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Reception Theories, Canonic Discourses, an
Musical Value

“Tearies of reception move
W 2nd composition and to
= Dahlhaus, following
wmis.” Reception history is
macionsgeschichte is frequ
W In music at least, sign
wiely means the study of
. music. Such reception h
o the idea of an accou
ey that describes the va
. w1 be seen, however, su

Mark Everist

The study of music has always been rooted in the study of history, and =
history balances precariously between an account of musical compositioms
an account of musical cultures.! In the 1970s and 1980s, an enthusizsm
) histories based on musical compositions, coupled with a leaning towara:
malist analytical procedures, had the effect of dissolving the history of =
into a series of more or less unrelated critical readings. Despite this pop«
the hegemony of text-based, formalist criticism is now as much under *
from a study of history as were such procedures in literary scholarship &= % e o the surviving docum
late 1970s.” An alternative to formalist criticism need not be an old-stvie “eories of reception em
ary or musical history that chronicles canonic genres and composers mil I 250 more traditional qu
household names. Nor need it trade in historiographical constructs and == “wmdisciplines as reader-res
judgements based on criteria that are never made explicit. A return to & s more than just a chro
could be marked by a discourse in which canonic boundaries are transces ~ue 2nd evaluation. One i
in which musical cultures are seen as important as musical works, and in = Jwe=n ‘effect’ and ‘recept
the subjects of history could be allowed to speak a language that it is the = - e fwo words, especially
rian’s task to translate.’ A critical history such as this would address quesim e theory, Wirkung (effect
of canon, value, and reception. In this chapter I will argue that texts and 2w

. Dehlhaus, Grundlagen der Musi
i s as Foundations of Music Hiss
© Senjamin is to “The Task of 1

! In literary studies these two tendencies are identified as intrinsic and extrinsic approaches to e i
history. See Lee Patterson, ‘Literary History’, in Frank Lentriccia and Thomas McLaughlin (eds.), Crizis
Literary Study (Chicago. 1990). 250: and for a consideration of histories of music from a similar persgesiu “uim (New York, 1968), 71.
Everist, “The Miller's Mule: Writing the History of Medieval Music', Music & Letters, 74 (1993), 44-31 " Serature on Don Giovanni and

* Such challenges come from a variety of directions, and take various forms. The historicization of & S e iring, ‘E.T. A, Holfmann-"Ku
has challenged the validity of certain analytical procedures as teaching tools for the twenty-first centers - W e Juan” im Théatre de I'Acade
ness ol the challenges to formalism in literature and a growing distrust in the value of scientific claims S ~suts fiir Mozartforschung der |
a general dissatisfaction with the productivity of formalist procedures (see two of the three papers that s e emsen, Studien zur "Don Giovan
the round table Analisis musical: modelos sistematicos versus modelos historicos’ at the 1992 meeting of fa - Wiwssenschalt, 8 (Tiitzing, 1980): &
national Musicological Society: Laurence Dreyfus, ‘Musical Analysis and the Historical Imperative’, zmd S 0 Sowal Musical Association, 119 (1
Cook, ‘Heinrich Schenker. Anti-Historicist'. Revista de Musicologia, 16 (1993), 11-23, 2436 resp. The s e of Beethoven's Eroica Symg
(and historicized) background of many analytical procedures was identified nearly two decades ago: se= Bt & Wi History, Aesthetics and Critic
‘The Living Work: Organicism and Musical Analysis’, 19th-Century Music, 4 (1980), 147-56. e mseful overviews of the wide ¢

* The clearest statement of such a procedure is Clifford Geertz, ‘Art as Cultural System’, Modern Lemgue W e Susan R. Suleiman, ‘Intros
91 (1976). 1473-99. Margaret Bent specifically evokes the idea of translation as a way of engaging wits s on Audience and Interpretat.
in ‘Editing Barly Music: The Dilemma of Translation’, Early Music, 22 (1994), 373-93. - Sduction (London, 1984). 53-




9P 1=£< “(F861 UOpUO']) tomm L (saanian

v ifiaoay), wondaay qnjog) ) yaaqoy PUE "CH—¢ (0861 "U0dULL) uopmaidioy pup DUAPNY e S e SN & SE Dopeyem—y
AT UL Lapay g, ur " WS PIIUDLIO-DuAPNY jo sanjamA suonanpouyul, URWIRING "y umsmy ’ oS ) se Ly
uondanad, o duqna ay) sapun pownsgns U9dq sey Jey) AnanoR jo a3uel apim o) jo smarasane T =LFl 0

(66 L eiuRAlSUUL] JO ANsa0tup) “ssip ) 0NddIY (RN pue SINOYISAY Caoms g s e
unoadsouy, “adig SBWOYL, ‘$7-1 (T661) [ ‘wimiog udaoroag * Auoydwks mjousg Suanoylas o WERSE-ST TT-11 T66D) 9

HNEWWRIZOL] DY) UQ), ‘weyuing Nodg s HONEL 9N IO "O0S=T 1T ($661) 611 ‘Honwpossy [porTpg
[nof | soidde Sumaoyy, UL, S0 “Hiumaors) uoq Sunramoy, Stig ouLeqey (086 1 ‘Surng,) § ‘e . Bl Sis=s ~os | 20 e soouorE
Nz a8eaag JaNNURL] (0s81-0081) HopuImL| 6 [ wy wondazoy  numaoiry woq, mz HIPMS “E Sated g ) o o
UHRY STC—6¢ ‘(9861 “ossey) Bmngzpg WHILDZOW Bunyfing waponmuay ap Bumps.of.wzopy mf svem I R SS0S J0 Jnpes o —
SOV /B86 T YNGD[-10Z0I UL b QT ey (] we anbisny ap ajefoy anwapesy | ap ABIYL W _uEn S-S ) 20y S00y Sy
“IDSe) SKpUNYIE[ 6 [ $Ip suey wi uondazay-, [uueao o, pun IO -UURWOR Y o, 7, S SRS |, S0y smos
UIGRS 935 UDULIOY D} UO HIOM JU2IU 40 Isen ) AuoydwiAs g1y, ay1 pue wuwaos wop vo amiEs gy ? Ty

“TZ (8961 “IOX man) maer o e
SURI) “Jpudly yeuueyy pa suonvuIngy uufuag 0 ‘Aoyesuelyay) jo ysej, oy, o) st Ui RN T =) sqySne Py sewmog; pus
Jo1 24, “sued) ysiBug o) Jagaa saoquinu afed ¢ ¢ L (€861 "03puquie)) Moy osnpy fo SUOTIDPUNOT 52 msmmiin PRSI Sepexdide JSULNG poe
Isuen (L2161 *sudojo)) ¢ "EONRIODY, IOYINGUAISEINISI s aByIsTy A9p uabvppuns) ‘sneupmas e

— |

[
91 Jo s1oadse [edisnuw pue [enjxo) 9U} UO $asndoj (329)39) Buny.iip AToST
-dade1 u ‘suone[suen Toy3 Jo Ldenbapeur oy usarg AJ[e100dsa ‘spiom o s )
10} StIv) UBWIaY) Y} proae 0) a[qissodwt s 31 *,uondesas, pue RRE RS
“9PBUW 9q 0] Spaou uonounsIp ATeurwrpoad yueysodun sug ‘uonen[eAs pus =
Jo suonsanb jo uoneiaprsuoo o3 ydwoad pue “gpruoryo e Isnf uey) a1omw =
Ul 983y, 'sonsIA1s aanoayje PUB WSONIID 9suodsai-1opeas se Sourdosmm RS P== s1ONIsu0o [eoydersSon
umouy-1a130q yons sdeyaad pue ‘douanyur jo suonsanb [euonipes; szow OSTE T Wl Se=sodwod pue sorusS ommos
‘A101814 UONdaoaa se TRI[IWe) STIRYM A[U0 JoU S0RIqUS UO1da0aI Jo sauoan
¢ SIUSWNOOP FUIAIAINS 1) 3= o
-uj0d [0y oYy dopeasp jou Lew 20noe1d [edNIID B yons 19A9MOY ‘UDIS 9q [
U0 Terfiwey e st uondooed s, yiom 94} Jo sage)s snowrea oy SOqLIOSOp Jeyy Ao
-wAg eoroxy, oy 10 Tuuvaory uo( *sjdwexa 10§ ‘o Junodsoe ue JO BapI oy ‘panas
€ JO U0noNNsSu00a1 9y Yim pouisouod are SOLI0ISIY uondedal yong sz o«
sosuodsaz [eonaI109y) 10 A[rejoyos pue—usieuanol jo Apmys ayy sueow Ao
PryM— uondsoas [eonian, Koysiy dourwIOLIad SayIuSIs ‘Iseay e olsnw ul
pasnqe yonw siy, -ooeyd sy1 ur pueys o) pamoj[e Appuanbai; st AYoTYoSIbSUOTIE
UBUWLISY 9y} pue *d1snut jo Aprys o) ur payoaur uayjo s1 Ai03sny uondasey » SYA
[BoISNW Jo  op1f-1oye, oYy pojes ‘urwefuag 19yep Suimorjoy ‘sneqyeq =
1BUM pue ‘9dusipne ‘asuodsai 0 PoJB[R189nss spiemo) pue uonisodwod pue ma

RSN ST Jer)) onSie [ | x
WS $s21ppe pnom ST se o
PNISSER =1 11 1e1)) oSenSue] & yes
IS S8 P SYIOM [ROISNUI SB W
ilSSS==n oae soLepunoq oo
SRS @8 wumor v y101dxa spem

#155-DJ0 UB 9q J0U paou st
WSS Ssaejoyds Axeiany saamy
_ L Z2pUn yonur Se mMou SI s
mcdod sig) ondsa( ‘Sgurpeas =
i g0 L1081y o1 Suiajossip jo

W EEEM0) 3ulues] e yIm pajéne
W ESEISIYIUL Ue ‘SO pUB s()2
I smonisodwod [eorsnw jo junoo:
W pue £10381y Jo Aprys oy w ;

SLI
-onpoad jo suonsenb woy Aeme Axnbuo [BOLI0ISIY 2a0w uondader jo SoLo=an -
uondaoay jo sauoay,
JNJUA
‘
‘Joriajur om) oty yomgm je squrod jo uoneosynuaps = ‘ p uv SQSJHOOS-I q Dl Uo

pue ‘uoued jo suoneIopisuos ‘uondeoss Jo £109Y) e Jo uonRUIWEXS TR AQq parzw
-dns oq [m JuswNZre SI4L "uoued oy} ‘woly uoIsNXs 10 ‘ur uorsnjour sy m
99USY pue ‘yiom 9y) 03 anfea sunaedwn Joj sjqisuodsaa axe eyl ssoyy 0}—jemm
-USPpI Sosed Auet ur—Jrequus oJe Y1om e jo uondaodea ayy) ojepnonae oIym sjuas

64¢  $98M038Iq omouv)) ‘sarioay] uondasay




380 Mark Everist

process, while Rezeption (reception) addresses the reader—in the broadest sz

the recipient of the text.”
In literary criticism, distinctions between Wirkung and Rezeption are somesimus

hard to make. However, the nature of the musical enterprise polarizes thess &
ferences in a way that clarifies them attractively. As part of a study of the hisa
of Don Giovanni in the nineteenth century, we might consider within the domas

of Rezeption the various records of the work left by E. T. A. Hoffmann, Berin

Beethoven, Chopin, Schumann, Kierkegaard, Gounod—and just about the res o

the musically literate world.® If we were to consider questions of Wirkung or efiss

on the other hand, we might be interested in the state of the work, the langmas
of its libretto, its relationship to Mozart's Prague and Vienna versions of
opera, and how the narrative portions of the work were preserved—as ==

recitative, accompanied recitative, spoken dialogue. We might also be interssuss
in the ways in which other pieces of music and literature became associated wii:
the composition, and the effect that such associations might have had om tw
dramatic structure of the opera. Not only can we begin to distinguish betws=
Wirkung and Rezeption, but we may also start to see how the two ways of thm
ing might interact. The following questions could usefully be considered in =m
context: What exactly was the Don Giovanni known to Berlioz and Gounod waes
they wrote their accounts of the work? Was the Mozart that they knew the szms
as ours, or the same as Mozart's? How should this affect the way we evaluas
their readings of the work? Analysis of the interrelation between Wirkung z=
Rezeption is a powerful tool when used to answer these questions, and in =
presentation of a history of music that gives space to questions of reception.
Despite a highly respectable pedigree, reception theory seems to have Lrie
exposure in literary criticism as currently practised.’ In a gauge of literary et
icism in 1988—McLaughlin and Lentriccia’s Critical Terms for Literary Studs—
there is no entry for reception, and the word appears only once in the indes

7 The two terms are distinguished with great care by Holub, Reception Theory. pp. xi—xii. It is unfortunate 5z S
two terms are lelt undistinguished in Robinson's translation of Dahlhaus, Grundlagen der Musikgescmn
‘The relatively new fields of Rezeptionsgeschichte and Wirkungsgeschichte have not yet found their way into S
American academic parlance. but as it is merely a matter of time before they do I have avoided circumlocutios s
written simply “reception history” for both’ (Foundations, p. x). It is unclear from the German edition of Dah%u
book whether or not he would have accepted the distinction between Wirkung and Rezeption outlined by Holu® s
adopted here.

% Hans Engel. ‘Mozart in der philosophischen und sthetischen Literatur’, Mozart-Jahrbuch (1953), 54—+
Erdmann Werner Bohm, ‘Mozart in der schénen Literatur: Erginzungen und Forsetzung’, Mozart-Jahrbuch (1555
165-87: Karl Gustav Fellerer, ‘Zur Mozart-Kritik im 18./19. Jahrhunderts’, Mozart-Jahrbuch (1959), 80-94- e
‘Zur Rezeption von Mozarts Oper um die Wende des 18./19. Jahrhunderts’, Mozart-Jahrbuch (1965-6), 35—+
Herbert Schneider. ‘Probleme der Mozart-Rezeption im Frankreich der ersten Hélfte des 19. Jahrhunderts’, Mz
Jahrbuch (1980-3), 23-31: Erich Valentin, ‘Mozart in der franzosischen Dichtung (zum 200. Geburtstag Stend=zie
Acta Mozartiana, 30 (1983), 71-4.

° Such approaches to scholarship are dismissed by some, however, as ‘fashionable terms such as “intertezss
ity”. “reception-theory” and the rest’ (David Fallows, ‘Howard Mayer Brown (1930-1993)', Early Music, 21 (1957
507; emphasis added). While the unfashionable nature of reception theories is clear from the present chapter, i
textuality was identified as a characteristic as early as Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays (Princstss
1957; repr. 1990) by Catherine Belsey, Critical Practice (London, 1980; repr. 1991), 26. What ‘the rest’ refers &= &
unclear.

wree the information management of ©

s s mame appears just twice, once Wt
s and once paired with that of §
W« 2nd 1970s, reception theories in
| ec=ry history—were nearly eclipses
et studies of reception are popular £
s sesition in literature, writings about
e common. Investigations of perfors
mezlly where materials are extensive.
sy France, for example, newspapes

\wezlistic criticism has emerged as o

s in the study of reception in music’
¢ = highly sophisticated, in its most &

Jweicztions that do little except docum
e we come to look more broadly =
we st how narrow this perspective rez
| =westigations of reception are pog«
e ssinclination to consider the theo
wectination can take the form sims
puwesenance a theoretical framework.
. s the result of an inadequate or &=
“w—mnations of music journalism ars
“simation verges on outright hostifin
\Wusicological Society in Pittsburgh pro
. sssess the nature of ‘the discipline of =
mesk=rs made plain his view that he (=
\\ ==ception, whether they came from
'y« s akin to a session on historiogra
= =Fuence without Bloom, on tonal ¢
e without Riemann.
Jespite the popularity of using docs
w s=id that there have been no thew

L emtriccia and McLaughlin (eds.). Critical Terms
" %ome of the most sophisticated work in reception &
e Bledsoe, ‘Henry Fothergill Chorley and the
Sumseriey (ed.), The Lost Chord: Essays on Victories Wi
s 2nd Power: Torces behind the Reception of Dt
. wx=mple of an attempt merely to reproduce mewss
"o, La Critique parisienne des ‘grands opéras” de Mo
s sur 'Opéra [rangais du xixe siccle, 2 (Saarbrmcie
~ Abstracts of Papers Read at the Fifty-Eighth A
2 pittshurgh Pennsylvania, ed. Laurence Dreyfus (05
There is no entry for ‘Reception’ in The New Growe T
wiem. 1980) or in The New Grove Dictionary of Opers
 wwesinet and uselul entry by Patrick T. Will in
_umsridge. Mass., 1986), 682. One awaits the arriva’ &
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382  Mark Everist

Dahlhaus devoted an entire chapter of his 1977 text Fundamentals of Mas 1= the 1967 essay, Jauss adumbrat
History to ‘Problems in Reception History'; and an interesting debate spranz w Wi stand at the heart of literary
¢.1980 in the pages of the journal of the Berlin Institut fiir Musikforschume smseied as the horizon of expectatios
between Dahlhaus and Friedhelm Krummacher. (The principal point of ds lle=zture: and (3) that the outcome of
agreement between Krummacher and Dahlhaus is one to be developed at the s e At this level, it is not difficuls ¢
of this chapter.)'* These contributions were characterized by a focus on theuw ~e=ture’, ‘musical’ for ‘literary’, and
There is, however., little consideration of the work of the scholars’ literary cue mg-point has interesting analogies
leagues. Although specific examples are mentioned in passing, one gets ‘e ' e twentieth century. In his analysis
sense of the beginnings of a new historiography of music that seems == lmcSes two trends, which he cf

implied by much of the discussion. Some may view this as a rather unsatisia
tory state of affairs: on the one hand, examinations of large amounts of mane
ial related to reception in music—which are generally unsullied by theory—sam: v the two positions as, on the one
on the other, weighty theoretical discussions that rarely impinge on speciic “zst German Jauss saw as threaten:
musical and cultural phenomena, let alone the day-to-day practice of musicu Ser 2n analytical or formalist perspe
ogy. This has only begun to change in the last few years, and it is in that Jas Uity comments without being struch
that this chapter is written. - imsst—formalist division of the discipk:
A fundamental point of contact between music history and reception theu e amalysis division of music that so

is the early theoretical orientation of Hans Robert Jauss. It is important o & M = essay through to its conclusion.
tinguish between Jauss's work in 1967 and, for example, that of 1973 and L i ficance, and many of its central cor
Jauss's 1967 essay ‘Literary History as a Challenge to Literary Theory’ st e become concepts without which s
serve as the starting-point for an understandin g of Jauss's work;"® and it is wetiue W msic becomes increasingly difficult.
tunate that Dahlhaus, for example, should have started from the 1973 artickens " horizon of expectations is assoc
Racine and Goethe, in which we can already see the beginnings of Jauss's ret=su =2t The term ‘recipient’ attractivel
from the central concept of the 1967 essay: the horizon of expectzsim == up other equally important locati
(Erwartungshorizont).'® Dahlhaus, it should be said, is not the only one to s
tialize in this way.'” The result is that it is quite possible for different readimssil
Jauss to yield conflicting or diametrically opposed opinions. For the purposs
this chapter, and in pursuit of an unshifting focus, it is Jauss's early wort &
reception theory that is under consideration.

wrsm and formalism. To reduce a v
oos, and to terms that have a cer

~waerence of literature as an event is pr
o the literary experience of contempe
T it is possible to comprehend and re;
"ty depends on whether this horizon of
- may be taken as an invitation to ex
“meic and a particular sort of diachr
" =gual epistemological importance.

il =mbodies the relationship between

"t beginning of the Finale of Sibel
meie. This passage has elicited two ¢
mos Tovey, writing in the second vol
ed in 1935:

sustling introduction provides a rushing:
s Bammer. While he swings it there ar:
W Z=2mmer swings us into C. . . .

"* Dahlhaus, Foundations, 150-65: Friedhelm Krummacher. ‘Rezeptionsgeschichte als Problem der Mssiiw
senschalt’, Jahrbuch des Staatlichen Instituts Jir Musikforschung Preuischer Kulturbesitz (1979/80). 5=
Dahlhaus, “Zwischen Relativismus und Dogmatismus: Anmerkungen zur Rezeptionsgeschichte’, Jafefws W
Staatlichen Instituts fiir Musikforschung PreufSischer Kulturbesitz (1981/2), 139-42.

"> Hans Robert Jauss. ‘Was heit und zu welchem Ende studiert man Literaturgeschichte?’, inaugural sl
at the celebration of the sixticth birthday ol Gerhard Hess (Rector of the University of Konstanz), Usssse
Konstanz, 13 Apr. 1967: published as Literaturgeschichte als Provokation der Literaturwissenschaft. Somsme
Universitétsreden, 3 (Konstanz, 1967: 2nd edn. 1969); repr. in Literaturgeschichte als Provokation (Frasiie e
Main, 1970). 144-208. and in Rainer Warning (ed.). Rezeptionsdsthetik, Uni-Taschenbiicher, 303 (Mumic BSE.
2nd edn. 1979). 126-62; partially translated (chs. 5-1 2) as ‘Literary History as a Challenge to Literary T
New Literary History. 2 (1970~1), 7-37: retranslated in full under the same title by Timothy Bahti in Tsuwe o
Aesthetic of Reception. Theory and History of Literature. 2 (Minneapolis, 1982). 3-45.

1 Jauss, ‘Racines und Goethes Iphigenie—Mit einem Nachwort iiber die Partialitiit der Rezeptionsmethms
Hefte fiir Philosophie, 4 (1973), 1-46; repr. in Warning (ed.), Rezeptionsdsthetik, 353-400. Jauss's desstimiig
approach to the subject is outlined in Holub, Reception Theory, 53-81.

7 See e.g. Sipe's starting-point in ‘Interpreting Beethoven', 6: Hans Robert Jauss, “The Poetic Text witie i
Change ol Horizons of Reading: The Iixample of Baudelaire's “Spleen 11" *, in Toward an Aesthetic o e
139-85.

e Literary History as a Challenge to Literary The
- hwegh identifying both approaches as positivist. o
s s separate (and treats them separately). in a
" activity, might be seen as positivist (Musicologs

e Literary History as a Challenge to Literary The
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384  Mark Everist

In due course we reach the key of G flat. In this dark region the whole process .«
resumed, but pianissimo. And so we eventually come to E flat, where, without changegl
tempo, Thor swings his hammer in 3/2 time, the cantabile attains full form and glorg i
the symphony ends with the finality of a work that knew from the outset exactly wiss
its last note was due.?!

This can be compared with an entry in Sibelius’s diary for 21 April 1915. coome

months before the work’s premiére on the composer’s fiftieth birthday, but =
than six months after the original conception of the music:

Today at ten to eleven I saw 16 swans. One of my greatest experiences. . . . They cinsi
over me for a long time. Disappeared into the solar haze like a gleaming =
ribbon. . . . Nature mysticism and life’s Angst! The fifth symphony’s finale-theme [l
he quotes] . . . 1?2

Three days later, Sibelius continued:

The swans are always in my thoughts and give splendour to my life. . . . Nothing i= s
whole world affects me—nothing in art, literature, or music—in the same way as do =
swans and cranes and wild geese.?}

These two reactions to the same music evoke very different images. Tovey entizs
the strength of Wodin's oldest son, the strongest of gods and men, in an =
pretation characterized by myth, physical power, violence—even murde—
triumph, and glory. He evokes figures from Norse mythology that are curioes
at odds with those who populate the legends of the composer’s own coumimy
Finland. Sibelius, by contrast, calls forth nature, autobiography, and speci
musical reference encased in a series of self-reflective observations.

To interrogate the Wirkung, or effect, of this symphony is to observe the: Ime
composer’s own response takes place within the context of COmpositinmg
endeavour. By the middle of 1915, the Fifth Symphony, as Hepokoski points s
‘appears to have been little more than two or three scattered tables of potesiu
themes that still needed weeding, developing, and binding together’,* Tovex i
contrast, responds to a work that has gone through three completed versims
publication, and a range of European premiéres; Tovey himself had condummg
the Scottish premiére.?* It could be said that Sibelius was responding to a higas
unstable text, whereas Tovey could rely on a performed, published versis
Although by the 1930s, the Fifth Symphony had achieved a certain inte==e
tional status, critics’ wishing to comment more widely on Sibelius’s music 2

! Donald Francis Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, Vol. 2: Symphonies (1), Variations and Orchestral Forlagemmiy
(London, 1935), 128-9. A discussion of the organicist implications of the last sentence of this quotation i s
the scope of this chapter, but this is one respect in which Tovey could be admitted to the discussion of the s
cism implicit in the work of Réti and Schenker (Solie, ‘Living Work").

* James Hepokoski, Sibelius: Symphony No. 5, Cambridge Music Handbooks (Cambridge, 1993), 36.

2 Ibid.

* Ibid. 41.

* Mary Grierson, Donald Francis Tovey: A Biography Based on Letters (London, 1952), 298.

“=anical problems in acquainti
W& on critics’ views of Sibelius

illiows:

i only are performances of Sibe
“=ture scores of them—up to th
“ei= of 1931}—amount to no mor
==z Quartet (Voces Intimae), Op. :
% ather large works, or even the in.
=2y musical circulating library
“rsh Museum Reading-Room pos
W miscellaneous works forming a sz
* = oaly charitable to suppose that

= condition and accessibility ¢
“ements in its Wirkung or effect.

“ssues of reception also pose w
wnchor the Sibelius interpretatic
s on the position of Sibelius
2 the importance of Sibelius. by
i series, Tovey was typical of his
+ “omposer described by Gray a
~ W=y in also observing that Sib
n two works:

“lendia is in the repertoire of every
“eed in every picture-palace, resta:
W, from San Francisco to Cairo.
~me ... the great mass of his ;
wered | . L by every section of the mu
“wert from Finland.2®

What we are witnessing in the
Jwimt in the reception of Sibeljus. :
“amificance from that of a merel;
“ietare. It was Gray's stated task tc
“wm=phonic poems of Sibelius, whe
~w=phonies. Constant Lambert we
with Schoenberg’s Pierrot Lunaire.-
= Music Ho! is called ‘Sibelius and
W& not far away. As early as 1939

26

Cecil Gray. Sibelius (London. 1
7 Ibid. 7.

* Ibid.

* Constant Lambert, Music Ho!
0 Ibid. 326-32.
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386  Mark Everist

W = hardly does justice to the wide
pur= in English and other modern
ety minds in the Northern Hem
e only definitions of ‘canon’ give
s concern contrapuntal tec
" Two other definitions take us
The comparison of these two responses to an identical passage suggesis & e = the last five years to describe
tinction between Wirkung and Rezeption. It also shows how, as the discussis i i = the sense in which it is used in-
reception opened up and began effectively to ‘objectify the Horizon of e wiwns Music.®® The conference sessi
tions’, questions arose of the composer’s standing—in short, of Sibelius's zum \pli=ted was called ‘Musicology
tion in the canon. In contrast to theories of reception, issues relating to camu menecology and ideological orientat
have been at the centre of literary scholarship for at least twenty years. & =nt understanding of canon: th
tions of canon have stood behind some of the most public literary disagresme swwizted by Joseph Kerman when
in the United States; the so-called Great Books debate’? and the reform o wng exemplary collection of box
Standford curriculum are just two well-known examples.>* Even in Ermas wme way for contemplation, admira
issues surrounding the teaching of English literature in the National Cur=e e~

lum have their basis in a critique of the canon.** Music study, however, has mesn “.t=ough there are points with wk
less than willing to engage with some of these important questions; indes= & & e of canon in the other arts. as
easy to detect a clear resistance even to acknowledging the term ‘canon’ msil uemeer of key concepts—value, exer
In a review recently published in a musicological journal is a disapproving st « continuity—it would be very 1
ment to the effect that the ‘modish’ term ‘canon’ is a poor alternatms & \wrmzn immediately goes on to say ¢
‘classic’.>® While such a view might have been congenial to Sainte-Beuve or = = Wl =sertory; and much of what he
soping the distinction between
. =mon is an idea; a repertory is a ¢
Eepertories are determined b
s formulation assigns a more

‘a scholarly counterblast [against uncritical views of the composer] & =l
needed in the case of Sibelius.”'

Canonic Discourses

31 Robert Lorenz, Alterthoughts on the Sibelius Festival’, Musical Times, 79 (1939), 13-14: cited in Samu
Johnson, Sibelius (London, 1959), 181.

32 This debate has kept recurring during the twentieth century. The most recent catalyst has been Allz= Sm
The Closing of the American Mind: How Higher Education has Failed Democracy and Improverished the Souls o T
Students (New York, 1987). For a useful, although poorly documented, history ol the debate, see William Cassmun
‘Some Myths about the Great Books’, Midwest Quarterly: A Journal of Contemporary Thought, 36 (1995), 203—8 & ant role to the p erformer than e
two liberal critiques of the issue, [rom different perspectives. see Dinesh d’Souza, ‘Multiculturalism 101: Grese S 3 znd Sibelius shows how perfor{
of the No_nwcs(cm World', Policy Rz)viewj 56‘(1991), 22-30, and Eu{g'cnc ('Sarfield, ‘A Different Sort o'f Grm E - ?mdividual, and a move back 2
List: The 50 20th-Century Works most Cited in the Arts-and-Humanities-Citation-Index, 1976-1983", Carmant i
tents. 16 (1987), 3—7. Liberal and feminist critics do not all advocate a critique of the Great Books; see Elizafesit s
Genovese, ‘The Claims of a Common Culture: Gender. Race, Class and the Canon’, Salmagundi, 72 (19861 17 =
Richard Rorty, “That Old-Time Philosophy’, New Republic, 198 (4 Apr. 1988), 28-33.

3 Stanford University's reform of its Western culture course in 1988 and 1989 attempted an opening of S s
ticular canonic discourse. Responses from various members of the university were strikingly public. See Mary s
Pratt, ‘Humanities for the Future: Reflections on the Western Culture Debate’, South Atlantic Quarterly, 8% (=53
7-25; Sidney Hook, ‘Is Teaching Western Culture Racist or Sexist?: Letter from Stanford’, Encounter, 73 {2888

e Johnstone, Musica Britannica, 58 (London
e e comment comes in the context of approvs
e sed 1o regard music as a realm ol concrete ¢
W i in Britain: The Romantic Age 1800-1%1
e = (London, 1981), 483-502)". Temperley con

14-19. Documents relating to the affair by Sidney Hook and Bill King (chair, Black Students’ Union, Stanfast i Wil (Sbiden).’

versity) were published in Partisan Review, 55 (1988), 653-74. Writers on music also contributed to the S  Sarles-Augustin Sainte-Beuve, ‘Quest-ce qu's

Herbert Lindenberger. ‘On the Sacrality of Reading Lists: The Western Culture Debate at Stanford University 53T S. Eliot, ‘What is a Classic?’, Presiden

parative Criticism, 11 (Summer 1989), 4-11; William Mahrt, ‘Course Focus on Classical Antiquity is Key & S e termode (ed.), Selected Prose of T. S. Eliot (Lom:

lectual Heritage’, Campus Report (Stanford University), 24 Feb. 1988, 13-14. Responses from Europe are Chrisiumie el

Hitchens, ‘Whose Culture, Whose Civilisation?’, Times Literary Supplement, 4431 (1988), 246, and Pierre Smumis ~==d Mann and J. Kenneth Wilson, ‘Canon (1

“Tempéte sur un campus’, Esprit, 2 (1989), 130-2. il eeley Sadie, ‘Canon’, in New Grove Dictionary «
** The literature on the place of English in the National Curriculum is extensive. For two contrasting wiews s  Lwherine Bergeron and Philip V. Bohlman (e

Martin Dodsworth, “The Undermining of English: How the National Curriculum Threatens Literature Teacsum L

Times Literary Supplement, 4586 (1991). 11: Argi Bhattacharyya, ‘Cultural Education in Britain: From the Newemilt ~ LS CBMR/CMS, New Orleans, October 15-15%

Report to the National Curriculum’, Oxford Literary Review, 13 (1991), 4-19. " sesh Kerman, ‘A Few Canonic Variations', (i
3 Nicholas Temperley, review of Samuel Sebastian Wesley, Anthems I, ed. Peter Horton, Musica Britamsis. s Chicago, 1984); page numbers refer to the 1

57 (London, 1990) and Maurice Greene, Ode on St Cecilia’s Day and Anthem: Hearken unto me, ye holy chiléss " i
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388  Mark Everist

Schumann and Berlioz suggests even more strongly that Kerman's distinction i
open to challenge.** By contrast, his description of canon in what he calls ‘the
other arts’ has much to recommend it. Both performative and critical impulsss
play a role in determining the canon in drama, art history (exhibitions), ams
literature (reading lists), as well as in music. Claiming that one discipline or fieks
is in some way above the canonic restraints of its fellows is disingenuous, ans
may be seen as an attempt to fend off what might evolve into attacks on canomnis
works.

In this, Kerman has much in common with his slightly younger German cos-
temporary, Dahlhaus, who also makes a bipartite distinction within the canos
But the latter distinguishes between a canon that is chosen and a canon that &
chosen from. His claim is that ‘It is this primary, pre-existent canon rather tha=
the secondary, subjective one that represents a premise of music historiogrz-
phy'.** We might want to replace ‘music historiography’ with ‘musical scholz=-
ship’, since it is not just the writing of music history but any musicologics
endeavour that must take the canon as its premiss. Dahlhaus’s distinctios
remains misleading, however. There can be no objection to the idea that ind-
viduals or institutions develop canons that are subsets of a larger one. Howewes
Dahlhaus's intention is to make a much more significant—and doubtful—clai=
that there is a difference between aesthetic standing and historical significancs
in the canon that is chosen from, and that this difference may be an indication «
the value of individual works.*5 Coming to terms with Dahlhaus’s approach &=
the canon is difficult. The sections on canon in his Foundations of Music Histors
are shot through with contradictions, which suggests that parts were written 2
different times and for different purposes. More important, however, is tha
Dahlhaus never abandons the objectivist premiss that a musical work can hawe
aesthetic standing that is independent of its historical circumstances. It couls
convincingly be argued that this is related to Dahlhaus's defence of the Ausire-
German canon: a narrow segment of musical culture from Schiitz to Schoes-
berg that not only conditions Dahlhaus’s view of canon, but lies behind mucs
of his resistance to reception theory.*”

Both Kerman's and Dahlhaus’s models of the canon are problematic; but bass
acknowledge, as least in passing, the existence of several interrelated canons: £
Kerman, the idea of ‘canon’ and ‘repertory’, for Dahlhaus ‘the canon chosen’ an:
‘the canon chosen from’. Modern critical practice is to speak of a multiplicity o
‘canonic discourses’ that allow us to consider the interrelation of a number &

* See Leon Plantinga, Schumann as Critic, Yale Studies in the History of Music, 4 (New Haven, 1967; repr. %
York, 1976): Kerry Murphy. Hector Berlioz and the Development of French Music Criticism, Studies in Musicology =~
(Ann Arbor, 1988).

* Dahlhaus, Foundations, 93.

* Ibid. 95.

** Dahlhaus’s objectivist stance is discussed lurther below, 405-6.

*" This point is made conclusively in James Hepokoski, “The Dahlhaus Project and its Extra-Musicologis
Sources’, 19th-Century Music, 14 (1991), 221-46.

~&mons that may stand in a variety of
“ierset, and so on.* This coneept «
mzny of the repressive properties ¢
~znonbusters’ so strongly object.* |
~imstructive critique of canonic discr
#“i5 used in this chapter for the purp
s multivalent sense of canonic disc:
“eutralizes many of the objections
W5 by Kerman and by Dahlhaus.
There are two principal critigues
“seral. A conservative critic contemp
works that shape our culture, that b
" an appeal that transcends hiss
mizht happily speak of the Kleinmeisse
“palar in their time, but now—with ¢
% @wareness—can be judged as e
“eral critique accuses the canon of kb
“#us, and ‘Canonbusters’ advocais .
material, in the process known as ‘Ope
* zlternative canons.’! In Western &
“wszy most clearly associated with w
~mon's Gender and the Musical Canon i
s perceived hegemony is also challes
Zoth critiques of the canon are seyer
* 1he easier of the two to deal, with
“mZamental claim—that canonic word
“nc objectively demonstrable—is open
Je=thoven's symphonies, for example.
S&nn in the C minor symphony and 5
= “oposite ends of the nineteenth centx
~#monic works.’* Even the history of 1w
“mough to suggest that a symphony by

~ Jam Gorak, The Making of the Modern Canon: Gemes- .
Ihid. 6.
whn Guillory, *Canon’, in Lentriccia and McLaughis
See the essays in Leslie A. Fiedler and Houston A_Bak
s Fom the English Institute, 1979 (Baltimore. 1951

- Warcia J. Citron, Gender and the Musical Canom #Ca
=83} is marred. however, by an over-reliance on (and
“we 2nd some curious emphases. Claiming that
Wz in the extreme, and the chapter retreats from
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“iion of reception theory I have ever read’ (review of
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390 Mark Everist

Strauss develops a rather different meaning from one under the direction =
Roger Norrington.’> If we could agree on what qualities we value in a symphoss
by Beethoven today, we would have to give our consent to the view that these
qualities are different from those we perceive in earlier authors and performers
These are difficult points to refute, although the stranglehold that the conser
ative critique of the canon has on all aspects of our musical culture results i= &
reluctance to acknowledge the fact.

The liberal critique of the canon is an attractive development within an acs
demic or pedagogical context, and one that has resulted in the teaching =
courses on women in music; a heightened awareness of the possibility of gende
criticism has perhaps been an even more important consequence.’® The gr=s
problem with the liberal critique of the canon is that it suffers, ironically. from
the same pitfalls as the conservative critique that it seeks to supplant. If one zsi=
that certain works should now be admitted to the canon on the basis that e
are as good as those already included, and have only been excluded because &
are by women, Caribbean authors, or for indeed any other reason, this is as muc
as to say that objective value may be identified not only in the works for whics
admission to the canon is sought, but also in its existing members. And o
objective value is exactly what is so problematic with the conservative critigu
of the canon.

Literary critics who have addressed questions of canon reach the conclusim
that neither the liberal nor the conservative critiques of the canon are satisfa:
tory. Both John Guillory and Jan Gorak also agree that, although the camus
has the effect of freezing responses to texts inside it, it is essential for s
reproduction of culture from generation to generation.’” The consequemus:
of such a view are interesting, and bring us back to questions of recepsimn
Guillory writes:

An individual’s judgment that a work is great does nothing in itself to preserve that wet.
unless that judgment is made in a certain institutional context, a setting in whick =
possible to insure the reproduction of the work, its continual reintroduction to generzsis
of readers. The work of preservation has other more complex social contexts tha=
immediate responses of readers to texts.®

We might just pause for a moment on Guillory’s use of the term ‘institutios
In literary studies, it is assumed that the academy is the location of camus
formation and preservation. In music, as has already been suggested, this

** The two performances have been recorded: Richard Strauss, Berlin State Opera Orchestra (Koch 3700+
1928); Roger Norrington, London Classical Players (EMI CDC7 49656-2, 1989).

*¢ One lurther development in the criticism of music in the last thirty years has had a limited impact s S
opening-up ol the canon: the historically informed performance of music. With regard to music before 170 &
perhaps 1750, the performance of ‘early music’ has automatically involved the representation of music presis
outside the canon. But in those performances of music after 1750 that use period instruments and playime s
niques, the approach to canon is no less narrow than that of traditional approaches to performance.

*7 Guillory, ‘Canon’, 237; Gorak, Making of the Modern Canon, 8.

%% Guillory, ‘Canon’, 237; emphasis original.

much less so, and it may not be the
of the academy would like to thi
"0 concert-giving organizations, o
sroducers gives Guillory's statemens
Enore.

If these comments are given any s
we invoke a theory of reception to pl:
zznon-forming institutions. Indeed.
when he says:

“etustry . .. to reconstruct a historical |
seminated, reproduced, reread, and retz«
seZer to understand the historical circus
=r=ry canon, then, we must see its histor
“=zeption of texts. We must understand -
“on of what we read but of who reads =
sxswer all of these questions in order o
“=tution of the canon.*

These comments echo those made by
‘=zl response to the implications of &
suoted with approval by Krummach:
“=iationship between reception and c

Reception Theories, C

= one of the more liberal moment
isizement, Dahlhaus admits the anal
“ady—although he immediately rein:
2ot affect the validity of what he c=
wardly alongside Jauss's view as preses
= the 1967 paper.

"2 merit of a literary history based on 2=
“==nt to which it can take an active pars =

- [5id. 238: emphasis original. Both Kerman and D
WEEER-century music is 1o be approached on the same ¢
W Fmmnkish culture]. thatis, in terms of its own culisre -
“wcognised and so must the practice of analysis which
W’ 117): "For a historian to “receive” a predetermis
“icsing that canon—means first of all that he recoes
W imaginary museum’ (Dahlhaus, Foundations, 7 o=

- Klaus Kropfinger, ‘Probleme der musikalischen 2
= —= Krummacher, ‘Rezeptionsgeschichte’, 159,

¥et music historians must make aesthetic distine
 Wstory in the strong sense’ (Dahlhaus, Foundations =
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392  Mark Everist

aesthetic experience. This demands on the one hand—in opposition to the objectivism o
positivist literary history—a conscious attempt at the formation of a canon, which, o=
the other hand—in opposition to the classicism of the study of traditions—presuppos=s
a critical revision if not destruction of the received literary canon. The criterion fur
the formation of such a canon and the ever necessary retelling of literary history &
clearly set out by the aesthetics of reception. The step from the history of the receptios
of the individual work to the history of literature has to lead to seeing and represent-
ing the historical sequence of works as they determine and clarify the coherence o
literature, to the extent that it is meaningful for us, as the prehistory of its press=:
experience. "’

Kerman also approaches the relationship between reception and canon. At the
end of his 1983 essay he apologizes, saying that his comments are ‘coming
to an end at a point where many readers . . . would like to see them begin: How
are canons determined, why and on what authority?’®®* Kerman'’s concluding
remarks are a claim that we can only answer these questions when we have buit
up a serious criticism of music, of the sort advocated in his Musicology.** Few
would want to agree with this, probably none of the other contributors to the
special issue of Critical Inquiry devoted to canons in which Kerman's essay w=s
published. In considering specific ways in which theories of reception and t&e
canonic discourses in music interact, Kerman’'s questions, and his refusal ==
answer, are a valuable point of departure.

Guillory, Kropfinger, Dahlhaus, and Kerman state or imply that a theory o
reception could play an important part in addressing questions of canon, but @«
not suggest how this might happen. The hints they give may be developed &
uniting agencies of reception (Guillory’s ‘historical circamstances’) with what
Barbara Herrnstein Smith has called ‘contingencies of value’.®® That is to s==
characteristics of a work’s reception overlap substantially those characteristics
that may impart value to the work. In response to a hypothetical conservati=
critique of canon, she writes:

What is commonly referred to as ‘the test of time’ . .. is not, as the figure implies. ==
impersonal and impartial mechanism; for the cultural institutions through which it ope=-
ates (schools, libraries, theaters, museums, publishing and printing houses, editoziz
boards, prize-awarding commissions, state censors, and so forth) are, of course. =i
managed by persons (who, by definition, are those with cultural power and commos
other forms of power as well); and, since the texts that are selected and preserved by ‘tims
will always tend to be those which ‘fit’ . . . their characteristic needs, interests, resourcs:

® Jauss. ‘Literary History as a Challenge to Literary Theory’, 20. There are points in Jauss's formation of this s
that the present chapter does not encompass: the idea of the destruction of the canon and the concept of a se=
history of literature or music.

% Kerman, ‘A Few Canonic Variations’, 124; empbhasis original.

® Kerman, Musicology, 113-54.

° The title of an article, ‘Contingencies of Value’, Critical Inquiry, 10 (1983-4), 1-35; and a book, Contingsuw
of Value: Alternative Perspectives for Critical Theory (Cambridge, Mass., 1988). in which the article is repriztisll
17-53.

=nd purposes, that testing mechanism bz
thus intensified by time.®*

This list of cultural institutions is ne
those that might affect the value of :
“st, similar in scope to that offered b
critics, concert series, foundations pr
novels with narratives centred on mu
‘ract others. An example taken mers
znd societies, illustrates how the r=l
vzlue might work.

Societies exist today to promote th
“rpes of musical activity. Two may be
Zation at Aldeburgh is an importans ¢
crucial element in the constitution o
“romotion of the cause of a single co
soser’s position in the canon. This m=
2. or of such more routine bibliog
“omposer’s working papers for the pu
Siiftung in Basle goes one step further
tomposers; Stockhausen, Berio, Cariz
This philanthropic exercise has the s
“oundation, except that canonic presse
o living composers.

If' this understanding of receptios
wraightforward, the relationship has =
s=ception have exhibited a narrow viss
“een subject to this sort of enquiry—
“Wagner—are already assured of canos

— Ibid. 51; emphasis original. Although she does me
« miigue of the essentially objective standpoint in A=t
“wiis (Oxford, 1982). She does, however, cite Leomand &
Swetieth-Century Culture (Chicago, 1967), 2241 (S
i ambitious claim for empirical aesthetics’. It will e
i her book is a significant source-text for this chaptier
e =sual manner. her thinking informs large parts of &

~ The Britten—Pears Foundation acts as an umbre!
S Bundation, the Aldeburgh Festival, various compesil
W the Britten—Pears Library, and provides various s
“n. Many of these activities do far more than proses
wiwity of the Foundation. I am grateful to Paul Basks
“iwities of the Britten—Pears Foundation.,
~ Boulez and Berio gave their names to individual e
#8501 23 and 25). The most recent acquisitions of the &
Wi Esiphanies and documentary material relating to B
" am gratelul to Drue Ferguson for discussing the
“want literature to my attention. See also Lewis Forems
0027, T am gratelul to Stephen Banfield for dram ry
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394  Mark Everist

in this chapter about the value of a theory of reception to the understanding «
canonic discourse, such a state of affairs is a paradox. This relationship is subject
as are all that involve canonic discourses, to the strictures of the conservatie
and liberal critiques of the canon. To date, the conservative critique of the rel=
tionship between reception and canonic discourse has had the upper hand (2«
the list of subjects given above demonstrates). One awaits explanations of the
reception of the music of Vanhal, Auber, and Malipiero.

The relationship between canonic discourses and reception may be refines
further by trying to protect the distinction between Wirkung and Rezeption
because this can be of theoretical value here. Wirkung focuses on the textual ans
musical aspects of the process, whereas Rezeption addresses the recipient of the
text. The link between agencies of reception and contingencies of value can b=
enlarged by arguing for a tripartite link between agencies of reception, contin-
gencies of value, and locations of effect (Wirkung). These three elements ofte=
share the same site: similarly, that site invites excavation in three ways. Wits
reception, effect, and value combined as the basis for a consideration of canon
a second example will be considered.

On 10 April 1784, Mozart wrote to his father, giving a report of a concert tha:
had taken place on 1 April that year.”” He said:

I composed two grand concertos and then a quintet, which called forth the greates
applause: I myself consider it the best work I have ever composed.”™ It is written for one
oboe, one clarinet, one horn, one bassoon and the pianoforte. How [ wish you could haws
heard it! And how beautifully it was performed! Well, to tell the truth I was really wors
out in the end after playing so much—and it is greatly to my credit that my listeners never
got tired.”!

We could try to neutralize the importance we attach to this very interesting
assessment by saying that Mozart would continue to compose for seven and half
years, and he might not have thought quite so highly of the Quintet for Piane
and Wind, K.452, in, say, 1788. Nevertheless, such statements as these are sui-
ficiently rare for us to probe just a little further. When Mozart gave this assess-
ment to his father, he was setting the quintet alongside, but presumably above.
the two piano concertos that he played in the same concert, K.450 and K.451.
and also at least the first three of the quartets that would be dedicated to Haydn
the following year, those in G major, D minor and E flat major.”

This letter from Mozart to his father embodies a value-judgement about the
work. That judgement has not been shared by all those who have considered this

* The concert had originally been programmed for 21 Mar. 1784. and the work was entered into Mozart's
Verzeichnis on 30 Mar.

" The original German is: ‘Ich selbst halte es fiir das beste was ich noch in meinem Leben geschrieben habe
(Wilhelm Bauer and Otto Erich Deutsch (eds.). Mozart: Briefe und Aufzeichnungen: Gesamtausgabe (7 vols., Kassel
1962-75), iii. 309).

" Emily Anderson (ed. and trans.). The Letters of Mozart and his Family (London, 1985), 873.

7 Of the six quartets dedicated to Haydn that were published by Artaria as Op. 10 on 1 Sept. 1785, K.387. K.421.
and K.428 were complete by summer 1783.

wece between 1784 and the present. I
1us fared rather badly. In Hans Keller s
“uzart Companion, the work is not me
~sewhere only as a footnote to Donald
wale in his account of the works for
memtions in such more restricted treas
e Dictionary of Music and Musician
@ the genre, and mention (albeit in 2
“toer standard texts treat the work sis

The reception of the Quintet for Pias
~umsiderations of genre. This clearly re
© with a piano concerto, we are comps
v professional performance conies
“ztus is being enlarged all the time by =
mstitutions. This point was made as los
“lom's Master Musicians volume on Mo
‘e critical literature: the generic org=
1zt such works are sidelined. Keller
=sraordinary: in a chapter entitled
“riv-seven pages, one page only is de
wstruments, and it does not include
“nd at all. Mozart's judgements of vz
“rzanicist myopia.

The fate of K.452 in criticism and
“=ourable position in terms of recordis
w=rtos and three string quartets mentio
W K.452 as K.451 in the current Gram
#z=zin of K.428, and twice as many of

For a wide range of reasons (only som
work viewed by Mozart in 1784 as his
“wzure in musical criticism of the 1=
s=riched by considering the position

Hans Keller, "The Chamber Music’, in H. C. Robiims
“amdon. 1965; repr. 1977), 90-137 (The Mozart Comme
" Serenades for Wind Band’, ibid. 76 n.1.
~ Stanley Sadie. ‘Mozart, (3) (Johann Chrysostom
“-5. The references are unchanged in Stanley Sadie
 Forarecent example, see Volkmar Braunbehrens. 3
& Wimma (Oxford. 1991), 198 (page numbers refer 1o

~ “Another endearing composition of the serenade e
swssoon and piano (K.452), which suffers from neglect G
e public: the regrettably few opportunities wind pk
“ister Musicians (London, 1935), 252), See also i ]

~ The figures are as follows: K.451: 18: K452 19 &

#54). 462, 486, and 500).
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396  Mark Everist

Beethoven’s Quintet for Piano and Wind Op. 16, composed in 1796, two s
after the posthumous publication of Mozart's work. For Alfred Einsteiz tu
relationship between Mozart's K.452 and Beethoven's Op. 16 was ‘universail
known'.” To question the Mozart that Beethoven knew is again to intersusas
the issue of Wirkung, and is here a very productive enquiry. True, K.452 was mus
lished by Artaria as Op. 29 in February 1794; the edition ran to several s
and André, Schott, and Gotz all produced editions before 1800. But all thess =i
tions were of an arrangement for piano quartet (piano and strings). Ths &
edition of the version for piano and wind instruments was not published w
September 1800—by Gombert in Augsburg—four years after the composizun
of Beethoven's quintet.”” Unless Beethoven had a manuscript copy of the ara
nal version, which is unlikely, why did he write his Op. 16? What is Op. = o
reception of, if it is not of Mozart's piece? A piano quartet that he knew hac ara
nally been a quintet for piano and wind? The fact that was ‘universally kmoms
in 1945 appears much less clear in the wake of Gertraut Haberkamp's rezem
work on Mozart first editions.*°

This example points up a variety of things. First, that among Mozart's weris.
the position the quintet holds has changed radically between 1784 and 1w
present. However complex the position was in 1784—and the evidence come
from Mozart’s pen only, not from the more widely articulated description of t
culture of Francis II's Vienna—its critical position today is precarious in com
parison with that of the piano concertos. Second, although critical writing w
the work sets it to one side, recorded performances of the work seem to sugz=s
that it is a work that might take a more central role in a canonic discourse zs
ciated with recorded rather than live performance. Finally, and perhaps =us
important, the example shows how views of canonic status are contingen: w
historical circumstance, which in turn demands systematic analysis. The vz
attached to a given work changes with time, and accounts for the position 2= 2
margins of certain canonic discourses of such a work as Mozart’s Quint=s L
Piano and Wind. Reconstructing the horizon of expectations for the work ==
its recipients—even as sketchily as has been done here, with publication zm

8 Alfred Einstein, Mozart: His Character; His Work, trans. Arthur Mendel and Nathan Broder (London. 15+
122,

™ Gertraut Haberkamp, Die Erstdrucke der Werke von Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart. Musikbibliographisches Az
10 (2 vols., Tiitzing, 1986), i. 219-22.

% Informal discussion of this matter with Mozart and Beethoven scholars leads to two conclusions: (11 s
Einstein's view of the relationship between the two works is still widely held (although Haberkamp's work is aimus
a decade old): and (2) the important—even burning—question seems to be which of the works is better, In 2
one instance this preoccupation has found its way into print: Although it [Beethoven’s Quintet Op. 16] is scomst i
the same forces as Mozart's K.452. a work which Beethoven must surely have known, a comparison between the e
movements of the two pieces serves mainly to highlight Mozart's extreme economy of material as opposst «
Beethoven's over-extravagance [sic] (Nicholas Marston, ‘Chamber Music with Wind', in Barry Cooper {ed . "
Beethoven Compendium: A Guide to Beethoven's Life and Music (London, 1991), 226: emphasis added). ‘Economy +
one of Janet Levy's covert and casual values in writing about music (Janet M. Levy, ‘Covert and Casual Values o
Recent Writing about Music', Journal of Musicology. 5 (1987), 7-13. Her comments about the relationsfg o
‘economy’ to chamber music are important in the context of a critique of this quotation.

‘wiwence in the 1790s, recorded soum
e 1230s to the 1950s—demonstrais
wmaiysis of canon formation. The ge
wnrk's subsequent canonic position
~==zsion and arise out of subsequent «

_hanges in the canonic status of 2
== repertory can be associated very ¢
wps. We will consider two examples
a2 the late 1960s, two Rossini work
“ewiously called ‘the repertory:™ I
“ussini's profile as a subject for scholar
wsure has changed radically, largely
~wssett. Not only was a complete scho
“wmned, with Gossett as editor in chs
“wrth America were given as the resu’
~waching of singers. This continues
“mieavours: most recently, at the time
i of Cenerentola in Bologna. This as;
. Fossini needs to be stressed. becau:
much of the project’s success, it is ofie
win the complete edition of the com
we—ormative elements of the tradition
. something like canonic status.™

Such examples are rare; one is temz
W the canon to Rossini and T. S. Elios
metzphysical poets to the canon of
~ensury.®® More often, such openings-
w events that may or may not be
wns 1980s were important points in
‘mpertant contingencies of value—s«
music of Berlioz.

Throughout the first half of the =
ke of scholarly work on Berlioz. s

© See Kerman's evasive comments aboul canom amd

~ Philip Gossett, ‘History and Works that have =
W Behlman (eds.), Disciplining Music, 97.

Curon, Gender, 27.

* Perhaps because the recording ol opera is so o
‘wween recorded and live performance in the promos
ull Wind.

* This example is often quoted in the literature om ¢
W the most ambitious feat of cultural imperialis= @
. “merican Use of Symbolism’, in Graham Martin (od
“or me influence of Eliot on I R. Leavis and Scrutins

3L 38-43.
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turn had set in motion the Breitkopf and Hirtel collected works. It was the 1937
that saw Jacques Barzun's book Berlioz and the Romantic Century, the foundation
of a Berlioz Society and its Bulletin in 1952, and the influential 1957 productios
of Les Troyens at Covent Garden.®® Two powerful forces were at work in e
admission of Berlioz into both scholarly and performing canonic discourses &=
the subsequent decade: the foundation of the New Berlioz Edition in 1965 a=¢
the beginning of Colin Davis’s persuasive series of recordings of the composer =
works.*” Between 1960 and 1969, Davis recorded all the major works of toe
composer including Béatrice et Benedict and Les Troyens;*® only Benvenuto Cellis
was omitted. What is so striking about these endeavours is that they nearly =1
took place in the British Isles—which is even now a source of rancour =
the Francophone world. A comparison between the status of Berlioz’s music &=
1945 and 1995 reveals a striking growth in many fields of musical activity
performance, recording, and scholarly action.®®

There is an interesting, and less attractive, by-product of both the Rossini ame
the Berlioz projects that deserves attention. Put simply, many of those whe
promote a composer so avidly for inclusion in the canon are just as quick to decrs
those whose works have been left outside. It is rare to find documentary evidencs
of this, but such derision of those left outside often finds its way into less forma:
contexts. The author of the Master Musicians volume on Rossini, while a less sigz-
nificant player in the inclusion of the composer’s works in the canon, is quick
to point to the shortcomings of Rossini's contemporaries. Much of Richars
Osborne’s discussion of L'italiana in Algeri is built around an unfavourable corm-
parison with Luigi Mosca’s setting of the same libretto.?° In an address to the
Royal Musical Association in London in 1992, the same author offered a=
unscripted distinction between Rossini's Il barbiere di Siviglia and Morlacchi's
work of the same name. The latter, he said, sounded like ‘so much knitting”.”
These are not straightforward, uncritical restatements of history: the versions
by Mosca and Morlacchi were ultimately eclipsed by those of Rossini, but a dask
to assign judgements of value is dangerous in an environment in which pro-

% Jacques Barzun, Berlioz and the Romantic Century (Boston, 1950); The Berlioz Society Bulletin was first publishes
asaquarterly in 1952, and subsequently yearly from 1975; the significance of the 1957 Les Troyens production for
scholarship in the 1960s is acknowledged in D. Kern Holoman, ‘Troyens, Les’, in New Grove Dictionary of Opera, &
828.

% Hugh MacDonald, ‘The New Berlioz Edition’, Musical Times, 106 (1965), 518.

% Colin Davis's Berlioz recordings from the 1960s include the following: L'Enfance du Christ (Oct. 1960); Béatrice
et Bénédict (Apr. 1962): Harold en Italie (Oct. 1962); Symphonie Jantastique (May 1963); Concert Overtures (Oct.
1965); Roméo et Juliette (Feb.~Mar. 1968); Te Deum (Jan. 1969); Les Troyens (Sept.~Oct. 1969); Grande Messe des
Morts (Nov. 1969). For a complete list of the recordings of this period see Malcolm Walker, ‘Discography’, in Alan
Blyth, Colin Davis (Shepperton, 1972), 61-3.

% Kerman (‘A Few Canonic Variations’, 11 5) lists Berlioz alongside Mussorgsky, Verdi, Rachmaninoff, and Sibelius
as composers whose inclusion has changed the ‘standard canon’ between 1928 (the date ol his example taken from
Aldous Huxley's Point Counter Point) and 1983 (the date of Kerman's article).

% Richard Osborne, Rossini, Master Musicians (London, 1986), 159-61. The unfavourable comparison is based
on the duetto ‘Ai capricci della sorte’ from Act I of both works.

1 Osborne, ‘Rossini and his Librettists’, paper read at Royal Musical Association meeting, London, 15 Feb
1992.
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400  Mark Everist

bona fide subjects for scholarly enquiry, those who work on Morlacchi and Mewes-
beer may have to contend with hostile judgements of value from thoss wie
would have been in an identical position only thirty years ago.

Implicit in the foregoing discussion of liberal critics becoming conservatie «
the question of relativism. This was the point of disagreement, referred to ez
between Krummacher and Dahlhaus in the early 1980s. The point at issue we
that a theory of reception produces a wide range of documents that bear witmes
to the echo of a work across history, and therefore to a series of competing imses
pretations that affect our current view of their value and their place in a canome
discourse.’® How are we to judge the value of one interpretation over thes &
another? If we consider again the example of Sibelius's Fifth Symphony. ==
arbitrate definitively between the composer and Tovey about the meaning of 5
Finale’s second theme, many might agree that we should prefer the compeses -
view to that of Tovey. But why? In the English-speaking world at least, Sibelius «
comments were not made known until 1993, and even in Finnish were not geo-
erally known before 1965. For nearly sixty years, English musicians familiz
with Tovey have had his image of Thor swinging his hammer at the back of ther
minds, and this clearly had value for conductors of the work, its audiences
critics, and scholars. Claiming that Sibelius’s interpretation automatically s
more value than Tovey's—just because it comes from the composer—is to priv-
lege our current reception of the work over that of the period 1935-93. It is ner
merely to replace an ‘incorrect’ account by a critic by the composer's ‘corres
interpretation.®’

If there are problems with these sorts of evaluations, how have others
attempted to come to terms with this question of relativism? Dahlhaus offersz
the idea of the kairos or point de la perfection: a time in a composition’s histors
when its reception was more accurate, more sensitive, to the artistic nature o
the work. His example, which he had been developing since the early 1970s, was
the reception of Bruckner'’s symphonies in the 1920s.°® Krummacher was
rightly unhappy with this idea. His critique of Dahlhaus is well put:

But the suggestion does not only presuppose that it is known from the start wher=
such a Kairos is to be found. It also presupposes trust in a hierarchy of values: one has =

’* See the references provided in n. 14 above.
" It is striking that no reference to Tovey is made in Hepokoski. Sibelius: Symphony No. 5, not even in the indes
(107). The author declares that references to Tovey were omitted deliberately: Actually. T left out Tovey from =
Sibelius 5th book on purpose. It was one of the carly decisions. Basically, I was so tired of that old quotation that ¢
didn't want to recycle it, even in reluting it. The idea was to eclipse it totally, to render it irrelevant. But it probabis
didn’t work. It's too firmly ingrained into the reception tradition . . . the error, in all likelihood, will continue &=
persist’ (electronic communication to the author, 24 May 1995). This is an extreme position to take in terms of the
evaluation of competing interpretations, and could be seen as a once-removed example of privileging the composer
over the context—prelerring a just-recovered composer’s view ol a work to a critic’s view of a work well embedded
in a musical culture. It should be stressed. however, that the above comments represent no critique of the volume
under discussion. but only of a general tendency of which the book is just one part.

* Dahlhaus. Foundations, 157: idem, *Zur Wirkungsgeschichte musikalischer Werke', Neue Zeitschrift fiir Musit
134 (1973). 215-16.
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402  Mark Everist

and by Feyerabend in his critique of Popper and Putnam.'”’ If one is weddes &
an idea of a reception history of music that simply tracks the ‘after-Ife &
musical works, there is contestable ground between a relativist and an ofe
tivist. If, conversely, reception theory is taken as one of the premisses of a sozmus
ticated history of music that takes its synchronic dimension seriousls. & & Th e \
difficult to identify any complaint that an objectivist might make. 3
The central claim of this chapter has been that locations of reception owe=ia
substantially with contingencies of value, and therefore that a theory of r=sss
tion is fundamental to a diagnosis of canonic discourse. This is a basis for =
of history that assimilates both synchronic and diachronic trajectories, an<
fuses a traditional history of works, composers, and institutions with = Jle
worked-out history of music based on a theory of reception. The result womi w
a significant contribution to a history of music conditioned by, for exampls =
tural anthropology or annaliste thought.'** This is a very different prospecs &um
the arid concept of separate spheres of historical endeavour—one music fsius
one reception history—envisioned by Dahlhaus. Whatever type of historica s
rative one is trying to write, whatever philosophy of history one adopts—a= i
this sense it does not matter whether the perspective is Whig, annaliste, or S
Historicist—reception theory, and a critical account of canonic discous
deserve a place centre stage in the theatre of music history.

Stan!

e principal subject of this chapte
W wmiten or printed, whether or no
~ « mumber of developments during
“wether a musical text need be writ
== and indeed whether a perfor
i & musical text. I shall return to th
0 "ezin with a tacit assumption
TR

e witten or printed musical text
st blind trust exactly when beli
“Lestioning at many points where &
“imeie examples will illustrate this :

~e frst is a case of opposites: m
‘Wiety in the manner in which the ¢
s such as those of Artur Schnab
“wusic. slurs, fingerings, added dvnsz
= =mpi, and advice on how to ar:
@ e original melodic material. St
“musicz] understanding of (sometin
“wrner and advanced musician ali
~wwiars, and many performers, kr
sy as stemming from Beethove
~meszble back to the composer: the
Jwrirming view exemplified by the
~wsey which annotations might hz
W i =s that could imply specific ap:
M editor.

193 peyerabend, ‘Notes on Relativism’, 79-83.

104 poth these historiographical tendencies are the victims of a reluctance to engage with the practica’ s
tions they embody. For the cultural-anthropological view of history see Gary Tomlinson, ‘The Web of Cafis
Context for Musicology', 19th-Century Music, 7 (1984), 350-62, and the trenchant comments about s s
Philip V. Bohlman, ‘On the Unremarkable in Music’, 19th-Century Music, 16 (1992), 207 n. 17. The anmsfis
of historical thought has an even more tenuous grip on musicology: see Jane Fulcher, ‘Current Persges
Culture and the Meaning of Cultural History in France Today', Stanford French Review, 9 (1985). 91-7"= 4
économies, sociétés, civilisations, 44 (1989), 849-72. Although Fulcher’s conclusion may not be entirely g
her explanation of annalisme is of great value, but should be read in conjunction with more sceptical i & 4 y
troisiéme niveau from the Anglo-American world (such as Robert Darnton'’s introduction to The Great Cat
and Other Episodes in French Cultural History (New York, 1984) ). The publication ol Weber'’s article in £
Annales: ESC speaks for itsell.

“etiecting Schnabel's edition for comment. | am
e product of a fine musical mind. 1 wish thee
e =Sitions.

e s a briel but fundamental discussion ©
e Al Souls” Studies, 1 (London, 1963, 25—




