Example 16 has already been reduced to its lowest beat
level in Examples 17 and 18. Example 17 gives the grouping
analysis, the metrical analysis, and the time-span reduction;
Example 18 gives the prolongational reduction. The following
remarks supplement these examples. They begin with Exam-
ple 17, proceeding from local to global considerations; then a
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Example 16. Schumann: “Wehmut” from Liederkreis
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Example 17. “Wehmut”: grouping, metrical, and time-span
analyses
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few observations about Example 18 are added. (It is assumed
that the reader has digested Examples 11 and 12 and their
associated remarks.)

1. Because “Wehmut” is so rich in surface detail, the lowest
beat level of the time-span reduction already represents a con-
siderable simplification. Of special note are the occasional
thick chords (as at the downbeat of m. 3) produced by arpeg-
giations which have been compressed together. For simplicity,
the “‘echoes’ in the piano (m. 2, etc., in Example 16) have
been disregarded.

2. The location of the downbeat for m. 2 becomes aurally
clear only in the course of the phrase. The opening chord
receives no metrical interpretation because of the fermata.

3. At m. 25 there is an elision in which the strong metrical
function has been deleted (the dots in parentheses); that is, it
is felt only in retrospect that a metrical shift has taken place
(cf. Figure 2b). In the notation beneath, the overlapped tonic
chord is duplicated and assigned separate functions by the
first transformational rule mentioned above.

4. A few questions arise concerning the grouping analysis
and its effect on the lowest beat level. In m. 5, in keeping with
the slurs in the piano part, there is a pickup of three eighth
notes to m. 6. This interpretation places a group boundary
just before the second half of the second beat; as a result, the
event on the second half of the second beat is bracketed with
the events within the third beat. However, a further result is
that the suspension in the first part of the measure does not
resolve (E to D-sharp) until the new grouping has begun. In
order to express the functional arrival of the dominant at the
end of the previous grouping, it is necessary to apply the
transformational rule for missing harmonic functions: hence
the bracketed D-sharp at the end of the previous grouping.
The same considerations pertain to the analogous spot in the
recapitulation (m. 21). Less obvious is that the harmonically
rather surprising m. 17 is an elaboration of the situation in m. 5.
What before was only a suspended note (E resolvmg]

D-sharp) now becomes an entire “‘suspended chord” (V//V)
which resolves to V (again, E resolving to D-sharp). Other
interpretations, for example that the phrase continues into m.
18 as an overlap, do not capture the parallelism in structure
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with m. 5; moreover, the vocal part supports the interpreta-
tion selected here. Consequently, the phrase in mm. 14-17 is
best considered as cadencing on the dominant, the actual
arrival of which is delayed until the last possible moment in
the upbeat to m. 18.

5. At hypermeasure levels the metrical structure is ambigu-
ous. On the one hand, the vocal accents occur at mm. 3, 5,
etc. On the other hand, the tendency to ascribe parallel metri-
cal structures to parallel grouping structures would make mm.
2, 4, etc., the stronger measures. We have chosen the latter
interpretation; this makes the contrary vocal accents synco-
pated. The former interpretation would create an awkward
shift in metrical structure for mm. 10-13, 14-17, and 18-21;
for in these groupings the hypermeasure downbeat obviously
falls at the beginning of m. 10, m. 14, and m. 18. That the
beginning of m. 18—the onset of the recapitulation—is a
hypermeasure downbeat, is a particularly strong factor in
determining the preferred metrical analysis for the opening
measures.

6. Because they would appear to be local dissonances, the
V4 chords in m. 10 and m. 12 at level (f), and in m. 10 at
levels (e) and (d), are questionable structural beginnings, even
though they have been so designated in the reduction. How-
ever, the bass line in m. 10 and m. 12 is plausibly understood
as an octave transference from the octave above; this interpre-
tation would make B the truly functioning bass note. We have
kept A in the bass in levels (f), (¢), and (d) because—as is most
clear at level gd)—it prepares linearly the IV7 chord at m. 14.

7. This IV/ chord (V7/f1at-VII) at m. 14 is, of course, a
striking surprise after the harmonic simplicity of the previous
measures. Such anomalous events, together with their “impli-
cations,” cannot adequately be accounted for in our theory
at its present stage of development.

8. Level (d) in Example 17 represents the level of reduc-
tional abstraction at which metrical structure is no longer
heard as structurally functional; there are no more dots in the
metrical analysis with which to associate rhythmic values.

9. Since the opening chord essentially lies outside the piece
(it is a “frame”), the choice of where it connects in the group-
ing structure must necessarily be somewhat arbitrary. On the
basis of structural parallelism, we have assigned the opening
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chord to connect with the first part of the piece at level (c),
so that the opening chord balances structurally with the final
chord, also an arpeggiation of the E major triad. Thus at level
(c) the opening chord becomes part of the exposition at the
same structural level (level (c)) that the final chord becomes
part of the recapitulation.

10. A disagreement often arises in connection with pieces
of this sort as to whether the form is bipartite or tripartite.
As is frequently the case, an exclusive decision here for one
or the other interpretation would misrepresent the situation;
for the question is rather one of which structural level is being
considered. Thus, as the grouping analysis indicates, at level
(d) “Wehmut” is tripartite (with the last section extended),
and at level (c) it is bipartite.

11. As in the Mozart example, levels (¢) and (b) in Example
17 resemble Schenkerian “background” levels. That this is so
in both cases is somewhat fortuitous. In our view, an Urlinie
(in this case, G-sharp-F-sharp-E) is by no means inevitable,
even though it is more stable than other high level linear struc-
tures. It is equally informative if the linear structure at these
levels is disjunct.

12. We turn now to Example 18. The sequences of events
at the corresponding levels (a)-(f) are identical in the two
reductions, since all these events are b’s and c¢’s in the time-
span reduction. In the notation beneath the music in Example
18, we begin, somewhat redundantly, with level (e); in this
way a smooth progression is made from the non-rhythmic
notation for levels (a)-(d) in Example 17.

13. The cadential structure and pitch collection in mm.
10-13 might suggest that these measures are a prolongation
of the tonic. However, considerations beyond the local level
favor the analysis of these measures as a prolongation of the
dominant within a larger dominant prolongation from m. 9 to
m. 17; this interpretation is represented in Example 18.

14. “Wehmut” affords a contrast to the eight measures of
Mozart’s K. 331 in that its phrases are congruent. However,
while the two reductions do not diverge significantly in terms
of sequences of events at corresponding sub-phrase levels, the
prolongational reduction at these levels does develop hier-
archic distinctions not captured in the time-span reduction.
In Example 17, the sub-phrase events all connect at level (g),
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because the phrases are so short and the region of application
proceeds directly from the quarter note level to the measure
level;in this kind of reduction, events are related hierarchically
only in terms of the relevant time-span. In Example 18, on
the other hand, the events which progress are introduced at
level (g); within that level distinctions are made according to
the relative stability of the events there introduced. At level
(h), adjacent repeated events and local dissonances are elabo-
rated.

15. Because the sample is longer, Example 18 expresses
better than Example 12 how the tree for a prolongational
reduction visually communicates “progress” in a piece. For
example, at levels (d) and (¢) in Example 18, observe the pro-
gression in the tree from the tonic region through V/V (mm.
1-8), to the dominant region (mm. 9-17), back to the tonic
region (mm. 18-25); this whole complex is brought to a reso-
lution through the final full cadence at level (b) in mm. 26-27.

A number of minor points remain unexplained. This infor-
mal commentary could be continued indefinitely; and a state-
ment of the rules which generate the structural description
for “Wehmut” is beyond the scope of this paper.?! At this
point, we prefer that the reductions speak for themselves as
much as possible.


Iwona
Przekreślenie


	Lerdahl
	Lerdahl - Schumann (analiza)



