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THOMAS HUSTED KIRKEGAARD AND MIKKEL VAD

Introduction: European Music
Analysis and the Politics of Identity

Philip Ewell’s keynote speech “Music Theory’s White Racial Frame” at the 2019 meet-
ing of the Society for Music Theory became a watershed event, the reverberations of
which are still felt throughout musicology. Ewell’s speech and his subsequently pub-
lished expanded article (2020) gave rise to a state of public attention that the field
of music theory has arguably never seen before. Ewell’s claim was as simple as it was
powerful: Music theory is white—literally and figuratively. Literally because the over-
whelming majority of the members of the North American (i.e. the United States and
Canada) Society for Music Theory are white, and figuratively because North American
music theory is characterized by its “white racial frame,” a term Ewell (2020, § 2.1)
borrowed from Joe Feagin ([2009] 2013) to denote how “music theory has many of
the prejudices and stereotypes that are part of the white racial frame, most noticeably
in how we privilege the compositional and theoretical work of whites over nonwhites.”
Ewell backed up his claim with a case study on the most influential music theorist in
the United States, Heinrich Schenker, arguing that Schenker’s racism and nationalism
permeated his music theory and that it had been “whitewashed” by generations of US
music theorists who failed to acknowledge and face the grim sides of his theory.

The public debate seriously began when the infamous “Symposium on Philip
Ewell’s SMT 2019 Plenary Paper, ‘Music Theory’s White Racial Frame'” was published
in the twelfth issue of Journal of Schenkerian Studies (henceforth JSS12). This sympo-
sium, to which Ewell had not been invited to respond, was seriously stained by dubi-
ous scholarly practices such as ad hominem attacks on Ewell and an anonymous con-
tribution. The widespread critique of the issue ultimately prompted a formal investi-
gation of the conception and review process of JSS12 which found several structural
problems.! During the Summer of 2020—in the wake of the brutal police killing of
George Floyd and renewed attention to the Black Lives Matter movement—the debate
reached popular media outlets such as Fox News, the New York Times, the New Yorker,
and more, and it also spread to European forums.

The public debate is often especially high-pitched when it comes to areas border-
ing on “identity politics.” That this is a general phenomenon, is, for instance, seen
currently in the ways that Critical Race Theory is heavily debated and largely misun-
derstood in political discourse in the United States; and in Denmark, the very term
“identity politics” has been a most disputed concept in recent years (we put the term

1 See the report here: https://vpaa.unt.edu/sites/default/files/%5Bfile%3Aoriginal%3Atype%3Aname
%5D/jss_review_panel_final_report1.pdf
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in scare quotes in this particular paragraph to indicate that it is used and named as
such in public debate in Denmark and elsewhere, but, when referring to it other
places in this introductory text, we use it in the more neutral, scholarly sense; for an
overview of research approaches to identity politics see Bernstein 2005). In March of
2021, the Danish parliament expressed suspicion that so-called identity politics had
become a “movement” which limited and censored researchers’ freedom. They passed
a bill with the title “On excessive activism in certain research environments” which
recommended Danish universities to ensure that politics is not disguised as research,
and that the peer-review process functions sufficiently. Recently, in March of 2022,
right-wing politicians organized a hearing at the Danish parliament to discuss and
stop the “totalitarian identity politics movement” (Henrik Dahl in Friis 2022) that
they claim Danish universities have imported from US universities (for a summary of
the situation in Denmark, see Andersen 2017; and Baggersgaard 2022).

As junior researchers still without permanent employment, we found it alarming to
see how elected politicians called out specific researchers—junior as well as senior—
and attempted to control serious research and scholarly debates. Such debates, it must
be remembered, are not only the results of current momentum, but have a longer pre-
history. In areas such as historical musicology, ethnomusicology, popular music stud-
ies, and more, questions of identity markers such as gender, race, and class, have been
a central focus of research and academic debates since at least the 1980s.

With Ewell’s scholarly intervention into whiteness and Schenker’s North American
legacy, such longstanding conversations have been (re-)amplified in the areas of music
theory and music analysis (for an overview of the literature on music theory and iden-
tity politics see the bibliographies compiled by Duguay, Hannaford, and Momii, n.d.;
and Ferrari et al., n.d.). An impetus for this special issue, then, has been our wish to
bring recent US debates about whiteness and music theory into conversation with
European scholars. This is a response to the paradoxical fact that while scholars have
begun to address the white racial frame of music theory and Western art music’s place
in cultural hierarchies, this reckoning has taken place mostly within North Ameri-
can academia. Given that the methods and canonic repertoire in question are mostly
European, we argue that it befits European scholars to address the whiteness of Euro-
pean musicology rather than write it off as US identity politics. By extension we also
bring forth scholarship that addresses some particularly European formations of musi-
cology that complements and extends the US research on racism, whiteness, and their
intersection with categories of gender, sex, ethnicity, and class in music theory.

The Practices of Music Theory

There are plenty of good reasons to discuss these matters in a specifically European
context. As Ewell (2020, footnote 0) notes in “Music Theory and the White Racial
Frame,” he writes specifically—and only—about music theory “as practiced in the
U.S.” What might be the difference between the “practice” of music theory in the
United States and in Europe?
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This is a complex question that we cannot hope to answer in full here; suffice it to
point to the most well-known differences, namely that music theory’s disciplinary in-
dependence and Schenker’s central importance are only North American phenomena.
It must be remembered that Schenker remained an outsider to the emerging field of
modern musicology during his own life-time—according to his own diary entry, Guido
Adler had proscribed his writings from the music library at Universitdt Wien (Feder-
hofer 1985, 50). Schenker’s direct influence, then, was largely confined to the circle of
dedicated followers around him, and it were these followers who were responsible for
the enormous success of Schenkerian theory in the United States after they had emi-
grated there to escape Nazism (for more on this history, see Berry 2002; 2003; 2005a;
2005b; 2006; 2011; 2016). Schenkerian theory played a leading role as music theory
began gaining independence in the United States during the 1960s and 1970s when
theory-focused journals, societies, and doctoral programs were established. In this pro-
cess of disciplining or institutionalization, music theory was sculpted—and Schenker’s
theory remodeled—on the basis of a more or less positivist ideal. The scientific im-
age of music theory was instrumental in achieving scholarly legitimacy, but it was
not without problems. Among other things, it further catalyzed that Americanization
(cf. Rothstein 1990)—and thus whitewashing (Ewell 2020)—of Schenker which had
already begun in the early dissemination of his theories in North America.

In Europe, the writings of Schenker (and other Jewish theorists such as Ernst
Kurth) were put under a Nazi ban during WWII (Gerigk and Stengel 1940), and after
the war, his ideas never returned (though dedicated advocates such as Hellmut Feder-
hofer remained; see Federhofer 1958; 1972; 1981; 1989; Tepping 1982-83; Drab-
kin 1984-85; Fink 2003; Schwab-Felisch 2003-05; Boenke 2006). Ludwig Holtmeier
(2003; 2004) has argued that in Germany, Nazi ideology was responsible for a sig-
nificant epistemological turn in music theory. His main case is Hugo Riemann's func-
tion theory which—in new versions, standardized and simplified by theorists such as
Wilhelm Maler and Hermann Grabner—became a widely used but intellectually im-
poverished and largely practical helping tool for harmonization exercises. Holtmeier
backs up his narrative with his observation that the term Musiktheorie had been al-
most completely replaced with the term Tonsatz. In many other European countries,
post-Riemannian function theories gained a similar popularity, though often in very
local variants, as charted in Svend Hvidtfelt Nielsen's case study of Danish function
theory in this special issue (see also Spurny 2003-05; Kirkegaard-Larsen 2019; 2020).
Whether these countries also experienced a similar shift in the epistemological frame-
work of music theory at large is a question for further research—but the scholarly in-
dependence, legitimacy, and organization that music theory experienced in the United
States did not find its counterpart in post-war Europe, where music theory remained a
constituent part of musicology and music education.

In North America as well as in Europe, the value of theory and analysis has been
anything but clear ever since Joseph Kerman's call to “get out” of analysis (1980).
Kerman identified problems that were, like those Ewell identified, specific for US
music theory, but his critique was influential for Western musicology and music
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6 Thomas Husted Kirkegaard and Mikkel Vad

theory at large, and the reverberations of his critique are still felt today. Under the
“New Musicological Regime,” as Kofi Agawu called it (1996), the question about the
status and place of music theory and analysis in academia seemed ever-present (see,
for instance: McClary 2002 [1991], 9-17 et passim; Burnham 1996; McCreless 1996;
1998; 2000; Agawu 2004). As late as 2020, it was apparently still necessary to write
an article “On the Musicological Necessity of Musical Analysis” as the British scholar
Julian Horton calls it. Whether “practiced” as a professionalized discipline, as in the
United States and Canada, or as a less self-standing methodological tool, as in much
European musicology, theory and analysis (especially so-called “theory-based analy-
sis” [cf. Agawu 1996, 9]) remains fundamentally contested.

Although music analysis (and analytical music theories) might be “necessary”
for musicology, as Horton argues, the debate seems to continue to revolve around
some very fundamental problems pertaining to central concepts, ingrained ideolo-
gies and methodology. In some feminist musicology, for instance, the work-con-
cept—often taken for granted in music theory—became the “ultimate feminist issue”
(Cusick 1999, 491); and the influence of Lydia Goehr's (1992) critique of the work-
concept and the fundamental questions it posed for theory and analysis is hard to
overestimate. Another frequent critique aims at the problems of canon formation and
the overrepresentation of a very specific, Eurocentric, often Austro-German repertoire.
Recently, this critique was voiced in a new and thought-provoking way in Justin Lon-
don'’s (2022) response to Philip Ewell. London points to the fact that Western music
theory is modeled on a vanishingly small part of the repertoire it claims to say some-
thing about, and the result is a series of biases and ingrained methodological prob-
lems. Rather than simply allowing new composers and repertoires into the canon un-
der the banner of diversity, the real challenge for music theory, says London, is to face
these problems: “The methodological potholes that we have fallen into in our study
of WAM [Western Art Music| from 1700-1900 can all too easily be replicated in our
study of other musics, whether jazz, blues, pop, or world music” (2022, §6.5). Insofar
as our topic here goes, it is also important to note that even if the definition of music
theory’s white, European racial frame rests upon such a limited repertoire, this does
not in itself disprove Eurocentrism in musicology (we have heard colleagues contest
music theory’s Eurocentrism, because the Austro-German, 18th-19th century canon
is not factually representative of all of Europe). Indeed, the highly selective nature
of the canon, arguably, shows that the construction of music theory as Eurocentric
is methodologically flawed, even on its own terms. As London and Ewell point out,
this is an ideological investment (not merely a factual flaw) in the canon, patriarchy,
whiteness, and “Europe” that is baked into the methodological foundations of music
theory—and thus a recurring leitmotif in criticisms of it.

Despite the uncertainty, things seem to be changing for European music theory and
analysis. Over the course of the last forty years, Europe has seen a noticeable increase
in specifically music-theoretical or music-analytical societies. Between 1985 and 2000,
societies were established in France, Italy, Belgium, Great Britain, Croatia, the Nether-
lands, and Germany, and the first European Music Analysis conference was held in
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Colmar, France, in 1989 (see Schuijer 2015, 144).2 Fast forward to today, and the 10™
European Music Analysis Conference was co-organized in 2021 (postponed from 2020
because of Covid-19) by societies from Russia (hosting the conference), Germany, It-
aly, Poland, Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Catalonia, Croatia, Great Britain—and
even the US Society for Music Theory was part of the event. In 2018, the European
Network for Theory & Analysis of Music was established, connecting different nation-
al, European societies for music theory and analysis. Today, the network counts four-
teen different national societies; in addition to the above-mentioned countries, the so-
cieties are based in Serbia, Portugal, Spain, and Bulgaria. It will be interesting to fol-
low whether and how this emerging, organized music theory in Europe will respond
to the challenges that face the field today.

Music Theory’s White European Racial Frame?

Perhaps one reason that the debate over whiteness has hit the field of music theory with
such a vengeance is that many scholars of Western art music have explored race mainly
along the lines of representation, defined by Black-and-white dynamics of US discourse,
and as a historical phenomenon concerning colonization. Much fantastic and necessary
scholarship has been produced from such perspectives. Nevertheless, the point made
by Griffin and Braidotti (2002, 225) twenty years ago may apply to such musicological
trends in that they can also be seen as “forms of distanciation, displacement of a prob-
lematic into another sphere (culture), space (the USA), and time (history as opposed to
lived reality), which distracted effectively from the race politics happening right under
our European noses.” Fortunately, recent years have seen an increasing number of schol-
ars addressing this problem in research on the racial formation of Western art music
and other European musics, not just as a question of how Europe has represented its
“others” (see also Born and Hesmondhalgh 2000; Brown 2007; Bloechl, Lowe, and
Kallberg 2014), but also on the presence of composers and musicians of color within
the hegemonic white spaces of European musical culture—although tellingly many of
those scholars are from the US and most of them are concerned with wider cultural
history rather than the methodologies of music analysis (for example, monographs by
Taylor 2007; Yoshihara 2007; André 2018; Eidsheim 2019; Thurman 2021; and Lie 2021;
other than this newer scholarship, the most significant longer-standing body of litera-
ture on race in European art music concerns the most notable racialized group in pre-
World War 1I Europe, Jews, especially in relation to Wagner and the Holocaust). The
articles in this special issue add to these discussions, by addressing the musicological
race (and other identity) politics happening right under our European noses. For in-
stance, Bjornar Utne-Reitan’s article analyzes how Geirr Tveitt’s tonal theories were inex-
tricably intertwined with Tveitt's ideas about Nordic or Norse superiority. And the joint
colloquy contribution by Kate Maxwell and Sabina Fosse Hansen is a thought-provok-
ing look into questions of identity politics as they play out in the classroom.

2 An earlier version of this article incorrectly stated that the British SMA and German GMTH were the
first societies in Europe.
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Such a focus on Europe is not meant to add to the Eurocentrism of Western music
theory. Rather, one of our aims is to follow Ewell’s (2020, § 1.3) call for a “deframing
and reframing of the white racial frame” and, specifically within our context, to begin
“provincializing Europe” (Chakrabarty 2007) in the field(s) of music theory/analysis
and musicology. We hope that by studying the provincially European histories and
politics of music theory, we may deframe and reframe certain music theories as Europe-
an. Rather than universalizing European music theory, we must interrogate music and
the racial imagination (Bohlman and Radano 2000) that is European. We must de-
frame and reframe the ways in which some kinds of music theoretical practice evince
a particular Europeanness, or, using the term coined by George Lewis (1996), how
it is Eurological. Importantly, examining the practices of music theory in Europe, we
also aim to shed light on music analysis as it is ideologically shaped in Europe itself.
In a dialectical reversal and paraphrase of Stuart Hall’s (2021 [2002/2003]) dictum,
we must interrogate how Western music theory is not only “of Europe” (as scholars
such as Ewell 2020 and Kajikawa 2019 have argued in the US context) but also how
it is produced and how it functions “in Europe.” This also means that even as we take
our inspiration from US scholars such as Ewell, we cannot simply assume that the
framework and deframing tactics that apply to US critiques will fit neatly in a Euro-
pean context (on the application of US whiteness studies in a European context, see
Garner 2006; for other key Black critiques of white US musicology see Ramsey 2001;
and Morrison 2019). Thus, the articles in this special issue explore how particular mu-
sicological lineages and problems of identity have played out in their specific nation-
al and regional contexts in Europe. In doing so, our contributors show that even the
figure of Schenker must sometimes be understood in different (though not necessarily
contradictory) terms than those outlined by Ewell. For instance, Christopher Tarrant
explores the “Schenker debate” from a UK perspective; and Thomas Husted Kirke-
gaard documents the Scandinavian reception and wholesale rejection of Schenker. If
Schenker is the prime example of music theory’s white racial frame in Ewell’s study, he
embodies the role of counter-example many places in Europe.

We locate this special issue within a larger set of concerns facing musicology, tak-
ing inspiration from interdisciplinary critiques of whiteness and Eurocentrism. By pro-
vincializing Europe and exploring music theory’s white racial frame outside the US
context documented by Ewell, we are trying to follow the critical race scholar Alastair
Bonnett’s (1998, 1030) call for “the necessity of a longer historical, and wider geo-
graphical, view of the production of white identities and a more sceptical attitude to-
wards the stability of its European configurations.” In doing so, we have purposefully
not called on authors to define and delimit “Europe” as a concrete or stable entity, but
recognize that “this Europe, like ‘the West, is demonstrably an imaginary entity, but
the demonstration as such does not lessen its appeal or power” (Chakrabarty 2007,
43). As such, “Europe” is a culturally contingent category, similarly to race, gender, and
other social constructs (see also Dussel 2000; Hall 2021 [2002/2003]; and El-Tayeb
2011). Given the fact that the borders of Europe are porous and that European prob-
lems extend beyond those borders, we are aware that this work cannot just encom-
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pass the focus on European identity and music theory in Europe itself. Though it is
beyond the limited scope of this particular special issue, we welcome approaches that
locate Europe within a larger global framework. Here, we are following key critics of
Eurocentrism who unmask the global dialectics that lead to Eurocentrism as a modern
phenomenon (see, among others, Amin 2009 [1989]; Hall 1992; Dussel 2000 and
2002; Chakrabarty 2007; and Buck Morss 2009). Our intervention and perspective
in this special issue should therefore be read in dialogue with critiques of how Euro-
pean music theory has been deployed outside Europe, for instance exemplified in Kofi
Agawu’s (2016) research on “tonality as a colonizing force in Africa” or Dylan Robin-
son’s (2020) critique of settler-colonial regimes of what he terms hungry listening. Re-
lated to this is, of course, an inclusion of music theories from non-Western cultures in
research and curricula, which was also among the things that Ewell called for (there
is a growing, vibrant literature on this, see e.g. Cunningham et al. 2020 and numer-
ous other articles in Engaging Students: Essays in Music Pedagogy vol. 8; and Walker
2020). Here, Ewell follows a wider “global turn” in musicology (see Christensen 2018;
Strohm 2018; Hijleh 2019; and Cohen et al. 2019). Although this turn is still new
enough that it has not yet resulted in large amounts of published research, it has been
a prominent component of music theory conferences in the past years. A quick glance
at the blog of the History of Music Theory Interest Group of SMT (https://historyofmu-
sictheory.wordpress.com/) will reveal articles on a promising array of topics pertaining
to non-Western (as well as historically overlooked, “peripheral” European) traditions
of music theory. And ethnomusicological journals and volumes with a music analyti-
cal bent are contributing to widen the scope of music theory, with perspectives that
also include post-/decolonial frameworks (for an indicative example of current ana-
lytical approaches to non-Western music see Shuster, Mukherji, and Dinnerstein 2022;
and the journal Analytical Approaches to World Music). Here, too, it may be worth look-
ing beyond the Anglosphere, for as Gabriel Solis (2012, 533) suggest, “the disavowal
of music theory and analysis that I see as endemic to ethnomusicology in the United
States, and to some extent the United Kingdom and Australia, is not part of other tra-
ditions.” Similarly, popular music and jazz are fruitful fields for exploration of music
analysis beyond the white racial frame, and increasingly explicitly antiracist and queer
(see e.g. Carter 2021; Attas 2019; Stover 2022). Such avenues of inquiry are also found
in Kjell Andreas Oddekalv’s colloquy contribution to this special issue, which reflects
on the positioning of white, European scholarly identities in hip hop analysis.
Recognizing the differences between the US and Europe, as well as the impor-
tance of comparative and contrasting perspectives in music theories on a global scale,
should also prompt us to locate differences within Europe rather than simply assume
that there is one unified “European music analysis.” This can highlight what David
Theo Goldberg (2006) terms the racial regionalizations that are part of racial Europe-
anization. Indeed, several authors in this special issue investigate national and regional
musicological canons, with a particular focus, given the regional location of Danish
Musicology Online and many of our contributors, on Scandinavia. Whether it be “pro-
vincializing Scandinavia” (Jensen 2010) or providing a Nordic perspective on area
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studies (Helgesen 2019) of its own region, the interventions presented here show that
Nordic music theory can also slowly begin reckoning with its own past. Svend Hvidt-
felt Nielsen’s article, for example, is an invitation for Danish musicologists to begin
reckoning with the widely hegemonic, and uniquely Danish, variant of post-Riemann-
ian function theory, which, he argues, controls what gets to count as legitimate ques-
tions and answers, theories and methods, in Danish music theory. There can be no
claims to Nordic exceptionalism (Loftdéttir and Jensen 2012) in musicology that makes
music theoretical scholarship of our region beyond identity politics, including cri-
tiques of the white racial frame (though not specifically music-analytical Hilder 2014
and Teitelbaum 2017 stand out as two recent book-length studies that make the ques-
tion of race and ethnicity central to Nordic music).

Lastly, as Ewell also remarks, this current intervention in musicology must be in-
tersectional, incorporating perspectives on gender, sexuality, ethnicity, class, nation-
alism etc. As regards the role the discursive marker “European” may play (also
outside of Europe), we should perhaps be especially wary of the ways in which
“Europe”/“European” is not being used as a neutral or objective category, but of-
ten serves as a stand-in category for other identity markers. For example, the rhetori-
cal and political use of different national and/or ethnic identities or even a broader
“European” identity may work as supposedly colourblind or “post-racial” ideolo-
gy that nevertheless works to solidify whiteness as a central marker of Europeanness
(Lentin 2008; Moschel 2011; Hellgren and Bereményi 2022). Likewise, we should be
alert to the ways in which “Europe” is used as a euphemism for classed identity poli-
tics and the place Western art music holds in cultural hierarchies (Kajikawa 2019; Bull
2019). Thus, a critique of how European whiteness and Western art music intersect,
must also, for instance, imply a critique of patriarchal canon structures, the continued
investment in bourgeois cultural values and institutions, and ethno-nationalist ideolo-
gies, as well as include the recognition of non-white Europeans.

Overview of Articles

The special issue opens with Thomas Husted Kirkegaard’s article on Schenker’s recep-
tion history in Scandinavia and the ethics of Schenkerian analysis. The article shows
that, on the one hand, Scandinavian music theory has been thoroughly skeptical of
Schenkerian theory, mainly because of Schenker’s own problematical politics and be-
cause of the perceived “sectarianism” of US Schenkerism. On the other hand, Kirke-
gaard shows how fundamental Schenkerian ideas such as prolongation have slowly
spread in Scandinavian theories through a lineage of theorists that ultimately goes
back to Adele T. Katz and Felix Salzer, the first two authors to publish English books
on Schenkerian analysis (Katz 1945; Salzer 1952). The reception-historical investiga-
tion prompts a series of questions about the ethics of Schenkerian analysis and the
white racial frame in a new, non-US context. If Scandinavia has been skeptical towards
Schenker’s politics but has integrated specific Schenkerian ideas nonetheless, is it ba-
sically committing the same whitewashing that Ewell identified in the United States?
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And if Schenker continues to be an outsider in Scandinavian music theory while he
is still the primary example in our discussions of the white racial frame, is he simply
used as a scapegoat—preventing a more difficult confrontation with Scandinavia’s
own formative figures, such as Hugo Riemann?

Bjornar Utne-Reitan’s article is a fascinating critical discussion of the treatise Tonali-
tdtstheorie des parallelen Leittonsystems by the Norwegian composer-theorist Geirr Tveitt
(1937). Utne-Reitan both offers the first ever close reading of Tveitt’s theory and a thor-
ough discussion of the treatise as a case of radical nationalism in the context of inter-
bellum Norwegian politics. Combining these two perspectives—one focused on the
theory as theory, another focused on the theory as ideology—the article is exemplary
of one feasible approach for music theory as it begins to name the frames that shape it,
and it is a compelling argument as to why theory and ideology are never fully separate.
In Tveitt's case, there is a clear connection between his own nationalist ideology, and
his attempt to argue in favor of a specifically Norwegian or Norse type of tonality based
on scales equivalent to the church modes—but renamed rir, sum, fum, and tyr after the
old Norse poem Hdvdmal, and thus reframed as a set of separate Norse modes.

Svend Hyvidtfelt Nielsen offers a critical and polemical discussion of the hegemony
of function theory in Denmark. Borrowing perspectives and terms from sociology,
he argues that function theory has become a “master narrative” in Danish theory—
a given, something taken for granted. Much like the white racial frame gains its influ-
ence from being an often unnoticed, overarching worldview, Hvidtfelt Nielsen argues
that Danish function theory has become “de-narrativized”: The difference between the
theory, the associated analytical method, and the music onto which it is applied has
become blurred. Hvidtfelt Nielsen makes his case by discussing a series of historical
criticisms and defenses of Danish function theory, ultimately arguing that function
theory has become the basis on which all other approaches to tonal theory are judged.
Hvidtfelt Nielsen calls for heightened awareness of music theory’s own narratives and
historicity—an alternative to the ideology of universalism which is one enabling struc-
ture for music theory’s problematical frames.

These three texts are all peer-reviewed research articles. The following three texts
are colloquy contributions which have only been subject to editorial review. In our
call for papers, we invited both kinds of texts because we wanted authors to be able
to contribute with shorter texts that did not necessarily have a clear-cut and stringent
argument or research result. We wanted the opportunity to include texts of a more
essayistic, (self-)reflective, and debating nature. The resulting colloquy section of this
special issue contains three essays which, each in their own way, offer interesting con-
siderations on how the debates around music theory and identity politics might influ-
ence research and teaching practices.

Christopher Tarrant’s colloquy contribution offers a UK perspective on the Schenker
debate. Tarrant argues that “music theory is American”—that is, in Western music theo-
1y at large, US academia is the dominant force. Hence, the Eurocentrism that permeates
so much of music theory is not only a direct result of European colonialism, but is also
perpetuated in current North American scholarship in ways that are, to some degree,
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detached from European musicology. This scholarship might, somewhat ironically, bet-
ter face its challenges by looking across the pond to British and other European forma-
tions of music theory which prioritize a more flexible disciplinary structure inviting a
dialectical oscillation between “historical, theoretical, and creative modes of thought.”

The second colloquy contribution presents a unique collaboration between a pro-
fessor, Kate Maxwell, and one of her students, Sabina Fosse Hansen. Written primarily
by Maxwell, but with substantive input from Fosse Hansen, the article is a reflection
on the efforts to decolonize the curriculum at the Academy for Music at UiT, The Arctic
University of Norway (Tromse). They ask, “Is it possible to ‘do” antiracism in a context
where race is not widely recognised as a problem?” Based on their experiences from
the classroom, Maxwell and Fosse Hansen report that they are often met with an atti-
tude of white innocence (Wekker 2016) from students who resist discussions of race and
challenge curricular initiatives that are meant to disrupt the white racial, patriarchal
construction of the Western canon. They argue that white innocence may be particular-
ly strong in Norway and Scandinavia, and that this hurdle must be overcome in order
to form a music history pedagogy that is more anti-racist, feminist, and inclusive.

Kjell Andreas Oddekalv’s colloquy contribution is a self-reflection upon his own
work and position as a white Norwegian music theorist specializing in the analysis
of a Black genre, hip hop. Oddekalv suggests that not only white hip hop, but also
white scholarship on hip hop can be seen as a form of cultural appropriation. This
insight leads him to strive to become a reflective practitioner (Schon 1983), center-
ing the critiques of Black scholars like Ewell as well as the voices of African Ameri-
can hip-hop artists and incorporating his own artistic work as a rapper into his re-
search. Thus, meditating on problems of theory and practice—and theory as prac-
tice—Oddekalv contends that one must approach analysis and the act of doing music
theory like one approaches doing hip hop. Rather than taking his own performance
practice as something that can authenticate his scholarship, this artist-scholar per-
spective leads Oddekalv to examine his own identity positions as a white Norwegian
analyzing hip hop.

This special issue is a response to questions, critiques, and challenges posed by
scholars such as Philip Ewell. However, our responses here are not final. They are en-
tries in an ongoing scholarly discussion—an unfinished dialogue that will surely con-
tinue long into the future. Hopefully, this special issue will enrich this dialogue with
new perspectives on the problem of Europe in music analysis and the problem of
music analysis in Europe.
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Schenker (not) in Scandinavia

When the debate about Schenker, racism, and the response of the Schenkeri-
an community to Philip Ewell’s plenary talk at the 2019 meeting of the Society for
Music Theory! rolled in North America, it did not go unnoticed in Denmark. Mat-
ters of music theory rarely make the headlines, but when they did in the USA, they
also found their way into Danish media. Mikkel Vad (2020) wrote a report explain-
ing the ups and downs of the North American debate in the Danish music journal
Seismograf; this initiated a series of articles debating the matter in the same journal.
First, Anders Aktor Liljedahl (2020) wrote an article based both on Vad’s report and
the video “Music Theory is Racist” (later retitled “Music Theory and White Suprema-
cy”) by the popular youtuber Adam Neely (2020). Second, Daniel Torlop Norstrem
(2020), a Master’s student of music theory at the Royal Academy of Music, criticized
aspects of Vad’s and Liljedahl’s texts, which, third, prompted a response from both
Vad and Liljedahl (Liljedahl and Vad 2020). Fourth, I chimed into the debate myself
(Kirkegaard-Larsen 2020a), after which the conversation even made it to the Danish
National Radio who brought an interview with Mikkel Vad and me about whiteness in
music theory (P2 Morgenmusikken, October 26, 2020).

Given that the debate was such a hot potato at the time, it was not surprising that
Danish media picked it up; but when considering that Schenker’s influence in Scan-
dinavia and Europe has been extremely limited, it remained an open question exactly
how the Schenker-focused part of the debate—what I will henceforth simply refer to
as the Schenker debate—could be “used” in a Danish, Scandinavian, and European con-
text. After all, Ewell was explicit that “in this paper, ‘music theory’ refers to the field
as practiced in the U.S.” (Ewell 2020, footnote 0). It should be underlined that I and
everyone who chimed into the Danish debate agreed that Ewell’s general criticism of
music theory, whiteness, and racism—in which Schenker served as just one example—
was useful and thought-provoking. Nonetheless, Schenker ran with a lot of the atten-
tion. On what ground?

In this article, I wish to systematically assess the reception of Schenkerian theory in
Scandinavia. This has not been done before, and it will therefore serve two purposes:
First, it will fill a general gap in the current research on the dissemination and recep-
tion of Schenkerian theory. Second, it will provide an opportunity to discuss the ethics
of Schenkerian analysis in a new, non-American context. The article makes it evident
that, on the one hand, Scandinavian music theory has been skeptical towards Schen-
ker precisely because of the offensive content of his writings which are at the center in

1 See Ewell (2019). The talk was later published in Ewell (2021). The central text has since become the
longer version in Ewell (2020), and it is this version I shall refer to henceforth.
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“the Schenker debate”; it has been skeptical towards the tradition of Anglo-American
Schenkerian theory, too, because this tradition has been perceived as an esoteric sect
with dogmatic beliefs. Such descriptions may sound harsh and ridiculing, but, as will
be discussed, they are far from rare in Scandinavian assessments of Schenkerian the-
ory. This widespread skepticism is discussed in the article’s Part I. On the other hand,
the article also argues that certain aspects of Schenkerian theory, primarily the cen-
tral idea of prolongation, has slowly, but increasingly, found its way into Scandinavian
music theory; tracing the reception history of these ideas clearly shows that they em-
anate from a few Scandinavian authors’ readings of Schenker’s early followers, Adele
T. Katz (1945) and Felix Salzer (1952). However, the ideas have been amended to fit
into the prevailing discourse of function theory, creating an interesting, but possibly
problematic, amalgam of analytical methods in which the lineage to Katz, Salzer, and
Schenker is well hidden. These cases of more or less obvious Schenkerian analytical
thinking in Scandinavia are discussed in Part II. Part III wraps up the article by turning
to the ongoing debate around Schenker and the white racial frame of music theory. If
Schenker’s ideology has been one of the main reasons for the Scandinavian rejection
of his theory (as shown in Part I), but recent years’ music-theoretical developments
nonetheless show a heightened interest in Schenkerian ideas, without any discussion
of its roots (as shown in Part II), does this leave Scandinavia at risk for continuing
the whitewashing that Ewell (2020, §4.1.3) pointed out? More specifically, when the
concept of prolongation, so characteristic of Schenkerian thought, spills over into the
function-theoretical hegemony of Scandinavian music theory, does the heavy baggage
of Schenker’s politics spill over as well? And in the continued discussion of music the-
ory and the white racial frame in a European and Scandinavian context, is there a risk
that Schenker (who, notwithstanding the signs of an increased influence, remains an
outsider in Scandinavia) is simply used as an easy scapegoat that prevents a confronta-
tion with issues within Scandinavia’s own music-theoretical history, vis-a-vis the lega-
cy of formative figures such as Hugo Riemann? In Part III, I will suggest three things
we can learn from the Schenker debate in tackling these questions.

Throughout the paper, I refer to Scandinavia in the narrow sense “Denmark, Nor-
way, and Sweden.” (The reader may notice an overweight of Danish and Swedish
sources; the imbalance is unintentional, and it is simply a result of the relevant mate-
rial that I have been able to find.) While “Scandinavia” may sometimes also include
other countries such as Finland, the focus on Denmark, Norway, and Sweden is justi-
fied on the basis of their linguistic community: The three languages are very similar,
and it is clear that theorists from the three countries have influenced each other in
an entangled music-theoretical reception history (I discuss this in Kirkegaard-Larsen
2017, and in Kirkegaard forthcoming). It should be noted, however, that including
Finland into the survey would create quite another picture: The internationally ac-
knowledged work within Schenkerian theory by Lauri Suurpda and Olli Viisdlad have
put the Sibelius Academy and University of the Arts, Helsinki, on the Schenkerian
world map in a way that has no counterpart in Denmark, Norway, or Sweden.
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Part I: Schenker, not in Scandinavia

The earliest Scandinavian sources that I have been able to find which make any men-
tion of Schenker are two Danish articles in Dansk Musik Tidsskrift [Danish Music
Journal] from 1931 and 1934 by Jens Peter Larsen, best known for his work on
Haydn. In both articles, he briefly praises Schenker’s editorial work in his C.P.E Bach
and Beethoven editions (Larsen 1931; 1934). Schenker the editor seems to make his
entrance in Scandinavia first, but already in 1937, Schenker the theorist is briefly men-
tioned in Dansk Musik Tidsskrift: In a review article on Paul Hindemith's Unterwei-
sung im Tonsatz (1937), Schenker’s theory of the Urlinie is mentioned fleetingly in a
parenthesis, albeit without any explanation of what the Utrlinie is.2 Apart from these
small indications that Schenker's name was known to some degree in Scandinavia,
or at least in Denmark (my survey is surely not complete, but I have not found such
early mentions of Schenker in Swedish or Norwegian literature), there is really no
sign of his influence in the next many years. It is not unthinkable that the Nazi ban
on Schenker’s and other Jewish theorists” writings halted the dissemination of the
theory to Scandinavia (see Holtmeier 2004; Gerigk and Stengel 1940); this will be
further discussed in Part III.

In any case, one has to look to the other side of World War II to find more traces of
Schenker in Scandinavia. In 1954, a book by the Danish composer and theorist Otto
Mortensen shows the first signs of Schenker-inspiration, and this will therefore be
discussed in Part II. From the 1960s and onwards, Schenker’s name begins to appear
sporadically but more frequently in the Scandinavian literature. It is characteristic that
Schenkerian theory is virtually always mentioned parenthetically and critically, and
it is characteristic that the criticism aims at three things: Schenker’s person (i.e., his
ideology), the “dogmatism” or “esotericism” of the Schenkerian school, and what is
perceived as the overly “systematic” nature of his theory. For instance, the Swedish
scholar Ingmar Bengtsson mentions Schenker in two footnotes in his article “On
Relationships between Tonal and Rhythmic Structures in Western Multipart Music”
(Bengtsson 1961, 59, 66). The article is particularly interesting in the present context
because Bengtsson circles around ideas which correspond well with basic concepts in
Schenkerian theory. For instance, he writes:

The question as to whether proper attention has always been paid to what
might be called the positional function of the chords may also be raised. If we
notice, for example, the variability of chords in cadences of the type “S D T” (“IV
V I"), it appears that this is determined to a large extent by the positions “ante-

2 The passage reads (all translations from Danish, Swedish, and Norwegian are mine): “With respect
to Hindemith's theory of melody, this part of the book seems to bring the fewest new ideas (Hein-
rich Schenker’s theory of the Urlinie, for example, is somewhat similar, though it is consciously lim-
ited to harmonic major/minor music, something Hindemith's theory is not” [“Hvad Hindemiths
melodilere angdr, sd er den vist den del af bogen, der bringer de ferreste nyheder. (Fx. er Heinrich
Schenkers “urlinje”-teori noget af det samme, bare at den bevidst er begrenset til den harmoniske
dur-moll-musik, hvad Hindemiths teori jo ikke er”] (Sorensen 1937).
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penultimate”, “penultimate”, and so on. In the case of the “antepenultima” the
positional function often dominates so strongly that the symbol “S” becomes
fictitious. (Bengtsson 1961, 53)

Bengtsson seems to approach the idea of the “predominant” or Schenker’s idea of
“space-fillings” between I and V in the Bassbrechung, as shown in fig. 14 in Free Compo-
sition (Schenker 1979, §54). He later calls for a more thorough investigation of “har-
monic-rhythmic formulae” and then adds in a footnote: “Of course taking proper ac-
count of (but preferably without dogmatic belief in) systems like that of Schenker”
(Bengtsson 1961, 59). Bengtsson is aware, clearly, that Schenker would be a relevant
source for his project, but it is apparently necessary to make it clear that a “dogmatic
belief” in Schenker’s “system” is not on his mind. A very similar distancing from
Schenkerian dogmatism is found in the Danish theorist Poul Nielsen’s writings. In a
1963 article on thematic analysis, he writes:

The clear tendency that the idea of structural unity becomes “ideology” is fatal.
Often, the open empirical attitude towards the material steps in the back-
ground, and the works become objects of demonstration of an art-philosophi-
cal idea (cf. for example Schenker’s Urlinie theories ...).3 (Nielsen 1963)

Nielsen refers to the “Elucidations,” or “Erlduterungen” from the first volume of Das
Meisterwerk in der Musik from 1925, in which Schenker presents the idea of the Urlinie
(see Schenker 1994). A year later, in 1964, Poul Nielsen writes about Schenker again:

The entirety of Schenker’s analytical apparatus is big, extensively branched out
and arduous. In spite of the renaissance that Schenker’s system—in a more
modified form—seems to gain especially in the USA, the practice of the real
Schenkerian Urlinie analysis seems largely to be reserved for one man: Schenker
himself and his ingenious structural X-ray vision.* (Nielsen 1971, 198)°

Poul Nielsen adds that Felix Salzer's Structural Hearing (1952) is one evidence of
Schenker’s American renaissance. Nielsen’s barely concealed criticism and sarcasm is
further elaborated:

Finally, there is the philosophical and ideological aspect of Schenker’s theories:
not only the chauvinistic favoring of Germanic music, but also the deterministic
view of music history. For Schenker, only the music that could be derived from
the Urklang was genius. For only the genius was gifted with the sensation of the

3 “Fatal er det strukturelle enheds-synspunkts klare tendens til at blive ‘ideologi’. Ofte treeder den &bne
empiriske holdning overfor stoffet i baggrunden, varkerne bliver demonstrationsobjekter for en
kunstfilosofisk idé (jfr. f. eks. Schenkers urlinje-teorier ...)."

4 “Hele Schenkers analyseapparat er stort, vidtforgrenet og vanskelig tilgengeligt. Til trods for den
renaissance, Schenkers system i mere modificeret form synes at skulle fa iseer i USA, forekommer
praktiseringen af den agte Schenkerske urlinie-analyse i udpreaeget grad at vere forbeholdt én mand:
Schenker selv og hans geniale strukturelle rontgen-blik.”

5  The 1971 publication from which I cite is a facsimile of Poul Nielsen’s 1964 dissertation, for which
he won Copenhagen University’s gold medal prize in 1965.
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Urlinie. Not least the modern, post-Brahmsian music was therefore attacked by
Schenker.® (Nielsen 1971, 198)

In 1973, Ingmar Bengtsson published his formative book on the study of musicol-
ogy, Musikvetenskap. Schenker is briefly mentioned as one of the most original theo-
rists from the beginning of the twentieth century, and Bengtsson notes the revival of
his theories in the USA through journals such as Journal of Music Theory and The Music
Forum. Bengtsson even includes Schenker’s graph of “Aus meinen Thrinen spriessen”
of Robert Schumann’s Dichterliebe (see Schenker 1979, §88), but the most conspic-
uous part of his brief one-page outline of Schenkerian analysis is a footnote about
David Beach’s “Schenker Bibliography” in the 1969 issue of Journal of Music Theory—
notice the exclamation mark:

The article’s first sentence says: “Heinrich Schenker has emerged as one of the
most significant individuals in the history of western music.”(!) So speak a de-
vout member of a sect.” (Bengtsson 1973, 240)

The sectarian and dogmatic nature of the Schenkerian school is also emphasized
in Morten Levy’s 1975 article “The Naive Structuralism of Heinrich Schenker.” This
seems to be the first full-length article in Scandinavia to focus primarily on Schen-
ker. Levy refers to the by now wide dissemination and large influence of Schenkerian
theory in the USA, and he directs a fervent critique at this emerging tradition and
Schenker’s ideology:

To the non Schenkerian, this school with its esoteric and seemingly speculative
approach to musical understanding is at once attractive and frightening. Turn-
ing to Schenker’s own work, one can easily be even more taken aback. His cock-
sure and arrogant style of writing, the viewpoints on arts and politics which lard
his books—the worship of geniuses and ‘heroes’ among the composers, as well
as his chauvinistic and semi-fascistic attitude to the ‘nation’ and to the ‘mass-
es’, and, finally his ridiculous inability to see anything worthwhile in music out-
side the Austrian-German tradition from Seb. Bach to Brahms, - - all this makes
the acquisition of the essential in his musical thought a somewhat burdensome
undertaking. (Levy 1975, 20)

Levy argues that Schenker’s theory is useful only insofar as he understood music much
like structural linguistics understands language. Levy renounces the comparison with
Noam Chomsky’s transformational-generative grammar as superficial—which is ironic
when viewed from the present where Lerdahl and Jackendoff’s (1983) generative the-

6 “Hertil kommer endelig det filosofiske og ideologiske islet i Schenkers teorier: ikke alene den chau-
vinistiske fremhevelse af germansk musik, men det deterministiske syn pa musikhistorien. For
Schenker var kun den musik, der kunne fores tilbage til urklangen, genial. Thi kun geniet var bena-
det med urlinie-fornemmelsen. Ikke mindst den moderne, efter-Brahms’ske musik matte derfor std
for skud hos Schenker.”

7  "Forsta meningen lyder ‘Heinrich Schenker has emerged as one of the most significant individuals in
the history of western music/(!) Sa uttrycker sig en troende sektmedlem.”
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ory of tonal music, inspired by both Schenker and Chomsky, has had such a wide-
ramified legacy (see Hansen 2011)—and compares it instead with the influential theo-
ries of the Danish linguist Louis Hjelmslev. Unfolding Levy's argument is a task too
large to pursue in this article, but it is worth noticing that, compared to other Scan-
dinavian sources from this time, Levy’s article demonstrates an admirable deep read-
ing of Schenker, from his earliest to his latest writings. This makes it all the more con-
spicuous that he is so fervent in his critique, and all the more striking that what he
ultimately proposes is rather far removed from what we think of as Schenkerian theory.

Already from these few examples, it is clear that Scandinavian music theory
seems to have had the opposite response to Schenker’s reactionary ideology than did
the early American reception: Whereas the American followers attempted to “look
through” the most controversial aspects of Schenker’s thinking, instead underlining
the purely music-theoretical aspects in an effort to separate them from his politics—
and, in consequence, censuring and concealing the chauvinistic bedrock of the the-
ory—Scandinavian theorists seems to have put Schenker’s ideology in the very fore-
ground. This only became more pronounced in the wake of Joseph Kerman's famous
article “How We Got into Analysis, and How to Get Out” (1980), a watershed event in
the history of Western music analysis and in Scandinavian musicology, too, especially
when followed up by Kerman’s 1985 Contemplating Music: Challenges to Musicology (for
a critique and discussion of the significance of Kerman's text, see Agawu 2004). Schen-
kerian analysis was the main example in Kerman’s article, which called for a more re-
flective and critical hermeneutics than Kerman found in “analysis.” Kerman directed
his critique specifically towards trends in Anglo-American music theory, but despite
the fact that Scandinavian music theory was certainly something completely differ-
ent (it was not dominated by Schenkerian theory, and it was not a field of its own),
the strand of New Musicology or Critical Musicology that Kerman's writings ultimately
spurred became an influential part of a more general cultural turn in Scandinavian
musicology. The place of music theory and so-called “structural” music analysis in this
paradigm was debated and uncertain, and though the relevance of Kerman'’s Schenker
example was not obvious in a Scandinavian context (as such, the parallel to the pre-
sent reception of the Schenker debate is striking), its central points were transferred
nonetheless (see, for instance, Dahlstedt 1986; Berglund and @strem 2001).8 As such,
Schenker came to embody all that was wrong with the kind of music analysis that
musicology wished to move on from—the kind of theory which can be construed as
a mechanical “system” bound up on the work-concept, the concept of genius, and a
tyrannical organicism.

The perception that Schenkerian theory is indeed a “system” that always leads to the
same results (the Ursatz) is expressed in the two brief footnotes that Danish Professor

8  As I have recently argued (Kirkegaard-Larsen 2021a), the “cultural turn” (for a concise overview and
discussion of this, see Nielsen and Krogh [2014, 6-9]) was healthy and necessary—and it seems that
the present American reckoning with Schenker can be understood as springing from a similar turn—
but it arguably had some negative consequences for the continued development of music theory
and analysis.
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Emeritus Bo Marschner devotes to Schenker in his book on the study of musicology
(Marschner 2015). In a discussion of the act of musical analysis, Marschner refers to
Hans Keller's imperative to “never confuse analysis with mere description” (Keller
1956, 48-49) by paraphrasing the sentence as “no analysis without interpretation,”
after which a footnote adds: “With the possible exception of a ‘Schenkerian analysis’”®
(Marschner 2015, 152). The point is clear: Schenkerian analysis is mechanical and re-
quires no act of interpretation. This is elaborated in another footnote: “For this reason,
too, [Marschner discusses the danger of understanding exceptions as deviations from a
rule] I am inclined to completely dismiss Heinrich Schenker’s analytical system, which
believes to be able to treat almost all major/minor-tonal music according to the same
reductive template”!® (Marschner 2015, 166; emphasis original). For a short introduc-
tion to Schenkerian analysis, Marschner recommends no other source than the above-
quoted Ingmar Bengtsson (1973); hardly the best introduction available in 2015.
Exactly how the rich analytical literature from the Schenkerian tradition fails to live
up to Marschner’s definition of “interpretation” is therefore unclear; and even though
Marschner points to a worthwhile question—namely the question of what the func-
tion of the Ursatz is in actual analytical practice—it is a fallacy to conclude that Schen-
kerian thinking does not involve interpretation (in numerous senses of the word).

To this day, Schenkerian theory functions first of all as a “counterexample”—to ap-
propriate the expression that Schenker used of Max Reger’'s music (Schenker 1996)—
and it is clear that he takes no central role in Scandinavian music theory or music
theory historiography. From the very outset of the Scandinavian reception, and espe-
cially following the cultural turn, Scandinavian musicology has been suspicious of the
obviously problematic ideology behind his ideas, and even more suspicious towards
the “disciples” (a word also used in Levy 1975, 30) who dogmatically and uncritically
preaches his theory without sufficiently addressing the elephant in the room: Schenker
himself, including his politics. To be fair, this impression of the Schenkerian school
is not at all unwarranted. What other impression could one get when non-Schenkeri-
ans are referred to as “the uninitiated”?!! Or when calls for Riemann-inspired alterna-
tives to Schenkerian analysis are characterized as “ideas that would negate decades of
progress and return us to the misconceptions about tonal syntax prevalent at the turn
of the century, but apparently still alive today” (Beach 1987, 173)?!2 Or when one
scholar’s calling out of Schenker’s racism can cause such an avalanche of responses?

9  “Med mulig undtagelse for en ‘Schenker-analyse”"”

10 “Ogsa af denne grund er jeg tilbgjelig til stort set helt at afvise Heinrich Schenkers analysesystem,
som mener at kunne behandle det meste af al dur/mol-tonal musik efter den samme reduktive
skabelon.”

11 The Danish music researcher Thomas Holme Hansen writes that the Schenkerian tradition is, at
times, characterized by “an almost religious fanaticism,” and cites David Damschroder’s and David
Russell Williams's description of Schenker’s Der freie Satz: “‘accompanying the text is a volume filled
with Schenker’s characteristic graphic analyses, which even today inspire wonder among the uniniti-
ated’ (!)” (Damschroder and Williams 1990, 304; cited in Hansen 1998, 30; emphasis by Hansen).

12 Beach (1987) is a response to Smith, who proposed a reformulation of function theory (1986); see
also Smith’s rejoinder (1987). A very similar debate later arose between Eytan Agmon (1995; 1996)
and John Rothgeb (1996).
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A 2016 example substantiates the impression that the Schenkerian school is unwill-
ing to tackle its problematic origin:

One example [of the establishment of music analysis as an independent dis-
cipline in the 20 century] is Heinrich Schenker’s ideas on a musical Urlinie,
which is formalized into the more standardized so-called “Schenkerian analy-
sis,” which the analyst may then use without knowing anything about Schen-
ker’s aesthetics or conception of music.'® (Vandse 2016, 14)

Vandse refers to the lack of a broader discussion of Schenker’s viewpoints in Nicholas
Cook’s A Guide to Musical Analysis (1987). On the one hand, Vandse makes an im-
portant point about the problematic detachment of Schenker from “textbook” Schen-
kerian theory, Americanized as it is (Rothstein 1986); it is a point that corresponds
well with Ewell’s point that “one of music theory’s greatest feats is its ability to sever
its own past from the present” (Ewell 2020, §4.1.3). On the other hand, no credit is
paid to Nicholas Cook’s attempts in non-textbook settings to understand Schenker in
context (1989a; 1989b; 2007). After all, Schenker’s politics have been discussed in the
Anglo-American tradition, though often in a much more euphemistic and, at times,
apologetic way than Ewell’s direct calling out of Schenker’s racism did. These parts of
Schenker scholarship seems not to have been discussed in Scandinavia (other central
texts in this area are Blasius 1996 and Clark 2007, to name but a few).

A final example of a downright anti-Schenkerian attitude in Scandinavia is Bengt
Edlund’s 2015 monograph Questioning Schenkerism. Presumably purposefully invok-
ing the title of Eugene Narmour’s Beyond Schenkerism (1977), this 500-page book is
among the harshest rants against Schenkerian thinking I have come across. Following
up on some previous Schenker-critical sentiments from Edlund (see Broman 1997;
Edlund 2002), this book is full of polemical satires on Schenkerian theory. In a discus-
sion of Schenker’s analysis of Beethoven Op. 31, No. 2, third movement, Edlund has
the following to say about an implied neighbor note, marked in the analytical graph
with a G in parentheses:

According to his [Schenker’s| theory, there simply must be a g2 in m. 9, and the
parenthesis [...] duly signifying that this note is not actually present, works as a
fig-leaf—everyone thinks that there is something behind it. This fig-leaf is trans-
parent, and the dummy behind it is endowed with a huge stem that certainly
looks more impressive than the dwarfed one granted the actual top note bb2.
(Edlund 2015, 399)

Now, whether one agrees with Edlund'’s critique or not—for of course one can dis-
cuss the normative claims in much Schenkerian analysis in interesting ways (see, for
instance, Cook 1989a; Dubiel 1990)—Schenkerian theory is almost unrecognizable
when viewed through Edlund’s distorting sarcasm. While his book may be critical in

13 “Et eksempel er Heinrich Schenkers idéer om en musikalsk urlinje, som formaliseres til den mere

standardiserede sdkaldte ‘Schenker-analyse’, som analytikeren herefter kan anvende uden i gvrigt at
vide noget om Schenkers @stetik eller musikbegreb.”
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the sense of “expressing disapproval,” one can certainly discuss whether it is critical
in the sense of “involving serious analysis and careful judgment.” Edlund is entitled
to criticize Schenkerian thinking as much as he wants, however he wants, of course,
but it is a pity that the first book-length study of Schenkerian theory from a Scandi-
navian author is so ripe with ridiculing comments that it frustrates the possibility of
adequately understanding what is criticized in the first place. If nothing else, the book
firmly underlines the widespread attitude towards Schenkerian theory in Scandinavia:
It is not to be taken too seriously.

Part II: Schenker in Scandinavia

Despite the very clear picture that the above section paints—one in which Schenker
only appears in footnotes, parentheses, critical comments about his ideology and
more ridiculing comments about sects, disciples, esotericism and dogmatic beliefs—
there have, in fact, been several cases of Schenkerian thought in the history of Scan-
dinavian harmonic theory. And, as I will argue, the tendency has been growing in the
past many years (presumably, Bengt Edlund’s anti-Schenkerism began precisely be-
cause he saw the theory “about to be re-introduced in Europe” [Edlund 2002, 156]).
This begs the question of how to handle all the problematical baggage that has been
so fervently discussed in an American context in the past few years. Part II of this ar-
ticle therefore traces the history of Scandinavian Schenker-inspired music theory and
investigates exactly what parts of his theory has had at least some reception before
Part III tackles this question.

The Scandinavian history of 20™ and 21% century harmonic theories of tonal mu-
sic is a history of function theory in different guises. They all spring, but also diverge
significantly, from Hugo Riemann. This has been clearly documented, especially
in recent years (see Nielsen 2018-19, Kirkegaard-Larsen 2019, 2020b, and Kirkeg-
aard forthcoming). Less well documented are the periodical formulations of alterna-
tive tonal theories. None of these have been particularly influential, but many draw
to some degree on Schenkerian theory. As mentioned in Part I, the first textbook to
include a whiff of Schenker in a positive sense is Otto Mortensen’s Harmonisk Ana-
lyse efter Grundbas-Metoden (Mortensen 1954). The title translates to Harmonic Analysis
According to the Fundamental Bass Method and is, as this suggests, a book on fundamen-
tal bass, not Schenkerian analysis; but, notably, also not function theory which was
already by then relatively firmly established in Denmark. In the book, Mortensen op-
poses the chord-to-chord labeling characteristic of many function analyses and aims
instead to model broader spans of chord progressions. The book’s subtitle translates
to Harmonic structure in outline and in the preface, Mortensen refers to Adele T. Katz’
book Challenge to Musical Tradition (Katz 1945): “Adele T. Katz speaks of I-V-I as ‘the
fundamental harmonic progression, while she calls I-1I-V-I, I-1II-V-I and I-IV-V-I
‘basic harmonic progressions’”'* (Mortensen 1954, XIII-XIV).

14  “Adele T. Katz taler om I-V-I som ‘the fundamental harmonic progression, medens hun kalder I-II-V-

m

[, I-1II-V-I og I-IV-V-I for ‘basic harmonic progressions!
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Katz' book was the first English-language book to propagate Schenker’s theory
(although, already here, and later with Salzer [1952], the theory looked quite differ-
ent from Schenker’s own; for an appraisal of Katz’ significance to the early history of
Schenkerian theory in the USA, see Berry 2002). The idea of basic harmonic progres-
sions—a sort of bird’s eye view on longer spans of harmonic movement—clearly in-
spired Mortensen: Without taking a fully Schenkerian approach, Mortensen structures
his book as a series of exercises exemplifying certain common and “basic” progres-
sions. It seems, however, that his understanding of Katz’ book is imperfect. He re-
marks that [-III-V-I is no basic harmonic progression, but that it may represent “im-
portant harmonic positions in minor-key sonata forms: The principal theme (I), the
secondary theme (III), the last harmonic position in the development section (V), and
the recapitulation (I)”'> (Mortensen 1954, XIV). In short, Mortensen seems to con-
flate pitch-based and key-based hierarchical structures, Katz and Schenkerian theory
being primarily interested in the former.'® Nowhere does Mortensen mention the idea
of prolonged Stufen, and, more interestingly, nowhere does he mention Schenker. All
Katz' ideas are ascribed to Katz alone.

Mortensen influenced another Danish theory of harmony, once again one that
stood in opposition to the dominating function theory—or, more precisely, one that
took function theory as a starting point, but went its own ways from there. The book
in question is Jorgen Jersild's De funktionelle principper i romantikkens harmonik belyst
med udgangspunkt i César Francks harmoniske stil (The Functional Principles of Roman-
tic Harmony Illustrated on the Basis of César Franck’s Harmonic Style; Jersild 1970).
Jersild calls Otto Mortensen’s 1954 book a main inspiration because it “contemplates
the phenomena of chord successions as contingent on certain synthesizing patterns,
unlike classic function analysis, where one rather considers how chords are joined in
pairs”!? (Jersild 1970, 5). Jersild also mentions Adele T. Katz, but in a more critical
tone as he finds that her reductive method misses important harmonic details. Once
again, Jersild makes no mention of Schenker or any other Schenkerian. What he ends
up with is a completely novel theory of romantic harmony called position theory which
bears a vague resemblance with certain Schenkerian principles: Functions are grouped
into positions, and the fundamental tenet is that tonal music moves from higher po-
sitions and stepwise back to the first position (the tonic). Positions 3-2-1, then, is
equivalent to the progression of predominant, dominant, and tonic Stufen; in contrast
to conventional function theory, the “antepenultima” may take different forms and
does not have to be a subdominant (the resemblance with Ingmar Bengtsson's [1961]
ideas referred to above is noteworthy). Position theory has not been very influential in

15 “hvis den [I-III-V-I] forstaas som harmonisk Storform karakteriserer den vigtige harmoniske Positio-
ner i Sonate-Formen i Moll, nemlig folgende: Hoved-Themaet (I), Side-Themaet (III), sidste harmo-
niske Position i Gennemforings-Delen (V), og Reprisen (I).”

16 The difference between these kinds of hierarchies have perhaps been best explained by Schachter
(1987).

17  "betragter akkordfplgefenomenerne som betinget af bestemte sammenfattende menstre, til forskel
fra den klassiske funktionsanalyse, hvor det i hojere grad kun er akkordernes parvise sammenfojning
der iagttages.”

SPECIAL ISSUE — EUROPEAN MUSIC ANALYSIS AND THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY - 2022



28 Thomas Husted Kirkegaard

Scandinavia—until the last decade or so, that is, where it has gained renewed (but still
highly contested) interest in Denmark (Nielsen 2012) and Sweden.

Before returning to this, another publication is worth discussing in some depth. In
1968, one of the most interesting cases in this textbook corpus can be found; a book in
which the influence of Schenker—or rather, of his student Felix Salzer—is obvious. The
book in question is Det musikaliska hantverket (The Musical Craft) by Lars Edlund and
Arne Mellnds (1968), the former of which is internationally renowned for his books
on sight-singing and ear-training, Modus Novus (Edlund 1968) and Modus Vetus (1967).
A much more Schenker-positive “Edlund” than Bengt Edlund, it seems, Lars Edlund
and Arne Mellnds make heavy reference to Felix Salzer’s Structural Hearing (1952). First
of all, the very idea of strukturlyssning, that is, structural hearing or structural listen-
ing, is pivotal for their book. In fact, they do not speak of “analyses” of works, but of
“structural hearings” in which auditory and visual impressions are combined in a spirit
that continues Edlund’s focus on ear-training from his previous books. Their chapter
entitled “Harmonic analysis” stands out from all other Scandinavian writings on har-
monic analysis of the time. They begin by criticizing function theory:

One must accentuate that a harmonic analysis which only consists of a more or
less mechanical labeling of function symbols underneath every chord is very du-
bious [...] All chords with identical functional designations may have different
effects in different contexts.!® (Edlund and Mellnds 1968, 50)

After an elaboration on the difference of chord appearance and chord function, they
write:

There is a way of analyzing harmony and tonal coherence in music which
amounts to more than an analysis of each chord on its own. An author who
has dedicated considerable attention to these questions is Felix Salzer, music
theorist of Austrian descent, currently active in the USA. His book Strukturelles
Horen (Wilhelmshafen 1960) commences with an analysis of the first measures
of J. S. Bach’s Prelude in Bb major from Das wohltemperierte Klavier 1. We re-
produce here, in strongly concentrated from, his reasoning.!® (Edlund and
Mellnds 1968, 51)

What follows is, indeed, a concentrated but nonetheless quite accurate rendering of
large portions of the first chapter of Structural Hearing (or Strukturelles Horen, for as the
quote indicates, they take the German version as their reference point). In fact, some
of it amounts to a near translation of Salzer.

18 “Nu maste man emellertid framhalla, att den harmoniska analys, som endast bestér i ett mer eller
mindre mekaniskt utsittande av funktionssymboler under varje ackord, 4r mycket tvivelaktig. |[...]
Alla ackord med samma funktionsbeteckning kan ha olika effekt i olika sammanhang.”

19 “Det finns et sdtt att analysera harmonik och tonala sammanhang i musiken som gar ldngre dn till
en analys av vart ackord for sig. En forfattere som dgnat fragan stort intresse 4r Felix Salzer, musik-
teoretiker av Osterriksk bord, numera verksam i USA. Hans bok Strukturelles Horen (Wilhelmshafen
1960) inleds med en analys av de forsta takterna i J S Bachs Preludium B-dur ur Das wohltemperi-
erte Klavier I. Vi aterger hir i starkt koncentrerad form hans resonemang.”

SPECIAL ISSUE — EUROPEAN MUSIC ANALYSIS AND THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY - 2022



Schenker (not) in Scandinavia 29

As they write, they begin with the first measures of Bach’s Prelude in B-flat major
from The Well-Tempered Clavier book I (henceforth WTC I). They provide the score an-
notated with function symbols shown in Example 1. Compare with Felix Salzer's own
version, shown in Example 2.

Example 1: Edlund and Mellnis’ analysis of J. S. Bach’s Prelude No. 21 in B-flat major, WIC I, mm. 1-3
(Edlund and Mellnds 1968, 52).

Example 2: Felix Salzer’s sample analysis of Bach’s Prelude No. 21 in B-flat major, WIC I, mm. 1-3
(Salzer 1952, 11:2).

The obvious difference between the two analyses is, of course, that Edlund and Mell-
nds use function symbols instead of Roman numerals to illustrate how a conventional
labeling of each and every chord fails:

In the example, functional symbols, which in the usual way describe each
chord, are given. But what does this really say about the chords” musical func-
tion, of their place in the organic whole? — The harmony must be seen in con-
nection with the musical motion. Where does this movement begin and where
does it aim? When does it achieve its goal and how does the composer arrive at
this point? 2° (Edlund and Mellnds 1968, 52)

The questions echo those of Felix Salzer, who writes:

What has this analysis revealed of the phrase’s motion, and of the function of
the chords and sequences within that motion? Has it been explained whether or
not these tones, chords and motives are integral parts of an organic whole? |...]
20 "I exemplet har funktionssymboler utsatts, som pa gingse sitt beskriver varje ackord. Men vad siger
egentligen denna analys om ackordens musikaliska funktion, om deras plats i den organiska hel-

heten? - Harmoniken maste ses i samband med den musikaliska rdrelsen. Var borjar denne rorelse
och vart syftar den? Var uppnér den malet och hur nar tonsittaren denna punkt?”
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Where does the motion begin? What is its goal? And how does the composer
reach that goal? (Salzer 1952, I:11)

Edlund and Mellnés continue to reproduce, at times nearly translate Salzer’s argu-
ment. Like Salzer, they contend that the important points in this excerpt are the initial
tonic, the C minor chord of m. 2 that breaks the sequence, and the dominant which
leads back to the final structural point, the tonic of m. 3. Along the way, Edlund and
Mellnids introduce Schenkerian concepts such as prolongation; the hierarchical differ-
ence between structurally deep harmonies and contrapuntal chords; different means
of prolongation such as passing chords and neighboring chords, composing out, hori-
zontalization through the filling of tonal space; and so on. Eventually, they even pre-
sent the graph shown in Example 3. Once again, they use function symbols instead of
Stufen; compare with Salzer’s graph in Example 4.
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Example 3: Edlund and Mellnds’ analysis of J. S. Bach’s Prelude No. 21 in B-flat major, WI'C I, mm. 1-3
(Edlund and Mellnds 1968, 53).
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Example 4: Salzer's middleground analysis of Bach’s Prelude No. 21 in B> major, WIC I (Salzer 1952, I1:2).

Having already reproduced large parts of Salzer’s Part I, Chapter II, the authors con-
tinue to do so. Compare, again, their analysis of Bach’s chorale (no. 294) “Herr Jesu
Christ, du hochstes Gut”. The music is shown in Example 5; Edlund and Mellnés’
analysis is shown in Example 6, and Salzer’s in Example 7.
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Example 6: Edlund and Mellnés” analysis of J. S. Bach's chorale (no. 294) “Herr Jesu Christ, du hochstes
Gut,” mm. 1-2 (Edlund and Mellnds 1968, 54).
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Example 7: Salzer’s analysis of J. S. Bach’s chorale (no. 294) “Herr Jesu Christ, du hochstes Gut,” mm.
1-2 (Salzer 1952, 1I:2).

Edlund and Mellnds’ complete conversion to Schenkerian (or Salzerian) theory
is truly remarkable in a Scandinavian context where function theory was and is in-
credibly hegemonic. Edlund and Mellnis’ chapter 7 amounts not to a full transla-
tion but to a very close reproduction of Salzer’s Part I, Chapter 2—amended, how-
ever, to fit into the prevailing discourse of function theory. In his dissertation on Felix
Salzer, John Koslovsky has noted how Structural Hearing appeared not only in English
and German, but also Spanish and, according to Carl Schachter, even in a version in
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Mandarin Chinese (Koslovsky 2009, 303; Schachter 2006, 108). To this dissemination
history, we might add Edlund and Mellnds’ peculiar chapter, singular in the history of
Scandinavian music theory.

Edlund and Mellnis’ devotion to Salzer had no immediately traceable influence
on Scandinavian music theory. It does appear, surprisingly, in the reference list of a
Danish textbook from 1974, as well as in its second, revised edition from 1990, but
these books contain no Salzerian aspects (Brincker 1974; Brincker and Bruland 1990).
Det musikaliska hantverket seems to have been more or less forgotten, drowned in the
ocean of function-theoretical textbooks.

Until more recent years, that is. It appears in the list of references in the Swedish
harmony textbook Traditionell harmonildra (Traditional theory of harmony) from 1995
by Roine Jansson and Ulla-Britt Akerberg. And even though there is no explicit men-
tion of Salzer, Schenker, or even Edlund and Mellnids in the prose text of the book
(the list of references simply appears as a strangely uncommented appendix, which is
unfortunately not uncommon for Scandinavian music-theoretical textbooks), there is
an unmistakable influence from very basic Schenkerian ideas: first and foremost, the
idea of prolongation and, in effect, a hierarchy of structurally deeper and shallower
chords. For reasons of space, this book shall not be discussed further here: I have al-
ready demonstrated their surprisingly Schenkerian account of a fundamental structure
underlying music in Kirkegaard-Larsen (2019, 154-157), where I also discuss Steen
Ingelf's multileveled and prolongational function analysis, his revival of Jersildian po-
sition theory (see Ingelf 1980; 2008; 2010), and his very brief two-page appendix with
an introduction to Schenkerian analysis (Ingelf 2008; Ingelf refers to both Edlund and
Mellnas 1968, Jersild 1970, and Jansson and Akerberg 1995, confirming that there is
indeed a line of influence from these theorists).

The last Scandinavian source that must be mentioned in this context is the book
Elementcer harmonileere from 2004 by Norwegian author Petter Stigar. Norway has not
been a large part of the discussion so far, and that is because their history of harmon-
ic theories looks a bit different; they largely stuck to Norwegian adaptations of Ernst
Richter’s Lehrbuch der Harmonie (1853) for much of the twentieth century, until they
switched to function theory in the version that the Danish musicologist Povl Ham-
burger had developed (Hamburger 1951; see more in Kirkegaard, forthcoming). Sti-
gar breaks with the Norwegian tradition of “post-Hamburgerian” function theory as
represented through Qien (1971; 1975), Tveit (1984), Bekkevold (1976; 1988), and
Bjerkestrand and Nesheim (1995); indeed, he breaks with function analysis as such,
and turns towards two different aspects of American music theory pedagogy: Roman
numeral analysis and Schenkerian analysis. Without ever announcing it directly, he
also seems to draw heavily on Lerdahl and Jackendoff's A Generative Theory of Tonal
Music (1983; Lerdahl and Jackendoff is not to be found in Stigar’s list of references,
but he does refer to Norwegian musicologist Hroar Klempe’s introduction to genera-
tive theory of tonal music, Klempe 1999).

Stigar especially refers to Robert Gauldin’s Harmonic Practice in Tonal Music (1997),
but also Edward Aldwell and Carl Schachter's Harmony and Voice Leading (1979) as
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well as Felix Salzer and Carl Schachter's Counterpoint in Composition (1969). All of
these, especially the two latter, are clearly products of the Schenkerian tradition, even
if none of them are textbooks in Schenkerian analysis per se. Stigar also notes that in
his position as “first amanuensis” (associate professor) at the University of Bergen's
Grieg Academy, he had been using Gauldin (1997) as the standard textbook for years
(at the time of publication). This questions, of course, whether it is adequate at all to
write a history of Schenker’s Scandinavian reception in a world where teachers readily
use English-language textbooks. In the present context, however, Stigar’s linear analy-
sis is worth highlighting. Stigar presents a graph of Beethoven's “Waldstein” sonata,
second movement, mm. 1-9. The analysis is clearly adapted from Gauldin’s Schenker-
inspired, but far from Schenker-orthodox analysis (Gauldin is, in turn, inspired by the
Schenkerian analysis by David Beach 1987, 177—in itself a response to Smith 1986,
as mentioned above). See Stigar’s reproduction of the score in Example 8 and his anal-
ysis in Example 9.
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Example 8: Beethoven's “Waldstein” sonata, II, mm. 1-9 (Stigar 2004, 243).
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Example 9: Stigar’s linear analysis of Beethoven’s “Waldstein” sonata, II, mm. 1-6 (Stigar 2004, 247).

SPECIAL ISSUE — EUROPEAN MUSIC ANALYSIS AND THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY - 2022



34 Thomas Husted Kirkegaard

Stigar’s use of Schenker-inspired methods is noteworthy when viewed in the con-
text of the extreme Schenker-skepticism of Scandinavian music theory—but it hardly
amounts to a Schenkerian analysis as such. Most conspicuous is not the divergence in
graphic notation, but rather the fact that Stigar seems to suggest that the linear motion
reaches a dominant goal already in m. 6, instead of in m. 8.

The list of texts discussed above is not exhaustive, of course—one might hastily add
Ingrid Geuen'’s Schenkerian analysis of Grieg published in Studia Musicologica Norve-
gica (2007). But there seems to be a faint tendency to view harmony in a slight-
ly more Schenkerian way, or at least a way more compatible with Anglo-American
music theory writ large. In Norway, the individual writings of Stigar and Geuen hardly
amount to a tendency, while in Sweden, the continued development from Edlund and
Mellnis (1968) to Jansson and Akerberg (1995) and Ingelf (2008; 2010) is more clear.
The increased use of Jersild’s (1970) position theory is also noteworthy in that it has
vague resemblances with basic Schenkerian premises that have indeed been carried
over from Mortensen’s (1954) reading of Katz (1945). In Denmark, Svend Hvidtfelt
Nielsen has also argued in favor of a revised position theory (2012), but Schenkerian
theory as such only plays a significant role in the PhD dissertations of Jesper Juellund
Jensen (2001) and myself (Kirkegaard-Larsen 2020b); apart from these texts, written
almost two decades apart, there are virtually no traces of Schenker in the Danish lit-
erature (except for all the footnotes discussed in Part I!).

If there is a tendency of opening up to Schenkerian ideas, it is not overwhelming,
then, especially not since it is counterbalanced by continued skepticism, as shown
in Part I. But as English has become the lingua franca of modern-day musicology, the
small signs of an opening up to Anglo-American music-theoretical traditions are not
surprising. With recent developments in Schenkerian scholarship in mind, this puts
Scandinavian music theory in a dilemma.

Part I1I: To Schenker or not to Schenker?

This article has argued that there has been no serious reception of Heinrich Schen-
ker’s writings, nor of the subsequent strand of Anglo-American Schenkerian theory,
in Scandinavia. Generally, Schenkerian theory has been frowned upon; sometimes to
a degree that one must wonder at the sweeping denigration with which it has been
treated. Whether one finds Schenkerian theory useful or not, its historical and histo-
riographical importance in (other, non-Scandinavian parts of) 20" and 21 century
Western music theory is undeniable. It is strange, to say the least, that there has been
almost no in-depth critical engagement with the theory and legacy of the one person
who receives his very own chapter in the groundbreaking Cambridge History of Western
Music Theory (Drabkin 2002).

However, I have also pointed out that music-theoretical ideas with more or less
direct connections to Schenkerian theory have not been completely absent in Scan-
dinavia; indeed, Schenker-like ideas seem to be slowly spreading. The timing of this
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development is odd seeing as it coincides with a moment in which Anglo-American
academia is having a serious reckoning with its Schenkerian legacy. If Scandinavian
music theory is slowly opening up to Schenkerian ideas—or, at least, opening up to a
critical engagement with these ideas—this raises the issue of what consequences “the
Schenker debate” can have or should have in this process. I would like to suggest three
ways that the debate can be of use. The first is rather hypothetical and unrealistic, but
worth considering nonetheless: If Schenkerian theory suddenly, and very unexpected-
ly, came to form a substantial or even marginal part of university curricula, then Scan-
dinavia (and the rest of Europe) would have the golden opportunity to do right what
Schenker’s follower’s in America did wrong: The opportunity to confront his world
view up front, and to show how it was, in Schenker’s own mind, an integrated part
of his music theory; an opportunity to examine this world view in its cultural con-
text without apologizing it, and without naming with euphemisms what is more accu-
rately labeled as racism and misogyny; the opportunity, as well, to confront from the
beginning how the subsequent Anglo-American tradition of Schenkerian theory went
through great troubles to conceal this part of his theory (one need only to think of
the twisted publication history of Free Composition?'), only to still be haunted by these
unresolved issues so many years later; and, finally, an opportunity to teach an im-
portant lesson about the migration of ideas: It remains an interesting fact that in the
process of the “Americanization” of Heinrich Schenker, as William Rothstein famously
dubbed it (Rothstein 1986), a series of new theoretical concepts arose. Many of these
concepts are central to Schenkerian theory, but foreign to Schenker himself. Concepts
such as “structure” and “function” were very much part of the theoretical “streamlin-
ing” that also concealed Schenker’s ideology. Although a more detailed study about
these concepts in the history of Schenkerian theory remains to be undertaken, 1 have
previously pointed out that they only arose as central, technical terms with Felix Salzer
(1952), while they (or their German translations) did not appear in Schenker’s writ-
ings (Kirkegaard-Larsen 2020b, 141-143, 151-154; Schachter 2006, 107 speculates
that the concept of Schenkerian “structure” originates with Adele T. Katz' and Felix
Salzer’s teacher Hans Weisse, who had moved from Vienna to New York in 1931).
If Schenker and Schenkerian theory is put into context without hiding and explain-
ing away, its useful aspects can better be understood for what they are: non-universal,
particularistic, debatable ideas about a very small portion of this world’s musics which
acquire meaning and importance through their use within specific communities of
interpretative practices.

The second way in which the debate can be useful is a more realistic scenario. The
examples of Schenkerian analytical thinking in Scandinavia shown in Part II of this ar-
ticle are small and sporadic. Furthermore, they all function within the context of func-
tion theory, and the link to Schenker and Schenkerian theory as such is weak. Here,
too, Scandinavian music theory, unburdened with the heavy baggage of Schenker’s
direct influence, has the golden opportunity to develop this line of thought in a way

21 See Cook (2007, 250). Ewell (2020) mentions this publication history itself as an example of the
white racial frame.
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that is not contingent on Schenker and Schenkerian theory. Christopher Segall has in-
terestingly proposed “renaming, but also reconceiving, Schenkerian analysis as pro-
longational analysis” (Segall 2019, 188). Segall provides examples from the Russian
music theorist Yuri Kholopov showing harmonic prolongations without Schenkerian
notation. Although Schenkerian notation is certainly a fine-grained tool for commu-
nicating one’s analysis, it is only effective for those who can read it, and Segall is right
to point out that it can be very exclusionary, or even “esoteric” as Levy (1975) dubbed
it (see Part I of this article). Developing a system of prolongational analysis (within a
function-theoretical or Roman-numeral framework) is not only an interesting music-
theoretical idea that could hold promising analytical potentials, it would also, ideally,
improve the general understanding of Schenkerian analyses within Scandinavian aca-
demia, and thus make way for an actual critical engagement with them—a much more
desirable scenario than the brief brushing off by, for instance, Bengtsson (1973) and
Marschner (2015), or the overenthusiastic degradation by Edlund (2015).
Incorporating the idea of prolongation can only enrich the hegemonic status
of function analysis in Scandinavia. Taking a similar approach as demonstrated in
Kirkegaard-Larsen (2021b), consider the song by Tekla Griebel shown in Example 10.
A conventional function analysis of this music would struggle to make sense of the
linear movements in this music. The example proposes a modified form of conven-
tional function analysis, one that highlights the prolongation of the tonic, and later
dominant, function by explicating the obvious linear movement of the voices.
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Example 10: Tekla Griebel’s “Drages du ung fra det feedrene Tag” from Fem Sange af Oscar Madsens “Den
Flyvende Holleender”, mm. 3-10 (Griebel 1894, 10).

Sometimes, functional relations may arise from such linear movements, but nothing
prevents the analyst from highlighting these along with the voice leading, as exempli-
fied by the two-layered analysis of the chord in m. 8 in Example 10.

Another song by Tekla Griebel, “Sang af ‘Mester Dubitans’” provides a good exam-
ple. The full song is shown in Example 11. Notice the chords in m. 2 alone. What is
the function of the chord on beats 2 and 4? In conventional function analysis, this
chord would be interpreted as the doubly altered incomplete double dominant (that
is, C# major with seventh, flat ninth, flattened fifth, and root omitted), but instead of
leading to the dominant, it pivots back to the tonic. Clearly, it makes sense to under-
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stand this chord as a prolongation of the tonic through chromatic voice leading (see
Example 12): B resolves up to F#, and G resolves down to F4, but there is no sense of
having fundamentally moved away from the tonic. The sequence in mm. 7-8 can also
productively be understood as a means of prolongation. The prolongational motion
begins with the first chord of the sequence, G major, and this motion terminates with
the last chord of the sequence, B minor. These two outer points thus produce a pro-
longational 5-6-5 voice leading motion, and the internal functional relations (S-T in
relation to D major, and then B minor), can still be communicated (see Example 13).
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Example 11: Tekla Griebel’s “Sang af ‘Mester Dubitans’” from To Sange (Griebel 1893, 2).
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Example 12: The author’s analysis of Griebel’s “Sang af ‘Mester Dubitans’,” m. 2.
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Example 13: The author’s analysis of Griebel’s “Sang af ‘Mester Dubitans’,” mm. 6-8.

A salient feature of this song is the role of the tritone in relation to the tonic, B: The
tritone appears distinctively in melody and piano as a leading tone to the fifth of the
tonic, E# (mm. 2 and 5), but in m. 9, it appears as F the seventh of a G major chord
leading to the Neapolitan, C major. Applying a prolongational analysis suggests that
the tonic prolongation reaches its limit exactly as E# is reinterpreted as F in m. 9. This
is communicated in Example 14 (the previous tonal motions from B minor in m. 1 to
the dominant in m. 5 is seen as subordinate to this larger motion).
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Example 14: The author’s prolongational analysis of Griebel’s “Sang af ‘Mester Dubitans’”

It is striking that Griebel seems to “resolve” this problem of the tritone, and conse-
quently terminate the tonic prolongation, just as the lyrics underline its point by re-
peating that the mother’s lullaby to her child shall never stop.

Clearly, it should be possible to develop this line of analytical thinking centered
around prolongation without having to buy the entire Schenker package, with Ursatz,
ideology, warts and all. It should be possible, too, to develop this line of thought in
ways that can at least broaden the “white male” frame of classical music theory, as ex-
emplified in these analyses of the forgotten Danish woman composer Tekla Griebel
Wandall (1866-1940; see Kirkegaard 2022). It is clear, however, that it will not funda-
mentally change this frame.

The third way to make use of this debate is to take the consequence of the fact that
Schenker was only an example—albeit a very central one—in Ewell’s paper. Ewell fo-
cused on the white racial frame of the entire American music theory enterprise, and in
this, the predominance of Schenkerian theory is only one symptom. As is clear from
this article, it can hardly be called a symptom in Scandinavia. Instead, a critical look at
the legacy from Riemann is due. As Alexander Rehding has shown in his monograph
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on Hugo Riemann (2003), Riemann’s music-theoretical project was, much like Schen-
ker’s, one that served to prove the superiority of music from Germanic culture; his
theory-historical project, likewise, served to prove the superiority of his own theory
(Burnham 1992). Ludwig Holtmeier has argued (2004) that the subsequent German
reception of Riemann’s function theory also carries a heavy historical and political
baggage: Its enormous dissemination is at least partly due to its being heralded as
the only permissible harmonic theory in Nazi Germany. Function theorist Hermann
Grabner was commissioned to write “a theory of harmony to point the (new) way
for all of the conservatoires in the Reich,”?? while alternative theories—particular-
ly those of the Jewish Ernst Kurth and Heinrich Schenker—were banned (see Gerigk
and Stengel 1940, 239) and the competition from the incredibly influential Harmonie-
lehre by Rudolf Louis and Ludwig Thuille (1910) vanished. In the sudden hegemony
of function theory, politics and ideology played a central role. It is not clear, however,
to what extent Scandinavian function theory also carries this German baggage, for the
Scandinavian reception and development of function theory is a twisted and tangled
story (see Nielsen 2018-19; Kirkegaard, forthcoming).

Here lies, then, a large and important task for future research. What is blatantly ob-
vious in any case is that the white and male frame of music theory is just as powerful
in Scandinavia as it is in the American context Ewell addressed; one need only to look
at the list of references of this article to confirm this.

When “the Schenker debate” entered Danish media, following the responses to Ewell
in Journal of Schenkerian Studies, it functioned as a clear confirmation of the Scandi-
navian picture of Schenkerism: an esoteric sect with dogmatic beliefs, who would do
anything to protect its leader from criticism. But the easiest thing to do is to point
fingers at others—we knew Schenker was a problematical figure all along!—and the
hardest thing to do is to point the finger at oneself. In this article, I have tried to as-
sess the relevance of the Schenker example in a Scandinavian context. The superficial
rejection of Schenker in footnotes and the equally superficial incorporation of a few
aspects from his theory without adequate awareness of its roots and historical develop-
ment are both problematic. The first strategy prevents a truly critical engagement with
central parts of Anglo-American music theory and Western music theory history; the
second strategy prevents deeper reflections on the history and possible ramifications of
what is incorporated. Both strategies uphold status quo and are, probably, signs of mu-
sic theory’s low rank within Scandinavian musicology post-Kerman. But if one wants
music theory to become more inclusive, one must conceive of it as more than just a
pedagogical helping discipline within musicology—in which it is, apparently, a suf-
ficient measure of scholarly rigor to denigrate a widely branched-out theoretical tradi-

22 I quote from Holtmeier's translation (2004, 256). The original reads: “Ich habe [...} von einem fiih-
renden Verlag den Auftrag erhalten, eine Harmonielehre zu schreiben, die fiir die Hochschulen des
Reiches richtunggebend sein soll” (Grabner in Holtmeier 2003, 29). Holtmeier quotes from a letter
of June 2, 1942, at the Nachlass von Hermann Grabner am musikwissenschaftlichen Institut der Univer-
sitdt Bochum. For more on Grabner and his relation to Nazism, see Pelster (2015).
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tion in a parenthesis. Music theory should ideally be conceived of as an integral part of
the critical study of music in all its forms and all its cultures. If anything, “the Schenker
debate” is useful in a Scandinavian context because it shows that music theories are
never innocent, self-reliant, and objective systems, but rather historical constructions
entangled in political and other contexts—and they should be studied as such.
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BJORNAR UTNE-REITAN

Norse Modes
On Geirr Tveitt’s Theory of Tonality

Music theories spring out of specific historical and cultural contexts. They are not
neutral, and their applicability and validity are limited. This is part of the argument
that Phillip Ewell (2020) makes in his recently much-discussed text on the white
racial frame in Anglo-American academic music theory and Schenker’s position in this
discipline. Over the last few decades, several key monographs on the history of music
theory have discussed music theorists in light of their different historical and cultural
contexts, for example regarding Rameau (Christensen 1993), Fétis (Christensen 2019),
Riemann (Rehding 2003), and Schenker (Cook 2007).

In this article, I will—in stark contrast to the above-cited studies—not discuss a
music theorist who changed how “we” understand music. Rather, I will discuss a
music theorist who tried to do so but did not succeed. The case I am referring to is that
of the treatise Tonalitdtstheorie des parallelen Leittonsystems (1937). In this work, com-
poser Geirr Tveitt reframes four of the church modes as specifically “Norwegian” scales
(renaming them based on Old Norse). He argues that these scales, and their latent
harmonic possibilities, constitute a separate system of tonality, different from that of
modern major/minor tonality or medieval modality. This theory received a mixed re-
ception and has never been accepted by Norwegian musicologists and music theorists.

The contents and premises of Tveitt’s theory have not been properly discussed in
modern musicological scholarship—not even by Tveitt researchers. 1 highlight this
case of forgotten music theory because it is a clear example of music theory entangled
in nationalistic ideology. I will not argue for a revival of Tveitt's rather problematic
theoretical ideas, but discuss his treatise as a case of radical nationalism in the history
of music theory. I will critically discuss both Tveitt’s theory in itself as well as its re-
ception. The following two questions form the point of departure for the discussions:
What kind of music theory is presented in Geirr Tveitt's Tonalitditstheorie des parallelen
Leittonsystems? To what extent is this theory tainted by Tveitt’s ideological position in
the late 1930s? Before discussing the theory and its reception, 1 provide a brief intro-
duction to the Norwegian composer and theorist Geirr Tveitt, focusing on his relation
to music theory and his ideological position in the 1930s.

Tveitt, Theory, Ideology

Geirr Tveitt (1908-1981) is considered one of Norway’s most important compos-
ers of the mid-twentieth century and a key figure in the history of music in Nor-
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way.! Today, he is probably best known for his arrangements of folk tunes from Har-
danger, but his large production also includes six piano concertos, two Hardanger
fiddle concertos, thirty-six piano sonatas, and much more. He was born Nils Tveit
but would later change his name to the more Old Norse-sounding “Geirr Tveitt.”
He did this in several stages, which explains why his theory treatise is signed “Geirr
Tveit.” He simply had not added the extra “t” to his family name at this point.
(For the sake of consistency, I spell his name as “Tveitt” in the main text.) The search
for a “Norwegian” sound was not restricted to his name but was also an important
part of his aesthetical project as a composer and, as I will show shortly, as a theorist.

On recommendation from Christian Sinding—the most influential Norwegian
composer in the generation between Grieg and Tveitt—Tveitt enrolled at the Leip-
zig Conservatory in 1928.%2 Here, he received a thorough training in theory from the
famous German music theorist Hermann Grabner.? After finishing his conservatory
studies, he spent the years 1932 and 1933 between Leipzig, Paris, and Vienna. A 1932
letter proves that Tveitt had started working on his theoretical project during these
study years abroad (Storaas 2008, 47).

The Tonalititstheorie from 1937 is Tveitt's only substantial theoretical publication,
but it is not his only project as a theorist and researcher. He also worked on a larger
theoretical study of Edvard Grieg’s music for many years, the material of which was
lost in the devastating fire at his farm in 1970 (Storaas 2008, 118). He did, however,
publish some preliminary findings from this work as an article (i.e., Tveit 1943). In
1955, Tveitt received a grant from the University of Bergen to conduct a study of the
many folk tunes he had collected. The study was never published. Sigbjern Apeland
(2013), who has studied the manuscript, claims that Tveitt uses findings from this
project as further proof of his theory of tonality.

Tveitt’s political stance in the 1930s and 1940s is a complicated matter. In a later
interview, Tveitt (1977) admitted being sympathetic toward Hitler's ideology in
the 1930s but stressed that he in 1942 joined the Norwegian resistance movement
(hjemmefronten) that worked against the occupying Nazi government. He was also
never a member of the Norwegian fascist party Nasjonal Samling. Sjur Haga Bringeland
(2020, 153) recently discussed this part of the Tveitt story, noting that “[t|he case of

1 See Aksnes 2000 for an introduction to Tveitt’s life and works. For an extensive biography, see
Storaas 2008.

2 Sinding's biography (not unlike Tveitt’s) also includes connections to National Socialism that are
both complex and disputed (cf. Vollestad 2005, 237ff et passim).

3 Grabner was central in the simplification and standardization of Hugo Riemann’s function theory,
which would lead to its widespread use in Germany and Scandinavia. As will become clear below,
Tveitt knew Riemannian theory well, and he likely got these impulses from Grabner. In modern his-
tories of function theory, however, Grabner is often portrayed as the plot’s villain. Harrison (1994,
306f) claims that “Grabner made simple what was complex, but he also made weak what was
strong” and that “Grabner’s treatment of Riemann's theories throws baby out with the bathwater.”
Holtmeier (2004) claims that Grabner, a follower of the Party, was commissioned to write the of-
ficial Reichsharmonielehre and that the later widespread use of his simplification of Riemann'’s system
was a consequence of Nazi politics. The work of Tveitt’s teacher is thus also entangled in a rather
problematic relationship between theory and nationalistic ideology.
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Tveitt is a complicated one, and still a quite delicate subject in Norway”—a case that is
based on discontinuous and sometimes contradictory source material.

Terje Emberland (2003, 311-53), a leading scholar on national socialism in Nor-
way, has nonetheless made a convincing argument for Tveitt being deeply engaged
with far-right ideology in the 1930s, including participating in anti-Semitic discourse.
Following Emberland’s argument, Tveitt's position was that of a neo-paganist, glori-
fying the Old Norse era and blaming Christianity for ruining a once-great culture—
which, for him, was also intertwined with issues of race. With this in mind, his early
fascination with Hitler is not surprising. However, the picture remains complicated
and contains other nuances than the dichotomy for/against Nazi Germany. Although
central to Nazi ideology, ideas of racial purity and the notion of the superiority of
a “Nordic race” were in the 1930s and 1940s not restricted to Nazis and Nazi sym-
pathizers (cf. Bangstad 2017, 241). Emberland (2003, 2015) argues that Tveitt in the
1930s belonged to a group of Norwegian radical national socialists that opposed both
Quisling’s Nasjonal Samling and Hitler's Germany. Their strong ties were rather to Wil-
helm Hauer’s Deutsche Glaubensbewegung. The Norwegian group, centered around the
journal Ragnarok, believed that “[i|n the ideal future society, culture, religion and as
well as the socio-political organization of a society had to be moulded to fit the spe-
cific racial qualities of a people” (Emberland 2015, 122) and “offered a metaphorical
interpretation of Norse religion, where myths and imagery where thought to express
deep biological and racial truth” (Emberland 2015, 125). Despite embracing neither
Quisling nor Hitler, Emberland (2015, 120) thus dubs Ragnarok “the most radical na-
tional socialist publication in Norway.” Tveitt admired Hauer, whom he had also met
personally in 1935 (Storaas 2008, 87f). The composer published several articles in
Ragnarok in the late 1930s and early 1940s and was for some months a member of its
editorial board.* One of his articles in Ragnarok addresses his music-theoretical work
specifically (Tveit 1938). Although my focus here is on Tveitt's 1937 treatise, 1 will
draw on this 1938 article for context on several occasions below.

In short, in the 1930s Tveitt did in fact advocate what one today would call a rad-
ical nationalist ideology. In the context of this article, I understand the term radical
nationalism as a broad category encompassing “far-right politics [...] in which groups
are excluded on racial, ethnic or cultural grounds” (Fardan and Thorleifsson 2020,
12). In Tveitt’s writings, both culture and race are used in arguments for who and
what may (and, by extension, may not) qualify as being “Norwegian,” “Nordic,” or
“Norse.” He refers to these categories more or less interchangeably, and it is some-
times unclear how he distinguishes between them. His nationalism is thus some-
what complicated. The glorification of the Old Norse era in some sense rather in-
dicates a pre-nationalistic position (cf. Emberland 2003, 344). His preoccupation is
not the modern Norwegian nation-state, but an older Norwegian/Nordic/Norse cul-
ture (and race). It is beyond the scope of this article to go further into the compli-
cated biographic discussions on Tveitt's ideology. (The extent of his Nazi sympathy is
disputed.) I instead retain a focus on the music-theoretical contents of his treatise and
4 Tor a bibliography of Tveitt’s writings, see Storaas (2008, 409f).
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the reception of this content. As will become clear, though, Tveitt’s theoretical ideas
are entangled in the deeply problematic ideological position outlined above.

Tonalitdtstheorie des parallelen Leittonsystems (1937)

Geirr Tveitt's Tonalitdtstheorie is a rare example of a speculative theory in the history
of music theory in Norway. By speculative theory, 1 refer to the much-used distinction
between speculative, regulative (or practical), and analytical theory, which is particularly
associated with Carl Dahlhaus (1984). In this context, speculative theory is defined as
the “ontological contemplation of tone systems” (Dahlhaus, translated in Christensen
2002, 13), and I cannot think of a better definition of what Tveitt attempts to do with
this work. Tveitt wrote the treatise in German, but it was published in Norway by Gyl-
dendal Norsk Forlag. The choice of language probably reflects a wish for international
outreach, but may also be read as a way of entering a specifically German, and (as will
be shown shortly) Riemannian, music-theoretical discourse.

As a preface to his treatise, Geirr Tveitt cites the Edda poem “Havamadl.” According
to Tveitt, it is in this verse of the Old Norse poem that the origin of music is presented.
I reproduce it exactly as Tveitt quotes it, including his added italics. These indicate the
endings that he used to name the scales of his tone system. Later in his treatise, Tveitt
(1937b, 24) claims that the character of the scales reflects the beings in the poem from
which they had received their name: pjodreyrir (the origin of music, the great cos-
mic power of tones), aosum (the gods, personified forces of nature), olfum (the elves,
beings of light), and Hroptatyr (Odin, the god who wishes to know everything).

From “Havamal” (Tveit 1937b, 5)  English translation (Bray 1908, 109)

PAT KANN EK FIMTAONDA A fifteenth I know, which Folk-stirrer sang,

ER GOL PJODREYRIR the dwarf, at the gates of Dawn;

DVERGR FYRIR DELLINGS DURUM: he sang strength to the gods, and skill to the elves,
AFL GOL HANN AOSUM, and wisdom to Odin who utters.

ENN OLFUM FRAMA,

HYGGJU HROPTATY(R)

In the following introduction, Tveitt makes clear the aim of his theoretical project:

At different times, with different folk mentalities, and under different natural
conditions, the tonal feeling [Tonalitatsgefithl] and musical experience will
bear different fruits. Unfortunately, “civilization” has made its impact also in
this area: Due to social-technological advantages, the later Inter-European (re-
spectively international) major and minor tonal feeling has been forced upon
many peoples, among whom a quite different tonal feeling lived as a natural
expression of the folk spirit and nature, thus completely or partially destroy-
ing cultures, as these could exist only through a certain specific tonal sensitivity.
(Tveitt, translated in Aksnes 2002, 222)
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He concludes the introduction by stressing that he does not wish to discredit the
major/minor system, which has many advantages and possibilities, but to show that
there are other tonal systems that are of equal worth. Tveitt’s project as such was war-
ranted. Based on racist and colonialist premises, it had been common since the nine-
teenth century to posit major/minor tonality as more developed and sophisticated
than other tone systems (Christensen 2019, 203ff; Rehding 2003, 97). On the very first
page of the introduction, Tveitt (1937b, 9) paints a picture of a conflict between center
and periphery by claiming that “civilization” (Zivilisation) and the “urban” (stddtisch)
destroy the purity and proximity to nature of rural folklife and art, also with regard to
music. Even more overt radical nationalist claims regarding Tveitt’s theoretical project
are found in the theory article that he published in Ragnarok (Tveit 1938). His pro-
ject was thus clearly nationalistically motivated in the sense of protecting (and saving)
Norwegian culture from “Inter-European” influence. It is an attempt to establish a
view of Norwegian music as pure and unsullied, hence positioning it center stage rath-
er than in the periphery of European musical culture. Somewhat paradoxically given
his resistance to “Inter-European” influence, Tveitt would rely heavily on German
models when developing his theory.

The treatise’s introduction implies that Tveitt, through studying Norwegian folk
music and its latent harmonic possibilities, aims at defining an authentic “Norwegian”
or “Norse” tone system that existed prior to the continental tone systems and their
influence. That this indeed is his project becomes clear later in his treatise (cf., e.g.,
Tveit 1937b, 35ff), as well as in the article published the following year (Tveit 1938).
As Hallgjerd Aksnes (2002, 228ff) argues, this part of Tveitt's project was impossible
given that it is based on the false premise that Norwegian folk music had resisted for-
eign influence—and not changed—for centuries (cf. also Kolltveit 2010, 155ff). What
Tveitt puts forward is in fact a modern tone system built on select traits found in tra-
ditional Norwegian folk music. This is further underlined by Tveitt’s use of examples
from contemporaneous Norwegian composers explicitly operating within a national
stylistic idiom—Klaus Egge, Eivind Groven, and himself—to validate his tonal theory
(neither Egge nor Groven shared Tveitt’s political allegiances).

A Theory of Tonality

To make clear how his theory of (modal) tonality is different from the major/minor
system, Tveitt (1937b, 11-15) starts by defining the latter. In this context, he relies on
Riemannian theory and employs Grabner’s function nomenclature (i.e., “T,” “*Tp,”
“°Tg," etc.; cf. Grabner 1944). Although Riemannian theory was certainly known in
Norway at this time, it was not widespread. Rather, Roman numerals were the com-
mon means of harmonic analysis. Tveitt's book is in fact the earliest book published
in Norway I have come across that employs Riemannian function symbols.> Tveitt
argues that the defining feature of the major/minor system is the two leading tones

5  While harmony textbooks relying on (post-)Riemannian theory had appeared in Sweden and Den-

mark in the early 1930s, Norwegian harmony books employing function symbols first appeared in
the 1970s (cf. Kirkegaard-Larsen 2018).
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(together: a tritone) that resolve to a third (or its inversion: a sixth). This implies two
things: that the leading tones resolve in contrary motion and that the third is the
building block of this particular tone system. He discusses the differences between
major and minor (and the close relationship between the relative scales). Since the
main principles are the same in both major and minor, I will not go into Tveitt’s dis-
cussion of the distinction between them here.

Tveitt argues that a premise for the validity of the major/minor system is the posi-
tion of the tritone in the scale: One of the tones constituting the tritone must not be
further apart from the scale’s tonic than a half step, and neither of the tones constitut-
ing the tritone may be the scale’s first or fifth degree (Tveit 1937b, 20). This is necessary
if the tritone is to possess tonality-defining power (tonalititsdirigierende Macht). The
scales discussed in Tveitt's work do not fit these criteria, and the major/minor system
is thus poorly suited to explicate the harmonic possibilities and tonal logic of these
scales. They must belong to a different tone system relying on a different concept of
tonality—a system that Tveitt (1937b, 10) claims is not inferior to the major/minor sys-
tem. I find this general challenge of the universality and primacy of the major/minor
system to be the strongest and most convincing part of the argument in Tveitt's treatise.

The scales he discusses are commonly found in Norwegian folk music and are exact-
ly the same as the old church modes (excluding the later lonian and Aeolian modes).
They are usually called Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian, and Mixolydian, but Tveitt infamous-
ly proposes to call them rir, sum, fum, and tyr instead, based on the above-quoted pas-
sage from “Héavamal.” These (diatonic) scales in which the tritone does not affect the
feeling of tonality also have identical intervals surrounding the scale’s first and fifth
degrees (Tveit 1937b, 20). In rir and tyr, the first degree is surrounded by a whole step
below and above, and so is the fifth degree; in sum, there is a whole step below and a
half step above; and in fum, there is a half step below and a whole step above. The only
degree left to be filled to create a diatonic scale is the third. There are only four scales
that share these properties without resorting to augmented intervals (cf. Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Tveitt's (1937b, 23) presentation of the four scales and their “inner relationship” (innere Ver-
wandtschaft). These share the same tone material and are relative (parallel) keys in his system (Tveit 1937b,
24). Note that the word parallel has a different meaning here (i.e., relative keys) than in the name of the
tone system (i.e., leading tones in parallel motion).
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In contrast to the major/minor system, Tveitt (1937b, 25ff) argues that these scales
have leading tones that resolve in parallel motion—hence the title of the system—and
that the building blocks of the tone system are fifths, as the resolution of the parallel
leading tones is a fifth (or a fourth, by inversion).® As opposed to the major/minor
system, however, the leading tones also make out a fifth (or a fourth). This precludes
a similar sense of harmonic tension caused by a dissonant interval that resolves to a
consonance in this tone system.

Tveitt's argument for parallel leading tones most obviously applies to the fum
scale, which has a half step below both the first and fifth scale degrees. Thus, the two
parallel leading tones ascend a half step in parallel fifths. In the sum scale, the leading
tones are descending instead of ascending. The matter is less intuitive for rir and tyr, as
there are no half steps surrounding the first and fifth scale degree in these scales. Tveitt
argues that since the first and fifth degrees of a scale are most important, the neighbor-
ing tones also have some kind of leading tone effect in these scales, despite not being
half steps. He concludes that these scales have parallel (pseudo-)leading tones from
above and below (cf. Figure 2). I find the latter part of this argument less convincing.
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Figure 2: The parallel leading tones of the four scales, illustrated with G as tonic. They may appear simul-
taneously as fifths or fourths. Following Tveitt (1937b, 25ff et passim), the Roman numerals indicate scale
degrees, not chords.

Tveitt does not only rename these four church modes: He reframes them. He con-
structs the theory of a separate tone system, and it is important for him to stress this
difference. Although his scales are exactly the same as the old church modes (and
some of the even older Greek scales), they should—according to Tveitt—be named
differently because they belong to a different tone system. My understanding is that
in the same sense that lonian and major—or Aeolian and natural minor—are theo-
retically dissimilar, Tveitt assumes that sum and Phrygian—or fum and Lydian—are

6 As Gjermund Kolltveit (2010, 155) notes, the historical backdrop for Tveitt’s theoretical ideas is Ice-
landic tvisongur, an old practice of parallel singing in fourths and fifths “which Tveitt tends to overe-
stimate the importance and historical significance of.” There was considerable interest in tvisongur at
this time. The Icelandic composer Jon Leifs, for example, integrated it into his musical style (Bjerke-
strand 2009, 153).
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different things entirely.” He argues that the Greek scale names should be reserved for
music based on the ancient “tetrachordal tone system” (tetrachordale Tonalitit), which
is primarily melodic (Tveit 1937b, 16-19). Tveitt, in contrast, attempts to define a har-
monic tone system (a Klanglehre) and focuses on how the same tone material is used
in Norwegian folk music and modern Norwegian art music based on this folk music,
rather than in ancient Greek music or later church music. He does not deny, of course,
that Dorian and rir consist of the same tones (and are thus in some sense the exact
same scales), but claims that they belong to two different tone systems governed by
two different types of tonality. As will become clear, many readers had problems ac-
cepting his reasoning for not utilizing the established scale terminology. The most ob-
vious explanation of why this was so important to Tveitt is his nationalist ideology: To
allow for the construction of his system as “Norwegian” (or “Norse”), it had to be dis-
tanced from the ancient Greek scales and their later use as church modes.

Tveitt aims at defining a function theory for this tone system that is completely dif-
ferent from the one that defines the major/minor system (Tveit 1937b, 20). His theo-
retical framework is clearly inspired by Riemann’s function theory, which is most fa-
mously presented in his Vereinfachte Harmonielehre (1893). The inspiration not only
appears in the premises of the theoretical framework but also the terminology. For
example, Tveitt (1937b, 31) speaks of the unterer dependenter Relativquintenklang der
Kontrdrvariantfunktion. It is challenging to translate such very German, and very Rie-
mannian, terminology into English. This challenge is also neatly demonstrated by the
English translation of the mentioned harmony book by Riemann, in which simple
terms such as Parallelklinge and Leittonwechselklinge are awkwardly translated as “par-
allel-clangs” and “leading-tone-change clangs” (Riemann 1896). To not make a com-
plicated theory even more inaccessible, I mainly retain Tveitt’s German terminology
when discussing his so-called function theory.

Tveitt (1937b, 28ff) presents three primary functions (Hauptfunktionen) in his sys-
tem. They are all perfect fifths (and thus dyads, not triads). Each scale is, however, con-
structed around two of these primary functions. Common to all scales is the Prinzipal-
klang, which is the fifth on the scale’s tonic and thus contains scale degrees I and V
(in the treatise, Tveitt uses Roman numerals to indicate scale degrees, not chords). It is
analyzed as P (or P, if inverted to a fourth). The second primary function in rir, fum,
and tyr is the Kontrdrklang, which is the fifth on the scale’s fifth and thus contains scale
degrees V and II. It is analyzed as K° (or K, if inverted to a fourth). Sum, in contrast,
has the Lateralklang, which is the fifth on the scale’s fourth degree and thus contains
scale degrees IV and 1I, as its second primary function. The Lateralklang is analyzed
as L’ (or L, if inverted to a fourth). The primary dyads are thus exactly the same in rir,
fum, and tyr tonalities with the same tonic. Due to the low second degree in sum, it
7  There is an interesting parallel to Edvard Grieg here. In a 1901 correspondence with Johan Halvorsen,

he discussed how G# often appears in folk tunes in D major. Grieg assumed that it was the relics of an
old scale but did not know which one. The church modes were well-known in Norway at this time, and
it is startling if neither Grieg nor Halvorsen knew of the Lydian mode. However, it is possible that they

(like Tveitt) thought that this was something different. This is not completely unlikely, given the differ-
ent use of the Lydian scale in folk music compared to archaic church music (cf. Utne-Reitan 2021, 78f).
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takes a Lateralklang (on the fourth degree) instead of a Kontrdrklang (on the fifth) as
the other primary dyad in addition to the Prinzipalklang (on the tonic). The function
of the Kontrdr- and Lateralkldnge is not really made clear. They do not appear to have a
dominant-like function (cf. the parallel leading tones of the scales), which would be
natural to assume by analogy to Riemann'’s framework.

The four secondary functions (Nebenfunktionen) are terms of a purely positional na-
ture: They indicate the interval distance of a harmony in relation to one of the scale’s
primary dyads. Borrowing a term from Thomas Jul Kirkegaard-Larsen (2018, 2020),
one could call the relationship between the primary and secondary functions “inter-
val-relational.” A Relativklang (r) is a half step apart, a Familiarklang (f) is a whole step,
a Variantklang (v) is three half steps, and a Medialklang (m) is two whole steps. They
may either be above or below the primary dyad in question, which is indicated by
placing the analytic symbol to the left (below) or the right (above) of the primary
function’s symbol (i.e., r°P is the lower Relativklang of the Prinzipalklang, and Pr° is
the upper). Naturally, not all combinations of primary and secondary functions are
used in all four scales (cf. Figure 3). Some are used in several of them, some only in
one, and some theoretical combinations are not possible in practice without resorting
to alteration (e.g., v°L and Lm?®). In stark contrast to Riemannian theory, Tveitt does
not argue that the secondary functions represent the primary functions. Some of the
Relativ- and Familiarklinge are actually the closest one gets to a “dominant function”
that conveys tension, leading back to the Prinzipalklang. I am thinking of the following
functions that contain the defining parallel leading tones of the scale in question:

1 Infum: r°P (orr,P)
2 Insum: Pr° (or Pr,)
3 Inrir and tyr: P (or f,P) and Pf (or Pf,)

oJ coT
E tyr: PP Pf fK K Kf Kvv P°
v’P P

Figure 3: Diatonic perfect-fifth dyads in the four scales analyzed following Tveitt (1937b, 28ff), illustrated
with E as the tonic. Their inversions would be analyzed similarly but with the subscript 4 replacing the
superscript 5.
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Figure 4: Tveitt's (1937b, 101) table with functional interpretations of all chromatic perfect-fifth dyads in
all rir keys. He provides similar tables for the other scales as well (Tveit 1937b, 102-4). Together, the four
tables also map possible modulation routes by pivots.

It is hard to grasp how Tveitt's theory constitutes a theory of harmonic function. He
does not really clarify why P, K, and L are primary functions or their relationship to the
four secondary functions r, f, v, and m (including which label to use when several of
them are possible interpretations). It is thus difficult to understand what Tveitt means
with the term function in his system. The resulting analytical nomenclature is rather an
elaborate descriptive tool: It conveys the position of the fifth-based harmonies of his
tone system by relating them to the two primary dyads of the scale key in question.
The tone system is not restricted to diatonicism. It allows for modulation between
different keys (relying on the same or a different scale), but it also incorporates func-
tional interpretations of different kinds of chromaticism inside a given key. One com-
mon type of chromaticism is the dependente Relativklinge (Tveit 1937b, 82-95). They
describe non-diatonic Relativklinge (#r and br) that relate to (or “depend” on) one of
the diatonic primary or secondary dyads. They may both be used inside a given key
or as a means of modulation. I interpret this as Tveitt’s take on secondary dominants
given that they mainly act as leading tones to the dyad they relate to. This is thus part
of Tveitt’s theory that actually does warrant the use of the word function. For example,
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although the dyad consisting of the tones Gf and D# is three half steps below K in
E rir, it should not be labeled v°K—a unique label for fum that should thus only be
used if modulated to E fum—but rather #r°FK (the lower “dependent” Relativklang of
the Kontrdrfamiliarfunktion). This fifth dyad functions as lower chromatic neighbors
(or leading tones) to the fifth dyad on the fourth degree, something the analysis re-
flects. Through the concept of depentende Relativklinge, Tveitt manages to account for
all chromatic perfect-fifth dyads in his tone system (cf. Figure 4).

Although the tritone does not have a tonality-defining power in this tone system
and the third is not its main building block, both tritones and thirds are nonetheless
part of the system. Tritones will naturally appear in the context of diatonic parallel
fifths and fourths (as shown in the parenthesized intervals in Figure 3). When this
happens, it is analyzed as Tr> (“Tr” for Triton). Tveitt (1937b, 63), however, claims that
this is a result of a melodic motion and not a harmonic phenomenon. It is to be consid-
ered a passing harmony. Tr’ is thus not a function. It is, however, also common that
the tritone is eliminated by altering one of its tones, turning it into a perfect fourth or
fifth (Tveit 1937b, 63-81), which alone does not necessarily entail modulation. The
resulting tritone alterations have their own special analytical symbols in the form of
a fusion between a “t” and a “<” or “>" (the symbols appear in Figures 4 and 5). They
may alternatively be interpreted as dependente Relativklinge, which may—but do not
have to—induce a modulation.

What appear to be third-based harmonies (seventh chords, triads, simple thirds)
are in this tone system alterations of fifth-based harmonies. This is exactly the oppo-
site of what is the case when explaining fifth-based harmonies in the major/minor
system. Through the concept kontemporale Klinge, Tveitt (1937b, 167-71) analyz-
es combinations of the fundamental fifth dyads. Combinations of fifth dyads a half
step apart are called dobbelte Relativklinge, a whole step dobbelte Familiarklinge, three
half steps dobbelte Variantklinge, and two whole steps dobbelte Medialklinge. The two
latter categories produce conventional seventh chords. Triads and thirds are variants
of these where one or two tones are omitted. Thus, what is the most natural thing in
the major/minor system is in this system a deviation from the norm. The concept of
kontemporale Klinge also allows for easy labeling of fifth-based chords, which would
require more complicated explanations if using terminology made for the third-based
major/minor system. The chord consisting of the tones E Gb, C, and Db is simply a
“double” Relativklang in the same sense that E A, C, and E is a “double” Medialklang.
These examples could, for example, be analyzed as P°r° in F sum and P°m® in F fum
(depending on the tonal context).

Tveitt's (1937b, 109-56) lengthy chapter on Polaritit is the most theoretically com-
plicated part of the treatise. The chapter proves that this indeed is a work of specula-
tive theory: His object is the tone system, and the aim is an investigation of its ontol-
ogy. With the concept of Polaritit, Tveitt aims to investigate “the distance or tension
between two harmonies” (der Abstand oder die Spannung zwischen zwei Klingen). He
wants to account for the nature of the harmonic progressions that he describes using
the above-presented functional nomenclature. The symbol “2" represents Polaritit,
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and his first analyses are of Familiarpolaritit in rir. He starts with P°2Pf in an arbi-
trary rir key (dubbed “p”). He then lists the different interpretations of this exact pro-
gression in the other rir keys (in descending fifths): “1. p-rir P°2p-rir P = 2. fl-rir
K>2fk-rir K = 3. fp-rir PP fp-rir PVbr® = 4. pv-rir tf°FP2pv-rir #r°P [and so on until
12]” (Tveit 1937b, 110). He follows up by arguing that this list only includes some of
the possible functional interpretations. To provide a more comprehensive overview, he
presents reductions in the form of quasi-mathematical formulae. The next forty-plus
pages are filled with such formulae (cf. Figure 5). They do indeed map the theoreti-
cally possible enharmonic interpretations for the progressions in his tone system, but
what theoretical insight this actually reveals about the tension between the harmonies
(the Polaritdt) is unclear.
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Figure 5: Tveitt's chapter on Polaritdt is packed with lengthy and complicated quasi-mathematical formu-
lae. This example maps Relativpolaritit in sum (Tveit 1937b, 123).

Tveitt knew that the system he put forward was both rigorous and immensely com-
plicated. He addresses the intricate terminology of his system early on in his treatise,
saying that terms like oberer Prinzipalrelativquintenklang (abbreviated Pr®) should not
scare readers away. As a warrant for his claim, he compares it to the term Subdominant-
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parallelquartsextakkord, or “Sp§,” used in Riemannian theory (Tveit 1937b, 29).
I concur that the terminology in itself is not a problem when compared to contem-
poraneous European music-theoretical discourse. He could, however, have clarified
why he coins so many new terms—and why these exact terms and not others. What
is more problematic is Tveitt's usage of his terminology. When trying to explain (or
at least describe) every minute detail of the tone system, the analyses reach a level of
complexity that makes Riemann’s dualistic function terminology pale in comparison.
As the examples from Tveitt's chapter on Polaritidt demonstrate, it is often hard to grasp
the theoretical insights he tries to convey through his complicated analyses.

Nationalism as Theoretical Premise

In his treatise, Tveitt exclusively cites Norwegian folk music and music from three
Norwegian composers who wrote in a specifically national style in the interwar
period (Egge, Groven, and himself). In the introduction, he states that the scales he
will investigate are central to the “Norwegian tone feeling” (norwegisches Tongefiihl),
justifying taking all examples from Norwegian music (Tveit 1937b, 10). His project
is thus clearly nationalistically motivated. However, he does not claim that the tone
system he describes is restricted to Norway or explicitly claim that it necessarily origi-
nated in Norway (or the Nordic region) in the treatise, though both are heavily im-
plied. In the 1938 article, it is clearly expressed that what he speaks of is something
specifically Nordic. There he claims that “the Nordic race has a much older and great-
er musical culture than any other people” (den nordiske folkerasen hev ein mykje eldre
o0g storre tonekunstkultur enn noko anna folkeslag; Tveit 1938, 65). He also argues that
the most similar music culture to Norway’s is found in India: “The Indo-Aryan na-
tional music is closer to our old Norse music than any other music culture in the
world” (Den indisk-ariske nasjonalmusiken er meir lik pd den gamle norrene tonekunsti
vdr enn nokon annan musik-kultur i verdi; Tveit 1938, 66). He follows up by claim-
ing that this is due to “the common racial origin” (det sams rasiske upphavet) and the
fact that Indians, in contrast to Europeans, have preserved this old musical culture
(Tveit 1938, 66).

Tveitt (1937b, 212) claims that pointing to examples from other countries could
also be possible, but the limits of the system’s applicability and validity beyond the
Norwegian context is not discussed. Although he is careful to keep the door open
to the possibility of this kind of tonality also existing elsewhere, it thus nonetheless
stands out as an attempt to construct a tone system that is specifically “Norwegian”
(regularly broadened to “Nordic” or “Norse”).

The treatise appeared at a time when several Norwegian composers (e.g., Klaus
Egge, Eivind Groven, and David Monrad Johansen) searched for national stylistic
idioms—both inspired by Norwegian folk music and ideas of the Old Norse era—that
differed from the older established national-romantic style of Grieg and others. There
was also a growing scholarly interest in the history and theory of Norwegian folk
music (e.g., Ole Mork Sandvik, Erik Eggen, and Catharinus Elling). Musical national-
ism was thus widespread, and the subject of Tveitt’s treatise had a high actuality in its
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specific historical and cultural context.® It is, however, important to stress that nation-
alism takes many different forms and need not be radical. As discussed above, Tveitt's
ideological position in the late 1930s and early 1940s was of a radical kind—especial-
ly concerning his affiliation with the Ragnarok circle (cf. Emberland 2003, 2015).

Tveitt’s radical nationalism surfaces several times in his theoretical work and in
many ways serves as its premise. For example, it is indicated by his choice of names
for his “new” scales and his insistence on this being a separate tone system. The rejec-
tion of all connections to the medieval church modes and modern triadic harmony
also underlines how he constructs Norwegian music as something different from (and
purer than) the “Inter-European” traditions.

The Reception of Tveitt'’s Treatise

Although the theoretical content of Tveitt's treatise has previously been granted very
little attention, the theory’s initial reception has been discussed in both scholarly and
popular music-historical literature (e.g., Kvalbein 2013; Dalaker 2011; Storaas 1990,
2008). My contribution to the existing literature is to see this reception in light of the
first critical discussion of Tveitt’s theory presented above.

Initial Reception

That the 1937 publication of Tveitt's treatise was a major event in the history of
music—and of music theory—in Norway is made clear by the book’s broad media cov-
erage. There were adverts for the book in the largest Norwegian newspapers; local and
nationwide newspapers interviewed him about it (Aftenposten 1937; Hardanger 1937;
Nationen 1937; Sunnhordland 1937); and it was reviewed in the leading music maga-
zine Tonekunst and in the general newspapers Arbeiderbladet, Bergens Tidende, and Dag-
bladet. 1 will briefly summarize the reviewers’ positions before discussing the heated
debate that followed the review in Dagbladet and Tveitt's attempt at a doctoral degree.

The review in Arbeiderbladet (O. M. 1937) and the review in Bergens Tidende (O. W.-P.
1937) are almost exact opposites. The former is extremely critical of Tveitt's project—
and music theory in general it seems, as the reviewer claims that music theorists have
had no influence on the history of music whatsoever (mentioning Albrechtsberger,
Hausegger, Riemann, and the like as examples and Rameau as an exception due to his
success as a composer). The reviewer in Bergens Tidende, however, writes a very sym-
pathetic and positive review of the work (though he admits that he could not com-
prehend all of Tveitt's complicated arguments). Neither of them truly address Tveitt's
theoretical claims and describe the contents of the work only superficially.

In his two-part review in Tonekunst, Klaus Egge (1937b) is sympathetic toward
Tveitt's project but ultimately disagrees with his theoretical conclusions. What he dis-
agrees with most is Tveitt's reframing of traditional scales and chords. In his review,
Egge consequently uses the traditional scale names and only mentions that Tveitt

8  For a study of national currents in Norwegian music during the interwar period, see Dalaker 2011.
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renames them as a curiosity in his afterword—making it clear that he disagrees with
Tveitt's new names due to the fact that the scales are not Norwegian inventions.’ Egge
also objects to Tveitt's insistence on fifths being the building blocks for chords and
shows how some of the chords that Tveitt addresses could just as easily be interpreted
as normal third-based chords. He does agree with Tveitt that the regular use of the
intervals fourths and fifths and the Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian, and Mixolydian scales
is characteristic of Norwegian music, but he argues that this music nevertheless be-
longs to the same international tone system that revolves around the triad. Instead
of a separate harmonic tone system different from major/minor tonality, Egge argues
that what Tveitt ultimately describes is a variation of this tone system that emphasizes
these specific intervals and scales. He employs a Norwegian saying as his conclusion:
Tveitt's proposed new theory of tonality is “to cross the brook for water” (d gd over
bekken efter vann).

Pauline Hall's (1937b) extensive review in Dagbladet was the harshest by far. She
reads Tveitt's book as an attempt to replace the major/minor system with his own sys-
tem. She calls this latter system a “musical dictatorship” (musikalsk diktatur), which
explains the title of her review: “Music Caged” (Musikk i bur). Hall makes clear that
Tveitt's scales are the same as the medieval church modes—which are related further
back in history to the ancient Greek tone system—and that replacing the medieval
modes with major/minor tonality was a big step for musical development. She points
to the possibility of including the church modes in the latter system (as many Norwe-
gian composers had done successfully before), but argues that to base a tone system
solely on these scales is narrow-minded and would lead to very monotonous music.
In her assessment, the only new thing Tveitt puts forward is his cumbersome termi-
nology: It is old facts in a new wrapping (gamle fakta i ny pont). Moreover, the structure
is bad and the German knotty. She ends her review by questioning the seriousness of
Tveitt's theoretical attempt, rhetorically asking whether the treatise is just a clever joke.

Hall completely rejects Tveitt’s treatise. The core of her criticism, however, is her
fear of what would happen if composers started to follow Tveitt’s principles—which,
according to her, constitute a dictatorship and a cage. Returning to Dahlhaus’s distinc-
tion, this implies that Hall presumes Tveitt's treatise to be a piece of regulative theory,
which would entail that Tveitt's work is prescriptive, similar to the textbooks on “prac-
tical” harmony used at the conservatories. In contrast, I have argued that it is a piece
of speculative theory.!® From a strictly music-theoretical perspective, the premise for
some of the most central objections Hall presents in her total rejection—including
her catchy title—is thus questionable. Still, in a broader context, this does not matter

9  Egge was not alone in rejecting the new names. Probably because of the many reactions to this spe-
cific aspect, Tveitt avoided the Old Norse scale names in his later writings. Instead, he used the more
neutral terms re-modal, mi-modal, fa-modal, and sol-modal (cf. Tveit 1940a, 1940b). Apart from this,
the nationalistic premise remained as pronounced as ever in his music-theoretical discussions.

10 Richter 1853 (with its exercises, rules, and explicit focus on how, not why) is a prime example of
a regulative harmony book. Hauptmann 1853 (with its philosophical reflections on the ontology
of the major/minor tone system) is, in contrast, a good example of a speculative harmony book.
Tveitt’s treatise is undoubtedly much closer to the latter than the former.
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much. More than the theory as such, Hall’s primary issue with Tveitt's work is the na-
tionalistic ideology it represents.!! The harsh tone in the debates over Tveitt’s treatise
reflects the very different political affiliations at a time of growing polarization, and
Hall’s primary point in her critique is surely to call out Tveitt’s radical nationalism.

In the next issue of Dagbladet, Norwegian composer Eivind Groven (1937b) de-
fends Tveitt's book from Hall’s attack. His main point is that Hall wrongly claims
that Tveitt tries to replace the major/minor system. Groven is right that Tveitt did not
claim this in his treatise, but it would soon become clear that Hall was not completely
wrong either. Again, it is in the 1938 article that Tveitt’s radical nationalist ideology
is expressed most explicitly. He ends this article by arguing for renouncing the major/
minor system completely and proclaims polemically: “No international tone feeling
in our country!” (Burt med internasjonal tonekjensla frd landet vdrt!; Tveit 1938, 67).

Hall (1937c¢) replies to Groven by quoting more or less Tveitt's complete intro-
ductory chapter as a warrant for her claims; she also questions Groven's bias, given
that his music is cited in Tveitt's book. Soon, both Egge (1937a) and Groven (1937a)
responded to Hall’s defense. The former—whose music is also cited in Tveitt's book
but nevertheless disagrees with the theoretical claims—disagrees with Hall’s tone.
Although he too opposes Tveitt’s conclusions, Egge argues that his attempt needs
to be met with respect and not an article full of mockery (gjeipeartikkel). Groven ap-
plauds Hall for actually quoting Tveitt, but naturally interprets the introductory pas-
sages rather differently. He ends his response by turning Hall’s argument upside down:
The hegemony of the major/minor system has led to folk tunes being caged when ap-
propriated into Western art music. An alternative tone system acknowledging the har-
monic possibilities of the modal scales is rather part of breaking out of the cage that is
major/minor tonality. In her response, Hall (1937a) makes it clear that she does not
agree with Egge in that credit is due: Tveitt presents nothing more than “the emperor’s
new clothes” (Keiserens nye kleer). The only thing on which she agrees with Groven is
his wish that the quotes from Tveitt's book will “open the eyes of anyone and every-
one” (dpne pinene pd noen hver). They do, naturally, disagree on what the readers
should realize when their eyes are opened.

All this happened within one week at the end of May, when Tveitt also held a
popular lecture at the Old Assembly Hall (Gamile festsal) in Oslo to publicly defend
his theoretical claims. The nameless reporter from Dagbladet (1937) claims that to
call it “popular” (as in easily accessible) was an over-exaggeration. It was hard to fol-
low, as there was no piano available. The two-and-a-half-hour-long discussion that
followed was dominated by Tveitt himself, as well as by Egge presenting his objec-
tions to the theory and Groven defending Tveitt's “genius” ideas. Tveitt also defended
himself in writing in both Dagbladet and Tonekunst. In the former (Tveit 1937a), he
blames Hall—and O. Morchmann in Arbeiderbladet—for spreading insults and lies in-
stead of debating the actual theoretical content. He writes that both of them could
have attended his aforementioned lecture and discussed the theory publicly there,

11  See Kvalbein 2013 for a detailed study of Pauline Hall, including discussions of her relation to Tveitt
and nationalism.
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but none of them attended. The defense in Tonekunst (Tveit and Egge 1937) is a more
sober response to Egge’s (1937b) objections. Tveitt challenges Egge to substantiate his
claims—which he does in an attached answer. Egge addresses the inconsistency in the
definition of the leading tones in the different scales; essentially, he says that although
Tveitt’s idea of parallel leading tones in fifths makes some sense in Lydian (or in
Tveitt’s terminology, “fum”), it needs too many adjustments when applied to the other
scales—downward leading tones (and no leading tone on the seventh scale degree) in
Phrygian and whole-tone leading tones in Dorian and Mixolydian—to be convincing.

In the same year as his treatise was published, Tveitt delivered it to the Royal Fred-
erick University (renamed the University of Oslo in 1939) to be considered for a doc-
toral degree. The university did not have a musicology department at the time, but
had previously awarded doctoral degrees in music to three candidates (Georg Reiss,
Ole Mork Sandvik, and Erik Eggen). Olav Gurvin, who would become Norway's first
music professor, received his degree from the same institution the following year
based on his treatise on atonality (Gurvin 1938). To assess Tveitt’s treatise, the univer-
sity appointed an international committee consisting of Jacques Handschin (Basel),
IImari Krohn (Helsinki), and, a bit later, Yvonne Rokseth (Strasbourg). Rokseth'’s re-
sponse is not part of the archived papers, and it is unknown whether she wrote one
before Tveitt protested against the appointed committee, which he did not consider
qualified, as they were too grounded in (and biased in favor of) church music; he ul-
timately withdrew his application (Storaas 2008, 115). Tveitt’s antagonism toward
church music is made very clear in the 1938 article. Therein, he argues that church
music was the root of the (“civilized”) music culture of “the international parasite
race” (den internasjonale parasitrasen) that had forcibly destroyed the national (“natu-
ral”) Norwegian tone feeling. Bringeland summarizes Handschin’s and Krohn'’s state-
ments as follows:

In his statement letter (written in Swedish and dated Sammatti, Finland, 23
June 1937), Krohn reports that it is his impression that the author is a capable
and original composer, but that the book - from a scientific point of view -
doesn’t qualify as an academical thesis. Krohn also states the obvious fact that
the four ‘Norse modes’ presented by Tveitt under the Norse names ‘Rir/, ‘Sum’,
‘Fum’, and ‘“Tyr’ are identical to the church modes dorian, phrygian, lydian and
mixolydian. In his statement letter (written in German and dated Basel, 20
November 1937), Handschin too comments on this obvious fact and carries on:
[...] Tveit’s [sic] theory refers to an art that is still developing, even though the
approaches date back decades; this musical development has not yet been clari-
fied so far as that we can know whether this theory is not only applicable to a
part of it, or the whole thing can be reconciled music-theoretical at all. (Bringe-
land 2020, 157n18)

Although rejecting it, Handschin and Krohn (both renowned musicologists) found
Tveitt's theoretical work to be interesting and thorough. The main reason for their
ultimate rejection was that the treatise lacked academic formalities: There is no
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bibliography in Tveitt’s treatise; he does not discuss his work’s relation to previous rel-
evant research; and he does not, or only to a limited extent, critically scrutinize his
own theoretical claims. Handschin questions if Tveitt’s treatise qualifies as proper mu-
sical research (Musikwissenschaft) and indicates that it rather belongs to the discipline
of music theory (Musiktheorie), which he considers less academically rigorous. As it
is evident that Tveitt’s scales are the same as the church modes regarding tone mate-
rial, Krohn also states that a critical discussion of the cases where these do not match
would be both interesting and necessary (cf. Storaas 2008, 114f).12
In his protest, Tveitt referred to statements from what he considered to be “real
authorities” (Storaas 2008, 116). These statements were also used in the advertise-
ments for his treatise (e.g., in Dagbladet, May 24, 1937). Fritz Reuter (Dresden)
compares Tveitt's work with the “genius” theoretical systems of Riemann and Karg-
Elert. Josef Achtélik (Leipzig) states that the theory is completely convincing. Florent
Schmitt (Paris) claims that it reflects a colossal amount of theoretical knowledge, and
Otto Weinreich (Leipzig) calls the work epoch-making for both musical theory and
practice. Some of these authorities did, however, have a problematic ideological posi-
tion similar to Tveitt’s.!3
Tveitt’s work thus received a very mixed initial reception, including uncondition-
al rejection, unconditional praise, and everything in between. I find one perspec-
tive especially interesting regarding the treatise’s initial reception: that of universal-
ity. Particularly in Egge’s review, Tveitt's work is criticized because it does not accept
(but rather challenges) the universality, naturality, and the hegemonic position of the
major/minor system as a theoretical lens for understanding harmony and tonality.
Notions of universality were widespread in music theory. Hugo Riemann is a prime
example of a German music theorist claiming his theory of functional tonality to be
universal (cf. Rehding 2003, 127-38). Schenker (1954, 279) similarly argues for “the
complete conformity to Nature of our major system.” According to Alexander Rehding
(2003, 97), Riemann would argue that music that did not fit the major/minor sys-
tem—Dbe it pre-tonal or non-Western music—“had not attained the same level of per-
fection.” Thus, the universal rules of modern Western tonality were still applied as a
yardstick for other musics, securing major/minor tonality the hegemonic position as
the universal tone system of which all others were less perfect variants. Both Egge’s
and Hall's reviews reflect similar attitudes. Tveitt's claims were at odds with taken-for-
granted tenets of the discipline. The central premise for Tveitt's main idea was, to say it
with Foucault (1981, 61), not “within the true” and he thus became “a true monster.”
For the readers who refused to accept his premise, Tveitt’s theory would be uncondi-
tionally rejected a priori. Somewhat ironically, it is this general challenge of the major/
minor system'’s superiority I find to be the most interesting—and the strongest—
12 Copies of Krohn's and Handschin’s statements are kept in Reidar Storaas’s private Tveitt Archive, Ber-
gen Offentlige Bibliotek. I wish to thank Sjur Haga Bringeland for making these copies available to me.
13 Reuter was a member of the Nazi party and (together with Tveitt's teacher, Grabner) among the Ger-
man theorists who “enthusiastically welcomed National Socialism” (Holtmeier 2004, 257). Schmitt

was a “fierce nationalist” but also “thought to have sympathized with the Vichy regime” (Pasler and
Rife 2001).
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aspect of Tveitt's treatise.!* There were, of course, other issues that hindered general ac-
ceptance of Tveitt’s treatise as well. The dense quasi-scientific prose, the strong nation-
alistic undertones (including the Old Norse scale names and refusal to acknowledge
any connection to the church modes), the complicated analytical nomenclature, and
the many intricate tables and figures did not strengthen his credibility, but rather the
opposite. The treatise ended up not being academic enough to be accepted as a doc-
toral dissertation and too inaccessible for a broader non-academic readership.

Later Scholarly Reception

Tveitt's Tonalitditstheorie is undeniably a unique work in Norway’s history of music
theory and also an interesting case of an attempt (albeit a failed one) to challenge
taken-for-granted universal truths in the context of Western music theory. Neverthe-
less, it has not been discussed seriously in the research literature. There is a clear pat-
tern in the modern reception of Tveitt's treatise among Norwegian musicologists and
music theorists: The work is mentioned and its content described (often almost cari-
catured) in a few sentences before it is completely dismissed as a theoretical work of
little interest. For example, one of the leading Tveitt scholars, Hallgjerd Aksnes, writes
the following in her dissertation:

As mentioned, he even wrote a treatise, Tonalitdtstheorie des parallelen Leitton-
systems, where he argues that the most common modes in Norwegian folk music
(Dorian, Phrygian, Lydian, and Mixolydian) are Norse inventions, and where
he uses Old Norse word endings from the Edda poem “H&vamal” (rir, sum,
fum, and tyr) as designations for these modes. Except for a heated newspaper
debate in Norway and a number of favorable critiques by European theoreti-
cians and musicians immediately following the appearance of the treatise [...],
Tveitt’s theory has not received much attention within the musicological soci-
ety. I myself have not found it worthwhile to treat the treatise or its reception in
depth, as this would require that I entered into its myriad of complicated terms,
its quasi-scientific formulae which in some cases extend over several pages |...],
and its in my view erroneous harmonic interpretations, only to discuss harmon-
ic traits which can be explained in much simpler terms. (Aksnes 2002, 231)

Short and dismissive accounts are also put forward by other central Norwegian mu-
sicologists and music theorists (cf. Bjerkestrand 2005, 267f; 2009, 114; Grinde 1993,
214, 244; Kleiberg 2000, 127). Although I certainly agree that many aspects of Tveitt's
theory are deeply problematic, I have attempted to present a fuller and more in-
formed contextual discussion of the treatise. This had been lacking in the scholarly
literature.'® For the first time, this article addresses the theoretical contents of Tveitt’s

14 This is not to say that I in any way subscribe to Tveitt’s problematic nationalistic framing of this
challenge or his proposed music-theoretical alternative.

15 The closest thing to a discussion of the treatise’s theoretical contents (i.e., not only its reception) that
I have been able to find in the available literature is a chapter in an unpublished master’s thesis by
Tore Tveit (1983, 78-93). This is, however, a summary and not a discussion as such.
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Tonalitdtstheorie in its complexity, discussing the work’s few strengths and many weak-
nesses. | have used this as a basis for the more thorough discussion of its initial recep-
tion presented above. I found this necessary in order to draw a more nuanced picture
of this interesting case in the history of music theory.

Concluding remarks

Geirr Tveitt's Tonalitdtstheorie des parallelen Leittonsystems (1937) is a particularly clear
example of a music theory entangled in radical nationalist ideology. The theory is spe-
cifically constructed to back his claim of a tonality (framed as typically “Norwegian”
or even “Norse”) that differs from the old southern-European modal system and the
modern Western major/minor system. On the one hand, Tveitt challenges hegemonic
understandings of the ontology of Western musical tone systems as well as the posi-
tion of these systems (and the value judgments they promote), which were taken for
granted as universals of music rather than historical and cultural constructs with lim-
ited applicability and validity. On the other hand, he does this from a problematic
ideological position and proposes a theory of tonality tainted by a radical national-
ism with racist undertones. Ultimately, Tveitt's attempt at “Norwegianizing” parts of
the music theory discourse was not successful. Nonetheless, the attempt clearly reveals
how much may be at stake ideologically in music-theoretical discourse.

Presenting the first critical discussion of the contents of Tveitt's treatise, this article
has not argued in favor of reviving its theoretical ideas. The premises of his theoreti-
cal claims are not only shaky but also too entangled in his radical nationalist ideol-
ogy. That the theory demonstrates Tveitt's own conception of tonality as a composer—
which may be useful in analyzing his own music and possibly the music of other com-
posers who propagate a similar stylistic idiom—is undeniable, but that is more or less
its limit. The discussion has also demonstrated how, rather paradoxically, Tveitt relied
heavily on Riemannian impulses—including Riemann-esque terminology—when de-
veloping his theoretical ideas, which were framed as a challenge to Riemannian theory.
As a contribution to the history of music theory, this article has approached Tveitt’s
work and its reception as a case study of relations between music theory and ideology.

The case study has not only revealed the deeply problematic ideological entangle-
ments of Tveitt’s theory, but also the strong hegemony of certain ideas of universality
in music-theoretical discourse in this historical context. The question remains, if theo-
ries of music, when moving beyond the most basic level of description, can provide
neutral and ahistorical concepts and thus claim to be truly universal. This is a vast
topic beyond the scope of this article, but the above discussions do at least underline
the importance of revealing ideological entanglements in music theory. If we treat the
idea of a neutral and universal theory of music as a dangerously deceptive illusion, a
fundamentally critical attitude (e.g., towards power structures that maintain racism,
sexism, ethnocentrism, etc.) becomes imperative. This does not entail that the theo-
ries in question cannot be legitimately used in music-analytical research, but rather
that they must not be applied (or taught) uncritically. The limits of applicability, and
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the fragility, of all theories of music must be acknowledged and discussed. Geirr Tveitt
aptly pointed to the limits of the theories of major/minor tonality and challenged
their hegemonic position. His own theory, however, had an even more limited field
of validity and applicability—much more so than he was prepared to admit—and was
never accepted as an alternative ontology of the modal tone system that is specifically
“Norwegian” or “Norse.”
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Abstract

In his treatise Tonalitdtstheorie des parallelen Leittonsystems (1937), Norwegian composer
Geirr Tveitt attempts to construct a theory of tonality based on Norwegian folk music
as an alternative to the established “Inter-European” theories. He reframes four of the
church modes as a specifically “Norwegian” or “Norse” tone system (even giving the
scales new names based on Old Norse: rir, sum, fum, and tyr). The treatise received a
mixed reception and has never been acknowledged by Norwegian music scholars. This
article discusses Tveitt's work discussed as a case of music theory entangled in radical
nationalist ideology.
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SVEND HVIDTFELT NIELSEN

Funktionsteorien
som masternarrativ

I dansk musikteori indtager den sikaldte funktionsteori en helt serlig status. Man be-
hover ikke at vide meget om dansk musikteorihistorie i det 20. og 21. arhundrede for
at vide, at nar det kommer til harmonik i dur/mol-tonal musik, sa er det funktions-
teoretiske og funktionsanalytiske perspektiv nasten altdominerende. Selvom andre
teorier og alternative analysemetoder nu og da er blevet foresldet, har de aldrig sla-
et rod. Enten er de ikke blevet registreret, eller ogsa er de blevet affejet som dérlige-
re teorier. Denne affejning har undertiden veeret s resolut, at man kunne fatte den
mistanke, at alternative teorier alene er blevet afvist, fordi de i sagens natur ikke er
funktionsteorier. Ja, ofte synes det, at funktionsteorien er blevet sa stadfaestet i dansk
musikteori, at den har fiet lov til at definere, hvad der overhovedet er acceptabel vi-
den om harmonik. Fremkomsten af den uheldige term “funktionsharmonik” indike-
rer for eksempel, at funktionsanalysen er blevet stort set ensbetydende med den musik,
den appliceres pa: Med denne term udviskes nemlig skellet mellem det teoretiske fun-
dament (funktionsteorien), analysemetoden (funktionsanalysen) og analyseobjektet
(harmonikken i dur/mol-tonal musik).

Det er denne situation, som jeg vil diskutere i nerverende artikel. Jeg vil argu-
mentere for, at funktionsteoriens status som netop blot en “teori” er blevet udvisket
i den danske tradition, og at den har udviklet sig til en “ramme,” indenfor hvilken
enhver diskussion om dur/mol-tonal harmonik foregar. Mit teoretiske fundament i
dette argument laner jeg fra sociologien, som i sin sakaldte narrativitetsteori (oprin-
deligt inspireret af litteraturstudier) har udviklet et begrebsapparat, der kan ansku-
eliggore, hvad der er pa ferde. Det er ogsa heri, at artiklen lener sig op ad narve-
rende sernummers tema om identitetspolitik: Den amerikanske sociolog Margareth
Somers benytter netop narrativitetsteorien til at kaste lys over fundamentale iden-
titetspolitiske speorgsmal vedrerende universaliseringen af det partikuleere. Det er det,
der sker, nar fremsillinger af “the putative universal social actor is in fact extreme-
ly particularistic - namely, white, male, and western” (Somers 1994, 608-609). En
af mdderne, hvorpd det partikulere narrativ kan fremstd som var det universelt og
objektivt, er nar de fir karakter af “masternarrativer.” Somers forklarer, at master-
narrativer er saidanne

in which we are embedded as contemporary actors in history and as [...] sci-
entists [...]. Our [...] theories and concepts are encoded with aspects of these
master-narratives — Progress, Decadence, Industrialization, Enlightenment, etc.
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[...] They may also be progressive narratives of teleological unfolding: Marxism
and the triumph of Class Struggle. (Somers 1994, 619)

Masternarrativet er et metanarrativ, der styrer vores tankesat, ogsa uden, at vi er op-
merksomme pé det. Og det er netop vores blindhed over for masternarrativet som nar-
rativ, der er interessant i nerverende sammenhang. Somers kalder denne paradoksale
kvalitet hos masternarrativet for denarrativization. Som den danske sociolog Birgitta
Frello gengiver det:

Det paradoksale ved masternarrativer er, at de er “denarrativiserede.” Det vil
sige, at de er sd indarbejdede i vores forstdelse af verden, sa de bliver selvfalge-
lige. |...] De benaegter og skjuler deres narrativitet og fremstar som objektive, og
dermed fremstér de som det, der kan forklare andre fenomener, men som ikke
selv behgver forklaring. (Frello 2012, 102)

Et verdenssyn kan blive sa alment accepteret, at det bliver en “normalitet,” hvis funde-
ring i “fortelling” benzgtes; funderingen “af-forteelles,” den forvandles til en urerlig
premis:

Nar masternarrativer denarrativiseres, betyder det siledes, at der er bestemte
sporgsmél som stilles, og andre, der ikke kan stilles, fordi de ganske enkelt fal-
der uden for synsfeltet. [...] Problemet er, at selve det, at der foregar en selek-
tion, bliver usynligt. Dermed fremstar det synlige som det naturlige og normale.
Nar det ekskluderede, det usynliggjorte, sa alligevel treenger sig pd, fremstar det
som afvigende fra normaliteten. (Frello 2012, 105)

Det, der ikke falder ind under masternarrativets rammer opfattes som forkert i kraft af
dets afvigelse fra rammerne.

Hvis det sociologiske perspektiv skal inddrages meningsfuldt m& man ogsd grund-
leeggende anskue dansk funktionsteori som mere en ren og sker i-sig-selv-hvilende
teori—man m4d anskue det som et praksisfelt (for mere om dette, se Kirkegaard-Larsen
2020a). Margareth Somers’ narrativitetsteori vil vare det primere ankerpunkt, men
det ber neevnes, at man ogsd kan anskue problemstillingen fra andre praksisteoreti-
ske stdsteder. Man kunne f.eks. sige, at funktionsteorien i hej grad udger, hvad Pierre
Bourdieu kaldte doxa (se f.eks. Bourdieu 1977, 164-169). Doxa er det, som i et givet
praksisfelt “tages for givet, og som derfor ikke er til diskussion. [...] Feltets doxa beteg-
ner dermed de grundleggende forudsztninger for, at deltagelse i kampene inden for
feltet giver mening” (Frello 2012, 186). Begrebet adskiller sig fra ortodoksi og hetero-
doksi fordi disse indikerer en “awareness and recognition of the possibility of different
or antagonistic beliefs” (Bourdieu 1977, 164). Som jeg vil argumentere for i denne
artikel, har dansk musikteori kun i meget lille grad anerkendt, at teorier, som er ander-
ledes end—eller pa visse punkter er direkte modstridende med—funktionsteori, ogsa
kan sige noget meningsfuldt om tonal musik.

Da Philip Ewell i sin efterhanden beromte artikel (2020) kritiserede den “hvide
ramme” i amerikansk musikteori, var det centrale eksempel den ekstremt indflydelses-
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rige Schenkeranalyse, der pd trods af sit abenlyst partikuleere og begreensede udsagns-
og gyldighedsomrdde havde opndet en “universel” status. I sin “rammegjorte” posi-
tion havde Schenkertraditionen veret blind for Schenkerteoriens partikularitet og
dens problematiske historie. Selvom jeg i narverende artikel ikke vil beskeeftige mig
med hverken race, kon eller andre af de markerer, som man typisk forbinder med
identitetspolitik, s vil jeg altsd pege pa, at funktionsteorien er blevet “rammegjort” og
“denarrativiseret” pa en meget lignende made i Danmark: Den er blevet en “universel”
teori om dur/mol-tonal harmonik, og den har dermed defineret rammen for, hvordan
alternative teorier (ikke) skulle behandles. Min pointe er ikke, at funktionsteorien er
forkert eller déarlig. Men den afspejler ikke den eneste sandhed om dur/mol-tonal har-
monik, og dette faktum har dens hegemoniske status sloret.

Mit argument indledes med en perspektiverende opridsning af, hvorledes funk-
tionsteoriens ophavsmand Hugo Riemann omtalte og forstod sin teori. Dernzest
presenteres med udgangspunkt i reflekterende danske teorifremstillinger skrevet af
Jan Maegaard, Jens Rasmussen og Thomas Solak de danske @ndringer i forhold til
Riemanns synsvinkel, og jeg fremlaegger, hvad disse teoretikere selv mener, karakteri-
serer funktionsteorien. Heroverfor settes teoretikere sisom Knud Jeppesen, Jorgen
Jersild og Gunner Rischel, der alle lener sig op ad andre harmoniske forklarings-
modeller end den funktionsteoretiske. Disses synspunkter fremlaegges, med inddra-
gelse af tekster af Orla Vinther, til demonstration af, hvorledes en erkendelse af funk-
tionsteorien som blot teori muligger en berigende inddragelse af flere synsvinkler. Til
sidst eksemplificeres dansk funktionsteoris reaktion pa sddanne alternative synsvink-
ler. Det sker igennem en enkelt forfatter, Jens Rasmussens, behandling af emnet, og
kan séledes ikke umiddelbart havde at representere en samlet dansk enighed. Nar
teksten alligevel tildeles pladsen som eksemplifikation, skyldes det, at Rasmussens
tekst er den eneste, der har kastet sig ud i en sadan diskussion, samtidig med, at dens
grundholdninger generelt afspejler den omtalte denarrativisering. Jeg leser Rasmus-
sens tekst som en formulering af grundholdninger, man kan lese mellem linjerne i
dansk teori, holdninger der trives mundtligt ude i miljoet, holdninger jeg selv har delt
engang. Kritikken af Rasmussen er en kritik af disse allerede eksisterende holdninger,
som Rasmussen, som den eneste, har gjort sig ulejlighed med at formulere. Og det
tjener til hans ere: for forst med disse formuleringer muliggores en diskussion.

Hugo Riemanns narrativ

Allerede hos funktionsteoriens ophavsmand ser man udfoldelse af denarrativise-
ret masternarrativ. Alexander Rehdings bog om Riemann (2003) viser hvordan Hugo
Riemann fremskrev det narrativ, at den vesteuropziske kunstmusik udgjorde et kul-
turelt hojdepunkt, som enhver musiks immanente drift matte vere at strebe imod.
Den type musik, der adskilte sig fra den vestlige, var enten usynlig eller qua afvigelse
fra “normaliteten” per definition uudviklet. Da al udviklet musik er dur/mol-tonal, og
al musik i sig har en iboende streben for at udvikle sig til den vestlige dur/mol-tona-
litets stade, ja, sd@ matte Riemann forsta sin teori som en teori for potentielt al musik.
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Den musik, der ikke lod sig analysere hermed, var blot en fejlagtig, uferdig musik.
At dur/mol-musikkens fuldkommenhed i sig selv blot udtrykte et blandt flere mulige
narrativer fortrengtes. Kombineret med Riemanns indflydelsesrige musikteorihisto-
rie (1898), der—som Scott Burnham (1992) har pévist det—fremstillede Riemanns
harmoniske teorier som den nedvendige, evolutionzre kulmination af hele den vest-
lige musikteorihistorie, si var resultatet klart: Narrativet om tonal musik og Riemanns
teorier om disse var et “masternarrativ’ og dermed denarrativiseret.

Pa et andet punkt var Riemann dog opmarksom pa sit narrativ. Han pastod ikke,
at de ideelle strukturer, teorien papegede, 1a i musikken alene. Tvertimod fremhaeve-
de han flere gange det menneskelige sinds méade at opfatte musik pad som det egent-
lig kategoriskabende moment. Ifglge Riemann forudsatte selve “det at kunne finde
musikstykker, ja, enkelte akkorder, forstaelige [...] en beskaftigelse med logiske funk-
tioner” (Riemann 1877, 1). For agte musikindsigt kan naturligvis ikke blot “vere en
ren folelsespirring, en fysisk passivitet” (Riemann 1877, 1).! Harmonileren var for
Riemann derfor defineret som “leren om harmoniernes (akkordernes) betydning,
dvs. forklaringen af tankevirksomheden ved musikalsk lytten” (Riemann 1900, 457; min
fremhzvelse).? Den “betydning”—eller som det senere ogsd hed: “funktion”—som
tankevirksomheden fandt i det musikalske forleb, fremlagdes i hans forste praesenta-
tion af sine tanker (1872) som tre “momenter”: Det tonikale, det subdominantiske og
det dominantiske. Disse tre gik over i hinanden i folgen T-S-D-T.3

Nar en teori moder empiri, der ikke passer ind i dens forudsigelser, kan dens ud-
overe vaelge at gore én af tre ting: 1) Erkende, at teorien er modbevist; 2) udarbejde en
hjelpehypotese sa alt alligevel passer; 3) eller foretage det i fysikkens verden uhorte
treek: at klandre empirien—i vores tilfelde musikken—for ikke at leve op til teorien.
Riemanns strategi var som sagt det sidste. Han betragtede dur/mol-tonaliteten som et
udviklingsstade enhver musik burde strebe efter at nd op pa. Hans funktionsteori var
udarbejdet for denne musik. En musik, som teorien ikke passede pa, var dermed blot
uudviklet og teoriens manglende forklaringskraft i forhold til den uudviklede musik,
skyldtes ikke en mangel i teorien, men i musikken.

I tiden efter Riemann @ndredes forstdelsen af forholdet mellem funktionsteori og
musik pa flere mader. Bdde hvad angik hvilken musik, den kunne appliceres pa, og
hvorvidt teorien udtalte sig om de klingende akkordforleb i sig selv eller en tolkende
oplevelse heraf.

1 I dette citat benytter Riemann for forste gang begrebet “funktion” i forbindelse med musik: “[E]s ist
ein merkwiirdiges Faktum, wie die Psychologie es so lange unbemerkt lassen konnte, daf} das ver-
standlichfinden von Musikstiicken, ja von einzelnen Akkordfolgen doch eine Bethitigung logischer
Funktionen voraussetzt und nicht ein blosser Sinnenkitzel, eine fysische Passivitit sein kann.”

2 “Harmonielehre ist die Lehre von der Bedeutung der Harmonien (Akkorde), d.h. die Erklarung der
Denkvorginge beim musikalischen horen.”

3 Se Harrison (1994, 252 ff.) for en overskuelig presentation af Riemanns teori. Se ogsa kapitel 3 i
Rehding (2003) for yderligere beskrivelse af Riemanns kadenceforstaelse, og samme bogs kapitel 4 for
Riemanns forstdelse af denne tolknings universalitet. Rehding fremhaever ikke fortreengningen af an-
dre harmoniske teorier, men derimod fortreengningen af andre typer musik. Universaliteten betyder
for Rehding, at Riemann anser sin teori som geldende for al musik. En holdning, som for Eberlein og
Fricke (1992, 87) gor teorien utroverdig som adaekvat forklaring af dur/mol-harmonikkens logik.
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Det danske narrativ

Finn Heffdings (1933) fremstilling af Riemanns teori adskilte sig pé flere punkter fra
Riemanns version. Det mest markante punkt er inddragelsen af akkorders sammen-
hangskraft, deres “affinitet,” som en arsag til deres samhorighed. Hoffding erstattede
ligefrem Riemanns begreb “funktion” med begrebet “affinitet.” Tankegangen medfer-
te et fokus pa akkordprogressioner, som var fremmed for Riemann (se ogsd Hvidtfelt
Nielsen 2019 for en detaljeret gennemgang af denne udvikling). Igennem de 28 ar fra
udgivelsen af Finn Heffdings Harmonilere (1933) til Svend Westergaards ditto (1961)
medferte dette fokusskift udviklingen af en version af Riemanns teori, der definerede
biakkorderne ud fra den progression, de indgik i, og ikke blot—som hos Riemann—
ud fra deres relation til tonika. Denne version af teorien vil i nedenstaende blive kaldt
“den danske model.” Den vil blive repraesenteret igennem et snavert udvalg af tekster:
Forfatterparret Jan Maegaard og Teresa Waskowska Larsens Indfering i Romantisk Har-
monik (1981), Maegaards artikel “Harmonisk analyse” (1990), Jens Rasmussens
magisterkonferens Harmonik og tonalitet (2011) samt Thomas Solaks Funktionsharmo-
nik (2019). Teksterne daekker tilsammen et tidsspand pa 39 ar. Modsat deciderede har-
monilerebeger, hvis sigte ofte primeert er at lede deres lesere frem til at kunne skrive
velfungerende dur/mol-satser, eller analyseleerebager, der blot skal fa deres lzsere til at
seette de rigtige tegn under akkorderne uden nedvendigvis at forklare, hvad der betin-
ger denne “rigtighed,” forholder disse sig analytisk refleksivt til deres emne. Alle eks-
pliciterer de i hovedtraek den forstaelse, der ligger impliciti “den danske model.”

Det masternarrativ, Riemann selv var blind for—synet pd teoriens gyldigheds-
omrdde—har man i Danmark helt anderledes gje for: Den Riemannske “tro pd den
dur/molltonale hgremades tidsleshed er i dag ikke leengere levende” (Maegaard 1990,
81), eftersom “det i stigende grad op gennem det 20. arh. [er] blevet vanskeligt at op-
retholde forestillingen om det dur/mol-tonale princips overherredemme baseret p3,
at det skulle vere mere ‘naturligt’ end s& meget andet” (Rasmussen 2011, 68). Bide
Maegaard og Rasmussen ved, at funktionsteorien er en teori om en sarlig musik. De
ved, modsat Riemann, at der findes flere forskellige i princippet ligeverdige typer
musik. Men teksterne underforstir imidlertid et andet narrativ: at den “dur/molltonale
horemade” og det “dur/mol-tonale princip” er det, der beskrives af funktionsteorien.
Og idet dette som en naturlighed underforstas, fremstir det som ikke bare et narrativ,
men som del af et blindhedsskabende masternarrativ.

Opfattelsen afspejles yderligere i den danske italeszttelse af forholdet mellem teori
og harmonik. Som nzvnt i indledningen omtaler danske tekster ofte begge dele som
“funktionsharmonik.”* Kirkegaard-Larsen papeger det uheldige ved denne sprogbrug;
nemlig “at termen [...] reificerer funktionsteorien som ensbetydende med og uad-
skillelig fra den musik, den anvendes pa. Skellet mellem den skrevne musik og vores
made at tilgd den pa bliver visket ud” (Kirkegaard-Larsen 2020b). Med Somers’ og
4 Herunder Larsen og Maegaard (1981, 29), Rasmussen (2011, 39) og Solak (2019, 8). Men se bl.a.

ogsd Gyldendals Musikleksikon bd. 1 (Ketting et al. 1982, 314-315), Horlyk (1991, 152), Wang
(1995, 14) og Wendler og Bundgaard (2014, 46).
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Frellos beskrivelser in mente, bliver udviskningen udtryk for, at et narrativ om mulig-
heden af at forstd dur/mol-tonal harmonik som en stadig vekslen mellem kun tre funk-
tioner har denarrativiseret sig og er blevet til sandheden om, at funktioner er en faktisk
del af dur/mol-harmonikken; den er en “funktionsharmonik,” ligesom benzvnelsen
af dens akkorder er “funktionsharmonisk.” En analog konklusion kan uddrages af
Maegaards nedenstiaende teoribeskrivelse:

[O]mkring 1900 [...] kom det i musikteorien til en strid mellem tilhengerne af
en empirisk beskrivende og en funktionelt tolkende analyse af de harmoniske
processer - et skel som til en vis grad stadig eksisterer. Fundamentalbasteorien,
som tjener den empiriske beskrivelse, kan folges tilbage til det 17. drhundredes
generalbaslere; den kulminerede i Simon Sechters teoretiske system. Siden blev
disse tanker overtaget og viderefort af Heinrich Schenker, som modificerede trin-
lzeren med sine ideer om udkomponering og prolongering. Den funktionelt tol-
kende analyse [...] er [...] i det store og hele en frembringelse af det 19. arhund-
rede. Den kulminerer i Hugo Riemanns teoretiske veerker. I de seneste 70 ar har
flertallet af leerebager afspejlet enten Riemanns eller Schenkers grundlaeggende
anskuelser. (Maegaard 1990, 79)

Maegaard kender til eksistensen af mange harmoniske teorier. Han opregner noget,
der kaldes “fundamentalbasteori,” “generalbaslere,” samt Heinrich Schenker og hans
angivelige modifikation af en “trinlere.” Alle disse tilgange til dur/mol-harmonik er-
kleeres imidlertid for blot “beskrivende” teorier.> For, som det fremgér: “tolkende” kan
en teori kun vere i betydningen funktionelt tolkende. Det er underforstaet, at en tolkende
teori er bedre end en empirisk beskrivende; og da kun funktionsteorien i Maegaards
optik er funktionelt tolkende, ja, sa er alle ovrige teorier automatisk demt funktions-
teorien underlegen. Man kunne indvende, at fundamentalbasteorien bygger pa tolknin-
gen af kvintskridt som forklaring pa harmonikkens “naturlighed” og Schenkerteorien
tolker en szrlig bagvedliggende melodisk/harmonisk bevegelsesstruktur som naturlig-
hedens arsag; men funktionelle i funktionsteoretisk forstand er ingen af disse tolknin-
ger. Ikke engang amerikansk teoris konstante fokus p& harmonic functions vil pa dansk
grund forstas som “funktionel” (se yderligere om forskellen mellem dansk og ameri-
kansk “funktion” hos Kirkegaard-Larsen 2020, afsnit 4.1.1). De amerikanske funktio-

5  Det skal bemarkes, at Maegaard ikke er alene om at blande begreberne “generalbas,” “fundamental-
bas” og “trinleere” sammen. Der synes tradition for pa forskellig vis at opfatte greensen imellem
dem som flydende. I dansk teori (Hamburger 1951; Larsen og Maegaard 1981; Rasmussen 2011)
anses trin- og generalbasteori helt frem til Christensen (2013) som mere eller mindre to sider af
samme sag. | tyske teori fremstilles det allerede hos Grabner (1923) og Erpf (1969 [1927]) som to
forskellige tilgange. Til gengeld synes selv tysk teoris forende personligheder uafklaret i forhold til
trin- og fundamentalbasteori, som man i visse passager kan se omtalt som to ting og i andre som
et og det samme (Dahlhaus 1984, 166). Ligesom Simon Sechters teori af Holtmeier betegnes som
“Stufentheorie” (Holtmeier 2005, 224), mens Kurth (mere korrekt vil jeg mene) kalder den “Funda-
menttheorie” (Kurth 1913, 7). Dertil kommer, at et begreb som “trinteori,” skent hyppigt brugt i
tysk litteratur, og et fundament for megen amerikansk teori, ikke har sit eget opslag i hverken MGG
eller New Grove. Schenkers teori er veldokumenteret (Morgan 2002), men omtales, udover hos
Maegaard, ikke som “beskrivende.”

SPECIAL ISSUE — EUROPEAN MUSIC ANALYSIS AND THE POLITICS OF IDENTITY - 2022



76 Svend Hvidtfelt Nielsen

ner er ikke funktioner i den Riemannske betydning af ordet (se Kopp 2002, 5-6, for
en redegorelse af forskelle mellem tysk og amerikansk funktionsforstdelse). De er sna-
rere at forstd som momentane akkordroller. Den underliggende struktur i Maegaards
italesattelse af noget, der praesenterer sig selv som en faktuel historisk redegorelse, dis-
kvalificerer pa forhdnd andre teoriers alternative bud pd harmoniske logikker. I dette
udfoldes implicit en dansk tradition for kritik af trinteoriens tilgang, der gar helt til-
bage til 1922. Her konstaterer Peder Gram i en artikel om Riemanns funktionsteori,
at trinanalysen “viser [...] sig—saasnart man kommer ud over de elementzreste For-
bindelser fuldkommen utilstreekkelig [til at] forklare Harmoniernes Sammenhzeng”
(Gram 1922, 43). Tankegangen genoptages af Povl Hamburger, der pipeger, at denne
analyse “genspejler akkordfelgerne falskeligt som perler pa snor—ikke som det de er:
led i en organisme, i et sammenhangende spil af forskellige over- og underordnede
krefter” (Hamburger 1951, 9), og genfindes i Jens Rasmussens konklusion, “at en af
generalbassystemets og trinbeskrivelsens mangler er, at de kun forholder sig til bas-
tonen og evt. den strukturelle grundtone, men ikke til de funktionelle grundtoner”
(Rasmussen 2011, 49).

Udviklingen til masternarrativ

I sin adaption af Riemanns teori erstatter Hoffding, som ovenfor nzevnt, begrebet
“funktion” med begrebet “affinitet.” Denne affinitet, fort