Part IV: Evaluation



Chapter 8: Analysisand performance

In this chapter | examine whether Schoenberg's performance aesthetics and practice have
the potential to shed new light on the analysis of his music. | have chosen Harald Krebs's
anaysis of 'Vase de Chopin' in his book Fantasy Pieces as a case study of post-
Schenkerian analysis.* | examine both his analysis of the song and his view of the relation
between anaysis and performance. Kerbs's case study is suitable since he bases his
anaysis on the score and ignores performance. The fact that he ignores performance
affects the results of his analysis. Although other case studies could have been chosen,
this one is especially interesting since it relates to aspects of time, which are cardina in
Schoenberg’ s performance aesthetics and practice.

Fantasy Pieces is inspiring with its large perspective on aspects of meter in music
and musical theory. Krebs is well acquainted with the major theories on metrical conflict
of nineteenth- and twentieth-century authors: from the nineteenth-century he mentions
authors such as Hector Berlioz, F.-J. Fétis, Hugo Riemann; from the twentieth-century he
refers to Grosvenor Cooper and Leonard Meyer's Rhythmic Structure of Music (1960),
Wallace Berry's Sructural Functions (1976), Lerdahl and Jackendoff's Generative
Theory of Tonal Music (1983), Jodl Lester's Rhythms of Tonal Music (1986), articles by
Carl Schachter, and others. Krebs's theory may be seen as an attempt to apply Schenker's
thoughts on tonality to musical metre. Since the 1970s Schenkerian analysis has become
increasingly widespread in the USA, Britain, and elsewhere. Many contemporary
anaytical methods owe much to Schenker. Krebs writes: 'In this book | investigate the
pathology of musical meter — the manifold disruptive and distortive conditions that affect

what we generally call "the meter" of amusical work.' He takes as his main case study the

! Harald Krebs, Fantasy Pieces: Metrical Dissonances in the Music of Robert Schumann (New York &
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), 244-248. As the page numbers reveal, this analysisis only a small
part of Krebs's book.



music of Robert Schumann. Yet, he clams: 'l could just as well have based the book on
the music of Beethoven, Brahms, or other composers’; and indeed he includes in his book
shorter analyses of pieces by Berlioz, Chopin, Clara Schumann, Ives and Schoenberg.
The ontological status of Krebs's approach is examined here in relation to my own, which
is based on Schoenberg's performance aesthetics and practice.

| argue in chapter 3 that Schoenberg's late performance aesthetics implicitly
advocates a type of analysis that would be today termed ‘performance analysis. In order
to understand the differences between Krebs's approach and my alternative, 1 will
describe some of the basic assumptions of these two perspectives. My use of the word
‘perspectives’ isnot arbitrary. Carl Dahlhaus suggests that both Schoenberg and Schenker
were occupied by the same question: ‘how musical coherence is to be established... [Yet]
between the answers that Schoenberg and Schenker gave to the same question lies a gulf
which could hardly [be] imagined deeper'.? He goes on to suggest that one ‘could of
course simply dismiss one of the theories as false, or alternatively maintain that music is
nothing but a substratum of acoustics, which may be stamped arbitrarily with categorical
formulations of differing extremes. But a historian who does not wish to surrender either
to dogmatism or to scepticism must attempt to explain how it is possible for Schoenberg's
and Schenker's interpretations of musical tradition to coexist'. | do not wish to negate the
possibility of a post-Schenkerian anaysis of Schoenberg's music. On the contrary, |
would like to adapt Dahlhaus's approach and suggest that Krebs's method of analysis can
coexist with my aternative, despite the great differences between the two.

| start with areview of Schoenberg's thought on the relation between performance
and analysis, and then continue by presenting Krebs's approach to the subject. | say afew

words on the gulf between Schenker’s and Schoenberg’s ideas, before reviewing Krebs's

2 Carl Dahlhaus, Schoenberg and the New Music, 'Schoenberg and Schenker', 139.
Ibid.



anaysis of 'Vase de Chopin' and offering my aternative. The chapter concludes with a
discussion on the relation between performance and analysis. The knowledge gathered in
the previous chapters is applied here in order to show that it can function as a catalyst for
aternative analyses of Schoenberg's music, and in order to demonstrate that one should

be cautious about one’ s assumptions concerning the power of analysis.

Schoenberg on analysis and performance

One of the things that made Schoenberg an internationally recognized musical figure was
his book Harmonielehre (Theory of Harmony) from 1911. He held theory and analysis
classes during most of his life and wrote several books on counterpoint, composition and
harmony. Did this world-famous theorist expect performers to analyze the music they
perform? Schoenberg’'s performance writings that were mentioned in chapters 2 and 3 do
not answer this question. In this section | will examine other relevant writings by
Schoenberg and several testimonies of performers who worked with him, in order to
clarify thisissue.

In 1948 Schoenberg wrote the following in his Sructural Functions of Harmony:

Beauty, an undefined view, is quite useless as a basis for aesthetic discrimination,
and so is sentiment.

This discussion would fail in its main purpose if the damage wreaked by the
performer'signorance of the functions of harmony were to remain undiscussed.

Listening to a concert, | often find myself unexpectedly in a ‘foreign country’, not
knowing how | got there; a modulation has occurred which escaped my comprehension. |
am sure that this would not have happened to me in former times, when a performer's
education did not differ from a composer's.

Great conductors like Nikisch, Mahler and Strauss were aware of the gradua
alteration in the texture which precedes a modulation and results in a 'change of scenery’,
the introduction of a contrast. A musician's culture and sense of form is acquired by a
thorough education and knowledge. Such a musician will make a modulation lucid by
'vitalizing' the appropriate voices. Then the listener will not awake suddenly 'as in a
foreign country'.

Hans Richter, the renowned Wagnerian conductor, was once passing by a studio
in the Vienna Opera House, and stopped surprised by the unintelligible sound he heard
from within. A coach who had been engaged for this post, not because of his musical
talents, but because of a powerful protector, was accompanying a singer. Furiously



Richter opened the door and shouted: 'Mr. F---thal, if you plan to continue coaching you
must first buy a book on harmony and study it!"
Here was a conductor who believed in harmony and in education.*

In spite of this text, Schoenberg did not write in any of his performance manuscripts
explicitly about the type of analysis that the performer must undertake. One must
remember that Structural Functions of Harmony was aimed to assist music students from
America whose musical level was much lower than what Schoenberg was accustomed to
in Europe. It seems to me that this text should be read in the light of his Theory of
Performance’ and other late documents mentioned in chapter 3, which attack Toscanini
for being musically ignorant. It is probable that this text was an expression of
Schoenberg's view that his music was being ignored in America. After al, there is no
evidence suggesting that Schoenberg required performers to conduct analyses in order to
perform. The contrary is true.

On 27 July 1932 Schoenberg wrote to Kolisch that the latter had correctly worked

out the series of Schoenberg's Third String Quartet. He continued:

Y ou must have gone to a great deal of trouble ... But do you think one's any better off for
knowing it? | can't see it that way ... this [the serieg] isn't where the aesthetic qualities
reveal themselves ... | can't utter too many warnings against overrating these analyses,
since after al they only lead to what | have always been dead against: seeing how it is
done; whereas | have always helped people to see: what it is! | have repeatedly tried to
make Wiesengrund understand this, and also Berg and Webern. But they won't believe
me... The only sort of analysis there can be any question of for me is one that throws the
ideainto relief and shows how it is presented and worked out. It goes without saying that
in doing this one mustn't overlook artistic subtleties.

From this letter it seems that Schoenberg did not expect performers to attempt to work
out the series of his twelve-tone compositions.
Severa people from Schoenberg's circle gave seemingly contradictory

testimonies concerning whether technical analysis was carried out in their rehearsals, for

* Arnold Schoenberg, Sructural Functions of Harmony (New York and London: Norton, 1954), 195-196.
Mr. F---thal can be identified as Eugen, Elder von Frohlichsthal. See Wilhelm Beetz, Das Wiener
Opernhaus 1869 1955 (Vienna, Zirich: Panorama, 1955), 113.

® A9, 164-165. The German original can be found in Arnold Schoenberg, Briefe, ed. Erwin Stein (Mainz:
B. Schott's S6hne, 1958).



instance in Joan Smith's’ interview from the early 1970s with Eugen Lehner, Marcel Dick

and Felix Galimir:’

Smith: When Schoenberg was leading rehearsals when you were playing, did he have the
same sort of approach to Mozart and Beethoven that he would have had to his own
work?

Eugen Lehner: Of course. More, much more even, because this music he understood. And
so everything was creating a certain problem, you know, either in the construction, in
the harmony, or how to placeit in anything.?

Smith: In the rehearsals, did Schoenberg ever discuss more structural aspects of his
pieces?

Marcel Dick: No ... What happened in his workshop, that was something that belonged to
the workshop.®

Smith: Did they [Webern, Jalowetz, and Steuermann] ever discuss the structural aspects
of pieceswith you?

Felix Galimir: Oh, very much so. Enormously!

Smith: What did they discuss?

Galimir: Oh, well, structure, the form of the piece, the variation and so on, whatever there
was to discuss, very much so. Very intensive, oh yes. Also, the harmonic things. No
matter how it was with twelve-tone, but that, suddenly, this C-sharp comesin, and you
know, there are functions of notes, special functions, which were very important.*

In addition, Erwin Ratz reported that Schoenberg did not offer analytical comments
during ten open rehearsals in 1918 where the latter conducted his Kammer symphonie, Op.
9. He spoke only about 'the purely musical interpretations, such as accelerando,
crescendo, decrescendo’.™* These testimonies are not contradictory if Dick and Ratz on

the one hand, and Lehner and Galimir on the other had different ideas about what it is to

discuss structural elements. For Dick and Ratz it meant rigorous analysis of the type 'that

® Joan Allen Smith's Schoenberg and His Circle (see Smith) from 1986 documents important oral
testimonies of some of the people in Schoenberg's inner and outer circles. It is a valuable source of
secondary material although it barely touches upon Schoenberg's writings.

" Eugen Lehner was a violist with the Kolisch Quartet since 1927. Marcel Dick was a violist in the Wiener
Streichquartett (later Kolisch Quartet) from 1922 to 1927. He participated in numerous first performances
of Schoenberg's works. Felix Galimir was first violinist of the Galimir Quartet, which gave many
performances of works by members of the Schoenberg circle. This information is quoted from Smith, 269-
289.

8 Smith, 110-111.

% bid., 111.

191pid., 112. Note that the discussion here is on Webern, Jalowetz and Steuermann, and not on Schoenberg.
Yet Webern and Steuermann were seen in these days as implementing Schoenberg's wish concerning the
preparation of performances. | will elaborate on their role when discussing the Society for Private Musical
Performances.

" Ibid., 76



belonged to the workshop' that Schoenberg held for his composition students; for Lehner
and Galimir it meant the kind of discussion that normally occurred between educated
performers in Vienna, one that did not demand or result from a thorough analysis of the
score,

Erwin Stein, a student of Schoenberg, argued in his book Form and Performance
that analyses (that were commonly used in the 1950s and before) do not help the
performer.’? This resonates with Schoenberg's doubts, expressed in the aforementioned
letter to Kolisch, about the virtues of analyses that do not throw ‘the idea into relief’ and
show 'how it is presented and worked out'. It seems that although Schoenberg expected
performers to be musically educated, he did not suppose that a thorough analysis would
be conducted before performing music. there might be some analytical process, yet
nothing on the level of Schenkerian (or Krebsian) analysis. The fact that Schoenberg did
not insist that performers should conduct analyses before performing has great
importance. It means that he did not consider analysis as a single, constraining path to
music making. Although Schoenberg did not consider his theory as binding for
performers, | will demonstrate below how his performance practice (as well as that of
others) can be a source of authority that can inform analysis. Before doing so, | will
examine Krebs's and Schoenberg's thoughts on the relation between performance and
anaysis, and say a few words on the differences between Schoenberg’'s and Schenker’s

approaches to music.

12 Stein, Form and Performance, 12-14. Quoted in Jonathan Dunsby, Performing Music: Shared concerns
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 43-44.



Krebs on performance and analysis

Krebs's approach is by no means extraordinary in the academic world.*® Krebs feels the
need to ‘stress the importance of analysis' claiming that if performers do not carry out a
thorough analysis 'from the smallest hints to the broadest conflicted expanses they ‘will
not be able to feel and convey the tension that appertains to them'.* For Krebs, conscious
knowledge is the key to feeling and conveying the music in performance, and analysis is
the means of gaining it. Here is Schenker's view on this matter: 'What is essential [for
performance] is a thorough knowledge of all laws of composition. Having enabled the
composer to create, these laws, in a different way, will enable the performer to recreate
the composition... There is thus no paradox in my claim that it is the great masters of
composition who must be considered the best performers!™ In spite of the differences
between these views, both Schenker and Krebs hold the basic assumption that analysis
reveals a hidden meta-narrative which is completely binding for the performer and

anyone who wishes to communicate or apprehend music. Krebs argues.

Metrical conflicts and their resolutions must be conveyed to the listener in the clearest
possible fashion... In order to play metrically conflicted passages properly, you must
know precisely where they begin and where they end. Hence, you must take the time to
analyze with some care the work that you are preparing... You must discover not only
where the conflicted passages are, but aso how they are constructed, that is you must
search out the various layers of which they are composed.'®

Krebs's discourse (especialy his use of the word 'must’) implies that he sees analysis as

the path that the performer must take in order to perform successfully.*’

3 1n his 2002 article '‘Analysis and (or?) performance’, John Rink reviews some of the historical approaches
to thisissue. In Rink02, 35-58.

4 K rebs, Fantasy Pieces, 184.

5 Heinrich Schenker, The Art of Performance, ed. Heribert Esser, trans. Irene Schreier Schott (Oxford,
New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 3-4. See also Schenker's negative view of performers who do
not have a 'thorough knowledge of all laws of composition' in 'On the degeneracy of the Virtuoso', at 83-84.
16 K rebs, Fantasy Pieces, 178.

" For a discussion on such discourse see John Rink, ‘Review Article' on Wallace Berry, Musical Structure
and Performance, in Music Analysis, 9/3 (1990), 319-339.



Although Krebs gives much advice to the performer in chapter 7 of his book
entitled 'Performing Metrical Dissonances, he does not take into consideration the
different cultural contexts of performance. | mentioned in chapter 3 the 1909 letter to
Busoni criticizing the latter's transcription of Schoenberg's Op. 11 no. 2, where
Schoenberg wrote: 'l never stay in time! Never in tempo!™® The issue of not playing
strictly in tempo yet following the score did not seem to be a contradiction for
Schoenberg. It seems that Schoenberg's own view on performance here is completely at
odds with that of Krebs; this is revealed in Krebss following argument: 'Displacement
depends upon placement, that is, on the positioning of accents in relation to the
established metrical framework. If one waits even a moment too long when embarking on
a displaced passage, the displacement becomes distorted; the constituent layers (metrical
and antimetrical) may even become confused, the displaced layer sounding like a
continuation of an established metrical layer'® What does 'too long mean?
'Displacement’ can be undistorted even in flexible tempos, yet it seems that Krebs would
probably not tolerate the extreme rhythmic flexibility of Schoenberg's 1940 performance
practice in 'Vase de Chopin'. What may seem 'too long' in today's performance aesthetics
was quite reasonable before the First World War and even in 1940 when Schoenberg
recorded Pierrot lunaire. Krebs ignores cultural contexts such as the great shift in
performance practice in the first part of the twentieth century with regard to tempo. The
reason that he does so is because he seeks an objective method that lies beyond cultural
change.

This reveds a crucial difference between Schoenberg's and Schenker's
approaches. For Schenker and Krebs an objective analysis must be conducted if one

wishes to perform the work in a convincing manner. If one does not understand what the

18 Busoni, Selected Letters, 395.
9 K rebs, Fantasy Pieces, 182.



various layers are that Schenker or Krebs identify in analysis then performance would
surely be incoherent in their eyes. Schoenberg, in contrast, did not regard analysis as a

source of authority to which the performer must turn.

The gulf between Schenker and Schoenberg

The 1931 manuscript entitled 'Phrasing’ Schoenberg writes his reaction to what he
understood as Schenker's demand that ‘phrasing must be shaped so as to make motivic
structure clear'.?* Schoenberg recalls Schenker ‘proving a phrasing justified on the ground
of a motivic relationship'.?? Schoenberg claims that in his music he is 'more inclined —
unconsciously, for sure, and often even consciously — to blur motives, a tendency that
will certainly meet with the approva of those who feel in music "life on severa levels'
and who therefore prefer to hear a kind of "counterpoint” between motive and phrase: a
complementary opposition'.”® He argues that since in his own music and aso that of
Mozart there is a tendency to blur motives, any effort to define exactly where a motive
starts and ends would be futile.** He refuses to predefine phrasing or submitting it to the
‘rule’ of motivic relationships.

Another place where the difference between Schoenberg and Schenker is revealed
is their argument on the concepts of form and content. In an article on 'Schoenberg and
the writings of Schenker’, Dunsby singles out one of Schoenberg's glosses in his copy of
Schenker's Kontrapunkt:? 'Content embraces form, that is, if there really is supposed to

be a content which is not already form too. Assuming though that a technique first

% On the complex attitude of Schoenberg to Schenker see Dunsby, 'Schoenberg and Schenker', JAS, 2/1
(October 1977), 26-33.

2 g, 'Phrasing, 1931, 347.

% | bid.

| bid., 348,

2 g, 'Phrasing', 1931, 347-8.

% Neue musikalische Theorien und Phantasien, Vol. 2, Kontrapunkt (Stuttgart: J. G. Cotta'sche
Buchhandlung Nachfolger, 1910). Schoenberg wrote his comments on a pasted-in sheet.



yielded the content, produced it, then ... but this really is nonsense, and it's equally
nonsensical to take it seriously!?®

Behind the issues of phrasing/motivic relationship and content/form lies a
fundamental concept, which is musical coherence. Dahlhaus pointed out that 'Schenker,

when speaking of coherence, meant primarily tonal coherence, whereas Schoenberg

thought of motivic coherence.””” The differenceis crucial:

For Schoenberg musical coherence ... meant logic in sound... a discourse in which even
the smallest detail carried in itself the necessity of its own existence... Musical coherence
in Schenker's theory, unlike Schoenberg's, is not an embodiment of the consegquences
extracted from unrepeatable material, but an unaterable nomos [i.e. fundamenta
structure] which governs the varying formations of the foreground. Schenker, for whom
the nature of a matter is contained in its origin, seeks the law concealed behind the
manifestation. Schoenberg on the other hand, aspiring more to ends than to origins,
follows the consequence that emerge from a musical idea.®

It is true that Schoenberg assumed the existence of a meta-physical coherence or musical
idea behind the music, yet unlike Schenker, he neither formulated clearly what it is, nor
did he propagate a systematic method for revealing it (as the discussion in chapter 3 on

the musical idea shows).

Case study: 'Valse de Chopin'

Before examining Krebs's analysis | would like to say a few words about his method. In
the second chapter of his book Fantasy Pieces, Krebs discusses metrical ‘consonance’ and
'dissonance’, terms that are borrowed from theories of pitch in tonal music. Schenker's
influence on Krebs is especially prominent in the fourth chapter where he discusses how
metrical dissonance may occur within large musical contexts. Krebs begins the chapter by

suggesting that ‘within each musica work a particular consonance — the primary

% Jonathan Dunsby, 'Schoenberg and Schenker', 32.
" Dahlhaus, Schoenberg and the New Music, 139.
% |bid., 139-140.



consonance — assumes the role of the normative state for thiswork... Most musical works
are, in fact, spanned by a succession of metrical consonances and dissonances — a
"metrical progression™.” Krebs raises the following key question: 'To what underlying
progression can the surface progression be reduced? The term "metrical dissonance”
suggests that, by analogy with [Schenker's] pitch theory, dissonance is ornamental and
could be subjected to a reductive process to expose underlying consonances.* Krebs
clams that "The most basic metrical consonance, that to which any metrical progression
would ultimately reduce (by analogy with Schenker's tonic triad) is the primary metrical
consonance. In most works, dissonances, being temporary deviations from the primary
consonance, are perceived as embellishments of that consonance'.® By including
Schoenberg's piece in his so-called 'Carnaval des analyses Krebs implicitly argues that
this piece is metrically tonal.*

Krebs points out that Schoenberg's 'Valse de Chopin' is based upon 'the interaction
of the metrical 6-layer and a 4-layer (1=8")".>* He argues that there is a change of metrical
state in mm. 14, 18, 27, 32 and 41, creating the following metrical narrative: C-D-C-D-C-
D (where C represents metrica consonance and D metrical dissonance). The second,
fourth and sixth metrical parts of the work should be seen, according to Krebs, as
embellishments or ornaments, i.e. ‘temporary deviations from the primary consonance' (to
paraphrase the quotation mentioned above). He explains that 'after the climax’, which he
identifies as occurring in mm. 27-29, 'Schoenberg allows the 4-layer and the dissonance

G6/4 to peter out [see Ex. 8.1].* He abandons the 4-layer briefly at the beginning of m.

% K rebs, Fantasy Pieces, 82.

¥ bid., 83.

% | bid.

% |bid., 187-248.

¥ |bid., 244.

% G stands for 'Grouping dissonance: the association of at least two interpretive layers whose cardinalities
are not multiples/factors of each other; labelled with a"G" followed by aratio of the cardinalities involved'.
Ibid., 254. For an introduction to Krebs's terminology see pages 22-62, as well as a glossary on pages 253-
255,



30, brings it back (now displaced in comparison to the climactic measures) for two more
pulses as the voice reiterates the "3-1" rhythm, then eliminates it entirely for some time
(see the last beat of [m. 31ff.])".* Krebs claims that mm. 30-31 belong to the previous

metrically dissonant passage, and that from m. 32 starts a metrically consonant passage.

% |bid., 245.



Ex. 8. : Pierrot lunaire, 'Valse de Chopin', mm. 27-33.

| will compare the following three recordings of the song, in order to challenge
Krebs's interpretation: Schoenberg's 1940 commercial recording, Pierre Boulez with
Yvonne Minton (voice) from 1977,% and Hans Rosbaud with Jeanne Héricard (voice)
from 1957.%” All three performances imply possibilities for analysing rhythm in 'Valse de
Chopin' additional to what is offered by Krebs's analysis. The first nineteen measures are
performed by all conductors in more or less stable average tempos, yet mm. 27-42 are
played in more flexible tempos. Schoenberg conducts (hear Sound ex. 8.1; CD-57) in the
most flexible tempo compared to Rosbaud (hear Sound ex. 8.3; CD-59), while Boulez
(hear Sound ex. 8.2; CD-58) is relatively stable in this respect. Dunsby argues that ‘an
overall shape is imposed by the reduced tempo after the climax (m. 28ff.)". In a footnote

he writes that 'Schoenberg conveyed the tempo reduction very clearly when conducting

% Yvonne Minton, alto; Michel Debost, flute & piccolo; Antony Pay, clarinet & bass clarinet; Pinchas
Zukerman, violin & viola; Lynn Harrell, violoncello; Daniel Barenboim, piano; Pierre Boulez, conductor
(recorded: I'Eglise du Liban, Paris, France, 20-21 June 1977), Sony Classicall SMK 62020 stereo ADD
(1995) CD (Part I).

37 Jeanne Héricard, voice; members, Sinfonie-Orchester des Siidwestfunks, Baden-Baden (Kraft-Thorwald
Diloo, flute; Otto Voigt, piccolo; Sepp Fackler, clarinet; Hans Lemser, bass clarinet; Gunther Weigmann,
violin; Ulrich Koch, viola; Anton Kasmeier, violoncello; Maria Bergmann, piano); Hans Rosbaud,
conductor (recorded: Musikstudio, Siidwestfunk, Baden-Baden, West Germany, 4-5 April 1957), Wergo
WER 6403-2 (286 403-2) mono AAD (1993) CD.



the 1940 recording.® Note that Schoenberg marked mm. 27-29, which also Krebs
identified as 'the climactic measures of the movement', with a gradual and wide gesture of
tempo decrease in performance, starting at m. 26.* Boulez and Rosbaud, however, treat
this point with sudden tempo changes, compared to Schoenberg. The differencesin tempo
create a context, for the differences between the voice performances, as described in the
following.

Minton sings (see B. in Ex. 8.2) the notes of the ‘3-1" layer on the words 'Heil¥
and ‘jauch-' (with increasing strength) and articulates them sharply; this is in great
contrast with the new note on the word 'siif¥, which is completely unaccented and
perceived as if growing dynamically out of nothing. In this case there is a break which is
affected not by rhythm but by the meaning of the words. It is clear that she is word-
painting the word 'slil3' (sweet) with this special manner of articulation (hear Sound ex.
8.2; CD-58). Héricard, in contrast (see C. in EX. 8.2), sharply accents the notes of the '3-1'
layer on the words 'Heil3, ‘jauch-' and 'stif3, while the word 'schmach-' is unaccented (due
to register?). Also here the break with the '3-1' layer occurs much earlier than that
indicated by Krebs. From m. 30 she interprets the text and the indication ‘ruhiger’ by
changing her speech accent, which sounds more French than previously (hear Sound ex.
8.3; CD-59). Stiedry-Wagner (see A. in Ex. 8.2) changes the articulation on the word 'stif3
from non-vibrato to vibrato. This makes the bresk and the above-mentioned word-
painting less dramatic. The vibrato articulation marked a change between the previous
articulations on the words 'Heil3 and the syllable 'jauch-', and the non-vibrato that occurs
in m. 30 (on the syllable '-cho-'), returning to vibrato articulation on 'di-' (hear Sound ex.
8.1, CD-57). Combined with Schoenberg's flexible and gradua tempo change, this makes

his and Stiedry-Wagner's performance the most gradual of the three. If one seeks not to

% Dunsby, Schoenberg: Pierrot lunaire, 41 and 77 (chapter 4 note 9).
¥ Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, 245.



A. Erika Stiedry-Wagner (Schoenber g conducting) 1940:

B. Yvonne Minton (Boulez conducting) 1977:

C. Jeanne Héricard (Rosbaud conducting) 1957:

Ex. 8.2: Three Voices in recordings of Pierrot lunaire, 'Valse de Chopin', mm. 27-33;
articulations added according to performance.



disregard these pertinent performance features then one discovers that in Schoenberg's
performance, the articulation and dynamics of the voice, as well as the tempo, undermine
any sense of sharp rhythmica change. For Stiedry-Wagner (and Minton) the text was
more important than the metrical dissonance.

At this point | would like to use Schoenberg's performance as a springboard to my
own analysis, which will further investigate not performance issues, but the score. In the
spirit of Schoenberg's performance, | suggest that mm. 30-32 are flexible and thus
somewhat ambiguous as the passage resists being reduced to either a purely consonant or
dissonant meter.

Krebs notes 'that in mm. 30-41 pattern repetitions occur in pairs of measures,
resulting in a 12-layer in addition to the 6-layer; this 12-layer is clearly evident in the
piano part in mm. 30-31, 32-33... these measures recall the metrical consonance of the
opening movement".*® If in mm. 27-29 the voice is consistent in its '3-1 rhythm, this is
disturbed in m. 30 where a triplet is sung on the first beats of mm. 30 and 32 and then
repeated throughout m. 33 (see Ex. 8.1). The triplet in m. 30 breaks the previous *3-1’
rhythm while the flute, which is now the Hauptstimme, and the piano, as noted above,
'recall the metrical consonance of the opening movement'. Moreover, the indication
‘ruhiger’ in m. 30 may suggest that the ‘3-1' rhythm in the voice would probably be
performed with different articulation (for example, as in the performance by Héricard)
than in the previous measures. As the '3-1' rhythm in the voice has a different status in
mm. 30-31 than in the previous ones, so does the triplet on the first beat of mm. 30 and 32
compared to those in m. 33. The triplets in mm. 30 and 32 hint that a new metrical
dissonance (which is ignored by Krebs) will enter in m. 33 — one that is based on the

triplets in the voice, the 6-layer in the flute and bass-clarinet, and the 12-layer in the

“O1bid., 245-246.



piano. This means that in mm. 30-32 there is an unclear situation: in the voice there is the
'3-1' rhythm which remains from the previous measures; there are triplets that will
dominate the following measure; and there is a 12-layer pattern in the piano which
suggests a feeling of rhythmic recapitulation. It is not an easy task to decide where a clear
metrical consonance starts. One could choose between m. 30 (where the 12-layer restarts
and the first triplet appears), m. 32 (where the old '3-1' rhythm ceases to exist), and m. 34
(where the metrical consonance seems to be established). Yet | fal to see whether it is

possible to determine this clearly (or objectively), and moreover whether one must do so.



Ex. 8.3: Pierrot lunaire, 'Valse de Chopin', mm. 15-23

There is another place where | would like to take issue with Krebs. He argues that

in m. 18 there is a change from a metrical dissonant passage to a metrical consonant



passage: in 'm. 18, Schoenberg adds a quarter note to the "3-1" pattern and reiterates the
resulting rhythm ("3-1-2") in the voice part of m. 19 (see Ex. 8.3). The pattern that
created the 4-layer ("3-1") thus becomes a component of a larger pattern that forms a 6-
layer'.** Let us turn, once again, to examine the three recordings of Schoenberg, Boulez
and Rosbaud in order to see whether an aternative to Krebs's analysis can be found. C in
Ex. 8.4 shows that Héricard once again articulates most clearly the metrical changes that
Krebs identifies in his analysis (note that the accent on m. 18, which falls on the piano
accent, takes the rhythm from the piano back to the voice in the following measure).
Rosbaud's extremely slow tempo in this performance and his sudden decrease of tempo at
m. 20, make the quavers sound more measured. A similar decrease of tempo occurs in
Boulez's conducting, yet here the tempo is faster: this makes mm. 20-23 sound more
flowing. Furthermore, Minton does not articulate (see B. in Ex. 8.4) the Sporechstimme in
a manner, which brings out the underlying dissonant meter, as does Héricard. Stiedry-
Wagner's performance, which is usualy accurate with regard to rhythm, performs the a
flat quaver in m. 18 (see A. in Ex. 8.4), a quaver earlier than notated (at the start of the
measure). She brings out the dissonant meter |ess than Héricard and Minton.

| suggest that m. 18 still sounds like part of the piano pattern from the previous
measure (m. 17, see Ex. 8.3). The start of m. 19 sounds more as a reminiscence of the
previous vocal '3-1' pattern (found in mm. 17-18) than to what happened in the piano in
m. 18 (the '3-1-2' pattern that Krebs suggests). The additiona crotchet at the end of the
piano part a m. 18 seems to have afunction similar to that of the triplet in the start of the

voice part inm. 30: it weakens the previous persistent rhythm in order to create an

“L1bid., 245.



A. Erika Stiedry-Wagner (Schoenber g conducting) 1940:

B. Yvonne Minton (Boulez conducting) 1977:

C. Jeanne Héricard (Rosbaud conducting) 1957:

Ex. 84: Three Voices in recordings of Pierrot lunaire, 'Valse de Chopin', mm. 15-23;
articulations added according to performance.



unclear meter (see Ex. 8.3 and hear Sound ex. 8.4; CD-60). From the last beat of m. 19
there is a ritenuto, which intensifies the unstable meter (more in the performances of
Stiedry-Wagner and Minton than in Héricard's). Here, the material does not exclusively
match any of the meters:. in the score Schoenberg avoids accenting the first beat of these
measures with the help of phrasing and dynamics. Even in the slow conducting of
Rosbaud it sounds more like a sequence of quavers than any measured meter. We arrive
at atruly clear consonant meter only in the recapitulation starting in m. 23 (shortly after
the a tempo). Mm. 19-22 are metrically unclear. It seems to me that they resist Krebs's

attempt to reduce them into a pure metrically consonant passage.

Conclusion
In a spirit of self-criticism Krebs admits that 'although these pitch/rhythm analogies are
intriguing, an attempt at rigorous reduction of the metrical progression of an entire work
does not lead to interesting results.** He points out that this view is opposite to the
one he expressed in 1987.* Instead of attempting to carry out rigorous reductions, in the
current book Krebs suggests ‘intuitive, informal reductions to an underlying basic
progression that spans the given work ... such informa "bird's-eye views' of a metrical
progression take us to the heart of a given work — to its most basic metrical "narrative™.*
Krebs's resistance to rigorous reduction is interesting, yet he refuses to give up his dream
of asingle meta-narrative which is binding for both analysts and performers.

In a review that | wrote in 2004 on Krebs book for The World of Music | made
harsher conclusions on his analysis.*> The reason that | changed the conclusion in this

chapter is not in order to soften the criticism but because | changed my mind. Krebs's

“2|bid., p.84.

3 Harald Krebs, 'Some extensions of the concepts of Metrical Consonance and Dissonance.’ in Journal of
Music Theory, 31/1 (1987), 99-120.

“ Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, 84-85.

> Avior Byron, Review of Harald Krebs in Fantasy Pieces, in The World of Music, 46/3 (2004), 159-163.



anaysis is one way of anayzing this music (and mine is another). By offering my
aternative | show that there are other ways, which take performance into consideration
when analyzing. Krebs's analysis is not ‘wrong’: it simply arises from a perspective on
'Vase de Chopin' different from the one that | suggested. It is a way of looking at this
music in spite of the composer's aesthetics. When | criticize his analysis by suggesting
my own, | state my opinion. However, when | criticize his assumption that one must
perform (or analyze) this music in his way, then | claim that this assumption is
problematic. Krebs's method (as well as that of Schenker) and my own alternative are not
reliable ways to reach a hidden objective and scientific truth, but different viewpoints
which are premised on specific ideological and aesthetic assumptions. While Krebs seeks
the ‘bird's-eye views, | fed less comfortable in reducing the so-called ‘foreground’.
While Krebs ‘seeks the law conceadled behind the manifestation’ (see the quotation by
Dahlhaus mentioned above), | feel closer to the approach of Schoenberg: ‘aspiring more
to ends than to origins (ibid.).

The alternative analysis that | suggested is based on Joel Lester’s suggestion that a
'reciprocal discourse [between analysis and performance] would enhance our
understanding of music-theoretical issues as well as performance issues. Such a challenge
could proceed methodol ogically, questioning [the] assertion ... of the inherent superiority
of cognition in creative performance.®® Lester, in other words, proposes that those
engaged in analysis can benefit by approaching their work with reference to performance
issues. His encouragement of a more reciprocal relation between performance and
anaysis undermines the assumption that a single meta-narrative can be constructed. In the
same spirit William Rothstein refers in his article 'Analysis and the Act of Performance'

to the potentialy pluralistic points of view adapted by the performer. Whereas Krebs

“6 Emphasisis mine. Joel Lester, 'Performance and analysis: interaction and interpretation’, in Rink95, 198.



argues that 'metrical conflicts and their resolutions must be conveyed to the listener in the
clearest possible fashion',*’ Rothstein suggests that ‘the performer adopts temporarily the
viewpoint of one or two characters in the drama, so to speak, rather than assuming
omniscience at every moment.® Not only may different layers of metrical conflict be
‘brought out' at different times (as Krebs himself argues later in the chapter), but | would
also suggest that in certain contexts the performer may choose to concea the whole issue
of given metrical conflicts in order to 'bring out' other features. In severa instances
mentioned above, the performers preferred to articulate the text in a manner that did not
‘bring out’ the metrical changes that Krebs anayzed. This does not mean that their
performance is necessarily less successful. It does mean that they deemed other factors,
like the meaning of the text, to be more important at certain moments.

Analysts who no longer believe in the idea that a single meta-narrative may exist
in music can indeed benefit by regarding performance as something that has great
potential to influence their analyses. It is hard to avoid projecting one's own
presumptions on the music one analyses, and some kind of violence is unavoidable.
Confrontation with unexpected interpretations may challenge one's own presumptions
and open a channe for discussion and exchange of opinions. It seems to me that the
anaysts do not have to assume a position of knowing or discovering a single meta-
narrative. The aim should be one of conversing and communicating with others
(performers and not only other analysts) and re-examining one's initial conceptions as a
result of confronting different modes of thought. Such communication is a possible path
to solidarity between music analysts and performers (the common situation is that of
suspicion from both sides). But in order to do so, some performers will need to overcome

the popular belief that good performance is basically a matter of talent or genius, and

“" Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, 178; see earlier quotation.
“8 William Rothstein, 'Analysis and the Act of Performance,' in Rink95, 238.



overcome fears from confronting analysis;, and some music analysts will have to
overcome the fear of listening to and learning from performances, and to give up the
chimerical belief (in force since the Enlightenment) that rationality and cognition are the

ultimate tools for explaining reality in general and music in particular.



