipation and a feeling of what
the present might afford for future action.

By saying that now is a present perspective on
the past and the future or that past and future
meet in this now, and by saying also that now is
not an event and does not have a duration, may
we conclude that this present now, flanked by
past and future, is a purely present, durationless
instant? We may not if it can be understood that
there is no perspective apart from whatever ac-

tual past and whatever definite potential are
being taken into account. If what is now is “pres-
ent,” then past and future can in this sense be
conceived as “present.” The past, from this per-
spective, is not completed and fixed, because its
relevance to or efficacy for becoming is continu-
ally changing. And the future for now is not inde-
terminate if there are definite and actual antici-
pations of what might come to pass. In calling
now a readiness for action, I mean that the cre-
ative activity of becoming is readied or prepared
by what is and readied in preparation for what
will be. And this present readiness of what is and
will be done, made, or created could conceivably
involve the most distant past and the most dis-
tant future—a past and a future that are not,
however, timelessly present but which are only
“present” in a now that is continually new.

But, clearly, not all that has become or all that
might become is available in perception. If all
were available, there would be no change in per-
spective and, ultimately, no passage and no time.
Now is selective. And to the degree it is a fo-
cused awareness, it is an awareness of particular-
ity and an exclusion or limitation of relevancy.
What is excluded is what is irrelevant and what
does not contribute to the definiteness or partic-
ularity of what is now being created.

This understanding of “now presence” will, I
hope, help to overcome the limitation of apply-
ing the notion of being present only to individ-
ual and relatively autonomous events. And even
under this limitation, in my discussion of begin-
ning and end I could not avoid invoking “now.”
When we considered the sound represented in
example 6.1, the perspective of now was limited
to this sound. But if events are in some sense
“nested” within other events and can in this way
be simultaneously present, now is always a multi-
ple perspective. Thus, the last sound of a piece of
music is present at the same time the last phrase,
the last section, and the piece are present; and
this “now” involves also the relevancies of many
pasts, including, among others, many past expe-
riences of listening to music. In saying in con-
nection with example 6.1 that with the begin-
ning of sound, silence is now past, I might have
said that the (present) perspective of now in-
volves both sound and silence and that silence is
“present” for sound as a past event that contin-
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ues to be a relevant factor in the becoming of
sound (much like James’s “thunder-breaking-
upon-silence-and-contrasting-with-it”’). This is,
of course, not to say that silence and sound are
simultaneously present or that the next to the
last sound of a piece of music is itself present
when the last sound has begun. Even if there are
multiple perspectives of now and these perspec-
tives are equally present or unified in the pres-
ence of now, they could not be multiple if they
were not temporally distinct.

Although now involves the relevancies of past
events, if it is a perspective on present becoming,
now is always a readiness in regard to a present
event. It is not a readiness in regard to a past
event because a past event has become; and al-
though something can be done with a past event,
nothing can be done for an event that has ended
and is completed. Thus, the multiplicity of now is
not the multiplicity of relevant pasts, but the multiplic-
ity of present events. And there is no now apart
from one or more present events that are in the
process of becoming. Also, if now is a focusing of
awareness directed toward the definiteness or
particularity of the event in its becoming, this
focus can be relatively sharp or diffuse, and the
several events that are now present need not be
equally present or present in the same degree.
And, too, since now is continually new, it is
conceivable that what is felt as an event might
emerge only after the event has begun, as it were,
retrospectively, in the light of a new perspective.
If this were the case, now could be regarded as
creative for events and not merely as something
dependent on the givenness of events. In this
way, events would be neither temporally nor
logically prior to now.

Durational Determinacy

By defining beginning as a potential for dura-
tion rather than as a point that together with an
end point delimits a duration, I hope to open
the possibility for viewing duration as process
rather than solely as product. Of course, when an
event is completed, its duration is a product—
duration will then be determined and past. By
saying that it is past, I mean that nothing can be
done to alter this duration, and by determinacy I

mean this fixity or unalterability. But by saying
that it is past I shall also mean that this duration
is available as past for a present event—that it is
or can be involved in the becoming of another
event, for example, by being compared with
another duration. Durational determinacy is
achieved only when the event is past, but if this
past event had no effect on a succeeding event
or were not involved in the becoming of some
larger event that included it, we could have no
present awareness of durational determinacy.

If durational determinacy is linked to the ef-
fect a duration has or can have on the forma-
tion of other events, we may speak of degrees
or types of determinacy. And later I will argue
that a specific sort of determinacy characterizes
the durations we call metrical. But before turn-
ing to this topic, I would like to qualify some
of the remarks I made concerning the role of
beginning and end in determining durational
quantity.

I said earlier that beginning and end are defi-
nite decisions, and I implied that for there to be
duration there must be a definite beginning and
end. However, there are many events that do not
have a definite beginning or end. For instance,
the silence that precedes the sound in example
6.1 could be regarded as an event if we have
some awareness of silence as such and thus feel a
duration of silence. This silence might have a
definite beginning if it ended a preceding sound
and if we were to focus our attention on this be-
ginning. But even without a definite beginning,
we might become aware of silence as an event if
we are awaiting an event that will break the si-
lence. Since we live in a relentlessly echoic envi-
ronment, what I have called silence here is sim-
ply a lack of interest in this sonic environment
relative to our interest in the sound represented
by the line in example 6.1. The silence I wish to
represent by the empty space to the left of the
line is the relatively amorphous silence that
might be described as a relaxation of attentive-
ness to sound and a waiting for a sonic event that
will catch our attention. If there is no definite
decision to begin this waiting or this relaxation
of an attentiveness to sonic events, beginning is
indefinite. In this case, the now of silence will
not be the feeling of a definite duration thus far
realized. Instead, the now of silence is a relatively
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EXAMPLE 6.2 Beethoven, Piano Sonata op. 2/1 in F Minor, first movement
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unfocused awareness of the sonic environment
and a readiness for the coming of an event that
could more sharply focus our attention. Since
this readiness has a history, the silence can grow
old, and we can feel some duration of silence. If
we are aware of waiting and the absence of an
event that would break silence, we can feel some
length of silence. In other words, we can be aware
of having deferred focus and having awaited a
return to focus (in expectation that there will be
an end to silence) for some time and feel this to
be a relatively long or short time.

Nor does the end of an event that has a defi-
nite beginning necessarily create a definite dura-
tion. If there is not a definite beginning for a
new event that would make the present event
past, the end of the present event will be inde-
terminate and the duration of the event will be
indeterminate. Thus, in example 6.2, it will be
impossible to say precisely when this piece of
music ends. Here, at the conclusion of the first
movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata op.
2/1 in F Minor, the last sound definitely ends
with the immediately succeeding silence, but
the movement does not end here. If applause
begins when the last sound ends (questions of
concert etiquette aside), the applause will have
interrupted this movement, this coda, and the
duration promised with the beginning of the
last sound. It will take some indefinite amount
of time for this movement to end and for the
otherness of the sonic environment to gradu-
ally assert itself. The silence that ends this event
(or, rather, this multiplicity of events) will grad-
ually become a silence of waiting for a new
beginning.

I have introduced these examples to show
that definite decisions for beginning and ending
are not necessary for a feeling of duration, and in

such cases we may say that duration is indeter-
minate. Presumably then, any event with a defi-
nite beginning and end will have a determinate
duration. If beginning and end are simply points
that delimit a duration, this distinction would
suffice. However, even in events that are clearly
delimited there is considerable variation in the
definiteness of our feeling of duration. For ex-
ample, a single sound lasting two seconds pre-
sents a duration that is in a certain sense more
determinate than the duration of a sound lasting
ten seconds.

In example 6.3a the duration of the first
sound when it is completed is still “available” as a
feeling of just this definite quantity—we can
judge a second sound to be equal to this dura-
tion, or we can produce a second sound of equal
duration (i.e., “reproduce” the duration of the
first sound). However, in the case of example
6.3b we will find it very difficult to produce a
second sound of precisely the same duration or
to judge that a second sound is precisely equal in
duration to the first. The duration of our ten-
second sound is also still available as a feeling of a
relatively long sound and can be compared to a
noticeably longer or shorter sound, but it is
available only as a relatively indeterminate dura-
tion and not as a precisely felt quantity.

We might say that the beginning has faded
from memory and with it a potential for a deter-
minate duration. As we are listening to the first
sound, after, say, seven seconds, the sound’s be-
ginning is still active for the present event be-
cause this sound is still going on and still grow-
ing in duration—a duration that could now be
felt as relatively long. But we can no longer feel
the duration thus far realized as now entirely or
vividly “present.” After some time a feeling of
the determinacy of past, realized duration will
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EXAMPLE 6.3 Distinctions of mensural determinacy
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abate, and the past act of beginning will cease to
be available as a potential for a definite feeling of
this sound’s duration. Beginning is still active,
and what is past of this sound must be relevant
to its present becoming if we can now be aware
of a single sound that has been going on for
some time. What is now irrelevant and excluded
is not past sound, but what had been a potential
for a determinate feeling of duration. This was a
potential of beginning, and this potential has
now been denied. And whatever definite feeling
of duration there was in the past will have be-
come in itself irrelevant for what the sound has
now become and for what is now its potential.

The potential that remains is the potential for
more sound, or the possibility that the sound
will continue, and the potential for a new begin-
ning. And this latter possibility can manifest itself
in an expectation of or expectancy for a new be-
ginning and an opportunity to regain a feeling
of durational determinacy—eventually, perhaps,
in a feeling of impatience or boredom or in an
inattentiveness resembling the feeling of silence I
described earlier. In the course of its becoming,
the duration of the sound will become increas-
ingly indeterminate. Certainly, the sound has
duration, but the now indeterminate duration of
the sound—a duration that is gradually losing
its memorability or potential for reproduction—
is increasingly being measured by waiting and by
a prolonged expectancy for a novel event. After
ten seconds, when the sound has ended, the en-
tire sound will be past, but the immediate past of
the sound will be more vividly felt than its more
distant past. And in a succession of very long,

unmodulated sounds, we will not hear from sound
to sound, beginning to beginning, but rather
from “ending phase” to “beginning phase.” In
such cases, I maintain that there is a gradual
change of focus whereby our attention gradually
shifts from duration realized to future becoming.

Since the sounds in examples 6.3a and 6.3b
have definite beginnings and ends, their dura-
tions are, strictly speaking, determinate, but there
is a clear difference in our feeling of durational
determinacy. To make a distinction, I will call
the durations in example 6.3a “mensurally de-
terminate” and those in example 6.3b “mensu-
rally indeterminate,” or simply “determinate” and
“indeterminate.” I will say that a duration is men-
surally determinate if the duration has the po-
tential for being accurately or precisely repro-
duced. In this case, the duration can provide a
definite measure of duration for comparison
with another (latter or earlier) event. A feeling of
determinacy together with the definiteness of
this feeling is a condition for there being a pre-
cise reproduction or comparison. “Precise” here
does not mean “objectively” precise, measured
by the clock. Rather, it refers to a subjective
judgment—a feeling of confidence that our re-
production is precise or that our comparison is
an accurate comparison. Such judgments may
depart from the measure of a clock. Thus, the
second sound in example 6.3a might have a du-
ration of slightly longer or shorter than that of
the first sound, and we might, nevertheless, feel
that the two sounds are equal in duration. Or
our reproduction in example 6.3b might be pro-
portionately as accurate as our reproduction in
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example 6.3a, but even if this were the case, I be-
lieve that our uncertainty would be greater in
6.3b than in 6.3a. Since this feeling of precision
admits of degrees, the distinction between deter-
minacy and indeterminacy often cannot be
sharply drawn. However, in examples 6.3a and
6.3b this distinction seems clear enough.

Since determinacy has been defined as a po-
tential for comparison or reproduction, an actual
comparison or reproduction is not necessary for
a duration to be regarded as mensurally determi-
nate—its “measure” belongs to it alone as a def-
inite and past feeling of duration that may or
may not be used as a measure for a new event.
For a duration to be determinate in this sense,
the event must be completed—it must have a
definite beginning and end. And yet, while the
event is going on, there is, nevertheless, some
definiteness in the duration thus far realized, and
the active potential for its continued increase in
duration is also a potential for the becoming of
a mensurably determinate duration or for the
continuing “memorability” of its duration. If the
event goes on too long, it will have lost this po-
tential, though not, of course, the potential for
growing in a duration that has become, increas-
ingly, mensurally indeterminate. In this case, I
will say that the beginning has lost its potential-
ity for the becoming of a (mensurally) determi-
nate duration.

In example 6.3a the two sounds are separated
by a brief pause of relatively indeterminate dura-
tion. By saying that this duration is relatively in-
determinate I mean that if our attention is fo-
cused on the two sounds and on two begin-
nings, we may not be especially interested in the
silence as an event that begins and ends and that
attains a definite duration. If we actually produce
a second sound as a reproduction of the first
sound’s duration, the silence could be regarded
simply as a gap between stimulus and response. If
we compare two sounds that are played for us,
the silence will be a waiting for a second sound.
Here the precise duration of silence will have lit-
tle bearing on the act of reproduction or com-
parison. Of course, if the silence is too long, the
“memorability” or what I have called the rele-
vancy of the first sound’s duration will be lost,
and we will lose confidence in the accuracy of
our judgment. Since this memorability seems to

fade gradually and since our feeling of accuracy
admits of degrees, it is difficult to say precisely
when the silence might become too long or
when the mensural determinacy of the first
sound might be lost. But if the silence is not
too long—that is, if we can more or less confi-
dently judge equality—this gap or nonevent has
little effect on the mensural determinacy of the
first sound. Certainly, the silence does function
to make the sound past and to end the potential
of the sound’s beginning. But if we are not at-
tending to the silence as an event, our attention
can be directed to the possibility of a second for
which the now fixed duration of the first sound
has become potentially relevant. The determi-
nacy of the first sound’s duration is also relevant
for a “larger” event that includes both sounds.
And this event will be past only when the first
sound has become the first of two sounds of
equal duration.

In example 6.3c 1 have indicated three
sounds. In this case, it will be possible to judge
that the first and third sounds are of equal dura-
tion or, if we are given only the first two sounds,
to produce a third sound equal in duration to
the first. And again, if the silences are not too
long, I believe we could be relatively confident
in the accuracy of our judgment or reproduc-
tion. If this succession of sounds is played for us,
the special relevancy of the first duration for the
third will emerge only when the third sound is
completed. Now we could hear in this sequence
the contrast of two durations—long and short—
and a “return” to the first duration. Thus, the
durational determinacy of the first sound is still
available after a comparison with the second
sound is made; and although the first sound has
now become something more particular—now
the longer of two sounds—neither its mensural
determinacy nor the determinacy of the second
sound’s duration is affected by the act of com-
paring. I should add here that such judgment or
comparison is not limited to the simple distinc-
tions of equal, longer, and shorter. By judgment I
mean a feeling of the particular similarity or dif-
ference of the two quantities, a feeling of just
these durations and their relative lengths.

In light of the preceding discussion, mensural
determinacy might be defined as the “presence”
of a past and determined duration as a definite
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potential that can function as a “measure” for a
later, but not necessarily immediately successive,
event. I have focused primarily on equal mea-
sure because the mensural determinacy of the
past duration can be most easily tested by at-
tempting to reproduce the past duration (not the
past event) as present. If we have decided to re-
peat the first duration, the beginning of the sec-
ond sound is a definite potential or a potential
for a definite duration—the beginning of the
second sound is the beginning of a duration equal
to the first. On the other hand, if the sounds are
played for us, the possibility that the second
sound might become equal in duration to the
first is not especially privileged.

Assuming now that we are not producing
these sounds and attempting to reproduce the
duration of the first sound, the beginning of the
second sound is not the definite potential for a
reproduction of the duration of the first sound.
If, in fact, the second duration upon completion
is equal to the first duration and we judge the
two durations to be equal, we must say that there
was a potential for this judgment and that the
determinacy of the first duration was a condi-
tion for this judgment. But there was, equally, a
potential for the second to be longer or shorter
than the first and a potential for judging the dif-
ference between the two durations. Here there is
no “weighting” of potential in favor of equality.

The beginning of the second sound, like the
beginning of the first sound, is a potential for a
definite duration, but I will say that in neither
case 1s this a definite potential or the promise of a
particular durational quantity. Like the duration
of the first sound, the duration of the second will
be determined when it is past. But since the sec-
ond sound does not begin as a duration equal (or
unequal) to the first, the durational potential of
its beginning is indeterminate and this potential
is unaffected by the now determinate duration of
the first sound. This is not to say that the second
sound and its duration are unaffected by the first.
If there is a comparison, then clearly what the
second sound becomes is determined in part by
what the first sound became. Although upon its
completion the first sound will have a fixed dura-
tion, the determinacy of this duration is not past
if it is a potential that is presently involved in the
becoming of the second sound.

EXAMPLE 6.4 Reproduction of
durational quantity

a) |

b) | (

Although the two sounds shown in example
6.3a are mensurally determinate and can be
judged equal in duration, this succession is not,
as I shall say, “metrical.”” To be felt as metrical,
the two events must be immediately succes-
sive—the beginning of the second event must
make the first event past. In example 6.4a I have
eliminated the pause between the two sounds.
Here the beginning of the second sound func-
tions to end the first sound and thus to deter-
mine its duration. As a result, the second begin-
ning has a definite potential.

That this is a definite potential is demon-
strated in example 6.4b. Here the second sound
is shorter than the first, but if we can also feel the
duration labeled “A')” the potential for duration
beginning the second sound is not exhausted or
realized when the sound ends. If the duration A’
is realized—that is, if we come to feel a duration
A'—the end of this duration is not determined
by a new beginning. Rather, the end is deter-
mined by the durational quantity promised by
the beginning of the second sound. When this
promise is met, the second event, composed of
sound and silence, will be past. If end and begin-
ning are inseparable as a realization of durational
potential and a simultaneous making present and
making past, we could say that the promise of a
second beginning is also a promise for a third
event and that the potential of the second begin-
ning for a definite end is also felt as the expecta-
tion of an immediately successive event.

In example 6.4b a third sound, A", is repre-
sented as a potential event. On the basis of the
durational potential of the second beginning we
can predict the beginning of A". If there is an ac-
tual third beginning, the realization of the dura-
tion promised with the second beginning will
also be a realization of the potential for a new
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EXAMPLE 6.5 Reproduction and mensural determinacy

[

beginning. If there is no actual third beginning,
the durational potential of the second beginning
will still be realized, but the end of the second
event will be somewhat indistinct. Since mensu-
ral determinacy is relative and thus somewhat
flexible, the decision for a new beginning could
be made a bit early or late by the clock and still
be heard as the realization of the mensurally de-
terminate duration promised by the second be-
ginning. Thus, there is no precise “point” at
which the possibility for a third beginning is de-
nied, and the silence that belongs to the second
event as a continued realization of its promised
duration will not be very sharply distinguished
from the silence in which this event is past.

The emergence of a definite durational po-
tential for beginning is perhaps more clearly
demonstrated in example 6.5. In example 6.5a
two very brief sounds are separated by a relatively
long duration. Here, the beginning of the second
sound is simply the beginning of a very short
sound, and I think that we will perceive two brief
events of sound isolated from one another by a
silence of waiting. In this case, the first event is
the first sound, made past by the beginning of si-
lence. By contrast, in example 6.5b the duration
initiated with the beginning of the second sound
can be heard to extend beyond this sound, and
two immediately successive events can be per-
ceived. Now, with the beginning of the first
sound, there is also the beginning of an event that
is not made past with silence.

To account for this difference, I suggest that
in example 6.5b a potential for the creation of a
reproducible duration is not exhausted when the
first sound ends, and that this potential is realized

ca. 5 sec.

with the beginning of the second sound. In the
case of example 6.5a, the beginning of the first
sound, although it is the beginning of a determi-
nate duration for sound, is not the beginning of
a determinate duration for an event whose dura-
tion is determined by the beginning of a suc-
ceeding event—the second sound. Being the
beginning of such an event was a possibility that
is forfeited as the duration realized from the be-
ginning becomes mensurally indeterminate. And
as this duration becomes indeterminate, its po-
tential for reproduction is lost. What potential
for reproduction does remain is the realized and
highly determinate duration of the first sound
itself, and this sound and the second sound as the
realization of a potential for reproduction where-
by a comparison is made become the two events
upon which our attention can now be focused.

Incidentally, it seems to me that Koch’s argu-
ment for the proper barring of example 2.2b
quoted previously from the TVersuch (Koch 1787/
1969, p. 303) shows an acknowledgment of defi-
nite durational potential. Thus, Koch argues that
this example comprises not seven but four mea-
sures, even though the fourth measure is not no-
tated as complete, and he justifies his barring on
the basis of a cognizance and feeling of “the dis-
position of the extent and ending of the parts of
the melody.” Similarly, in the ending of the first
movement of Beethoven’s F-Minor Sonata shown
in example 6.2 the final sound can be heard to
open a mensural duration of two “bars.” (But
again, it is not clear precisely when this duration
ends or when the movement as a whole 1s made

past.)
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“Projection” Defined

To make less cumbersome the discussion of the
process in which a mensurally determinate dura-
tion provides a definite durational potential for
the beginning of an immediately successive event,
I would like to introduce the term “projection”
(as a “throwing forth”). Example 7.1 provides a
schematic representation of this process.

I will say that a potential duration for the sec-
ond event (C") is projected, and 1 will represent the
projected duration by a dotted line to indicate
that this duration is potential rather than actual.
When there is an actual duration C' that emerges
as a reproduction of the first event’s duration, I
will say that the projected potential has been re-
alized. The actual duration (C) of the first event,
functioning for the potential duration of the sec-
ond event, [ will call “projective,” and I will rep-
resent this function by an arrow aimed at the be-
ginning of the second event. “Projection” as the
act of projecting will refer to the entire process.

To forestall a possible misunderstanding, I
should explain that the arrow shown in example
7.1 does not symbolize a first event (C) “leading
to” a second event (C') or a first event implying
a second event. Projective potential is the poten-
tial for a present event’s duration to be repro-
duced for a successor. This potential is realized if
and when there is a new beginning whose dur-
ational potential is determined by the now past
first event. Projective potential is not the po-
tential that there will be a successor, but rather
the potential of a past and completed durational
quantity being taken as especially relevant for
the becoming of a present event. The arrow, in
this sense, points to the possibility for a future
relevancy.

My proposal of the terms “projective” and
“projected” also demands a caveat. Lest it be
thought that the opposition projective/projected
implies an opposition of active versus passive or
agent versus patient, I should point out that such
an understanding would invert the relationship

EXAMPLE 7.1 Projection from the standpoint of durational products C and C'

C’
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EXAMPLE 7.2 Processive representation of projection in the actualization of

potentials Q and Q'

A

of the two durations: C is not itself active—it is
past and has become a definite duration; C', on
the other hand, is active—it is in the process of
realizing a duration that begins as a reproduction
of the duration of C. Thus, the duration C is pro-
jective as reproduced for C', and the duration C'
is projected as a reproduction of C's duration. Al-
though I have assigned two names and two sym-
bols, it should be kept in mind that projective
and projected are aspects of a single process—
projection. However, because of the limitations
of graphic representation and linguistic conven-
tion I shall often, for convenience and as an ab-
breviation, speak as if these were separate “things.”
In the preceding account I have, in fact, implied a
separation of the two phases by identifying the
process of projection with the two products C
and C'. In order to make a clearer distinction be-
tween process and product, example 7.2 shows a
more detailed representation.

Here, A and B may be understood to refer
to two events or two durations as products ab-
stracted or detached from process. (To avoid
multiplying labels, I will avoid making a distinc-
tion now between an event and its duration.)
“A” and “B” label two durations “given” for our
inspection apart from any questions concerning
their emergence. The designation “B,” for exam-
ple, means that we are “presented” with the sec-
ond of two durations—in this case, the second
of two equal durations. The lowercase letters
refer to the beginnings of these durations. Each
of these beginnings is a potential for duration—
a, an indefinite potential; b, a definite potential
(definite because of the projection Q—-Q"). “Q”
labels a projective potential realized with the
new beginning b. This potential is not a’s poten-
tial for a mensurally determinate duration—it is
the potential for a mensurally determinate dura-
tion A to provide a definite potential for the
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new beginning b. The realization of Q is the
creation of a definite potential Q', which is
shown here as realized in the duration B. Q' rep-
resents b’s potential for duration. But with b
there is also the emergence of a new projective
potential R.

If, as in example 7.2, there is no new begin-
ning ¢, Q' will be realized, but the projective po-
tential R will not be realized in a projection. As
Q' is in the process of realization, an R is emerg-
ing as potentially projective. I have drawn an
“X” over the arrow of R to show that R does
not in this case come to function in a projection.
R is a definite potential for a projection, and
here no projection actually occurs. It is a definite
potential because Q' is a definite potential shown
here realized in an actual duration B. Thus, if b
promises a duration B, there is also the possibility
of a projection when the duration B is realized
and can be past for a new event C.

The difference between Q' and R is this: Q'
is a potential for the becoming of B; R is a po-
tential for B as past to affect the becoming of a
new event, C. However, neither Q' nor R is it-
self a potential for a new event C. Since Q', as b’s
potential for duration, is a definite potential, Q'
or b might be called the predictability of an end
of B or the predictability of a new beginning
that will make B past. Q' “predicts” how long B
is likely to last or when a new beginning, c, is
likely to occur. But Q' or b is not itself a poten-
tial for a new beginning, c¢; b is a potential only
for the present becoming of an event B. If there
is a potential for a C, this potential emerges from
a now for which a potential C is relevant—for
example, a now in which B is felt to be incom-
plete (the now of an event that B does not end)
or a now in which we for any reason expect an
immediately successive event. Nor is R a poten-
tial for a new beginning in the sense of being
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the promise of a new beginning. Rather, R is a
potential for the duration of B as completed and
past to determine how long the new event is
likely to last or when this new event is likely to
be succeeded by another. And until there is a
new beginning, R shares whatever potentiality
there is for a C. However, if we do not expect a
projection there seems little reason to say that a
projection is denied or that the projective po-
tential R is denied, and I shall seldom represent
nonprojection as a denial of projective potential.
Nevertheless, it must be admitted that the
promise of Q' for a definite duration opens the
possibility for a definite end and that the poten-
tial for an end is inseparable from the potential
for a new beginning. If we can predict an end
for B or a beginning, ¢, our prediction is made
on the basis of b’s potential. Because of Q' we
know how much time we have before B might
end and, if we expect a C, how much time we
have to prepare for the new event. And if Q' is
not itself the potential for a new event, its real-
ization in B requires a new beginning—either
an actual beginning (of sound or silence) or the
denial of a beginning.

In example 7.2 I have indicated that the pro-
jected potential Q' is realized in the actual dura-
tion B. However, since there is no new begin-
ning c, the duration of B is somewhat indefinite.
B is not completed until there is no possibility
for a new beginning that would realize R. If we
are expecting a new event, I will say that R is
denied. However, if we are not expecting a new
event, I would prefer to say that R is simply un-
realized—nothing becomes of R, and its poten-
tial becomes gradually attenuated. In example
7.3a, since there is a new beginning, c, both Q'
and R are realized and the duration of B is defi-
nite. In this case, ¢ functions for the realization of
Q' and R. But it is also possible that the begin-
ning of a new event might not function in this
way—C might begin too early or too late. In
example 7.3 we will consider some situations in
which c is early and in example 7.4 some situa-
tions in which ¢ is late. Although it would be
premature to embark on a systematic analysis of
such “inequalities,” a consideration of these ex-
amples will provide us with an opportunity to
inquire more deeply into the relation of projec-
tive and projected potential and may serve also

to illustrate the flexibility of projective engage-
ments. Since these situations involve fairly subtle
perceptual distinctions, I should preface this
discussion with some remarks concerning my
graphic representations.

In the following examples (as in examples 7.1
and 7.2) generalized “events” composed of sound
and silence are represented by line segments and
spaces. In view of the variability of mensural de-
terminacy and its dependence on many factors
excluded from these simplified representations,
there seems little point in attempting to assign
specific clock-time durational values to these
events. If we assume that the lines here represent
single, relatively unmodulated sounds, the events
labeled “A” in the following examples might be
given a duration of between one and two sec-
onds. Beyond two seconds, mensural determi-
nacy rapidly deteriorates in such simple environ-
ments. Although these examples are offered as
generalizations, the reader is invited to produce
or to imagine concrete situations that might
correspond to the various interpretations I will
offer. This experimentation will likely involve
adjusting durational quantity to the situation.
From the reader’s perspective, the point here is
not to test which interpretation might be spon-
taneously chosen “all things being equal,” but to
test the variety of interpretations that might be
chosen. (And later we will consider contexts that
might favor one choice or another.) This said, let
us turn to several situations in which a third
sound begins early or too early.

It is difficult to say how early is “too” early.
Since mensural determinacy is flexible, B can be
felt as a reproduction of A’s duration without
being “precisely” equal, measured by the clock.
However, this flexibility should not be taken to
indicate an inability to feel differences among
completed durations. It is, rather, a flexibility that
accommodates the indeterminacy of present be-
coming to a definite potential for this becom-
ing. (And I should add here that if in example
7.3 we expect a new event C, this expectation is
a present potential.)

In example 7.3b let us say that B is noticeably
shorter than A but at least three-quarters the
length of A. (If A lasts 2 seconds, let us say B lasts
between 1.5 seconds and 1.8 seconds.) If in this
example we can feel an acceleration, we will
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EXAMPLE 7.3 “Early” entries of a third event
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have felt the difference between the two dura-
tions and the realization of the projected poten-
tial Q'. Here we can make a useful distinction
between “length” and “speed.” B is shorter than
A, but if we feel acceleration we will not feel
that B is “too short” or that its promised dura-
tion 1s denied. If Q' is realized, B will repeat A’s
duration, but B will be faster than A—its dura-
tion will, in a sense, be realized more quickly.
On the other hand, it is also possible to hear a
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shorter B not as an acceleration, but as “too
short,” interrupted by a C that begins too soon,
as in example 7.3c. In this case, Q' will be denied
complete realization. But this does not mean
that Q' is denied as a potential. Q' is a definite
potential for a duration B. Since B has begun
and since there is no beginning apart from a du-
ration that is in the process of becoming, there is
from the beginning a realization of durational

potential. C is too soon in relation to a projected
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duration that is being realized, and the begin-
ning of C by interrupting this realization does
not necessarily cancel the fact of realization. Nor
does this interruption deny the potentiality of
Q'. Q'"’s potential is preserved in the incomplete-
ness of B’s realized duration. If there is a feeling
that C begins too soon, this feeling can arise
only if Q' is presently functioning as a real po-
tential. Q' is real in that it is efficacious in pro-
ducing a feeling of “too soon” or a feeling that
the completed duration of B is not the comple-
tion of a duration that b promised.

The decision to hear acceleration or inter-
ruption depends, in part, on our interest or pur-
poses. If we expect a third sound, C, or if our in-
terest is directed toward continuation, a feeling
of acceleration will serve for prediction. In this
case, the abbreviation of B will present for C the
likelihood of being still “faster” and a definite
possibility that a fourth event, D, will begin even
sooner with the result that the projected R' will
be shorter than the projective R. That is to say,
the present projection R—R' can inherit a char-
acteristic that the completed projection Q—Q'
attained (again, attained as past and inherited as
past for the present projection R—R"). If, on the
other hand, our interest is directed toward the
present becoming of B or toward B’s comple-
tion, an “early” ¢ can appear to cut short the pro-
jection Q—Q'. And yet, if there does emerge a
“still sooner” d, a potential for acceleration may
nevertheless be realized. For this “larger” becom-
ing, the abbreviation of B is now relevant for a
process of acceleration. But if we have, in fact, felt
an “earlier” interruption, this feeling cannot be
unfelt; and if an acceleration emerges, we will have
felt an interruption that has become a factor in
the acceleration.

In example 7.3d the third sound enters very
early in the projected opening of a second dura-
tion. Since there is too great a disparity in the
durations A and B for B to be felt as an acceler-
ated replica of A, two metrically comprehensible
alternatives emerge. In example 7.3e the pro-
jected Q' is realized in an event B. Here a pro-
jection S—S' can be completed within the dura-
tion promised by Q' and may function to en-
hance the mensural determinacy of the duration
B. (In chapter 9 we will consider in more detail
the question of such “division” within a projec-

tion). Although Q' can be realized without a
new beginning, the emergence of ¢, shown in
parentheses in example 7.3e, would enhance the
definiteness of B and thus help clarify the rela-
tion of S=S' to the potential Q'. Moreover, any
expectation of a new beginning c that might de-
termine B’s duration would be clear evidence of
the continued “presence” of the projected po-
tential Q". In example 7.3f, projective potential is
shown to be extended as the second event (be-
ginning with a2) is assimilated to the duration of
a first event. The accent shown above b in ex-
ample 7.3f symbolizes an unequivocal second
beginning that denies the projection Q—-Q' in
order to realize a larger projective potential T.
Again, in cases such as example 7.3d, the vari-
ables of length and attentiveness and the count-
less qualifications and relevancies that are ex-
cluded from these general, schematic figures will
all work together in an actual musical event to
provoke a decision.

Now let us consider some situations in which
c is late. If, as in example 7.4a, B is slightly
longer than A as a result of a delayed ¢, we may
hear deceleration—the “same” but slower. If the
delay is much longer, as in example 7.4b, we may
come to feel hiatus (symbolized |1)—a break
between the realization of projected potential
and a new beginning. Here the duration B loses
its projective potential, and a new and relatively
unconditioned projective potential S emerges
from the beginning of event C.

Example 7.4c shows the possibility that a de-
layed ¢ might come to function for a new pro-
jection R—R', which would break off from the
emerging Q—Q'. In the projection R-R', Q' is
denied both in realization and as the promise of
a future projective potential. The projection
R—R' will thus involve complex feelings occa-
sioned by a rejection of the relevance of Q—Q'
for the mensural determinacy of B. Indeed, this
very denial of Q' will be inseparable from the
particular duration B has now become.

In example 7.4d, a delay is created not by a
third sound but by the second sound, which ex-
ceeds the duration promised with b. Here Q'
is contradicted, or at least obscured, by an actual
sounding duration B. In the case of example
7.4c, Q' can be realized (in the projection Q—Q")
and subsequently denied by a new beginning ¢



Meter as Projection 89

EXAMPLE 7.4 “Late” entries of a third event
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and the emergence of a projection R-R". In ex-
ample 7.4d, a realization of Q' is not subsequently
denied by a new beginning (as in 7.4¢)—Q' is
simply never clearly realized. When B becomes
too long to be a realization of Q', B’s beginning is
no longer the beginning of a projected duration,
and the projection will have been denied. But
since the duration of B will itself be relatively in-
determinate (in the absence of a new beginning
¢) and since it is not at all clear “when” the pro-
jected potential Q' becomes exhausted, we may
have little or no feeling of a potential denied.

If the foregoing analyses have helped clarify
certain aspects of the projective process, they
have also left a great many aspects of projection
out of account. When we take up the topics of
metrical accent, metrical type, and metrical lev-
els in chapter 9, we will be 1n a position to con-
sider a greater variety of interpretations than
have been made in connection with examples
7.3 and 7.4. (For instance, we will encounter situ-

ations resembling example 7.4d in which Q-Q'
can be realized by what will be termed a “virtual
articulation” of a mensurally determinate dura-
tion A-B.) However, even in chapter 9 our ex-
amples will remain, for the most part, relatively
general or abstract. A closer examination of fac-
tors that might contribute to particular projec-
tive decisions will be undertaken in subsequent
chapters when we turn to specific musical con-
texts involving distinctions of tone and contour.

To conclude this preliminary discussion of
projected duration, I would like to clarify several
features of the graphic representation of projec-
tion introduced in examples 7.1-7.4. Although
all of these examples incorporate both sound
and silence, it should be understood that projec-
tion does not require an absence of stimulus
during the projective or the projected phase.
Thus, example 7.5a might have been substituted
for example 7.2. But in the case of example 7.5a,
although there is no less a projection, it may be
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EXAMPLE 7.5 Distinctions between duration of sonic stimulus and projective duration
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more difficult to feel projective potential per se
or to isolate the process of projection from its
durational products. Since in example 7.5a the
second event is and actual stimulus of determi-
nate duration, this sound will have this duration
whether or not there is a projection. In the ear-
lier examples, if we can feel a more or less deter-
minate duration for the second event indicated
in the diagrams, such a feeling can occur only if
there is a projection. And in the following pages,
I shall continue to use silence as a heuristic de-
vise for testing projection, for it is in the absence
of stimulus that the effect of projective duration
can be most clearly isolated and tested.

In fact, example 7.5a does not entirely elimi-
nate the problem of ascertaining the realization
of projected potential. There is a definite b that
terminates a’s (indefinite) potential for duration.
With b, A is fully determined and past for an
emerging B. But, although there is an actual
sounding event that corresponds to the realiza-
tion of Q', there is no new beginning that defi-
nitely terminates b’s durational potential. If, as in
example 7.5b, a new event C begins after a brief
silence, Q'’s realization and the duration B might
include this duration of silence. If, as in example
7.5c¢, this silence is lengthened, there may be ei-

ther hiatus (as in example 7.4b) or a new projec-
tion R—R' (as in example 7.4¢). In the latter case,
B will have become longer than A. And if this is a
possibility, the duration B in example 7.4a cannot
have been fully determined when the sound
ceases, and a projective potential (R) will not have
been forfeited with the beginning of silence.
Notice also that example 7.1 (which shows
durational products) is more complicated than
example 7.5a and differs from example 7.5a in
two respects. The two events C and C' shown in
example 7.1 are composite events or events
composed of (in this case) sound and silence
and, therefore, comprise more than one begin-
ning and end. Although I have concentrated on
beginning as the beginning of sound, there is
also the beginning of silence. Also, in example
7.1 the two sound (and the silences) are of un-
equal duration. This sort of inequality has rela-
tively little bearing on the projection. The dur-
ation of A' can vary from being very short to
occupying the entire duration of C' without, I
believe, greatly altering the projection. That is,
the durations A and A' seem relatively indepen-
dent from the projective C and the projected C'.
A and A' begin and end: they have fully determi-
nate durations that can be compared and judged



Meter as Projection 91

equal or unequal. Their beginnings coincide
with the beginnings of C and C' but, unlike the
latter, do not function projectively.

If beginning is regarded as a time point—a
self-sufficient entity—we could say that A and
C (or A' and C') have the same beginning.
However, if beginning is a potential for dura-
tion, these beginnings are not the same. The be-
ginning of A becomes inactive and “past” while
the beginning of C is still active and “present.”
Thus, in example 7.1, I count six beginnings
(and six ends, for A, B, C, A", B', and C'), two of’
which—the beginnings of C and C'—function
for projection. The postulation of a multiplicity
of beginnings and ends within a single event will
play an important role in the analysis of more
complex metrical events [ shall propose later in
this study and will be invoked when we turn to
a discussion of the problem of metrical accent.

Finally, it must be admitted that the above di-
agrams do not adequately represent projected
potential as present activity. Thus, in examples
7.4c and 7.4d where the dotted line Q' with a
“X” through it represents a denial of projected
potential, I should perhaps have included an-
other symbol for what is realized or actualized of
Q' in the course of Bs becoming. I have re-
frained form attempting this in order to simplify
the analytic notation. But aside from the demand
for economy, it seems impossible to adequately
represent Bs becoming—Q' is being realized
from the start, and the dotted line will always
have some actuality. It should be noted here
that projective denial is always marked by a more
or less clear feeling of incompatible potentials.
Thus, in saying that a potentiality is denied, I
mean that we can point to some more or less
definite feeling of nonconformity or breach of
promise—in the examples we have considered
thus far, some feeling of “foo short” or “too
long.” (Needless to say, there is great variety in
the clarity and intensity of such feelings.) If, in
example 7.4d, there is some feeling of denial—
that is, if the second event in 7.4d is felt not sim-
ply as long but as “too long” in relation to the
“expected” projected duration—then the pro-
jection is actual as the cause of this feeling of de-
nial. However, it might be argued that even if
there is little or no evidence of such a feeling,
there must have been, in the early stage of this

event’s becoming, some feeling of a realization
of projective potential, in which case the projec-
tion would have been actual even in the absence
of a “subsequent” and definite feeling of denial.
The only situation in which projection is clearly
potential and not actual is where there is no be-
ginning of a projected duration. Thus, “pure” or
unequivocal potentiality belongs only to the pro-
jective phase. And projection is potential from
the very beginning of the first event. From its
beginning, the duration of the first event is po-
tentially projective, and this potential is forfeited
only if and to the degree that this event becomes
mensurally indeterminate and, hence, unrepro-
ducible as a more or less precisely determinate
duration.

My arguments thus far have been intended to
support a claim that, given a relatively modest
degree of attentiveness and in the absence of any
competing durational relevancies, two immedi-
ately successive events begun with sound will
necessarily result in projection if the first event is
mensurally determinate and the duration of the
second sound is not greater than that of the first
event. If the duration of the second sound is
greater than that of the first event, projection
may nevertheless occur, but I will not claim that
this is a necessary outcome. More broadly and, at
this stage in my argument, more questionably, I
will claim that projection is nothing other than
meter—that projection and meter are one. But
before 1 attempt to relate projection specifically
to musical meter and to many of the problems
posed by musical meter, I would like to consider
the more basic question of why there should be
such a phenomenon—why a second event
should inherit the duration of a first event as a
potential for its future becoming.

Projection and “Prediction”

Although our interest may be directed either to-
ward the completion of the present event or to-
ward the emergence of a new event, the opening
of a durational span in which we can accurately
predict end or beginning is created by a begin-
ning that has acquired a definite potential. I have
speculated that a beginning acquires such a po-
tential by making past and determining the du-
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ration of an immediately preceding event and
that the durational potential of this beginning is
determined by the now actual duration of the
past event. However, it must be said that predic-
tion is also possible in the case of “nonadjacent”
reproduction. Thus, in example 6.3a (where there
is no projection) we can, if we choose, predict
the end of the second sound and so predict a be-
ginning for a third event based on an estimation
of the duration that the second sound must have
in order to reproduce the duration of the first.
But it seems clear that in the case of example
6.3a this choice must be a conscious decision to
regard the second duration from its beginning as
a reproduction—there is no larger context shown
here that would make such a potential reproduc-
tion especially relevant for the beginning of the
second sound. In the cases of examples 6.4a,
6.4b, and 6.5b, I believe that the feeling of a de-
terminate potential for reproduction with the be-
ginning of the second event is involuntary, that
we will feel the becoming of this more or less
determinate duration whether we choose to or
not (assuming, of course, a minimum level of at-
tentiveness and the absence of any strongly con-
flicting relevancies).

Here it seems that the intense relevancy of the
first duration for the second is created simply by
the fact of immediate succession. This immediate
feeling of promised duration has been the object
of considerable study among psychologists. In the
psychological literature emphasis has been placed
on prediction of a new beginning, and the phe-
nomenon is generally known as “synchroniza-
tion,” or the coordination of an action such as
clapping with a series of periodic stimuli—coor-
dination that is accomplished from the third
stimulus on. Paul Fraisse comments on some of
the special characteristics of this behavior:

People fairly easily accompany with a motor act a
regular succession of sounds. This phenomenon
spontaneously appears in certain children toward
.. This
accompaniment tends to be a synchronization be-

one year of age, sometimes even earlier. .

tween sound and tap—that is to say, that the stim-
ulus and the response occur simultaneously.

This behavior is all the more remarkable, as it
constitutes an exception in the field of our behav-
iors. As a rule, our reactions succeed the stimulus.
A similar behavior is possible only if the motor

command is anticipated in regard to the moment
when the stimulus is produced. More precisely, the
signal for the response is not the sound stimulus
but the temporal interval between successive
sounds. Synchronization is only possible when
there is anticipation—that is, when the succession
of signals is periodic. Thus the most simple rhythm
is evidently the isochronal production of identical
stimuli. However, synchronization is also possible
in cases of more complex rhythms. What is impor-
tant is not the regularity but the anticipation. The
subjects can, for example, synchronize their tap-
ping with some series of accelerated or deceler-
ated sounds . .. The spontaneity of this behavior is
attested to by its appearance early in life and also
by the fact that the so-called evolved adult has to
learn how to inhibit his involuntary movements
of accompaniment to music. (Fraisse 1982, pp.

154—155)

The question remains why there should be an
immediate, spontaneous, and apparently “invol-
untary” disposition for the reproduction of du-
ration. I will address this question first by placing
it within the framework of the notions of begin-
ning/end, determinacy, and potentiality I have
been developing. I will then depart from this
framework to consider the utility such repro-
duction might have for our active engagement
with events in the world.

Since the reproduction I have described oc-
curs with the end of a durationally determinate
event and the beginning of an immediately suc-
cessive event, I would like to once again con-
sider this crucial juncture of a simultaneous yet
functionally distinct beginning and end. If two
events are immediately successive and there is a
clear articulation that marks a definite end and
beginning, the beginning can, I think, properly
be said to cause the first event to end (but only
in the sense of being stopped, terminated, or
made past—Ilater we will consider end as goal or
aim). Without a new beginning there could be
no definite end for the first event and, assuming
that the first event has a definite beginning,
there could be no definite duration of this event.
This assertion does not reverse the order of
cause (beginning) and effect (end) or collapse
cause and effect in a single durationless instant.
The first event as present certainly precedes the
second event. But the first event as past, ended,
and completed does not precede the beginning
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of the second event; and although end and be-
ginning happen at the same time, this time in-
volves duration—the (indefinite) duration in
which beginning, as I have argued, creates an
overlap in the making past of the first event and
the making present of the second.

If the new beginning is a cause of there being
a determinate end for the earlier event, and if
this end is a condition for the durational deter-
minacy of this event, then the new beginning
can be said to participate in the creation of the
first event’s determinate duration. But the new
beginning does more than end the presence or
becoming of the first event. It also makes this
event presently past and, in so doing, necessarily
(simply for there to be an awareness of succes-
sion) involves this past event in the now of the
present event. I will speculate that by function-
ing to determine the duration of the now past
event, the durational potential of the new begin-
ning is determined by the actual duration of this
now completed event. However, the question
remains why the durational potential of the new
beginning should be conditioned by the dura-
tion of the preceding event, or why this past du-
ration is especially relevant for the now of the
new event’s becoming. Some light may be shed
on this question by considering what is unique
about duration among the many properties of an
event.

The now of the beginning of the present
event contains many givens. Assuming that the
event is a sound, there are, from the earliest
stages of our awareness of the sound, a variety of
definite qualities of sound—a particular timbre
and (possibly) pitch, a certain degree of loud-
ness, a particular density or “texture,” or a special
resonance. (In the attack phase of the sound
these qualities are unstable, but they quickly sta-
bilize and the attack itself has a definite quality.)
All these qualities from the beginning involve a
host of “associations” or past experiences. The
sound is the sound of a clarinet, or it is a rasping
or a velvety sound, or a Bb, or scale degree 1.
This sound is made particular, too, by its contrast
to the immediately preceding sound—it is a
higher sound, a softer sound, a sound with a par-
ticular intervallic quality. Any quality that has
been perceived is past and cannot be unper-
ceived, and any “association” that is made is fixed

and cannot be unmade. Certainly, while the
sound is present it is possible for any or all of these
qualities of the sound to change in the course of
the sound’s becoming (except, of course, for the
attack, which will become a completed event).
But these qualities do not have to change. From
the beginning, once the timbre, pitch, and vol-
ume of the sound are given, it is possible for
these qualities to remain relatively fixed. And if
they do remain fixed there can be no change in
their definiteness. If a sound begins with a par-
ticular timbre and does not noticeably change in
timbre, there is no becoming for timbre and no
becoming of timbre’s definiteness. If it is the
sound of a clarinet, it can remain the sound of a
clarinet.

By contrast, what cannot remain fixed and what
cannot be determinate while the sound is going on is
its duration. Thus, while the qualities of sound
can be fully determined from the beginning, the
quantity of the sound’s duration cannot be fully
determined. This quantity, by its nature, is al-
ways, until the sound is past, a potential for defi-
niteness. This potential for the now present
sound can, however, be conditioned, just as the
qualities of the sound can be conditioned, by
pasts and futures that are brought into relevancy
for the becoming of the event. And just as these
relevancies contribute to the definiteness of the
sound’s qualities, the relevancies of past durations
(and the anticipation of a new beginning) can
contribute to the definiteness of durational po-
tential. But in the case of duration, since there is
only a potential for determinateness, these rele-
vancies are not for what is, but for what will or
can become.

This necessarily uncertain or indeterminate
future of a duration’s becoming definite can be
limited or to some extent “predetermined” only
if the beginning itself is given a definite poten-
tial. If, in the case of immediately successive
events, the beginning of the second event plays
an essential role in the determination of the first
event’s duration as a making past of the first
event, what is immediately given for the dura-
tional potential of the nascent event and what is,
in part, created by the beginning as a making
past of the first event is the now determined du-
ration of the first event. And it is because of this
now definite potential that a definite future be-
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comes available as the predictability of a third
event. For there to be a definite potential there
must be a definite duration that is made past.
The duration of the first event must itself be suf-
ficiently definite to provide the second event
with the definite potential of realizing “just this
duration.” It is doubtless misleading to call this
process “reproduction” if “reproduction” is taken
to mean making a copy of an event.! The begin-
ning of the second event does not copy or re-
produce the beginning of the first event—the
beginning of the first event did not have a defi-
nite potential for duration. Rather, the new be-
ginning uses the determinateness of the imme-
diately past event for its own end; and if the po-
tential it takes from that event is realized, the
duration of the second of the two events will be
emerging as equal quite apart from any compar-
ison or any judgment of equality. From its be-
ginning the second event is producing equality.

The duration of the first event, even in its
process of becoming, is a potential for determin-
ing the duration of an immediately succeeding
event or, as I shall continue to say, being “repro-
duced” by or for a successor. Thus, what I have
called mensural determinacy is a narrowing or
focusing of potentiality or a limitation of what is
possible. And it seems that in acts of perception
we actively and involuntarily seek opportunities
for such limitation.

Thus far, I have approached the question of
reproduction from what might be called an “on-
tological” perspective. However, since we are
considering perceptual acts and the limitations
imposed by perception, we must also view this
question from an ‘“ecological” or “environmen-
tal” perspective. From this perspective, predic-
tion plays a primary role. Here I suggest that the
“reason” we can feel a determinate potential for
reproduction is that we must in order to act and

survive in a world that involves so much period-
icity. If we are to coordinate our actions with
periodic phenomena, we must have time to pre-
pare our actions, as in the case of clapping with a
third beat. This involves anticipation or feeling
in advance when the next event is likely to
occur or when the present event is likely to end.

The periodic events we encounter in the
world are produced primarily (but not exclu-
sively) by organisms—other organisms and our
own. And such periodicities are often not very
precise. Very precise periodicity in our world of
“middle-sized” durations is encountered pri-
marily in the workings of machines. But we
have not evolved to respond to machines. We
have evolved to respond to, among other things,
creatures that we must capture and creatures that
we must evade. Since our locomotion and the
locomotion of many other creatures involve var-
ious periodicities, much of the information we
need for our interactions with the environment
comes from aural, visual, and kinesthetic percep-
tions of more or less equal durations. “More or
less” is an important qualification. Focusing now
on chase (which, of course, is not the only of our
activities that involves a sensitivity to periodic-
ity), it would be as dangerous for the prey to be-
have with a high degree of regularity as it would
be for the predator to assume a high degree of
regularity. By altering speed, direction, and vari-
ous bodily movements, creatures can avoid too
obvious a regularity of motion. In sports, too, it
is important to be unpredictable and to avoid
telegraphing one’s movements. But even though
irregularities can camouflage periodicity, for
many creatures (ourselves included) they cannot
entirely obscure it, particularly because only two
“points” of beginning are needed. In fact, just
two beginnings may be especially relevant to ac-
tion, since to act effectively in many cases we

1. Along the lines of the perceptual theories of J. J. Gib-
son, Ulrich Neisser also argues against the notions of
copy or representation in his account of the role of
memory in the formation and activity of “anticipatory
schemata”—that is, “more or less specific readinesses (an-
ticipations) for what will come up next, based on infor-
mation [the listener] has already picked up” (1976, p. 27).
As Neisser writes: “It may be wise to avoid the connota-
tion that there is a final, constructed product in the per-

ceiver’s mind; that we see internal representations rather
than real objects. This, I think, is not true. By construct-
ing an anticipatory schema, the perceiver engages in an
act that involves information from the environment as
well as his own cognitive mechanisms. He is changed by
the information he picks up. The change is not a matter
of making an inner replica where none existed before,
but of altering the perceptual schema so that the next act
will run a different course” (p. 57).
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may need to be highly attuned to last-minute
information and flexible enough to make last-
minute adjustments. Certainly, vision provides
much of the information we need for action, but
we would be at a great disadvantage without the
contributions of the ear (and without an inti-
mate coordination of ear, eye, and muscle groups
—large and small).

I shall return to this “worldly” aspect of felt
duration in connection with various questions
concerning musical meter. My immediate pur-
pose in introducing this perspective is to account
for an aspect of reproduction that the “ontologi-
cal” perspective did not touch upon, and that is
the imprecision—measured by the clock—of

our feeling of duration. If there is a reproduction
of mensurally determinate duration, why should
we be confident and yet wrong by the clock?
This disparity would seem to indicate a percep-
tual defect. However, I would suggest that for
the purposes of acting in a world of imprecision
(and, possibly, deception), such perceptual preci-
sion would be dangerous and would thus be a
greater defect. This perspective also might ac-
count for the durational constraints for mensural
determinacy. In this view, such limitations would
roughly correspond to the durations of events
that for our purposes must be immediately com-
prehended or “grasped.”



Precedents for a Theory of Projection

efore I turn to an analysis of various prob-

lems of musical meter viewed from a projec-
tive standpoint, I would like to acknowledge and
evaluate the work of two theorists who have dis-
cussed in detail the phenomenon I call “projec-
tion.” The account of projection I gave in con-
nection with example 7.1 is similar in many re-
spects to Hauptmann’s definition of duple meter
and to Neumann’s description of the “rhythmic
pair,” a concept that for Neumann points to an
Urphdnomen of the thythmic and a scheme that is
manifested in the largest and most complex of
rhythmic formations.

Neumann’s concept of the rhythmic pair dif-
fers from my account of projection most obvi-
ously in its isolation of the pair as an auton-
omous “whole,” its separation of rhythm and
meter (as “inner” versus “outer” time, Zeitgestalt
versus Zeitmaf?), and its invocation of time point
for the determination of an event’s boundaries.
Neumann’s initial discussion of the rhythmic
pair is very condensed, and his thought will be
better related by quotation than by paraphrase.
Since Neumann’s examples 1—4 (shown in our
example 8.1) closely parallel several of the ex-
amples of projection I discussed earlier, I will in-
clude his entire commentary.

Having defined discrimination (Aufinerkung)
as the determination of an event’s beginning and
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end points, Neumann proceeds to a discussion of
the intervals spanned by these points:

We turn now to the inclusiveness [Enthaltensein] of
discriminations and begin with the simplest case in
which two discriminations are contained in a dis-
crimination of higher order. To this end we place
two real or imagined, temporally adjacent events
delimited by points at a certain easily comprehen-
sible distance from one another (ex. 1). This inter-
val might amount to about one second, but within
certain limits a larger or smaller interval could be
chosen, depending on the rhythmic capability of
the reader.

Given the two events A and B, fwo discrimina-
tions are defined, one from A to B and one from B
to a concomitant, unknown potential limit (S),
such that the intervals A—B and B—(S) are, in fact,
equal (ex. 2). The existence of this potential limit
is immediately known to us when a third event C
enters. We are then easily, and with great accuracy,
able to say whether C coincides with (S) (ex. 3a),
or if it enters earlier (ex. 3b) or later (ex. 3c). Upon
the fact of the potential limit, just explained, and
its coming to consciousness is based the ability for
time-comparison and consequently all beating of
measures, counting of measures—in short, the
temporal theory of measurement or Metrik.

How then is event C related to the unity and
wholeness of the higher-order discrimination?
Most neutrally, certainly, in the case of ex. 3c. Pro-
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EXAMPLE 8.1 Friedrich Neumann, Die Zeitgestalt, examples 1—4, p. 3,

Beispielband
Abstand. .
ARSI NS B
W S S S S S

S)
b2 B ¢® nt B ¢ G
SO S B

vided, that we enter the process A—B—(S) with a
clear conception of its two-part structure, a C that
comes too late can no longer interfere with the
rounded-off completion of the duration, particu-
larly if C does not enter too quickly afterwards. It is
obvious that, in the opposite case, with a C that
comes too early, as in ex. 3b, the wholeness of
A-B—(S) will be entirely abolished. In the case of
ex. 3a this wholeness is affected in a different way.
It can no longer be at once destroyed since, indeed,
C=(S) corresponds to the appropriate place in the
completion. And yet, with the event C the thresh-
old to a greater discrimination is crossed, robbing
the process A—B—(S)=C of its closure to make it a
part of a larger process. The discrimination that has
attached C to itself brings along with it a new po-
tential limit (S'), and indeed C—(S") can be either
equal to A—B (ex. 4a) or equal to A—C (ex. 4b).

If, therefore, the wholeness of A—B—(S) is not
to be broken, the potential limit (S) must not be re-
alized, either in actuality or in the imagination. . . .

An uninterrupted whole made up of two dis-
criminations of equal duration and determined by
two events and a potential limit we shall call a
“rhythmic pair’ or also, simply, a “pair”. (Neumann
1959, pp. 18—19)

Again, in Neumann’s separation of rhythm
and meter the given equality of the two dura-
tions is itself a purely rhythmic phenomenon (in-
nere Zeit) upon which the possibility for a quan-
titative comparison or measure (dufere Zeit) is
based. In this way, the givenness of equality logi-
cally (if not temporally) precedes measurement.
And although Neumann does not offer any sug-
gestions as to why there should be a promise of
equality in the emergence of a potential bound-
ary (S), he does offer a psychological and tempo-
ral account of the process that unites the pair—a

process that generates a temporal and rhythmic
content. The extensive, point-delimited container
is filled with expectation and recollection, future
and past. If it is also filled with “time,” this time
is merely time as quantity—extrinsic or outer
time, the time that is measured. In Neumann’s
conception (and Hauptmann’s as well) there
can perhaps be found traces of Goethe’s anti-
Newtonian sentiments; however, Neumann, in
granting the reality of absolute “outer” time,
recognizes two opposed principles with no pos-
sibility for sublimation.

Neumann’s illustration of the process through
which the content of the “rhythmic pair” is
formed can be seen in a comparison of example
8.1 with example 8.2 (Neumann’s example 5 in
which the three vertical lines correspond to A,
B, and (S) in his example 2):

Now further, in order to experience the temporal
content of the rhythmic pair it is necessary that we
set out and traverse the pair as a closed event that
is surveyed in advance. Here two opposed qualities
are revealed to us with some clarity. Namely, on
the way from A to B temporal consciousness is di-
rected predominantly toward the future, toward
the arrival of B. This state we will label as expecta-
tion | Erwartung]. From B to (S), however, the direc-
tion of our attention is reversed; consciousness
glances back toward the past stretch A—B and
avoids any thoughts of the coming potential limit
(S) in order that the wholeness of the pair not be
disturbed. This state we will label recollection [Erin-
nerung], and expectation and recollection form
complementary qualities whose order may not be
reversed without destroying wholeness. It lies in
the nature of expectation that it intensifies with the
growth of duration, and in the nature of recollec-
tion that it dies away.
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EXAMPLE 8.2 Friedrich Neumann, Die Zeitgestalt, example 5, p. 3,

Beispielband

. | T~

=
Anfung Erwartung

unmittelbare
Fassungskraft

Besides expectation and recollection, the power
of direct comprehension [unmittelbare Fassungs-
kraft] is also still active, and upon this rests, above
all, the ability for time-comparison. The first dis-
crimination, filled with expectation, will be taken
up by direct comprehension. At the beginning of
the second discrimination a new act of direct
comprehension enters; simultaneously, attentive-
ness springs back recollecting the beginning of
the first discrimination and leaves this discrimina-
tion once more to elapse as a temporal measure for
comparison. . . .

With regard to expectation and recollection,
the time-points which delimit and articulate the
rhythmic pair further obtain a special meaning.
The first discrimination becomes beginning from
which there follows a mounting expectation as the
content of the first discrimination; expectation en-
dures, indeed, over-endures with all its might up un-
til its goal, fulfillment [Erfiillung], takes place; and
this in turn forms a transition, as a boundary be-
tween both discriminations, to recollection; recollec-
tion, however, crumbles away, as it were, before its
end [Ende], in the form of the potential limit, is
reached (ex. 5). Already here we point toward the
difference between the unconscious end and the
conscious conclusion. (Neumann 1959, pp. 19-20)

I should explain here that conclusion (Schiuf})
is a perceptible part of an event—a discrimina-
tion that comprises the last part, or the begin-
ning of the end. Discrimination (Aufmerkung) is
directed solely toward beginning, which is iden-
tified with being. The beginning of discrimina-
tion is active and clear and corresponds to wake-
fulness and consciousness. End is nonbeing—
passive and diffuse, it corresponds to sleep (or
timelessness) and to the loss of consciousness.
For this reason, in his example 5 Neumann en-
closes end in parentheses, for it is nothing to be
experienced. Similarly, he writes in connection
with the temporal whole A—B—(S) shown in his

A

Erftillung Ende

Erinnerung

unmittelbare
Fassungskraft

example 2 (see our example 8.1) that the po-
tential limit (S) “must to some extent remain
unconscious; indeed, consciousness itself must
actually be for a moment extinguished and be
submerged in the subconscious in order for the
rounding-oft of the duration to be completed.”

Neumann’s conception of ‘“content” is in cer-
tain respects reminiscent of Riemann’s, though it
is more clearly and systematically formulated.
Neumann’s time-span (Zeitintervall), delimited
by time-points, is itself empty—it is a container.
But Neumann does not say that its content is
one of duration, of objects (tones for example),
or of sensible qualities. Contrasts of sensible qual-
ity provide points of beginning and end for Auf-
merkung, but such discontinuities cannot account
for our spanning of time. For Neumann, the
time-span is filled with the activity of recollec-
tion and expectation. The particular course of
recollection and expectation is the time-span’s
content; and since recollection and expectation
are active and dynamic, content is active and
dynamic and, thus, intrinsically rhythmic. The
time-span also contains fime, “absolute” time that

9 <

can be measured. But this, again, is “outer,” “ex-
ternal,” extensive, or spatialized time—the time
of meter (Zeitmaf}), which is opposed to an
“inner” and purely temporal, rhythmic time of
Zeitgestalt.

The rhythmic pair is not a metric pair; it is
not derived from nor does it know of quan-
titative measure (though through the agency of
properly rhythmic qualities a comparison of quan-
tity can be made). This freedom from quantita-
tive determination allows the pair to be inter-
preted as a scheme for a great variety of rhyth-
mic formations and, as we saw in chapter 3,
permits Neumann to detach “rhythmic weight,”
as a property derived from temporal phases of
attention, from metrical accent as a graduated
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EXAMPLE 8.3 Friedrich Neumann, Die Zeitgestalt, examples 29—-32,p. 7,

Beispielband
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ordering of stresses. And although the pair func-
tions as the elementary Urphdnomen that first re-
veals the basic rthythmic qualities of expectation
and recollection, Neumann does not find it nec-
essary to reduce other formations to an underly-
ing Paarigkeit. Rather, by expanding the catalog
of rhythmic qualities Neumann is able to de-
scribe three- or five-part schemes and variations
within the two-part scheme as fully particular
Zeitgestalten. Neumann’s rhythmic distinctions
are manifold and intricate, and there is no need
to pursue them here. However, I would like to
reproduce his diagrams contrasting duple and
triple forms, in part to show the considerable
difference between this interpretation of triple
“rhythm” and Hauptmann’s triple meter. Al-
though the distinctions shown in his examples
29 and 31 (see our example 8.3) could presum-
ably be applied to beats of a barred measure,
Neumann, here and throughout this study, is
concerned with “time shapes” that encompass
many bars. The rhythmic shapes of duple and
triple are not limited to a single form, nor is any

single representation capable of describing the
complex interaction of rhythmic qualities. In his
illustrations of the contents of triple rhythm (ex-
amples 30 and 32) Neumann takes “harmonic”
or tonal organization as the primary determinant
of shape. He begins by contrasting triple with
duple (the “rhythmic pair”) represented by an
arc constituted of rising expectation [Enwartung|
and waning remembrance [Erinnerung]:

In the triple-time scheme this arc is divided into
three equal parts and yields three contents, name-
ly: expectation in the first part; an expectation that
is in part realized and consequently diminished,
joined with a beginning recollection in the second
part—this state we will call persistence [ Beharrung|;
finally, in the third part after all expectation is real-
ized there is exclusively recollection.

Here the concluding notes take the form of
tension-tones [Spannungstine, -St] at the end of the
first and second segments, and resting tone [Ru-
heton, -Rt] at the end. Example 30 serves as an
illustration.

We should however also call attention to the
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fact that every expectation arises from direct com-
prehension. Thus, the first part of the rhythmic
pair comprises, intersecting with one another, a di-
rect comprehension that dies away and a growing
expectation. Represented graphically, the rhythmic
pair appears as is shown in example 31. The three-
part form then yields the following contents:

In the first part, the waning direct comprehen-
sion crosses over into a slowly rising expecta-
tion—this state we will call accumulation [or con-
centration, Sammlung]; in the second part expecta-
tion; in the third part recollection.

In respect to harmony the resting tone corre-
sponds to the state of accumulation; thus the ca-
dential tones of this type of three-part scheme are
-Rt, -St, -Rt (ex. 32). (Neumann 1959, p. 33)

Although Neumann describes the process
through which a rhythmic pair (or a rhythmic
“triple”) might become unified as a “higher
order” discrimination, he does not consider the
process through which equality is produced and
removes the phenomenon that I have called pro-
jection from meter in order to characterize an
exclusively rhythmic order that in many respects
resembles Riemann’s dynamic, “organic” model.

By contrast, Hauptmann is concerned with
the process whereby determinate duration and
equality are created and proposes a theory in
which meter, quite apart from rhythm, is re-
garded as a dynamic, organic phenomenon aris-
ing from an innate human disposition for equal
measure. Our measuring is not an act applied to
given units of duration as a counting or a com-
parison. It is, rather, a feeling of measure in the
creation of equality. Here equality emerges or
becomes. Metrical formation is, Hauptmann
says, the “product that originates from an evolu-
tion of a first beat [Zeif] established as a begin-
ning.” The elementary unity is again the pair,
but a pair that is conceived as a unity of measur-
ing and measured beats. And yet, although there
is process in the formation of the pair, this
process does not extend beyond the pair. Pairs as
elementary unities and as products become for
Hauptmann givens for combination in the con-
struction of metrical types that order a properly
rhythmic content. For this reason, Riemann
could with some justice criticize Hauptmann’s
theory as an abstract and schematic reduction in
which the particularity and dynamism of Takt
are suppressed.

EXAMPLE 8.4 Moritz Hauptmann, Die
Natur der Harmonik und der Metrik, p. 212

N7 T T T
4 2

In many respects, my account of projection at
the beginning of the previous chapter resembles
Hauptmann’s analysis of the formation of duple
meter. Hauptmann starts from the same observa-
tion: that with the beginning of a second sound
and from this beginning, there can be heard a re-
production (Abbild) of the duration spanning
the two beginnings (Bild). The result of this
process is not simply an addition of two dura-
tions, but rather a complex and irreducible unity,
die metrische Einheit:

If one impulse cannot determine a space of time or
a definite length of time, but rather only a begin-
ning without end, we do obtain a temporally de-
terminate whole with two immediately successive
impulses, in which the interval enclosed by the
two impulses is the half. The first metrical deter-
mination is not simple but duple, a repeated time-
interval. [See example 8.4.]

These two impulses comprise only one extent of
time. But with these two impulses we obtain not
one but two determinate beats. With the second
impulse, with the end of the enclosed space of
time, there is given at the same time the beginning
of a second which is equal in duration to the first.
At the end of this beat we can expect a new im-
pulse which, if it is not to give rise to an interrup-
tion, a cutting short of the time that is determined
by the two impulses, may not follow earlier than
this end-point.

A simple duration is not a metrical unity and can-
not emerge as a metrical whole. A simple has
meaning for a metrical determination only as a
part of the whole, as a first for a second; for the met-
rical whole is from its first determination an insep-
arable double, a unity of two [eine Zwei-Einheit].
(Hauptmann 1873, pp. 211-212)

The two phases I have called projective and
projected Hauptmann calls Bestimmende (deter-
minative) and Bestimmte (determined): “A first
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time-phase, since it is metrically always a first for
a second which can be equal to it, is for its sec-
ond the deferminative. This second is the deter-
mined. The first compared with the second has
the energy of beginning and therefore the met-
rical accent” (Hauptmann 1873, p. 228).

Because Hauptmann analyzes the phenom-
enon of meter as a process, he is able to avoid a
reification of metrical units as objects that are
given for the operations of multiplication and
division. In this respect, Hauptmann’s theory
of meter is radically different from traditional
theories:

It is clear from the preceding remarks that met-
rical organization does not consist in the division
of a given whole, even less should we imagine the
whole to be a joining together of units as a multi-
plicity: metrical formation is always only the prod-
uct that arises from the evolution of a first beat es-
tablished as a beginning, and all manifold forma-
tion can here issue first of all only from this simple
antithesis of that which is established as a unity,
ie., from its duplication. (Hauptmann 1873, p.
225)

What Hauptmann does, nevertheless, reify
is the pair first/second (Vorbild/Abbild, Klang/
Nachklang) or the single metrische (Zwei-) Einheit
as a product—a closed unit in which the first is
necessarily accented in relation to the second.
While there is process in the formation of this
unity, the unit, once formed, is a given into
which all metrical formations or measures are
resolved, and meter is viewed as a series of mea-
sures that mete out time and thus provide mea-
sure for the freedom of rhythm:

We shall call the constant measure according to
which the measurement of time is carried out,
meter; the kind of motion in this measure, rhythm.

This measure, according to its external charac-
ter, results in fwo-, three-, or four-part unities; mo-
tion in the measure, which itself can be of endless
multiplicity, will, as measured, find its intelligibility
only in regulation, an intelligibility that results
from the metrical conception. (Hauptmann 1873,
p.211)

For Hauptmann, meter is prior to rhythm as
an order that limits an otherwise anarchic free-
dom. And this law is expressed in the recursive

EXAMPLE 8.5 Moritz Hauptmann, Die Natur
der Harmonik und der Metrik, p. 228

i — 2
1

application of the process of unification that re-
sults in two-, three-, and four-beat units—mea-
sures that, prior to the complications of rhythm,
are always composed of a real succession of equal
units produced by successive metrical accents.
Thus, all instances of triple meter, for example,
derive from the underlying superimposition of
pairs, as can be seen from Hauptmann’s diagra-
matic representation shown in our example 8.5.
Here, the third beat can only be a copy (Abbild)
of the second beat as model (Vorbild). And be-
cause the primitive metrical unity, as product, is
hypostatized as a Zwei- Einheit, triplicity must
be viewed as an overlapping of two unities (as a
“higher order” of metrical formation), each of
which retains its accentual form. As a result, the
first two beats are accented and the third is un-
accented. To distinguish between the accents of
the first two beats, Hauptmann suggests that
since the second beat is accented as a member of
the second (and, hence, unaccented) unity of a
higher order, the second beat suffers a degrada-
tion in accent:

Accordingly, the second third in triple meter re-
ceives the accent that belongs to it as the first beat
in a metrical pair of a lower order. This accent it
has in equal strength to the first third. However,
the first third carries an accent of higher order:
that of the first of the pair; and it is this accent
which allows the first beat of the triple measure to
stand out as the primary stress. (Hauptmann 1873,

p. 230)

Likewise, larger, more complex formations arise
as the pairs themselves are accented as a single
determinative” duration:

Together with this determination of accent [that
of the simple metrical pair|, which concerns the
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parts only in regard to the pairs they form, there
enters another, higher order in the joining of pairs,
namely a determination of accent for the pair it-
self. Just as everything that would be brought to-
gether in the conception of a unitary succession
can have only one beginning, one first rather than a
repeated, reiterated beginning or first; thus, for
every order of metrical formation, one part will be
the first and what follows will be the equal other
part. And if the formation should be carried far-
ther, these two parts can again be joined to form a
first part for an equal second part. (Hauptmann

1873, pp. 229—230)

In Hauptmann’s view, priority is given to the
simple pairs. Although the lower and higher or-
ders might be understood as arising in some
sense simultaneously, the determination of ac-
cent for the lower order constituents precedes
the formation of higher order unities and the
determination of their accentual structure. Haupt-
mann proposes this priority in order to establish
a hierarchy of accent, for it is a determination of
accent and not a determination of duration that
is the goal of Hauptmann’s process of metrical
formation. And it is the scheme of accents, what
Hauptmann calls meter’s “form,” that provides
order for the fluid and intrinsically formless
rhythmic content:

Metrical form is a rigid skeleton, the bones upon
which the body, wherein life resides, is shaped in
rounded and, in themselves, unbroken forms
which cannot do without this solid support—
forms which themselves however do not reveal, or
reveal only in veiled, softened semblances, definite
outlines. (Hauptmann 1873, p. 343)

But by assimilating meter to a fixed scheme of
accent, Hauptmann relinquishes the dynamic

and more clearly temporal interpretation he ac-
corded the original pair. Furthermore, this turn
can easily lead to an understanding of meter that
closely resembles the theories that he sets out to
circumvent. Theodor Wiehmayer, Hauptmann’s
successor and apologist, follows this path, finally
to reaftirm the operations of multiplication and
division. Commenting on Hauptmann’s theory
of metrical formation and metrical form, Wieh-
mayer writes:

The study of meter is now placed on solid
footing. We know that the scheme of metrical
stress represents a fixed framework, an invariant artistic
measure arising from a feeling for order and sym-
metry which, without regard to musical content, pro-
duces for all sequences of equal durations the same
determination of accent. Upon this fixed order the
musical content can unfold in full freedom . ..

Since the metrical division always begins with
a stressed value, all metrical groups are falling. The
metrical measuring thus knows no development.
It permits only the wunification of two or three
groups in a single group of a higher order and, cor-
respondingly, the resolution of the measuring unit,
or the single beat, into metrical time-divisions.

(Wiehmayer 1926, pp. 451-452)

In attempting to develop a theory of meter as
projection, I shall have to address many of the is-
sues that Hauptmann raises in the exposition of
his theory. My solutions vis-a-vis Hauptmann
involve, among others, the following assump-
tions: that there is no separation of rhythm and
meter—there is simply metrical rhythm (and
also nonmetrical rhythm)—that reproduction
does not necessarily involve accent as a distinc-
tion between strong and weak beats, and that
meter need not be reduced to a uniform succes-
sion of equal pulses or beats.



Some Traditional Questions of Meter
Approached from the Perspective

of Projective Process

Accent

Since projection has been described without in-
voking the distinction between strong and weak
beats, the equation of projection and meter car-
ries the implication that the existence of meter
precedes or is not necessarily dependent upon
this distinction—that there could be meter with-
out there being a distinction between strong and
weak. Although such a conception departs from
most recent definitions of meter, I will argue
that meter can profitably be regarded as some-
thing that is, in a sense, prior to the metrical dis-
tinction between strong and weak (a sense of
“prior” I will clarify).

Later I will specifically engage the problems
posed by projections that involve a triple or un-
equal grouping of equal durations. But for now I
would like to consider only duple or equal met-
rical groupings. The difficulties presented by
triple meter arise from a privileging of Paarigkeit.
Such a privileging is, I think, justified, but not
on the grounds of a metrical unity composed of
weak and strong beats. From the standpoint of
projection, there is a privileging of immediate
succession, and immediate succession can in-
volve only two terms. But projection does not
require that the projective and the projected du-
rations stand in the relation of strong and weak.

In example 9.1 I have indicated two projec-
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tions—the potential for a third projection is not
realized because there is no beginning of a
fourth sound. If the tempo is slow and we attend
to three beginnings, it should be possible to hear
three “beats” without feeling the distinction
strong/weak. The tempo here must be slow, but
not so slow that the three durations become
mensurally indeterminate.

To hear three “ungrouped” beats here may re-
quire some effort, but I think this can be accom-
plished by focusing our attention on three begin-
nings or by attempting to hear the beginning of
B, for example, as a starting over again rather than
as the beginning of a duration that continues a
duration begun with A. The question here is not
whether this is a common or easily accomplished
perception—clearly, it is neither. Instead, the
question is whether such a perception is at all
possible; and I think that patient introspection
will show that it is. If we are successful in this ex-
ercise we will have heard three “strong” or ac-
cented beats. But if the word “accent” refers to
a distinction or difference among beats, as a
contrast to “unaccent,’ there can be no accents
here—all three beats are equally accented.

To make a distinction between accent and
“unaccent,” we could say that the beginning of
each sound is accented and the rest of the sound
is unaccented. Clearly, if beginning is regarded as
a durationless instant, this statement will make
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EXAMPLE 9.1 Successive projective beginnings

ca. 2 sec. _

little sense—if beginning is something that can
be distinguished from the sound and separated
from the sound’s duration, accent in this case
could not be perceived and regarded as a psycho-
acoustic attribute. A solution is to regard accent as
beginning, but not to detach beginning from the
event begun. We could then concur with Haupt-
mann that metrical accent is the accent of begin-
ning— die Energie des Anfanges, that “energy” being
an active, creative potential for duration.

‘What, then, would constitute a weak beat or
“unaccent”? It could, I think, be said that any
articulation or any possibility for articulation
within the promised duration of the event be-
gun would be “unaccent,” or not the beginning
of the event. If there is a new beginning and this
beginning does not end the prior beginning’s
potential for the creation of a mensurally deter-
minate duration—if the earlier beginning is still
“present” and active—this new event will be
unaccented or “not-beginning” in relation to
the larger event that has already begun and con-
tinues to be in the process of becoming. Thus,
the new beginning functions as continuation,
much like the unarticulated continuation that
precedes and follows it, except that this continu-
ation is a definite decision—a decision for a
new becoming that will participate in the be-
coming of an event previously begun. Such a
possibility is represented in example 9.2.

EXAMPLE 9.2 Beginning
and continuation of a
duration

In this example I have introduced two new
symbols: | and \. The vertical line labels begin-
ning. Three beginnings are identified here: the
beginnings of two quarter-note durations and
the beginning of a duration that is two quarter
notes long. The slanted line labels continuation
of a special sort. During the progress of this mea-
sure there is always continuation, but with the
beginning of the second beat there is a definite
decision to continue—that is, a decision not to
end or a decision against making a new begin-
ning that would make the first beginning past or
inactive. There is, nevertheless, a new begin-
ning—one that creates a first beat and a second.
Now that there are two beats, each beat neces-
sarily has a beginning. And now that there is a
first beat, if is past. This first beat, since it has be-
come, always had this beginning in the sense that
only when there is an actual first beat is there
this particular beginning of this beat and this
(now completed) realization of a beginning’s po-
tential for duration. However, there is also a be-
ginning whose potential for duration has not
been realized and which will be the beginning
of a definite, completed duration only when si-
lence begins. The second beat begins as a pro-
jection of the duration of the first beat, and
while it is present there is a potential for the
projected duration to be realized. When this po-
tential becomes actual the second beat will be
past, and the half-note duration of the measure
will be past. The particularly felt durational equal-
ity of the two actual beats is a product of pro-
jection, and the felt duration of the half-note
measure is conditioned by the entire process of
projection. To make a distinction among these
various beginnings, I will sometimes call the be-
ginning of the larger measure, as distinct from the
beginning of the first beat, the “dominant” begin-
ning—a beginning that remains active when the
beginning of the first beat is past and inactive.
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The symbols | and \ might be taken to stand
for strong and weak, in which case we could just
as well use the traditional symbols ~ and ~. How-
ever, there is a distinction here that justifies the
introduction of new symbols. The vertical line
in conjunction with a slanted line does not refer
to the first (accented or strong) beat. Instead, it
refers to the entire duration, or rather to the
entire becoming of a duration that in this case
includes two beats. If there were only two
“things”—a first and a second beat—we might
adequately describe the situation simply as a bi-
nary opposition of strong and weak beats, the
first beat being strong or accented in relation to
the second weak or unaccented beat.

As properties possessed by the beats, “strong”
and “weak” are traditionally viewed as external
relations. However, I argue that our feeling of
strong and weak arises from internal relation-
ships. There is no first beat (strong or otherwise)
until the new beginning with a second beat
makes a first now or “presently” past, and there
is no metrically weak beat apart from its function
of continuing a duration already begun. The de-
cision to label the second beat \ rather than | is
not made by comparing two given beats; it is
made in response to a feeling that this articula-
tion continues a process initiated with the be-
ginning of the first sound, and that with the sec-
ond sound the duration previously begun is still
present, active, and expanding. Two equal beats are
not given at the outset; they are formed through
a process that itself generates the metrical quali-
ties we call strong and weak (or beginning and
continuation), and these qualities cannot be added
to the products or detached from the process.
When the event is completed there are, in fact,
two equal durations in the relation strong/weak,
but for there to be such a relationship the two
durations must be united under the perspective
of a single beginning, a process Koch called Vere-
inigung unter einem Gesichtspunkt.

The tradition that regards the qualities “strong”
and “weak” as external relations is that of accen-
tual theories, and I think it is fair to say that
these theories have not produced very satisfying
accounts of musical meter. The tradition that
these theories gradually succeeded in replacing
regarded metrical quality as quantitas intrinsica. In
this view, meter is not caused by accent; rather,

meter is a condition for a distinction in feeling.
This distinction has been called the difference
between accented and unaccented, strong and
weak, heavy and light, good and bad, or even
long and short. Wolfgang Caspar Printz, for ex-
ample, refers to the difference between long and
short:

Further, the position in the measure has a particu-
lar power and virtue which cause notes equal to
one another, according to the time signature, to
seem [somewhat] longer or [somewhat]| shorter. . . .

The apparent different length of notes that are
equal according to their time or value is called
Quantitas Temporalis Intrinsica, or the inner dura-
tion. . ..

To know these quantities correctly, one must
know that every note is divided into either two or
three like parts.

If the subdivisions of notes are duple, all odd
numbered notes 1, 3, 5, 7, etc. are considered long
and all even numbered notes 2, 4, 6, 8, etc. are con-
sidered short. . ..

I explain here that every semibrevis or entire
Tactus, according to the inner quantity, is also long
because it is figured with an odd number, one,
since this number always begins on the downbeat
of a measure.

Also each and every syncopated note is long
because the odd and even numbers are mingled
together and mixed in it.

If the subdivisions (of a note) are three in num-
ber, the first is long and the second and third are
short.

When the first part is silent, the second is long
and the third is short. (Printz 1696, p. 18, as trans-
lated by Houle 1987, p. 80)

‘We will return to several of Printz’s observations
later. Here I would note that although the as-
cription of length to an accented or “stressed”
beat derives from the terminology of classical
prosody, this ascription of greater length to the
first of two notes acknowledged to be equal in
length may be more than purely metaphorical —
it may, in fact, be supported by a real distinction
in feeling. Thus, for example, in a duple measure
consisting of two equal beats, the reader should
find it possible to imagine a “longer” first beat
because the beginning of the whole duration
(which Printz views as itself intrinsically long)
coincides with the beginning of the first beat.
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EXAMPLE 9.3 Complex projection

R (Q-Q)-R'

Similarly, the second beat may seem shorter be-
cause continuation is necessarily shorter than
what is continued.

The potential for a half-note projection in
example 9.2 is not realized. In example 9.3 it is.
The asterisk in example 9.3 represents the be-
ginning of a projected duration. The duration of
the sound here begun is unspecified except to
say that it is very short. The reason I use an as-
terisk is to avoid having to choose a specific note
value. To the degree the two beats of the first
measure are unified as a single determinate dura-
tion, the projected duration begun with * can be
spontaneously realized in the absence of a con-
tinuous sound. And by making this new sound-
ing duration very short, we can test the determi-
nacy or strength of the projection. It should be
noted here that continuation, or, in this case, the
formation of two beats, enhances or keeps alive
the larger projective potential. Thus, in example
9.3 if the tempo is relatively slow (say, quarter
note at M.M.60), the projected potential R'
would be less determinate if this first measure
contained only a single sound rather than two
equal beats.

If, as Yeston (1976) suggests, meter is the in-
teraction of at least two pulse “strata” whereby
the slower pulses group the faster pulses, exam-
ples 9.1 and 9.2 are nonmetrical. If meter is the
alternation of weak and strong beats, example
9.1 is nonmetrical. However, examples 9.1 and
9.2 both involve projection, and by equating
meter and projection I mean to call both metri-
cal. Here I follow Mattheson and also William
Benjamin (1984), who grants metrical status to a
series of equal but “ungrouped” pulses (but not
Neumann, for whom an “irregular” succession is
also metrical). Certainly, in most musical con-
texts we will not encounter anything resembling

example 9.1. And even in situations where pulses
are relatively homogeneous, we will spontane-
ously group them by hearing distinctions of
strong and weak (if the tempo is not too slow).
Certainly, too, without feeling the distinction
strong/weak we will not feel “duple meter.”

Such “marked” beats are the products of
meter and, as products, can be effectively used to
describe metrical phenomena. However, meter,
temporally conceived, is also process—a process
in which potentiality and becoming are constitu-
tive of events. The language and logic of products
will tend toward a “substantialist” view of meter
in which beats are regarded as fixed things (Koch’s
Gegenstinde and Sulzer’s Sachen, for example) that
possess properties—among others, the property
of accent. The properties do not constitute the
things, but are attached to them—that is, the re-
lations of things are the relations of their proper-
ties and do not alter the things themselves.

From a perspective of process, however, events
are intrinsically relational and are constituted by
relationship. From this perspective, we can still
speak of products—the realization of potential,
the determinacy of the past—but such products
cannot be understood as independent entities or
things that can exist apart from an evolution that
continually creates new relevancies. And it is in
order to approach meter as process that I have
proposed the notion of projection—a concept
that requires creativity and that encompasses fu-
ture, past, and present, potentiality and actuality.

Thus, in example 9.2 there are not two beats
with the qualities accented and unaccented apart
from a projection that involves the creative po-
tential of beginning. From this perspective, the
question of whether meter arises from the divi-
sion of a given unit or the multiplication of a
given unit (or the coordination of discrete strata)
does not arise. From this perspective, units are
not given—they are created under the pressure
of antecedent events and are creative for present
and future events.

If metrical accent is the distinction of begin-
ning, in example 9.4 B is weak or unaccented as
a continuation of the duration C. If we view A
and B as objects, we could say that A is ac-
cented and B is unaccented. But from this per-
spective, how does the relation accent-unaccent
arise? B is a cause of there being an A—Dbecause
B begins, A is past and its duration is deter-
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EXAMPLE 9.4 Metri-
cal accent represented

as PrOCCSS
C
C
2 \bP

I

mined. However, B does not cause A to begin.
What becomes A was accented from the begin-
ning; if B were not continuation (as in example
9.1), A would still be accented. Nor is A a cause
of B’s being unaccented—DB is unaccented be-
cause its beginning is denied as a beginning that
would end the duration begun with c. There is a
distinction between strong and weak because the
simultaneous decision to end A and begin B
does not deny a projective potential R and be-
cause this decision does not end the potential for
duration promised with c. It is because of this
“priority” of ¢ and R that I said projection can
be understood to precede, both temporally and
logically, the distinction strong/weak.

Division

Now let us consider several instances of projec-
tion within one of the phases of a greater pro-
jection. Of the many issues that arise from such
projective complexity, only three will concern us
in this section: (1) the subordination of smaller
projective potentials to the larger (or dominant)
potential they help constitute; (2) the distinction
between “open” and ‘closed” projective types;
and (3) the possibility of interpreting division as
acceleration. We will return to the first of these
topics in the following chapter when we con-
sider the reproduction of projective complexity.
The remaining two topics will be discussed in
greater detail when we turn to the question of
projective types in chapter 13. A discussion of
acceleration at the end of this section will also

serve to introduce a pattern that will be the
focus of our investigation of types in chapter 13.

But before we consider these topics, it may
be helpful to discuss the notation of our exam-
ples. Since note values are now being used to
represent durations, I should explain how these
representations are to be interpreted. I have not
employed meter signatures, since these symbols
refer to possible events and possible durations
rather than to the actual durations that compose
a measure. Thus, 4/4 may contain four quarter
notes or two half notes, and it is not, in all cases,
necessary to imagine that the half notes repre-
sent or “stand for” two quarters or that two
quarters are actually felt. For now, I will use bar
lines to mark beginnings that do not also func-
tion as continuations (or, more accurately, begin-
nings that are not regarded as continuations from
the perspective of the event whose becoming we
are interested in). In order to feel these as “dom-
inant” beginnings or beginnings that do not also
function as projective continuations, the reader
may wish to supply a dynamic accent. But a dy-
namic accent is not necessary for feeling a be-
ginning—we can simply choose to hear a new
event and a new beginning. Thus, if we choose
to do so we can hear a second half note as con-
tinuation even if it is considerably louder than
the first. And although the bar lines in these ex-
amples indicate measures, I ask the reader to un-
derstand “measure” in a more general sense than
is customary—as a word that can refer to a vari-
ety of metrical or projective durations. A mea-
sure that corresponds to the notated bar I shall
call a “bar measure.” But since “measure” here
means “a measure for,” or a more or less determi-
nate projective potential, I shall use the term also
to refer to durational determinacies that do not
correspond to the notated bar. Thus, we will
often have occasion to speak of larger and
smaller measures (e.g., a “two-bar measure” or a
“half-note measure”); and when we turn to
more properly “musical” examples we will fre-
quently encounter situations in which bar lines
do not indicate measures.!

The decision to group beats metrically is a

1. The confusion of projective or measured duration
with the objects of conventional notation has been a
powerful factor in obscuring the creativity, spontaneity,

and complexity of meter. Fortunately, the terms “bar”
and “measure” present us with a helpful distinction.
Since “bar” clearly refers to a notational device (which
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decision to regard new beginnings as continua-
tions and expansions of a presently emerging
(and “reproducible”) durational quantity. Cru-
cial for such a decision is the length of the beats
involved. No metrical grouping will occur if the
total duration becomes mensurally indetermi-
nate. However, since this determinacy admits of
degrees and is tied to context, and because each
of the examples that will be presented here is
contextually unique, the relation of “objective”
duration (i.e., duration measured by the clock
or metronome) to determinacy and to the co-
herence of the group will vary from case to case
and from listener to listener. For this reason I
will leave it to the reader to choose an appropri-
ate tempo. However, I suggest that in most of
these examples the quarter note be taken at a
metronome marking of about 76. This duration
seems to function as a comfortable span for pur-
poses of grouping and lies toward the shorter,
more easily graspable end of the scale of dura-
tions for pulses or simple (noncomposite, un-
modulated) events that can function projec-
tively—a scale that seems to run from about 0.2
second to about 2 seconds.?

In example 9.5 several projections are indi-
cated. In example 9.5a the second half-note du-
ration in the projection Q—Q' is interpreted as
continuation, and within this continuation there
is a projection R—R". The question I would now
like to consider is whether the projective poten-
tials T and U shown in example 9.5b are real-
ized. Or to put the question more generally, can
continuations engender projective potentials
that are independent of the dominant projective
potential? Strictly speaking, the answer is no. To
support this judgment I will approach the ques-

tion first from a systematic and then from an
empirical perspective.

I have defined projection as a process that in-
volves two beginnings. It follows, then, that a
continuation cannot be projective for a begin-
ning and that a beginning cannot be projective
for a continuation. This latter formulation will
seem puzzling only if it is thought that the labels
“beginning” and “continuation” (I and \) refer
to two parts of a measure—an accented and an
unaccented part. But it should be remembered
that the theory of projection is not an accentual-
extensive theory. Thus, in example 9.5a the be-
ginning of the first bar measure is not the begin-
ning of the first half-note measure, and it is the
first half-note duration (Q) that is projective for
the second half-note duration. For the realized
first half note, the beginning of a second half
note is a second beginning, a beginning again.
For the beginning of the bar measure—the be-
ginning regarded as “dominant” here—the sec-
ond half note functions as continuation. Like-
wise, the second quarter note functions as a con-
tinuation of the duration begun with (and now
promised by) the second sound. The second
quarter note is also a continuation of the dura-
tion of the bar measure, which now has a very
definite durational potential.

Note, however, that the projection U-U' in
example 9.5b can be realized only if the begin-
ning of the second half-note duration (b) is re-
garded not as continuation, but solely as begin-
ning, thus denying the relevance of the dominant
beginning (a); and in this case, the beginning *
will not be a second beginning but, rather, a third
beginning. Such a denial is not, I think, entirely
out of the question—U is a real potential, and its

may or may not mark a projective duration), the term
“measure” may be reserved to refer to any duration that
can function projectively (whether or not this duration
corresponds to a notated bar). It will often be conve-
nient to refer to notated objects when identifying mea-
sures—for example, a bar measure, a two-bar measure, a
dotted half-note measure—but, as we shall see in the fol-
lowing chapter, such labels should be used in full aware-
ness of their abstraction from durational complexity and
particularity.

2. Given the variety and particularity of experience,
such limits are, of course, quite arbitrary. An upper limit
of about two seconds has been found in our ability to in-

tegrate successive pulses whereby the intervening silence
is in a sense “filled” with a palpable durational quantity
(see Fraisse 1956, p. 41). The lower limit for projective
activity is much more difficult to gauge. Certainly, pro-
jective distinctions can be felt in durations shorter than
two-tenths of a second, but we will not have occasion to
consider such fine-grained perceptions in the present
study. Incidentally, my suggestion for a metronome
marking of 76 for a pulse corresponds roughly to the
range of the “indifference point”—an interval of about
three-quarters of a second postulated as a sort of optimal
span for reaction to a stimulus. For a thoughtful and his-
torically astute summary of pertinent psychological re-
search, see Fraisse 1963, pp. 116—135.
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realization will depend on how we attend to
these events. If our interest lies with the projec-
tive potential S, we will not be inclined to focus
on a projective potential U, but rather to focus
on a projected potential Q' (in example 9.5a) as
a continuation of the potential S. If, however, we
are especially interested in what might happen
early on in the new event begun with * we
might be more inclined to focus on what a U
could offer for the becoming of the new event
and to withdraw our attention from the rele-
vance of a projective potential S. But we cannot
have it fully both ways—one perspective will
detract in some measure from the other. The
projection U-U'" in example 9.5b gives us a
higher degree of determinacy—U is mensurally
more highly determinate than is S. But this de-
terminacy is purchased at some cost to a feeling
of the larger potential, S (and the larger potential
for realization, S"). To realize the projective po-
tential T is to suppress to some extent both S—S'
and U-U"' and to gain information about the
immediate future of the duration begun with *.

I have argued that the three projections
shown in example 9.5b are incompatible. How-
ever, it might be argued that they are fully com-
patible—that we can have it both, or all three,
ways. Thus, if we can hear in the projected S'
“virtual divisions” of half-note or quarter-note
durations, the projections U-U" and T-T" will
have functioned to measure the becoming of
S' and will have enhanced the determinacy of
the larger projection. (We will not now inquire
whether or how vividly such virtual articula-
tions might be felt in a particular case; it matters
here only that the possibility for such percep-
tions be accounted for in a projective interpre-
tation.) If we can feel such virtual divisions in
the second measure, it may be argued that such
a feeling could arise only because the beginning
of a second half-note duration (b) and the begin-
ning of a second quarter-note duration (c) in the
first bar created these durations (U and T) for a
subsequent reproduction (U' and T"). But if pro-
jection were responsible for these virtual articu-
lations, we should expect to find the palindromic
division quarter-quarter-half shown in paren-
theses in example 9.5b, rather than a division of
four quarters. And in example 9.5¢ an eighth-
note division (the realization of T') should be

felt. Moreover, projection does not seem to ac-
count for the possibility of feeling the quarter-
note divisions shown in example 9.5d. Instead of
attempting to account for these (possible) feel-
ings of division as products of projection, we
might say that they are the products of the rele-
vancy of what has occurred in the first com-
pleted bar measure for the becoming of a second
measure. If the first measure presented half and
quarter as continuations and the second measure
promises a reproduction of the first measure’s
duration, there is now a definite possibility for
the realization of S' to involve half and quarter
continuations. These smaller durations are our
only clues for action that might be taken in the
process of S"s realization, and if we have diffi-
culty “holding onto” a projected potential S', we
can use the smaller, more highly determinate
durations to enhance our feeling of continuation
as a realization of projected potential.

In the case of example 9.5¢ it may even be
possible to feel eighth-note continuations be-
ginning with * if we are for any reason espe-
cially interested in the possibility for such con-
tinuations. But without this expectation there
seems little reason to focus our attention on such
small durations. And in any case, the duration of
an eighth note at moderate or fast tempi gives us
little time to act and too little time if large
motor groups are to be involved. On the other
hand, the duration of a half note does give us
ample time to act. In general, larger durations are
potentials for action and smaller durations are
opportunities for gaining accuracy in prediction.
And what counts as large or small depends on
our aims or the action we intend. Thus, the vir-
tual half note shown in the second bar measure
of example 9.5d may be interpreted either as a
potential for action or as an enhancement of
projective potential that strengthens our feeling
of how long the second bar measure is likely to
last, or when we could expect a third bar—how
much time we have to complete an action or
when we might act and how much time we
have to prepare.

In example 9.5a the projection Q—Q' creates
a definite first half-note duration and a definite
potential for a second half note. With the begin-
ning of the second sound as continuation, the
completion of a measure is promised and a be-
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ginning of a second measure can be predicted.
For this completion or for the potential projec-
tion S—S', the quarter-note durations are in a
sense superfluous. Although R—R' does enhance
the determinacy of Q' and S, the projections
Q—Q'" and S-S' can be realized without the di-
vision of Q'. However, if the quarter notes are
not needed to realize the projected potential Q',
they do, nevertheless, function to point toward a
new beginning, *, and are thus clearly effective
in directing our attention toward the second bar
measure. If there is no beginning of a second bar
measure, we may feel the denial of such a begin-
ning or some incompleteness in the end of the
first measure, a denial or incompleteness that we
would not feel so strongly if the measure were
composed of two half notes. Again, this denial
might be identified with the denial of U and T
in example 9.5b. But if this were the case, we
should, presumably, be able to intensify a feeling
of denial by slowing the tempo. Thus, at a tempo
of quarter note = M.M.40 it should be easier to
hear the beginnings of the second half-note du-
ration (b) and the second quarter-note duration
(c) as beginnings detached from their function as
continuations—that is, as beginnings detached
from the dominance of a beginning a. In fact,
the result is quite the opposite: the faster the
tempo, the greater will be our expectancy for a
second bar measure. It seems that to the degree
Q' is mensurally determinate and does not need
a definite continuation to be vividly felt, the
quarter notes are free to direct our attention to-
ward a new event. If the shorter durations do
not leave us time for action within the promised
span of a present becoming, they can, neverthe-
less, help us prepare for future action and en-
hance the accuracy of our prediction. (We will
consider such distinctions in greater detail in the
section of this chapter devoted to the topic of
anacrusis.)

In example 9.5d the quarter notes also point
toward a new event, but here the goal of this
pointing is a continuation. In distinction from
the quarter notes in example 9.5a, the two quar-
ters in example 9.5d are hardly “superfluous.”
Here there is no definite projective potential Q'
apart from the projection R—R'; nor does the
beginning of what will become this event or this
complex of events have any definite potential for

duration until there is the beginning of a second
sound (the second quarter note). In example
9.5a there is a definite potential Q' and the
promise of a definite potential for S before and
apart from R—R'". (To say this is not to deny the
importance of R—R' in the creation of the pro-
jection Q—Q' and the projective potential S.)
The first bar measure in example 9.5a might be
called “open” since it points toward a new mea-
sure; and the first bar measure in example 9.5d
might be called “closed” since the pointing is
toward continuation or completion. These met-
rical/rhythmic functions are analogous to the
tonal/harmonic functions of opening and clos-
ing. A virtually identical distinction is made by
Narmour (1990) in his definition of “cumula-
tive” and “countercumulative” durations.

If we are to regard meter as genuinely proces-
sive, we must acknowledge in the preceding ex-
amples not only heterogeneity, but also real
change. In examples 9.5a and 9.5d the functions
of opening and closing also involve speeding up
and slowing down—in the first measure of 9.5a
the attacks get faster, and in 9.5d they get slower.
In mechanical terms, in acceleration there is in-
crease of kinetic energy and in deceleration loss.
From the standpoint of everyday observation,
speeding up is generally a sign that motion is
likely to be continued; slowing down generally
precedes stopping. We might say that there is an
acceleration in example 9.5a simply because
quarter notes are faster than half notes. However,
I would like to make a distinction between the
increased activity of division and acceleration as a
feeling of “the same” but faster. If in example
9.5a we focus our attention on the half-note di-
vision, it will, I think, be possible to hear the
quarters simply as subdivisions of the half-note
pulse. There is more activity in the second half-
note duration: attacks are faster. But if our atten-
tion is directed toward the slower equality we
need not feel an increase of activity as accelera-
tion: the pulse we are attending to does not
change speed. Nor, from a mechanical perspec-
tive, does the multiplication of standing waves in
a system (for example, a string vibrating in one,
or two, or four parts) require that energy be
added to the system—thus, there will be no in-
crease in kinetic energy.

If acceleration can be viewed as a transforma-
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EXAMPLE 9.6 “Nested” repetitions interpreted as

acceleration and deceleration
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tion or a change in events that are in some sense
regarded as “the same” or of the same kind (and
thus invariant as instances of the same kind), we
could say that there is acceleration if “the beat”
gets faster, or if, in the case of example 9.5a,
what counts as a beat changes from half to quar-
ter. For this to happen, we shall have to shift our
attention in some degree from the invariance of
pulse (two half-note durations) to the invariance
of beat (three articulated or “struck” sounds). In
terms of projection, this would also imply a shift

*
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from Q-Q' to R-R'. But conceived projec-
tively, such a perception involves two events that
happen at the same time—the projection R—-R'
is realized while Q—Q' is being realized. I would
now like to ask if it is possible that a feeling of
acceleration might be enhanced if we can come
to feel not only a faster beat, but also a faster or
condensed projection. In the case of example
9.5a, could we interpret R—R' as an accelerated
“repetition” of Q—Q"?

Example 9.6a reproduces the pattern shown



The Perspective of Projective Process 113

in example 9.5a, but here I have separated the
two projections graphically, placing the faster
one above the slower one. A projection S—S' is
indicated, but not a projection U-U" as in ex-
ample 9.5b. U-U" is excluded because R-R" is
here interpreted as continuation—a replication
of Q—Q' that takes place in the duration made
possible by the “dominant” beginning of the bar
measure.

To feel this replication, we shall have to di-
rect our attention simultaneously to both (or all
three) projections. This will require some effort.
I encourage the reader to attempt this by first
performing the two projections separately, hear-
ing one as faster than the other, and then per-
forming the whole as a composite of the two
projections. The special effort required to carry
this out argues strongly against the likelihood of
this interpretation being spontaneously chosen,
and even with this effort a feeling of repetition
may be elusive.

In example 9.6b a similar interpretation is
made of example 9.5d. There is an interesting
disparity between examples 9.6a and 9.6b. Again,
note that in example 9.6a the projective poten-
tial of the two quarter notes is unrealized—the
beginning, *, is not a new beginning that would
realize a projective potential (U) engendered
with the completed quarter-note projection
R—-R';indeed, I have argued in connection with
example 9.5 that to the degree there is an active
potential S in example 9.6a there is no projective
potential U. In example 9.6b the projective po-
tential (Q) of the half-note duration comprised
of the two quarter notes is realized (in Q'). In
this sense there is a clearer match between the
faster and the slower components than in exam-
ple 9.6a. However, I do not suggest that this cor-
respondence makes it easier to hear a replication;
in fact, a feeling of replication seems to me more
elusive in example 9.6b. Perhaps the reason for
this is that in example 9.6b there is no corre-
spondence until the first projection (R-R' or
Q—Q)) is itself past—Dbecome and no longer be-
coming. Thus, the two events shown in example
9.6b are not simultaneously present or co-present
in that the initial, smaller projection is completed
before the larger projection. In the case of exam-
ple 9.6a, the two projections are completed si-
multaneously.

Although the replications shown in example
9.6 are perceptually quite dubious, it is possible
to devise a situation in which two projections
are both co-present and more fully congruent.
Example 9.7 presents a projective scheme com-
monly used to create closed units that neverthe-
less involve a feeling of acceleration. (In chapter
13 an investigation of projective schemata or
types will return us to the schema shown in ex-
ample 9.7 for a more detailed discussion.)

If the beginning of the second bar measure
can be felt also as continuation (thus forming a
two-bar measure), the two projective complexes
S(Q—-Q")-S' and T(R-R")-T" will match quite
closely. Here the projection R—R' is projective
for a continuation T', and the projection T-T" is
simultaneously embedded within the continua-
tion S'. Of course, we may hear the quarter notes
simply as divisions of a half-note pulse; but I
suggest that an attempt to hear acceleration and
an attempt also to hear replication are rewarded
with some novel intensity of feeling—perhaps a
feeling of, among other things, a special direct-
edness toward the last half-note duration, which,
as continuation of a continuation, completes the
whole.

The scheme represented in example 9.7 is es-
pecially useful where a closed unit with some
impetus for continuation is called for. Because of
its directedness toward the final and relatively
late phase of a projection, the figure acquires
some “kinetic energy” at its end and for this rea-
son is more suitable for opening rather than
closing a composition. And because it is itself
closed, the figure usually comprises more than a
single bar. In its larger incarnations this scheme
can be found, for example, in the units Schoen-
berg called Sitze or “sentences.”

A customary example of the sentence, the
opening of Beethovan’s Piano Sonata in F Minor,
op. 2, no. 1 is shown in example 9.8. This is a
good example because of the explicit repetitions
in bars 5 and 6 of the opening two-bar units. As
a result, it is difficult to avoid a feeling of accel-
eration and to hear bars 5 and 6 simply as an-
other two-bar measure. As continuation, the
concluding two-bar unit (bars 7—8) is compli-
cated. The large-scale acceleration has as its aim
the beginning of a final two-bar measure as con-
tinuation of a second four-bar measure. The two
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offbeats and the change of harmony in bar 7
contribute to a continued acceleration—a repli-
cation of the eight-bar pattern, long—long—
short —short—long, on the four-bar level. Note
also the correspondence of the two melodic as-
cents: Ab—Bb—C as short-short-long in bars 5-8
replicated in the bass in bars 7—8. The tonal end
or goal (dominant harmony, scale degree 7) is
greatly delayed. Nevertheless, a tonal goal (or
end) is reached with the beginning of measure
7—8—c3 (scale degree 5). This tone, consonant
with the final, oftbeat Ej, remains a goal through-
out the realization of the two-bar measure. And
compared to the similar tonal gestures, Ab—F and
Bb—G in bars 5 and 6 (and 2 and 4), the comple-
tion C—Ej is slow—comparable, perhaps, to a
dissipation of kinetic energy and coupled with a
real dissipation of energy in the diminuendo
from fortissimo to piano.

Hierarchy

In discussing examples 9.5 and 9.6 I might have
simplified matters by invoking the notion of hi-
erarchy and by speaking of quarter-note, half-
note, and whole-note “levels.” Indeed, my dia-
grams show levels. In example 9.5a, for instance,
symbols for the beginnings of the two quarter-
note durations are placed below the symbols for
the beginning and continuation of a second
half-note duration. And in example 9.7 the ‘“em-
bedded” replications are aligned above the larger
projections in which they occur. Such graphic
devices are useful representations of simultane-
ity—thus, in example 9.5a the beginning of the
second quarter note is “at the same time” a be-
ginning, a continuation, and a continuation of a
continuation. However, the notion of simultane-
ity or “the same time” is problematic, for there
would seem to be different “times” represented
by the repetitions of the symbols | and \ if it is
remembered that these symbols do not refer to
instants.

The hierarchy represented in example 9.5a is
a hierarchy of beginnings as potentials for dura-
tion. The beginning of the third sound produces
a first quarter note as past but does not termi-
nate the potential that was created with the be-
ginning of a second half-note duration. For both

quarter notes this is a dominant beginning, just
as this beginning is a continuation of a dominant
beginning of the bar measure. And since the
third sound continues the duration of the bar
measure, the beginning of this greater duration is
a dominant beginning for the duration of the
third sound. The notion of “dominance” com-
ports well with the connotations of the term
“hierarchy.” But it must also be remembered that
the “power” of dominance is derived from dom-
inating and that continuations as denials of be-
ginnings that would end dominance also func-
tion to realize the potential (potentia) or “power”
of the dominant beginning, to keep this becom-
ing alive, and to enhance its mensural determi-
nacy or its projective potential.

From a different perspective, the durations
shown in example 9.5a, if they are understood as
products, can be viewed as components of what
might be called an “extensive” hierarchy or a hi-
erarchy of containment. The second half-note
duration contains two quarters, and the bar mea-
sure contains two half-note durations. But if a
half note 1s the equivalent of two quarters, and if
we supply a signature of 4/4, the bar measure
must be regarded as containing four quarter-
note pulses. Certainly, the first half note could
have been subdivided without altering the met-
rical type, 4/4; but certainly, too, examples 9.9a
and 9.9b differ in rhythm.

For one thing, there is no acceleration in ex-
ample 9.9a; for another, there is actually a quar-
ter-note pulse in 9.9a before there is the begin-
ning of a projected half-note duration, and, thus,
in 9.9a we can predict the beginning of a second
half-note duration—in 9.9b we cannot. From
the standpoint of projection, these differences
are rhythmic and metrical. From the standpoint
of an extensive hierarchy, the difference is one of
content (in example 9.9a the first half-note divi-
sion contains two quarters), and these contents
are regarded as products or objects—fully “pre-
sent” half notes and quarter notes presented in a
hierarchical arrangement. Although the arrange-
ment is not a process, the formation of the hier-
archy or the formation of hierarchic relations
among the objects (or elements) can be inter-
preted as a process or transformation—a process
of analysis or division or a process of synthesis or
multiplication.
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EXAMPLE 9.9 Metrical difference in two bars of “4/4”
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In the tree diagram of “pulse levels” shown
in example 9.10a we will read a process of mul-
tiplication or synthesis if we proceed from top to
bottom (pulse levels C to A—quarter to whole)
and a process of division or analysis if we pro-
ceed from bottom to top (pulse levels A to C—
whole to quarter). The “accent levels” shown in
example 9.10 mirror the pulse levels and are
produced by the periodic alternation of accent.
Here I have indicated accents and “unaccents”
using the symbols “ and . In the pulse levels,
moving from top to bottom—or reading from
accent to accent—will produce multiplication
(in the case of duple meter, 2 X 1). Or, equiva-
lently, multiplication will allow us to proceed to
a graphically lower level. Here the accents are
necessary agents of transformation since it is
only by identifying recurrent accents that we
can move to a slower or larger pulse level. That
is to say, starting at level C, for example, we must
find a next accent to proceed to pulse level B,
composed of half notes (2 X 1 quarters). In this
sense accents produce multiplication. Conversely,
if we move from bottom to top, division will
produce the accents (by the rule: first half ac-
cented—second half unaccented). But here ac-
cents are superfluous, in the sense that we do not
need accents to divide and to proceed to a
“higher” (faster, smaller) level.

These two interpretations of example 9.10a
carry temporal implications in the transforma-
tions they assert, and by making some of these

implications explicit we will better understand
the differences between extensive and projective
hierarchy. Moving upward presents formation
from an atemporal perspective. Here we start
from the givenness of the measure’s duration—a
whole note. For this duration to be given for di-
vision, the measure and its formation must be
completed and (viewed temporally) past. It is
only as completed that the duration is available
for analysis or division. And if to be completed is
to be past, this duration is past and must be re-
presented for a present analysis or separation into
parts. But the present representation can be re-
garded as identical to the past formation of the
measure only if there is no temporal distinction
present/past. This perspective is much like Mat-
theson’s, only we are now free to extend the
privilege of Zeitmaf to any durational level. Thus,
the half notes in example 9.10a are also given
and logically precede their division into quar-
ters. If this is the case, there is no reason to pos-
tulate an underlying sequence of quarter notes
in order to generate the arrangement (half-quar-
ter-quarter) shown in example 9.9b. Nor did
Mattheson find it necessary to postulate an un-
derlying pulse stream within the measure. Koch,
on the other hand, did find this pulse stream a
necessity in his efforts to interpret meter as a
process of synthesis. And although Koch recog-
nized only one such stream—that of Taktteile—
a consistently synthetic method will posit a pulse
stream for every periodic durational quantity.
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EXAMPLE 9.10 Extensive-hierarchic interpretations
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Moving downward introduces the distinction
past/present as the distinction before/after. There
are quarter notes before there are half notes—
quarter notes grouped together by accent to
form half notes. Similarly, there are half notes
before there are whole notes. There is, however,
no whole note and no level A until there are at
least three half notes or a recurrence of accent at
the whole-note level. Therefore, if we wish to
continue the process of generation to the level
of whole note, there must be a second whole
note or a second whole-note accent that will
unite the two half notes and move us down to
the next level. It is perhaps for this reason that
many accentual theories require at least two bar
measures for there to be meter. In any case, what
is given here is the homogeneous pulse stream C.
Pulse levels B and A are not given but are pro-
duced or generated by the accents shown in ex-
ample 9.10 as “accent levels” (A) and (B). There

is no accent level (C) because there is no accent
apart from the distinction between accented and
unaccented pulses, and it is this distinction or
alternation that produces pulse level B. There-
fore, C itself must be regarded as metrically
“uninterpreted.”

To continue reading downward we will need
to find at each level a continuous alternation of
accents and unaccents. Thus, for the pattern half-
quarter-quarter, if we do not posit a second quar-
ter note, shown in example 9.10Db as tied to a first
quarter note, we shall have to read up at the sec-
ond half note in level B. Since accent is a signal
to move down to a slower durational level and
since there cannot be immediately successive ac-
cents, we must either posit a second unaccented
(and unsounded) quarter note or say that there is
no level C “before” there is a level B. This latter
alternative, shown in example 9.10c, violates a
“left—right” distinction of before and after and
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violates a consistent (downward) direction of
generation. It is also similar in some respects to a
projective reading. Certainly, there is a first no-
tated quarter note (i.e., the second “sound” of
example 9.10c¢) before there is a second half note
as a container for the two quarters, but there is
no accented quarter note before there is an unac-
cented half note, as there was in example 9.10a.
The first sounding quarter note in example 9.10c
is accented only as the first of two divisions of an
unaccented second half note, and the second half
note is unaccented only when there is a recur-
rence of accent in level (A) and a second bar.
Thus, if we do not posit an underlying stream of
quarter notes as in example 9.10b, we cannot
from a purely accentual perspective maintain that
the two quarter notes in example 9.10c¢ precede
the second half note. A similar conclusion is
reached from a projective standpoint: in example
9.9b the projected potential R' precedes the pro-
jection Q-Q'".

In several other respects, the projective inter-
pretation shown in example 9.9b combines both
upward and downward readings. What is given is
something resembling level A in example 9.10
—a beginning of what will become this whole-
note duration. However, unlike A, this duration
is not given and past, but present and becoming,
and also future in the sense that it will be com-
pleted and past. With the beginning of the sec-
ond sound (what will become the second of
three sounds) we move to level B. There is now
a completed first half-note duration (R) and the
beginning of a potential half-note duration (R").
However, this projection returns us to level A in
example 9.10 because now that there is a pro-
jection there is a definite potential—not only
for the becoming of a second half note but also
for the becoming of the duration begun at level
A. If there is a projection, the initially indefinite
durational potential of the beginning at level A
is now and only now a definite potential for
being the beginning of a whole-note duration.
Again, this can happen only if the beginning of
the second half note is felt as unaccented or as
continuation.

Likewise, the second quarter note in example
9.9b as continuation of a second half-note dur-
ation (R') returns us to level B (example 9.10)
to enhance the determinacy of the projected

potential R' and also the determinacy of the
whole—a whole that is now directed toward a
new beginning, *, as a projective potential S. If
the second half note (level B) and the second
quarter note (level C) are continuations, we must
also return to level A for the emergence of a
projective potential that has become progres-
sively more definite as the potential for a com-
pletion of the duration begun at level A has be-
come more definite. And if the second quarter
note leads us to expect a new beginning, *, such
an expectation will enhance the relevance of a
projective potential S initiated with level A.

From a projective standpoint, there is no rea-
son to posit a division of the first half note. In
fact, if there were a division as in example 9.9a,
the entire projective field would be altered.
Transfering the labels of example 9.10a to the
projective situation shown in example 9.9a, we
would again begin with level A, but since the
second sound is a quarter note we should have
to jump to level C (for the projection Q—-Q")
before arriving at level B with the beginning of
the third sound. From a projective standpoint
there is a more radical metrical difference be-
tween examples 9.10a and 9.10b than that shown
in the tree diagrams. In these diagrams, levels A
and B are the same in each case (and if we posit
a second quarter, levels C will be the same). But
if we permit changes of ‘direction” in reading
these diagrams, there can be no identity. Lower
and higher levels will themselves be altered by
the interaction of levels, which is to say that pro-
ducts as fixed and past nevertheless have his-
tories, and how they become products is in-
separable from the particular products they have
become. From the standpoint of projection,
nothing is given except for more or less definite
potential. But here there is no uninterpreted
level. Accents and unaccents—Dbeginnings and
continuations—are not applied to given ob-
jects (or pulses) that could exist independently
from or prior to interpretation.

I draw attention to these issues in order to
warn the reader of a deficiency in my analytic
notation. To the extent my graphic representa-
tion implies an extensive hierarchy, it is a misrep-
resentation of projection. Since these are graphic
representations, they cannot truly represent tem-
poral progress or process. They will always give
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EXAMPLE 9.11 Remaining possibilities for a measure (S) “four quarters long”
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the impression of an extensive hierarchy be-
cause, as spatial representations, “time” or dura-
tion will be shown as extension. Linguistically,
too, it will be difficult to avoid spatial or ex-
tensive expressions (e.g., “small/large,” “short/
long”). I will not attempt to avoid spatial terms
altogether, but will ask the reader to understand
such terms as substitutions for more cumber-
some temporal descriptions. And even words

that seem fully temporal often carry problem-
atic “extensive” connotations—for example, “be-
fore” (in front of) and “after” (behind) can easily
be taken to mean “to the left of” or “to the right
of” quite apart from the temporal categories
past, present, and future. With this caveat in
mind, let us consider the remaining possibilities
for composing our bar measure of quarter notes
and/or half notes as shown in example 9.11.
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Because of the projection R-R' in example
9.11a, it may be possible to feel some trace of a
projection Q—Q' in spite of the long, sustained
second sound. The continuation B that might
realize Q' fulfills the promise of a quarter-note
duration. However, the realized duration of the
second sound exceeds the projected potential
Q'. The excess duration, C, was not promised.
Nevertheless, to the degree Q' is realized (and
the duration Q—Q' does not exhaust durational
determinacy) a projective potential R will have
been created. Since with the new beginning, *, a
projection R—R' can now be realized, there may
be some trace of a “virtual” articulation, (c). We
might say that such a feeling is “retrospective,”’
but this formulation is somewhat misleading.
There is a projection R—R' (and a realization of
S) only when the first bar measure is past or
completed. But what this measure has become is
inseparable from its becoming, and a virtual ar-
ticulation could not be imagined if the projec-
tion R—R' had not become (in the course of the
bar measure’s becoming) a definite potential.
Again, the strength or relevancy of this potential
is dependent upon tempo and our interests. If
we expect a new beginning, (c), we may be pre-
pared to supply a virtual second half~note dura-
tion (or even a virtual quarter-note division of
C) “before” *.If the tempo is quick and we do
not need the projection R-R' to enhance the
durational determinacy of S, we may have no
feeling of virtual articulation. If the tempo is
slow and/or if we have no interest in the emer-
gence of a third sound, it may be that the poten-
tial projection R—R' becomes especially relevant
only with the beginning of a second bar mea-
sure. Or, as in example 9.11b, if the durational
determinacy of our dominant beginning, a, is
exceeded we might reinterpret b as a second be-
ginning. (Note here the use of the arrow as a
symbol of projective reinterpretation: \ —> [.)

If we do hear a virtual division in example
9.11a, this is not the same as hearing a real divi-
sion or a sounding half note, C. One way of
naming this difference is to say that example
9.11a is syncopated. Syncopation is something
felt, and the feeling of syncopation could be
called a feeling of the suspension or denial of a
promised (and awaited) beginning and thus a
prolongation or extension of continuation. Ex-

ample 9.11c¢ is also syncopated, and here the ef-
fect of syncopation may be more intensely felt.
Since the third sound (D) is continuation, the
absence of a second half-note beginning is also
the denial of a beginning for this continuation.

Example 9.11d is problematic. There is no
trace of equality here. There is a potential pro-
jection Q—Q' denied, and in its stead is the pro-
jection S—S'". There is perhaps the possibility for
a projection R—R", but, again, this projection can
be realized only at the expense of S—S'. Although
I have labeled the last beats of examples 9.11¢ and
9.11d as continuations, they might also be re-
garded as anacruses, and it is to the topic of
anacrusis that I would now like to turn.

Anacrusis

In the theory of projection I have presented thus
far, there are only two metrical possibilities: be-
ginning and continuation. However, anacrusis is
not beginning, and it seems, in some respects, to
be functionally distinct from continuation. Be-
ginning, or downbeat, sounds “crounded” and
fixed. Continuation, or afterbeat, is not itself
grounded but is, nevertheless, anchored in the
duration begun with the downbeat. Anacrusis, or
upbeat, seems rather like a continuation released
from its dependency on a prior beginning, un-
anchored, and (in some cases) seeming to come,
is it were, “from nowhere.” Anacrusis points for-
ward; it is anticipatory, directed toward a future
event. Continuation in a sense points backward
as a denial of ending for a prior beginning.

In example 9.12a I have designated the sec-
ond sound as anacrusis with the symbol /. With-
out the new beginning * there will be no ana-
crusis, and, in this case, there will be little, if any,
grounds for hearing a measure composed of “dot-
ted half and quarter.” In example 9.12b, without
a new beginning * the bar measure can be real-
ized, but the second quarter will not function as
anacrusis. As we have noted, a realization of this
measure and its projective potential does not re-
quire the second quarter note. However, this
beat will greatly enhance our expectancy for a
new beginning * and therefore for a realization
of the measure’s projective potential. If there is
no new beginning, we may feel this possibility as
denied (or we might, depending on the circum-
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EXAMPLE 9.12 Anacrustic detachment
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stances, reinterpret the entire projective situa-
tion). If there is a new beginning, our expecta-
tion will be fulfilled, and we might say that, as a
cause of this expectation, the second quarter
note has engendered a possibility that is realized
with the new beginning. In this way, the last beat
of the measure could be thought to function not
only to continue the measure’s duration but also,

and more especially (since it is not “needed” as
continuation), to intensely direct our attention
toward a new beginning.

In example 9.12c¢ the second half-note dura-
tion is interpreted as anacrusis. In this case, how-
ever, the second half-note pulse is needed for
there to be a bar measure, and it may require a
special effort (or a larger context) for this second
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pulse to be heard as anacrusis. Nevertheless, I
would suggest that to the extent we for any rea-
son expect a new beginning and to the extent
our attention is focused on the half-note “pulse
level,” we may be inclined to feel the second half
as anacrusis. (And here tempo will play an im-
portant role.) Furthermore, I suggest that “given”
only two equal beats, as in example 9.12d, short-
ening the second sounding duration might en-
hance its potential for becoming an anacrusis. I
reason here that silence during the realization of
a projected duration Q' will lead to some inse-
curity in the prospects for an emerging Q-Q'
(and S), and that for this reason we may be more
inclined to focus our attention on the emer-
gence of a new event that would reduce this in-
determinacy. (Here, if the tempo is very slow,
expectation of an end may result in an underes-
timation of projected duration, and if the second
sounding duration is not much shorter than the
first, we may be satisfied with the realized con-
tinuation and less inclined to expect a new be-
ginning.) A similar effect can result from provid-
ing the second sound with a dynamic accent (as
in example 9.12¢), which, it seems, can also en-
hance expectancy for a new beginning. And ac-
centing and shortening combined should further
intensify the potential for anacrusis.

In the case of example 9.12¢, it would seem
that the second half-note pulse can serve a dou-
ble function—as if, having already (with its be-
ginning) promised the completion of a bar mea-
sure, it can, as an actual, realized duration, in
some sense break away from the bar measure as
continuation and come to be, with the advent of
a new beginning, a duration oriented toward
this beginning. In example 9.12f, both half- and
quarter-note pulses are interpreted as anacruses.
With some effort it should be possible to hear
acceleration and an intensification of the ana-
crustic character of the third beat (along the
lines of example 9.7).

The difference between “anacrustic continua-
tion” and “nonanacrustic continuation” (or “ana-

5

crusis” and “continuation,” to abbreviate these
terms) is a difference we have encountered be-
fore: the distinction between attentiveness to the
emergence of the next event (how much time
we have to prepare for such an eventuality) and

attentiveness to the fullness of the present event

(how much time we have for this event). Like all
the other metrical distinctions I have drawn at-
tention to, the distinction between continuation
and anacrusis admits of degrees. The distinctions
between continuation and anacrusis shown in
example 9.12 depend on what we might call
grouping or segmentation and require a decision
that attention be directed either toward the com-
pletion of a present event or toward the prospect
of a successor. Two points need to be made here.
First, this decision is fully metrical and has an ef-
fect on projection. For instance, the interpreta-
tions shown in example 9.12 can, I think, result
in a more highly determinate projected potential
for the second bar measure than the interpreta-
tion shown in example 9.9b, in which the second
half-note duration is oriented more toward the
realization of a projected potential R'. Second,
the factors that lead to such a decision are ex-
tremely complex. They can involve any of the
qualitative distinctions sound is capable of sus-
taining (tonal function, contour, articulation,
loudness, etc.) and any of the relevancies that can
contribute to the particularity of the emerging
event (i.e., any past experience or novel desire
that can enter into the composition of present
experience). Indeed, these are the same factors
that lead to the distinctions between beginning
and continuation in the multiplicity of present
events or, as we might say, in the multiplicity of
“projective levels.” For this reason, in projective
theory meter is not given the sort of indepen-
dence or autonomy that would place it in oppo-
sition to or in conflict with grouping or the ar-
ticulation of phrases and phrase constituents.
Although there is a definite distinction in
feeling between continuation and anacrusis, it
may or may not be sharply drawn. And their dif-
ferences notwithstanding, continuation and ana-
crusis are similar at least in their clear distinction
from beginning. Although I labeled anacruses in
example 9.12, all of these beats or pulses func-
tion also as continuations. Thus, I have argued
that anacrusis is a type of continuation—a con-
tinuation that becomes in some sense disengaged
from beginning. And since there is anacrusis
only in relation to a later event and continuation
only in relation to an earlier event, we might
posit a process whereby continuation is trans-
formed into anacrusis. When in example 9.12
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EXAMPLE 9.13 Anacrustic decisions for two
successive sounds
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there is the beginning of a second measure, and
to the degree this beginning is felt as a goal, the
continuation in the first measure will have be-
come anacrustic. Thus, it would seem that con-
tinuation in some sense precedes anacrusis, in
that there must be a duration begun and contin-
ued “before” there can be an anacrustic disen-
gagement.

My attempt to relate continuation and ana-
crusis is not motivated solely by systematic con-
siderations, but by the thought that the distinc-
tion strong versus weak is the more general dis-
tinction and that continuation and anacrusis
must be united as forms of the “weak.” The con-
nection of anacrusis and continuation, however,
becomes problematic if we consider the eighth-
note anacrusis to the first bar measure in exam-
ple 9.13a.

Here there is no beginning for which this
initial eighth note might be a continuation. The
eighth-note upbeat is felt as weak, and I have de-
fined “weakness” as an attribute of the function
“continuation.” But since there is actually no be-
ginning preceding this eighth note that it might
be a continuation of, how can it be continua-
tion, or, equivalently, why is it not a beginning?
It is, of course a beginning for itself and as such
is potentially projective. However, even at much

slower speeds than that implied in this example
we cannot avoid grouping. If the second sound
is a beginning, the first cannot be a beginning,
or, as we might say, the first will be denied as a
beginning. Put in other terms: we cannot hear a
quick succession of strong beats, and if the first
beat is weak in relation to the second, it is not
the beginning of a metrical unit. In the case of
“afterbeat,” weak beat is the continuation of a
definite beginning and a part of the duration
begun. Continuation is necessarily a part. Ana-
crusis or “forebeat,” since it, too, is felt as weak,
is also a part in the sense that it sounds incom-
plete or not anchored to a definite prior begin-
ning. It was perhaps an overstatement to have
said that it “comes out of nowhere,” but I do
believe that a feeling of anacrusis often involves
a feeling of ‘“coming from,” the “whence” of
this coming being relatively indistinct. In this
interpretation, the anacrusis shown in example
9.13a could also be regarded as a continuation,
the beginning of which is indistinct or unde-
fined. The indefiniteness of beginning would
then be taken as the reason for a putative feel-
ing of incompleteness and for the dependency
of this upbeat on the ensuing downbeat—per-
haps, too, for the special focus that accrues to
the downbeat. In such cases it appears that we
are not willing, for one reason or another, to
stake our prediction on an unpromising begin-
ning or on what comes to be felt as an un-
promising beginning.

In the case we are considering, without the
succeeding downbeat there will be no anacrusis
and no feeling of weakness or continuation. This
first event is not weak in relation to a strong be-
ginning that precedes it—silence precedes it. If
this event is felt as anacrustic and continuative, it
is only because the second event makes it so
felt. Thus, the first is weak only in relation to
the second. Furthermore, this relation is one of
smaller to larger (realized) duration. Since the
second sound is considerably longer than the
first (and is not subsequently confirmed as con-
tinuation), it is not a realization of projected po-
tential, and a possible projection is denied or un-
realized. For this reason the second sound must
be interpreted as beginning and not continua-
tion. If the possibility for projection (or “period-
icity”) is relevant for us, the relation smaller to
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EXAMPLE 9.14 Stephen Handel, Listening— An
Introduction to the Perception of Auditory Events, figure 11.1,
p. 387 (annotated). Copyright © 1989 MIT Press. Used by

permission.
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larger can be interpreted as the relation continu-
ation to beginning. But in saying this, I do not
mean to detract from the power of anacrusis; this
short “first” sound can provide information that
might become relevant for the projective future
of the second beginning as an indication of pos-
sible continuations or ‘divisions.” Indeed, such
information may be crucial to our success in
quickly grasping a newly emerging durational
order. The choice of taking this “forebeat” from
the start as the prelude to a dominant beginning
or of making this decision only when a succeed-
ing dominant beginning has manifested itself de-
pends (as always) upon context and admits of
limitless variation.

The decision for hearing anacrusis seems no

less spontaneous than that for hearing beginning
and continuation (as “afterbeat”). Stephen Han-
del has summarized some findings of research
concerning “subjective thythm” that are perti-
“afterbeat” and
“forebeat.” Example 9.14 reproduces Handel’s

nent to the distinction between

figure 11.1, to which I have added a metrical
analysis. The following is Handel’s commentary:

A series of identical elements, as in (a), is perceived
to form groups of 2, 3, or 4 elements. The initial
element of each group is perceived to be accented
(represented by the bigger filled circle), and the
time intervals between elements do not appear
equal. If every second or third element is more in-
tense, as in (b), the elements are perceived to form
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groups so that the more intense elements begin
each group and there appear to be longer intervals
between groups. If every second or third element
is longer, as in (c), the elements are perceived to
form groups so that the longer duration elements
are the last elements of each group, the longer du-
ration elements appear accented, and there appear
to be longer intervals between groups. If every
second interval between two elements is increased
so that the elements form groups temporally, as in
(d), then the first elements of each group appear
accented if the longer interval is slightly greater
than the other intervals, but the last element of
each group appears accented if the longer interval
is much greater than the other interval. If the ele-
ments are different frequencies, as in (e), then the
elements are perceived to form groups so that the
higher-pitch element begins each group and ap-
pears accented, and the interval between groups
appears longer. If one note occurs less often, it may
appear to be accented and begin each group.
(Handel 1989, p. 387)

I would call attention especially to two of Han-
del’s observations: the judgments that afterbeats
are “closer” to the prior beginning and forebeats
are “closer” to the new beginning, and the eftect
of length in the anacrustic groupings. In my own
very informal experiments, I have found a strong
tendency to interpret the first of the two short
sounds such as those shown in example 9.13b as
an anacrusis. I imagine that this decision is made
because without a third sound to terminate the
second event, the second event is, in fact, longer
than the first. And I believe that even at very
slow speeds, where we might be able to hear
separate beginnings, if the second sound is
longer than the first (as in example 9.13c¢), we
may nevertheless come to hear the first as weak.
Thus, in example 9.11b the first beat might have
been labeled / rather than |.3

If anacrusis preceded by silence is conceived

as continuation without a definite beginning, is
it possible that a beginning might become defi-

LENT3

nite—that “later,” “retrospectively,” a definite
beginning could emerge? From the evidence of
example 9.15a this does seem possible. Here
tonal differentiation is employed to support dis-
tinctions between beginning and continuation.

If in example 9.15a the duration of a whole
note is projected with the beginning of the sec-
ond bar measure, projective potential will have
been created from the beginning of the first
measure and from the silence that will have
begun the first measure. This beginning will be
definite because it acts as the beginning of a def-
inite potential and the beginning of a determi-
nate duration that is reproducible. Such a “silent
beginning” will emerge only as it comes to
function as a beginning; that is, it must function
for the creation of an actual, determinate dura-
tion. And the only basis for asserting the exis-
tence of an actual beginning and an actual dura-
tion here is evidence that this beginning and this
duration have a real effect on a subsequent
event. The silence of “silent beginning” is meant
literally. As should become clear from the fol-
lowing analysis, a “silent beginning” is a func-
tional beginning and will only in rare circum-
stances leave any trace in feeling as a “retrospec-
tive” virtual articulation.

In the case of example 9.15b, I think it would
be difficult even in the most favorable of cir-
cumstances to identify a projection beginning
with silence. Indeed, since there is so little con-
text given here, it will be difficult to say any-
thing very definite about feelings of durational
potential. However, the projective issues that
arise from this minimal situation may be instruc-
tive for our attempt to define the conditions
under which a “silent beginning” can emerge.

If (as we are now assuming) the first eighth-

3. Although the question of “large-scale meter” will be
taken up in chapter 12, it may be appropriate here to
mention that anacrusis is not limited to brief durations.
Consider, for example, the opening of Brahms’s Third
Symphony, in which a two-bar “introduction” may come
to be felt as anacrusis to a four-bar measure (bars 3—6).
Such a transformation can occur only when the begin-
ning with bar 3 emerges as a dominant beginning for a

four-bar duration—that is, the beginning of a larger du-
ration for which bars 1-2 cannot function as a projective po-
tential. In this connection, I will also take the opportunity
to remind the reader that “anacrusis” in a projective sense
does not refer to a vague sense of “leading to,” but rather
names a smaller durational “part” (or continuation) that
precedes and directs attention to the dominant beginning
of a larger duration.
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EXAMPLE 9.15 Emergence of a “silent beginning” for pro-

jective potential
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note beat can be heard as anacrusis, the duration
of the second beat will be longer than the dura-
tion of an eighth. How much longer is not at all
clear. I have indicated the possibility of a projec-
tion P—P' and a hypothetical duration A begun
in silence. However, such an interpretation does
not accord with projective distinctions we have
thus far developed. To argue for a projection
P-P' is to posit two beginnings, a and b. But
since the durations of A and B do not exhaust
mensural determinacy (here represented by the

open or indeterminate potential S), a and b can-
not both be dominant beginnings. If b is a dom-
inant beginning, a must be continuation of some
prior beginning, in which case a projection
P—P' would cross projective boundaries—a sit-
uation we disallowed in our earlier discussion of
division. Moreover, there is no projective evi-
dence of such a prior beginning. The alternative
is to imagine that b is continuation for a prior
beginning a. But there can be no evidence of a
continuative b in the absence of a new begin-



The Perspective of Projective Process 127

ning c. Note also that lengthening the durations
of A and B so that they would approach the lim-
its of durational determinacy would at the same
time have the effect of detracting from the con-
tinuative or anacrustic character of the first beat.

The only evidence for something approaching
projection here is the possibility for feeling some
trace of eighth-note, or perhaps quarter-note,
divisions beginning with the second beat. Thus,
we may, depending upon our interests and atten-
tiveness, hear virtual division in the continuation
of the second duration. But even if there were
such a perception, it is not likely to be very clear,
nor can the realization of a second duration be
very definite. In an attempt to make metrical or
projective sense of this event, we simply have
very little information on which to act—poten-
tial is relatively unfocused or indefinite. “Given”
an initial continuative/anacrustic eighth note in
example 9.15b, we can produce eighths and quar-
ters for a new beginning on the chance that such
division will become relevant for this present
becoming; and if we are interested in the course
this becoming is likely to take, eighths and quar-
ters are all we have to go on.

In example 9.15¢ we do have more to go on,
and here a realization of the projected potential
P' should be more definite. Nevertheless, we
must assume much of the interpretation shown
here: namely, that the third sound is continuative
for a quarter-note duration begun with the sec-
ond sound, and that this quarter-note duration
does not function as a projective potential R. If,
in this case, the quarter-note duration (P') can
function as continuation for a greater duration
(Q) begun in the silence preceding the first
sound, evidence of such a function will be the
emergence of a projected potential Q'. These are
perhaps strong possibilities, but they cannot be
fully realized until there is a completed projec-
tion Q—Q'. And in the limited context of exam-
ple 9.15¢ there is no reason to assume that this
projection must be realized. (Dynamic accents in
support of this interpretation would certainly
strengthen these possibilities, but accents cannot
eliminate indeterminacy or guarantee realization
in the face of incompatible future developments.)

In example 9.15d, decisions have been made
that will have reduced the indeterminacy or
range of possibilities encountered in example

9.15c. Here the projected potential Q' is realized
in a projection (assuming now that the pitch G is
heard to begin a half-note beat). Now that there
is a past and effective projective duration Q, there
can be no durational indeterminacy, and the
measured silence preceding the first sound will
have come to function as a beginning. If condi-
tions allow the second half-note duration (Q') to
be perceived as continuation, there will also be a
projection S—S' (provided that we hear the low
C as goal and the beginning of a second mea-
sure). In this case, three projections will have
begun with silence.

‘What is peculiar about such situations is the
fact that there is no beginning until there are
continuations. The creation of a “silent begin-
ning,” since it is dependent upon subsequent
events, has, as I have said, a retrospective charac-
ter (as has anacrusis in general). However, once
there is a beginning and once these “subsequent”
events are present or past, there will, in a sense, al-
ways have been such a beginning for these events.
Thus, the beginning of the first bar measure in
example 9.15a becomes a beginning because it
comes to function as a beginning, and once we
have reached the second bar measure—once
there is, in fact, a first measure—there will never
have been a time when this measure did not have
a beginning. Again, in such situations there will
rarely be any evidence of hearing such a begin-
ning as a virtual articulation; but this is hardly an
issue if it is remembered that beginning here is
not regarded as a thing (a beat) that could be iso-
lated from the becoming of the event.

In examples 9.15¢ and 9.15d the projective
complex comprising the first three eighth notes
is bracketed and labeled as an “anacrustic group.”
In example 9.15d a larger projective complex
comprising seven notes is also identified as
anacrustic. These labels assert the possibility of
feeling no clear “resolution” of anacrustic sus-
pense, no end to this pointing forward, until the
projective goal is secured. Incidentally, in order
to indicate this larger gesture I might have la-
beled the durations marked “P" and “Q" as
anacrustic and shown a “hierarchical” accumula-
tion of anacruses: in example 9.15d, an eighth-
note anacrusis leading to a quarter-note anacru-
sis leading to a half-note anacrusis leading to the
beginning of a second bar measure with the low
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EXAMPLE 9.16 Haydn, Symphony no. 101 in D Major, first

movement, bs. 24—30
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C. Such an interpretation is, in fact, implied by
the notion of anacrustic group. But for greater
clarity I have chosen instead to label “P" and
“Q" as beginning in order to show the immedi-
ate resolutions of the anacruses that lead to these
projected realizations. Nor have I attempted to
label every eighth note in example 9.15d. An at-
tempt in cases such as this to identify every con-
stituent duration as either “pure” continuation
or anacrusis is not likely to prove very satisfying
and can easily lead to hairsplitting—an unrea-
sonable attempt to make very fine distinctions in
terms of only two categories. Since anacrusis is a
sort of continuation, it is often difficult and un-
rewarding to make a very sharp distinction be-
tween the two. Where we can draw a distinction
we might say again that anacrusis points forward
toward a new beginning and that continuation
remains in the thrall of a prior beginning, or that
there is continuation only in relation to a prior
beginning and anacrusis only in relation to a
subsequent beginning. But anacrusis always bears
some trace of incompleteness or of being de-
tached from a prior beginning, whether definite,
as in the case of examples 9.12 and 9.15, or in-
definite, as in example 9.16.

As example 9.16 indicates, the opening phrase
from the Allegro of Haydn’s Symphony no. 101
begins with a long anacrustic group leading to a
two-bar (and possibly a four-bar) measure. The
anacrustic group is especially fluid as a scale pat-
tern rising an octave from scale degree 5 and in
contrast to the highly segmented and projec-
tively closed figures of bars 25 and 26. Note that
it will take some time for a feeling of anacrusis
to emerge. The initial eighth note will quickly
be heard as anacrusis. But bar 24 cannot be in-
terpreted as anacrusis until there is some evi-
dence of a larger two-bar measure begun with
bar 25. Were we to stop with the beginning of
bar 25, a two-bar projective potential Q could
be formed (as a result of a projection P—P'"), in
which case bar 25 would be interpreted as con-
tinuation. However, Q is not realized. Instead, a
projective potential R emerges leading to the
projection R—R". In fact, because of contrasts in-
troduced in bar 25 there may be some feeling of
a potential R (evidence, that is, of a new, domi-
nant beginning) even before bar 26, in which
case there will also be some feeling here of an
anacrustic group.

Although bar 24 has a definite beginning, if it
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is heard as anacrustic this duration will begin, as
it were, in medias res. And the preceding eighth-
note anacrusis will further vitiate the effect of a
definite beginning. Note that all these factors
also call into question the projection P—P' and
therefore the projective connection of the
anacrusis group as a whole to the remainder of
the phrase. As evidence of the incompleteness of
anacrusis arising from the loss of a prior begin-
ning, the juncture of this first phrase and its rep-
etition 1is especially revealing. The first phrase
ends in bar 28 with three completed projections:
R—R',S=S', and T-T". The eighth-note anacru-
sis at the end of bar 28 in no way detracts from
these completions. However, as the new anacrus-
tic group emerges, the second phrase will be-
come projectively detached from the first. As
anacrusis, bar 29 will necessarily be continua-
tion, but not the continuation of a prior begin-
ning in the preceding phrase. The preceding
phrase itself closed with the continuation S' (and
if bars 25—28 form a measure, S' will be the con-
tinuation of a continuation, R'). Since there is
no beginning from which the anacrusis might
have emerged, the two phrases will be projec-
tively disjunct. And as we enter into the second
phrase it may seem that there was a projective
break or hiatus (I1) separating the two phrases.

If it is directed toward beginning, must ana-
crusis be regarded as in some sense ‘“external” to
measured duration? Certainly, Riemann did not
regard anacrusis in this way, though his elevation
of anacrusis did provide him with a means of
breaking the bar and of conceiving of Takt as a
rhythmic-metric phenomenon. For many other
theorists, anacrusis (together with the “end ac-
cent” of tonal cadence) has pointed to a separa-
tion of meter and rhythm. Again, Lerdahl and
Jackendoff make a sharp distinction between
meter and grouping based, in part, on the over-
lapping of boundaries occasioned by anacrusis.
However, if meter is not understood as an exten-
sive (spatial) arrangement of “time spans” there
will be no grounds for conflict. Anacrusis will, in
a sense, “belong to” the measure it precedes, in a
special focusing of attention on a new beginning
in an overlapping of measures. And since anacru-
sis contributes to the determinacy and particu-
larity of the new beginning, it cannot be de-
tached from the new metrical/projective field.

Pulse and Beat

In the preceding discussion of meter I hesitated
to speak of pulses or beats in reference to the ex-
amples, using instead expressions like the “sec-
ond sound” or “event” or ‘“quarter-note dura-
tion.” Both “pulse” and “beat” imply a sequence
of equal, ideal divisions that might underlie a
heterogeneous sequence of actually sounded du-
rations. Thus, in the case of example 9.10b or
9.10¢, we could speak of a second quarter-note
beat apart from the question of its being per-
ceived. To avoid circumlocution I would like to
use the word “beat” in a rather unconventional
sense to refer only to perceived durations and
without regard to periodicity. Thus, in reference
to example 9.9b, by “first beat” I mean the
sounding half note, by “third beat” or “second
quarter-note beat” I mean the last notated quar-
ter, and, since I maintain in this case that the re-
alization of a projected potential is perceived as a
real duration, I will call this realization a “second
half-note beat.” By “pulse” I will mean one of a
series of equal divisions implied by metrical no-
tation and considered apart from questions of
perception.

Meter signatures indicate groupings of pulses.
Modern signatures explicitly indicate one pulse
level—the ‘“conductor’s beat”” However, our no-
tational system implies other pulse levels: thus, a
half note is assumed to contain two quarters,
each of these quarters is assumed to contain two
eighths, et cetera. And, incidentally, the assump-
tion is that division will be duple. If we wish to
indicate other divisions, special notational de-
vices are required—for example, the notation
ippl Compound signatures make some conces-
sion to triple division, but even here pulses must
be indicated by dotted notes—one and one-half
times the note value.

What I wish to call beats are real performed
or perceived articulations of duration. In some
cases there is no distinction between pulses pre-
scribed by the signature and beats—for exam-
ple, in a 4/4 measure containing four quarter
notes. Where there is a distinction, the difference
between pulse and what I am calling beat is
often regarded as the difference between meter
and rhythm, and it is only by finding a common
denominator regarded as a pulse that beats which
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are not pulses can be regarded as metrical (mea-
sured by the smaller pulse). Since pulse levels
other than the one indicated in the signature are
implied and since we can, in any case, multiply
by any factor we choose, any beat can be accom-
modated to the metrical structure. In this way,
the rhythmic irregularity and heterogeneity of
beats can be reduced to an underlying metrical
regularity and homogeneity of pulses. In this re-
duction, meter may seem to be something of an
abstraction. Thus, the “rhythms” shown in ex-
amples 9.5 and 9.11 are particularizations of a
single, invariant meter—4/4 or 2/2. And for the
purposes of analysis the distinction between 4/4
and 2/2 is largely irrelevant. There is, at least im-
plicitly, a half-note pulse and a quarter-note
pulse and, were it called for in the analysis, an
eighth-note and a sixteenth-note pulse.

However, pulses are abstractions only if they
are detached from beats. If we can perceive a
pulse or feel an actual articulation or beginning,
this pulse is a beat. Such a felt articulation need
not be notated or produced by the performer.
Thus, if we hear what I have called a “virtual ar-
ticulation,” this articulation will be no less real
(though less vivid) than a sonic articulation. Of
course, once there is a projection that involves
two bar measures, the first of which expresses
the notated pulse (or a division implied by the
notation), there will be definite possibilities for
feeling pulses that are not sounded. I will sug-
gest, however, that not all such possibilities are
equally relevant and that potential divisions im-
plied by notation are often suppressed. Since rel-
evance is a matter of degree and is determined
in an actual experience, it will be precarious to
assert that a potential division will not be heard.
But in order to avoid treating meter as an exten-
sive hierarchy of continuous pulse streams, I
would prefer to err on the side of heterogeneity
and to favor the relevancy of sounding articula-
tions over virtual articulations.

The problem of virtual beats obviously leads
to more general issues of interpretation and the
question of whose experience is being described
in analysis. Although we will be able to confront
these issues more directly when we turn to ex-
tended analyses of musical compositions, I would
like to at least broach the question here by draw-
ing attention to a difference between the per-

ceptions of performer and listener. Consider, for
instance, the opening adagio molto of Beethoven’s
First Symphony, shown as example 13.4b (chap-
ter 13). A conductor whose duty it is to deter-
mine the durations of these initial half-note
beats might rely upon a feeling of subdivision
here. However, a listener need not have a clear
perception of subdivision in order to feel the
second half-bar durations as realizations of pro-
jected potential or to feel that these durations
are “‘just right.” I should add that an experienced
conductor might well choose not to beat quar-
ters in performance and might choose to sup-
press a feeling of subdivision in favor of feeling a
unitary duration. In general, beginners or inex-
perienced performers have greater need for sub-
dividing as a corrective for the inability to feel
larger projections—to ensure against rushing or
“cheating” rests and sustained notes. A listener,
on the other hand, does not have the responsi-
bility for actually producing the durations pre-
scribed by the score and may often feel projec-
tive potential differently from the performer.
This is not to deny that the performer’s feeling
is also communicated to the listener and that the
possibility for projective Fernhdren can be en-
hanced or blocked by a performer’s realization.

I mention this difference between performer
and listener because in testing projective poten-
tial and projective realization in examples for
which there is no recorded performance, the
reader is put in the position of performer and
asked to make judgments that may not accu-
rately reflect the perceptions of a listener.
Clearly, this diftference is most problematic in the
judgments I offer. I can by no means guarantee
that the judgments I propose will correspond to
those of “the listener” or to those of the reader
as performer. I can, however, hope that the ques-
tions raised by these interpretations are pertinent
to the issue of projection and, moreover, that the
concept of projection can account for differ-
ences of perception and offer us a way of under-
standing and valuing such differences.

Metrical Types—Equal/Unequal

If all potential divisions of a measure are not per-
ceived, there is, nevertheless, incontrovertible
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evidence for the relevance of virtual articulations
if we can feel “the” meter, or a definite metrical
type, in the absence of sounding pulses. Thus, in
example 9.11, if we can feel “duple meter” in the
bar-measure projections, we must have felt the ef-
fect of articulations that are not actually sounded.
‘Whether we interpret these bars as examples of
2/2 or 4/4 (whether our attention is focused on
half-note or quarter-note pulses), we will in any
case sense equality—duple, equal measures. If sig-
natures are somewhat misleading if they are taken
to promise homogeneous division, they do, nev-
ertheless, indicate metrical, projective types that in
limitless instantiations can usually be felt (though
the degree of such feeling is, as I shall argue,
highly variable).

I would now like to turn to the question of
metrical types by considering the difference be-
tween two types—duple (or equal) and triple
(or unequal). To avoid problems of virtual artic-
ulation, I will represent the pulses given in the
time signatures as beats. Although in the follow-
ing examples the measures we shall consider are
notated as bar measures, the analysis should ap-
ply equally to smaller or larger measures—mea-
sures within the bar or measures comprising two
or more bars.

As types, duple and triple are universals—
every duple measure is an instance of duple me-
ter, and, in this sense, every duple measure is the
same. Thus, we might say that for a piece “in”
2/4, meter, at least at the level of the bar, is in-
variant. But again, if meter is regarded as repeti-
tion of the same, particularity and novelty will
be ascribed to rhythm as something other than
and therefore opposed to meter. Later I will
argue that meter, even when viewed from the
perspective of metrical type, is fully particular
and never “the same.” But to argue against a re-
duction of meter to type is not to dispute the re-
ality of distinctions of metrical type as distinc-
tions of feeling. And in the following discussion
I will attempt to account for the emergence of
such feelings from the standpoint of projection.

We have already considered many examples
of duple meter. Duple meter is created when the
projected duration functions as continuation for
the beginning of the projection. Since projec-
tion is essentially binary and requires that the
two terms be immediately successive, and since

EXAMPLE 9.17 Projected beats for (a)
duple and (b) triple meter
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projection results in equality, a projective ac-
count of triple, unequal meter is problematic.
Therefore, my discussion of metrical types will
be focused primarily on the problems posed by
triple meter. Instances of duple and triple meter
are given in example 9.17.

In comparison to the projection shown in
example 9.17a, projective potential Q is ex-
tended in example 9.17b. Here there are two
weak beats or two distinct continuations that
prolong the activity and presence of the begin-
ning (and, consequently, the projective potential
that emerges from this beginning). The begin-
ning of the third beat, like the beginning of the
second, is denied as a beginning that would
make the beginning of the nascent measure past.
The third beat does, nevertheless, make the sec-
ond beat past, thereby confirming the projected
duration of the second beat and the completion
of a projection. This might suffice for a descrip-
tion of triple meter if we were to view projec-
tion as an abstract scheme. Since we have substi-
tuted a beginning that lasts throughout the
group and continuations that “prolong” the be-
ginning for Hauptmann’s binary unity of an ac-
cented and an unaccented pulse, there is no sys-
tematic problem raised by a third pulse (or a
fourth or fifth pulse). However, the problem that
is raised is a perceptual one. If we allow a second
continuation, why can we not allow a third or a
fourth? That we cannot is given by the fact that
we do not. Presented with a series of “ob-
jectively” homogeneous pulses (at a moderate
tempo), we will spontaneously create groups of
two or three (or multiples of two or three) and
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EXAMPLE 9.18 Projective decisions for equal and un-

equal measure

(P*~--»)
I\
Iy
Q—— >
(Pros¢an-n »)

o 111

not groups of five or seven. And if we are given a
group of five (at a moderate tempo) we will hear
this as a composite of duple and triple groups.
Moreover, the evidence of musical practice shows
that duple and triple (or equal and unequal)
measures constitute two basic forms of metrical
organization. In the following section I shall at-
tempt to account for this limitation of types
through a systematic development of the notion
of projection.

I said earlier that in example 9.17b the third
beat, like the second beat, functions as a continu-
ation. However, it must be noted that the initia-
tion of the third beat functions as a more com-
plex denial of ending than did the second beat.

The third beat cannot function exactly like the
second beat simply to continue the duration be-
gun “before” there were any beats, for now that
there is a second beat there is also a real potential
for projecting a half-note duration (the potential
Q in example 9.17a). In order to function as a
continuation, the beginning of the third beat
must deny this potential. In contrast, the begin-
ning of the second beat denied no potential—
rather, it created one projection and the potential
for another.

It may be helpful here to review this process
in detail. (See example 9.18.) The beginning of
sound is a potential for an as yet indefinite dur-
ation. As potentially reproducible, a presently
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emerging duration is also potentially projective,
and (in the absence of a prior projection) this
projective potential is also durationally indefi-
nite. In example 9.18a an indefinite projective
potential P is indicated in parentheses. With the
beginning of a second sound (example 9.18b)
there is a projection. Since the second sound pre-
sents a new beginning, a projective potential ini-
tiated with the first sound is realized, and this
potentiality is realized before the projected dura-
tion is realized. If the second sound is also a con-
tinuation, the beginning it continues retains pro-
jective potential because this beginning is still
“present.” But now it is a definite potential (Q
in example 9.18b) because the projected dura-
tion of the second sound is definite as a (more or
less) definite potential. And yet, to the extent that
the dominant beginning has the potential for re-
maining active beyond Q, there is also a greater
and still indeterminate projective potential P. If,
as in example 9.18b, nothing happens after the
second sound, Q will not be realized, P will be
denied, and the beginning will have become past
and inactive. However, as example 9.18c shows,
we may have to wait some time after the second
sound has ended to be sure that the beginning is
really past (and that the potential P is really
dead). And, in general, it seems that we hold
onto beginnings for as long as we can.

In example 9.18d, with the introduction of a
third sound, two possibilities are presented. If, as
in example 9.18e, the third beat emerges as a
new beginning (rather than a continuation), the
projective potential Q will be realized, and the
beginning of the third beat will project the du-
ration of a half note. If, as in example 9.18f, the
beginning of the third beat is perceived as a con-
tinuation, the projective potential Q will be de-
nied and will be replaced by the projective po-
tential R. (The possibility for an R was shown in
example 9.18b by P.) This is the denial of a defi-
nite potential and the affirmation of a potential
beyond Q that becomes definite only with the
new beginning *.

Since the denial of projective potential shown
in example 9.18f is a special sort of denial —dif-
ferent from continuation as a denial of ending
and different, too, from the denial of the projec-
tive potential Q shown in example 9.18b—it
will simplify our discussion to give it a name.

“Deferral” seems an appropriate word since it
implies postponement, delay, putting oft to a fu-
ture time, and also the renunciation or the yield-
ing of a claim. Deferral involves the cancellation
of a prior and definite projective potential (Q in
example 9.18f). Since there is a postponement
of a decision that would create a definite projec-
tive potential from Q to R (or a yielding of Q to
R’s projective claim), I will call this characteris-
tic of triple meter “the deferral of projective po-
tential.”” But this is only one aspect of deferral
and cannot in itself account for the phenome-
non of triple meter. The other aspect of deferral
directly involves not the expansion of projective
potential, but the expansion of a projection. Of
these two aspects of deferral, the second—ex-
pansion of a projection (or what I shall call the
deferral of projected potential)—is conceptually
the more difficult to grasp and will therefore re-
quire closer analysis. Again, we must consider
both what constitutes the event’s self-fulfillment
and what the event can offer beyond itself as
datum for a successor.

In examples 9.18¢ and 9.18f it was assumed
that the beginning of a third beat offered the
possibility of beginning a new “half-note” mea-
sure. Now it may be fairly asked why we should
imagine such a possibility for a third beat. Ear-
lier, I suggested the following reason. Just as the
second beat makes the first beat past, the third
beat ends the second beat and makes the second
beat past. However, since the second beat is a
continuation that completes a projection, the
third beat in making the second beat past also
functions to make this prior and completed pro-
jection past.

But in triple (or unequal) meter the third
beat does not function in this way—it is, in fact,
a continuation of the nascent measure, and not a
new beginning that promises to reproduce the
duration of a completed two-beat measure. If, in
a perception of triple meter, the third beat does
not begin as a reproduction of a two-beat unit,
what does it reproduce? Clearly, it reproduces
the duration of the second beat. If, as in example
9.19a, the third beat, C, is not a new beginning
or “accented” in relation to a continuative, “‘un-
accented” second beat, we can regard each of the
first two beats as projective. We will then recog-
nize two projections: S—S'and T-T".
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EXAMPLE 9.19 Deferral
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It will be remembered from the section of
this chapter on division that an “overlapping” of
this sort would be suppressed if a two-beat pro-
jective potential (Q in example 9.18¢) were to
be realized in a projection (Q —Q"). However, in
this case, since no projection Q—Q', in fact,
emerges, C can reproduce the duration B as B
reproduced A. In view of this “transitive” rela-
tionship, it should be possible for C, in reproduc-
ing B, to reproduce something of B’s special re-
lationship to A—namely, the function of con-
tinuing a dominant beginning (d in example
9.19a). Thus, it would appear that what is given
for a newly emerging C is not simply the pro-
jective potential (T) of B, but also a completed
projection (S—S") in which B has functioned as
continuation of a greater duration begun with d.
If C is also continuation, it will therefore be the
reproduction of a continuation (B in example
9.19b). Furthermore, by reproducing B as con-
tinuation, C will, presumably, reproduce some-
thing of the specific form of this continuation—
a continuation that completes a projection. As in
example 9.19b, I will use the symbol \ — \ to
indicate this reproduction of function. To sum-
marize: in functioning as continuation (rather
than as a new beginning) C defers the completion
of a projection S—S' to open the new projective
potential R shown in example 9.19b.

As a result of deferral, the projective situation
is complicated. A duration A—B has been cre-
ated—there is now a unit A—B (| \), which is
completed when C appears, and since A—B is
past it is irrevocable and necessarily given for C
(just as the duration A is past and given for B as
B’s projected potential). C reproduces B and
continues the beginning of the nascent measure.
But what does C’s inheritance mean for the
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larger measure’s projective potential? I have
speculated that by reproducing B, C can also re-
produce B’s function of completing a projection.
In this case, C is nothing apart from this projec-
tion and will, in this sense, belong to a single
projection A—B—C as an extension of continu-
ation through a reproduction of the projected
duration already realized by B. If C reproduces
the projected duration of B, C is not merely
added or tacked onto the completed A—B. Its
novel contribution is to alter the entire projec-
tive situation. C results in an enlargement of the
projection and a deferral of its completion. Fi-
nally, if the ending of B is now no longer the
ending of a projection and C is not a beginning
that will make the projection past, then C will
have reproduced a result of B’s adjacency to
A— that is, the duration of B as projected dura-
tion (something that B inherited from A as a re-
sult of projection). In this case, deferral means
deferral of the realization of a projection or, to
abbreviate this formulation, a deferral of pro-

Jjected potential—a denial that the projection is

completed with the ending of B.

That there should be two aspects to defer-
ral—the deferral of projective potential and the
deferral of projected potential —follows from the
dual nature of projection, which necessarily in-
volves both a projective and a projected compo-
nent. These two aspects of deferral are fully
complementary. By reproducing B’s realization
of a potential for duration that would complete
the projection (B’s promise for an end of the
projection) and thus deferring the completion
of the projection, C also defers the projective
potential of A—B as a unit (Q in example
9.18¢). By deferring the projective potential of
A —B, C also becomes a continuation (and not a
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beginning) that can reproduce the continuation
B and, hence, B’s function of completing a pro-
jection. These aspects of deferral are inextrica-
ble. Their difference emerges as a difference of
perspective—the difference between whether
we regard the event for itself (the creation of a
unified duration) or beyond itself (its potential
for reproduction).

Since I have characterized deferral negatively,
as denial, I wish to remind the reader that the
reinterpretation effected by deferral involves
more than denial or negation (as the delay or
postponement of projective completion). Defer-
ral also involves the creation of a novel projec-
tion and a novel projective potential (through
the renunciation of a more limited, “duple”
claim). Likewise, the continuations created by
the second and third beats are denials in that
they deny the possibility of making the begin-
ning past or inactive for the creation of duration.
But continuation (as denial of negation) is obvi-
ously creative—as continuations, the second and
third beats keep the beginning present and ac-
tive. Like continuation, deferral is a definite de-
cision, a decision against realizing a definite po-
tential, and, at the same time, a decision for the
creation of new potential. Thus, I suggest that
the third beat has two functions—it functions,
like the second beat, as a continuation, but in
order to do so it must also function as a deferral.
And continuation, like deferral, must be under-
stood in terms of both what the event is for itself
and what the event is beyond itself.

The reader may have had the suspicion that
the preceding account of deferral is an attempt,
like Hauptmann’s, to fit the round peg of triple
meter into the square hole of Paarigkeit, or an at-
tempt to reduce triplicity to an underlying du-
plicity. In defense of this account (or at least to
keep the question open), I assure the reader that
I would not present the hypothesis of deferral if
I did not think it justified primarily on experi-
ential grounds. However, I must concede that
such a suspicion is not entirely unjustified; for,
although I do not claim (as Hauptmann did) that
a triple is created from the superimposition of
two discrete duples, I cannot deny that the gov-
erning hypothesis of projection is grounded in
the twoness of immediate succession. If the no-
tion of deferral is not to be regarded merely as a

methodological convenience, it must be asked if
there is any evidence for the claims made by the
hypothesis of deferral.

In the succession of three quarter notes in
example 9.18d, if we hear triple meter, we do
not first hear duple meter (example 9.18e) and
then a change from duple to triple (example
9.18f). In fact, the reader should find it virtually
impossible in this example to hear both triple
meter and the projection of a half-note duration
initiated by the third beat, simply because once
deferral has happened there is no possibility for
such a projection. Since the potential for pro-
jecting a half-note duration is not realized, there
is now no feeling of duple meter; and now that
there is a completed projection involving three
beats, this projection was incomplete “before”
there were three beats. Evidence for deferral
cannot be adduced by treating a denied possibil-
ity as if it were a realized actuality. But this does
not mean that the denied possibilities involved
in deferral are unreal. Moreover, the possibilities
denied by deferral are definite possibilities that
must make a difference in, or contribute to, the
particularity of what is realized. If there is evi-
dence of deferral, it will come not from a direct
perception of what is denied, but indirectly from
a perception of the particularity of what is actu-
ally created.

In the case of continuation versus beginning,
there is a feeling of weak versus strong: for duple
meter, a succession strong-weak; for triple meter,
a succession strong-weak-weak. However, I do
not think that the third beat in triple meter is
necessarily felt as “weaker” than the second. In
certain contexts such a feeling may arise. For ex-
ample, as Printz (quoted earlier) observes, if a
triple measure lacks a first beat, the third beat
can sound weak in relation to the second (as the
first sound of the measure). However, there are
also contexts in which such a distinction is far
from clear. Thus, it is possible to perform exam-
ple 9.19b without feeling that the third beat is
definitely weaker (or “more continuative”) than
the second. And for this reason I maintain that
categories of accent cannot account for the par-
ticularity of triple measure.

My introduction of the notion of deferral is
an attempt to account for the special feeling of
triple meter or the difference in character be-
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EXAMPLE 9.20 Contrasted characters of unequal and equal
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tween duple and triple. Traditionally, this has been
called the difference between equal and unequal
measures (temps egaux/inegaux, gerade/ungerade
Taktarten, battuta eguale/ineguale, tactus inaequalis).
Although this difference could be conceived
simply as the difference between even and odd
numbers, “equal” and “unequal” have referred to
an essentially qualitative distinction. To use other
words, we might say that duple sounds balanced,
even, or “square”’; triple, by contrast, sounds off-
balance, uneven (rather than odd), lilting, or, per-
haps, “sprung.”

Again, if deferral is the denial of a possibility,
it will be impossible under normal circum-
stances to feel a projective potential that is not
realized or the completion of a projection that is
denied as a completion. Nevertheless, some indi-
rect evidence of deferral might be adduced from
the contrasting characters of equal and unequal
measures. In example 9.20a, a feeling of the in-
equality of X compared to the equality of Y
might be understood to arise simply because X
contains two adjacent continuations or, in com-
parison toY, an “extra” continuation. However, if
this felt difference between equal and unequal
involves the distinction between balanced and
unbalanced—if X sounds somewhat oft-kilter
compared to Y—the fact of having an extra

2N L.

continuation does not in itself account for this
feeling. We could propose a rule that adjacent
pulse continuations will result in a feeling of in-
equality, but we should still have to ask why this
should be the case (and later I will suggest that
this is not always the case). Example 9.20b, I
think, intensifies the feeling of inequality and
presents clearer evidence of deferral as the denial
of projective potential (as example 9.20c pre-
sents clearer evidence of the denial of projected
potential).

To hear the distinctions I wish to draw atten-
tion to, it will be helpful not to reduce the
rhythms shown in examples 9.20b and 9.20c to
the form of example 9.20a—that is, not to di-
vide the dotted half note by counting “one-two-
three.” If such subdivision is not performed, I
think that the beginning of the second measure
(*) in example 9.20b, X, can be felt to happen
“too soon,” as if interrupting the duration initi-
ated with the second sound. A comparison with
an analogous situation in duple meter may help
sharpen this feeling. In example 9.20c, I would
ask the reader to notice a feeling that the begin-
ning of the second measure is in some sense de-
layed, as if the half-note duration begun with the
second sound were suspended. In the case of the
comparable duple figure, the second sound could
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EXAMPLE 9.21 Projective consequences of immediate

succession

PR L T Y.

also be called “suspended,” but it lacks, I think,
the “sprung” character or the “suspense” of the
triple figure.

The purpose of example 9.20 is to draw at-
tention to the particular feelings that seem char-
acteristic of unequal measures—what I have
called feelings of “interruption,” “too early,”
“delay,” and “suspension.” To intensify these feel-
ings, I have departed from representing triple
measure as a succession of equal durations. But
although examples 9.20b and 9.20c introduce
factors not encountered in example 9.20a, they
are no less instances of triple meter, and I believe
that some traces of “too early” and ‘delay” can
also be discerned in feeling the inequality of
triple meter in 9.20a. In discussing examples
9.20b and 9.20c, I called attention to an apparent
divergence of the two aspects of deferral that, as
I have argued, are inseparable. We will consider
this divergence in more detail later. Here I
would note that although one or another aspect
may gain perceptual prominence, both are nec-
essary for a feeling of triple measure. Either can
be made to account for a feeling of inequality,
but without both I cannot account for the par-
ticular sort of inequality that characterizes triple
meter.

In attempting to draw attention to the feeling
characteristic of unequal measure, I found it
necessary to contrast this feeling with that of
equal measure. I did not find it necessary to refer
to inequality when discussing duple measure.
This in itself is a sort of privileging of duple.
This sort of privileging is common in discus-
sions of meter and is even expressed linguisti-
cally in the “marked” form, “unequal” (or, as I
have suggested, “off-balance”). Thus, “unequal”
implies a departure from equality, or not being
composed of two equal parts. Why should there
be such a privileging of equal division and such

a strongly felt difference between duple and
triple? The notion of deferral is intended to pro-
vide a response to this question which does not
suggest that duple is in any sense more “natural”
than triple (although it may be in some sense
simpler).

Although deferral is by no means unnatural,
it is, nevertheless, linked to the incontrovertibly
binary nature of projection. Since projection oc-
curs only where there is immediate succession,
it always involves two “adjacent” events. Given
three equal durations (or, rather, three durations
that are not “given” but which are created equal
by successive reproduction), A, B, and C, no pro-
jection above the level of single durations can be
realized. Thus, in example 9.21, A is adjacent to
B and B is adjacent to C, and the projected dura-
tions of B and C are realized (example 9.21a).
On the other hand, A —B is adjacent to C, but C
does not realize the projection (example 9.21b);
and A is adjacent to B—C, but B—C does not re-
alize the projection (example 9.21c). However, if
B and C are continuations, then by renouncing
its claim to beginning, C has no choice but to
become incorporated into a projection that en-
tered into realization with the beginning of B. I
do not suggest that we have a predilection for
duple grouping. I do suggest, however, that the
feeling of inequality results from a complication
of projective/projected potential, a potential that
is disposed toward equality. By this account, a
disposition toward twoness or Paarigkeit would
not result from the regulation of attention by
heart or lungs (the two phases of which are, in
any case, unequal), or from our experience as
bipeds (for if we had three or five legs we would
still move by ‘“adjacent,” immediately successive
steps).

In connection with example 9.20, I at-
tempted to provide clearer evidence of deferral
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EXAMPLE 9.22 Unequal measure,
deferral intensified

by devising situations that I hoped would inten-
sify the feeling of inequality. If there are degrees
of intensity in the feeling of inequality, then in-
equality and, consequently, deferral are relative.
Since deferral as a feeling of denied potential is
dependent upon some feeling of that potential,
projective and projected potential must also be
relative. If this is the case, we should attempt to
locate the extremes or limits of deferral. Let us
first consider the case in which deferral of pro-
jective potential and the immediate completion
of projection is strongly asserted.

In example 9.22 the projective potential, Q,
actually results in a projection, Q'. Initially, the
third beat, C, begins with a potential for repro-
ducing the half-note duration A—B. This poten-
tial is denied by the beginning of a second mea-
sure, D. As a result, C is reinterpreted as a contin-
uation. (This reinterpretation is symbolized by
| — \ .) However, since the projection Q' has,
in fact, begun to be realized, D is also an inter-
ruption of projected potential (represented by the
symbol ----- [). For C as a beginning, D arrives
too soon. And yet, D as a second beginning now
makes the first measure past and realizes the pro-
jective potential R. As a result, the projective po-
tential P of the beginning of the first measure
(or, rather, the beginning of what would become
the first measure) is reinterpreted. The projective
potential of the beginning (P) is not denied—it
is reinterpreted and enlarged. This double rein-
terpretation—C changing from | to \ and the
projective potential changing from Q to R—
can be felt here as an actual succession. To test
this, the reader should perform the first two
quarters in 2/4, begin a second bar of 2/4, and,
interrupting this duple measure, begin another
measure with D. If this is done, it should be pos-

sible to notice a change from duple to triple tak-
ing place with the new beginning * , after C is
begun (or perhaps even after D has begun—
here “before” and “after” are not entirely clear).
The projection A—B can be heard as actually
completed and only afterward augmented with
the incorporation of C into a triple measure. In
this case, the reinterpretation appears to be ret-
rospective. What, then, is the proper interpreta-
tion? It is exactly what was experienced—a
feeling of triple meter having “replaced” a feel-
ing of duple meter. There is now no duple meter
per se—that feeling is past (and also past as
denied), and a feeling of triple meter is present.
However, that feeling is relevant for triple mea-
sure in a feeling of the interruptive character of
the now present second measure and in an in-
tense feeling of inequality for the first measure
now past.

To push this situation to the extreme, we
might consider the case shown in example 9.23.
Here, as I suggest with the unusual time signa-
ture, there is no reinterpretation. C begins as,
and remains, a beginning. The projective poten-
tial Q is realized, and a projection Q' is begun. D
interrupts this realization but does not create a
reinterpretation of C. As a beginning, C projects
the duration Q'. However, to remain a begin-
ning (and not to be reinterpreted as continua-
tion), C must create a new projective potential S,
a quarter-note duration. Since C is not reinter-
preted, neither is Q. The entrance of D is again
interruptive of the projection Q', but since C is
not a continuation, there is no projective poten-
tial R (as there was in example 9.22). R is not
denied, for there is, in fact, no R distinct from
the initial indefinite projective potential P. We

EXAMPLE 9.23 Equal
measure, contraction of
projective potential

TRT 0

%)) .

O~— 1
SS~—Hgr---



The Perspective of Projective Process 139

have, in effect, created three measures: one of
2/4 followed by one of 1/4 followed by one
(potentially) of 1/4. As bizarre as example 9.23
appears, it is not, I believe, entirely out of the
question. At a very slow tempo, it is, I think, pos-
sible (although very difficult) to hear something
resembling this interpretation. The tempo must
be slow enough for individual pulses such as C
and D to be immune from involuntary or
“spontaneous” metrical grouping, and we must
struggle against an inclination to hear D as con-
tinuation and thus to reproduce a measure of
2/4 —that is, we must by an act of will attempt
to block the relevancy of Q. To the degree we
are successful in doing this we will have suc-
ceeded in hearing three measures and not the
two bar measures indicated in the example. In
this case there will have been no deferral. (In ef-
fect, this would a be a “contraction” of meter or
a reduction in the scope of mensural determi-
nacy—a phenomenon that does occur in more
complex projective situations, as we shall see in
later chapters.) Example 9.22 represents a limit
of deferral and example 9.23 a situation in
which this limit is exceeded.

Let us now consider the limit to deferral in
the opposite direction—toward the weakening
of projective and projected potential. Here, since
these potentials become increasingly attenuated,
we cannot look for so precise a limit. The ques-
tion we must ask is, rather, what the result of an
utter absence of deferral would be. If, as in ex-
ample 9.24, there were no deferral of projective
potential, we would be left only with the defer-
ral of beginning, i.e., pure continuation (I \ \).

And if there were no deferral of projected
potential, we would also be left only with pure
continuation—two completed projections with-
in the measure and a realization of the projec-
tion R—R"' (or a definite but unrealized projec-
tive potential R if there is no beginning of a sec-
ond measure).

In example 9.24 we can perhaps still speak of
3/4 time, a real measure composed of three
equal beats, the second and third of which are
continuations of a single beginning. But unless
we take inequality to be simply an arithmetic
distinction between even and odd, or ground the
distinction between equal and unequal in physi-
ology (and both assumptions are highly prob-

EXAMPLE 9.24 Pure continuation, no
trace of inequality

1) 4.

lematic from a perceptual or psychological point
of view), we must ask what it is about example
9.24 that is unequal. I suggest that to the degree
deferral is attenuated, what we call triple mea-
sure loses its distinctive character of being un-
equal (unbalanced, lilting, etc.) and becomes less
distinct in feeling from duple measure or a feel-
ing of equality. In this case, the difference will
tend to become one of quantity or the difter-
ence between 2 and 3 as “lengths.” If there is no
felt projective/projected potential that is de-
nied—if, as in example 9.24, the indefinite pro-
jective potential P is simply realized as R —there
is nothing but equality: three equal beats and the
(potentially) equal reproduction of the duration
of a dotted half note with the beginning of a
second measure (*). In the extreme case, the
characteristic difference between equal and un-
equal would be lost, and to determine the metri-
cal type we should have to resort to counting
beats. This may, in fact, happen more frequently
than is generally acknowledged. Certainly, stu-
dents often have difficulty identifying metrical
type, but even well-trained, mature musicians
may not always be fully cognizant of metrical
type and may have to count to identify the type.
However, even in cases in which it is found diffi-
cult to explicitly identify triple measure, it can-
not be assumed that there is absolutely no feel-
ing of inequality. I do not suggest that the ab-
sence of a feeling of inequality is necessarily a
defect in hearing—in fact, it has the consider-
able advantage of strengthening the greater pro-
jection of a “three-beat” duration. But I do sug-
gest that a distinctive property of what we call
triple meter will have been lost.

Having identified extreme situations, I should
reiterate my point that virtually all experiences
of triple measure fall somewhere between these
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EXAMPLE 9.25 Projective possibilities for a group of
five pulses

S EP

extremes. (Indeed, there is enormous variety in
the particularity of deferral or metrical inequal-
ity.) Obviously, situations resembling that shown
in example 9.22 are rarely encountered, particu-
larly once a triple meter has been established
(that 1s, if the measure begins as the realization of
a projected duration “three beats long”). And al-
though the extreme case of feeling absolutely no
trace of inequality in the perception of triple
measure may perhaps not be so rare, I would
question the decision to call such a case a percep-
tion of triple (unequal) measure. Nevertheless,
the feeling of deferral is often attenuated, in

which case the feeling of simple continuation
(deferral of new or dominant beginning) seems
paramount. Again, the result of a weaker feeling
of deferral 1s that more attention can be given to
the greater projective potential. If this is the case,
can we not gain an even greater projection by
extending this process, further suppressing pro-
jective potentials and completions, and ‘“adding”
continuations? In the following I will argue
against this possibility and against the extension
of deferral to inequalities of more than three
beats.

In example 9.25a, four continuations and
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EXAMPLE 9.26 Projective possibilities for a
group of four pulses

A B C D
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three deferrals are indicated. However, as experi-
ments concerning “subjective” or “spontaneous”
grouping show, it will be very difficult (and at
moderate tempi perhaps impossible) to suppress
a feeling of duple or triple measure (examples
9.25b and 9.25c¢) to hear the continuation of a
single beginning and the projection of a dura-
tion equivalent to five quarter notes. It seems
that we are not willing to defer making a projec-
tive decision for such a long time given the op-
portunities available in example 9.25a. These
projective potentials (shown as denied in exam-
ple 9.25a) are opportunities to strengthen or en-
hance the durational determinacy of the group.
If we fail to take advantage of them (or realize
them), we run the risk of losing a feeling of du-
rational determinacy and, consequently, risk los-
ing our abilities to predict and to act upon the
basis of the durational information offered to us
by the stimuli.

If this series is performed much faster—say, as
five 16th notes or five 32nd notes (example
9.25d) —we may, indeed (depending on our at-
tention and the context), hear no internal group-

sk

ing. If grouping has as an aim the enhancement
of durational determinacy or the enhancement
of our ability to hold onto a beginning, there
would appear to be little need for grouping
within a relatively short durational unit. Or from
the standpoint of prediction, if potential projec-
tions are too brief to be acted upon, it will do us
no good to realize them, and we will be better
off choosing a projection that better suits our
purposes and motor abilities. If, at fast speeds,
there is no grouping but, rather, a series of con-
tinuations, this situation resembles that of “triple
measure” in which a feeling of inequality is sup-
pressed with the suppression of deferral. How-
ever, in the case of example 9.25,1 will argue that
interpretation a should be rejected in favor of b,
¢, or d, or, more generally, that deferral be limited
to the inequality of triple measure.

If we extend our measure to include four
beats (example 9.26) and allow that there are
definite projective potentials greater than the
potentials for reproducing individual beats and
smaller than the potential for reproducing the
bar measure (i.c., the potentials that were disal-
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lowed in example 9.25a), there will be no reason
to speak of deferral.

Although, as in example 9.26a, it is conceiv-
able that there might be two deferrals before there
is a beginning of a second measure (if for any
reason there should be a reinterpretation | = \
of C and D), these deferrals cannot be main-
tained once there is a bar measure. As example
9.26b shows, with the advent of a new begin-
ning *, Q is, in fact, realized in the projection
Q—-Q', and so there can be no definite poten-
tial, R. Now if there is a measure of four beats, it
must have a single beginning. Since the projec-
tion Q—-Q' creates two durations, L and M in
example 9.26¢, the second of these, M, must
function as continuation. In this case, all projec-
tive potentials are realized, as are all projections.

Let us now consider a measure composed of
five beats. Example 9.27a duplicates example
9.25a, an interpretation I rejected on empirical
grounds. Now [ would like to consider other
reasons for excluding deferral in this case (and,
thus, reasons for our choosing duple and triple
rather than purely quintuple grouping, or exam-
ple 9.27b or 9.27c¢ rather than 9.27d or 9.27¢).
Again, we ask what are the projective conse-
quences of creating a measure. In the case of 5/4
there are several possibilities. In example 9.27b
projective potential Q is realized, but the pro-
jected duration Q' is not. Instead, the third beat,
C, initiates a triple group and, consequently, an
embedded deferral. Since C is a beginning and
not a continuation, there are two measures: one
of 2/4 and one of 3/4. To form a single measure,
there must be, with the beginning of C, a begin-
ning of M that functions as continuation. In this
case, there is no deferral in the sense I have used
the term—no projective potential has been de-
nied (Q is realized), and no completion is de-
ferred (there is no second continuation succeed-
ing M). In fact, the measure L—M is a duple
measure, albeit an unequal duple measure. Cer-
tainly there is a feeling of lengthening with M or
a feeling that N is delayed, but M is not involved
in a deferral—no projective potential is denied
by the beginning of M.

In example 9.27c¢, projective potential R is
realized at the expense of Q to result in a triple
group, A—B—C, and a projected duration R,
which is not realized. Again, there is a deferral in

the triple group, but there is no deferral that
would distinguish a measure of 5/4 from a se-
quence of two measures—one triple, the other
duple. Here the inequality results in a feeling
that M is too short or interrupted by the begin-
ning of a second bar measure (¥).

In example 9.27c a projective potential (Q) is
denied by M, but M does not complete a projec-
tion R—R'. There could be a deferral only if M
were to reproduce the continuation C as a re-
production of a reproduction of B. However, M
does not reproduce C; M is two beats long. Sim-
ilarly, in example 9.27b, M is three beats long
and so does not reproduce B. (The possibility of
a denial of projective completion is represented
by a dotted line connecting continuations in ex-
amples 9.27b and 9.27c.) In the case of example
9.27¢, could M, in principle, reproduce the con-
tinuation B— C? It could not, because to be re-
producible, B— C would have to be a unit—a
relatively self-sufficient entity with a single be-
ginning. Certainly B and C are each units, but
there is no deferral of projective completion,
B - C, apart from A. That is to say, B can be re-
produced and C can be reproduced, but if B—C
as deferral is to be reproduced, it can be repro-
duced only with a reproduction of A—B-C
(' 1'\—N\). T raise this question only to clarify the
systematic relation of deferral to reproduction.
In examples 9.27b and 9.27c¢ such questions
need not arise because deferral is excluded for a
more obvious reason, as is shown beneath the
examples. In example 9.27¢, for M to complete
the projective potential begun with A-B-C, it
would have to be continuation. However, in
order for there to be an M, there must be an L
made past by the beginning of a third sound—
that is, a beginning in relation to the continua-
tive C or B—C. M can be a continuation for the
duration realized in L, but not for the duration
realized in C—to be a continuation for C (or
even for B—C, if this were possible) would mean
no L and thus no M. As a result of there being an
L and M there are two groups and a deferral
limited to the triple group—which is to say,
there is no “quintuple deferral.”

In example 9.27d an attempt has been made to
escape groupings of two and three beats. The
potentials Q and R, shown in parentheses, are
denied in order to assert a real projective poten-
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tial S, “subsequently” denied with *. This ex-
tremely unlikely interpretation may be tested by
attempting to hear four ungrouped beats, fol-
lowed by a beat E that would initiate a second
duration of four quarters, followed by the begin-
ning of a second measure (¥). If this can be ac-
complished, E will be reinterpreted as continua-
tion. It must be said, however, that to the extent
we are successful in carrying out this perfor-
mance, E will sound much more like a break in
continuity than a continuation, and as a result of
this reinterpretation, the projective, T, shown in
example 9.27d will not, I think, emerge. The
problem here, or rather one of the problems, is
that the projective potential S must be realized
in order to be denied. For there to be an M as a
continuation in relation to an L (and, conse-
quently, for there to be an L), M must be distinct
from B, C, and D as a beginning distinct from
continuations. Thus, in example 9.27b there is a
continuation M distinct from the beginning C
because there is a C that functions as a beginning
phase of M. However, in example 9.27d, M and
E are identical—they are the same duration.
Without the realization of L and S (like the real-
ization of L and Q in ex. 9.27b), there would be
no M. And yet, without the denial of S there
would be no final beat of 5/4, E, and no projec-
tive, T. Example 9.27d in many respects resem-
bles example 9.22. However, in example 9.22,
through the agency of deferral, a third beat could
be assimilated to the measure and a projection
could be realized. In example 9.27d, there is no
deferral, and the fifth beat is not incorporated
into the unity of a nascent measure. I maintain
that a measure—that is to say, a unitary duration
with a definite projective potential—cannot be
formed in this way.

As outlandish as example 9.27d certainly is, it
may point toward a more plausible possibility for
a genuinely quintuple deferral. Assuming that
we were not successful in entirely eliminating a
feeling of grouping in the first four beats of ex-
ample 9.27d, we will have heard the segmenta-
tion 9.27¢ (for reasons discussed in connection
with example 9.26). Now there is a triple divi-
sion and, conceivably, the initiation of a deferral
with the beginning of beat E. Example 9.27¢
can be performed by producing a measure of
4/4 (or 2/2), beginning a second measure with

E, and then interrupting this beginning with a
“downbeat” at *. In this case, the beginning of E
coincides with the beginning of a projected
half-note duration, R'. However, if there is de-
ferral here, it is a deferral denied. N does not, in
fact, reproduce M. Certainly, a projective poten-
tial S is denied, but the projective potential, T,
that replaces S is smaller than that promised by
deferral R—R'. Had deferral been realized, the
measure (and its projective potential) would
have been six beats long and not five beats long.

The question I would like to ask concerns
the “status” of S—how definite is this denied
possibility, and how is it denied? S must be de-
nied for there to be a T. Thus, S in a sense pre-
cedes T—we can (if we try) hear a third half-
note duration begun “before” we hear T, as in
example 9.22 we can hear the beginning of a
second measure of 2/4 “before” we hear the be-
ginning of a second measure of 3/4. (I place
“before” in double quotes because in another
sense both these feelings occur at the same
time—the time of the created measure.) But in
example 9.27¢, it is deferral and not, as in exam-
ple 9.22, simply projective/projected potential
that is denied with *. These two situations are
contrasted in example 9.27f. In example 9.27¢ a
rejection of S is also a rejection of a potential de-
ferral that would enlarge projective potential by
reproducing the continuation M. For this reason
I suggest that, to the extent we attend to this S as
a possibility that is unrealized, we lose a feeling
for the reproductive potential, T, that is realized.

Now there seems little point in choosing the
denied deferral shown in example 9.27¢ when
we can more economically choose the realized
deferral shown in example 9.27b, in which E
functions as a deferral in the context of the
triple group, C—D —E. But I would argue that
the choice is not driven exclusively by econ-
omy—that our interests are not served entirely
by the conservation of energy, but by an opti-
mally productive use of energy. Presented with a
measure of five beats, a denial of deferral as a
process of integration will leave us with a poorly
integrated duration. By contrast, if we realize a
deferral in beats C, D, and E, we can better grasp
the duration and better predict a future. This
choice for greater determinacy can, I think, be
observed in the performance of example 9.27¢,
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where, even while trying to realize the deferred
S and trying to hear the beginning, *, as inter-
ruptive, it will be difticult to avoid feeling the
“retrospective” formation of a triple, C-D —E,
with the beginning, *. It may be possible to sup-
press to some extent this triple and its realized
deferral by concentrating our attention on the
denied deferral L—-M —N; however, to the ex-
tent we are able to do this, we will have had to
suppress T and, consequently, T".

It must be said that the preceding demonstra-
tions concerning example 9.27 are circular, since
deferral has been defined precisely to account
for the feeling of triple unequal measure. In-
deed, it is my hope that they are circular, because
if this circle is truly closed, deferral will distin-
guish triple measure from all other varieties of
unequal measure, and the distinction will be one
of kind and not merely one of degree. Certainly,
there is a clear difference in feeling—quintuple
sounds more unequal than triple. If triple sounds
lilting, quintuple sounds limping. Thus, I would
like to suggest a division of metrical types into
three categories: equal, mediated unequal (3/4,
for example), and nonmediated or “pure” un-
equal (5/4, for example). By the term “mediated
unequal” I mean to suggest an accommodation
of inequality to a demand of equality or repro-
duction. Through deferral, a third beat extends a
unitary duration by becoming assimilated to a
projective potential created by an initial two
beats. The third beat, although it does not im-
mediately succeed the first beat, nevertheless
draws on the projective potential of the first beat
(or, more accurately, the projective potential of
what becomes the first beat) by reproducing the
first beat’s immediate successor, a reproduction
in which the dual function of the second beat
for the first is repeated: the function of continu-
ation (whereby a first beat was created) and the
function of realizing a projection (whereby the
projective potential of the first beat became ac-
tual). Or, from a different perspective, it might
be said that in reproducing the second beat, the
third beat inherits the particular relevance the
first has for the second.

Although, for convenience, I have used (and,
for convenience, will continue to use) the terms
“duple,” “triple,” and “quintuple,” such terms are
not appropriate for the distinctions I have made.

As was noted in connection with example 9.27b,
a measure of 5/4 can take the form of duple un-
equal. Likewise, a nonmediated triple might be
represented by 8/8 as 3+3+2, for example.
“Oneness,” “twoness,” “threeness,” “fourness,’
“fiveness,” et cetera, are real properties that can-
not be detached from metrical formation, but I
do not believe that the feeling of meter is the
feeling of these numerical quantities per se, but
rather the projective possibilities that such quan-
tities offer. Indeed, these projective possibilities,
special for each cardinality, may be involved in
feeling the distinctiveness of various numerical
quantities.

Before leaving the topic of inequality, I
would like to consider briefly the projective
shortcoming of “pure” unequal measure com-
pared to the other two types. In example 9.27 1
placed question marks beneath the projective
potentials indicated for 5/4 measures to suggest
projective indeterminacy in these cases—that
with the beginning of a second bar measure (at
*) the projective potential for a definite duration
is not very clearly felt. Obviously, nonmediated
inequality detracts from projective potential. In
examples 9.27b and 9.27¢ the continuations M
do not realize the projected potentials Q' and
R/, respectively, and thus do not complete a pro-
jection. The new beginnings with N complete a
previous measure, but this measure itself is not
composed of a completed projection above the
level of individual beats. In the case of 3/4, 1
have argued that although the measure is un-
equal, it is nevertheless composed of a com-
pleted projection. One of my reasons for intro-
ducing the notion of deferral is to offer an ac-
count of why metrical types such as 2/4, 3/4,
4/4,6/8,and 9/8 seem (at appropriate tempi) to
have similarly strong projective potential, where-
as metrical types such as 5/4,7/8, and 3+3+2/8
are projectively much less determinate. Example
9.28 points to a further complication that can
arise in “pure unequal” projective types.

From a reproductive standpoint, a second
measure of 5/4 demands considerable reinter-
pretation, especially if, as in examples 9.28¢ and
9.28d, the tempo is slow enough to open the
possibility for the emergence of a smaller projec-
tive potential, R. If there is any ambiguity in the
projective “hierarchy” (S versus R), realized pro-
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jective potentials (Q and R) will issue in failed
projections (Q—Q' and R—R"). In the case of 3/4
or 2/4, et cetera, no such reinterpretation need

completed projections. This is not to say that
5/4,7/8, and so on are unnatural or confused. It
is to say that such measures are complex. They
are in a sense underdetermined and in a sense
overdetermined—underdetermined in that the
smaller projections involved in the two-measure
projection are unrealized or denied and so do

not enhance the determinacy of the larger pro-
jection, and overdetermined in that within each
measure decisions among equally possible alter-
natives (in the case of 5/4, 2+3, or 3+2) must
be made. For this reason, 5/4 is not as flexible
as 3/4 or 4/4. If we are to feel quintuple mea-
sures, we will not be able to depart very far
from an explicit presentation of five appropri-
ately grouped beats. Due to their greater deter-
minacy, measures of 3/4,4/4, and so on can sup-
port a greater variety of patterns and can with-
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stand greater departures from an explicit presen-
tation of composite beats once there is a definite
projection (i.e., a second measure).

In the case of “subjective” or “spontaneous”
grouping (groupings within a continuous pulse
train in which none of the pulses is “objectively”
accented), quintuple groupings are not chosen.
Duple, triple, or quadruple groupings will be cho-
sen, and this choice is doubtless based upon the
interaction of many factors—tempo, attention,
and interest. However, I believe that, in general,
there will be an inclination to choose equal over
unequal measures with triple grouping, in a sense
“mediating” between duple and quadruple. At
slow tempi (say, one or two seconds per pulse), as
it becomes possible to hear continuation rather
than individual beginnings only, duple grouping
will be heard. Continuations will function to
keep dominant beginnings projectively active
and will thus function to expand the range of
prediction. At somewhat faster tempi we might
be prepared to sacrifice some degree of deter-
minacy for a greater projection. But doubling
the duration—as in the case of moving from
duple to quadruple grouping—although it would

increase predictive range, might result in too
great a sacrifice of determinacy; and it will do us
little good to predict if our predictions miss the
mark. However, the choice of triple grouping
would offer an increase of projected potential
(predictive range) with a more modest loss of
determinacy (predictive accuracy). If triple
grouping is more complex owing to the opera-
tion of deferral, this loss of economy might be
compensated for by an increase in the range of
duration in which a relatively accurate predic-
tion can be made, the advantage being that we
will have won more time in which to act effec-
tively. Again, the question arises, why there
should be such durational limits for attention,
why this trade-oft between durational quantity
and determinacy, or why the added complexities
shown in examples 9.28¢ and 9.28d do not seem
for us worth the effort. And again, I suggest that
such limitations or conditions for the grasp of
duration arise from our adaptation to a particu-
lar environment, an environment and an adapta-
tion that constitute our world. For without some
sort of limitation there would be no determi-
nacy and no world.
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Metrical Particularity

ow it must be admitted that in the “nat-
N ural” world, no less than in the “artistic,”
musical world, simple series of isochronous pulses
are rarely encountered. The operation of meter
is far more flexible and complex than has been
suggested by our preliminary investigations con-
cerning the metrical grouping of pulses. By con-
centrating on the question of metrical types, we
run the risk of losing sight of what is rhythmic
about meter. If any measure is reducible to an
instance of a type and thus to a typical organiza-
tion of equal beats and if meter is equated with
this “underlying” organization, the uniqueness
or particularity of any actual measure will be
viewed as a product of rhythm and not meter.
The problem here is not the identification of
type but the reification of the type or an identi-
fication of the type with a particular instance.
Thus, unequal or triple meter, for example, is
often identified with a succession of three equal
beats (even in cases where these beats are not ac-
tually sounded). The three beats together with
their accentual distinctions are then said to con-
stitute “the” meter, and it is against this underly-
ing regularity that a less regular and more rhyth-
mic “surface” is heard. The hypostatization of
three beats gives the measure a considerable de-
gree of autonomy. Once “the meter is established”
it can be thought to perpetuate itself, reproduc-
ing again and again groupings of equal beats.
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The measure and each of its reproductions are
relatively immune from context. The only con-
textual pressures that affect the measure as mea-
sure are those that would alter the metrical type
and thus subvert its perpetuation. If “the” meter
is sustained, individual measures may differ con-
siderably, and some of these difterences may be
called metrical difterences; but the ruling meter
as a grouping of pulses remains unchanged, and
each measure, as measure, is identical to all the
others. Certainly, as representatives of a single
metrical type, such measures are identical, but to
identify meter with type robs meter of the par-
ticularity that will tend to be assumed by its op-
posite—rhythm.

Just now, I have used the word “meter” con-
ventionally to mean notated meter and “mea-
sure” to mean notated bar (or felt “bar” if there
is a discrepancy between notation and feeling).
There is much to recommend this understand-
ing of meter. The meter signature indicates a
grouping of equal beats that (in some styles) is
often repeated in the course of the piece; and
there may be situations in which such beats can
be felt even when they are not explicitly articu-
lated. In many cases, we can, and often do, count
pulses or beat time without consulting the nota-
tion— certainly, dancing to music clearly shows
the relevancy of the articulations indicated in
the signature (though it should be pointed out
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that expressive dancing shows many other rele-
vancies as well). The notated or felt bar thus
seems to be a privileged measure. Typically, the
duration of the bar accommodates a comfortable
projective potential—one that is long enough to
permit us to act (with hands and feet, arms and
legs) on the basis of a projection, but not so long
that the projected duration would lose a deter-
minacy that will permit accuracy in execution.
Often, a feeling of the notated pulse or the “con-
ductor’s beat” can enhance the determinacy of
both projective and projected potential. If we are
in danger of losing a desired degree of determi-
nacy we may, in fact, imagine and feel an ex-
pected beat when none is actually sounded. How-
ever, bars can also be composed of a complex of
projections and can compose projections involv-
ing more than two bars. And in order to feel the
determinacy of a projection it is not always nec-
essary to feel beats that are not actually articu-
lated. Although the bar is often a favorable envi-
ronment for projection, projection itself is not
limited to the bar and does not require a homo-
geneous train of pulses.

If meter is identified with projection, there
will be no reason to identify meter with bar or
to presuppose an invariant procession of equal
beats. In this case, the rhythmic particularity of a
bar will be inseparable from its metrical particu-
larity. And each measure or each metrical unit
could be viewed as a unique projective situation
in which uniqueness or particularity arises both
from the measure’s internal constitution and
from its assimilation of prior events (and its po-
tential for being assimilated to future events). Al-
though I will continue to focus attention on the
bar measure as a primary metrical unit, I will use
the term “measure” indifterently to refer to any
mensurally determinate or reproducible dura-
tion. Likewise, “meter” will not be taken to mean
“the” meter or the information supplied by the
time signature, but will refer instead to the oper-
ation of projection at all “levels.”

It is the continuous repetition of metrical
type that seems most lawlike and deterministic
and most opposed to the spontaneity and cre-
ativity of rhythm. If meter is regarded only as a
grouping of equal beats and is reproduced only
as a grouping of equal beats, the only metrical
particularity that can be ascribed to a measure is
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the particularity of a metrical type (or a com-
posite of types such as duple, triple, and quadru-
ple—subdivisions of the measure’s beats). While
I reject the notion that meter is reducible to a
fixed organization of equal durations represent-
ing a metrical type, I cannot deny the fact that
metrical type can be replicated in successive
measures. However, I maintain that reproduction
always involves more than a reproduction of
type and that this latter reproduction is an out-
come of the potential for reproducing a measure
in all its durational particularity.

Particularity and Reproduction

In discussing meter as projection, I claimed that
the projected duration is a potential for a repro-
duction of the projective duration, but I did not
claim that in projection the “contents” or the
particular metrical decisions that constitute the
projective duration are reproducible in the pro-
jected duration. There are, however, grounds for
making such a claim. In example 10.1a the con-
stitution of the second bar measure is very dif-
ferent from that of the first. The second may be
regarded as a duple equal measure, but it will not
be heard as simply duple; in fact, it may not be
felt as a duple equal measure at all, but rather as a
syncopated figure in which the second sound
can be heard to enter too late. Here the begin-
ning of the second measure projects something
more than the potential for a dotted half-note
duration. In example 10.1a a possible feeling of
“too late” is accounted for by regarding the third
beat of the first measure as projective for the fol-
lowing beginning (in violation of the rule we
established in the last chapter). The projection
Q—Q' is not realized, and on the basis of this real
potential the second sound or beat of the second
measure is felt to be too late. If we also feel that
the second sound is syncopated—that it begins
as a weak or continuative phase of an expected
second beat (and does not end with an expected
beginning of a third beat)—it might be argued
that we will have felt a realization of projected
potential (Q') and a definite but acoustically
suppressed beginning (| \) indicated in paren-
theses in example 10.1a. However, to regard the
third beat as projective, we must detach it from
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EXAMPLE 10.1 Inheritance of
projective complexity
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its context in the first measure and hear it simply
as a beginning. Certainly, the third beat does
have a beginning and can, presumably, function
projectively for the following sound. But I do
not believe that this interpretation can entirely
account for our feeling of the second measure.
And in the case of example 10.1b a similar inter-
pretation will not account for the possibility of
feeling that the second sound of the second
measure enters too soon.

Example 10.1c presents an alternative inter-

pretation of example 10.1a. Here the durational

content of the first measure provides a potential
for reproduction. By “durational content” or sim-
ply “content”
will mean the particular ensemble of projective

(an unfortunate word perhaps) I

potentials and realizations that constitute the mea-
sure. This potential is represented by the copy of
the first measure, enclosed in braces, that appears
below the second measure. This device of copy-
ing the first measure may be misleading. I do not
mean that the first measure is re-presented or re-
called while we are attending to the second
measure. I mean, rather, that there is a potential
for reproduction, or, more precisely, that the
range of possibilities available for the becoming
of the second measure is narrowed by the defi-
niteness of the now completed first measure
(and thus the copying of the first measure is a
very crude representation of this complex dura-
tional relevance).

This potential is, in fact, inseparable from pro-
jective potential. The projective potential of the
first measure cannot be abstracted from the actual
first measure and from everything that is involved
in its becoming just this measure with just this
projective potential. As I indicated earlier, the
events that constitute the measure (in this case, a
first, second, and third beat) can enhance or (as in
the case of 5/4, for example) detract from its pro-
jective potential. The projective potential or the dura-
tion of the measure is nothing apart from its constitu-
tion. It is also for this reason that the term ‘“con-
tent” is misleading. What I have been calling
projective potential is not an abstract quantity or a
“span of time” in which the event is contained.
Nor is a measure or a duration simply a span of
“three beats
long” or “two seconds long.” I did perhaps imply
dot-
ted half-note duration.” But a feeling of duration

time reducible to the descriptions
the contrary in using expressions such as “a

is always a feeling of particularity. Thus, even
performing our poor example 10.1a again and
again, the feeling of duration will not be precisely
repeated. “Content” here refers to the particularity
of a projective potential. Again, this particularity
may be more or less relevant for the realization of
projected potential, depending on our attentive-
ness and interest. Indeed, to the degree such par-
ticularity or complexity is not relevant, the pro-
jected duration will more resemble a “span of
time” (but a felt rather than a counted span).
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Earlier, I said that projective reproduction is
not here conceived as a reproduction of begin-
ning by beginning. (As a potential for duration,
beginning is not, strictly speaking, reproducible.)
Instead, I argued that projective reproduction
arises from a simultaneous making present and
making past effected by the beginning of a new
event. However, once a projection is effected—
once there is a new beginning and the emer-
gence of a more or less definite projected poten-
tial—the second beginning can, in fact, repro-
duce in its durational potential something of the
realized duration of the first beginning; and if this
potential is realized, the second event will have
repeated (in its own particular way) the actual dura-
tion of the first event. Thus, in the course of its
becoming, the second event has the potential for
reproducing what became of a prior beginning;
and if this potential is realized, there will in effect
be a reproduction of beginning by beginning.

Directed by this (durational) potentiality, the
now of the second event specifically involves
(durational) relevancies of the now past first
event. And the repetition of the first measure
below the second in example 10.1c is a crude
device for indicating such relevance. The realiza-
tion of projective potential in a projection may
be considered the relevancy of the first measure
for the becoming of the second measure’s dura-
tion. And since the actual duration of the first
measure is the particular product of all that has
transpired in the course of its becoming, its pro-
jective potential is also that particular product.
The durational content of the second measure
may depart from a repetition of the content of
the first. But to the degree we hear departure as
contrast (e.g., too late, too soon) or as a repeti-
tion denied, the particularity of the first measure
is to this degree relevant for the second.

Contrast arises from departure, but there is no
departure apart from reproduction. If there is di-
vergence, it is divergence only with respect fo re-
production or correspondence. If the second
measure comes to differ greatly from the first
and does not develop projective correspondences
with the first, the first measure, as measure, can
lose relevance for what the second is now be-
coming. Since the two measures (and, more gen-
erally, the two events) are immediately succes-
sive, the first will necessarily have some rele-

vance for the second, but if the divergence of
projections is too great, as in example 10.1d, the
metrical or projective organization of the first
measure will not be corroborated and the pro-
jection will be denied. In example 10.1d, al-
though the second measure is “objectively”
equal in duration to the first, it will not, I think,
be ecasily heard as equal or as a realization of the
first measure’s projective potential. Instead, the
relevance of the first measure is expressed in a
teeling of faster tempo and the contrast between
unequal and equal measure. The projective func-
tion of the third beat of the second measure (the
dotted quarter) now excludes the projective rel-
evance of the first measure.

To put the matter in more “environmental”
terms, initial correspondences in a projection
enhance projected potential and thus pre-
dictability. It may happen that the present event
ceases to corroborate predictions made on the
basis of the projection, in which case we may be
inclined to eschew the projection as irrelevant
and turn our attention to more immediate pro-
jections that offer better predictive results (as in
the second bar measure of example 10.1d) or
turn to the relevancy of other durational levels.
But even if an immediately preceding event
ceases to serve predictive aims, it must retain
some relevance, if only as a contrast that sharp-
ens the particularity of the newly emerging
event. More generally, in the formation of a new
event all the relevancies in the horizon of “now”
can come into play, but the immediately preced-
ing event is especially privileged. And according
to the intensity of our involvement with this
process, the particularity or definiteness of the
previous event will be especially relevant. More-
over, if (as I suggested in chapter 6) there are in
the horizon of “now” manifold presents, there
are also manifold pasts or immediately preceding
events whose definiteness can be taken into ac-
count. Or, to put this in other words, if there are
several metrical or projective levels, each level’s
projected duration will draw upon the definite-
ness of a completed projective phase. The pro-
jective “hierarchy” or the coordination of or
movement within these levels will therefore pro-
duce a wide range of relevancies that are (vari-
ously) brought into play according to the de-
mands of the newly emerging situation.
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In view of this complexity, it is clear that is-
sues of metrical particularity and reproduction
cannot be adequately addressed in the very lim-
ited contexts of the preceding examples. If we
are to inquire into more complex and subtle
projective relevancies, we will need to consider
musical examples in which projective potentials
are much more sharply and richly defined. In
particular, we will need the differentiation pro-
vided by tonal quality and contour. Such differ-
entiation can create abundant opportunities for
durational correspondence (whether in confor-
mance or contrast) and can play a primary role
in the distinction of end, beginning, and contin-
uation (or anacrusis). Indeed, larger projections
or projective complexes cannot arise in the ab-
sence of tonal differentiation. In each of the sub-
sequent chapters of this book, analyses of ex-
cerpts from a variety of musical compositions
will provide us with opportunities to explore
questions of metrical particularity and reproduc-
tion in more detail. And in the next section of
this chapter we will begin this exploration with
an analysis of excerpts from two Bach Courantes
for solo cello. Our analysis of the Bach will con-
tinue the argument presented here to assert that
metrical type is an abstraction that, if reified and
given priority over all other metrical character-
istics, will result in the reduction of meter to a
deterministic repetition of pulse. But before we
begin this analysis I would like to return to ex-
ample 10.1 to consider the role of “virtual” beats
in the creation and reproduction of metrical
type.

In the syncopated second bars of examples
10.1a, 10.1b, and 10.1e an actual feeling of an
acoustically absent second and third beat may
occur and may be more or less vivid, especially if
we are performing rather than listening to a per-
formance. If the tempo is slow, we may be in-
clined to subdivide the second bar measure. If
the tempo is faster, the projected duration of the
second measure will be more highly determinate
and we may simply fit a duple division into this
“container” without imagining a triple subdivi-
sion (in which case a feeling of syncopation will
be diminished). Certainly, experienced perform-
ers do not have to rely on subdivision in such
situations. To perform a quintuplet, for example,
it is possible to feel the projected duration more

generally as a “span of time” in which to play
five notes without relating this division to a pre-
vious duple or triple division. Likewise, at the
other extreme, in cases where projected poten-
tial is most highly conditioned by the durational
determinacies of a preceding event, we should
not assume that it is the pulses of an imaginary
metric grid that direct the performer’s (or the
listener’s) perceptions. Having developed both a
capacity for comprehending relatively long pro-
jections and a keen sensitivity to durational rele-
vancies, an experienced performer does not have
to imagine the pulses that are often indicated in
metrical analyses. And I believe that this capacity
and this sensitivity can be communicated in per-
formance and valued as especially “rhythmic.”
Of course, there are situations in which subdivi-
sion becomes necessary, but only as a feeling of
durational determinacy fails us or when, as be-
ginners, we are learning to read from metrical
notation.

In examples 10.1b and 10.1e I have not indi-
cated quarter-note subdivisions, and although I
did copy the three quarter notes of the first mea-
sure beneath the second in example 10.1¢c, I do
not mean to imply that these three beats are re-
peated; in fact, they are not. It may, however, be
objected that there is one very good reason for
postulating a succession of three beats—or,
rather, pulses—in every bar. How else could we
account for the first measure of example 10.1b
or 10.1e, for instance, being felt as a triple un-
equal measure? To feel inequality we do not
need to feel three beats; we need only feel a de-
ferral of projective potential, as is indicated in
examples 10.2a and 10.2b.

Without a deferral of projected potential,
however, there will be nothing to distinguish
what I have called “mediated inequality” from
“pure” inequality. (Conversely, in example 10.2¢
without a third beat there will be deferral of
projected potential but no fully explicit deferral
of projective potential.) Certainly there is a clear
distinction in feeling. Examples 10.2d and 10.2¢
can also be heard to present a deferral of projec-
tive potential, but they clearly sound more un-
equal than examples 10.2a and 10.2b (unless, of
course, through the vagaries of mensural deter-
minacy we can hear in example 10.2d and ex-
ample 10.2e¢ rallentandi). The first duration in
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EXAMPLE 10.2 “Retrospective” emergence of

metrical type
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example 10.2d is not, as in example 10.2a, ex-
actly “twice as long” as the second. It might be
said that simplicity of proportion results in a
greater feeling of “equality.”” But unless we as-
sume that there are specific feelings of numerical
proportion—*“twice/half as long” or “two-thirds/
one-third as long” (or, in the case of the eighth
note in example 10.2b, a feeling of “a quarter as
long as the half-note duration” or ‘a third as
long as the dotted quarter”)—it seems we must
grant some sort of perceptual reality to the
acoustically suppressed “second pulse.”

Let us assume that we hear something resem-
bling example 10.2a without having heard a pre-
ceding measure of 3/4 or without a prior deci-
sion to hear this as a measure of 3/4. In this case,
we will first hear a measure of 3/4 only with the
beginning of a second measure (¥). To say that
the second sound of the first measure is now
heard as, in some sense, a “third” beat would seem
to imply that we have retrospectively divided the
first half note. I think that this could be taken as
an adequate account, provided that the notion of
“retrospective division” is clarified.

The first measure is now past for the second
measure. The second measure, or what is becom-

ing a second measure, is present and is being
constituted, in part, by the “presence” of the first
measure as projected potential. Thus, it is this
definite potential that is “retrospective.” And the
“division” is therefore a potential division. Now
that there is the possibility of reproducing the
particular projective potential of the first mea-
sure, there is a great variety of metrical arrange-
ments that could conform in one way or an-
other to this potential. If there is an actual sec-
ond beat articulated in the second measure, it
will be a division of the half note as reproduced
for the second measure and a confirmation of
the relevancy of the first measure as a mediated
unequal measure. What was “given” to the sec-
ond measure by way of potentiality includes a
potential for subdivision, and what is “taken” by
the second measure by way of realization is an
actual division. If there is no actual second beat
in the second measure, the potential for division
is nonetheless real, and the first measure will be,
“retrospectively,” no less a mediated unequal
measure. (And, of course, in the becoming of the
two-bar measure decisions pertaining to “type”
are in flux until the end of this larger present.)
Although I have used unequal measure as an ex-
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ample since it is more problematic, a similar
analysis applies to equal measure in situations
where what we might regard as beats are sup-
pressed (as in syncopations, dotted figures, and
ties).

Having acknowledged a real potential for divi-
sion, I will not argue that the practice of includ-
ing indications of all “virtual” beats in a metrical
analysis is entirely inadequate as a representation
of metrical organization. But I do argue that this
practice oversimplifies the issue of meter in two
ways: first, by implying a reduction of meter to a
coordination of more or less autonomous (and es-
sentially atemporal) pulse “strata,” and, second, by
eliminating a distinction between “virtual beats”
that are clearly felt and those that are not. Among
those that are felt there is a great range in the
vividness of feeling, and this variation contributes
to the rhythmic/metrical particularity of musical
experience. Both of these reasons have, I think,
far-reaching implications for our study of meter
and rhythm.

Tivo Examples

I opened the preceding discussion of metrical
reproduction with the assertion that meter, or
the feeling of what we call “meter,” is always
particular, and then I proceeded to consider the
particularities involved in immediate reproduc-
tion. The examples we have considered cer-
tainly raise many more questions than I have at-
tempted to answer. And the limitations of these
few, contextually impoverished examples invite
us to think of other examples that would raise
new questions or put the questions I have ad-
dressed in a different light. A comparison of the
opening measures of two Courantes from Bach’s
Suites for Unaccompanied Cello (examples 10.3a
and 10.3b) will allow us to consider the metrical
particularity afforded by broader musical con-
texts and to contrast two measures that, from the
standpoint of pulse division, appear identical.
But before presenting this analysis I would like
to review some of the points made above and
consider briefly some of the problems raised by
presenting an analysis.

As a temporal phenomenon, a measure is con-
stituted gradually. At every stage of its evolution

what will eventually become its parts are adjust-
ing to an as yet undetermined composition. The
quantitative or qualitative determination we as-
cribe to the completed measure may be de-
scribed abstractly as something shared by all like
measures; but an experience of a measure (which
is, of course, always more than the experience of
a measure pure and simple) is eminently particu-
lar, both in the sense that it is an experience of
just this measure of just this piece and in the
sense that it is the unique act of attention per-
formed at this moment by this human being.
Regarded as components of an act, the various
determinations we would attempt to describe
analytically may eventually become more or less
fixed as the act is completed, but as components
they must also bear traces of the process that led
to an unpredetermined completion. Those de-
terminations we might call metrical arise from
the process whereby a more or less comprehen-
sible durational unit is formed, and they charac-
terize the particular feelings an experience of
the unit calls into play according to whatever
categories we choose to ascribe to the metrical
—the categories, for example, of duration, num-
ber, proportion, gesture, accent, grouping, and
“phase” (arsic, thetic, anacrustic). In no two ex-
periences will these feelings be precisely repli-
cated. Thus, any description or analysis that
would attempt to characterize the experience of
meter will necessarily be abstract. And, of course,
the descriptive categories are by nature abstract.
Apart from these problems of abstraction, but at
least as problematic for analysis, is the fact that
the description of an act of hearing is not that
act. At best, analysis can be only a speculation on
certain possibilities of experience. And vyet, this
speculation is another and different experience.
Even an analysis that would take process into ac-
count can do so only by another process—one
of reconstruction.

These limitations might lead the reader to ask
whose experience is being described. I have
often used and will continue to use the plural
“we” in describing hypothetical experiences.
The reader may, justifiably, find this a somewhat
irritating convention. However, the use of “I” is
at least as problematic. The fact of the matter is
that no description replicates the thing de-
scribed. If to write “I hear” is to claim to report
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on an actual experience (or on many actual ex-
periences), it must, nevertheless, be understood
that this report is something other than that ex-
perience (or those experiences) and is guided by
many things other than hearing. Although I
have also used and will continue to use the first
person singular, it should be noted that writing
“I hear” can be misleading to the extent that it
implies a seamless continuity of report and expe-
rience. Belief in the unity and autonomy of the
ego lends to introspective reports an authority
that, though limited, appears inviolable and that
can seem to cover the gap between experience
and report. Writing “we” is not much better, but
at least it implicitly opens this gap. It is also an
invitation to the reader to test a written hypoth-
esis against an aural experience. However, this
testing is just as problematic as is the framing of
the hypothesis, because the sort of aural experi-
ence I wish to consider is not a test of anything;
it is just the enjoyment of music. The testing of a
particular hypothesis is an experience in its own
right. Also, the experiences I attempt to describe
do not consist of an aggregate of the individual
features that I shall have to draw attention to
separately. Whatever feature I might describe is
intended to represent one aspect of the particu-
larity of an experience from which nothing can
be truly isolated. If there is a sense in which an
analysis of component features might corre-
spond to a musical experience, it is certainly not
that some isolated feature can, in and for itself,
be extracted from that experience. However, it is
conceivable that a component isolated by analysis
could be taken as a sensible distinction that con-
tributes to the definiteness of an aural experi-
ence. That is to say, testing is not a matter of
finding a correspondence between an analytic
object and that selfsame object in an experience,
but of asking if there is some effect or feeling
that could be imagined to result from the dis-
tinctions an analytic object hypothesizes.

With these caveats in mind, let us consider
the beginning of the C Major Courante (exam-
ple 10.3a). Example 10.3b shows the beginning
of the Eb Courante, which we shall turn to after
a close analysis of example 10.3a.

Although the two Courantes differ in tempo
(the C major having more the character of a Cor-
rente movement), both are in 3/4 time and begin

EXAMPLE 10.3 J.S.Bach, openings of the
Courantes from the Suites for Unaccompanied
Cello in C Major and Eb Major
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with the same pattern of durations: an eighth-note
anacrusis preceding a bar of six eighth notes. The
two opening measures are nevertheless rhythmi-
cally and, I will argue, metrically very difterent.
Whereas the first measure of the Eb Courante
comprises a complex pattern of changes in har-
mony and contour, the Courante in C opens with
a fluid, unbroken gesture. Our impression of flu-
idity and speed is enhanced if we hear the begin-
ning of the Courante in the context of the end-
ing of the Allemande (example 10.4, bars 23—24)
in which the downward arpeggiation of the
tonic triad took place more erratically and slowly.
Moreover, a connection of Allemande and Cour-
ante could be expected in this style.

Metrically, the beginning of the Courante is
most clearly related to the figure in bar 23 of the
Allemande in that the distinctions between
strong and weak (or beginning and continua-
tion) that mark the tones of the first measure of
the Courante closely correspond to the metrical
distinctions between these “same” tones in bar
23. Notice also that the anacrusis (c') beginning
the Courante is picked up from bar 24 and that
the strong eighth notes in the beginning of the
Courante (c'-e—G—C) repeat the pitches of the
final chord of the Allemande, thus supporting a
connection of the two movements.

There may even be a sense in which the
opening of the Allemande is indirectly involved
in the formation of the Courante’s first bar mea-
sure (see example 10.4). The figure appearing in
the second half of bar 23 of the Allemande be-
gins as a repetition of the first bar (or a trans-
posed repetition of bar 13—the beginning of
the second section). By comparison, it fails to
present a complete arpeggiation, lacking a low
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EXAMPLE 10.4 ].S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in C Major,
bs. 1 and 23—24 from the Allemande and b. 1 from the Courante

E, which, were it presented in place of the B,
would result in a more complete closure, making
the remainder of bar 24, I think, somewhat re-
dundant. Also in relation to the opening of the
Allemande (and bar 13), the arpeggiations in
bars 23 and 24 happen more quickly. In the be-
ginning of the Courante the arpeggiation is
complete and happens even more quickly in a
single, relatively undivided gesture. When it
ends, the Allemande is fully closed—it certainly
does not need a low E or a complete arpeggia-
tion from c' to C in bar 24 to effect a satisfactory
conclusion. However, to the extent we can sense
the correspondences I have described (among
others), we may hear in the complete arpeggia-
tion that begins the Courante a closure that can
bring to light some latent openness in the Alle-
mande (and thus a connection or “overlap-
ping” of Courante and Allemande). If this is too
grandiose a claim for “our” hearing, I will sug-
gest that we can at least hear in the beginning of
the Courante a gathering and acceleration of
previous events or a quick, fluid, unimpeded
running of tones in contrast to the slower pace
and the more constrained and complicated pat-
terns of the Allemande—as if solid has suddenly
thawed to liquid. Although the tempo of the
Courante 1s faster (comparing eighth notes,
which in the Allemande often provide a focal
pulse), there is a sense in which the Courante
feels more relaxed or expansive than the Alle-
mande, owing to the deferrals of unequal mea-
sure and the dominance of a pulse formed by

bars that contain relatively simple and not highly
differentiated articulations. If I am correct in this
observation, the Courante would not sound
quite so relaxed and fluid without the preceding
Allemande.

When the first measure of the Courante re-
turns in the repetition of the first section, its
rhythmic/metrical character is in part colored
by the measures that immediately precede it
(example 10.5). It still sounds very fluid and
quick, but if we can sense a complex accelera-
tion and condensation in bars 37—40, bar 1 will
now come to sound newly broad and expan-
sive—almost leisurely in this new context. The
acceleration and compression in bars 37—40 is
perhaps most easily represented by harmonic
analysis, as in example 10.5. In bars 39—40 there
is an acceleration of harmonic change that com-
presses the harmonic activity (tonic-dominant-
tonic) in which this closing gesture is itself em-
bedded. Of course, the harmonic articulations
shown in example 10.5 represent only one as-
pect of the metrical particularity of this passage,
and only in abstraction can they be isolated from
the many other factors that contribute to caden-
tial intensification at the end of the first section.

The possibilities for interpretation here are
limitless, and the particularity of any interpre-
tation will be no less dependent upon events
preceding this phrase than will the repetition of
the opening be dependent in its particularity
upon this phrase when it 1s completely deter-
mined or performed. Nevertheless, I will take
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EXAMPLE 10.5 J.S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in C
Major, Courante bs. 36—40 and 1-2 (in repetition)
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the liberty of extracting this phrase from its con-
text and isolate several factors that might con-
tribute to a feeling of acceleration. As I have in-
dicated in the staff above the example, bar 37
and bar 38 each offer the opportunity for a con-
tinuative ‘arrest” or suspension in the ascent to a
second (quarter-note) beat followed by an ana-
crustic group directed toward the following bar
measure. Beneath the example I show an alter-
native interpretation in which emphasis given to
the fourth (continuative) eighth note in each bar
will result in the suspended “arrest” of syncopa-
tion at the expense of anacrusis. In either case,
the opportunity for a comparatively sharp de-
lineation of successive quarter-note beats in bar
39 can lead to an intensely focused closing ges-
ture. In example 10.5 I have also indicated a
correspondence of melodic figure with the la-
bels “a,” “a',” and “a".” The repetition of these
figures need not be emphasized in performance,
but if there is any hint of these correspon-
dences, the displacement—*“too soon”—in bar
39 will contribute to a feeling of acceleration
and condensation.

In contrast to this phrase, and particularly in

contrast to the erratic contour of the last two
bars, the repeated opening of the Courante now
has a new feeling of breadth and spaciousness.
Even the break in contour and register in bar 2,
which might initially have sounded abrupt, could
now sound like an expanded and quite leisurely
anacrusis in comparison to the anacrusis figures
in bars 37—39—the turns leading to the begin-
ning of bar 38 (A—B-G—-A) and bar 39 (G-
A-F#-G). (And compared to a possible “ex-
panded” anacrusis figure shown in parentheses
above bar 39 the anacrusis in bar 2 can be heard
as especially smooth or fluid.) Although the re-
peated beginning of the Courante takes some-
thing by way of contrast from the last phrase of
the section, it does not continue the process
begun there. This lack of connection is a neces-
sary component of binary forms in which the
repetition of the first part interrupts the progress
toward the second part, leaving the potential of
dominant harmony unfulfilled and bringing to
light the openness of what had seemed a close. In
fact, the first measure is in many ways less con-
nected to the last phrase of the first section than
it was to the ending of the Allemande.
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EXAMPLE 10.6 ].S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompa-
nied Cello in C Major, Courante bs. 1-2

/(é)\l\ |
C
a) %&i ‘
GE©
/
! ITN—\
/ /| /
g T Crfrer ”
by DA .
I | o | I
TP e >
~— e

My primary purpose in dwelling on all these
qualifications of the beginning of the Courante
has been to demonstrate some senses in which
the interpretation of a “given” metrical unit is
dependent upon previous experiences and thus
to show that such a unit cannot be taken as self-
sufficient or autonomous. And here it should be
added that “previous experience” can include all
sorts of things—for example, our familiarity
with tonic triads or with dance movements of
the Corrente variety.

My discussion of the beginning of the Cour-
ante has thus far focused on the past. I would
now like to consider present and future. If the
first bar measure of the Courante is not auton-
omous, it is nevertheless separable as an event
among other events—a unit differentiated from
other units. As it is presently coming into being,
this event uses aspects of previous events in its
self~formation. However, in order to become a
contrast to earlier events, the fluidity or unbro-
kenness of this event must also be a product of
the unit’s “internal” organization. If this contrast
is taken to be a salient feature of the opening of
the Courante, we might describe the metrical
organization of the initial measure in terms of its
unbrokenness. (This is, of course, not the only
“salient” feature or the only approach we might
take.)

In the first measure a feeling of triple (un-
equal) as opposed to duple (equal) involves the
grouping of eighth notes in pairs. But since there
are no changes in harmony or contour, eighth-
note pairs are not very sharply articulated (as
they are, for example, in bar 39), and no other

groups emerge to break the continuity of the
gesture. There is, however, another possible
grouping that serves continuity by inhibiting
clear articulations within the measure (see ex-
ample 10.6a). The repetition here of the succes-
sion of scale degrees, 1-5—-3 (C—G—E), does
not result in a syncopated arrest, but it does re-
sult in giving identical scale degrees different
metrical functions or qualities—assuming, of
course, a realization of the notated meter and a
performance that does not emphasize the fourth
eighth note of the bar, ¢ (assuming, that is, the
relevance of the signature for the performer).
The only coincidence of “metrical accent” with
a repetition of scale degree occurs between the
c' that begins bar 1 and the C that begins bar 2.
In this way, the C at the beginning of bar 2 func-
tions to complete a “cycle” as a single, relatively
unbroken unit.

The completion of this cycle in bar 2 raises
questions of what constitutes a metrical unit and
when it is completed. We have already con-
sidered the first question in some detail but
have given less attention to the second question.
There is no first measure in 3/4 time until the
low C initiates a second measure. This new be-
ginning simultaneously creates a unit of the pre-
ceding three pairs of eighth notes and opens a
span equal in duration to the span it closed. Even
if nothing were played after the first note of bar
2, we could feel the full duration of the measure
(example 10.6b). The five eighth notes that do
follow fill the remainder of this duration and
thus realize the projected potential created by
the beginning of a second measure. At the same
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time, these notes point toward the initiation of
the next measure. As I have indicated in exam-
ples 10.5 and 10.6b, the five-note group, by di-
recting our attention toward a third bar measure,
can function as an extended, syncopated ana-
crustic figure. In this interpretation, the five-
note group as a whole could be thought to pro-
long the anacrustic, oftbeat quality of the ¢' that
initiates the group. Although this ¢' as a weak
or continuative eighth immediately “resolves”
(metrically) to the following d', the figure this ¢'
initiates resolves as a syncopation only with the
d' beginning bar 3. In a sense (a sense I shall later
qualify), the five-note figure is not needed for
the completion of the second measure—the du-
ration of this measure has already been created
with the appearance of the low C as a down-
beat. That the low C here succeeds in establish-
ing two unequal measures seems clear enough.
But it is not so clear when this C actually be-
comes a downbeat and, consequently, when the
first notated bar becomes articulated as a mea-
sure. When the low C is sounded, it has the po-
tential for being a downbeat. Whether or not
this potential is realized depends on the course
of future events (in the context of a larger be-
coming). If this potential is not realized, the pro-
jective potential of the first (notated) measure
will not be realized. Thus, the formation of a
first measure is affected by “later” events that
follow the low C. That a failure to realize a pro-
jected potential can result in the denial of a pro-
jective potential is a possibility that arises from
the inseparability of projective and projected in a
projection.

In examples 10.7b—f I have altered the course
of future events in several recomposition of ex-
ample 10.7a, each of which (regardless of its
flaws) results in a feeling of duple equal measure.
The potential inequality of the opening arpeg-
gilation survives in all but the first of the recom-
positions (example 10.7b). Thus, in the third re-
composition (example 10.7d) it is possible to
feel triple meter until somewhere in the neigh-
borhood of the third bar. (The possibility of sal-
vaging triple meter even here is shown in
parentheses.) However, once we are in the third
bar, the high d' in bar 2 will have become the
initiation of a measure. If we resolutely attempt
to hear triple meter, we will find jarring the

reinterpretation that takes place in the second
bar. However, if we relax this resolve somewhat
or hear a relatively unprejudiced performance,
the potential inequality of the opening may
manifest itself, less disruptively, in a sense of ur-
gency associated with the beginning of the sec-
ond measure—as if this articulation, on the
heels of the abrupt leap preceding it, happened
in some sense too soon. The second recomposi-
tion (example 10.7¢) presents a similar situation
with regard to metrical alteration, except that
here pattern repetitions emerge much sooner to
reinforce duple meter (and here the urgency of
the second bar is intensified in the third bar). In
the first recomposition (example 10.7b), the po-
tential for inequality is withdrawn through a re-
interpretation of the initial arpeggiation. Instead
of being construed as a cyclic return to C, the
gesture is broken by the arrest of the low G—an
articulation that arises largely through the agency
of the G that begins bar 2. (Notice also that this
opening sounds particularly plodding in relation
to the ending of the Allemande.)

Examples 10.7c—e take advantage of the po-
tentiality of d' in Bach’s bar 2 for being inter-
preted as initiating a change of harmony (the be-
ginning of a new event) and thus the potentiality
of the first ¢' to function solely as an anacrusis to
this d'. The considerable mobility of interpreta-
tion is further illustrated in the recomposition
shown in example 10.7f. Here I have combined
both interpretations of d'. Although metrical ir-
regularity can certainly be heard here, I believe
that if we are able to withdraw some attention
from the beginning of a second measure (initi-
ated with the low C) and attend more to a broad
gesture leading to the high f' (say by imagining a
crescendo from d' to f') we may be less aware of
the irregularity and hear unequal measure rather
than a change from unequal to equal.

I stated earlier that the first measure of the
Courante is not fully formed until the low C
initiates a second measure. But, as example 10.7
shows, it is not clear precisely when this hap-
pens (and if “when” refers to a “point of time”
the question will have little meaning from our
perspective). The recompositions indicate that
this 1s a progressive development in which suc-
cessive events confirm or deny metrical implica-
tions of prior events. Recompositions 10.7c—e
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EXAMPLE 10.7 Recompositions of the opening of the C Major Courante

) 9l d] ol
- a > o 0 £
S I A R - |
4 | A | * e,
__J_LI P |
f e \'\. el ] i i ]
0 com. et —
° ‘ [ L
. » 1 fee,, . | —
el e~ *e*e .., AP |
b) A LA | @ T 17 T T T & [ r ] 1
[ 1 g T TTg — [ [ [ [ ]
— e e T —_ r
-
0 ﬁ\' . T f\f\’._‘\ P - ]
o er Sie (L fe, (%lr | oo |
[ [ P T \L“l [ T 1 1 i
\\'4j o |
p—— | | | | | | [— " )
:\ [ I | [ | |- [ [ [ [ T ]
gent. g e @ ¢ o A R s — |
i 9o 4 - ]
* .
Continued

also show the sense in which the five-note figure
leading to d' in bar 3 is necessary for the projec-
tion. It confirms the thetic quality initially pre-
sented by the low C—a quality variously denied
in the recompositions. I do not maintain, how-
ever, that as we listen to the opening of the
Courante we ever experience any uncertainty
concerning “the” meter. In this passage nothing
occurs that would deny the potential for un-
equal measure. By the third bar the meter will,
from the beginning, have been triple. But much
more than triple meter will have been decided.
Among other things, a two-bar metrical unit (i.e.,
a single “6/4” measure) will have been created.
The particular metrical properties of this unit
come into focus as the various components both
adjust and contribute to a gradually evolving
whole. Upon its completion, this unit will have
achieved its particularity or definiteness by hav-
ing realized certain possibilities at the expense of

others. And once formed, the metrical properties
of this unit will, in part, determine potentialities
for ensuing events. If we can speak of potential-
ity in the formation of metrical units and thus
speak of the future and indeterminacy, we can
regard meter as an aspect of emerging novelty
rather than as reproduction of the same. Of
course, in the Courante there 1s reproduction—
168 bars of 3/4—but there are no metrical
identities. The “threeness” of quarter-note divi-
sion 1s but one aspect of meter and is interpreted
differently and to different ends in each bar. The
reproduction is, rather, of fully particular events,
or rather aspects of these events, variously used
in the creation of new events.

In order to make a case for the particularity
of meter in a bar of the C Major Courante, it
seems hardly necessary to contrast this bar with
one taken from another piece. Nevertheless, I
would like to consider the opening of the Eb
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EXAMPLE 10.7 (continued)
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Major Courante (example 10.8), not just because
of its metrical difference but because an account
of its particularity will involve a closer examina-
tion of tonal relations. Compared to the first bar
of the C Major Courante, the opening of the Eb
major is quite complex, broken by articulations
of harmony and contour. Coincidentally, its first
bar very closely resembles bar 39 of the Cour-
ante in C (example 10.5). However, a compari-
son of these two measures reveals considerable
metrical-tonal-“formal” or, more generally, thyth-
mic difference.

In bar 1 we can identify changes of harmony
that correspond to the three quarter-note beats

of the measure. These harmonic units are again
indicated in example 10.8a with the functional
labels “T” (tonic), “D.P” (dominant preparation),
and “D. (dominant). I would like to consider
briefly the grounds for such segmentation. In
the tonal context provided by the Allemande
(and particularly by the final “chord” of the
Allemande shown in example 10.8¢), the Eb in
bar 1 and the following Bb are con-sonant—Eb
and Bb “sound together” as an expression of
tonic harmony. Since the two tones are conso-
nant, Eb is still “harmonically active” when Bb is
sounding and Eb is no longer sounding (see ex-
ample 10.8b). In this way Bb can be said to “pro-
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EXAMPLE 10.8 J.S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in Eb Major,
opening of the Courante, conclusion of the Allemande
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long” the activity of Eb. The next tone, C, is not
consonant with Bb and ends the harmonic activ-
ity of Bb. C is consonant with Eb and can pro-
long Eb, but only by altering the immediate har-
monic/intervallic qualities given to Eb by Bb.
The following tones, Ab and E are consonant
with C (and with Eb, granted the consonant sta-
tus of the “essential dissonance”). The final tone
of the measure, D, is consonant with F but not
with the preceding C—Ab (and Eb). As a result,
the F would seem to be removed from its affilia-
tion with the unit C —Ab. However, since this al-
teration occurs only with the leading tone D
and is not supported by a change in contour, the
segmentation shown in example 10.8a seems to
overstate the metrical “regularity” of the pas-
sage. The D, rather than being simply present
with F to articulate a third beat, could also func-
tion as a resolution of a suspended Eb made dis-
sonant by the F and as an anacrusis that brings to
mind the anacrusis that introduces the first bar
(example 10.8b).

The point I wish to make is that, although
there are three (quarter-note) beats in this mea-

sure, the articulation of the second beat by
means of harmony and contour is made clearer
than that of the third. Certainly, to stress three
equal beats in performance would rob the pas-
sage of its potential liveliness. I will not attempt
to say how this measure ought to be played, but I
would like to consider some of the options af-
forded by context.

The initial context is provided by the close of
the Allemande (example 10.8c). Here the corre-
spondence of the bracketed figures suggests a
performance that might more strongly articulate
a third beat in bar 1. If we consider only the por-
tion of the Courante shown in example 10.8c,
this beginning sounds like a close—particularly if
it is heard as a repetition of the final cadence of
the Allemande. It is also conceivable that the
correspondence of the ascents, C—D—E} (the
pitches circled in example 10.8c), might favor
the articulation of the second beat in bar 1.
However, this correspondence seems less strik-
ing, in part, because the C in the Allemande re-
solves to Bb and is thus not very strongly con-
nected to the following D.
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EXAMPLE 10.9 ]J.S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in Eb

Major, Courante bs. 1-2
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Interpretation 1

Although the Allemande may influence a
metrical interpretation of bar 1, it is the particu-
lar closure effected in bar 2 that provides an oc-
casion for this correspondence. By completing a
“clausula vera” cadence, the low Eb in bar 2
heightens the metrical articulation of the third
beat of bar 1 as anacrusis. As is suggested by the
interpretation shown in example 10.9, it may be
possible to feel something resembling a succes-
sion “long—short/short—long” in these two mea-
sures (with the sixteenths in bar 2 functioning as
a complex anacrusis figure). This sort of metrical
gesture is often encountered in triple meter,
where it functions to create a relatively closed
two-bar unit—closed in the sense that a mobile,
anacrustic deferral in the first measure leads to a
second measure that inverts the “directionality”
of this gesture through a realization of projected
potential that is not directed toward a third mea-
sure. (We might conceive of a harmonic analogy
to this metrical gesture by a comparison with
the harmonic progression T.—D.P—D.-T.) Al-
though the closure involved in this interpreta-
tion accords with a (possible) feeling that the
beginning of the Courante repeats to some ex-
tent the final gesture of the Allemande, such
closure does not entirely accord with a feeling
of continuity in the opening bars of the Cour-
ante. If this interpretation is taken too literally,
the sixteenth-note figure may seem relatively
detached from the opening gesture as a rather
superfluous bit of passage work that fills out the
projected measure and leads to a second two-
bar phrase. And if this figure is thrown away as
passage work, the two phrases themselves will
seem relatively disconnected. There is, however,
another interpretation of the first bar, which
would enhance the continuity of the two phrases

and enhance the role the sixteenth-note figure
plays in their connection.

In the context of the final cadence of the
Allemande, the third beat of bar 1 emerges as a
more or less clearly defined metrical unit where
both D and F function as anacruses. Example
10.9 (interpretation 1) is intended to show that
this articulation of a third beat in bar 1 becomes
especially relevant in the early stage of the emer-
gence of bar 2 as a measure. However, as I men-
tioned previously in connection with example
10.8, in the limited context of bar 1 alone, con-
tour and harmonic affiliation seem to favor the
articulation of a second “half-note” beat. Exam-
ple 10.10 (interpretation 2) shows a sense in
which this construal of bar 1, latent for the early
stage of bar 2, becomes more relevant with the
sixteenth-note figure that connects the two-bar
phrases. Here I have traced an ascending line
from Bb in bar 1 to Bb in bar 3 (the tones circled
in example 10.10b). The Bb in bar 1, which, as it
happens, is the only pitch common to bar 1 and
the close of the Allemande, is shown here as an
anacrusis to C. C is regarded as consonant and
prolonged as harmonically active until D makes
it past. Although D makes C past, it does not
make the “half-note” duration initiated by C past.
For this duration, D is continuative and func-
tions as anacrusis for the beginning of a second
bar measure. Of course, D is also continuative for
the duration initiated by the low E As a tone that
is consonant with E that prolongs F, and that to-
gether with F articulates a new harmonic unit,
D prolongs the duration begun with F as a con-
tinuation. On the other hand, if D can be heard
as a continuation of the ascending line shown in
example 10.10b, and, thus, if D can be heard in
some sense as ‘coming from” C, then D 1s con-
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EXAMPLE 10.10 J.S. Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in Eb Major,

Courante bs. 1-3
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Interpretation 2

tinuative for the entire continuative phase (be-
gun with C) of the measure. The choice between
these two alternatives depends on what is taken as
a beginning. If we select interpretation 2, the “ar-
rest” with the low Eb in bar 2 will be mollified,
and we will hear a continuous gesture leading to
the second two-bar phrase (and perhaps more
strongly feel a two-bar measure).

The metrical structure of bar 2 is very com-
plex, and I will not attempt a detailed analysis. It
is tempting to reduce this complexity as in ex-
ample 10.10c to show a durational parallel be-
tween the two ascending tetrachords, Bb—C—-D—
Eb and F—~G—A-Bb. However, these two ges-
tures are far from identical metrically, and to re-
duce the second gesture to four notes is to lose
much of its particularity and the particular rele-
vancies it accepts and offers. Nevertheless, exam-
ple 10.10¢ does point to the question of acceler-
ation or change of “speed.” Sixteenth notes are,
of course, twice as fast as eighth notes, and we
cannot but feel an increase of speed in bar 2.
However, as I indicated earlier, there are situa-
tions in which a change to faster note values is
heard less as an acceleration than as division of a
slower pulse. In the present case, for example, if a
performance strongly favors interpretation 1 and
suppresses interpretation 2, and if the sixteenth

notes are, as I said, “thrown away” or treated
simply as filler for the projected duration and as
a filling out of tonic harmony (Eb—G—-Bb, cir-
cled in example 10.9), bar 2 could sound “slower”
or less animated than bar 1, which is constituted
of comparatively rapid harmonic change. On the
other hand, interpretation 2 favors a detailed
hearing of the sixteenth-note figure, which fea-
tures numerous replications. To the extent repli-
cations or correspondences are brought to light,
feelings of acceleration and deceleration will in-
volve more than a general sense of increased or
decreased animation. Rather, acceleration and
deceleration will also, and more specifically, in-
volve feelings of “the same but faster” or “the
same but slower.” I would argue that this sort of
acceleration or deceleration is, properly speaking,
a metrical category, if only in that meter can play
a significant role in producing the correspon-
dences that lead to perceptions of “the same” and
that feelings of acceleration and/or deceleration
can strongly affect protective potential.

Above example 10.10a I have indicated in
parentheses a correspondence that may contrib-
ute to a feeling of acceleration: eight notes in
each of the two gestures. Earlier I argued that
counting need not play a role in the feeling of
meter, particularly the counting of more or less
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EXAMPLE 10.11 J.S.Bach, Suite for Unaccompanied Cello in Eb
Major, Courante bs. 22—26 and 1—4 (in repetition)

®-0 @ B

abstract pulses. However, I will suggest that with-
in certain limitations (“seven, plus or minus two,”
perhaps) it is possible to feel the quantity of
events, though not necessarily in cognizance of
the “number” we might attach to this quantity.
This is not itself a feeling of meter—in example
10.10a the two groups of eight are not metri-
cally congruent—for example, the first group
creates an unequal measure. However, there are
various correspondences between the two groups
that do arise from metrical distinctions, and if we
can feel (however vaguely) a repetition of quan-
tity, meter will have played a role in this feeling.

The two tonal/metrical interpretations dis-
cussed here are not entirely incompatible. In a
performance that is not “overinterpreted,” as-
pects of both could be heard, just as the poly-
phonic complexities upon which these interpre-
tations are in part based can be heard. (Nor, I
should add, do these two interpretations exhaust
the complexity of this passage.) However, it is
possible to give prominence to one or the other.
And I would suggest that interpretation 1 might
be more appropriately favored at the beginning
of the movement and interpretation 2 favored in
the repetition of the first section. As I argued
above, interpretation 1 is most congruent with
the ending of the Allemande and seems to me a
more obvious interpretation. On the other hand,
the ending of the first section presents a very fa-
vorable environment for the more fluid interpre-
tation 2, as is shown in example 10.11.

The close of the first section, D—C—DBb (scale
degrees 3-2-1 in the dominant) in bars 25—-26,
clearly focuses our attention on Bb and invites
us to follow the retrograde of this line in the
repetition of bar 1 (Bb—C-D). Moreover, this
closure was anticipated in the upper register in
bars 22—23, and the last phrase of the first sec-
tion plays within the limits of this Bb octave.
That the high Bb is regained in bar 3 and more
conclusively in bar 4 presents an opportunity for
hearing the first few bars in repetition as a rela-
tively continuous gesture and the beginning of
bar 4 as a moment of arrival that could super-
sede the return of the first bar. In contrast to a
beginning of the movement that favored the
closure of interpretation 1, the repeat seems de-
signed to delay closure and to focus our atten-
tion on the active scale degree 5 rather than on
the tonic in bar 2. Among the lures for hearing
interpretation 2 shown in example 10.11 note
the repetition of durational pattern in bars
25-26 and bars 1-2 and the numerous corre-
spondences between bars 22—23 and bars 1-2.
(The sixteenth-note anacrustic figure in bar 2,
for instance, is an inversion of the correspond-
ing figure in bar 23.) There is some similarity
between the two Courantes in respect to the
repeats. In both I feel that the first bars are
more fluid in repetition. However, the fluidity
of the C Major Courante is achieved by a con-
trast that creates a sharp break, whereas, in the
Eb Major, fluidity results from a continuity that
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EXAMPLE 10.12 (a) J. S. Bach, C Major Courante bs. 1-2 (transposed to
Eb); (b) synthetic recomposition; (c) J. S. Bach, Eb Major Courante, bs. 1-2.
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more radically reinterprets the opening bars and
blurs division.

The first bars of the two Courantes are simi-
lar in very many respects. Metrically, each con-
tains three subdivided beats. And yet they are
also, as I have argued, metrically dissimilar. Cer-
tainly, their similarity is a basis upon which to
judge their dissimilarity, but such a judgment in-
volves much more than a reference to three
beats. As an experiment, I have composed in ex-
ample 10.12b what might be called a “duple ver-
sion” of the first Courante (transposed to Eb).

Is example 10.12a more similar metrically to
example 10.12b or to example 10.12¢? If “met-
rical” is reduced to the distinction duple versus
triple, the answer is clear. If not, the answer is not
so clear. Of course, example 10.12b replicates a
variety of features found in example 10.12a and
so makes it difficult to disentangle metrical simi-
larity from these “other” similarities. But this is
the point I attempted to make earlier—that the
metrical cannot be detached from the whole of
musical experience as process, which whole and
which process we have no better word for than
“rhythm.” This is not to deny, however, that there
is a definite similarity of metrical type between
examples 10.12a and 10.12c. (Nor, by the way, is
this to deny the fact that there are also striking
metrical similarities between example 10.12a and
example 10.12¢, which are not solely the prod-

R g

ucts of “triple meter.”) Since both can be felt as
triple or “mediated unequal” and since this feel-
ing must involve some perception of three equal
durations (and, as I have suggested, a feeling of
deferral), should we say that three beats form
the basis upon which finer metrical distinctions
are apprehended? Or to put the question more
pointedly: For these measures, does their being
in 3/4 logically, temporally, or perceptually pre-
cede their being these particular instances of
3/4? In fact, by reducing these examples to a
pattern of three beats that constitute “3/4 time,”
we are no longer simply comparing these two
individuals, but relating each to a third, ideal or
prototypical, entity—a universal form that en-
ters the phenomenal world by being “expressed”
in a limited (and thus “impure”) individual. And
from such a perspective, generality can be said to
precede particularity. I will not attempt to pur-
sue the issue of universals here. But I would
point out that if there are universals, then any of
the metrical features I indicated in the preceding
analyses could also be regarded as a universal or
something that can be repeated in various indi-
viduals, in which case there would seem to be no
reason for privileging “three beats” over any
other repeatable.

Certainly, our past experiences of hearing
music in 3/4 precede our present experience of
hearing one of these measures, but all of these
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past experiences were fully particular, and their
relevancy to a present experience cannot be di-
vorced from the uniqueness or novelty of this
present experience. It must be acknowledged that
abstractions, too, are experienced and are not
without relevance. Our experiences of the ab-
straction “3/4 time” arise in the course of our
practical and theoretical training—experiences
of learning to read music or of considering vari-
ous theories of meter. Although the latter expe-
riences tend to have relatively little relevance for
acts of listening, the former experiences are
doubtless relevant, particularly if we have devel-
oped habits of counting or beating time as we
play or listen. However, as I remarked earlier, the
practice of counting and subdividing can inhibit
rhythmic fluency and seems to be abandoned
with experience. For example, a cellist who gives
too much attention to the articulation of three
beats in these Courantes will likely produce a
rhythmically and metrically dead performance.

It is true that the description of these mea-
sures as three-beat units is in some sense more
general than many of the other descriptions I
proposed. Thus, for example, the two metrical
interpretations I offered for the first bar of the
Eb Courante could be regarded as qualifications
of an “underlying,” simpler metrical structure. Al-
though the order of my presentation may have
implied the “givenness” of the three-beat unit,
my intent was to show that all these metrical
distinctions arise together. If descriptive gener-
ality were grounds for “priority,” then we might
say that just as being a measure of 3/4 precedes
being this particular measure, being a measure

precedes being a measure of 3/4. But I argue
that this measure, this measure of 3/4, and this
3/4 measure constituted in just this way, al-
though separable in analytic description, are in-
separable in experience and that none of these
categories logically or temporally precedes the
others. From this point of view, the first bar of
the Eb Courante is no more three subdivided
beats than it is a long thetic beat followed by a
short anacrustic beat (interpretation 1) or ana-
crusis to a long, suspended arsic beat followed by
anacrusis to a second measure (interpretation 2).
The three beats will seem logically prior to any
other interpretation if it is assumed that we must
know the 3/4 structure in order to make dis-
tinctions of strong and weak (beginning and
continuation) or thesis, arsis, and anacrusis. But
in an experience of the Courante all these dis-
tinctions come into being simultaneously, with
the emerging perception of a particular measure
in which “threeness” or “inequality” is only one
of its properties. From a temporal point of view,
there is no more reason to say that the feeling of
3/4 is the simple foundation upon which the
other, more complex interpretations are con-
structed than to say that the feeling of 3/4 is
constructed out of these complexities. Finally,
it must be said that once there is the beginning
of a second measure and a projection, “three-
ness” will, in a sense, be “given.” But as I argued
in the previous section, it is not simply any
“threeness” that is given—rather, it is a particu-
lar “threeness” that is given or, more accurately,
taken as a datum relevant for the becoming of
the new measure.
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¢ TEDESRIIESTTS

Obstacles to a View of
Meter as Process

In my analyses of the two Courantes I have ar-

relevancy of context in the creation of particu-

gued for the particularity of meter and the

larity. In this discussion I have attempted to treat
meter as a process in which the determinacy of
the past is molded to the demands of the emerg-
ing novelty of the present. “Novelty” here im-
plies freedom—the freedom to make decisions
and to create experiences that are not mere
repetitions and that are not, therefore, predeter-
mined. Viewed in this way, meter is not distinct
from rhythm as “general” is from “particular” or
as “law” is from “freedom.” There are, however,
two customary interpretations of meter that do
support such a distinction and therefore de-
mand refutation: the reduction of meter to the
mechanical repetition of equal durations con-
ceived as habit, and the identification of meter
with measures conceived as time spans that con-
tain rhythmic events and which can be joined as
contents of yet larger containers. I have argued
against the first of these views in the preceding
chapter, noting that a present measure inherits
much more than the possibility of instantiating a
metrical type. But before undertaking a critique
of the second view, I would like to consider the
notion that a pulse stream once secured by repe-
tition will be sustained by a sort of mental iner-
tia and will in this way resist forces that would
threaten its continuation.

168

Meter as Habit

The presumably deterministic character of meter
is thus often regarded in (nontechnical) psycho-
logical terms as habit, and it is often said that the
repetition of pulse, once established, will persist
or perpetuate itself in spite of rhythmic irregu-
larities. An analytic representation of continuous
strings of pulses can in this way be justified by an
appeal to habit or inertia. The irregularities that
appear where underlying pulses are not actually
sounded could then be regarded as rhythmic dif-
ferentiation of a metric grid formed by a persist-
ing pulse train.

I would argue, however, that the “persis-
tence” of a past metrical determination is lim-
ited to the immediate past of the projective
phase of a projection or a more distant past that
is taken as relevant, and that, in either case, the
persistence is not achieved passively as habit but
actively in the self-creation of the new event.
From an ‘“environmental” perspective it would
be dangerous to be easily lulled by habit and
inattentive to novelty. Certainly, given a high
degree of regularity or conformity in reproduc-
tion, we may withdraw our attention and focus
it elsewhere. Or, at the opposite extreme, if there
is a high degree of irregularity and little evi-
dence of projection, we will be unlikely to at-
tend to projective potential. But in either case
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EXAMPLE 11.1 Stefan Wolpe, Piece in Tivo Parts for Violin Alone,
second movement, bs. 121—-124. Copyright © 1966 by The Joseph
Marx Music Company. Used by permission of the publisher.
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we should be prepared to refocus our attention
when the need arises. And although we may
equate habit with inattentiveness, I see no reason
to equate meter with inattentiveness or with
constant regularity or homogeneity.

In many eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
compositions there is, in fact, a high degree of
repetition—of measure, pulse, and subdivision
of pulse. “Given” such repetition, it is tempting
to view the repetition as more or less automatic.
However, such repetition is not given—it is con-
tinually being created anew, and if we attend
carefully we will be prepared to feel distinctions
or differences that are no less metrical than they
are rhythmic and to break with regularity when
repetition is no longer relevant for the becoming
of a present event. Certainly, many musicians are
able to maintain a relatively fixed tempo through-
out a piece in spite of considerable local devia-
tion and can often very accurately reproduce
that same tempo on different occasions. Such
facts of musical life do not, however, require us
to imagine that our actions are coordinated by
an independent mechanism conceived as an in-
ternal clock (or a set of clocks). The complexity

and subtlety of these acts of memory attest,
rather, to massive relevancies in the now of a
spontaneous performance heavy with the past.
To posit a central (cortical) “pacemaker” as a de-
vice that might account for our “time sense” is
to ignore the fact that all processes take time and
that their durations—their particular ways of
“taking time”—are inseparable from what these
processes become.

There do seem to be cases in which pulses
may persist when not actually sounded, but these
situations are, I think, better explained as prod-
ucts of active reproduction than as products of
habit. In the second movement of Stefan Wolpe’s
Piece in Tivo Parts for Violin Alone (excerpts shown
in example 11.1 and example 11.2), projective
complexity requires, for an active engagement
with this music, attentiveness to detail and a
readiness to adjust to novel projective situations.
To follow this music we cannot allow our atten-
tion to lapse; indeed, to “follow” is to be attuned
to real projective possibilities.

Here silences are charged with uncertainty. In
example 11.1 we may, I think, spontaneously
hear eighth notes, indicated in parentheses be-
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low bar 123, as a sort of echo continuing the
group marked mezzo forte in bar 122. I reason
that this perception arises because the change of
dynamics before bar 123 creates a new begin-
ning, and in the silence that continues the pro-
jected duration we may actually reproduce the
projective event in the absence of an acoustic
stimulus. Although the projection here is not
likely to be highly determinate, the new begin-
ning at the end of bar 122 does seem to call for
continuation; and we may hear not only contin-
uing eighths but also a “phantom” continuation
of the alternating pitches G and B. Here the
possibility for a persisting pulse is enhanced
by an ensuing silence—in the absence of an
acoustic stimulus, all that we have to go on is
the continuation of actual stimuli. In bars
115-116 (example 11.2) I also find evidence of
an echo, though less, perhaps, than in bar 123.
Here we might account for such a continuation
by claiming the relevance of the figure in bar
113—the eighth-note figure in bar 115 being
regarded as a replication of the earlier figure a
step lower. (Note also that the repeated pitches
G and F have similar tonal or intervallic quali-
ties acquired from the preceding pitches C# and
B, respectively.)

These distinctions, although they are subtle
and perhaps not entirely conclusive, illustrate
the two limitations for persistence I listed ear-
lier: the immediate reproduction effected by
projection and more “distant” reproduction ef-
fected by the relevance of a past event. A closer
projective reading of the excerpts shown in ex-
amples 11.1 and 11.2 may allow us to better un-
derstand the complex interaction of these two
sorts of relevancy.

Throughout this movement, the eighth is the
smallest notated durational value (apart from
grace notes). With few exceptions, eighths form
duple equal projections, as do quarters. Half-
note durations are more variable, composing
both equal and (mediated) unequal projections,
and it is these values that most clearly corre-
spond to Koch’s Taktteile, giving this movement
a very quick tempo. However, to imagine that
these various beats are discrete, homogeneous
pulse levels constantly ticking away beneath a
rhythmic grouping and to imagine that it is this

grouping that provides diversity for an other-
wise mechanical coordination would be to ig-
nore what is so fascinating about this move-
ment: the exhilarating play of durational deter-
minacies that engages our attention and gives
us in return such a richly imagined world of
kinesthetic experience. From moment to mo-
ment—phrase to phrase, section to section—
the projective field is formed through kaleido-
scopic activity. What was just felt as pulse or
beat can now change in size, character, or deter-
minacy. Complexity or ambiguity can intensify
or relax, suddenly or gradually. Variable, too, are
speed, acceleration, and the distinction between
these categories.

It is with such factors in mind that I did not
identify continuative beats in bar 122 of example
11.1 and did not wish to assert a clear projective
potential Q. In bar 121 there is reason to believe
that our attention will be focused on small divi-
sions or beats (especially if we take into account
the previous bars). Assuming that a projection
P-P' is created, the silence beginning bar 122
should function as a new beginning that would
promise at least a half-note duration. Since this
possibility is not realized, the silence may be felt
as hiatus (/1) or a gap in the projective field. Or,
if the possibility is sufficiently strong that we can
teel a silent beginning with bar 122 as Wolpe has
suggested by his barring, this will be a possibility
denied and the violin’s fortissimo-piano attack
will feel interruptive. In any case, there will be
no clear projective potential given to the new
beginning in bar 122, and to represent half-note
and whole-note beats here would, I think, be to
misrepresent the character of this passage. With
its startling, explosive beginning and its lack of
internal articulation, the figure begun in bar 122
seems much closer to a measured tremolo than
an instance of 4/2 meter. Without clear internal
projections this duration will not be highly de-
terminate, and the projective potential Q' may
therefore have relatively little relevance for the
new mezzo-forte beginning. Consequently, there
should be little, if any, feeling of interruption
with the new beginning in bar 123. If there
does, however, emerge a projection R—R', one
result will be that the mezzo-forte figure in bar
122 will have broken to some extent from the
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EXAMPLE 11.2 Stefan Wolpe, Piece in Tivo Parts for Violin Alone, second movement,
bs. 109—118. Copyright © 1966 by The Joseph Marx Music Company. Used by
permission of the publisher.

[ /| [11 | |
i ie @ |
A\SV A S I P — o o o o I g LID
Yy —= e (TN pE
e

“tremolo” it continues. And because this mezzo-
forte beat will be projectively connected to the
forte half-note figure of bar 123, the two parts
shown in example 11.1 as A and B are joined
across the highly charged silence in which we
can hear the echo. Note, too, that events A, and
B are of similar length (at least as measured on
the page). But in contrast to A in which the pro-
jective and projected potentials Q and Q' are
relatively indefinite, the articulation of two parts
in B may give rise to a larger projection S—S/,

shown in parentheses. In any case, distinctions
between beginning and continuation at the half-
note level (and therefore mensural determinacy)
are much clearer in B than in A. And yet, while
the potential Q in A may not be very definite,
we may, nevertheless, come to have some feeling
of the adequacy or correspondence of the two
durational products A and B. If we do, this
would suggest that for a “larger” becoming the
durational determinacy Q-Q' indeed retains
some relevancy.
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Before leaving the Wolpe, I would like to con-
sider projective engagements in bars 111-117
(example 11.2), again drawing attention to the
interaction of relevancies within a projection and
relevancies among or across projections. In exam-
ple 11.2 T have broken this passage into three
segments (A, B, and C) and have aligned these
on separate staves. Although this segmentation is
a considerable oversimplification of the larger
event, it will be useful for indicating several pro-
jective correspondences that serve as important
ingredients in the formation of this larger event.
The immediate context for bar 111 is the pro-
jective potential O initiated in bar 110. (Part of
the context for O is shown in the immediately
preceeding projection N—N') The projection
O-0'is realized in bar 111, but compared to the
potential O, the projected realization O' is more
relaxed—no silent beginning, no syncopation,
and perhaps less anacrustic detachment in the
deferral. The new projection P—P' is not fully
realized. However, since P (in bar 111) is a prod-
uct of deferral, there may be little feeling of in-
terruption when P' is cut short with the new
beginning in bar 113 and in its stead a projective
Q is realized. At this tempo or, as we might say,
in this projective environment, deferral at the
half-note level does not produce a highly deter-
minate duration. The feeling of a denial of P'
here, though difficult to describe, might be said
to resemble acceleration as a feeling of earli-
ness—a closeness or immediacy that brings the
beginning of the eighth-note figure of bar 113
into especially sharp focus. In this sense, the po-
tential Q acts as a sort of contraction of P. The
new projection Q—Q' is realized with the be-
ginning of the mezzo-forte figure in bar 113.
And yet, when there is an unambiguously new
beginning with bar 114, clearly comparable to
the beginning of bar 111 (and to the syncopated
first sound of bar 110), the final half-note dura-
tion of bar 113 must be reinterpreted as contin-
uation, or, more specifically, as anacrustic deferral
|— —/). To the extent there is a projection
Q-Q' there will emerge a projected potential
R, the denial of which will cause the new be-
ginning with bar 114 to be interruptive, intensi-
fying the anacrustic character of the preceding
mezzo-forte beat. As a result of these reinterpre-
tations there will now arise a projection S—S'.

Like P, S is not highly determinate (and per-
haps less determinate than P as a result of the
reinterpretations). For this reason, the new pro-
jective T can be felt as urgent but not interrup-
tive. On the other hand, the projective U at the
start of bar 115 is interruptive—in part, because
the projective history of a new beginning with
the repeated notes in bar 115 involves no quar-
ter-note deferrals such as might incline us to in-
terpret the half note and quarter rest at the start
of bar 115 as a triple unequal measure; and in
part, because of the relevancy of the preceding
phrase constituent A. In comparison with con-
stituent A (in bar 113) the pianissimo eighths of
constituent B (bar 115) enter too soon. As we
have seen, the vividness of an echo in bars 115
and 116 may depend on just this relevancy. And
yet, this very relevancy must cause the echo itself
to be interrupted as the (silent) beginning of bar
116 comes to function not as a continuation of
the projective U but as a beginning comparable
to that of T in bar 114 (and perhaps to P in bar
111 and/or O in bar 110).

If these relevancies are operative, a phrase
constituent B will have emerged as a reproduc-
tion of constituent A and as a potential for the
emerging C to reproduce. Notice that the open-
ing of constituent C reflects both the syncopated
beginning of constituent B and the forte arpeg-
giation at the end of constituent A (bar 114)
through its lower grace note. This latter rele-
vance involves also the arpeggiated figures of
bars 110 and 111 and has consequences for the
segmentation of a larger event that we will not
consider here. More pressing is the emergence of
a constituent C “modeled on” the preceding B,
much as B was on A. Here, however, there seems
little reason to feel a half-note deferral. A projec-
tion V=V' is realized in bar 116. Again, an inter-
ruptive eighth-note figure follows; but now this
figure is briefer and promises a duple equal pro-
jective potential W (in part, because of V-V').
Moreover, this potential is realized in a projec-
tion W—W'". Let us now compare this projective
complex with that of constituent A and with
that of constituent B.

In A there is clear deferral in the projective
potentials P and S, relatively little sense of inter-
ruption with the start of eighth notes in bar 113,
and a fair degree of closure in the formation of
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two small events: P—P' in bars 111 and 112 and
S—S'"in bars 113 and 114. Constituent B is con-
siderably shorter; its eighth-note figure (bar 115)
is quite interruptive, beginning too soon in
comparison to A; and the eighth notes do not
lead to a projective completion—instead, they
lead to a silence interrupted with the beginning
of constituent C. C is smaller still, but although
the eighth-note figure is again interruptive and
even shorter, there is no projective break with
the following half-note passage in bar 118—a
passage that will emerge as the beginning of a
new phrase.

In this larger process of abbreviation and in-
tensification of durations is there also a transi-
tion from unequal (longer, less sharply determi-
nate) measures to equal measures? If it can be
said that the unequal measures shown in con-
stituent A (P and S) are relatively clear, as are
the equal measures (V and V', W and W') in
constituent C, we might inquire more closely
into the projective relevance of A for B and B
for C and the possibility that constituent B
might serve as a transition from unequal to
equal measure. The deferral I have shown in
constituent B as projective potential T is far
from unambiguous. This interpretation takes
into account the relevance of constituent A and
the relevance of Wolpe’s bar line at 115. In
regard to the later, it should be observed that
Wolpe is, in general, very careful in his met-
rical notations; for example, the crescendo-
decrescendo beneath C# in bar 114 will help to
alert the violinist to a feeling of syncopation.
There are also other factors that could enter
into a decision for deferral. Most immediately,
the last two quarter notes in bar 114 (D# and
G) present an opportunity for anacrusis (similar

perhaps to the anacrustic detachment of the
mezzo-forte “half note” at the end of bar 113).
Furthermore, the first of these quarters, D#, as
the beginning of a half-note duration can be
heard in context to resemble the half note E at
the end of bar 111:as E “moves” to C#, a third
below (and thence to G), D now “moves”
down a third to B (and on to F). These deci-
sions will also have consequences for bar 116: a
hearing of the pitch B in bar 115 as a new,
dominant beginning (T', interrupted by U) will
enhance the determinacy of a duple equal pro-
jection V=V' in bar 116 where the pitch B is
also a dominant beginning (preceded again by a
continuative and anacrustic A% and G).

Do all of these “reasons” mean that this seg-
ment at the beginning of our constituent B must
be heard as an unequal measure (or an instance
of 3/2)? Not at all. An alternative interpretation
shown in parentheses in example 11.2 is, I think,
entirely plausible. There is no change of bow
with the pitch B at the start of bar 115, and, all
things being equal, higher pitches will be chosen
as beginnings over lower pitches (cf. Handel,
cited in chapter 9). Although I invoked the rele-
vance of bars 111—-112 for an interpretation of
this segment as an unequal measure, there is no
prior projective potential that would generate a
three-beat projected potential here. Moreover, a
duple equal measure will be mensurally more
highly determinate than an unequal measure. In
this interpretation there will be no deferral, and
the projection Y—Y" in constituent B will closely
correspond to the projectionV—=V'in constituent
C.! If both interpretations are possible, must we
then decide between them?

By claiming that both interpretations are pos-
sible, I mean that the passage is projectively am-

1. But, then, what should we make of the crescendo to E
that Wolpe asks for in bar 1162 To say that a dynamic in-
tensification opens the possibility for beginning a new
measure with E (and deferral for the preceding B) is, I
believe, an oversimplification; but so perhaps is our pro-
jective analysis of this moment. In contrast to the earlier
“half-note” figures in bars 111-112 and bars 114—115,
the concluding beat in bar 116 is now of the same pitch
(E) as the succeeding eighth-note figure. This early ar-
rival, together with the early arrival on the pitch B in bar
116 compared to bar 115, is the culmination of a process

of abbreviation and compression that characterizes bars
111-117. A crescendo to E and the repetition of pitch
(forte-pianissimo) can have the effect of breaking this
beat from the projection V-V' to momentarily focus our
attention on a much smaller projective world in which
the two beginnings with E in bars 116 and 117 are suc-
cessive beginnings. I maintain that such a change of focus
will not interfere with the projections V=V' and W—W'
or with the relevance of these projections for the events
begun with bar 118.
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EXAMPLE 11.3 Stefan Wolpe, Piece in Tivo Parts for Violin Alone,
second movement, bs. 114—117. Copyright © 1966 by The Joseph
Marx Music Company. Used by permission of the publisher.

biguous. Certainly, a performance might favor
one or another interpretation, but I believe the
continuity of the phrase will best be served by
respecting, insofar as possible, the projective am-
biguity of the passage. “Ambiguity” here should
be taken in its positive meaning—the presence
of two or more possible meanings. It is true that
the two interpretations cannot be heard “at the
same time”—a beat cannot be heard simultane-
ously as continuation and beginning. The first
beat of bar 115 is not at the same instant (metri-
cally) strong and weak. But we should not imag-
ine that there must be so simple a choice. If
measures are not reducible to metric types (e.g.,
3/2 or 2/2) we may acknowledge a great variety
in the degree of definiteness a measure may pre-
sent. In the case of constituent B, some indeter-
minacy could serve the particularity and coher-
ence of the larger gesture. That is, ambiguity in
such cases should not be confused with vague-
ness—there will be nothing vague about keenly
felt possibilities adjusting to novel experience.
And it can be argued that coming to “know” a
piece involves a heightened sensitivity to com-
plexity and ambiguity and, thus, particularity.
Should it be doubted that such subtleties can be
heard or such fine distinctions felt? With atten-
tiveness and musical involvement, far more can
be felt than we could possibly touch on in de-
scription. And unless we are dulled by the
anaesthetic effect of habit, each hearing (even if
it be the repeated hearing of a recorded perfor-
mance) will be an opportunity for novel, vivid
experience.

Example 11.3 displays an interpretation of
bars 114—115 that I did not consider. From bar
111 to bar 117 a half-note pulse can be main-
tained. Indeed, the projective interpretation in

example 11.2 shows most of these pulses as
beats up until bar 115. Example 11.3 shows the
persistence of this pulse through bar 116. If we
are habituated for so long a time to a half-note
pulse, we should, presumably, be able to main-
tain this pulse through the relatively small de-
formation of bar 115 and renounce it only in
bar 117. Of course, if we wish to do so, we can
maintain such a beat (say, by tapping and attend-
ing to the tapping), but I do not think this will
be a spontaneous response if we are listening at-
tentively and with the pleasure of some kines-
thetic involvement. On the other hand, if we
can feel the interruptive character of the eighth-
note figure in bar 115 (and possibly a slight hia-
tus) we will have adjusted to a novel projective
situation without being for an instant lulled by
habit. And to make this adjustment we shall
have to attend to immediate projective poten-
tials and to the relevancies of past events while
at the same time remaining open to the adven-
ture of a present becoming that has yet to be
fully determined.

“Large-Scale” Meter as Container
(Hypermeter)

If repetition is not automatic but involves an es-
sentially creative realization of projective poten-
tial and the selection of past and future rele-
vancy, one obstacle to the assimilation of meter
to rhythm will be removed. Another obstacle
arises from the discrepancy, in certain styles of
music, between the apparent homogeneity of
meter and the irregularity of larger units such as
phrase and section. If the repetition of bar mea-
sures is not regarded as automatic, it can never-
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theless be seen to create a fixed unit for the mea-
surement of larger events. But unless phrases and
sections are interpreted as measures, the mea-
surement by bars will be very different in char-
acter from the measurement that creates the bars
themselves. Instead of functioning metrically or
projectively, bars will measure larger units by nu-
merical quantity or count. Such a count could,
presumably, provide an index of relative length
and lead to an analysis of proportion or an
analysis of varying degrees of regularity and ir-
regularity; but in this case, measures will be de-
prived of their particularity, and the function of
meter will be reduced to that of providing a nu-
merical count. If bar measures are simply repli-
cations of a given unit, they are all equivalent
and are difterentiated only by position in a given
count.

Such an interpretation arises from a reifica-
tion of meter. Rather than being viewed as a
process, meter is identified with products con-
ceived as spans of time. Regarded as products,
bar measures can be treated as containers that in
turn form the content of larger containers. In
this way, bars function to segment the musical
fabric into a succession of relatively small units.
These unit products are then combined to form
larger unit products in a hierarchy of segmenta-
tions that leads from measure to subphrase to
phrase to phrase group to section and finally to
the unity of the entire composition. Thus, meter
can be assimilated to “form” considered as a seg-
mental hierarchy of products. However, the tran-
sition from bar measure to phrase presents a
break in the composition of the hierarchy. While
bar measures in many compositions are all of the
same length, units above the level of bar are gen-
erally far less regular. The constancy of the bar
measure can thus seem to provide a homoge-
neous medium for the rhythmic diversity of
larger units and their nonmetrical contents. If
there is activity, “motion,” or rhythm that would
animate the hierarchic arrangement, it would
seem to be provided not by the homogeneous
metrical content but by contents that provide
goals for boundary points and correspondences
among units. As we saw in chapter 5, it is, above
all, tonal relations that seem to make a segmental
whole a rhythmic whole. Although tonal events

can also function to create metrical boundaries,
they are free to transgress these boundaries and
thus to diversify and enliven the underlying ho-
mogeneity and regularity provided by the re-
lentless succession of measures.

Like the notion of ‘“automatic repetition,”’
the notion of metrical homogeneity rests on the
observation of an apparently “given” regularity.
And while it might be granted that each bar
measure is rhythmically (and, as I have argued,
metrically) unique, the particularity and di-
versity of measures would seem to play no role
in the creation of large-scale events. The prob-
lem here is that of connecting meter, which
seems to operate only “locally” for relatively
brief time spans (Lorenz’s “rationale Rhyth-
mik”), with form viewed as large-scale rhythm
(the “more organic principle” Cone opposed to
the metrical). One solution—though, as I shall
argue, a partial and ultimately misleading solu-
tion—is to expand the scale of meter and re-
gard constituents larger than the bar as gen-
uinely metrical units. It is to this solution or the
analysis of “hypermeasure” that I would now
like to turn.

There is considerable disagreement among
musicians as to where the transition from metri-
cal to “formal” unit (Cooper and Meyer’s “mor-
phological length”) occurs. Many musicians in-
sist that a true feeling of meter rarely exceeds
two-bar measures; others find evidence of meter
in larger spans, particularly in phrases as mea-
sures. A choice between these alternatives obvi-
ously depends upon what is to be meant by “me-
ter” or “measure.” If meter simply means equal
division and thus “regularity,” there is no limit to
the duration of a measure, provided that we are
given equal durations. If meter refers to a feel-
ing of the distinction strong/weak, there would
appear to be rather narrow durational limits to
the operation of meter. However, the feeling of
strong and weak is not always sharply drawn, es-
pecially in larger projections, and as metrical
determinacy becomes attenuated it becomes dif-
ficult to clearly distinguish “metrical accent”
from other types of accent. If there were, in fact,
a sharp distinction in feeling, there would be no
controversy.

Perhaps because it provides a less ambiguous
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criterion for meter, regularity or equal division
is often taken as the primary factor in ascer-
taining the limits of meter. Cone, who links
regularity and homogeneity, identifies the bar
as the largest metrical unit in most music of the
Classical period. This limit is chosen in light of
the irregularity and rhythmic diversity of the
phrase:

One sometimes hears remarks about the ty-
ranny of the four-measure phrase during this
period. It is true that the four-measure phrase—or
rather some sort of parallel balance—can usually
be felt as a norm; but it is never, in the music of
the masters, a tyrant. This is because it is for them
a thythmic, not a metric entity. Conceived metri-
cally it would tend to become as fixed and invari-
able as the measure; conceived rhythmically, it is as
flexible as the musical surface itself.

In the Classical period, as we have seen, the mea-
sure was usually the largest metrical unit. Its steadi-
ness served as a constant support for—or counter-
point to—the variety of motif- and phrase-
construction. When measures combined to form
phrases, they did so not in any regular metrical
way but as components of freely articulated rhyth-
mic groups whose structure depended on their
specific musical content. (Cone 1968, pp. 74-75,
79)

Since the criterion for meter here is regularity,
Cone is willing to grant metrical status to
phrases if they approach the regularity and ho-
mogeneity of bars:

In Romantic music, on the other hand, one can
find long stretches in which the measures combine
into phrases that are themselves metrically con-
ceived—into what I call hypermeasures. This is
especially likely to occur whenever several mea-
sures in succession exhibit similarity of motivic,
harmonic, and rhythmic construction. . . . It is
here, and not in the preceding style, that we can
justly speak of the tyranny of the four-measure
phrase! (Cone 1968, p. 79)

Although meter as pure quantity may be dis-
tinguished from rhythm by its regularity and ho-
mogeneity, the qualitative category of accent can
be applied to virtually any constituent. Thus, it is
possible to import metrical terms for the de-

scription of larger, “formal” events—for exam-
ple, “large-scale anacrusis” or “structural down-
beat.” In this way the qualitative or “functional”
attributes of meter can be detached from men-
sural or durational attributes. Lerdahl and Jack-
endoft, who recognize metrical units of up to
eight bars (even in music from the Classical per-
iod), make an explicit distinction between two
forms of accent: “By structural accent we mean an
accent caused by the melodic/harmonic points
of gravity in a phrase or section—especially by
the cadence, the goal of tonal motion. By metrical
accent we mean any beat that is relatively strong
in its metrical context” (1983, p. 17). Since the
same term, “accent,” is applied in both cases, this
separation seems to widen the gulf between
meter and rhythm or form. “Structural” upbeat
or downbeat and metrical upbeat or downbeat
are related by analogy but are unrelated in their
process of formation—the structural arising
from tonal “motion” and the metrical from
equal division. And this disparity can lead to nu-
merous problems of reconciling tonal and metri-
cal accent—for example, the problem of tonal
“end accent” or the appearance of an accented
tonal arrival in an unaccented metrical position,
or, more generally, the difficulties of coordinat-
ing the placement of “structural” tones with
metrical articulations. Because of these problems
it is difficult to avoid concluding that meter,
even if extended to the level of phrase, functions
as a scaffolding for the play of rhythm.

A solution to the problem of reconciling me-
ter with the irregularities encountered in many
phrases is offered by Schenker’s concept of ex-
pansion (Dehnung) or, more generally, by pos-
iting an underlying regularity that is capable of
retaining some sort of identity under transfor-
mations that result in “surface” irregularity. Such
an approach has many antecedents (in the theo-
ries of Koch and Riemann, among others) and
has recently been developed systematically in the
work of Carl Schachter and William Rothstein.
For Schachter, repetition is again the primary
cause of large measures, though repeated spans
need not necessarily be immediately successive
or ‘“adjacent™:

Within long time spans . . . meter may very well

recede in importance compared to tonal motion
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and the tonal rhythm associated with it.Yet if the
long span is a durational unit that recurs, and if it is
articulated by a network of regularly recurring
smaller spans, it has a metrical organization which
is in principle no different from that of a bar.
(Schachter 1987, p.7)

Accent limits the extent of large measures—
only if some distinction of strong and weak be-
ginnings can be sensed can a measure be iden-
tified. Depending on the context, Schachter
identifies in his examples “regular” measures
consisting of two, three, four, eight, and sixteen
bars. However, irregular lengths—that is, mea-
sures that are neither three nor powers of two
bars long—are not nonmetrical if they can be
heard as transformations of an underlying regu-
lar count. The underlying form is called the pro-
totype, after Schenker’s metrisches Vorbild (Schenker
1935, pp. 192-193).

As an example of a relatively simple expan-
sion, I quote in example 11.4 Schachter’s ana-
lytic representation of the Trio from Mozart’s
Haffner Symphony, K. 385. (A score is provided
in example 12.1.) Here bars 16—20 are inter-
preted as an extension of the fourth bar of a
four-bar metrical unit beginning in bar 13 (see
levels e and d). The prototype for this transfor-
mation is the four-bar unit, bars 9—12, which
presents a similar middle-ground structure (pro-
longation of scale degree 2 by the upper auxil-
iary C#). Schachter also recognizes a large mea-
sure of eight bars formed by the first part of the
Trio—a complete phrase, bars 1-8. And, thus,
the twelve bars of the second section (bars
9—20) are also regarded as an expanded eight-
bar phrase measure based on the prototype of
the first section. The entire twenty-bar (or ex-
panded sixteen-bar) formation is not in this case
regarded as a metrical unit because it is not re-
peated:

.. might we infer a metrical relation of strong-
weak between the downbeats of bars 1 and 9? The
answer must be no. Time spans of twenty bars (the
sum of the first two phrases) or of sixteen (the first
phrase plus the eight bars that underlie the second)
do not function as durational elements in this
piece; there are no recurrent sixteen- or twenty-
bar spans. (Schachter 1987, pp. 7—8)

Schachter does acknowledge an “accented” first
phrase, but in the absence of recurrence this ac-
cent cannot function as a metrical accent:

Of course a special emphasis accrues to the down-
beat of bar 1, partly because it is the first downbeat
and partly because it carries the opening tonic. In
this sense, therefore, the downbeat of bar 1 may in-
deed be “stronger” than that of bar 9. But its pri-
ority is not metrical; it results from what Lerdahl
and Jackendoff call a “structural accent.” (Schachter
1987, p. 8)

Incidentally, treating the second eight-bar phrase
as unaccented in relation to the first might imply
that the second phrase is “continuation” in rela-
tion to the first and that the (accented) reprise in
bar 21 is a second beginning. Although this in-
terpretation would seem to accord with the
Schenkerian notion of interruption, Schachter
does not pursue such a parallelism.

In the case of the Trio, the four-bar prototype
(bars 9—12) and the eight-bar prototype (bars
1-8) are “literal”—they occur before the trans-
formations as explicit models to which the ex-
pansions can be compared. However, the presence
of a literal prototype is not necessary for there to
be a transformation. Later events and more “ab-
stract” middleground structures can also provide
models. And, following Rothstein (1981), Schach-
ter notes that the difference between literal and
nonliteral prototype is not as great as it might ap-
pear since the prototype, even if literal, is not, in
fact, present in itself for the transformed replica:

If the expansion has no actual model in an earlier
passage, its underlying metrical structure exists
“only at some higher level that is not literally ex-
pressed [Rothstein 1981, p. 170].” A literal proto-
type, of course, announces its metrical structure
more directly, but in the expanded variant, the
meter of the prototype no longer occurs in the
immediate foreground. It, too, withdraws to a
higher level, though the listener’s memory of the
earlier passage helps him draw the necessary infer-
ences. (Schachter 1987, p. 44)

Although Schachter does not bring up the ques-
tion, it might be argued that certain metrical
prototypes (for example, the four-bar phrase) are
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EXAMPLE 11.4 Carl Schachter, “Rhythm and Linear Analysis: Durational Reduction,” Music Forum, vol. 5, edited by Felix
Salzer, example 8. Copyright © 1980 by Columbia University Press. Reprinted with permission of the publisher.
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given as stylistic norms “prior” to the composi-
tion (as residues of past experiences). In any case,
the opening of meter to the apparent irregulari-
ties and heterogeneity of the musical “surface”
through the prolongation (by expansion) of a
“hypermetric beat” suggests a novel construal of
metrical hierarchy:

By connecting the idea of expansion to his theory
of levels, Schenker made it a far more powerful an-
alytic tool than the old and familiar notion of
“phrase extension,” which it obviously resembles
and from which it almost certainly derives. The
superiority of Schenker’s approach lies first of all
in his taking into account the levels of tonal struc-
ture and diminutional content that are associated
with the prototype and the expansion; it is never
simply a matter of counting extra bars. In addition
Schenker brings a new perspective to the study of
purely metric phenomena. An expansion—espe-
cially a large-scale one—can establish its own
metric structure. As Rothstein acutely observes,
“in such cases we must distinguish two levels of
hypermeter: a higher level, which is the level of
the metric prototype; and a lower level, the level of
the hypermeasures within the expansion. . .. Ac-
cordingly, we may speak of hypermeasures of
higher or lower structural order [Rothstein 1981, p.
172].” (Schachter 1987, pp. 44—45)

Thus, the expanded fourth measure shown in
level e of example 11.4 is, as it were, ‘composed
out,” forming a subsidiary four-bar metrical unit
(or what is potentially a four-bar unit—the
fourth bar being shown in parentheses).

Rothstein (1989) pursues this idea and de-
velops a distinction between “surface hyperme-
ter” and “underlying hypermeter”” However, he
also acknowledges that in very large expansions
it may become difficult to retain a feeling of the
underlying measure:

Expansions of any length tend to fall into their
own hypermetric patterns, resulting in a conflict
between the surface hypermeter within the expan-
sion and the underlying hypermeter of the basic
phrase. Often it is possible for the listener to per-
ceive both hypermeters simultaneously; at other
times the underlying hypermeter may be pushed
so far into the background that it virtually disap-
pears. (Rothstein 1989, p. 97)

That the underlying hypermeter might become
relatively obscure does not result so much from
the length of the extension as from complica-
tions that arise in the structure of the extended
phrase. To give some idea of factors that are in-
volved in the formation of such a metrical hier-
archy and factors that contribute to ambiguity, I
would like to refer to Rothstein’s analysis of a
passage at the end of the exposition of the first
movement of Mozart’s Piano Concerto in C
Major, K. 467 (bars 171—-194). In example 11.5 1
have represented Rothstein’s analysis in sche-
matic form. The prototype for the expansion in
bars 180—194 is the preceding eight-bar phrase
(bars 171-178), a hypermeasure composed of
two four-bar hypermeasures. Bars 180—185 re-
peat bars 171-176 in many respects. And the ca-
dence in bars 177—-178 is clearly reiterated in
bars 192—194. The “added” bars (186—191) delay
the cadence of the second phrase and are read by
Rothstein as an extension of the sixth “bar-beat.”
Of the two subsidiary or foreground hypermea-
sures (bars 184—187 and bars 188—191), the sec-
ond is regarded as a parenthetical insertion. It con-
tributes to the metrical expansion, but it is sub-
sidiary to the first foreground hypermeasure in
the sense that bar 187 could have proceeded di-
rectly to bar 192 (as a resolution of the C# di-
minished seventh):

The metrically weak m.187 leads to the metrically
strong m.192, as well as to the surface downbeat of
m.188. The parenthetical passage, once perceived
as such, recedes in the listener’s mind to make way
for the larger connection. Comparison with the
preceding basic phrase facilitates this metrical
hearing. (Rothstein 1989, p. 98)

Rothstein acknowledges two factors that in this
case weaken a “feeling of long-range metrical
continuation.” One reason is that the surface hy-
permeter overlaps the underlying hypermeter in
bars 184 and 185; that is, bars 184 and 185 are si-
multaneously the fifth and sixth measures of the
underlying hypermeter and the first and second
measures of the surface hypermeter. The other
reason is that bar 185, the sixth bar of the “basic
phrase,” could not be directly followed in the
solo part by the seventh bar, bar 192.
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EXAMPLE 11.5 Mozart, Piano Concerto in C Major, K. 467, first movement, bs.
171-194, after William Rothstein’s analysis (Rothstein 1989, example 3.16).
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Although he is less explicit in his treatment of
problems of meter than is Schachter, Rothstein
more explicitly links large-scale meter to the
phrase as an essentially rhythmic phenomenon.
And while Rothstein makes a sharp distinction
between hypermeter and phrase structure (similar
to Lerdahl and Jackendoft’s distinction of meter
and grouping), he unites the two in the notion
of phrase rhythm. While expansion is only one of
several transformations of metrical regularity, it
is the one that most clearly offers a metrical
analogy to the tonal hierarchy of Schenkerian
theory. Like the perception of middleground
tonal structure, an appreciation of underlying
hypermeter would (assuming there are such per-
ceptions) require a good memory and an ability
to make long-range connections—in short, a
capacity for Fernhdren:

Phrase expansions often create complex, multilay-
ered hypermetrical structures; these consist of a
surface hypermeter plus one or more levels of un-
derlying hypermeter. (More than one level may
exist especially when a phrase, having once been
established, is expanded still further.) Underlying
hypermeter may be defined as the hypermeter of
the basic phrase. The perceptibility of an underly-
ing hypermeter may vary: in some cases it will be
nearly self-evident . . . ;in others it may be vaguely
intuited, perceived only with difficulty, or missed

altogether, depending in part on the listener’s ca-
pabilities. (Rothstein 1989, p. 99)

Although I shall offer an account of larger
metrical formations that differs considerably
from that of Schachter and Rothstein, I should
point out that their construal of “large-scale”
meter succeeds to some extent in closing the gap
between meter and rhythm by allowing inequal-
ity to be interpreted in purely metrical terms
and by introducing process through the notion
of transformation (though, as in all structuralist
accounts, the temporal nature of such transfor-
mation is not at all clear). However, two difficul-
ties attend this view of hypermeter. First, for
very large measures projective/projected poten-
tial becomes, at best, highly attenuated, so that it
becomes difficult to grasp meter in the same way
or with the same confidence with which we
grasp smaller measures. If measures are formed
by repeated “lengths” (and these lengths can be
expanded internally), it is conceivable that the
duration of a measure could be very long in-
deed. If being a measure can be a property of
being a phrase, and if, as Rothstein says, large
phrases could be construed as “periods, sections,
and ultimately as whole movements or pieces”
(1989, p. 13), a large section could conceivably
be a measure. Although such interpretations seem
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possible theoretically, Schachter and Rothstein
are very careful to limit hypermeasures to more
or less plausible lengths—the duration of a met-
rical unit never exceeds the level of a period.
However, even this limitation may seem an ex-
cessively liberal construal of measure. Phrases or
periods are by definition “units,” and their for-
mation is surely dependent upon meter, but this
does not necessarily mean that they are “metri-
cal units.”

The other difficulty concerns the metrical
transformations allowed in the formation of hy-
permeasures. Such transformations as expansion
or parenthetical insertion (among others) are not
permitted in the formation of smaller mea-
sures—for example, a bar of five or six eighth
notes as a transformation by expansion of an un-
derlying measure of 4/8. For this reason, what is
more conventionally called meter still seems re-
moved from the rhythmic freedom accorded to
hypermeter.

Because of these difficulties, it is indeed ap-
propriate to make the terminological distinction
between “meter” and “hypermeter.” Although
Cone did not intend for hypermeter to be un-
derstood in this sense, the term might be used to
refer to the “more organic rhythmic principle”
Cone opposed to meter. In his attempt to con-
nect meter and hypermeter, Rothstein suggests
that the usual definition of meter (requiring that
“strong and weak pulses must alternate in some
specified and regular way”) must be revised “to
accommodate a new and more complex reality”
(1989, p. 40). This revision draws on Zucker-
kandl’s view that “what is essential to a metrical
pattern is not so much the maintenance of equally
spaced pulses as the establishment of a kinetic
cycle consisting of a moving away from and
moving toward a series of goal points (that is,
downbeats)” (quoted in Rothstein 1989, p. 43).
To this conception Rothstein adds the require-
ment that “equally spaced beats of the conven-
tional metrical model retain their relevance as a
point of reference—a norm against which all de-
(p. 43). However,
these two views of meter are not clearly reconcil-

”

viations are to be measured . . .

able—an understanding of meter as “motion” or
dynamic quality and meter as equal division,
measurement, and quantity. In the end, Rothstein
leaves this question open:

It would exceed the boundaries of this study to
address the psychological and epistemological
questions raised by the existence of underlying hy-
permeter, but those questions surely need to be
explored. In particular, the nature of meter itself
needs to be reconceived if underlying hypermeter
is to be accommodated within a general theory of
musical meter. (Rothstein 1989, p. 99)

If there is some question whether hypermea-
sures are, in fact, felt as measures in the conven-
tional sense, we might say that hypermeter, ra-
ther than being itself meter, is a feeling of met-
rical correspondence in the relevancy of a past
“model” for the formation of a novel phrase or
period. Thus, in example 11.5, for instance,
without claiming a properly metrical connec-
tion of bar 185 (weak) to bar 192 (strong) it
might be possible to claim, even without great
connoisseurship, a feeling of two phrases in
which the second phrase, which is easily felt to
be longer than the first, could be heard to
begin and end like the first. Without metrical
correspondences (which are numerous and ex-
tend, I would argue, into the ‘“added” measures)
we could still feel a difference of length, but
not the similarity of beginning and ending.
Nor could we feel in bars 180—194 this partic-
ularly broadened and intensified response to
(and, possibly, extension of) bars 171-180.
This, I believe, is the essential contribution of
meter to “form”—that whatever the piece be-
comes will be as much a product of metrical
process as any other process: thematic, har-
monic, contrapuntal, “textural,” or process in
any other domain in which we can locate dis-
tinctions in feeling. (In fact, to appreciate the
contributions of meter to this passage we might
need to consider a larger context and the inter-
actions of several domains—for example, the
failed cadence in bars 162—163 and the suc-
cessful cadence in bars 168—169, the similari-
ties of bars 180—183 and bars 154—157, and
the possibility of a four-bar projected potential
engendered with bar 192.)

However, to rob the hypermeasure of its
status as a metrical unit is also problematic. In
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European
music there are metrical or, at least, meter-like
units composed of more than one bar, and there
is often considerable repetition of two-bar, four-
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bar, and sometimes eight- and sixteen-bar units.
(Nor is this the only musical culture that em-
ploys repetitions of this scale.) Also, I think it
could be said that there is often a feeling of reg-
ularity or at least “rightness” in the duration of

larger groupings. There are apparently measures
that are longer than bars (and bars that are not
measures). Again, if the durational limits of mea-
sures were clearly felt, Cone and Schachter
would not disagree in their use of terms.



TWELVE

€ TEDALRIIETTS

The Limits of Meter

The Durational
“Extent” of Projection

I would now like to pursue the question of these
durational limits by referring the question to
projection. Since we have not bound the con-
cept of projection to the notated bar, we have no
need of the term “hypermeter” to refer to metri-
cal formations larger than the bar. (And given
Cone’s aesthetic valuation of hypermeter, I sus-
pect he may have had the derogatory connota-
tion of the prefix in mind: “more than normal”
or “excessive”—as in “hypertrophy.”) If meter
and projection are synonymous, the problem is
simply that of determining the durational limits
of projection. If, nonetheless, “hypermeter” is
intended to name a measuring of duration that is
distinct from meter and yet meterlike, we might
also ask how this measuring is carried out and
how it is related to meter proper.

To seek the maximum length of projection is
to ask how far mensural determinacy can be
stretched. Obviously, there can be neither a gen-
eral nor a definitive answer to this question.
Since mensural determinacy is gradually attenu-
ated, evidence of projection or projective poten-
tial will, as a rule, become progressively weaker
as duration increases. But since mensural deter-
minacy can be enhanced or reduced by any fac-
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tors that contribute to the particularity of the
event (including the relevance of other events)
there can be no general or context-free limit to
determinacy. Furthermore, since we are con-
cerned here exclusively with real events—indi-
vidual acts of musical attention—the “same” bit
of music can give rise to a multitude of occa-
sions for feeling durational quantity. If we can-
not hope to arrive at an exact numerical answer,
we can, nevertheless, expect the question of lim-
its to shed some light on the nature of projective
phenomena.

Let us begin by asking how we might detect
the failure of an event’s duration to be taken as a
potential for reproduction by an immediate suc-
cessor. The simple test I proposed earlier is to
stop with the beginning of the projected phase
and ask if we can feel the opening of a duration
more or less commensurate with that of the pro-
jective phase, or ask if we can confidently predict
the end of the projected duration and a new be-
ginning. This test often works quite well for rel-
atively short durations—projected potentials of
up to about two or three seconds. Should we
conclude that if this test fails there is no projec-
tion? To answer this question we should ask
what is being tested. I introduced the device of
stopping with the beginning of the projected
duration in an attempt to separate the two
phases of projection and to demonstrate the op-



184 A Theory of Meter as Process

eration of potentiality by focusing our attention
on feelings of anticipation. However, I also said
that the projective and projected phases cannot,
in fact, be separated and that the process of real-
izing projected potential is part of the process of
projection. The device of stopping and imagin-
ing a continuation in the ensuing silence is not a
neutral or “objective” test—that is, it does not
succeed in objectifying potentiality or revealing
potentiality per se. Our imagined continuation is
no less a definite realization of projective poten-
tial than is a “given” sonic continuation. It is im-
portant to recognize that our imagined continu-
ation is an act that is fully particular. This act af-
firms that there was a potentiality offered by the
projective phase by creating a particular realiza-
tion of that potential, but it does not reveal that
potential in itself—a potential that could be re-
alized in countless ways. Thus, a failure of this
test does not necessarily mean that some acoustic
event could not function as a realization of pro-
jective and projected potential. And yet, if we re-
nounce this test altogether how can we find evi-
dence of projection?

‘We might point to a feeling of reproduction
or the repetition of equal durations. However, we
should have to distinguish projective repetition
from a judgment of equality. I have claimed that
in the case of projection, the second event is,
from its beginning and throughout the entire
process of its becoming, a reproduction of the
duration of the first event. Here reproduction (or
the potential for reproduction) is expressed pri-
marily as a feeling for how much longer the pre-
sent event will go on or when a new event might
begin. Reproduction in this sense is a process
and not a comparison of quantities as products.
In the case of a judgment of equality, the evi-
dence of repetition arises after the fact in com-
pleted events or products as a judgment of same-
ness or difference. But even here it must be ad-
mitted that there is a potential for reproduction
—if there were no such potential, there could be
no such judgment. To distinguish this from pro-
jective potential I have said that in the case of
judgment there is no “weighting” in favor of re-
production—that as the second duration is be-
ing formed, it is in the process of becoming a
duration that is neither equal to nor unequal to
the first duration. In the case of projection, the

special relevance of the first duration for the sec-
ond is felt from the beginning of the newly
emerging projected duration as a spontaneous
and apparently “involuntary” feeling of how
long the new event will last.

If the weighting of durational potential in
favor of reproduction is the defining character-
istic of projection, and if this potential is subject
to enhancement in the course of realization, it
will be impossible in all cases to distinguish a
teeling of projection from a judgment of equal-
ity. How strongly must we feel a potential for
reproduction, and how can we gauge this
strength? If projected potential can be enhanced
in the course of its realization, how can we dis-
tinguish process from product to say whether or
not the projected duration had from its begin-
ning this potential? Indeed, it is the lack of a
clear boundary that will prevent us from placing
an exact limit on projection.

To refer these questions to a specific case,
consider the Trio from Mozarts Haffner Sym-
phony, no. 35, K. 385, shown in example 12.1.
Since an eight-bar unit here seems to be the
largest plausible candidate for measurehood, let
me begin by asking if there are any grounds for
regarding an eight-bar duration as potentially
projective. For now we will consider questions
of the projective potential given for a new be-
ginning with bar 9 and not the potential for a
beginning again with the repeat of the first
phrase.

On the basis of repetition, Schachter has
identified a hypermetric phrase beginning the
second part of the Trio. To simplify matters I
have included beneath bar 16 in example 12.1
an alteration of the passage that would produce a
clear eight-bar phrase (bars 9—16). In this case,
we can easily feel a correspondence between
bars 1-8 and 9—16 and perceive the equality of
the two durations—a unit of two four-bar
phrases, itself repeated, followed by another unit
of two four-bar phrases. Are these, then, two
measures, the second a realization of the projec-
tive potential of the first? Certainly, if we stop
with the downbeat of bar 9 we cannot feel the
opening of a definite eight-bar duration. In the
ensuing silence we can feel at most, I think, a
projected duration of two bar measures. How-
ever, if we recognize bar 9 as the beginning of a
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new section, and thus in some sense as a second
beginning, we may we feel the promise of more
than two bar measures.! Yet, what might ensue is
quite open. There is a possibility for two four-
bar units, but there are many other possibilities
as well, and if we wish to say that an eight-bar
phrase is especially privileged, we would pre-
sumably have to show that a denial of this possi-
bility would be felt as a denial. That is, if there is
a projective potential of eight bars realized with
the initiation of the second section in bar 9, a
denial of this potential must have some effect: it
must make some difference in our feeling of the
passage—a feeling that the event is in some
sense “too long” or “too short” or not what was
promised.

In example 12.2a I have altered this passage
to form a six-bar phrase. This unit, to my ear,
does sound short, but it is not entirely clear that
it must be heard as an abbreviation of what
should have been an eight-bar phrase. There
may be some feeling here that the third two-bar
unit is in some sense too short or a somewhat
abrupt ending of the phrase, but such a feeling
could more immediately arise from the denial
of a four-bar projective potential created by bars
9—-12. In example 12.2b the second “section”
has been reduced to four bars. Here I believe
the phrase definitely sounds too short to fulfill
the promise of a second section. It might be ar-
gued that a feeling of its being too short could
arise not from a denial of projected potential,
but rather from a denial of stylistic expectations.
But this argument begs the question, for we
should still have to ask whether projection plays
a role in the creation of stylistic “norms.” Also,
as a result of the recomposition in example
12.2b, I hear two, not three, sections in which
this third four-bar unit (bars 9—-12) belongs to
and concludes the first section (here bars 1-12)
renouncing its claim to independence. If this is
not an eccentric perception, it cannot be ac-

counted for simply on the basis of convention.
In any case, examples 12.2a and 12.2b provide
some evidence of a projected potential of greater
than four bars at the beginning of the second
section. Or, to put this in another way, we could
say that if a second phrase is to develop, there is
at least the promise that a new beginning in bar
13 will be a continuation. How much longer
than four bars this phrase might last seems more
open.

In Mozart’s Trio the possibility for two four-
bar units is enhanced in bars 13—14, but even as
late as bar 16 it is possible, I think, to create a
larger second phrase without feeling this to be
a denial of an eight-bar unit. One such continu-
ation is shown in example 12.2c—a ten-bar
phrase (bars 9-18) overlapping with a new be-
ginning in bar 19. Mozart’s solution is to allow
the potential eight-bar unit to be completed or
realized but to immediately undercut this com-
pletion by reinterpreting bar 16 as the beginning
of a two-bar unit. Nevertheless, if there is a real-
ization of an eight-bar unit (whether somewhat
ambiguous, as in Mozart’s composition, or un-
ambiguous, in the case of my “regularization” in
example 12.1) and if this unit is felt to be equal
in duration to the preceding unit (bars 1-8),
there can be no doubt that there has been a po-
tential for this correspondence. Furthermore,
when there is a correspondence—when the sec-
ond large phrase is a fait accompli—it becomes
evident that this was a “strong” possibility. We
could not feel such long durations as precisely
equal and thus in some sense mensurally deter-
minate were there not, all along, projections and
relevancies that kept this possibility alive—were
this “measuring” not also a fait accomplissant.

If we are to allow an eight-bar projective po-
tential, it must be admitted that the potential for
a realization of the projected duration is incom-
parably less definite than that of the bar measure.
A duration of twelve seconds (in the case of the

1.1 say “more than two bar measures” rather than “more
than three seconds” because projective potential here is
not simply a time span (measurable by the clock), but a
measured duration—that is, a duration measured by the
coordination of many projections. If there is a projective
potential given to the new beginning with bar 9, it will

be a potential created out of a definite four- or eight- bar
duration (bars 1—4 or 1-8), and part of the definiteness
of that duration is its formation as a complex of projec-
tions involving one-bar measures and two-bar measures.
As was claimed in chapter 10, projective potential is
nothing apart from its constitution.
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EXAMPLE 12.2 Recompositions of Mozart, Symphony no. 35, K. 385, Trio, bs. 9-20
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Trio) is simply too great to be determined from
the outset. It would seem that for relatively long
durations we are not prepared to forego oppor-
tunities for revising our expectations. Were we to
place too much trust in long-range predictions,
we would not be prepared to adjust to novelty
and to act on the basis of more immediate pro-
jective possibilities. Assuming for the moment
that a larger projected potential emerges and be-
comes realized, as, for example, in bars 9-16, we
will lose nothing by feeling this reproduction,
and we can gain some information that may be
useful in directing the course of our attention.
Evidence of large-scale repetition may, in fact,
allow us to relax our attentiveness to the poten-
tial for novelty. And in this case, we may experi-

ence boredom. Thus, my revision of the Trio in
example 12.1 results in a quite tedious composi-
tion. The projective reinterpretations Mozart
calls into play in bars 16—20 forestall a lapse into
inattentiveness.

Shall we then call bars 1-8 a measure and
speak of a projective potential of eight bars? If
we do not, we must ignore the definite potential
for a correspondence that if realized can share
something of the spontaneous and “involuntary”
character we attributed to projection. But, again,
how can we precisely determine or measure
projective potential? I said earlier that we might
test the strength of a potential by denying it and
asking if there is any feeling of denial. But this
test has limitations similar to those of “silent
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continuation.” To test potential in this way we
must select a particular continuation—one that
results in particular realizations and denials (e.g.,
example 12.2a, 12.2b, or 12.2¢). But this does
not exhaust potentiality per se, which would re-
veal itself differently in a different continuation.

Thus far we have focused our inquiry on the
feeling of durational adequacy—specifically, the
feeling that bars 9—16 are “just the right length”
in conformation to bars 1—-8. This sort of corre-
spondence is the strongest argument for those
who would regard phrases as large-scale metrical
formations. However, the results of this inquiry
have been far from conclusive. Our devices of
“silent continuation” and recomposition, although
suggestive, cannot satisfactorily resolve the ques-
tion because these tests are “intrusive’’; that is,
they require an alteration of the object we wish
to test. The perception of durational adequacy
or correspondence, on the other hand, is a non-
intrusive or observational test, but this test also is
not entirely decisive. If we have felt a correspon-
dence, this does not necessarily mean that meter
or projection is the basis for this feeling.

It could, for instance, be argued that the cor-
respondence is a result of reckoning or compu-
tation, that the perception arises from a sort of
counting applied to “morphological lengths.”
Along these lines, it might be imagined that we
perceive bars 1-8 as fwo four-bar lengths and
each of these four-bar lengths as fwo two-bar
lengths (or two-bar measures, perhaps) in order
to judge the magnitude of this larger unit and to
feel it equal to an immediately successive eight-
bar unit similarly constituted. If interpreted liter-
ally, this sort of “counting” would seem to imply
a measuring of duration radically different from
that of projection. In this case we could imagine
projection providing the durational units—one-
or two-bar quantities of the “how much” sort—
which are then measured by count, or quantity
conceived as “how many.” We would then have
to assume that the durational extent or magni-
tude (“how much”) of four- or eight-bar units
is not experienced directly in the way that pro-
jective duration is felt. Instead, such durations
could be experienced only indirectly, as it
were, through a translation into number (“how
many”). Such a representation of durational quan-
tity would be very different from our categories

of duple and triple measure in which all the du-
rations involved are mensurally determinate.

In support of some such discontinuity in mea-
suring, two factors could be taken as decisive.
The first of these concerns metrical accent. The
strongest argument for denying that repetitions
on the order of phrase are metrical has been the
disappearance at these durational levels of any
clear distinction between “strong” and “weak”
beats. The second factor concerns ‘“adjacency” or
immediate succession—a category that formed
the basis of our initial definition of projection,
but one that seems dispensable in cases involving
larger and more complex repetitions. I would
like to consider each of these questions in detail
and in each case ask whether it is possible to
save the phenomenon of projection for “phrase-
length” durations.

In the case of a small measure, if there is divi-
sion, we can hear the distinction between begin-
ning and continuation as a distinction between
strong and weak. This distinction is remarkable
in that beginning and continuation are felt as
palpable qualities that are not acoustic proper-
ties. (Again, there is no contradiction in a weak
beat being louder than a strong beat.) Is there
then a similar distinction in the case of bars
9—-16? Bars 13—16 are certainly a continuation
of the beginning of the second part of the Trio,
but to be a metrical continuation these bars
must be the continuation of a mensurally deter-
minate duration. Since, most immediately, bar 13
is the beginning of a four-bar unit, it may be
heard simply as strong. Note in particular that
bars 9—12 are harmonically closed (V-I) and
that the new small phrase starts subito piano with
a repetition of bar 9—clearly a “beginning
again.” On the other hand, it may be possible to
hear some trace of a metrically weak continua-
tion and to detect some feeling of duple equality
if we very clearly feel this eight-bar unit as a rep-
etition of the duration of bars 1-8 and attempt
to suppress a feeling of “beginning again” with
bar 13. Such a feeling is tenuous at best and can-
not be easily tested. However, I think a palpable
distinction may emerge in our attempt to hear
the four-bar unit as continuation: if we succeed
in hearing this unit as continuative or in some
sense “weak,” the entire passage will sound more
fluid and less broken or “square” than if we hear
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bar 13 as a beginning comparable to the begin-
ning in bar 9 (and less a contrast to the more
continuous phrase in bars 1-8). But to convince
ourselves that such a hearing is possible does not
mean that it is necessary or even desirable (and
later T will argue against this interpretation of
bars 9—-16).

If the distinction strong/weak does not seem
very compelling here, should we for this reason
deny to bars 13—16 the function of metrical
continuation? If the perception of weakness is an
indication that the potential of a prior beginning
for the formation of a mensurally determinate
(i.e., reproducible) duration is still in force, does
not the complete absence of such a perception
indicate that we have exceeded the limit of
mensural determinacy and that the prior begin-
ning is no longer dominant? Since ours is not an
“accentual” theory, we need not draw this con-
clusion. Although metrical weakness seems to be
a sufficient condition for metrical continuation,
we are not obliged to regard it as a necessary
condition. We are, however, obliged to find some
sensible evidence for continuation if we are to
speak of larger projections. Is there, then, any
palpable qualitative distinction that might mark
the difference between beginning and projective
continuation for durations on the order of our
eight-bar examples? I believe there is such a dis-
tinction, though it is subtler than the distinction
strong/weak. Like strong and weak, it is a differ-
ence that involves equal durations (most often
duple equal, for reasons we shall discuss later).
The customary terms that perhaps come closest
to naming this distinction are “antecedent” and
“consequent.” But since these terms are used in
ways that are not always connected to metrical
distinctions, we might more generally speak of
the difference between “first” and “second.” Like
Riemann’s proposta/riposta, this difference names
our feeling that the second answers or is a re-
sponse to a first and thus continues a single,
“symmetrical” event composed of two commen-
surate or equal parts. Such a feeling of “second-
ness” would not, however, correspond to the no-
tion of ‘“counting” as representation I spoke of
earlier. Note that “second” in this sense (from
sequi “to follow”) names a perception of contin-
uation and is not, properly speaking, a quantita-
tive-numerical category. If it can be granted that

there is such a feeling of continuation associated
with commensurate durations, this does not
necessarily mean that the measuring of duration
in this case is the same as that we have described
as projection. It would mean, however, that even
if there were two distinct kinds of measuring,
the difference between the two would not be so
drastic as that between projection and ‘“count-
ing.” Or, if we were to regard this as an exten-
sion of projection, we must acknowledge that
there is a real change in our feeling of continua-
tion. We shall return to this question after we
have considered a second and perhaps less seri-
ous objection to speaking of projection here.

If we pause for two or three seconds between
the two eight-bar units there will be relatively
little impairment of our ability to feel the corre-
spondence of durations. This appears to run
counter to two observations I made earlier in
this study concerning projection. In examples
6.4a and 6.3a I distinguished between a feeling
of projective reproduction and a judgment of
equality, a distinction made on the basis of the
“adjacency” or immediate succession of mensu-
rally determinate durations. And in my ‘“onto-
logical” account of projection I speculated that
projection occurs, in part, because the new be-
ginning ends or determines the duration of the
prior event as it makes it “presently” past. Let us
quickly review these conditions in connection
with examples 12.3a and 12.3b, which return to
representations of simple, abstract events such as
those shown in examples 6.3 and 6.4.

In example 12.3a two sonic events are sepa-
rated by an unmeasured silence of waiting or a
hiatus (symbolized by | | in the example). To say
that there is hiatus here is equivalent to saying
that a projective potential Q is not realized and
that the duration from M to N is mensurally in-
determinate. Note that although M has a deter-
minate duration (ended by silence), it is not clear
when Q is forfeited. In this example, “(Aa)” labels
the possibility for an event that might have real-
ized Q. Such an event could arise only if there
were a new beginning (b) that would end (A)
before mensural determinacy runs out. In exam-
ple 12.3b such a possibility is shown actualized.
Here there is a completed projection Q—Q'. For
this reason there is a more or less definite end to
event B as QQ' is realized and also a more or less
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EXAMPLE 12.3 Relevance of complex
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definite end to event X if B is continuation.
That is, unless the durations involved are very
brief, a new beginning ¢ or y is not needed to
end B or X. If X is very brief (say, one second)
and there is no immediately successiveY, this sit-
uation may resemble that of example 12.3a thus:
the possibility for a greater duration remains so
strong that the completion of X (like the com-
pletion of M in ex. 12.3a) will leave a projective
potential P open until, at some time during the
ensuing silence, mensural determinacy runs out.
If, however, X more nearly reaches the limits of
mensural determinacy and ends more or less
definitely as a result of the completed projection
Q—Q', could we now speak of a realized projec-
tive potential P in the absence of a new begin-
ning? From the standpoint of the present theory
of projection we can. In example 12.3b, X is a
measure if, as past, its duration has acquired suffi-
cient determinacy to be reproduced. Whether it is,
in fact, reproduced—whether there is, in fact, a
projection P—P'—does not aftect X’s measurehood
(though it does, of course, affect X’s relevancy).

Our next question concerns the possibility of
a projection P—P' if; as in example 12.3b, there is
a hiatus separating X and Y. In example 12.3c I
have provided an illustration that, I believe, indi-
cates such a possibility. If; after a brief pause, we
are inclined spontaneously to continue a dura-
tion in some way modeled on the preceding
measure, I can see no reason why we should not
speak of projection here.

In order to devise a more or less convincing il-
lustration, I found it helpful to provide some tonal
differentiation and to turn from abstract represen-
tation to a specifically musical example. If our
complex duration X in example 12.3b is to be
taken as a measure forY, some special relevance
may be not only helpful, but necessary. In such
situations heightened relevance will be crucial for
durations greater than a couple of seconds.

Since it appears that there can be “broken”
projections involving durations on the order of
the notated bar, we can scarcely object to re-
garding phrases as measures on the grounds that
a relatively brief pause between phrases may
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have little effect on our sensing their adequacy.
But beyond countering this objection to phrase-
length measures, the observations we have made
in connection with example 12.3 may clarify
our more general problem if joined to the ques-
tion of metrical accent.

In example 12.3d I have represented two hy-
pothetical eight-bar phrases, X and Y, joined
without hiatus. Each phrase will be imagined to
have a duration on the order of twelve seconds.
If, as in this example, we are to very clearly per-
ceive the durational adequacy of Y to X, or, as
we might say, the “symmetry” or “balance” of
these two phrases, each phrase must be com-
posed of two four-bar units and each of these
must be composed of two-bar units. Although
our representation here is highly schematic, it
will be understood that for X andY to be con-
ceived as musical phrases they must be imagined
to represent complex tonal events composed of
many mutually reinforcing projections. Let us
assume for the sake of argument that there is a
projection Q—Q' involving the four-bar dura-
tions A and B. And let us assume, also for the
sake of argument, that the new beginning b is
not perceived as metrically weak. I say “for the
sake of argument” because we could draw simi-
lar conclusions by altering the durations of these
events— X might be four or sixteen bars long.
However we construe these dimensions, A and
B must be regarded as mensurally determinate
and yet not give rise to clear feelings of strong
and weak. I would now like to consider two in-
terpretations: one in which the first eight-bar
phrase is regarded as a measure that leads to a
projection P—P', and a second interpretation that
denies that there is a true projection P—P".

If we do not make the feeling of metrical
weakness a necessary condition for the forma-
tion of a duple equal measure, there is nothing
to prevent us from considering a projection
P—P'. With the beginning of Y (or what might
becomeY) there will be the promise of a dura-
tion more or less commensurate with X, or, judg-
ing from our experiments in example 12.2, a
duration greater than four bars (i.e., greater than
half of X). Because of the attenuation of mensu-
ral determinacy and the complexity of these
events, there will be considerable flexibility in
the realization of projected potential. For these

same reasons—the attenuation of mensural de-
terminacy with greater length and the complex-
ity that makes such lengths viable—the pro-
jective potential P will be relevant only to the
degree that an eventY in fact emerges and de-
velops sufticient correspondences with X. I have
indicated this relevancy by including the alterna-
tive labels “A" and “B" for the two four-bar
measures (C and D) of Y.

It 1s important to remember here thatY’s be-
ginning is not instantaneous (and neither is C’s
or A"s). It will take time for evidence of Y to
emerge. In fact, it will also take time for the end
of X or B to emerge—the projection Q—Q" will
not actually be completed until a new beginning
c or a' denies the possibility of a continuation of
B beyond four bars. It is impossible to say pre-
cisely when there is enough evidence to justify
the label “Y”. This is a gradual process, and Y
will not be absolutely definite until it is past. But
judging from example 12.2b, where the third
four-bar measure seems too short when fol-
lowed by a new noncontinuative beginning in
bar 13, I am inclined to say that aY is more or
less clearly emergent before the end of the third
four-bar measure. Certainly, there must be some
evidence of a projection if a beginning b' can be
felt as continuation. Finally, it should be recalled
that once there is evidence of an eventY, this
event from its beginning, y, was always an immedi-
ate successor to X.

Now let us consider an alternative interpreta-
tion. Since the new beginning b is not perceived
as metrically weak, we will take this as an indica-
tion that B is not a projective continuation and,
therefore, that the greater projective potential P is
not, in fact, being created. Event B is, nevertheless,
the continuation of the phrase X. Now if (again,
for the sake of argument) the four-bar measure is
taken as the maximum durational quantity that
can function as projective potential, we should
expect a projection R—R'. However, a projection
R—R' would contradict our perception of Y as a
second phrase. That is to say, in a projection R—R
event C would reproduce the duration of event
B; but if Y is to be taken in any sense as a repro-
duction of X, it will be event A, and not event B,
that is especially relevant for the third four-bar
unit. We ask again when and under what circum-
stances such a correspondence might arise.
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The durations of A and B as constituents of a
phrase X can only be relevant when there is a
completed and past phrase X—a phrase made
past by a successor Y. But this cannot happen im-
mediately with a new projective beginning at
bar 9. Even when the projection Q—-Q' is com-
pleted and made past with a new beginning, the
phrase is not necessarily over—bar 9 could be-
gin a duration that would extend the phrase (not
the projection) beyond eight bars. Thus, it will
take some time for Y to emerge as a second
phrase and, consequently, for X to be completed
and past in the presence of Y. This having oc-
curred, a choice will have been made for A' and
B' over C and D (that is, for the relevance of the
first four-bar phrase for the third).

If we choose to say that there is no projection
P-P', we cannot, however, deny that the two
phrases are in some sense mensurally determi-
nate. To account for the reproduction of four-
bar durations in example 12.3d, we do not need
to take into account the correspondence or even
the formation of the eight-bar phrases. For ex-
ample, if we can predict the end of the last four-
bar unit, we can attribute this prediction simply
to the projection S—S'—a projection that would
emerge regardless of whether there were any ev-
idence of an eight-bar phrase. Obviously, what is
lost in such an interpretation is our perception
that this last four-bar unit is also the continua-
tion and completion of a phrase, and that the
third four-bar unit does not itself fulfill the
promise of a second phrase commensurate with
the first phrase. But if the last four-bar unit is
thus heard as continuation and completion of a
duration promised with the third four-bar unit
does this not in effect make the eight-bar phrase a
measure, and does not this effect duplicate or at
least mimic the effect that would have arisen
from the projection P—P' shown in example
12.3d?

If we answer these questions affirmatively, we
are, I think, obliged to recognize the mensural
determinacy of our hypothetical eight-bar
phrase. And in so doing we will have accounted
for the meter-like effect of our eight-bar phrases
while maintaining that the means by which this
sort of measuring is accomplished is different
from that of bar measures. From this perspective,
phrases can use the determinacy of lower order

projections to extend our grasp of durational
quantity—but only by creating novel forms of
continuation that have the effect of overriding
the closure of projective potential. They may
give the appearance of projective continuations
because they, too, expand a duration by leaving
open the potential of a prior beginning and be-
cause the entire duration is measured—mea-
sured, that is, by smaller, constituent projections.
If this difference in kind is granted, should we
say that our grasp of duration in such situations
is illusory—a “trompe lorielle”? Does musical
art in this way offer us the illusion of extraordi-
nary durational quantity? I see no reason to
make such a distinction or to mistrust the partic-
ular sensitivity to durational quantity that music
can offer us. Nor do I find this cause to begin
erecting the oppositions of natural versus artistic
or innate versus learned.

Our dilemma here is, [ would suggest, largely
terminological (but not “merely” terminologi-
cal). From a projective perspective, I have at-
tempted to make plausible arguments both for
and against an extension of meter proper to du-
rations on the order of the musical phrase, and I
believe either position could be productively
elaborated. How, then, shall we choose between
these two interpretations? The question here is
not whether there are differences of determi-
nacy and relevancy among various “levels” of
duration. Indeed, a positive outcome of this in-
quiry has been an analysis of some of these dif-
ferences. The question is whether these are dif-
ferences of degree or of kind. This sort of ques-
tion is both difficult to avoid and frustrating,
given the complexities and continuities of per-
ception. Our logic demands sharp distinctions
and clearly delineated categories—in a word,
abstractions. However, our experiences are not
so clear-cut.

We have made a distinction between more
generalized feelings of beginning and continua-
tion and the feeling of beginning and continua-
tion as strong and weak. But where precisely do
we draw the line? In the Trio, for example, there
may be some question whether we can hear the
distinction strong/weak in four-bar “subphrases.”
If there are honest disagreements concerning
these subtle qualitative distinctions, a simple
classification will be arbitrary. In such cases we
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EXAMPLE 12.4 Mozart, Symphony no. 35, K. 385, Trio, bs. 1-8
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might more profitably turn our attention to the
particularity of the continuations in question. In
bars 1—8, for instance, we can note a difference
in continuation or weakness between the two
small phrases.

As T have indicated in example 12.4b (an an-
alytic reduction of example 12.4a), the second
violins in bars 3 and 4 repeat the connection
C#-D made by the first violins in bars 1 and 2
and repeat also a very prominent scale degree
5—the pitch E, which, from a Schenkerian

perspective, could be regarded as Deckton, pro-
longed in the upper voice by a descent to B.
This repetition in bars 3—4, if heard as a “begin-
ning again,” would have the effect of detracting
from the continuative quality of this second
two-bar measure, as would also the change of
“texture” in bars 3 and 4 where the second vio-
lins’ emphasis of E accents the continuative
phase of each bar measure and thus checks the
momentum leading from bar to bar. By contrast,
the second small phrase (bars 5-9) is very fluid.
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The cadential descent to A with bar 7, far from
creating a conflict of “structural accent” and
metrical “unaccent,” considerably enhances the
continuative character of the closing two-bar
measure. (A tonic close with bar 7 can scarcely
be heard as a new beginning!) Here I might also
mention that a much better case could be made
for hearing some trace of metrical weakness in
this first eight-bar measure than in the eight-bar
measure of the second section (bars 9—-16). Al-
though there is a clear beginning again with bar
5, the new beginning also resolves the prolonged
dominant of the first small phrase and a pro-
longed seventh (D from bar 2 in violin I and bar
4 in violin II) in the C#s beginning bar 5. (See
also example 11.4, where Schachter shows a
connection A—B—C# in bars 3—5.) By function-
ing to close the large phrase tonally, the second
four-bar measure more clearly functions as con-
tinuation, thereby enhancing the mensural de-
terminacy of the eight-bar product.

If the boundaries that would define feelings
of weak and strong are not sharply drawn, nei-
ther are the boundaries that would define “ade-
quacy.” My definition of adequacy as a feeling of
“Just right” is perhaps an overstatement of the
precision with which we feel such correspond-
ence. Needless to say, there is a great range in
our discrimination of equality or the reproduc-
tion of durational quantity, and with the waning
of mensural determinacy an attempt to distin-
guish between “just right” and “about right” will
hardly be very rewarding.

Although the question of adequacy is gener-
ally most problematic for large durations where
mensural determinacy is highly attenuated, pro-
jective complexity and ambiguity can detract from
a clear feeling of adequacy or reproduction in rel-
atively small durations. In the analyses that con-
clude this chapter we will consider several exam-
ples in which we may question the mensural de-
terminacy of two—, three—, and four-bar units.

According to the model I developed in con-
nection with example 12.3d, a “hypermeasure”
(i-e., the simulation of a measure, different in kind
from measure proper) can be no more than
twice the length of a “proper” measure—that is,
a measure in which continuation is felt as metri-
cally weak. Again, this will be a fairly loose limit,
given the uncertainties of metrical accent. For

example, if it is claimed that there is no distinc-
tion or insufficient distinction between strong
and weak among the two-bar measures of bars
1-8 of the Trio, we could speak at most only of’
four-bar measures (or “hypermeasures”). Or, if it
is claimed that the second four-bar measure as
continuation can here be felt as metrically weak,
we must recognize the possibility of a sixteen-bar
measure. Since the eight-bar phrase is repeated,
the first section is, in fact, sixteen bars long.
There is, to be sure, little evidence here of even
the simulation of a sixteen-bar projective poten-
tial. Because the first eight-bar measure is tonally
so strongly closed and because the repetition is
exact, the (quite literal) sense of beginning again
will greatly reduce a feeling of continuation and
therefore reduce the mensural determinacy of
the sixteen-bar duration. This repetition, never-
theless, does continue the first section, and were
there a closely corresponding sixteen-bar con-
sequent (perhaps composed also of a repeated
eight-bar measure) I believe we could feel the
adequacy of the two durations. If this possibility
is granted, we must say that the first section of
the piece is to some degree mensurally determi-
nate, regardless of whether there is an actual cor-
respondence in a second large phrase.

In the alternative interpretation of example
12.3d in which we recognize a difference of de-
gree rather than a difference of kind for “phrase-
length” measures, I suggested placing the same
limitation on projective potential “proper” (i.e.,
one projection beyond the last trace of strong
and weak). However, it must be admitted that
here there seems to be no systematic or theoret-
ical requirement for imposing such a limit. If a
case can be made for distinguishing some form
of continuation and for sensing the adequacy of
the durations in question we could, presumably,
speak of very large projections. Here the crite-
rion of adequacy becomes extremely problem-
atic. Our feelings (or judgments) of adequacy
will now be very imprecise. And because the du-
rations of such events will be highly complex,
composed as they are of a great variety of men-
sural and tonal determinacies, we will risk con-
siderable oversimplification in an attempt to re-
duce them to unitary durational quantities. How-
ever, it would be wrong for this reason to dismiss
altogether the effects of such quantities. Al-
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though our feeling of quantity may be quite im-
precise, owing to the attenuation of mensural de-
terminacy, we should not discount real feelings
of adequacy (of the ‘about right” sort) that
clearly share the character of projections. If; after
a large phrase (or section), a new phrase is be-
gun, this can be from its very beginning a large
phrase with the promise of attaining a duration
more or less commensurate with its predecessor;
and if the new duration falls short of this
promise it may be felt as “too short.” The spon-
taneous and processive character of this opening
up of a large duration with a new beginning
could be taken as a strong argument for the ex-
tension of projection to very large durations. On
the other hand, since such feelings of commen-
surate duration are so imprecise, and because the
durations involved need not be reducible to a
compounding of duple measures, we might in
such cases speak of yet another sort of measure—
a second or third sort of measure, different in
kind from “true” projection or, if we prefer, from
the meter-like effects of “hypermeasure.”

The difficulties we encounter in attempting
to locate “essential” discontinuities in our sensi-
tivities to durational quantity are reminiscent of
the difficulties psychologists have encountered
in trying to give precise limits to categories of

ER)

memory (“immediate,” “short-term,” “work-

ing,” “episodic,” etc.) or to the dimensions of the
“conscious present.” These difficulties should re-
mind us of the great variability of individual ex-
periences and the oversimplification of the
“law” of averages. (And it is for this reason that I
have not attempted to correlate the extent of
mensural determinacy with the various findings
of psychological research.)

It has been a postulate of our theorizing that
the category of mensural determinacy is both
highly variable and contextually defined. Cer-
tainly, there are significant qualitative differences
between our experience of bar-length and
phrase-length duration. But there are differences
also in our feeling of eight-bar phrases and their
constituent four-bar “subphrases”; differences
between the felt character of two-bar measures
and one-bar measures; differences, too, among
the “same” durational units in different parts of
a piece or among durations of the same clock-
time length in different pieces. To ask for the

sharp distinctions that a difference in kind
would require is to underestimate the complex-
ity and “mobility” of projection and to invite
oversimplification.

For all these reasons, I think it would be ill-
advised to place precise limits on projection or
on measurechood (i.e., projective potential). This
is not to say that we can afford to ignore the
qualitative differences that characterize measures
of various lengths. Indeed, nothing could be fur-
ther from the spirit of projective theory than the
homogeneity or leveling that Leonard Meyer has
called the “fallacy of hierarchic uniformity.” Our
analyses should be as sensitive as possible to vari-
ations in determinacy and relevancy that charac-
terize the rhythmic articulation of musical pas-
sage. If the richness of expression offered by
metrical diversity is not regarded as simply deco-
rative, as mere “‘surface” as opposed to depth, or,
to use Hauptmann’s metaphor, as a supple flesh
that covers the structural skeleton of metric reg-
ularity, we will have no reason to seek limits to
meter’s effectiveness in organizing durations of
any length.

The Efficacy of Meter

I began this discussion by asking how we might
relate meter to large-scale rhythm or form. An
attempt to ascertain the largest plausible measure
as an attempt to secure for meter a role in the cre-
ation of phrase and period or large-scale rhythm
will not answer this question and may lead us
again to equate meter with regularity and homo-
geneity by simply transferring the determinacy
and lawfulness of meter to “higher levels.” But
surely Cone is right in rejecting such a metrical
understanding of phrase (though wrong, I think,
in accepting such an understanding of the bar).
However, if measure is not equated with time-
span and if neither form nor meter is reduced to
an extensive, segmental hierarchy, it will not be
necessary to place limits on the efficacy of pro-
jection or to seek large measures in order to cap-
ture meter’s contribution to form or rhythm on
any “scale.”

Again, the concept of Dehnung would seem
to offer a promising solution in that meter is not
reduced to the homogeneous return of the
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EXAMPLE 12.5 Carl Schachter’s analysis of Mozart, Symphony no. 35, K.

385, Trio, bs. 13—20 (cf. example 11.4)

Becomes:
1 2 3 ‘

same. Here repetition results in inequality. Fur-
thermore, since expansion is a transformation,
we are permitted to speak of process in the for-
mation of relations between unequal mea-
sures—a process that involves both “prototype”
and extended replica. Although the concept of
expansion posits an ‘“underlying” correspon-
dence, it need not be understood as positing an
underlying equality and thus need not be under-
stood as reductive. On the other hand, by break-
ing with the metrical “rule” of equality, the no-
tion of expansion cannot be reconciled with a
theory of projection or with more conventional
views of meter.

In Schachter’s analysis of the second section
of the Trio (example 11.4 and example 12.5)
bars 17—20 are interpreted as a metrical expan-
sion of bar 16. Certainly, these measures func-
tion to continue the phrase begun with bar 9.
And, more specifically, they function to “ex-
tend” the arrival on the dominant in bar 16 in
what Erwin Ratz has called “Stillstand auf der
Dominant.” The tonal goal achieved in bar 16
promises a return to tonic that takes place in
bar 21, and in bar 19 (or perhaps even in bar
20) we are in a sense in the same “place” we
were in bar 16. From a projective standpoint,
the potential for an eight-bar duration is real-
ized with bar 16, which functions both as an
end of the phrase and as a beginning for the
extension of the phrase. Both of these observa-
tions are entirely compatible with what Schach-
ter called “the familiar notion of ‘phrase exten-
What Schachter’s interpretation adds to
this notion is an acknowledgment of the rele-
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sion.

vancy of an experience of bars 1-8 for an ex-
perience of bars 9—20 (and bars 9—12 for bars
13-20).

Bar 16, by functioning as continuation and
end (as a fourth or eighth bar) and as beginning,

belongs to both measures. These two functions
can be ascribed to bar 16 whether or not we
take into account the prototypes (bars 1—-8 and
9-12), and we could presumably speak of
“phrase extension” without invoking any con-
text greater than bars 13—20. However, to func-
tion as the beginning of a hypermetrical exten-
sion, bar 16 will have to be interpreted in light
of its correspondence to bar 8 and bar 12. Here
the relevancy of the prototype is asserted in the
subordination of bars 17—-20 to the prototypi-
cally replicated bars 9—16 and 13—16. Thus, bars
17-20 function to extend not only the phrase
but also a bar of that phrase. If this is the case
(and I see no other way of interpreting Schach-
ter’s analysis metrically), a twelve-bar duration
(bars 9—20) will have come to function as the
realization of an eight-bar projected potential,
and an eight-bar duration will realize a four-bar
projected potential, and, more immediately and
more problematically, a five-bar duration (bars
16—20) will realize a one-bar potential (bar 16).
To conceive of such possibilities we should have
to imagine a metrical Stillstand—an arrest in the
becoming of duration. But “time” does not
stand still, and, as I shall argue, the process of
projection in bars 16—20 is not held in the thrall
of the prototype.

My objection to Dehnung as the expansion of
a measure could arise from taking the concept
too literally. If hypermeter is something distinct
from meter, we might interpret the expansion of
bar 16 more loosely as the expansion of contin-
uation—nbar 16 is continuative as the end of an
eight- and a four-bar measure, and the measure
it begins is continuative for the large phrase or
section. In this case, my comments should not be
taken as criticism but as an attempt to distin-
guish such a hypermetrical account from an
analysis of meter. But in this case we should
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EXAMPLE 12.6 Mozart, Symphony no. 35, K. 385, Trio, bs. 15-21

n Q@
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then ask how this extension functions metri-
cally. If we do not ask this question, a hyperme-
trical interpretation will have obscured the con-
tribution of meter to large-scale form or
rhythm.

If bars 17—-20 are an expansion of the phrase,
they are also a contraction of projective activity
(see example 12.6). If there is a four-bar projec-
tive potential realized with the beginning of bar
17, it is not affirmed. Indeed, because bar 17 re-
peats bar 16, reiterating the tonal goal B, there is
little promise in this beginning for a larger pro-
jection, and so a projective potential of only two
bars (Q in example 12.6) emerges as relevant.
With bar 18 this measure is denied, and bars 16
and 17 will have become, respectively, beginning
and continuation. The projective potential R is
realized, as is the projected potential R'. Bar 20
does not, I think, function as deferral to create a
three-bar measure. Instead, bars 19—20 break off
from the emergent potential S to form a duple
equal measure (U-U"). Although bar 20 is cer-
tainly felt as continuation, I would suggest that it
could be heard to some extent also as begin-
ning—a novel event that breaks off from the
projective potential T. It is true that this B#
“comes from” or is immediately connected to
the B of bar 19. But it might be argued that this
B# also “comes from” the goal of bars 9-16,a B
prolonged through the phrase extension, and
that this connection focuses our attention on bar
20 as something more than the continuation of a
two-bar measure. Or we might say that bar 20
becomes anacrusis to the phrase begun with bar
21 and i1s in this way detached from the begin-
ning in bar 19. In any case, I think that there is
some evidence of a further contraction of pro-
jective focus to the “level” of a single bar mea-
sure. And I believe that the process of contrac-
tion in bars 9—20 contributes very significantly

to the rhythm of the whole piece. If a contrac-
tion or a reduction to smaller measures can be
telt, the recapitulation of the first phrase in bars
21-28 will have a breadth or spaciousness—a
sense of expansion and relaxation—that was not
telt in the beginning of the piece.

The reduction to smaller measures in bars
16—20 could also enhance the possibility of hear-
ing in the course of the entire second section a
process of contraction culminating in bar 20.
Earlier, T said that to intensify a feeling of an
eight-bar measure in bars 9—16 we might at-
tempt to hear a second beginning with bar 13 as
weak or continuative. However, I maintain that
such an attempt may, in fact, detract from our
perception of “large-scale meter.” For many rea-
sons bars 9—-16 are considerably more fragmen-
tary than bars 1-8, more easily breaking into
two- and four-bar units. (Compare, for example,
the connection of bars 3—4 to bar 5 with the
subito piano in bar 13.) Thus, I would argue that
the relative fragmentation and compression in
bars 9—16 as past become relevant for bars
16—20, and that for a process of fragmentation
and compression in bars 9-20, as present, the
relative breadth of bars 1-8 becomes relevant.

The especially fragmentary character of bars
16—20 is also linked to a process of liquidation or
“motivic” abbreviation. As is indicated in exam-
ple 12.7, the repeated melodic fragments in bars
16—19 can be interpreted as abbreviations of a
descent from E to B in bars 15—16. This line in
bars 15 and 16 contrasts sharply with what we
may regard as a failure of the melodic descent
from E in bar 12 to close on B in bar 13 (the be-
ginning of a new four-bar measure and a begin-
ning again with respect to bar 9). By contrast, the
descent from E to B in bars 15-16 takes place
within a bar-measure projection in which B is
now a continuation and a completion. The par-
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EXAMPLE 12.7 Mozart, Symphony no. 35, K. 385, Trio, bs. 9-24
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ticular urgency of the descent to B in bar 16 can
be attributed to the relevancies of both the pre-
ceding small phrase (bars 9—12) and bars 13—14.
Compared to bars 9—12, the eighth-note descent
takes place a bar earlier—in the third rather than
in the fourth bar of the phrase. And compared to
bars 13—14, the figure beginning with an
anacrusis to bar 15 can be heard as a complex ac-
celerated and completed repetition. Thus, the ab-
breviations in bars 16—19 together with a pro-
gressive reduction in projective potential we ob-
served in example 12.6 continue a process of
compression and acceleration that spans the en-
tire phrase. We should therefore expect this pro-
cess of compression to have some effect for the
final phrase, a literal repetition of bars 1-8.

In the abbreviated descents from E to B in
bars 16—19 the pitch D is omitted, and, although
there are immediate descents from E to D in bars
9—15, the characteristic rising-third figure B—D,

C#-E emphasizes an ascent to E. Because of the
prominence of E in this phrase and especially be-
cause of its isolation in the phrase’s extension, I
believe we are more prepared in bars 21—24 than
in bars 1—4 to focus our attention on a descent
from E to A. And here the grace-note figure in
bar 22 (E to D) can take on novel significance,
emphasizing a D quite conspicuously omitted in
bars 16—20. Certainly, the length and “evenness”
of the descending line in bars 21—-23 contribute
to the expansiveness of the new phrase vis-a-vis
the compression and stoppage of the preceding
phrase. Furthermore, to the degree we can feel a
novel (though “local”) sense of closure in the ar-
rival on A in bar 23, the continuity of the four-
bar measure will be enhanced.

In the preceding analysis an eight-bar mea-
sure in bars 9—16 is taken to be real and func-
tional—it constitutes a phrase (equal in duration
to the first phrase) that is extended. And the spe-
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cial relevancies of four-, two-, and one-bar mea-
sures in the expanded second phrase do not con-
flict with the eight-bar measure. Again, we could
speak of conflict only if these measures were re-
garded as autonomous “strata.” Shall we say that
the eight-bar measure (or, in the second phrase, a
“basic” eight-bar measure expanded to twelve
bars) is the dominant metrical entity, the expres-
sion of large-scale meter, and the limit of meter?
From a projective perspective, such an assertion
will have little meaning. From the standpoint of
an extensive, segmental hierarchy, measures are
nested “spans of time”—the largest spans con-
tain the smaller spans. Here large-scale meter is
identified with the largest spans. But unless we
can identify a single measure that is the entire
piece, meter cannot extend to the highest level of
form. However, from the standpoint of projec-
tive process there is no limit to the efficacy of
meter. Rather than blocks of duration, we are
presented with events, the largest of which is
the whole piece. Here, boundaries are not so
sharply drawn. A small measure is not subsumed
in a larger measure; rather, it is creative for what
the larger measure will become. And any mea-
sure, of any size, has the “power” (potentia) to af-
fect the becoming of a later or a larger event.
From this perspective, what the largest event—
the piece—Dbecomes is nothing apart from the
totality of metrical processes that led to its being
this piece.

Some Small Examples

Needless to say, there are as many ways in which
meter contributes to “form” as there are pieces
of measured music. Although our perusal of the
Haffner Trio has allowed us to make certain
methodological generalizations, it would be a
mistake to conclude that periods or phrases are
invariably measures or that two-, four-, and
eight-bar measures (or three- and six-bar mea-
sures) necessarily arise from the repetition of
one-, two-, and four-bar measures. Before turn-
ing to examples that feature larger projections, I
would like to consider several examples in
which we may question the mensural determi-
nacy of relatively small phrases.

For an identification of measures larger than a

bar, the opening of Vivaldi’s “Spring” Concerto
from The Four Seasons (example 12.8) is more
problematic than the Haffner Trio. Shall we speak
of a three-bar or a six-bar measure here? Cer-
tainly, we can hear the equality of bars 1-3 and
bars 4—6. But cannot the seven-bar consequent
(bars 7—13) be heard in some sense as equal to
the six-bar antecedent (bars 1—6)? If there is a
three-bar measure, is it triple unequal? Are the
three-and-one-half-bar phrases in the conse-
quent expansions of three-bar measures or con-
tractions of four-bar measures? More generally,
are the criteria for measurechood we developed
for the Trio applicable here?

The gestural/projective world of the Vivaldi
is radically different from that of the Mozart.
The Vivaldi 1s much more energetic and com-
pressed (as befits the depiction of spring), though
hardly “small-scale”” Of course, Mozart could also
compose highly contracted projections (as we
shall see in the next example), but the particular
differences between the two pieces also reflects a
difference in style. Although I will not attempt
to delineate this stylistic difference, I would
point out that a style is more than a set of con-
ventional devices or techniques, forms or proce-
dures—it is above all an environmentally (cul-
turally and personally) specific manner of feeling
duration.

In terms of mensural determinacy, we might
(rather loosely) compare the three-bar begin-
ning of the Concerto to the eight-bar measure
that begins the Trio. That is, the degree of men-
sural determinacy (resulting in clear feelings of
strong and weak) that can be felt in the two- and
four-bar measures of the Mozart is limited to
one-bar measures in the Vivaldi. Thus, I find lit-
tle evidence of deferral with bar 3. This is not to
deny that we can hear a three-measure phrase
and that a feeling of “threeness” is involved in
our perceptions of equality or adequacy.

That mensural determinacy is drawn so short
here arises in part from repetition or “beginning
again” in bars 1-2 and in part from an emphasis
on or directedness toward continuation in each
bar measure. The arrest on the second half of each
bar is a goal that focuses our attention on ending;
and, although the beginning of each bar is pre-
ceded by anacrusis (as is each second half-note
beat), each beginning is a beginning again—a
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EXAMPLE 12.8 Vivaldi, Il Cimento dell’ Armonica e dell’ Inventione, Concerto
no. 1 in E Major (“Spring”), bs. 1-10

dominant beginning rather than the continuation
of a greater mensural determinacy.

That bars 1-3 are potentially reproducible as
a mensurally determinate duration is proved by
the fact that they are reproduced in bars 4—6
and that we can presumably feel a repetition of
durational quantity. However, since the repro-
duction is virtually literal, the reproduction does
not in itself attest to a high degree of durational
determinacy. If the third small phrase (bars
7-10) is felt in some sense as equal in duration
to the first two phrases—and I suggest that this
phrase sounds more equal than it looks—this
correspondence, in fact, argues against a high de-
gree of mensural determinacy for the first
phrase. If we grant a correspondence, we might
ask whether the phrases of the consequent are
expansions or contractions of those of the an-
tecedent. In example 12.9 T have represented
both possibilities.

From a hypermetrical standpoint (ex. 12.9b)
the third phrase is presumably an expansion of
the prototypical earlier phrases. From a projec-

tive standpoint (example 12.9¢) we might also
speak of a contraction—four completed “bar”
measures elided through a reinterpretation of
metrical accent. (Incidentally, this reading points
to a compressed version of the accelerative pat-
tern long—long—short—short—long, shown in
example 9.7 and example 9.8.) Although I deny
the metrical extension shown in example 12.9b, I
do not deny the relvancies shown there as corre-
spondences between the third phrase and the
first two phrases. Nor do I deny that these corre-
spondences are largely responsible for our feel-
ing that the phrases are similar in their durations.
By comparison, the third phrase is expanded,
both in the sense that it is made longer by the
insertion of an “extra” half-note beat (the second
beat of bar 8 or the first beat of bar 9) and in the
sense that we may have some feeling of a larger
duple equal measure (second half of bar 8—
first half of bar 10). In light of the comparison,
there is no contradiction between expansion and
contraction. The contraction shown in example
12.9c¢ serves the expansion by contributing to a



The Limits of Meter 203

EXAMPLE 12.9 Vivaldi, Il Cimento dell’ Armonica e dell’ Inventione, Concerto no. 1 in E
Major (“Spring”), bs. 1-3 and 7—10
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sense of intensification, acceleration, and closure
(i.e., an acceleration aimed at a continuation as
ending).

The correspondences between the three- and
three-and-one-half-bar measures are so com-
pelling we may be only dimly aware of the dif-
ference in length. But I suggest that this assimila-
tion to equality can occur only because these
measures are not highly mensurally determinate
and that a high degree of determinacy is re-
served for one-bar measures. Thus, if there were
a strong feeling of deferral in bars 4—6 (a feeling,
crudely put, of strong/weak rather than ‘“one-
two-three”) I doubt that we could accept bars
7—10 as a near-reproduction. I have continued
to speak of these small phrases as measures, but I
wish to distinguish them from one-bar measures
as relatively indeterminate potentials for duration.

In the opening of Mozart’s Piano Sonata, K.
311 (example 12.10), we can identify a period,
the first phrase of which ends on scale degree 3
(F#) in bar 4. Like the Vivaldi, the phrases are

three bars long, but here there is even less evi-
dence of a three-bar measure and no evidence of
a six-bar measure. The first bar is a measure, and
the beginning of bar 2 projects the duration of a
bar measure (P'). However, the second half-note
beat of bar 2 also functions (or comes to func-
tion) as a new beginning—the beginning of a
second “bar” measure or a whole-note duration
(R). Deprived of its continuation, the beginning
of the second notated bar can now become con-
tinuation of a first measure begun with the sec-
ond half-note beat of bar 1 (Q). This reinterpre-
tation is confirmed in a third “bar” (R'), which
forms the cadence. In bar 4 the performer has
the option of either simply completing the pro-
jected R' or retrieving the notated bar by ac-
centing (or separating) the downbeat as a new
beginning. (The grace note here is helpful for
making such an articulation.) If a beginning
again with bar 4 is suppressed, the period will be
quite continuous, and the three-“bar” unit will
emerge more clearly as a measure. However, |
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EXAMPLE 12.10 Mozart, Piano Sonata in D Major, K. 311, first movement,
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believe the second option is preferable in that it
enhances a feeling of projective expansion intro-
duced in the second large phrase (or sentence,
bars 7—16) and thus contributes to a feeling of
“large-scale meter.” In either case, we can feel the
durational correspondence of the first two small
phrases. But by interrupting the first phrase with
a new beginning on the downbeat of bar 4 we
will (re-)focus attention on the smaller bar and
“bar” measures. Since at the level of half-note
measures there is no interruption or elision and
no reinterpretation, were we to focus our atten-
tion on half~-note measures we might suppress to
some extent the feelings of interruption and re-
interpretation—feelings that arise from thwarted
attempts to grasp larger durations.

By contrast, the second large phrase begun
with bar 7 (and here a feeling of interruption is
unavoidable) presents a clear two-bar measure
supported by the distinction strong/weak. These
distinctions were not apparent in bars 1-6—
even if we attempt to interpret the downbeat of
bar 3 as the beginning of a bar measure, it will be
extremely difficult to hear deferral. I suggest that
a three-bar measure has very little relevance for
the new phrase and that the relevance of the
preceding passage is, more generally, that of a

tightly compressed projective field involving
one-bar projections opening to expanded pro-
jections involving two-bar measures (and later,
perhaps, four-bar measures).

In presenting cases in which the mensural de-
terminacy of the phrase seems questionable I
have, not coincidentally, chosen three-bar phrases.
To retain a strong projective potential, a poten-
tial that does not demand a high degree of con-
formity in projected realization, a triple measure
must offer a feeling of deferral or a feeling of
strong and weak. This latter requirement is the
same for duple measures, but in the case of duple
measures mensural determinacy can be enhanced
by an “earlier” projection. Thus, in example
12.11, although the duple projection (R—R") is
longer than the triple, it may be more highly de-
terminate. With the beginning of Q' a duration
larger than the beat is promised, and there is no
deferral of projective potential. In the triple there
is no realized projection that mediates pulse and
measure.

Large triple unequal measures are difficult to
bring off—as mensural determinacy becomes
attenuated it seems that we are not willing to
defer projection and that we are inclined either
to realize a projection with the third beat or to
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EXAMPLE 12.11 Contrast of mensural
determinacy in unequal and equal measure
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settle for smaller measures that present a high
degree of determinacy. However, measurehood
or projective potential is not determined exclu-
sively by “length” (or clock-time duration), but
also by clear distinctions of metrical accent—
the distinctions of beginning and continuation.
If there is ambiguity in these distinctions, we
may focus our attention on smaller measures
even where there is the possibility of hearing a
larger duple equal measure.

The opening phrase of the Allegro from
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Haydn’s Symphony no. 88 (example 12.12) is
eight bars long and consists of two four-bar sub-
phrases. If we can clearly feel a durational corre-
spondence, we must say that there are two four-
bar measures (and perhaps even an eight-bar
measure). However, depending on our perfor-
mance of the passage, such a feeling of dura-
tional repetition may, in fact, be quite vague, and
our attention may be drawn instead to the repe-
tition of two-bar measures. The two-bar mea-
sures at the beginning of the passage seem to
hover between two interpretations—a begin-
ning with bar 17 as indicated by the bar lines in
example 12.12 (interpretation 1), or a beginning
with the notated second beat of each bar and
indicated by dotted bars (the “bar” measures of
interpretation 2). Even with a dynamic accent
on the downbeat of bar 17, the distinction be-
tween beginning and continuation will remain
somewhat ambiguous. A clear conformity of
measure to notated bar occurs only with bars
23-24. The beginning of bar 22 will then have
become the beginning of a bar measure and,
possibly, the continuation of a two-bar measure.
But if there is such a reinterpretation, the metri-
cal correspondence of the two four-bar phrases
will have been obscured, and we may attend to

EXAMPLE 12.12 Haydn, Symphony no. 88 in G Major, first

movement, bs. 17—24
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four two-bar measures. As a result of the reinter-
pretation, the cadential fourth (two-bar) measure
will be detached from the third. But even if
there were no reinterpretation (if interpretation
1 were uncontested), the emphasis on the high A
in bar 22 and the change of register will inhibit
the formation of a four-bar measure (if the end
of bar 22 is interpreted as anacrusis).

A pull toward two-bar measures also arises
from the initial metrical ambiguity—any ambi-
guity at the “half-note level” will detract to
some extent from the determinacy of a larger
projective potential. Interpretation 2 especially
invites a hearing of two-“bar”” measures because
of its emphasis on continuations as endings. Here
the immediate melodic goals, G (bars 17—18)
and A (bars 19-20), appear as continuative sec-
ond “bars,” and activity is suspended with these
continuative quarter-note endings (a pattern,
short-short-long, we shall later characterize as
metrically closed). Here, too, there is no anacru-
sis connecting the two-“bar” measures. In inter-
pretation 1, the anacrusis in bar 18 enhances the
possibility of hearing a second two-bar measure
as continuation. Comparing interpretations 1 and
2, we might say that the first is more fluid and
the second is square or choppy. If there is some
ambiguity—if something of both interpreta-
tions can be felt—these divergent qualities will
be combined and will contribute to the particu-
lar energy of this phrase. Here we may properly
speak of conflict, but this will be a metrical con-
flict and not a conflict of meter and rhythm. As a
result of this conflict, the rhythmic gesture of the
phrase involves a movement from projective am-
biguity to clarity. And this gesture itself is re-
peated in the exposition in the formation of two
larger events: the modulation to the dominant
(bars 45—61) and in the following large phrase
cadencing in the dominant (bars 61-77). Al-
though metrical ambiguity and the emphasis on
continuations as endings contribute to a reduc-
tion in projective range, they also contribute to
the energy of the phrase as a whole. It should be
clear, then, that the compression of this passage in
no way detracts from the large-scale rhythm or
meter of the phrase or from the relevance of this
phrase for later or larger events.

As a final example I would like to consider
the opening of Elliott Carter’s Sonata for Vio-

loncello and Piano shown in example 12.13.
In comparison with the preceding examples,
mensural determinacy here is drawn extremely
short. The effect of this contraction of projec-
tive range is not “smallness,” but rather an in-
tensely energetic and dramatic continuity. The
complexity and volatility of the projective field
in this piece are by no means incompatible
with the emergence of a “long line.” Indeed,
such complexity serves continuity in two ways:
(1) by eliding individual gestures through over-
lapping and (2) by providing a variety of what
might be called “projective behaviors”—con-
trasting metrical/rhythmic procedures that can
characterize phrases, sections, or even instru-
mental lines.

If metrical notation is, in general, an unreli-
able guide to projective activity, it is especially so
in music such as this, which aims for kaleido-
scopic projective reinterpretations and effects of
rubato and improvisatory freedom for which
our notational system is quite unsuited. For this
reason we should guard against allowing the no-
tation to deafen us to the projective complexities
that enliven this passage. If we choose to do so,
we can (with some effort and given a score) hear
the notated bar measures, supplying virtual beats
in bar 2. In fact, if we are reading this passage
rather than listening to a performance and
counting rather than responding to rhythmic
gesture, such an interpretation might well corre-
spond to our hearing. However, in view of the
pattern formed by the new staccato figure be-
ginning in bar 3, it might be tempting to depart
slightly from the notation to hear 4/4 measures
beginning on the second half of bar 1. In this
case, the first half of bar 1, since it is projectively
incomplete, can fairly easily be heard as anacru-
sis. (Note, too, that this first half-bar sounds very
much like dominant harmony resolving outward
to B major.) It might also be claimed that at least
two two-“bar” measures are formed in such a
hearing—the second measure beginning with
the new staccato figure in bars 3—4 (E—G—F#,
etc.) and confirmed by the beginning of a repe-
tition in the second half of bar 5. However,
while such an interpretation of the first few bars
might (initially) serve the purposes of a per-
former, I believe that the perceptions of an un-
prejudiced but attentive listener will more re-
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EXAMPLE 12.13 Elliott Carter, Sonata for Violoncello and Piano, first movement, bs. 1—7.
Copyright © 1951, 1953 (renewed) by Associated Music Publishers, Inc. (BMI). International
copyright secured. All rights reserved. Reprinted by permission.
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semble the interpretation indicated in example
12.13. Later we will return to the general ques-
tion of a possible disparity between the percep-
tions of performer and listener. But first I would
like to comment on my construction of “the lis-
tener’s” interpretation shown in example 12.13.

Initially, the last quarter in bar 1 will be heard
as an afterbeat, a sort of rebound after the fortis-
simo climax on B. Likewise, the following attack
in bar 2 (B, Ay will presumably be heard initially
as an offbeat. However, a correspondence quickly
emerges that will alter the projective field. As I
have indicated with the symbols “a” and ‘4')” a

repetition of the first bar measure in bars 2 and 3
will turn the fourth quarter-note attack of bar 1
into a projective beginning. (Note, too, that the
introduction of Ag in bar 2 turns the B-major
“tonic” into a dominant for the following E-
major/minor sonority in bar 3.) Because of the
processive nature of projective reinterpretation,
it is difficult to determine by introspection pre-
cisely when these changes occur (and if “when”
means “at a point in time” the question will have
little meaning). But once the new measure is
formed, there will never have been a time this
duration (realized in the projection Q—Q') did
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not begin urgently as an interruption of the pro-
jection P—P'. Indeed, the word “reinterpretation”
may be misleading to the extent that it suggests
going back to a past construction and replacing
it with a new construction (as if the past were
still active, becoming, or present). It should be re-
membered that what I have called “reinterpreta-
tion” can take place only in the realization of
present potential.

Similarly, in bar 3 the new beginning of what
will become the projective duration T or U
emerges to interrupt the projections S—S' and
R—R'. However, because of the diminuendo in
bar 3, the beginning of a new measure T (or U)
may seem less interruptive than the beginning of
Q (or R), in spite of the sustained B in the left
hand. In any case, the new “staccato music” very
quickly reorganizes projective potential through
its contour and intervallic patterning, breaking as
it does into “half-note thirds” (E—G, Fi—A#,
etc.). I have also indicated in parentheses the
possibility of a reinterpretation of the first half-
note beat in bar 1 as anacrustic. Here it seems
that, in spite of the interruptive character of the
overlapping, the extended prolongation of B in
bars 1 and 2 allows this first half-note beat to
function as anacrusis (in which case, the third
and fourth quarter-note beats of bar 1 would ac-
tually coalesce as a single dominant beginning).

The remarkably intense character of the new
“staccato music” beginning in bar 3 surely owes
something to the energetically compressed ges-
tures in bars 1—3 from which it emerges. Com-
pared to the preceding two-note staccato figure
(mezzo forte) in bars 1 and 2, the new figure
will be heard to move twice as quickly; and as a
successor to the mercurial projective reinterpre-
tations in bars 1-3, the new figure will be met
with heightened attentiveness on the part of a
listener who closely follows this already volatile
course of events. Nevertheless, as the music con-
tinues there can also be felt some measure of re-
laxation with the expansion of projective poten-
tial. Because of the repetition beginning in the
second half of bar 5 indicated by the symbols
“b” and “b')” a relatively large, four half-note-
beat measure seems to be formed in bars 3—5
(projective potential V). One indication of this
measure is the trace of earliness we can feel in
bar 6 when a transposed replica of the initial fig-

ure (b": F—Ab—G—[C]) enters four quarter notes
“too soon.” (Note also the collapsing of the se-
quence A#—E#—C# from bar 4 in the simultane-
ity Bb—F&Db in bar 6 and the overlapping of
figures b' and b" in bar 6 through the shared
Fi/E4.) This mildly interruptive overlapping and
the immediate repetition of the melodic figure
(Bt~ Gi—F4#) a half step higher (Fe—Ab—G) help to
refocus the listener’s attention on the piano line
following the entrance of the cello in bar 6.

Although I have ended the example with bar
7,1 should say something about the continuation
of this large phrase. (Indeed, the pervasive over-
lapping in this piece makes it very difticult to
isolate discrete units for analysis.) The metrically
and tonally unfocused cello line that begins in
bar 6 remains (projectively and intervallically)
separated from the sharply focused piano line for
several bars. In fact, because of this disparity, the
cello line is virtually ametrical until bars 12—15.
Having risen in register to meet the piano in bar
11, the cello now interacts tonally and projec-
tively with the piano to present its first “the-
matic” statement—a very carefully “written-out”
rubato figure freely repeated throughout the
movement.

The particular fluency or continuity of this
piece is achieved in part by a blurring of phrase
boundaries. For example, a focal cello “phrase”
surfaces for our attention in bars 12—15; but we
cannot say precisely when this gesture began to
take shape. In example 12.13 we can point to an
introduction composed of two overlapping ges-
tures—] and K—Ileading to L, the new “stac-
cato music”; and yet, since the beginning of this
new phrase is foreshadowed in the preceding
staccato figure (initiating K) and continues a
larger process of overlapping, we may feel here
more continuity than meets the eye. Indeed,
throughout this movement foreshadowing is
combined with a blurring of boundaries to pro-
duce quite remarkable rhythmic experiences.
Characteristic is the experience of finding our-
selves in a new “place” (i.e., a new phrase or sec-
tion) only to realize that we have been there/
here for some time without knowing it. Such
novel temporal and rhythmic experience draws
upon ambiguities of sameness and difference in
all musical domains. But without the very vivid
metrical distinctions that help to particularize
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and articulate this fluency, the music would be
robbed of its energy and vitality and collapse
into a relatively incoherent and homogeneous
experience in which tonal distinctions, too, would
be flattened. To imagine that meter is less impor-
tant here than in a piece composed of sixteen-
bar periods in 4/4 time or that meter is of sec-
ondary importance compared to pitch relations
would be to quite unrealistically ignore the force
of Carter’s rhythmic invention.

In chapter 9 I commented briefly on differ-
ences in our perceptions of meter that arise in
playing and listening. In twentieth-century mu-
sics that aim for more complex projective dis-
tinctions than our notational system can accom-
modate, this disparity is considerably widened.
Indeed, this is one of the more problematic as-
pects of “progressive” modern music and one to
which we shall return in chapters 14 and 15. To
play accurately (i.e., the right notes, in time, with
appropriate dynamics), the performer may very
well be forced to “count”; and without a great
expenditure of time devoted to preparing a per-
formance, counting can replace hearing. On the
other hand, if the performance is accurate, the
listener may be able to make a projective sense
of the performance that is hidden from the player.
For this reason, playing accurately with little
comprehension is, in general, much better than

playing inaccurately and with little comprehen-
sion but with “feeling.” Nevertheless, a per-
former who plays “by ear” (though this may also
involve some form of counting) can communi-
cate a much more vivid and engaging rhythmic/
projective sense using all the articulative re-
sources his or her technique provides. Clearly,
this “sense” is not notated in the score and can-
not have been fully grasped by the composer
who could not possibly conceive of the limitless
variety of experiences a composition makes pos-
sible. Each experience of “the” piece is an inter-
pretation chock-full of the decisions that partic-
ularize that experience.

My “listener’s interpretation” in example
12.13 (which may also be taken as a listening
performer’s interpretation) is very general. Even
s0, it is not so general as to be beyond dispute.
Nor, of course, are such problems of interpretive
latitude limited to twentieth-century reperto-
ries—all of the interpretations in this book are
questionable. But I do not regard this as an ana-
lytic shortcoming. An adequate theory of meter
cannot pretend that there are no choices to be
made or that there is a single correct interpreta-
tion formed in the composer’s “intention” and
encoded in the score. This fact of musical life is
challenging for the performer, the analyst, and
the composer.
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Overlapping, End as Aim,

Projective Types

In the preceding section I considered several

sures or, at least, very definite measures. And I at-

examples in which phrases do not form mea-

tempted to show that failure to form large mea-
sures does not detract from the efficacy of meter
in the creation of large-scale thythm. I would
now like to consider several passages from a sin-
gle composition in which relatively large mea-
sures are formed. The following discussion is as
much theoretical as analytic and involves the in-
troduction of several new topics pertaining to
projection.

In the Allegro from the first movement of
Beethoven’s First Symphony, two large phrases or
periods compose the exposition. The first of these
(bars 13—52) is a virtually unbroken gesture. The
second period (bars 53—109), though more bro-
ken, is also a highly continuous gesture. Although
there is a sharp break between the two periods,
there is little (immediate) discontinuity between
the second period and the repetition of the first.
There is a very sharp tonal break with the begin-
ning of the development section. This second
large period begins as an interruption of the goal
promised by the conclusion of the exposition.
The interruption here might be regarded as a
sort of deferral or a rupture that is subsequently
healed with the beginning of the recapitulation.
The recapitulation, in contrast to the exposition,
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is unbroken and emerges as a single large period.
These various continuities and discontinuities
arise in part from projective processes that I
would like to discuss in some detail. My choice of
detail is motivated by opportunities to clarify
some of the notions introduced thus far and to
consider a number of questions concerning pro-
jection that have not been addressed.

Our first topic will be “overlapping,” con-
ceived most generally as the joining of ending
and beginning. Throughout this study we have
been concerned with this crucial juncture in
events; but having concentrated so much on be-
ginning, we have given insufficient attention to
the question of closure. Since tonal continuities
and discontinuities play an essential role in over-
lappings, we shall have to consider more closely
the interaction of tonal and projective potential
and the notion of end as goal. I will conclude
this theoretical discussion with a rudimentary
theory of “projective types” or durational pat-
terns that present more or less specific possibili-
ties for overlapping. Rather than offer a catalog
of types, I will explore the uses of one type that
is prominently featured in the first movement of
the Beethoven symphony—a “directed closing”
type of the form long—long— short—short—
long, which we first encountered in example
9.8.
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Overlapping

In Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, William Roth-
stein offers the following definition of “over-
lap”: “Simply stated, two phrases may be said to
overlap when the last note (or chord) of the first
phrase acts simultaneously as the first note (or
chord) of the second phrase” (1989, p. 44). Re-
stricting the process of overlap to the entities of
phrase and subphrase, Rothstein distinguishes this
process from that of “metrical reinterpretation”:

Reinterpretation is to metrical structure ap-
proximately what overlap is to phrase structure.
Reinterpretation occurs when the last bar of one
hypermeasure is treated simultaneously as the first
bar of a new hypermeasure. (Occasionally two bars
are reinterpreted in this way, though this is much
less common.) When a bar is reinterpreted, one
measure that “should” have occurred does not: the
last bar of a hypermeasure, rather than being fol-
lowed by a new first bar, becomes that first bar.
(Rothstein 1989, p. 52)

These distinctions are carefully conceived
and, in general, quite useful. For example, in the
first movement of the Beethoven symphony we
are about to consider there is a cadential overlap
in the end of the introductory Adagio and the
beginning of the Allegro, and until bar 53—the
beginning of the second period—all phrase
connections involve harmonic or tonal overlap.
These deferrals of tonal closure are crucial for
the rhythmic coherence of the exposition. And
yet, the merits of Rothstein’s terminology not-
withstanding, I will propose that the notion of
overlapping be broadened to refer to any situa-
tion in which we wish to point to the “simul-
taneity” of end and beginning. Ambiguities of
ending and beginning can arise in events of any
duration and in any sort of music—*"“tonal” and
“non-tonal,” metrical and ametrical. Moreover,
from a projective point of view—or, more gen-
erally, from a temporal point of view—we will
have little reason to isolate measure from phrase.
Although we can make a real categorical distinc-
tion, phrase (itself a notoriously fluid category)
and measure arise together and are inseparable in
their interactions. Thus, Rothstein’s tonal over-
lap will be a factor in the emergence of projec-

tive/projected potential, and, reciprocally, pro-
jective distinctions will play a formative role in
our perceptions of tonal overlap. If we can view
tonal “overlap” as a factor that can be involved in
overlapping in general, we can view Rothstein’s
“metrical reinterpretation” also as a feature that
can contribute to the particularity of an overlap-
ping (as, for example, in the overlappings we ob-
served earlier in the opening of the Carter So-
nata). Of course, we should also have to alter
Rothstein’s definition, replacing “last and first
bar of a hypermeasure” with (very loosely put)
“continuation and beginning of a projection.”
By overlapping I shall mean, most generally, a
process in which an articulation serves as both
continuation and beginning. Of course, any new
musical event is a continuation of the piece that
is present and in the process of becoming until it
ends. But in the course of this becoming, any
part or smaller event will become past and in it-
self no longer present and becoming. A succeed-
ing event will then be present in itself and pre-
sent also as a continuation of the piece as a
whole. Thus, overlapping is an “operation” that
characterizes all temporal process. Earlier I de-
scribed the inseparability of end and beginning
as a sort of overlapping. However, in the follow-
ing discussion we will consider more specifically
the overlapping of metrical phrase events and
situations in which there is some ambiguity in
feelings of continuation and beginning. Thus far,
I have given more attention to beginning than
to end. In approaching the question of overlap-
ping, I shall have to redress this imbalance. But
before taking up the question of end as aim or
goal, I would like to consider several instances of
overlapping in bars 13—52 of the Beethoven.
Among the many overlappings that might be
identified in example 13.1, most striking are the
articulations of the events that begin in bars 17
and 19 and bars 23 and 25. These pairs of over-
lappings draw upon a great variety of musical
domains for their particularity: tone, contour,
dynamics, metrical projection, register, and in-
strumentation. In example 13.1 I indicate in
each case a reinterpretation in which a projected
potential of four bars (P' and U") is interrupted
by a new beginning. In the first case, the reinter-
pretation is quite abrupt. Although there is con-
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tinuation in woodwinds’ tonal resolution to D
at the beginning of bar 19, the transposed rep-
etition by the strings of the beginning of the
Allegro (anacrusis included) almost immedi-
ately creates a new beginning and a beginning
again. Here the repetition of bar 13 in bar 19
introduces marked changes in dynamics (subito
plano), instrumentation, and register that inten-
sify the feeling of discontinuity. Moreover, be-
cause of this “immediate” correspondence, the
relevance of bars 13—16 for the new beginning
in bar 19 gives to this beginning a real potential
for realizing a duration of four bars. This po-
tential, too, must contribute to our feeling of
interruption.

If the new phrase event beginning with bar
19 is a second beginning, how shall we interpret
bars 17—18? Were this two-bar event projec-
tively detached from bars 13—16, it might come
to function as an anacrusis to the longer (four-
bar) measure that emerges in bars 19-22. Be-
cause of the projective overlapping in bar 17, this
does not happen. The projection P—P' involves
both the registral and instrumental discontinu-
ities introduced in bar 17 and the continuity of
the first violin line that ends on the octave C at
the beginning of the new measure. Note, inci-
dentally, the history of this latter gesture. Each of
the projections P—P', Q-Q', R-R', S-S', and
T-T' is enhanced by an anacrustic B (or G—B)
that leads to a new beginning in C, repeating the
immediate connection of the Adagio introduc-
tion to the Allegro (bars 12—13). Indeed, this
gesture is repeated a whole step higher (C#—D)
to initiate the new small phrase in bar 19. But in
noting the immediate tonal connections of end
and beginning in bars 18 and 19 (C#-D in flute,
G-F in oboe) we should not ignore the inter-
ruptive character of the new beginning with bar
19 and the return of the first violins a whole step
above the beginning of the preceding phrase in
bar 13. With this second beginning, bars 17-18
are absorbed into a highly compressed and ener-
getic small phrase (bars 13—18) whose final in-
completeness is itself the promise of a larger
event.

Although in many respects a repetition of
bars 13—18, the following phrase in bars 19-24
is less sharply separated from its successor. In ex-
ample 13.1, I have indicated a projection U-U'

interrupted by a new four-bar measure begin-
ning with bar 25. Notice, however, that com-
pared to bar 19 projective reinterpretation here
is less abrupt. For many reasons, it now takes the
emergence of a new projection (W-W'") for a
reinterpretation to be effected. All those aspects
of difference that served to articulate a new be-
ginning with bar 19 are present here, but each is
now mollified: in bars 23—24 strings are now
added to winds, the crescendo is no longer in-
terrupted, and tonal boundaries are now rela-
tively permeable in the sense that the pitches D
and F in bars 23—24 can be absorbed into the
following dominant harmony. (Note especially
the bass descent, D—CsB, in bars 23—25.) This
last factor is perhaps the most effective in soften-
ing a feeling of interruption here. In bars 23-25
there is an immediate connection A—Ab—G cor-
responding to the line C—C#D (or G—F) in
bars 17—19, but there is nothing here that corre-
sponds to the articulation created by moving up
a step from C to D to begin a new phrase in bar
19. Less interruptive than the second small
phrase and less sharply detached from its prede-
cessor, the third phrase (bars 25-32, example
13.2a) continues this process of expansion open-
ing into a grand arpeggiation of dominant har-
mony that in its eight bars effectively doubles
the proportions of the opening gestures of the
Allegro. In examples 13.1 and 13.2 T have indi-
cated this homology in an identification of the
patterns long—long —short —short —long (here-
after abbreviated LLSSL) in bars 13—-16, 19-22,
and 25-32.

If there is a broadening of gesture and an en-
largement of projective potential in bars 25—32
(shown in example 13.2), there is also a quicken-
ing of pace and a dramatic intensification in the
tutti climax leading to a new large phrase with
bar 33. In the overlapping of these two large
phrases we find a clear instance of tonal “over-
lap.” The tonic in bar 33 that might resolve the
immediately preceding dominant seventh chord
and the prolonged and arpeggiated dominant
seventh of bars 25—32 breaks oft as a new begin-
ning. In this complex mixture of continuity and
discontinuity, projective distinctions play a cru-
cial role.

The anacrustic half-note group of bars 31-32
promises a tonal close that is, in fact, realized



EXAMPLE 13.2 (a) Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, bs. 25—-35; (b, c)

recomposition of bars 31-34.
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EXAMPLE 13.3 Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, bs. 8—13
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with the beginning of bar 33. But because of the
highly discontinuous changes in orchestration,
texture, and melodic figure introduced with bar
33, the beginning of a new large phrase quickly
emerges. This emergence, however, is not instan-
taneous, and in the gap opened by the process of
reinterpretation, the new beginning takes on an
especially urgent or interruptive character. To
more clearly see the contribution of meter to
this immediate effect, notice how crucial the
anacrustic second beat of bar 32 is. In example
13.2b I have omitted this beat, allowing the
phrase to close on the dominant at the begin-
ning of the bar.

On the larger scale, we may note that if a
tonal closure with the beginning of bar 33 were
allowed to stand and thus to extend the first
large phrase (instead of initiating a second
phrase), a two-bar measure (Y') would suffice to
exhaust projected potential, as in example 13.2c.
Indeed, the possibility for a projection Y-Y' here
shows how tenuous the relevance of a projective
durationV becomes in the course of bars 29-32.
In any case, the initiation of a new beginning
with bar 33 promises a duration larger than four
bars. And to the degree this new beginning
emerges as a second beginning for the Allegro, it
will promise a duration more or less commensu-
rate with that of the first large phrase. Such a
promise would seem to be enhanced by the rele-
vance of the overlapping of Adagio and Allegro.
As can be seen from a comparison of examples
13.2 and 13.3, bars 31-33 reproduce in many
respects the cadential elaboration that led to the
overlapping of the introduction and the begin-

ning of the Allegro (bars 8—13). By comparison,
the cadence in bars 31—33 happens very quickly;
it is not impeded, as was the end of the Adagio,
delayed by the deceptive resolution in bar 10
and retarded by the prolonged dominant of bars
11—-12. In each case, the promise of closure ends
in a new beginning.

I would like to consider one other overlap-
ping from this first period of the exposition
since it involves a metrical reinterpretation quite
different from those we encountered in bars 19
and 23. The conclusion of the period is shown
in example 13.4a.

In the first four bars the acceleration and di-
rectedness of the line to G establishes the begin-
ning of bar 45 as the end or goal of the progres-
sion begun in bar 41. Note here that the con-
nection of A and F§ to G in bars 44—45 is
brought into special focus by contrast with the
thwarted resolutions of scale degrees 6 and/or 4
in the previous overlappings shown in examples
13.4b—e. As a result of many factors—tonal as
well as durational—a very definite four-bar pro-
jected potential is given to the new beginning at
bar 45. Beneath bars 47 and 48 in example 13.4a
I offer a simple realization of this potential sub-
stituting bars 51—-52 for 47—48. To my ear, this
alternative does not sound too short to satisfac-
torily complete the phrase. It does, however,
seem too short to complete the period. In
Beethoven’s continuation, an eight-bar measure
emerges in bars 45—52, exceeding the four-bar
projected potential and thus, in a sense, detach-
ing itself from the preceding small phrase with
which it is overlapped. This gradual detachment



EXAMPLE 13.4 Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, (a) bs. 4156,

(b) bs. 1-7, (c) bs. 10—12, (d) bs. 17—19 and 23—25, and (e) bs. 30—38
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EXAMPLE 13.4 (continued)
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is, as it were, the converse of projective interrup-
tion, but it is a metrical reinterpretation none-
theless.

As the new measure is formed in bars 45—52,
the durational relevance of bars 41—44 comes to
be felt in the expansiveness or breadth of the
final phrase (and perhaps in a feeling of anacrus-
tic directedness toward the new, larger measure).

Not only is there an expansion from four to
eight bars, but also there is an acceleration in bars
45-52 that reproduces the accelerative pattern
of bars 41—-44 in proportionally expanded val-
ues. An important difference is that whereas the
acceleration in bars 41—44 opens to a new mea-
sure and an overlapping with bar 45, the acceler-
ation in bars 45—52 ends in projective closure. In
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bars 45—52 two instances of the pattern LLSSL
can be identified. This large measure (or at least
the best candidate for larger-than-four-bar mea-
surehood thus far) is closed in the projective sense
that the accelerative “shorts” lead to a continua-
tive “long”—a cessation of activity in ending.
Here, for the first time in the piece, the end of a
measure is not directed toward a new beginning.
And in the entire movement there is no distinc-
tion between end and beginning as sharp as this
articulation of the two parts of the exposition.
Nevertheless, in my use of the term, there is
an overlapping of the two periods of the ex-
position if only because the movement contin-
ues. More specifically, the large phrase begun
with bar 53 is a prolongation of the goal of the
phrase ended in bar 52—an opening to the
dominant that continues the goal reached with
bar 45. The second period takes this “end” as a
beginning. The eight-bar sentence that begins
with bar 53 (repeated in bars 61—-68) replicates
the LLSSL pattern of bars 45—52, and this corre-
spondence may enable us to feel for the first
time something resembling the projection of an
eight-bar measure. However, it should be pointed
out that this projective correspondence may, in
fact, contribute to the separation of the two pe-
riods. In light of the distinctions of projective
“scale” discussed in the preceding chapter, such a
conclusion will not appear at all paradoxical. If
bars 45—52 form a closed eight-bar measure and
a more or less clearly defined projective poten-
tial realized with the beginning of a new phrase,
the projective potential given to the beginning
in bar 53 will be quite vaguely defined. Since
the logic of this conclusion is so basic to a pro-
jective perspective and so counterintuitive from
a “hypermetrical” or extensive-hierarchical per-
spective, I will briefly review the projective situ-
ation at the beginning of the exposition’s second
large period. Assuming that bars 45—52 form a
measure, the new beginning with bar 53 will be
predisposed to reproduce the large and therefore
less sharply determinate eight-bar duration be-
gun with bar 45, rather than the more immedi-
ate and vivid four-bar duration of bars 49—-52 or
the even more vivid two-bar duration of bars
51-52, which, in the context of the eight-bar
measure, are continuations and so cannot func-
tion projectively for the new beginning with bar

53. Moreover, if an eight-bar projected potential
is to be realized, it will take some time for suffi-
cient correspondences to emerge that would
support such a realization. Thus, in spite of the
possibility that a large eight-bar reproduction
may eventually be realized here, projective over-
lapping in this case is minimal. It may even be
that the beginning of a new large phrase and a
second period with bar 53 has the effect of de-
tracting from the projective relevance that bars
45-52 have for bars 53—60.

I have offered brief analyses of these several
passages primarily to show that overlappings on
the durational order of phrase generally involve
some projective (and, often, tonal) reinterpreta-
tion. As we saw in the preceding chapter, large
projections require the emergence of confor-
mity throughout the projected phase and espe-
cially in the early stages. This is another way of
saying that a new projectively weighted begin-
ning can be open to considerable reinterpreta-
tion. And, in general, the larger the projective
potential, the longer it may take for a corre-
sponding projected realization to escape the field
of smaller projective potentials that would offer
more security for our “prediction” of the future
course of events. To break with the past event
and to invest our attention in a new, dominant
beginning with a relatively distant horizon we
will need many reassurances, and when reassur-
ance is lacking we must be ready to revise our
expectations. The cases we have reviewed show
considerable variation in the time it takes reinter-
pretation to be effected—as extremes, the event
begun with bar 19 is almost immediately inter-
ruptive, whereas the event begun with bar 45
may take several bars to disengage itself from the
projective potential of the preceding measure.

Another purpose in analyzing these passages
is to point to the variety and particularity of
overlappings and to show that tone and meter
are inseparable in creating this particularity. If
these two determinations—the tonal and the
metrical—cannot be parted in their combined
rhythmic effect, they can, nevertheless, be con-
trasted in their effectiveness, or “power.” Mensu-
ral determinacy has relatively narrow durational
limits. Tonal determinacy is limited only by the
duration of the composition in which a tonal
quality can be prolonged. (Here I would ask the
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reader to recall the difference between tonal and
durational determinacy discussed under the head-
ing “Projection and Prediction” in chapter 7.)
Crudely put, if pitch classes are introduced with
definite intervallic or scale-degree qualities, “they”
(or any of their “representatives”) can retain
these qualities. And if these qualities are viewed
as potentials, then it must be said that tonal po-
tential can be effective for much greater dura-
tions than can be metrical-projective potential.

End as Aim

In speaking of the realization of tonal potential, I
have frequently used the term “goal” And
throughout this discussion I have used the term
“end” ambiguously—sometimes to mean “be-
come past” and sometimes to mean “terminus,’
“goal,” or “aim.” This ambiguity arises from dif-
ferences of perspective—the differences of what
an event is for itself; what it is for a successor;
and what, together with a successor, it is for the
emergence of a greater event. A new beginning
necessarily ends the becoming of its predecessor.
With the beginning of the development section
the first Hauptperiod is now past and no longer
becoming. Certainly, for the development sec-
tion as an event, the exposition as past is relevant
in countless ways; but for the development sec-
tion as an event, relevant also are countless other
events or experiences. Still, the exposition is part
of a movement that is in the process of becom-
ing, and this emerging whole is not past. And it
is from this perspective that the becoming past
of the exposition is not an end. Clearly, when
there is a beginning of what will become the in-
troduction there is also the beginning of what
will become the movement, and the beginning
of what will become the development section
emerges from a movement already begun. The
promise of becoming (for this movement) ends
only when there is a movement. “End” in this
sense means an annihilation of potential for be-
coming. We have already encountered the no-
tion of “levels” of becoming in discussing the
formation of a measure. Thus, the first beat of a
measure ends or is past when there is the begin-
ning of a second beat; but the measure is not
past, and its beginning is still a potential for a

mensurally determinate duration. The second
beat is continuative, and the overlapping of end
and beginning here results in a greater mensu-
rally determinate duration.

It is from the perspective of a new beginning
or a new becoming that end will be understood
to mean “become past.” From the perspective of
present becoming, end cannot be past, and it is
from this perspective that end will mean “goal.”
The aim or goal of an event is to become an
event or, rather, the particular event toward which
its becoming is directed (but not predeter-
mined). Thus aim implies the futurity of becom-
ing—a future that is real because there are real,
more or less definite potentials. We might say
that the future of a becoming is to become past,
but this would be to speak of two becomings. To
say that an event “becomes” past is to say that it
is now past for a present becoming. There is no
past event apart from a present becoming that
takes the past event as a datum, a given that in it-
self is completely determined and no longer re-
alizing a potential for becoming—in short, an
event with no future of its own. The aim of an
event is not its annihilation as becoming, but the
realization of its potential for becoming. In this
sense, the end of an event is always future, much
as the beginning of an event is always past. This
end is the promise of completion or wholeness.

What I have called the more or less definite
potential of beginning is the promise for a pre-
sent becoming; and yet, a beginning is also a def-
inite decision—an irreversible fait accompli.
The emergence of the event is a fulfillment of
this promise of beginning in the course of which
novel, unpredetermined relevancies are brought
into play. The end of the event is, from the be-
ginning, the promise that initial and emerging
potentials for becoming will be realized. This re-
alization is the end or goal of the event—an aim
toward completion or wholeness. When this
event is ended it is past, and whatever comple-
tion or wholeness it has attained is fixed and un-
alterable. But its end was the attainment of com-
pletion or wholeness in the process of becom-
ing—a fait accomplissant in which potential is
being realized. If we were to posit a durationless
instant, we could say that there is a moment
when realization is accomplished—when there is
no longer becoming but, rather, a purely “pre-
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sent” being in which the event has ended and
yet is not past. But in this case the whole event
would seem to be collapsed into a present being
without duration—a single point of pure pres-
ence. If, on the other hand, we identify presence
with becoming, completion will be an activity,
not a state, and end will be a continuous making
actual of an event in response to emerging po-
tential(s) for becoming. If there emerges a new
beginning that ends this becoming, the event
will be past and its potential for becoming will
be annihilated. And just as a present event will
have been made a past event, a present end or
aim for becoming will have been made a past or
prior aim—the new beginning now makes the
entire process of becoming, and whatever po-
tential has been realized, past.

Too, whatever wholeness or completion that
was being attained is now past. Thus, by whole-
ness or completion I mean something that per-
tains to the event itself as a goal of present be-
coming. A new beginning, as a new beginning,
does not complete a past event (though, as con-
tinuation, a new beginning must perforce func-
tion for the completion of a present event en-
gendered with a prior or “dominant” beginning).
Whatever completion an event has attained be-
longs to that event either as present or as past for
another event. Clearly, completion or wholeness
is relative. By completion I mean the realization
of potential. A complete realization of (all) po-
tential would result in complete closure—an
extinction of potential, becoming, and future.
The fact of temporality denies such a closure—
an absolute perfection that would bring an end
to time. At the opposite extreme, a total absence
of completion or the realization of potential
would deny the possibility of an event and of
becoming, and thus also abolish time; for how-
ever incomplete an event is, it is still the realiza-
tion of a potential for duration and a potential
for becoming an event. Obviously, the com-
pleteness of any event will lie somewhere be-
tween these extremes.

In the domain of measure, completion or
wholeness is the realization of projection, and
degrees of completeness are differentiated in var-
ious metrical “levels.” For example, the realiza-
tion of a projection involving two bar measures
is a completion, but if there is a potential for a

two-bar measure or a four-bar measure, projec-
tive potential is not exhausted in this realization,
and projection will be incomplete. The realiza-
tion of the two-bar projection will also be an
opening for a two-bar projective potential (or a
three-bar potential if there is deferral) and for a
projection involving four bars in which the sec-
ond bar—a completion of the smaller projec-
tion as the realization of a one-bar projected po-
tential—will function as continuation. The com-
pleteness of measure depends upon mensural
determinacy. If there is any possibility that men-
sural determinacy can be extended, what has
been realized is incomplete and could yet offer
itself as projective potential. Mensural determi-
nacy is the possibility for achieving a more or
less definite, reproducible duration or durational
quantity—a potentiality that may be realized in
an actual duration but never exhausted in a real-
ization. The denial of a potential for mensural
determinacy is the forfeiture of that potential.
Mensural determinacy is forfeited in the realiza-
tion of a duration that is no longer capable of
providing a definite measure.

It is precisely because mensural determinacy
admits of degrees and is not fixed that we cannot
precisely determine the durational limits of
measure. The reason I could not discount the
possibility of an eight-bar measure in the Haffner
Trio (or even a sixteen-bar measure in recompo-
sition) in spite of the lack of any clear evidence
of the distinction strong/weak is that there
seemed to be the possibility for feeling dura-
tional equality—a feeling that could arise only
from some degree of mensural determinacy. That
such a feeling could arise and yet be sincerely
doubted as metrical attests to the vagueness of
the bounds of mensural determinacy and thus to
the inherent incompleteness of any projection. And
because of this incompleteness, projection always
involves overlapping and the crossing of bound-
aries. We can identify situations in which mensu-
ral determinacy can be clearly felt (situations
where there is a clear distinction between begin-
ning and continuation, strong and weak) and sit-
uations in which mensural determinacy has clear-
ly been forfeited (situations where there is no
feeling of durational equality). But between these
extremes there are often situations in which the
decision to call a duration a measure is far from
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clear (in which case it might well be asked what
is to be gained in deciding!). And even where
mensural determinacy is clearly forfeited, there
is the projective potential of “commensurate
length.” Thus, the beginning of the second large
phrase of the first part of the Allegro (bar 33), as
a second beginning (and perhaps, in some re-
spects, a beginning again), promises a duration
more or less commensurate with that of the first
phrase. In fact, each of the two phrases is twenty
bars long, but surely they are not felt as precisely
equal. The beginning of a second phrase does
not promise equality, but it does, I think, promise
something larger than a duration on the order of
the smaller phrases that compose the first phrase.
And if we were to tamper with this composition
and reduce the second phrase to four or eight
bars (either closing with tonic or again opening
to dominant), our small phrase might easily be-
come assimilated to the first phrase as continua-
tion. (And it could be argued that something
like this happens in the recapitulation if the
phrase of bars 178—205 is interpreted as an en-
largement in correspondence to the phrase of
bars 13—32, rather than as a contraction of the
phrase of bars 13—52.) If there is such a promise
of greater duration, then this, too, is a sort of
projection. And to acknowledge this as a projec-
tion is to argue more strongly for the incom-
pleteness of mensural projection and thus for its
openness for the becoming of large-scale events.

I have attempted to clarify the notion of
“end” in part to lay some groundwork for a dis-
cussion of questions of tonal goal and tonal
completion. If we are to continue our investiga-
tion of overlapping and mensural projection,
these questions must be addressed, if only curso-
rily. Since I cannot offer a theory of tonal pro-
jection, my comments on this topic will be
sketchy at best. But as a beginning I would sug-
gest that tonal function might be understood in
terms of potential (more or less along the lines
of Leonard Meyer’s or Eugene Narmour’s idea
of “implication”). In this way we could conceive

of tonic, for example, as an indefinite potential.
Tonic “harmony” (for want of a better word) has
no definite potential for becoming—a “I-
chord” can be succeeded by any harmony, pro-
vided that its successor does not end in a denial
of that tonic as tonic. Thus the repose or com-
pleteness of tonic could be viewed as the lack of
a definite promise for the future. Other har-
monies or other tones or complexes of tones
give rise to more definite potentials—the domi-
nant, a potential for tonic continuation; the in-
terval of a tritone, a potential for “resolution” in
a third or sixth; the leading tone, a potential for
ascent to scale degree 1;an ‘“augmented sixth,” a
potential for progress to dominant harmony. The
relativity of consonance and dissonance is in this
sense the relativity of completeness or the rela-
tive extinction of potential. Thus, the perfection
of a perfect authentic cadence is the end of a be-
coming. An imperfect or half-cadence is also the
end of a becoming, but an end that engenders
potential for a new event, not only for an imme-
diate successor, but for a greater event—much as
a realized mensural projection opens the possi-
bility for a greater projection. Thus, the relativity
of consonance as completion or wholeness is
also the relativity of eventhood. I cannot hope to
provide an adequate account of the tonal contri-
bution to the formation of phrase events (or, for
that matter, an adequate definition of phrase).
But I will venture to describe several projective
situations in an attempt to clarify some of my re-
marks concerning tonal overlapping.

In a typical parallel period, the first phrase
closes with dominant. The phrase is, in fact,
closed—it is completed and is made past with
the beginning of the consequent. It is tempting
to think of this last chord or sonority (V) as the
goal of the phrase, and it is most convenient to
speak of this chord as the goal. But this chord is
itself an event with a beginning and end. It is not
the phrase event and is not itself the goal of the
phrase. That goal is the becoming of this phrase,
which ends in an opening to dominant.! If the

1. Indeed, I believe it is a sense of the falsity of regarding
“goal” as a thing, event, or state that inclines us to distrust
the concept of goal. As a thing, event, or state, “goal” can
seem to have a (determinate) being that could be de-

tached from becoming and from the openness or inde-
terminacy of becoming. In the following discussion I
shall sometimes (simply as a linguistic convenience) speak
of events as goals, but I would ask the reader to under-
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EXAMPLE 13.5 Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, (a) bs. 33—45,

(b) diagram for the first period of the Allegro
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final chord of the phrase were itself the goal, then
the immediately succeeding tonic of the conse-
quent phrase would realize the tonal potential of
the first phrase and result in closure—in effect,
an enlargement or expansion of the first phrase.
Clearly, this is not the case. The promise is that
engendered by a first phrase for a second phrase,
and when that more or less definite promise is

fulfilled (when there emerges a second phrase
that closes with tonic), there is now an event
whose goal is to attain completion as a period—
much as the goal of a second beat as continua-
tion is to attain a mensurally determinate dura-
tion whose beginning is not the beginning of a
first beat, now past. In itself—that is, not viewed
as continuation—the beginning of the second

stand that this is a loose way of speaking and that by
“goal” I mean a process that takes place throughout the

entire duration of the larger event and not something
that can be identified as a discrete part of that event.
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phrase 1s a beginning again, and in the case of a
parallel period an impression of beginning again
is considerably enhanced by the conformity of
the two beginnings. But whether parallel or not,
the beginning of the second phrase as a new be-
ginning is cut oft from the first phrase, which, as
a phrase, is now past.

If the second phrase were to repeat the first
by closing again in dominant, we could still
speak of a period—a larger phrase composed of
smaller phrases—but the separation of the two
phrases would be greater. The tonal goal of the
period would be indistinguishable from the
goals of the two phrases viewed as distinct
events. To the extent the second opening repeats
the first, we may speak of two tonal goals, not
one—a period whose goal is repetition.

In the exposition of the Beethoven a repeated
opening can be found in the first eight bars
(33—40) of the second large phrase shown in ex-
ample 13.5a. The second small phrase (bars
37-40) does not realize the potential of the first
phrase for completion, and here the overlapping
of the two phrases is made especially disjunct by
the failure of F (bar 36) to resolve. Certainly, the
resolution of B, the tonic pedal, the anacrusis
figures, and countless other factors contribute to
the continuity of the overlapping, but the com-
pletion of the two-phrase event is, nevertheless, a
deferral of wholeness and the promise of a com-
pletion that is achieved in an overlapping with
the following phrase. The tonic beginning in bar
41 is a new beginning but not a beginning again
like bar 37. (It may, however, be a different sort of
beginning again to the degree that it repeats fea-
tures of the beginning of the Allegro.)

Through overlapping, this new beginning
immediately realizes the promise for a resolution
of dominant harmony. Yet, this new phrase, too,
emerges as an opening to dominant and not as
tonic completion. This gesture of opening re-
peats that of the first two small phrases (bars
33—-36 and 37—-40), but with the difference that
the opening to dominant with bars 45—-52 (ex-
ample 13.4a) is now the goal of a large phrase
begun with bar 33 (and of a still larger phrase
begun with bar 13). In contrast to the beginning
with bar 45, the dominant openings in bars
35-36 and 39-40 were projective continua-
tions. In light of these metrical and tonal con-

trasts, we might say that for the larger phrase as a
whole (bars 33—52) the attainment of dominant
as an end of the passage becomes a goal that
emerges from the failed completions of the ear-
lier dominants—dissonances (for the phrase) that
end in a relatively consonant dominant harmony
at the end of the phrase.

In the diagram shown as example 13.5b I have
represented failed completions in bars 33—52 as
interruptions (bar 37 and bar 41) and have indi-
cated an interruption also in the overlapping of
the two large phrases (bar 33). To the extent that
the beginning with bar 33 emerges as a begin-
ning again, the opening of the first large phrase
remains a promise for completion (not com-
pleted with the tonic beginning of the second
large phrase in bar 33). That the second phrase as
a whole repeats this gesture could be taken as an
argument for the separation of the two phrases.
However, these dominants (like all the domi-
nants represented in the diagram) are hardly equi-
valent in their projective potential. The tonal
goal of the first large phrase is an opening to a
dissonant seventh chord; the goal of the second
is an opening to a relatively stable dominant
triad. On the other hand, it might be argued that
the beginning with bar 33 comes to close or re-
alize the potential of the preceding opening and
that the two phrases are joined in progress to a
single goal—the opening of the first part of the
exposition. But it is not necessary to decide be-
tween these interpretations. This ambiguity is
precisely the overlapping of the two phrases. In
this large gesture the beginning again with bar
33 becomes continuation as the end of the pe-
riod emerges.

The opening again with bar 33 creates two
distinct phrases that can be joined in a single be-
coming. That the second opening is not a repe-
tition of the first allows this opening to become
the goal of the larger phrase. On the other hand,
in the repetition of the exposition a tonal open-
ing is quite literally repeated. This repetition
functions, as do such repetitions in general, to
bring to light the openness and incompleteness
of the exposition’s end and not to create a
greater event through overlapping. However, the
repetition of this large period also involves an
immediate overlapping that very sharply focuses
our attention in a moment of return to the
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EXAMPLE 13.6 Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, bs. 100—17

(in repetition)

(I \ )
— . . /_\

4" A P P P

N e “: ¥ 3 — — T — — — o
Lo L relepr e o e o P o
A\SVJ I T T T T T T I T T T T T T T I T T T I T T T
) T i T ] T ——
- be |- bo, bo (@ bog: o (@ toy: o [ @ Hoot o |@
Gt e L e DT
© —— 1 ‘ ‘

S sf sf S
k== r e e = kit rsfr vy
P T I T I T I T I

L/‘/( ‘ ______________ b
=] =] o o =]
=
\—| )
\ | \
@he , T ®, °
ALy — £ L e I \ ©
AV L | L] - - - O
(@ : &-
D] ! ©
| / |
f e —
V.4 - o 4 = - ¥ 2 | | | | | I ]
===
S P
). - - Z—— - y 2 \A‘\ i T = il - i y 2 i y 2 i y Z——
“\ ‘A Py “\.d [ PN & o r ] P [ ] P o o
B
.......... Q\_/va
=] o o =
JJddJ

highly compressed and energetic opening of the
Allegro.

As is shown in example 13.6, the last phrase
of the exposition in a sense comes to an end
with the beginning in bar 106—a beginning
that promises a two-bar continuative measure
that will complete the phrase (and period and
section) and complete or realize the projected
potential of a two-bar continuation. This com-
pletion is interrupted by the emergence of a
new projection and a reinterpretation of bar 106
as the beginning of a four-bar measure. At the
same time, (with the appearance of Fy) there is a

reinterpretation of G as dominant rather than
tonic. The promise of end has thus turned to a
promise of beginning (\ —>|). Tonally, there is
completion in the return to tonic—a new be-
ginning with bar 13 that is also a resolution or
realization of the potential of the dominant har-
mony of bars 106—109. This reinterpretation in
bars 106—109 recalls in many respects bar 12—
the last measure of an introduction that pro-
longed an opening to dominant (example 13.3).
There is a new beginning and a beginning again
with bar 13, and with the measure begun at bar
17 this new event opens and will open again and
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again. But through overlapping, the new event
begins as completion.

Metrically, too, there is completion—that of
an eight-bar projection (P—P') in bars 106—-16.
The tonal overlapping is greatly enhanced by the
projective overlapping shown in example 13.6.
This projective acceleration in bars 106—16 re-
peats the accelerative pattern (LLSSL, bars
100—-107) its beginning interrupts. The goal of
acceleration here is the completion of projected
potentials P' and Q' and thus the closure of an
eight-bar projection (bars 106—16) and a four-
bar measure (bars 13—16). And yet, in bar 16 the
anacrustic (and possibly accelerative) first violin
figure clearly functions as an opening that directs
our attention toward a new beginning with bar
17. Mixed in this complex eight-bar duration are
moments of opening and closing that together
will shape the immediate overlapping with a
new measure begun in bar 17.

To discuss the role played by projection in
processes of overlapping, we must consider ques-
tions of metrical closure in more detail. Metrical
closure is a concentration of potential in the
continuation or completion of a measure. Open-
ness is a concentration of potential in the promise
of a new measure and, thus, in the promise of a
projective overlapping. The reason I did not ex-
plicitly raise the question of end as goal in intro-
ducing the notion of projection is that projective
potential is not itself a goal. Rather, projective po-
tential (if realized) is a definite durational quan-
tity taken by a successor in the form of a more
or less definite projected potential. It is this latter
potential that can function as a goal for the be-
coming of durational quantity, for it is only now
that we can speak of a present event with a more
or less definite potential for duration and there-
fore a more or less definite aim or goal for com-
pleteness. It is also only now that we can accu-
rately predict a new beginning; and to the extent
our attention is directed toward the possibility of
a new beginning, the present projected potential
is an opening and the promise of an overlapping
of end and beginning.

Earlier, in chapter 6, I raised the question of
prediction but did not discuss the factors that
might direct our attention toward the possibility
of a new beginning. Clearly, there are a great
many such factors, not least among which are

tonal potentials and the relevancies of past
events—the very factors, indeed, that contribute
to the determinations of projective beginning
and continuation. Of the more purely quantita-
tive durational factors, most effective are acceler-
ation and anacrusis. For example, a measure that
“ends” with anacrusis (or what promises to be-
come anacrusis) is an opening, directed toward a
new beginning. If there is a new beginning, the
promise of anacrusis is realized, and this realiza-
tion will play a role in the overlapping of two
measures. The anacrusis will function both as
continuation for the completion of the first
measure and as a promise for continuation that
detracts from the completeness of the first mea-
sure. (And as I pointed out earlier in this discus-
sion, no measure is absolutely complete—pro-
jective potential is always, however vaguely, a po-
tential for continuation.) Similarly, if in a measure
there is a process of acceleration, this is the
promise for an overlapping, and this promise is
part of the particular incompleteness of the first
measure.

Projective Types

To simplify our analysis of mensural closure, I
offer a rudimentary typology based on the dis-
tinction open/closed. In example 13.7a 1 have
allied this distinction with that of duple/triple
(or equal/unequal) in the representation of four
types. Although the examples shown here are
concrete (i.e., performable), they are intended as
symbolic representations of abstractions. Thus,
the quarter notes in the duple opening type rep-
resent projected realization in which there de-
velops a potential for anacrusis or an acceleration
that promises a new beginning. Although the
duple closing type might be represented by two
equal durations as in the second figure of exam-
ple 13.7b, I have chosen to symbolize this type
in example 13.7a by dividing the projective du-
ration to show a directedness toward the begin-
ning of the projected phase, on the assumption
that such directedness might focus our attention
on the projected realization as an end and thus
detract from its potential as anacrusis. The re-
maining patterns in example 13.7b show a few
of the innumerable possibilities for this type. In
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EXAMPLE 13.7 General projective types for
unequal and equal measure
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example 13.7a I have distinguished two cate-
gories of opening: accelerative and anacrustic.
However, in experience, these categories are
often not clearly separated. In an acceleration
there can be anacrusis. And although anacrusis is
not itself an acceleration, it resembles anacrusis
in that it “ends” in arrest or the immediate suc-
cession short—long. The distinction I wish to
make between acceleration and anacrusis is this:
acceleration involves repetition and anacrusis
does not. Earlier, I described acceleration as an
invariance under transformation—several beats
heard as repetitions of “the beat,” a beat that
changes by becoming faster. Anacrusis can be re-
peated and there can be an acceleration of
anacruses, but anacrusis itself is not a product or
a process of repetition. Earlier I contrasted accel-
eration with “speeding up”—an increase of ac-
tivity and, metrically, a division of the “same.”
However, this distinction, too, is far from clear-
cut. An acceleration is also an increase of activity,
and the degree to which we feel a change of

speed as repetition is highly variable. And as a
continuation that breaks away from the domi-
nant beginning to promise a new beginning,
anacrusis is often distinguished by a move to
shorter note values.

In view of the considerable overlapping in
these distinctions, we might say more generally
that the directedness indicated in the opening
types arises from projective activity that emerges
too late to be acted upon in the time we have left
for the present event, but not so late that we can-
not use this information to prepare for a new
event. It is in the sense of being too late for ac-
tion in the present event that anacrustic figures
can be said to be “superfluous” or “not needed”
for the realization of projected potential. And it is
in the sense of being so late that we have no time
to prepare for a new beginning that very brief
anacruses do not seem to detract from projective
closure. In example 13.4a, for instance, notice
that the quarter-note anacrusis to bar 53 does not
result in a projective opening for the preceding
four- or eight-bar measure. This measure is more
closed than any other measure of the movement,
save the last measure (a measure, by the way, that
exceeds the notation by two “bars”). In a real
sense, this anacrustic quarter belongs to the next
measure. To use a visual-spatial metaphor, it is as
if the anacrusis to the new measure were super-
imposed upon the projective completion in bar
52. Again, this sort of overlapping will seem to
place measure and phrase in conflict only if dura-
tion is viewed extensively or spatially as a “span
of time” rather than heard temporally as process.

The abstractions represented by these two-
times-two types can be drawn from innumerable
actual measures, but in any particular instance a
clear distinction between opening and closing
will be mitigated by countless relevancies. Pro-
jective closure is always particular, always condi-
tioned by emerging potentials, and, thus, to
some extent always equivocal and open to “rein-
terpretation” (especially in the case of relatively
large measures). Since the simple distinction
opening/closing admits of degrees, it will in most
cases be an oversimplification to classify a mea-
sure as simply open or closed. And in any case, it
should be borne in mind that overlapping always
involves both closing and opening.

We might gain more specificity were we to
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EXAMPLE 13.8 Latin motet, O Natio/Hodie Perlustravit (Wolfenbtittel), bs. 1—16,
from Jeremy Yudkin, Music in Medieval Europe (1989). Used by permission.
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identify types on the basis of durational “pat-
tern.” Thus, the type identified as duple-opening
in example 13.7a would find instantiation only
in measures reducible to the general form long-
short—short (LSS) or, more accurately, to a pro-
jection in which the projected duration is di-
vided and in which this division opens the possi-
bility of anacrusis or acceleration. If we treat
more complex patterns as types, we could posit a
large number of types, all of which would be re-
peatable but few of which would be repeated.
However, there are several “typical” patterns that
can be found in abundance within pieces and
repertories and across repertories. One especially
prevalent pattern can be located at the begin-
ning of the Allegro (and perhaps even in the first
four bars of the introduction). This pattern,
which I have labeled LLSSL, is repeated through-
out the Allegro and together with the pattern
LSS (in bar 3, for instance) plays a decisive pro-
jective role in practically all the phrase overlap-
pings in this movement.

Instances of this type can be identified in
countless pieces of music. Our earliest docu-
mentations of its use are in clausulae, discant sec-
tions, and motets from the Notre Dame school

where the patterned tenor seems to be instru-
mental in supporting the closure of the discant’s
phrase-measures (and their overlapping), as in
example 13.8.

Earlier, I discussed the possibility of interpret-
ing this pattern as an acceleration (example 9.7)
and briefly considered its involvement in the
sentence phrase type (example 9.8). I also sug-
gested that the particular virtue of this pattern is
that it can be used to create a strongly directed
metrical closure—a directedness toward the final
beat as continuation of two (simultaneous) mea-
sures. In line with my earlier discussion of accel-
eration, in example 13.9a I have analyzed the
pattern in bars 13—16 as an overlapping of two
closures of the form SSL (short—short—long).

Although the designations “SSL” and “LLSSL”
are convenient, they are not very informative
(and can be quite misleading if taken literally as a
simple succession of note values). As a more de-
scriptive designation we might substitute for the
type SSL ‘“directed closing” and for LLSSL,
“compound (directed) closing.”? The compound-
ing of closure shown in example 13.9a is perhaps
too specific an interpretation. In this type we
need not feel “compound closure” as repetition

2. The type short—short—long is recognized by Theo-
dor Wiehmayer (1917) as one of the two Haupttypen for

four- and eight-bar phrases: 1+1+2 or 2+2+4. The other
Haupttypus is 2+2 or 4+4.
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EXAMPLE 13.9 “Nested” repetition of clo-
sure in compound closing type
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of pattern, but simply as a continuation of a con-
tinuation. If there is any feeling of pattern repe-
tition (repetition of the pattern SSL), there will
be a feeling of acceleration, but as I speculated
earlier, without a special effort of attention (amply
rewarded, in many instances) it is unlikely that
we will very clearly feel this special repetition.
However, even if we discount such a repetition
we may still speak of acceleration if in this pat-
tern we feel five beats rather than four (equal)
beats. In this case, “the beat” accelerates, and the
goal of this acceleration is the fifth beat (or what
will become the fifth beat)—an end to accelera-
tion and, projectively, a continuation of a contin-
uation. If;, on the other hand, we feel four equal
beats (the four bar-measure beats in example 13.9a)
there will be no acceleration. But if the articu-
lated (half-note) continuation of the third beat
functions as anacrusis, the goal of anacrusis will

also be the last beat of the large measure as con-
tinuation of a continuation.

The distinction I have made between these
two interpretations is not at all rigid. The pat-
tern, at least in the form given in example 13.9a
is composed both of four beats and of five beats.
The distinction I have drawn is between acceler-
ation and anacrusis. But acceleration and ana-
crusis are not mutually exclusive, and in many
instances of the type I have labeled “LLSSL,”
both can be felt in a directedness toward closure
or arrest in the continuation of a continuation
that characterizes the type. If acceleration and
anacrusis are often inseparable in contributing to
a directedness toward closure, there is, neverthe-
less, reason to point to acceleration as a charac-
teristic feature of the type in cases where fairly
large measures are involved. In large measures,
where mensural determinacy is attenuated, ac-
celeration can play a decisive role in making the
final beat the continuation of a continuation. In
fact, the pattern LLSSL is usually found in rela-
tively large projective units—measures (or
phrases) of four, eight, or sixteen bars. The use-
fulness of the pattern for large durations lies in
its contribution to mensural determinacy. In a
small projection, the second (projected) duration
can easily emerge as continuation of a dominant
beginning. However, in a larger projection where
mensural determinacy is attenuated (and thus
where the distinction strong/weak is less clearly
felt), the beginning of the projected duration can
easily emerge as a new beginning and not as
continuation. But if there is some process begun
with the projective phase that finds completion
with the projected phase, the possibility of feeling
projective continuation will be enhanced. Thus,
the pattern LLSSL can enhance the possibility of
hearing a large measure if we can feel a process
of condensation in the repetition of pattern and/
or a process of acceleration. In fact, the ubiquity
of the type suggests its utility in the formation of
large compound projections—duple equal mea-
sures composed of duple equal measures. And in
such compound projections, even without the
pattern LLSSL, there is a compounding of clo-
sure, as I will now attempt to show.

In example 13.9b we will assume that the
second two-bar measure is heard as continuation
of a four-bar measure. In this case, the fourth bar
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is necessarily continuation of a continuation.
Since there is a uniform succession of whole
notes, there is no distinctive “pattern” that could
be heard repeated. Nevertheless, there is a repeti-
tion of closure if we can speak of the “continua-
tion of a continuation.” With the beginning of
the third bar there is now a projective potential
of a breve, and in the realization of this potential
there is a repetition in whole notes of the rela-
tion of the two breves. As a continuation of a
continuation the fourth beat is not a repetition
of the second beat—the second beat is a contin-
uation of a “strong” breve. There is, to be sure, a
more obvious sense in which the fourth beat is a
repetition of the second beat in the context of
two-bar measures. Example 13.9¢ shows this rep-
etition. However, the repetition in example 13.9¢
will emerge whether there is a four-bar measure
or not. Since a four-bar measure, in distinction
from a succession of two two-bar measures, can
be formed only if the fourth bar emerges as con-
tinuation of a continuation, any factors that sup-
port this compounding of closure contribute to
the creation of the large measure and enhance
projective potential. In the domain of durational
quantity, the pattern LLSSL can contribute to this
double closure by creating a process of accelera-
tion that supports continuation and by forming a
pattern that can make the repetition more ex-
plicit. Thus, I would suggest that this schema is a
“natural” solution to the problem of forming a
large duple measure and, consequently, a large
projective potential for a still greater projection.

Having designated the pattern type LLSSL a
“closing” type and having acknowledged that
closure is relative, we should now take the op-
portunity to explore something of the range of
possibilities (along the axis open/closed) avail-
able to our type. After all, the reason we pro-
posed the concept of pattern type was to gain
more specificity and refinement in our catego-
rization of closure. The following survey of in-
stances from the exposition will disclose some of
the closural possibilities of our type.

Although the pattern LLSSL is directed to-
ward completion in its final continuative phase,
closure here emerges relatively late—in the last
quarter of the measure as continuation of a con-
tinuation. This delay in closure detracts to some
extent from the conclusiveness of the measure,

and for this reason the pattern is not, as a rule,
used for the ending of a piece. Indeed, this delay
offers the opportunity for an anacrustic opening
at the end of the measure that will intensify its
overlapping with a succeeding measure and en-
hance its projective potential. An overlapping of
this sort is found in the beginning of the Allegro
(example 13.1 and example 13.6). If we are to
regard this as an instance of the LLSSL type, ac-
celeration must come to an end with bar 16.
And if we prefer to interpret the second beat of
bar 15 as solely anacrustic (and not also accelera-
tive), this anacrusis is directed toward continua-
tion and completion. In any case, bar 16 is both
continuative and anacrustic and in this overlap-
ping of functions serves both to complete the
four-bar measure and to direct our attention to
the beginning of a new measure. Because of this
directedness and determinacy of projective po-
tential, the beginning with bar 17 is the begin-
ning of a four-bar projected potential (inter-
rupted by the new beginning in bar 19). The
overlapping of these two small phrases also in-
volves an interruption in that what promises to
become a continuation quickly dissolves in bars
17—18—the change of instrumentation and reg-
ister together with the focus on scale degree 3 in
the oboe (note the dynamic markings in winds,
example 13.1) leaves something of the promise
of bars 13—16 unfulfilled. This interruption
with bar 17 quickly followed by the much more
intense projective interruption with bar 19 sus-
tains for the phrase the energy and intense com-
pression created by acceleration in the first four
bars.

The fine balance of closing and opening that
must be struck in situations such as this requires
a relatively clear distinction of the directedness
that leads to the final (continuative) measure
from the directedness that leads to a new begin-
ning. The fact of such a separation clearly points
to a multiplicity or “polyphony” of projected
potentials within the measure. In the case of bars
13—16 the separation of potentials is achieved
largely through a distinction of instrumental
components—the directed closure of the lower
strings in bar 16 against the continuity of the
first violin line. Although “instrumental” differ-
entiation (including “line,” texture, timbre, regis-
ter, etc.) is a primary means of diversifying pro-
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jective potential, other means can also be very
effective. For instance, in the eight-bar LLSSL
pattern of bars 25—32 (example 13.2a) the im-
mediate resolution into tonic harmony with the
beginning of bar 31 preceded by the anacrustic
figure in the winds is almost entirely responsible
for the traces of projective closure that can be
heard in this passage. (Note again in this connec-
tion how radically altered would be the effect of
this passage were the anacrusis in bars 31-32 to
be omitted.)

An especially subtle balance of opening and
closing can be heard in the opening of the Ada-
gio (shown in example 13.4b). Although the
first four bars do not form a measure, they can
be regarded as an instance of the type LLSSL di-
rected toward the attainment of dominant har-
mony in bar 4. Projectively, the first bar measure
is closed, as is the second bar measure. Tonally,
the second bar is less closed than the first and re-
veals an openness in the first bar. Although dura-
tional determinacy is highly attenuated here, we
should be able to speak of the emergence of a
two-bar projective potential if bars 3—4 can
come to feel commensurate with bars 1-2 and
if bar 4 can be felt as a durational continuation.
At the extremely slow tempi that are often taken
in performances of this piece, continuation might
not be spontaneously felt were it not for a spe-
cial relevance of the first two bars. Having heard
in bars 1 and 2 the resolutions of dissonant
“dominant seventh” chords as projective contin-
uations, we are disposed to hear a repetition in
bars 3 and 4. But we will hear congruence in this
third chord pair only by “slowing” to a two-bar
measure in which there is at the same time an
acceleration toward resolution and projective clo-
sure. And although the continuative eighth notes
in bar 4 would seem to be directed toward a
new beginning in bar 5 rather than to complete
the present measure, there are grounds for ambi-
guity here that could be taken advantage of in
performance. Following the tutti arrival in bar 4,
the piano violin line continued in bars 5-7
could seem to break off from a moment of end-
ing. And vyet, the violin line also continues the
chromatic ascent from E in bar 1 up to an A,
which remains unresolved, reappearing in bar 10
in the final opening gesture of the introduction
(example 13.3). With the help, perhaps, of a

slight crescendo to the high A, the violin line in
bar 4 can come to seem suspended between con-
tinuation and anacrusis, leading us into a huge
elaboration of dominant harmony in bars 5-12
that, nevertheless, seems like a continuation or re-
verberation of the dominant we reached in bar 4.

It sometimes happens that the pattern LLSSL
is itself repeated at the end of the measure or
phrase, making the projective goal the continua-
tion of a continuation of a continuation (as in
example 9.8). In this case, the delay of closure
pushes the final continuative phase closer to a
new beginning and can also function for an open-
ing to a new measure, particularly if an anacrusis
to the new measure seems to grow out of the
prior anacruses and continues a process of accel-
eration or speeding up. This internal repetition
of the type is especially useful for the creation of
relatively large projective events and is often
found in instances of the “sentence” phrase type.
In the Beethoven, this double compounding of
closure occurs with any clarity only in eight-bar
durations. Instances of such repetition are shown
in examples 13.4a (bars 45—52) and 13.6 (bars
106—16). If we allow our type to greatly exceed
the bounds of mensural determinacy, we might
also recognize an instance in the first large
phrase, or sentence of the Allegro (bars 13—32
shown in example 13.1 and example 13.2). In
this case, the pattern LLSSL would be expressed
in the following durations (measured in bars):
6(4+2) — 6(4+2)—2—-2—4. Here, as we have seen
above, the continuation 2—2-4 (bars 25-32)
displays the pattern LLSSL.

For our final analysis of the type, I would like
to consider a clear but hardly “typical” use of the
pattern in the beginning of the second large
phrase of the second period shown in example
13.10. Here I have included the overlapping end
of the first phrase in bars 75—76 to show its sim-
ilarity to the end of the first phrase of the first
period in bars 29-32 (example 13.2). Although
set up very much like the phrase begun in bar
33, the new phrase in bar 77 begins as a subito
piano repetition in minor of the period’s open-
ing sentence (bar 53). This sudden softness,
which turns to intimacy with the entrance of
solo oboe, is matched by a relaxation of rhyth-
mic drive and an unusual expansion of duration.
Through a systematic use of the LLSSL pattern,
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Beethoven, Symphony no. 1 in C Major, first movement, bs. 75-90
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several small phrases are overlapped to create a
relatively large and unbroken duration that gains
intensity as it leads to a strongly overlapped close
on G in bar 88.

The phrase begins, like bars 53—56, with the
promise of a relatively closed four-bar measure.
The entrance of the oboe could well be contin-
uative, but it emerges as the beginning of a
four-bar measure in which the pattern LLSSL
appears in the bass, supported by the oboe’s
quarter notes. The promised continuation in bar
82 becomes a beginning, and the pattern is re-
peated—to be again interrupted and repeated in
bars 85—88. The pattern is most clearly ex-
pressed in this third occurrence, and for the first
time its continuative phase is a tonal closure, but

a closure overlapped with the beginning of a new
phrase. This very continuous overlapping around
bar 88 resembles in many respects the overlap-
ping of the final phrase of the first period around
bar 45 (example 13.4a). In both cases it will take
some time for the projective reinterpretation to
solidify and for the new measure to break away
from the old.

Since our topical analysis of the exposition
has led us to concentrate on relatively local
events, I would like to conclude this discussion
of overlapping and projective type in the Be-
ethoven with a broad survey of the larger projec-
tions in the development section. Among the
many aspects of this section I shall ignore are the
relevancies of the exposition for projections in
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the development. These conditioning past events
play an essential role in the formation of metri-
cal gestures in the new section and should be
considered in a closer analysis. Since our quick
flight across this section will not permit us to
take account of much detail, I have greatly sim-
plified the score in my reduction to two staves in
example 13.11. In the sequential passages of bars
110—-121,122—129, and 144—155 1 have further
abbreviated the patterned repetitions.

The development section begins with a non
sequitur—an A major six-three chord. Neverthe-
less, the first small phrase (bars 110—113) answers
the four-bar projective potential of bars 106—109
with a projected potential of four bars, and the
eight-bar projection reveals an instance of the
pattern LLSSL (or, more precisly, the type ‘com-
pound directed closing”). This pattern, however,
is without issue—the second and third small
phrases (bars 114—117 and 118—-121) repeat the
pattern of the first phrase, the closed pattern
SSL (or LSSL). The projective closure of these
phrases is enhanced by the relatively static and
homogeneous character of their concluding two-
bar measures, in which syncopations arrest the
accelerative drive of their initial two-bar mea-
sures. These three small phrases do not form a
mediated unequal measure. It may be argued that
an eight-bar measure is formed by bars 110 -117,
and that to hear a connection of A in the first
phrase and G in the third phrase (perhaps with
the promise of a C3 in the fourth phrase) will be
to hear two beginnings. Evidence for such a per-
ception will be a feeling that the beginning of
the fourth small phrase in bar 122 as the begin-
ning of a second large phrase is an interruption.
But even if there is some evidence of an eight-bar
projective potential in bars 110—117, the projec-
tive closure of the four-bar measures and the lack
of tonal focus make this phrase chain the most
fragmentary of any passage in the movement.
Granted, each phrase is connected to the follow-
ing one as an ‘“applied dominant,” but no tonal
integration emerges. The A major and D major
triads do not properly belong to C minor—C
minor is not the goal of this three-phrase unit.
And if there is some feeling of interruption with
bar 122, such a feeling might arise as much from
the change of mode and melodic contour as from
a denial of projected realization.

The new large phrase (beginning with bar
122) does, of course, overlap with the preceding
phrase—the descending fifth sequence is, in a
fairly abstract sense, continued, and bars 118—121
provide a dominant for C minor. But with bar
122 there is for the first time a feeling of tonal
stability (or fonic)—the preceding sequence of
major triads is now broken and the new phrase is
introduced with root-position chords. The goal
of this large phrase is Eb major, and the har-
monies of the phrase—C minor, F minor, and
Bb major—form a cadential progression in this
key, as does the larger counterpoint. In contrast
to the previous four-bar measures, the four-bar
measures of the second large phrase are projec-
tive openings strongly directed toward new be-
ginnings. And these measures themselves cohere
as an opening to a third phrase begun with bar
136 in an overlapping in which bar 136 enters as
the completion of a large accelerative LLSSL
pattern. In relation to phrase 1 (bars 110-121)
there is a sort of quickening in bars 122—135—a
change from half-note beats to quarter-note
beats. This quickening is not, I think, accelera-
tion, but rather a release into broader, more fluid
gestures unimpeded by the closures and restrain-
ing syncopations of the previous 4(2+2)—bar
measures. And this fluidity contributes to the ex-
pansiveness and continuity of the second phrase.

The projectively overlapped third phrase is
even more coherent, both tonally and projec-
tively, than the second phrase. It consists of a sin-
gle harmony—the dominant of Eb—which
emerged as the goal of the second phrase—and
it forms a very clear instance of the pattern
LLSSL in an expression that recalls several in-
stances of this pattern in the exposition (espe-
cially bars 45—52, the end of the first part of the
exposition). The promise of this dominant is re-
alized in the beginning of the second period of
the development (bar 144). The new beginning
with bar 144 recalls the beginning of the devel-
opment, except that rather than being a tonal in-
terruption, it is a tonal goal, similar in this re-
spect perhaps to the resolution eftected by the
repeat of the exposition that was denied the sec-
ond time around with the beginning of the de-
velopment. Although the small phrase in bars
144—147 returns us to something resembling
the closed pattern SSL and the syncopations of
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EXAMPLE 13.11 (continued)
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bars 110—113, the phrase has also assimilated
features of the second and third phrases of the
first period: the ascending repetitions of the fig-
ure Bb—D—E} through three octaves recall the
repeated arpeggios of the second phrase, and the
opening quarter-note anacrustic figure in bar
147 (and bars 151 and 155) clearly corresponds
to the figure in bar 125; and from the third
phrase there is a continuation of the nervous
eighth notes (a quickening in the third phrase
that results not in increased fluidity, but in con-
traction and intensification).

The new large phrase in bars 144—159, like
the first phrase (bars 110—121), presents three
four-bar measures in sequence (now ascending
by step every four bars rather than every eight),
but adds to these a fourth measure (bars 156—
159) more sharply divided into two two-bar
measures and four one-bar measures—an accel-
eration that leads to the dominant of A minor in
bar 160. I would suggest that in this overlapping
the condensation in bars 156—159 and the rela-
tively abrupt focusing of tonal potential (say,
compared to bars 132—135) open the possibility
for bars 158—159 to function projectively for the
beginning with bar 160, and that bars 160—-161
could realize a two-bar measure as projective
continuation.

For this reason, the four-bar measures that
open this second and final phrase of the second
period (phrase 5 of the section) are projectively
somewhat ambiguous. The second two-bar mea-
sure (bars 162—163), to my ear, seems to break
from the four-bar measure as a new beginning
and not a continuation. Bars 160—161 open
metrically to bars 162—163. In turn, bars 162—
163 open to bars 164—165.1 feel here a peculiar
sort of overlapping, as if bars 162—163 were “su-
perimposed” on a four-bar measure that they, in
fact, complete. Although I find it difficult to ad-
equately describe this sensation, I think it arises,
in part, from tonal interruption. The entire
phrase (like the final phrase of the first period) is

a “standing on the dominant.” In bars 162 and
166 there is an apparent tonic resolution. But
since the goal of bars 162—163 and 166—-167 is
the dominant, there is, in fact, no resolution for
the four-bar measures, and the tonics are inter-
ruptive. Nevertheless, to respect the ambiguity
and complexity of this passage I have provided
two interpretations in example 13.11—one that
recognizes four-bar measures (interpretation 1)
and another that reduces these by half (interpre-
tation 2). The choice between these hearings
will significantly affect the connection of the de-
velopment and recapitulation.

If (as in interpretation 1) we recognize four-
bar measures, the end of the development will
resemble the end of the exposition, where with
bar 106 a projective continuation is reinter-
preted as dominant beginning (see also example
13.6). In this interpretation the large accelera-
tion in bars 164—171 will lead to a dominant
beginning with bar 172. As a result, the pro-
jected potential of the beginning with bar 172
will be for a duration of four bars. (Note here
that the sforzando in bar 172 and the change to
woodwinds could help to signal such a begin-
ning.) Since bars 174—177 emerge as a measure,
the beginning with bar 174 will be reinterpreted
as a dominant beginning (rather than the begin-
ning of a continuation), and the overlapping of
development and recapitulation will involve the
overlapping of projective function. Here bar 174
will be reinterpreted at the same time that the F
of bar 174 is reinterpreted—from scale degree 6
in A minor to scale degree 4 in C.3 Moreover,
such a projective reinterpretation could lead us
to a heightened attentiveness born of uncer-
tainty and so prepare us for the explosive return
in bar 178.If, on the other hand (as in interpre-
tation 2), bar 166 is not continuation, there will
be an acceleration to bar 172, and bars 172—-173
will fully exhaust projected potential. In this
case, the four-bar measure in bars 174—177 will
be relatively detached from the end of the devel-

3. Notice that it is only with the pitch Giin bar 177 that
A minor dissolves and F becomes scale degree 4; were
this a G¥, bars 174—177 would arpeggiate a VII7 in A

minor and thus repeat the tonal contour of the wood-
winds in bars 163—164 and 167—-168.
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opment as a very relaxed transitional figure lead-
ing a surprisingly loud return in the recapitula-
tion. Obviously, performance will decide which
of these two general interpretations is to be
heard. Although I find interpretation 1 prefer-
able to the comparatively tame interpretation 2,
I admit that its realization will take some special

effort. If this passage is simply “played through,”
the chord change with bar 174 is likely to ob-
scure the possibility for a dominant beginning
with bar 172 and thus deny us a deeply engaging
moment of projective reinterpretation in the
overlapping of development and recapitulation.



FOURTEEN

CTERLHURTD

Problems of Meter in
Early-Seventeenth-Century

and Tiventieth- Century Music

Modern studies of meter have generally been

century practices and have developed theories of

restricted to eighteenth- and nineteenth-

meter based upon notions of regularity observed
from these practices. I have argued, however, that
even in “Classical style” the appearance of met-
rical regularity or homogeneity is largely the re-
sult of abstraction. Since from a projective stand-
point, meter is characterized by novelty rather
than by repetition of the same, styles that feature
a high degree of metrical ambiguity and severely
limited mensural determinacy must be regarded
as no less metrical than styles in which we can
observe the “rule” of a single mensural type.
Because of limitations of space, it is impossi-
ble here to give adequate attention to any style
or, more generally, to discuss the relevancy of
meter to questions of musical style. Since this
study can, in any case, touch upon only a few of
the analytic and aesthetic problems posed by
measured music, I would prefer to leave the
eighteenth century (and leave the nineteenth
century untouched) and devote the remainder
of this book to a discussion of meter in some
practices that have received considerably less at-
tention in studies of rhythm and meter. From
the early seventeenth century I have chosen
compositions by Monteverdi and Schiitz, and
from the twentieth century compositions by
Webern and Babbitt. Certainly, this is a very nar-
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row selection. From the twentieth century, I es-
pecially regret omitting a discussion of music by
Stravinsky and Bartok. However, a glance toward
Webern and Babbitt will allow us to consider
some issues of meter that appear more problem-
atic and will better serve as a transition to musics
in which projection is largely suppressed.

Monteverdi, “Ohimé, se tanto amate”
(First Phrase)

DT

Monteverdi’s “Ohimé, se tanto amate” from the
fourth book of madrigals presents a metrical
subtlety rarely encountered in eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century music. Here the projective
field is very mobile, and mensural determinacy is
restricted to relatively small measures. For this
reason it will be necessary to consider projective
engagements in considerable detail. The open-
ing four bars (shown in example 14.1) raise sev-
eral analytic questions.

If there are two two-bar measures here, we
may ask when the first of these becomes a mea-
sure. It may be only with the emergence of a
second two-bar measure at the end of bar 3 that
the first two-bar unit can come to function as a
measure. In the first bar there is a completed pro-
jection—the quarter note serves as anacrusis to a

half-note continuation, thus forming a relatively
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closed unit. However, for bar 2 no beginning is
sounded—a “silent beginning” emerges only
with the second half-note duration, and only
now is there a projection and a second bar mea-
sure. Again the emphasis is on continuation (or
closure) in the upper voices, but the half note in
the bass functions or, rather, comes to function
also as anacrusis for the next bar measure, repeat-
ing the descending third (D—Bb) of the preced-
ing anacrusis figures. Only the word boundary—
me / Ohi—detracts from the anacrustic function
of the bass half note.

Because of the emphasis on continuation in
bars 1 and 2, the projective potential of the first
two bars is not very definite and, thus, with the
beginning of bar 3 it is not clear whether a pro-
jected duration of one or two bars is promised.
However, with the entrance of the upper voices
in bar 3 the projection is clarified—the repeti-
tion of bar 1 and the change of harmony mark
this bar as a second beginning and not the con-
tinuation of a three-bar measure. With bar 4 the
projection is realized and we are presented with
two two-bar measures. This means that bars 3—4
can offer a two-bar projective potential for a
new beginning with bar 5.

The eighth-note rest in bar 5 is confirmed as
a silent beginning in the resolution of the fol-
lowing anacrustic group—the first three eighth
notes of bar 5 pointing to the focal stressed sylla-
ble of “amate.” The conformity of this figure to
the “Ohime” figure in bar 3—Dboth anacrusis to
half-note continuation—may enhance a two-
bar projected potential beginning with bar 5.
(Note that in bars 6—7 these two figures are
sung simultaneously—“ohime” in the upper
voices and “se tanto amate” in tenor.) On the
other hand, there is no correspondence in bar 5
to the clear beginnings in bars 1 and 3. There is,
indeed, a silent beginning with bar 5 and the be-
ginning of a duration larger than the durations
begun with silence in bars 2 and 4, but there is
also a special openness and continuity here—an
overlapping in which the half-note anacrusis at
the end of bar 4 (corresponding to the anacrusis
at the end of bar 2) remains unresolved and, in a
sense, “prolonged” through the suspension of
the pitches E A, and C across the bar.

The sort of projective activity I have at-
tempted to describe in these bars does not much

resemble eighteenth-century metrical practice
but can, I think, be observed in many sixteenth-
and seventeenth-century compositions. Charac-
teristically, measures are small—projective units
of four “bars” are often reserved for cadential
passages and are rarely repeated as measures (i.e.,
as projective/projected potential). Characteristic
also is a prevailing ambiguity of projective bound-
aries. Certainly, much late Baroque and Classical
music presents great metrical ambiguity, but
there “reinterpretation” generally takes place in
a field of larger projections. There is, I think, a
connection here between small projective scale
and ambiguity or openness of projective poten-
tial. The suspension of definite potentials and
the delay of projective realization can serve pro-
jective gestures of relatively large scale by delay-
ing closure. If definite projective decisions can
be put off until late in the phrase, such a delay of
resolution can contribute to a sense of directed-
ness for the completion of the phrase. And to
keep the larger projective field in suspension it
will be necessary to limit clear mensural deter-
minacy to very small measures.

An analysis of the first large phrase of “Ohime,
se tanto amate” (bars 1—19) will serve to illustrate
this procedure. If in bar 5 there is now any evi-
dence of a projected potential of two bars, the re-
alization of this measure is interrupted in bar 6,
where a new measure, overlapping the old, is
begun with the second half-note beat on ‘dir.”
(For convenience I will label this beginning bar
“[6]” for the upper voices and bar “[6]” for the
lower voices.) As a result, the beginning of bar 5
has become the beginning of a triple unequal
measure (bar [5]) and thus an expansion com-
pared to the preceding duple bar measures. If the
first half-note beat of bar 6, “-tir,” becomes
anacrustic deferral (I—= — /) with the emer-
gence of a new beginning with “dir,” we may
come to feel the entire phrase “se tanto amate di
sentir” as an anacrustic group and perhaps even as
a continuation and development of the anacrustic
promise initiated at the end of bar 4. But the finer
distinctions of continuation and anacrusis aside,
an immediate effect of the metrical reinterpreta-
tion in bar 6 is the fact that ‘“dir” has replaced
“-tir” as a downbeat. This reinterpretation lends
some urgency to ‘dir” and to the syntactical unit
“dir ohime.”



EXAMPLE 14.1 Monteverdi, “Ohime, se tanto amate” from Madrigals, Book IV (1603),

bs. 1-21
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EXAMPLE 14.1 (continued)
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The line of Guarini’s verse is itself broken by
the introduction of a new clause with “deh.”
Here the adjacent stressed and rhymed syllables
“deh” (and the punctuation) should fur-
ther encourage the reader to pause in the middle

N9

“me
of the second line.

Ohime! se tanto amate

di sentir dir Ohime, deh, perché fate

chi dice Ohime morire?

(Alas! if you so love

to hear one say Alas, then why do you cause
the one who says Alas to die?)

As we shall see, Monteverdi takes full advantage
of this internal rhyme. He also takes advantage
of the rhyme formed by the preceding adjacent
syllables “~tir” and ‘dir” to create a musical
spondee (one that would not, of course, be per-
formed in speech). Accenting both “-tir” and
“dir” has the effect of uniting the words “dir
ohime” and breaking this phrase from the line.

Notice that the first “ohime” is an interjec-
tion; the second is a reflection on saying “alas”
and the third “ohime” turns to a reflection on
what this saying “alas” signifies (“morire”). The
spondee “-me”/“deh” breaks the line to intro-
duce a second clause answering “if” with an im-
plicit “then.” Monteverdi introduces the new
text phrase very gradually. It begins first in the
canto in bars 8—9, where ‘deh” is obscured by
the active alto and the tenors repetition of
“ohime.” A second “deh” appears more clearly in
bar 10 in quinto and basso but is still somewhat
obscured by the focal “ohimeés” and the coinci-
dence of vowels at the beginning of bar 10; that
is, the interjection ‘deh” is to some extent
masked by the rhyming syllables “-mé” and “-te.”
It is only with bars 12—13 that the new phrase
emerges in full clarity; and as a transposed repe-
tition of bars 10—11, bars 12—13 make bars
10—11 the first of what will be three statements
to create an overlapping within the large phrase—
an overlapping of bars [6]/[6] (or [5])=11 as a
“dir ohime” phrase and bars 10—15 as a “deh,
perché fate” phrase.

Projective activity follows a similar course.
Bars [6]/[6]-11 present considerable projective
ambiguity, whereas bars 10—15 realize definite
two-bar measures. Because the complex arrange-

ment of metrical patterns in bars 5-11 is diffi-
cult to see from the score, I have simplified the
notation in example 14.2 to show a double
canon. As can be seen from the reduction, this
small phrase is composed of (1) a threefold
(overlapping) repetition of the “se tanto amate di
sentir” figure beginning with canto and quinto
in bar 5 and forming three successive unequal
measures in “bars” [5], [6], and [7]; (2) a three-
fold repetition (“out of phase”) of the ‘dir
ohime, ohime, deh, perché fate” figure, each of
which forms equal measures; and (3) a line in
the basso composed of both figures, the second
of which (‘“dir ohime, ohime, deh, perché fate”)
appears initially in augmentation to support the
unequal measures of bars [5]—[7] and then to
support equal measure in bars 10—-11.

Obviously, we cannot feel all these conflicting
projective potentials simultaneously with equal
clarity. But obviously, too, these various poten-
tials do not cancel one another out to leave the
passage unmeasured or projectively undifferenti-
ated. Rather, this small, seemlessly overlapped
phrase presents us with considerably more dif-
ferentiation than we can keep track of. Very
broadly, the effect of this passage is quite clear,
though (as is always the case) difficult to de-
scribe. Prolonging the anacrustic drive that
(with bar 5) led us out of the relatively closed in-
troductory measures, this knotted intensification
of the large phrase gradually dissolves in the ho-
mophonic two-bar measures that in bars 10—15
emerge as the climax of the phrase. To give a
more specific account of this process we might
attempt to trace some of the projective engage-
ments that contribute to the broader effect.

The upper voices beginning in bar | 6| could,
as a repetition of the opening measures (bars
1-2 and 3—4), form a two-bar measure, bars —
. However, the lower voices, as a repetition of’
bar [5], could be heard to form an unequal mea-
sure, bar [6]. In any case, the repetition of “se
tanto amate di sentir’” in the tenor (bar [6]) con-
tributes to an overlapping by now making bar
[5] the beginning of a second small phrase. The
choice between the two measures, bars —
and bars [6]—[7], is not at all clear. If we hear bars
|6]—| 7], the new beginning with bar [7] will be
interruptive, “too soon.” If we hear bar [6], the
second “ohime” in the upper voices will receive



EXAMPLE 14.2 Monteverdi, “Ohimg, se tanto amate” from Madrigals, Book IV (1603),
bs. 5—-13 (“double canon”)
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EXAMPLE 14.3 Monteverdi, “Ohimg, se tanto amate” from Madrigals, Book IV (1603),
contrapuntal repetitions of “bars” [5]—[6] in bs. 10—11, 12—13, and 14-15
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a metrical stress different from the first, “-me
now falling on a beginning rather than on a con-
tinuation. Rather than choosing, we might sim-
ply say that there is here an intensification of the
overlapping, reinterpretation, and ambiguity first
introduced in bars 5 and 6. Ambiguity increases
in bars 9 and 10 and is resolved with bar 11, itself
a definite bar measure. “Before” bar 11 the pro-
jective situation is not at all clear. Once there is a
bar measure 11 there is now a relatively clear
two-bar measure, bars 10—11, confirmed with
bars 12—13. Bar 10 is now an interruption of an
emergent bar [8] and/or bar | 9| introducing the
new ‘“deh, perché fate” phrase (the third small
phrase). Although the phrase begun with bar 10
is in many respects detached from the preceding
phrase, it should be noted that the new sequen-
tial pattern in bars 10—15 repeats the contrapun-
tal connection of bars [5] and [6] that served to
initiate the unequal “se tanto amate” measures
and to signal the emergence of the second small
phrase. (See example 14.3.)

In bar 11, the syllable “-me” of “ohime” is
now definitely stressed as the beginning of a bar
measure and is followed by a stressed ‘“deh” in
bar 12. The new, thrice-repeated phrase unit is
enclosed in the rhyme ‘deh . .. (fa)-te,” which
will rhyme with the final syllable of the large
phrase “(mo-ri-)-re.” There is a causal connec-
tion that motivates the rhyme “deh/fate/morire.”
And the causal link is made through the saying
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of ‘alas.”’ In the final, cadential phrase the vowel

9 <

repetitions in “dice,” “ohimg,” and “morire” are
intricately overlapped to permit the word
“morire” to blossom at the end of the phrase.
Projectively, there is expansion and perhaps sim-
plification or relaxation in the close of the
phrase. Bars 16—19 form a large and newly ex-
pansive four-bar measure. Here the beginning
with bar 18 is clearly continuative. In bars
10—15 there 1s no question of a six-bar measure,
nor do the beginnings again with bars 12 and 14
function as continuations of four-bar measures.
Note, too, that the concluding four-bar measure
of the phrase is without issue. The second large
phrase beginning in bar 20 (“S’io moro”) is sep-
arated from the first by projective hiatus.

Schiitz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem”

Since our analysis of “Ohime, se tanto amate”
was restricted to a single section divorced from
the context of the piece as a whole, I would like
to consider projective contributions to “large-
scale” rhythm in another composition from this
style-world. Schiitz’s concertato motet “Adjoro
vos, filiae Jerusalem” from the Symphoniae sacrae,
Book I (1629), presents us with the pleasure of
extremely subtle rhythmic detail and great pro-
jective contrast used in the service of a com-
pelling larger gesture. Here, as in the Monte-
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verdi, the repetition of small melodic figures is
used for the creation of complex projective
fields that serve the continuity of phrases and
sections. The following analysis will be very de-
tailed, especially for the first phrase (bars 1-11).
It is, after all, a central thesis of this study that the
small cannot be detached from the large. But be-
yond the attempt to illuminate the rhythmic
particularities of this piece, a close analysis will
help to further acquaint the reader with the sorts
of distinctions a theory of projection would
make available.

The form of this work cannot be easily cap-
tured in our customary schemata. Projective
(and other) distinctions create several types of
music; but the central distinction is between two
types, the second of which begins with the
phrase begun in bar 36 and endures to the end
of the piece (bar 92). This second type is a set-
ting of the words “(quia) amore langueo,” with
an emphasis on the word “langueo” (“I am
faint,” akin to laxus). However, there is also a
textural (rather than a textual) division that
would put the bipartite division of the piece in
the neighborhood of bar 52. We will later have
an opportunity to consider this overlapping
more closely. The form of the piece can be most
clearly seen in the form of the text (which
Schiitz himself probably composed):

Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,

si inveneritis dilectum meum, ut nuncietis ei,
quia amore langueo.

(I charge you, daughters of Jerusalem,

if you find my beloved, tell him,

that I languish for love.)

For now we will identify the first section with
the setting of the first line, “Adjuro vos, filiae
Jerusalem” (bars 1-27), extended perhaps to in-
clude the following transitional passage—a
recitativelike setting of the second line (bars
28-35).

The first section begins with an instrumental
introduction, shown in example 14.4. (Since the
two treble instruments are unspecified, I will
refer to the upper and the lower line simply as
“instrument 1”7 and “instrument 2.”) This large,
highly continuous phrase is composed of four
intricately overlapped small phrases. Each phrase

begins with anacrusis, and while the first three
phrases articulate a half-note continuation in
their final bar measures, the last phrase closes on
tonic in an unbroken whole note. Although it
would be an overstatement to say that the first
small phrase ‘comes out of nowhere,” there is
some indeterminacy in this beginning that serves
the larger gesture. In example 14.4 I have shown
anacrusis to a dominant beginning with the tied
half note in bar 1. But notice here that the pro-
jective field is in suspense (undetermined) until a
new beginning emerges in bar 3. This new be-
ginning and this tonal opening to the dominant
are goals of the small phrase brought into sharp
focus by the anacrustic and accelerative deferral
in bar 2.

Since a projection Q—-Q' has been created,
the beginning of a new small phrase in bar 4 will
be interruptive. Note that a first half-note beat
of bar 4 could have realized the projected poten-
tial Q' and the tone D in the bass could have re-
solved the dominant harmony of bar 3. Thus, it
is only when there is in bar 4 some evidence of
the emergence of a new measure and a new
phrase that a metrical and tonal interruption can
be felt. It must be said, however, that metrical in-
terruption is not likely to be very intensely felt
here, because unequal measures at this tempo
and in this projective environment are not
highly determinate. Compared to the preceding
unequal measure, the duple equal measure in bar
3 may be felt as contracted and intensified, fol-
lowed in bar 4 with a new measure that enters
with a special quickness or urgency. Or, to put
the matter more generally, if a triple unequal
measure is somewhat unstable, we may seize
the opportunity to gain greater determinacy in a
smaller, equal measure without altogether giving
up our ability to make a prediction based on the
duration of the unequal measure now past. (A
similar situation was encountered in example
11.2 in bars 111112 of the Wolpe.)

I have dwelt on the character of this inter-
ruption in some detail because the schema we
have identified in this first small phrase—a two-
measure, “five-beat” pattern divided 342 or un-
equal/equal—is a characteristic projective fea-
ture of bars 1-35 of “Adjuro vos.” Since it is fre-
quently encountered, this general arrangement
can be regarded as a projective type that we
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EXAMPLE 14.4 Schutz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,” from Symphoniae sacrae, Book I

(1629), bs. 1-11
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might, for convenience, refer to as “unequal
contractive,” or simply “34+2”" Another instance
of this type can be identified in bars 4-8, in-
volving the second and third small phrases, if
phrase 2 can be interpreted as a three-bar mea-
sure and phrase 3 can be interpreted as a two-bar
measure. Should we imagine a correspondence

V (intensified) A%
\ instrument \ | \ |

")

between these two 3+2 beat complexes such
that phrases 2 and 3 might appear as an ex-
panded repetition of phrase 1? As conceptually
appealing as this sort of correspondence might
be, I find no evidence for it.

We can, however, very easily hear a repetition
of the first phrase in the second. The descending
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tetrachordal bass (D—A) in the first phrase is an-
swered by an ascent from D to A in the second
phrase, and the upper voice of the first phrase is
repeated (in instrument 2), now with the addi-
tion of a new upper line (instrument 1) that it-
self repeats the previous bass at the interval of a
fifth. A peculiar difference here is that the tied
half note in bar 4 comes to be interpreted as con-
tinuation and so takes on the energy of a synco-
pation—a deferral of closure or suspension of
activity that here contributes to the mobility of
the phrase. By contrast, in phrase 1 the begin-
ning of the tied half note was (or came to be)
the beginning of an unequal measure. But it should
be remembered that this first beginning was
very open and that much of the excitement and
mobility of the first phrase derives from the
delay of projective focus until the new begin-
ning with bar 3 and from the acceleration to this
beginning. On this comparison, the tied half
note of phrase 2, in fact, closely resembles in ifs
effect the tied half in phrase 1: in the second
phrase the syncopation in the upper voices cre-
ates a suspension of activity that is fully “re-
solved” only in the acceleration to bar 6. Indeed,
it is because the beginning of the tied half in bar
4 is interpreted as continuation that the second
phrase can match the first phrase in intensity.
(Note in this connection that performing a half-
note D in the bass at the beginning of bar 1 to
match the beginning with the half-note D in bar
4 will deaden the entire passage.)

If this projective reinterpretation of phrase 1
in phrase 2 serves to sustain the energy of the
larger emerging phrase, there is another differ-
ence between phrases 1 and 2 that would seem
to lead to a reduction of intensity. In phrase 1,
the projected potential Q' is cut short by the be-
ginning of phrase 2. However, in phrase 2, bar 6
can be interpreted as deferral, in which case
phrase 2 will form a large measure and there will
be little sense of urgency in the beginning of the
third phrase. (In example 14.4 a deferral in S is
shown as the denial of projection R—R'") Al-
though the projective potential S shown in the
example may overstate the mensural determi-
nacy of a three-bar measure formed by the sec-
ond phrase, this duration must have some rele-
vance for our feeling of compression or contrac-
tion in the shorter third phrase. To claim deferral

here is to acknowledge some degree of expan-
sion and relaxation in comparison to phrase 1.
Expansion can also be heard in the tonal do-
main. Thus, in contrast to the disjunctive tonic
beginning that sharply separates phrase 2 from
phrase 1, there is no tonal break between phrases
2 and 3—phrase 3 continues the dominant to
cadence on an octave A in bar 8.

These two factors—one projective and the
other tonal—that led to the special urgency in
the beginning of the second phrase now con-
tribute to the continuity of phrases 2 and 3.
There are, however, other factors that more than
compensate for this loss of energy. In compari-
son to the beginning of phrase 2, phrase 3 enters
the duration of a half note too soon—nbefore the
third bar measure of the second phrase is com-
pleted. This interruption is much more intense
and exciting than the interruption with the be-
ginning of phrase 2, and for this reason it creates
another sort of continuity, the continuity of a
growing intensity or urgency in the overlapping
of phrases. It should be understood that although
these two interruptions arise for different rea-
sons, the second is also a type of projective inter-
ruption (drawing on the relevances of the first
two phrases) and for both the category for feel-
ing is the same—that the new event begins too
soon, earlier than anticipated. (And, as I have
pointed out before, increased familiarity need
not detract from this feeling.)

A second factor that contributes to the vital-
ity of the phrase involves melodic correspon-
dences. In this respect, the third phrase is a
highly compressed repetition of the prior phrases.
The bass of the new phrase repeats, in a tightly
compressed form, the upper line of the second
phrase and the bass of the first phrase (a fifth
higher), and a new upper line reflects the bass in
inversion to form the climax of the large phrase.
In its abbreviations of the melodic figures of
phrases 1 and 2, phrase 3 has omitted the sus-
pended “tied half notes.” Now there is no ar-
rest—no suspension and accumulation of ener-
gies released in the accelerative, anacrustic groups
that led to closure in phrases 1 and 2. Instead, the
line rushes to a projective closure in the contin-
uation of a two-bar measure—in fact, the line
keeps moving on into the continuation of this
continuation (the second half of bar 8) to end in
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a cadential arrest on A. Corresponding to the
bass line of the first phrase, which took a dura-
tion of seven quarters to descend a fourth from
D to A in a tonal opening, the bass in the third
phrase descends a fourth from A to E after five
quarters and then closes on A as the continua-
tion of a bar measure. This cadence on A at the
climax of the phrase sharply focuses our atten-
tion on relatively brief durations and on a very
active scale degree 5. The cadence also leads to
overlapping with the final small phrase.

If the cadential fourth phrase returns us to a
three-bar measure, it is an expansion that never-
theless sustains the energy of the large phrase to
its end. I would now like to address the question
of how this is accomplished. To my ear, the be-
ginning of the fourth small phrase is no less ur-
gent than the entrance of the third phrase. As
was suggested earlier, by identifying phrases 2
and 3 as an instance of an “unequal contractive”
or “3+2” type there should be some urgency in
the beginning of a new measure with bar 9. But
it is the immediate undercutting of the cadence
on A in phrase 3 that makes the beginning of
the fourth phrase especially interruptive. The ca-
dential resolution itself is very late, in the sense
that the octave A in bar 8 arrives as the continu-
ation of the continuation of a two-bar measure.
The new phrase begins with an anacrusis to bar
9, even before this final half-note continuation
of bar 8 has had a chance to play itself out. In its
earliness the fourth phrase resembles the third
phrase, which also began (in a different sense)
too soon and before the preceding measure was
completed. Although the fourth phrase also very
clearly resembles the first phrase, it is this initial
resemblance to the third that sustains the energy
of the (small and large) phrase. In fact, it may be
only quite late in the phrase that the feeling of a
three-bar, unequal measure matures in our ear.

Contributing to the intensity of the fourth
phrase is the close imitation between the upper
voices. In pitch, the dux (instrument 1) repeats
the upper line of phrase 1 and the comes (instru-
ment 2) repeats the upper line of phrase 2 over a
bass repeated from phrase 1. Note also that in-
strument 2 of phrase 4 picks up the pitch A from
the abandoned upper line of phrase 3 (cut short
by the anacrustic beginning of phrase 4) and
very rapidly negotiates the descent from A to D.

In duration, each of these upper voices in phrase
4 repeats the composite pattern of phrase 3 made
distinctive by the dotted quarter figure in bar 7.
(Instrument 2 is an exact repetition.)

Because phrase 4 begins in many respects as a
clear repetition of phrase 3, it also begins with
the potential for forming a two-bar measure (T
in example 14.4). In bar 10 this potential is de-
nied by the prolongation of dominant harmony;
that is, instead of closing on D in bar 10 and thus
preserving the correspondence with the cadence
on A in bar 8, the bass in bar 10 returns to A in
the second half of the bar. With bar 10 the small
phrase begins to lengthen to a three-bar mea-
sure, slowing to a close on D as a deferred con-
tinuation. From the perspective of the large
phrase, it may be said that the tonal/metrical
rupture that broke the first small phrase from the
second and that has been preserved in the grow-
ing intensity of dominant harmony is now
healed as A (together with E and C#) resolves to
D in the psychologically unitary duration of this
final three-bar measure. In the large phrase there
is one other situation in which a comparable
resolution takes place: bar 8. And it is largely
through the correspondence of these two ca-
dences that the fourth small measure can come
to equal, if not to exceed, the intensity of the
earlier phrases.

At the end of phrase 3 the resolution of E
(and B and G#) to A is truncated. Here A in the
bass is an afterbeat or continuation of the (pro-
jectively) dominant beginning with E. By con-
trast, in phrase 4 these relations have been in-
verted in the sense that D in bar 11 can be felt as
a dominant beginning in relation to the imme-
diate resolutions of the tones of dominant har-
mony—in other words, from the perspective of
bar measures the final cadence (A to D) is
“weak-strong,” as opposed to the “strong-weak”
cadence of phrase 3 (E to A). This change of pro-
jective relations entails a comparative lengthen-
ing and deceleration in phrase 4 —an expansion
to three bars compared to the two-bar measure
of phrase 3. But, fortunately, the bass and instru-
ment 2 here help to sustain the energy of the
phrase right up to bar 11 by drawing upon more
specific features of this very correspondence be-
tween phrases 3 and 4.

If the cadence on D at the end of phrase 4
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can be said to arrive “a half note late” in com-
parison to the cadence on A in phrase 3, we can
say also that instrument 2, which carries the
upper voice closure, enters a half note late in im-
itation of instrument 1. It is this delayed en-
trance in bar 9 coupled with a reinterpretation
of the bass that will concentrate our attention in
the moment of cadence. In example 14.4 T have
used brackets to indicate a strong resemblance
between the combined lines of phrase 3 and the
conjunction of instrument 2 and the bass begin-
ning with the second quarter-note beat of bar 9.
If the line beginning with A in bar 9 (instrument
2,A— G — G —F) could be heard to begin as an
inverted repetition of the line on A that opened
phrase 3 (instrument 1, A—Biy—Bt—C) this corre-
spondence will be considerably enhanced as in-
strument 2 in bar 10 repeats the very distinctive
sequence of durations that concluded phrase 3
in instrument 2—dotted quarter—eighth—half.
(Remember here that instruments 1 and 2 will
not be so distinguishable in audition as they are
on paper.) Because of this resemblance, our at-
tention can be shifted to a corresponding bass
line also beginning with the second quarter of
bar 9. Again, like the bass of phrase 3, the se-
quence of durations will be repeated—five quar-
ters followed by a half. But equally important for
our inclination to be lured into this shift toward
the end of the bass line in phrase 4 (and away
from the clear repetition early in the line) are
correspondences of contour. Having once been
enticed to follow instrument 2 in phrase 4 as a
repetition of instrument 1 in phrase 3, we can
easily come to feel some similarity of contour in
the cadential basses in their final two beats:
down—up—down in phrases 3 (F-D—E—A) and
4 (A-D-A-D).

All of these correspondences working to-
gether produce in the final cadence an echo of
the cadence of phrase 3. As a result, the intensity
attained in the climactic third small phrase is not
dissipated in the fourth and there is no trace of
enervation at the close of the large phrase. Note
also that, as a result of this “half-note shift” in
phrase 4, projective functions have been reversed
in the corresponding figures we have been ob-
serving. Obviously, this contrast between a ca-
dence to A in phrase 3 that recedes from a dom-

inant bar measure beginning (| \) and a final ca-
dence that resolves a continuative A in a domi-
nant beginning D (/ |) will enhance the closure
of the large phrase. Indeed, this particular con-
trast cannot be isolated from its history or from a
larger context in which the final bar measure of
each phrase but the last has been increasingly
destabilized in its moment of ending.

As a technical detail, this procedure in phrases
3 and 4 of reversing projective function is remi-
niscent of the change from beginning to contin-
uation we observed in connection with the tied
half notes in phrases 1 and 2. The effectiveness of
this procedure depends on the repetition of rela-
tively small segments or sequences that can retain
sufficient identity under transformation for them
to serve as measures of a transformation into
novel character—that is, to serve as measures of
particularity and novelty. In this style, close rep-
etition (including all sorts of “imitation”) cre-
ates opportunities for extremely subtle and mo-
bile projective engagements. Among the many
characters of a sequence that can be repeated
under transformation, I wish to mention “num-
ber” here as an especially useful one. In example
14.4 T have numbered the beats of the phrases as
I did earlier in the Eb Courante. The repetition
of “7” contributes to many of the metrical dis-
tinctions and correspondences we have observed
and greatly enhances feelings of acceleration and
deceleration (especially in the climactic third
small phrase).

To give some indication of the variety of pro-
jective activity in this piece and the large-scale
rhythmic effects this activity supports, I will pre-
sent a somewhat less detailed analysis of the re-
mainder of this section and two passages from
the second section (or part) of the piece. This re-
duction of detail, while not perhaps sufficient to
greatly spare the reader’s patience, will neverthe-
less result in some oversimplification—of both
the rich ambiguity of projective decisions and
the manifold relevances of past events. Through-
out the first section there are many repetitions of
projective situations we have encountered in the
instrumental introduction. Since I will point out
only a few of these, I wish to alert the reader to
the abundance of repetition (and transforma-
tion) in this section and throughout the piece.
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EXAMPLE 14.5 Schutz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,” from Symphoniae sacrae, Book I

(1629), bs. 11-27
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The second large phrase (bars 12-27) is
tonally and projectively more broken than the
first. In example 14.5 I have ventured to identify
three small phrases, each composed of two smaller
constituents. (In a closer reading that would bet-
ter reflect the overlappings that join these con-
stituents as a single event, we should also have to
consider a beginning again with bar 21 and,
thus, a division into two parts, each composed of
three constituents.) The first small phrase begins
as a repetition of various characters of the previ-
ous large phrase (bars 1—11). In fact, it most
closely resembles the second small phrase (bars
4-6) in the half-note ascent in the bass and the
anacrusis to a syncopated (tied half-note) con-
tinuation in the upper voice. I mention these re-
semblances to point out the special relevance of
a three-bar projective potential for the begin-
ning with bar 12. The projected potential for a
three-bar measure (locally, P") is, I believe, suffi-
ciently realized to create a projective overlapping
with the beginning of a new two-bar measure
(Q) in bars 14—15. The result is an extension or
elongation of the small subphrase (bars 12—14)
brought about by the reinterpretation of a de-

Continued

ferred continuation as a new beginning with bar
14 (—\ = |). To interpret this complex simply
as a four-bar unit would be to ignore its particu-
lar quality of suspense and the new feeling of
elasticity now given to the piece.

The two-bar measure (R) begun with bar
16 as a realization of Q' might have been a
tonal and projective continuation. Instead, it
emerges as a new beginning and a (relatively
mild) tonal interruption—in part, because of
the return in instrument 2 to the beginning of
the phrase (D—C—-Bb—A) and in part because
of developments in bars 17 and 18. On the
other hand, it would be an unfortunate over-
simplification here to entirely ignore the im-
mediate closure on D in the bass at the begin-
ning of bar 16, for although a potential Q' is re-
alized, there is also clear evidence here of a
contraction to the bar measure with the vocal
entrances in bars 16 and 17. This contraction is
shown in the example as a projection S—S' in-
terrupted by the new line of text (“filiae
Jerusalem”) in bar 18. (It should be pointed out
here that a projection S—S' can take place only
at the expense of a projective potential R. This
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EXAMPLE 14.5 (continued)

(Phrase A")

(Phrasc 2) l

Phrase 3 1

fi- li-ae Je-ru

- sa- lem,

fi- li-ae Je - ru - sa - lem,

issue was discussed in chapter 9 in connection
with example 9.5.)

Because of the projective break in bar 18 and
the immediate tonal redirection to Bb in bar 20,
I have identified here the beginning of a second
small phrase extended through bar 23. This
phrase begins with a mediated or triple unequal
measure leading to what at first appears to be a
duple equal bar measure in bar 20 and, thus, an-
other instance of our “unequal contractive” or
“34+2” type. Notice that the beginning of the
new small phrase in bar 18 is not perhaps so in-
terruptive as the interruption of the bar-measure
projection S—S' would suggest with its two
dominant beginnings separated by a half-note
duration (“vos” in tenors 1 and 2 and “filiae” in
tenor 2). I attribute this mollification to a newly
emerging conformity brought about through a
reinterpretation of the end of the preceding
phrase. Example 14.5 shows in parentheses the
realization of an unequal measure (T) in the in-
tensely contracted repetition of “Adjuro vos,”
beginning with the anacrusis to bar 17. As a re-
sult of this overlapping of the two small phrases,
there is no break in the address, “Adjuro vos, fil-
iae Jerusalem.” Rather, there is a very urgent
naming of the addressees—a naming that will

be made even more urgent at the end of the
large phrase. In this connection notice also the
accelerated repetition of the melodic descent
from D to A in tenor 1 (bars 17—18) and tenor 2
(bar 18).

After the cadential arrest in bar 20, the now
familiar syncopated suspension in tenor 1 on
“—ju-"in bars 21-22 would seem to repeat the
projective characters of bar 12. In this environ-
ment it will be difficult initially to suppress the
feeling of a dominant beginning with bar 21.
However, as the small phrase closes we can now
come to hear a subtly overlapped unequal mea-
sure (W) beginning with the second half note in
bar 21, and, thence, a concluding “3+2.” Two
factors may be named in the creation of this re-
markable projective reinterpretation: (1) the tonal
change (and resolution) in the middle of bar 21
from Bb (scale degree 6) to A (scale degree 5);
and (2) the relevance of the previous “Adjuro

s” figures from the end of phrase 1 (bars
16—17), which present very similar projective
functions. In this reinterpretation in bars 20—22,
it would seem plausible to imagine that the pro-
jected potential U' is realized after all (as I have
indicated with the symbol ———=---), but in view
of the complexity of our perceptions here and
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EXAMPLE 14.6 Schutz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,” from Symphoniae sacrae, Book I

(1629), bs. 28—35
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the difficulty of sorting out distinctions of “be-
fore” and ‘after” in the simultaneity of these
projective events such a decision may remain
questionable.

The final phrase (bars 24—27), which repeats
the text of bars 18—20 (“filiaec Jerusalem”),
elaborates the two measures of bars 18-20,
opening the large phrase to G much as the small
phrase (or, perhaps, the first “half phrase,” A)
opened to Bb in bar 20. After the complications
of the previous projections and, especially, the
contractions of bars 16—20, this phrase seems
very expansive and fluid. Among the factors that
contribute to continuity here, note the complex
overlapping of measures created by ambiguities
in grouping. If we attend only to the vocal
parts, we will hear in bars 24—-26 two unequal
measures (Y and Z), the second of which leads
to a duple measure in bar 27. If we follow the
instrumental parts in their continuation of an
ascending line running parallel to the bass (A—
Bb-C-D), we can hear duple equal bar mea-
sures, at least in bars 24 and 25. Notice that we
are encouraged to follow the instrumental line

in bar 25 because the instruments continue the
pattern, while tenor 2 in bar 25 breaks the pat-
tern and drops away from the rising contour.
But notice, too, that if we attend to instrument
1 in bar 25 we will be attuned to the immediate
repetition in bar 26 by tenor 1 (D—A-A-Bb—
A), and in this case we may well be inclined to
reinterpret the second half-note beat of bar 25
as beginning and come to feel an unequal mea-
sure. If we do, we are rewarded with a very close
correspondence (in many respects) between the
end of this phrase and the “3+2” setting of the
same text in bars 18—20.

The address is now completed, and its com-
pletion is a tonal opening for the matter of the
address which is delivered in the following
phrase (bars 28—35, example 14.6). This message
to the daughters of Jerusalem is, in fact, a request
to deliver another—a message to the physically
absent beloved. For solo tenor, this passage pre-
sents a change of style for the piece. Projectively,
the third large phrase is simpler and more con-
tinuous than the second. And yet, by this same
comparison it continues the movement toward
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fluidity and expansion initiated with bars 24—27.
This continuation and numerous other corre-
spondences between bars 24—27 and the new
phrase begun with bar 28 create a very eftective
overlapping of the two large phrases. Note also
that the overlapping here resembles the overlap-
ping in the first two phrases—for example, in
the retention of harmony across phrase bound-
aries (D in bars 11-12 and G in bars 27—-28) to-
gether with the change from major third to
minor third (F# to F and B to Bb).

Although the three small phrase constituents
indicated in example 14.6 are very clearly artic-
ulated, the large phrase is highly continuous. I
suggest two reasons for this continuity: the im-
mediate overlappings created by the “irregular”
bass and a larger tonal expansion coupled with
acceleration in the final small phrase. Because of
the incontrovertible repetition of the first small
phrase (bars 28—30) in bars 30—32, the suppres-
sion of a new beginning in the bass in bar 30
should not prevent the beginning of a new mea-
sure on the second half. (Moreover, I believe that
an attentive keyboard player, realizing this bass,
will strongly feel the urge to supply a right-hand
attack on the second half of bar 30.) The effect
of this suppression is similar to the suspense of a
syncopation, and it may be that this suspense is
not fully resolved until bar 33, where the bass
supports the metrical beginning of a new small
phrase (bars 33—35). Or perhaps the special in-
tensity of the new beginning with bar 33 is
more directly the result of the interruption of
projected potential by the bass in bars 32-33
compared to bars 29-30, where no new be-
ginning is sounded in the bass. However we
choose to weigh causes, the complex interaction
of bass and voice keeps this large phrase mobile
until its end. With the final small phrase there is
for the first time in this piece a clearly com-
pleted projection (P—P'") involving two large un-
equal measures.!

Leading to the close of the large phrase and
welding the three small phrases into a continu-
ous gesture, the rising melodic sequence in bars

28—34 greatly accelerates in the final small
phrase. In example 14.6 I have circled several
focal moments in the arpeggiation from G up to
D. The third small phrase repeats in great com-
pression the closing figures of the two previous
phrases (the two descending thirds Bb—G and
D-Bb indicated by short diagonal lines in the
example). There is also compression or accelera-
tion within the third phrase as a result of the se-
quential repetition of the initial four-note fig-
ure, Bb—G—A—-Bb (“ut nuncie-"), a third higher
(D—Bb—C-D). To match the first figure projec-
tively the second would have had to enter a
quarter note later. As it stands, the second “ut
nuncie-" enters too soon, as a sort of interrup-
tion. Also because of this “quarter-note shift” (and
taking advantage of the interruption) the second

”

“ut nun-ci-e-” returns us to the more mobile
anacrustic groups of the preceding phrases: “si in-
ve-ne-" and ‘“di-lec-tum me-." Notice that in this
comparison our second “ut nuncietis” in bars
33—34 repeats the first part of phrases 1 and 2
(“si inveneritis”): a group of three anacrustic
eighth notes leading to a dotted quarter fol-
lowed by an eighth-note anacrusis to the begin-
ning of another half-note beat. (And I believe
the second part of phrases 1 and 2, “dilectum
meum,” can also be heard to begin too soon,
though the feeling of interruption here is less in-
tense than in bar 33.) Such a correspondence
will contribute to a special sense of compression
in the ending of the large phrase.

In example 14.6 I have underlined the vowels
“e” that coincide with the circled tones of the
arpeggiation. One effect of the “quarter-note
shift” in the third small phrase is an intensified
focus on the vowel “e,” enhanced by the very
quickly completed stepwise ascent from G to D
arrested on Bb (“e”) in bar 33. This development
lends a special sense of urgency to the repetition
of “e” that begins the final (unequal) measure.
Thus, tone, meter, melodic contour, and even
vowel harmony lead to the crucial word “e1” and
the climax of the phrase. I draw attention to this
complex interaction of domains because in bars

1. Although the bass pattern in bars 33—35 is not re-
peated in the piece, it is a closural form (“LSSL” or “un-
equal compound closed”) frequently encountered in un-

equal measure. Another instance of this type was pointed
our earlier in the first two bars of the Eb Courante shown
in example 10.9.
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28—-35 mismatches between syllabic accent
(whether by stress or length) and what accen-
tual/extensive theories call “strong” and “weak”
parts of meter might again raise questions of
metrical/rhythmic conflict. But again I remind
the reader that for a projective theory there can
be no isolation, and therefore no conflict of
“metrical accent” and “phenomenal accent,” me-
ter and grouping, or thythm and meter. What-
ever projective potentials are created and what-
ever relevancies are brought into play in a newly
emerging event must bear the specificity of all
the qualitative/quantitative distinctions that are
available for feeling.

We now come to the end of the text—the
message, “amore langueo,” introduced by a new
and very distinctive figure on the connective,
“quia” (see example 14.7). The new large phrase
ending in bar 50 is composed of two closely over-
lapped small phrases. Each of these consists of a
long, drawn out cadence on “langueo” emerging
seamlessly from the little “amore” figures that play
in close imitation with the bass. Because of the
way in which the two smaller phrases are over-
lapped, we seem to be caught in a single extraor-
dinarily spacious cadence. The first small phrase
leads us to a cadence that is beautifully erased in
bars 43—44 as the tenor’ sustained D is immedi-
ately absorbed into a more closed G minor har-
mony, which then slips into D minor as the bass
continues moving “down” in bar 44 to lead us
back into ‘“amore” imitation and thence to a
transposed repetition of bars 39—43, ending with
a cadence on A.

With this new large phrase we enter a new
projective world. From here to the end of the
piece every bar is unambiguously a measure, and
there are long stretches in which two-bar mea-
sures can be quite clearly felt. The remarkably
evocative character of this setting of “amore
langueo” draws deeply on projective contrast
with the music of bars 1-35. In this first part of
the piece our attention is focused on intricate
and mercurial projective groupings of half-note
durations and the lively play of equal and un-
equal measures. Far from fragmenting the larger
phrases, this complex projective activity in bars
1-35 works as a centripetal force overlapping
relatively small constituents as phases of intensely
focused larger events. By comparison, the new

“langueo” music is very relaxed and less sharply
focused. The relative homogeneity, ambiguity,
and slowness introduced in bars 36—50 have a
centrifugal effect that will be magnified in the
final section of the piece (bars 55—92), in which
the various “nows” of small phrase, large phrase,
and phrase group seem to coalesce in a present
of remarkably uncertain extent. Indeed, the great
gesture of this piece (and a gesture that wonder-
fully reflects the text’s contrast of exterior and
interior, public and private) is this particular
movement from a relatively focused, highly dif-
ferentiated projective field to a diffuse and ho-
mogeneous field—a diffuse present—in which
projective aim is largely suspended.

In example 14.7 I have indicated projective
decisions that most significantly affect the course
of the phrase. Since there is little ambiguity in
the formation of bar measures, possibilities are
now opened for the formation of larger, two-bar
measures. These two-bar (four-“beat”) measures
are larger than any of the measures we have en-
countered heretofore in the piece, but they are
also less determinate. “Final” distinctions be-
tween beginning and continuation (i.e., the
largest durations for which such distinctions can
be made) are much less definite now than they
were when measures were smaller. Nevertheless,
I believe there is ample evidence of a two-bar
measure beginning with bar 36. There is clearly a
new beginning with bar 36 and nothing to pre-
vent us from hearing bar 37 as continuation. The
“quia” figure in the voice is directed toward clo-
sure or toward a second bar measure as continua-
tion, and a new measure is initiated in bar 38 as
the bass (and harmony) moves from F up to G
and the voice begins the new “amore” figure. In
example 14.7, I have represented this state of af-
fairs by the projection Q—Q'. I have also shown
a reinterpretation in bar 39 as a new projective
potential R arises from the emergence of the
beginning of a half-note descent in the bass.
Owing to the weakness of a two-bar projective
potential in this environment, the sense of rein-
terpretation here is subtle, but I believe that an
attentive hearing will reveal evidence of the pro-
jective detachment here of a second and mark-
edly slower event beginning with bar 39 and
crystallizing around the word “langueo.” The
tied half-note continuation initiated in bar 39 is,
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EXAMPLE 14.7 Schutz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,” from Symphoniae sacrae, Book I

(1629), bs. 36—57

qui a
1

a a- mo-re

by now, a familiar feature of this piece. What is
quite novel here is the fact that this suspended
continuation is, in a sense, not resolved for four
bar measures—that is, until the octave cadence
is achieved in bar 43.

If there is a two-bar projected potential real-
ized in bars 43—44, there will be, presumably, a
two-bar projected potential initiated with the

beginning of the second small phrase in bar 45.
The bass seems to realize this possibility by be-
ginning a half-note descent that clearly corre-
sponds to the measure begun with bar 39. How-
ever, as the second small phrase unfolds, evidence
of a correspondence between bars 46—50 and
bars 39-43 emerges. Bars 46—50, in fact, very
nearly replicate bars 39-43 a fourth lower. In
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example 14.7 I have shown the possibility for
two-bar measures beginning with bar 45 as in-
terpretation 1 and a beginning with bar 46 as an
alternative interpretation 2. I submit that there is
genuine ambiguity here created by the lack of
correspondence between immediate projective
potential, which would favor interpretation 1,
and the relevance of the first small phrase, which
would favor interpretation 2. If there is such am-
biguity, it will work to detract from the mensural
determinacy of two-bar measures in the second
small phrase. Indeed, an indication of such ambi-
guity and its consequent reduction of mensural
determinacy will be a perception that the begin-
ning with bar 50 promises nothing beyond the
completion of the bar measure. One effect of
projective ambiguity in this phrase is to heighten
its contrast to the phrases of the first section—
here, rather than an intensification toward the
end of the large phrase, there is relaxation and a
diftusion of projective potential. Such contrast is
crucial for the effectiveness of the text setting.

Because projected potential is exhausted with
the whole-note duration of bar 50 and there is
no new beginning, the notated rest in bar 51 is
an unmeasured silence of waiting, a hiatus in
which the projective field is for the first time bro-
ken. And because bars 52—53 form a strongly
closed two-bar measure (of the type SSL) there
is also hiatus with bar 54. The “quia” figure that
introduced the fourth large phrase in bars 36—-37
now returns in bars 52—56 to introduce a much
larger five-phrase group that will close the piece.
In fact, the rest of the piece can be understood as
a single extended meditation on the subject in-
troduced in bars 36—50. Although I have identi-
fied two large sections, bars 1—-35 and bars
36-92, this is obviously a great oversimplifica-
tion. Large-scale overlapping in this composition
is very complex. Notice, for example, that bar 52
returns the full ensemble, which has not been
heard since the completion of the address in bar
27. There is a sense, then, in which bars 28—50
cohere as a section that spans the delivery (by
solo tenor) of the message: “si inveneritis dilec-
tum meum, ut nuncietis ei, quia amore langueo.”
As was mentioned earlier, the kernel of this mes-
sage or the message within the message—"amore
langueo”—now becomes the subject of a med-
itation that for a duration of thirty-six bars

(56—92) continuously repeats the figures of the
fourth phrase (bars 36—50).

I will not attempt to discuss the conclusion of
the piece in detail. In some ways this music is
more complex than any other we have observed
in the piece. Projective decisions are made ex-
tremely subtle because of an attenuation of men-
sural determinacy and an expansion in the dura-
tions of phrases, and because massive repetition
now presents an almost overwhelming universe
of relevancies. The novel character of the fourth
phrase (bars 36—50) is greatly amplified in its
expanded repetition within this closing section.
It is as if the entire closing section were a single
complex cadence, as if we were “timelessly” sus-
pended in a moment of ending that nevertheless
keeps going on. The effect might be compared to
that of a turning barbers pole in which the
stripes continually move upward in the same
space, except that here the “illusion” is one of
stasis rather than of movement. To give some
idea of the novel expansiveness of this music, I
have reproduced the fourth phrase of the closing
section in example 14.8.

Since I have not provided score for bars
56—72, a brief account of this passage will help
provide some context for the phrase shown in
example 14.8. Remember that the projective
field is broken in bar 51 and in bar 54 (example
14.7). The statement of “quia” in bars 52—53 is
thus relatively isolated and stands as an arrest in
the piece’s progress. In bar 55 a second “quia”
returns us to activity and introduces a largely
unbroken, projectively overlapped succession of
phrases. From bar 55 through bar 72 there is an
uninterrupted succession of relatively clear two-
bar measures. The new phrase begun with bar
73 continues this succession of two-bar measures
until bar 80, where there is a reinterpretation
and thus a projective overlapping (shown in ex-
ample 14.8). But this reinterpretation hardly re-
sults in the articulation of a “small phrase,” and, in
any case, imitation between tenor 1 and tenor 2
further overlaps these cadential figures.

Although I have drawn attention to two-bar
measures as the largest bearers of more or less
definite projective potential, it must be said that
these projections are by no means as sharply de-
fined as the smaller projections in the first part

of the piece. As in bars 1-34, a high degree of
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EXAMPLE 14.8 Schutz, “Adjuro vos, filiae Jerusalem,” from Symphoniae sacrae, Book I

(1629), bs. 72— 84
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mensural determinacy is reserved for bar mea-
sures. (Note, too, that the bar-length imitation in
bars 74—78 between the instruments and voices
also weakens the articulation of two-bar mea-
sures.) However, in contrast to the first part of
the piece, the “langueo” music is projectively rel-
atively homogeneous. Gone now are the com-
plex reinterpretations and interruptions that in
the earlier music functioned to articulate phrase
constituents and to overlap these constituents in
a vividly felt whole. As a result of projective ho-
mogeneity in bars 73—84 we find ourselves in a
large, relatively unsegmented but fully metrical

phrase whose beginning we can no longer “re-
member” and whose end seems always to be
slipping from our grasp.

If we get lost projectively, we also get lost
tonally. The preceding three phrases in bars
57-73 cadenced on D, G, and C. Apparently
conforming to this pattern, the new phrase
promises to cadence on F (at the climax of the
phrase and perhaps of the entire piece), but in
bar 77 tonal function is redirected through sev-
eral especially ravishing dissonances to bring us,
quite magically, to A in bar 80. This cadence is
then averted to lead to D at the beginning of bar
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82. The first tenor’s D in bars 80—82 is very
promising as a close and can draw on the rele-
vance of the long descending line begun with
the suspended F in bar 75 (F-E—D); but again
the cadence is averted and the phrase ends on G.
And yet, even though the tonal direction of the
phrase is being redirected in a most unpre-
dictable fashion, the phrase has been cadenc-
ing—has been ending—since bar 75. Indeed,
the piece has been ending for a much longer
time (perhaps from as long ago as bars 36—-50),
and it will continue ending. Notice, by the way,
that in the overlapping of the final phrase in bar
84 the “amore” figure that always initiates the
new phrase is now itself assimilated to a closing
figure through its explicit repetition of the ca-
dential pattern exposed in bar 82 and bar 80. If
we can feel in some sense “lost” in a moment of
ending, it is very tempting to call this feeling of a
suspension of duration an experience of “time-
lessness.” And, as I shall argue later, a sort of “get-
ting lost” leads to the effect of timelessness or
the concentration in an eternal now, which is
often said to characterize our experience of
much music of the postwar avant-garde.

Webern, Quartet, op. 22

In “Ohime, se tanto amate” and “Adjuro vos, fil-
iae Jerusalem” we observed a projective world of
relatively small measures and considerable mo-
bility and ambiguity. In some music of the twen-
tieth century we find much smaller measures
and much greater ambiguity. To illustrate the new
style, I would like to consider the first movement
of Webern’s Quartet, op. 22. Especially striking
here is the absence of a clear pulse. Indeed, the
projective field is so volatile there might be some
question whether this music is genuinely metri-
cal, particularly if we equate meter with regular-
ity. In Renaissance and early Baroque music there
is often great freedom granted to the grouping of
battute (half notes in the preceding examples)
and thus variation in felt takt, but within the
phrase, divisions of these beats present constant
distinctions of strong and weak. In the Webern
there is no projective constancy. There is a
“smallest value”—the sixteenth note—but the
metrical grouping of sixteenth notes is highly

variable and often ambiguous, with the result
that in many cases it is difficult to say whether a
sixteenth note is beginning or continuation.
Moreover, hiatus or unmeasured durations can
occur within the phrase to articulate its con-
stituent events. Because this music raises new
questions concerning projective and tonal po-
tential, my discussion of the first phrase will be
very detailed and will engage some general is-
sues of performance and analysis.

The first phrase from the Quartet (bars 1-5)
is shown in example 14.9. (See also example
14.10 for a more detailed analysis of this pas-
sage.) Here I have identified four or possibly five
small constituents. The final constituent, broken
by hiatus from the preceding events, functions as
a cadential (opening and closing) figure that
serves the overlapping of phrases. In the absence
of clear tonal potentials and because of the brevity
of the figures, it does not seem appropriate to
call these small, fragmentary gestures “phrases.”
“Phrase” connotes some degree of completeness
or closure that is denied these “shards” or “splint-
ers” (to use Georgiades’ expression). Nevertheless,
these fragments are clearly articulated, and their
very incompleteness and brokenness serve the
continuity of the phrase by leaving possibilities
for connection open. To some extent this proce-
dure resembles the uses made of the reduction to
small measures for the formation of phrases in
the older music.

In bars 1—4 a process of condensation and ac-
celeration provides some direction for the be-
coming of the phrase—the figures grow in-
creasingly shorter and succeed one another ever
more quickly and fluently. (And it is as the final
stage in this process of abbreviation that the
two-note clarinet figure in bar 4 might be re-
garded as a fourth constituent and an end of
sorts.) The final constituent in bar 5 will then
appear relatively detached. As a slower, more re-
laxed answer to constituents 3 and 4, it comes to
function as a conclusion to the first phrase; and
yet, as a reversal of the process of acceleration, it
also functions to introduce a new phrase. Not
fully a continuation of the first four bars and not
fully the beginning of the next phrase, this very
distinctive figure is an agent for the overlapping
of the two phrases. Against this interpretation, it
might be argued that the phrase is composed of
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EXAMPLE 14.9 Anton von Webern, Quartet, op. 22 first movement, bs. 1—6. Copyright
© 1932 by Universal Edition. © Copyright renewed. All rights reserved. Used by
permission of European American Music Distributors Corporation, sole U.S. and

Canadian agent for Universal Edition.
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two parts on the basis of instrumentation—an al-
ternation of the wind/string ensemble and piano
in bars 1-3 repeated in bars 4—5. Doubtless, the
reappearance of the piano in bar 5 contributes to
the extension or reopening of the phrase. How-
ever, to hear the passage simply as an alternation

of instruments, we will have to be deaf to the
rhythm that joins bars 1-4 as a unit and ignore
Webern’s efforts to incorporate the timbrally
anomalous piano into the ensemble. Certainly, we
can hear the alternation, but the two piano con-
stituents are functionally quite different.
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EXAMPLE 14.10 Anton von Webern, Quartet, op. 22 first movement, bs. 1-7.

Copyright ©1932 by Universal Edition. © Copyright renewed. All rights reserved. Used by
permission of European American Music Distributors Corporation, sole U.S. and Canadian
agent for Universal Edition.
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I would now like to consider the tonal and  hearing three beats we hear three (overlapped)

projective progress of the first phrase and its over- events. Above the duration of the quarter note
lapping with the second phrase in more detail. In (here about one second, according to Webern’s
examples 14.10a and 14.10b I have redrawn bar ~ metronome marking), projective potential is rel-
lines to correspond to the beginnings of our  atively indeterminate. It is not at all clear if this is
phrase constituents. Although this barring obvi-  a measure of 2/4 or 3/4. The projected duration
ously will not serve the needs of the performers, it of the quarter note, on the other hand, is highly
does no violence to the projective sense of the determinate. As a result, the second constituent
passage and will simplify our reading. enters a sixteenth too late, creating a projective

The first two notes of the phrase are metri- break. This brief hiatus in itself gives some clo-
cally somewhat ambiguous. Although Webern sure to the first constituent—nothing follows
has countered this tendency with his metrical ~ that will be a continuation of this constituent.
notation and dynamic markings, the first note And yet, the hiatus also intensifies the openness
can easily emerge as anacrusis. However, in the of the first constituent for the formation of a
context of the first constituent as a whole, this larger event. This first constituent is an opening
Db is a beginning, and a “quarter-note” beat for the piece, and its final event—the single high
emerges. To be sure, two three-note figures in ~ Eb—1is not itself an especially compelling close
saxophone and violin are here overlapped, but (unless our attention is focused exclusively on
the presence of two events is more apparent to the imitation). If there is openness or the possi-

the eye than to the ear, and I suggest that in bility for continuation, and if the third begin-
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ning with the pizzicato Eb has acquired a pro-
jected and a projective potential for a quarter-
note duration, the delay of the second con-
stituent will be charged with expectation.

Before we turn to the overlapping of the first
two constituents, I would like to consider a dif-
ferent metrical interpretation of the first con-
stituent (example 14.10c) and discuss some of
the problems this music raises for the performer
(and, hence, for this writer and for the reader). If
the saxophonist and the violinist lengthen their
second notes (the eighth notes Bb and D) and if
the saxophonist plays the A in bar 2 very softly
or does not make a clear distinction between
forte and piano in bar 1 (as, for example, in the
performance by Tashi, RCA ARL1-4730), the
sixteenth notes Db and B can be felt as ana-
cruses. In this case, the final note, Eb, could be
heard as an oftbeat or as a beginning projectively
detached from the first two events. There will
still be a hiatus between the first two con-
stituents (a silence of waiting), but there will be
considerably less metrical coherence for the first
constituent, and this constituent will have less
projective relevance for the second.

How should the passage be performed? I pre-
fer the interpretation shown in example 14.10a,
but it must be admitted that even such basic pro-
jective distinctions are far from self-evident here.
Aside, perhaps, from the uses Webern makes of
beaming (often against the bar and against the
signature), the metrical notation provides very
little information about meter. For example, the
signatures in the first phrase—3/8, 5/8, 4/8,
3/8—do not indicate metrical types but, rather,
serve to identify four phrase constituents by
means of bar lines and to divide the phrase into
“readable” units without doing too much vio-
lence to its thythm. Certainly, Webern makes the
best use he can of the notational system (and of
dynamic and articulation markings), but the sys-
tem is incapable of both reflecting the metrical
complexity of this music and providing the per-
formers with a grid for timing their actions. For
this reason, Webern’s notation presents consider-
able problems for the performers. A perfor-
mance adequate to the metrical subtlety of this
music will require playing by ear rather than
merely counting and improvisation rather than
premeditation. And yet, the problems of coordi-

nating the ensemble will make counting a ne-
cessity unless a great amount of rehearsal time
can be lavished on the piece (and perhaps, as
well, on other pieces by Webern in order to gain
an ear for the “style” of this music). Without
such preparation for improvisation, opportuni-
ties for sharply felt ambiguity can be lost to an
anaesthetic reduction of particularity and a te-
dious homogeneity of tone and meter. To the
extent particularity is not felt, tones will become
“uniform gray” by being absorbed into an un-
differentiated “total chromatic,” and metrical dis-
tinctions will become submerged in a relatively
undifferentiated stream of “attack points.” To the
extent ambiguities are felt as definite potentials
to be affirmed or denied in actualization, we can
enjoy a highly rhythmic experience marked by
considerable directedness (and redirection) in
the formation of phrases.

Let us now return to our closed/open first
constituent and its relevance for a successor.
Constituent 2 begins with the energy of a de-
layed connection, renewing projective activity
and reducing the duration of the beat by half. If
we have heard a quarter-note beat in constituent
1, we can now hear acceleration in a new eighth-
note beat. A feeling of acceleration here is strongly
supported by the contour and pitch repetitions
shown in example 14.10b. Notice that each of
the two constituents is composed of three beats:
a descending dyad, followed by an (overlapped)
ascending dyad, ending with the single pitch Eb.
The impression of increased speed and fluency
in constituent 2 is further enhanced by contrast
with the suspended continuations that lead to
closure in the first two beats of constituent 1. In
each of these first two beats, the energy of an
initial sixteenth note is arrested in a long contin-
uation. In constituent 2 there is an unimpeded
flow of sixteenths and a flow that leads to a new
constituent.

Now there is no delay—constituent 3 be-
gins as a fourth eighth-note beat. However, pro-
jective continuity here should not allow us to
ignore the suddenness of this new beginning. In
view of the relative closure of constituent 2 vis-
a-vis constituent 1 and the projective separation
of these first two constituents, the entrance of
violin and saxophone seems almost too soon.
This new figure is highly compressed, and al-
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though I have shown a continuation of the
eighth-note beat, the overlapping of violin and
saxophone makes this projection less clear than
those in constituent 2. The entrance of saxo-
phone in its low register and the coinciding of
the two voices on the second sixteenth-note
beat of the figure (E — G) will tend to reinterpret
the first sixteenth of the violin as anacrusis, as I
have shown in parentheses. Notice here that the
coinciding of two voices on a second beat is a
familiar gesture from the first two constituents—
in constituent 1 this happens on the second
quarter-note beat (again in saxophone and vio-
lin), and in constituent 2 on the second eighth-
note beat. I would suggest that this ambiguity in
constituent 3 serves to reduce the beat to the
sixteenth note for a closing fourth constituent.

The clarinet figure in bar 4 is extraordinarily
ambiguous from a projective standpoint. I spec-
ulated in chapter 9 that the first of two very
brief sounds played in isolation will tend toward
anacrusis; that is, all things being equal, we will
tend to hear closure (/ |) in such situations
rather than indefinitely extended opening (I \)
—indefinite because mensural determinacy far
exceeds such brief durations. In the case of con-
stituent 4, the first note is dynamically accented
to counteract this tendency. And since con-
stituent 3 is projectively too ambiguous to de-
cide the issue, the distinction between beginning
and continuation (or, more specifically, anacru-
sis) for the clarinet is virtually annihilated—in
effect, two immediately successive sixteenth-
note beginnings, or an undifferentiated sixteenth-
note beat! Our attention is now focused on very
small units, and projective ambiguity now con-
cerns the metrical grouping of sixteenths rather
than eighths (constituent 2) or quarters (con-
stituent 1). If the clarinet figure continues a
process of abbreviation and metrical reduction, it
also ends this process—there follows a relatively
long unmeasured silence, and the final con-
stituent is, by comparison, expanded. This con-
stituent also expands registrally, opening from
the registral contraction of constituent 3. The
pitch-class repetitions shown in example 14.10b
contribute to this feeling of expansion and
opening.

The immediate sense of closure effected by
the clarinet in bar 4 could be attributed also to

two other factors that I feel obliged to consider
here: F# completes the chromatic and is the mid-
point or “axis” of a registral symmetry formed
by all the pitches of the phrase. These are unde-
niable facts, as is, I think, the feeling of relative
closure in bar 4. However, I maintain that these
special features of the pitch F#, though doubtless
significant for Webern, have little, if any, bearing
on closure. I know this assertion will find resis-
tance in many quarters, and certainly I cannot
prove that these intervallic relationships that can
be ascribed to F# are not the principal cause of
closure. But neither, I think, can proof be oftered
to support such a claim. Will a feeling of closure
be greatly diminished if we substitute F43 or E4
for F#4? Certainly, the choice of F#4 has conse-
quences for the particularity of this closure. We
may indeed sense a convergence of the violin
and saxophone lines in this pitch, a half step
below G and a half step above F and perhaps
even sense something resembling a “toniciza-
tion” of F4. (Incidentally, I would ask the reader
to play or sing a By after this F# to test the
“focal” quality of the tone.) These connections
certainly contribute to the continuity of a single
gesture in Webern’s bar 4. But whether this F# is
also heard to be the “center” of the entire phrase
or the midpoint of the other constituents cannot
be so easily determined. (This is, of course, not
to say that this particular “symmetry” does not
contribute to the intervallic particularity of
pitches.)

A better case might be made for chromatic
closure. The intervallic homogeneity of the
“total chromatic” argues for tonal closure with
F#, as does Webern’s statement in his essay “The
Path to Composition with Twelve Tones” (in
Webern 1963) that, prior to working with the
twelve-tone method, he was aware of the closure
associated with the completion of the chro-
matic. Speaking of the composition of the Bag-
atelles for String Quartet, op. 9, Webern writes:
“Here I had the feeling: When the twelve tones
have elapsed, the piece is ended” (1963, p. 51).
On the thesis of chromatic homogeneity, the Fi
in bar 4 will neutralize tonal particularity and
thus reduce tonal potential to zero; that is to say,
the presence of all pitch classes is equivalent to
the presence of a single pitch and thus results
in a dissolution of tonal potential—a genuine
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atonality. However, I would argue that it is too
late for F¥ to accomplish this—that more or less
definite tonal potentials have already functioned
for the becoming of the phrase and cannot now
be brought to naught. Moreover, I argue that the
brokenness of the projective field is a composi-
tional necessity that serves to diversify the chro-
matic and thus to assure the tonal particularity of
pitches—that is, precisely to avert homogeneity.
I do not deny the sincerity of Webern’s state-
ment or the truth of his musical intuition, but
would suggest that a choice of pitches that com-
plete the chromatic might arise from an aversion
to repetition and from the novelty and freshness
of pitches that have not recently been sounded.
In the continuation of the passage quoted above,
Webern writes: “In my sketchbook I wrote out
the chromatic scale and crossed off the individ-
ual tones.—Why?—Because 1 convinced my-
self: this tone was already there.” Indeed, We-
bern’s habit of “crossing out” itself may cast some
doubt on the aesthetic force of such closure.

After the close on F# in bar 4, constituent 5
might well function to begin a new phrase.
However, it is prevented from so functioning by
the saxophone in bars 6 and 7, which, by repeat-
ing the minor thirds of bars 1-2, clearly marks a
new phrase as a beginning again. If this Janus-
faced piano figure in bar 5 is thereby brought into
the sphere of the first phrase to articulate an
ending, its gesture of opening also promises con-
tinuation, in a manner analogous, perhaps, to a
half-cadence.2 As is shown in example 14.10b,
the overlapping of the new phrase in bars 5 and
6 involves a repetition of pitches in the two
piano figures (and not merely pitch classes, as in
the connection of constituents 3+4 and 5). The
“ritardando . ..a tempo” also serves the overlap-
ping, as does the piano figure in bar 6, which
clearly resembles constituent 3.

An important factor in this overlapping, but
one that for all its obviousness might easily be
overlooked, is the gradual emergence of a new

instrumental and rhythmic texture. (See example
14.11.)3 In this repeated second phrase begin-
ning with bar 6, there are virtually no silences
(no hiatus) except for that preceding the “caden-
tial” piano figure in bar 15, and constituents are
continuously overlapped. Continuous also is the
long line played by the saxophone—a focal
Hauptstimme accompanied by the other instru-
ments. There are now three “instruments”: saxo-
phone, piano, and violin/clarinet. And although
instrumental alternations are much more rapid
than in the first phrase and the character of the
music is more agitated, larger constituents emerge.
In fact, the three events I have identified in ex-
ample 14.11a might now more appropriately be
called small phrases.

To find our way through the complexities of
the second large phrase, it will be helpful first to
make some general observations. The articula-
tion of three overlapping small phrases is accom-
plished by the combination of two factors: the
immediate projective reinterpretations that occur
in the saxophone at the end of bar 8 (\ = 1)
and at the beginning of bar 12 (\ —> ), and the
gradual emergence of “motivic” repetitions in
(small) phrases 2 and 3. These distinctions can
be more easily seen in example 14.11b, where I
have attached motivic labels (lowercase letters)
to the two- and three-note figures of the saxo-
phone line and aligned phrase 3 beneath phrase
2 to show the correspondences. These two- and
three-note figures (drawn from bars 1-5) are
combined with small figures in the remainder of
the ensemble to form the phrase constituents
shown in example 14.11a. In each case, the saxo-
phone initiates the constituent that is completed
by the “accompaniment”—usually a three-note
figure closely resembling constituent 4 from the
first large phrase.

Although much could be gained from a
closer analysis, it will suffice here to comment
on several of the projective decisions that en-
liven the rhythm of this phrase. In example

2. For a difterent reading of this passage and for a list of
other published analyses of Webern’s op. 22/1, see Mead
1993.

3. Asin example 14.10, in example 14.11 bar lines have
been redrawn in order to show more clearly the articula-

tion of small phrases and their constituents. The violin,
clarinet, and piano parts are here reduced to two staves
beneath the saxophone Hauptstimme. To conserve space, |
have not in this case included a reproduction of the
score. I have, however, indicated the position of Webern’s
bar numbers to facilitate a comparison with the score.
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EXAMPLE 14.11 (continued)
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14.11a I have provided a fairly detailed labeling
of projective distinctions. The phrase begins with
an especially poignant ambiguity in the saxo-
phone’s opening dyad (a). Because of the ritar-
dando and the fresh relevance of the saxophone
dyad from bar 1 (there forte piano) we will be
inclined to hear the C# as beginning rather than
anacrusis. However, as the phrase develops, the
first notes of the following saxophone dyads in
bars 7 (b) and 8 (c¢) will come to be heard as
anacruses, and as a result we may well be in-
clined to reinterpret the figure in bar 6(a) in the
present of the small phrase. The effect of such a
reinterpretation, though subtle, is far from negli-
gible—as tempo is regained in bar 7 the projec-
tions of the small phrase will coalesce as we are
led into the opening of a new large phrase.
(Here again, I would ask the reader to listen very
attentively to an accurate performance of the
piece.) Somewhat oversimplifying this process, I
have indicated from the beginning of the phrase
a repeated “pure unequal” measure of 2+3/16
(in bars 6—7) made especially mobile by a maxi-
mization of anacrustic potential. (Note, too, that,
for reasons discussed at the end of chapter 9, the
unequal “2+3” measures will inhibit the forma-
tion of strong projective potentials.) On this
interpretation, the third and final constituent/
measure is interrupted by a new constituent and
new measure beginning with figure d in bar 8.

Since there is little evidence of closure in the

first small phrase, the new constituent (d) might
be incorporated into the first phrase as an inter-
ruptive fourth constituent. It will take some time
for this constituent to become the beginning of
a second phrase. Only when a second phrase
actually emerges as a new becoming will the
constituent initiated with figure d be a new be-
ginning. This occurs with the formation of a
constituent e in bar 10, which “answers” d pro-
jectively as a three-note figure introducing a
new eighth-note beat. Notice also the urgency
with which figures d and e in the saxophone are
joined by the small unequal measure (3/16)
formed by clarinet and violin at the end of bar
9. Following figure e in the saxophone, the “ac-
companiment” continues an eighth-note (and
possibly, a quarter-note) beat to mesh with fig-
ure ¢' in the saxophone. This projective continu-
ity promises the absorption of figure ¢' into the
second small phrase. This promise is fulfilled
when a new small phrase begins with a second
projective reinterpretation in the saxophone in
bar 12. Notice here that the second phrase ends
in a sort of thyme (c-c') with the end of the first
phrase (each closing on low B in saxophone).
Because of the rhyming of the end con-
stituents ¢ and ¢' the new phrase begun in bar 12
can become detached from the second phrase as
soon as the saxophone’s G# is reinterpreted as a
projective beginning. However, the correspon-
dence of this phrase to its predecessor shown in
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example 14.11b does not become entirely clear
until the end of the phrase. Just as evidence of a
third phrase (a beginning again with d') emerges,
there also emerges a peculiar overlapping within
the new phrase that temporarily obscures the
relevance of phrase 2 (and figure d). Although
the continuation of the saxophone’ line in bar
13 supports the reinterpretation of the G# in bar
12 as a projective beginning, this continuation
also reinterprets the trichordal segmentation
(G#—Ai-F) of figure d' in bar 12. Now it appears
that the line is composed of an accelerated suc-
cession of dyads (figure f). This reinterpretation
effects an overlapping within the third phrase.
The clarinet now takes over the dyad sequence
(C#-A) from the saxophone, and the saxophone
reemerges with a striking projective interruption
(\ = |) in bar 13 supported by the piano in bar
14. The interruptive three-note figure in the
saxophone (') now reestablishes the correspon-
dence with the second phrase shown in example
14.11b: d, e / d', ¢'. This is a correspondence
promised by the initial trichordal segmentation
of bar 12 (i.e., d' rather than f).

Now, for the first time in the large phrase,
there is a projective hiatus—a slight break at the
end of phrase 3—followed in bar 15 by a ver-
sion of the “cadential” figure we observed in bar
5. Although this final constituent does not con-
tinue the process that is completed with the sax-
ophone’ figure ¢', it nevertheless belongs to the
large phrase as an echo (transposed) of the saxo-
phone’s closing figure and as a repetition of the
piano’s “three-note” closing figure that overlaps
the saxophone in bar 14. (It is largely because of
this latter repetition that the figure in bar 15 re-
ceives the projective interpretation I have indi-
cated in example 14.11a.) Notice also that, un-
like the final constituent of the first large phrase
in bar 5, the figure in bar 15 has no pitches in
common with the first piano figure in bar 6
(only pitch classes).

In the preceding analysis I did not consider
row forms, and I did not discuss tonal relations in
any detail. Rectifying the latter omission would
shed much more light on the rhythm of the
piece and would considerably enhance our un-
derstanding of projections (as would a careful
consideration of pitch contours). An analysis of
row forms and their relations might reveal some-

thing of Webern’s intentions and his composi-
tional procedure and would, in any case, lead to
an appreciation of the constraints under which
he worked. Certainly, an analysis of serial rela-
tions may be useful in our efforts to discover
tonal potentials and tonal functions, and in gain-
ing an appreciation of correspondences and rep-
etitions in the work we can hardly ignore the
repetitions of rows and row segments. However,
I do not believe that an analysis of row structure
per se is likely to shed much light on the ques-
tion of rhythm. Conceived as a systematic total-
ity, row structure presents us with a largely de-
terminate order for the organization of pitches
and pitch classes. This is not to say that an analy-
sis of rows must ignore other domains (though
in practice these other domains are generally
treated as secondary). It is to say, however, that
indeterminacy and the vagaries of becoming can
easily be replaced by a static being in which ele-
ments and relations are fixed in the whole they
constitute. There is emergence—the piece un-
folds “in time”—nDbut this is the emergence of a
preformed whole enfolded in the prior act of
composition (or perhaps even in “precomposi-
tion”’). What cannot so easily be captured with
the concept of structure is performance, or the
actual process through which a musical whole is
formed in experience.

It is a general feature of analysis that musical
process tends to be represented by (and thence
reduced to) terms of a static arrangement and
that tonal or pitch relations come to be treated
as the primary cause of musical intelligibility and
order. That this latter tendency has been espe-
cially prevalent in the analysis of so-called
“atonal” or “posttonal” music and “twelve-tone”
music may have some connection to the loss of
tonal determinacies that had informed the the-
ory and practice of earlier styles. It is perhaps
understandable that a weakening of tonal poten-
tial should have created very strong anxieties
concerning pitch and interval on the part of
some theorists and composers and, in some cases,
overcompensation for a practical (and concep-
tual) loss of determinacy. But whatever the
causes of this fascination with pitch, I would
argue that meter is no less important for the in-
telligibility and coherence of Webern’s twelve-
tone music. I have attempted to demonstrate this
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importance in the preceding analysis of bars
1-15 of the Quartet, but to catch a glimpse of
the importance of rhythmic distinctions for We-
bern’s compositional labor, I would like to ex-
amine a few of his sketches for an unfinished
movement that was to be part of opus 22. In
order to provide a more general context for this
analysis I would first like to consider, very briefly,
Webern’s conception of the determinacy pro-
vided by the row.

In his collection of lectures published as Wege
zur neuen Musik, Webern identifies “two paths to
12-tone composition,” two types of law. These
two types are Materialgesetze and Darstellungsge-
setze—laws of material and laws of presen-
tation.* Reihengesetze are the particular material
laws that govern the structure of rows and the
structural possibilities for combining row forms.
However, when he uses the singular form, Rei-
hengesetz, Webern often means an ideal lawful-
ness. The row guarantees the unity of the com-
position, but “row” here does not refer to any
particular row or even to the total arrangement
of row forms. It is, rather, an immanent organiz-
ing principle, real as manifested in particular
rows and ideal as transcending any particular
form. Unity does not arise from a systematic
order of pitch elements and relations, but from a
continuously expanding gesture of repetition
and development. Although the row may form
part of the material of this gesture, the notion of
material is not limited to pitches and intervals
abstracted from other domains. In a letter to
Hildegard Jone describing the form of his Varia-
tions, op. 30, Webern traces a process begun with
six notes, or rather the particular gestalt formed
by these notes:

Imagine this: 6 notes are given, in a shape deter-
mined by the sequence and the rhythm, and what
follows (in the whole length of this piece lasting
about 20 minutes) is nothing other than this shape

over and over again!!l Naturally in continual
“metamorphosis” (in musical terms this process is
called “variation”)—but it is nevertheless the
same every time.

Goethe says of the “Urphdnomen’:

ideal as the limit to what can be
apprehended,

real as apprehended (*),

symbolic because it comprehends all
instances,

identical with all instances (**)

(ideal als das letzte Erkennbare,

real als erkannt,

symbolisch, weil es alle Fille begreift,
identisch mit allen Fille)

(*) In my piece that is what it is, namely the shape
mentioned above! (The comparison serves only to
clarify the process).

(**) Namely in my piece! That is what it does!

First this shape becomes the “theme” and then
there follow 6 variations of this theme. But the
“theme” itself consists, as I said, of nothing but
variations (metamorphoses of this first shape).
Then as a unit it becomes the point of departure
for fresh variations. . .. Such and such a number of
metamorphoses of the first shape constitute the
“theme.” This, as a new unit, passes again through
such and such a number of metamorphoses; these
again, fused into a new unit, constitute the form of
the whole. Thus, roughly, the shape of the whole
piece. (Webern 1959, p. 47)

Although Webern insists that ‘“composing
with twelve-tones” is a spontaneous and neces-
sary historical development, he recognizes that
the total chromatic presents a truly new material
and that the new laws for the material are not
connected to the old laws (beyond certain
acoustical givens). What bridges this gap are the
laws of presentation. These are very general laws
governing the form of music and ensuring its
comprehensibility (“the highest law of all”’). If the
laws of the material are laws of “what,” the laws

4. The productive, dialectical relationship of material
and presentation is a central thesis of Webern’s lectures,
forming the basis for a construction of music history that
would make twelve-tone composition a natural or spon-
taneous development of Western musical tradition. A
concise statement of this dialectic also appears in We-

bern’s May 3rd, 1941, letter to Willi Reich, which is ap-
pended to The Path to the New Music (Webern 1963, pp.
61-62). For an insightful discussion of Webern’s under-
standing of the row and a more detailed analysis of the

two “paths” than we shall undertake here, see Zuber
1984.
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EXAMPLE 14.12 Rows “III” and “II” extracted from Webern’s sketches for an uncompleted

variation movement for the Quartet, op. 22
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of presentation are laws of “how”—they con-
cern the ways in which the constituent parts of a
composition are articulated and held together. We-
bern identifies many types of presentation—for
example, motivic connection, developing varia-
tion, imitation, the differentiation of melody and
accompaniment, “pure polyphony.” Although
these diverse types do not appear in all musical
epochs, Webern maintains that the laws of pre-
sentation are, in essence, universal—in their most
basic forms (repetition, contrast, development,
phrase articulation), these procedures are to be
found in all music. Stylistic diversity arises as the
fundamental laws of presentation are adapted to
changing materials. For Webern the variable laws
of an ever-changing material and the universal
but flexible laws of presentation (universal pre-
cisely because of the limits of human understand-
ing) create through their dialectical relationship
the continuity of musical tradition. Therefore,
we must take Webern at his word when he
writes, echoing Schoenberg, “one composes as
before, but on the basis of the row; on the basis
of this fixed series one will have to invent” (We-
bern 1963, p. 53):

Until now, tonality has been one of the most
important means of establishing unity. It is the
only one of the old achievements that has disap-
peared; everything else is still there.

We want to say “in quite a new way”” what has
been said before. But now I can invent more
freely; everything has a deeper unity. Only now is
it possible to compose in free fantasy, adhering to
nothing except the row. To put it quite paradoxi-
cally, only through these unprecedented fetters has

complete freedom become possible. (Webern 1963,
pp- 42,55-56)

If this “deeper unity” is to be “given” by the
row, it must be taken in an act of selecting from
the myriad possibilities contained in a fixed se-
ries of pitch classes those that will serve rhythm.
We can observe some traces of this act in
sketches for the beginning of a movement that
Webern intended to include in the Quartet, op.
22. On August 20, 1930, six days after complet-
ing what was to become the first movement,
Webern began work on a new movement, which
was to occupy him for the next three weeks.
Eight pages of sketches (plates 25—32 in Mold-
enhauer 1968) document Webern’s composition
of a phrase that was apparently conceived as the
“theme” for a set of variations to be placed as
the first movement of op. 22.

I count nineteen versions of the phrase alto-
gether, though there are often variants attached to
these versions. From these sketches I have selected
six for close analysis—by my count, version nos.
1,2,7,11, 16, and 19. To facilitate comparison
with the notebook, correspondences with We-
bern (1968) are as follows: plate 25, nos. 1, 2, and
7; plate 27,no. 11; plate 32, no. 16; plate 31, no. 19.
(See also Smalley 1975 for faithful transcriptions
of all the sketches we shall consider here.) In ex-
amples 14.13 and 14.14 are transcriptions of what
appear to be the first two versions of the “theme.”
In each case I have added a rudimentary projec-
tive and constituent analysis.

Example 14.12 is a representation of the two
row forms employed here, labeled “III” and “II”’
by Webern in the sketches. The second row
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EXAMPLE 14.13 Version no. 1 [on Plate 25], from Anton von Webern, Sketches
(1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl Fischer, Inc., New York. All rights reserved.

Reprinted by permission.
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form is a retrograde inversion of the first which
returns to F# (Gb). In his composition of the sax-
ophone line, Webern chose to fix the registers of
the twelve pitch classes and to omit several
pitches from the line, reserving them for piano.
In no. 1, G is missing, and in the revision of no. 2
reproduced here, E C, and G are excluded. I
would like to suggest one possible motivation
for these omissions.

The row presents three relatively distinct
intervallic groups: roughly stated, the first few
pitches expose “thirds,” pitches 6—9 form a
chromatic segment, and the last three (an in-
stance of set class 3—5) present the intervals of
“fourth” and tritone. This last group is especially
distinctive and, as we observed above, functions
in the first movement as a “cadential” figure—
that is, a figure that marks the end of the row and
the ends of phrases. This intervallic heterogene-

ity can make “the row” recognizable as a unit

with a relatively distinct beginning, middle, and
end. In the first movement such distinctiveness
characterizes the first and third large phrases and
serves to contrast phrases 1 and 3 with phrases 2
and 4 where phrase articulations cut across these
boundaries. In the sketches we are now consid-
ering (examples 14.13 and ex. 14.14), Webern’s
omission of pitches eliminates the distinctive
3-5 trichord to produce a more continuous and
homogeneous line. There is a tritone in no. 1
(B—F), but the F in bar 6 is detached from the
preceding B as a beginning again. In no. 2, F is
eliminated. Reserving the pitches F C, and G for
the piano will also have other consequences for
the articulation of the phrase. Doubtless, Webern
was aware of these possibilities and had already
decided on the two row forms he would use for
the “accompaniment.”

In examples 14.13 and 14.14 I have indicated
several correspondences among constituents.



Problems of Meter in Music

269

EXAMPLE 14.14 Version no. 2 [on Plate 25], from Anton von
Webern, Sketches (1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl Fischer,
Inc., New York. All rights reserved. Reprinted by permission.
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However, at this stage possibilities for segmenta-
tion are quite open, and without the “accompa-
niment” and a clearer determination of projec-
tive potentials it is difficult to develop a satisfac-
tory analysis of small constituents and their
rhythmic functions. Although I cannot speculate
on how Webern may have felt projective poten-
tials (or, indeed, at this early stage of sketching,
how clearly he had yet come to feel such poten-
tials), I have indicated continuities and disconti-
nuities in the succession of beats and in some
cases have ventured an interpretation of metrical
accent. (The distinction between solid and dot-
ted bar lines 1s Webern’s.) But even if an analysis
of small constituents is problematic, we can, nev-
ertheless, draw some conclusions regarding the
general shape of the phrase in these two ver-
sions. Incidentally, I should point out that the
possibility of hearing the retrograde relation of
the two row forms is excluded here, in part be-

cause of the “givens” of the row layout. Example
14.12 shows above the two row forms the or-
dered repetition of three dyads, a repetition
made more palpable by the fixing of registers.

In no. 1 (example 14.13) there is a very clear
two-part division—a compressed and relatively
energetic beginning again in bar 6 signaled by
the immediate pitch repetition (figures a and a'),
and an end rhyme created by the two compo-
nents labeled “b” and “b'”” The projective and
constituent analysis shown in the example should
be more or less self-explanatory, and I will not
pursue a more detailed analysis of this phrase. I
would only note here the close interaction of
duration, pitch, register, and contour in the artic-
ulation of this two-part rhythmic gesture.

Phrase articulation in version no. 2 (example
14.14) is less clear. If the pitches C# and B in bars
4-5 are connected to the preceding constituent
as in version no. 1, the large phrase will offer nu-
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EXAMPLE 14.15 Version no. 7 [on Plate 25], from Anton von Webern, Sketches
(1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl Fischer, Inc., New York. All rights reserved.

Reprinted by permission.
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merous possibilities for the overlapping of con-
stituents. In this case, a second phrase will begin
with bar 6 in an overlapping with the end of the
first phrase. This second phrase begins with a
contour inversion of bars 1-2 (a and a') and re-
peats the durational pattern of the first phrase,
overlapping this repetition with a final con-
stituent, c', that accelerates constituent ¢ in a
rhythmic figure that recalls the last three beats of
figures a and a'. On the other hand, Webern may
have intended to break the phrase with the ini-
tial C#—B in bars 4-5, in which case this small
constituent could serve either to separate the
two small phrases begun with a and a' or to
begin a second phrase (bars 4—9). In succeeding

versions Webern will choose to break the phrase
and will try out both of these possibilities.

In versions 3—6, Webern experiments with
various rhythmic adjustments and meter signa-
tures (4/4,5/16,2/2,and 2/4). This initial stage
of sketching ends with version no. 7 (example
14.15), a determination of a saxophone Haupt-
stimme that remains unaltered in the following
five versions.

The phrase is now divided into three parts
but retains some feeling of two phrases in the
correspondence of parts 1 and 3. For the second
constituent (“unit 2” in example 14.15) Webern
has indicated in this sketch three different artic-
ulations: two two-note slurs, a three-note slur



Problems of Meter in Music 271

isolating the first note, and a four-note slur. Were
a three-note slur chosen, the ascending eighth-
note figure (B—Bb—A) in bars 4—5 could be
heard to repeat the beginning of the constituent
I have labeled “b” As is shown in example
14.15b, this correspondence could serve an
overlapping of the three units. However, Webern
finally chooses two-note slurs. The result of this
decision, I think, is to separate unit 2 from units
1 and 3, and in the next three versions this sepa-
ration is underscored by the piano. In light of
this articulation we might call units 1 and 3
small phrases.

The “two parts” of no. 7 (units 1 and 3) do
not, however, exhibit the sort of clear corre-
spondence we observed in the small phrases of
version nos. 1 and 2, largely because of projec-
tive asymmetry. Although Webern has notated
the figures in bars 1—4 as syncopations and met-
rical “displacements,” a continuous series of
quarter-note measures and perhaps even half-
note measures will tend to arise here. Indeed,
Webern’s beamings and articulation markings
generally support such a projective continuity. In
any case, this degree of regularity contrasts
sharply with the projective diversity of version
nos. 1 and 2, in which metrical differentiation
was used to support a fairly clear antecedent-
consequent relation in the two small phrases. If
in no. 7 the placement of bar lines does not re-
veal an underlying evenness in the projective
course of units 1 and 2, neither does it very
clearly show the considerable ambiguity of unit
3. Although I have ventured a projective inter-
pretation of this unit, the choices are not so
clear-cut. The result of this ambiguity for the
rhythm of the phrase is, I believe, to create a
highly compressed “consequent” to unit 1 whose
resemblance to that unit is palpable but not at all
obvious. Even if the figure labeled “2"” in unit 3
were clearly a projective repetition of figure a in
unit 1, the coupling of a' and a" would unsettle a
sense of obvious repetition. Constituent a' re-
peats the contour and duration pattern of a, and
a" is a retrograde inversion of a (now taking ad-
vantage of the relation of the row forms). Since
unit 3 shares four pitches with constituent b of
unit 1, it can also repeat aspects of this second
constituent of unit 1. In example 14.15¢ I have
indicated a sort of compression of unit 1 in unit

3. All of these correspondences contribute to the
closure of the large phrase in the return to F#
(Gb).

In the next set of sketches, Webern composed
a piano accompaniment made up of sixteenth-
note “offbeats” to the saxophone Hauptstimme of
version no. 7. After several revisions of the piano
part, Webern arrived at a finished version (gilt)
in no. 11 and began sketching the first variation.
Example 14.16 shows only the “theme.” In gen-
eral, the piano supports our constituent analysis
of version no. 7, as well as the abbreviation and
compression we noted in the second small
phrase—unit 3. However, as we shall soon see,
the piano part of version no. 11 also opens a new
possibility for the form of the large phrase.

In terms of row layout, the piano plays row II
against the saxophone’s row III in the first half of
the phrase and then row III against the saxo-
phone’s row II in the second half. (Row indica-
tions in example 14.16 are Webern’s.) In unit 2
the piano takes the pitches missing from the
Hauptstimme (C-G and F-C) to synthesize a
new form of set class 3—5 (G — C — F#, a form of
row segment “C” in example 14.12) and a new
trichordal sonority, set class 3—8 (G— C —F), not
heard within the row. At the end of the phrase
set class 3—5 appears again (now as the last three
notes of row III), and Webern manufactures a
corresponding form of 3-8 by introducing a
new row form starting on F (a transposed retro-
grade of row III labeled “28” by Webern contin-
ued in the first variation). This repetition of tri-
chord pairs 3—5 and 3-8 unsettles the symmetry
of two complementary small phrases (units 1 and
3) articulated by a “middle” segment (unit 2).
Although the piano figure in bars 4 and 7 could
well function to mark the ending of two small
phrases—units 1+2 and unit 3—there is also a
tendency for the two piano figures to begin and
end a second small phrase as a sort of frame for
the Hauptstimme in bars 5—7. This latter possi-
bility will become more explicit in versions
16-19.

There is also considerable metrical ambiguity
in this passage. Although the saxophone line will
tend to dominate in the distinction between
eighth-note beat and sixteenth-note oftbeat,
these distinctions are not always entirely clear,
particularly in bars 3 and 5, where the saxo-
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EXAMPLE 14.16 Version no. 11 [on Plate 27], from Anton von Webern, Sketches
(1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl Fischer, Inc., New York. All rights reserved.

Reprinted by permission.
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phone sustains a
note duration. The difference of timbre and the
“regularity” of the piano will contribute to this
ambiguity, as will pitch relations. Notice, for ex-
ample, the effect of pitch repetition between the

comparatively long quarter-

two instruments made possible by the invariance
of dyads in rows III and II shown above the row
forms in example 14.12 (A-Bb, G#—E, and
Eb—D). In example 14.16 I have circled the im-
mediate repetitions to show the alternations of
saxophone and piano in taking the first of these
pitches.

This tension between hearing highly charged
offbeat “suspensions” in the piano and hearing

eighth-note “piano beats” sporadically surface is
very effective in sustaining continuous rhythmic
energy throughout the phrase. However, as a re-
sult of this ambiguity, mensural determinacy is
greatly reduced, as is the variety of projective
engagements. Coupled with the general flatness
of register, this degree of projective homogene-
ity has a rather mechanical effect, which may
perhaps have contributed to Webern’s later dis-
satisfaction with the rhythmic texture he had so
carefully developed in version no. 11. In any
case, following a revision of no. 11 that lightens
the piano part with grace notes, Webern aban-
doned this conception of the phrase in no. 13
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EXAMPLE 14.17 Version no. 16 [on Plate 32], from Anton von
Webern, Sketches (1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl
Fischer, Inc., New York. All rights reserved. Reprinted by

permission.
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(August 27) and began altering the Hauptstimme,
distributing the line among all the instruments
and experimenting with novel phrase articula-
tions. As Roger Smalley (1975) suggests, We-
bern’s aim was now to break down the rigid
melody and accompaniment texture and create a
more integrated ensemble. In no. 14 (August 29)
Webern returned to saxophone and piano but
radically altered the saxophone line and intro-
duced considerable metrical ambiguity in the
Hauptstimme itself. The next complete version to
appear in the notebook is dated September 9
and is very close to the final version (again
marked gilf) composed the following day. These
two versions are shown in examples 14.17 and
14.18 in a reduction to two staves.

Apart from the change of meter signature,
the most conspicuous alterations of version no.
16 involve the notes of bars 3 and 4, which are
lowered in register in no. 19 (the first note, G,

by two octaves), and the group of overlapping
2-note figures in bars 7 and 8, which in no. 19
(bar 6) is compressed in duration. This registral
change in version no. 19 is, by the way, Webern’s
first departure from the rule of fixed register.
Note also two other changes: the Bb in bar 2 of
no. 16 is transferred from saxophone to piano in
no. 19, and in no. 19 the violin plays its first two
notes (G — Ab) pizzicato rather than arco. As we
shall see, these changes create a far tighter and
livelier phrase in version no. 19. In order to facil-
itate our analysis of this final version, I have la-
beled two types of constituent based on the dis-
tinction between long and short: “A” labels a
composite of a long two-note figure and a short
two-note figure, and “B” labels a composite of
overlapping short two-note figures.

The large phrase is now divided more or less
clearly into two small phrases marked by a brief
hiatus in bar 4. In the second small phrase the
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EXAMPLE 14.18 Version no. 19 [on Plate 31], from Anton von Webern, Sketches
(1926—1945). Copyright © 1968 by Carl Fischer, Inc., New York. All rights reserved.

Reprinted by permission.
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“frame” created by the figures A3 and A5 serves
to isolate a “middle” constituent in bars 5—6.
Notice that this constituent, flanked by A3 and
A5, could itself be heard as a compressed and ab-
breviated repetition of the first small phrase. The
clarinet/piano figure in bar 5 (A%) resembles the
saxophone/piano figure in bar 1 (Al), and yet it
also becomes assimilated to the figure labeled
“B2” in bar 6. Adding to the complexity of over-
lapping here, the correspondence of A! and A3
(reversing piano and saxophone as “middle”)
urges a correspondence of A2 and A*.

Version no. 19 is projectively more compli-
cated than version no. 16, presenting novel am-
biguities that serve the larger rhythmic gesture
of the phrase. To trace this gesture, let us now
follow some of the projective distinctions that
emerge with the articulation of the phrase. The
last note of bar 1 (the pitch A) becomes anacru-
sis with the beginning of bar 2. Since in bar 1

s 2 gscas
® J5
SC4-9 ors

there is no articulation of a fourth (eighth-note)
beat and no clear beginning for which this
“fifth” beat might be a projective continuation, I
would draw attention to a feeling of projective
“suspension” here. Webern’s notation of 5/8 is
quite appropriate and continues to inform ver-
sion no. 19 in its departures from no. 16. As a re-
sult of the changes made in version no. 19 (i.e.,
giving the Bb to the piano in bar 2 and lowering
the violin by two octaves) the pizzicato G in the
violin can now form the interval of a minor
third with the piano’s Bb, thereby echoing the
minor third F§— A in saxophone and forming a
repetition of figure A! in the figure A2 As I
have shown in example 14.18, these changes in
no. 19 create an overlapping of two constituents
that in no. 16 were clearly separated. As a result
of this overlapping (and changes of register, etc.),
projective distinctions in constituent B! of ver-
sion no. 19 are much less clear than those of
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constituent 2 of no. 16. (Incidentally, the dy-
namic marking of forte given to the pizzicato G
at the end of bar 2 in no. 19 will not suftice in
this context to create an unambiguous projective
beginning.) In the absence of a clear metrical
grouping of eighths in constituent B!, there will
be an unmeasured duration or hiatus separating
this component from the following small phrase
begun with A3.

If at the end of constituent A3 the second
chord of the piano in bar 5 is not clearly ana-
crustic, the following Bb in clarinet will be rein-
terpreted as a projective beginning, and such rein-
terpretation will further serve to join the figures
in bars 5 and 6 as a single constituent (B2). In
terms of projection, this is by far the least ambigu-
ous constituent and the only constituent thus far
to present a relatively clear quarter-note beat. As a
result, the registral and dynamic climax in bar 6
will be accompanied by sudden rhythmic fluency
in a highly compressed and accelerated gesture
closely overlapped with figure A5. Notice, by
comparison, the relatively tame equilibrium of
version no. 16, where bars 7—8 repeat bars 3—4 in
register, dynamics, and projective activity.

In following Webern’s labor of giving shape
to the given pitch-class “material” in these few
sketches, we should have no illusions of having
followed Webern’s thought process—much less
of having divined his “compositional intent.”
And yet, in a much broader and, I think, truer
sense, we have followed his intent, which was to
work with this phrase until it satisfied him with
its particular ‘“comprehensibility” or beauty—
when it seemed finished enough to warrant a
gilt. Why Webern abandoned this movement we
shall likely never know. Nor shall we likely know
how many versions preceded a finished form of
the two phrases of the first movement (bars 1-15)
with which we began our analysis. It should be
clear, however, that no less care was taken in the
shaping of projective process and that, in general,
a keen sensitivity to projective distinctions was
inseparable from Webern’s “feeling of form.”

From the listener’s or the player’s point of
view, it must be said that projective determinacy
in the Quartet is often highly attenuated, and to
feel the distinctions and the contrasts I have sug-
gested (or distinctions I have not suggested) will
require a concentrated act of attention. If there is

any lapse in attentiveness, this music may appear
nonmetrical. But I believe that to the extent we
do not perceive metrical distinctions, we will be
deaf to a rhythm and a beauty Webern painstak-
ingly sought to achieve. This is not to deny that
there can be nonmetrical music or to suggest that
such music is inferior to a music whose rhythm is
informed by meter. And in the conclusion of this
study I will briefly consider some of the aesthetic
consequences of an abandonment of projective
activity in the creation of a nonmetrical yet fully
rhythmic musical experience. This turn in com-
positional practice, though not without prece-
dents, took place in the two decades following
Webern’s death and, at least in its early stage, ap-
pears to have been inspired by Webern’s example.
But before turning to this development, I would
like to consider a highly metrical composition by
Milton Babbitt, which presents analytic problems
we did not encounter in the Webern.

Babbitt, Du

In op. 22, and in most of Webern’s twelve-tone
music, a constant “smallest value” broken by hiatus
(and sometimes lost in a larger beat) serves as a
basis for metrical groupings, much like the “beats”
of the Renaissance tactus, only much smaller and
more evanescent. As inadequate as traditional no-
tation proved in representing to the performer the
complex projective groupings of these units of du-
ration, it nevertheless provided a representational
system in which notated pulses could often be felt
as beats. However, in much twentieth-century
music notated pulses and their subdivisions often
do not correspond to beats. In such cases conven-
tional notation can be used to indicate with great
precision variations in pulse (rubato, acceleration,
and deceleration) that cannot be so precisely indi-
cated with more conventional uses of the nota-
tion. The opening of “Wankelmut,” the second
song from Babbitts cycle Du (1951), illustrates
such a practice (see example 14.19).

The song begins in bar 15 with a gesture that
is metrically much more comprehensible than it
looks. My renotation of this bar, though not so
precise, produces a result that I think is quite
similar to that produced by Babbitt’s notation—
anacrusis to a ‘dotted” figure and an accelerated
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quarter-note pulse. The beginning with E of
course, “becomes” anacrusis only when there is a
beat begun with C#, made past with the final D.
Similarly, the arrangement of so-called “stresses”
in the verbal phrase “Mein Suchen sucht!”
emerges only when there is a phrase.

I have chosen an example with text to facili-
tate our analysis. But although the text enhances
the determinacy of this projection, it does not
produce it—our feeling of projection would be
much the same if this figure were sung on “la.”
Again, the flexibility of mensural determinacy
frees projective activity from the narrow con-
fines of “precise” equality. But, again, this flexi-
bility should not be equated with imprecision.
The very precisely felt processes of acceleration
and deceleration and feelings of early and late
that can arise from relatively minute diftferences
in duration attest to a very fine discrimination of
durational quantity and to the efficacy of such
discrimination in the perception of projective
potentials.

David Lewin (1981) cites an experiment per-
formed by Jeanne Bamberger that seems to illus-
trate the assimilation of inequality to a determi-
nation of projective potential (note especially
the perception of anacrusis in the incomplete
“4/4 bar” with which the series begins):

A sound synthesizer had been programmed to gen-
erate a series of identical pulses, separated by suc-
cessive durations of 2, 3, 4, and 5 time units, at a
brisk tempo. The listener expected to respond to
the stimulus as an ametrical phenomenon, simply
following the acoustic pattern symbolized by (5.1).

b)),

(.1)

Instead, he was surprised to discover, in his
own perception, a very strong metric response to
the stimulus, which he “heard” as in (5.2).

(rit)

34

(7rit.)

J d | .

Bamberger herself experienced the sense of
(5.2) strongly, and I think it is reasonable to sup-
pose that many listeners will be able to respond
easily to the objective stimulus of (5.1), at a brisk
tempo, in the mode of (5.2). (Lewin 1981, pp.
101-102)

The acceleration in bar 15 involves a “quar-
ter-note” beat. In fact, the eighth-note D *“(Su)-
chen” is a bit slow. I have indicated an initial
quarter-note projection in the piano interrupt-
ing the voice, but this interpretation becomes
more tenuous as the passage develops, and I sug-
gest that there is little, if any, projective continu-
ity in the overlapping of voice and piano. The
connection of voice and piano is largely one of
contrast—free/strict, slow/fast, metrical/amet-
rical. Although the piano constituent begins
with a clear eighth-note pulse and affords con-
stant sixteenth-note divisions, there is little pro-
jective order, and the passage sounds relatively
chaotic. On the other hand, because of its con-
stant division, the piano presents us with a fixed
tempo; and because there is so little metrical
grouping, this tempo is very quick. It might be
said that both the acceleration in the vocal ges-
ture and the sudden jerk into a fixed and very
fast tempo serve the text, lending a feeling of
great urgency to the verbal exclamation.

The second vocal constituent, projectively
disconnected from the preceding piano figure,
presents a new pulse now supported by the
piano. If these three beats correspond to the
“quarter note” of bar 15, the vocal tempo will be
faster, but whether or not we make this connec-

tion, the voice is still “slower” than the piano,
which again interrupts the realization of pro-
jected potential. The third vocal constituent,
“wandeln Ich!” again disconnected from the
piano, also accelerates. Whether this is to be
heard as a “slow” triple or a “fast” duple is a
choice for the singer to make. The latter inter-
pretation will better serve the rhyme with “Und
halte Dich!” in bars 20—21.

A new small phrase is begun at the end of bar
18 (“Ich taste Ich”) with a “return” to bar 15.
Here the piano is no longer projectively de-
tached—the voice enters as continuation of a
piano beginning (in bar 18). In bar 20 the so-
prano interrupts herself to sing “und fasse Du”
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very quickly (and with no rubato) in the tempo
of the piano. This is the climax of the large phrase
(and here the correspondences with the opening
in bar 15 may hold the connection of “Suchen”
and “Du”).

In this music, great demands are placed on
listeners and, especially, on the performers. If
there is a lapse in attention to projective detail,
rhythm will be lost. In “Wankelmut” (fickleness),
appropriately enough, tempo fluctuates rapidly
and the projective field is highly fragmented. In
the first song, “Wiedersehen” (example 14.20),
there is considerably more projective and tonal
continuity.

In the first constituent (bars 1—2) voice and
piano are metrically coordinated, and there
emerges a clear quarter-note pulse that matches
the 4/4 time signature. There is even some evi-
dence of a half-note projection: in addition to
the crescendo, there is also directedness toward a
second half-note beat in the resolution of the
initial suspended anacrusis in piano, right hand.
And if we can sense the repetition of thirds in
piano (E-G) and voice (Eb-C), the voice could
then be heard in relation to the piano as an over-
lapping and accelerated resolution of anacruses—
slow for E-G and fast for Eb—C. Acceleration
continues in the second half-note beat with the
triplets and the oscillating figure formed of these
triplets (shown in brackets above piano). Follow-
ing this intensification, the phrase ends quietly in
“bebt” as “Schrei-" turns to “Schreiten.”

The beginning of bar 2 with “bebt” promises
a projected duration of at least a quarter note.
However, the piano subtly shifts pulse by a six-
teenth note, minimizing the relevance of this
projected potential. As a result of this shift, there
is a projective interruption with the entrance
(too soon) of the voice at the end of bar 2 (“In
Schauen”). This interruption functions to sepa-
rate the two vocal constituents (“Dein Schreiten
bebt / In Schauen”) and will allow the second
vocal constituent to become the beginning of
a larger constituent (“In Schauen stirbt der
Blick”). To the degree bars 3—8 cohere as a con-
tinuous gesture, “In Schauen” might refer not
only to “Blick” in bar 4 but also to the play of
wind (bars 4—6) and to “you turning away” (bar
7). But phrase articulations are by no means
clear-cut here (or in Stramm’s verse). Six vocal

constituents form the large phrase (bars 1-8)
and are joined in four syntactic units (bars 1-2,
2—4,4-6,and 7), but various overlappings serve
to draw out syntactic and acoustic connections
that cross these boundaries. In example 14.20b
I have indicated a connection of the last four
vocal constituents of the phrase. The chromatic
descent (G— F#—F—E) in bars 4—7 links “Blick,”
“Wind,” “Bind-,” “Du,” and “wend-." A regis-
tral wedge narrows to “Du” and then opens in
“wendest fort!” The acoustic connections are
subtle but effective: “der Blick” and “der Wind”
are parallel and rhyme in vowel; and although
“Wind spielt” and “Binder” do not make a very
close rhyme, the sound of both “Wind” and
“Band-" is repeated in “wend-.” Notice, too, that
the closing wedge in the voice reverses and
greatly expands (in duration) the opening wedge
of the piano (left hand) in bar 4.

The vocal constituents in bars 2—6 are articu-
lated by various projective breaks with the
piano. But with the last constituent (“Du wend-
est fort!”) piano and voice are more clearly co-
ordinated metrically; and after a moment of hes-
itation in a sustained continuative suspension on
“Du” in the soprano of bar 7, a clear pulse
comes into focus in “wendest fort!” and is con-
tinued in the piano through the following bar. In
example 14.20c I show imitative reiterations of
the voice’s closing constituent in the piano in
bars 7 and 8 leading to an overlapping with the
next phrase (D— C—F# in piano). If this com-
plex repetition of contour, interval, and duration
can be heard, it will contribute to a (precisely
notated) rallentando, introducing the slower
tempo rubato of the voice’s final phrase, “Den
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Raum umwirbt die Zeit!” Because of the very
clear closure in bar 8 of a process begun perhaps
as early as bar 2 (“In Schauen”), the new vocal
line (“Den Raum umwirbt die Zeit!”) seems to
break off from a large phrase in bars 1-8 to
begin a second phrase continued (a la Schu-
mann) by the piano and closed in bar 14.

A discussion of the interruptions, overlappings,
and changes of “speed” that might arise from the
interpretation of projective functions I propose in
example 14.20 (and also an account of the contri-
bution of tone to rhythm) would involve us in a
more detailed analysis than we need to undertake
here. Suffice it to say that we are presented with a



EXAMPLE 14.20 Milton Babbitt, Du, “Wiedersehen,” bs. 1—-11. Copyright © 1957 by
1. Wiedersehen

Boelke-Bomart, Inc. Reprinted by permission.
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EXAMPLE 14.20 (continued)
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projective field of great complexity and a highly
continuous overlapping of very small constituent
gestures. The gestures themselves appear quite dis-
continuous, broken as they are by very rapid pro-
jective fissures and reinterpretations. However,
phrases here and throughout the cycle are large—
not by clock time, but in our experience of an
extraordinarily contracted and dense present. If
such phrases can be felt, it will require a high de-
gree of attentiveness to comprehend a becoming

so projectively fragmented. And without a rela-
tively high degree of attentiveness we will, I
think, be denied an appreciation of the rhythmic
particularity of this music. In fact, this level of at-
tentiveness might itself be said to contribute to
the particularity of our aesthetic experience.
Because of the compression of the projective
field, even a relatively small lapse of attention can
require an active refocusing of attention, and if
we are unwilling to make this effort (perhaps re-
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peatedly), we may lose interest and find the
music incomprehensible—that is, uninteresting.
This refocusing can be quite demanding in light
of the brokenness of constituents. And if we lose
track, we are not given many opportunities to re-
cover our bearings and reenter the course of
such volatile phrases. Nevertheless, small con-
stituents and the phrases they compose are, in
general, clearly articulated (though often over-

lapped) and offer numerous opportunities for
comprehension. Such opportunities for compre-
hension (provided that we find them sufticiently
“attractive”) serve as lures for our attention.
Where a discrimination of projective potentials
does not lead to a grasp of larger durations or
where we are not enticed to make the effort we
may well withdraw our attention from an active
engagement with the dance of meter.



FIFTEEN

CTHRASHIETTS

Toward a Music of
Durational Indeterminacy

The intense reduction (or compression) of
bern’s op. 22 and carried even further by the
brokenness of the projective field in Babbitt’s Du
invites comparison with efforts in the years fol-

projective potential we observed in We-

lowing the Second World War to eliminate
meter’s hold on the attention and its involve-
ment in the formation of those more or less
determinate sonic durations we call “phrases.”
Here our choice of pieces is especially difficult
because of the wide variety of experiments (in-
strumental and electronic) undertaken in recent
decades aimed at suppressing the durational de-
terminacies of measure and phrase. I have se-
lected Boulez’s le marteau sans maitre in part be-
cause its nine movements offer a great variety of
approaches to musical continuity: sections in
which there is neither pulse nor phrase articula-
tion, pulsed music with little or no phrase artic-
ulation, loosely integrated phrase-like units ar-
ticulated only by ruptures in continuity, phrases
that draw upon projective distinctions for their
coherence, and phrases that do not.

Thus far we have considered projection from
the standpoint of its contribution to the forma-
tion of phrases. However, meter is not required
for the formation of phrase, nor does the emer-
gence of pulse or the clear distinction of projec-
tive functions create phrase articulations. Indeed,
in le marteau sans maitre it is in the most clearly
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pulsed sections that phrases are often most diffi-
cult to grasp. In examples 15.1, 15.2, 15.3, and
15.4 T have quoted excerpts from several sec-
tions: the openings of no. 1 (“avant ‘d’artisanat
furieux’”) and no. 2 (“commentaire I de ‘bour-

LR}

reaux de solitude’”), a passage from no. 4 (“com-
mentaire II de ‘bourreaux de solitude’”), and the
beginning of no. 9 (“‘bel édifice et les pressenti-
ments’ double”). These examples will lead us to
the end of the present study—a consideration of
rhythm in music that has renounced meter’s effi-
cacy in the formation of phrase. An examination
of these excerpts will also allow us to consider
some more general questions of rhythm and
some of the novel experiences offered by “the
New Music.” In order to address these questions
it will be helpful first to discuss the distinction of
“constituent” and “phrase” in more detail. This
discussion will provide us with an opportunity
to consider more explicitly questions of deter-
minacy in relation to differences of durational
“span.”

Throughout this study I have used the term
“phrase” very loosely. My reason for doing so
was to avoid reifying phrase as a definite dura-
tional type that can be identified in all instances.
It is clear that music (or even a single piece of
music) presents us with events that vary in size
and in their degrees of closure and overlapping.
If we define phrase too narrowly, we will then
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have to define other types and enter into ques-
tions of classification that will eventually become
a matter of hairsplitting. Such questions will, I
think, have less to do with perception than with
problems set up by our categories.

Although I have given wide berth to the term
“phrase,” I have followed conventional usage in
not calling very brief events “phrases.” In the
twentieth-century pieces we have considered, I
have called such events “constituents” as an ab-
breviation of the term “primary constituents” I
have employed elsewhere (Hasty 1984). By “pri-
mary” I mean the “first grouping” of beats (or,
in some cases, a single beat) in an event that does
not exhaust the limits of what psychologists have

9 <

identified variously as “immediate,” “primary,’
or ‘auditory” memory. These differences of no-
menclature reflect a wide variety of interpreta-
tions of this “span” and its duration. Since acts of
attention are so various, it is impossible to say
precisely what these limits are. But we might,
nevertheless, offer as a very rough estimate an
upper limit of three to five seconds. Most of the
events we are likely to regard as phrases are at
least this long, if not considerably longer. By
virtue of their brevity constituents lack the fixity
or stability of articulated phrases. Much as met-
rical beats will tend to expand measured dura-
tion to form a larger measure, such small seg-
ments of music (whether metrical or not) will
tend to coalesce as a single event—a phrase.

Earlier I said that phrases are characterized by
some feeling of completeness or wholeness and
that such completeness arises in the present be-
coming of the event and not simply in its hav-
ing become past. In this process of becoming,
variously articulated “segments” are adjusting to
a novel event that is not a mere addition of parts.
Although our language and habits of thought
make the task difficult, we should try to avoid
thinking of the “segments” or “parts” of the
emerging whole (substantives seem unavoidable
here) as discrete, fully determined objects. It is
true that as an individual event each segment be-
comes in itself past and fully determined, but the
whole, too, is an event and is not fully deter-
mined until it ends. Indeed, it may be taken as a
definition of “larger event” that component seg-
ments are not for themselves.

To argue in this way against the fixity of the

components of an event in passage is to argue for
real novelty in becoming. This has been the cen-
tral argument for the theory of metrical projec-
tion I have developed in the preceding chapters,
finding its most obvious expression in the notion
of mensural determinacy and the substitution of
“beginning” and ‘continuation” for the notion of
“strong and weak beats” or “accented and unac-
cented parts.” If this perspective can shed any light
on the question of measured duration, it must also
be applicable to questions that concern the be-
coming of events whose durations are not so
“precisely” measured (and, as we have seen, it is
very difticult to draw a sharp line between these
two categories). Just as the openness of mensural
determinacy allows for the formation of a larger
event in the continued expansion of measured
duration, there appear to be durational limits for
the perceptual construction of events in general
and a similar openness in the determinacy of the
relatively brief events I have called “constituents.”

From a rather different perspective, psycholog-
ical interpretations of the concept of “immediate
memory” (or “echoic memory” in Neisser 1967)
also point to a degree of incompleteness or a spe-
cial sort of mobility or openness in events of rela-
tively brief duration. Psychologists often speak of
a temporary storage of contents in a relatively un-
interpreted or “unsegmented” form. For example,
Ulric Neisser, taking the perception of spoken
language as a model, writes:

In ordinary speech the context necessary to obtain
a segment may come dffer it, so segmentation itself
can often be profitably delayed. Or, if it has not
been delayed, it may still be corrected by informa-
tion arriving subsequently. Some persistence of the
echo would greatly facilitate this retrospective
analysis of what has been heard. . . . Of course, we
must admit that context can still be useful even if
it comes after the echo has faded and only labeled
segments remain. In such cases it helps by suggest-
ing how to reinterpret them. It will be far more
helpful, however, if the unsegmented information
is still accessible and can be restructured. (Neisser
1967, pp. 201-202)

Or as G.A. Miller writes:

If complete storage is necessary even after lower-
level decisions have been tentatively reached, why



284 A Theory of Meter as Process

bother to make the lower-level decisions first?
Why not store the message until enough of'it is on
hand to support a higher-level decision, then make
a decision for all levels simultaneously? (Miller
1962, p. 81)

Here “labeling,” “decision,” and “segmentation”
correspond, more or less, to my “determinacy.”
should also note that the size of this “transient
storage mechanism” or “buffer” corresponds
roughly to the limits of a highly determinate
projected potential (one where we can appeal to
the test of “silent continuation”) or the limit of
a relatively brief two-bar measure advocated by
many theorists. Moreover, the possibility of a
reinterpretation of projective function as well as
the formation of a functional “silent beginning”
for anacrusis also seem to lie within this limit.

Constituents are incomplete on account of
their length. On the hypothesis of immediate
memory, the determinacy or closure that would
end the becoming promised by a very brief
event is either deferred to a greater becoming
involving its successors or, if there is no immedi-
ate successor, realized in a duration in which the
event will become fixed and no longer subject
to reinterpretation. In the case of a group of
constituents such as might form a small phrase,
suggest that later constituents will generally be
less “open” than earlier ones because the special
relevancies offered by earlier constituents in the
course of a single becoming will narrow the
possibilities for “segmentation” or determinacy.
That is, as more context develops, definite po-
tentials narrow interpretive possibilities. (This, in
any case, was the assumption I made in chapter
12 when discussing the possibility of large mea-
sures.) Here we cannot separate the determinacy
of constituents from the emerging determinacy
of the greater event they are in the process of
forming (or, for that matter, from the relevancies
of past events). And this greater event on ac-
count of its duration is relatively fixed. It is true
that the overlapping of phrases often involves
some openness in the interpretation of the final
constituent(s). But this openness is inseparable
from the openness of the phrase as a whole. Such
constituents do not break away from the phrase
as autonomous events.

Given opportunities for grouping small con-

stituents, we will apprehend larger units—small
phrases or “subphrases.” We could perhaps define
as a “primary phrase” a first grouping of con-
stituents. But such categories are difficult to ap-
ply in all cases. As we have seen in the opening
of the Carter Sonata, Weberns op. 22, and
“Wiedersehen” (and in Haydn, Mozart, et al.),
groupings of constituents can be quite ambigu-
ous and mercurial. And in such cases overlap-
pings can make a rigid analysis of constituents
problematic. In short, becoming cannot be bro-
ken down into a neat hierarchy of parts. But we
need not invoke a “segmental” hierarchy to note
the efficacy of articulation and grouping for the
comprehensibility of events that exceed the lim-
its of immediate memory.

Immediate memory has sometimes been
viewed as a sort of movable container through
which a continuous stream of stimuli pass, rather
like the window of a train. However, most re-
search suggests an afomic interpretation—articu-
lated units or ‘chunks” of stimuli. And where
“chunking” is inhibited, our ability to compre-
hend or recollect larger events seems to be im-
paired. In music, such articulation can arise, in
part, from the formation of mensural units on
the durational order of bar measure (or “bar”
measure if this “medium-sized” measure does
not correspond to a notated bar). Where such
mensural units are not formed, constituents can
be articulated by a great variety of other means.
However, where there is no articulation of con-
stituents immediate memory may, in fact, more
resemble a movable container—a window of
uncertain dimensions through which largely un-
segmented stimuli pass. Or if immediate mem-
ory is intrinsically atomic, it may be that an ab-
sence of articulation and grouping will inhibit
our acts of “segmentation” or detract from de-
terminacy and particularity. The beginning of le
marteay may serve as an illustration.

In bars 1-10 of example 15.1 there are virtu-
ally no metrical beats. Since, from the page, it
looks as if we might be able to distinguish pro-
jective functions, I would refer the reader to a
recorded performance. Here and elsewhere in
this piece, grace notes are especially effective in
neutralizing the projective field. I have said that
it is virtually impossible to suppress projective
distinctions in the realm of “middle-sized” or
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EXAMPLE 15.1 Pierre Boulez, le marteau sans maftre, no. 1, “avant ‘Iartisanat furieux

5

bs. 1-13. Copyright © 1932 by Universal Edition (London) Ltd., London. © Copyright

renewed. All rights reserved. Used by permission of European American Music Distributors
Corporation, sole U.S. and Canadian agent for Universal Edition (London) Ltd., London.
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mensurally determinate durations—durations
that do not exceed the limits of immediate
memory. But the speed of this passage coupled
with the complexity and noncongruence of
these very quick figures obscures any feeling of
projective determinacy. If definite projective
functions do not emerge in this passage, we may
take this as an example of what Boulez has called
‘amorphous” or “smooth time,” as opposed to
“pulsed” or ‘“striated time” (Boulez 1971). If
there are constituents here, they are exceedingly
small and, in their overlappings, relatively indis-
tinct. There is an articulation by silence at the
end of bar 10. The event ends here—or rather
stops, cut off in the midst of a flurry of activity.
In bar 11 activity is resumed in a passage that in
many respects could sound like a continuation
of the preceding music. In fact, we might hear
the silence simply as a break in continuity, an in-
terruption in the progress of a relatively homo-
geneous activity. It must be said that in this case
there is also contrast, which detracts from a feel-
ing of interruption—clearer examples of an “in-
terrupted continuity” can be found later in this
movement and in bars 54—102 of the second
movement (where there is, incidentally, more
evidence of pulse).

If we do hear the silence as interruption,
there will be little sense of closure or complete-
ness in the first event. Shall we call this event a
phrase? If we do not, we shall have to find an-
other name for it and then say precisely what
constitutes a true or proper phrase. This would
prove a difficult and, I think, unrewarding task.
Nevertheless, in its homogeneity and lack of
closure this event does not seem to possess char-
acteristics we normally attribute to phrase. To
make a distinction, I will call this an “unseg-
mented” (or relatively unsegmented) phrase.
“Segmentation” here will refer not only to the
articulation of constituents, but also, more in line
with Neisser’s usage, to the emergence of defi-
nite “meanings” or potentials in the joining of
constituents (such as we will later observe in no.
9, “bel édifice”). This dual perspective is, I think,
inescapable—as James has pointed out (for in-
stance, in his examples of bamboo and thunder,
quoted in chapter 2), segmentation is at once a
cutting and a joining. In bars 1-10 I would
argue that in the absence of clear segmentation

the phrase is relatively amorphous and homoge-
neous, and that this homogeneity detracts from
the determinacy or “particularity” of its becom-
ing. However, by thus stating the matter in
purely negative terms I do not wish to detract
from the novelty and particularity of the experi-
ence Boulez has offered us or from his composi-
tional ingenuity. Without a relatively high de-
gree of homogeneity we could not feel the si-
lences as interruptions and phrases as beginning
in medias res. Nor could we feel the kaleido-
scopic effect of fleeting gestures that continually
escape our grasp.

Other “phrases” or sections of this movement
(bars 24—41, 42—52, 53—80, and 81-95, all ar-
ticulated by brief silences) present somewhat
more clearly defined constituents, but some are
much larger, and their constituents (where such
can be identified) are continuously overlapped
without forming definite groups. Here I would
suggest that this protracted suspension of articu-
lation results in a highly diffuse present, broken
by resumptions of activity rather than by new
beginnings. This activity can, as I have said, be
heard as relatively homogeneous. But to say this
is to focus on a broad and, as it were, “general-
ized” continuity, or rather to point to the possi-
bility of losing our ability to focus our attention
on detail. If we attend to a very narrow present,
we will hear gestures of considerable hetero-
geneity and particularity. To do so, however, will
require great concentration, and by continually
blurring the boundaries of such possible “pres-
ents” Boulez has not made this an easy task. Nor
was this an easy task in Babbitt’s “Wiedersehen,”
but there the lure of a large and highly “seg-
mented” phrase could more readily focus and
hold our attention (and, of course, the song is
quite short).

The next piece (example 15.2) is something
of a relief. There is now a rarely broken six-
teenth-note pulse, and therefore the first section
(bars 1-53) can be taken as an example of
Boulez’s “striated time.” However, this pulse
serves to create another continuous activity in
which segmentation can be suspended. We can
now much more easily attend to detail, and if we
follow projective activity this detail will be very
small indeed. The projective field here is rela-
tively well defined, but projective gestures are
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EXAMPLE 15.2 Pierre Boulez, le marteau sans maitre, no. 2, “commentaire I de ‘bourreaux
Ltd., London.

N | 74
A\SV.Ae ]

i’ i

VA
o

Viola
L

Flute in G
Xylorimba
Tambourine

mp

PP

=

287

rp

=



288 A Theory of Meter as Process

minute (and often quite ambiguous). Indeed, the
projective field is so complex and compressed
that if our attention is not sharply focused, we
may perceive a largely undifferentiated and ho-
mogeneous continuity. As Boulez remarks, “a sta-
tic distribution in striated time will tend to give
the impression of smooth time” (Boulez 1971, p.
94).

The alto flute plays small phrases that are
composed of a relatively comprehensible en-
semble of constituents. However, the “percus-
sion” ensemble of xylorimba, tambourine, and
pizzicato viola presents what could be heard as a
relatively “static distribution” of pulse group-
ings; and, in general, beginnings and endings of
flute phrases do not disrupt the continuity of the
other instruments. If we regard the other instru-
ments as “ground” and the flute as “figure,” we
may hear a piece in which there are flute phrases
intermittently played over a background of con-
tinuous and homogeneous activity provided by
the percussion ensemble. Not to overstate this
separation, I should mention that within this
section there are two articulations that involve
all the instruments—in bar 11 the ending of a
flute phrase and in bar 34 the beginning of a
flute phrase. Incidentally, both articulations in-
volve a descending minor third, which for this
piece characteristically functions as a “cadential”
or closing gesture (as in bar 7 of “bel édifice,” see
example 15.4a).

On the other hand, we need not hear a dis-
tinction of “figure” and “ground.” If we attend
to the music of the percussion ensemble in its
heterogeneity and particularity (and not as a
“static distribution”), we might hear an alterna-
tion of segmented and relatively unsegmented
phrases. Or if we attend to a continuity of metri-
cal groupings that is not broken by flute en-
trances, we may be less inclined to hear the pas-
sages without flute as separate phrases. In this
case, rather than speaking of phrases, we might
speak of a continuous becoming diversified but
not broken by alternating ensembles. Among the
flute phrases or segments there are many subtle
repetitions (of contour, interval, and projective
function), and we may have the impression of
several “beginnings again” initiated with the
flute. But if we can perceive a continuous becom-
ing, these “beginnings again” may seem more

like being again in “the same place” than initia-
tions of new becomings. Likewise, although the
percussion phrases or segments are highly diver-
sified in their detail, as units they are quite ho-
mogeneous, and it is difficult to avoid a feeling
of being in “the same place” when we hear their
returns. Thus, I suggest that while we can avoid
‘amorphous time” in attending to detail we may
hear something resembling a “static distribu-
tion” in larger events.

In example 15.2 I have offered a projective
analysis. To arrive at this interpretation I had to
listen many times to recorded performances of
these few bars (Boulezs and Craft’s). Although
this effort reflects the complexity and smallness
of the projective field, it should not suggest that
the effects of such distinctions as I have indicated
cannot be felt in a highly focused first hearing.
Nevertheless, the difficulties I encountered do, I
think, point to a peculiarity of “scale” here. In
order to determine projective function, I was
forced to stop the recording at intervals of two or
three seconds, durations that do not exhaust the
limits of immediate memory. Thus, I speculate
that the metrical “units” here are continuously
overlapped and available for reinterpretation by
immediate successors without attaining the fixity
of past events. In this case, we might say that the
distinction between past and present in the im-
mediate successions of “beats” is not very sharply
drawn.

The projective interpretation I have offered
here is based on Craft’s faster and more metro-
nomic performance. Boulez’s recorded perfor-
mances are somewhat freer and tend more to-
ward tempo rubato in the flute. However, in
terms of projective function there are relatively
few differences among these performances. The
most significant differences occur in bars 6 and
8, and I will discuss the rhythmic effects of these
alternatives in my comments on bars 1-11, a
unit that might be regarded as a first phrase. Al-
though my projective interpretation is in many
respects an oversimplification, it can be used to
point to several characteristics of this music.

The effects of projective distinctions in the
flute line in bars 1-3 seem to hover between
feelings of rubato (to the degree the flute is
heard in isolation from the other instruments)
and feelings of interruption, delay, suspension, et
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cetera, in reference to a strict pulse supplied by
the other instruments. For the other, nonsustain-
ing instruments there is no feeling of tempo ru-
bato. In bars 4—6, complex, heterogeneous (and
often ambiguous) metrical groupings do not
give rise to an articulation of constituents. The
groupings are too small and fluid to be them-
selves regarded as constituents; rather, they con-
stitute fleeting and “irregular” beats. And to the
extent we can feel the play of these beats we will
be less inclined to hear this music as a homoge-
neous background over which the flute is laid
or, in passages where the percussion ensemble
plays alone, as an amorphous period of waiting
for a new beginning with flute. In fact, the new
beginning by the flute in bar 6 is prepared by or
overlapped with the immediately preceding
music. In Craft’s recording the three eighth-note
beats of the flute (recalling bar 1 sans anacrusis)
follow three eighth-note beats of the tam-
bourine, interrupting the tambourine’s pulse by
entering a sixteenth too soon. However, the
flute does continue the xylorimba’s pulse, which
now, continued by flute, can emerge reinter-
preted as a pulse and not as a succession of “oft-
beats.” In Boulez’s 1968 recording there is no
reinterpretation—the three eighth-note beats of
the xylorimba (shown in parentheses) are “ac-
cented” from the start.

I would draw attention to two other features
of the new “phrase” or segment. In Craft’s per-
formance, at the end of bar 8 there is a projective
break and a hiatus articulating a second flute
constituent—a pause in a quarter-note dura-
tion, which here could be felt as unmeasured in
the absence of sixteenth notes. In Boulez’s
recordings there is no projective break with bar
9—bars 8 and 9 in flute form a single con-
stituent in tempo rubato. Finally, at the end of
bar 11 there is a close in all parts articulated by
silence. This is the first such break, and the xy-
lorimba’s repetition of the alto flute’s (sounding)
C# at the end of bar 11 contributes to a sense of
closure here. (Note, too, that the flute’s descend-
ing minor third rhymes with the close of the
preceding movement.) As a result of this articu-
lation we might hear a second phrase begun
with the percussion ensemble in bar 12. And if
we do hear this as the beginning of a second
large and relatively unsegmented phrase, we will

be less inclined to hear the flute entrance in bar
16 as a new beginning over a homogeneous per-
cussion “ground.”

If in bars 1—43 of this second movement the
alternating ensembles do not clearly emerge as
phrases, they are also too long to be regarded as
constituents. I would argue that here, as in the
first movement, a focused attentiveness to detail
will result in a relatively diffuse present in the
becoming of larger events. Feelings of definite-
ness or particularity would then arise in a rela-
tively narrow present whose boundaries are not
sharply drawn. And since these fleeting “pres-
ents” so closely resemble one another, the larger
becoming may seem relatively static—again to
use a spatial metaphor, it might be said that the
“place” we find ourselves in at any moment is
more or less “the same place” we have been in
all along.

In the fourth movement (“commentaire II,”
example 15.3), Boulez employs a very different
procedure, but to similar ends. In the first part of
the movement (bars 1-47), we are presented
with clearly articulated segments on the dura-
tional order of constituents. Articulation is ac-
complished either by silence or by a sustained
final sound, usually in vibraphone. In Boulez’s
recorded performances there is virtually no trace
of pulse or projective function, and long pauses
articulate constituents. In Craft’s recording, met-
rical groupings often arise and pauses are much
shorter. Here constituents are still clearly articu-
lated, but we are given less time to savor their
particularity.

If we wish to call these units primary con-
stituents, we must acknowledge that these “first”
groupings are to a large extent “final” groupings
that do not coalesce in clearly defined phrases.
Separated by fermatas, these “units” often achieve
a considerable degree of autonomy and closure,
and as each ends we can retain the completed
gesture in a more or less vivid “echoic” present.
In this “arrest” constituents can become relatively
fixed as completed events.

In view of this determinacy and closure,
might we then call these units small phrases? To
do so would be to ignore a degree of incom-
pleteness that arises primarily on account of their
brevity but also because of connections that
emerge in their overlapping. Here pitch repeti-
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tions, intervallic connections, and similarities of
“content” serve to bind these units together in a
single, continuous, and continually broken be-
coming. Not to overstate the homogeneity of
this section, I should point out that there is great
variety in the connection of constituents and
their degree of closure. There is also considerable
variety in the character of constituents. Some-
times constituents of highly contrastive character
and length are juxtaposed. Sometimes there is a
succession of several relatively homogeneous
constituents. But these differences and similari-
ties do not result in an articulation of constituent
groupings as discrete events with definite begin-
nings and ends. Between section and constituent
there are no determinate events. And since con-
stituent events do not exceed the limits of imme-
diate memory, I would suggest that we are of-
fered here an experience of a present becoming
with no clear beginning and end—a becoming
in which there is a continual renewal of vividly
present “moments.”

Finally, in the beginning of no. 9, the second
version of “bel édifice et les pressentiments,” we
find an example of a relatively closed, clearly
“segmented” phrase in bars 1—-8. It must be said,
however, that even among vocal phrases in le
marteau this degree of closure is not typical.

In example 15.4a I have identified several
constituents, but because of overlappings this
analysis is a considerable oversimplification (as
any line drawing must be). In bars 3—6 various
possibilities for overlapping result in a highly
continuous gesture. Although the vocal climax
in bar 4 is connected to the preceding sequence
of ascending figures in the voice and thus con-
tinues a beginning in bar 3 (and in bar 1),
“morte” also seems to break off from this event
as a beginning continued in the following de-
scent (“vagues”), reflecting the spondaic break
in the poetic line—"“mer”/*“morte.” Notice, too,
that projective distinctions contribute to the
continuity of the line from bar 1 and to a feeling

”
s

of interruption with “mor-(te),” which enters
too soon. There is a relatively clear articulation
separating bars 2 and 3, but tonal and projective
overlapping here makes the beginning of the
second constituent group (bars 3—6) much more
elusive than it may look from the page (see ex-

ample 15.4b). The possibility of hearing a repe-

tition of the whole step C—D (“mar-cher”) in
the ascending whole step of xylorimba and vi-
braphone, G#—Bb—that is, of connecting Bb
and G# across the intervening silence—and of
reinterpreting beginning as anacrusis (provided
that the silence is not too long) could lead to the
sense of a new beginning with ‘dans mes
jambes” and a beginning again with the sus-
tained Eb in viola. Consulting example 15.4b,
notice that there is an intervallic correspondence
that enhances this possibility: in the imitation
shown here, the pitch C in the voice acquires
the tonal quality of tritone from the preceding
F4, and a similar quality is given to the xy-
lorimba’s G# by the D in voice. The effect is not
only that of an overlapping, but also that of en-
ergetic suspense in the delayed connection
across an unmeasured silence. Indeed, in perfor-
mance the silence should be long enough to
maximize suspense, but not so long that a con-
nection might be lost and with it the opportu-
nity for projective reinterpretation.

In bars 1-8 of “bel edifice” many such over-
lappings act together to form a relatively long,
segmented phrase. I will not attempt to catalog
the manifold relevancies that come into play in
the course of this phrase’s becoming. Suffice it to
say that throughout this phrase, later constituents
derive their determinacy and particularity from
potentials engendered by preceding constituents.
Most broadly, this process can be heard in the
rise and fall of the vocal line coordinated with
acceleration and deceleration, crescendo and de-
crescendo, and, finally, a return in bar 7 to the
initial gesture of the phrase in bar 1 (sans maraca).
The maraca figure in bar 8, released from its for-
mer captivity in the first constituent, belongs to
this phrase as an articulation of its end and over-
laps with the beginning of the following phrase.

Although the determinacy of projective po-
tentials is highly attenuated in the large phrase,
more or less definite projective functions (begin-
ning, continuation/anacrusis) can often be felt.
Now at this “middle-sized” fempo of events it is
virtually impossible to completely suppress the
discrimination of projective function (again, given
some minimum degree of attentiveness). But
these functions are often not coordinated among
the several “instruments.” For example, in bar 1,
while the first tone of the voice becomes ana-
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EXAMPLE 15.4 (continued)
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crusis, the first beat of the xylorimba can be-
come anacrusis only to the second beat (Bb) and
is thus detached from the voice’s beginning. (A
similar detachment can be heard in the vocal en-
trance in bar 3.) Also, in bar 1, the maraca is pro-
jectively detached from guitar and viola. The
timbral diversity of Boulez’s ensemble obviously
favors such a superimposition of relatively au-
tonomous projective gestures, and this technique
of projective noncongruence is used throughout
le marteau to suppress a clear feeling of “down-
beat” and clear projective potentials. In the
phrase we have been examining, the only cases
of clear coordination of instruments and voice
occur in bars 4 and 5—the beginnings, “mor-
(te)” and “va-(gues)”—but there is no evidence
here of a projection.

It would be an overstatement to say that no
projected potential emerges in this passage—
that there are no traces of rubato or no traces of

9

potential denied in feelings of “too early” and
“too late”” However, in the absence of clear real-
izations of projected potential there is, I think,
comparatively little relevancy for mensurally de-
terminate durations. What vestiges there are of
meter reside primarily in the distinctions of pro-
jective function, and these distinctions are essen-
tial ingredients in the formation of the phrase,
contributing as they do to the particularity of
constituents and to their overlappings.

In his essay on “musical technique,” Boulez
remarks on the difficulty of attaining “amor-
phous” or “smooth time” in performance (1971,
pp. 93—94). Given our irrepressible inclination
to pick up projective potential, meter can be
suppressed only if durations exceed the limits of
mensural determinacy or if in a succession of

very small durations we are deprived of oppor-
tunities for grouping. And as I have attempted to
show in connection with example 15.2, if our
attention is highly focused, we can feel traces of
meter in very complex arrangements where we
are given few cues for grouping. As psychologi-
cal experiments have shown, people find it very
difficult to produce ametrical or “arrhythmic”
sequences. Commenting on the problem of ask-
ing performers to produce the effect of “smooth
time” from a ‘“chronometric” notation (i.e., ap-
proximate values related to the measurement of
seconds), Boulez writes:

The performer, instead of producing smooth time,
will automatically return to striated time, where
the unit of reference is the second—he will fall
back on the metronomical unit equal to 60; this
confirms how false and illusory directly chrono-
metric notation is in most cases, since the result
will directly contradict the intention. True smooth
time is that over which the performer has no con-
trol. (Boulez 1971, p. 94)

The difficulty of escaping meter is reflected
in the extraordinary complexity of “metrical”
notation in le marteau, which places daunting ob-
stacles in the way of the performers’ projective
sensibilities. Of the many solutions to the prob-
lem of creating an ametrical music, I would like
to present, as our final example, an excerpt from
Lutosrawski’s Jeux Venitiens (example 15.5).

The ‘“chronometric” notation of this passage
does not succumb to Boulez’s criticism. Even if
the conductor and/or the instrumentalists gauge
their progress in terms of seconds, this “mea-
sure” will not be communicated to the listener.
And it seems clear that Lutosrawski does not in-
tend for the performers to rely on a feeling of
pulse. As he writes in the performance instruc-
tions, “The bar lines, rhythmic values, and metre
are intended merely for orientation: the music
should be played with the greatest possible free-
dom. The number of notes at places like the
third bar of section B in the first viola depends
on the strength of the player’s bowing (spiccato or
preferably ricochet).”

Here feelings of meter are averted by an ar-
ticulation of durations that often exceed the
limits of mensural determinacy. There are, to be
sure, smaller intervals. For example, in bars 3—5,
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reading successive attacks beginning with viola I though the violin in bar 4 resembles the viola I
(followed by contrabass II, etc.), we can find the in bar 3 and cello I in bar 5 (in contrast to the
following sequence of durations, measured (ap-  less obvious articulations in the other voices),
proximately) in seconds: 1, 2, 1.5, 1.5, 2. How- the reemergence of the violin in bar 5 results in
ever, the variety of “attacks” here results in the a first “violin event” of approximately 3.5 sec-
articulation of much longer durations. And al-  onds duration and a span of 6 seconds between

EXAMPLE 15.5 Witold Lutosrawski, Jeux Venitiens, first movement, section B.
Copyright © 1962 by Moek Verlag. © Copyright renewed. All rights reserved.
Used by permission of European American Music Distributors Corporation,
sole U.S. and Canadian agent Moeck Verlag.
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the viola I and cello I beginnings. We can cer-
tainly sense an increase of activity in bar 5, and
perhaps a “speeding up” in the rate of articula-
tions, but the brief emergence of projective ac-
tivity in the violin is without issue. Finally, I
would note that the unmeasured spiccato or ric-
ochet attacks coming to rest in a sustained sound
seem designed to make the beginnings of these
new pitch events ambiguous.

In this passage, Lutosrawski has clearly taken
great pains to avoid groupings or processes that
would fulfill expectations based on any emerg-
ing pattern. This section is highly unpredictable,
as are the other sections of this movement.
There is nothing here we could identify as a

constituent. Certainly, the little ricochet events
are constituentlike, but their boundaries and af-
filiations are loosely defined. After their initial ar-
ticulations, these pitches are then absorbed into a
slowly changing but relatively static sonority.
Here again we are presented with a continuous
and relatively homogeneous and diffuse becom-
ing. In this greatly extended present, our atten-
tion 1s drawn to the sporadic twitterings of bounc-
ing bows and between these to the changes in a
sustained sonority effected by the assimilation of
new pitches. These “events” do indeed articulate
and diversify the larger becoming, but they do
not create boundaries that would distinguish in-
dividual becomings.

EXAMPLE 15.5 (continued)
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SIXTEEN

CTHRLSIETS

The Spatialization of Time
and the Eternal
“Now Moment”

In commenting on these examples of non-
lowed myself the liberty of speculating on ques-
tions of rhythm. Here I have attempted to char-
acterize rhythmic experiences using the notions

metrical or barely metrical music I have al-

of becoming and determinacy that have guided
our investigations of meter. Although I believe
that such notions could provide a basis for the in-
vestigation of much broader questions of rhythm,
I do not claim to have done more than to hint at
the direction such investigations might take. To
address more general questions of rhythm or
even to formulate these questions far exceeds
the scope of this study. If meter is inseparable
from rhythm it is, nevertheless, only one ingredi-
ent in rhythm, and a dispensable ingredient at
that.

In connection with the Boulez and Luto-
srawski examples I have spoken of a relatively
“diffuse” becoming and a relatively narrow pres-
ent for the feeling of determinacy and particu-
larity. Although a suppression of meter may favor
such experiences, it is the suppression of the
“segmented” phrase that seems to be the deci-
sive factor in concentrating our attention on what
Stockhausen has called “the consecrated mo-
ment.” Thus, I would argue that although meter
is highly attenuated in the first phrase of “bel éd-
ifice,” we are here given the opportunity to ex-
perience an event in which constituents are as-
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similated to a larger becoming and in the process
of adjusting to a new composition contribute to
the determinacy and closure of this larger be-
coming. On the other hand, I have argued that
in the pulsed and much more clearly metrical
music of “commentaire I” there is little determi-
nacy and closure in larger becomings. Fleeting
articulations of very small metrical groupings
and intermittent flute entrances diversify the be-
coming of the section but do not give rise to
clearly segmented phrases. And although we may
identify a phrase in bars 1-11, this event relies
primarily on silence for its articulation and on
immediate or “local” detail for its closure. Here
smaller events are assimilated to a relatively ho-
mogeneous becoming and in the context of the
whole contribute more to homogeneity than to
determinacy and closure. We might also point to
examples of so-called “process” music (for in-
stance, Steve Reich’s Violin Phase) where repeti-
tions of pulse and “bar” measure are employed
to create a relatively continuous and homoge-
neous becoming free from the consolidations of
phrase.

The novel experiences offered by the New
and post-New Music have been the subject of
considerable speculation concerning the tempo-
rality of postwar compositions and our exper-
ience of “time” in general. These speculations
have centered on two characteristics that distin-
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guish the new music from the old: the spatializa-
tion of time and the experience of the moment
as an autonomous, timeless, or eternal present.
And although our present study of meter is at an
end, I would like to briefly consider the attri-
bution of spatiality and timelessness to musical
events. We encountered these notions in earlier
discussions of structure and of meter conceived as
cyclic return. There I argued that the spatializa-
tion of time and the autonomy of a present freed
from becoming are products of conceptualiza-
tion. However, in postwar avant-garde aesthetics
these categories are adamantly applied to per-
ceptual acts.

It is in Webern’s music and his use of palin-
drome and pitch symmetries that early apolo-
gists for the New Music find the first signs of a
spatialization that will be fully realized in the
work of the Darmstadt school. In an essay that
describes the “paralysis of the flow of time” in
works of Boulez and Goeyvaerts, and in Messi-
aen’s “nonretrogradable rhythms,” Gyorgy Ligeti
writes:

Webern’s music brought about the projection of
the time flow into an imaginary space by means
of the interchangeability of temporal directions
provoked by the constant reciprocity of motivic
shapes and their retrogrades. . . . This projection
was further strengthened by the “grouping around
a central axis, which implies a conception of the
time-continuum as ‘space’ [Eimert|”, and by the
fusion of the successive and the simultaneous in a
unifying structure . . . Webern’s structures seem, if
not to move forward in one direction, at least to
circle continuously in their illusory space. (Ligeti
1965, p. 16)

Here retrograde as the “interchangeablity of
temporal directions,” the “spatial” symmetry of
pitches, and the “unifying structure” of the row
(indifferent to succession and simultaneity) all
contribute to the suspension of time, albeit an
“illusory” or “imaginary” suspension.

George Rochberg locates spatialization in the
brokenness of becoming. Rochberg writes of
Webern’s music, and then of music inspired by
Webern’s example:

€ ca an meter .S now a rame, no a
The beat d ter i f1 t
process—a frame on which to construct symme-

tries of pitch and rhythm ... uniform, discrete, in-
dividual units of time which have no more rela-
tion to each other than the seconds which a clock
ticks off.

By subordinating duration to space, music no
longer exists in its former state of anticipation of
the future. It projects itself as a series of present
moments, holding up to aural perception each spa-
tial image as the self-sufficient object of perception
as it occurs, not as it will realize itself in some fu-
ture event. (Rochberg 1984, pp. 111-112, 132)

For Stockhausen, the autonomy of the mo-
ment, although it annihilates time, does not re-
sult in an image of space, but rather in an experi-
ence of eternity:

In recent years musical forms have been composed
to which one cannot from the present predict
with certainty the direction of development; forms
in which either every present counts or nothing
counts at all; forms in which each now is not re-
garded untiringly as a mere result of the immedi-
ately preceding one or as the prelude to the one
that is approaching, that one expects—but rather
as something personal, autonomous, centered, in-
dependent, absolute; forms in which an instant
need not be a segment on a time-line nor a mo-
ment a particle of measured duration. Forms in
which the concentration on the now—on each
now—makes, as it were, vertical slices which cut
across horizontal time experience into the time-
lessness I call eternity: an eternity that does not
begin at the end of time, but that is attainable in
every moment. [ speak of musical forms in which
nothing less is being attempted than to explode,
yes, to overcome the concept of time or, more pre-
cisely, the concept of duration. (Stockhausen 1963,
pp. 198—199)

Boulez, on the other hand, has little interest in
eternity and, in describing the “instantaneous” lis-
tening required in the new style, points to the
prospect of an “irreversible” time (here, presum-
ably, memory is the agent of time’s “reversibility”):

Western music has ingeniously developed recog-
nized “markers” within recognized forms, so that
it is possible to speak of an “angle of hearing” as
we speak of an angle of vision, thanks to a more or
less conscious and immediate “memorizing” of
what has gone before. But with the object of keep-
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ing the listener’s attention alerted, these “markers”
have become increasingly unsymmetrical, and in-
deed increasingly “unremarkable”, from which we
may conclude that the evolution of form charac-
terized by such points of reference will eventually
end in irreversible time, where formal criteria are
established by networks of differentiated possibili-
ties. Listening is tending to become increasingly
instantaneous, so that points of reference are losing
their usefulness. A composition is no longer a con-
sciously directed construction moving from a “be-
ginning” to an “end” and passing from one to an-
other. Frontiers have been deliberately ‘“anes-
thetized”, listening time is no longer directional
but time-bubbles, as it were. (Boulez 1986, p. 178)

Although there is little consensus on the pre-
cise nature of the new moment isolated from
memory and anticipation, there is general agree-
ment that its defining characteristic is novelty.
Like Georgiades’ Classical “here and now,” the
new autonomous moment is absolutely new. It
owes nothing to the past or the future, for if it
were conditioned by the past or creating condi-
tions for a future it would no longer be au-
tonomous. It may be that this pursuit of auton-
omy and novelty is in some way a reflection of
the avant-garde’s ambition for an absolutely new
art completely dissociated from tradition (and
perhaps protected from a future of becoming
old—certainly, the designation of postwar music
as “the New Music,” like the earlier “music of the
future,” bespeaks a desire for perpetual novelty
and originality). But from either perspective—
history or “immediate,” unmediated experience
—we must ask if “now” can be cut off from be-
coming in an unconditioned “present” moment.

Certainly, there are religious and meditative
practices aimed at “stopping time” (see Eliade
1965). Meister Eckhart’s eternal Nu and the
Buddhist sono-mama state, for example, point to
the possibility of a transcendence of becoming
and an experience, paradoxically, of eternity “in”
time (sub specie aeternitatis). Describing such a
“transcendental” experience, D. T. Suzuki writes:

“Was” and “will be” must be in “is.” What is finite
must be carrying in it, with it, everything belong-
ing to infinity. We who are becoming in time,
therefore, must be able to see that which eternally
“1s.” This is seeing the world as God sees it, as
Spinoza says, “sub specie aeternitatis.”

Those who live in the light of eternity always are
and are never subjected to the becoming of “was”
and “will be” Eternity is the absolute present and
the absolute present is living a sono-mama life,
where life asserts itself in all its fullness. (Suzuki
1957, pp. 107, 126)

The becoming of which Suzuki speaks is not the
becoming of which I have spoken; it refers,
rather, to the separation of “was” and “will be”
from what “is”—a separation that is the product
of intellect. And although Suzuki speaks of an
“absolute” present, it is not unconditioned, but
rather infinitely conditioned by the whole of
time. Suzuki translates sono-mama as “suchness,”
what we might also call an extreme “particular-
ity” or “novelty” (and what Joyce with Aquinas
called quidditas). This “suchness” is absolute pre-
cisely because it is conditioned by the whole. It
is most definitely not autonomous—where there
is isolation and an intellectual analysis of before
and after there is no sono-mama.

If such an experience is attainable through
the medium of music, it would make little sense
to identify an eternal now with an isolated mo-
ment or a succession of moments or to link such
an experience to a particular style or composi-
tional technique. Indeed, homogeneity (or “sta-
tic distribution”) and a blurring of the bound-
aries of events would seem to lead to an undif-
terentiated becoming devoid of particularity. I
do not suggest that in the music of Boulez,
Stockhausen, Liget, et alia, there is any dearth of
particularity. But I would argue that whatever
vividness and novelty we hear in this music is
the result of a highly diversified becoming and
not the result of an isolation of autonomous mo-
ments. Without an effort to connect, we are
likely to lapse into inattentiveness and regard this
music as relatively homogeneous and arrhyth-
mic. However, if our interest is drawn to the het-
erogeneity of detail and we do “follow” this
music, we are rewarded with experiences of
rhythm quite unlike those of any earlier musics.

In view of the general lack of enthusiasm
with which the New Music has been greeted, it
must be said that “following” does not come
easy. Examples of the new style often present us
with an extraordinarily narrow focus for our acts
of attention. And I think it could be said that the
particularity or novelty we can hear in these
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fleeting and concentrated “moments” often arises
from a concentration of becoming in a vivid
now of relatively brief duration. When Stock-
hausen writes that “either every present counts
or nothing counts at all,” I take this to mean that
if we cannot grasp the uniqueness and original-
ity of the moment, musical process will collapse
in a diffuse and homogeneous becoming from
which nothing of interest can emerge. And al-
though the same could perhaps be said of any
music, the large-scale homogeneity of much
postwar music makes such collapse a more im-
manent danger.

I have said that the desideratum of the mo-
ment is novelty (though apologists have not used
this term). But it might be said that novelty is re-
quired for all rhythmic experience. As I have
used the term throughout this study, “novelty,”
far from being the product of an isolation of the
present from past and future (memory and ex-
pectation), is a mark of the greatest integration
of “moments” of becoming. Where “now” in-
volves the relevancies of remote “pasts” and the
definite potentials of distant “futures,” becoming
is most particular and most spontaneous. As
Mili¢ Capek writes, concerning the relevancy of
the “immediate” past:

[The] qualitative difference between two succes-
sive moments both separates and links them; for the
mnemic link which joins the present to its imme-
diate ancestor is precisely the act by which the
novelty of the present is constituted; for it is an
immediate recollection of the antecedent moment
which makes the present different from it and it is
the emergence of this qualitative difference which
is the very essence of novelty. The whole paradoxical
nature of duration consists of this relation which
separates as well as unites in an act which is both a
retention of the past and the emergence of the
present. (Capek 1971, p. 220)

Capek’s comments are specifically directed to-
ward an analysis of Bergson’s concept of “dura-
tional tension” or the “rhythm of duration.” And
although this concept engages questions that lie
far beyond the bounds of our study, it can, I
think, shed some light on the issues we have been
considering throughout this study.

In his earlier works, Bergson makes a sharp
distinction between the spatial and the temporal

or durational and regards the “spatialization” of
time as a misunderstanding of temporality and a
falsification that arises from a mathematical and
predominantly visual approach to temporal ex-
perience. In later works (Matter and Memory and
Creative Evolution), Bergson does not relax his
critique of spatialization, but he does attempt to
correlate different degrees of spatiality with dif-
terent degrees of ‘durational tension.” To ac-
count for the extensive character of our percep-
tions in terms of duration, Bergson speaks of
“extended” or “diluted” duration. “Extended”
here does not mean “long”; it refers instead to a
duration that approaches extensivity or spatial-
ity—a “diluted” form of duration. In fact, exten-
sivity for Bergson arises from the reduction of
duration’s temporal span in “moments” of ex-
treme brevity. Such a reduction or narrowing of
the present can happen only when successive
moments become external or exterior to one
another—that is, when there is a reduction in
the relevance of the past. Where moments do
not participate in a “larger” becoming, suc-
cession will more resemble juxtaposition. And
since the juxtaposed, “exteriorized” terms are
cut off from one another as relatively auton-
omous “‘nows,” contrast is reduced and the series
itself becomes homogeneous. “Past,” “present,”’
and “future” distinguish the terms of the series,
but we can now more justifiably regard past sim-
ply as “earlier than” and future as “later than”—
terms applied to a homogeneous and, thus, a de-
termined order. In the following passage, Capek
relates homogeneity and a concomitant deter-
minism to the question of novelty:

The reduced tension of duration brings up an-
other effect: the reduction of novelty itself. For, since
the novelty of the present is due to the quality
which differentiates it from its antecedent context
and is thus inseparable from the mnemic link
which joins it to the past, an attenuation of this
link means a reduction of the qualitative difterence
between two subsequent moments; the novelty of
the present is less pronounced and the successive
phases will tend to be more similar to each other.
Thus together with the reduction of the temporal
span and the tendency toward exteriorization,
there are two other concomitant features charac-
terizing ‘extended’ or ‘diluted’ duration; the ten-
dencies toward homogeneity and toward determinism.
A present moment, being, by virtue of its lesser
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degree of novelty, less differentiated from its ances-
tor, will yield itself more easily to the deductive ef-
fort which will derive it from its antecedent. For
any consistent rigorous determinism, such as that
of Democritus, Spinoza and Laplace, implies a com-
plete negation of novelty. Its successtul application
is possible only when the irreducible difference
between successive phases—call it an element of
contingency, of novelty, of indetermination—can
be neglected for practical purposes. (Capek 1971,
pp. 220-221)

The “deductive effort” of which Capek speaks
refers to the method of modern scientific in-
quiry and to the strict derivation of “present”
from “past” as effect from cause. This purely con-
ceptual derivation implies an equivalence of
cause and effect. Since there is mutual determi-
nation, we can reverse the process and derive
cause from effect to deny the “arrow of time”:

A complete equivalence of cause and effect, i.e., the
mutual deductibility of one from another regardless
of ‘the direction of time’, was the ideal of classical
deterministic explanation. The principle of causa
aequat effectum graphically shows how closely the
homogeneity of successive phases and strict deter-
minism are correlated. (Capek 1971, p. 221)

This conceptual “timelessness,” of course, has
no bearing on perceptual experience. In terms
of experience, the homogeneity of “diluted” du-
ration results in a degree of passivity and a relax-
ation of attention. The future is not, in fact, de-
termined, but the “externality” of successive mo-
ments and their homogeneity dulls expectation.
It is only in conceptualization that we can imag-
ine a strict causal determinacy and place past and
future in a timeless “present.”

Although I have used speculations on the au-
tonomy of the musical moment and the “spatial-
ization of time” to introduce Bergson’s analysis
of extension, I do not mean to suggest that our
experience of new music should be character-
ized by passivity and inattentiveness. I do sug-
gest, however, that a narrowing of the present
may be responsible for judgments that such
music is uninteresting, arrhythmic, or “unevent-
ful” In such a judgment there would not be a
feeling of too much novelty, but of too little.
From a Bergsonian perspective, the notions of
autonomy and spatiality do not characterize

rhythmic experience but, rather, point toward an
intellectual analyisis that would make experience
its object. Rhythmic experience is to be found
elsewhere. At the opposite extreme from ex-
tended duration is an experience of “pure” (i.e.,
non-‘extensive”) duration in which the past is
most fully involved in present becoming. Berg-
son describes such an experience as follows:

Let us then concentrate attention on that which
we have that is at the same time most removed
from externality and the least penetrated with in-
tellectuality. Let us seek, in the depths of our expe-
rience, the point where we feel most intimately
within our own life. It is into pure duration that
we then plunge back, a duration in which the past,
always moving on, is swelling increasingly with a
present that is absolutely new. But, at the same
time, we feel the spring of our will strained to its
utmost limit. We must, by a strong recoil of our
personality on itself, gather up our past which is
slipping away, in order to thrust it, compact and
undivided, into a present which it will create by
entering. Rare indeed are the moments when we
are self-possessed to this extent: it is then that our
actions are truly free. And even in these moments
we do not completely possess ourselves. Our feel-
ing of duration, I should say the actual coinciding
of ourself with itself, admits of degrees. But the
more the feeling is deep and the coincidence
complete, the more the life in which it places us
absorbs intellectuality by transcending it. For the
natural function of the intellect is to bind like to
like, and it is only facts that can be repeated that
are entirely adaptable to intellectual conceptions.
Now our intellect does undoubtably grasp the real
moments of real duration after they are past; we do
so by reconstituting the new state of consciousness
out of a series of views taken of it from the out-
side, each of which resembles as much as possible
something already known; in this sense we may say
that the state of consciousness contains intellectu-
ality implicitly. Yet the state of consciousness over-
flows the intellect; it is indeed incommensurable
with the intellect, being itself indivisible and new.
(Bergson, Creative Evolution, pp. 199—-200)

This experience (which for Bergson is not ab-
solute, given the limitations of human memory)
closely resembles Suzuki’s characterization of
sono-mama. And it could be said that music offers
extraordinary opportunities for such experience
by creating events of great duration, ‘condens-
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ing” past into vivid presents that far exceed the
bounds of “immediate memory.”

The intellectuality of which Bergson speaks
cannot be excluded from musical experience or
from consciousness in general. However, where
intellectuality and the aim of abstraction and
conceptualization dominate we can imagine a
transcendence of time by the fixations of in-
tellectual analysis. Our ability to recollect, to re-
present past events as present, leads to the con-
viction that past events can be isolated from
becoming and preserved as “earlier” presents. In-
deed, for the purpose of analysis we can and do
make copies or models of events laid out as a
“series of views” taken from outside time as proc-
ess. The copies we make resemble the events in
that they are constituted by whatever properties
of the events we choose to regard as salient or
essential. And our choice of properties is guided
by the sorts of comparisons we wish to make. As
Bergson says, the function of the intellect is to
bind like to like—a process of abstraction in
which common characteristics constitute the ex-
ternal relations that hold together “juxtaposed”
terms in a conceptual order. This process itself is
not atemporal. It is part of “life” and experience.
The analytic choices we make are no less than
any other experience guided by relevancies of
past and future.

However, to preserve the “objectivity” of our
analysis we must discount the contigencies of
the analytic act and equate the analysis and the
object of analysis. And since analysis requires that
we preserve elements and relations from the in-
determinacies of becoming, we have formed a
concept of time modeled on the notion of space
as a container of juxtaposed terms that are fully
“present” for our inspection. In the following
passage, Capek argues with Bergson that “ex-
tended” duration when pressed to its logical ex-
treme leads to a spatialized or extensive concep-
tion of time and to the notion of the duration-
less instant:

The extreme theoretical limit of the process of
distension of duration . . . would be, properly
speaking, a complete suspension of time, or rather, its
complete transformation into a homogeneous
and static space. For by virtue of the increasingly
restricted temporal span the successive phases of
duration would become more and more external

to each other until their complete mutual exclu-
sion would become equivalent to the complete
externality of the juxtaposed terms. The present
moment would shrink to a mathematical instant
which, being without duration, would lose its
concrete character of novelty and thus would be
qualitatively equivalent to the past. The past itself,
lacking any qualitative difterentiation with respect
to the present, would lose its constitutive charac-
ter of pastness; it would be a purely verbal ‘past’,
which instead of preceding the present, would coex-
ist with it, since the essence of succession consists
in the qualitative differentiation between the ante-
rior and subsequent moments. This qualitative
differentiation depends, as we have seen, on the
fact of elementary memory, that is, on the elemen-
tary survival of the past in the present. But there is
no such survival within a durationless instant;
mens momentanea lacks recordatio [from Leibniz,
“Omne enim corpus est mens momentanea sive
carens recordatione”]. By the same token, the pre-
sent deprived of novelty, and thus being qualita-
tively identical with the past, would not follow it,
since its consecutive character would be purely
verbal. Thus in such an obviously impossible limit
case, the succession of heterogeneous phases
would pass over into the juxtaposition of an infi-
nite number of mathematical, qualitatively identi-
cal instants whose more appropriate name would
be ‘points’. This would be the timeless geometri-
cal world of Spinoza and Laplace in which the fu-
ture is not only necessary, but literally pre-exists, or
rather co-exists, alongside the so-called ‘present’
and the so-called ‘past’. It would be an entity in all
respects similar to classical space, that is, to the
mathematical continuum of points without any
qualitative differentiation and thus without suc-
cession. (Capek 1971, pp. 223—224)

If the notions of an autonomous present mo-
ment, a spatialization of time, and an “overcom-
ing” of time do not seem adequate for a descrip-
tion of rhythmic experience, they do, neverthe-
less, provide us with a conceptual order for the
analysis of events from which becoming can be
eliminated—an analysis in which what was, is,
and will be are equally “present” for thought.
For the progress of the physical sciences this
order has proved highly productive—at least
until the twentieth century, when discoveries in
physics unsettled traditional notions of determi-
nacy, “simple location,” and the infinite divisibil-
ity of time. For the study of music a denial of the
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spontaneity and creativity of becoming has sup-
ported the construction of various theories of
musical structure in which questions of tempo-
rality are averted by imagining an absolute pres-
ent that contains elements coexisting in an ulti-
mately fixed network of relationships. And for
compositional practice, belief in a quasi-techno-
logical control over process has led to the notion
that structure can be implanted in the work
through acts of “precomposition,” which might
guarantee the aesthetic value of the product.
Where such concepts have proved less successful
is in addressing the question of musical rhythm.

As T indicated at the beginning of this study,
by naming the rhythmic we point to something
that cannot be captured in schematic or numeri-
cal representations. Mattheson called this elusive
factor in musical experience Bewegung—a mat-
ter of “feeling” that “cannot be captured by the
pen.” And yet, by naming the rhythmic we nec-
essarily enter into the realm of concepts and in-
tellectual distinctions. Bergson, too, undertook
what must be call an infellectual analysis of the
limitations of intellectuality. And Suzuki has
written many closely argued essays that criticize
the hegemony of “mere” intellect. However, such
undertakings are not as circular and hopeless as
they may appear. For Bergson, for Suzuki, and
for William James, the habits of intellectual an-
alysis, though grounded in features of percep-
tual experience, do not exhaust possibilities for
thought or reflection. That certain habits of
thought, transmitted through culture, have hard-
ened in beliefs concerning time and “objective”
reality does not preclude the possibility of break-
ing these habits and attaining new perspectives or
attitudes. It may be appropriate here to repeat
James’s criticism of a return of the same—a crit-

icism that speaks also of the conservatism of
language:

The realities, concrete and abstract, physical and
ideal, whose permanent existence we believe in,
seem to be constantly coming up again before our
thought, and lead us, in our carelessness, to suppose
that our ‘ideas’ of them are the same ideas. . ..

What makes it convenient to use the mytho-
logical formulas is the whole organization of
speech ... What wonder, then, that the thought is
most easily conceived under the law of the thing
whose name it bears! (James 1890/1981, pp. 225,
230)!

An alternative perspective does not, of
course, transcend intellect and the limitations of
analysis, but it may permit us to overcome some
of the limitations to thought posed by that par-
ticular form of intellectual analysis presented by
our scientific-technological culture. In this essay,
I have attempted to present an alternative to cus-
tomary views of musical meter as habit, as return
of the same, and as a homogeneous medium and
determined order used but transcended by rhythm
proper. In this regard, I have followed Riemann
in attempting to bring meter closer to the spon-
taneity and “mobility” of rhythm. Whether or
not this attempt is judged at all successful, I would
hope at least to have raised questions of time and
process that might place traditional problems of
musical form and musical analysis in a new light.
In fact, it is in this same light that the shortcom-
ings of my analysis of meter will be seen. The
concepts and typologies I have been developing
are aimed at an analysis of the “sensible flux” of
musical experience. And although they strain
against linguistic habit, they, too, succumb in the
end. The creative, synthetic process of rhythmic

1. For a spirited defense of Bergson’s critique of intellec-
tualist thought, see also James’s long footnote to the fifth
lecture of A Pluralistic Universe, from which the following
quotation is drawn: “In using concepts of his own to dis-
credit the theoretic claims of concepts generally, Bergson
does not contradict, but on the contrary emphatically il-
lustrates his own view of their practical role, for they
serve in his hands only to ‘orient’ us, to show us to what
quarter we must practically turn if we wish to gain that
completer insight into reality which he denies that they

can give. He directs our hopes away from them and to-
wards the despised sensible flux. What he reaches by their
means is thus only a new practical attitude. He but restores,
against the vetoes of intellectualist philosophy, our natu-
rally cordial relations with sensible experience and com-
mon sense. This service is surely only practical; but is a
service for which we may be almost immeasurably grate-
ful. To trust our senses again with a good philosophical
conscience!” (James 1977, p. 339).
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experience tempts the intellect that would com-
prehend it but will ever evade intellect’s grasp.

Indeed, it was in a similar spirit of Mephis-
tophelean skepticism that we began the first part
of this study. But having given the devil the first
word, we are under no obligation to let him
speak the last. If we can keep in mind the limita-
tions of analysis, our attempts to understand and
describe rhythmic experience need not end in a
denial of process and a naming of parts (or any
gesture of surrender wherein we say at last,
“Verweile doch! Du bist so schon!”). The static
charms of the formula or schema (or of the
timeless “now moment”) will lose their fascina-
tion if it can be understood that our theorizing

about music s itself a part of music and no less
temporal than this most unruly and recalci-
trantly temporal product of the human imagina-
tion. Indeed, in its resistance to schematization,
music may hold important clues for our under-
standing of process and open questions of tem-
porality that have not found a favorable environ-
ment for exploration in our present intellectual-
ist climate. Were such a “musical turn” possible,
thought about music might profoundly con-
tribute to a more general theorizing that would
take time seriously. But to suggest this possibility
is to extravagantly open our more specialized
study at its proper end.
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