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Abstract

This doctoral thesis aims to answer the question: How do performers undertake and experience
choral aleatorism, and how might these processes suggest an emergent practice that can inform the
efforts of singers, conductors, and composers? While the choral ensemble has historically been
regarded as expressively unanimous (Hillier 2012), aleatorism problematises this notion through
a postmodern ‘dismantling’ of a unified voice (Connor 2014). The etymology of ‘aleatory’
encapsulates both play and players; this project investigates inductively the creative contributions
of singers as ‘players’ in the dismantled, fractured texture of aleatorism.

After setting out the philosophical parameters and catalysts for this line of practical
examination (Introduction), choral aleatory practice is contextualised according to a performer-
centric view of indeterminacy and improvisation, drawing on the field of performance studies to
argue for the need to interrogate the actions and decisions of those performers (Chapter 2).
Complexity Thinking (Davis and Sumara 2006) and embodiment theory (Sheets-Johnstone 2009)
are discussed as concepts that usefully frame and contribute to the findings of this interrogation
(Chapter 3). A two-pronged methodology is employed (Chapter 4) in order to gather qualitative,
narrative data from singers involved in two iterative case studies and from analyses of the
performed outcomes of select aleatory performances. This methodology enables a
conceptualisation of singers’ experiences of performing works by new and established composers
via Grounded Theory Method analysis (Charmaz 2014); meanwhile, analyses of recorded
performances offer a critically distanced view of musical outcomes.

Findings of these two case studies (Chapters 5 and 6) are discussed and brought into
circumscribed dialogue with the concepts of Complexity Theory and embodiment. Performance

analyses (Chapter 7) develop and inflect the results of these findings by examining the outcomes
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of aleatory techniques and singers’ improvisatory decisions. This multi-methodological enquiry
reveals how singers actively formulate aleatory processes, governed by a complex system of
individually and socially constructed influences, the creation of which has a significant embodied
dimension. The thesis concludes (Chapter 8) by showing how this music provides a site of shared

creativity that may be expanded upon in future practice.
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PART I:
Background and Context



Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Research Question and Enabling Objectives

This thesis aims to answer the following question, encapsulated in the title as ‘choral play’: How
do performers undertake and experience choral aleatorism, and how might these processes suggest
an emergent practice that can inform the efforts of singers, conductors, and composers? While the
choral ensemble has historically been regarded as expressively unanimous,' aleatorism
problematises such unanimity through a postmodern, textural ‘dismantling’.> Choral aleatorism,
as a form of extreme textural fracture, allows for the performance of postmodern meaning by a
previously unified performance corpus. This shift places great importance upon the singer, as a
creative bearer of agency. Yet research into the nature of musical performance has, I argue,
neglected the study of singers, especially as creative musicians.

The process of answering this research question therefore involves meeting several
contributing objectives. First, it is necessary to present the context and ideas surrounding
aleatorism in choral music, which first emerged from its instrumental antecedents in the late 1950s,
with works like Alan Hovhaness’s 1958 Magnificat® and Mauricio Kagel’s Anagrama (1957-8).
The early history of avant-garde vocal and choral music is already laid out by Istvan Anhalt in his
major account, and analysis, of several key pieces, Alternative Voices: Essays on Contemporary
Vocal and Choral Composition.* 1 trace its development along different lines, focusing my

attention on the role of the performer, while observing how choral aleatorism lost its status as a

! Paul Hillier, ‘The Nature of the Chorus’, in André de Quadros (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Choral Music
(Cambridge: Cambridge University, 2012), 61-75.

2 Steven Connor, ‘The Decomposing Voice of Postmodern Music’, New Literary History, 32.2 (2001), 467-83
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/20057672> [accessed 13 October 2014].

3 Alan Hovhaness, Magnificat for Soli, Chorus, and Orchestra (Frankfurt: Edition Peters, 1958).

4 Istvan Anhalt, Alternative Voices: Essays on Contemporary Vocal and Choral Composition (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1984).



major presence in choral composition and performance since its heyday in the late twentieth
century. This body of work, outlined as both a historically contingent compositional process and
a performed musical event, exposes norms that suggest enduring assumptions about singers’
limitations, in terms of musicianship and improvisation. The validity — and possible disruption of
— these norms is addressed through the second contributing objective of this study: empirical
research offers insight into how choral aleatorism is, and might further be, practised by singers.
Discussion and conclusions are generally drawn from performers’ accounts, rather than arrived at
through the use of extant theory; this study is therefore primarily inductive rather than deductive.
This inductive process yields practical notions and suggestions, addressing the objective of the
second part of the question driving this research; since those concepts emerge primarily from the
interaction of performers’ points of view, they can be described as emergent (a term described
more fully in Chapter 3.2). This inductive study is complemented by relevant literature. Finally,
an analysis of the transcribed outcomes of aleatorism offers both critical distance from the singers’
accounts and a glimpse into what these experimental compositional processes offer now and what

they could offer in the future.

1.2 Clarification of Terminology

The terms involved in these objectives need clarification. This thesis is a study of ‘performance’:
a word that I use to refer to any live realisation of aleatory scores by a group of singers, whether
in rehearsal or performance. Those scores rely on a wide array of visual instructions to guide
singers, so the term ‘score’ accommodates objects that provide those instructions beyond the
traditional means. ‘Chorus’ and ‘choral’ are used to describe performance situations involving

anything from a vocal chamber group to a large chorus, generally, but not always, a cappella. All



such groups allow for the kind of textural fracture and performed subjectivity which I argue is at
the heart of choral aleatorism, as discussed in section 3 of this chapter. There is, undoubtedly,
merit in investigating and comparing the experiences of singers in differently sized ensembles, or
isolating situations including instruments from a cappella works, but such detailed comparison,
and attempted isolation of variables, was beyond the scope of this project. It was methodologically
to focus upon only certain ensembles, especially when the possibility emerged to study highly
improvisatory works with smaller ensembles. More significantly,

Passages and movements of choral works, or entire pieces, employing aleatorism, are
referred to under the umbrella phrase ‘choral aleatorism’ throughout this thesis. I use the term
‘aleatorism’ to mean textures that are improvisatory in such a way as shares more responsibility
between performers and composer than is typical in traditionally scored music. Although the
adjectival ‘aleatoric’ and its derivatives are commonly used, I follow Paul Griffith’s comment in
the New Grove Dictionary that these are the product of an ‘etymological distortion’.> Aleatorism
is closely related, semantically and ontologically, to indeterminacy and improvisation, and the
bounds of these three terms are blurred and overlapping. ‘Indeterminacy’ was proposed by John
Cage (1912—1992) at his 1958 Darmstadt lecture;® the improvisatory music that emerged in Europe
from Witold Lutostawski’s partial adoption of Cage’s indeterminacy is generally termed
‘aleatorism’.” Cage himself drew a sharp line between the two terms, citing divergent priorities

and degrees of freedom.® Questions of degrees of control and creativity are thematic among

3 Paul Griffiths ‘Aleatory’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn., (2001)
<http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com/subscriber/article/grove/music/00509> [accessed 3 November 2015].

¢ Rebecca Kim, ‘The Formalisation of Indeterminacy in 1958: John Cage and Experimental Composition at the New
School’, in Julia Robinson (ed.), John Cage (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2011), 142.

7 Sabine Feisst, ‘Losing Control: Indeterminacy and Improvisation in Music since 1950°, NewMusicBox.org (March
2002)  <http://www.newmusicbox.org/articles/Losing-Control-Indeterminacy-and-Improvisation-in-Music-Since-
1950/> [accessed 10 February 2017], 3.

8 Kim, ‘The Formalisation of Indeterminacy’, 159.



discussions of aleatorism, indeterminacy, and improvisation, and have been used to segregate
them. The historical distinctions between these words’ connotations is dealt with fully in Chapter
2, where I also discuss how such distinctions are not always helpful. Writings on improvisation,
for instance, offer this study a great deal through their embrace of embodiment and agentive
creativity. I also retain ‘improvisatory’ as a useful adjective for describing the nature of aleatory
performance.

I use the term ‘aleatorism’ predominantly, for two main reasons. The first is that
improvisatory choral textures derive most obviously from European aleatorism, and its strongest
early advocates (Lutostawski (1913-94), Krzysztof Penderecki (b. 1933), and Luciano Berio
(1925-2003), among others) are from that continent. Second, and more importantly, the semantic
implications of ‘aleatorism’ are preferable. ‘Indeterminacy’ relinquishes determination; it suggests
the denial of both composers’ and performers’ agencies. I do not argue as to whether composers
can entirely preclude their own control, but I would argue against this term’s implied rejection of
performers’ agency in performing a work. The corollary dehumanisation of performance raises
obvious ethical concerns, whether one is writing, or writing about, music that relies so heavily
upon performers’ inputs.

I therefore hold that it makes more sense to define this body of music according to a sharing
of control, or, better, a collaborative creation of the music — the playing of a game of both chance
and strategy, as pointed to in this thesis’s title. The root of ‘aleatory’ is the Latin alea, meaning
‘die, dice-play, gambling, chance, venture, risk’.? Players of games balance the unknowable — the
vagaries of chance and the behaviour of those with whom they play — with their own decision-

making. There are rules, but the pattern and even the meaning of the game is the unpredictable

% James Morwood (ed.), Pocket Oxford Dictionary (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005), 10.



result of shared agency. And, whereas ‘indeterminacy’ negates a ‘determiner’, aleatorism implies
an ‘aleator’, a player.'® As such, the term also addresses the ambiguity between music composed
using, or according to, chance procedures, and that which leaves ‘performer’ decisions to

‘chance’.!! The latter, describing this thesis’s repertoire focus, is best conveyed by ‘aleatorism’.

1.3 Focus upon Aleatorism in Choral Music

Given the roots of choral aleatorism within instrumental aleatorism (see Chapter 2.3 and 2.4), and
the similarities of process employed in both bodies of works, it is helpful to outline why this choral
subset merits such focus. My own encounters with it have been as a choral conductor, and I
approach it with the interest of both a practitioner and a researcher (a dual role that is relevant
throughout the thesis). Two lines of thinking catalysed this particular study, representing, to an
extent, poietic and esthesic dimensions of which choral aleatory scores are at least a ‘material’, if
not strictly a ‘neutral’, trace.!? ‘Trace’ refers to the point in a musical work’s disparate ontology
where one provisionally fixes that ontology, in order to consider the ideas and actions that fed into
that trace (occurring poietically) and those which emerge from it (occurring esthesically).
Poietically, the compositional act of fracturing the traditionally unified vocal ensemble has a
unique extramusical significance. Esthesically, the performance and reception by singers of
aleatorism entails a uniquely embodied experience, distinct from instrumental performance. Both

justifications are expanded upon below.

19 Morwood, Pocket Oxford Dictionary, 10.

""" Terence O’Grady, ‘Aesthetic Value in Indeterminate Music’, The Musical Quarterly (1981), 366-81
<http://www.jstor.org/stable/742102> [accessed 3 November 2015], 370.

12 Borrowing terms from Nicholas Cook’s re-reading in ‘Theorising Musical Meaning’ of Jean-Jacques Nattiez, Music
and Discourse: Toward a Semiology of Music, trans. by Carolyn Abbate (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990),
11-12. Nicholas Cook, ‘Theorising Musical Meaning’, Musical Theory Spectrum, 32.2 (autumn 2001), 170-95
<http://www jstor.org/stable/10.1525/mts.2001.23.2.179> [accessed 17 February 2014], 181.



I argue that the poietic act of composing choral aleatorism entails, foremost, the creation
of meaningful textural fracture. It creates a radical disunity of performers, which, in choral music,
revisits an ongoing tension between textural unity and dissolution. Paul Hillier observes that the
chorus’s role is traditionally to voice unanimously the concerns of a community, a purpose which
can be traced from Greek choruses, through Christian church choirs, to contemporary choirs. !>
This unity is historically bound up with texture. Texture reinforced the transmission of
extramusical concepts of unity through the maintenance of textual intelligibility.'* Textures which
corrupted that clarity were resisted by ecclesiastical authorities (for example at the Council of
Trent, 1545-63);'° later, polyphony was legitimised as equal to chant in its capacity to express the
sacred — a fractured texture co-opted by the cause of unanimity;'¢ later still, church music resumed
its fixation with eradicating ‘the corrosive forces of liberalism and individualism’.!” Even in
moments of greater textual fracture, a sort of abstract unity was maintained, a grouped emotion
directed at the divine.'® Similarly, in the secular realm, unity was promoted throughout Wagner’s
project of humanising the universal through voices in the Gesamtkunstwerk, an idea inherited from

Beethoven and passed to Mahler.!” Even Romantic partsongs represented the Weltanschauung.*

13 Hillier, ‘The Nature of the Chorus’, 61-75.

14 Andrew Wilson-Dickson, 4 Brief History of Christian Music: From Biblical Times to the Present (Oxford: Lion,
1997).

15 Charles Winfred Douglas, Church Music in History and Practice, revised edn. (London: Faber and Faber, 1962),
58, 62.

16 Pope Pius X, Motu Proprio (1903) <http://www.adoremus.org/MotuProprio.htm> [accessed 28 October 2014], 5—
6.

17 From a declaration of Hugo Distler (1908-41), cited in Nick Strimple, Choral Music in the Twentieth Century
(Pompton Plains, NJ: Amadeus, 2002), 39.

18 Douglas, Church Music, 44.

19 Carl Dahlhaus, The Idea of Absolute Music, trans. by Roger Lustig (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989),
18.

20 Chester Alwes, ‘Choral Music in the Culture of the Nineteenth Century’, in André de Quadros (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to Choral Music (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 28.



Texture’s strong association with these extramusical ideas of unanimity meant that, in order
for postmodern concepts of dissolution, plurality, and subjectivity to be performed,?! an extreme
level of textural fracture became necessary in the twentieth century. This need resulted in the
advent of choral aleatorism. I contend that extramusical meaning in choral aleatorism emerges
from postmodern fracture, subjectivity, and intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity, discussed in
greater philosophical detail below, is the idea that, if we take knowledge to be constructed and
experience to be subjective (as I do), then relying on any notion of ‘objective’ truth may be
unhelpful in considering what is being learned or experienced; ‘intersubjectivity’ proposes that
various subjectivities might interact and contribute to a shared belief: an emergent, contingent
‘truth’. I also contend that choral aleatorism is performed polylogically (engaging many interactive
voices, as opposed to the two involved in dialogue). As in Mikhail Bakhtin’s ‘polyphonic novel’,
extramusical meaning is established within a work, which is ‘a site of social intercourse, and a
form of social dialogue’ — or polylogue.?? Significantly, this intersubjective textural fracture can
appear in ensembles of varying sizes; as shown in Chapters 5-7, it is present even in small-scale
vocal ensembles. ‘Choral aleatorism’ is used here to describe any situation in which this
dismantling of Hillier’s choral unanimity is fractured in this way, allowing for the establishment
of meaning polyphonically. Nicholas Cook furthers this line of thinking, building on the work of
the theatre theorist Susan Melrose to assert that elements of a musical work act as connotative

‘traces’, interacting with other elements to form a ‘““bundle [...] of semiotic potential’”.??

2l See Charles Jencks (ed.), The Post-Modern Reader (New York: St Martins, 1992) or Thomas Docherty (ed.),
Postmodernism: A Reader (London: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1993).

22 Michael Chanan, Musica Practica: The Social Practice of Western Music from Gregorian Chant to Postmodernism
(London: Verso, 1994), 13.

See also Mikhail Mikhailovich Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination (Austin: University of Texas, 1981) Iowa State
Public Homepage Web Server <http://www.public.iastate.edu/~carlos/607/readings/bakhtin.pdf> [accessed 5
November 2014].

2 Cook, ‘Theorising Musical Meaning’, 179.



Melrose’s proposal is that performers themselves act as traces; Cook notes that, in Melrose’s view,
meaning ‘is not reproduced in but created through the act of performance’.?* He nevertheless opts
to restrict his analysis to non-human musical elements. Doing so offers a useful way to interpret
how meaning emerges from aleatory choral scores, but it also leaves the door open to evaluating
how those scores — or simply various incarnations of aleatorism — impel or enable an active,
performed construction of meaning more aligned with Melrose’s original conception.

Specifically, a Melrose/Cook-inspired understanding of aleatorism encourages a reading
of meaning within the music — whether performed hypothetically or literally — as emergent. The
entire situation of a choir, in rehearsal and performance, is an intricate web of polylogical,
intersubjective social constructs. Thus, that meaning must be allowed to emerge: analysing singer
experience must be done with research that is inductive and which elucidates the construction of
meaning by singers.

That inductive process seeks to offer a view of the esthesic dimension of this music. Choral
aleatorism is of interest on an esthesic level because vocal performance is a unique and under-
studied experience. Cathy Berberian (1925-83) wrote in ‘The New Vocality in Contemporary
Music’ that, as opposed to instruments, ‘which can be locked up and put away after use, the voice
is something more than an instrument, precisely because it is inseparable from its interpreter’.
Pamela Karantonis argues that the voice’s ‘somatic housing’ in a dynamic body is ‘the very reason
why vocality is so performative’.?® The voice, uniquely among musical ‘instruments’, is

inseparable from the body. Roland Barthes’s famous, eponymous essay endows the voice with a

24 Cook, ‘Theorising Musical Meaning’, 179.

25 Cathy Berberian, ““The New Vocality in Contemporary Music” (1966)’, trans. by Francesca Placanica, in Pamela
Karantonis, Francesca Placanica, Anne Sivuoja-Kauppala, and Pieter Verstraete (eds.), Cathy Berberian: Pioneer of
Contemporary Vocality (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 47.

26 Pamela Karantonis, ‘Cathy Berberian and the Performative Art of Voice’, in Pamela Karantonis, Francesca
Placanica, Anne Sivuoja-Kauppala, and Pieter Verstraete (eds.), Cathy Berberian: Pioneer of Contemporary Vocality
(Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 151-65.
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‘grain’.?” A voice might be heard ‘which is directly the [singer’s] body, brought to your ears in
one and the same movement from deep down in the cavities, the muscles, the membranes ...” of
the singer.?® The voice expresses an individual’s body, and vocal sound is shorn of linguistic
significance.?’ Barthes argues that that voice, of one singer’s body, is also experienced by the
listener in a deeply embodied way.* Konstantinos Thomaidis and Ben Macpherson take up these
ideas in Voice Studies, which seeks to explore the myriad facets of the voice as a transient ‘in-
between’, existing between discourses and people.®! The voice is of the body, in the body, yet
exists between both ontological and personal spheres. Crucially, it lives and moves: Berberian
‘propose[s] the artist as a universal fact and the voice as part of the living body, acting and
reacting’.>

The physical nature of singing in a group is, | would therefore contend, different from the
experience of performing in an instrumental ensemble. Ensemble singing involves the
transmission of physical sound vibrations between performers without the intermediary of
instruments. Singing bodies vibrate with each other, physically influencing each other through
sound. Ensemble singing is the only form of music making and one of the only human events —
apart from activities such as dance or fighting — in which one body’s physical actions impact
directly upon the physicality of another. By extension, singing choral aleatorism is an experience
in which receiving and transmitting such corporeal information are bound together in an

instantaneously improvisatory way.

27 Roland Barthes, ‘The Grain of the Voice’, in Roland Barthes, Image Music Text, trans. by Stephen Heath (London:
Fontana Press, 1977).

28 Barthes, ‘The Grain of the Voice’, 181.

2 Barthes, ‘The Grain of the Voice’, 182.

30 Barthes, ‘The Grain of the Voice’, 188.

31 Konstantinos Thomaidis and Ben Macpherson, ‘Introduction’, in Konstantinos Thomaidis and Ben Macpherson
(eds.), Voice Studies: Critical Approaches to Process, Performance and Experience (London: Routledge, 2015).

32 Berberian, ‘The New Vocality’, 49.
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This experience is under-researched. The embodied voice is ‘often marginalised and even
problematically feminised’, a demeaned status, deprived of any ‘authorship’ in musical
creativity.>> The composer Meredith Monk (b. 1942) even argues that Western opera imposes a
regimented ‘standardisation that leaves little room for appreciation of the unique and fascinating
variations in each individual performer’.>* Individual authorship is vital to improvisatory music

such as aleatorism. Another composer, Pauline Oliveros (1932-2016), writes that

[s]ingers have played a leading role in the development of improvised music even though
their contributions do tend to be minimised in various ways through stereotyping and
disparagement of the value of their musicianship: ‘Can’t keep time’, ‘doesn’t sing what’s

written’, and so forth.>

I thus argue that exploring aleatorism within a vocal ensemble is worthwhile because of how,
according to Oliveros, singers’ training and skills are perceived. This underestimation of singers
may account for why choral aleatorism and improvisation are even more neglected in scholarly
literature. Such a deficit is also symptomatic of the lack of writing on aleatory performance in

1.36

general.”® Given the uniqueness of the performance of choral aleatorism, from both poietic and

esthesic perspectives, this gap in the literature merits filling.

33 Pamela Karantonis, Francesca Placanica, Anne Sivuoja-Kauppala, and Pieter Verstraete (eds.), Cathy Berberian:
Pioneer of Contemporary Vocality (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 11.

34 Kristin Norderval, ‘What We Owe to Cathy: Reflections from Meredith Monk, Joan la Barbara, Rinde Eckert, Susan
Botti, Theo Bleckmann and Pamela Z’, in Pamela Karantonis, Francesca Placanica, Anne Sivuoja-Kauppala, and
Pieter Verstraete (eds.), Cathy Berberian: Pioneer of Contemporary Vocality (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), 195.

35 Pauline Oliveros, ‘Harmonic Anatomy: Women in Improvisation’, in Daniel Fischlin and Ajay Heble (ed.), The
Other Side of Nowhere: Jazz, Improvisation, and Communities in Dialogue (Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University
Press, 2004), 63.

3¢ To my knowledge, this type of performance has only been discussed by Amanda Bayley: Amanda Bayley and Neil
Heyde, ‘Interpreting Indeterminacy: Filming Lutostowski’s String Quartet’, in Eva Mantzourani (ed.), Polish Music
since 1945 (Krakow: Musica lagellonica, 2013), 228—43. A considerable body of practice-research on devised musical
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1.4 Philosophical Orientation
These poietic and esthesic dimensions of choral aleatorism call for a particular philosophical
orientation. A body of works in which meaning is emergent should be studied, I contend, through
means that eschew the rigidity that marks much positivist thought. The isolation of variables,
production of testable theories, and dependency on objective knowledge that define positivism
make it ill-fitted to understanding the unpredictable and subjective complexities of human
activity.’” Jiirgen Habermas rejected positivism for its neglect of ‘hermeneutic, aesthetic, critical,
moral, creative and other forms of knowledge. It reduces behaviour to technicism’.*® By contrast,
the subjectivity and the freedom of aleatorism suggest that what is occurring is a shared act of
construction. Without imposing a philosophical system in a deductive way, I argue that
constructivism assists in building a methodology for studying, and a framework for interpreting,
singers’ experiences as represented by those singers. While the full range of constructivist
psychology and philosophy lies well outside the purview of this project, some ideas used in
educational research, a field closely allied to performance studies, are relevant here.*”

These ideas are drawn from two primary psychologists: Russian Lev Vygotsky (Russian,
1896-1934) and Jean Piaget (Swiss, 1896—1980), both of whom studied how children learn and

construct knowledge. Brief summaries of their major contributions lay the groundwork for the

performance has also been carried out by Catherine Laws, much of it appearing during the writing of this thesis. Also
see Amanda Bayley, ‘Ethnographic Research into Contemporary String Quartet Rehearsal’, Ethnomusicology Forum,
20.3 (2011), <http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17411912. 2011.645626> [accessed 16 November 2016].

37 Louis Cohen, Lawrence Manion, and Keith Morrison, Research Methods in Education, 7th edn. (London:
Routledge, 2011), 7-9. Laws and McLeod also describe idiographic studies as ‘case studies focusing on the one
individual or a small group of individuals’. While this study does not adhere to some of the implications of that
definition — for instance, a ‘life history’ type approach — the narrow focus is something which, if recognised and
exploited, was made an advantage. See Kevin Laws and Robert McLeod, ‘Case Study and Grounded Theory: Sharing
Some Alternative Qualitative Research Methodologies with Systems Professionals’, in M. Kennedy, G. W. Winch, R.
S. Lager, J. I. Rowe, and J. M. Yanni (eds.) Proceedings of 22nd International Conference of the Systems Dynamics
Society (June 2004), <http:// sydney.edu.au/education_social work/research/publications/
2004.shtml#sthash.9WqVX89H.dpuf> [accessed 24 November 2015], 3.

38 Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, Research Methods, 15, citing Habermas (from 1972).

39 Notably, these are unrelated to the constructivist art movement of artists like Kenneth Martin and Mary Martin.
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methodological and theoretical discussions in subsequent chapters. Piaget and Vygotsky
established, and can be seen to represent, two threads of constructivism: individual (Piaget) and
social (Vygotsky). Piaget himself used the label of ‘constructivism’, believing that children (and,
by extension, learners of any age) engage in a process of ‘inventing rather than discovering [their]
ideas’.** Knowledge has ‘no a priori external existence’, so it cannot be gathered as such;*' a
learner must adapt to a growing awareness of external factors through constant reconstruction.*?
Vygotsky sought to provide a psychological ‘application of [Marxist] dialectical and historical
materialism’,** arguing that ‘higher mental processes in the individual have their origin in social
processes’.** Whereas for Piaget, reality is constructed within the mind, Vygotsky argues that it is
built socially, only after which can it reach the ‘psychological plane’ of the individual.* Vygotsky
was therefore concerned with the ‘interpsychological’ — often studied in one-to-one interactions,
but applicable also to grouped learning situations.*®

Both ideas are only applicable in a limited way. Piaget’s ideas have been criticised for their
artificial rigidity*’ and methodological problems.*® Similar concerns have been raised against the
findings offered by Vygotsky, whose scope was limited by his short life, and who may have

underestimated the learners he studied.*’ Their importance lies, therefore, in the strands of thinking

40 Howard E. Gruber and J. Jacques Vonéche, ‘Introduction’, in Howard E. Gruber and J. Jacques Vonéche (eds.), The
Essential Piaget: An Interpretive Reference and Guide (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1977), xxxvii.

41 Gruber and Vonéche, The Essential Piaget, xxxvii.

4 Gruber and Vonéche, The Essential Piaget, xxii.

43 Michael Cole, Vera John-Steiner, Sylvia Scribner, and Ellen Souberman (eds.), L.S. Vygotsky: Mind in Society: The
Development of Higher Psychological Processes (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1978), 6.

4 James V. Wertsch, Vygotsky and the Social Formation of Mind (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985), 14.
4 Wertsch, Vygotsky and the Social Formation of Mind, 60.

46 Fred Newman and Lois Holzman, Lev Vygotsky: Revolutionary Scientist (London: Routledge, 1993), 78.

47 Anita Woolfolk, Educational Psychology, 13th edn., Global edition (Harlow: Pearson Education, 2016), 80-2.

8 Woolfolk, Educational Psychology, 81.

4 Woolfolk, Educational Psychology, 88.
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they set up, yet these strands still present a problematic divide between the individual and social
planes of constructions.

These strains of constructivism, the internal and the interpsychological, are arguably
reconciled via Ernst von Glasersfeld’s idea of intersubjectivity, upon which he builds his ‘radical’
form of constructivism. He sees ‘objective truth’, which we might reasonably replace with

‘knowledge’, as a shared construction resulting from individual, subjective experience.

[...] we shall have to account for a difference in conceptual constructs which, even as
constructivists, we would not like to miss: the difference between knowledge that we want
to trust as though it were objective, and constructs that we consider to be questionable if
not downright illusory. Needless to say, this constructivist ‘objectivity’ should be called by
another name because it does not lie in, nor does it point to, a world of things-in-
themselves. It lies wholly within the confines of the phenomenal. [...] I have tentatively
proposed the term ‘intersubjective’ for this highest, most reliable level of experiential

reality.’

Here we arrive at a more complete understanding of intersubjectivity: not only does it provide a
means of establishing knowledge that we can or must trust, it also clarifies that that knowledge
lies within the experience of the knowers. Through ascribing the individual’s subjective
construction of knowledge to the phenomenal — that is, the external — Glasersfeld aligns more
closely with Vygotsky. But, in a group situation such as choral performance, phenomena can

equally be seen to originate in a human’s voice: internally and socially constructed ideals are

30 Ernst von Glasersfeld, Radical Constructivism: A Way of Knowing and Learning, Studies in Mathematics Education
Series, 6 (London: Routledge Falmer, 1995), 119.
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mutually contributory. This intersubjectivity mirrors the way I argue that meaning is created in
aleatory textures. While performative intersubjectivity could be considered ‘processual’ — it deals
with a process rather than an object or objective — Glasersfeld’s intersubjectivity, by contrast, is
ontological, having to do with the perceived bounds of a thing. As such, the conceptual overlap
between performed intersubjectivity and constructivist intersubjectivity might seem superficial,
but Glasersfeld invokes Alexander Bogdanov to move into the processual realm: ‘knowledge,
Bogdanov says, functions as a tool. How good a tool is, or how much better it could be, comes out
when a group of people work together at the same task’.>!

This shared subjectivity-cum-shared experience is what I argue occurs in choral aleatorism,
and what directs us towards practical considerations. Any intersubjective conclusions worth
applying to future practice must be extracted from, and grounded in, the findings of ongoing
practice and knowledge-creation. The process of achieving such insights draws in methodological
ideas of pragmatism, which ‘conveys an image of the world brimming with indeterminacy [...],

(X33

waiting to be completed and rationalised’; but pragmatists do not deny ‘““that a certain something
out there” might exist independently of social actor(s)’.>> A reflection of a present, relevant
experiential reality must balance (philosophical) indeterminacy with the potential for something
‘real’; intersubjectivity offers an external reality which can be studied as a construction.

Another shortcoming of Piaget’s and Vygotsky’s descriptions of knowledge construction

is that they are just that: descriptions, which cannot suggest practice.”® Radical constructivism

points towards practices; Glasersfeld writes, ‘in order to modify students’ thinking, the teacher

31 Glasersfeld, Radical Constructivism, 119.

32 Jorg Striibing, ‘Research as Pragmatic Problem-solving: The Pragmatist Roots of Empirically-grounded Theorising’
in Charmaz, Constructing Grounded Theory, 2nd edn. (London: Sage, 2014), 583.

33 Brent Davis and Dennis Sumara, ‘Constructivist Discourses and the Field of Education: Problems and Possibilities’,
Educational Theory, 52.4 (autumn 2002), 417.
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1.5* The singers and I

needs a model of how the student thinks’, which can only ever be conjectura
(as both researcher and conductor) must engage in, and reflect on, a shared modification of
thinking and practice, through collaborative conjecture. That conjecture is not enough to lead to
the proposition of practical ideas, however, and it is at this juncture that Complexity Theory and
embodiment theory take up that need (as detailed in Chapter 3). While constructivism, radical and
otherwise, forms the foundation of the paradigm used in this thesis, Complexity Theory is used
later to frame and guide findings and conclusions where constructivism falls short. Complexity

Theory is combined with writings on embodiment, especially the work of Maxine Sheets-

Johnstone,> to enrich the understanding of singers’ creative processes.

1.5 Practice-Research Context

My project sits within the larger context of an inductive, practice-research discipline, and many of
these approaches either directly inform my approach, or validate the appropriation of methods
from outside the musical field. This sector of musical study may be called ‘practice-research,” a
term I use here to describe study that attempts both to understand and to inform practice through
observation of, and direct involvement in, performance. There is ample discussion in practice-
research literature about appropriate nomenclature: writers deliberate as to whether ‘as’,
‘through’, ‘based’, or ‘led’ should appear between ‘practice’ and ‘research’ in an effort to clarify
their own research approach. I will not rehearse those arguments here, except to illustrate that they
are only relevant insofar as the arbitrary nature of their epistemological and methodological
boundaries belie the holistic nature of iterative, inductive practice-research. Hazel Smith and

Roger T. Dean cite the contention that ‘in practice-based research the creative work acts as a form

3+ Glasersfeld, Radical Constructivism, 186.
35 Maxine Sheets-Johnstone, The Corporeal Turn: An Interdisciplinary Reader (Exeter: Imprint Academic, 2009).
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of research, whereas practice-led research is about practice leading to research insights’.% In the
research model deployed for this project (detailed in Chapter 4.3.2), the tangible outcome is a body
of ‘research insights’; yet its iterative nature, in which practice emerges and immediately informs
subsequent practice and research, all but erases any meaningful distinction between ‘-led’ and °-
based’. Importantly, to deny that singers’ activities constitute research in their own right would be
to nullify the very real insights they develop and offer. The activity entails, but also leads to,
meaningful and new knowledge.

A further distinction is necessary between practice-research and performance studies. The
‘performative turn’ of the 1970s, described by Cook, shifted both theatre studies and musicology
away from its fixation with the written text.’’ But, among the ‘contested and multi-accented’
meanings of ‘performative’,’® Mine Dogantan-Dack observes that ‘the dominant discourse in
[musical] performance studies is the expression of a primarily textual culture’ (whether
performance recordings or written texts).>® The resultant direct line between text and researcher
leaves out the performer. As such, performance studies have run the risk of ‘explaining musical
performance without performers’ and rejecting musicians’ expertise.’® Dogantan-Dack is one of
several writers to work against this norm, a movement most recently and powerfully manifested

in the five-book series Studies in Musical Performance as Creative Practice.’' This project is

%6 Hazel Smith and Roger T. Dean, ‘Introduction: Practice-led Research, Research-led Practice — Towards the Iterative
Cyclic Web’, in Hazel Smith and Roger T. Dean (eds.), Practice-led Research, Research-led Practice in the Creative
Arts (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 5, citing Candy (from 2006).

57 Nicholas Cook, ‘Performing Research: Some Institutional Perspectives’, in Mine Dogantan-Dack (ed.), Artistic
Practice as Research in Music: Theory, Criticism, Practice, Sempre Studies in the Psychology of Music (Farnham:
Ashgate, 2015), 11-32.

38 Robin Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts: Principles, Protocols, Pedagogies, Resistances (Basingstoke:
Palgrave MacMillan, 2013), 56.

% Mine Dogantan-Dack, ‘Recording the Performer’s Voice’, in Mine Dogantan-Dack (ed.), Recorded Music:
Philosophical and Critical Reflections (London: Middlesex University Press, 2008), 302.

0 Mine Dogantan-Dack, ‘Practice-as-Research in Music Performance’, in Richard Andrews, Erik Borg, Stephen Boyd
Davis, Myrrh Domingo, and Jude England (eds.), The SAGE Handbook of Digital Dissertations and Theses (London:
Sage, 2012), 263.

61 John Rink (ed.), Studies in Musical Performance as Creative Practice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018).
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situated within that movement and seeks to explore a performative meaning from ‘within’
performers. Borrowing Dogantan-Dack words, my approach here seeks to uncover a ‘system of
values that do not require meaning to be primarily read but heard’,®* or, indeed, experienced,
embodied, and constructed by performer and researcher.

A better forebear of musical practice-research than the dominant performance studies
discourse is found in its methodological antecedents. Jane W. Davidson underscores the
importance of social science methodologies, with their ‘cycle of research planning, acting,
observing, and reflecting’, to later practice-research.®® The features of such methodologies most
important here are, first, that they are reflexive, and second, that they are iterative. Brad Haseman
and Daniel Mafe underscore the importance of researcher reflection to expose positionality and
permit knowledge-construction.®* Reflection and contribution of their own research insights afford
performers similar opportunity to construct knowledge, not least through consolidating their own
awareness and processes. A reflexive approach is therefore best applied in a cyclical research
format, enabling implementation and reflection to impact upon each other. Anthony Gritten argues
that practice-research justifies its own existence through this ‘in-folding of research into practice’,
whereby ‘it can afford itself — indeed, must afford itself — artistically productive potential and

aesthetic merit as a form of practice’.®

62 Dogantan-Dack, ‘Recording the Performer’s Voice’, 302-3.

63 Jane W. Davidson, ‘Practice-based Music Research: Lessons from a Researcher’s Personal History’, in Mine
Dogantan-Dack (ed.), Artistic Practice as Research in Music: Theory, Criticism, Practice, Sempre Studies in the
Psychology of Music (Farnham: Ashgate, 2015), 100.

% Brad Haseman and Daniel Mafe, ‘ Acquiring Know-How: Research Training for Practice-led Researchers’, in Hazel
Smith and Roger T. Dean (eds.), Practice-led Research, Research-led Practice in the Creative Arts (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2009), 219.

5 Anthony Gritten, ‘Determination and Negotiation in Artistic Practice as Research in Music’, in Mine Dogantan-
Dack (ed.), Artistic Practice as Research in Music: Theory, Criticism, Practice, Sempre Studies in the Psychology of
Music (Farnham: Ashgate, 2015), 74.
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Such an interweaving of theory and practice is fundamentally inductive and facilitates
theorisation out of practice, rather than merely applying theory to practice.®® The main engine for
such theorisation here is the Grounded Theory Method, especially Kathy Charmaz’s constructivist
approach.®’ This method of processing qualitative data grounds findings in the experiences of
singers, while moving such inductive findings towards abstraction. These abstracted conclusions
more readily interact with other ideas and practices. This study is therefore not strictly inductive:
rather, it centres on findings grounded in singers’ experiences. Theoretical ideas emerged as
relevant before, during, and after work with singers. They are deployed to guide methodology,
offer a useful framework and vocabulary for describing the outcomes of that methodology, and
enrich those outcomes with the perspectives of other practitioners and researchers.

Davidson suggests how iterative induction might look, methodologically. Inductive
reasoning can be complemented with ‘real-time observation as well as recordings of creative
processes, enabling interpretations based on patterns of action and the triangulation of several data
sources’.%® The importance of multi-methodological approaches, and the particulars of the methods
chosen, are detailed further in Chapter 4, but it is important to clarify immediately that
observations, singers’ accounts, and literature all combine to inform the ultimate findings of this
study. Such a triangulation, and acknowledgments of my own positionality, address Gritten’s
objection to most performance studies’ tendency to draw practice subserviently into research,
putting ‘creative insight [...] at risk of becoming tomorrow’s pedagogical case study or
psychological data set’.%° The case studies that follow in this thesis (Chapters 5 and 6) attempt to

avoid such a reductive preference for one side of the practice-research balance. Instead, they rely

% Smith and Dean, ‘Introduction’, 29.

7 Charmaz, Constructing Grounded Theory.

% Davidson, ‘Practice-based Music Research’, 100.
% Gritten, ‘Determination and Negotiation’, 84.
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on ‘more modern conceptions of scientific knowing (such as complexity and emergence), as they
have developed in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries’.’ Emergence and complexity became
crucial to understanding the findings of the first case study, as discussed in Chapters 3, 5, and 6.
A final facet of practice-research worth highlighting is that, in its application here, it is as
concerned with people as with musical products. This emphasis is predicated on the conviction
that ‘works massively underdetermine whatever emerges in performance’’! — a proposition which
immediately throws up questions of musical ontology. Here I follow the lead of musical
philosopher Stephen Davies. Davies maps out the historical stakes of the question of musical
ontology, beginning with the disclaimer that he does so ‘without enthusiasm. The discussions are
dry and difficult’.”> He goes on to observe that ontological arguments are as subject to their
proponents’ agendas and historical particularism as to any philosophy.”® Given these warnings, I
am neither willing nor equipped to enter into this quagmire. However, what emerges strongly from
his account is a view that a work’s existence must be at least partially considered as including its
performances.’* Cook elaborates: ‘In other words performative meaning is understood as
subsisting in process and hence by definition irreducible to product’.”> I would first argue that,
even in a final performance, aleatorism is always an enacted process. I would also assert that
process is embodied in the performer. Indeed, Cook continues along these lines: ‘A more direct
route to understanding music as performance might be to focus on the functioning of the

performing body, both in itself and in relation to the other dimensions of the performance event’.”®

70 Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts, 46.

7! Stan Godlovitch, Musical Performance: A Philosophical Study (London: Routledge, 1998), 82.

72 Stephen Davies, Musical Works and Performances: A Philosophical Exploration (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2001), 37.

73 Davies, Musical Works and Performances, 37.

"4 Davies, Musical Works and Performances, 37-43.

5 Nicholas Cook, ‘Between Process and Product: Music and/as Performance’, Music Theory Online, 7.2 (2001)
<http://www.mtosmt.org/issues/mto.01.7.2/mto.01.7.2.cook.html> [accessed 4 November 2016], 4.

76 Cook, ‘Between Process and Product’, 7.
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The findings of the following case studies deal in more than the bodies of performers, but singers’
physicality is a key feature of the results. More pressingly, this line of thinking adjures a type of
induction that assigns agency to the creators of performative meaning: the performers themselves.

Such thinking returns us to the intersubjective rejection of metanarratives outlined above.
Inductive, reflective studies are best, argue Smith and Dean, when ‘impartiality — or, better,
maximum intersubjectivity — of the traditional mode of academic discourse has a value (as long as
the deception that it is a neutral truth language is avoided)’.”” Intersubjectivity replaces the
impartiality claimed by positivism and imbues practice-research with rigour. In the place of
metanarratives, a robust ‘plurality of micronarratives’ step in to reflect on and create performed

meaning.”®

1.6 Outline of Chapters and Thesis Boundaries

It is these micronarratives, and the singers from whom they come, that dictate how the following
chapters unfold. Within Part I, Chapter 2 (p. 23) explores current ideas surrounding the
performance of choral aleatorism. ‘Indeterminacy’ and ‘improvisation’ are discussed as musical
traditions according to how both might inform aleatory performance. Aleatorism as a general
compositional practice is then discussed before focusing more narrowly on the subset of choral
aleatorism. The performer-centric thread of this discussion necessitates an exploration of writings
on the actual practice of vocal improvisation, which makes apparent the deficit of literature probing
the experience of improvisatory vocal performance. The field of performance studies is enlisted to
lay the groundwork for filling this gap. Chapter 3 (p. 95) lays out the philosophical paradigm with

which I do so, taking up where constructivism has left off: Complexity Theory and embodiment

7T Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts, 35.
8 Nelson, Practice as Research in the Arts, 54, drawing on Wittgenstein’s ‘language games’ and on Lyotard.
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are presented, so that they might enter into dialogue with empirical findings later. In Chapter 4 (p.
113), an inductive, iterative research design, comprising two case studies with various groups of
singers and the analysis of select performances, is proposed to provide those findings. Empirical
methodology draws on performance studies and practice-research as well as social science
methodologies to gather and process singers’ impressions. A means of analysing the audible
musical outcomes of aleatory performance is then outlined.

Within Part 11, Chapters 5 (p. 149) and 6 (p. 183) present the two case studies, including
details of the rehearsal, performance, or workshop processes alongside the preliminary conclusions
that were drawn from these experiences. These findings are brought into conversation with existing
theory, cultivating an understanding of aleatory performance that is fed by a wide range of thought.
The main supporting documentation for these chapters may be found as Appendices A, B, and C
in the accompanying Volume II of the thesis. This material is presented separately in order to aid
direct comparison whilst reading Chapters 5 and 6. In Chapter 7 (p. 209), recordings of a selection
of aleatory choral performances are analysed, offering critical distance from the singers’
impressions and a view of the outcomes of compositional processes which are often in some way
experimental. (Score samples of the works analysed may be found in Volume II, Appendix D.
Extracts of these recordings are contained within Volume II as Appendix E.)

Finally, in Part III, Chapter 8 (p. 250) offers conclusions on the entire process, as well as
reflecting on the research methodology and suggesting further avenues for study.

In terms of its boundaries, this thesis does not attempt to arrive at a comprehensive theory
of aleatory choral performance — in fact, its methodology guards against that. Moreover, it does
not seek to be purely inductive, and the additional theory enlisted is not present to be verified or

refuted; it complements and interacts with findings from the case studies. As such, theory is drawn
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on in a circumscribed and selective way. Embodiment theory is relied on particularly heavily in
the study’s conclusions, but, although the philosophical area of phenomenology is mentioned, I
exclude it since its incorporation would draw the discussion away from the reflective and analytical
portrayals of singers’ experiences. These limitations are intended to provide focus for this study,
which is, ultimately, only a starting point. Through the process outlined above, and according to
the priorities and parameters set out throughout this introduction, this study sets out to open up a
creative process — how it occurs, and how it might be further explored and expanded — by seeking

to understanding the actions of its creators.
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Chapter 2 Defining and Contextualising Aleatorism

2.1 Introduction

Providing a definition and contextualisation of choral aleatorism begins to answer the research
question of this project, in keeping with my general philosophical orientation. The following
sections offer an understanding of ‘aleatorism’ as it relates to arguments of depersonalisation and
agency, drawing heavily on writings concerning indeterminacy and improvisation. Both the wider
aleatory practice and choral aleatorism are viewed from perspectives that prioritise performer
agency and shared initiative. This view is necessarily selective, delimiting what might otherwise
become a historical exposition outside the ambit of this thesis; but it is also derived from my
reading of the focus and intent behind many choral aleatory works. In light of this performer-
centric view, the performative practice of vocal and choral improvisation is explored to indicate
gaps in the understanding of singers’ experiences and practices. The field of performance studies

is offered up as a starting point for addressing these gaps.

2.2 Understanding Aleatorism

In addition to the definition and semantic justification behind my use of ‘aleatorism’ offered in the
Introduction (1.2), it is worth exploring the substantial variation among the historical practices
associated with that term, especially in relation to ‘indeterminacy’ and ‘improvisation’. The Grove
Dictionary defines ‘indeterminacy’ as ‘much the same as aleatory [sic], but specially the principle
by which a decision of a performer of a composition replaces the decision of a
composer’.! ‘Aleatorism’ is defined in the Dictionary according to the degree of control exercised

by the composer, and dwells in particular on the composer’s ‘deliberate withdrawal’ of that

"“Indeterminacy’, in  Grove  Music  Online, Oxford  Music  Online, 2nd  edn.  (2001)
<http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com/subscriber/article/opr/t237/e5150> [accessed 3 November 2015].
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control.? Notably, though both definitions take different stances on the idea of control, both deal
in such terms. John Vinton’s 1974 Dictionary of Contemporary Music offers ‘aleatory’ as a
‘pedantic synonym for indeterminacy introduced by Pierre Boulez’.®> Tellingly, Vinton’s early
attempt at a full description also offers degrees of aleatorism, of sorts, along a spectrum of
‘performer choice’, ranging from fairly tight control to ‘free improvisation’. Total performer
freedom, notably, is considered a ‘subordinate technique’,* and his focus is on ethos, concept, or
philosophy — never on performance practice.® Michael Nyman’s canonical Experimental Music:
John Cage and Beyond divides its discussion of indeterminacy similarly, dealing with who holds
or relinquishes control (composer or performer), as well as how these semi-controlled processes
unfold.® Kostka’s manual Materials and Techniques of Twentieth-Century Music, appearing some
twenty years after Vinton’s dictionary, perpetuates the idea of a taxonomy of control. It sets out
the particular elements of the performer’s choice (medium, expression, duration, pitch, and form),
providing specific means for delineating ‘types’ of aleatorism.” So, the entanglement between the
terms ‘aleatorism’ and ‘indeterminacy’ is compounded by further complications as to which
musical parameters are relinquished, why, and by whom. While disambiguating ‘aleatorism’ and
its synonyms is, ultimately, futile, unpicking the strain of thinking that emerges — the question of
‘control’, of agency — is not.

Control is one of the central features of Terence O’Grady’s important 1981 essay

‘Aesthetic Value in Indeterminate Music’.® The evaluative objective of the paper — to refute any
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correlation between degree of aleatory freedom and aesthetic merit — is not relevant here. However,
O’Grady also provides incidentally one of the most cogent yet broad examinations of aleatorism
available in the literature. He explicitly seeks to categorise instances of aleatorism, and is clear
about how one might do so.® Voicing the by-now common conclusion that aleatorism can be
categorised according to composer control, he problematises the ready hallmarks of that
relinquished control: ‘chance’, for instance, could prevail equally within various levels of
predetermination; ‘rules’, likewise, are as likely to be clear intentions as they are ‘merely
suggestions or conjectures’, to borrow Kivy’s terms.!? Therefore, despite writing before Kostka,
O’Grady furnishes an understanding of aleatorism that astutely problematises the questions of
control and intent.

As a consequence of his disruption of notions of control, O’Grady arrives at another
important insight: aleatory works are ontologically nebulous. How can a ‘work’ be a ‘work’ if it
is different from performance to performance? This question recalls Davies’s ontological
destabilisation cited in the Introduction (Chapter 1.5). O’Grady answers, quite plainly, that even if
not entirely reproducible from performance to performance, an aleatory score ‘is not necessarily
lacking in discernible order nor does it necessarily invalidate expectations built upon previous

experience’.!! Later, he writes of Morton Feldman’s Duration I (1960) that

there will be ‘family resemblances’ between performances, and the kinds of dissonances

and consonances, as well as the melodic continuity of the individual parts, will remain
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stable. [...] Although this work clearly employs indeterminate elements, it nevertheless
exhibits the sort of continuity which may be measured according to the traditional

conventions of music logic.!?

From experience of aleatory scores as a listener, the above conclusion seems sound, and indeed
the remainder of his essay attests to that fact. O’Grady creates a useful balance between ontological
freedom and coherence, which enlists performers to help create works but maintains the integrity
of the work itself. Importantly, he also concisely allows one to set aside many of the questions that
could belabour any attempt to define — or analyse — aleatorism: ‘traditional’ musical elements are
still of interest. Music with a difficult ontology does not require a complete reinvention of the
methodological wheel. O’Grady does not go so far as to actually suggest a means of exploring a
work within its flexible-yet-stable ontology, however. He only goes so far as to state that that
ontology is contingent in some way upon performers. An understanding of aleatorism according
to its performers is treated more fully below, through examining recent writers on jazz and ‘world
music’ improvisational practice. Before that, however, a further problem with aleatorism remains
to be unpicked.

Several writers have convincingly highlighted the historical, paradoxical, and deeply
problematic advancement of a modernist meta-narrative of control in its early manifestations. This
narrative is strongly at odds with the postmodern fractured intersubjectivity which I have argued
is performed through choral aleatorism, but is evident in its early history. Indeterminacy has roots
in works by American composers Charles Ives (1874—1954) and Henry Cowell (1897-1965), both

of whom experimented with chance procedures of various kinds, but truly became a movement of
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sorts in the 1950s with Cage.!® Cage had qualms with agency in music, which Sabine Feisst traces
through his distaste for the idea of improvisation. Early on, she writes, Cage ‘began to reject artistic
self-expression’; improvisation, for Cage, involved ‘the expression of a personal style, emotions,
likes and dislikes’.!* In works like Music of Changes (1951), he sought a kind of musical
dehumanisation.'® He dehumanises the very idea and experience of indeterminacy in his collection
of stories-cum-speech ‘Indeterminacy’, writing that ‘complexity is more evident when it is not
oversimplified by an idea of relationship in one person’s mind’.'® Cage preferred for music-making
to describe itself anonymously: ‘art should “imitate nature in the manner of her operation™,
seeking operational, if not aesthetic, perfection.!” Indeterminacy is defined by its compositional
process for Cage, rather than its outcomes'® — or, presumably, its performative process.

Such a conviction quite plainly depletes the agency of performers in a way which I have
already argued is illogical. Additionally, however, it suggests a philosophical meta-narrative of
composer control that is equally specious. Richard Taruskin critiques Cage’s concept of
depersonalised freedom, contending that its ‘automatism’ allies Cage to the European avant-garde
modernists,'? through an obsession with sound at the expense of its production, which ‘demanded
the enslavement, indeed the humiliation, of all human beings concerned [...] for it demanded the
complete suppression of the ego’.?’ O’Grady, once again, offers a pithy (and more sedate)

observation on this paradox, from a slightly different angle. He argues that when Cage’s fixation
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with music ‘of life’ led him to dismiss Ives as irrelevant, Cage ‘violated his own principle: he is
refusing to accept Ives and others as relevant because they do not suggest Cage’s sense of the
current “vogue for profundity’””.?! Even the spirituality which informed Cage’s work was
paradoxical: it ran the risk of becoming either co-opted disingenuously into his ‘aesthetic
programme’, or merely a pragmatic reduction of the interconnectedness and spiritual unity of
individuals and their environment.?

As the composer Christian Wolff (b. 1934) observed, those discrepancies and paradoxes
are to be found throughout Cage’s ideas.?® The performance of Cage’s music offers a clearer view
of these contradictions. While actively dismantling ‘the control-freedom binary associated with
the old power relationships of composer-performer and conductor-performer’,>* pianist John
Tilbury argued that Music of Changes reinforces capitalist ideologies in its proposal of sounds as
‘free to do anything, presumably to anybody and for any reason’.?> Where Cage sought to

neutralise individual agendas, Tilbury sees an inevitable reinforcement of ‘ideological content’2®

which ‘postulates unconscious individual participation as opposed to conscious class struggle’.?’

Pianist David Tudor, another major proponent of Cage’s work, suggested that a good performance
of the Concert for Piano and Orchestra (1957/8) would be one in which performers ‘were more

528

fully aware that they are individuals’“® — not the same as endowing each with agency, but certainly

instilling a self-awareness that contradicts Taruskin’s claim of automatism. And, in a final paradox,
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Cage did not seem to hold his own strongly-expressed convictions dogmatically: when value
judgments must inevitably be made by musicians, Cage disavowed rigidity or a universal set of
‘rules’.?” With these factors in mind, Cagean indeterminacy would seem to assert control either
disingenuously or inadvertently over its performers even while it tries to avoid determining their
behaviour. It seems improbable that a composer so dedicated to working with collaborators, such
as Tilbury and Tudor, entirely deserves the aspersions of critics like Taruskin, but it remains
undeniable that this ambition of depersonalisation was present in his music and thought, and was
a powerful element in early indeterminacy.

However, indeterminacy and aleatorism were not created and defined only by one
composer. The philosophy of aleatorism and its performance developed over its history. As its
experimental ethos and practice was taken up and developed by other composers, they refined and
revised its definitions. Morton Feldman (1926—87) and Wolff (b. 1934) developed the idea of
‘choice’ and performer responsiveness somewhat, and offer a loosening of Cage’s grip on
performers.*® Feldman’s priorities were more sonic and aesthetic than philosophical: each
instrument had individuality, but was framed as being within the strictly aesthetic context of an
‘individual sound world’.’! Wolff, by contrast, engaged the performers in a ‘parliamentary
participation’.*> He has commented that all performance has a ‘loose screw’, and indeterminacy
heightens that ambiguity, requiring greater decision-making from performers.>* He contends that

his own music is best performed by composers who are involved creatively and who take
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responsibility.>* That does not entail an abnegation of responsibility on his part: he ‘felt the
responsibility was equally in the hands of the performers. Now, that’s not abnegating, that’s
sharing, okay?’.%> Nyman traces this development towards aleatorism-as-social into the works of
Robert Ashley, who simplified the complexity of Cage’s and Wolff’s challenging early scores>¢
into a more democratic music, concerned with the ‘social activity’ of ensemble performance.’’
These objectives shifted further as indeterminacy reached Europe. Cage and Pierre Boulez
(1925-2016) met on the former’s 1949 visit to Paris, when Boulez encountered a kindred interest
in musical impersonality.’® Lutostawski, one of Eastern Europe’s major users of aleatorism,
adopted it for its sonic effect, much like Feldman had.?* I would argue, in both cases, that this goal
still entails a wide distribution of creative influence over musical outcomes, despite the dominating
sonic motivation of the aleatorism. Performers contribute to an outcome rather than merely serving
it. With slightly later European composers, full counterparts to Wolff’s social indeterminacy
emerged. In the UK, Cornelius Cardew (1936-81) was among the most significant adopters of
indeterminacy. He remarks somewhat disdainfully on improvisation’s ‘glamour and allure’ for
composers, but also expresses a respect for jazz improvisation.*’ Elsewhere he continues, ‘[t]he
score must govern the music. It must have authority and not merely be an arbitrary jumping off
point for improvisation, with no internal consistency’.*! Cardew’s relationship with performer

freedom was clearly complex. He elaborates most fully on improvisation in the 1971 essay
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‘Towards an Ethic of Improvisation’.*? There, he observes ‘that the natural environment is itself
giving birth to something, which you then carry as a burden; you are the medium of the music. At
this point your moral responsibility becomes hard to define’.** Here, Cardew has reached his own
way of declaring that indeterminacy (though specifically, free, non-jazz improvisation) is
embedded in its context (presumably including its score), and very much of its human creators.
The Scratch Orchestra, which he co-founded in the 1960s, was even described as ‘a microcosm of
a society in which everyone is himself and brings his particular talents, virtues, and defects to the
creative “pool””.* Though the Scratch Orchestra was not specifically focused on aleatorism, such
a mind-set is still noteworthy for its stark contrast with Cage’s thinking. Oliveros, writing in 2004,
approached group improvisation more socially still, even regarding sounds as entities which could
interplay in a quasi-social way*® and ‘bring about a feeling of kinship’.*® Oliveros brings us fully
into the world of improvisation, and it is within the writings on this topic that some of the ideas
most relevant to this project are found.

First, a glimpse of how ‘improvisation’ is defined is useful. Improvisation has existed in
musical cultures across the globe and centuries, and it is often prized in non-Western cultures more
highly than it is in Western.*’ Descriptions of improvisation often rehearse the atomising, parsing
strategies found in definitions of indeterminacy. Patricia Shehan Campbell notes the existence of

hierarchised taxonomies of improvisation.*® Seemingly aligned with this rather scientific
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approach, Gabriel Solis defines jazz according to degrees of freedom and improvisatory
frameworks. But, crucially, he notes that any attempt to pin down an ontology of improvisation
can be a distraction, as O’Grady had also observed.*’ The challenge of categorising improvisation
preoccupies other thinkers as well, many of whom place it along a spectrum between now-outdated
notions of the werktreue (as set out by Lydia Goehr)*® and total performer freedom>! — a spectrum,
again, between control and autonomy. Bruce Ellis Benson offers a detailed categorisation of
improvisation, presenting a qualitative spectrum from least- to most-improvisatory.>? This
spectrum, notably, deviates from previous attempts in that it seeks to embrace all types of music-
making as existing within it, suggesting that performers are always improvising in some way. Solis
offers a more specifically practical definition of improvisation in referring to ‘interactive
frameworks’: performers interact within a work-as-framework (thus building any ontology, at least
in part, on performers).>* Even more importantly, Solis emphasises ‘the meaning those creations
take on among the musicians and audiences’.>* The interactive creation of meaning is, as argued
in the Introduction (Chapter 1.4), essential to choral aleatorism; these views on improvisation are
extremely helpful in considering aleatorism in such a way.

Solis’s idea of an interactive framework is supported elsewhere. Jazz scholar Ingrid

Monson outlines ‘the principal musical resources used in jazz improvisation’.” These include
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‘licks’, ‘forms and feels’, and other basic musical resources, outlined similarly to Kostka’s

(Y13

separation of elements of performer choice in indeterminacy.>® She also writes of the ‘“eternal
cycle” between newly created ideas and pre-composition in improvisation’.>’ Another writer on
jazz improvisation, Paul F. Berliner, writes that ‘from the outset an artist’s ongoing personal
performance history entwines with jazz’s artistic tradition, allowing for a mutual absorption and
exchange of ideas’.>® This mutuality contrasts improvisation from early definitions of aleatorism:
recall Vinton’s relegation of improvisation to a subsidiary role in a work. But Becker, Berliner,
and (especially) Monson permit an equality between ‘work’, tradition, and player, and understand
that freedom and restrictions are mutually delimiting. Taking this collaborative model still further,
Benson applies ‘an improvisational model of music, one that depicts composers, performers, and
listeners as partners in dialogue’.>® Within this bounded structure, agency is distributed fluidly
between composer and performer (among other parties), and it is recognition of this collaboration
that marks so much thought on jazz improvisation.

Dana Reason offers just such thought, and dwells heavily on the performers themselves.
She evokes contemporary artist David Rokeby’s notion of ‘navigation’ to frame ‘a musical
experience as a mutable, inclusive environment where individual input can be accommodated and
welcomed in the most literal sense’.®” ‘Navigation’ occurs along decidedly postmodern lines: ‘by

problematizing any centrally codified project of improvisation’, what emerges among practitioners

is, essentially, intersubjectivity.®! In less abstract terms, improvisatory agency can be couched in
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social considerations. Michael Snow observes that ‘improvisation’ is ubiquitous — in conversation,
in daily actions — and that this intuitive quality marks the best musical improvisation.®? Ali Jihad
Racy, a scholar and improviser, approaches his practice as being personal and cultural:®* the person
is musically embedded in a larger context. The deeply human, intuitive nature of improvisation is
perhaps best summarised by Pauline Oliveros: ‘In this universe — and perhaps many others — life
forms, matter and energy are constantly interacting to promote flow or movement from one
moment to next. This is improvisation”.%*

This focus on agency keeps with Solis’s suggestion that improvisation study reflects the
shifting musicological zeitgeist towards the ‘new musicology’ and ‘musicking’.%® Social-justice
priorities, and a democratic approach to music-as-participatory, mark the improvisation thinking
of Oliveros and George E. Lewis, another performer-composer-writer and a central figure in
current thought on improvisation. Though their respective feminist and Afrological perspectives
are not the focus here, the liberatory qualities they propound are attractive and offer useful
justifications for the focus and philosophical orientation of this project. Oliveros contends that
‘[1Jmprovising with women brings about a feeling of kinship, collaboration, and cooperative
listening. [...] I feel that I have been heard and included in consciousness as a collaborator rather
than regarded as an intrusive competitor’.%® She contrasts this emotive engagement with ‘cool’, a

term she associates with non-emotive, virtuosity-fixated masculinity.®” Much choral aleatorism
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pursues a different skill set to that required by this kind of virtuosity (as demonstrated below,
Chapter 2.4).

Lewis dwells more explicitly on a social agenda, contrasting the ‘Afrological’ perspective
of jazz improvisation with experimental music’s ‘Eurological’ orientation.®® His argument
proceeds from the assertion that defining improvisatory music as beginning mid-century reinforces
narrow, Western narratives.®” Two of the ways in which Lewis elaborates further are relevant here,
and will come to bear on methodological issues later. First, he cites psychologist Phillip Johnson-
Laird’s argument that improvisation emerges from a vocabulary of motifs; he states that, while
this theory denies ‘creative agency’,’”’ its opposite, an improvisatory practice that expunges
““known” elements’ (the Eurological aim), denies the power of memory.”! Whereas Cage argued
that memory and habit stymied performers’ discovery of new ideas, the jazz tradition in which
Lewis participated used the rigours of practice and familiarity to expand the creative potentialities
of a musical idea.”? Put differently, ‘[i]t is impossible to escape the influence of the past in the
improvisations of the present’.”” Physical and connotative memory irrevocably humanise
improvisatory performance.

The second of Lewis’s particularly useful contributions follows his idea that ‘the

Eurological notion of pure spontaneity in improvisation fails to account for [the] temporally

multilaminar aspect of an improvisation’.”* Notes, the ideas and connotations behind them, the
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memories behind those, and so forth, are all simultaneously present in improvised music. This
notion strongly refutes any segregation between improvised content and ‘deeper’ levels of musical
structure. Lewis contends that the musical level of improvisation is itself multilaminar; it should
not be understood as hierarchically lesser than any other musical elements.”” The presence and
interaction of these layers becomes a topic of extended discussion in the case studies below
(Chapters 5 and 6); for now, Lewis’s argument is important because of the significance it gives to
the improvisatory actions of performers.

Approaching improvisation as a social practice has practical ramifications. Enlisting
Solis’s arguments, I have staked out improvisational music as creating performed, interactive
meaning. Following on this, Thomas Turino, a musicologist, anthropologist, and improviser,
defines a ‘piece’ as ‘a platform for individual and group play rather than an art object to be
faithfully reproduced.’’® This comment further broadens the ontology of a piece using
improvisation (and, I would argue, aleatorism by extension), and prioritises the views of those who
play in considering and creating that ontology. Recalling Lewis’s idea of memory, Oliveros
comments that the performer draws on their experience to be ‘at once the composer, player, and
interpreter’ of music.”” Reason argues that musical meaning, in improvisatory music, originates
from the bodies and behaviours (musical and non-musical) of improvisers.”® Performers can
‘reveal themselves, [and] share their embodied experiences’, creating a piece on multiple levels
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through shared embodiment.”” The element of sharing is more present in improvised music than
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other types, writes Bruno Nettl.*” For Racy, these interactions are propelled by ‘emotive content’,®!

further drawing aleatory performance back from the realm of depersonalisation.

A further practical consequence of prioritising the performance of improvisatory music is
a need to consider how it is learned. Practical approaches to aleatorism occasionally touch on
pedagogy and the rehearsal process. Campbell highlights a view that improvisational ability is
acquired, and therefore unteachable.®? By contrast, Nyman’s description of experimental music
dwells heavily on the ‘rehearsal’ processes of various ensembles, including Music Electronica
Viva, which acted as a sort of ‘meeting place’ for diverse musicians,®® and the Scratch Orchestra,
as mentioned. This small sample of perspectives demonstrates the importance of performance in
the study of improvisation/aleatorism, and points the way towards methodological priorities of
inductive, performer-based research and analysis (discussed fully in Chapter 4).

Setting out the parameters of aleatorism is of more than semantic interest: it reinforces the
objectives of the project at hand. What aleatorism looks like, in practice, will be detailed more
below; what it fundamentally entails, for my purposes, is a process whereby meaning (or a
meaningful experience) is created through the improvisatory interaction of individuals. Those
individuals include performers, composers, and potentially other parties (audience, past teachers
or practitioners, etc.). Their experiences, emotions, intentions, and approaches mingle and interact.
Situating this project’s area of focus according to the divide between improvisation and aleatorism
affords further opportunity to assert a philosophical orientation: I both define, and empirically
approach, aleatorism and its performance as improvisatory. Certain genres have a historical claim

to the term ‘improvisation’, often on account of the greater freedoms assumed by their performers.
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81 Racy, ‘Why Do They Improvise?’, 315.

82 Campbell, ‘Learning to Improvise Music’, 122.
83 Nyman, Experimental Music, 128.
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This fact partially dictates my use of ‘aleatorism’ rather than ‘improvisation’. But aleatorism is
nevertheless reliant on improvisatory processes, in terms of both the very real creativity it requires
and its human-based participatory nature. Approaching it as being closely related to improvisation
opens up a paradigm (like Oliveros’s and Lewis’s) that prioritises a human-centred approach over

a depersonalised one.

2.3 Wider Aleatory Practice

Christopher Fox observes that musical histories are ‘contingent on the perspectives adopted by the
writers who fashion them and on the contexts in which the histories are recounted’.®* One
perspective to adopt in approaching the history of aleatorism in practice can be traced along the
same lines as its philosophical history of agency, as outlined above. The progression from Cagean
indeterminacy to the free improvisation of Oliveros and others is neatly rendered according to the
efforts of its practitioners by Feisst, in her essay ‘Losing Control: Indeterminacy and Improvisation
in Music since 1950°.% In this account, the loosening of composers’ control (at least, notational
control) began after World War II; improvisation and aleatorism ‘seemed to threaten the
conventional musical work, its structure, form, notation, and permanence’ on all fronts, including
‘collective compositions and improvisations, chance music, “graph” and text compositions’,
among other approaches.®® Reginald Smith Brindle proposes that the musical ruptures of the 1950s
were as much a response to the Atomic age as serialism was a post-war ‘artistic renewal’ earlier.®’

In both instances, the musical manifestations of old ideologies were purportedly shed; what

8 Christopher Fox, ‘Why Experimental? Why me?’ in James Saunders (ed.), Ashgate Research Companion to
Experimental Music (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009), 9.

85 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’.

8 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 1.

87 Reginald Smith Brindle, The New Music: The Avant Garde since 1945, 2nd edn. (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1987).
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aleatorism set out to achieve, and whether it did so, can be investigated via the matter of performer
agency.

Feisst’s essay cogently sets out four strands of aleatorism’s development. These roughly
delineated groups of composers and works offer a useful structure for outlining aleatory practice.
As with her account, the discussion below is composer-centric; rather than diminishing the
importance of performers, however, this approach allows focus on the creative work of those who
either performed themselves, or acted as instigators and epicentres of types of aleatory practice.
My reliance on Feisst’s four-stage division of those works — Boulez’s aleatorism, open forms, the
experimental movement, and meditative movement, all following on from Cage’s innovations®® —
exposes another risk: the arbitrary and reductive taxonomisation of works, as I have argued, occurs
throughout definitions of aleatorism and indeterminacy. To be clear, however, it is employed here
only as a useful expedient.

Cage’s early innovations were not entirely without precedent, though the source of that
precedent is not always obvious or predictable. Feisst comments on the long history of
improvisation and its relationship to composition, citing Schoenberg’s view that traditional
composition is ‘slowed-down improvisation’.%® Dogantan-Dack comments that, historically,
‘composing and performing music were not [always] regarded as clearly differentiated pursuits’.*
These connections did not assuage the general feeling that Cagean indeterminacy was in conflict

with traditional compositional techniques.’! Cage’s ideas had sources outside of traditional notions

about improvisation. For instance, he suggested that his ideas were inherited from the

88 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 1.

8 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 1.

% Dogantan-Dack, Mine, ‘“Phrasing — the Very Life of Music”: Performing the Music and Nineteenth-Century
Performance Theory’, Nineteenth-Century Music Review, 9 (2012), 8.

o1 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 1.
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indeterminate instrumentation of Bach’s The Art of Fugue.’” Other antecedents include the
vogueish dice games (the Musikalisches Wiirfelspiel; see Figure 2.1) of the Classical period, whose
use of dice to dictate the order of ‘cells’ foretells both Cagean compositional procedures and the

use of the Latin alea by Boulez.”?

Figure 2.1, Musikalisches Wiirfelspiel, attributed to Mozart.**
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But perhaps a better precedent is set by Cage’s proto-experimentalist compatriots, Cowell and
Ives. Ives’s experimentations included indeterminate numbers of repeats in works like The Cage
(1906).”> Cowell’s 1935 Mosaic Quartet allows the movements to be ordered at the performers’
discretion, foreshadowing later open form compositions.”® These early instances of aleatorism
entrust performers with determining proportion and large-scale ordering, but not to produce or
alter musical material itself.

A wider variety of responsibility-sharing is found in the early ventures into performed

indeterminacy, undertaken by the New York School (Cage, Feldman, Wolff, and Earle Brown

92 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 2.

93 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 3.

% Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart (attr.), Musikalisches Wiirfelspiel K. 516f, International Music Score Library Project
(1787) <https://imslp.org/wiki/Special: IMSLPImageHandler/ 20432> [accessed 13 March 2018].

95 Charles Ives, 114 Songs for voice and piano (Bryn Mawr: Merion Music, 1935).

% Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 4.
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(1926-2002)). Cage had produced several of the most important works composed through chance
procedures, including his String Quartet in Four Parts (1949-50) and the Concerto for Prepared
Piano (1950-51), and, as discussed, was the central figure in early performed indeterminacy. This
latter approach, however, was in fact instigated by Feldman.®” Feldman’s earliest score of this type
was Projection 1 (1950) for solo cello, which also initiated his own and others’ graphic approach

to scoring (Figure 2.2).%8

Figure 2.2, Feldman, Projection I for solo cello, score.”
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Here, Feldman indicates duration and timbre, but only dictates register generally. Another work
which influenced Cage was Extensions 1 for violin and piano (1951), which opened up performer
choice in terms of sound repetitions, in addition to specific pitch.!° Feldman largely abandoned
graphic scoring after 1953,'°! but soon thereafter produced works that specified pitch but not
duration, including the Piece for Four Pianos (1957, Figure 2.3), which relates crucially to two of

his major choral works (discussed below, Chapter 2.4).

97 David Nicholls, ‘Towards Infinity: Cage in the 1950s and 1960s’, in David Nicholls (ed.), The Cambridge
Companion to John Cage (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2002), 102.

%8 Johnson, ‘Feldman’.

9 Morton Feldman, Projection I: for solo cello (New York: Edition Peters, 1962).

100 James Pritchett, Laura Kuhn, and Charles Hiroshi Garrett, ‘Cage, John’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music
Online, 2nd edn. (2012) <https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article. A2223954> [accessed 14 March 2018].
10T Johnson, ‘Feldman’.
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Figure 2.3, Feldman, Piece for Four Pianos, p. 1 of score.!*
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In works such as this, Feldman sought to allow ‘each instrument [to live] out its own individual
life’, within his idea of ‘soundworlds’ I have referred to previously.!®® This comment hints at a
kind of subjectivity: in leaving the performer to determine duration, Feldman capitalises on the
inevitable — and fruitful — disparity of individual decision-making processes. Appearing at around
the same time as Piece for Four Pianos, Cage’s Concert for Piano and Orchestra (Figure 2.4)) is

clearly influenced by Feldman.

192 Morton Feldman, Piece for Four Pianos (New York: Edition Peters, 1957).
103 Johnson, ‘Feldman’.
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Figure 2.4, Cage, Concert for Piano and Orchestra, orchestral trumpet parts.'%*
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The events depicted in this orchestral part may be performed in any order and any number of times,
including not at all.!® The work opens the doors of performer decisions (of event-order and
repetition) while assuming greater control over the nature of each event’s execution. The Concert,
among his most important performed-indeterminate works, represents well Cage’s desire to
demand depersonalised, shared compositional responsibility: Feisst contends that, while the score
appears to call for improvisation, Cage in fact intended for it to be performed with a depersonalised
discipline within a clear framework that Cage had ‘designed’.!® This ambition is clearly mingled
with an ongoing exploration of sound itself.

Cage and Feldman can be seen as initiating the experimental music movement. Feisst also

applies the term ‘experimental’ to Cardew, Richard Teitelbaum (b. 1939), Frederic Rzewski (b.

104 pyblished as John Cage, Solo for Trumpets in E b, D, C, and B 5 (New York: Edition Peters, 1957-8).

195 John Cage, Concert for Piano and Orchestra (New York: Edition Peters, 1957-8).
106 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 2.
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1938), Alvin Curran (b. 1938), and their associates, focusing on Teitelbaum’s electronic
experimentation in ‘real time composition’.'”” Fundamental to these composers’ works is the
premise that ‘improvisation and musical experiments [...] not only share common connotations,
but they are often and in various ways related to one another (if, for instance, their outcome is
unpredictable)’.!%® Such works might include Teitelbaum’s ‘biofeedback’ piece /n Tune, which
dwells heavily on the emotional agency and physicality of its performers.!% Nyman’s book draws
in a wider range of composers, all of whom have their own ethos and practical approach to the
human experience. One notable approach involved making art out of the minutiae of that
experience, a shift in focus from Cage’s depersonalised theatrical pieces and ‘happenings’.'!”
George Brecht (1926-2008) focused on ‘the single, observed occurrence on the street’.!!! Many
of his pieces comprised a small block of textual instructions (‘notecard’ pieces), ranging from the

game-like specificity of Spanish Card Piece for Objects (1959/60) to the opaque freedom of 7wo

Exercises (1961; Figures 2.5a and 2.5b).!!?

107 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 5.

108 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 5.

109 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 5.

110 Nyman, Experimental Music, 73.

! Quoted in Nyman, Experimental Music, 74.
12 Nyman, Experimental Music, 74 and 77.
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Figure 2.5a, Brecht, Spanish Card Piece for Objects.'!?

SPANISH CARD PIECE FOR OBJECTS

From one to twenty-tour performers are arranged within view
of each other. Each has before him a stopwatch and a set of
objects of four types, corresponding to the four suits of Spa-
nish cards: swords, clubs, cups, and coins.

One performer, as dealer, shuffles a deck of Spanish cards
(which are numbered 1-12 in each suit), and deals them in
pairs to all performers, each performer arranging his pairs,
face up, in front of him,

At a sign from the dealer, each performer starts his stop-
watch, and, interpreting the rank of the first card in each pair
as the number of sound to be made, and the rank of the sec-
ond card in each pair as the number of consecutive five-sec-
ond intervals within which that number of sounds is to be
freely arranged, acts with an object corresponding to the suit
of the first card in each pair upon an object cofresponding to
the suit of the second card in that pair.

When every performer has used all his pairs of cards, the
piece ends.

G. Brecht
Winter, 1959/60

Figure 2.5b, Brecht, Two Exercises''*

TWO EXERCISES

Consider an object. Call what is not the object "other."

EXERCISE: Add to the object, from the "other," another
object, to form a new object and a new "other."

Repeat until there is no more "other."

EXERCISE: Take a part from the object and add it to the
"other, " to form a new object and a new "other."

Repeat until there is no more object.

Fall, 1961

113 George Brecht, Spanish Card Piece for Objects (1959), reproduced in Michael Nyman, Experimental Music: John
Cage and Beyond 2nd edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 74.

114 Brecht, George, Two Exercises (1961), reproduced in Michael Nyman, Experimental Music: John Cage and
Beyond 2nd edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 77.
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Pieces like these and others from the Fluxus movement set processes in motion, but they are almost
entirely dedicated to the actions and decisions of performers, who dictate much about the
performance of the piece. These pieces obviate certain questions of composer control by forsaking
traditional musical notation — or, indeed, music as traditionally conceived — altogether. Another
significant contributor to the body of ‘notecard’ pieces was LaMonte Young (b. 1935), whose
output ranged from the deliberately absurd Piano Piece for David Tudor #1 (1960), instructing the
performer to attempt to feed hay to a piano, to his ‘audience pieces’, which corrode the traditional
partitions between audience and performers.!!'> The humanity of how these pieces are experienced
is confronted by composer Dick Higgins (1938-1998), for whom ‘boredom, violence, danger,
destruction, failure, and meaninglessness’ become so much a part of his pieces that he ‘insisted’
upon endangering himself in their performance.!'® As these works become more about
performance and process than any ontologically codified work, the previously strong barriers
between performer, composer, and audience are blurred to the point that creation of the piece is a
shared endeavour.

A considerably more restricted approach to aleatorism is found in Feisst’s next group, the
European modernists. Following on Cage’s and Boulez’s encounter in Paris, aleatorism was
adopted (and given the name used here).!!” Feisst observes the marked difference between the
approach of Boulez, whose Third Piano Sonata (1955-57) presents performers with fairly limited
options of mobile sections, and Karlheinz Stockhausen (1928-2007), whose Klavierstiick XI

(1956) provides greater freedom and asks ‘the performer to play the sections he accidentally looks

115 Nyman, Experimental Music, 84-5.
116 Nyman, Experimental Music, 86.
117 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 3.
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at’.!!® Notated musical gestures are presented on a large blank field, their positions not denoting

how they relate to each other (Figure 2.6).

Figure 2.6. Stockhausen, Klavierstiick XI, score extract.’”®
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118 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 3.

119 K arlheinz Stockhausen, Klavierstiick XI (London: Universal, 1957).
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Figure 2.7, Schnittke, Pianissimo, violin 1—4 parts, opening.'?°
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A sort of accidental agency, a partly randomised freedom, is at work in Klavierstiick XI. lannis
Xenakis (1922-2001), who used ‘indeterminacy’ strictly to indicate music composed by formula
and probability rather than composer choice,'?! contended that such work was not truly
‘aleatorism’; his pedantic insistence was that the ‘alea’ root must only be applied to questions of
probability, as it is in science or mathematics.!??> Although European aleatorism did not take up
Xenakis’s view, it still took on a generally limited form. Alfred Schnittke (1934—1998) explored

aleatorism in several major works. In Pianissimo (1970; Figure 2.7), duration is notated as

120 Alfred Schnittke, Pianissimo (London: Universal, 1970).
121 Balint Andras Varga, Conversations with lannis Xenakis (London: Faber and Faber, 1996), 76.
122 Varga, onversations, 55.
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approximate, though within a careful time frame, while all other parameters are controlled. In his
Concerto for oboe, harp, and strings (1972; Figure 2.8), there is a point near the end where the
strings are free to progress through short gestures at their own speed. This moment is the only
instance of aleatorism in the entire piece, but it does seem to draw more heavily on a Cagean or
Feldman-esque sense of freedom than Pianissimo had done. This aesthetic is taken further in the
Serenade (1972; Figure 2.9), in which cells are further separated and repeated at will for

approximate durations, irrespective of other performers’ activity (until a collective signal to cease).
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Figure 2.8, Schnittke, Concerto for oboe, harp, and strings, string parts, p. 22 of score. '
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123 Alfred Schnittke, Concerto for oboe, harp, and strings (London: Universal, 1972).
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Figure 2.9, Schnittke, Serenade, opening.'**
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Lutostawski took up aleatorism in a slightly different way. His first such effort was Jeux
Vénitiens (1961), which was inspired by, and later presented to, Cage.'? In the first movement,
performers move between large blocks of music in order — a distinctive presentation of material,
but only aleatory in that instrumentalists may progress through their notated lines at varying
speeds. The second movement presents the conductor and winds with the task of accompanying
the first flute’s free line, a concept not dissimilar to traditional recitative but notated in a different
way. Lutostawski’s more in-depth exploration of aleatorism is perhaps best exemplified in his
choral-orchestral score Trois poemes d’Henri Michaux (1962—63), discussed below (Chapter 2.4).
His control of performers’ activity in aleatorism has been termed ‘aleatory counterpoint’, a
technique always treated as subservient to the larger objectives of the piece.!?¢ I argue, however,
that Trois poemes’s fracture of choral forces moves towards a sense of performed subjectivity.

Penderecki is another composer whose approach to aleatorism is perhaps best exemplified
in his choral writing (Chapter 2.4). In orchestral works like Polymorphia (1961), he built upon
ideas of graphic notation, creating his own carefully notated system (Figure 2.10) which, despite

the ‘fields’ of sound it presents, also keeps relatively tight reins on performers’ activities.

124 Alfred Schnittke, Serenade, (London: Universal, 1972).

125 Charles Bodman Rae, ‘Lutostawski, Witold’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn. (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.17226> [accessed 14 March 2018].

126 Rae, ‘Lutostawski’.
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Figure 2.10, Penderecki, Polymorphia, p. 23 of score.'?’
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127 Krzysztof Penderecki, Polymorphia for 48 Stringed Instruments (Celle: Moeck, 1961).
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These graphic expansions of traditional notation appear throughout his works, including the choral
pieces discussed below.

Feisst’s next grouping of aleatory works includes compositions using ‘open form’ by
composers such as Lukas Foss (1922-2009) and Earle Brown (1926-2002). Foss employed open
forms that comprised musical modules being navigated by different performer groups, a less-
improvisatory method born of that composer’s work with his Improvisation Chamber Ensemble. '*8
Oliveros notes that this ensemble did not actually improvise in concert, instead performing
notations of previous improvisations.!?® Earle Brown’s December 1952 (Figure 2.11) is an
important early score based entirely on graphics, and exemplifies one extreme of freedom given

the performer.'3°

128 Raymond Yiu, ‘Renaissance Man: A Portrait of Lukas Foss’, Tempo, 221 (July 2002), 15-23 <https://doi-
org.ezproxy.bcu.ac.uk/10.1017/S004029820001562X> [accessed 19 July 2017].

129 Pauline Oliveros, ‘Improvising Composition: How to Listen in the Time Between’, in Gillian Siddall and Ellen
Waterman (ed.), Negotiated Moments: Improvisation, Sound, and Subjectivity (Durham: Duke University Press,
2016), 77.

130 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 4.



Figure 2.11, Brown, December 1952.13!

131 Earle Brown, December 1952 (1952), in Folio (Basel: Paul Sacher Foundation, 1952-3).
132 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 4.
133 Kim, ‘The Formalisation of Indeterminacy’, 158-9.
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Brown had a distaste for ‘chance music’, recognising the difference between human decision-
making and chance.!** Indeed, both Cage and Brecht felt that Brown’s graphic scores were
insufficiently indeterminate — either because they could be performed in inversion or retrograde
(by viewing the image from different sides), a possibility seen as too traditional, or because the
composer was too heavily involved in scoring decisions.'** However, graphic scoring clearly

leaves a great deal of room for its performers’ interpretative decisions. Writing soon after the zenith
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of experimental music, Erhard Karkoschka observes that ‘[m]usical graphics, diametrically
opposed to precise instructions as they are, strive to stimulate without constricting the
imagination’.!** Though he also acknowledges that graphic symbols often derive from, interact
with, or are subordinate to traditional notation, it is the stimulative richness of graphic notation
that sets it apart from the strong aural implications of traditional notational symbols. '3

Feisst begins the discussion of her final category, ‘meditative music’, with Young’s
musical interest in India, Japan, and Indonesia and the pieces that resulted.'*® She then moves on
to Pauline Oliveros. Oliveros was steeped in Tai Chi, psychology, philosophy, and mythology, and
these influences bore heavily on her improvisatory work.!?” Indeed, her focus shifted entirely
towards improvisatory techniques in the middle of her career.!’® Alongside Oliveros’s
developments, minimalism emerged out of the growth of interest in non-European philosophies
and meditation in mid-century American music. Nyman notes that composer Terry Riley (b. 1935)
was rare among minimalists for his use of aleatorism, citing his additional work as a ‘performer
and improviser’.!*° Riley’s In C (1964; Figure 2.12) is the most well-known of his works using

improvisatory techniques.

134 Karkoschka, Erhard, and Ruth Koenig, Notation in New Music: A Critical Guide to Interpretation and Realization
(London: Universal, 1972), 77.

135 Karkoschka and Koenig, Notation in New Music, 77.

136 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 6.

137 Feisst, ‘Losing Control’, 6.

138 Timothy D. Taylor, ‘Oliveros, Pauline’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn. (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.20317> [accessed 14 March 2018].

139 Nyman, Experimental Music, 145.
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t.]40

Figure 2.12, Riley, In C, extrac

Though Riley’s notation does not leave rhythm open, his sparse notation and the cells’
undetermined repetitions leave open significant expressive and duration potential as performers

create a meditative counterpoint.

2.4 Choral Aleatorism

The state and profile of aleatory choral composition relates closely to Feisst’s categories, but only
up to a point. Those categories are useful in helping to identify major figures and works of choral
aleatorism; but the drivers of aleatorism, indeterminacy, and experimentalism produced relatively
few choral works, the preponderance of choral aleatorism having appeared either after the mid-
century heights of indeterminacy, or by figures who were not so strictly assigned to a ‘school’ as
their more famous contemporaries. It is useful to identify and discuss the choral contributions of

the major figures of Feisst’s categories, wherever works and writings grappled with the challenges

140 Terry Riley, In C (London: Celestial Harmonies/Temple Music, 1964).
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of creating aleatorism. But these discussions give way to a wider view of the field, which includes
the American composers writing largely for educational choirs, members of the Scandinavian
avant-garde choral movement, and those composers who have built their innovations upon the
choral tradition in Britain. A further deviation from Feisst’s scheme is that the ultimate matter of
concern here is practice and performance, rather than the aesthetic or philosophical motives of the
composers in question.

Choral music tended to resist twentieth century innovations, its composers instead relying
upon ‘the harmonies and small forms of earlier centuries’ or ‘aleatoric [sic] and/or minimalist
gimmicks [...] in unthreatening harmonic environments’.!*! Even Cage, in his most significant
choral work, Hymns and Variations (1979), returns to a hymn by William Billings (1746—1800).'4?
Vocal aleatorism from the New York School, and from composers associated with it, both foretold
and later drew on a wide variety of indeterminate notation and styles. These works show the
conservatism and cautious delegation of musical freedom to singers that would come to mark much
choral aleatorism.

Two early solo vocal works offer a picture of the theatrical liberties aleatorism might offer,
opening up new freedoms of interpretation and pitch without entrusting performers with decisions
as to actual notes. Cage produced indeterminate works for solo voices more than vocal ensembles
but foreshadowed significant later examples of graphic choral notation. Works such as Aria (1958;
Figure 2.13a) enabled interpretative freedom along multiple parameters, including timbre and

pitch. Aria was written for and inspired by Berberian, who also supplied the texts Cage used.

141 Nick Strimple, ‘Choral Music in the Twentieth and Early Twenty-First Centuries’, in de Quadros, ed., The
Cambridge Companion to Choral Music (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 2012), 60

142 William Brooks, ‘John Cage and History: Hymns and Variations’, Perspectives of New Music, 31.2 (Sumer 1993),
74-103 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/833371> [accessed 10 April 2017], 75-7.
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3 and her own

Berberian’s influence on contemporary vocal composition was considerable,'*
compositional output contributed further to graphic vocal scores. Her Stripsody (1966; Figure
2.13b) exploits the potentialities of graphic scoring by drawing an array of connotative visual
elements into proximity, a kind of pictorial postmodern polylogue. The cartoon-score by Eugenio
Carmi emerged alongside Berberian’s original performance, and has a place as a separate work of
art, making Stripsody an important interdisciplinary collaboration between music and visual arts.
Cage’s Songbooks (1970, see extract from Volume I, Figure 2.13¢) continued the freedom of

graphic notation while incorporating the pitched cellular material of his Concert for Piano and

Orchestra.

143 Norderval, ‘What We Owe to Cathy’, 185.
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Figure 2.13a, Cage, extract from Aria.’*
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Figure 2.13c, Cage, Solo for Voice 12 from Songbook volume 1.
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Timbral improvisation is at the heart of these works, which dwell more heavily on extended

techniques than improvisatory pitch manipulation and navigation (though other of Cage’s solos do

make more taxing demands in this regard).

The only one of Cage’s several choral works to employ indeterminacy, Four(2) (1990)

exemplifies the limited demands placed on choral ensembles in much aleatorism. Four(2) dwells

146 John Cage, ‘Solo for Voice No. 12°, in Songbook Volume I (New York: Henmar Press, 1970), 43.
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entirely on questions of timing, a strategy that seems to draw on the choral output of Feldman,

discussed below. It requires singers to begin and end a limited gamut of pitches within a specific

segment of the piece’s overall timespan (Figure 2.14).

Figure 2.14, Cage, Four(2), alto part.'¥
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147 John Cage, Four(2) for chorus (New York: Henmar Press, 1990)
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Feldman’s choral output was greater than Cage’s, but it explored similar sonic ideas and
practical limitations. Between 1960 and 1986, Feldman produced 10 choral works, several of
which included free timing. The Swallows of Salangan (1960) provides a sequence of pitches
through which performers progress at their own pace (Figure 2.15a). Using similar notation,
Christian Wolff'in Cambridge (1963) leaves decisions of timing to the conductor, who dictates the
duration of each chord (Figure 2.15b). Chorus and Instruments II (1967) shows a growing

tendency to fully score parts (Figure 2.15c).

Figure 2.15a, Feldman, The Swallows of Salangan, opening.'*®
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148 Morton Feldman, The Swallows of Salangan, for chorus and instruments (New York: Edition Peters, 1962).
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Figure 2.15b, Feldman, Christian Wolff in Cambridge, opening.'*
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149 Morton Feldman, Christian Wolff in Cambridge (New York: Edition Peters, 1963).
150 Morton Feldman, Chorus and Instruments II (New York: Edition Peters, 1967).
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Between Cage’s and Berberian’s early vocal experiments and Feldman’s body of choral
works, two major avenues of choral aleatory freedom are laid out: timbral improvisation, and
durational liberty with set pitch progressions. It is these parameters, and their limitations, that
define most subsequent choral aleatorism. This fairly limited freedom may be due to the distrust
in singers’ musicianship, as commented upon by Pauline Oliveros, and previously cited in the
Introduction (Chapter 1.3). The freedom of pitch and cell selection present in some of Cage’s
Songbook solos do not appear in later aleatory ensemble vocal writing; singers are generally
entrusted only to progress through predetermined pitches, or to provide timbral effects through
extended techniques. Notably, the examples above from Feldman’s output also indicate a
movement towards situating control of improvisatory elements with a conductor, a feature of much
choral aleatorism.

Unsurprisingly, tighter conductorial control is present throughout most European choral
aleatorism. This movement was foreshadowed by an American. An early example of choral
aleatorism is Hovhaness’s (1911-2000) Magnificat (1958), in which two brief passages of
aleatorism (Figure 2.16) appear in an otherwise neo-Romantic work which uses a strongly

European art-music traditional idiom.
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Figure 2.16, Hovhaness, Magnificat movement, 11. ‘Sicut Cervus Est’, p. 35 of score. !*!
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151 Hovhaness, Alan, Magnificant for Soli, Chorus, and Orchestra (Frankfurt: Edition Peters, 1958).



68

One early critic observed that this ‘accident-music’ did not fundamentally alter the work’s
conservatism.!>?> And indeed, this moment of aleatory freedom occurs only twice, briefly, and amid
a work whose idiom is decidedly conservative.

The choral works of Penderecki present a similar stylistic anachronism but push the
boundaries of choral aleatorism significantly. Though Penderecki was known for his use of neo-
Romanticism, his choral works were nevertheless as significant to the development of choral music
as works like Polymorphia were to the instrumental avant-garde. Nick Strimple posits that
Penderecki’s impact upon choral aleatorism was greater than any of Cage’s innovations,'>* and
that one of his largest works, the St Luke Passion (1963—66), is among the most significant

contributions to twentieth-century music:'>*

No one before had thought to follow simultaneously the logical consequences of Charles
Ives, the impressionists, the serialists, Alois Haba, John Cage, Emil Burian, and other vocal
experimenters, thereby liberating the chorus to all manner of expression. !>

156

Such liberations include reproducing instrumental sounds >® and creating ‘flurries’ — ‘passages in

which several parts are playing [or singing] varied fast figures simultaneously’.!>’

These techniques of expressive freedom are further explored in the composer’s response

to the atrocities at Auschwitz-Birkenau, Dies Irae (1967).!°® Recalling Hovhaness, or paralleling

152 Robert Evett, ‘Music of Alan Hovhaness’, Notes, 16.2 (March 1959), 323—4 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/892768>
[accessed 15 April 2017], 232.

153 Strimple, Choral Music in the Twentieth Century, 13.

154 Strimple, ‘Choral Music in the Twentieth and Early Twenty-First Centuries’, 46.

155 Strimple, Choral Music in the Twentieth Century, 125.

156 Ray Robinson and Allen Winold, A Study of the Penderecki St. Luke Passion (Celle: Moeck Verlag, 1983), 57-9.
157 Robinson and Winold, 4 Study of the Penderecki St. Luke Passion, 63.

158 Wolfram Schwinger, Krzysztof Penderecki: His Life and Work, trans. By William Mann (London: Schott, 1989),
214.
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Feldman, Penderecki frequently provides pitched ‘melodies’ with freedom of timing and repetition
(Figure 2.17a). In Figure 2.17a, the conductor must necessarily control the progression through
larger-scale events like the downward glissando, even as singers perform pitch sequences ad
libitum. Similar limitations are present in un-sung vocal passages (Figure 2.17b); the composer’s

pitch control is relinquished, but only through use of the speaking voice’s indefinite pitch.

Figure 2.17a, Penderecki, Dies Irae, soprano and alto parts, p. 15 of score.'*’
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159 Krzysztof Penderecki, Dies Irae: Oratorium ob memoriam in perniciei castris in Oswiecim necatorum
inexstinguibilem reddendam (Celle: Moeck, 1967), 15.
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Figure 2.17b, Penderecki, Dies Irae, chorus parts, p. 27 of score.'®
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Nonrhythmic speech is a device that Berio used to permit greater freedom — as well as a
kind of fracture of identity, given the polylogue of languages (Figure 2.18) — in his most

extensively aleatory choral work, Passaggio (1961-2).

Figure 2.18, Berio, Passaggio, chorus parts, p. 3 of score.'®!
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160 penderecki, Dies Irae, 27.
161 Luciano Berio, Passaggio: messa in scena (London: Universal, 1963).
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This work juxtaposes semi-notated rhythms and greater freedom on the part of vocal performers,

as seen in Figure 2.18. The notation, and high levels of individual freedom, seem to put aleatorism

into tension with the conductor, who nevertheless presides throughout.

While Hovhaness, Penderecki, and Berio employed aleatorism as a contained feature of

their choral music, Lutostawski’s only mature choral work,'®? Trois poémes d’Henri Michausx,

relies heavily on techniques of aleatorism. Moreover, given its significance to his output, it

constitutes a centre of thought and writing — from the composer and others — on choral aleatorism.

The outer two movements tend towards methods similar to Penderecki’s: free pacing of pitched

material and limited extended techniques like glissandi (Figure 2.19a). The inner movement

consists exclusively of speech sounds and shouts, which are themselves frequently assigned strict

rhythm (Figure 2.19b).

Figure 2.19a, Lutostawski, Trois poemes d 'Henri Michaux, 1. ‘Pensées’,

soprano parts, p. 12 of score.'®?
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*)Immediately upon the conductor’s signal Soprano I begins to sing alone.
The entries of the other sopranos are indicated by cues given in the
parts. The whole section should be spoken rather than sung, though
keeping to the pitches indicated. This applies both to short as well as
longer notes. Particular care should be taken to execute the latter with
the minimum of force and without vibrato.

162 Charles Bodman Rae, The Music of Lutostawski (London: Faber, 1994), 84.

163 Witold Lutostawski, Trois poémes d’Henri Michaux (Brighton: Chester, 1963).
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Figure 2.19b, Lutostawski, Trois poémes, 1. ‘Le grand combat’, chorus parts, p. 31 of score.!®*

A

4

S.A.CT- I 1 i
(‘) Fouille, fouille, fouille, fouille, fouille, fouille,

B[ i i —tt——¢ i
ouille, fouille, fouille,  fouille, fouille, fouille, fonille, fouille,

What is remarkable about the piece is not the types of aleatorism used, but their extent. The
composer’s structural control maintains O’Grady’s ‘family resemblances’ between
performances.'$® Lutostawski commented on the control he maintained over pitch material,
whereby a 12-note chord remained a reliable presence or starting point. !¢ Indeed, control of pitch
is never fully relinquished in the outer movements of the work.!®” He suggested the term
‘controlled aleatorism’, commenting that ‘individual parameters are not entirely accidental but are
always determined to some extent. We could call it a technique of approximation’.!®® Though
Lutostawski refers here to his own control, his term exposes the fact that greater composer control
often correlates to greater conductor control. Determination of structural progress and timing is
strongly centralised in Trois poémes. Yet he espouses an important degree of creative
independence for performers. In his definition, an ‘ideal’ performer of contemporary music could
either adhere masterfully to the minute dictations of Boulez, or assume improvisatory agency; but

in his opinion — and certainly in his work — “fidelity towards the composer's text, though essential,

164 Lutostawski, Trois poémes.

165 Rae, The Music of Lutostawski, 78.

166 Tadeusz Kaczynski, Conversations with Witold Lutostawski (London: Chester, 1984), 5.
167 Kaczynski, Conversations with Witold Lutostawski, 86.

168 Kaczynski, Conversations with Witold Lutostawski, 6.
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is not enough in itself. A performer should be something of a resonator, sensitive to the deeper
layers of a piece of music’.'®’

His approach to Trois poemes centred on the realities of performance and coordination.
Though his embrace of performer freedom resulted from hearing Cage’s Concert on the radio,
Lutostawski was interested in how that freedom achieved its aural outcomes rather than any
philosophical motives.!”® His foremost objective was to achieve complex sounds without
unnecessarily complex scores,!”! eschewing what he saw as the unnecessary difficulty of ‘serialist
and post-serialist’ choral works.!”?> Such intentions clearly point towards achieving his desired
effect through practical means. Strimple observes that the piece’s technical challenges are so ‘well-
conceived’ as to evidence a performer-centred compositional approach.!”® A significant part of
that conception was to limit what was left to ‘chance’ (or performer decision), and to coordinate
carefully how the ensemble and conductor interact during this freedom. !’

Arguably the most significant contributor to choral scores in Feisst’s next category — those
employing graphic elements — Canadian composer R. Murray Schafer (b. 1933) has taken an even
more explicitly practical approach to performer-centred aleatorism. Works such as Snowforms
(1982) and Epitaph for Moonlight (1968) are composed specifically for youth voices, and provide
clearly defined, manageable challenges for singers less experienced in the freedoms often
presented by graphic scores. Epitaph for Moonlight makes specific pitching requirements on

singers, but, as seen in Figure 2.20, also prompts them to explore sounds, timing, and other

169 Kaczynski, Conversations with Witold Lutostawski, 115.
170 Rae, The Music of Lutostawski, 75.

17! Rae, The Music of Lutostawski, 77.

172 Rae, The Music of Lutostawski, 85.

173 Strimple, Choral Music in the Twentieth Century, 124.
174 Rae, The Music of Lutostawski, 75.
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parameters, via notation used as open pictorial encouragement. By contrast, works like Gita (1967)

employ more complex and difficult writing (Figure 2.21).

Figure 2.20, Schafer, Epitaph for Moonlight extract.'”
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175 R. Murray Schafer, Epitaph for Moonlight (Scarborough: Berandol, 1969).



Figure 2.21, Schafer, Gita, pp. 1617 of score.!”®
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176 R. Murray Schafer, Gita (Scarborough: Berandol, 1967).
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Another example of graphic scoring is the opening of Howard Skempton’s (b. 1947) The Flight of

Song (2005; Figure 2.22), which provides even less proscription than Schafer’s scores do.

Proscribed elements are any which rule out or forbid options; graphic notation, especially like that

used in The Flight of Song, does this fairly little. This is an important concept in works which may

be seen to be more concerned with selectively bounding improvisatory freedom, rather than

providing a fuller (prescriptive) scheme of for performance. These examples from Schafer and
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Skempton highlight the fact that greater quantities and detail of (especially traditional) notation
can often result in fewer improvisatory options for singers. Skempton’s choral output typically
does not use graphics, but this is an exception worth commenting upon. It was written for amateurs,
who are accommodated in the extreme freedom of the graphics; those graphics impel expression

in much the way that Berberian’s Stripsody does.

Figure 2.22, Skempton, The Flight of Song, opening.'”’
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Graphic scoring is present in much other choral music, perhaps because this kind of musical
notation makes aleatorism accessible to participants with less musical training.
Without using graphics, composers who might fit into Feisst’s ‘meditative’ category also

tend to reject standard notation. Pauline Oliveros, herself a singer, dwelt heavily on the

177 Howard Skempton, The Flight of Song (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005).
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democratising potential of meditative choral aleatorism, not only as a composer but also in her
Deep Listening practice. Deep Listening exercises include ‘Breath Improvisation’ and ‘Shifting
Accents Improvisation’, wherein participants produce breaths of varied lengths and become
mindful of the resultant texture.!”® Improvisation, for Oliveros, is a fundamentally embodied
experience, and these activities seek to highlight that idea.!”® The Deep Listening manual contains
numerous pieces, by Oliveros and others, that explore grouped vocal/physical improvisation from
numerous angles.!8" A similarly experience-oriented, meditative instance of choral aleatorism is
found in Cornelius Cardew’s The Great Learning (1968—70). Though the openness of this piece
to a variety of performers and the Confucian texts it employs place it safely in the ‘meditative
category’, its use of an array of notational and performance styles over the course of its
approximately seven-hour duration'8! make it a sort of summary of the available devices of choral

aleatorism.

178 Pauline Oliveros, Deep Listening: A Composer’s Sound Practice (Lincoln: Deep Listening, 2005), 10 and 25.

179 Oliveros, Deep Listening, 11.

130 Oliveros, Deep Listening, 29-54.

181 John Tilbury, ‘Cardew, Cornelius’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn. (2001)
<https://doi.org/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.article.04912> [accessed 14 March 2018].
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Figure 2.23a, Cardew, The Great Learning Paragraph 5, p. 18 of score.!%?

ODE MACHINE 2. (Kavlgren 235) Each line is one breath . Wheve o lume in drawn the singer impaovises ove. .

/\\’\\J\\ WWM
WEN\\ 15 ON

(NwiNG

THOUGH 1T 15 AN OLD W

\ﬂ: —_— o A/’/ \'/\Un A

UU k\/_&“—*
AND DESCENDS, HE 81T$ NEXTTO Gop,

182 Cornelius Cardew, The Great Learning (London: Horace Cardew/Danny Dark Records, 1968-70), 18.
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Figure 2.23b, Cardew, The Great Learning Paragraph 7, p. 23 of score.'®3
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183 Cardew, The Great Learning, 23.

The instructions in the right-hand column read:
NOTATION

—>The leader gives a signal and all enter concertedly at the same moment. The second of the signals is
optional; those wishing to observe it should gather to the leader and choose a new note and enter just as at the
beginning (see below).

“Sing 9 (f2) SWEPT AWAY” means: sing the words “SWEPT AWAY” on a length-of-a-breath note
(syllables freely disposed) nine times; the same note each time; of the nine notes two (any two) should be loud, the
rest soft. After each note take in breath and sing again.

“Hum 7” means: hum a length-of-a-breath note seven times; the same note each time; all soft.

“Speak 1”” means: speak the given words in steady tempo all together, in a low voice, once (follow the
leader).

PROCEDURE

Each chorus member chooses his own note (silently) for the first time (IF eight times). All enter together on
the leader’s signal. For each subsequent line choose a note that you can hear being sung by a colleague. It may be
necessary to move to within an earshot of certain notes. The note, once chosen, must be carefully retained. Time
may be taken over the choice. If there is no note, or only the note you have just been singing, or only a note or notes
that you are unable to sing, choose your note for the next line freely. Do not sing the same note on two consecutive
lines.

Each singer progresses through the text as his own speed. Remain stationary for the duration of a line;
move around only between lines.

All must have completed “hum 3 (f2)” before the signal for the last line is given. At the leader’s discretion
this last line may be omitted.



81

Whereas Paragraph 5 of the piece uses graphic notation implying pitch contours (Figure 2.23a),
Paragraph 7 only provides text and instructions (Figure 2.23b). The freedom of movement,
pitching, rhythm, text speed — ultimately, of expression and experience — of Paragraph 7
particularly emphasises John Tilbury’s observation that Cardew ‘was moving away from the
purely aesthetic concerns of the avant garde [sic] towards a recognition of the social and political
roots of musical life’.!®* A final note should be made on the meditative nature of Robert Ashley’s
(1930-2014) She Was a Visitor (1967),'% which allows groups of singers to improvise clusters of
sound, sustaining phonemes from a speaker’s repetition of the title text. Though neither She Was
a Visitor nor The Great Learning permits the improvisation of melodic material, or of rhythms in
the way that Oliveros’s works and exercises do, both do cede control over many musical
parameters to the singers.

Out of these significant, mid-century experiments in choral aleatorism came an American
stream of works written in a choral culture centred more on university- and college-level ensembles
than church or professional choirs. This group of composers are not sufficiently aesthetically
aligned to create a ‘school’ as such, but the importance of these types of ensembles creates a
general emphasis on comparatively performable works. Two indicative examples are offered in
Exsultet C&lum Laudibus (1967) by John Paynter (1928—-1996) and Michael Hennagin’s (1936—
1993) The Unknown (1968/72). Paynter’s work, for mixed voices, soli, and optional percussion,
creates Pendereckian ‘clouds’ from freely repeated pitch sequences, set against traditionally scored

material (Figure 2.24).

184 Tilbury, ‘Cardew’.
185 Robert Ashley, She Was a Visitor (Robert Ashley, 1967).
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Figure 2.24, Paynter, Exsultet Ca&lum Laudibus, chorus parts, p. 1 of score. '8¢
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Hennagin’s The Unknown, for choir accompanied by winds, percussion, and electronics, includes

two different scorings for unified chanting to undetermined rhythm and pitch (Figures 2.25a and

2.25b).

136 John Paynter, Exultet Ceelum Laudibus (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967).
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Figure 2.25a, Hennagin, The Unknown, chorus parts, p. 38 of score.'®’
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Figure 2.25b, Hennagin, The Unknown, soli tenors, p. 43 of score.'®®
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Both of these instances bear an obvious resemblance to European aleatorism, in which the

objective is textural rather than experiential, yet with a stronger focus on ease of performance by

diverse ensembles. This vein of aleatorism is, nevertheless, occasionally seen as providing the

opportunity for individual agency, as discussed below (Chapter 2.5). The tendency to contain

performer freedom in American choral aleatorism can be seen more recently in Cloudburst (1996)

by Eric Whitacre (b. 1970), a work that has found a place in the mainstream of American choirs’

repertoire. As seen in Figure 2.26, the aleatorism is contained within the orthodoxies established

by 1960s European choral music.

187 Michael Hennagin, The Unknown (Chicago: Walton, 1972).
138 Hennagin, The Unknown.



Figure 2.26, Whitacre, Cloudburst, p. 5 of score.'®
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Developments in Britain, following Cardew, have been somewhat more adventurous.
Bridging the divide between America and Great Britain, Bernard Rands (b. 1934) was born in
England and educated in England and Wales but spent much of his career in America.'*® While
still in Britain, he produced a series called Sound Patterns (1967-9), which used ‘graphic and time-
space notation to elicit spontaneous creativity from young players [or singers]’.!*! Sound Patterns
3, for mixed choir, uses graphic notation for educational purposes as Shafer does, but, as seen in
Figure 2.27, also encourages cluster melodies and shouts using notation similar to what Penderecki

had devised for strings.

139 Eric Whitacre, Cloudburst (Chicago: Walton, 1996).

19 Roger Marsh, ‘Rands, Bernard’, in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn. (2001)
<http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com/subscriber/article/grove/music/22877> [accessed 6 April 2017].

191 Marsh, ‘Rands’.
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Figure 2.27, Rands, Sound Patterns 3, extract.'®?

1 2 4

(rum) S350

A =
ppp ————p
B
¢
D
|

Paul Patterson (b. 1947) also produced several choral works using aleatorism, including a Kyrie
(1972; Figure 2.28). This work leaves its liberation of musical timing in the hands of a conductor,

who is responsible for coordinating events among sections of the choir.

192 Bernard Rands, Sound Patterns 3: Project for voices (London: Universal, 1990).
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Figure 2.28, Patterson, Kyrie, p. 3 of score.'”?
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Both of these techniques quite palpably draw on Penderecki’s innovations in both choral and
orchestral notation.

The stage for British composers’ more robust embrace of aleatorism, as compared with
their American counterparts, was set by David Bedford (1937-2011). Bedford had met
Lutostawski, and it may not be coincidental that his most significant choral work, Two Poems
(1963), settings of American poet Kenneth Patchen, appeared immediately on the heels of the
former composer’s Trois poemes. A similarity to the aleatorism of Trois poémes can be seen in
Bedford’s 1966 work Wide, Wide in the Rose’s Side and the 1972 work Star Clusters, Nebulae and

Places in Devon (Figures 2.29a and b).

193 Paul Patterson, Kyrie, (London: Josef Weinberger, 1972).



Figure 2.29a, Bedford, Wide, Wide in the Rose’s Side, voice parts, opening. '
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194 David Bedford, Wide, Wide in the Rose’s Side (London: Novello, 1966).
195 David Bedford, Star Clusters, Nebulae & Places in Devon (London: Universal 1972).



88

In an interview with Cardew, Bedford commented that Lutostawski ‘influenced the way I write
things down, but not, I think, the way they sound’.!”® This is a somewhat surprising statement,
given Bedford’s comment soon thereafter that space-time notation was a way to create complexity
without unnecessarily complex notation — exactly as Lutostawski said about his own application
of aleatory techniques. Bedford continues, saying that he was also attempting to mitigate against
‘the complexity that the players found [when] facing’ complicated metric notation, and to ease
performers’ acceptance of metrically nebulous notation.!”” Bedford was acutely aware of the
practical ramifications of this kind of notation, shown in his observation of performers’ concern
that, if there is no ‘wrong’ moment to enter, it is impossible to know the correct moment (though
this problem is reduced with less educated children).!”® A creative way of scoring dense textures
to convey the sound to the singers, and to make plain to them the objectives at hand, is evident at

another moment in Star Clusters (Figure 2.30).

196 David Bedford and Cornelius Cardew, ‘A Conversation’, The Musical Times, 107.1477 (March 1966), 198-200
<http://www jstor.org/stable/953357> [accessed 6 March 2017], 198.

197 Bedford and Cardew, ‘A Conversation’, 198.

198 Bedford and Cardew, ‘A Conversation’, 198.
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Figure 2.30, Bedford, Star Clusters, chorus parts, p. 13 of score.!”’
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As seen here, Bedford worked to produce music which best visually resembled the sounds he
imagined,??° using aleatory notation to wed sonic objectives and performance viability. Bedford
struck a balance that uncovers a paradox: in achieving an idiomatic complexity, choral aleatorism
both exposes and reinforces the assumptions about singers’ limited abilities I have cited previously
in the Introduction (Chapter 1.3).

Bedford used aleatorism in his later educational pieces, relying on techniques developed in
Two Poems.*’! His interest in educational music was bound up with his musical philosophy;
believing that music students should perform, not just listen to, music, he explained the difference

between his approach and Cage’s:

199 Bedford, Star Clusters.

200 Bedford and Cardew, ‘A Conversation’, 199.

201 Keith Potter, ‘Bedford, David’, in in Grove Music Online, Oxford Music Online, 2nd edn. (2001)
<http://www.oxfordmusiconline.com/subscriber/article/grove/music/02501> [accessed 6 April 2017].
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I admire Cage, and no contemporary composer can ignore him. There is a great difference
between my work and his, however. I use my notation to give the players more confidence
and freedom to produce the sounds I want. Although I would not say a mistake had been
made if a player came in half a second too late or too soon I would say quite definitely that

one had been made if he played a wrong note, or played loudly instead of softly.?*?

For Bedford, aleatory notation was not conceptually proscriptive, but it was sonically prescriptive.
Of course, distribution of execution is not the same as democratisation of agency: Bedford’s focus
is still on the sounds /e wants, and the comment above suggests that the freedom he affords
performers only goes so far as to empower them to achieve that goal. But it is worth noting that a
letter co-written by Bedford and George Self states emphatically that classist divides between
popular and avant-garde music are largely nullified when post-serialist music is made accessible
through ‘the use of aleatoric [sic] and new conducting techniques’.?%?

A more recent British composer who embraces both the sonic and open-access potential of
aleatorism is Kerry Andrew (b. 1978). ‘Open-access’ is used here to describe scores which are
freely available, whether through a particular project or more generally, and accessible by a wide
range of performers; they exemplify a particularly strong vein of overtly democratisation-
orientated aleatorism. These two objectives are met, respectively, in O Lux Beata Trinitas (2004)

and CoMABlues (2016). The former juxtaposes freely-executed melodic cells with more traditional

writing, not dissimilarly to many of the above examples. CoMAblues, written for another

202 Bedford and Cardew, ‘A Conversation’, 200—1.
203 George Self, and David Bedford, ‘Down with School Music!’, The Musical Times, 105.1455 (May 1964), 362
<http://www jstor.org/stable/949946> [accessed 6 April 2017].
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instalment of the open-access project for which Skempton produced The Flight of Song, is
considerably bolder in its use of aleatorism. In a manner similar to Riley’s In C, performers

progress through musical cells (seen in Figure 2.31) at their own pace.

Figure 2.31, Andrew, CoMABlues, opening.>%*
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While the musical material is fairly rigidly set, this piece offers one of the few examples of
performers dictating the pacing of events, and proportions of the piece, from within.

A final centre of aleatory choral composition, which has been actively cultivated by the
recent appearance of several new high-level professional choirs, is the region encompassing
Scandinavia and the Baltic states. So many Scandinavian aleatory choral scores have emerged that
it is only possible to show a small representative sample here. Strimple ties this group of
composers, once again, to Cage, citing the latter’s influence on Norwegian composer Alfred

Janson (b. 1937). Janson’s Tema (1966) was, like Penderecki’s Dies Irae, a Holocaust response.?%>

204 Kerry Andrew, CoMABIues (unpublished, 2016).
205 Strimple, ‘Choral Music in the Twentieth and Early Twenty-First Centuries’, 59.



92

It explores a similarly wide palette of expressive techniques. The work’s ‘lingering emotional
impact’ is heightened by its accessibility, providing ‘functional experience in basic entry-level
avant-garde techniques’ for a generation of singers.?*® Another Norwegian, Knut Nystedt (1915—
2014), produced a major work that introduced a manageable form of aleatorism to singers. The
Path of the Just (1998) provides pitched material in controlled time spans which are only general

recommendations, leaving the singers to achieve a modest level of independence (Figure 2.32).

Figure 2.32, Nystedt, The Path of the Just, soprano parts (exemplifying techniques found across

the score), p. 3 of score.?"’
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Egil Hovland (b. 1924) is another significant composer from Norway; his Sau/ (1972) explores a
wide range of aleatory techniques.’’® A major figure in Finnish music, Einojuhani Rautavaara
(1928-2016) produced a sizeable catalogue of choral works, of which Katedralen (1983) is the

most notably ambitious with its aleatorism (Figure 2.33).

206 Strimple, Choral Music in the Twentieth Century, 155.
207 Knut Nystedt, The Path of the Just (Oslo: Norsk Musikvorlag, 1998).
208 Egil Hovland, Sau/ (Chicago: Walton, 1971).
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Figure 2.33, Rautavaara, Katedralen, soprano parts, showing the end of a word prolonged using

aleatorism, p. 2 of score.?%
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Timings are largely at the discretion of the conductor, including the pacing of aleatory and scored
events (which often coincide), but the free, individual execution of melodic material consumes a
long portion of the piece. While none of these instances include the type of freedom found in the
works of Cardew, Ashley, or Andrew, they are slightly later products of the aleatory ‘movement’

in choral music, and are consequently refined in both notation and practicality. They coincided

209 Rautavaara, Einojuhani, Katedralen (Helsinki: Edition Frazer, 1982).
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with the growth of high-level choral ensembles in Northern Europe, and this refinement is clearly

drawn from direct contact with singers.

2.5 Literature on Choral Improvisation

Having established that performer experience and practice regularly factor into choral aleatory
composition, it is worth briefly reviewing what is currently written on the practice of vocal and
choral improvisation and aleatorism. Writings which propose methods for solo vocal
improvisation are a useful starting point, as they make explicit a fundamental tension between
limitations and freedom of the imagination. Sharon Mabry’s volume on contemporary vocal
performance encourages singers to regard indications of contour (when specific pitch is
indeterminate) as obligatory; imagination and the ‘will to experiment’ should supply the remaining
musical information.?!® Indeterminate durations should be adhered to, but intuitively rather than
with ‘stopwatch accuracy’.?!! Nicholas Isherwood’s The Techniques of Singing (also a sort of
treatise on contemporary vocal technique) observes that, typically, ‘the vocal improvisation in art
music since 1950 is in the realm of guided improvisation. The most important thing for the
performer to do is to follow the rules’.?!> He also advocates heavy reliance on learning first-hand
from established practitioners,?!* balanced with the ‘rules’ of a piece, to devise a system for
studying and progressing through the piece.?!* These examples of advice to improvising vocal

soloists share useful commonalities. They both highlight, for the individual singer, the need to

210 Sharon Mabry, Exploring Twentieth-Century Vocal Music: A Practical Guide to Innovations in Performance and
Repertoire (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 32.

211 Mabry, Exploring Twentieth-Century Vocal Music, 32.

212 Nicholas Isherwood, The Techniques of Singing (Kassel: Birenreiter-Verlag, 2013), 157.

213 Isherwood, The Techniques of Singing, 155.

214 Isherwood, The Techniques of Singing, 155-61.
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balance carefully compositional control and performer freedom. They also propose that performers
should construct a process through that combination of the composed resources at hand and the
equipment of a singer’s creativity.

Much of the literature that moves from solo to ensemble vocal improvisation is written
from a ‘world music’ or jazz perspective. While these perspectives have great value, they do not
confront many issues faced in the performance of music written in the vein of experimental or
avant-garde art music. And, of course, none of the sources mentioned thus far deal with group
improvisation. Those that meet these needs are typically to be found in the field of education. Such
writings are useful in that they confront the experience of performers, but are limited by their
(necessarily) prescriptive approach. They either do not transform singers’ reflection into practice,
or do not suggest a practice built upon empirical findings from experience.

Patrick K. Freer’s 2010 essay ‘Choral Improvisation: Tensions and Resolutions’ offers a
robust argument for the benefits of using improvisation in choral teaching, and confronts some of
the philosophical arguments underpinning its use. These arguments accord strongly with my own
philosophical outlook in undertaking this study into aleatory performance. Freer states that ‘the
individual improvisatory act, at once cognitive, corporeal, and affective, [...] is uniquely liberating
for performers and listeners’.?!®> This assertion allows Freer to build his arguments around the
questions of individual and shared responsibility as outlined by Mabry and Isherwood. Freer then
focuses on choral improvisation as a participatory activity that fulfils a social role and involves
mutual responsibility among performers.?!® These arguments suggest that choral improvisation can

best be thought of as belonging to a domain freed from the orthodoxies of music which represents

215 Ppatrick K. Freer, ‘Choral Improvisation: Tensions and Resolutions’, Choral Journal, 51.5, 18-31
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ideas; Freer’s interest is in music that performs, even entails, social ideas. He discusses the
‘society’ of the choral classroom, emphasising both the democratising potential for non-notated
improvisation?!” and the distribution of knowledge among conductor and individual singers.?'8
Freer regards these outcomes as musically and educationally beneficial, an argument
implicit in educational contributions by recent writers who encourage improvisation in various
forms and to various ends. In an essay from 2004, Regina Antunes Teixeira Dos Santos and
Luciana Del Ben, for instance, propose improvisation as a means of developing student’s Solfege
sight-singing skills.?!” By contrast, Jeffrey Agrell’s and Patrice Madura Ward-Steinman’s more
recent Vocal Improvisation Games for Singers and Choral Groups (2014) offers a wide range of
activities aimed specifically at encouraging improvisation.??° Christopher D. Azzara, writing four
years after Dos Santos and Del Ben, addresses the probable discomfort felt by choral directors
when approaching choral improvisation??! through a systematic method of using familiar musical
elements and tunes to free students gradually, thereby allowing them to embrace improvisation.???
He painstakingly outlines how a knowledge of rhythmic variation and melodic interaction with
harmonic fundamentals can yield improvisational skill.??> Azzara might agree with Mabry and
Isherwood that musical ‘rules’ are the foundation of improvisation, but he is particularly adept at

guiding singers towards using those rules as tools for creative freedom.
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These writers offer valuable ideas for actively approaching choral improvisation and
aleatorism, but stop short of indicating an empirical basis in singers’ experiences, or
acknowledging the sources of an emergent practice. Moreover, they either impose improvisation
onto an existent type of music or teaching®** or focus exclusively on non-classical music.?*> An
article appearing nearly three decades before any of the above writings fills both of these gaps.
James D. May’s ‘Independence and Creativity in the Choir’, published in 1976, offers a solution

to teachers’ desire to introduce independence and creativity by means of

those avant-garde choral compositions that include such techniques as improvisation,
chance occurrences, indeterminacy, or aleatoric [sic] events. Composers who incorporate
such techniques in their compositions call on the performers to use their creativity and to

enter into compositional processes.?2°

May argues that the strong musical framing asserted by composers, and the resultant limitations
on improvisation, are an advantage for performers unprepared for freer improvisation.??” He then
describes an event in which over 1,500 secondary school students performed Gordon Lamb’s
Aleatory Psalm (1973). Many singers and teachers responded positively, embracing the style as a
viable addition to their repertoire and expressing appreciation for the freedom it offered.??® The
difficulties they cited on reflection are more telling, and are echoed by the findings of studies

outlined in Chapters 5 and 6:
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As was to be expected, in the beginning stages of rehearsal there was a confusion as to
what should be done, much chaos, and a lot of giggling. Also, a wall of inhibitions had to
be broken down. Since the singers were to act independently, something never before
required of them, they felt some reluctance and voiced an uncertainty about ‘doing it

right.”??

The inhibitions May touches on recall the ‘psychological block’ which Cardew suggested Bedford
sought to overcome (see Chapter 2.4). May offers some solutions,?*® which could be augmented
by the more thorough ideas of the works cited above. Though useful, May’s study has limitations.
His findings are based upon one event, limiting their scope as well as their applicability to other
situations. His study points to a need for further research in this area.

May’s study is not iterative; he does not base any further study upon the reflections of
performers. Carole Ott’s 2015 essay ‘Connection, Communication, and Context: Improvisation in
a Choral Setting’, while not focusing specifically on an aleatory choral work as May had, confronts
the experience of vocal ensemble improvisation according to a more thorough and effective
methodology.??! Seeking to investigate whether improvisation can increase ‘connection and
communication’ within a choir, and to understand how individuals go about doing so, she sets out
a clear method through which to lead singers.?*? Following a sequence of exercises, two outcomes

are assessed: ‘musical elements of the improvisations themselves and the effect of improvisation
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on the rehearsal and performance of traditional choral music’.?** Although Ott’s study has a focus
beyond improvisation in its own right, her results are nevertheless of interest for several reasons.

She focuses on the improvisatory use and exploration of extended techniques,?** a common

element in choral aleatorism. She also based one phase of the study around singer journals,?*® a
strong example of inductive methodology. Finally, she balances her assessment of musical
outcomes with behavioural outcomes, underscoring the extent to which non-musical elements and

impressions are part of the construction of an improvisatory piece.?*® Behavioural outcomes

expose many of the same issues faced in May’s study:

I started by creating a duet between myself and one of the strongest singers in the choir. Our
duet was successful and the group responded well, so I asked for volunteers to join us. Some

were excited to participate, some reluctantly willing, and some completely opposed.?*’

She observes that the succession from resistance to comfort is typical among classical musicians
confronted with improvisation, and indicates a few simple strategies to help students become
comfortable — avoiding the term ‘improvisation’, for instance.?*® Ott concludes by outlining ideas
for incorporating improvisation into performance and the overall benefits of ‘creative
exploration’.?*’

Ott’s study is an example of the kind of iterative investigation of the experience of

aleatorism that can inform future endeavours. She does not go so far as to alter her methodology
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based upon findings, which are themselves not robustly processed, but she does proffer an arresting
glimpse of how singers might be led into improvisation and aleatorism. Ott and the other writers
discussed above therefore offer several perspectives on how aleatorism might be taught or led,
relying on a balance of rules and creativity, on grounding the learning process in solid musical
ideas and elements, and on mutual creativity. They offer less insight as to how the practice might
be understood reflexively, and none on how reflection might direct future practice. Methods for
addressing this gap in knowledge are offered by the fields of performance studies and practice-
research. These areas of study allow an understanding of how performer experience is already
studied in the wider, typically instrument-specific realm, and in turn enable the creation of a

methodology that iteratively examines both experience and practice in choral aleatorism.

2.6 Performance Studies

The traditional heft of musicological thought offers little insight into performer experience and
offers even less into how that experience might be further investigated. Dogantan-Dack criticises
traditional musicology for failing to acknowledge that a recording of a performance ‘inheres an
intelligible, rational and creative performer as its generating cause’.>** Performance as a whole,
recorded or live (with or without audience), is still often seen as the result of a composer’s
intentions — a fallacy aggravated when it occurs in descriptions of improvisatory music. Practice-
research (primarily via recent offerings from its musical subset, performance research) redresses
this gap to a significant extent, asserting performer agency and subverting composer-primacy. It

therefore offers a useful context in which to situate this project.
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As quoted above (Introduction, Chapter 1.5), Cook sets out the paradox of contemporary
performance trends, where even performers fixate upon composers’ intentions at the expense of
attaining a personal involvement with the work. Dogantan-Dack asserts that the study of

performance remains enthralled to composer intention, ignoring the fact that it is

a creative practice shaped by complex factors that include not only expert knowledge about
performance traditions, but also a continual striving towards singularity driven by an

embodied aesthetic-epistemological quest to create musical meaning.?*!

Replacing a simplistic focus on the intentions of one individual, Dogantan-Dack highlights the
complexity of shared and individual knowledge. Moreover, embodiment enters into the argument,
and ‘the collapse of the Cartesian’ mind (as separated from the body) not only unifies body, mind,
and affect in performance, it opens the possibility of thinking and knowing via that unity (this idea
becomes