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Liner Notes 
(or, MARINA ROSENFELD LOVES YOU) 

1. 

The 6 tracks that make up Marina Rosenfeld’s 
P.A. / HARD LOVE (featuring Warrior Queen) 
neither document the namesake series of 
installations (P.A. [2009-2012]1) nor coalesce 
into a neatly independent, self-contained 
entity.  The individual tracks seem formulated 
as excerpts, but from a whole that never was. 
They are synthetic: bringing together all manner 
of materials (live, recorded, re-recorded, 
commissioned, simulated) orbiting – or not – the 
P.A. work complex. These materials circulate in 
turn in varying combinations and at varying 
degrees of abstraction throughout the tracks.  

Such contradictions are entirely in keeping with 
the status of the three P.A. iterations as a 
work at all – iterations whose commonality is 
likewise complex (sharing little more than 
particular loudspeakers, occurrence in large 
spaces, and each including a live, improvised 
performance by Okkyung Lee). This hesitance to 
be a work is specific to Rosenfeld’s insistence 
upon a particular mode of knowing inherent to 
the sonic: sound’s opacity as a sensual 
interstice. Peter Ablinger metonomizes this 
opacity in his operas and works such as ALTAR 
(2003) and MEHR WIRKLICHKEIT 3 (2002).2 Via 
Ablinger, the question of the musical object – 
of a dynamic psycho-physical process becoming a 

                                                           
1 The first version was presented at the Park Avenue Armory in 
2009, the second in 2010 at the Liverpool Biennial in a parking 
garage, and the third in Aarhus, Denmark in 2012.  
2 Works constituted by the radical disparity of their individual 
parts. ALTAR, for example, consists of a sound installation in 
urban space, a study for cello and electronics, and a composition 
for large orchestra. Each component of the whole occurs at a 
distinct time and place.  

work – insists on a ‘ready-making’ in the ear 
and mind of the listening subject: a 
performative act of cognitive and affective 
demarcation. Sound’s ‘parergonal’ specificity is 
therefore inseparable from a percipient’s 
temporally constituted aesthetic experience. As 
such, thinking and speaking the sonic require a 
fundamental act of translation vis-à-vis 
discourses of object-based exteriority.  

And yet, as though the mind were not a muscle, 
the idealist, analytic conceptualist emphasis 
given to the “non-retinal” turn to “modes of 
emigration from the center to the frame, from 
ergon to parerga”3in Seth Kim-Cohen’s recent 
study of the sonic arts not only elides this 
specific medial residue of thinking sound, but 
allows an entire post-Cagean generation (Ashley, 
Amacher, Oliveros, Young – a generation already 
approaching, with admittedly mixed success, its 
own non-essentialist conceptions of the sonic) 
to all but go missing. Dan Graham: “The sound is 
material. […] The critique of minimalism through 
San Francisco music […] was based on the 
introduction of the spectator’s perceptual 
process.”4 More than a novel quality of this 
particular music, this “introduction” signaled a 
turn to a consideration of sound’s potentially 
inherent ‘differential specificity’ in direct 
opposition to further modes of thinking ‘sound 
as text’ (whether post-structuralist, religious, 
ritual, or in scientistic narratives of 
universal grammars and the neurological). In his 
“Lecture on Nothing,” John Cage writes, “Our 
poetry now is the realization that we possess 
nothing.”5 These (albeit scarce) extant “non-
cochlear” and yet decisively materialist praxes 
might be described as a reckoning with this 

                                                           
3 Seth Kim-Cohen, In the Blink of an Ear: Toward a Non-Cochlear 
Sonic Art (New York & London: Continuum, 2009), p.246 
4 From an interview with Eric de Bruyn in Grey Room 17, Fall 
2004, p.112 
5 As reprinted in Silence: Lectures and Writings by John Cage, 
(Middletown: Wesleyan University Press, 1961), p.110 



remark – with the question of the musical work 
and sound as commodity in the wake of modernist 
‘dispossession.’ 

In keeping with this speculative lineage, 
Rosenfeld plays on the distinction between 
“P.A.” (public address itself) and a “P.A.” (the 
mechanism, a formalized structure for 
articulating “P.A.” in the first sense). The 
tension between saying (transmitting 
information) and ‘being said’ in saying (the 
ideological content of the form of address) is 
the pivot of the entire series of P.A. 
installations. Far from the idealized “public 
sphere” of 19th century Viennese coffee houses, 
the horn loudspeakers that ‘constitute’ one of 
the few constants in the series are relics of 
public address’ denigration into informational 
instrumentality (public address as mall closing 
time announcement, medium for advertising, 
emergency broadcast). Rather than projecting a 
conciliatory fantasy of a return to publicness, 
Rosenfeld’s installations offer self-reflexive 
situations in which the interpellative structure 
of public address itself becomes audible. 

As such, the P.A. / HARD LOVE tracks at once 
represent a continuation of this project – here 
recalibrated to underline interpellative forms 
of anonymous address inherent in the ‘album’ 
form – as well as its potential sublation (as 
already hinted at in the 2012 Danish iteration 
of the installation). The presence here of 
Warrior Queen is key. Warrior Queen’s function 
is distinct from that of Lee, whose 
contributions to the installations (as well as 
her strong presence on the digital tracks) are 
rather extensions or amplifications of 
Rosenfeld’s. Rosenfeld and Warrior Queen occupy 
positions in semantically distinct, historically 
apportioned musical fields. Both work in 
relation to the given bounds and conventions of 
these domains, speaking through languages and 

formats which precede them. Their alliance is a 
perhaps unexpected syntactical link between 
their respective ‘genres’: that both 
experimental music (at least the fleeting 
development of it that I mention above)6 and dub-
based musics assume the foundation of the 
musical to be the subjective, appropriative 
constitution of a sonic “something” (a work, 
commodity, entity) in listeners’ reception. 
Here, a dub producer and a listener to 4’33’’ 
would move close to alignment. Diedrich 
Diederichsen:  

As early as the dub studios of Jamaica 
and the turntables of the first hip-hop 
DJs, and certainly since the digitization 
of all sounds, every musical production 
has simultaneously been a potential part 
of its next appropriation. […] The 
continuing attempt to make music a 
commodity and to sustain its commodity 
nature cannot be pinned solely on its 
objecthood; rather, it must rely on quite 
different, often repressive measures that 
can no longer be camouflaged as inherent 
to art.7 

Among these repressive measures are not only 
technical mechanisms such as commercial or 
industrial “P.A.” systems (or, for that matter, 
standardized CD & installation formats), but 
also forms of address – in this case ‘styles’ of 
music (codes of repetition and difference that 
facilitate discernment and identification). The 

                                                           
6 Strictly speaking, the moment of experimental music referred to 
here is incompatible with the moniker of “genre.” One must 
distinguish between two simultaneous moments: one participating 
in the historical trajectory of a critical artistic practice, and 
another participating in the reification of the same as a niche-
market product (in which the gestural tropes of modernism have 
been reduced to exotic terms in a normative syntax).  
7 From his “Conceptual Music,” in The Abuse of Music and 
Psychogeography: the Wonderful Musical Universe of the 
Conductor,Composer, and Producer Christian von Borries (Berlin: 
Masse und Macht, 2007), p. 25‐26. 



intractability of speaking through a 
historically determined language of another – 
whether that be the stylized remnants of 
modernist electronic music or the sometimes 
violently hetereonormative codes of dub – is the 
fundamental condition of public address and the 
subject of Rosenfeld’s P.A. works. As such, one 
might recognize a certain minor détournement in 
Rosenfeld’s emphasis of Warrior Queen’s 
repeated, “I WANNA SCREAM OUT LOUD.”  

2. 

In two pairs of tracks – ‘abstractly’ in tracks 
3 and 4, and ‘vocally’ in 2 and 5 – P.A. / HARD 
LOVE explores the potential reversibility of a 
given semantic field. These traversals hinge 
upon realigning degrees of periodicity or 
occurrence of given lexical and non-lexical 
semantic elements. In the Bladerunner-esque 
march of the 3rd track, a simple electronic pulse 
forcibly de-contextualizes aperiodic electronic 
& acoustic (cello – Lee) gestures and glissandi. 
Even as it literally fades in and out of 
audibility, even after the voice’s “attack,” the 
beat’s interpellation of periodicity 
(ominously?) remains with us. Track 5 works 
inversely: overtly aperiodic, ‘formless,’ the 
primary discernible ‘rhythm’ being that of 
spaces cutting through each other – the 
collapsing of virtual spaces. Here, even traces 
of the eminently periodic (Alicia Keys’ “Empire 
State of Mind” on the threshold of the noise 
floor) serve to articulate a meta-aperiodicity.  

On the other hand, the presence of Keys (re-
recorded in domestic space – a recording of a 
listening) as well as the recurring presence of 
Rosenfeld’s own voice (in so many of the tracks) 
suggests the outline of a long transmission 
chain that makes the fundamental reversals of 
the 2nd and 5th tracks possible. Along an axis 
upon which singing-along is perception is 
reception is transmission is appropriation is 

creation, the two artists approach one another. 
In the 2nd track, Rosenfeld carves out a space in 
which Warrior Queen becomes Annette Henry. 
Bookended by the sung refrain and accompanied by 
Rosenfeld’s projection of an immense, seemingly 
implosive pointillist space, the rhythmic 
conventions typical of dub recede and Henry’s 
recitation instead takes on the poetic 
conventions of a lament. In the 5th track, 
Rosenfeld likewise momentarily reorients the 
parts of her own ‘speech’ in synchrony with 
Warrior Queen’s then fully conventionally 
rhythmicized recitation. Electronic components 
from Rosenfeld’s vocabulary heard up until now 
as aperiodic or quasi-periodic are pulled 
together into rhythmic components of another 
code and grind. 

Beyond the quasi-Cagean “interpenetration 
without obstruction” of the first track and 
various similar moments throughout the ‘album’ 
(and certainly far beyond Cage’s simply sharing 
the stage with Sun Ra on Coney Island), these 
energetic traversals into reversal do indeed 
insist on a move toward articulating the 
structure of a field rather than the momentary 
plays upon it – but only and specifically as 
this idiosyncratically functions within the 
sonic realm. In the final track, Warrior Queen 
is absent and ambient sound from the Liverpool 
installation comes to the fore. Here, the 
persistent presence of such ‘concrete’ sound 
throughout the tracks (often toward their ends) 
comes to a head.  Announced by the threat of 
rasterisation in Rosenfeld’s “tick-tocks,” these 
ambient recordings are more and more enmeshed, 
aestheticized, and interwoven with the 
synthesized sounds alongside them (that is, 
assimilated as ‘music’). In the track’s last 
minute, Rosenfeld surgically deploys a drastic 
cut-in of electronic sweeps (material we’ve 
heard elsewhere, but not with this force). Here, 
in the face of a further codification, another 



‘genrefication’: an authentically negative 
gesture. The being-spoken-for-in-speaking of one 
code is violently broken through with a 
strategic speech act of another.  

Tracing the move toward the articulation of a 
relation to the other beyond or at least 
conscious of that of the object/commodity/work, 
Judith Butler writes: 

Hegel lets us know [….] that he seeks a 
condition in which “the infinite grief 
and whole gravity of the [spirit’s] 
discord is acknowledged.” Discord? 
Disquiet? Interestingly, the idea of an 
aesthetic form animated and animating is 
not one that overcomes negativity. […]To 
lose and to mourn requires giving up the 
fantasy that possession staves off 
transience. Sometimes mourning the loss 
of possession is the precondition of love 
itself, an initial undoing of a phantasm 
that makes way for something living.8 

In other words: 

 HARD LOVE 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 From “To Sense What Is Living in the Other: Hegel’s Early 
Love,” dOCUMENTA (13) 100 Notes – 100 Thoughts, No.66 
(Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz Verlag, 2012), p.19 


