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INTRODUCTION

There is something fascinating about the very idea of analyzing music.
For music is surely among the most baffling of the arts in its power to
move people profoundly whether or not they have any technical ex-
pertise or intellectual understanding of it. It moves people involuntarily,
even subliminally, and yet all this is done by means of the most apparent-
ly precise and rational techniques. If a few combinations of pitches,
durations, timbres and dynamic values can unlock the most hidden
contents of man’s spiritual and emotional being, then the study of music
should be the key to an understanding of man’s nature. Music is a code
in which the deepest secrets of humanity are written: this heady thought
assured musical studies their central place in ancient, medieval and
renaissance thought. And though the study of music no longer occupies
quite so elevated a role in intellectual circles, some of today’s most
important trends in the human sciences still owe it a debt. Structuralism
is an example: you don’t have to read a lot of Levi-Strauss to realize how
great an influence music has had upon his thinking.

This book is altogether more modest in its purview, however. It is
about the practical process of examining pieces of music in order to
discover, or decide, how they work. And this is fascinating, because
when you analyze a piece of music you are in effect recreating it for
yourself; you end up with the same sense of possession that a composer
feels for a piece he has written. Analyzing a Beethoven symphony
means living with it for a day or two, much as a composer lives with a
work in progress: rising with the music and sleeping with it, you
develop a kind of intimacy with it that can hardly be achieved in any
other way. You have a vivid sense of communicating directly with the
masters of the past, which can be one of the most exhilarating ex-
periences that music has to offer. And you develop an intuitive
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knowledge of what works in music and what doesn’t, what’s right and
what isn’t, that far exceeds your capacity to formulate such things in
words or to explain them intellectually. This kind of immediacy gives
analysis a special value in compositional training, as against the old
books of theory and stylistic exercises that reduced the achievements of
the past to a set of pedagogical rules and regulations. No wonder, then,
that analysis has become the backbone of composition teaching.

Although analysis allows you to get directly to grips with pieces of
music, they won’t unfold their secrets unless you know what questions
to ask of them. This is where analytical methods come in. There are a
large number of analytical methods, and at first sight they seem very
different; but most of them, in fact, ask the same sort of questions. They
ask whether it is possible to chop up a piece of music into a series of
more-or-less independent sections. They ask how components of the
music relate to each other, and which relationships are more important
than others. More specifically, they ask how far these components
derive their effect from the context they are in. For example, a given
note has one effect when it is part of chord X and a quite different effect
when it is part of chord Y; and the effect of chord X in turn depends on
the harmonic progression it forms part of. Or again, a particular motif
may be unremarkable in itself but acquire a striking significance in the
context of a given movement as a whole. And if you can work out how
this comes about, then you have an understanding of how the music
works which you didn’t have before.

It’s difficult to imagine that there could be an analytical method that
didn’t ask questions about these things — about division into sections,
about the importance of different relationships, and about the influence
of context. But in spite of such unity of purpose, the various methods of
analysis are frequently pursued in isolation from each other or, what is
worse, in acrimonious rivalry with' each other. As often as not an
analyst will adopt one method and ignore or denigrate the others: so
that you get the motivic analyst, the Schenkerian analyst, the semiotic
analyst and so forth. Each applies his particular method to whatever
music comes his way, and at its worst the result is the musical
equivalent of a sausage machine: whatever goes in comes out neatly
packaged and looking just the same. This especially happens when the
analyst has come to believe that the purpose of a piece of music is to
prove the validity of his analytical method, rather than the purpose of
the analytical method being to illuminate the music: in other words,
when he has become more interested in the theory than in its practical
application. I don’t think it can be denied that this is true of some
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analysts. Rudolph Reti is a good example: he is always anxious above
everything else to prove his theory right, regardless of the particular
qualities of the music he’s talking about. And you only have to look
through today’s specialist analytical journals to realize what a high
premium is generally put on the formulation of increasingly precise and
sophisticated analytical methods more or less as an end in itself. Over
the last twenty years musical analysis has become professionalized: it has
become to a large degree the preserve of music analysts rather than,
simply, of musicians who happen to analyze.

Personally I dislike the tendency for analysis to turn into a quasi-
scientific discipline in its own right, essentially independent of the
practical concerns of musical performance, composition or education.
Indeed 1 do not believe that analysis stands up to close examination
when viewed this way: it simply doesn’t have a sufficiently sound
theoretical basis. (Chapter 6 goes into this in more detail.) I think that
the emphasis many analysts place on objectivity and impartiality can
only discourage the personal involvement that is, after all, the only
sensible reason for anyone being interested in music. And I see no
intrinsic merit in the development of ever more rigorous and
sophisticated analytical methods: though there are areas which are
analytically under-developed (early music is an important one), in gen-
eral I think that our present analytical techniques are rather successful.
As I'see it, the important thing is not so much to invent new techniques,
nor to go on endlessly refining those we already have, but rather to
make the fullest possible use of them. One way in which the techniques
can be made more useful is through their being employed in com-
bination with one another, and some important steps have been taken in
this direction during the past few years. (I am thinking for instance of
Epstein’s synthesis of Schenkerian and motivic techniques, of Lerdahl
and Jackendoff’s formalization of techniques drawn from Schenker and
Meyer, and of Forte and Gilbert’s Schenkerian treatment of the
traditional forms of tonal rnusic: it is no accident that Schenkerian
analysis is the common factor in all of these.) But the most important
way in which today’s techniques of analysis can become more useful is
through more people using them. I would like to see the analytical skills
outlined in this book becoming part of the taken-for-granted pro-
fessional equipment of the historical musicologist and the
cthnomusicologist. And this is something that can happen only if
analysis is seen as a central component of musical education, and not as
some kind of esoteric specialism.

This book, then, is essentially pragmatic in its orientation. It is
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primarily a practical guide to musical analysis as it is, rather than a
theoretical tract about musical analysis as it ought to be. And this means
that the book reflects the prejudices and limitations of current analytical
practice. For instance, it reflects the overriding interest most analysts
have in what gives unity and coherence to musical masterpieces, with
the answers being sought mainly in_the formal and harmonic structures
of individual compositions. It’s possible to argue that these prejudices
and limitations are perfectly justified; for instance, if analysts are less
interested in timbral structure than in harmony and form, this may
simply be because timbral structure is less interesting, or — what comes
to the same thing — less amenable to rational comprehension. But it is
undeniable that there are tacit assumptions here about the nature of
musical analysis, and this book is cast more or less within the
framework of these assumptions.!

The pragmatic orientation of the book is also reflected in the way it
is organized. The first part sets out what I consider the most important
analytical methods current in. the English-speaking world, dealing with
each in turn. The presentation is method-by-method (rather than being
organized, for example, by musical parameters) because each method
involves a characteristic set of beliefs about music and the purposes of
analyzing it, and. it is important to be clear what these beliefs are:
otherwise you are likely to apply the techniques associated with any
given method in an indiscriminate manner, and so bury yourself under a
mound of data that do not actually mean anything to you. Whether the
beliefs embodied in an analytical method are true, i1n a theoretical sense,
isn’t however so important: what matters is how useful the method
based on them is, and under what circumstances.

The question of how you should decide what method to adopt
under any particular circumstances — or for that matter whether you
should improvise a new technique — is addressed in the second part of
the book, in which given compositions rather than given analytical
methods form the starting point. The analyses in this section are each
designed to highlight some different aspect of analytical procedure, and
the idea is that each chapter should be read as a whole.

! For critical views of analysis in relation to the entire field of musical studies see
Joseph Kerman's Musicology (Fontana/Collins 1985), Chapter 3, and Leo Treitler’s
‘Structural and Critical Analysis’, in Holoman and Palisca (eds.), Musicology in the
1980s, Da Capo Press 1982, pp. 67-77.
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CuaArTER ONE

TRADITIONAL METHODS
OF ANALYSIS

I don’t suppose there has ever been a time when music did not attract
some kind of intellectual speculation. However, until some two
hundred years ago such speculations bore little affinity to what we
nowadays mean by the term ‘musical analysis’. From the ancient world
up to the Renaissance, as also in classical India and China, music was
studied intellectually, but the music wasn’t being studied for its own
sake. Instead it was seen as a reflection of cosmic order or as an
instrument of moral education; which meant that it was approached
from a theoretical rather than an analytical point of view. Technical
aspects of musical structure were not ignored, but they were looked at
in the most general light, rather than in the context of individual pieces
of music. For instance, theorists would write on the properties of the
modal system as such, rather than on the modal characteristics of any
particular composition. In fact these theorists were only really interested
in individual pieces of music to the extent that the most general
principles of musical structure could be derived from them. Once these
principles had been discovered, they had no further interest in the
individual piece, and that is why these people were not really analysts at
all in the sense that we use the term nowadays.

Nevertheless these early theorists were classifying what they found
in music ~ scales, chords, forms, even the instruments of music — and
classification forms the indispensable basis of musical analysis. In his
article on analysis in the New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, Ian
Bent describes musical analysis as a ‘natural science’ approach to music,
and the rise of scientific thinking in general had an effect on the way
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music was studied. Instead of looking everywhere for universal
principles and ultimate explanations, people tried to describe and
categorize music in a more neutral, scientific manner than before —
trying to do the same for music as people such as Linnaeus were doing
for the natural sciences. There is a more specific parallel to be made with
the natural sciences, too. The discovery of the amazing variety of
musical cultures throughout the world encouraged nineteenth-century
theorists to apply evolutionary thinking to music. Basically these
theorists explained music as they found it by deriving it from supposed
origins of some sort. These origins might be historical; showing how
chromatic harmony developed stage by stage from diatonic harmony,
and diatonic harmony from the modal system, is an example of this. Or
the origins might be biological, as when Riemann explained all the
various types of phrase structure to be found in music in terms of
patterns of inhalation and exhalation in breathing. This concept of what
it means to explain something was very characteristic of the time, and
you could compare it not only to what was happening in the natural
sciences but in other branches of the humanities as well, for instance
philology.

Theories of this kind, and analytical applications of them to music,
teached a high level of sophistication by the end of the nineteenth
century. But in this book we shall hardly be concerned with them at all.
The reason is that, apart from the basic idea of explaining music by
means of deriving it from something, these evolutionary approaches are
more or less obsolete. By this I mean that they are not indispensable for
an understanding of current analytical practice, which is what this book
is about. This doesn’t of course mean that there is no point in getting to
tnow about nineteenth-century and, indeed, earlier musical analysis; it
s interesting particularly as a background to the composition of the
period, and the article by Ian Bent that I mentioned is the best starting
point for such a study. But for our purposes all we need to know about
s the basic terminology which twentieth-century analysts inherited
Tom their predecessors and which remains the starting point for a great
deal of analysis even now. The vocabulary that was traditionally used
‘or the description of music and the notations that were used to repres-
mt it are the topics of this chapter and, simple though these things are,
hey raise issues that attract analytical controversy to this day.



Traditional Methods of Analysis

I1

There were two main ways in which people approached pieces of
music. One was their overall form and the other was their melodic,
harmonic or rhythmic content. We’ll consider each of these in turn.

Form was viewed in traditional terms. This means that analyzing
the form of a new piece basically consisted of assimilating it into one
existing formal prototype or another. The simplest of such analytical
prototypes were purely sectional — binary form, ternary form — but
forms of any complexity were described historically. This means not
only that the familiar textbook forms (sonata, rondo, da capo aria) had a
specific historical provenance, but also that they incorporated stylistic
presuppositions of various sorts. The most important of these is that
forms like rondo or sonata are by definition thematic. Certain parts of
the music are picked out and identified as themes (and accordingly
labelled A, B, B1 and so forth) whereas the rest of the music is regarded
as non-thematic — or, to use the old-fashioned and rather unsatisfactory
term, ‘transitional’. And each of the various historical forms was de-
fined as a specific permutation of these thematic units, sometimes in a
specific association with a tonal area — though the bias of analytical
interest at the beginning of this century was heavily weighted towards
thematic rather than tonal structure.

Now this doesn’t mean that music was seen just as a succession of
tunes. Although ‘theme’ and ‘tune’ can mean the same thing, when
applied in this kind of analysis ‘theme’ is really a technical term. It refers
to some readily recognizable musical element which serves a certain
formal function by virtue of occurring at structural points. A tune can
be a ‘theme’ in this sense; but so also can a striking chord progression, a
rhythm, or indeed any kind of sonority. So if there is something unduly
restrictive about this traditional way of looking at musical form — if, that
is, it doesn’t express the experience of music very adequately — it is not
simply because of the emphasis on themes. It has more to do with the
function that the traditional approach to musical form ascribes to
themes in music. I said that the term ‘transition’ was an unsatisfactory
one: it implies that the function of all the sections in a piece of music that
are not thematic is simply to link up the thematic ones — to create
‘transitions’ between them. But this isn’t really how people experience
music. Often — probably more often than not — it is the transitional
passages of a sonata that are the most intense and expressive, not the
themes; and this is especially true of Beethoven, who was traditionally

9
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regarded as the great master of sonata form. Why, then, did analysts lay so
much emphasis on the thematic aspects of musical form? There are two
possible reasons. The first involves the kind of evolutionary thinking I
described earlier. Analysts emphasized thematic patterns because it was
these that defined the traditional forms, and they emphasized the
traditional forms because they believed that people’s responses to music
were largely conditioned by the past. Either, they may have thought,
people derived aesthetic pleasure from music because the musical form
developed in accordance with their expectations. Or else people might
derive pleasure from just the opposite — from the music being unpre-
dictable, from its doing something other than what the listener expected.
These two interpretations of how music gives pleasure are diametrically
opposed, but as usual with diametric opposites they have a lot in common.
They both agree that expectation plays an important role in music, and
how could people have expectations about musical form if not on the basis
of the forms they had previously encountered? This is one possible reason
for thinking it appropriate to formulate standard patterns corresponding to
‘the’ classical sonata, ‘the’ classical rondo and so forth — models from which
analysts could derive any particular sonata or rondo by showing the
respects in which it conformed to the model and those in which it deviated
from it. But there is also a second reason, and a more basic one. This has to
do with the purposes for which this kind of analysis was being done.
During the nineteenth century it had become normal for composition to be
taught in classes at music schools, rather than through private lessons as
had been the case till then. Teaching composition in this way meant that
teachers relied increasingly on textbooks to guide their students in their
attempts at composition. And the standard patterns of form I have des-
cribed were primarily textbook models; they were meant to be copied, in
the same way as student painters used to copy old masters at that time. In a
sense, then, they don’t primarily belong to the history of musical analysis
as such: they belong to the history of composition teaching.

Yet people did try to explain existing music in terms of these
textbook models, and there was a good deal of so-called analysis which
consisted of no more than fitting compositions into the straightjacket of
traditional form and ignoring the bits that didn’t fit. There is always a
temptation in musical analysis to make everything conform to the
model, and this earned a bad name for the traditional approach to
musical form. At the same time this kind of approach did sometimes
produce work in which the individual qualities of a given piece were
examined more sensitively. An example is the long series of analytical

10



Traditional Methods of Analysis

essays Donald Tovey published during the first half of the century and
which did much to establish the empirical climate of British musical
analysis during that period. They began as programme notes to a
regular series of concerts he conducted in Edinburgh, and — in contrast
to the work of such continental contemporaries as Schenker — they were
intended not for a professional readership but for the middlebrow,
concert-going public. They lay somewhere between specialist analysis
and journalism. Essentially Tovey wrote a prose commentary on the
music¢ (though sometimes he used a simple tabular format). He went
through the composition in chronological order, briefly describing the
effect of each section, quoting the principal themes as they occurred, and
sometimes pointing out motivic similarities between them (or, as he put
it, ‘deriving’ later themes from earlier ones); and he assigned each
section to its place within the traditional formal plan. In this way he was
constantly using traditional terms like theme and transition, exposition
and recapitulation (although he preferred the term ‘group’ to ‘theme’ —
first group, second group and so forth — on the grounds that a number
of melodic ideas might have a single thematic role). However in using
these terms he didn’t mean to say that everything could be fitted into a
preconceived plan; in fact he frequently ridiculed this tendency, and was
himself much more interested in the differences between different com-
posers’ treatment of what was, analytically speaking, the ‘same’ form.
Here to illustrate this is a comment he made about Schumann’s Piano
Quintet Op. 44 which is typical both of his prose style and of his
tolerant, non-doctrinaire attitude:

He is writing an altogether new type of sonata-work; a kind that
stands to the classical sonata somewhat as a very beautiful and
elaborate mosaic stands to a landscape-picture. In the mosaic the
material and structure necessitate and render appropriate an
otherwise unusual simplicity and hardness of outline and treatment,
while at the same time making it desirable that the subjects should
be such that this simple treatment may easily lend them subtlety of
meaning — just as, on the other hand, the costly stones of which the
mosaic is made have in themselves many an exquisite gradation of
shade and tone, though the larger contrasts and colours of the work
as a connected whole are far more simple and obvious than those of
a painting.*

In other words, he is implying, a2 mechanical comparison of the way
composers treat musical forms misses the point: what matters is the

! Essays in Musical Analysis: Chamber Music, p. 150.
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aesthetic values, the approach to musical materials, that underlie the
forms themselves. And he frequently relies on literary devices such as
metaphor to explain what is at issue. Indeed it is a characteristic of
Tovey’s to point to peculiarities of style without making any attempt to
explain them in theoretical terms of any sort. Speaking of the main
allegro theme of Tchaikovsky’s Fiftlr Symphony (Fig. 1) he observes that
‘great harmonic distinction is given to this theme by its first note. Those
who misremember it as B will learn a useful lesson in style when they
come to notice that this note is C and not B’.! But just what is the lesson?

Fig. 1

What is Tovey getting at? Simply the rocking alternation of IV and 1
that underlies the tune? The fact that the tune arpeggiates a single C
major triad, and that the avoidance of any dominant coloration means
that there is only a weak cadential structure? Tovey doesn’t say; he
observes the phenomenon and leaves it at that; and his analyses fell into
some disfavour after the middle of the century, in professional analytical
circles at least, because of this lack of explicit theoretical content. What's
the point, analysts began to ask, of describing the things that listeners
can hear for themselves without attempting to explain them? More
recently, however, people have been returning with renewed interest to
Tovey and, in general, to straightforward, non-technical description of
music. Simple but penetrating observations such as Tovey’s make, if
nothing more, an excellent starting point for a more technical analysis.

Returning to the earlier part of the century, and more particularly
to continental Europe, there was a fairly general dissatisfaction with the
fixed, normative models of the traditional forms. Increasingly analysts
came to feel that the textbook forms that composition students were
taught to imitate — ‘the’ sonata, ‘the’ rondo and the rest — had never
actually existed in authentic classical music at all. As a matter of fact
these compositional models weren’t contemporaneous with the classical
style; they had been invented around the 1840s, principally by the
German analyst and aesthetician A. B. Marx. Marx was one of the main
forces behind what became the widespread view that Beethoven’s com-

! Essays in Musical Analysis VI: Miscellaneous Notes, p. 61.
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positions represent the purest and most perfect models of musical form.
At first sight Marx’s view of Beethoven (who had died in 1827) con-
trasts oddly with that of Beethoven’s contemporaries, who were more
inclined to see Beethoven as the quintessentially romantic iconoclast.
They felt that Beethoven had shattered traditional forms by sub-
ordinating everything to intensity and immediacy of emotional expres-
sion. But in fact this is not so different from what Marx himself
thought. He believed that the form of a piece of music must derive from
its expressive content; he described form as ‘the externalization of
content’ and hence concluded that ‘there are as many forms as works of
art’.! However, he also acknowledged that forms have a tendency to
become historically sedimented so that traditions of form arise — and it
was in explaining this that he drew up his model for ‘sonata form’, a
term which (as referring to a specific form) he had himself coined. What
happened was that this model was taken out of context; people started
using it as an analytical tool while ignoring Marx’s broader conception
of the nature of musical form.

The dissatisfaction with this misinterpretation of Marx that people
felt in the early years of this century was on three main counts. First, as |
said, that the normative forms were no more than pedagogical fictions.
Second, that tonal relations (which, again, Marx had himself
emphasized but which his successors neglected) were more important
than thematic relations; the result of this criticism was a steady shift in
the terminology for sonata form, away from melodic character and
towards tonal function — the term ‘first theme’ being modified to ‘first
subject group’, for instance, and then to ‘first tonal area’. The third
objection, however, was a more basic one: that the important thing
about form in music was not how far it happened to fit or not fit with
traditional patterns. Progressive analysts began to feel that it was the
functional, and not the historical, a'spccts of musical form that mattered.
They became increasingly interested in the harmonic or motivic content
of music, because they felt that it was only by virtue of their relation to
such things that musical forms had any meaning. They believed that the
methodological division between the forms of music, on the one hand,
and its content, on the other, was an artificial one and that the traditional
formal moulds represented at best purely superficial aspects of the real
formal process. In a roundabout way, therefore, they returned to some-
thing nearer Marx’s original understanding of form.

! These translations of passages from Marx’s Die Lehre von der Musikalischen
' Komposition are taken from Bent’s article.
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As a matter of fact these progressive analysts — whom we shall meet
in subsequent chapters — were probably overreacting. Such things as
the contrasts between thematic and transitional areas, the textural
characteristics of different formal areas, and so on, have a great deal of
importance for the listener. Composers take a great deal of care over
them. And there are clear historical traditions within individual forms —
so that for instance a composer, when writing a sonata, makes certain
presuppositions about the form which derive from earlier composers.
All these considerations were largely ignored in the analytical reaction
against the traditional forms. And although historical studies of these
matters continued, it is only quite recently, with the writings of Charles
Rosen, that the traditional aspects of musical form have really become
respectable again in analytical circles.

In his books The Classical Style and Sonata Forms Rosen attempts to
explain the apparent diversity of forms found in classical music. He does
this in terms of the aesthetic values that underlie them. Rosen is very
emphatic that form was important to the classical composers and that
their style was largely designed so as to delineate form clearly: ‘sonata
style’, he says (and the definition of sonata as a ‘style’ is characteristic),
‘is essentially a coherent set of methods of setting the contours of a range
of forms into high relief and resolving them systematically’ (Sonata
Forms, Norton, 1980, p. 174). But the kind of form they wanted to
delineate, as he explains, was not a pattern of themes or keys as such;
rather it was a certain kind of structural coherence. The point about
sonata form was not that there was anything special about it as a surface
pattern, but that it presented a kind of tonal drama. This drama was
based on the concept of one key, the tonic, being consonant and all the
others being dissonant in relation to the tonic. And the thematic
materials could be associated with key structure in two basic ways.
They could be associated directly with one key or another so as to
clarify these keys and make their formal function more readily
perceptible. Or tonal and thematic plans could be staggered against each
other so as to produce a more elaborate form — as in the recapitulation of
a second thematic group in the tonic. But what is important is not the
particular succession of themes and keys so much as the underlying
concept of sections being consonant or dissonant, much in the manner
of notes being consonant or dissonant in strict counterpoint. A section
in a key other than the tonic is dissonant and requires formal resolution:
it is this concept that Rosen regards as the common factor behind the
variety of classical forms — indeed, he says ‘the principle of re-
capitulation as resolution may be considered the most fundamental and
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radical innovation of sonata style’ (p. 272). As long as this principle is
adhered to, any number of variations in surface form are possible. For
instance, there may be only one thematic group which is used both in
tonic and dominant (as Tovey observed, this is frequently the case in
Haydn). Again, a theme may be recapitulated in the ‘wrong’ key, or
new material introduced in the development; in either case the result
will be an extension of the recapitulation or more probably a coda, in
which the balance will be restored. The underlying rule is simply that all
thematic material should appear for the final time in the tonic; and there
is no limit to the number of surface ‘forms’ conforming to this under-
lying formal principle.

Rosen’s account of sonata forms (the reason for the plural in his title
should now be obvious) in terms of underlying concepts such as
structural dissonance and formal balance is convincing and easy to
follow, consisting as it does of verbal explanation and musical examples
with a minimum of technical apparatus. At the same time it is important
to point out that Rosen’s approach is rather similar to the iconographical
approach in art history, the aim of which is to recreate the artist’s
intentions by an exhaustive study of symbolical implications of his
work — implications that would otherwise be overlooked today. In
other words, Rosen is explaining form in terms of the composer’s
intentions rather than the modern listener’s responses. Many listeners
do not appear to be aware of the kind of large-scale relationships of tonal
contrast that Rosen is concerned with ~ except, of course, for listeners
with perfect pitch, who can follow these relationships almost as if they
had the score in front of them. But, as Rosen says,

no composer . . . has ever made his crucial effects depend on such
perception: even if he expects his most subtle points to be
appreciated only by connoisseurs, he does not write the entire work
calculatedly above the head of the average listener. But there is at
least one person who is sure to recognize the reappearance of a tonic
even without thematic reference: the performer. It is for this reason
that subtle effects based on tonal relations are much more likely to
occur in a string quartet or a sonata, written as much for the
performers as for the listeners, than in an opera or a symphony,
more coarsely if more elaborately designed. (The Classical Style,
Viking, New York/Faber, London, 1971; revised edn 1976, p. 299.)

What Rosen is saying here is that you can’t fully understand classical
music, especially classical chamber music, just in terms of how it is
- heard. You have also to understand it in terms of the musical thinking
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that gave rise to it, and of course it is the job of analysis to uncover what
this musical thinking was. This means that music as it appears to the
listener and music as it appears to the analyst may not necessarily be
quite the same thing. The relationship between the two is one of the
most problematic issues in the whole business of musical analysis and it
will crop up repeatedly in this book.

I

So much for traditional ways of seeing form. What about traditional
ways of seeing content? At the beginning of the century, as indeed
nowadays, it was harmony that was regarded as the most crucial aspect
of musical content — at least in the music of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. And as the traditional way of analyzing harmony
was to rewrite it in terms of some kind of simplified notation, it is
sensible to begin by briefly considering what a notation is and how it
works.

Essentially there are two analytical acts: the act of omission and the
act of relation. Conventional musical notation is analytical in both these
respects. It omits things like the complex overtone structures of musical
sounds, representing sounds by their fundamentals alone. Even in the
way it represents these fundamentals it is schematic, because it reduces
to a few symbols and a finite number of chromatic pitches the enormous
variety of articulations and intonations that string players and singers,
for instance, adopt. Similarly conventional notation does not show the
fine detail of rhythmic performance; indeed it makes heavy weather of
showing any rhythmic values which are not in the simplest arithmetical
relationships. In all these respects, as in others, the ordinary
performance score constitutes an informal and rather unsystematic
mnalysis of musical sound, sacrificing detailed representation in the
interests of clarity, simplicity and intelligibility. The various methods of
-epresenting harmonic formations in music which the rest of this
chapter describes have the same aims of clarity, simplicity and in-
celligibility; but the pattern of omission and relation is different, since
the purpose of the representation is not the same.

The first of these ways of representing harmonic relationships is the
igured bass, which was of course a performance device in origin but
continued in use after the demise of the baroque style as a means of
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analyzing harmony. It is reductive in that it assumes that register is of no
significance, as Fig. 2 shows; consequently it says nothing about the

Fig. 2

woe

melodic relationships between one chord and the next. (Hence learning to
realize a figured bass is not so much a matter of reading the notation as
such, which is easy, as of supplying the correct voice-leading relationships
in the upper parts: relationships which are implicit in the baroque bass line
but about which the notation itself is silent.) Within these limitations,
figured bass notation is very catholic in what it can notate; any com-
bination of notes can in theory be represented by the use of a sufficient
number of figures together with accidentals where necessary — although in
practice the notation is not really legible in chords of any great complexity.
Actually to talk about ‘chords’ in relation to the figured bass is something
of a misnomer. This is because, though by convention you assume a triadic
realization except when the figures specify something else, the notation
simply shows aggregations of intervals. It does not, in other words,
categorize chords as such at all. It does not distinguish chords from ‘non-
chords’ — formations resulting, say, from passing notes. And it does not
recognize that there is any special connection between, say, a root position
triad and the same triad in first inversion. Figured bass is, in short, too
literal-minded to be a powerful analytical tool: it does not give you any real
criteria for deciding what is more important and what is less important,
which is the basis of any analytical interpretation.

Roman-letter analysis is the second of the ways of representing
harmonic relationships, and it overcomes many of these limitations.
Unlike figured bass, it originated as an analytical device and not in
performance practice.! Despite its apparent simplicity it is quite a

! For the early history of harmomc analysis, including the development of Roman
letter notation, see David Beach, ‘The Origins of Harmonic Analysis’, Journal of
Music Theory, 18 (1974), p. 274.
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powerful analytical tool. Like the figured bass, it ignores register. But
instead of relating the various notes of a chord to the actual bass — as
does the figured bass, which in consequence only works in textures
where there is a distinct bass line — it relates them to the root of the
chord. (Figure 3 illustrates this.) Then, as a second stage, it relates this
chordal root to the tonic, showing how many diatonic steps above the
tonic the chordal root is: this is what the Roman letter itself indicates.
The fact that harmonic formations are here translated into a single
symbol, unlike the several numbers designating a harmonic formation
in figured bass notation, means that Roman-letter analysis chops music
up into a series of disjunct chords — in contrast again to the figured bass,
where, as I said, there are no ‘chords’ as such but instead a series of
intervallic values in relation to a bass, values which need not all change
at once so that one harmonic formation can flow smoothly into another.
The way in which it chops music up is both the strength and the
weakness of Roman-letter analysis.

g =
—_— —

a0

Fig. 3

I of A minor
O of G major
I of F major etc.

Translating a series of chords into figured bass notation is an almost
completely mechanical process that proceeds note by note and chord by
chord. But assigning Roman letters involves a lot more in the way of
analytical decisions. In order to assign a Roman letter you have to decide
what key the music is in; you have to decide how many chords it should
be chopped up into; and you have to decide what those chords are —
which means deciding which notes in the music have a harmonic
function and which are inessential, such as passing notes. Let us take
these decisions in turn. '

Suppose you are analyzing Beethoven’s ‘Waldstein’ Sonata (Fig. 4
shows its first 38 bars). What key is this in? Since classical movements
do not always begin in their tonic key, but invariably end in it, the
easiest way to answer this question is to look at the end of the
movement: it is in C major. But is the opening in C major? No: the first
phrase spells out IV - V7 - I of G. And the second phrase spells out the
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same chord series, only in F. What are we to make of this? Does it mean
that there is 2 modulation between bars 4 and 5? If we say this, then as
we continue we will find that the music is a patchwork of different keys
and the piece will come out of the analysis looking a complete muddle.
Then should we regard everything as really being in C, and so analyze
the first eight bars as [ —1F — V -+ VII - P7 — [V ?! But this is not sensible,
because the chord-symbols no longer demonstrate the similarity of
harmonic pattern between the first two phrases. The best solution to
this problem is to use the Roman letters in a hierarchical way, instead of
relating every chord directly to the overall tonic. This means that we
call the first phrase as a whole V, and the second phrase IV; and we
relate the chords within each phrase to this overall harmonic function.
We can write this as V (IV - V7 ~1), IV (IV — V7 - I) — meaning that there
is first a IV - V7~ T of V and then a IV - V' — 1 of IV.2 And if we analyze
the whole of Fig. 4 this way, we will come up with the following chart:
Bar 1 V (IV-V'-])

5 1Iv (Av-v’-1

9 Vv

14 VvV Av-v-])
18 VI (IV-V'-1
2 W av-vi-1)

What does this tell us? The answer is, quite a lot. For instance,
notice how chords on the same root (for instance the Cs at bars 1 and 6)
appear on different occasions, but with a different analytical interpre-
tation: the analysis is saying that a C chord will appear quite different
depending whether it is functioning as a IV of V, asin bar 1, or a V of
IV, as in bar 6. (As a I, of course, it would be different again.) In other
words the analysis is saying that the way you experience the sound
depends on the harmonic context, and because Roman-letter analysis
does take account of context, in a way that figured bass notation does
not, it is quite wrong to dismiss it as ‘naive associationism’.3
Associationism means making a mechanical link between an isolated
stimulus and an isolated response (Pavlov’s bell and his dog’s

! The symbol #f means a I that is altered in some unspecified manner: here, because
it is a D major chord when it ‘should’ have been D minor.

2 Sowme people use an alternative notation for the same thing: [V — V7~

instead of V (IV - V7 - 1), v
3 Eugene Narmour, Beyond Schenkerism, University of Chicago Press, 1977, p. 1.
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salivation), and this is just what is not characteristic of Roman-letter
analysis, at least when it is done sensibly.

What else does this analysis tell us? It explains the otherwise
puzzling relationship between the G chord in bar 4 and the B* chord
in bar 5; or rather it says that there is not a direct relationship between
the two (they are connected only indirectly, through the overall
harmonies of the phrases to which they belong). Again, the analysis
shows how Beethoven establishes his C major tonality without ever
stating it directly at phrase level; that’s an important observation on
Beethoven’s style. And it also reveals that there is a rather simple, and
not immediately obvious, harmonic design behind this entire opening
section. However, we need to be a bit careful here. The analysis says
that the music starts with a V (IV — V7 - I). And so it does, looked at in
terms of the overall design. But does it sound that way? Of course not,
because the listener has no way of knowing that the first chord is a [V of
V. In fact it is not till about the tenth bar, at the earliest, that any very
definite sense of what overall key the music is in emerges at all. But this
is something that Roman letters cannot express properly. To assign
them you already need to have decided on the key, whereas the listener
may have made no such decision. This is an example of one of the
dangers of Roman letters, which is that they tempt you to say more
about the music that you actually mean to.!

The other decisions I mentioned were how many chords the music
should be segmented into and what they are. The opening’ of the

! When keys are not clear — at the beginning of a piece, in a transition or a
development — you may want to segment the music into chords without assigning
them a specific tonal function. In such cases you can simply call them D* chords,
A* chords and so on — or better still, use pop music notation (in which D* /F means
a D triad in first inversion, D*/B* means a D* triad over a B bass, and so on). If
you begin by doing this, you can always add a Roman-letter interpretation at a later
stage. It is better to say too little than too much about harmonic functions.
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Fig. 5 Beethoven, Pathétique Sonata, I, bars 1-10
Grave
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attacca subito il Allegro
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‘Waldstein® presents no difficulties as regards these decisions, so we shall
use the slow introduction of the Pathétique Sonata for illustration (Fig.
5). This time deciding on the key is easy (it is C minor), but which
chords do we label? The thing not to do is to label every chord as it
comes — for example, saying that the first bar consists of two I chords
followed by a V§,1 followed by another I, followed by a . . . well, what
is the next chord? It’s a diminished seventh: how do we analyze that in
relation to the tonic? The usual way would be to say that it is
functioning as a kind of V® of V, that is to say as a variety of D chord.
But try playing it as a D chord, replacing the E* with a D, and you’ll
find the effect of the music is quite spoilt. On the other hand if you
replace the diminished chord with a I (play a G in the left hand), you
will find the music works much better. Why is this? It’s because the
diminished chord is not really a structural chord at all. It is a multiple-
appoggiatura formation leading to the V with which the phrase ends;
that is why it is perfectly all right to replace it with a I§ (which is in
essence just a double appoggiatura to V). However, if you changeittoa
V of V you get an extra chord that sounds structural and it is this that
clogs the harmonic motion. And if you insist on applying some
harmonic label to the diminished chord, then it will be this clogged
version of the music you are talking about, not Beethoven’s. This is the
analytical equivalent of playing the music in rock piano style, placing an
equal emphasis on each chord one after another: it shows the same lack
of musical understanding.

Tangles like this inevitably arise if you try to go into too much
detail using Roman letters. If you parse everything harmonically, you
end up with an imposing series of labels but no clear idea of how the
music works; and an analysis that does not simplify the music for you is
really a complete waste of time. After all, there is no virtue in reduction
as such: only in the kind of reduction that makes something intelligible
to you that wasn’t otherwise. But how can Roman letters be used to
clarify the introduction to the Pathétique? The answer is that you have to
step back from the music and take each phrase as a whole, rather than
starting at the beginning and handing out labels one by one till you get

! People quite often combine Roman letters and figured bass numbers like this,
either to indicate inversions (as here) or to notate chords containing dissonances
(IP, V®). This is handy but you have to watch for confusions. For instance, in V§
the 6 and 4 are being measured in relation to the actual bass, D; on the other hand
people will refer to a dominant seventh G as V? even when it is in first inversion, so
here the 7 is being measured against the fundamental bass (G).
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to the end. Instead, ask yourself where each phrase goes from and to: in
other words, look at the cadential structure. The first two phrases
(bars 1-2) form a pair, going from I to V and back to I. The third phrase
(bars 3-4) looks to be going to V but sidesteps and cadences with a
[I-V-I pattern onto III, the relative major. The music returns to the tonic
minor, first with an interrupted cadence (bar 9) and then with a II'-V-I
cadence whose final chord is the beginning of the Allegro (bar 11).

We do at least have an analysis now. We have said that certain
chords are essential, and we have omiited everything else as being not so
essential. For example, we have omitted the emphatic chords that
straddle bars 6 and 7, and this is absolutely correct because these chords
actually have no harmonic function at all. Play them and ask yourself
where the music is going. You will find that they do not imply any
definite cadential movement. They are enclosed within a sustained
block of diminished seventh harmony lasting from the last beat of bar 5
to the second beat of bar 8; they don’t form part of any larger pro-
gression. So omitting them in itself represents an analytical insight. But
it is a negative one: can’t we say anything more positive about these
chords? The answer is no, not if we are going to stick to Roman-letter
analysis. And the reason for this is that these chords have a linear rather
than a harmonic function. Look at the bass in bars 5-7: the chords form
part of a consistent stepwise fall (we can ignore the changes in register
for now). Look at the top line: the chords form part of a line that rises,
with a wave-like sequential motion, all the way from the F of bar 5 to
the high F of bar 9. If you want to get a more detailed understanding of
the music’s harmonic structure, then you have to consider its linear
patterns: and you can’t do this if you reduce everything to harmonic
symbols. What is required is some kind of analytical equivalent of a
short score.

Now there was a final approach to the content of musical composi-
tions which was not in itself an analytical method as such, but which
greatly influenced the thinking of analysts round 1900 — and especially
when they were dealing with the relationship between harmony and
line. This was Fuxian (or species) counterpoint, a full explanation of
which is outside the scope of this book. But it is worth making a few
observations about it which are relevant to the way in which harmonic
analysis developed in the twentieth century. It was a system of composi-
tional training, and it took the form of a series of exercises. The simpler
exercises consisted of purely consonant formations — two or more lines
of music moving at the same speed and with only consonant intervals
(such as the octave, perfect fifth and third) between them. In more
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advanced exercises the lines moved at different speeds and dissonances
were allowed between them; but each dissonance had to be carefully
‘prepared’ by stating one of its notes as a consonance beforehand, and by
resolving the dissonant note by step. From the analytical point of view,
the implication of this was that dissonant formations could be seen as
linear elaborations of underlying consonances, or, more generally, that
complex harmonic formations could be seen as linear elaborations of
simpler harmonic formations; Fig. 6 illustrates this. But Fuxian
principles were only concerned with the handling of immediate success-
ions from one note to the next. Large-scale harmonic and linear rela-
tionships could neither be taught nor understood in terms of strict
counterpoint; traditionally, therefore, they were considered to be
aspects of ‘free composition’, and governed solely by the composer’s
artistry and taste. This is why it was in a book of that otherwise curious
title that Heinrich Schenker presented a means of combining harmonic
analysis with the principles of strict counterpoint in such a way as to
overcome the limitations of each, and so show that even artistry and
taste were not wholly inaccessible to rational explanation.

Fig. 6
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CuAapPTER Two

SCHENKERIAN ANALYSIS

‘Schenkerian analysis’ is something of an umbrella term. In the first place it
includes Schenker’s own analytical techniques, notations and theories.
These were developed in Germany in the years before the Second World
War, and were in a state of constant evolution; so talking about ‘Schenker
analysis’ does not mean too much unless you specify which stage of this
evolution you mean. But in general when people speak not of ‘Schenker
analysis’ but of ‘Schenkerian analysis’ they don’t so much mean Schenker’s
own work as the application of his ideas in post-war America. This has
become rather more standardized in its techniques and terminology than
Schenker’s own analyses ever were, and technically speaking it derives
from the final stage of Schenker’s work, and in particular from his last
analytical book, Free Composition;! though it is worth adding that, apart
from a few of Schenker’s. own pupils, the American exponents of
Schenkerian analysis have chosen to ignore the psychological and
metaphysical foundation for his theories which Schenker also presented in
that book. The third and last body of work that might be referred to as
‘Schenkerian analysis’ is a further American development, in which the
aim has been to develop a new theoretical foundation for Schenkerian
analysis and to generalize his techniques on this basis; however this
movement is generally known as. ‘neo-Schenkerism’, and it will be
considered briefly in Chapter 4. So it is the first two categories of
Schenkerian analysis that we are concerned with in this chapter — the work
of Schenker himself, of his pupils, such as Oswald Jonas and Ernst Oster,
and of contemporary practitioners such as Allen Forte and John Rothgeb.

1 English trans., Longman, 1979.
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There are various ways in which Schenkerian analysis can be
approached. Schenker himself, followed by Jonas, introduced it by first
describing what he saw as the essential structures of music — the triad
and its linear unfolding through arpeggiation, and through passing and
auxiliary notes — in their most abstract form, and only then going on to
discuss the forms which these structures might take in any actual
musical context. In their Introduction to Schenkerian Analysis,' Allen Forte
and Steven Gilbert did the opposite: they began by illustrating specific
occurrences of arpeggiation, passing notes and so on at the note-to-note
level, before going on to show how such formations can be used in
more abstract ways to create large-scale musical forms. But one of the
best ways' to understand any analytical approach is in terms of what it
aims to do — that is to say, by considering what kind of questions it sets
out to answer. And this is a particularly appropriate approach to
Schenkerian analysis since it is very easy to miss the point of it; for
example, by producing graphs that look like Schenkerian analysis but
do not, in fact, answer Schenkerian questions. What, then, are the aims
of Schenkerian analysis? In a general way, of course, it aims to omit
inessentials and to highlight important relationships; but then that is
equally the aim of Roman-letter analysis. It is easiest to understand the
particular way in which Schenkerian analysis sets about doing this if we
compare it with an example where Roman-letter analaysis is clearly
inadequate; this will let us see how Schenkerian analysis develops out of
commonsense attempts to remedy these inadequacies.

Bach’s C major Prelude from Book I of the Well-Tempered Clavier
(Fig. 7) has no marked dynamics, no rhythmic change, no thematic,
textural or timbral variation. Nor does it have a tune you could easily
whistle. By a process of elimination, then, we can say that its structure
as a piece of music must be principally harmonic. And since it merely
consists of an arpeggiated series of chords, it is in a sense very easy to
analyze harmonically. Fig. 8 shows two alternative notations for the
first 19 bars: each accounts for every note in the music. And yet what do
these harmonic labels actually tell us that we didn’t know already? The
second set of labels at least reveals something about the restricted range
of functional relations between chords that wasn’t obvious at first sight,
as well as highlighting some harmonic sequences; but no Roman-letter
analysis can adequately explain the sense one has in listening to the
music that there’s a continuous and measured harmonic evolution
through the piece. By this I mean that each chord does not seem to

1 Norton, 1982.
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depend just on the previous chord (which is the maximum range of
traditional contrapuntal theory), nor even on the previous group of
chords (as in a hierarchical Roman-letter analysis); instead it is ex-
perienced as a part of a larger motion towards some future harmonic
goal. It doesn’t require any very special analytical techniques to show
this; all we need do is ask ‘how are the progressions directed towards a
goal’, and since the main goal is the end of the piece it is convenient to
work backwards in looking for ani answer. The piece ends, as it began,
on a C major chord. Where does this final chord begin? If you looked
just at the bass, you might say in bar 32; but though the final C pedal
begins here and is clearly heard as tonic, the sense of harmonic re-
solution is deflected by the B* — a secondary dominant of F, which is
only neutralized at bar 34. Furthermore there is obviously something
cadential about the change of register at 34; it is at this point that there is
a sense of formal finality, rather than merely of arrival on the tonic. So
we already have the impression that something more than straightfor-
ward harmonic function is involved in creating the sense of an ending in
this piece, so that the factors which bring about the sense of an ending
can be staggered in relation to each other.
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Fig. 7 ]. S. Bach, C major Prelude
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Fig. 8 Two Roman-letter analyses of the C major Prelude, bars 1-19
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What sort of cadence is there onto the final chord? Clearly the
answer is a V-1 — both immediately (at bar 34, superimposed on the C
pedal) and in terms of the larger G pedal (bars 24-31) which resolves
onto the C pedal. But is this G pedal felt to be a2 V (and hence a
penultimate chord in terms of large scale harmonic relations) from its
beginning? The answer to this is clearly yes: there is an expectation of
the arrival of the final tonic from bar 24 onwards even though it does
not actually arrive for another ten or so bars; if it were not for such an
expectation, the pedal would seem unmotivated and the apparently
rambling succession of Is and Vs superimposed on it even more so. All
through this passage the tonic is implied but delayed: so you can say that
it is at bar 24 that the piece begins to end.

If we have located the final V-I, in the sense of quite extended
passages which are based on these harmonic functions, can we now
work back further and decide where, in terms of large-scale harmonic
structure, we quitted the initial I? In other words, can we say where the
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beginning of the piece ended? Working backwards, the first C chord
we come to is at bar 19. First we need to ask whether this is a I of C or
whether we are in some other key; the answer is, of course, that we
are in C here, and this is clear because the added B in the following
bar is sensed as altering the harmonic function (in a way that the
addition of a seventh to a V is not), as well as because of the strong 1I-
V-I cadence that precedes it. Secondly, we need to ask whether this C
chord is in effect continuous with the tonic chord with which the piece
began, or whether it constitutes a retum to it in contrast to intervening
harmonies or keys. Here the important point to grasp is that no other
harmony or key has been established in any structural manner during
the preceding eighteen bars; there have been dominant and other
colorations (mainly enclosed within harmonic sequences) but never has
there been any sense of a structural, section-defining cadence. Even the
II-V-I cadence in G at bar 11 — which rhymes with the one at bar 19 —
is not a true modulation because it receives no support from the
musical surface (nothing happens) or from the bars that follow it,
which immediately go back to C-based harmonies. This is quite
different from bars 19-20, where the retention of the C-based
harmony for a second bar (it is the first time the same harmony has
lasted for two bars) creates a kind of formal jolt — it feels as if one
phase in the music has ended and another one is beginning. In an
important sense, then, the influence of the opening tonic has been felt
throughout this entire passage, so that the whole of bars 1-19 is like an
expanded version of bars 1—4; or if you like you could simply say that
bars 1-19 represent an expansion of the opening tonic itself. And this
sense of there being a direct structural identity between bars 1 and 19
(such that the intervening bars can be discounted as an enclosed
harmonic circuit) is greatly increased by the identity of the two bars
apart from the octave transposition — just the sort of surface con-
firmation of a structural relationship that was absent at bar 11.

So far, then, we have reduced the essential harmonic content of
the piece to the following:

Fig. 9
Bar 1 20 24 - 35
l ————————- AAASA V - l
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Each of these sections has a single overall harmonic function, with
the sole exception of bars 20-3. Harmonically, the entire evolution of
the piece — from its beginning, which lasts up to bar 19, to its end which
begins at bar 24 — lies in these four bars; and, as might be expected from
this, they are the most intense bars of the piece, both polyphonically and
harmonically. There is, for instance, the ‘difficult’ bass progression F¥-
A% of bars 22-3 (‘difficult’ because the notes are not related directly to
each other but only indirectly through G),! and the abandonment for the
first time at 23 of the arpeggio figuration, the result of which is an
ambiguous harmonic formation. Furthermore bar 21 has a very empha-
tic effect, and this is not only because of the F/E discord (which is
magnified by the F being in octaves and in a low register) but also
because the F functions as a direct antecedent of the G at 24: bars 22-3
can in fact be literally ‘bracketed out’ without the harmonic continuity
from 21 to 24 being affected (try playing directly from bar 21 to bar 24).
Since the V7 of F at bar 20 is simply a preparation for the F’ chord at 21,
we can rewrite Fig. 9 in the following way:

Fig. 10
Bar 1 20 24 35
1 v - v - 1

And the effect of ‘clinching’ the harmonic progression of the piece
which the IV at bar 21 creates can now be explained by its being the first
structural departure from I in the course of the piece.

11

What I have said up to now is not a Schenkerian analysis: it is simply an
attempt to answer the question ‘how are the progressions directed
towards a goal?’ by describing the way in which they are experienced. It
is this, and not the application of any analytical technique as such, that
has allowed us to distinguish certain passages as moving towards a goal
and others as tonally enclosed. Schenkerian analysis is a technique for

! Some players interpolate a bar of C minor§ between bars 22 and 23. The effect
is anodyne.
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answering the same question in a much more specific and clearly de-
monstrable manner, and which is particularly designed to show the
special importance that large-scale linear formations have in the creation
of directed motion towards harmonic goals. At this point we can turn to
Schenker’s graphic analysis of this piece (Fig. 11),! which consists of
three graphs aligned with each other so that the same point in each
chart, working from left to right, represents the same point in the
musical process (though the barlines are marked only in the bottom, and
most detailed, graph). The middle graph shows the same structural
chords that we reached by commonsense means (I-IV’-V-I) with the
addition of a 11 — this chord, along with the IV, being omitted in the top
graph which is intended to show only the most essential progression of
the piece as a whole. In both the top two graphs the chords are written
out in full as notes (note the difference in register between them, which 1
will come back to later) so that the Roman letters merely reduplicate the
information for the sake of clarity. In marking these chords with Roman
letters, and no others, Schenker is making an important negative point —
that apart from these chords, everything in the piece is to be explained in
terms of the motion of contrapuntal lines. These contrapuntal lines
happen to create a series of disjunct chords in this particular piece, but
Schenker is saying that these have no structural significance as harmonic
units in the way the I-IV’-II-V-I do; structurally speaking, they might
equally well have been staggered with each other to produce a2 more
obviously contrapuntal surface. ]

If for the time being we think of the chord series I-IV’-II-V-I as
being the central structural formation of the music, we can see the graph
as showing the operation of linear processes in two areas on either side
of this chord progression.

In the first place, we have the bottom graph. This is here marked
‘comprehensive foreground graph’ (Urlinie Tafel), but it is usually
simply referred to as the ‘foreground’ (Vordergrund). It closely resembles
the musical score, with the removal of only the arpeggio figuration;?
and if we compare it with the middle graph (here marked ‘structural

! From Schenker, Five Graphic Analyses, Dover, 1969. These graphs were actually
the work of Schenker’s students and were edited by Felix Salzer, but they were
prepared under Schenker’s close supervision and I am treating them as represen-
tative of Schenker’s own work. I have translated the verbal annotations intq
English, in accordance with Salzer’s glossary. I have also rescaled the graphs of Ich
bin’s, ich sollte biissen (Figure 15) so that the foreground graph is aligned with the
others.

2 The apparent discrepancy at bar 30, where the inner voice has a G in the score bu!
an A in Schenker’s analytical graph, is clearly a misprint; I have corrected 1t.
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Fig. 11 Schenker, analysis of the C major Prelude

level 1’ but generally known as the ‘middleground’) we can see how
the structural harmonies of the latter are elaborated in the foreground
by the motion of textural lines which either connect the notes of the
structural chords with one another or circle around them, and which
move in the mainly conjunct manner of Fuxian counterpoint. Thus in
bars 1-19 there is an overall descent in all parts, so that each mainly
consists of a continuous scalar motion though there are some minor
reversals of direction; in bars 24-32, however, there is an arch-like
shape in the upper line over mainly static formations in the others.
Such basically conjunct motions connecting or encircling the notes of
the structural harmonies are rather similar to the sort of patterns that
baroque performers used to embellish a melody, and the arch-like
shape of 24-32 is not unlike a soloist’s cadenza. Scherkerian analysis is
in fact a kind of metaphor according to which a composition is seen as
the large-scale embellishment of a simple underlying harmonic pro-
gression, or even as a massively-expanded cadence; a metaphor
according to which the same analytical principles that apply to
cadences in strict counterpoint can be applied, mutatis mutandis, to the
large-scale harmonic structures of complete pieces.
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These linear motions are most coherent in the outer parts; there are
some parallel octaves or intervallic non-sequiturs in the inner parts,
indicating that they are at least partly functioning as harmonic filler (for
example, where does the A in bar 16 come from?), and for this reason it
is easier to see the important linear motions if we omit these inner parts
and concentrate only on the outer ones. This is what Forte and Gilbert’s
graph of the same piece does (Fig. 12); it comes somewhere between
Schenker’s foreground and middleground graphs and makes a useful
comparison with them. However, it is important to notice that the
upper line of each graph — the top line of unfilled noteheads in
Schenker’s graph, and the top line of tailed notes in Forte and Gilbert’s —
is not identical with the top line of Bach’s score. In particular, the top
line of the score at bars 5, 7, and 12-15 is shown in both graphs as a
subordinate formation to the main conjunct descent of the upper
structural line — that is, it is being regarded as a purely local formation
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which fulfils a kind of motivic role within a series of sequences but has no
larger significance (the sameappliesto the D and Ginthe bass atbars 10and 18,
which are seen as simply a harmonic supporttothe G and C that follow them).

Fig. 12 Forte and Gilbert, analysis of the C major Prelude
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So much for the linear motion elaborating the structural harmonic
progression I-IV’-II-V-1. At the other extreme, the background
{(marked ‘fundamental structure’ or Ursatz in Fig. 11) shows this
harmonic progression to be itself linear in origin; it is contained within
the conjunct descent of the upper line, which itself consists only of the
harmonic functions 1 and V but which is elaborated to glve the
structural chord progression shown in the middleground. As in the
foreground graph, it is the outer lines which are regarded as the most
important (hence both Schenker and Forte mark them by unfilled
noteheads); and the elaboration again follows the principles of Fuxian
voice-leading, which Schenker considered to be even more important in
the background than they are in the foreground. Because the structural
chord progression is itself the outcome of a linear process, it is im-
portant to realize that it is not simply a succession of harmonic functions
or (what comes to the same thing) a series of chordal roots that is being
elaborated at foreground level; it is a series of notes, at specific registers
and in specific linear relations with each other, that constitutes the
structural harmonic progression. Schenker’s use of the term
‘fundamental structure’ for the background progression avoids viewing
it as either simply linear or simply harmonic: instead it is a conjunction
of the two. For this reason any linear motion in a Schenkerian analysis
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that doesn’t form part of a harmonic aggregate cannot be considered as
of genuinely structural significance.

II1

This much is comprehensible simply from examining Schenker’s
graphs, without calling for any special technical knowledge of
Schenkerian analysis. However at this point questions arise which can
not be answered without some consideration of the theory behind what
Schenker is doing. For instance, why is the first note of the upper line in
the background and middleground graphs an E? Simply because it is the
highest note of the first bar of the piece, falls on a relatively accented
beat in the arpeggiation pattern, and is equally prominent at bar 4? The
answer is no, and the reason is that there is an essential difference
between the lines of the musical surface and the structural voices which are
shown in a Schenkerian analysis.! As I said, the basis of a Schenkerian
analysis is seeing music as directed motion in time, and for Schenker this
was tied up with an almost metaphysical conception of music being a
temporal unfolding of the overtone series which-exists as a simultaneity
in all natural sounds. More specifically, Schenker saw music as the
temporal unfolding, or prolongation, of the major triad — the ‘chord of
nature’, as he called it, since it exists as the first five partials of the
overtone series, and which Schenker therefore saw as a specially
privileged formation and indeed at the point of junction between what
exists in nature as a simultaneity and what exists in art as a temporal
process.? Any analysis by Schenker is intended to show how the music

1 *Voice’ and ‘line’ are not technical terms here: but I shall distinguish them in this
way for the next few pages for the sake of clarity. However there are many
technical terms in Schenkerian analysis — that is, terms which have a non-obvious
but generally accepted meaning — and these are italicized whenever they occur.
The German terms and their English (or rather, American) equivalents are not
always used in quite the same way, and this can create minor confusions.

~

Actually this metaphysics is highly questionable (why only the first five partials?
What is the relevance of the overtone series anyhow?) and few people today take 1t
seriously, or the problems it poses and which greatly exercised Schenker’s and his
contemporaries’ minds: problems such as how to explain the minor triad which is
not found in the overtone series and hence has to be seen as an artificial ‘copy”’ of it.
But I don’t think one can understand why Schenker did what he did without
taking this metaphysics into consideration; in particular, it explains otherwise
arbitrary prejudices and restrictions in his analytical techniques.
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in question is derived by means of elaboration from its tonic triad,
which is its ultimate Schenkerian background.

However the major triad is in itself static; and as the art of music is
essentially temporal, the most background formation from which any
composition can be directly derived is the triad in motion. And for
Schenker the triad in motion meant an upper voice which fell in a
conjunct diatonic progression from any note of the triad to the tonic,
coupled with a progression in the lower voice which would support the
upper voice through the creation of root position triadic harmonies! and
specifically a V coinciding with the 2 in the upper voice (the notation 2,
1 and so on refers to linear scale degrees in the upper voice, in contrast to
Roman letters which indicate harmonic functions supported by the
lower voice). This meant that the fundamental structure of any tonal piece
could be categorized as one of three possible patterns, in which the
descent of the upper line begins on 8, 5 and 3 respectively (Fig. 13)% note
that in each case the descent of the upper line takes place within a single
octave. Any other progressian, such as the I-IV’-II-V-I of the C major
Prelude, is not properly speaking a background structure but lies
somewhere in between the background and the foreground; it is primar-
ily the result of a linear elaboration of the lower voice of the fundamental
structure. Such an elaboration often takes the form of an arpeggiation in
which III is inserted between 1 and V (in this case the lower voice is
termed a bass arpeggiation), but it may also take the form of other linear
motions enclosed within a single octave; of these the I-IV-V-I outlined
by the bass of the C major Prelude is the most common.? Although I
have been referring to the middleground harmonic formation of the C
major Prelude as a ‘structural progression’, there is not anything
absolute about this: I simply mean that it is more structural than other
formations. The only absolute is the fundamental structure shown in its
three possible forms in Fig. 13, and for this reason it is worth observing

! “Triadic’ is to be taken literally here: Schenker would not admit of other for-
mations, such as seventh or ninth chords, being part of the fundamental structure.
He regarded them as always linear derivatives of the fundamental structure — as in
the IV of the Bach C major Prelude, which is to be found in the middieground but
not the background graph. ‘

2 Free Composition, figs. 9, 10(a) and 11(a).

3 Schenker published an exhaustive list of the possible forms of middleground bass
arpeggiations, and of the possible results of these in conjunction with fundamental
lines beginning on 3, 8 and 8: Free Composition figs. 14, 15, 16 and 18 respectively.
Confusingly, the term ‘bass arpeggiation’ is also sometimes used for the lower
voice of the fundamental structure proper ~ the I-V-I of the background being
regarded as an incomplete arpeggiation.
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Schenker’s terminology for it carefully — fundamental structure or Ursatz
for the structure as a whole, and fundamental line or Urlinie for the
descending upper voice.

Fig. 13 The three forms of the fundamental structure
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Now, it is obvious that the fundamental structure is an abstraction
far removed from the listener’s experience of any given piece —
especially since each form of the fundamental structure is shared be-
tween many thousands of different tonal pieces. In fact the fundamental
structure is analytically meaningless in itself and to do Schenkerian
analysis does not mean claiming that people actually hear fundamental
structures when they listen to music; rather the aim is to show how
people listen to music. Hence the fundamental structure becomes
meaningful only in its relationship to a specific composition: it reveals
the pattern of elaboration in which the music’s unique qualities lie.
Accordingly the analysis proper takes place in the middleground, or
series of middlegrounds, that show the relationship between foreground
and background; for this reason there is little value in presenting a
background graph on its own, without the middleground graphs that
give it content and make its interpretation convincing or unconvincing.
In other words Schenkerian analysis consists of inter-relating the actual
foreground lines of the music — which may be continuous or discontinu-
ous, directed or meandering, chromatic or diatonic, and which may
shift between registers — with the imaginary voices of the background,
which ate by definition continuous, directed, diatonic, and do not shift
registers. All the symbols used in Schenkerian graphs serve to dis-
tinguish between structural and non-structural formations, and to show
how surface discontinuities of pitch, register or texture elaborate the
continuous, directed motions of the fundamental structure. Almost all
the mistakes that can be made in Schenkerian analysis arise out of
confusing foreground lines and structural voices with each other.
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v

As illustration of this requires detailed examination of Schenker’s
graphs, it is necessary at this point to explain the special conventions
Schenker uses in them. I have already commented on the most obvious
fact about a Schenkerian analysis, which is that it consists of a number of
graphs aligned with each other (though, for reasons of economy,
background graphs, being much less dense, are sometimes presented
separately): the background graph, which in theory consists only of the
fundamental structure, but sometimes includes the most important
middleground elements too; the foreground graph, which approaches
the musical score, though the exact extent of this approximation varies
according to the nature of the individual piece and the compre-
hensiveness pf the analysis; and between these extremes one or more
middleground graphs, their number again varying from case to case.
The use of the horizontal format is helpful in making large-scale con-
nections easy to see at a glance; most analysts stick sheets of manuscript
paper together.

The other immediately obvious feature of a Schenkerian graph is
the use of the symbols that conventionally distinguish rhythmic values
to distinguish degrees of structural importance instead. (This is possible
because Schenkerian graphs do not show rhythmic values — though, as
will become clear later, they do not ignore them either.) Unfilled
noteheads are normally reserved for the fundamental progression, which
may be made clearer through the addition of tails and beams — though
registral shifts, which do not properly belong to the fundamental pro-
gression at all, may sometimes be shown, as in Schenker’s
middleground graph of the C major Prelude or Forte’s more detailed
graph of it.! Filled noteheads with tails, - like crotchets, indicate
middleground structures, and connections between them can be seen by
following the line of the tails. (This is different from the way in which
single quaver tails are used: they are merely there to bring a particular
note into prominence for any reason, and Schenker also used ex-
clamation marks and ‘NB’ signs for the same purpose.) Filled noteheads
without tails indicate foreground formations, and connections between
them are shown by the use of slurs or phrase-marks, which may be
dotted when the connection is an indirect one (such as returning to a

! The liberal use of unfilled noteheads mm Schenker’s foreground graph is unusual.

Forte and Gilbert’s analysis is more typical. For convenience I shall simply refer to
it as Forte’s.
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note previously quitted). There is a rather subtle difference between the
conventional use of phrase marks and the Schenkerian one, in that
whereas conventionally they show what goes to what (for instance a V
resolving to I) in Schenkerian analysis they invariably show what goes
with what! — which generally means the linear elaboration of a single
harmonic unit. Such a slurred elaboration is frequently subdivided into
smaller slurred units, normally corresponding to consistent moves in
one direction; these consistent linear motions are termed linear pro-
gressions.? The combination of these different rhythmic symbols in a
single graph means that, apart from the occasional discrepancies be-
tween levels that result from registral change and temporal dis-
placement, it would in theory be possible for one graph to show
everything from foreground to background. But this would be too
cluttered for easy reading, which is why several aligned graphs are
generally used. And this means that it is not necessary to distinguish all
levels on a foreground graph where doing so would result in excessive
complexity.

Three further symbols are used to indicate connections between
notes. The first is a straight diagonal line, which is used to indicate any
kind of relationship between notes which are separated in time but
which are to be understood as belonging to the same harmonic unit. An
example is bars 6-9 of the C major Prelude; here the diagonal lines show
parts moving in parallel motion elaborated by a suspension (where
Schenker merely wishes to indicate parallel motion he uses figures, such
as the 10s at bars 4, 7, 9 and 11). The other two arise from discrepancies
between foreground lines and structural voices. Of these one is the
straight diagonal line with an arrowhead; this indicates that a structural

! Instructor’s Manual to Forte and Gilbert, p. 10.

2 The use of this concept is unfortunately comphcated by the diffcrences between a
linear progression in the bass and onc in the upper parts. In cither case the lincar
progression is linearly motivated ~ thus it rises or falls continuously, without
changing direction — but whereas when it occurs in the upper parts it connects two
notes which both belong to the harmony on which it ends (so that it can be
thought of as an anticipatory prolongation of that harmony), when it occurs in the
bass the final harmony is often incompatible with the first note of the linear
progression. Bars 1-11 of the C major Prelude illustrate the normal way this
occurs ~ the bass falling a fourch from I to V. Where they are extended, as here, or
of some motivic significance linear progressions may be marked ‘4 prg’, ‘5 prg’
and so on (4-zug, 5-zug in German). The whole issue of linear progressions, as also
of unfoldings which they sometimes resemble (see below) is intricate; Forte and
Gilbert attempt a rationale in Chapters 19-20 of their book. But the most in-~
structive course is to examine Schenker’s phrase-marks in detail, as for instance in
Ich bin's, ich sollte biissen (Fig. 15).
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voice is passing from one foreground line to another, usually in
association with a change of register as at bars 11-15. A special case of
this is where two structural voices exchange positions; this is shown by
a crossed pair of arrows and known as voice exchange. The other is the
diagonal beam that connects the tails of two notes from different direc-~
tions, as at bars 24-31 and 32-5 of both Schenker’s and Forte’s graphs of
the C major Prelude; this indicates that a single foreground line is
connecting two structural voices and is known as an unfolding. Thus in
bars 24-32 of the C major Prelude Schenker is deriving the arch shape of
the upper line from two sources: the D at bar 24 is a transference of the
upper structural line (see the background graph), and the G and F at 29—
31 come from an inner structural line, while the rising E, F and F* are
purely foreground phenomena.?

What has been described up to here — notehead, tail, beam, slur,
and diagonal line with or without arrowhead — is a nearly compre-
hensive list of the symbols used to show connectedness in Schenkerian
graphs,? and once the conventions governing their use are understood it
is possible to understand a Schenkerian analysis without any textual
explanation. Nevertheless there is a permissible range of variance in
Schenkerian graphs; this is shown by the comparison between
Schenker’s and Forte’s graphs of the C major Prelude, which represent
virtually identical analytical interpretations.? Forte’s graph is more
typical of Schenkerian practice as a whole, in that no notes are shown
unless some symbol makes an explicit connection between that note and
one or more others; after all, it could be argued, what’s the point of
showing a note but not its function in an analytical graph? This is a good
principle in the presentation of a completed analysis. However when
one is actually making an analysis it is often useful to put notes in
without immediately committing oneself to a definite analytical inter-

! Some simpler examples of unfolding can be seen in Schenker’s graph of Ich bin’s,
ich sollte biissen, where a comparison of the second and third structural levels shows
how the unfoldings are a linear statement of notes which belong to a single
harmonic formation; this is part of the defimtion of an unfolding, and unfoldings
generally occur in groups between which consistent voxce—leadmg relationships
hold, rather in the manner of chains of suspensions.

2 A few more will be encountered later 1n this chapter. There is 2 convenient
glossary of Schenkerian graphic symbols in The Music Forum, Vol. 1, 1967, while
Five Graphic Analyses contams a glossary of the German terms Schenker used in his
graphs together with English translations.

3 For a rather different graphic presentation of what 1s essentially the same analysis,
see p. 263 of A Generative Theory of Tonal Music by Fred Lerdahl and Ray
Jackendoff (MIT, 1983).
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pretation, or simply to add tails, slurs and other markings to a
performance score or a straight harmonic reduction; so that Schenker’s
graph, while not perhaps ideal as a completed analysis, is a good model
for the analytical process.

Vv

We can now complete our examination of Schenker’s analysis of the C
major Prelude. Three points remain outstanding; all of them refer in
different ways to the relationship between foreground and background.
The first is the question posed some way back but not yet answered:
how do we know that the first note of the fundamental line (this is
referred to as the primary tone) is an E, and not (as it might equally have
been) a G or a C? As we now know, structural voices and foreground
lines are quite different things; the facts that the E is at the top of the
texture and that it continues in prominence through bar 4 are facts about
the foreground lines and, while they lend some weight to the interpre-
tation of the E as the primary tone, they are by no means conclusive.?
There is in fact no way in which an examination of the first bar by itself,
or even of the first four bars by themselves, can prove what the primary
tone is. The reason is that it is the fundamental line as a whole that
defines the primary tone as such. Therefore the best procedure, both in
making a Schenkerian analysis and in reading one, is to work backwards
from the final note of the fundamental line — which must by definition
be the tonic — and establish the successive stages in the descent of the
fundamental line in accordance with the bass arpeggiation: in other
words, in accordance with the structural harmonic progression of the
music. As I said before, fundamental lines and structural harmonic
progressions are mutually definitive: a structural harmony coincides
with a fall in the fundamental line and a fall in the fundamental line must
be supported by a consistent harmonic foundation.

The second point that remains outstanding concerns bar 22, where
the bracket in the slurs and the absence of any harmonic notation

1 See Forte and Gilbert, p. 178 ff, where the authors discuss problems in identifying
primary tones in chorale-based textures. In practice 3 is 2 much more common
primary tone that 5 or 8. But for this reason it is too easy to start in all instances
from the presupposition that the primary tone will be 3; it is almost better to try
the others first and be forced to the conclusion that it must be 3.
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indicate that Schenker regards the F* in the bass as an interpolation, rather
than as being part of the middleground, semi-structural voice which the bass
otherwise represents. His argument is that the F* in the upper voice is
merely a chromatic passing tone (as he indicates), and that the F# in the bass
is no more than a harmonic support for this passing tone. The real
progression, as his brackets indicate, goes directly from bars 21 to 23.
(Compare this with our intuitive conclusions about it!) Actually the little
. diagram marked ‘NB’ tells us the real reason for this fuss. Schenker was
uncomfortably aware of the lack of documentary evidence that the compos-
ers of the past were in any way familiar with the principles of fundamental
structure and prolongatdon. He was therefore always looking for
corroboration of his theories in composers’ manuscripts. The direction in
which Bach tailed his bass notes at this point happens to be consistent with
Schenker’s argument about the |5 being a structural interpolation, and this
leads Schenker to call Bach’s tailing ‘an unusually bold notation’ which ‘very
successfully indicates the true meaning of the voice leading’.! I imagine it is
this consideration which leads Schenker to emphasize the continuity be-
tween bars 21 and 23 by adding the II chord in the middleground, a harmony
which is both unnecessary (because the progression IV’-V-1 is by itself
strongly directed) and problematical (because a chromatic seventh chord is
an unlikely formation to find in the middleground). Forte and Gilbert wisely
omit the Il chord altogether in their graph.

The final point that remains outstanding has to do with register.
Intuitively it is obvious — in fact we commented upon it — that the
unexpected rise of register in the final two bars contributes greatly to the
finality of the ending by establishing a close link with the register of the
opening. Schenker marks the fall of the upper part from E to E in bars 1-19,
and its corresponding rise from D to D in bars 24-34, by a dotted slur and the
word ‘coupling’ — which is a technical term meaning the registral transfer of a
note of the fundamental line or bass arpeggiation. Schenker’s purpose in
doing this is not, as might appear, simply descriptive. You may remember
that the motion of both the fundamental line and the bass arpeggiation took
place within the maximum range of an octave. This ‘rule’ of Schenkerian
analysis — which is probably to be explained by the analogy with the
overtone series — means that the fundamental motion must take place at a
single register throughout the piece: this is called the principle of obligatory
register. But of course it frequently happens, as here, that the notes of the
fundamental line do not all appear at the same register in the actual music.
Therefore such deviations have to be explained as registral transfers. Since

! Five Graphic Analyses, p. 9.
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the Prelude begins and ends at the higher register this is assumed to be the
structural register and the lower octave at which the 2 appears is assumed to
be the displacement; this is what Schenker’s ‘couplings’ are intended to
indicate. In fact this Prelude is frequently quoted by Schenkerians as the
classic instance of obligatory register; Schenker’s pupil Emst Oster des-
cribed the way it returns to the upper octave at the end as a ‘magnificent
confirmation’ of the principle. But if the Prelude had ended at the lower
octave, then the beginning would have been regarded as registral dis-
placement and the E at bar 19 as the primary tone proper; so the principle
would still hold (and in fact there is an earlier version of this Prelude in which
it finishes at the lower octave?). It is difficult to see quite what evidence
would suffice to refute the principle of obligatory register; evidently not the
fact that the bass line actually descends through two octaves, which seems to
me to contribute to the effect of finality just as much as does the ascent of the
upper line to its original register. In fact the registration of bass arpeggiations
seems to be a matter of much greater indifference to Schenkerian analysts
than that of fundamental lines; I do not know what theoretical justification
might be offered for this.

VI

In Bach’s C major Prelude there is a fairly direct link between the
foreground lines and the structural voices. This is in part because of the
texture, which is essentially that of a chorale with figuration; but it is also
because the music is absolutely through-composed, without any surface
articulation into semi-independent sections. For this reason the main
function of a Schenkerian analysis of the C major Prelude is to

1 See Oster’s ‘Register and the large-scale connection’, in Maury Yeston (ed.),
Readings in Schenker Analysis and other approaches, Yale University Press, 1977, pp.
55-6. Oster argues that the validity of obligatory register is shown by Bach’s
revising the carlier version (from the Friedemann Klavierbiichlein) in accordance
with it: implying that the final version of a work is the most significant, because it
is the most highly developed from an aesthetic point of view. On the other hand
you might equally argue that the initial versions of a work, or sketches, are more
significant because they most closely represent the composer’s creative idea of the
piece — and in fact there are several respects in which Schenker’s interpretation of
this Prelude corresponds better to the earlier than the later version (for instance his
middleground I appears literally in it). For a discussion of the analytical
significance of sketch studies, with further references, see Joseph Kerman’'s ‘Sketch
Studies’ in Holoman and Palisca (eds.), Musicology in the 1980s, Da Capo Press
1982, pp. 53-65.
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show how this through-composed surface is experienced as articulated
into a series of sections coinciding with the structural harmonies. In
other cases it may be the sectional articulation of the music that is
obvious at surface level, so that the analytical task becomes one of
showing the underlying continuity and directedness that binds the
sections into a coherent whole. This is important because it brings up
the whole issue of the relationship between Schenkerian analysis and the
surface aspects of traditional (and non-traditional) forms we discussed in
Chapter 1. What is involved can be seen in miniature in another analysis
from Five Graphic Analyses: the chorale Ich bin’s, ich sollte biissen from the
Saint Matthew Passion (Figs. 14-15).t

There are a number of immediately obvious features of this graph
as against that of the C major Prelude. First, the inner parts are omitted
even in the foreground graph, except at the main cadences. Second, at
the foreground level the primary tone is not at the beginning but half
way through the second bar, at the first cadence; the initial C anticipates
it, but Schenker sees the first two bars as a directed ascent towards the
primary tone proper (achieved through an unfolding). This is known as
an initial ascent and is quite commonly met in Schenkerian analysis,
sometimes on a much larger scale; it should be viewed as an anticipatory
prolongation of the primary tone, which is why the primary tone
appears from the beginning of the piece in the background charts.
Third, there are no less than three middlegrounds (quite apart from the
little charts clarifying the progression from bars 8-10). This is unusual
in so short a piece but is explained, on the one hand, by the unfoldings
(the only difference between the second and third structural levels is that
the latter shows the unfoldings and the former does not), and, on the
other, by the interruption that distinguishes the background graph from
the first structural level. This interruption is indicated by the sign || at
bar 6 in all the graphs except the background, and it is Schenker’s way
of correlating the single directed motion from 3 to 1 in the background
with the binary design of the musical surface - that is to say, as two sets
of three cadential phrases, which match each other melodically (except
that the final phrase is, of course, altered to end with a perfect cadence
instead of the imperfect one at bar 6). Schenker is saying that while the
perfect cadence at the end is heard as part of the structural motion of the
piece as a whole, the matching imperfect cadence is not; so that the

! Again Lerdahl and Jackendoff have published an analysis of this work using ‘trec’
notation, together with a comparison between their version and Schenker’s: ‘An
overview of hierarchical structure in music’, Music Perception, 1, 1983/4, pp.
229-252.
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Fig. 14 J. S. Bach, chorale Ich bin’s, ich sollte biissen
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formal repetition of the piece is a middleground, and not a background,
event. At the same tme the half-way cadence is an event of crucial
importance because all the middleground and foreground voice-leading of
the first half’is related to it in the same way as that of the second half relates to
the final, and this time structural, cadence. The graph of the first structural
level, then, indicates that at every level except background, the 2 of bar 6
functions as a resolution of the primary tone; but it marks an interruption
between this 2 and the resumption of the primary tone at bar 8 (following
another initial ascent).
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To realize exactly what the interruption mark means we have to
bear in mind that there is an essential difference between the traditional
understanding of harmonic functions and that implied by a Schenker
graph, quite apart from the issue of greater or lesser structural
importance. Traditionally something like I-IV-V-I means a series of
chords related concentrically to a tonic, rather than directly to each
other. But in Schenker these chords mark coincidences of structural
motions in the fundamental line with the bass arpeggiation, so that the
use of Roman letters implies that the chords have a definite, sequential
relationship with one another: we can represent this graphically as
I-IV—V—l. The idea is that each tone of a structural motion remains
‘active’ until it is resolved by the next, and that it influences the
harmonic character of the passage throughout which it is active —
almost in the manner of the pedal notes of Bach’s C major Prelude.
These pedal notes, corresponding to the bass arpeggiation, are a literal
and overt statement of what is in general merely implied and so has to
be discovered by analyzing how the music is experienced, rather than
simply by inspecting the score. Another of Schenker’s pupils, Oswald
Jonas, described this by an analogy with strict counterpoint when he
wrote of ‘the covert retention, by the ear, of the consonant point. of
departure that accompanies the dissonant passing tone on its journey.
It is as if the dissonance would always carry along with it the
impression of its consonant origin’.! Since the directed motion of the
background does not repeat itself, this means that a structural note,
once quitted, cannot become ‘active’ again; so that only at the end of
its final period of activity in a composition will a structural note
resolve and be succeeded by the next. That is why so many
compositions, when analyzed by Schenkerian methods, consist for the
main part of a prolongation of the primary tone, with the structural
motion all happening rapidly towards the end; one of the most
common mistakes in learning to do Schenkerian analysis is locating the
structural descent too soon — that is, mistaking for the structural
descent what are in Schenkerian terms merely subordinate descents
(and in particular the ‘reflections’ of the structural line that sometimes
occur in the middleground?). This is another reason why working
backwards from the end is so useful a procedure in Schenkerian
analysis.

Now while all this may be true at background level, a strongly

Y Introduction to the Theory of Heinrich Schenker, English trans. Longman, 1982, p. 64.
2 See Forte and Gilbert, pp. 235-7.
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articulated surface form can significantly alter the way in which one
tone of a fundamental line is experienced in relation to another. A
formal (thematic, textural) return to the primary tone is much more
likely to be heard as a return to ‘the same’ tone, and a formal cadence
half way through a piece as a resolution of it, than would be the case in
the absence of such foreground articulation. By ‘the same’ I mean that a
direct connection is being established between two temporally remote
points, a connection which goes over the top of whatever linear motions
there may be in between. It is just such a connection that creates
Schenker’s ‘interruption’. The 3 after the fermata is a direct reference
back to the primary tone, over the top of the 2 that precedes it.
Consequently, there is no directed continuity between the g and the 3;
the situation can be represented as in Fig. 16. And this example of
interruption represents in miniature the Schenkerian conception of
form, which is a dialectic between the irreversible, goal-directed con-
tinuity of the fundamental line and the articulated surface of the com-
position with its disjunctions and repetitions. In Schenkerian terms, for
instance, determining whether a form is tripartite, bipartite or consists
of only one part is not a matter of assimilating it into traditional formal
models of some sort, but a matter of determining whether its
middleground involves two, one or no interruptions of the fundamental
line. According to Schenker, ‘only the prolongation of a division (inter-
ruption) gives rise to sonata form’ (Free Composition, p. 134), and in fact
the interrupted 3-2-1, as shown in Fig. 16, is the basic Schenkerian
pattern for sonata form and for any form which involves a structural
cadence in the dominant.

Fig. 16
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Vil

I don’t think people have sufficiently realized that Schenker analysis is in
this way a theory of musical form. But then you have to admit that
Schenker’s own attempts to develop a theory of the traditional forms on
this basis were fairly rudimentary, and in any case misunderstandings
have arisen from his rather reckless remarks to the effect that traditional
forms (along with themes, motifs and modulations) were no more than
analytical illusions.! What Schenker meant, I think, is that traditional
forms make no sense viewed purely as surface configurations, as ‘things
to hear’; the important thing is to view them in the context of the
fundamental structure, which shows how they are heard — how for
instance there can be surface repetitions within a work which is
experienced as a continuously directed evolution from beginning to
end. In other words, Schenker saw form as psychological (he used this
word frequently to characterize his theories, particularly in his earlier
book Harmony), in the sense that it has to do with how things are
experienced in particular musical contexts, and not with the physical or
formal properties of those things considered in isolation. In fact this
applies to Schenkerian analysis at all levels from the smallest to the
largest. On the smallest scale, the analysis of the C major Prelude shows
how, for example, bars 18 and 27, though physically identical, are
experienced quite differently (the first as a prolongation of 3 and hence
of I, the second as a prolongation of 2 and hence of V). On the largest
scale, Carl Schachter’s Schenkerian analysis of Schubert’s Moment
Musical Op. 94/1 suggests that the first and last formal sections of this
piece — an extended ABA — have quite different harmonic and linear
functions, even though the one is the exact repetition of the other.?
Some critics of Schenkerian analysis have been worried by such
discrepancies between surface form and analytical interpretation; for
instance Eugene Narmour says that ‘when a given Schenkerian pitch
transformation shows no direct correspondence to what are manifestly
clear formal events on the same level, we suspect that something is
wrong’ (Beyond Schenkerism, p. 107), and Joseph Kerman, speaking of

! Free Composition, pp. 131-2, 27, 112 respectively. For Schenker’s theory of the
traditional forms see Part [II Chapter 5 of Free Composition; but the treatment of
these forms in Forte and Gilbert’s Introduction to Schenkerian Analysis is much more
comprehensive.

2 In Yeston, Readings in Schenker Analysis and other approaches, p. 183 (example
10.13).
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the ‘Ode to Joy’ from Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, makes the same
point when he asks ‘why, when [the second] couplet makes its cadence
at “Heiligtum”, must we interpret this as structurally different from the
identical cadence at “Fliigel weilt”?" (Musicology, p. 82). By contrast it
seems to me that the ability of Schenkerian analysis to demonstrate
graphically what is one of the most intuitively striking features of
musical form, namely that the same things are experienced differently in
different contexts, is the best possible demonstration of its power and
sensitivity as an analytical technique. However it is undeniable that this
lack of direct correlation between score and analysis does create certain
difficulties in judging or verifying Schenkerian interpretations, and
these difficulties need to be considered.

By way of illustration we can return to the Bach chorale. As we
saw, at background level Schenker sees the piece as through-composed,
but from his first structural level onwards this through-composition
disappears and is replaced by the interruption. Couldn’t the
throngh-composition be regarded as permeating the middleground too?
And is Schenker right to suppress the E¥ which is the highest note of the
piece and recurs in bars 1, 3, 7 and 9 but which plays no part in
Schenker’s middleground? And what about the stressed B* minor
inflection at bar 8, which is approached by the longest scalar movement
in the bass of the entire piece but which again disappears in Schenker’s
middleground? Here is an alternative analysis which remedies all these
features, and in consequence does away with the interruption altogether
(Fig. 17). It should not by now require verbal explanation.

This graph is Schenkerian enough in most of its details but a
number of its major features are less so. The most important question is
whether the entire passage from bars 8-11 can be convincingly regarded
as a prolongation of a B¥ minor formation and in particular a D* in the
upper voice. Of course the note of the fundamental line that ‘actively’
dominates a particular passage cannot possibly be a harmony note of
every foreground chord — that would make analysis impossible — but its
influence should be felt covertly as the ‘consonant point of departure’
Jonas spoke of. Isn’t the Db markedly foreign to this passage with its
D's? Yes, but then doesn’t its dissonant relation to this passage serve to
underline its ‘active’ character as the first move away from the primary
tone? Doesn’t it generate an impulse towards resolution which was
absent in the first half of this chorale? Isn’t it picked up by the D*’s of
bar 11, which is when this resolution is achieved? Can it then be
shrugged off as nothing more than a neighbour note, as in Schenker’s
graph?
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Fig. 17 Alternative analysis of Ich bin’s, ich sollte biissen
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These are psychological questions: that is, they have to be answered by
deciding what one hears in the music and not by staring hard at the score.
But the whole idea of deciding ‘“what one hears’ is problematical. After all, I
can *hear’ the most preposterous analytical relationships if I choose to; itis a
question of deciding what I want to hear. Certainly I do hear the music as
directed — it sounds quite different played backwards! —but I can hear bars 8—
11 as either prolonging a 4 or a 3; I can even alternate between the two.
Hence the claim Schenkerian anaiysts tend to make that their analyses
explain in detail just how listeners do, in fact, hear music is really rather
dubious. There are two points here. First, if Schenkerian analysis explained
how people normally hear music, why would it be necessary to learn a new
way of hearing music in order to do Schenkerian analysis? (Ever since the
publication of Felix Salzer’s Structural Hearing' there has been a lot of
emphasis on Schenkerian analysis being a ‘way of hearing’, a type of analysis
that can be done directly from musical sound, given sufficient training).
Second, there are a number of difficuldes which Eugene Narmour has
emphasized and which have to do with the perceptibility of the fundamental
structure. I said earlier that you cannot determine what the primary tone is at
the beginning of a piece (or even if there is a primary tone at the beginning of
it) by considering the beginning in isolation: it 1s a matter of its relation to the
piece as a whole and particularly to the end — that is why I recommended
working backwards. But listeners do not work backwards. They cannot
know the answer to this question except in retrospect; and the same applies
to obligatory register too. In these ways, and more generally in its tendency
to ignore ambiguities whereby a given foreground event might be interpre-
ted in different structural ways, Schenkerian analysis is not a truly credible
model of the way listeners normally experience music.

Now Schenker was an out-and-out elitist and would probably have
retorted that this was because his account of musical structure corresponds
to the way the inner meaning of masterpieces (not run-of-the-mill composi-
tions) is apprehended by those few listeners capable of appreciating them: if
most people don’t hear the music like that, then so much the worse for them.
Schenker, in fact, regarded his theories as constituting a touchstone of
excellence — music which did not work according to his principles was
primitive, degenerate or plain bad — and he justified this on the grounds that
his theories of musical structure were directly based on human psychology
or even physiology, so that they were equally applicable to the musical
productions of all ames and places. Now it is an undeniable fact that
Schenkerian analysis works very well for some music and hardly at all for

! Dover,
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other music. It works well in eighteenth and nineteeth century music, and
within this period it is best for through~ composed forms and German music
in general (with the exception of the nineteenth-century ‘progressives’ like
Wagner); but it is not so good for highly sectional forms and for French,
Italian or Russian music. Basically this coincides with Schenker’s own tastes
and he was perfectly prepared to conclude that other music must be
aesthetically worthless (in fact the development of his analytical theories
seems to have gone along with a certain narrowing of his tastes: at any rate,
there are six examples from the ‘progressive” composers Berlioz, Liszt and
Wagner in Schenker’s Harmmony, published in 1906, but none at all in Free
Composition which came out some thirty years later!). Indeed such an
aesthetic conclusion is quite inevitable if one accepts the premise that
Schenkerian analysis is based directly on the psychological principles that
govern musical listening.

Such views, which condemn a large proportion of the musical
repertoire and indeed have undisguisedly racialist overtones, are no
longer acceptable and form no part of present-day Schenkerian analysis.
(They will mainly be found in an appendix to the English edition of Free
Composition consisting of passages which Jonas and Oster suppressed in
their editions of Schenker’s text.) But if you are not willing to accept
such conclusions then you should not accept the premise either. You
cannot,  that is to say, go on maintaining that a Schenkerian
interpretation is in accordance with the facts of human biology or
psychology whereas other types of interpretation are not. So what are
you to say? Perhaps all you can say is that it is a matter of taste: I choose
to see the piece one way, you another, and that’s an end to it. But even if
it is ultimately a matter of taste, there is still a considerable value in the
standardization of Schenkerian practice, especially if comparisons
between analyses of different works are to be made so that, for instance,
the common feature of a whole repertoire of pieces can be established - a
procedure which turns Schenkerian analysis into a valuable historical
and style-analytical tool. And such standardization can only be achieved
on the basis of shared conventions not only regarding the application of
graphic symbols but also the kind of interpretational issues raised in the
two possible analyses of Ich bin’s, ich sollte biissen.. My analysis is wrong,
and Schenker’s right, not so much because mine is less true to
experience, factually incorrect, or internally inconsistent, but simply
because it is non-standard in treating as part of the fundamental line a
note which is clearly dissonant in relation to the passage that prolongs it.
And there are many postulates of the Schenkerian system - that is,
things which are taken for granted by the very act of doing a
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Schenkerian analysis — which strike me as being purely conventional,
rather than expressing necessary truths, the contradiction of which
would be inherently absurd. Why shouldn’t structural dissonances be
prolonged as well as, or rather than, structural consonances? Why
should triads be assigned a privileged role as against sevenths or ninths,
or indeed non-triadic functions altogether, especially in music where
such formations make up the prevailing sonority? Why should
structural lines necessarily descend and why do they have to be
contained within a single octave? Why should a piece be derived from a
single tonal formation rather than evolving from one to another? Why
should the voice-leading rules of strict counterpoint necessarily apply,
and especially at middleground or background levels where there is
surely no auditory correlate to the effect that things like parallel fifths
make in the foreground? The only safe answer to these questions, I
think, is that in the absence of such shared conventions and expectations
nobody would understand anybody else’s analyses properly.

VIII

It follows that there is no reason why the normal conventions of
Schenkerian analysis should not be replaced by others where this has
some practical advantage, provided that the analyst makes it clear what
conventions he is adopting or inventing — that is to say, that he makes it
clear what he sees as being prolonged and by what means. Doing this
can result in useful analytical results with music which is more or less a
closed book for traditional Schenkerian analysis. However it is
important to realize that the results of such an analysis may mean
something different from the results of a traditional Schenkerian
analysis, even when they look the same. People don’t always appreciate
this, and therefore it is a good idea to look at an analysis whose
procedures seem at first sight orthodox enough but in fact are not
entirely so — and necessarily, because they are dealing with a composer
whom Schenker himself regarded as a ‘surface composer’ and therefore
intrinsically unanalyzable. The work is Wagner’s Tristan Prelude and
the analysis is by Willlam Mitchell.?

1 “The Tristan Prelude: Techniques and Structure’, in The Music Forum, Vol. 1, 1967,
pp. 162-203.
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Tristan is obviously a much more complex work texturally than
either of the Bach examples we have discussed, and this means that the
relationship between the structural voices and the musical surface is
considerably less direct. In works with a figurated chorale texture, like
the C major Prelude, it is possible to do a Schenkerian analysis more or
less on the basis of a harmonic reduction — and consequently
Schenkerian analysis is sometimes described (though 1 think
misleadingly) as a process of harmonic reduction followed by
subsequent relinearization. But this cannot be the case in textures which
are essentially contrapuntal in the first place, such as Tristan, where
problems of chordal segmentation and of distinguishing harmonically
essential from inessential notes make a harmonic reduction at best a
drastically impoverished model of the music. One might think that it
would help to work at least from a piano reduction; but Mitchell
specifically warns against this, on the grounds that register, which is
inevitably mangled in piano reductions, is a crucial guide in deciding
what the structural lines, and therefore the harmonies, are (p. 168).
Now, there is a logical difficulty here of a rather similar nature to the
one we encountered in the case of obligatory register (p. 47 above). It is
a basic principle of Schenkerian analysis that the top line need not
present the highest structural voice, nor need a downbeat or dynamic
accent denote a structural tone, nor will essential motions of the
fundamental structure necessarily coincide with breaks in the surface
articulation of the form; in fact the issue of form, which we discussed in
relation to Ich bin’s, ich sollte biissen, is merely one instance of the general
issue of the relationship between fundamental structure and musical
surface. Schenker repeatedly says that all these things are meaningless
except as interpreted in the light of the fundamental structure. On the
other hand, here is Mitchell advocating a consideration of register in
determining what the fundamental structure is; John Rothgeb, in an
article on the topic, states that in general ‘changes in surface design
usually coincide with crucial structural points, and accordingly such
changes must be given the most thoughtful attention in deriving or
verifying an analysis’.? In fact it is clear that in practice Schenkerian
analysts take a great deal of notice of features like register, modulation,
dynamics, rhythm, orchestration and thematic structure; almost all
tonal music is so rich in connections, considered purely as an abstract
pattern of notes, that any number of quasi-Schenkerian patterns can be

1‘Design as a Key to Structure in Tonal Music’, in Yeston, Readings in Schenker
Analysis and other approaches, p.73.
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found if such features are ignored. The way not to do a Schenkerian
analysis is to look by eye for ribbons of descending scales, in the way a
computer might; good analysis comes from self-interrogation about
the nature of the music as it is experienced, and register, rhythm and
the other surface features have a decisive influence over how patterns
of notes are experienced. Therefore .10 good Schenkerian analysis
ignores such things (though thic I, often claimed, especially in respect
of rhythm!); instead it presents the results of a careful consideration of
these features, though it does so silently.

Fig. 18 Mitchell, analysis of Wagner’s Tristan Prelude
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1 Schenker’s conceptual approach to rhythm was the same as for form (and for that
matter the other aspects of surface design 1 have mentioned) — as a foreground
formation which only makes sense viewed in relation to the background. How-
ever his treatment of rhythm (Free Composition, Part III, Chapter 4) was again
rudimentary. Maury Yeston has tried to refine it (The Seratification of Musical
Rhythm, Yale University Press, 1976) but the most practical application is Carl
Schachter’s ‘Rhythm and Linear Analysis: Durational Reduction’, The Music
Forum, Vol. V, 1980, p. 197. Schenkerians have recently been becoming in-
creasingly interested in the whole question of exactly how surface features relate to
underlying structure; a number of essays in Aspects of Schenkerian Theory, edited by
David Beach, are devoted to this (Yale, 1983).
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Where such aspects of design do successfully clarify the structural
voice-leading, it may be possible to analyze a work section by section
before proceeding to synthesize these into a whole; though I doubt that
any Schenkerian analyst ever begins to analyze a section in detail with-
out at least a tentative glimpse at the structural development of the
whole. But in the case of the Tristan Prelude the profusion of motivic
working and modulation is such that one inevitably has to approach the
section-by-section details with rather fixed expectations and use these as
a basis for categorizing the details one finds. Not surprisingly, then,
Mitchell’s large-scale graph of the Prelude (Fig. 18) is based on the same
3-2-1 fundamental structure that will by now be familiar, except that it
is elaborated by means of a 44-bar initial ascent and the interpolation
of harmonies on VI and ¥ II’.1 I suggest that you now compare this graph
directly with Wagner’s score, without for the moment referring to the
section-by-section graphs which Mitchell gives to substantiate his inter-
pretation (and which are not reproduced here). The structural changes
of harmony that Mitchell picks out do, on the whole, coincide with the
textural and/or thematic changes in the score, and in fact the first and
last notes of Mitchell’s fundamental line are both preceded by the
striking ¥4-3 figure at bars 44 and 94. At the same time, this
fundamental structure is curiously out of kilter with the actual ex-
perience of the music. I cannot really hear the opening as an intro-
duction (which is what the initial ascent implies), whereas the section
beginning with the primary tone at bar 45 sounds more like an episode
than the main body of the movement. Again, bar 84 sounds to me much
more like a structural resolution than bar 95 (the numbers refer to the
concert version of the Prelude), which contradicts Mitchell’s graph.
And some of the notes of Mitchell’s fundamental line are remarkably
hard to find in the score. The C* in the oboe at bar 45, which is the
seventh of a secondary seventh chord, is extraordinarily unprominent
for a primary tone (or should this be read as an octave transference of the
lower C* in the strings, which is however itself merely part of a
sequential figure?). The D which Mitchell marks at the top in bar 53 is
no more than a melodic appoggiatura, while the one at the bottom again

! This in itself marks Mitchell’s graph as very much a middleground, not
background, formation in traditional Schenkerian terms: first because ninths
cannot be structural harmonies, and second because a fundamental structure is
necessarily diatonic — modulations of any sort being viewed as purely
middleground prolongations. (This is Schenker’s radical solution to the problem
of proliferating tonics which I raised in Chapter 1 in relation to Roman-letter
analysis: see pp. 18-19 above.) A further eccentricity from the orthodox Schenkerian
viewpoint is the barely disguised parallel fifths between the VI and V chords.
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involves a registral transference. The top C at bar 74 is not actually there
but has to be explained either through yet another registral transference
or as an anticipation of the C that Mitchell’s more detailed graph shows
at 77 — which is in the violin melody, and merely part of a sequential rise
through F to A*. _

Such deviations between analysis and score are found within
Schenker’s own analyses; they can be recognized by notes marked in
brackets. Generally this means a registral transfer but sometimes a note
is added in the graph which is not actually in the score at all, and this is
called an implied note — meaning that it is so strongly implied by what is
there that it is in some sense experienced as functioning even though not
literally present. Obviously this is a potentially dangerous concept,
because it can be used to ‘justify’ any a priori interpretation the analyst
likes; and if this were a piece of classical music, such a high proportion
of discrepancies between the analysis and the score would suggest that
Mitchell’s analysis was a bad one — bad in proceeding too rapidly from
foreground to background, and in its failure to make the kind of
judgments about the nature of the musical experience that 1 have des-
cribed. But in truth such judgments are hard to make in the Tristan
Prelude. Do 1 really hear the C at bars 74-7 as directly connected with
the D at 53? I don’t know! I can imagine the connection, but only in a
rather abstract way; the answer doesn’t present itself as readily as it did
in the Bach examples. And I think that this is not so much a fact about
Mitchell’s analysis as one about the Tristan Prelude. What is happening
here — as in much of the ‘progressive’ nineteenth-century repertoire
when it is analyzed by Schenkerian means — is that the foreground and
the background are tending to drift apart. In classical Schenkerian
analysis it is the middleground that is all-important; the analytical
importance of the background is really only that it clarifies the
middleground, which is why in general a Schenkerian analysis that is all
detailed foreground and remote background with nothing much in
between is not a good one. But it is this middleground which disappears
in Wagner. On the one hand there are the rather static pillars of
Mitchell’s fundamental structure — the chordal blocks which he marks
with Roman letters and which do at least constitute a workable
framework for ‘seeing’ the Prelude as a whole despite its proliferation of
detail; if nothing more, they make it easier to remember exactly what
order things come in, and perhaps they correspond to some extent with
the way Wagner planned the music out. On the other hand, the effect of
the music derives from all the things Mitchell leaves out — the orchestral
colours, the huge changes of tension, the harmonic reinterpretation of
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the ‘Tristan chord’ at the climax,! the constant sense of modulating
towards goals which are all the time changing before they are reached.
Perhaps it is this characteristic of the harmonic goals in Wagner that
particularly explains the difficulties in making a satisfactory Schenkerian
analysis of his music. Instead of there being in any real sense an overall
harmonic goal which is determined at the level of form, there is an
endless chain of purely local goals, each deriving from the previous few
bars of music and usually deflected before a cadence is reached. How can
one expect to analyze the Prelude as a prolonged triad when its opening
is so purposely vague (I have never really succeeded in hearing it as in A
minor) and when it can finish in either of two keys — A minor for the
concert piece and C minor (the key of the Sailor’s Song) for the opera?

IX

Schenker’s own analyses assume that music has form because the part
acquires its aesthetic meaning from its relation with the whole, and that
the main sphere in which this happens is that of directed tonal motion.
That is what Schenker analysis is about. But Debussy was just as
interested in harmonic progressions that have no sense of directed
motion, as 2 well-known snippet of conversation between him and an
academic musician shows. Debussy had played a progression on the
piano.

GuUIirauUD: It’s all very meandering.

pEeEBUssy: Certainly not! . . . Counterpoint is not given to us for
nothing. As the parts go forward we come across some splendid
chords.?

When, therefore, Schenkerian, or quasi-Schenkerian, techniques are
applied to Debussy’s music the result is not a demonstration of organic
coherence through directed motion. Instead either or both of two things
happen. The first is that there are little fragments of coherent voice-
leading where there is a temporary harmonic goal, but these do not link
up into larger-scale structures. Here, then, we have directed motion but

! For the ‘Tristan chord’ sec below, p. 218.

2 Lockspeiser, Debussy: his Life and Mind, Vol. 1, Cambridge University Press, 1979,
p- 208.
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not organic coherence; and it is worth remembering that this only
differs from the situation in classical Schenkerian analysis as a matter of
degree — virtually never does Schenkerian analysis have anything to say
about the relationships between movements of multi-movement works,
and even the different sections of a single movement can sometimes be
analyzed as so many subordinate ‘pieces’. The second thing that may
happen when Debussy’s music is analyzed is the reverse of the first. One
finds consistent lines, sometimes, though not always, at a consistent
register, which do persist over long stretches of a composition or even
the whole of it, and which serve to lend it some coherence; but they are
not directed. They may be static; they may meander around a central
point; they may even fall or rise consistently, but there is no sense of
successive notes resolving on to one another, or of long-range harmonic
goals. As illustration, Fig. 19 is an analysis of Puck’s Dance from Book
One of the Preludes.

Fig. 19
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The foreground of this analysis corresponds quite well to the
secondary-~feature emphasis of the music; I do not think it is simply the
arbitrary selection of notes to fit a preconceived scheme that quasi~
Schenkerian analysis of twentieth-century music can so easily become.
And if this is true, then shouldn’t we see this piece as the background
chart indicates, that is as the triadic prolongation of a non-triadic
fundamental structure — specifically, of a whole-tone one? Certainly this
is a logical possibility, and there have been a number of attempts to show
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how the scope of Schenkerian analysis can be extended by regarding
non-triadic formations as capable of prolongation. In an article called
‘Towards a New Concept of Tonality?’, for instance, Roy Travis de-
fined tonality independently of the triad. ‘Music is tonal’, he said, ‘when
its motion unfolds through time a particular tone, interval or chord’:!
so, for example, he suggested that the opening six bars of The Rite of
Spring, in which the bassoon and clarinets begin on a non-triadic chord
and descend at varying rates until they reach the same chord an octave
lower, should be regarded as a ‘prolongation’ of that chord (in just the
same sense as the first nineteen bars of the C Major Prelude are a
prolongation of its opening triad). But is this actually sensible? The
important question is not whether it is a logical but a psychological
possibility: that is to say, whether one experiences this motion as
harmonically directed in the way Travis describes. I don’t think I do; it
secems to me that this passage is not like a Schenkerian prolongation but
rather like the chromatically falling lines you find in the bass or inner
parts of music by composers like Berlioz, Tchaikovsky and Delius —
notes which have nothing to do with large-scale harmonic direction but
instead bind the texture together and lend local colour to what is usually
rather a static harmonic framework. They are not experienced as pro-
longing chords; instead chords are pegged onto them, like clothes to a
washing line. The conjunct lines of Puck’s Dance, while buried a bit
deeper under the musical surface, fulfil essentially the same function.
They are not experienced as interacting contrapuntally to create a sense
of cadential extension or direction, and consequently they do not create
form — at least not form as Schenker conceived it.

Y Joumnal of Music Theory, iii, 1959, p. 261. A characteristic rebuttal by Oster, based
on the traditional Schenkerian view of ‘the triad as given by nature’, appeared in
the following year’s issue (p. 85 ff). For a general discussion of this whole topic see
James Baker, ‘Schenkerian Analysis and Post-Tonal Music’ in David Beach (ed.),
Aspects of Schenkerian Theory, Yale University Press, 1983; and for a particularly
good example of the application to twentieth-century music of techniques loosely
derived from Schenker, see Edward T. Cone’s analysis of Stravinsky’s Symphonies
of Wind Instruments (‘Stravinsky: the Progress of a Method’, in Boretz and Cone
(eds.), Perspectives on Schoenberg and Stravinsky, Norton 1972, pp. 155-64).
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CHAPTER THREE

PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACHES
TO ANALYSIS

I What is meant by a ‘psychological approach’?

Schenker’s approach to analysis was ‘psychological’ in the sense that he
was interested in how musical sounds are experienced, rather than in the
sounds themselves; so that he interprets one C major chord one way and
another differently because the context is different and consequently the
chord is experienced in a different way.However to say this is to use the
word ‘psychological’ in rather a loose manner. A lot of Schenker’s
thinking could actually be better described as ‘phenomenological’, and it
is worth understanding what the difference is since two rather distinct
approaches to music are involved here. Schenker believed that the most
fundamental stratum of musical experience is that of directed motion
towards an ending-point, and that at this background level almost all
music exhibits more or less the same structure. He is not saying: this is
how music composed in Europe during the period 1750-1900 happened
to work. Rather he is saying: this is what music is, regarded as a class of
human experience. Now the term ‘phenomenology’ refers to the study
of the essential qualities of human experience. To study an experience
phenomenologically means to gain an immediate awareness of that
experience by stripping away everything that is not essential to it —
things like conventional associations, purely contingent circumstances,
and so forth. This process is known as a ‘phenomenological reduction’
and it has some similarities to the way in which Schenker tried to reveal
the fundamental structure of music by stripping away such inessentials
as surface ‘form’. However, phenomenologists of music such as
Thomas Clifton have attacked Schenker for not doing the job properly.
Schenker’s conceptions of things such as ‘background’ or ‘pro-
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longation’, they argue, are tied to a particular historical and
geographical style, that of tonality. Schenker was being absurdly
chauvinistic in thinking that tonal music is the only real sort of music.
Instead he should have carried the reductive process a stage further, in
order to arrive at broader conceptions of ‘background’ and ‘pro-
longation’ that would be applicable to all types of music. Indeed if a
genuinely phenomenological conception of prolongation were de-
veloped, that is to say one that simply embodies what it is to experience
prolongation, then there is no particular reason why the term should be
a specifically musical one at all. In his book Music as Heard: a Study in
Applied Phenomenology,t Clifton describes the unfolding and pro-
longation of harmonies in Bach’s C major Prelude. He then adds:
‘““Prolongation” need not be exclusively construed as a specifically
musical technique. It also aligns itself with the persistence of a single
color, or of the enduring of a single quality or affect, regardless of its
appearance in a particular medium’ (p. 176). Similarly, space and time
are essential dimensions of human experience, presented equally in
music, painting, dance or whatever. When he analyzes music, then,
Clifton is trying to show how the piece in question presents space or
time. For instance, he discusses space in the C major Prelude by
showing how the music is experienced in terms of surface and relief. He
argues that there are a number of patterns built into this Prelude that
serve to connect distant passages with each other, creating the sense of
high points and low points that constitutes relief. Fig. 20 shows some of
these patterns.

Fig. 20 Thomas Clifton, analysis of Bach’s C Major Prelude,
bars 5-19.
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The figures refer to bar numbers and the boxes indicate that the
bars within the box are experienced as a single unit in some way. Bars

1 Yale University Press, 1983.
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58 and 12~15 are each made up of two-bar sequences (that is why they
are arranged in a two-by-two format). Bars 7-11 and 15-19 have no
such internal organization (that is why they are shown as
one-dimensional) but they are related to each other by sequence.
Cutting across this organization is another pattern shown by the
numbers that are ringed and connected with one another (bars 5, 7, 13
and 15): here the link is that they are all six-three chords. And Clifton
comments that ‘the presence of these patterns tends to make the surface
“breathe”, that is, to create a suprametrical thythm of arsis and thesis, a
quality of movement which accounts for relief on a level other than that
of the diminution’ (p. 177). '

Analysis of this sort is inclined to make professional ‘music
analysts’ uneasy and impatient; the findings seem so obvious, so
laboured, and so pretentiously expressed in comparison to the precision
and economy of something like a Schenkerian analysis. The reason for
this is not that phenomenologists analyze music badly (though some do,
of course) but that they are analyzing music with a different purpose in
mind. The phenomenologist is using individual pieces of music as a
means of discovering the general properties of musical experience per
se.! On the other hand the music analyst studies music with the aim of
finding out more about the particular composition in question. And he
values general theories about the nature of musical experience simply to
the extent that they help him understand individual pieces. If I have a
high opinion of Schenker, it is not because of his concept of the
fundamental structure being the irreducible basis of musical experience
— the phenomenological component of his thinking, that is to say. It is
because of the particular insights that this approach yields in particular
cases, and here it is perfectly correct to talk of the analysis being
‘psychological’ in that it attempts to isolate the specific factors that
determine people’s musical responses in given contexts. However, it is
unlikely that any psychologist would easily recognize a Schenkerian
analysis as being ‘psychological’. The reason is again that the psycho-
logical principles in terms of which Schenker explains musical response
are all muddled up with the particular stylistic formations and even the
notation of tonal music. Analysts who have based their work on explicit
psychological principles — usually drawn from Gestalt psychology or
from Freud — have done so with the aim of distinguishing psychological

1! However, for a more practical application of phenomenological techniques (to
Varese’s Poéme Electronique) sce Lawrence Ferrara, ‘Phenomenology as a Tool for
Musical Analysis’, Musical Quarterly,-LXX, 1984, pp. 355~73.
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function from stylistic realization, in the hope that this will both allow a
refinement of the kind of analytical interpretation offered by Schenker
and extend the range of musical styles that can be interpreted. Of the
two psychological approaches to analysis to be discussed in this chapter,
Leonard Meyer’s has the more obvious affinities with Schenkerian
analysis and so considering this first will make it clear just what a
specifically psychological approach can contribute to musical analysis.

II Leonard Meyer

Meyer sees music primarily as pattern. By this I do not mean that he is
unconcemed with its emotion or meaning — in fact his first book was called
Emotion and Meaning in Music,' and though its emphasis was more
theoretical than analytical it set out the basic principles on which all his
analysis has been based. Meyer drew upon various psychological theories
that were current in the 1950s, when he wrote this book, and which
explained emotion as resulting from the frustration of expectations —~ or, as
the psychologists put it, the inhibition of a tendency to respond. In
accordance with this, Meyer tried to explain the emotions to which music
gives rise by analyzing just what it is that a listener expects to happen at any
given point in a piece of music, and comparing this to what in fact does
happen. And he saw these expectations as being determined by two things.
The first of these is a set of norms by means of which a ‘competent
listener’, as Meyer puts it, interprets what he hears; this is more or less like
knowing a language, in that a listener who is not familiar with a given style
simply won’t understand the music because he will not know what to
expect (at least, this is what Meyer believes). The second is the patterns the
music makes when interpreted by means of such norms. For example, in
tonal music a progression which begins and ends on the tonic is closed;
meaning that the listener does not expect the pattern to continue (provided,
of course, that he is familiar with the tonal style). On the other hand, a
progression which does not end on the tonic is open: it implies some kind
of continuation. In his more recent writings Meyer has tended to talk
about what the music ‘implies’ rather than what the listener ‘expects’, but
in either case the same thing is being talked about — the way in which a
competent listener responds to the music.

t University of Chicago Press, 1956.
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Whereas Schenker’s concepts of prolongation, directed motion and so
forth were tied up with tonality — they were expressed in terms of a
particular historical style — concepts such as openness and closure are not
tied to a single style. They take different forms in different styles, but the
implication is the same: that the music will continue in some manner, or
that it will not. So in theory an analytical method based on general
psychological principles involving things like openness and closure will be
applicable to any kind of music. However, this assumes a2 wholly adequate
understanding of the particular norms by means of which these general
principles are realized in a specific style. Meyer uses the term ‘style analysis’
for the study of such norms, and is constantly complaining about the
inadequacy of our understanding of them. Only when we know much
more about stylistdic norms, says Meyer, will we really be able to explain
the emotional content of a given piece of music in terms of its technical
structure. This has two consequences for the analyses that Meyer offers.
The first is that instead of attempting to deal with the full emotional
content of music, Meyer more or less restricts himself to the experience of
unity and coherence in music: why, he asks, do the various parts of this
piece belong together as a meaningful whole? And the second is that he
more or less restricts himself to the analysis of tonal music, on the grounds
that we do have an extensive if unsystematic understanding of its stylistic
norms: for example, as he puts it, ‘there is agreement about which pro-
gressions are strongly implicative and which are less so, which triads are
relatively stable and which tend to be mobile and on-going, and so on’.!
Both these restrictions mean that in practice his analyses are closely
comparable with Schenker’s, so it will be useful to consider a couple of
Meyer’s analyses side by side with Schenkerian ones in order to see what
the differences actually amount to.

Fig. 21 shows a simplified score of Das Wandern (from Schubert’s
song-cycle Die schéne Miillerin) together with two analyses of it. There
are some obvious similarities between Meyer’s analysis (which is shown
above) and the Schenkerian one.? Each consists of a reduction which
uses musical notation and is aligned with the original so as to show
which notes have a structural role. Each also uses beams to group
structural notes into patterns. But the beams mean slightly different
things. When the Schenkerian chart uses beams to link the D, C and B*
it means that these constitute a single structural motion. When Meyer

! Explaining Music, University of California Press, 1973, p. 27.

2 The Meyer analysis collates Ex. 79 and 81 of Explaining Music, with some minor
corrections and additions.
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Fig. 21 Two analyses of Schubert’s Das Wandern
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links together the E* — D — C ~ B* corresponding to bars 1-3 he means
the same, plus a bit more. Meyer’s beam is divided into two halves,
with arrowheads marking the division. The significance of this is that
the first two notes (E* and D) act as a unit which implies the second two
(the C and B*) as a continuation. Why is this? Because it is a general
principle of implication that ‘patterns tend to be continued until they
become as complete and stable as possible’ (p. 130). And how does this
principle apply here? In the first place, because the E* — D initiates a
scalar fall. Second, and more specifically, because the E* is preceded by
an A and this leap initiates what Meyer calls a gap-fill motion. The
principle of this is that ‘a disjunct interval may be understood as a kind
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of incompleteness — a gap — which implies that the note or notes skipped
over will be presented in what follows’ (p. 144). This is what is meant
by the word ‘gap’ in Meyer’s reduction, and this particular gap is an
especially implicative one because of the unstable nature of the di-
minished fifth within the tonal system. The result of all this is that the A
—E* — D functions as what Meyer calls a generative event forcefully im-
plying the C — B* as continuation. But why just C — B*? Why shouldn’t
the motion continue through A and beyond? This is a question of
stylistic norms; being the tonic, BP is a stable note and this makes it the
logical, or psychological, goal of the pattern.

The pattern we have been analyzing is not stated literally in the
music, of course; it is prolonged by means of surface elaboration in a
manner which is perfectly familiar from Schenkerian analysis. But in
this instance the implied motion did follow directly upon the generative
event, which is not always the case. In the group marked ‘3’ in Meyer’s
graph, the implied motion is delayed. This is another gap-fill motion,
the F — B* — A of bar 1 implying the G — F of bars 10~12; it actually
encloses the whole of the E* — D — C — B pattern we discussed before.
And cutting across this is yet another pattern, which Meyer marks ‘2°.
This is another case where the implied motion is delayed, but this time
the nature of the implication is different. It is rather more complicated
than what we have discussed so far, because it involves not just a pattern
of pitches but rather the relationship between pitch patterns and
rhythmic patterns. The symbols underneath the music represent
Meyer’s analysis of its rhythm, but we will not consider this in detail
just yet. For now all that matters is that Meyer sees a contradiction
between what the pitches imply and what the rhythms imply in bars 1--
4. The rhythm implies something like Fig. 22; that is, it suggests a
closed group ending with bar 2 and leading to a contrasted consequent
of some sort. The pitch on the other hand delays closure (that is to say,
the expected tonic) until the third bar; the result of this discrepancy
between pitch and rhythmic implications is the curious emptiness of bar
4. Now, in Meyer’s view this discrepancy sets up a tension that de-
mands resolution; it acts as a generative event implying ‘a patterning in
which the motion from E* down to B* occurs without a deflection or
break’ {p. 155); and, as the arrows show, this is precisely what happens
in bars 13-14. The ending of the song, then, functions as a high-level
resolution, and this is one reason why it makes a satisfactory conclusion;
others which Meyer mentions include the way in which the final phrase
as a whole summarizes the melodic motion of the first three bars, and
the echo-like repetition in the last two bars which act as ‘a sign of
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relaxation and hence of closure’ (p. 155) and correspond to the repetition
of the opening at bars 5-8. '

Now the sort of explanation that Meyer is attempting here is quite
similar to what Schenkerian analysis provides. In both cases the analysis
is saying why it is appropniate for the music to end where and how it
does, and in both cases it does so by separating the different structural
levels at which meaningful patterns occur. So now let us make a direct
comparison between Meyer’s analysis and the Schenkerian one also
shown in Fig. 21. Some features are common to both reductions, such
as the way that bars 13—14 summarize the pitch pattern of the first three
bars. Some of the features to which Meyer draws attention disappear in
the Schenkerian analysis: for instance the B* — A — G — F pattern which
Meyer marks ‘3’, and the tension betwen pitch and rhythm at bars 1—4.
On the other hand the Schenkerian chart yields insights that Meyer’s
does not. The most important of these concern the fundamental line 3 —
2-1, which is reflected near the surface at bars 2-3 and 13-14. The notes
of the fundamental line do appear as important notes in Meyer’s chart,
though the motion from D is shown as beginning at bar 9 rather than
bar 2 (Meyer does not connect the Ds in these two bars, which is a pity
because doing so explains the static quality of the first eight bars as
against the dynamic quality of the ninth). But Meyer’s chart does not
explain why these notes are important — for instance, why the important
C is the one in bar 11 and not the one in bar 14 (which Schubert has
actually marked with a stress). It is possible to guess how Meyer would
justify this: he might say that the sequential organization of bars 9-12, in
which both D and C are supported by triads, means that these notes are
of an equivalent importance. But then it is simple to invent an
alternative version of the music which does not have the sequence but in
which the C at bar 11 still plays a decisive structural role; Fig. 23 shows
it. What would Meyer say now? I don’t know; whereas the Schenkerian
analysis provides an answer that holds for both cases. This is that the C

Fig. 23
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at bar 11 is supported by the structural V harmony which leads directly
to the final tonic; for this reason a Schenkerian analysis that showed the
structural 2 at bar 14 would be simply incorrect.

So far we have ignored an important aspect of Meyer’s analysis,
and one which does yield detailed insights absent in a Schenkerian
analysis. This is rhythm. Meyer’s approach to rhythm! is com-
plementary to his approach to pitch; that is, it is based on precisely the
same principles of patterning (this is where formulating the analytical
approach in terms of general psychological principles pays off).
Rhythms are seen as patterns whose basic units consist of a downbeat
plus one or two upbeats associated with it. The different ways in which
upbeats can be associated with a downbeat give rise to five different
types of rhythmic group and these five types of group are the basis of all
Meyer’s rhythmic analysis. He adopts names for them which are de-
rived from Greek prosody, and uses — to indicate a downbeat and \u for
an upbeat. Here are the five types of rhythmic group:

iamb (O
anapest - o~ -
trochee -

dactyl LY ARY,
amphibrach Y

Each of these functions analogously to the groups into which Meyer
analyzes pitches. An incomplete rhythmic group implies continuation, a
complete group implies closure at a given level; and in most music
rhythmic groups are organized hierarchically — into groups of groups,
groups of groups of groups and so on. The analysis under the music in
Fig. 21 shows how it falls into rhythmic groups from the largest to the
smallest scale. On the largest scale, which is marked *5’, the whole piece
constitutes a single group (an iamb); on the smallest scale, which is
marked ‘1°, the groups vary from half a bar to a little over a bar’s
duration. What determines just how small the groups are to be at the
smallest scale? Why are the larger groups at this level not further
subdivided? The reason is that by level ‘1’ (or the primary rhythmic level)
Meyer means the smallest level at which the music divides into a
continuous series of rhythmic groups; some of these groups can be

1 1 should really say Mecyer and Cooper’s, since they were co-authors of The
- Rhythmic Structure of Music (University of Chicago Press, 1960) in which this kind
of rhythmic analysis was developed. But for convenience I shall continue to omit
Cooper’s name.
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further broken down but others cannot, so that the result would not be a
continuous series of groups. Sometimes it is useful to break down the
music beyond the primary rthythmic level, and Meyer uses the letters i,
ii and so on to refer to these fragmentary rhythmic levels (an example
will be found at the beginning of Fig. 25).

The whole system, then, is based on the rhythmic group; and the
rhythmic group in turn is based on the distinction between downbeat
and upbeat. To make a rhythmic analysis you first need to determine
where the downbeats are, and then decide how the upbeats are
associated with them to form groups on successive levels. But what
actually distinguishes a downbeat from an upbeat? An accent, replies
Meyer. And what is an accent? It is ‘a basic, axiomatic concept which is
understandable as an experience but undefined in terms of causes’ (The
Rhythmic Structure of Music, p. 7). This sounds like an evasion but, in
fact, is not. Meyer’s point is that unlike a dynamic stress (which simply
means a louder noise), a rhythmic accent has a psychological
significance. An accented beat is one that is ‘marked for consciousness
in some way’ (p. 8), and there are all sorts of ways in which a particular
beat can become marked for consciousness. Dynamic stress is one.
Duration is another (particularly at higher levels). And these are not the
only factors. If you play Bach’s C major Prelude with absolutely even
tempo and dynamics, and even if you don’t sustain any of the notes
longer than others, you will still find that the notes group themselves
into upbeats and downbeats; so that these must be determined by such
things as harmony and repetition. In fact all aspects of musical structure
can be significant for rhythmic accentuation. It is important to realize
that when Meyer analyzes rhythm he is not simply considering one
aspect of music and ignoring the others. Instead he is using rhythmic
accentuation as a means of clarifying and notating his response to the
music as a whole; as he puts it, ‘the effects of melody, harmony and
form can all be made subject to the summarizing influence of rhythmic
analysis’ (p. 153). You may remember that we have met a similar
situation once before, only the other way round: in the last chapter I said
that a Schenkerian analysis does not ignore rhythm but presents con-
clusions about it in terms of pitth structures. Schenker’s analysis of the
C major Prelude is, by implication, a rhythmic analysis because it shows
how accents emerge where they do at the various structural levels.
Meyer, by contrast, analyzes rhythms explicitly.

Let us return to Das Wandern at this point and see just what criteria
Meyer is using in deciding where accents fall and how they are grouped.
At level 1, the first accent is on the beginning of bar 1. Why? Because of
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the metre; notice that at level 1 all first beats and some third beats are
accented, but never second or fourth beats. But how can metre be
established at the very beginning of the piece? The answer is that this is
not the beginning of the piece; there are in fact four bars of piano
introduction, which Meyer omits. These four bars are more than
sufficient to establish the metrical pattern, and where such things as
melody, harmony and repetition are not active then rhythmic
accentuation will tend to coincide with metre. If, then, it is metre that
makes the F, A and D of bars 1-2 accented at the first thythmic level,
what is it that determines the grouping? Here the answer is melodic
structure. Proximity of pitch joins the B* and A together, and separ-
ates them from what comes before and after. This also explains the
association of the E* and D. But why are these two notes shown as
part of an amphibrach lasting four beats instead of as a two-beat iamb
like the B* and A? Because the D is prolonged by means of a tonic
arpeggio completed by the F; all four beats are fused into a single
rhythmic impulse. Imagine how unmusical it would be to breathe
before the F, or to give it a dynamic stress! Here, then, melodic pattern
takes precedence over metre.

Now let us turn to the second rhythmic level. The analysis of the
first level has a few obligatory consequences for the second. Each
group at the first level will correspond to a beat at the second, and this
means that each group at the second level must start and end
coincidentally with some group at the first level rather than half way
through them.! Beyond this, there are no strict rules about deducing
one level from the next. The same criteria that were used to determine
accents and grouping at the primary level are used at the second and
subsequent levels. However, we encounter something new as soon as
we look at the first beat at the second rhythmic level: the symbol T.
By this Meyer means a beat that at first seems to be accented, but turns
out in retrospect to have been unaccented (the symbol for the con-
verse, which is rarer, is ).? To grasp what Meyer is driving at,
suppose that the song had begun as in Fig. 24. This is a simpler
rhythmic pattern than the one Schubert wrote, and in it the first two
beats at the second rhythmic level make up an iamb. Now, it 1s a

1 The only exception is when, as sometimes, there are superimposed groups
staggered against each other at one rhythmic level (see Fig. 25). Where this
happens, either one of the groups is non-structural — it plays no part in higher-level
organization — or else the music is ambiguous.

2 For a complete list of the symbols used in Meyer’s rhythmic analysis, sec The
Rhythmic Structure of Music, p. 204.
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principle of Gestalt psychology (which is where most of Meyer’s
psychological principles come from) that the mind will interpret
things in the simplest possible way, and Meyer is saying that the
simple iambic pattern of Fig. 24 is what the listener expects to
happen as he listens to the beginning of Schubert’s song. But in the
event the melody continues up to E* and D, the result of which is a
more complicated group with D as its downbeat: that is why the
initial beat turns out to have been unaccented after all. But how do
we know that the D is accented at the second rhythmic level?
Obviously this is so; Meyer is right. But he does not exphin it. The
Schenkerian analysis does, though. The D is the primary note, the
beginning of the piece’s structural motion; naturally then it is
‘marked for consciousness’, whereas the preceding bar (which con-
stitutes an anticipatory prolongation) functions as an upbeat. ‘

Fig. 24

Let us continue with the second rhythmic level. The dotted-line
notation for bars 3—4 refers to their peculiar emptiness, mentioned
earlier; these are, as Meyer puts it, ‘felt but unperformed beats’ (p.
204), and this is also why Meyer puts the upbeats here in brackets. In
bars 9-10, and again in bars 11-12 which are a sequence, Meyer
indicates trochees. Why trochees rather than iambs? Possibly Meyer’s
reason is that on the primary rhythmic level the first group, which
corresponds to the first beat at the second level, lasts longer than the
second; and as I mentioned, where other things are equal, duration
tends to create accents.! But other things are not equal on this
occasion. The harmonic structure implies iambs; though all the
harmonies at this point are part of a cycle of fifths, their distribution

1 1 don’t know if this interpretation is correct, for two reasons. First, | have added
the primary level in bars 9-12 since Meyer does not give it. Second, there is a
mistake in the notation of the second and higher levels in his Ex. 81, where the
groups arc shown as starting on the barlines. This contradicts both the sense of the
music and Meyer’s own analysis in Ex. 79, so I have corrected it to what I think is
intended.
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is such that they behave as V—Is, first of VI (in bars 9-10) and then of
V (bars 11-12). And continuing with the second rhythmic level, why
do we again have trochees rather than iambs in bars 13-16? Isn’t the
weight of each phrase on the tonic rather than the dominant?

When you don’t at first agree with a Schenkerian analysis, you can
usually work out why the analyst is saying what he is by looking at his
interpretation of adjacent levels; and as often as not, by the time you
have done this you have decided he was right after all. But this often is
not possible with one of Meyer’s rhythmic analyses. The correlation
between rhythmic levels just isn’t that significant. Both Meyer’s first
and third rhythmic levels at bars 9-16 would be compatible with a
second rhythmic level consisting of iambs instead of trochees. And this
means that Meyer’s method of analyzing rhythm is not very successful
as a means of explaining music. However it is quite successful as a
means of observing music and notating these observations. Trying to
write down your responses to music by means of Meyer’s symbols
involves constantly asking yourself ‘where do I feel there to be
downbeats, and relative to what?” and this is an excellent way of
clarifying a problematic passage; once you have decided just what it is
that you are trying to analyze, you may find that some other technique
— such as Schenkerian analysis — will allow you to explain it.

However it seems to me that rhythmic analysis is less useful as a
means of observing large-scale structure than it is at a more detailed
level. The reason for this is that the nature of accentuation changes as
between foreground and background levels. To illustrate this, let’s
jump to the fifth rhythmic level of Das Wandem, where the whole song
appears as a single iambic group. Why is it an iamb? Because the
weight of the music’s motion is towards its final cadence; in this sense
calling the whole song an iamb means precisely the same as the
Schenkerian graph showing how the fundamental structure is directed
towards the final tonic. In other words there is nothing specially
rhythmic about the music’s structure at this level, or at least about
Meyer’s presentation of it. Calling the whole song an iamb doesn’t say
anything the Schenkerian graph doesn’t say; whereas the Schenkerian
graph says a lot which the rhythmic notation does not, since it shows
precisely how this final goal has been implied by what came before.
And there is a further point. At this background level, you more or
less know in advance what the rhythmic structure is going to be, at
least if the music is in some conventional form. For instance, because
of its tonal structure, any sonata is likely to come out as
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Exp. Exp. (rpt) Devpt Recap Coda

/ — —

and this means that the analytical emphasis has to be not on what the
large~scale rhythmic structure is but on how it is realized in a given
instance. The situation is exactly the same with Schenkerian analysis;
the Schenkerian prototype for sonata form was given in Fig. 16. Both in
a sense come to the same thing. But because it is better at showing how
this form comes about, Schenkerian analysis can refine your initial
response to the music in a way that I don’t think rhythmic analysis does,
or not so well. When it is not immediately obvious whether something
is an upbeat or a downbeat, choosing between the two can seem pretty
arbitary — you feel that the analysis is forcing you to make judgements
that are not demanded by the music itself. All these are reasons for
restricting this kind of rhythmic analysis to relatively foreground levels,
at least when Schenkerian analysis i$ available as an alternative. But of
course, this does not apply with music Schenkerian methods cannot
interpret, such as atonal music; there it can be worth attempting large-
scale rhythmic notation.? '

We have now covered the basic methods by which Meyer shows
patterns of implication and realization to occur in musical pitch and
rhythm; so let us conclude by looking at a more complex example of
Meyer’s analysis, which is the first twenty-one bars of Beethoven’s
Sonata ‘Les Adieux’ (Op. 81a). Fig. 25 is a collation of various charts
from Meyer’s Explaining Music, while Fig. 26 again offers a Schenkerian
analysis for purposes of comparison. By now the charts should speak
for themselves, so instead of working through them in detail I shall
jump to the conclusion they support.

At the largest scale, Meyer considers the whole of this passage as ‘a
single event: more specifically, as an extended prolongation of tonic
harmony with the third in the soprano voice’ (p. 265). Actually his main

1 See the analyses of Webern’s Piano Variations and Stockhausen’s Klavierstuck III in
Chapters 9 and 10 below; also Cone’s discussion of rhythmic analysis of atonal
music in ‘Analysis Today’: P.H. Lang (ed.), Problems of Modern Music, Norton,
1962. For further refinements and criticisms of Meyer’s techniques of rhythmic
analysis see Cone’s Musical Form and Musical Performance (Norton, 1968) and A
Generative Theory of Tonal Music by Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff (MIT, 1983).
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Fig. 25 Meyer, analysis of Beethoven’s Les Adieux Sonata, I, bars
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analytical graphs do not show this at all, so he adds another which
shows a neighbour-note motion identical to the one that appears in the
Schenkerian graph (Fig. 27). At this level, then, the two analytical
approaches are in agreement, but the Schenkerian one is much more
successful in showing how the continuity of this large neighbour-note
motion is tied in with successive patterns of continuity at different levels
of hierarchy. For instance, level ‘C’ of Fig. 26 shows how the
neighbour-note motion is part of a larger prolongation pattern C - B¥ —
A* — G which composes out the VI harmony of bar 2. And level ‘B’
shows how this larger pattern is echoed on a smaller scale within the
first seven bars, at the lower octave. Because this pattern ends on 3 it all
constitutes an anticipatory prolongation of the primary note of the
movement as a whole, which is the G at bar 21 (this is the first G to have
proper tonic harmony support); everything that has come before is in
this sense inessential, simply an introduction. But the introduction is
itself structured as a complete piece, made up of a descent from the
initial 3 through 2 (bar 12) to 1 (bar 21: the bar numbers refer to level ‘C’
of Fig. 26, where the notes of this descent are shown in their implied
rather than their literal positions). This descending motion is at the same
time an expansion of the opening motif and a diminution of the motion
of the movement as a whole; one of the interesting things about this
movement is the way in which the obsessive repetition of the opening
motif creates an identity of foreground and background structure
towards its end. Finally the G* passing note within the 3 — 2 — 1 motion
of the introduction both anticipates the alternations of G and G! in the
exposition and gives a linear continuity to the remote harmonic regions
of the intoduction; that is to say, these regions are harmonic expansion
of the G — G* — F — E} motion that appears at level ‘C’. In all, then,
Schenkerian analysis shows this introduction to be powerfully unified
both within itself and in terms of its implications for the rest of the
movement.

But does the success of this analysis in showing the harmonic
continuity of these twenty-one bars necessarily make it a good analysis?
Isn’t it the discontinuities which are more characteristic of the music — °
such things as the opening interrupted cadence (which is a kind of
conceptual dissonance since, as Meyer says, the horn call implies, but at
the same time withholds, a resolution in F*), the even remoter inter-
ruption at bar 8, and the silences and elliptical changes of mode in bars
14-16? Meyer stresses the ‘quasi fantasia’ quality of this introduction,
and sees this as ‘the result of a lack of strongly processive relationships
between successive foreground events . . . Though there is hierarchic
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structuring within low-level patternings, there is little between them’
(p. 256). To explain. Apart from a very distant implication of a D (see
Fig. 25, graph 6), the G — F — E* motto in bars 1-2 doesn’t create any
particular expectations as to what will follow; as Meyer puts it, ‘the
prolongation follows the motto but is not implied by and does not
follow from the motto’ (p. 257). Hence the absence of further con-
nections in Meyer’s graphs of either pitch or rhythm. By contrast his
analysis shows that bars 2:2—4:2 are tightly integrated. The graphs of
pitch show a number of gap-fill and arpeggio patterns (the latter also
appear on the Schenkerian chart). Consequently the rhythmic analysis
shows a single anapest at level 1, its strong beat coinciding with the
half-cadence on V1. On the other hand Meyer does not think there is
any strong sense of continuity between these bars and what follows.
The repetition at bar 5 becomes an ‘afterbeat’ creating an overlapped
trochee at level 1, while there is a lacuna at level 1 in bar 6. What Meyer
is saying here is that neither the repetition at bar 5 nor the progression

Fig. 26 Schenkerian analysis of Les Adieux, bars 1-21
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from B! to B* form part of any continuously evolving process, so that
the music just stumbles onto the repeat of the opening motif at bar 7. As
Meyer puts it, ‘there is a feeling that the “Lebewohl” motto returns not
because it is implied by the prolongation that precedes it, but because
the previous statement of the motto was deflected from its goal . . . The
repetition in measures 7 and 8 is, so to speak, a second “try” at reaching
a cadence in E*; and it too is abortive’ (p. 261). Now Meyer may feel
that there is no harmonic continuity leading to the return of the motto,
but I don’t. On the contrary, the B* at the end of bar 5 strikes me as a
very telling note not just because it effectively opens up the higher
register (it will lead to the A* — G of bars 15-21) but also because it
immediately implies a cadence in E*; bars 6 and 7 are fused with it in a
single dominant upbeat. And if we understand bar 7 to be part of the
preceding phrase, then the whole periodic pattern of these bars becomes
quite straightforward. Bars 25 form a four-bar phrase (constructed as 3
+ 1); bars 6—7 are a two-bar cadence. And this pattern persists into the
second main phrase (from bar 8 on), the only difference being that this
time the cadence is extended.

Fig. 27
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In this case it seems to me that harmonic structure is the key to
accurate observation of the music, which is why it results in a2 much
simpler analysis of the passage than Meyer’s more abstract interpre-
tation of linear and rhythmic patterns. Let us look at two more places
where the same applies. These are both points where the surface texture
changes dramatically — at bar 12 (where the repeated-note pattern starts)
and bar 17, the beginning of the allegro. Meyer regards the D at bar 12
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as a strong downbeat, and gives a complicated — but probably correct ~
explanation of this: the E* that precedes it breaks the previous sequential
pattern (it ‘should’ have come at the beginning of bar 12 itself) and this
makes the E* a particularly emphatic upbeat. This in turn makes the D a
particularly strong downbeat. Where I do not agree with Meyer is in
seeing this D as strongly implied by the previous pitch patterns. For
example he shows it as the goal of gap-fill motions initiated at bars 3 and
9 (graphs 5 and 4 of Fig. 25). But for me the characteristic thing about
this D, and the V harmony that supports it, is the way the music
blunders onto it. It is particularly the anticipation of both the D and the
harmony in bar 10 that creates this effect. When the music settles onto
the V chord in bar 12 it does not sound convincing as a dominant at all;
the music could just as well resolveas VI(V—-D) —-II-V-Iof G*. Andit
is this that makes sense of bars 12-20, the purpose of which is to
transform this blurted-out harmony into a real dominant. Essentially
bars 12-20 consist of a single V chord supporting a middleground
cadenza that rises, like most cadenzas, to the seventh of the V chord and
falls to the tonic. And this is why I disagree with Meyer’s interpretation
of bar 17 as a structural downbeat (see his rhythmic level 3) coinciding
with a structural IV chord, as shown in Fig. 27. Of course thete is an A"
chord at surface level, just as there is a formal break at the beginning of
the allegro. But the important thing — which is not so obvious — is that
both of these disappear in the middleground. As my Schenkerian graph
shows, the A* chord is simply the result of a passing motion within the
structural V chord, which spans the end of the adagio and the beginning
of the allegro in a single motion. That is why the beginning of the
allegro sounds so oddly insubstantial despite its superficially assertive,
downbeat nature; the real downbeat is at bar 21, where the fundamental
line of the movement begins. Now Meyer does comment upon this
contradiction between surface and background structure, except that he
uses different words: he speaks of the ‘bifurcation of form and process’
(p- 266). By ‘formm’ he means the surface organization into adagio
introduction and allegro movement proper; by ‘process’ he means the
structures created at underlying levels by relationships of implication
and closure. So he is really saying the same thing as the Schenkerian
chart. But again the Schenkerian approach refines, strengthens and
explains Meyer’s observations.

What I want to emphasize is not so much the superiority of
Schenkerian techniques over Meyer’s as the complementarity of the two
approaches. A Schenkerian reduction tends to clarify the long-range
harmonic continuity of music but suppress foreground contrasts. On

88



Psychological Approdches to Analysis

the other hand, Meyer’s techniques are useful for observing surface
features, and in particular rhythmic contrasts. Both approaches tend to
distort the music we experience; so, as I said in the Introduction, the
important question is not ‘which approach is the more true?’ but, ‘what
are the circumstances in which each approach is more useful?’. As we
have seen, the analytical techniques introduced by Meyer are useful for
observation but tend to be less useful for generalization and explanation.
They clarify the obvious things about music, and this is an excellent
starting point for analysis. But in analysis the aim is to advance from the
obvious to the non-obvious, and here Schenkerian analysis has the
advantage because in most instances — as in ‘Les Adieux’ — 1t is the
discontinuities that are obvious and the reasons why the music is none
the less coherent that are not. Suppose that you were going to perform
this sonata: which analysis would be more helpful in refining your
interpretation, Meyer’s or the Schenkerian one? Surely the Schenkerian
one: because the difficulty lies not in projecting the fantastic constrasts
of the foreground, but in achieving some kind of background continu-
ity. It is rather like playing Chopin, where you need a very secure grasp
of the underlying rhythm in order to make the surface rhythm as free
and improvisatory as possible. Schenkerian analysis can provide the
same kind of secure grasp when it comes to long-range harmonic
structure. More is said about this in Chapter 10.

III Rudolph Reti

The problem with Meyer’s brand of musical analysis is that neither
he nor anybody else really knows how to formulate the harmonic
structures of tonal music in terms of general psychological principles;
that is why Meyer and his followers tend to neglect harmonic organ-
jzation in favour of melodic and rhythmic patterns. The second main
analytical approach I am going to talk about in this chapter also tends
to neglect harmonic organization, concentrating instead on motivic
patterns. This time the reason is quite different, however. To under-
stand what the reason is, and what it has to do with psychology, we
need to go back to Schoenberg, who was closely associated with this
approach.

Schoenberg’s atonal music is densely motivic; that is, it is made up
of recurring intervallic cells. Fig. 28 is taken from George Perle’s Serial
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Fig. 28 Motivic patterns in Schoenberg’s Op. 11, I, bars 1-3
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Perle’s Serial Composition and Atonality,! and it shows how motivic cells
explain not just melodic but also harmonic patterns in the first of
Schoenberg’s Three Piano Pieces Op. 11. Not all Schoenberg’s music
can be divided up into motivic cells quite so neatly, of course. But even
when the style is more free in this respect than it is in Op. 11, it is the
motivic aspect that Schoenberg himself stressed when analyzing his
own music (which is a characteristically twentieth-century thing to do,
by the way). Take for instance the Four Songs Op. 22, which
Schoenberg analyzed for a radio talk in 1932.2 This is texturally an
extremely dense composition involving a gigantic orchestra — hence the
rarity of performances — but it begins with a lightly accompanied
melody for clarinets (Fig. 29). This initial idea (note that this is in itself a
psychological term) is the basis of Schoenberg’s analysis. What he does
is to show how much of what follows is prefigured in this initial motif.
Sometimes it is the contour that recurs (Fig. 30); that is obvious enough.
But what is the connection between the initial idea and Fig. 31?
Schoenberg’s answer is that both are made up of patterns of minor
seconds and minor thirds; each can be derived from a basic cell of three
notes combining those intervals within the overall compass of a major
third. (That is what the brackets beneath Figs. 29 and 31 are showing.)
But then what about Fig. 32? The basic shape is still there, says
Schoenberg, only it has been transformed — so that the minor second has
become a major second and the minor third a major third. (I have

1 5¢th edition (1981), Ex. 7.

2 A translation of Schoenberg’s talk can be found in Boretz and Cone (eds),
Perspectives on Schoenberg and Stravinsky, Princeton, 1968, pp. 25-45.
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labelled the original cell as ‘x’ and the transformed one as ‘z’; ‘y’,
reasonably enough, is a halfway stage.) In this way passages that seem at
first sight to be unrelated turn out to be variants of a single motivic cell.

Fig.29

Fig. 30

Now the motivic technique of Schoenberg’s atonal music, which
prefigures Schoenberg’s serial technique, is the culmination of a historical
process going back through Wagner and Liszt to Beethoven. All these
composers relied heavily on brief, recurrent motifs; this is one of the most
obvious things about their music — particularly Wagner’s, the point of
whose leitmotifs is that they must be immediately recognizable even
when half buried in a complex texture. Just because it is so obvious, no
special technique of analysis is necessary in order to discover this; indeed
commentators had been talking about such things since the days of
E.T.A. Hoffmann. But following Schoenberg’s lead a number of
analysts developed quite sophisticated techniques whose purpose was to
show that motivic patterns played just as important a role when they
were not immediately visible (or audible) on the surface of the music. In
fact, these analysts tended to assume that hidden patterns of motivic
recurrence and transformation played a crucial role in all music — though
it was particularly the music of the classical period that they concentrated
on. In Britain, though not elsewhere, this became for a time the most
influential technique of advanced analytical enquiry, and its principal
practitioners were Rudolph Reti (who had been a pupil of Schoenberg’s
and actually gave the first performance of the Op. 11 piano pieces) and
Hans Keller. Keller coined the term ‘functional analysis’ to describe his
method, and published a few examples of it in the form of diagrams with
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Fig. 31

~a verbal commentary; but he subsequently decided that musical analysis
ought to be presented musically rather than graphically, so he began to
produce his analyses in the form of scores written for the same forces as
the original work. These alternated passages of the work being analyzed
with demonstrations of the motivic links between them, and the idea
was that the whole thing should be presented as a performance rather

Fig. 32

than simply read.! Some of these analytical performances were
broadcast in Britain in the late 1950s. However, they have not been
repeated and until recently only one of the scores was available in print;?
the result is that Keller’'s work has been less influential than might
otherwise have been the case. By contrast Reti’s analyses have long been
available in book form, so it is his work that I shall discuss.

One of the pieces Reti analyzed in his first book, The Thematic
Process in Music,® was Beethoven’s last quartet, Op. 135; Fig. 33 shows
its first sixteen bars. What Reti sees as its basic motifs are not on the
surface; you cannot simply ring them as in Schoenberg’s Op. 11. Instead
Reti takes the opening two bars and compares them with what follows,
looking for literal or altered recurrences. It is these alterations that are
crucial. One of the most important is when other notes are interpolated
betwen those of the motif. Fig. 34(a) is an example of this. It suggests

! See Hans Keller, ‘Functional Analysis: its pure application’, The Music Review,
18:3, pp. 202-6.
2 ‘FA No. 1: Mozart, K.421°, The Score, 22 (February 1958), pp. 56-64. Another has

recently appeared in print: ‘Functional Analysis of Mozart’s G minor Quintct',
Music Analysis, 4 (1985), pp. 73-94.

3 New York, 1951. Rufer’s analysis of Op. 135 builds on hints thrown out by
Schoenberg in ‘Composition with Twelve Notes (1)’ in Style and Idea, Berkeley,
1984, p. 220 ff.
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Fig. 33 Becthoven, Op. 135, I, bars 1-16
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that the viola’s and violins’ entries in bars 45 spell out a variant of the
opening three notes of the work; Reti puts all three instruments onto a single
stave (in fact his analysis is based on a two-stave reduction of Beethoven’s
unusually fragmentary score), transposes the viola part up an octave, and
prints the ‘interpolated’ notes in light type so that the underlying modf
stands out. Itis recurrences like this, says Reti, that justify our calling the first
three notes a motif; in other words, when you call something a motif you are
not talking about how it looks (or sounds) in itself but about what it is doing
in the piece. However these three notes are only a secondary motif (that is
why Reti labels it ‘IT"); the third to sixth notes in the viola, B* —F—G —E, are

Fig. 34
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the primary motif, recurring more frequently and in more widely altered
forms. In fact the same passage we just derived from motif Il can also be
derived from the primary motf. Fig. 34(b) shows. that if we omit the C
pedals, the first three notes are G-E-F; and these are the same as three of
the notes of the primary motif, only they appear in interversion, that is to
say in a regrouped sequence. And Fig. 34(c), which picks out the G- E~F
~ B of bars 4-5, is intended to show its derivation from the primary motif
as a whole; this ime the notes appear more or less in reversion, that is to say

Fig. 35
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in reversed order. The primary motif appears in other places, too. In
bars 6 — 7, for instance, it can be found in the first violin and viola; the
only alterations are octave transposition and interpolation. Fig. 35
shows this, and in addition shows how it is preceded by another
occurrence of the pattern — but this time at a different transposition
within the F major set. Reti also finds the same transposition of the
motif (F — C — D —B*) in the top notes of the first violin’s part in bars
10-13, and another in bar 15 — except that this time the transposition is
literal rather than tonal (that is, it has a B' instead of a B*). Fig. 36
shows all this and more, and it represents Reti’s conception of the entire
passage as essentially a single melodic line in which the two underlying
motifs appear in a variety of guises.

Now all this certainly provides some measure of the motivic
homogeneity of the music. However for Reti it was merely the starting
point for analysis. Two things primarily interested him: the way in
which motivic formations of this sort had significance at the level of
large-scale form, and the psychological significance of motifs in terms
of the composer’s creation of the music. As regards the first, his
analytical method was intended to demonstrate and rectify the
shortcomings of the traditional conception of form. What was the
point, Reti asked, of describing how movements were built up of
thematic sections, or compositions from movements, if you couldn’t
explain why this particular theme belongs in this work, or this
movement in this symphony? As far as traditional concepts of form
were concerned, Reti argued, you could substitute any theme, or
movement, for any other which happened to be in the right key and
tempo; which showed that there must be factors governing musical
form which the traditional approach to form altogether ignored. And
this is where he saw motifs as playing an essential role. He believed that
in any coherent piece of music not only the various themnes but the
different movements will, on inspection, turn out to be made up of the
same set of motifs. He is committed, therefore, to finding the primary
motif of Op. 135 in the two middle movements. Fig. 37 shows how he
manages this. Effectively he splits the primary motif into two com-~
ponent parts, which he now labels separately as ‘I' and ‘II’; these consist
respectively of a perfect fourth and some combination of seconds and/or
thirds. All this is rather tenuous, so Reti hurries on to the final
movement, where there is a2 much better case to be made. This
movement is highly unusual in that it has a title (Der Schwergfasste
Entschluss, the grave decision) together with a musical inscription (Fig.
38). These phrases recur in the course of the movement itself, and Reti
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argues — reasonably enough — that for Beethoven to have picked them
out in this way and assigned words to them suggests that they had some
special allegorical or expressive significance to him, as well as a purely
musical one. Now in strictly musical terms, Reti points out, these
phrases are closely linked to the opening of the first movement; this is
obvious in the second ‘it must be!” (Fig. 39), and the first two phrases are
simple derivatives of the third (by inversion and transposition res-
pectively). And the final theme of the work (Fig. 40) embodies the
opening motif of the work yet again, and in such a manner — as Reti puts
it — that ‘the phrase that originally was, in all its brevity, an expression
of somber woe has now become an utterance of light and almost dance
like cheer. In the transformation of the somber opening motif to the
serene theme of the Finale, the thematic resolution and the innermost
content of the quartet come to fulfilment’ (p. 217). Musically, then, the
opening motif of the work not only has a dominating role in the entire
work — so assuring its homogeneity — but also begins a process which
the final theme terminates; while at the same time the title and in-
scription prove how this purely musical process was bound up with
some kind of extra-musical meaning in Beethoven’s own conception of
the music. For these reasons Op. 135 had a double significance for Reti.
First, it proved that his analytical method could decipher the symbolical
meaning embodied in music as well as its technical structure. And
second, it could make sense of music which was unintelligible in
traditional terms — in the case of Op. 135, because of the absence of
anything resembling what was normally meant by a ‘theme’ in the first
movement. The basic coherence of a piece of music, Reti argued, lay in
its motivic patterns; whether or not these were bundled into easily
recognizable themes was a matter of compositional style and not of the
music’s essential structure. This is rather similar to Schenker’s dis-
tinction between surface form and background structure, and the

Fig. 37
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similarity is the result of a basic conception shared by both analysts: each
saw musical composition as the organic elaboration of some kind of
underlying idea. It is in this particular sense that both Schenker and Reti
regarded music as essentially psychological.

Reti has a habit, as here, of suddenly leaping from a minute ex-
amination of the opening of a work to broad conclusions about its
large-scale structure. These transitions tend to be the most prob-
lematical part of his analyses, so we ought to look at an analysis where
the intervening stages are spelt out in some detail. Reti’s analysis of the
Pathétique Sonata is exceptionally detailed and it was published post-
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humously in a book called Thematic Patterns in Sonatas of Beethoven.! The
concept of a thematic pattern, which hardly appears in the analysis of
Op. 135, plays an important role in Reti’s method, but before it can be
illustrated we need to identify the basic motivic constituents of the
Sonata. There are six in all, and all but two of them can be found in the
opening Grave section (for the music, turn back to Fig. 5 on p. 23
above). The other two are the ‘melodic’ motif, which is a rising minor
seventh as at bar 56; and the ‘Rondo’ motif, made up of a falling plus a
rising semitone (for instance C — B' — C in the first bar of the Rondo).
Though Reti gives the motifs names rather than numbers on this
occasion, he explains that this is merely a matter of convenience, and
sets out a table listing each motif in the Grave together with its in-
version. Fig. 41 shows this, while Fig. 42 shows his detailed analysis of
the Grave. Why are bars 1—4 and 5-10 in different formats? Because Reti
regards each of the inner parts of bars 1—4 as a separate melodic line
rather than as harmonic filler, so that there are four structural parts in
bars 1—4 as against three in bars 5~-10. And what does this analysis tell
us? It gives an explanation for things like the otherwise odd bass leap

Fig. 41
soprano (bar 1) bass (bar 1)
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R
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Fig. 42 Reti, analysis of the Pathétiqgue Sonata, I, bars 1-10
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from C to F* in the first bar (it is part of the concluding motif), the
choice of the transposition between bars 1 and 2 (the D—F spells out the
prime cell), and the larger transposition from the opening C minor to its
relative major at bar 5 (the C and E* again spelling out the prime cell).
But the point of this analysis is not so much to explain the Grave section
in itself, as to enable Reti to explain the rest of the Sonata in relation to
it. The basic principle of Reti’s analysis is that ‘the Grave was formed as
a model for the entire work. To function as an outline for the structural
source of the first movement specifically, and as a structural source for
the whole sonata in general, is its innermost architectural idea’
(pp-29-30). In other words, Reti sees the Grave as functioning in the
same way as the initial melody from which Schoenberg derived what
followed in his Four Songs. In effect Reti’s method assumes that all
music works this way.

The real findings, then, begin when the remainder of the Sonata is
compared to the Grave. Again and again Reti discovers not only that the
Grave’s motifs recur in succeeding themes and movements, but that
they recur in the same, or at least a similar, order. Fig. 43 shows his
detailed analysis of the first allegro theme, on the basis of which he
compares it with the Grave as follows (p. 35):

Bar 1, Grave and Allegro: Prime motif in C.
Bar 2, Grave and Allegro: Prime motif in F.!

Bars 3 and 4, Grave and Allegro: R.epeti.tion of the first two bars an
octave higher.

End of bar 4, Grave;, bars 58, Allegro: Descending passage,
expressing the concluding motif.

Fig. 44 shows how more or less similar thematic patterns occur in the
other themes and bridging groups of the Allegro, as well as in the themes
of the remaining two movements. Furthermore such similarities are not
restricted to a single level, one theme being shaped like another; they
occur hierarchically too. Fig. 45 sets each of the themes of the Allegro
against the corresponding phrase of the Grave. And all these structural
similarities mean that for Reti the sonata possesses not only motivic unity
— the homogeneity resulting from motivic recurrence — but thematic
consistency too: each theme is a variant of the same underlying pattern.

! When Reti says ‘in C’ or ‘in F° he is talking about the note that
dominates the motif, not about the key (the two may or may not coincide).
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Fig. 43 Ret, analysis of the Pathétique Sonata, I, bars 11-18
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Fig. 44 Reti, thematic patterns in the Pathétique Sonata
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As Reti puts it, ‘if the cells and motifs can be regarded as bricks of a
work’s structure, then the “patterns” are its larger units. Or, more
specifically, the patterns are the motivic ideas of the themes’ (p. 46). The
themes seem different — it is a necessary condition of the classical style
that they should — but at the deeper level they are the same: and that is
why they belong together.!

Motivic unity and thematic consistency are hierarchically related:
thematic consistency assumes motivic unity and adds something else to
it. (Reti disliked the term ‘motivic analysis’ and instead referred to his
technique as ‘thematic analysis’ in order to stress its significance for
large-scale form.) However, there is also a third stage in this hierarchy,
which Reti called architectural planning. He defined it as ‘the method of
shaping the motifs and themes from the beginning in such a way that,
by transforming them in an appropriate manner as the work progresses,
and finally leading them to a resolution, a kind of story or “architectural
plot” is evolved which makes all the shapes of a composition a part and
expression of one higher unity’ (p. 141). Reti uncovers such a structural
process in the Pathétique when he compares the tonal plans of the three
movements. Tonal shifts are predominantly by thirds in the first two
movements, he points out; indeed he adds that ‘the pivotal keys of the
Allegro are C, E flat, E natural, C, while the main keys of the Adagio are
A flat, F natural, F flat, A flat. Or in other words the key pattern of the
Adagio is the exact contrary motion of the key pattern of the Allegro’ (p.
69). But in the Rondo almost all the structural key-relationships are by
fourths or fifths. How, then, can it even belong within the same
composition, let alone function as a satisfactory resolution of it? Reti’s
answer is that the thirds so characteristic of the first movement represent
‘shapes of tension’ which, from the very beginning, have a tendency to
resolve into fourths and fifths — the ‘shapes of resolution’, as he calls
them (p. 80). But in the first movement this tendency is repeatedly
blocked: hence the tension of the movement as a whole, a tension that
receives its structural resolution only in the last movement. More
specifically, he points out the association of the prime motif, the minor

! Keller lays even more stress on the essentially monothematic nature of music
or at least of great music, as he considers this the principal criterion for
distinguishing the great from the merely good. This kind of monothematicism,
where the thematic pattern is buried deep under the surface, is quite different
frecm nineteenth-century cyclic thematicism. Composers like Liszt and Franck
simply transformed themes, not their underlying patterns, and the transfor-
mations are very simple — they have to be, since the identity of the theme is
intended to be immediately obvious to the listener.
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Fig. 45 Reti, comparision of Allegro themes with Grave phrases
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third, with diminished seventh harmonies (the Grave particularly
illustrates this), and with the unusual modulation in the Allegro from C
minor to E* minor — 2 modulation that constitutes a harmonic dead-end
and which leads, at bars 289-94, to what Reti calls the ‘dramatic
outcry . . . when the prime cell C to E flat, with the F sharp as bass,
finally flows into nothing — a rest’ (p. 74). Only in the final seven bars of
the Allegro is this shape given a tonal resolution (Fig. 46) — but, Reti
explains, a fully structural resolution cannot be attained simply by
means of a single final cadence. So the structural tension remains
unresolved, and the opening of the Rondo, which arpeggiates a C minor
triad, repeats the shape of resolution with which the Allegro ended. In
fact the whole Rondo, in Reti’s view, constitutes a formal resolution of
the previous movements, and the way in which fourths and fifths
constitute a resolution of the earlier thirds is underlined by the second
and third rondo themes — themes which are wholly based on fourths and
fifths, and which betray no motivic affinity with any of the previous
themes of the entire sonata. Anywhere else in the composition they
would have been out of place, but here they embody the thematic
resolution of the work as a whole. And to dispel any lingering doubts,
Reti points to the two chords in the third and fourth bars from the end
of the sonata (Fig. 47): each states the prime cell in its original
transposition (C to E*), but whereas the first couples it with an F¥, and
so with the unresolved tensions of the first movement, the second
couples it with a G and so with resolution. ‘The whole story of the
structural drama of the Pathétique’, Reti concludes, ‘is compressed in
these two pianissimo chords’ (p. 84).

Fig. 46
prime cell prime cell
in minor inmajor concluding motif
)

Reti’s method is very ambitious in its aims, but it has come in for a
great deal of criticism. One major criticism is that he picks out the
evidence that fits his interpretations and ignores what does not. Con-
sider his demonstration of the inversional relations between the keys of
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Fig. 47
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the first and second movements of the Pathétiqgue sonata (p. 106 above). To
be sure, the C and E* of the first movement are structural keys, but why pick
out the E minor from the development when it is preceded by G minor and
followed by the same passage transposed to D major? Why pick out the F
minor of the second movement when it lasts only three bars, initiating a
cycle of fifths that returns to Ab? The answer is all too obvious: to fit the
plan. The problem is not simnply one of Reti’s analytical scrupulousness, but
of the nature of the motifs and transformations on which he based his
analyses. Suppose we were to regard the second (major or minor) as a basic
motif. And suppose that we said that statements of this motif could be
coupled together to give thirds, fourths and so on. We can now demonstrate
all Western art music to be derived from this motif. But obviously this
demonstration is totally meaningless. Now this is of course a gross ex~
aggeration of what Reti did. But he did sometimes regard single intervals as
motifs (the ‘finishing’ motif of the Pathétique was a second, the prime cell a
third). He defended himself against the criticism that this led to indis-
criminate and empty ‘explanations’ by saying that ‘the individual form of a
composition is not built by the use of so many and such-and-such intervals
as bricks, but by the specific and always different way in which these
elements are introduced, developed and finally combined into higher units’
{p. 98). This sounds all right in principle, but do we see these ‘specific and
always different’ characteristics in his actual analyses? Look again at Reti’s
charts of the inner lines of the first four bars of the Pathétique sonata (Fig. 42).
He labels every relationship of a third as the ‘primne cell’, whether it is a skip
or filled stepwise, whether it is major or minor, whether itis rising or falling.
Similarly the ‘finishing motif® occurs as a rising or falling interval, and as a
major or minor second, so that any scalar pattern whatever can be derived
from it. And sometimes, like our all-explaining motif of a second, Reti’s
motifs do not vary just in the size of their scale steps (major or minor second)
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but in the number of them too. Consider the following instances of the
‘concluding motif’, all of which are drawn from Reti’s charts (Fig. 48): just
what is the common factor? Is it anything more than the combination of one
small and one large interval? And when you consider that Reti sometimes
regards features like note-repetition or arpeggiaton as themselves
constituting motifs, it becomes clear that the technique is capable of
indiscriminate explanation. It becomes impossible to imagine anything that
" couldn’t logically be shown to be thematic in more or less any context.

Fig. 48 Variants of Reti’s ‘concluding motif’ in the Pathétique

Now all this shows that the way Reti analyzes music is not very
objective, but that does not necessarily mean it is bad analysis. After all, the
same kind of objections can be made to Schenkerian analysis. You can
always derive any music from any fundamental structure simply by picking
out notes. The point, however, is not what you can derive but what you
choose to derive. Good Schenkerian analysis is good not because it is more
objective than bad Schenkerian analysis but because it is more musical: that
is, because it takes proper account of harmonic and rhythmic implications,
because it respects or even clarifies dynamics, phrasing and articulation in
general. By contrast Reti frequently ignores all of these.t He justifies this as
follows:

‘The conscious phrasing and grouping of a work’s shapes, as they
finally appear in the score, need not necessarily conform in every detail
with the mold in which these shapes first grew in the composer’s mind
from his motivic ideas. . . . The frequent discrepancy between the

! In his book Beyond Orpheus (MIT, 1979) David Epstein presents 2 number of
Becethoven analyses which are essentially Reti-like, but in which the identifications
of motifs ar¢ based on more-or-less Schenkerian criteria.
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manner in which shapes seem to be divided if one follows the phrasing
marks given by the composer, or if one traces the motivic elements, is
the reason that the phrasing marks are often omitted in the musical
examples quoted in this study’ ( Thematic Process, p. 204).

In other words, he is saying, when you analyze music in terms of motifs you
are not primarily talking about the music as it is heard, but about the
compositional process that gave rise to it. You are reconstructing the logical
or psychological structure of that process — which is likely to correspond
more or less to its outward chronology, though it need not necessarily do
so.!

Fig. 49
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But discovering things about a piece of music and discovering
things about the process of its composition are quite different things.
And what Reti regarded as the most decisive confirmations of his
interpretations occur when motivic links are either irrelevant from the
point of view of musical sense, or when they actually run counter to it.
An example of when motivic links are more or less irrelevant is when
the same shape appears on a tiny scale, say as an ornament, and on the
largest scale, for instance in a pattern of keys. Fig. 49 shows how the
motifs of the Pathétigue are reflected in the tonal plan of the first
movement as a whole. Now nobody is likely to hear such a link: it is not
in that sense musically significant. But, argues Reti, it is just this that
proves its psychological reality: Beethoven must have had the shape in
mind, so that it was naturally reflected at quite different levels of the
musical structure, for otherwise why should the link be there at all? And
an example of when motivic links actually run counter to the musical
sense is provided by the beginning of the third movement of
Beethoven’s Quartet Op. 130 (Fig. 50). Why those odd rests in the

! See Reti’s discussion of the genesis of the Pathétique sonata in Thematic Patterns,
p- 97. .
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Fig. 50 Beethoven, Op. 130, II1, bars 1-4
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second violin part during the last bar, when they could so easily and
naturally have been filled by passing notes? The reason, says Reti, is that
this is a quotation from the quartet’s opening theme which is shown
underneath. The omission of the passing notes renders it a literal, note-
for-note repetition (apart only from the changed accidentals). And the
musical oddness of the result is the proof — ‘a proof of almost
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mathematical conclusiveness’, Reti called it — that this hidden thematic
reference is not a chance occurrence but must be the result of a conscious
compositional decision on Beethoven’s part. Reti in fact believed that
the techniques of thematic transformation he described had been
adopted quite consciously by the classical composers, and that they had
planned their works out in elaborate detail — more or less in the same
way as he analyzed them. Few people accept this conclusion, and it is
odd, to say the least, that there is no documentary evidence for the
existence of so subtle and complex a compositional technique -
especially when you compare it to the amount of fuss that Romantic
composers made about their much more crude and obvious technique of
thematic transformation. But the question whether classical composers
were conscious of what they were doing actually is not so important. It
would be perfectly possible to think that everything Reti describes was
in fact done unconsciously. Either way Reti’s analytical technique
would be equally significant. In the one case it would be telling us about
the history of compositional technique, and in the other about the
psychology of the compositional process. And in either case the
correctness or incorrectness of a givén analytical interpretation would be
as much a matter of fact as that of any other historical or psychological
interpretation. Questions of how ‘musical’ the interpretation was
simply wouldn’t enter into it.

At the same time Reti also believed that his method did have
something to say about the way in which listeners perceive music, and it
is here — in what I see as the central area of musical analysis — that the
essentially unmusical, or even anti-musical, nature of thematic analysis
becomes a real problem. As I mentioned, Reti denigrated traditional
analysis of form for its failure to answer what he considered the basic
analytical question, ‘why in music one group can be followed only by
certain other groups and not by random groups which happen to fit in
key, rhythm and the like’ (Thematic Process, p. 349). In other words a
given theme will be experienced as being satisfactory in one context and
unsatisfactory in another. And how does the context influence the way
the theme is experienced? Because, says Reti, of the listener’s subcon-
scious recollection of the motifs and pattern of earlier themes, to which
he refers the new theme as he hears it. His recollection is obviously
subconscious, because until Reti people didn’t realize what it was that
made the theme appropriate. Consequently for a motivic relationship to
be musically significant it is not necessary ‘that it must be heard and
understood as a motivic utterance by the listener. The unnoticeable
influence that it may exert on the listener as a passing subconscious
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recollection — in fact, its theoretical existence in the piece — suffices’ (Thema-
tic Process, p. 47). But if he is not to refer to his own experience as a
listener, how is the analyst to decide what motivic relationships are
important and what are not? Is he simply to label everything he can see,
regardless of how it is experienced? Motivic analysis easily degenerates
into a purely mechanical exercise in which the score is analyzed without
ever really being read properly, and this tendency is exacerbated by the
special importance Reti attached to what he called ‘identical pitch’. By
this he meant a motif recurring in its original notes, except that the
accidentals may be quite different (the recurrence of the opening theme
in the Andante of Op. 130 was an example of this). And frequently the
harmonic context will be quite different, or the motif will appear in the
same notes but in a different key.! In other words it will sound quite
different, but it will look the same. The whole tendency of motivic
analysis is. to suggest that music is some kind of complicated cipher, and
that the way to break the code is to stare at the score for long enough. It
does not encourage sensitive listening.

I do not mean to say that Reti did not have good musical insights
about the way that pieces are experienced. And to be fair to Reti we
have to remmember that he was just about the first analyst in the English-
speaking world seriously to tackle the problem of large-scale coherence
in music: in 1950 hardly anybody in Britain or the USA knew of
Schenker’s work. But nowadays the shortcomings of Reti’s method are
very apparent. The point of an analytical method is that it should guide
you towards a clear and compelling account of the music as you ex-
perience it. And the Schenkerian method provides such guidance by
suggesting initial questions, such as how the music is experienced as
directed motion, and by means of a graphic technique that poses these
questions in an increasingly refined and searching form. A Schenkerian
graph not only expresses an analytical interpretation: it also constitutes a
way of arriving at the interpretation, and an argument for its validicy. It
constantly refers you to the score, so as to check a particular motion
against your experience of the passage or to see how it is confirmed by
rhythm, phrasing and other means of articulation. But Reti’s method
rules out all these things; and instead of referring you to the score, it
encourages you to pick out the themes and ignore everything else. (It is
extraordinary just how much of the Pathétique sonata Reti leaves com-
pletely unexplored at the end of 78 pages of analysis.) His method also
tends to blunt your sensitivity to the individual qualities of each piece. It

! For cxamples sce Reti’s analysis of Schumann’s Kinderscenen in Thematic Process.
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applies the same procedure to everything — a detailed examination of the
opening so as to find the motifs, followed by a rapid comparison with
successive themes. To be sure, Schenkerian analyses also begin in a
standardized manner — that, after all, is what having an analytical
method means. But the way a Schenkerian analysis develops depends on
the individual piece, and the result is an insight into that piece. By
contrast, each of Reti’s analyses ends up with more or less the same
insight, and this insight (if it really is an insight) concerns the nature of
the compositional process in general rather than the particular quality of
the music being analyzed.
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CuHaAaPrPTER FOUR

FORMAL APPROACHES
TO ANALYSIS

I What is meant by a ‘formal approach’?

As its simplest ‘formal analysis’ means any kind of analysis that involves
coding music into symbols and deducing the musical structure from the
pattern these symbols make. Traditional analysis of form, which codes
one thematic block as ‘A’ and another as ‘B’, is therefore an example of
formal analysis, but the methods to be described in this chapter code
music into symbols at a much more detailed level; they are not therefore
simply concerned with ‘form’ in the traditional sense.!

Fig. 51 Schubert, Heidenréslein
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! In this book I make a distinction of terminology between ‘formal analysis’ and
‘analysis of form’, but elsewhere ‘formal analysis’ can have either meaning. Or
sometimes people use the term ‘formalistic’ for the kind of analysis this chapter is

about.
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But the most important thing that groups together various
methods of musical analysis as ‘formal’ is not the specific techniques that
they share so much as a basic attitude to musical structure. In order to
understand the point of the techniques of formal analysis it is important
to be clear what this attitude is, so we shall look at an analysis which is
not formal in any technical sense (that is, it doesn’t use symbolic coding)
but which nevertheless betrays a formalistic conception of music. The
analysis is of Schubert’s Heidenroslein (Fig. 51) and it comes from Jeffrey
Kresky’s book Tonal Music.! This book systematically develops a more
or less Schenkerian method of analysis from the simplest logical and
perceptual observations of music; it altogether ignores the theory and
jargon of Schenkerian analysis and in fact does not even mention
Schenker’s name. Kresky’s analysis of Heidenrdslein, as might be ex-
pected, discovers a fundamental line (though he does not use the term)
which begins with B, moves through A, and terminates with the G in
the lower vocal register at bar 14; this motion being recapitulated in the
singer’s last three notes. And, like any Schenkerian, Kresky sees the
move from G major through B minor to D major (bars 5-10), which
coincides with the voice’s excursus away from the register of the
fundamental line, as a prolongation of the initial triadic sonority. But
neither the procedure nor the tone of Kresky’s analysis is conventionally
Schenkerian. He begins by ‘slicing’ the music into two-bar units, which
he then associates into larger units, on the basis of surface features such
as recurrences, changes of texture and fermata (Fig. 52). He then
analyzes each of the intermediate-level ‘slices’ (or segments, as most
people would call them) in order to show that each ‘expresses’ a given
triad. Thus in bars 14 the vocal line is an arpeggiation of the tonic triad
while, he argues, each of the four lines in the piano part ‘expresses’ a
single member of that triad, elaborated by means of neighbour notes or
other linear motions. Bars 5-10 also ‘express’ the G major triad, but at a
higher level since the arpeggiation here forms the bass of a series of root
position chords — so that, unlike the first segment, the second is tonally
open (its I-V circuit, of course, being reversed in the third and final
segment). And at this point Kresky makes a typically formalistic ob~
servation: ‘just as the first phrase grows out of the G-major triad
expressed by the first measure, the entire piece grows out of the
G-major triad expressed by the first phrase. Note that the first measure
is one-fourth of the first phrase, and the first phrase is just one-fourth of
the composition’ (p. 74). What motivates this statement is a belief that

1 University of Indiana Press, 1978.
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any musical form is the expansion of a kernel structure of some kind, an
expansion that works hierarchically according to more or less strict rules
- 50 that the analyst’s job becomes one of working out just what these
rules are in any given case.

Fig- 52
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Is this really so different from the Schenkerian conception of music
prolonging a fundamental structure? It is and it isn’t. The essential
difference is that Kresky, with his boxes-within~-boxes approach,
stresses the static aspects of musical structure; he sees it synoptically, as a
pattern. He does not see it psychologically, as a process taking place
through time — which is how a normal Schenkerian would approach this
piece, asking ‘how is the music experienced as being directed towards an |
ending?’ This difference of approach is evident even in Kresky’s use of
the term ‘express’ where a Schenkerian would say ‘prolong’. To see the
primary tone of Heidenrdslein (the B) as ‘prolonged’ means that its
resolution (through A to G) is implied but postponed: it stresses the
psychological experiences of anticipation and delay. But to seec it as
‘expressing’ the G major triad stresses the formal structure the music
presents rather than the effect the music has on a listener, and in fact
other formal analysts use the term ‘present’ in exactly the way Kresky
uses ‘express’. ‘

But does this difference of approach actually matter in practical
terms? The answer is yes, and two examples will illustrate this. Kresky
describes the B minor of bar 8 as ‘the major link between the former and
new tonalities’ (p. 75) — that is between G major and D major. Looking
at the pattern G-B-D nothing is more obvious than the fact that B links
G and D (as successive diatonic thirds, and as members of the G major
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triad). But psychologically the B does not in fact function as a link at all.
To verify this, all you have to do is play through the song to the end of
bar 8, harmonizing the last note with a D major chord instead of B
minor. The cadence on the dominant is perfectly coherent without the
mediant, 50 the B minor cannot be functioning as a link. In fact it is just
the opposite: it is an interrupted cadence and, as the name implies, it
serves to postpone the expected resolution — that is, it has a psycho-
logical function involving the experiencing of musical time. The second
example is Kresky’s description of the A% of bar 9 as *‘mysterious’, on
the grounds that it does not belong to the diatonic set of the current
harmony. Consequently he explains it as a reference back to the B
minor of the previous bar. This explanation seems quite unconvincing
in view of the B minor inflection having been ‘cancelled’ by the A" of the
D major chord at the beginning of bar 9. But what is more important is
the very fact that Kresky feels the A* needs explaining at all — that is,
that he finds what is after all a routine chromatic neighbour note
analytically ‘mysterious’, when it obviously presents no mysteries to the
listener. The reason is that if you explain music in terms of the formal
structures it presents and not in terms of psychological factors like
listeners’ expectations, then the fact that chromatic neighbour notes are
normal in Schubert’s style becomes irrelevant. Instead it becomes
necessary to find an explanation for everything in terms of the structure
of the individual piece under analysis. That is why Kresky analyzes
Heidenroslein rather as if some cataclysm had resulted in the loss of all
other tonal music; he takes nothing for granted.

Where did this formalistic concept of music ‘expressing’ or ‘pre-
senting’ structures come from? In the USA at least (where formal
techniques of analysis are strongest) the most direct source was the
theory of serial music developed by Milton Babbitt and George Perle.
Both emphasized the extent to which serial music was determined by
structural relationships formed by the complete complex of a series in its
various transformations (inversion, retrogression and transposition —
but it is not necessary to understand the details at this point). Now, such
a complex is a purely abstract structure, existing quite independently of
musical time. Perle used the term ‘precompositional’ to denote these
formal properties of the series, thereby distinguishing them from the
‘compositional’ aspects of the music — that is, the manner.in which the
composer chooses to present the formal structure in time by means of
actual musical sounds. You can see how this way of thinking can be
applied to Schenkerian analysis: the fundamental structure is seen as the
abstract precompositional aspect of the music which can be presented
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compositionally in all sorts of different ways — by means of different
prolongations, interruptions or whatever. And it is this distinction
between the logical structure of a piece of music and its presentation
through sound that is at the heart of the formalistic approach. It has been
most forcibly stated by Benjamin Boretz (a colleague of Babbitt’s at
Princeton University, which became a stronghold of formalism under
Babbitt’s influence). According to Boretz ‘we need not ever construct
sounds to construct music, regardless of their indispensability in its
transmission, for once we have extracted their full burden of significant
relational information . . . we have no further musical use to put them
to’.! Naturally, there are general conditions regarding what sounds are
capable of transmitting such relational content: they must not be ex-
cessively quiet, high and so on. But such general conditions are not the
analyst’s concern: as Babbitt puts it, ‘the discovery and formulation of
these constraints fall in the province of the psycho-acoustician’.?

One of the results of this separation between the logical structure of
music on the one hand and its expression in sound on the other has been
a rcinterpretation of Schenker’s analytical method. Conventional
Schenkerian analysis is expressed in terms of a single historical style,
that of Western tonality. But people like Boretz believed that if the
Schenkerian method could be restated in terms of purely logical rela-
tionships between musical structures, then the basic principle of the
method — its conception of music as a series of structural levels — would
become just as applicable to styles other than those of Western tonality.
There is a comparison here to be made with physics. Newtonian physics
is expressed in terms of certain physical conditions that apply to the
universe as it was known in the seventeenth century. Relativity is
expressed in much more abstract terms, and it includes Newtonian
physics in the sense that it provides a theory of what' happens under
those same physical conditions. But equally it also provides a theory of
what happens under any other conceivable conditions, so that relativity
is of a much more general application than Newtonian physics. In just
the same way, what Boretz and other neo-Schenkerians were aiming to
do was to generalize the Schenkerian method, so that while it would’
explain what happens under the particular stylistic conditions of tonal
music, it would equally explain what would happen under any other
conceivable stylistic conditions. Boretz set out a very comprehensive

! ‘Metavanations (II)’, Perspectives of New Music, Spring/Summer 1970, p. 63.

2 ‘Past and Present Concepts of the Nature and Limits of Music’, in Boretz and
Cone (eds.), Perspectives on Contemporary Music Theory, Norton, 1972, p.9.
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theory along these lines in 2 widely known (though possibly not so
widely read) series of articles called ‘Metavariations’, which set out a
hierarchical model applicable to all music. It began with simple dis-
criminations of identity or non-identity in terms of pitch and time: this
was the most elementary level of musical structure as he saw it, and one
shared by all musical cultures. It then structured these elementary dis-
criminations by means of various logical rules or operations (which
were expressed in terms of symbolic logic), and these generated higher
levels of musical structure. Not all these rules applied to all music. For
example, higher levels of musical structure could be generated by rules
determining either the order of events or their content: the first
corresponded to serial, and the second to tonal, music. So at these
intermediate levels different types of musical organization were being
distinguished. At the highest level it was individual pieces that were
being distinguished from one another. Accordingly analyzing music,
for Boretz as for other formalists, meant devising a series of formal rules
showing how the structure of the individual piece (or at least the best
possible approximation of it) could be reconstructed from the
elementary discriminations of pitch and time common to all music.
How far is Schenkerian analysis recognizable in its new guise?* The
logical structure of Schenkerian analysis is still there: that is, the series of
structural levels from the most to the least determinate (although there
is a change of emphasis, in that Schenkerian analysis is mainly con-
cerned with working from the foreground to the background, whereas
neo-Schenkerian analysis concentrates on the way in which the
background generates the foreground). But what is not still there is the
psychological structure of Schenkerian analysis. The Schenkerian
question — ‘how is the music experienced as directed motion?” — is
replaced by a new one: ‘how can the score be shown to be logically
structured?’ or perhaps more accurately ‘how should we recode the score
so that its formal unity will become self-evident?” One aspect of this we
commented on apropos of Kresky: where the Schenkerian analyst is
interested in the psychological experience of time, the formal analyst
conceives structure statically, in terms of logical patterns. But an equally
important aspect is that whereas Schenkerian analysis uses the experience
of music as its raw material, formal analysis quite literally analyzes the

L If you would like to make a detailed comparison between a Schenkerian and a
neo~Schenkerian analysis, you might contrast Schenker’s and Boretz’s analyses of
the first therne of Brahms’s Fourth Symphony. Schenker’s analysis is in Free
Composition, Fig. 81 (2); Boretz’s is in ‘Metavariatons (IV)’, Perspectives of New
Music, Spring/Summer 1973, p. 160.
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score. It does so for what formal analysts consider a very good reason,
which is that we can make precise and objective statements about
musical scores whereas we can only talk about our experience of music
in an imprecise and subjective manner. (Boretz makes fun of analytical
methods based on concepts such as expectation or surprise by asking
what reason we have for considering these reactions more significant
than those of another listener who goes to sleep.) To appreciate this you
have to realise that the formal approach did not arise for purely musical
reasons. It also reflected a general reaction at the time against loose and
impressionistic thinking, a reaction associated with logical positivism
and in particular with Camap, Goodman and Quine — philosophers who
repeatedly crop up in essays by Boretz and other formalists. Babbitt put
this viewpoint very clearly when he wrote: ‘There is but one kind of
language, one kind of method for the verbal formulation of “concepts”™
and the verbal analysis of such formulations: “scientific” language and
“scientific” method . . . Statements about music must conform to those
verbal and methodological requirements which attend the possibility of
meaningful discourse in any domain’.! There are two possible views on
this. One is that to talk in ‘scientific’ terms about the patterns of
symbols in musical scores makes it altogether impossible to say any-
thing worthwhile about music as a humane artefact; the point being that
musical scores are not texts, they are merely a convenient though rather
inaccurate way of representing musical sounds for purposes of
performance. (More on this in Chapter 6.) The other view is that
however little formal techniques of analysis may tell us about music,
they at least tell us it in precise and explicit terms. Both views are
defensible. Which you hold really depends on what sort of person you
are.

On the whole formal methods of analysis have not made a lot of
impact as regards the tonal repertoire. (If people read Boretz on the first
cighteen bars of Brahms’s Fourth Symphony, they do so to find out
about Boretz rather than Brahms — which is a way of saying that Boretz
counts for more as a theorist than as an analyst.) Where formal methods
have had more of an impact is in dealing with early music, twentieth-
century music, and non-Western music — repertoires to which Schenker’s
method (or for that matter Meyer’s or Reti’s) cannot be applied very
successfully. And in the USA the main example of a formal approach is
sct-theoretical analysis.

! Past and Present Concepts of the Nature and Limits of Music, p. 3.
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II Set-theoretical analysis

Fig. 53 shows the last of Schoenberg’s Six Little Piano Pieces Op. 19. You
cannot analyze this piece in terms of traditional tonal structure, in the way
Kresky analyzed Heidenréslein; there is no tonic (at least, how could you
decide what the tonic is?), and there is not the same kind of triadic
elaboration you find in Schubert. What people usually do when faced with
atonal music like this is to pick out certain things they regard as significant
and ignore the rest. For example, you might pick out such familiar
formations as the superimposed fourths in bars 1 and 5, or the whole-tones
that become increasingly prominent in bars 5-6. Or you might pick out
motifs that recur within this piece, for instance the way in which the
prominent E ~ D¥ of bars 3 — 4 is echoed in the middle of the texture in bar
8. But picking out things and ignoring the rest in this way is like picking
out triads in a tonal piece and ignoring the underlying structure which they
prolong — which is precisely what Schenkerian analysis teaches us not to
do. The aim of set-theoretical analysis, which was evolved by Allen Forte
(the same Allen Forte we met in Chapter 2), is to provide the same kind of
insight into the underlying structure of atonal music that Schenkerian
analysis provides into tonal music: as Forte himself puts it, it ‘establishes a
framework for the description, interpretation and explanation of any
" atonal composition’.? _

Let us begin in the same way as Kresky began with Heidenroslein
ind slice Op. 19/6 into sections. Fig. 53 shows how it falls into six
. iections labelled from A to F, which are distinguished from each other

on the basis of surface features like texture, thythm and dynamics. Now
vhat we want to do is establish a network of relations between these
rarious sections comparable to the Kresky diagram reproduced in Fig.
52, but without using the same kind of reductive techniques that are
appropriate for tonal music. For example, we do not want to say that
he D* in the left hand at bar 3 is an inessential note and the E that
ollows it an essential one, or the other way round, because we do not
know what would make one note essential and another one inessential
in an atonal piece. So rather than risk making inappropriate selections
rom the notes in each section, we shall try and see what structural
.2clations exist between the entire content of each section considered as a
harmonic unit. All we will assume is that register makes no difference to
1 The Structure of Atonal Music, Yale University Press, 1973, p. 93. For a recent re-

evaluation of set-theoretical analysis, see Forte’s ‘Pitch-class set analysis today’. in
Musical Analysis, 4 (1985), pp. 29-58.
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Fig. 53 Schoenberg, Op. 19/6, with segmentation
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the harmonic function of a note — in other words that, as in tonal
harmony, a C functions the same way regardless of what octave it
appears in. (In jargon, what we are interested in is pitch classes — Cs in
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general — and not pitches, such as this high C, that low C.) What this
means is that our analysis will be based on what is shown in Fig. 54: we
are using this as a working model of the music, hoping that the most
important aspects of the original piece’s structure are retained in this
simplified version.!

Fig. 54
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Certain relations between the harmonic content of the various
sections are immediately obvious. For example, the content of section B
includes the content of section A, and similarly the content of section F
includes that of section A. Actually you do not need Fig. 54 to tell you
that! But without it you might not notice that the content of section E
includes the content of section ID — you can see this in the score, to be
sure, but Fig. 54 makes it easier to see, while Fig. 55 spells out the
relationship in two different ways. So far we have looked only for literal
inclusion relationships — that is, where the pltch classes of one section
include the pitch classes of another. (This is like saying a dominant
seventh on G includes the G triad.) But one section might include the
content of another, only at some transposition (in the way that the
dominant seventh on G includes the E major triad when transposed by

1 Is this sense? See the discussion of Op. 19/3 in Chapter 10.
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a third). This is the relation between sections B and D of
Schoenberg’s piece, and Fig. 56 spells out how it works. However, we
do not have to limit ourselves to the inclusion and transposition
relationships you get in tonal harmony: we can look for other rela-
tionships too. For instance, the content of one section might include
the content of another section only when it is inverted: and in fact this
is the relationship between sections A and E. You can see that this is so
from the music notation in Fig. 57. However, as the relationships we
are dealing with become more complicated, so they become in-
creasingly difficult to handle by means of conventional notation. So
you may find it easier to see this kind of relationship if we use
numerals instead. We shall call the lowest note of each group ‘0’ and
represent the other notes in it by the number of semitones by which
they are higher than the lowest note. The lowest note of section E is
C, so this becomes 0, C' becomes 1, and so on. This means that
we can write the harmonic content of section E as [0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8,
11] and that of section A as {0, 1, 2, 4, 6, 7]. So the numerals in Fig. 57
mean exactly the same as the music notation, and they make it a little
easier to pick out the notes from each section that correspond to each
other under inversion: you simply look for pairs of numbers that give
the same value when added together (here the value happens to be 8,
but this depends on the transpositional relationship between the two
sets of notes). Some people find this kind of mathematical notation
off-putting: it looks so abstract, like an arithmetic primer. But really it
is no more abstract than the usual note-letter notation; it is just
different. You may find it useful to practise sight-singing from these
numbers. It is quite easy to pick up, and you can sing the notes as you
scan the numerals, looking for patterns.

What have we done so far? We have found three ways in which
the pitch content of the various sections in Op. 19/6 can relate to each

Fig. 56
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Fig. 57
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other: by literal inclusion, by inclusion under transposition, and by
inclusion under inversion. Now there is a further type of relationship
that is important in this piece, and it is based on complementation. What
is complementation? Take the pitch content of section F. It includes ali
the notes of the chromatic scale, except C¥, D, D¥ and E. And that
means that these four notes are the complement of the eight notes in
section F. In other words the complement of any given set of notes is
simply all the other notes that together make up the chromatic scale.
And we shall discover a whole lot more relations between the sections
of Op. 19/6 if we take complementation into account. For example,
there is not any direct relationship between the content of section F and
that of section E — neither includes the notes of the other, whether
literally, under transposition or under inversion. But section E does
include the complement of section F, that is to say Ct, D, D* and E; Fig.
58 shows this, using a symbol derived from mathematics (F) to indicate
the complement of F. So here we have the literal inclusion of a com-
plement. Naturally, then, we can also have the inclusion of a com-
plement under transposition. Actually there are three such relationships
between the sections of Op. 19/6: E includes both the transposed
complement of B and the transposed complement of C, while B in-

Fig. 58

E.: | F: F:

is the complement P 1 0

of F. 12 5

2 ﬁ 3 6

- 3 4 7

E: " > o

6 9

T 10

8 11

-
-

128



Formal Approaches to Analysis

is a transposition which is the complement
of ; of F.
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cludes the transposed complement of F. Fig. 59 spells out the last of
these: you can work out the other two for yourself if you want to. And,
again as you would expect, there is a final way in which two sets of
notes can relate to each other, which is when one includes the com-
plement of the other under inversion. There is one instance of this in
Op. 19/6: the complement of A includes the inversion of D, and Fig. 60
shows this.

Fig. 60
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Unless you have a bent for this kind of thing, all this talk of
inversion and complementation may be making your head ache: but if
you look back through Figs. 5560 you’ll see that the musical rela-
tionships we are talking about are really very simple and straightfor-
ward; it is merely that some of them are unfamiliar. And when you take
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all these relationships together, they can tell you a surprising amount
about the structure of the piece as a whole. First let us express the
relation of each section to every other section by means of a kind of
mileage chart (Fig. 61). You read this like you read the charts that tell
you the distance between towns, except that what it is telling you is
whether or not we have been able to establish a relationship between the
sections in question. If such a relationship exists, then the square is
blacked in. For exampile, if you look at the entries for section C you will
see that the only section which relates to it is E. On the other hand if you
look at the entries for E, you will see that it is related to every other
section of the piece. In other words we have established a pattern of
relationships between each of the various sections of the piece that
shows what relates to what, and we can make the formal consequences
of this more easily visible if we draw a chart like Fig. 62. This embodies
precisely the same information as Fig. 61 (the lines between sections
represent relationships), and it makes it obvious how everything relates
to E, whereas C is as it were out on a limb; there is no direct relationship
between C and either the section before it or the section after it. And, if
you think about it, this means something very like what Schenker’s
chart showing an ‘interrupted’ progression was saying (Fig. 16 above).
In each case the analysis is saying that there is not a direct relationship
between the two adjacent formations: they only relate to each other
indirectly, in that both of them have a direct relationship to some third
formation.

We have succeeded in our original aim. We now have what we
were looking for, an underlying structure comparable to a Schenkerian

Fig. 61
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Fig. 62

middleground; and it would be quite easy to complete the analysis in the
way Kresky completed his, by looking for ways in which surface details
in the music ‘express’ this underlying structure. And though what I
have done is not really a proper set-theoretical analysis (as you will see,
Allen Forte presents things rather differently), it should have given you
some idea of what set-theoretical analysis is about. But the way I did it
was not very convenient. | simply talked about ‘the harmonic content of
A’. But suppose there had been another section with the same harmonic
content? Or suppose I had wanted to compare this piece with another
one in which the same pitch class formation was found? What is wanted
is a standardized way of referring to these pitch class formations wher-
ever they are found. And the basis of set-theoretical analysis proper, as
set out by Forte in his book The Structure of Atonal Music, is 2 complete
listing of every possible pitch class formation that can appear in any
piece of atonal music.

That sounds impossible! But the number of possible formations is
reduced to manageable proportions by two restrictions. The first is that
only formations of between three and nine different pitch classes are
considered. Why is this? Suppose that section E in Op. 19/6 had con-
sisted not of nine notes but of twelve — in other words, that the content
of E had been the entire chromatic scale. In this case showing that its
harmonic content included that of the other sections would have been
totally meaningless: everything is contained within the content of the
chromatic scale, from Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony to Stockhausen’s
Zeitmasse. At the other extreme, recall what I said in the last chapter
about how meaningless it would be to derive music from a single
motivic cell consisting of a second (p. 109 above). At either extreme

131



A Guide to Musical Analysis

everything can be derived from anything. That is why Forte restricts
himself to a central range of sizes in which the relationships you find are
likely to be of some significance. So that was the first way in which the
number of possible pitch class formations is kept within manageable
proportions. The second has to do with the fact that in this kind of
analysis we are interested in pitch class formations regardless of the
particular transposition in which they occur, and regardless of whether
they appear one way up or in inversion. Let us use the content of section
D in Op. 19/6 as an example, writing it numerically (but you can read it
as music if you like). We do not want to have one name for [0, 1, 2, 5],
another name for transpositions like [1, 2, 3, 6] and another name for
inversions like [0, 11, 10, 7]; we want all of these to have the same name,
so that whenever we come across one of them we will immediately be
able to see that it is the same as the others. And this is what Forte does.
Each of these is a different version of a single pitch class set — or pc set, as
Forte abbreviates it — which, as it happens, he calls 44. The first 4
means that there ar