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Nikolayevska Yu. New dimensions of musicology of
the 21st century: the experience of modelling the in-
terpretative theory of musical communication. The
study presents an interpretive theory of musical com-
munication in the context of musicology of the last third
of the XX — early XXI centuries. Its actualization in the
last third of the 20th — the beginning of the 21st cen-
turies is connected with the dominance in the musi-
cal communication system of the subject of creativity,
designated as the image of the human who interprets —
Homo Interpretatus.

Definition provided and marked Homo Interpretatus
a central element of the system of the description of a
new communicative paradigm — interpretology, which
is based on the synthesis of cognitive science and musi-
cology and is a scientific method that structures a new
space of communication. It is stated that the presence
of the interpretative component specifies the content of
the basic categories: the personality who interprets; the
interpretive awareness, the interpretive mind, the in-
terpretive thinking. Suggested the concept of “the com-
municative strategy” (subordinate to the Homo Inter-
pretatus) and its typology is given (the composing, the
performing, the listening, the interpreting).

Keywords: interpretology, interpretive theory of mu-
sical communication, musicology of the 21* century,
communicative strategy, Homo Interpretatus.

Hikonaeecoka IO. B. Hoei eumipu my3uxo3nas-
cmea XXI cmonimmsa: 00c6i0 MOO€NIBAHHA
iHmepnpemamuenoi meopii mMy3uuHoi KomyHIKayii.
V' oocnioocenni  npedcmaeneno  inmepnpemamueHy
meopilo My3udHoi KOMYHIKayii 6 KOHMeKCmi My3u-
Koznaecmea ocmannboi mpemunu XX — nouam-
ky XXI cmonimms. [i axmyanizayin noe’azana 3
OoMiny8auHam Yy —cucmemi My3uunoi KomMyHixayii
cy6’exma  meopuocmi,  nosnavenozo Ak Homo
Interpretatus  (moouna, wo inmepnpemye). Haoa-
Ho Oeginiyito ma nosnaueno Homo Interpretatus

Penensent crarti: Kosak O. 1., nokTop MucTenTBo-
3HABCTBA, Mpodecop, XapKiBChbKH HAIlIOHATBHUIA
yHiBepcuteT Mucrents imeHi 1. I1. KomsipeBcbkoro
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YEeHMPANbHUM — elleMeHmoM CUcCmemMyu Onucy Hoeoi
KOMYHIKamueHoi napaouemuy — iHmepnpemonozii, ujo
bazyemocsi na cunmesi KOSHIMUBICMUKU U MY3UKO-
3HABCMBA MA € HAYKOBUM MeMOOOM, WO CHPYKIMYPYE
Hosull npocmip Komyuixayii. Yrkasano, wo nasgHicmo
iHmepnpemamusHo20  KOMNOHeHma  cneyupikye
3micm maxkux 0a308ux Kamezopii, AK: ocoducmicmo,
wo inmepnpemye; IHMEPNPENy6albHA CEIOOMICHb,
inmepnpemyeanvHull po3ym; IHMepnpemyeanibie Miuc-
JIeHHs. 3anponoHo6aHO NOHAMMA «KOMYHIKAMUEHA
cmpamezisny (cyniopaone Homo Interpretatus), ma na-
0aHO 11020 MUNONO2IH (KOMNO3ZUMOPCHKA, BUKOHABCH-
Ka, cryxaybKa, iHmepnpemamopcbKa,).

Knrouoei cnosa: inmepnpemonozis, inmepnpemamusna
meopia My3uuHoi KOMYHIKayii, my3uxosnaecmeo XXI
cmonimmsi, KomyHikamuseHa cmpameeisi, Homo Inter-
pretatus.

Huxonaeecxaa I0. B. Hoevie usmepenus my3vixoge-
oenua XXI éexa: onvim mooenuposanus unmepnpe-
mMamugHol meopuu My3biKaa1bHOU KOMMYHUKAUUU.
B uccnedosanuu npeocmaenena unmepnpemamusHas
meopusi My3bIKAIbHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU 6 KOHMeEKcme
My3vikogedenus: nocieonei mpemu XX — navana XXI
sexa. Ee akxmyanuzayus cesazana ¢ OOMUHUPOSAHUEM
6 cucmeme My3bIKAIbHOU KOMMYHUKAyuu cybvexma
meopuecmesa, 0603nauenno2o kaxk Homo Interpretatus
(Henosex Humepnpemupyrowuii). Ilpeonooicena Oe-
Gunuyus, u Homo Interpretatus o6osnauen xax yem-
MPANLHBIL dNEMEHN CUCEMbl ONUCAHUS HOBOU KOM-
MYHUKAMUBHOU  NaApaouemvbl — UHMEPNPemonoui,
Komopas 6asupyemcs. Ha CUHmMe3e KOSHUMUSUCIUKU
U MY3bIKOGEOEHUS U SGIAEMCA HAYUHBIM MEMOOOM,
CMPYKMYPUPYIOWUM HOBO€ NPOCMPAHCMBO KOMMYHU-
Kayuu. YKazano, 4mo Hanuyue UHMepnpemamueHoll
KOMNOHEHmMbl  cneyuguyupyem cooeporcanue marKux
0a306blx Kamezopuil, Kak: UHMeEpnpemupyouas iuy-
HOCMb; UHMepnpemupyloujee cosnaunue; uHmepnpe-
mupylowuil pasym, unmepnpemupylowjee mvliuieHue.
Copmynuposano onpedenenue ROHAMUSL «KOMMYHU-
KamueHas cmpameausy (conoouunennoe Homo In-
terpretatus), u npedocmasieHa e2o munono2us (Kom-
NO3UMOPCKAsl,  UCHOTHUMENbCKAA, — CYUWAMENbCKAA,
UHmMepnpemamopcras).

Knrouegvie cnosa: unmepnpemono2us, unmepnpema-
MUBHASL MEOPUsL MY3bIKATbHOU KOMMYHUKAYUU, MY3bi-
Kosedenue XXI eexa, KOMMYHUKAMUBHAA cmpamezus,
Homo Interpretatus.

Problem statement and analysis of recent
publications. In the 21 century, in connection with
the transformation of artistic processes, new forms
are born; there are previously unknown types of com-
munication, fundamentally new in their content — the
art of proto-. This is largely due to the problem of
personal identity faced by the self-awareness of the
modern human. The art practice of the Modern time
poses many complex questions to the researcher:
about new ways of forming and birth of specific ar-
tistic language systems, about reducing the distance
between the author and the addressee of the art mes-
sage, about “re-adjusting” the perceiving awareness,
and in general — about the criteria and limits of art
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itself, which is in the situation of the Modern time or
non-classics.

The topic of the present study is stipulated by
the overriding need for an interpretative theory of
music communication. Its actualization in the last
third of the 20th — the beginning of the 21* centuries
is connected with the dominance in the musical com-
munication system of the subject of creativity, des-
ignated as the image of the human who interprets —
Homo Interpretatus. Thus, the known ideas of the
“open composition” (U. Eco [25]) and of the “mul-
tiplicity of interpretation”, “rhizome”, which gener-
ates models (J. Deleuze [8]), “death of the author”
(R. Barth [3]), and “the end of the composer’s time”
(V. Martynov [12]) are supplemented by the concepts
of contonation (I. Matsievsky [13]), metanoia (Anke
Hennig [26]) — the key settings of the creativity of
composers, performers and listeners, the final “build-
ers” of invariant form, declared in a contour way.

The terminological changes recorded in the
research of the 2000s are related to the process of
transformation of communicative processes, and this
applies to both the perception of art and the artistic
(more broadly — creative) self-expression. We can
state that the basic principle of the modern method-
ology of humanitarian knowledge is interpretative-
ness (let us remember the emergence of “interpretive
literary criticism”, interpretative translation theory,
interpretative theory of culture, etc.). The 21% cen-
tury, indeed, is the era of the triumph of interpretive
thinking (I. Dobritsyna [10]), “interpretationism in
the broadest sense” (or interpretive approach, ac-
cording to V. Demyankov [9, p. 309]).

Analysis of recent publications on the topic.
All of the above said led to the development of sev-
eral scientific directions in the musical science in the
late 20" and early 21* century, which are operating at
the intersection of different humanities: from philo-
sophical anthropology and culturology to the soci-
ology of communication and musicology. Thus, one
of the most powerful theories in the depths of musi-
cology is the theory of musical interpretation. In the
foreign musicology, its development is associated
with the research of Jean-Jacques Nattiez [30], who
developed a conditional three-dimensional concept
of the composition (creation, performance, percep-
tion); T. Adorno, who wrote about the need for “in-
terpretive analysis” [2], Gisele Brelet, who saw the
task of the performer in finding harmony between the
“essence of the composition” and the original “con-
tribution of its implementation” [27]; H. Danuser,
who actualized the performative line of research, in
the light of which there appears a historical recon-
struction, traditional realization and the actualizing
type of performance [28]; Hans-Joachim Hinrichsen
[29], who emphasizes the rethinking of the phenom-
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enon of musical interpretation, calling research a
“sub-discipline” of musicology (Die Interpretations-
forschung — German, Performance Studies — in An-
glo-American science), which it became for the last
20 years and rejoicing that musicology transcends
the boundaries of pure text analysis (Textanalyse) or
historiography (Kompositionshistoriographie).

In the Soviet musicology, the theory of interpre-
tation began to take shape in the 70s of the 20" cen-
tury (N. Korykhalova “Interpretation of Music”,
1979 [11]). In Ukraine, the theory of interpretation
was thoroughly developed by V. Moskalenko in his
doctoral dissertation (“Creative aspect of musical in-
terpretation”, 1994 [18]) and continued in the top-
ics of scientific conferences of the Ukrainian Society
of Music Analysis organized by him (since 2000).
V. Moskalenko’s “Lectures on Musical Interpreta-
tion” (2012) contain a system of description of the
performance process and development of categories,
among which the basic ones are “interpretation-in-
terpreting”; “interpretation version”, types of inter-
pretations, “style of musical creativity”, “interpretive
direction of creative activity” [17].

As for today, within the theory of interpretation,
a well-developed conceptual system has been devel-
oped, and it covers not only the actual “interpreta-
tion”, but also related musicological dimensions:
“hyper-interpretation” (A. Usmanova [20]), “rein-
terpretation” (P. Volkova [5]); the concept of musi-
cological interpretation (O. Samoilenko [19]); the
theory of reflexive awareness in the musical creativ-
ity of L. Shapovalova ([24]), in which the categories
“I-awareness”, “reflection”, “I-Other”, “synergy”,
“God-cognition”, and “spiritual communication” are
mastered; the ideas of the performance ontology by
V. Medushevsky, which have been set out in sepa-
rate articles [15], reports at conferences and in the
manual “Spiritual analysis of music” [14]. The re-
turn to ontology actualizes the problem of a human,
the inter-modality of his/her perception and thinking,
and led to the search for integrative methodologies
within musicology and the formation of interpretolo-
gy as a science of interpretation in musical creativity.
It records the change in the entire vertical of spiritual
cognition of musical creativity, which actualizes the
synergistic concept of music and the methodology of
a reflexive approach to its study.

The modern interpretology is a set of scientific
concepts (devoted to the study of performance style
as a typological category, genre, creative thinking,
etc.) and schools or, according to L. Shapovalova,
“integrative discipline” [22] and the direction of
“cognitive musicology” [21; 23]. The paradigmatic
changes has required not only interdisciplinary con-
nections, but also the renewal and rethinking of the
categorical apparatus, the search for approaches re-
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lated not only to interpretation, explanation, but also
to the interpretation of new meanings and meanings
in the system of new musical communication. Thus,
along with the existing approaches mastered by the
music science (structural-semiotic, synergistic, onto-
logical, cognitive, musical-psychological, etc.), we
have provided a substantiation of a new “branch” of
communication theory — the interpretive theory of
musical communication, which obviously combines
music theory, music interpretation and cognitive sci-
ence.

The goal of this study is the substantiation of
the interpretative theory of musical communication,
which is stipulated by the new status of Homo Inter-
pretatus in the art of the 20" — 21t centuries.

Exposition of the main material of the study.
The scientific thought in the 20" century suffered
several tectonic faults. In particular, there was a “lin-
guistic” turn (early 20™ century), which was marked
by the reliance on the text; a cognitive turn (late
1950s — 1960s) and an interpretative turn (from the
late 1970s), which replaced the textual approach and
gave new impetus to the human sciences. The pro-
posed interpretative theory of musical communica-
tion is one of the concepts of modern musicology and
reflects changes in the perception and understanding
of the world.

In the system of modern musical communica-
tion, the importance of the art of interpretation and
dominance of Homo Interpretatus is unparalleled.
The communicative structure of the Modern time art
reflects the change of the connections in the formed
hierarchy of ‘“composer-performer-listener”. What
is presented (created by the composer or performer)
sometimes loses its relevance, becoming “everyday”,
the connections and contexts of the composition be-
come relative, mobile. According to the definition of
philosophers, culturologists, art critics, the emphasis
shifts towards the recipient (who can also be the au-
thor, interpreter or anyone who perceives the work
of art). Therefore, the main meaning of the proposed
concept is to justify the role of the interpreter (au-
thor, performer, or listener) in the process of co-lis-
tening or contonation. The latter means creating the
perspective of the sounding of a certain composi-
tion, and emphasizing the role of the listener, which
in most cases becomes more significant and active
(not accidentally, the emphasis in the development
of the communicative theory by V. Medushevsky
[16] was placed on perception). P. Vaclavik’s axiom
about the “irreversibility of communication” [4] in
the perspective of musical art can be accepted with
an important note: owing to the “counter texts” of
the performer and the listener, it is always reversed.

The ascending position, which embodies the
ethos of the interpretative theory of musical com-

munication, is the idea of the infinite cognition of
the Other. Musical communication is structured by
“eventfulness”, which for each communicator im-
plies the “production of presence” (H. U. Gumbrecht

[7]) and the experienced type of meaning (Augus-
tine [1]). Therefore, we see a new subject of creativ-
ity — Homo Interpretatus — as a determinant of com-
municative processes in the Modern time art. The
following definition is proposed:

Homo Interpretatus is designated as a symbolic
image of a person in contemporary culture, a modus
of'its cognition, which is capable of changing its sta-
tus from culture-post to culture-proto (making it not
final but ascending), which actualizes the cognitive
essence of the musical experience of self-awareness
of I by fixing its openness and inversion to the funda-
mental eventfulness of culture.

The separation of Homo Interpretatus ! neces-
sitates gradual adaptation through the modelling of
new analytical tools — a system of concepts within
the interpretative theory of musical communication.
The presence of an interpretative component speci-
fies the content of the basic categories.

The interpreting personality is a personality
with the dominant properties of creative processing
of information obtained as a result of communication
(at all stages of the communicative process).

The interpretive awareness is the dominant of
the creative process in the contemporary art. It is able
to cover all the polyphony and nonlinearity of space-
time.

The interpretive mind (“the mind which in-
terprets”) is the concept of a synergetic concept of
the world, marked by openness to the heuristic pos-
sibilities of the nonlinear method of cognition. It is
the ability to think nonlinearly and combine several
paradigms in the process of cognition of the world
(musical art), which leads to heuristic discoveries.

The interpretive thinking is the transition from
latent-strategic action (J. Habermas [6]) at the level
of the idea to its implementation in the process of
communication in order to invent new dimensions of
customary meanings.

The interpretive style is a manifestation of the
nature of Homo Interpretatus.

Musical communication in this sense is a pro-
cess of comprehension — a space of communication
and transformation of Homo Interpretatus. This act is
relevant both for the stage of creating a composition
(Composer-Text) and for the stages of interpretation
(Composer-Text-Performer), perception (Composer-
Text-Performer-Listener) and comprehension (Com-
poser-Text-Performer-Listener-Researcher).

' Among other conceptual Homo (Homo sapiens, Homo projec-
tivus, Homo habalis, Homo divinas, Homo legens, Homo ap-
ertus, Homo simbolicus, Homo significatione, Homo credens,
Homo Aestheticus, Homo sinesthesis, Homo cognitus).
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Homo Interpretatus is a central element of the
system of the description of a new communicative
paradigm — interpretology, which is based on the syn-
thesis of cognitive science and musicology and is a
scientific method that structures a new space of com-
munication. All opponents of interpretative practices
base their messages on the fact that interpretation
(meaning the experience of interpretation, scientific
knowledge) often overshadows the experience of the
direct experience of music (interpretation as a “living
text” in the process of communication). In the process
of developing counter-arguments, musicologists and
philosophers repeatedly find points of convergence/
repulsion, but the question of “justification” of inter-
pretation still remains open. Indeed, the way which
the measures of “meaning” and “presence” correlate
with each other is seen by us as a reflection of the
changes that the theory of interpretation reflected on
the path of its existence. The interpretative theory
of musical communication takes into account both
measures. The presence of the interpretative compo-
nent specifies the content of the basic categories: the
personality who interprets; the interpretive aware-
ness; the interpretive mind; the interpretive thinking.

The analytical component of interpretology
relies on the traditions of academic science (a mu-
sic composition, a musical form, language/speech,
dramaturgy, and texture), the performing one devel-
ops the specificity of the activities of Homo Interpre-
tatus through established or relatively new concepts,
such as: contonation, style, sound-image, performing
poetics, and performing chronotope. The performing
text is structured through “sound-image” and “chro-
notope” and is a consequence of the strategies cho-
sen by the subject of interpretation. The temporal
unity of the linguistic elements of the style system
constitutes the performing poetics conditioned by the
Homo Interpretatus style (in all possible forms).

The openness of Homo Interpretatus is mani-
fested through the concept of “the communicative
strategy”. In the broad sense, it is a way of translat-
ing the meaning, a mandatory choice of the vector
of communication in the system “composer-perfor-
mer-listener-researcher”; in the narrow sense, the
understanding of this category implies a position
that is significant for the Human who interprets in
relation to the Other (the composer, performer, lis-
tener, and researcher). The application of the concept
of communicative strategy (in the sense of “pur-
posefulness™) as a unit of musical communication
and methods of identifying its types makes it pos-
sible to reconstruct the process of interpretation as a
process of dialogic interaction, to model its essential
characteristics as a process of communication. The
communicative strategy means a significant correla-
tion for the interpreting personality of the type of the
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position in communication (in this case, the position

in relation to the Other) and the type that expresses

this position of the modal form (its communicative
structure). Thus, the concept has a volume, defines
the subjects of relations and value orientation.

The projection of the Human who Interprets has
influenced (in each specific case) on the invariant
communicative structure and transformed the inter-
actions within it. Owing to this, the communication
strategy has the following functional separation (dif-
ferentiation):
 the composing — as a creative one,

* the performing — as the objectification of the sound
form of the composition,

» the listening — as a strategy of co-intoning of
the sound form (on the principle of “presence”)
(H. U. Gumbrecht),

* the interpreting — as an explanatory one (“culture
of meaning”, according to H. U. Gumbrecht).

Thus, the communicative strategies are a
plurality of ways to implement interpretive thinking
and to create a space of communication of Homo
Interpretatus. The meaningful scope of the concept
defines the subjects of the relationship and their
value orientation. On the one hand, this volume is a
part of communicative interaction, in which a certain
communicative goal is achieved through various
verbal and nonverbal means; on the other hand, the
result of the practice of making music is a new space
of meaning:

* the composing strategy — the interpretation at the
level of the idea of text addressability (to other
subjects of communication, to the Other as the
subject of communication);

* the performing strategy — the interpretation of the
idea of the Other in the process of reproduction in
a live sounding;

* the receptive (listening) strategy — complicity, i.e.
the interpretation of the performing text as the
meaningful one which is sounding and transform-
ing communicative space;

» the hermeneutical strategy — the interpretation of
communicative action as a process of correlation
of linguistic and extra-linguistic contexts.

The system of relations to the subject, object
and result of interpretation is illustrated in the table 1.

The process of interpretation is fixed in com-
municative strategies. Therefore, the dynamism of
the internal features of communicative strategies is
manifested in the variants of their tactics and forms.
Their individual authorial selection reveals the hi-
erarchy of Homo Interpretatus’ communicative pri-
orities and the model of communication/interaction
with the Other.

Conclusions of the study. The proposed theory
is a system that studies forms and means of interpre-
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Table 1
Subject | Composer Performer Researcher Listener
Philosophical ,
ideas, concepts Composer’s text Composer’s or
Object . ’ L . performer’s text The artefact of art
1mages, emotions, (composition) i
. (composition)
technologies
Simultaneous impression
A composition Version, Text recorded (with a passive
Result recorded in writing | composition, verbally (in writing | participation) or the act of
or in sound recorded in sound or orally) presence of the listener (an
active participation)

tation, it has fixed the “interpretative turn” in contem-
porary art, and it is predetermined by the practice of
the present, is substantiated by it and generalizes it.
The meaning of the interpretative theory of musical
communication is to justify the role of the interpreter
(the author, the performer, and the listener) in the pro-
cess of co-listening (contonation) — that is, creating
the perspective of sounding of a particular composi-
tion, and emphasizing the role of the listener, which
becomes more and more significant and active.

Homo Interpretatus is designated as a symbolic
image of a person in contemporary culture, a modus
of its cognition, which is capable of changing its sta-
tus from culture-post to culture-proto (making it not
final but ascending), which actualizes the cognitive
essence of the musical experience of self-awareness
of I by fixing its openness and inversion to the funda-
mental eventfulness of culture. Homo Interpretatus is
a subject that reveals the cognitive potential, consti-
tutes a space of communication, and allows anyone
who joins it to change the communicative and artistic
space (the external, objective one as well as the inter-
nal, personal one). Such experience is substantiated
by the need for the Other and the cognition of the
Other. The conceptualization of the image of Homo
Interpretatus as the embodiment of awareness/think-
ing and creativity of the 20™ — the 21%' centuries em-
braces all possible attributes of the interpretative ex-
perience of Homo Musicus, but does not come down
to any of them.

The interpretative theory of music communica-
tion has formed its organon — a cognitive method that
covers all dimensions of interpretation. The method-
ology of the research, based on the synthesis of mod-
ern humanities and theoretical musicology, allowed
developing an interpretative and communicative ap-
proach for the study of different artefacts and values
of musical communication of the 20" — 21 centuries.

Thus, the interpretative theory of music com-
munication is a theory of integrative type, which

demonstrates the system of concepts of art of
analysis of the activity of Homo Interpretatus,
which recorded a change in the paradigm of
musicological awareness from the semiotic-her-
meneutic one — through the anthropological one
(a human-dimensionality of music as an analogue
of a personality).

The content of the concept testified to an inter-
pretive turn that is strategic to modern culture. Its
vector in the scientific meta-awareness is marked
by the change of “culture-post” to “culture-proto”,
which is open to infinity.

The prospect of further development of the
topic is concluded in the further development of the
basic principles of interpretative theory of musical
communication.
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