
dead ones) might persist with attempts to ‘curate’ an online identity, ‘the composer’, like
similarly self-fashioned authorial subjects, now becomes harder to extricate from the empirical
subject (‘the real person’), as a forest of links and hyperlinks causes the mingling of that self-
consciously crafted creative persona with news and reportage. Thematerialist deconstruction of
art’s ‘transcendence’ comes home to roost, and Henze’s holde Kunst becomes just another
branch of current affairs, its expansive temporality now forced to coexist with (and pressurized
to conform to) the rapid cycles of media consumption. With the dignified distance between
work and non-work increasingly effaced, the former becomes gathered up in the ceaseless flow
of the composer’s ‘production’ – and indeed of ‘production’ generally, as sidebars encourage the
effortless surfing from one work and one composer to another.
At one level, nothing could seem more fitting for Henze’s Gesamtkunstwerk-in-progress, in

which musical others – the composers he arranged, the arrangers who arranged him, or those
(Hindemith, Stravinsky,Mahler, Berg)whoprovide themusic’s undercurrent of stylistic allusion–
coexist in a single stream. Yet even today composers work in a system (of royalties and copyright
inter alia) to which traditional notions of authorship remain fundamental and the composer’s
exercise of control over correctness or incorrectness (even on a level as mundane as proof
correction) is not just a right but a duty. Where authorized meanings are concerned, these are
less easily reined in by trilingual commentaries in a work catalogue – commentaries which, quite
rightly, should provide the beginning rather than the end point of critical interpretation. But the
algorithms of the internet do not interpret; they simply expose. Search rankings throwup repetitive
gobbets of information, reducing meaning to (often literally) anonymous soundbites. As Groys
suggests, the ‘gaze of others’ under which the internet places us ‘is experienced by us as an evil eye’
not because it is all-seeing – it isn’t, quite – but because it ‘reduces us to what it sees and registers’.90

Henze’s attempt to ensure the longevity of his output by making of it a cloth-bound physical
memorial may, from this vantage point, seem an antiquated and somewhat futile gesture, a
mode of authorial control exercised in its very death throes. And yet perhaps he was prescient
too in realizing that such longevity may depend on his works’ ability to forget their origins from
time to time and forge new paths into the future: a future not of instantaneous transparency but
of ongoing hermeneutic endeavour, the constant creation and recreation of meaning; a future
not left to the inertia of impersonal repositories of information, but shaped humanly,
intentionally, subjectively, as a willed ‘compositional’ and communicative act.

Conducting Problems and Graphic Issues as Reasons for
Revising a Composition

EDWIN ROXBURGH

doi: 10.1017/rma.2022.9

If a composer is lucky enough to have a publisher who is willing to finance a revised score after
publication of the original, it is reasonable to take advantage of the offer. I have done this only
twice because I am always too busy with the next enterprise. Besides, a work represents what

90 Groys, In the Flow, 182.
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you did at a particular point in your life. It is commonly stated that, ‘A work of art is never
completed; it is merely abandoned.’ There is always something that could be added or
improved. This defines why I am reluctant to make revisions, because I am never satisfied
and would never stop revising. I put what I learn into the next composition. Revising the details
of a score does not necessarily create a definitive solution. Each performance requires
adjustments to balance, dynamics and tempo, according to the acoustic of the arena or
recording studio. No score can be absolute in terms of such details. This is even more of an
issue when real-time electronics are involved, and one of my ownworks of this kind illustrates
how this can create the need for post-première revision. At the Still Point of the TurningWorld
was composed in analogue days, when human beings controlled the electronics in perform-
ance. The sound source was a solo oboe leading to six tape delays ranging from 3.2 seconds to
aminute, each with amplitude control, ringmodulation and controlled feedback capabilities.
These treatments were applied by 12 potentiometers under the control of 12 musicians.
Together with the oboist, they performed with the conductor, who acted as a metronome for
the exact co-ordination of the resultant ‘orchestration’. The score for this original edition
would seem very primitive to twenty-first-century musicians. With the digital program
devised by Lawrence Casserley, the score has been revised to suit a modern performance with
only the oboist as performer, with the aid of a click track. There are three commercial
recordings of this version (including my own) which illustrate very distinctive interpret-
ations, but all are true to the revisionsmade to the original concept. I am quite nostalgic about
analogue days!
My reluctance to revise works is not commonly shared.Many composers more distinguished

than me have indulged in revisions after the première with justification. Boulez rewrote the
improvisatory elements ofDon (from Pli selon pli) in a definitive version for the second edition
(1989) because the original version was too complex for the conductor in its graphic structure.
But it is essential for a conductor to study the first version in order to comprehend the nature of
the improvisatory idea. The second version looks comparatively bland. The second edition of
Le marteau sans maître (1957) has drastic revisions of metronome marks and includes graphic
symbols for the conductor; there are no radical changes to the notation, however. The decision
to revise the notation of Don might have been made by Boulez in recognition of the costly
rehearsal time required to rearrange the seating of the orchestra, to explain how the players
should respond to the complex conducting gestures and to allow the orchestra to digest and
learn to react correctly to the information and its musical implications. In the belief that the first
version represented the essential nature of the improvisatory concept, I took advantage of
having substantial rehearsal time available with students of the Royal College of Music and
prepared a performance of it –with the added luxury of the late JaneManning singing the vocal
part. It revealed the colour and intricacy of the polyphony vividly. The performance was
recorded and remains in the archives of the Royal College of Music.
Birtwistle was persuaded to rewrite his pulse piece Silbury Air because of the beating

complexities of the original, which is based on a series of pulse labyrinths establishing a
framework of metric modulations, where time signatures indicate the varying subdivisions
of a unit while integers define the number of beats in each bar. It is not easy to conduct the
original version, but it is a brilliant concept which the graphics convey exactly. The second
edition (2003) reverts to conventional notation with revisions to the orchestration and
recomposition of some sections. The logic of the original peeps through in a 25/16 time
signature at one point. My conviction is that the first edition conveys the spirit of the music
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more vividly because of the demands on the conductor, who should find a way to fulfil the
intentions of the composer no matter how complex.91

The need to revise a work after the first performance is clearly illustrated in Stravinsky’s
search for the best solution to barring the irregular pulses of Le sacre du printemps. In his
sketches, a principal motif is written as 5/8 5/8 6/8 5/8. In the 1947 edition it is lengthened and
changed to 5/8 5/8 3/8 4/8 5/8 6/8 5/8. The Édition Russe version of 1921 opens the Danse
sacrale with 3/16 5/16 3/16 4/16, whereas the 1947 Boosey & Hawkes edition has 3/16 2/16
3/16 3/16 2/8. Had Stravinsky been a more accomplished conductor the solution might have
been resolved in an earlier edition. But the innovation was historically shattering, showing how
a modification of original intentions can be enhanced by the trial-and-error process in
confirming a concept of revision. Perhaps I should spend some time revising and improving
my own scores. One I refuse to change is in a section of my Concerto for Orchestra where the
conductor is required to conduct five with the right hand against four in the left. It is essential to
the counterpoint. The conductor has to do some practice.
While I am reluctant to pursue compositional revisions to a work after a première, the issue of

collaboration with a soloist has an extra dimension. This requires consultation before the
composing commences, especially if the composer thinks of the work as a sound portrait of the
soloist. Application of experimental issues discussed will leave uncertainties in applying them to
the composition, especially if the composer does not play the instrument. The première then
becomes a necessary element of the compositional process, as afterwards the soloist will offer
final recommendations with regard to the details involved. But my stance on leaving the
material of the original composition unaltered remains.
Revisions which involve cuts are not uncommon. The duration of Rachmaninov’s Second

Symphony in its first performance was almost an hour. The composer devised cuts which
reduced it to 35 minutes in subsequent performances. It is to their credit that orchestras have
returned to the original score in recent years. In the case of Michael Finnissy’s Piano Concerto
no. 1, the work was completely rewritten at half the length of the original version and premièred
in this new form by Ian Pace in 1996. Pace describes the new version as ‘a distillation of the
earlier work’.92 The desire to distil the substance of a work into a more succinct statement
contrasts with Boulez’s need not only to recompose some works, but also to lengthen them
after a première: examples include Éclat and Figures–Doubles–Prismes. Boulez’s method of
composition makes the material infinite in its compositional equations. The same could be
said of the variation principle in diatonic music: Bach could have composed hundreds
of variations for Johann Gottlieb Goldberg, and the existing ones explore the material with
unceasing inventiveness.
Conductors sometimes have to deal with problems in works which do need revisions after a

première but fail to be emended by the composer. In spite of such problems, the quality of the
music can be of a very high standard. The Winter of the World, an ensemble piece by Elisabeth
Lutyens, is such a case. The problem was a very common one in music of the 1970s and 1980s,
when improvisatory elements were fashionable. The desire for motivic freedom often resulted
in the abandonment of the barline and the time signature. Works such as Berio’s Sequenza VII,
Maderna’s Giardino religioso and Lutosławski’s Preludes and Fugue are representative of this
characteristic. Being such a wonderfully eccentric person, Lutyens presented her score with, at
one point, 40 arrows indicating demarcation points within one bar. Players waiting for the cue

91 I offer solutions in my book Conducting for a New Era (Woodbridge: Boydell Press, 2014).
92 Programme note, Royal College of Music archives.
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Figure 1 Elisabeth Lutyens, The Winter of the World (1974), figures 38–9.
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for arrow 17 would already be lost. The prospect of waiting until after the première to make
revisions was not an option. As a conductor, I inserted barlines where possible and numbered
the arrows in relation to the beating patterns I prescribed (see Figure 1). These graphics
remained for use in subsequent performances. As in other scores which I have discussed, the
impracticalities were induced by the ideas which informed the work. It is part of a conductor’s
task to interpret them with solutions which project the idea successfully. The post-première
revisions are then an asset to the performers. My contention is that such changes should never
preclude an awareness by the performers of the original score.

One into Three: Context, Method and Motivation in Revising and
Reworking Dance Maze for Solo Piano

TOM ARMSTRONG

doi: 10.1017/rma.2022.10

This article is about my use of revision and reworking to compose a trio of closely related pieces
grouped under the collective titleDanceMaze :Variations for Piano,Duos for Trumpet and Piano
and Solos for Trumpet.93 Such grouping finds echoes in Pierre Boulez’s and Wolfgang Rihm’s
families of genetically related works, Richard Barrett’s work cycles and the interlocking poly-
works of Klaus Huber.My approach differs frommost of these in harnessing techniques closely
associated with another composer – those outlined by Tom Johnson in his book Self-Similar
Melodies.94DanceMaze began life in 1994 as a solo piano piece; it was revised once in 2008 and
again in 2017,95 by which time the idea of creating a second version by adding a trumpet part
had taken hold. The trumpet part was composed using techniques from Johnson’s book and
was designed to be detachable, thus turning Duos into Solos. Table 1 summarizes the form of
Duos (a mobile structure in which the 15 sections may be performed in any order); shows its
derivation from Variations; and refers the reader to the pages in Self-Similar Melodies used to
compose the trumpet part. In the rest of this article I position my revisions and reworkings in
relation to other composers’ practices; I explain in detail some of the changes made to the
original piano piece (confining my comments to Variations and Duos);96 and I briefly discuss
what drewme to revisit a work frommuch earlier inmy output.Mymethodmight be described

93 Recorded on the CD Dance Maze (Resonus RES10230, 2018).
94 Tom Johnson, Self-Similar Melodies (Paris: Éditions 75, 2014). Huber’s polyworks borrow from

other composers:…Plainte…, for viola d’amore, is incorporated into the string quintetEcce homines,
where it is overlaid with fragments from Mozart’s G minor Quintet. ‘Klaus Huber: Focus
on Mankind’, <https://www.ricordi.com/en-US/News/2014/10/Klaus-Huber-90-Geburtstag.aspx>
(accessed 12 November 2021).

95 The Variations for Piano subtitle was attached at the time of the 2017 revision.
96 Solos is simply the trumpet part ofDuos, but the idea of making it detachable was an important driver

behind my decision to use Johnson’s processes to compose it; on 27 April 2016 I wrote in my journal
that these would ‘give the trumpet part its own independent logic… essential if the piece is going to
exist in multiple versions’.

272 Round Table

https://doi.org/10.1017/rma.2022.9 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/rma.2022.10
https://www.ricordi.com/en-US/News/2014/10/Klaus-Huber-90-Geburtstag.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1017/rma.2022.9

