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oo 1 content of sensory experience, but aiso a moving subject
“sour:d and listening, that emerges in the process of navi-

differences. Evaluations of noisiness vary widely
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do not Jistinguish noise as general category of sound.! Wur.ds like the
[adoncsian FINE instead describe the clamorous noisiness ot social lite
in festivals and matketplaces and imply a healthy..md lively alr_nosphcrc.
Noise is associated with public sociality and carnivalesque performances
» arican) that playfully disturb the norms of everyday life. But as a
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slso recognized for its anti-social aud physiologically damaging eftects. It

is inkerent in technological mediauons of sound, buritis also considered

sccidental and meaningless.

Noise is an essentially relational concept. It can only take on mean-
ing by signifying something clse, but it must remain mmmmensn_nably
different from that thing that we do know and understand. Even in the
fundamentally relativistic context of musical aesthetics, noise is defined
by its mutual exclusion from the category of music. Yet noise is inher-
ent in all musical sourds and their mediated reproductions; it has been
ca! material and can even be considered a musical genre in

used as mis
irself. Noise is a productive term of many other dialecnical binaries of au-

cality, each of which outlises a differeat field of social knowledge. Butas
a d::;c-u-u- subject in itself. noise resists interpretation. Itis the static on
the radio; the mass of unbeautiful sounds that surrounds the island of
musical zestherics: the clatter of the modern world that indexes the lost
sourds of narure; the chaos that resists social order; the ”nimcgm',c__d_,eﬂ'

tities that exist bevond culture.

Noise was explicitly developed as 2 sound aesthetic in modern music,
even as iis radical incommensurability with existing musical structures
was reiterated throughout the rwentieth century (Ross 2007). lralian
futarist Luigi Russolo (1883-1947) is often credited as the frst to bring
noise into music, creating a set of noise instruments (intonarumen) to or-
chestrate the speed and power of industry, warfare, and the city, which
he famously rhapsodized jn his 1913 manifesto The Art of Noises. But Rus-
solo’s exemplary influence did not "emancipate” noise into musical his-
tory. lnstead, the category of noise has continued to symbolize excessive,
cmergent, and unexplored materialities of sound, even as noise-sounds
?naw become increasingly crucial in musteal composition. Noise has been
invoked as a modern aesthetic threstold from Henry Cowell to Edgard
Varese to Cage to musigue concrete and “sound art” (Kahn 199g; Cox and
Warner 2004; LaBelle 2006; Van Nort 2006; Licht 2007; Demers 2010;
5.{Odgers 2010; Voeglin 2010). Noise-sounds have become definitive for the
timbres of contemporary popular music through the widespread use of

Effe(crs, syathesizers, samplers, and studio recording techniques (Gracyk
T . .
990; Zak 2001; Mooreficld 2005). But the aesthetics of noise also test the

centers of musical coherence against the margins of circulation. Musical
styles are scaled according to their noisiness, from the least noisy (i.e.,
$mooth jazz, new age) to the noisiest (and therefore least acceptable)
form i.e., heavy metal, rechno).

A specific genre called has “Noise” developed since the 1980s among
# transnational group of practitioners and fans who used the @a to de-
m}bc an extreme strain of electronic music (Hegarty 2007; Bailey2009;
Cain 2009; Atton 2011; Goddard et al. 2013) whose circulation between
Japanand North America gave rise to the subcategory “Japancise” (Novak
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example, Jelt “harsh=.
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Noise also provides a kind of metadata thatinforms listeners about the
conteat of reproduction. The level and quality of noise reveals whether
the source of a phone call or radio transnussion s local or long-distance
or how and when 2 recording was made: a somic “gluch” can expose the
dly “loss

contingencies of ;ascnpnon and plavback, even in the purport
less™ transparency of digital media (Evens 2005; hun 2000; Kelley 2009;
Krapp 2011)." Noise also descnbes extrancous distortions and iluctua-
tions 1n the electronic Iransmission, iINSsCrpton, or storage of images,
films, television, and video (¢.g., “snow”); as in sound, visual noise has
been harnessed for aesthetic productions. As such, noise becomes a sig-
nifying property of informal er uaderground media distribution, trom
Nigenan bootleg video markets te DiY networks of U.S. “independent™
music {Larkin 2008; Novak 2011)

Noise is strongly associated with the built enviroaments of industnal
ciries. While the term can refer to sounds of nature (e.g., thunder and light-
ning. animal sounds: Rath 2003), toise is usually understood as a techno
logically produced field of sound, whuch 1s superimposed or: a natural or
social environment. I ecological terms, noise is “poliution” that d=grades
the sonic balance of nature. But before its harmfu! subliminal eftects can
be corrected, noise must first be located and brought back mto human

consciousness from its ubiguitous but subliminal position in the mode

soundscape. Although R. Murray Schafer used decibel meters to measure

and map noise m urban soundscapes through pure volume, he funtber dis-
tinguished the effects of noise in the artiticial mecnanical connnuines of
backgrourd “lo fi” noises (such as the “Hathne” noise of highway traffic or
the hum ot a refrigerator) that blocked the discrete and transient “hi §° sig-
nals of nature and c¢

munity.* For Schafer itis not attention that brings
naoise into being but 2n entrained “deafness” to its debilitating presence:
“noises are the sourds we have leacned 1o ignore” (1994 {1977 ).°

As noise was brought fucther irto socia! consciousness, its recogni-

tion contributed to the inexorable fragmentauon and privauzanon of

urban space, through zomng, somic surveillance, and acoustic shielding
from public noise (Srmlor 1977; Thompso

| 1 2002j. But although projects
of noise abatement helped o establisa sciennfic measurements of norse
Fﬂi’_ffl{ﬂ:' iEnld:l!d: of loudness, reguiations typically failed or were found

Lﬁcnxgycezb[e. Instead, noise was increasingly characterized as an in
«Luitable bypraduct of technological progress.

The cre.-e:i\e force of noise is noe anly essential to the politics of cul-
tural idznrity bu also in developing alternarives (o capitalism. |,
Atrali influenzially described noise s 2 “prophietic” form of L;x-‘!‘-amu“
which precedes the disciphniag “sacafice” o;'rr 1sical ';'um-nlzkm!“ ‘_-
As a revolutionary projsct of disorder, noise o

\ reveals the coeccive repeti-
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caton: “change is mscnbed in noise taster
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critique of globalization. As a symbol of wreducible cultural diference
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persists within 2 unversalist sociveconomic agenda, ny
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‘commensurabilities of multicultural Liberalism (Povinelll st ae

In technological media, noise is 2 subject of excess a0d disruption. b
formation theory established a szmiouc differzace between meaningf
signal and accidental poise {Sharnon and Weaver 194¢). Koise was theb
product of technological reproduction that interfered with zeception of
message (i.e., static 1n aradio transmussion, distortion over a loudspeake
or hiss on magnetic 1ape). The “signal-to-oise” ratio idertified the be
ance of interpretabie o uninterpretable sound, in which nouse shouid. !
reduced as much as pessible ta maxmize the efficizocy of rnmmufl*f
tion. But even in its pure disunction from signal, the presence of roise.
sound comirunication is far from meaningless. Attention to noise help
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ated sound and resituate music and speech 10 new discourse neew
(Altman 1g92: Kittler 1g92; Sterne 2003: Clarks 2010; Mills 2011).
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