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An attentive visitor to the convent of
San Cugat del Vall6s, situated near
Barcelona and built toward the end
of the twelfth century, will discover
a peculiarity in the capitals of the

cloisters; inserted, apparently without
order between capitals with bibical,
historical, and purely ornamental mo-
tives, are some representing fabulous
creatures and animals. At first sight
this architectural use strikes us as

strangely arbitrary and perhaps mean-
ingless. Thanks to Marius Schneider,
the famous ethnologist of music, our
attention has been called &dquo;to new

ways of investigating&dquo; this kind &dquo;of

romanesque building.&dquo; In his study
Singing Stones his thesis is &dquo;that the

place of no single head within the
sequence of columns of the cloister is
ever accidental, but is determined by
a musical totality-rhythm.&dquo; Consid-
erably transcending the limits of one
specialized discipline the author pro-
vides, in two chapters of his study, the
indispensable preliminary knowledge
for understanding his research. He
concentrates and summarizes findings
on the origin, the nature, and the de-
velopment of the symbolism of sound,
based on archeological, mythological,
ethnological, and musicological re-

search. The results of his research are

published in more detail in El Origen
musical de los animales-simbolos en
la mitologia y la escultura antiguas
(Barcelona, 1946) La Danza de espa-
das y la tarantela (Barcelona, 1948),
Los Cantos de lluvia en Espaiia (Bar-
celona, 1949).
Comprehension and interpretation

of the animal symbols of the capitals

depend, according to Schneider, on
one’s familiarity with mythical con-
ceptions which are current in all

highly developed cultures and must
have been known to the anonymous
builder of the cloisters of San Cugat.
The following are the most signifi-
cant of these concepts.
The primary matter of all that is

created is manifested in the strength
of a primary light tone. As an acoustic
substratum it remains latent in pure
matter in an ossified form; the vol-
canic phonolith is in many places con-
sidered the oldest substance. Creators
and creatures are-according to their
natures-only able to participate in
the deepest sense in the original mat-
ter by singing or rhythmic speaking
in an original language. The sound
of animals which can mediate be-
tween gods and man approaches the
unity of the original language, lost
because it was misused. The animal

symbolically copied in stone corres-
ponds to the utterance of its sounding
archetype which in its turns possesses
a substance of tone which engenders
various mystical relations. In the
course of a long development in the
direction of a rational system this sub-
stances of tones can be rendered by a
definite pitch.

Schneider refers to those mythical
ideas and proceeds from the presup-
position that the animal symbols of
the capitals in San Cugat are not
musical notations but a materializa-
tion of tone. Building on what is
called the &dquo;classical&dquo; Indian musical

theory from the twelfth to the four-
teenth centuries, he translates the
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sound symbols into our modern mu-
sical notation and obtains the follow-

ing equations: the peacock is the sym-
bol for the keynote (sometimes the
subdominant), the singing bird the
dominant, the eagle the subsecond to
the tonic, etc. For each of the seventy-
two pairs of columns Schneider uses a
constant time unit (here a quaver),
arranges the individual sounds into
an aggregate rhythm, and thus gains
forty-two of seventy-two tone values
of a melody. It was indispensable to
look for a pattern for the framework
of melody thus found, a pattern which
had to follow the framework mi-

nutely but also had, for each remain-
ing gap, to show the same number of
temporal values (that is, tones or in-
tervals) which were missing in the
symbolic representation because of
the capitals without animal images.
At this point Schneider’s research

produced a surprising and even sen-
sational result. The experienced mu-
sicologist who had been struck by a
relationship between the melody
frame, obtained by transcription of
symbols, and the antiphonal hymn of
the Gregorian choral Iste confess;,
found at last in a variant of this hymn
the melody which perfectly corres-

ponds to the order of the capitals-
a verse from the hymn to Saint Cu-
cuphatus, the patron saint of the

monastery on whose commemoration

day the melody corresponding to the
order of the capitals is sung even in
our days. Sqhneider could adduce

evidence, other than the melody pat-
tern, which makes it plausible that
there is a symbolic presentation of the

course of the year in the sequence of
the capitals, a second structural idea,
so to speak, which could play around
the cantus firmus like a contrapuntal
line, as well as a third idea which in-
terprets the text of the next to last
verse of the Cucuphat hymn.
The author applies the same meth-

od to investigate the cloisters of St.
Mary’s cathedral in Gerona. Again he
finds in a hymn for the Mater doloro-
sa a melody which corresponds to

the arrangement of the capitals. The
result, however, is not so convincing
as in the case of San Cugat, owing to
the ambiguity of the representations
of the peacock which here represent
tonic, subdominant, and dominant at
the same time.

In the second part of his study
Schneider investigates the cloisters in
Santa Marica de Ripoll. Here no mel-
ody can be detected on which the

capital-figures might be based. How-
ever, referring to a &dquo;megalithic world
view and its symbols,&dquo; Schneider as-
sumes that &dquo;the mystic journey of a
man&dquo; or the &dquo;probable epic of the
descent into hell and the merciful
salvation of a woman sinner&dquo; have
been expressed symbolically. It is im-
possible to discuss here the author’s
train of thought, which is extremely
condensed in the study itself, especial-
ly since in this case his interpretation
of symbols must be granted greater
freedom than in investigating the
cloisters of San Cugat and Gerona,
where the compelling pattern of mel-
ody excluded such freedom.

Schneider’s study, only eight-four
pages long, will challenge those read-
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ers who approach the considerations
of the author without prejudice to
pose a number of questions or to raise
objections. This is because of the con-
centration of its contents and the nov-

elty of his theories. Scholars may take
exception to the fact that several as-
sertions cannot be proved. Obviously
it cannot, for example, be determined
unambiguously in which cases the

peacock represents the keynote, in
which the subdominant, and in which
the dominant; or when the long-eared
mythical animal represents the third
to the tonic and when an interval. A
new and unsolved problem is posed
by the alleged fact that the animal
symbols are the materialization of a
sound, while, on the other hand, the
mythical animals are equated with
signs of punctuation. Nor can Schnei-
der’s study give exhaustive answers
to such questions as: How far did

mythical ideas which have their ori-
gin in different regions of the globe
remain effective in the occidental cul-
ture of the Middle Ages, and were
they perhaps reinterpreted in the
Christian spirit? How far were the
occidental builders in the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries aware of a

symbolism of tones, specifically rooted
in Indian theory of music? On the
other hand, the testimony of A.
Kircher from the seventeenth century
(Musurgia universalis, X, 393) con-
firms the fact that oriental tone sym-
bolism, at least from the Egyptian
area, was received in Europe. Besides,
modern researchers become increas-

ingly aware of relations between
India and the occident, although

only in particular cases (e.g., travel
diaries from the early Middle Ages).
The author, accustomed to scrupulous
scholarly research, is, of course, aware
of the gaps in his chains of evidence.

Again and again and with special
emphasis he draws our attention to
the fact that there is no evidence for
some of his assumptions: &dquo;Such in-

terpretation is no doubt highly un-
scientific for the lack of any document
which might prove such an opinion&dquo;
(p. 50; similar statements are found
on pages 39, 69, 88 and 92).
On the other hand, we should

point to the inner logic of the results
of his investigations offered in the
case of the San Cugat cloisters. This
should be confirmed, above all, by
every musicologist and every musi-
cian. Even though the equation of the
individual animal symbols with cer-
tain pitches of tones and with certain
meters had been made on a merely
hypothetical basis and without any
mythological background, the amaz-
ing congruence between the melody
frame derived from the capital sym-
bols and the corresponding tonal and
rhythmic structure of the Cucuphat
hymn would remain. This alone
would entitle the author to our ap-
preciation and gratitude for his bold
publication and the publishers for
their tasteful format and the most
welcome insertion of a number of fine

photographs. Not only will the reader
greatly enrich his knowledge from the
actual content but he will also enjoy
the simple beauty of the language
which has become so rare in profes-
sional literature. Let us hope that
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Schneider’s request for confirmation
of the correctness of his attempt by
&dquo;analyzing other cloisters under sim-
ilar points of view,&dquo; directed in the
first place to art scholars, will be com-
plied with. His study shows that it is
worthwhile to learn once more to hear

by seeing, in order to become recep-
tive of the spiritual background of a
phenomenon which eludes the im-
mediate understanding of the present.
For &dquo;what does not meet the eye is
not visible to him who is not recep-
tive. It neither strikes him with deaf-
ness nor does it deprive him of the
light of his eyes, but it passes him

soundlessly and without lustre.&dquo;

Helmut Kirchmeyer’s voluminous
publication sketches, in the image of
the personality of Igor Stravinsky, the
history of his time. The author en-
deavors to connect history and the
present meaningfully, since-as he
states in the Introduction-the ob-
server of actual problems often loses
the sense for the historical; the his-
torian, on the other hand, the sense
for the interests of his own time. To

represent contemporary history, lim-
ited on the personal side to Stravin-
sky and on the objective side to the
modern technique of musical con-

struction, is an enterprise which
should interest not only the specialist
but any one whose mind is occupied
with the spiritual conflicts that have
contributed to form contemporary
culture.

In the first and most significant
part of his book Kirchmeyer investi-
gates Stravinsky’s position in music

and generally in the culture of his
time. I shall summarize the author’s
results from his point of view and
without commentary.
When, under Peter the Great, in-

fluences from western Europe could
penetrate Russian unimpeded, Rus-
sian puritanism disappeared and
made room for music as an art. It is
true that a considerable length of time
had to elapse before, in the first half
of the nineteenth century, music
could reach a rooted originality with
the works of Glinka. The general
philosophical and cultural tendency of
the nineteenth century which turned
away from idealism towards realism
was also expressed in the demand of
the well-known Petersburg circle of
musicians (composers such as Cui,
Borodin, Mussorgsky, and Rimski-
Korsakov, headed by Balakirew)
that in music real life should be re-
flected. These composers considered
musical doctrines, patterns of form
and style unreal and, likewise, re-

jected academism as a spiritual prin-
ciple. In place of academic forms

they studied folksongs which, ac-

cording to them, represented the

reality of life in its purest form. A
trend toward the technically formal
and, with it, to a new determination
of the contents of music was not in-

augurated until Rimski-Korsakov,
after the death of Mussorgsky, be-
came the leader of a new group of

composers of which Balaijew is con-
sidered the founder. The Belaijew
Circle, consisting of educated mu-

sicians, soon freed itself from the radi-
calism of the group of Petersburg
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dilettantes. Pure form rather than
musical expression, a retrogade move-
ment in favor of pure order away
from an inner life which emphasized
expression, representation instead of
experience-this is a brief formula
for the way in which the Russian

composers had to proceed from Mus-
sorgsky over Rimski-Korsakov to

Stravinsky.
Stravinsky’s drive toward the tan-

gible makes him conceive being as a
state, in opposition to Sch6nberg who
-in the German way of thinking-
considers being as a constant becom-
ing. The essential difference between
these two renowned representatives
of modern music is also characterized

by their teaching methods: Stravin-
sky presents the result of his work,
Sch6nberg offers the method to be
followed.

According to the ethnopsychologi-
cal analysis of Karl Niltzel, one of
the great errors of the Russians which
can be observed again and again in
various periods of history is to equate
the objective with the impersonal and
the impersonal with truth. Since they
are liable to forget the difference be-
tween object and subject, they often
obtain a false view of reality. This
leads them to rapid changes in opin-
ion, which they hardly perceive con-
sciously. Entanglement in insoluble
contradictions is elementary experi-
ence for the Russian, who believes
in his objectivity as the Frenchman
believes in his nation and the Ger-
man in his sentiment. Stravinsky, too,
shows this Russian characteristic,
which explains the egocentricity of

his statements and the numerous con-
tradictions in his &dquo;musical poetics.&dquo;
His predilection for the concept of
dogma does not prevent his &dquo;dog-
matics&dquo; from being far too deeply in
the personal and from being ex-

hausted in subjectivistic norms. A
false evaluation of art criticism is
based on his dogmatism. He dog-
matizes his subjectivisms because he
presumes to know the truth; and the
dogma thus reached, obligatory for
the Russian, makes him feel that he
is morally obliged to polemicize. On
the other hand, the Russian realism
which he experienced as inner com-
pulsion and which became so fruitful
for Europe, strongly impresses us.

Insight into Russian peculiarities of
thought makes us understand Stra-
vinsky’s claim to exclusiveness for
his construction, its static rigidity,
and the absoluteness with which it

is applied, as well as the fact that this
construction was never systematized
by the composer himself.

Besides Russian influence the spiri-
tual and musical development in
France was decisive in forming Stra-
vinsky’s personality. Many caricatures
of France are due to an overemphasis
on the pessimism which served to ex-
plain the spiritual attitude of France,
the weakening of the national will,
and the vital energies of the French
after the political catastrophies, par-
ticularly of the i 87o’s. A special wor-
ship of the self which paved the way
for a new constructive scale of values
was a starting point for the country’s
spiritual rebirth. When, after the turn
of the century, the self, liberated from
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egotism, did again have significance,
the strength of the &dquo;other France&dquo;
mounted- the France that was often

enough overlooked and which even
the Russian, L. Sabanejew, in his
mordant description of the musical
life of Paris, written in 1927, still

disregarded.
In France everything undesirable in

art, scholarship, politics, and intel-
lectual life in general had been re-

jected as romanticism. Perfect form,
creation governed by reason, subor-
dination of the individual to a whole,
avoidance of outbursts of emotion,
and subjection of arbitrariness to tra-
dition were demanded. Culture of
the self and classicism in a new syn-
thesis formed a connection between
asceticism and classical reserve. This

paved the way for modern construc-
tion aesthetics; Stravinsky could be
welcomed with open arms. His em-

phasis on the self, a national charac-
teristic, affected the French culture
of the self, developed as an antidote
in the struggle against the futility of
pessimism.
But Stavinsky, as his &dquo;poetics&dquo; re-

veal, misunderstood the French

spiritual attitude and tried, in his
theoretical works, to degrade art to
craft by overlooking the delicate

feeling for intuition peculiar to the
French, by replacing the concept of
inspiration with that of talent, by
eliminating the subjectively human,
thus separating artist and work of art
in an objective sphere. He trans-

formed the French aesthetics of order
in the Russian vein and limited it to

dogma and objectivity. While for the

French the juxtaposition of classicism
and romanticism had not been mere
artistic polemics but part of the pro-
cess of national recovery, it degen-
erated with Stravinsky into a formula
oversimplified in two ways.

Discipline led the French to classi-
cism in art, back to Catholicism in

religion. This explains the striking
inclination of French intellectuals to-
ward Catholic dogmatics, which by
many was hailed as the culmination
of the process of recovery. The deep-
ly religious Stravinsky immediately
adopted the idea of &dquo;art for God&dquo; pro-
pagated by Cocteau, Maritain, and
others. This explains in part his po-
lemics against Wagner and Beet-

hoven, although he highly esteemed
the latter’s skill. But the almost blas-

phemous worship of Beethoven was
bound to be intolerable for French
Catholics.
With growing nationalism, the re-

ceptivity of the French for Wagner’s
ideas caused by nineteenth-century
pessimism gave way to a resentment
against the cultural power of German
art in France. This attitude was

bound to lead, after the war, to Ger-
man nationalism, which, strange to
say, made the New Music the chief
loser in Germany, because in reacting
against the French attitude the po-
lemic against modern trends was

equated with a polemic against
France and, incidentally, also against
Russia. The New Music was con-
sidered to be of French origin. While
France opposed the overpowering
Beethoven with the argument of the
New, in order to be heard again her-
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self Germany argued for Beethoven’s
great art and against the New Music
in order to annihilate the latter’s

possibility of success.
Among others, Franz Liszt, rec-

ognized friend of the French, and
Mussorgsky had given important aid
toward creating a new, rooted French
music. Liszt’s significance for both
the French and the Russians as a

pioneer of French Impressionism
which attained its climax in Debussy’s
works has been emphasized over and
over again. &dquo;Art for art’s sake,&dquo; the
motto of French Impressionism, be-
came the perfect artistic expression of
the French culture of the self. De-

bussy as chief protagoni~t of this
movement detached himself from the
conventions of his contemporaries.
Satie and Faure, however, two com-
posers whose early works had influ-
enced Debussy, did not really share
the development toward impression-
ism and began to produce again only
after it was on the decline. They re-
jected impressionism as a romantic
style, while-by resuming contra-

puntal forms, among other things-
they approached a neoclassicism.
Satie mainly fought for classicism pro-
ceeding from an artistic demand for
a new simplicity. It was this inherit-
ance which Stravinsky could take
over.

One of the musical tendencies of
that time led away from program
and back to absolute music. Liszt,
himself one of the first significant
representatives of so-called program
music, did not want the independence
of music to be sacrificed to any pro-

gram. But his concept of a program
was, from the beginning, exposed to
misunderstandings. Both New Music
and Stravinsky very early fought
against the misinterpreted idea of pro-
gram music, especially against its
use for political ends. In opposition
to Sch6nberg, who judged with more
understanding, Stravinsky not only
denied the possibility of interpreting
a non-musical idea musically but

ignored all musical expression, al-

though his own compositions con-

tradicted his theories.

Nevertheless, the word gained
from a program of music could back
modern music against the danger of
being fragmented; it could justify
aesthetically as a means of musical
characterization what was disagree-
able to the senses (accumulation of
dissonances). Indeed, New Music
was often introduced by means of a
program, a method abandoned only
when the unconventional combina-
tions of sounds had become more or
less legitimate in musical theory.
From the blending tones of con-

stituent parts that stand in the close
relation of harmonic tones of a con-
sonant accord to the discord tones of
an accord full of dissonances, a further
tendency of development leads to-

wards modern music. The richness
in harmonic tones corresponding with
physical data and the strong degree
of blending of tones of accords of
strings had to be subordinated to the
idea of discord tones in New Music;
therefore, modern music prefers wind
instruments. The pure effect of the

instruments, become shopworn in
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program music, was definitely over-
come by Stravinsky in his octet for
winds, where the differentiation in
instrumentation was not introduced

except for stressing the form.
The idea of progress which had led

to orchestras of mammoth size was

hollow, and this could not remain
hidden for any length of time. It made
the composers rediscover the principle
of chamber music and at the same
time develop new ways for express-
ing their creativity. The financial dis-
tress of orchestras in the economic
crisis of the ig2o’s also pointed in the
direction of chamber groups.
The year 1923-24 can be consid-

ered the &dquo;fatal year of New Music.&dquo;
With the first performance of Stra-
vinsky’s octet for winds which con-
fused the public and led to a &dquo;scandal
of silence,&dquo; with the composition of
Hindemith’s Marienleben, with a

perceptible change of style in Bartok,
tendencies appeared which from this
time on obviously attempted a re-

sumption of the musical tradition.
The longing for clear forms and

quieter content could be observed in
many places. All those musicians,
however, who regarded this new

tendency as &dquo;reactionary&dquo; turned

against it, among them Honegger and
Sch6nberg. Stravinsky’s music ad-

justed to the conception of serenitas
peculiar to Romance people, and in
agreement with his own religious con-
viction it soon avoided the adopted
standards of contemporary musical

theory and was often thoroughly mis-
understood.
The demand to include all tones

in New Music as formulated by
Busoni, one of its theoretical pioneers,
seems reasonable and convincing; but
the style itself opposed this as well as
the elimination of certain groups of
tones. What remained was the de-
mand for the non-functional compre-
hensive use of all musical elements in
the system of construction. For New
Music the difference between tonal
and atonal accords became meaning-
less ; there remained two different

systems, it is true, that of functionality
and that of construction. Both made
use of the same forms of tones, but

they excluded each other as systems,
differing in their combinations of
these forms.

Kirchmeyer asserts that our era has
perfected the method of rejecting the
work of art without examination as
well as ruining the artist economically
by even preventing its creation. The
author supplements his historical
sketch in the second part of his work
with &dquo;documents of contemporary
history,&dquo; making use of them as well
for presenting criticism and polemics
against New Music. The critical

struggle with the problems of mod-
ern music he describes in the first

place as the rejection of extremes.
He then discusses the objections
raised again and again against New
Music as being unnatural, arbitrary,
and itellectual. Discussions of the con-

cept of nature and construction oc-

cupy a central place in his book. As in
the first part the author investigated
Russian and French influence on con-

temporary music, especially that of
Stravinsky, he now describes the same
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events by tracing the controversies
which were particularly violent in

German-speaking countries of that

period.
In the third part Kirchmeyer treats

&dquo;the transformation of the musical
material&dquo; by referring to the well-
established research of such author-
ities as Ernst Kurth (Romantische
Harmonik und ihre Krise in Wag-
ners ’Tristan’ [Berlin, I920]) and

limiting himself to supplementing
briefly their scholarly results. Finally,
he tries to find the key to the modern
technique of construction, which will
not be discussed here in detail since
it is directed at musicians and mu-

sicologists.
Even in our fast-moving era no-

body will expect that a book which
appeared a few decades after New
Music came into existence can now al-

ready legitimately systematize such
heterogeneous facts as those of con-

temporary music. Krichmeyer stresses
that the object of his investigation is
&dquo;predominantly the presentation of
conditions between 192o and 1930-&dquo;
He prefers that methodical plural-
ism of letting documents speak for

themselves-adapted from the ideal
historical method of Leopold von
Ranke. Where the same events are

repeatedly described, though from
different points of view, this method
results in diffuseness, which not even
Kirchmeyer is always able to avoid.
On the other hand he succeeds, be-
cause of his emphatically European
attitude, in avoiding political discus-
sion, although a discussion of na-
tionalistic tendencies is frequently

indispensable. He describes history
with all its contradictions; thus, con-
tradictions in his presentation arise

inevitably from the material but

might, occasionally, have been more
sharply characterized as such. The au-
thor is young (born in 1930); his
ways of thinking clearly owe much
to Kant and Jaspers. Not so his dic-
tion, which is at times refreshingly
spirited, although occasionally a little
clumsy. The chapters concerned with
purely musical questions remain

problematic. This is not to reproach
the author. Kirchmeyer’s book, in
common with all writings about New
Music, shows that the theory and
practice of modern music is apparent-
ly not yet ripe for elucidation in a

historically oriented scholarly treatise.
However, those inevitable critical

objections do not diminish the very
positive impression made by Kirch-
meyer’s book. Already, a few months
after its publication, it may very well
be called the most significant
scholarly publication on the history
of New Music. Avoiding the con-

ventional patterns of almost all bio-

graphies of musicians, it reveals in

European approach and in a sketch
strikingly clear and brilliant with an
immense amount of material, the in-
tellectual background of a phase of
development toward New Music. In
spite of the comprehensive aims of
the book, it contains more qualitative
facts which show the nature of Stra-

vinsky’s personality than any enum-
eration, however careful, of biograph-
ical dates alone could hope to offer.
This impression is intensified by an
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extensive bibliography which con-

tains, so for as available documents
permitted, precise statements of ori-
ginal and translated titles, exact in-
strumentation, duration of perform-
ances, dates of composition, first per-
formances, printed editions, phono-
graph records, editions, revisions, and
secondary literature referring to Stra-
vinsky’s compositions. There are also
brief comments on the history of their
creation, on the response of the public,
and on the practice of performances.
A concise report on attempts to find
a notation suitable to the character
of modern music, about forty pages
of references, and the literature of
New Music compiled in sixty pages
give an eloquent testimony for the
thoroughness of the author and a lex-
icographical value for musicology
which K. G. Fellerer has emphasized
by accepting the volume for his series,
Kblner Beitrdge zur Musik f orschung.
Last but not least, the publishers
deserve our appreciation for the pro-
duction of this book, distinguished by
its typography as well as its layout
and illustrations.

The following review confronts an
extensive publication on the problems
of modern music with the reprint of a
public lecture of not more than fif-
teen pages. This procedure is justi-
fied for two significant reasons: First,
the problems in question cannot be
solved without taking into account
the &dquo;central musical question of our
time: What is music.&dquo; Second, the
lecture, which deals particularly with
the music of our day, has a special

importance because it was written
not just by any author but by a

leading historian of music (Blume is
president of the Internationale Ge-
sellschaft 13r Musikwissenschaft and
the Deutsche Gesellschaft 13r Musik-

forschung) who focuses his investi-

gation on a &dquo;burning question of our
time&dquo; and whose presentation un-

doubtedly is representative of the

point of view of a vast group of mu-
sicologists and even of musicians who
are seriously interested in modern
music. This question and the present
situation of music, which might be
called a crisis, is also discussed by
Schloezer and Scriabine, whose book
attempts &dquo;to understand this crisis,
to discover its significance, to dis-

entangle its problems and the vistas
which it opens.&dquo;
No one has yet found a definition

of music which is tolerably compre-
hensive and satisfactory. Blume, in
order to overcome this difhculty,
limits himself to describing attempts
&dquo;to collect from experience what is
and what is not regarded as music,
what is and what is not required in
order to produce the phenomenon
which we are accustomed to call mu-
sic&dquo; (p. 9). Schloezer and Scrabine,
too, avoid from the beginning a du-
bious attempt at definition and in the
first chapter of this book treat in de-
tail &dquo;the language of the musician,&dquo;
outlining the limits of the language
of music as compared with other
media of communication, and an-
alyze, from historical, psychological,
and physiological points of view, the
special features which music has de-
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veloped in the course of a long his-
tory. They continue by investigating
&dquo;the sonorous universe of the mu-
sician&dquo; and pay special attention to
three sectiors: &dquo;le materiau&dquo; (the
tones, the points of the disconnected
sonorous space) corresponding to

Blume’s concept of &dquo;tone-material or

building material,&dquo; and &dquo;le materiel&dquo;
(the instruments with whose help the
musical process is made audible). In
Part II they devote the second chapter
(&dquo;structures, operations, functions&dquo;)
to a detailed consideration of the

prerequisites of musical events, their
origin and their effects, as well as to
the relations between the individual
elements of music (among others,
rhythm, melody, harmony).
The authors agree in stating that

the differences between the music in
the cultures of different times and

places are based on two processes of
selection, the first of which chooses
a definite system of tones from the
abundance of potential tones and the
second of which connects the tones
thus obtained with a specific timbre,
both processes, however, representing
abstractions from empirical sounds.
According to Blume all tones, how-
ever complex, of all musical systems
known to us are based on &dquo;sounds
of nature,&dquo; from which the selections
were made in the processes described
above. The tone material is based on
the natural without being natural it-
self. &dquo;The ’pasture’ of the musician
is not natural, it is artificial; its very
elements must be gained by conquer-
ing the chaotic universe of noise&dquo;

(Schoezer and Scriabine, p. 64).

Human spirit creatively forms the
tone material into musical products.
&dquo;Diastematics&dquo; as (roughly) succes-

sive up-and-down movement of fre-
quencies, and &dquo;color&dquo; as (also
roughly) motionless synchronism of
tones are closely related in music
with the elements of &dquo;duration&dquo; and

&dquo;intensity&dquo; (&dquo;pitch, timbre, duration,
intensity&dquo; in Scholezer and Scria-

bine, pp. 95 ff.). The &dquo;sensory-spir-
itual appropriation&dquo; of the relations
between the elements of tones in a

piece of music is the starting point
for the understanding of music.
Blume considers it indispensable for
human understanding to organize
tone material in certain &dquo;fields of

gravitation&dquo; and sees the limits of
music reached where &dquo;such tonal
orders&dquo;-no matter of which kind-
&dquo;are neither intended nor compre-
hended&dquo; (p. 13). The demand of
Schloezer and Scriabine, directed to
the Dodecaphonists and the serial

composers, moves in the same direc-
tion : &dquo;He should organize, which
means in this context to create a

whole, the form of which, the actual
unity makes sense; for music as poe-
try is only then living language&dquo; (p.
154). Blume-it should not be over-
looked-uses the term &dquo;tonality&dquo; in
a very broad sense when he says: &dquo;Re-
lations between tones, functions, in
one word, ’tonality,’ arise automati-

cally&dquo; (which of course need not be
identical with that tonality which
is derived from the functional har-
monics of the major-minor system.)
Schloezer and Scriabine, too, em-

phasize : &dquo;dodecaphonism did not
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ipso facto suppress tonality&dquo; (p. 140).
Blume fears that in abandoning

all functional relations in the sense
mentioned above we run the risk of

abandoning music itself: &dquo;Here is

a genuine borderline of the concept
of music: There cannot be a tonally
unrelated music, free of tonality. The
transgression of this borderline would
lead from music as ordered tone

material into the chaos of pre-musical
and noises&dquo; (p. 13). &dquo;As there is no
music without the tone material of

nature, however complex the sounds
may be, there is no music without

tonality however difhcult it may be
to grasp it&dquo; (p. 15). This notion is

obviously not shared by Schloezer and
Scriabine, as is mad particularly clear
if we juxtapose the opinions of the
authors in regard to the so-called
electronic music, since they consider
electronics the logical goal of the de-
velopment of Occidental music. Once
reached, it liberates the musician from
the old restrictions, even from any
coercion, and imposes on him the
urgent task of a voluntary self-re-
striction in building a new, sounding
cosmos (p. 87). Blume, on the other
hand, energetically refuses to recog-
nize as music &dquo;this product entirely
deprived of natural elements and ori-
ginated from the assembly of physical
sounds,&dquo; because &dquo;here something is
produced which we cannot appre-
hend because our hearing, adapted to
natural sounds and their derivatives,
is not capable, either physically or
mentally, of appropriating these pro-
ducts,&dquo; although &dquo;this generation of
sounds which can only be produced

and reproduced by appliances may be
something which reflects our age of
atomic fission and complete automa-
tion&dquo; (p. 17). He thus transcends
the purely musical point of view
and alludes to the additional possi-
bility of considering the question
from a superior ethical stand point.
Schloezer and Scriabine, however,
answer the question of whether the
fredom granted to an interpreter of
Boulez’ third piano sonata or of

&dquo;piano piece 11&dquo; by Stockhausen,
which may even interfere with the
formal structure of the composition,
should be regarded as reaction to the
subjugation of the musician to electro-
acoustic appliances-whether elec-
tronic music, as many assert, is in-
human : &dquo;Nothing could be more

wrong. To handle electroacoustic ap-
pliances does not dehumanize the
musician, does not mechanize music,
but rather humanizes the appliances.
In a certain sense we might even call
this music ’human, all too human’;
it in fact allows the author to ex-

press his life experience, to reveal his
intimate being as he never could
when using the instrumental lan-

guage&dquo; (p. 185).
From the abundance of problems

Blume chooses to examine the cen-
tral one: musical form whose nature
lies in limiting the unlimited, giving
order to what is unordered. The more
freedom the musician gains in hand-
ling the tone material, the more

rigidly he must observe strict forms
in relating sound events with each
other in order to make them compre-
hensible for the listener. &dquo;Repetititon
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of the observable in observable di-
mensions&dquo; is for Blume a fundamen-
tal law of all form in music (p. i9).
Similar ideas are uttered by Schloezer
and Scriabine, who use not only the
concept of observability in an ade-
quate relation of meaning but also
with frequency the concept of &dquo;co-
herence.&dquo; With the unrelenting
strictness of form of the most recent

technique which started from the
twelve-tone composition and &dquo;was

made by some composers into a strict-
ly arithmetical task in which the form
is no longer a result of planning to
produce observable orders and rela-
tions but results from the pure logic
of mathematical construction,&dquo; ac-

cording to Blume, a further limit of
music has been reached; &dquo;the ’hu-
manitas’ of music has been sacrificed
to the absolute perfection of a mathe-
matical equation&dquo; (pp. I 9-20 ) . To-
ward the end of his lecture he writes:
&dquo;The seemingly boundless freedom
which was showered upon the com-

poser by shattering the old system of
tone material and the boundlessness
of creating, which seems now to be
open to him, entail the paradox that
no longer the mind but only the ma-
chine, no longer the ethos of responsi-
bility but the logos of the formula are
capable to reign in this region.&dquo;
Schloezer and Scriabine, too, devote
the fifth and last chapter of their
book to the &dquo;paradoxes of liberty&dquo;
after having earlier discussed the

technique and method of dodeca-

phonal and serial composition (&dquo;the
stages of autonomy&dquo;) in all detail.

Although they appreciate the histori-

cal importance of the twelve-tone

theory inaugurated by Sch6nberg,
they point out its inconsistencies-
not to say mistakes-more relentless-

ly than does Blume in his short trea-
tise, indicating again and again, like
him, that in view of the &dquo;excess of the
actual powers&dquo; it is indispensable to
&dquo;limit one’s self&dquo; and also to demand

auditory comprehensibility of a com-
position. In their opinion musicians
in our day are beginning to master
the boundlessness of the newly won
material &dquo;by a rigorius economy of
means&dquo;; &dquo;this asceticism, however,
does not solve the difhculty, for it is
a question of knowing whether the
unity thus obtained is audible&dquo; (p.
155). They, too, reproach the young
musician for frequently seeking &dquo;the

explanation and the justification of
their enterprises in most recent phys-
ics, mathematics, cybernetics,&dquo; etc.,
and ask: &dquo;Is it not indispensable for
us to know how and uder what con-
ditions we hear what we hear, now
that we are renewing the language of
music, turning its material upside
down? There is no doubt that our

auditory organs are remarkably
adaptable, yet this nonetheless has its
limits&dquo; (1. 190).

Unlike Blume, Schloezer and Scria-
bine do not try to define a borderline

beyond which a tone product ceases to
be music; that would contradict the
perspective in which they view the
historical development of music. &dquo;In

seeking to understand the present
condition of music we considered it

indispensable to place it within the
framework of a history which has di-
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rection and meaning. Beginning with
the late Middle Ages and the first at-
tempts at contrapuntal polyphony,
this history has appeared to us to be a
sequence of stages in which musicians
have won autonomy from their ma-

terial ; stages, the most important of
which were: the constitution of com-

plexes of the second degree or ac-

cords ; the recognition of their statute
and the development of the harmony
which follows from it; then, the direct
action of the composer upon the pri-
mary elements or notes, realized by
dodecaphonism, the extension of the
series to all the sonorous aspects, and,
at last, the complete mastery of the
totality of the material by the com-
poser, which electronics made pos-
sible&dquo; (p. 18q).

In spite of their differences of opin-
ion, fundamental attitudes of the au-
thors toward the most recent musi-
cal productions do not differ as much
as it might seem. The purely mathe-
matical mechanical construction
which pays too little attention to the

auditory comprehensibility of a work
of music is condemened as much by
Schloezer and Scriabine as by Blume.
They, too, pose the question: &dquo;Must
we really expect that the sonorous
art, whose complexity even now dis-
courages so many listeners, should
become still more complex and conse-
quently less and less comprehensible
until it is finally reserved for special-
ists exclusively?&dquo; (p. 89.) Studying
modern methods of composing, they
emphasize &dquo;the problems, particu-
larly urgent and poignant, which
concern the perception and, in gen-

eral, the relations between the work
and the listener.&dquo; In principle they
approve of electronic music, yet are
by no means content with its present
condition; they consider the reintro-
duction of an interpreter, a &dquo;human
intermediary,&dquo; indispensable (pp.
180-81). (Boulez, by the way,
complies with this demand in his
work Poésie pour pouvois-.) All re-
strictions, however, which they im-
pose, all reservations with which they
examine the most modern composi-
tions, and all the warnings which
they address to young composers,
bring no answer to the question:
How far are sounds comprehensible,
depending on our sense of hearing;
under which circumstances can they
be inserted meaningfully into a sys-
tem of relations, the reproduction of
which gives the hearer the experience
of a complete whole which he is

willing to recognize as music? Per-
haps this question cannot be answered
accurately. But that does not prevent
it from being posed again and again,
nor does it prevent those who are

caught completely helpless in the
new situation from turning for help
to a forum from which they expect
to receive an answer: musicology.
We therefore gratefully recognize
Blume’s courageous attempt to take
an unequivocal stand with regard to
the present situation of music. For
the time being it does not matter
whether or not we agree with him,
especially since, as is evident, &dquo;it was
not an easy task for him&dquo; to &dquo;venture
onto the thin ice of such a delicate

subject.&dquo; Both publications show an
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extraordinarily high level of scholar-
ship. While Blume’s lecture, of course,
must limit itself to a brief discussion
of some cardinal points, Scloezer and
Scriabine deserve praise for having
treated or indicated practically every
point of view referring to the prob-
lems in question. He who wishes to
approach the situation of modern
music &dquo;without anger or partiality&dquo;
should therefore be urgently encour-
aged to study both works intensively.
A certain subjectivity is almost in-

evitable when matters are discussed
which are still in the process of de-
veloping. The decision for or against
the latest development of occidental
music is everybody’s individual re-

sponsibility. Therefore, the following
ideas are expected to offer only a small
aid to the interested reader who
wishes to reach an opinion of his own.

In the music of all cultures and all

periods natural elements are con-

nected with those that are artificial
and against nature. The predomi-
nance of one of those elements, how-
ever, depends not only on time, race,
or culture but also on the present so-

ciological function of the music heard.
It makes a difference whether music
is supposed to entertain, to satisfy
aesthetically, to stir up, to move us
deeply; whether it has a function
within a cult or is supposed to exercise
a magic charm. To clarify this, let
us examine an analogous phenom-
enon : The unrestricted right to dis-
pose of words, syllables, and even
letters permits the poet to construct
products which are completely non-
sensical and unnatural. He does oc-

casionally when he wishes to with-
draw language from any rational

comprehensibility to make it serve a
magical purpose. This is shown in
the magic formulas of witches (the
scenes in Goethe’s Faust) and it still
lives in the rhymes children use in
their games, where some of the ma-

gical powers of sounds deprived of
their rationality have been preserved
(in German, for example: l-dri-

schneck, du bist weg!). The occi-
dental listener or reader accepts
without objections this anomaly re-
lated to a particular situation, per-
haps even (as in the magic formulas)
as a correlate to a work of art. But
he will emphatically deny its legiti-
macy in an abstract form of art, if it
is not sociologically warranted, as

the example of short-lived dadaism
may show.

Electronics creates a similar siua-
tion in the field of music. Its tonal
material is abnormal, &dquo;completly un-
natural&dquo; in Blume’s terminology, if
we agree to call a &dquo;natural sound&dquo;
the tone caused by the freely flowing
human voice, the vibrations of a

chord or of a column of air in tubes,
and to consider the use of electronic
tones as justifiable only when this
use avoids the tones which can be pro-
duced by the human voice or con-
ventional instruments and makes full
use of its advantage of disposing of
acontinuum sonor (see Schloezer and
Scriabine, p. 178). This limits it, in
principle, to a substance of sounds
which is defined as noise. It is not

purely accidental that one of the

elementary products of electronic
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music is called &dquo;white rustling.&dquo;
Noise, however, cannot be uncondi-
tionally introduced into &dquo;highly de-
veloped music without causing a

break&dquo; (see Blume, p. 16). A well-
ordered combination of noises can
move the listener, can even affect him
more strongly than genuine music is
able to do. But then the question
arises whether the occidental listener
can evaluate the effective, well

planned organization of noises as a
work of art, perhaps as music.
The majority of all consumers of

music listen strictly emotionally,
which means that the relations ex-

isting between the individual tones
are not consciously reproduced by
these hearers but sensorily compre-
hended in their totality. For instance,
a listener may infer the meaning of
a spoken sentence in a foreign lan-
guage unknown to him from the

situatiton, from the cadence and ges-
tures of the speaker. In the same

way, music can be meaningful to

him without his understanding it in
the sense of &dquo;sensory-spiritual appro-
priation.&dquo; These are facts to be con-
sidered by the sociologist and_ the
psychologist of music, but the music-
ologist (in the narrower sense of
this word) cannot start from these
listening habits to arrive at results

concerning music itself. If Blume and
Schloezer and Scriabine make audi-

tory comprehensibility of music a con-
dition for its sensory-spiritual appro-
priation, they are in the tradition of
millennia of the Occidental theory
of music, which places rational com-
prehension of tone relatitons above

the sensory aspect of music. Occi-
dental music was primarily deter-
mined by this rational comprehen-
sibility, and thus a basis was formed
on which the acts of different in-

dividuals, such as composition, inter-
pretation, perception, and even theo-
retical determination, could be per-
formed, so that they obtained univer-
sal validity both for musicians and
listeners. The musical pitches firmly
rooted both in the Occidental system
of tones and in the Occidental sensa-
tion of hearing and their precise fixa-
tion in writing by notation (if we
neglect problems of temperament)
have led to unique development: they
have produced a characteristic poly-
phony which arranges the simultane-
ous tones in their verticality and the
relations between this complexity of
sounds just as they arrange successive
sounds into a system, rational and
at the same time comprehensive for
audition.
Unlike frequency, the sound ele-

ments of color (generally), of in-

tensity (apart from rough grada-
tions), and of duration (detached
from a musical connection) cannot be
grasped auditorily so that they can
be inserted by the listener as absolute
quantities into an a priori scale. The
difhculty in the perception of many
works of modern music is caused by
the emancipation of just these ele-

ments, that is to say, by their not
being audible &dquo;absolutely&dquo; as are the
frequencies. The West shares the pri-
macy of the movement of pitches
with all singing, highly developed
cultures. Yet on account of the pecu-
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liarity of Occidental music as it has

just been characterized, we should
beware of adducing processes from
non-European music as evidence in
favor of the practices of the most re-
cent occidental musical production,
which Schloezer and Scriabine, un-
fortunately, occasionally do. The sin-
gle elements of an individual musical
culture formed by racial talents, hab-
its of listening, and sociological func-
tions of music cannot be isolated
from the total way of life in order
to be transposed into a different cul-
ture. These attempts are made again
and again, particularly with respect
to sound elements of color and of

intensity.
If Blume, following Sch6nberg’s

thesis &dquo;that tone color is thus the

larger area, pitch one of its seg-
ments,&dquo; states that the nuances (the
tone colors in the narrow sense) de-
termine the character of music more

strongly than do absolute movements
of pitch, this is undoubtedly correct
for the rough differentiation of mu-
sical cultures and periods, but not-
and that is what Sch6nberg appar-
ently means-for the sphere of occi-
dental music down to Schonberg
himself. How much for example,
does an organ fugue by Bach lose of
its musical substance by being played
on the harpsichord, on the piano, by
a string orchestra, or even by an
ensemble of concertinas or guitars so
that the tone color is completely al-
tered ? Does not the soloist, whether
singer or instrumentalist, even today
study the score arranged for the

piano&horbar;even .o~ Sch6nberg’s works-

in order to penetrate into the na-
ture of the music without thinking
first of tone color. If in New Music,
therefore, the composers follow a

trend, observable for decades, to

place the tone elements of duration,
color, and intensity as equally impor-
tant beside the element of pitch, it
seems only consistent to eliminate,
first of all, the primacy of the ele-
ment of the pitch as is done in the so-
called serial (puntal) and even more
unequivocally in electronic composi-
tion. Nobody will deny that in this
really atonal music the elements of
duration, color, and intensity can ap-
pear much stronger than in any mu-
sic which is still at all tonal. The
effective impression of such a work
on the listener can under certain
circumstances be extraordinary; but
in the last analysis it leads &dquo;back&dquo;
from the sensory-spiritual assimila-
tion to purely emotional listening or,
as Blume says, &dquo;to the chaos of pre-
musical tones and noises,&dquo; because
with the elimination of the element
of pitch the tone material is to a

large extent deprived of auditory
comprehensibility. These facts are

particularly and unequivocally sup-
ported by the development of Occi-
dental notation. The new and differ-
ent notation which electronics had
to create for itself shows how radi-

cally it breaks away from tradition.
With the elimination of sound

relations which can be reproduced
by a trained ear, the formal order

required for a work of art must be
submitted to new laws. These laws

split the sensory-spiritual appropria-
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tion into one which is purely sensory
(emotional listening) and one which
is purely spiritual (rational construc-
tion or analysis)-no longer imme-
diately connected with the former,
but isolated from it. Here the mort-

gage with which Occidental music
was encumbered by introducing the
notation (which, to be sure, helped
to make possible the magnificent de-
velopment of polyphony) yielded un-
expected and undesired dividends:
the range of sounds which could be

auditorily comprehended and acous-
tically organized becomes &dquo;music&dquo;
which is no longer auditorily com-
prehensible but is optically organ-
ized. Concepts such as inventio,
modulatio, melody, etc., are neces-

sarily replaced by structure, construc-
tion, etc. Nothing shows more clear-
ly how far this purely mathematical
and constructive thinking has gone
than the fourth section of Kirch-

meyer’s book, which bears the title

&dquo;Construction.&dquo; The headings of its
individual sections deal with &dquo;con-

structive chromatics,&dquo; &dquo;constructive

interlacing,&dquo; &dquo;constructive combina-
tion of intervals,&dquo; &dquo;constructive son-
ority,&dquo; &dquo;complementary construc-

tions,&dquo; &dquo;constructive determination,&dquo;
with the &dquo;principles, the presupposi-
tions of musical theory, the conse-
quences, and the special forms of
construction.&dquo; When Kirchmeyer
tries to analyze the fourth variation
of the second movement of the so-
nata for two pianos by Stravinsky
(p. 493) we are fully justified to

assert that the constructive arrange-
ment of the tone material which he

wants to make plausible cannot be
apperceived by the listener in spite
of the best training; it seems even

very improbable that that was in-
tended by the composer, while the
structural elements of this musical

example (quoted incompletely by
Kirchmeyer) which are much more
easily perceived, that is, which strike
the auditory sense right away-the
horizontal tones in the treble which
create tonal centers, the diatonic se-

quence in measure 2 and 3-are not
even mentioned. This example is

particularly suited to show the great
danger of a mathematically con-

structed analysis (as a parallel to

adequate musical creation) which is

separated from the reality of tones
comprehensible to the ear. The work
of music entirely surrendered to the
&dquo;logos of the formula&dquo; loses living
contact with the listener; its com-

poser can shun all responsibility and
no longer bears any obligation to-

wards what, for the time being, is
still generally understood by the con-
cept of &dquo;musicality.&dquo;
However, the absolute loss of con-

tact of many products of modern
music and the consequent isolation
of the work of art from the con-
sumer reduces, sociologically speak-
ing, the criterion of quantity to one
of quality. The work of art mean-
ingful in the last analysis only for
an individual or for a small group
ceases to be an integrated constituent
part of culture; it exists in the often
used and abused term &dquo;ivory tower.&dquo;
Champions of modern music often
argue that Beethoven’s late string
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quartets are model examples of

&dquo;ivory-tower&dquo; music. We should ask
them: Would Beethoven be even

mentioned today if he had produced
nothing but those string quartets

In this connection let me cite a
new fact in the history of music,
which has so far had little notice;
popular and folk music in its various
branches (folksongs, hymns, &dquo;hit&dquo;

songs, entertainment music, and, to
a certain degree, jazz and marches)
still cling to the traditional order
which the new classical music is on
the point of completely ignoring.
This signifies that music is split into
two camps which have lost contact
due to the elimination of similar
tone material and of its systematic
order. This situation is bound to

lead to consequences which can be
indicated here only in a few brief
remarks.

In our accelerated pace the avant-

garde of modernism considers the

compositions of a Sch6nberg anti-

quated and makes tremendous ef-
forts to contrive new possibilities for
the combination of tones, even of

notation, probably guided often by
the desire of being sensational. If
such attempts, for example, leave it
to the interpreter to realize confus-
edly written notes into which a sys-
tem of lines was inserted afterward
as &dquo;music&dquo; ad libitum, if the mean-

ing of instruments developed in a

historical process supposed, among
other things, to abstract a specific

color from the totality of tones is
turned completely around, if &dquo;pian-
ists&dquo; armed with stop watch and per-
cussion instruments preferably be-
labor their instruments outside the

keyboard, these practices surely prove
that it is justifiable to attempt
to become aware of the limits of
music. How much Blume hit the
mark when he tried to indicate such
limits is shown by the attitude of
those who apparently are taken
aback and feel threatened by his

arguments. Their reaction, predomi-
nantly worded in the jargon of the
streets-of a characteristically low
level and untouched by any real

knowledge of the field-was pub-
lished in March, 1959, in Melos,
German music journal. The objec-
tion often raised against Blume’s

analysis, that the limits of music are
determined not by scholarship but
rather by man in his situation, which
changes with every period and with
every cultural region, does not do

justice to the personal freedom and
responsibility of the scholar as a hu-
man being. Not only is he permitted
in the name of scholarship to offer
any reasonably plausible hypothesis,
but he is expected in times of gen-
eral uncertainty to take an elucidat-
ing stand. Blume knows, of course,
that one day our descendants will

say with Schloezer and Scriabine:
&dquo;In those days the compositions, not
the theories, molded the fact of mu-
sic and determined its fate.&dquo;
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