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The ontological status of jazz tunes is a fraught topic that has generated much philosophical
and analyticalebate. A given tune may be represented by many lead sheets, each one
di fferent from the |l ast in its representat
Performances of tunes are even more diverse: musicians realize harmonies differently,
substitute anahterpolate chords, interpret the head melody differently, solo extensively over
the chord changes, and so on. When analyzing a jazz tune, it is therefore difficult to
determine exactly what is being analyzed.

The entire concept of the jazz tune is Uaiteby a paradox: on the one hand, there
is a singulariyo t h e A gameraflydunderstood to be a musical structure or scheme
comprised of constellations of harmonic, melodic, and formal features; on the other hand,
there is a multiplicity of versionglod tune, manifest in performances and recordings by
countless musicians and ensembles and as printed lead sheets, transcriptions, and
arrangements. A sufficient understanding of the jazz tune requires us to engage tunes as both
singularities and multiplies, situating tunes as the products of various poietic and esthesic
processes.

In this dissertation, | develop a cyclical, processual model of the jazz tune. My model

begins with a multiplicitous network of existing versions of a tune. Borrowinglogsmin



from sketch studies and the literary field of genetic criticism, | call this network of

docume aviatextead® BY analyzing the relations bet
tune, we cagaina sense of the overlapping contexts that informmmimv i ser 6 S congc
of the tune. Improvisers become familiar with one or multiple versions fravartexte

and form a referent for the piece, prototypes consisting of various kinds ostnusical

features and levels of defaults. When feaiteeshared between referents, they often

represent stock schemata that can be used to more quickly grasp the structure of many
different tunesReferents and their component schemata are subjective mappings of musical
structure that capture some of thgilfléity inherent in prototypes. Improvisers use these

mappings in the moment of improvisation as part of an ongoing negotiation of musical
structure. The resulting improvisation represents a new version of the tune, which in turn

may become part of thentie dvantextaetwork. In order to engage with all aspects of this

model, | advocate for a method of analysis that accounts for the varied subjective views that

help construct a jazz tuneds perceived ide
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Chapter 1

Jazz Tunes and Ontology

Gathering for a jam session, a group of jazz musicians set up their instruments in a Brooklyn be
The bassist turns to the others and asks,
6Stell ad?6 All agree. The saxophonist snap
snap, she slides up to a dtatc#ting her horn downwards and then quietly sustaining the A one
semitone below. Simultaneously, the bassist strums a low E, the pianisdianpégwgdtes an E half
chord, and the drummer presses his brushes across the heku adfighietaaare dium
rendition of o0Stella by Starlight, é the gr
sheets, only occasionadff straym t hem t o i nterpol ate tastef
rendition of the maléddg o r emai ns cl ose to the notes f ol
the piedeaturing oalycasional embediigh thfe sparse melody with scalar runs, arpeggiations, and
ot her more subt !l e or rcttombesaxaphanist brefly dedaotsviom e r |
Y o u mgjodligsteaihitaingMi | es Davi s6s | A9%&Milgsiteanat i on of
ascending series of fallingdtshdsholds theisedtg that etlaks head melibdypianist begins
sabingopening the next chorus sfiahfall diminished choedbassist, having already played an

E in anticipatiortlod more commopihedieliminished chord, quickly leaps flayvn to B

recognizing the fully diminishedisoopeé@sgrmorofY o ungds o rd Qti enlall a rkeyn d
Starlight o6 as TheUsngitedOinc emt d1iec pfiami shé&sfislomo
saxophonisergers with the anacratithBt begins the head melody. The band plays the head ou

repeating the last few bars of the head as a tag before endiiet chad.extended B



Little verbal communication is needed to initiate this performance, which is bound
by countless jaisession conventions familiar to most fazgician$ Central to this
communication is the assumption that the musicians will petiangaaomposition on
which a jazz improvisation is basedeed, many of the actions illustrated above may be

understood as a way of determining either whatto play or how to begin playing it: the

bassistds question is answered wWidt ealnl aa bbby
Star |l ight 6 , bndicathg tbe familiarity theinmugidians are expected to have

with it,; t $napsisdicatetipelempoiasdthépsconfirm the meter and the feel

of the groove; heropening/Bl at i s to be recognized as the

simultaneous sounding of A and the downward tilt of her horn confirm that the A is the
tuneiwsbdat; the bassistods thakdimiishedchorhbi ned
contextualizes that melodic A with the first harmony of the tune as it is most often played in
jazz renditions. The iIimprovisanmrdiglhlt é6sedmt
once the tune is selected, no other explanation is needed. Their knowledge of the tune is not
limited to what might be found on a lead sheet (a score indicating only a simplified melody
and chord symbols) but rather includes knowledgeinggi@amous versions of the tune,
from the particularities of Miles Daviso0s
backdrop of the A section as found in the film score from which the tune originates.

Although this performance appears straighdiat, it is only one of many possible
ways a performance of o0Stella by Starlight
begun the performance with a chromatic run from a low to a-faghd perhaps the

bassist might have opted not to soundadbeof the first chord but the third, leading to a

1 This fictional anecdote, while informed by my own experience as a jazz improviser, was also inspired by
several similar anecdotes capturing the contextual richness of the jazz jam session; see especially Waters (2011,
304), Stover (2017, 2.15), and tliosad throughout Gazit (2015).



lessstable, firstnversion chord; the pianist might have chosen to add a major ninth above

the root of the E halfliminished chord, or to more radically reharmonize the progression,
risking a harmonidash with the bass and saxophone; the drummer could have decided to

play with sticks in a bossa nova groove, or to play double time with a medium swing,
subverting the other musicians® expectatio

even if tese or many other alternative choices were made, members of the jazz community

would |ikely have no troubl e?Aftedad,nhefufeyi ng t
istheonlt hi ng t hat all per f omushaveioensnoroltwodldt el | a
seem, then, that a clear understawaldng of

be absolutely crucial for engaging with performances of the tune.

What constitutesjazz turkeEthnomusicologist Paul Berliner, in his influential study
ThinkinginJazz wr i t es that tunes are best thought
har monic progressiono6 (1994, 63). This is
musical struares of tunes are in fact frustratingly indeterminate: a single tune, such as
Youngds oStella by Starlight, é may be inst
substantially differ from one another in terms of musical content. For example, Dariusz

Teef enko compares several different version
differences across several versions (Example 1.1). These disagreements are complicated by

the fact that, in practice, chords are frequently added, omitted, or subsiituybeoMsers.

2Li ke many similar terms, oOthe jazz communityd can
musicians, audiences, and critics. The issue of what constitutes the jazz community, especially as an imagined
communiy, is explored at length in Prouty (2012).



Further, the melody does not offer any recourse from this indeterminacy: the melody
represented in the leslokeet is simply a prototype, not wholly representative of any given
version; performers treat the melody as malleable and flexildesudtnflexibility may be

cited as a means of facilitating expressive performances, the success of such performances
reciprocally relies on audiencesd familiar
real, fixed melody that exists in the collecbnsciousness of audiences and that undergirds

all performances of the tuhe.

Example 1.1: Three sets of chord changes for
Starlight. 6 Chord changes adapted from
m 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
The Uninvited 1370133
Soundtrack: B’ Fomit7 F’ B sus? Bb7b? Ebadiz/gb ALY
Published Score: ~ B"° F7 F-7 B#7 EF A7
Jazz Changes: E-7(bS) A7 c-7 F’ F-7 Bbt7 E’ maj? Ab7
m. 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
The Uninvited
Soundtrack: B*/F G-%/(E) D- Db7ibs) F/C Bbe A-9Lb5)
Published Score: B G- D-7 B"- F Bbo C- D’
JazzChanges:  B°maj E-7®IA7 DY B'-7 E*”  Fmaj’ E7CSI AT ATRS DY

|l f we wish to analyze Youngds tune or a

chord changes should we refer? An intuitiyv

3Indeed, melodic expressivity is frequently explained as the difference between a given performance and some
ooriginal mel ody. 6 See for instance Berhnyneros (19
Dorhamés treat ment of the mel ody of O0Al one Toget hel
investigates melodic syncopations in popular music as displacements of inferred background prototypes.



but this proves problematic in practice. While many of the most populargazriginate
in Broadway musicals or are otherwise available as published scores, those original texts are
seldom definitive. Rather, jazz musicians most often come to know a tune by familiarizing
themselves with many versions, whether live or recorfl@tna@ces, lead sheets, or
arrangements. This makes it exceedingly difficult to pin down the musical content of tunes,
let alone the relationship between tunes and their performances. To more effectively engage
this complexity, jazz theorists and anatyaysbenefit from adopting an explicit ontological
model that clarifies how performances rel a
turfe. 6

Before such a modsldevelopedt will be useful to untangle a few key terms and
delimit the scopeofhi s study. Throughout this disser
jazz musicians do to refer broadly tequm@posed material that serves as a vehicle for
improvisation in contemporary jazz practice. The term is sometimes used synonymously in
bothca ual and academic discourse with other

ocompositiooréfesemandardnd owork. o6 The fir.

and is perhaps the most common alternative
andharmni ¢ progression, or oOochord changeso (¢
together comprise the ohead, 6 which is pl a

performance. In between these head statements, solos are taken by one or moé#igle mem
of the ensemble; during these solos, musicians improvise melodic lines over the changes.
This headsolo$head format is frequently framed by an introduction and a brief ending or

otag. 6 A typical perfor mance rdchanges;eaohn si st s

4 Zbikowski (2002, 206242) discusses the jazztunas a cat egory by adapting asp
theory of categories and prototypes to models of music ontology. The ways in which jazz tunes may be
understood as prototypes is discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.



I teration of the changes is called a choru
throughout, the o0headdé is only played at t
effectively bookending the sewfteorefers Because
specifically to a chorus statement that in
be used to help distinguish between tunes that share a chord progression, whether a blues,
rhythm changes, or a more distinctive contrafactidefuither credence to the notion that

the melody is the defining feature of a head.

Il n most contexts, the term o0composition
structure, often as represented by a score, involving relatively little interpretasion; in t
sense, it is consi der éWhenrbferingtp peonsposece of 0O
material in jazhoweverf he use of the term Thigi®img@aodsi ti on
because many jazz performances involve adapting egistpogitions for use in a héad
solo$head format, where a number of alterations may be made to the composition in order
to help make it easier or more interesting to improvise over. These changes often include
removing sections (especially the opening wefsn Pan Alley songs and Broadway
numbers), altering section lengths, and adding turnarounds at the end of each chorus. When
combined with the repetition of choruses and the inclusion of improvised solos, the
resulting performances of such composigetdom resemble their original written
i ncarnations. Further, the term ocomposit.i
to the activity of fixing musical material and is often used in the Western art tradition to

designate morar-less fixd works’ While the pr&eomposed material may itself be fixed, it

5 Larson (2005) deconstructs the binpposition of composition and improvisation, suggesting that the two
concepts are best thought of as similar processes occurring at different times and on different scales.

6 This is not to say that there is no ontological complexity or indeterminadg iof e Western art
tradition, but rather to illustrate that the term |



often undergoes so many changes in improvised performance that it no longer seems
accurate to refer to a fixed composition.
expectatomf fl exi bility, and suggests what St ej
musical structure that inherently permits elaborate ornamentation.

Many musicians use the term oOoOstandardo
each term has its own uniguaanotations. Jazz standards are tunes that are particularly
popular amongst jazz musicians and have been performed (and/or recorded) many times.
While the distinction between standards and tunes is fuzzy and there is much overlap
between the two conceptsyill be worthwhile to differentiate between them since the
ontological model developed in this dissertation is intended to apply to tunes generally. A
standard may be understood as a subset of
1.2; all stndards are tunes, but not all tunes are standards. Whereas a standard implies some
degree of popularity and a rich performance history, these are not necessary conditions for
tunes generally. Henry Martin (susé&6f) furth
standards; he notes that -knowtamorg peaplesvshcandar d
|l i sten to popul ar mknewn tojadz faas apdgazzmusctarssbdta r d
notwebhk nown among peopl e whoThiougsoutéhs t o popul a
di ssertation, | use the term otuned rather
inclusive definition.

While the term oOtunedé i s -mfotnroore empl oyed
ontologically | oadedovesrowo®kéh ias maypympes
to think of tunes in relation to their improvisational contexts: a compbsitmmesune
when it is used as a vehicle for improvisation. If tunes are objects, theyeafernad

the sense of a work or ewveescript (Cook 2001), but ratheruseds the basis for an



Example 1.2: Standards as a subset of tunes

Tunes

Standards

- Popular and/or
well-known

- Many
performances/
recordings

improvised performance. In this way, they fulfill the role of what Jeff Pressing calls an

i mprovisational referent, oO0an underlying f
piece, used by the improviser to facilitate the generation and edhitprgwted behaviour

on an intermediate time scaled6 (1988, 153)
study ofuniversal invariants to the particulars of individual performance scenarios. While
Pressing does not commit to a single, limited conceptieferents, we may surmise that

referents can describe both fixed, concrete musical structures that are universally invariant
from one improviser to the next and more particular, personal conceptualizations that vary
greatly between improviséFor this reason, the notion of referents will be helpful for

clarifying how improvisers conceptualize and interact with tunes. It must be noted, however,

t hat Pressingds concept is much broader an
stylisticallgontingent concept of the jazz tune in a number of ways. First, referents are not

limited to jazz, but rather may describe conceptualizations of structure in any musical

"The flexibility of Pressingds term is discussed in



traditions or practices where some combination of improvisation aatinpesed mate
IS present. Even within jazz, referents vary widely in the extent of their fixity. Although rare,
some jazz referents are strictly fixed, allowing little to no improvisation. Others are almost
completely open, placing practically no restrictions ehatsm improvisers. Most fall
somewhere in between these extremes, featuring some kind of fixed structure while allowing
for improvisers to alter that structure in particular ways during the performance.

The fixity of certain elements, and the aspetitose¢ elements that are able to be
altered, depend in large part on stylistic as well as cultural norms. While such norms are
nearly always in flux, a relatively stable practice of performing jazz tunes arguably emerged in
the swing era and continuedYolee through the development of bebop and its
antecedents, continuing through the present day and perpetuated in part through the
practiceds institutionalization in univers
endemic to a handful of stylespecially swing, bebop, hard bop, and pdséimapis much
more common in smathan largeensemble jaZZThe repertoire most often associated with
this practice has been termed the oOstandar
i ncludes the repertoire of compositions of

well as many compositions writt®y influential jazz musiciahi.is worth noting that

8 This is not to say that tunes, or [isatb®headorm generally, are never found in other styles. However,
other prominent repertoires, from Dixieland to big band swingogizuision to free jazz, more frequently
use other formats and therefore are less representative of the practice, makésgptieéendble prisms
through which to view the ontology of mainstream jazz.

9 The distinction between smalidlarge ns embl e (i ncluding o0big bandd) | a
Martinds (2018b) -decalswoikmnameleroal bewvawvelke s, 0daadgei rect !l y
(1.12), with the lattermost categoriutliag not only free jazz but melodies improvised over familiar sets of

chord changes (e.g., Charlie Parkerds oBird of Par.
OAI'l the Things You Ared6 that thandnpwviskdanelad§)s or i gi nal
The term oO0standard jazz repertoired resembles St e\

Larson (1998, 2009). In some publications, this repertoire, and the practices associated with it, are considered
to be represgative of jazz practice as a whole. | find this characterization to be reductive, however, as it
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even the standard jazz repertoire is relatively diverse in style and origin: the tunes discussed
in this dissertation range from American popular standards, to original jazz compositions
and Brazian bossa nova songs. Stylistic differences between these genres may prompt
improvisers to conceptualize musical structure in slightly different ways. The repertoire
covered in this study is hardly exhaustive, and taking other repertoires into conisideratio

likely to suggest new avenues for conceiving of and analyzing musicafstructure.

Jazz and the Ontology of Musical Works

Tunes are often compared with, regarded as, or simply synonymized witivonksidas

term carries with it an enormousoamt of cultural and scholarly baggage by calling to mind
debates of musitontology, especially with regard to what Lydia Goehr has termed the
owork concepto (1994, 5). The precise | oca
subject of recent msi¢theoretical inquiry, igniting debates about the ontology of jazz.

Many aestheticians have set out to determine the relations between jazz tunes and
their performances. Among the more prominent conclusions is that jazz, like the bulk of
Western art musc , i's a tradition involving what St
performancé(3); jazz tunes are therefore works that are performed by jazz musicians.

Davies argues that jazz tunes are ontologi

ignores large swaths of jazz practice that have historically been relegated to the margins of the genre. The
rami fications of t hmnizatibneare dddnessed jatdengrh infPeywy(201 2506y, & 6 s ¢

11For example, Benjamin Baker (2018) notes that jazz adaptations of more recent popular musics often eschew
the headsolo$head format that dominates much standard jazz practice in faooe @omplicated formal

layouts reflective of the forms of fatentieth and earlywentyfirst-century popular musics. Hésolo$

head form is likewise abandoned in various other subgenres and related genres, including free improvisation

and fusion;see f or exampl e, Peter EIlsdonds discuséion of f
68). Even the podtop of the 1960s, a repertoire that increasingly relied on original compositions played or

under the direction of the composer, is likelyffier dn the extent to which structures are considered flexible.
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perfomance information is specified by the work; in this sense, they are contrasted with the
ontologically othicko6 works of the Western
melodies and harmonies but exact pitches, rhythms and durations, articyfeoits, d
tempo, and so on. Performances of the same tune are therefore able to instantiate the same
work despite the surface differences in their sound structures. One of these is formal:
Daviesds account does not-mebddtnuctuseesared he ways
instanced cyclically in performances. Unlike a Beethoven sonata, for instance, the
performance of the work does not simply move through the written structure once (with
certain sections repeated), but rather the chord changes (and stimectiralesly) are
repeated in the head, each chorus of the solos, and in the head again. For some authors, this
repetition necessitates a synthesis of tunes and tésoleidead format. For example,
philosophers James O. Young and Carl Matthesonyinthen f | uent i al articl
Metaphg ¢cs of Jazzdé (2000), do not distingui st
describe what theyAcadrndion@ztzo nYtanbreg san d 1M:
numbers are instances of the same work just in case their heads contain the same melody
and the improvisations are id)sed on the <ch
Both of these views typify what Julian Do@@T2 identifies as the overwhelming
tendency of music philosophers to adhere to a model of types and tokens, where works are
types and their performances are tokens of that type. Such conceptions lay at the core of
most ontologies of Western Art music:eifgrmance of a Beethoven sonata is a token of
that sonata as an abstract work (type), separated from its particular instantiations, and can

therefore be s a'fThistype/token distinetionds likewise foundatidnal

12This view is expounded by many aestheticians, including Goodman (1976) and Wollheim (1980). The music
theoretical relationships between conventional types and particular tokens hapetbe thée the recent
literature on musical form, especially in the work of Hepokoski and Darcy (2006). Their invocation of Mark
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in the work of Philig\lperson (1984) and Carol S. Gould and Kenneth Keaton (2000).
Although type/token theories reflect the linguistic formulations that characterize discourse
around jazztunes eghave you heard Clifford Jordands
not adiress the variety of content amongst instances, nor the secondary nature of tunes in
the critical reception of jazz. Brian Kane (2018) argues that these hierar@meadly
ontol ogies rest on a set of as3.uakpg i ons t h
Stephen Davies to be the most representative of this view, Kane offers the following
critique:
Davies realist commitments encourage a hierarchical conception of the relationship
of works to performances: wodetermimprecedmnd aréndifererid their rendition
in performances. Thus musical works are wholly inoculated from performances,
meaning that performances degurexcluded from altering, changing, or affecting
the works they instance. Da@iiasew permits no mediation betweenks and

performances since logical and causal relations always flow from works to
performances, never in the other direction (Kane 2018, 510).

If conceptions of the relationship between work and performance-arayosed
hierarchical, little room is left for alteration. To avoid this hierarchical conception, some
writers have located the work in other aspects of the jazz performance paradigm.

Many aestheticians now argue that, because the locus of critical attention in jazz is
not usually the tune being played but the performance itself, it is the performance that is the
work. David Davies (2003), for instance, argues that the physical@md/praglucts of

creative activities only mediate between audiences and the artistic act, a view which resonates

Evan Bonds&6s conformational/ generative distinction,
perspective, runmrallel to many of the issues at hand. Indeed, Hepokoski and Darcy seek to determine how a
collection of particular compositions mutually establish and consequently play off of an emergent type. While

both the repertoire and textual focus of the vasiotiors oftheso al | ed O New For menl ehr e
my own project, their methodological resonance with my work affords some unexpected insights: | apply their
notion of defaults to referents in Chapter 4.
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with Carolyn Abbateds (2004) argument for
materiality as contingent upon human bodies, thHrea gnostic, teklased interpretive

mode. Under such frameworks, the act itself that may properly be considered the work, and
in this way jazz performances, not tunes, are the works of jazz. Stefan Love (2016)
convincingly takes this one step furtlyeadguing that it is not jazz performances generally

but rather solos that are at the center of critical attention. For Love, solos help further
subvert the work paradigm by not being replicable; he argues that it is acts, not works, that
are most valued the jazz tradition. Andrew Kania (2011) evereprovocatively suggests
that, because performances are not oOreiden
are no artworks in jazz. He argues that such an argument need not devalue jeez, but rat
ought to highlight the value placed on the ephemerality of improvisation. Yet this

proposition throws the baby out with the bathwater: Jazz tunes may not be works, but they
nonetheless play a crucial role in any ontological model of jazz, a rdledshich

explication in eschewing the concept of work identity altogether. It seems that, for Kania,
the cultural valuation of works is what stands in the way of locating a composed work in jazz
practice.

Part of what is at issue in discussions of wodkagytin jazz is the application of a
cultural apparatus designed to describe Western concert music to a musical practice that
does not share the same values. In his recent book, philosopher Eric Lewis has sought to
find an alternative approach to jazolmgy that emphasizes an Afrological (as opposed to

a Eurological) approath:

13These terms were introduced by improvisemasitologist George Lewis to distinguish between modes of
improvisational practice. For more on the distinction and its implications, see Lewis (1996).
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7

é an Af ontology gfimas& invites us to reconsider the almost exclusive
interest in the work/performance relation found in traditional ontology of music,
instead suggesting that we look more at the performance/performance and
performance/work relations. Thatassay, Afrological ontologies of music tend to
start with and prioritize performances, unlike Eurological ontologies, which start
with the musical work concépewis1041095.

Lewisds book represents an i mpooftant st
jazz from the bottom up, with a focus on the central role of improvisation in jazz practice,
the varied reception of jazz, and the legal and economic stakes involved in ascriptions of
work status. Particularly important for Lewis is the role of anlaeeermining what does
and does not count as the same version of a given piece. For this reason, he is critical of
determinations of identity driven by analysesusical structure (Lewis 2019, 108). In his
discussion of structural determinations tdlogical status, Lewis speaks in terms of score
compliance, a category that does not capture well the-etisicau c t ur al | andsca)
ontological network. For Lewis, structural determinations are made on the basis of a
comparison between a giveamnfprmance and a score. He is correct that this is an
unreasonable comparison for determinations of ontology, but | would argue that this misses
the larger point surrounding musstauctural determinations of work identity, for even if
we donotrely on a problematic, hierarchical relation between score and performance,
determinations of work ontology that are entirely driven by rstrsictural factors still fail
to understand the ways in which those missiaotural relations are embeddddriger
social and cultural processes. For our purposes, the question is not so much how musical
structure determines work (or tune) concepts but rather what role musical structure plays in
how listeners (including improvisers) conceptualize tunes.

Onewayaround this problem is to eschew the

baggage it invites and to instead reconfigure tunes as musical texts. This change in
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perspective has several advantages. First, it encourages closer examination of the details of
thetext; second, it opens the jazz tune to investigation through various models and
methodologies developed by literary theorists (see Chapter 2); and finally, it considers tunes
not as intangible ideals but as networks of material objects out there ilutti¢ickiolas

Cook, for instance, argues for a materialist approach to ontological questions, writing that

[u]nderlying any [cultural] categorisation is some kind of material {ratéch

may, or may not, afford a given interpretation. And the nwlesi¢ theory is to
model this pattern of affordance in a manner which (unlike the cultural
categorisation) is open to empirical verification or refutation (Cook 1999, 203).

In order to better engage the particularities of jazz, it will be benefigiabta sh
focus from abstract questions of higireler ontology to those surrounding particular
utterances traced by material texts such as individual scores and recordings. A materialist
perspective allows us to better survey the nuanced relationstepsa bpeeific texts. José
A. Bowen, for instance, notes that each performance of a tune shares features with other
performances, but no one performance exhibits all essential traits. Lead sheets become a

practical, yet imperfect, compromise in this crgsogoontology. Bowen writes:

In jazz, the lead sheét]is an attempt to bring together the essential qualities of

the work; that is, a theoretical intersection set of all of the performances. But in jazz,
all of the performances do not share a cometporse can play the tune without
playing everything on the lead sheet (Bowen 1993, 147)

Thus, while lead sheets are overly summarial and necessarily vague, individual
performances are not, and cannot be, completely representative of the structures that
underlie them. Yet, says Bowen, owhile the

characteristics of a jazz tune, it is really just another type of version, performance or
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utteranced6 (1993, 148) . Lead ddumentslike (and p
scored arrangementerefore come to occupy a space shared by performances and
recordingssversioisndeed, the term oversiondé feature
surrounding jazz tunes and represents a convenient category fouaiogghe

relations between tunes. In the context of a jazz tune, we can think of a version as any
instantiation of the tunancludingive or recorded performarsgiead shest scored

arrangements, or scored transcripfifthh e t er m Oes with &immiacité c ar r i
connotations of multiplicity, where multiple different versions exist under the banner of a

single nam®.

To model relationshifetween versions Bowen i nvokes Ludwig
theory of family resemblances and blurred conoefi#ijng in a stratified ontology: On
one level, family resemblances relate all performances, lead sheets, and other material
instantiations of a tune to one another, while the tune is, reciprocally, a blurred concept on a
higher level. This concept isualized in Example 1.3.

Cook (1999) arrives at a similarly stratified model in his study of various ornamented
versions of Arcangel o Corellid&s Sonatas fo
relationships between particalaramented variant€ook is able to more concretely
problematize the notion of a definitive, singular work. He claims that, much like the relation
of variations to a theme, the variousamented versionsf Cor el | i s Op. 5 &
identical at a deep middleground leadihd to sufficiently account for what may otherwise

be characteristic surface inflections. Sur

14 iverecordings are perhaps the most complex of these version types in part because theybterater tangi
otherwise ephemeral event. For more on the ontology of live recordings in jazz, see Solis (2004) and Elsdon
(2010; 201331).

15 Despite this, some philosophers model versions as part efakéyphierarchy; s&arciaCarril Puy
(2019).
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Op. 5 no. 8 (labeled A through D), Cook presents the summarizing visualization shown here

in Example 1.4yhere versions A and B, B and C, and C and D are all closely related by
similarities across various parameters, but A and D share no such features. He terms the
result a oOmusical Oomultitextd: the network

which affords cultural ascriptions of worKk

Example 1.3: My visualization of the stratified ontology suggested by Bowen (1993).

@ Versions

Family resemblances

Hierarchical relation to
middleground

" shared middleground structure §

Example 1.4: Cookds model of relations betwee
and D represent different versions of the same piece and bolded lines represent shared

featuresieé

16 Adapted from Figure 1 in Cook (1999, 214).
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Cookds multitext may be fruitfully appl
a network. Although he does nsiilaragdwofxct Co oKk
based ontology of jazz standards, where the nodes of the network are concrete versions and
the edges are differences between them (re
replication and nominatiom) this way, jazz tunes are not to be thought of as single objects
but rather multiplicities, networks of related tddsyvorks represent a botteup
alternative to topglown, hierarchical, type/token systamther tham€mmembershipeing
ascribed to agen text bynstantiating a fixed type, the category is determined by the very
relations that make up the network. Membership in such a catagdmsomewhat
ambiguous, with some versions being more or less’fypical.

Networkbased conceptions are agppg) because of how they account for the
ontologically thick detail of performances and recordings. But this approach only works if
we observe the network from a distance, tracing relations between existing texts like
archeologists constructing histooyrfrioosely related artifacts. We would do better to
situate the jazz tune in its many natural environments: local jam sessions, jazz clubs and
theatres, classrooms and practice rooms of jazz conservatories and university departments,
home stereos, car rasli the earbuds of streaming service subscribers, and more. In these
contexts, listeners engage closely with a selection of versions, limiting the network to just a
few texts.

The notion of a network of versions also conflicts with the way that jazamausic
talk about tunes. A jazz mueesiodfi anStved dlad brnyo

Starlight, 86 but rather simply o0letds pl ay

17This graded conception of category membership resembles theories of prototypes (see Chapters 4 and 5) and
fuzzy sets. For more on the relationship between fuzzy set theory and musical ontology, see Wallentinsen
(2017, 6@130).
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that jazz musicians conceptualize tassiltiplicities, since recollecting so many versions

at once throughout an improvised performance would require the use of an enormous
amount of attention, leaving less attention to spend on improvised uttérnces a
interaction. Instead, Berliner suggests that musicians often understand tunes as singular,

inherently flexible prototypes of harmonic structures (1988) 76

A Conceptual Model of Jazz Tunes

From all of this ontological complexity, then, a parselems to emerge: the jazz tune

appears to be on the one hand a singularity (theStafia by Starligitand on the other a
multiplicity (the many versions of o0Stella
this paradox will allow us to ceno a better, more complete understanding of what jazz

tunes are, how they are understood by improvisers and audiences, and how they may be
engaged by music theorists and analysts. | argue that a sufficient understanding of the
ontological and conceptsthtus of the jazz tune requires us to step back and situate tunes

as the products of various poietic and esthesic processes. A jazz tune is not a singular entity
that i s oOoout there in the world, 06 eastabl e
all ti mes. Neither is it only a othind wor
of versions related by replication and nomination (c.f. Kane 2018). Tunes are ontologically
complex and conceptually variegated; we can only faithfudlytineardontological status

and conceptualization if we properly contextualize them within theckegeultural

processes that reify them in their varying forms. A cyclical, processual model of the jazz tune

18 The accounts of musicians presented throughout Berliner (1994, especially Chapter 3) help confirm this
conceptualization.
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concept is shown in Example 1.5. This medbE central pillar of this dissertation and

serves as an organizational scheme for the chapters that follow.

Example 1.5: My cyclical, processual model of the jazz tune concept. This figure serves as

the central unifying model of thisdissertation.

Transcription Group Interaction
and Negotiation
. =Version

Performance/
New Version

Improviser B's
referent

Improviser C's
referent

The model begins with a thick network of existing versions of a tune; each of the
squares in Example 1.5 may represent a recording, lead sheet, arrangement, and so on.
Chapter 2 begins by examining how such networks may be conceptualized. Borrowing
termindogy from sketch studies and the literary field of genetic criticism, | call this network
of versionsa navamtexte 6 Roughl y t-tr ex tsayamaxssm getworeof 0 pr e
existing versions from which improvisers draw. By analyzing tbhes&letween various
versions of a given tune, we gama sense of the overlapping contexts that inform an
i mproviserds conception of the tune.

Chapter 3 examines the process by which improvisers become familiar with one or

multiple versions from tleanttextend form a referent for the piece. Adopting a concept
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familiar to most jazz musicians, | call this process of referent formaeatsmniption

| mprovisers transcribe a tuneds structure
and gistmemory, while engaging with different versions of the tune. In order to better
understand how this process works, | became familiar with several tunes with which | was
previously unfamiliar, selecting recordings to listen to and lead sheets to plag and tak

notes throughout the process as my referent formed. This study yielded interesting and at
times surprising results that reveal how difficult it can be to predict how musical structure is
encoded into memory.

Chapter 4 focuses on the nature of referématrgue that a tumeferent is best
understood as an i mproviserds own personal
memory, and acts as their guide to playing the tune during the moment of imprdvisation.
Referents are further shown to be qisgies, consisting of various kindsetérent features
and levels adefault3he particularities of tumeferents are therefore specific to each
individual improviser and may or may not be shared with other improvisers. When features
are shared betwedifferentreferents, they often represent stock patterns and formulas that
can be used to more quickly grasp the structure of many different tunes. In Chapter 5, |
theorize these shared features as mssimhatontending that, when taken as a whole,
tunereferents and their component schemata may be thougHeriodes conceptual maps
subjective mappings of musical structure that capture some of the flexibility inherent in
prototypes. These conceptual meapse g r o u n d eadantéxt@andteresge inpante 6 s
from the features shared by different versions with which the improvisers become familiar;

because of this, improvisers who are playing together will develop different referents,

YThroughout this dissert atriedner elntodc ctaos idonfaflelrye nutsiea tt
referent (that of a jazz tune) from the broader category of possible referent types. In unambiguous contexts,
however, Il will wuse trof@ments,er m oreferentd to mean tul
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meaning that theracture of the tune must be negotiated in the act of interactive
improvisation.

A complete improvisation, generated from the process described throughout
Chapters@s , represents a new version, awhti ch i n
textaetwork. Complete versions are arguably the most common objects of jazz analysis. In
Chapter 6, | reflect on what it means to analyze a jazz tune and suggest that approaching this
issue from the perspective of an improviser helps foster productive attivadgs to
anal ysi s. Il n particul ar , anblysiaaswoltpisityreearisor Ch
of accounting for the varied subjective vi

The model developed throughthis dissertation is primarily concerned with
waysinwhich azz i mprovisers engage with tunes. I
|l i stenero will continually crop up from ti
term ol i st en er genetaisteners, indudingtaodieqc® meenbetsvata li
jazz performance and people listening to recordings in various circumstances. The
experiences can vary widely, ranging from those with little to no familiarity with the
conventions of jazz performance and style to those who are themselves accaaplished
musiciand.mprovisers aralsolistenersthe fact that listening experiences are brought to
bear on improvisational actions creates a feedback loop central to many studies of interactive

improvisation (Hodson 20Vichaelsen 2013a, 20%9).

2Because the category of o0l i st eizeaboditheksddsefo br oad, it
experiences listeners may or may not Ravexample, a listener who lacks knowledge about tBedtegd

head format that guides most performances of tunes may fail to grasp that the repeating harmonic, formal, and
metric contenécross a given performance, making the construction of a referent rather difficult and limited.
Similarly, some parts of the model do not apply equally well to all kinds of listeners: while most knowledgeable,
enculturated listeners will become familtarawariety of versions and form a referent for a tune, those who

are not improvisers are unlikely to transcribe the tune in as much detail as infpooyisgyeses of scope,

mytreatmenb f t he broader category wlykneviedgeable, snéulturaked most | y
listeners.
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Chapter 2

Avant-textes

Jerome Kernds OAll the Things You Ared has
far beyond its initial appearance in the 1939 Broadway mersiddlarm for May

Distinctive features like the descending fifths sequence that begins eacleciotssA s

recurring tonicizations of local mediants, and a neathtecbm@empound melody, all help

make the tune instantly recognizable. Yet
composition are likely to know the words of the song, writ®sday Hammerstein II, nor

the distinctive and sharply contrasting opening verse.

This is in part because Kernds original
renditions recorded over the years. When p
the Things You Ared6 differ widely from tho
introductory verse (Example 2.1) is nearly always eliminated; instead, jazz renditions
frequently begin with a short introduction composed by Dizzy Gillespie (Ex&)ple
While Kernds original c¢chorus mel ody (Examp
played loosely, often with improvised gestures filling in the spaces between melodic phrases.
The harmony too will frequently undergo revision, with chbstitstions and
interpolations altering, whether subtly or radically, the unfolding musical fabric. Despite

these changes, most listeners will register such interpretations as clear instantiations of the

tune OAI Il t henoTnhhei nogfs tYhoeus eAraedd @ er ati ons t o K
1This introduction also appears before Billy Ecksti
played) and may have been intended as a peerody of .
Deveaux (1999, 342). As Henry Martin notes, the t wi

half step but a whole step; see Martin (forthcoming).
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considered especially unusual, and many listeners may not even be aware that they constitute
alterations at all. Indeed, these oO0remembe
t u n endidentity. €ountless jazz musicians have contributed their own innovations to the
tune. Some of these are recorded, while others are lost to the ephemerality of improvised live
music. Some innovations are carefully studied, practiced, and intestiedizeale

forgotten entirely. When jazz improvisers select a tune to play, they necessarily engage with
the innovations thahey e me mber , cutting selectively acr
craft a unique improvised performahce.

Productivelyrgagi ng with the complexity of a
sum total of a tuneds versions can hardly
study, and the dense technological and com
through ecordings, lead sheets, and arrangements often produces sprawling, crisscrossing
paths of influence throughout history. This complexity makes a chronological study of a
tune difficult, if not impossible, to undertake with any élamigtead, the anatysecomes
engulfed in a sea of recordings, lead sheets, and other documents, searching if not for a
definitive version then for some consensus, a clear narrative of the existing interpretations of
the tune.

But music analysts are not alone in this strugtgrary scholars have faced a

similar problem when dealing with an autho

2The term oremembered innovationso is borrowed fron

3This process may al so be framed through Henry Loui
noted in Gates (1988,063). Several subsequent studies have fystipetas ed Gat esds t heory t
which jazz improvisers interpret jazz tunes and interact with their varied histories; see especially Walser (1993),
Monson (1996), and Zbikowski (2002§223).

4 The mediation of jazz performances is discussed iI2B65) and Kane (2018). Both of these accounts are
examined in more detail below. Mediation is discussed by Kane in even greater detail in Kane (forthcoming).



25

Example 2. 1: Excerpt of the introductory ver
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Example2.2:Af r equently played introduction to O0AII

by Dizzy Gillespie$

5 Adapted from Kern et al. (1955).

6 Adapted fronThe Real Bodlol. 1, Sixth Edition (MilwaukewI: Hal Leonard, 2004), 22.
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intention, perception, and ontology swirl amongsttheanbtexi of a wor kds gen

enveloping it in a haze seemingly impenetrable by straightforward @eabtsiscriticism,

a subfield of literary studies oriented around the study of how texts come to be, has

developed the notion of anantextdF r e n ¢ h -t feokid dédgiera@etwork of

sketches, edits, and drafts that represent the genesis dfTaiteztncept has already seen

significant interest in musical sketch stéthethe present chapter, however, | argue that

7 Adapted from Kern et allhe Jerome Kern Songbook

8Al t hough

original French term to avoid confusion with other famifiaide i t i on's
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9 See for example Kinderman and Jones (2009), Kinderman (2012), and Sallis (2015).
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the concept ohvantextean also be used to clarify issues surrounding the relationship
between improvisation and musical texts. By conceiving of the histories of jazz tunes as
avantextesve can begin to more clearly trace the ways in which tunes change shape over
time and glan a sense of how improvisers conceptualize such texts and their manifold
mediations. | begin by expanding on the noti@avaritextas it has developed in genetic
criticism and exploring how it may elucidate the ontological and conceptual status of ja
compositions, especially inasmuch as they constitute referents for impr@visation.
Examining the resonances betwaamtexteand networlbased ontologies of musical

works, | develop a model of jazz ontology as the tracing of the nodes andaegyesidf
textaetwork to create referents for improvisation. As a case study, | examine several well
known performances of Kernds oAl I the Thi

each engage with and relate to the tuneos

Avant-Textesand Networks

Genetic criticism is a branch of literary studies developed around the writings of Louis Hay
that concerns itself with the genesis of texts, as gleaned through the examination of
manuscripts, drafts, and other similar sotirdean BellemiNoél (1972) introduced the

notion ofavantextas a way of differentiating between a finished work and the versions that

ledtoit. BellemiNo | 6 s term has been widely embrace

foundational pillar of the field. Althgdh aut hor s di sagree on the

10Referents are discussed in more detail in Chapters 3, 4, and 5.

11For an overview of the field, see Deppman et al. (2004).

n

I



28

meaning, the concept is most frequently used to connect the creative process to existing
material traces in the form of incomplete or unfinished texts.

Musicologist William Kinderman compares the relaggmsha text and itsvant
texteo the visible and submerged parts of an iceberg (Example 2.4): the finished work floats
visibly above the sur f ac eavantextditduaderneathie r , wh
hidden beneath the waves (Kinderntdr22164 2 ) . Al t hough the o0fina
seen, it would not exist without the submeagadtexte whi ch constitutes

conditions of possibility.

Example 2.4:Avanttexteas the submerged portion of an iceberg.

text

avant-texte

The dichotomy that emerges here between teavantéxtenay be misleading,
however. Rather than impose a strict distinction between the two categories, Maureen
Ramsden uses the term as a way to problematize the very notion of completeness.

Accordingt Ramsden, completed texts may be seen



29

end, one possible end, of a serievafitextes ( 2 0'@Uhderstdd )n this wagyant
textehighlight the opeended, nevdinished nature of texts. In literature endomposed
Western art music, where the ocompleted te
such as a manuscript or scoreatfatexteserves in part to explain the poietic process that

leads to that particular trace, but also to disrupsshenad stability of the work by casting

the written trace as a Ochance occurrence,
been possible, but also equally valid.

Although developed to model the genesis of relatively fixed texts, | argue that the
notion of an alwayiscomplete text resonates even more strongly with the concept of the
jazz tune. Standards | i ke OAl Il t le&htimBi ngs
they are performed, and essential features change and evolve over time; tunes are, to some
extent, always in the process of becoming. Individual performances may occasionally
become fixed as recordings ocomphesicongtob
is always ephemeral. A complete performance of a jazz standard does not thereafter define
the tune; th@erformamceomplete, but thtendas simply acquired more innovations and
variations, which may or may not be recordedr@mbered, while reinforcing other
aspects of the tuneds structure. As soon a
instantiation waits on the horiz8n.

It would be misleading to construe these renegotiations as unfolding teleologically
over timeRatheravantexteare better conceived as atemporal accumulations of

compositional and improvisational choices that delimit the boundaries of an improvisational

12Asmi | ar view is espoused by Peter El dson in his st
of [John Col tr anleedistather Ddnergds m 6t Heh e[ iTmiatnieadl | 1962 Var
157, emphasis added).

13This cyclidaprocess is discussed by Georgina Born as the result of the commodification of recorded
improvisations; see Born (2005, 27).
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possibility space: as Belletdion £+ | wr i tes about the genetic n

reconstitute the sequenti al hi story of a ¢

(2004, 31). Conceiving of tunea\amitexteallows us to navigate this environment of

materials not as a temporalbyind sequence of texts but as an-@peledhetwork, where

the tuneds identity is always expanding ou
Networks have long been employed by philosophers agsseatialist means of

modeling ontologly.Recently, Brian Kane has persuasively argued for an ontology of jazz

standardsoriented@ und net wor ks, even goithegusisab f ar

workisanetwork ( 2018, 524, emphasis in original)

nodes in a network, while edges represent acts of replidation.t hi s ont ol ogy,

workemergeét here i s only a o0thickoé network of n

recorded version$This networkbased ontology resembles models developed by José

Bowen and Nicholas Cook, where related musical texts share no set ¢fesseagand

instead relate to one another only by Wittgensteinian family resertiiiyntbésking in

14 Particularly influential examples of netvibased ontological models in music scholarship include the
concepts arbldafncmidl y Wieadeggenstein 1953, Cook 1999, a
Guattari [1980] 1987), and agatetwork theory (for an introduction, see Latour 2005; for a musicological

discussion, see Piekut 2014). Although these models all haveaffiechatéuller engagement of their

potential in modeling networks of versions of jazz tunes is outside the scope of the present work.

I15Kaneds account of replicat Davia Adcasdingto Bavis) redlicatmrm t he w
describes O0the sequenti al production of similar maf
in specific soci al contexts of used6 (Davis 1996, 1
Georgina Borndéds (2005) account of the soci al and t

Kane hints at a mor e nuastandald issnat onoatsimplyhaittenrwork kit ratheri t e
a thick musical network 2 0 1 8, S2riginal).e mphasi s i

1"The terms oO0thickd and Ot hind ar PavidsdA0@Davigseisks i n r e f ¢
these terms to describe the extent to which works are more or less determinate, respectively. Kane positions his

ontological modelagi nst oOreal i sto6 ontol ogies, as characteri z
18See Bowen (1993) and Cook (1999). Bowends model ,
twot i ered, with a thick network ofd fcaomicley troe { Bmmlwleaan c

147). Bowen (2015) follows up on his earlier work with-extesaurstive tracing of the recorded history of
0Body and Soul .06 Cookds model , multitexis evelopedtoe | uct ant |
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terms of networks networks of versions, networks of compositional materials, networks of
composers, improvisers, and listéners avoid potentially problematic characterizations of
change as evolution and progress.

If we take seriousky a n eladirsthatgzz tunes aonstituted, at least in pdny,
networksof versionsit follows that a genetic study of a tune involves tracing this rétwork.
Drawing on categories devised by Jean BeNoglnPierreMarc de Biasi (2004, 43)
suggests a methodologydenetic critics that focuses on the relationship betwaetexte
networks and the completed works that emerge from them; | visualize this tripartite model
in Example 2.5. Thesoa |l | ed odefinitived Manuscript st
complete and as fixed as it will evéf Bee Manuscript stands in oppiositto adossier of
orough drafts and other draft documents th
(ibid.). This dossier is organized and interpreted by the genetic critic. Such acts of
organization and interpretation, for de Biasi, constii@dintextein the sense that the
analytical observations made comprise a study of the genesis of the work. In my visualization
of de Biasi ds model |, hvantertg@sra @etwonk twherethe s con c
nodes prexist theavantextehut the edges emerge only as a result of agential intervention.

By casting the network of versions of a given tunezasuatextewe are able to
mobilize the methodological strategies of genetic criticism in the service of tracing a jazz

t un e 0 dicigentity.rirmded, the temmantextearries implicit connotations that the

describetherelatn s hi p bet ween various graces on Corellids \
with jazz practice.

9Kane argues as much when he writes that oto foll o\
519).

20 Although de Biasi stiput e s t hat the Manuscript must be o0fi xed,
43), the absolute fixity of a text seems unnecessary and contradicts the calls many scholars have made in favor
of problematizing fixity. It may, instead, be better tk tithe Manuscript as not necessarily reproduced but
replicable (cf. Kane 2018, Davis 1996), not fixed but fluBrysex 2002).
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more significant, oOcompl et -extantteeoxdings, butf | az z
rather future performances influenced by those scores and recordings. Byigdhsideri

existing network of scores and performances as methodolpgaalyome postulated
performance, we ensure that the ultimate focus of our analysis is on the improvisatory
practices of jazz rather than on a canon of fixed works. This al¢o blelpfy the role

scores and recordings play in the alalegady ongoing, cyclic process of version creation

and commodification emphasized by Born (2005): existing scores and recordings influence
the creation of new performances, which in turn mayneefixed and disseminated as

recordings, entering theantexteand potentially going on to influence later performances.

In other words, the improvised performance, which most frequently serves as the locus of

critical attention in jazz, exists inlthrenal space between theantextand the textt

Example 2.5: My visualization of de Bi asi
I I1 II1
Dossier Avante-texte Manuscript
of rough drafts and “definitive,”
other draft documents but fluid

analytical observations
= i = of genetic operations
that result in ITL

21This point is significant to the ongoing inquiry of work ontology since, as Andrew Kania argues, the locus of
critical akention ought to be the center of any ontological account of artwokaniseg011, 397).
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In much genetic criticism, as in musical sketch studies, the Manuscript of Example
2.5 is a relatively fixed obf@@ut in jazz, the Manuscript itself is slippery and fluid. There
IS no single definitive version of a tune, and any attempt at fixing one (as many fakebook
lead sheets arguably endeavor to do) will inevitably result in an incomplete cothpromise.
Insteadit is the dossier that is more concrete, featuring fixed recordings artél scores.
Connecting the dots between these documents by determining the precise nature of each
edge in the network allows us to sketch a clearer image of the unknown Manuscript, to
better understand how contradictory drafts may be reconciled against one another.
Construed in this way, however, the genetic project risks becoming too comprehensive to be
practical. After all, constructingaarantextehat is truly complete would invelv
documenting and transcribing every material trace, which in the case of a jazz tune would
include every recorded performance of a tune, along with every lead sheet in every existing
fakebook, every known arrangement, every published transcriptiorgrarilist these
traces additionally involve what G®rard Ge
as intertextual relations, {earned improvisational formgjlaritten notations, and other
contextual information that may or may not camteilto the identity of the text.

Where should we locate the borders of our study, and how wide and porous should
they be? One practical way to begin is by limiting our dossier to only those documents
(represented primarily by versions of the tune, whiettwedings, lead sheets,

arrangements, or remembered performafezgaying the title of the tune in question. Yet

22\Whether or not the stability of the final work can be disputed, there often stands a relatively fixed text in the
position of the Manuscript.

23Bowen writesthia owhi |l e the | ead sheet is an attempt to sp
really just another type of version, performance o]
22A1 t hough these recordings and |l ead sheets may go

part of theavantexteand only become flexible during the process of transcription (see Chapter 3).
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even titles can pose problems thanks to the common occurrence of contrafacts, tunes that
replicate anot her t uaceetleseladn b thecharmonio gprents s i o n
of two tunes are identical but their titles and head melodies are different, do they belong in

0 n e a navantéxe® Batause the only substantial difference between a contrafact and

the tune on which it is based is usually the head melody, theumecks may be said to

be related by more than mere intertextual.|
contrafacts range from new melodies pasted onto the existing chord progression and named
differently (egChar | i e Par ker @D xd Rirr doo r adfo nPasr adBiosd
Tadd Dameronds oJabero, 6 and Mal Wal dronods
with puns on the original name (éda | Gal perds OAI b BhEkel TREvags
OAre You All the ToodngsAlbl amide Chlarmgegs Yo u g
Sigmund Freudds WiFdr EanaVsush documents aid oetatedeby 6 )
replication, but natominatipresulting in a contrafactual relationship that may or may not

be considered part of the larger itgwf the tune (2018, 522). Titles are just one among

many aspects of what Genette (1987) terms
while not typically considered part of the text itself, facilitate access to its content and

influence its readin The paratext of a recording of a jazz tune might include, for instance,

cover artwork, liner notes, dedications, information such as the record label, pressing (e.g.

test pressing, original pressing, reissue, etc.), track numbers, and posilishan a set

tracklist. In the case of a lead sheet, paratextual information could extend to notation style
(neatly typewritten or hastily handwritten), position within a collection (such as the Real

Book or other themed fake books), genre descriptions, anéf so

25For more on fakebooks and their histogspecially the notorious underground publication known as the
Real BopkeeKernfeld (2006).
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As such considerations come iIinto focus,
does not becomes increasingly difficult to negotiate. Indeed, Philip Gossett argues that a
comprehensive genetic study of a work would not only be impractical, devould
impossible and eveminterestifgy it would have little to say outside of its

comprehensiveness. Gossett quips that

while we can learn an enormous amount from individual studies, the task of

assembling the entire genetic history of any@ineek0é may be beyond u
know how much | have learned aldoaforza del dedtjnanvestigating elements of

its genesis, but could | ever produce a complete genetic critique of the opera? And if

| did, would anyone read it? (Gossett 2009, 218).

For Gosestt, the value of such a project comes from smaller observations made
along the way, not from the comprehensive, holistic nature of the project. It may therefore
be beneficial to understamehntextersot as exhaustivistsof related sources, lather as
critical arrangemend$ (some of) those documernitsthis sensegvantexteare subjective;
every listener develops their avantextdor a given tune, which may change as the
listener becomes familiar with new versions and/or reingerplagions between versions.
Deppman et al. write that the teawantext al way s carries with it t
material of textual genetics is not a given but rather a critical construction elaborated in
relation to a postulated terminalocalled definitves t at e o f(20a48 wor kO
Understandingvantexteas critical postulatiamghings that are produced by scholars in
order to examine a particular aspect of afwenisures that the enterprise is not only more
practical but that anas have something to contribute. In this way, we shift our focus from
the daunting and perhaps futile quest to comprehensively account for a work and its entire

genesis to tracing aspects of that genesis that gradually color in the widetogpiature
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Thomas CIl i ft on somessescesirdtherthiile sse@aced of a text
emphasis added).

In order to narrow our study, it may be useful to limit our dossier to a number of
wel | known and/ or demonst r ablITyhiinngfsl ureorut iAale
dossier might include especially popular recordings like those by Dizzy Gillespie and Charlie
Parker, Sonny Rollins and Coleman Hawkins, and the Bill Evans Trio alongside the lead
sheets from both the illegal (fifth) and legahjseditions ofrhe Real Boddol. 12° Such
an approach may, however, fail to account for more atypical utterances; for this reason it will
be useful to contrast these against versions that are especially idiosyncratic and therefore
appear to tug at t he bodsobbacord|eg whichh begindent it
pointilistically antbeard i t t |l e resembl ance to Kernds tune
radical case (and will be discussed in more detail below), but we might also include in this
category those versions that fieatiotable reharmonizations and metric alterations, such as
recordings by Brad Mehldau and Gerald Clayton. Examgh®®<® dossier of
documentsarrangedhronologically. Determining the network of relations formtg: by
documentén this dossiewoudd, f ol | owi ng de By alenvudte model (
create aavantextehelping us toeveal some common traofshe Manuscriptvhile tracing

innovations and reinscriptions of those innovations.

26 The use of consistent metrics for determining popularity and influence poses a tough, though not
insurmountable, problem. While we might use hard datadikbsales, radio and streaming service plays or
views, and fakebook or lead sheet sales, these versions have all become known through different means of
access. In addition, many members of the jazz community would likely have trouble identifying the
circumstances through which they became exposed to each version. If all of this makes proving popularity
difficult, proving influence is even more challenging. | argue, however, that influence, rather than popularity, is
not only the more important of these sfins, but also the more tangible for the purposes of the present

project, in that influence may be suggested by tracing similarities between the idiosyncrasies of particular
versions.
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Artist/ Album/ Personnel Released/ Format
Author Collection Published
Dizzy All the Things You | Dizzy Gillespie (t) | 1945 Studio
Gillespie | Are/Dizzy Charlie Parker (as) recording
Atmosphere Clyde Hart (p)
Remo Palmieri (g)
Slam Stewart (b)
Cozy Cole (d)
Bil Evans|At S h e |I-| y|Bill Evans (p) 1963 Live recording
Hole Chuck Israels (b)
Larry Bunker (d)
Sonny Sonny Meets Hawll Sonny Rollins (ts) | 1963 Studio
Rollins Coleman Hawks (ts recording
and Paul Bley (p)
Coleman Bob Cranshaw (b)
Hawkins RoyMcCurdy (d)
Unknown | The Real Book, Vol N/A c. 1975 Lead sheet
(5th Edition)
Brad Art of the Trio 4: B Brad Mehldau (p) [ 1999 Live recording
Mehldau | at the Vanguard Larry Grenadier (b)
Jorge Rossy (d)
Unknown | The Re&8ook, Vol. 1 N/A 2007 Lead sheet
(6th Edition)
Gerald Bond: The Paris Gerald Clayton (p) | 2010 Studio
Clayton Sessions Joe Sanders (b) recording
Justin Brown (d)
Kris Davis | Aeriol Piano Kris Davis (p) 2011 Studio

recording
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Example 2.7 represents the documents in our dossier as nodes of a network, with written
documents in white and recorded documents shaded grey. Notably, each node in the

network is connected Bpedge. The presence of these edges does not indicatet claim

any clear historical connection between the nodes, nor does it suggest that the
author(s)/artist(s) involved in the making of one node would have been aware of, or

influenced by, the connected document. Rather, these edges are necessary aspects of the
net work: by virtue of being versions of 0AI

kind must be able to be established between each pair of documents.

Example 2.7:Avanttextenetwork of documents inthe dossier shown in Example 2.6. Lead

sheets are sbwn in white, recordings in grey.

Book 5

Rollins/
Hawkins

What kinds of relationships might these edges represent? For Kane, edges of the
network constitute replicated features, aspects shared by both nodes. But edges may also be
understood in terms of the differences betwedrs. This kind of transformational

approach characterizes relations between nodes as the set of operations needed to map one
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node onto anothéfWh er eas Kaneds replications emphas
over from one version to another, a transformational approach emphasizes points of
contention and, potentially, innovation. Ideally, these two perspectives ought to complement
one anotheras we trace through the nodes and edges of the network, we can clarify the
contributions and idiosyncrasies of each version by focusing alternately on the replications
and transformations that cohabit the network edges. By focusing on replications, we
highlight possible lines of influence; by focusing on transformations, we highlight moments
of difference from which we cdrawconflicting conceptualizations of thee As we
trace both replications and transformations, it is important that we deonuitenaly
ascribe authorial intention or historical influence to such relations. By doing so, we would be
confusing difference for innovation and similarity for influence. While the more neutral
categories of difference and similarity may be used toukeesecrete historical and
creative relationships, the mere presence of a similarity or difference should not alone be
used to substantiate such a ctuore detailed analysis will always be necessary, and when
such claims are made they are necgssditial postulations, hypotheses that in most cases
cannot be definitively provén.

If an avantextaeetwork is to comprehensively account for all relationships between
the documents, each edge would represent an enormous number of featuresweven the

Real Bod&ad sheets, which carry a relatively small amount of abstract data compared to the

27This line of thought is indebted to the writings of David Lewiransformational networks (see especially
Lewin 1987).

2l n this sense, the term oOreplicationd may be rat he
similarities between texts constitute lines of conscious influence.

29 Although this may at first seem to devalue the work of the analyst, we stemefidibeot to undervalue

such critical postulations. In the case of jazz referents, critical postulations are especially helpful since they can
account for and describe a watbrmed prototype of a mental construct comprised primarily of procedural
knowedge that is otherwise difficult for improvisers to clearly access or articulate.
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sonically thick recordings, are connected by an edge dense with inf§fietsenlead

sheets are compared in Example 2.8, with differences betweemthwanzed in the table
below. A list of transformations is provided in the rightmost column of the table. We should
note that the emergence of a given document later in history than another does not
necessarily imply a causal relationship from the-@atdidrdocument to the later one. In

the table of Example 2.8, the transformations listed take the fifth edition lead sheet as a
starting point for ease of reading éhly.

Given the number of similarities between these two lead sheets and the eminent
compaability of them (e.gheir similar formatting, means of representing melody and
harmony, oro-one measure count, and so on), the number of differences and
transformations cataloged in Example 2.8 is stfil@hguld we wish to compare recorded
perfamances, rather than lead sheets, the conditions for comparison become far more

complex and the differences cataloged much more numerous.

30 Kane (2018) acknowledges this density as among the disadvantages of network representation, but chooses
nonetheless to represent standards using such static figureg, wiitth at a net wor k must be
intends to show: a depiction of the fact that inclusion in a network does not require that some essential

property be present in all of its nodes or edgeds@2endnote 19). | argue that networks, statat,care

useful for more than demonstrating a basic ontological point, and that conceptualizing edges as dense with
information helps to convey the complexity of such relationships, even if closer analyses require us to bracket
out a large portion of thefemmation represented by each edge.

31|n this particular case, the sixth editiomts Real Bowks conceived in part as a corrective to what many

feel are errors in the fifth edition. In fact, this is one of the few relationships between docunantsethat

said to straightforwardly corrective. However, the choices made by the sixth edition are still mediated by many
other documents, some appearing earlier than the fifth edition, so we should still be careful not to characterize
such transformations atrictly corrective.

32Some of the differences cataloged in Example 2.8 (e.g., the enharmonic respelling2i, riina.r@8lodic
anticipation in mm. 17 and 21) are so small as to seem negligible. Yet such differences still arguably blur the
identity ofthe tune, especially the ways in which it may be conceptualized, and therefore contribute to the
difficulty of pinning down a definitive version.
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he | e

Fifth (underground) and Sixth (legal) editions of7he Real Book, Vol. 1

Intro?

m. 14, first half

m. 16, second
half
m. 17, first half

m. 21

m. 23

m. 24

m. 30

mm. 34535

m. 36

Fifth Ed. lead sheet
No intro

Melody: Quarternote
triplet

Harmony: D7

Harmony: Gmaj7

Melody: Half-note D

Melody: Half-note B,
halfnote A

Harmony: F#-7

Melody: Ab

Melody: Ab; C+7

Harmony: Db-7

Melody: G5-Ab5

Melody: Ab

Harmony: (G7-C7)

Sixth Ed. lead sheet

Gillespie intro

Melody: Quartereighth
eighth

Harmony: A-7°5

Harmony: E7#9

Melody: Dotted-quarter

D, eighth C

Melody: Dotted-quarter

B, eighth A, half A

Harmony: F#-705

Melody: G#

Melody: G#; C75

Harmony: Gb7(13)

Melody: G4-Ab4

Melody: Rest

Harmony: (G-7v5-C79)

Transformation
Intro added

Melody: Rhythmic
transformation

Harmony: Local V embellished
as iov

Harmony: Anticipatory V7/ii
added

Melody: C anticipated, rhythmic
transformation

Melody: A anticipated, rhythmic
transformation

Harmony: Major iBV changed ta
minor iBV

Melody: Enharmonic respelling

Melody: Enharmonic respelling;
chord symbaétyle changéd

Harmony: Harmonic
substitutiopr

Melody: Transposition down an
octave.

Melody: Note shortened

Harmony: Chain of applied
dominants replaced with min@r
V.

ad

33 Notably, a dominant seventh chord with a #5 tension indicated could be interpreted differently than an

daugment

edd domi

widely accepted, standardized one.

nant
Boolsimply wanted to replace the soméwah@iguous augmented dominant chord symbol with a more

seventh

chord, al t hTodRenh

34 This transformation is notable in part because it continues thefdifttie sequence of the first two A
sections instead of sliding to the minor subdommantni | ar
( 8430). The ha2nrly 2f this .n@aSure is the subject of further inquiry below.

cadencebd

to what Steven

it s

Laitz

s he

e ¢

t
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Example 2.9 shows a transcription of the first sixteen bars of the head of the Bill
Evans Triods 1963 recordi n@MandeHoe Al | t he Th
Comparedgainst the abstract chord symbols of the lead sheet8jrifagranscription
shows a great deal more information, both in the particulars of pitch and rhythm of the
melody and in the realization of the chords. There are a number of notable ditfeaence
emerge between the lead sheets and this live perfarntam&bmaj7 in m. 5 is replaced
by a D7, the Ebmaj7 in m. 12 is replaced b§\ato the Abma;j7 in m. 13, a #11 is
brazenly emphasized in the Gmaj7 chord found in ndiGilbut a compreheng
account of these differences is both impractical and, for many of the more minute
differences, rather uninteresting. More thorough analysis is necessary to differentiate
noteworthy replications and transformations. This methodological step mianedytineal
intervention of the genetic critic in constructingttastextgbridging stages | and Il in
Example 2.5), sifting through the transcri
reveal creative decisions and lines of influence. Howastary this step as a simple act of
analysis glosses over one of the most intimidating challenges surrounding the use of
recordings in our dossier: unlike lead sheets, recordings offer a thick sonic structure that
|l i steners sift tdrDdDhigh adot-therroygphdhedk umee a i
we wish to compare twecordings®

Disentangling improvised utterances from the referent that helps give rise to them is
in most cases a challenging task; arriving at a definitive structure is impossible. A referent

serves as a conceptual map that improvisers track alongside an ongeisgtiomr

3The notion of olistening throughd a thidak struct ui
(2005, 197198).
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Example 2.9: Transcriptonof mm. @81 6 of t he head statement of t1}

recording of OAlIl the ThiHalggs You Areodo at
F.? Bb7 Eb Abmaj7 D.7s
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referents may therefore be standardized or idiosyncratic, fixed or flexible. Pastulating
referent for a given performance does not simply involve transcribing the sounding melodies
and harmonies of the recording and writing them irshesat format. Melodic gestures and
chord changes often differ between choruses of an individual peréommaking it
difficult to arrive at a single representative lead sheet. Furthermore, each improviser has their
own referent in mind, and distinguishing o
many cases an enormous amount of investigative labor.

Consider the Bi |I-®insieadohDbmaj7inimosiotExample of D

2.9: Is this an arrangement that was agreed upon prior to the performance or an improvised
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Ssubstitution? I f the latter, who iIinitializ
on the downbeat of m. 5 indieat prior arrangement, or was Israels simply familiar with

Evans playing a-#°in this measure in other performances? If the latter, is it a part of

| srael sds referent, or j-hasdtchoidal wicisgindicate Do e s
that Evandeels an 11th is a crucial part of the sound of the chord in this substitution? Is it a
conscious doubling of the G in the melody,
tension thoughtfully added in the moment to emphasize the dissonance if the hal

diminished chord? Or is it simply part of a learned voicing Evans often used for comping

over haldiminished chords? These questions, which seek to determine the nature of Evans
and his triods creative pr octeesere®rrourhave i m
construction of aavantextebecause they necessarily differentiate various improvisational
strategies from each i mproviserds concept.
impossible to answer definitively, they candiillduide an analysis seeking to posit a

consistent reference poihEor this reason, it is paramount thaaeantextenalysis finsl

a way to differentiate between layers of timedémg music. Such an activity resembles

gazing at palimpsest manmiscript that has had its content partially scraped away in order

to make room for new teXtBy examining this sonic palimpsestakesinto account the

36 We should note that for a referent to be consistent it need not be totally fixed. | account for this textual
fluidity below through the notions of defaults and schemata.

37Benjamin Givan (2002) refers to jazz improvisation as psgalithrough which we can draw information

about an i mprovisero6s referent (41); | consider thi
uses the metaphor in order to make sense of jazz performances, where the tune is written over by the
i mproviserds utterances. | offer thanks as well to

alternative way of thinking about the conceptualization of jazz tunes.
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ways in which the improvisers seem to construe the tune in order to arrive at a critically
postulated referefit.

Differentiation between improvisational choices and referent content often requires
careful analysis that treats each event as unique and contingent on its context. Generalized
strategies for such differentiation are thereforeutliffo establish, and thus the finer details
of our analyses must be worked out oadanodasis. Nevertheless, once we have arrived
at a postulation for a harmony, melodic utterance, or other event, there are a few clues that
might help us determineethkelihood that the given event represents an aspect of an
i mproviserds referent (or is otherwise par
distinction below)rhe rubric shown in Example 2.10 may be used to search for the
consistent presence ofieeg event throughout a performance. Following this rubric may
help us tq1) distinguish the referent from improvised alterations within a given
performancg2) determine essential features across multiple yensa{B% trace trends of
conceptualizatn within and across arst oeuvr es, hi s®®orical =eras

Rather than cataloging exhaustively the similarities and/or differences between two
documents, this rubric allows us to focus on a single feature as a means of determining how
that featire proliferates through the documents ahamtexteTo demonstrate this
process, let usnein onthe harmony of m. 30 inthe BillEvdmsi o6 s 1963 perf o

Note that in Example 2.8, the fifth editioriToe Real Baskisted as having Bbin this

38\While it might at first seem that we are committing the intentional felatypuld note that we are not

confusing intention with analytical relevance; rather, we are attempting to approximate the conceptual model
used by the improviser, which requires engaging with, and perhaps proposing or at least imagining, the ways in
whichcertain creative decisions might have been made.

39 Referents, arrangements, and defaults are discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.



Example 2.10: Rubric for identifying default referent and arrangement features in a standard

headsolodhead format.
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Does the feature occur il
it otherwise suggested b

Yes

No

...one or both head
statements?

More likely to be a feature o
an arrangement and/or all
Il mprovisers?®o

Less likely to be a feature
an arrangement and/or all
i mprovisers?o

...most or alchoruses of
a given i mp

More likely to be a feature o
that I mprovi s

Less likely to be a feature
that I mprovi

...both solo and comping
parts of the texture?

More likely to be a feature o
both soloist and conmy
i mproviser ds

Less likely to be a feature
both soloist and comping
i mproviserds

.mul tiple i
solos?

More likely to be a feature o
an arrangement and/or all
I mprovisers?©o

Less likely to be a feature
anarrangement and/or all
i mprovisers?o

.mul tiple i
comping?

More likely to be a feature 0
an arrangement and/or all
i mproviser sao

Less likely to be a feature
an arrangement and/or all
i mprovisers?o

measure, while the sixth edition has®b?. we wi sh t o compare the

performance to other documents in the dossier, which chord should we select as

representative of the Evans triods perform

A number of important tonal relationshipstexetween DIy and Gb7. First, they

are the ii7 and V7, respectively, of Cb rfrajghen extended diatonically, they therefore

40 The arrangement found in Kern (1955, 136) featurésibis worth noting that D6 presents an
interesting compromigetween D& and Gb7 by including the sound of the minor subdominant and the
third of Gb7.

411t is possible to play both chords together in m. 30, resulting\rof@b. In practice, this does not appear
to be a common choice, perhaps because doiaukbbreak the otherwise consistent harmonic rhythm of
one chord per measure.
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share the same tortéBor this reason, it can be difficult to distinguish between them,
especially if there is a conflictn, for instance, the bass and piano. If, for example,

Evans plays a voicing for a-Dibut Israels plays a Gb, the strength of the bass may
recontextualize Evalhsoicing not as DiF but as Gb7, making it nearly impossible to tell

which chord Evans intended to play. There are a few ways we might distinguish between the
two chords, however. First, the presence of a structuyrab(embellishing) Cb, the
chordalseventh of Db/, may suggest the improviser in question is playidgd3pecially

if that Cb participates in a larger waegling line as a guide tone. By contrast, a Cb would

likely sound awkward when played harmonically against a Gb7 chordjamzsome
pedagogies, the tone would be considered a
minor ninth that could sound between it and®Blmnversely, the presence of a structural

Bb is more likely to indicate a Gb7, where Bb acts as the chatdal Biorsounding

harmonically over a Bh while not entirely uncommon, is frequently avoided, especially in

the case ofdV, so as to preserve the arrival of Bb as a crucial guide tone of Gb7. Similarly,
an emphasis on Gb is somewhat more likely taiadidGb7 than a Bbbecause it is less

likely to appear as the eleventh ofbhan the root of Gb.

42|f an improviser is thinking in terms of cheodiles, a common pedagogical device for determining what

notes to play over a given chord, the two default-sbatels (Db d@n, Gb mixolydian) are rotations of the

same parent scale. It is worth noting that Evans had likely become familiar with the notieacaflehord
equivalence t hr ough TaelLpdias Chromatic Goncepeod TonpeOfEdwatibne | | 6 s

that he likely saw it as a compositional device (where tunes are composed using scales/modes) rather than an

i mprovisational strategy. Furthermore, Evans®s i mp]
encounter ed Rus slesd, forasimgravigeowho understanNscharmdnyntierough the prism of
chordscale theory, the sharing of a parent scale could diminish the differences between the two chords, or
otherwise suggest further differentiation strategies based on whetlade alsod avoi d t oned sounoc
on chordscale theory, see Stover (2014) and McClimon (2016, Chapter 4).

43 Harmonic avoid tones are one of the core tenets of thestaedtheory system taught at Berklee College
of Music. For an overview of this systese, Mulholland and Hojnacki (2013).
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The ensemble role of each instrument may also help us determine possible features
of a referent! For example, whereas the piano in a piano triersrefponsible for
supplying crucial voiteading lines, the bass is typically expected to sound the root of the
chord in a metrically strong or otherwise significant position. For this reason, a Gb or Db
emphasized in the bass may suggest that thewasdshEnking of Gb7 or DB,
respectively. Likewise, the presence of atgmedine in the pianmaysuggest Gb7 (C
Bbii Bb over Dbmaji Gb7i C-7) or Db7 (O Cbii Bb over Dbmaji Db-7f C-7)%

Using these guidelines (among other analytical clues), Exabgie®s a critical
postulation of which chord Evans and Israels seem to be instantiating through each chorus
of their 1963 recording. (Drummer Larry Bunker also would have had a referent in mind,
but it may or may not have specified the chord in m.80gdms no means by which to
articulate the tonal aspect of his referent.) Referring to the rubric in Example 2.10, a few
telling observations may be made. First, while Israels consistently sounds a Gb in both head
statements, Evans doesindie seems tolgy a Gb in the first head but reverts teDh
the second. This seems to suggest that there was no particular arrangement made prior to
the recording, at least for this measure. The solos are more consistent: Evans iAfplies a Db
in all three choruses takes, whereas Israels mostly implies Gb7 throughout his solo. This
may suggest that Evang0s wheflaulltsrakdmsdsi n s
in the first solo Israels takes, Evans seems to first play bdbtre adding a Gb7 tedfy

through the measure. This could simply be interprete@\agakeit one that Evans does

44 For more on ensemble roles, see Monson (1996), Hodson (2007), and Michaelsen (2019).

45 That said, we might also consider the possibility that an improviser may gloss over the harmony in this
measure, treating it anareor-less undetermined harmony. This is in many ways akin to attending only to the
harmonic plan of a deeper structural level. Such an approach resonates with Schenkerian thinking and would

not have been unusual for Evans; Steve Larson (208®),d8 usses the similarities b
remarks on compositional structure and those of Schenkerian theory, noting that Evans was a student at

Mannes College of Music, a conservatory with a long history of Schenkerian influence.
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not add elsewher@hut it seems as likely that Evans noticed I8nasésof Gb7 and

switched to playing this chord m@asure to better accompany himnEventably

continues to use Gb7 in his comping in the following chorus, perhaps suggesting that he

consciously changed his chord choice to be
Given this evidence, it would seem likely that Evans and Israels have conflicting

refeaents, at least as far as the harmony of m. 30 is concerned. Israels seems to clearly favor

Gb7, whereas Evans appears to prefer,Dith Gb7 as a possible alternative. In this way,

m. 30 of Evans6s fludeWentightmepresens such duid fehtiresesd b u t

defaullsf varying |l evels in each improviserads 1

contains multiple possible harmonies7@onstitutes a firdevel default, with Gb7 as a

secondevel defauff Noticethat we have not relegated the Gb7 to the realrttodin

moment improvisational decisions but instead have included it as part of the referent. After

all, Evans seems to include the chord in the very first head statement. Had Evans only

playedthechordn r esponse to | sraelsds consistent

postul ation of Evansds referent may not ha

only two defaults for the harmony of this measure in our postulated referant does

foreclose other possibilities in the moment of improvisation. Instead, events that diverge

from these are better understood not as referent features but as the products of other

46 This is notable becauseafs consistently add®/ in mm. 12 and 28, implying that those are part of an
arrangement, or his referent generally, but the content of m. 30 is not.

4Literary scholar John Bryant (2007) dpefnaterials a f | ui
versions due to revisions (authorial, editorial, c
Fluidity, as the simple existence of multiple conflicting versions, is shared by musical and literary texts. The
qualities of thatuidity are in each case different, however, especially in how musical and literary texts negotiate

the divide between textuality and ephemeral discourse.

48 My use of this terminology is borrowed from and inspired by Hepokoski and Darcy (2006)ryhair the
sonata form as dialogic and conformational resonates strongly with many aspects of the present work. | discuss
defaults in more detail in Chapter 4.
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Example 2.11: Table indicating what chord seems to be played in m. 30 by eaclsizian in

each

chorus

t he Bi

| Evans

Head, melody

Evans Solo 1, Chords

Evans Solo 1,

Israels Solo, Chorus

played by Evans Chorus 2
Bill Gh7 Db-7 (Guide tones-Cb) [ Db-7 (Guide tones | Gb (possibly
Evans C-Cb) converted to a
() iidV: Db-7 Gb7)
Chuck [ Gb7 Gb? (Difficult to hear Gb Db-Ab-Gb-Db
Israels downbeat, possibly Gb. (Likely Gb7, with Ab
(b) However, Gb is acting as an
emphasized on beat 3) appoggiatura)
Israels Solo, IsraelsSolo, Israels Solo, Choru| Israels Solo, Chorus
Chorus 2 Chorus 3 4
Bill Gbh7 N/A N/A N/A
Evans
(P)
Chuck | Gb7 (Db down to| ? (EbDb, quoted from (indiscernible, (C-Eb) More likely
Israels | Gb) head melody) mostly rest) Gb7, since C would
(b) clash with Ch.
Anticipation of €7 in
m. 30 (same gesture
played in both
measures).
Israels Solo, Israels Solo, Evans Solo 2, Head, melody played
Chorus 6 Chorus 7 Chorus 1 by Evans
Bill N/A N/A Db-7 (GCb-Bb gt | Db-7
Evans line)
(P)
Chuck | Bb-Ab-Fb-Db Db-Fb-Gb (likely Gb7) Db-Gb (likely Gb7 | Gb7
Israels | (transformation or iioV)

(b)

for previous
measure, with Fh
replacing F.
Could fit either
chord.)

Tr i
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improvisational decisions and strategies. For example, common harmonic substitutions like

tritone subs (whickubstituter a default chord) constitute strategies independent of any

given tune and would therefore not qualify as referent features erlsssahthe

substitution is so prevalent in a given performance as to constitute a default in its own right.
How do the defaults of the Evans triods

documents in the dossier? Example 2.12 shows postulations fontreyled m. 30 in the

Dizzy Gillespie sextetds 1945 performance

choruses (one head and one chorus of solos, with the melody passed around between the

musicians in both choruses), consistency of the cheedseisto locate, but because so few

of the musicians are heard, consensus on the chord changes is more difficult to pin down.

From what little information there is, we can glean that Gb7 appears to be the default chord

i n at | east a referents. o f the musicians©od

Example 2.12: Table indicating what chord seems to be played in m. 30 by each musician in

each chorus of the Dizzy Gillespie sex

Head, melody passed from Gillespie | Solos, passed frontart (AA) to Palmieri
(AA) to Parker (B) to Stewart (A) (B), to Gillespie (A)

Dizzy N/A Gb, Fb. Would work over Bb but emphasis
Gillespie (t) on Gb seems to suggest Gb7. Notably a
transposition of original melody up a m3

Charlie N/A N/A
Parker (as)

Clyde Hart | Gb7 Gb7

(P)

Remo (inaudible) (inaudible)

Palmieri ()

Slam Orig. melody, EMDb. Fits either chord.| Gb7 (root emphasized)

Stewart (b)
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As we trace the edges of auantexteetwork, then, Gb7 and Bbboth emerge as
first- and secontkvel defaults. The notion of defabktlps here to capture the multiplicity
of jazz improvisation while acknowledging that norms not only emerge froravamioss

textebut arguably help can features proliferate through the network.

If the dossier of Example 2.6 represents stage | of Example 2.5arathtdvdenetwork

of Example 2.7 represents stage Il, how should we construe stage lll, the Manuscript? Is it a
platonic form, @roper musical work that governs the instantiation of the tune in each of its
manifold written and performed contexts? Rather than retread tinenvelhd fraught

ground®l suggest that, in jazz, the manuscri pl
productively be understood as a set of defaults grounded in the network of textual and

di scursive utterances that emerge ®Ihhrough
other wordsanalyst@referens areshaped by the analytical actions that constitute the
construction of aavantexteThis concept becomes more fruitful still if we expand our
notion of oOthe analystdé to inctawdver | i st ene
actively or passivieiynose same textual/discursive utterances, forming theavantexte

through their interpretation of the network edges. In this way the-gdtiesicenterprise

becomes a reflection of the cyclical process through which referents are formed by

49 For an overview of some of the philosophical issues surrounding the ontological statusesf, jsee tu

Lewis (2019), Kane (2018)ye (2016)xnd Kania (2011). Some of these ontological issues are addressed from
a musietheoretical standpoint Martin (2018a, 2018b, forthcoming), Stover (2017), Strunk (2003), and
Zbikowski (2002).

S0My use of the ter m 0de fHepokoskiGandiDarcyi(2606)l Roremoreend by t he
defaults, see Chapter 4 of this dissertation.
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improvises and reconciled on the bandstand, forming new documents that subsequently go

on to shape (and revise) the referents of other listeners and improvisers (see Example 1.5).

Analytic Vignettes
Tracing through the nodes and edges ohwamtextn et wor k f or OAIl |l the
Ared may yield more revealing insights abo

well. The remainder of this chapter consists of analytic vignettes e)sawvanaig
recordings of OAlIIl the Things You Areo and
anavantextenight reveal how certain features may or may not impact our referent and,

therefore, our conceptions of the téhe.

Odd Meters, Gahtures: Distinguishing between Arrangement and Referent

In his recent book detailing the developments jazz underwent in the late twentieth and early
twentyfirst centuries (cleverly entitleldying Changesisic critic Nate Chinen describes
BradMeh d au as -soeaenk iinngwarrhdapsodi st with a wary
and conventionso (2018, 32). Chinen casts
Glasper and Vijay lyer (among many others), as instigators of a paradigm shift in how jazz

engages with its history and traditions. Mehldau represents a convenient locus for such a

51 A number of published studies that examine the relationships between versions of a tune may also serve
impligtly asavantext¢ r aci ngs. These include Bowen (1993), whic
ORound MAEm20llwhdéch uses OWhat |s This Thing Call ed
view styles of pianisichaelsen (201%hicht r aces Mi |l es Davi sds history wif
Meyers (2015xhi ch consi ders stylistic changes in Davis®s
Bowen (2015) and Kane (2018), both of swahdspedialye x a mi n ¢
detailed account and is probably the closest any extant study has come to a comgietegeaetiount of

a jazz tune.
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turning point in part because his early performances seemed to point in so many directions
at once: backward to the virtuosity and hip aesthetic of the bebopnaeral tupopular
and classical musics, and forward to a vision of jazz as both grounded in tradition and
radically postmodern.

For Chinen, much of this a-tahoudrenditen i s ep
of the standar d oI playeding $ptitelya78 rafbr thdn th8 @igirdlp r i n
4/ 4. I nstead -odrlsyuoadi agr ehealkydé Chinen sa)
natur al , e 20&8n32)Throeghout naudh lofeéhé higtory of jazz, the use of
unusual time signatures wtsn relegated to original compositions, with the most famous
being the 5/4 vamp of Paul Desmondds oTake
Alterations of standards were more typically harmonic and melodic (or even formal in the
case of added siems, breaks, and so on) so as to retain much of the familiarity that those
standards brought along withthéMd.e h| daudés conversion of the
this way served a clear purpose: by castingveowebltandard in a distinct and slightly
disorienting metric mold, Mehldau and his trio communicated a sense of novelty alongside
their usual virtuosity. Whereas many earlier performances of the tune maintain a steady,
medi um tempo, Mehl dauds take i s lthormostk, mak
Western listeners to entrait®®he virtuosic nature of the performance simultaneously
made c¢clear that the tune was fully ingrain
(thereby establishing a clear link to the jazz lineageaadeaberential attitude toward

that lineage was not a necessary condition for a successful performance of the tune.

52See Kane (2018, 523).

53 For more on the concept of metric entrainment, @edon (2004).
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The Mehldau triods |ive performance of
Vanguard, captured on the 1999 alBuinof the Trio 4: d&aat the Vangyasithilarly
replaces that tuneds or i gdipacedl7/8.Fhismspérreapsqu adr
the most immediately salient innovation, but a number of more subtle features also help
emphasize both the novelty and virtuosith@performance. Mehldau begins the
performance solo, eschewing the popular Dizzy Gillespie introduction (see Example 2.2)
and instead clearly outlining the desceiiifting sequence that characterizes the A section.
The relative clarity of the harmongspecially notable due to the unfamiliarity of the meter,
the complexity of which i s-rhgtlnspebmeentheldit by M
and right hands. A number of subtle reharmonizations are introduced throughout, but the
most notable harmaninnovation arrives during the last eight measures of each chorus.
Example 2.13 compares Mehl dauds changes ag
head appears in A major twice throughout the performance, and never in the more common
key of Ab major.Jhrough a number of smooth veleading maneuvers, Mehldau taegi
Bb, bll in the key of A major (mm.d83), reversing the centripetal tonal motion
momentarily, thereby helping to loosen the grip of the primary key just as the trio moves
into the nexthorus.This midphrase tonicization helfailitate a series of modulations
between choruses, shown in Example 2.14. Note how the transpositions mostly descend
through the circle of fifths, mimicking the opening descefiftlrsgsequence of theu n e 6 s
A section.

Although the Gillespie introduction does not appear at the beginning of the
performance, the trio repurposes the vamp as an extended outro over which drummer Jorge
Rossy solos. The introds desceaftiésamgie mot i ve

chord changes used in mmd3®of each chorus (see Example 2AH8)in, Mehldau uses
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the tonicization of Bb major in order to disrupt the tonal stability of the progression,

ensuring that there is a persistent element of surprise. That¢hedses to reharmonize

the Gillespie intro, itself at one time an innovation, speaks to the minéiqéd aesthetic

of Mehldau and his cohort: the new and old innovations are not only rubbing shoulders in

the same performance, but they becomeulgbty blended together.

Example 2.

13:

Compari son

defaults.

Common defaults (transposed to A major for comparison)

29 30
Dmaj’ D-7

1

cg-’7

n

Cco?

13 M 35
B-7 E7 Amaj’

36

(Gﬁ_I-S Cg7s9 )

A
@—#f—/—f—}fff—/—i-f—f—ff{r/—/—/—f—i-—/—/—/—f-[kf—fvtf{rf—f—/ﬁ#--{f—/—/—f

Mehldau reharmonization:

29 0
Dmaj” D-7

3

Amaj’/C4

32

E7

13 M 5
Bbmaj’ E7 Amaj’

36

(V of next key )

b
%5—-/-f—/—/—'{--f——/—f—-f—:w—f—f--f{r-f—/—f—/—i--f-v—f—f{f—f-f---f—if—/—/—/—}/——/—f—ff

Exampl e

2.

T

T

T

T

T

T

14:

Modul ati on scheme

performance.

D b major

G b major

B major

E major

A major

E major

A major

A major

Solo Piano Intro (Chorus 1)

Solo Piano Intro (Chorus 2)

Solo Piano Intro (Chorus 3)

Head (Chorus 1)

Head (Chorus 2)

Bass solo

Piano Solo

Head

bet ween

0d36 alybinkt mokreacondnwn c hange s

chor
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Example 2.15: TheBrad Mehldad' r i 0ds r ehar moni zati on of t he

I f an i mproviser becomes familiar with
that aspects of these innovations may find their way into a future performance by that
improviser. Yet the precise nature of the relationship between innovation atiomeaplic
seldom clear or simple: whereas some innovations are picked up by improvisers and
consciously implemented into their performances, others become ingrained through
repeated exposure, unknowingly integrated into a performance. It will be useful to

distinguish between these two types of replicated features:

1. Features of a performance that are both consciously implearehteldnned before
the performanag be said to l@rangement features
2. Features that are integrated into an i

improviserthe default version of thedyiriee said to beferent featifres.

This way of thinking about f eat urdetermimative wrapextiee s wi t |
may be considered oOosufficient tpeeeKann(2018n580.e ssaryo f



