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“… with one singing voice, sometimes the personality of the 

person who sings is so beautiful and intense 
 with personality – what should I do as a composer? 

 The sounds are already full of intensity  
before I even write one note – 

 this was a problem for me”  
(Lachenmann, 2014) 

 

 

As a singer who works mostly on the realization of new and recent pieces in the tradition of 

Western Art music, there is always a tension between the inherited norms and habits of the 

tradition of which I am part, and the need to make music present in the moment for both myself 

and the audience. Western Art music has been less quick than some other art forms to take up an 

engagement with autoethnography (Bartleet, 2013). Perhaps this is because traditionally, scholars 

in the field have focused more upon understanding music through a composer’s intentions and via 

analysis of notated scores, than on the experience of those performers who bring the music to life. 

In this chapter I will describe my work towards performing Helmut Lachenmann’s piece for voice 

and piano, Got Lost (Lachenmann, 2008). The preparations towards performances of this work 

are part of my ongoing artistic research utilizing tools from autoethnography. 

Performers have long contributed accounts of their experiences, but these have usually 

been framed as memoire or as an historical account. Academia’s recent invitation to performers 

to contribute their own serious, scholarly work rubs up against some of the inherited norms that 

still dominate in professional music. Since the nineteenth century, there has been a hierarchy in 

place that lauds the genius of the composer over the gritty, craftsman-like role of the performer 

(Lowinsky, 1964). Oftentimes performers are not expected to have much more than an intuitive, 

or technical understanding of their role within musical meaning-making. A wide collection of 

literature has been created to educate singers on the proper ‘interpretation’ of particular pieces 

(Johnson & Stokes, 2000; Bernac, 1978) and opera singers have ‘coaches’ to tell them how to 

interpret the composer’s instructions.  

 



Narratives by performers speaking for themselves in a way that addresses the interlocking 

historical, theoretical, critical and phenomenological elements of their practice are a relatively 

rare and recent development (Penny, 2009; Cumming, 2000; Schick, 2006; Järviö, P. 2006). As a 

counterbalance to the traditional views on voice and vocalism described above, some key 

philosophical texts have in recent decades revealed the dense potentialities of the voice (Barthes, 

1977; Cavarero, 2005; Dolar, 2006, Connor, 2000). From an inters-disciplinary perspective the 

fast growing field of ‘Voice Studies’ (Eidsheim, 2015; Kreiman & Sidtis, 2013; Macpherson & 

Thomaidis, 2015) provides a rich theoretical ground for the vocalising subject.  

The traditional partitioning off of scholarly fields from practice-based work might lead 

one to believe that the subjective or less tangible elements of performance practice are not 

valuable in research or in pedagogy (Borgdorff, 2006). Texts about composers and musical 

notation analysis are framed as “research” – relaying the subjective experiences of performers are 

“memoire”. However, recent scholarship and the explosion of work in artistic research are 

helping to more fully theorize the boundaries and co-influences between subjective and objective 

research; it is in that liminal space that practice-based work most effectively benefits from 

scholarship’s critical and methodological tools. 

 Practice-based research and autoethnography make for a sound methodological 

partnership. Utilizing autoethnography within artistic research strengthens the bond between the 

embodied aspects of the research and the communicative ethnographies we create to try to convey 

our experiences – or as Spry puts it: ‘‘Performative writing composes the body into being. Such a 

praxis requires that I believe in language’s representational abilities, thus putting my body at (the) 

stake . . .’’ (Spry, 2008, p. 343). Creating autoethnography from practice-based research is a self-

nourishing cycle. I write about and document my experiences throughout the artistic process. 

Preparing for performance involves many hours of “in the moment” embodied learning, but that 

kind of learning is hard to track and difficult to explain. When I write about my experiences I 

force myself to articulate sensations and discourse while they are in progress or shortly after. 

When the performative moment is over, the accumulation of these materials provides a ground 

upon which I can build an analysis that facilitates better decision-making going forward.  The 

writing becomes part outcome and part grist for the mill. I argue that autoethnography empowers 

artistic practitioners to be more efficiently self-knowing, which contributes to better choices 

throughout the practice.  

 

 

 



Lachenmann’s “problem”  

In 2014 I gave the Australian-premiere performances of Helmut Lachenmann’s Got Lost in 

Melbourne and Brisbane (Australia) with pianist, Alex Raineri. I performed the piece again the 

following year in San Diego (United States), with pianist Todd Moellenberg. As I prepared this 

work, I documented, analysed and critiqued my decision-making throughout. The resultant 

materials form an autoethnographic narrative of artistic research that unpacks and re-threads the 

experience of performance. Though storying a performance might seem simple enough, to unpack 

the thing in detail requires me to acknowledge that I am subject to a throng of influences, people 

and traditions. Because of the highly subjective and embodied nature of the research practice, I do 

not feel able to convey much useful information about the pianists’ experience or the role of the 

piano part within this piece. For that reason, I will refer to piano-related aspects of the work only 

peripherally and focus instead upon the vocal elements of the work. 

 In his seventh decade of life, after 30 years away from writing for the solo voice1, in the 

1990s, the composer Helmut Lachenmann began work on two large-scale pieces for singers. 

Completed in 2008, Got Lost is his most overtly “vocal” piece, in which the solo “singing voice is 

allowed free rein” (Pierson, 2015, p. 206). It is the only work in his entire output to brazenly 

embrace conventional “singing”. In 2014 I travelled to the International Summer Course for New 

Music. I was excited to hear Lachenmann speak about Got Lost in the several hours of lectures on 

the work that had been scheduled at this, most august of festivals held biannually in Darmstadt, 

Germany. 

 The thing that stuck with me most vividly during these lectures was Lachenmann’s 

explanation of why he had avoided writing for singers for so long. He said: “I never dared to 

write music for voice in earlier times… with one singing voice the personality of the person who 

sings is so beautiful and intense with personality – what should I do as a composer? The sounds 

are already full of intensity before I even write one note – this was a problem for me” 

(Lachenmann,  2014). I had gone all the way to Darmstadt, the sacred cradle of modernist 

European music for more than half a century, to hear one of the greatest living composers tell me 

point-blank that the presence of “one singing voice” was a “problem” for him. As his potential 

vocal soloist, this became a problem for me also. 

 
																																																								
1 The second of the two works referred to here is his opera, Das mädchen mit den 
schwefelhölzchen, premiered in 1997. Lachenmann’s only piece utilizing a solo vocalist before the 
1990s is temA (Lachenmann, 1968), a work for voice, flute and cello where the performers all 
vocalize, but none of them “sings” – the predominant forms of vocalization in the piece are 
breath sounds, whispers and various vocalic splutters, gasps and utterances.  



Knowing Lachenmann’s oeuvre, existing writings about his vocal music (Pierson, 2015; 

Swithinbank, 2011), and the composer’s own scholarly output (Lachenmann, 1980; Lachenmann, 

1995; Lachenmann, 1999; Lachenmann, 2004; Lachenmann, 2012), I knew that he found the 

singing subject-as-instrument problematic. Vocality’s coiled parts – flesh, persona and musical 

signification – are for me, a source of joyful discovery and empowerment. Lachenmann may not 

have found the prospect of the solo voice an immediately enticing one, but through the course of 

this research I came to appreciate the care and energy with which he went about solving the 

problems of the voice as he saw them.  

Singing bodies and the audience perceptions that accompany them, divert attention away from the 

“absolute” nature of sounds, and onto more slippery ground. My sound production is a physically 

embodied act that is tangled up in my self and my physicality. The primary producers of the 

“singing sound” (phonation) we hear are two tiny flaps of mucous covered tissue smashing 

together at high velocity, hundreds of times per second. They are delicate and temperamental and 

subject to the conditions of the larger muscles and cartilages that work together with the vocal 

folds to produce voice. It doesn’t get more interior or physical than that. It is not so strange that 

this messy scenario should be a problematic for the inventor of musique concrète instrumentale.2 

 

“Meaning it” 

Got Lost sets texts in English, German and Portuguese. “Der Wanderer” (The Wanderer), an 

extract from Nietzsche’s The Gay Science, is the central text. The other two texts are Fernando 

Pessoa’s (under the heteronym3 Alvaro de Campos) Portuguese poem “Todas as cartas de amor 

são Ridículas.” (All love letters are ridiculous) and an English note the composer found in 2002 

in the elevator of his apartment building in Berlin. In the note, a fellow resident pleadingly asks 

the reader to help her recover her laundry basket; which had “Got Lost”. In Lachenmann’s 

realization, the three texts are articulated in fragments that are thrust up against and through one 

another to accumulate in meaning and affect. The juxtaposition of the contrasting texts, with their 

respective languages, intentions and tone, fractures the subjectivity of the singer into variegated 

																																																								
2 “Musique concrète instrumentale” refers to Lachenmann’s use of techniques derived 
from “musique concrete” (termed such by Pierre Schaeffer, in 1948) and applied to 
acoustic instruments from the Western tradition – or “…music that emphasizes the way 
sound is produced rather than how it should be heard, thus reversing traditional 
hierarchies.” (Orning, 2012) 
3 The writer and poet Fernando Pessoa had over 100 aliases, which he called heteronyms. 
These characters were constructed by the poet to allow him to inhabit different writing 
styles and, often controversial, opinions (Pessoa, F. (2002). 



vectors that compete for the listener’s attention.  The texts and English translations are included 

below for reference: 

 

Text 1 Friedrich Nietzsche Translation: Thomas Common 

27. Der Wandrer  

Kein Pfad mehr! Abgrund rings und 
Todtenstille!  
So wolltest dus! Vom Pfade wich dein 
Wille!  
Nun, Wandrer, gilts! Nun blicke kalt und 
klar!  
 
Verloren bist du, glaubst du an Gefahr.  
 

from Die fröhliche Wissenschaft. 1882 

    The wanderer 

“No longer path! Abyss and silence chilling!” 
Thy fault! To leave the path thou wast too 
willing! 
Now comes the test! Keep cold – eyes bright and 
clear! 

 
   Thou’rt lost for sure, if thou permittest –       fear. 
 

From The Gay Science. 1882 

 

Text 2 Fernado Pessoa  
[Álvaro de Campos] 

Translation: John Shepherd 

Todas as cartas de amor são ridículas  
 
Todas as cartas de amor são  
Ridículas.  
Não seriam cartas de amor se não fossem  
Ridículas.  
 
Também escrevi em meu tempo cartas de 
amor,  
Como as outras,  
Ridículas.  
 
As cartas de amor, se há amor,  
Têm de ser  
Ridículas.  
 
Mas, afinal,  
Só as criaturas que nunca escreveram  
Cartas de amor  
É que são  
Ridículas.  
 
Quem me dera no tempo em que escrevia  
Sem dar por iso  
Cartas de amor  
Ridículas.  
 
A verdade é que hoje  
As minhas memórias  

All love letters are ridiculous. 
 

All letters of love are 
Ridiculous. 
They wouldn’t be love letters if they were not 
Ridiculous. 
 
In my day I too wrote  
letters of love, 
Like others, 
Ridiculous. 

 
Love letters, if there’s love, 
Have to be 
Ridiculous. 
 
But in the end 
Only those who never wrote 
Letters of love 
Are really 
Ridiculous 

 
I wish I were in the times when I wrote  
not thinking how  
love letters 
Ridiculous. 

 
But today the truth is 
My memories 



Dessas cartas de amor  
É que são  
Ridículas.  
 
(Todas as palavras esdrúxulas,  
Como os sentimentos esdrúxulos,  
São naturalmente  
Ridículas)  
 

Of those love letters 
Are the ones that are 
Ridiculous. 
 
(All the strange words, 
Like the strange feelings 
Are naturally 
Ridiculous) 

 
 

Text 3  

Monday 4.3.2002 

Today my laundry-basket got lost.  
It was last seen standing in front of the dryer. 
Since it is pretty difficult to carry the laundry without it 
I'd be most happy to get it back. 

 
Announcement in the corridor of the “Villa Walther” in Berlin-Grunewald  

Figure 1. Texts and translations  (Lachenmann, 2008) 
 
I was aware that Lachenmann’s disassembled and fragmented text setting across so many 

different kinds of sounds made it unlikely the audience would understand the meaning of the 

words most of the time. Even if a listener did happen to be a speaker of all three languages the 

composer had intentionally obfuscated the words; in many places, stripping them down to their 

component phonemes and consonants, like spare parts plucked from an old car to create some 

strange new vehicle. It therefore seemed important that, when we encountered parts of the work 

that did seem to lend themselves towards intelligibility, we figure out a way to make those 

moments count.  

Journal Entry October 12th, 2014 

As we worked through the piece, there were times when Alex and I had to make 
decisions about whether to stress the “meanings” of the words, or whether a particular 
word or part of a word should be allowed to function percussively, or coloristically. 
Should I be trying to help the audience understand the words? If so, how… 

 
In bar 158 (Figure 2), Lachenmann introduces the eponymous (Got Lost) text for the first time. 

This seemed to be a gesture that surely, the audience should be given every chance to understand. 

This event follows a section of highly rhythmical music in which the vocal line hockets between 

percussive vocal sounds and sung sounds in fast succession, while the pianist plays and vocalizes 

a busy and rhythmic passage – suddenly, the composer interrupts the hurried flow by having the 

singer pronounce the “Go…” of “Got Lost” only to have several seconds of silence unfold before 

the rest of the word is pronounced – in the form of a high pitched percussive click: [t]. Two full 



bars of silence follow before we are able to complete the sentence with the word: “Lost”. The 

way this moment unfolded was something I found both humorous and poetic. I wanted to make 

sure the audience was in on it. 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 2. Got Lost (Lachenmann) measure 156-160 
 

This same musical moment was described by Lachenmann during his lectures at Darmstadt: 

I ask the audience not only to listen, but to work with his own memory – When I say 
“Go…..t Lost” I expect him to listen with his memory, with all his sensitivity listening 
for the context of the sound. A sound is like a point and there are a lot of lines going 
through this sound. Each of you is not only your name. You are also a father, a 
Portuguese, a patient, a footballer… We are all these things. The question is who are we 
to be this morning. I do not want to make noises. I want to figure out what to be.  
(Lachenmann, 2014) 
 

The flash of suspended meanings between “Go…” and “…t lost” turned out to be more important 
that just a decision about intelligibility. It became a place to experiment with the more important 
issues of our multifaceted subjectivity, and “what to be?” 

Journal Entry November 8th 2014 
Today we rehearsed the “silences”. The moments between gestures that were not actually 
finished – that Lachenmann talked about in his lecture. We made a point of being very 
still, frozen in place during these moments. Both Alex and I naturally move our bodies 
quite a lot, so by not moving and by paying attention to the tense stillness of that, it felt 
like a very active gesture – to be unmoving. In this case what seemed most important was 
to not add anything to the silence except our focus on the waiting through it. We were 
hoping the audience would wait as earnestly as we were. 

 



This one gesture is a microcosm of the kind of embodied problem-solving inherent in artistic 

research. How can a performer solve problems that occur in the space between their body, the 

composer’s intent, the notated score and the audience’s expectation? When I encounter these 

moments I ask: how can I best convey the potential meanings here? The answer we chose in this 

case was to hold ourselves still, and to be active in our waiting. 

 Throughout the rehearsal process, problems were addressed as we encountered them. 

Sometimes these problems called for further research, or took time-intensive work to solve. More 

often, guided by the trained-in musical language we share with each other and the composer, 

answers were reached more intuitively. In the case of the example above, we were guided by 

Lachenmann’s own words towards a solution that was mostly reflected in our physicality, but 

which ultimately needed to be realized by the active listener as they participated in the meaning-

making potential of that “Go…t  Lost” moment. 

 

Breaking language 

A traditional view of Western Art music emphasises the importance of melodic material (often 

called themes or subjects) in the structuring of a work (Lerdahl & Jackendoff, 1983; Dunsby, 

2002). In place of pitch-centric “themes”, Lachenmann introduces the idea of expressive 

“categories” which convey meanings that are no less concrete – but which are quite separate to – 

those traditionally attached to melodic subjects in Western Art music. The qualities conveyed in 

his categories are often realized as gestures that are understood more through physical experience 

than by a traditional relationship to melody. These categories have titles like “Shouts”, “Pulse” 

and “Toneless” (Lachenmann, 2014). With his “Shouts” (Ruf) the listener hears the violent 

expulsion of intention from the vocalist. His “Pulse” (Puls) are often articulated via non-sung 

sounds that connote more of a stylized stammer than a traditional compositional device for time 

keeping. The “Toneless” (Tonlose) category, where pitch is conveyed without phonation via 

whispering or a manipulation of air by the mouth, could be aligned with any number of dysphonic 

handicaps.  The categories that make up Got Lost are utilized as if they were just as sturdy as the 

structural elements of conventional western music, but one might imagine that that house could 

fall down without open and imaginative attention from listeners and performers. 

 I posit that for many in the audience these sounds would connote physical or emotional 

responses which are not conventionally associated with music but are entangled with the body 

and the listener’s empathic “vocal imaginary” (Connor, 2000). Connor states that these kinds of 

vocal utterances are socially powerful signifiers but that their meanings cannot be construed as 

fixed or objective. He states that hearing and understanding these text-less utterances constitute a 



sort of ‘dream theatre of the mouth’ (Connor, 2014, p. 15). He says that these sounds might best 

be described not using phonetics but with ‘what might be called phonophenomenology’ (ibid).’ In 

other words – to convey something of what these utterances mean for listeners and how they 

function within music we need to look beyond their linguistic and acoustical realities and 

examine how these sounds are perceived via the experience of human subjects. 

 During the opening of Got Lost, the vocal part is made up exclusively from the “Toneless” 

category of unvoiced sounds. The composer has stated that he intended these sounds to showcase 

“the mouth as an instrument” (Lachenmann, 2014), to explore the qualities of breath - the 

physiological inverse of voice. It must be admitted however that for many people “the mouth as 

an instrument” might not the primary connotation attached to the sound of rhythmic and affected 

breathing.  To some, the sounds I was making for the first several minutes of the piece may have 

sounded akin to “shushing” a talkative patron in a movie theatre or blowing out candles on a 

birthday cake. Listening attentively to these kinds gestures for a prolonged period while dutifully 

absorbing the many fine details the composer has layered into them, is a difficult prospect. After 

the performance a friend told me “I wasn’t buying it at all in those first few minutes, but I was 

relieved when the piece moved on to the other material”. As it turned out, those first few minutes 

of music were extremely difficult to master from a technical perspective. I spent a really long 

time trying to get these “Toneless” breath sounds to be pitch-and-articulation-accurate. Despite 

my best efforts to understand and convey the richness of the materials in the score, there was little 

I could do to control for the audience’s perception of what was going on. Though I believe, in 

later performances, I have had greater success in drawing out the detail as the rhythmic and 

ensemble elements have become more confident. 

 Connor states that this “phonophenomenological” approach should be employed, rather 

than an exclusively quantitative or scientific description of the sounds, because “language is made 

not by linguists, but by its inexpert and often stubbornly opinionated users, which suggests that 

their (our) fantasies and prejudices may exercise a significantly formative pressure on the ways in 

which language comes about and functions.” (Connor, 2014, p. 15). In the phenomenal 

experience of sound we must account for the interaction of these sounds with the real-world 

experience of individual listeners.  To perform Lachenmann’s music I had to become fluent in 

these different techniques and categories, knowing that the sounds were not designed to elicit any 

one particular reaction from a listener and that we musicians could not expect to control for 

audience reaction. The listeners are explicitly free to do as they please with the sounds we offered 

them, and that is by design. Or as Lachenmann put it “I cannot control the audience. Who is the 

audience? Ronaldo?” (Lachenmann, 2014) 



Embodying 

As the learning progressed, I felt I was moving towards a better understanding of Lachenmann’s 

intentions. I realized that rather than worrying about what listeners might think these sounds 

mean, the music would be better served by taking the more conventional approach: concentrating 

on finding the best ways to produce the most accurate version I could of what was on the page. 

As is often the case with difficult music, the methods and learning process for this piece 

continuously evolved from the day I picked up the score. Initially, each bar was a nightmare. I 

was overwhelmed with information and the sheer difficulty of the task. The first couple of bars 

took 10 hours of my solo practice time to get them sounding more or less “correct”. The lengthy 

period of time I spent figuring out how to commit each element to muscle memory allowed the 

piece to slowly ink itself onto me.  

 As the performance got closer and rehearsal days got longer, I just began to “sing the 

piece”. Sounds that had at first been difficult, came out of me as if by instinct. The phrasing, the 

expressivity and tone colours I chose started to feel automatic. It’s a long piece and unrelenting. 

Figuring out how to modulate my attention became a problem of its own. On the final rehearsal 

day, we gave a practice performance in front of an audience of students at the Australian National 

Academy of Music. My journal entry from that day says: 

Journal entry from: October 9th 
Today we rehearsed for 3 hours and then performed the piece in its entirety for the 
ANAM forum. It went very badly. I lost concentration and stopped counting at several 
points. I couldn’t think through the blur of information. I felt powerless. It did not feel 
like a performance. I was not present with the music; I could feel tension between the 
score and I as we drifted away from one another 

After this somewhat disastrous first run through. I went home with an idea of how to revise for 

the performance the next day so as to eliminate the potential for the breakdown of focus I had just 

experienced. I went over all the sections of the work silently, thinking about all the details we had 

rehearsed. After a short break, I went over it again, also silently, but this time thinking not about 

the details but of moving my energy forward – and with Lachenmann’s words in my memory - 

imagining how I would “be” during silences and between phrases. If someone had watched that 

final rehearsal of mine, it would have looked like someone sitting at a desk doing nothing. But 

this 90 minutes I spent sitting silently with the score, sharpening my image of how I would focus 

my attention through the performance was perhaps the most valuable preparation I undertook. 

 Backstage at the South Melbourne Town-hall before I went on for that first performance, 

I was afraid I had not done enough – that the process of learning the piece had somehow lacked 

agency on my part, that my realization was too literally a parsing of the score through my body. 

The performance itself was a blur. I focused my attention on the score and my collaborator, and 



time just kept moving forward. My body did what it had learned to do. After the performance I 

realized I had been so engrossed in my task that the sensation I usually have of conscious 

relationship to my physical body had been absent. At first, this was alarming. I am a performer 

who prides myself on feeling grounded in my physical presence. I was so bothered by this that for 

the second performance, I made an effort to prepare differently: I worked on finding moments to 

be more ‘expressive’ and to come up with some more nuanced phrasing and rhythmical detail on 

a few gestures. Unfortunately, the second performance, though less rushed and better prepared, 

felt like a failure. I could not focus in the same way. The ensemble suffered, and several sections 

of the work did seem to have lost some of their “magic”. Once I received the video 

documentation of both performances I was able to compare and contrast to see if, with a little 

more objective distance, my feelings about the relative successes of the two performances could 

be verified. As I watched, it certainly did seem that the first performance was superior to the 

second.  

 

Reflecting 

Practice-based research and autoethnography are fields where the subjectivity of the researcher, 

the research and its outcomes are an entangled and moving target. If performers want to explain 

ourselves we must be prepared to deal with difficult questions and more than a little mess in the 

writing process or as Gannon explains it, “The self produced in a text is always contingent, 

tentative, situated and relational” (Gannon, 2013, p. 232). By analysing the video-documentation 

and diaries I began to form a clearer picture of what had occurred. In that first performance, I 

initially felt that I lacked agency and feared I was operating on an adrenaline-fuelled auto-pilot. 

What I came to recognize is that that auto-pilot had enabled me to indulge in the thrill of physical 

empowerment gained by producing an open and efficient operatic sound in the conventionally 

sung parts and in sections of rapid-fire extended techniques I enjoyed the mental play and 

creativity of conjuring myriad physical set-ups to produce acrobatic sounds in fast succession. 

The experience of “being”, when in the midst of that performance, was one of a stretchy, vivid, 

simultaneity of self. Without the documentation process I would probably not have noticed how 

and where my habitual assumptions about performance had been leading me astray, and have 

missed the opportunity to create new knowledge within my practice 

 What I now believe was happening was that the language of the piece had “sunk into me”. 

I was singing with an absorbed vocabulary that was partially the composers’, and partially an 

expression of my body as it had adapted to the demands of the learning process. I realized that 

Lachenmann had built-in a deconstruction of the mechanisms of traditional vocality and pianism 



into his piece. I didn’t need to consciously fuse myself to the work – because the very act of 

embodying it, without any conscious effort on my part, forced that fusion to take place.  

  I am more accustomed to feeling as if I am “working” to activate physical presence and 

to convey expressive intention. The unexpected outcome of working on this piece was that I 

realized I didn’t need to actively translate the expressivity inherent in the score; I just had to do 

what it told me to do, and let my habits and entrainments do the rest. The failure of the second, 

more expressive, performance was evidence enough of that. I resolved that for future 

performances of “Got Lost” I would take an approach that focused purely on the score and let my 

body do the work. More importantly, I resolved to query what this could mean for works I 

encountered in the future.  

Reading back over such a “realization”. I cannot help but laugh at myself. This score-

driven approach might simply be called “interpretation according to convention.” It’s amusing 

that I did not immediately realize this was the right approach, but knowing the composer’s 

philosophical outlook it took quite some convincing for me to believe that this could indeed be 

the most effective approach. 

Journal entry from: October 11th 

After the performance, out in the foyer, I noticed the fleshy bit of my left hand was blue 
and swollen. I pointed out the welt to a friend who had been sitting in the audience. 
“That’s not surprising” he chuckled “You were hitting yourself very hard with your 
tuning fork”. I didn’t even notice I was doing it…” 
 

In the aftermath of that first performance, the forward momentum of the piece and its multitude 

of techniques left me with the sense that I had just gotten off a ride that had been moving at 

tremendous speed. The way of paying attention to oneself that is enacted within this piece seemed 

akin to trying to lift up one’s arms while strapped into place on a rollercoaster. There is a 

predetermined track one must follow, but the restrictions placed upon you in the scenario, make 

the task unusually difficult. In the moment of achievement, of letting go of the rail, one feels 

intensely present and alive.  The physical sensation of danger, of being close to the edge of the 

narrow tip of attention I knew I needed, allowed me to feel a kind of binding to the score and to 

my fellow performer that was as thrilling as it was strange. Being out of control, almost out of my 

body, actually created an intensity of presence that I had not identified as possible within my 

practice until that moment. My voice, vulnerably exposed to a process that produced embodiment, 

became an effective communicative vehicle. The autoethnographic narrative I created for myself, 

utilized those fleeting times of vulnerable experience to create new knowledge that I have used 

going forward in my practice. 
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