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            Dans cinquante ans le poète sera celui qui commandera à des machines phonétiques.La poésie sera une science ou ne sera plus.
 
            René Ghil, early 1920s1
 
          
 
           
            This study examines sonic poetry, an experimental spoken-word artistic practice, and the various ways in which it utilizes new media technologies as means of creation and composition.2 What began as sound poetry – and has worn innumerable labels throughout the history of the Western twentieth-century avant-gardes and neo-avantgardes – has developed into a vast, multifaceted field of language-based artistic creation that unfolds in the space between poetry, music, performance, and media art (see, e.g., Chopin 44–45; Lentz 2000, 90, 235–239; Lane 2006, 4). Sound poets started utilizing technological devices as means of composition in the mid-1950s. Soon after, sound poets and literary scholars began proposing terms and concepts to address these technological approaches. Over time, sound poets have come to use more and more of the technologies available, which now encompass digital technologies as well.
 
            I propose the term sonic poetry to describe more recent works in today’s post-digital media environment that are composed through the constitutive use of media and technology. Sonic poetry applies technological treatments as a fundamental element of composition that can have a crucial impact on a work – on its sound and musicality, as well as its textual content, meaning, and therefore semantics. I have chosen to use the term sonic in this context because it is already associated with technology and processing (see McCaffery 1997; Ernst 2008, 2016).
 
            The introduction presents the evolution of sound poetry into sonic poetry in order to lay the groundwork for the rest of the study. It includes preliminary considerations about both the subject matter and central terms, such as post-digital media, technology, and technique. It will also provide a brief excursus into cognitive psychology and what have been referred to as “phantom words” (Deutsch 2003, 2019). Moreover, it defines the interdisciplinary research objective of this study and its methods and offers an overview of existing research.
 
            
              From sound poetry to sonic poetry
 
              This study examines artistic practices that utilize language and the word “in its original and still natural habitat, the world of voice, of sound” (Ong 1967, 22). One form of poetry that predominantly concentrates on sound and voice has been (and still is) sound poetry, which developed as an original, self-sufficient practice in the early twentieth century, with key impulses coming from Dada and Futurism. Sound poets had begun creatively employing media in the composition process by the 1950s at the latest and thereby established an experimental language-based artistic movement.
 
              This artistic field encompasses different approaches where the acoustic realization of a work is crucial and the sound of language is the central means of expression, at times even at the expense of lexical meaning (cf. Higgins 1993; Wilpert 2001, 13). Since media and sound technology have become widely and easily available, the possibilities of utilizing technology in composition have increased. Sten Hanson has argued that sound poetry “grew as a result of new working tools and new media” (1982, 16); it “emerge[d] not by coincidence in a transformative historical period for auditory technologies” (Feinsod 2012, 1329). Whereas it was mainly the tape recorder that made it possible to manipulate sound in the 1950s and 1960s (in the form of editing, multitracking, and changing the recording and playback speed), since at least the 1990s, digital technologies have made such composing techniques relatively easy (Ch. 3.2).
 
              Between the 1960s and the early 1980s, sound poetry consolidated into what can be considered a cohesive scene. It had ties to conceptual practices and concrete poetry and was embedded within the fertile environment of artistic experimentation, interart, intermedia, and transmedia approaches, which embraced new media technologies.3
 
              Since the 1990s, this artistic field seems to have diffused into different movements in various fields (e.g., the contemporary arts, experimental and improvised music, performance, and choreography) with rather loose connections to the prolific, lively sound poetry scene of the past. However, some activities (e.g., festivals and publication projects) seem to be dedicated to continuing sound poetry’s legacy – although many artists involved in experimental, language-based approaches may no longer be aware of the term. This study therefore aims to investigate and describe a new period of linguistic sound experimentation, mainly focusing on recent developments, but still based on the technology-driven, exploratory spirit of sound poetry.
 
              Although the use of technology in the creative process (rather than merely in reproduction) is already associated with sound poetry (see, e.g., Kriwet 1961, 42–45; Burroughs 1979, 9; Chopin 1968; 1979, 95), I propose a specific term to describe an experimental artistic practice that involves the constitutive use of media technologies to compose language-based works in the post-digital media environment: sonic poetry. This term draws on the work of Steve McCaffery, who proposes an evolution from “phonic” to “sonic” sound poetry, with technology playing a constitutive role in the process of composing the latter (McCaffery 1997).
 
              While the term sound poetry persists among some artists and scholars, Nuno Miguel Neves has described it as a somewhat “archival practice” that originated not only from the substantial use of technologies but also from various historical aesthetic currents (Neves 2019, 270; trans. MM). This is one reason why I propose using the term sonic poetry, as many contemporary practitioners may not be aware of or connected with sound poetry at all, and therefore might not be seen as engaging in an “archival practice.” Instead, they are developing new and innovative works that come close to what has been achieved in sound poetry, though they are probably unaware of it. This is why I do not want to link them to such a specific term, which some already considered a meaningless catch-all term more than thirty years ago (see Wendt 1993, 65). If sound poetry is already a “combination of the exactness of literature and the time manipulation of music,” then sonic poetry expands this definition by incorporating technology as a means of composition that can influence both the temporal manipulation of sound and the precision of literature (Hanson 1982b). It still demonstrates a strong connection to music, as an amalgamation of “speech, music, [and] sound” (Leeuwen 1999). However, I believe that it is necessary to emphasize that sonic poetry (and many other forms of sound poetry as well) is concerned not just with sound and voice but also with language and meaning, even if only to subvert or overcome it (Ch. 2.3). In this regard, speech is more relevant than the voice alone.
 
              Informed by post-digital media practices, such as sampling and speech synthesis, sonic poetry appears well-suited to drawing from a variety of speaking voices (other than the author’s own), multiplying their aesthetic and semiotic possibilities, and allowing for new kinds of associations – and therefore the emergence of new meanings (Ch. 3.1 and Ch. 3.3.3). For this reason, sonic poetry has the potential to overcome poetry’s concentration on, if not obsession with, the author’s own voice, expanding and shifting the notion of the “poet-performer” by speaking with various tongues (Novak 2011, 6.2.1). While the specific features of the voice are crucial, their main relevance in this study is in relation to the technologies that manipulate and alter them. Such features include the vocal “grain,” a surplus element that surpasses the mere transmittal of speech (or song), which could be described as the acoustic character of a voice (Barthes [1972] 1977).
 
              Furthermore, instead of being written and presented in visual form (as a book or in other visual media, including digital media), sonic poetry is realized and presented in sounding form as audio media – published on sound carriers or online – or in performances. Moreover, a (live) performance can also occur in the studio and “produce a definitive text” – an audio text – that exists “as a recording […], thus dispens[ing] with the need for visual notation except perhaps as a sketch to start with” (Clüver 2002, 173).4 The final result of such works is “not a performable, written notation or text, but a recording” (Higgins 1993, 1182). For this reason, a work of sonic poetry (and most sound poetry at that) cannot be transformed into another form or medium without losing some of the crucial features that constitute it.
 
              Thus, sonic poetry can be considered a kind of “néo-litterature” (Nachtergael 2017; 2020). This term “describe[s] the transmedia condition of literature since the rise of recording and mixing technologies that has indeed allowed the ‘expansion’ of literary presences outside the book” (Nachtergael 2024, 161). Sonic poetry is thus entangled with literature, making it an inherently language-based art form. It is therefore concerned with texts, semantics, and meaning-making, however abstract or unusual they may be. My investigations will accordingly take into account the “‘total’ sound of the work, and the relation of sound to semantics” (Bernstein 1998, 4).
 
              I will discuss the complex relationship between semantics and (sound and sonic) poetry (2.3.1) and the specific influence of the productive use of technology on semantics and meaning (2.3.5). I will consider concepts such as parasemantics, protosemantics (2.3.2), and phonosemantics, which are particularly relevant in relation to spoken, sounding language (2.3.3), as well as the idea of neo-semantics (Ch. 2.3.4). I therefore suggest an expanded conception of semantics in order to grasp the potential of, or at least the struggle with, meaning-making in works that are predominantly focused on sound (Ch. 2.3.6). These works often build upon a high degree of ambiguity, and sometimes even subvert or reject conventional semantics. I will not only consider specific aspects of orality, such as prosody, vocal techniques, and speaking styles, but more importantly the related technological methods that additionally complicate the relationship between sound and sense (Ch. 2.4). Sound poetry already altered the “ideal tension” between “sound and sense” that is already laid out in conventional poetry. However, by “multiplying, shifting, reducing, or denying” referential meaning, sonic poetry additionally transforms, shifts, and extends this tension by making constitutive use of technology in the composing process (Feinsod 2012, 1327). Sonic poetry, which amplifies the voice and transforms it by means of technology, is still language-based. This is why I view it as a form of audioliterary writing, where speech recordings are iteratively reworked during the composing process, making them comparable with widely understood, visual, script-based writing (Ch. 2.2).5 Chapter 2 opens with a discussion of the term electroacoustic poetry. Introduced as early as the 1960s, it conveys the idea of the electronic manipulation of sounding language material.
 
              Sonic poetry must therefore be separated from oral, phonetic, and phonic poetry. These styles draw on the possibilities of orality and vocal techniques, which, however advanced, are limited by bodily constraints. While acknowledging performative forms, sonic poetry includes and embraces above all forms that are not intended or impossible to perform (e.g., studio works published on sound carriers or as files) – unlike sound poetry, which tends to be performed (live). Far from constructing a hierarchy, I would like to acknowledge the specific possibilities, practices, and aesthetics offered by sonic poetry as a particular form of poetic production that constitutively incorporates technology into the composing process.
 
             
            
              Technology: Using humanmade artifacts and devices
 
              I define technology as the use of humanmade artifacts. In the context of this study, these are devices that allow artists to capture, record, store, play back, and manipulate voice and speech.6 I will focus on electronic and digital media in relation to sound, highlighting the use of technological devices as productive creative means as well as the related composing methods. “Technology represents the means by which the human voice – by virtue of the fact that it is ‘captured’ in electronic form – is subject to displacement and transposition, permutation or transformation” (Young 2015, 6). Moreover, “the human voice is extended through interaction with electronic technology” (Young 2015, 5).
 
              In a broader sense – and quite appropriate for today’s entanglement of such humanmade artifacts to culture, society, corporations, institutions, and overall power structures – technology can also be defined as a dispositif (see Foucault 1977; see also Larroche 2019). This applies also for technology’s use in artistic contexts, although an in-depth analysis of technology as a dispositif in relation to the arts would go beyond the capacity of this study.
 
              Moreover, the controversial and oftentimes oppressive interdependences of technology, colonialism, ethnicity, and industrialization must be acknowledged and critically inquired, because technology is never neutral, always bound to the discourses and evolution of a specific culture and its ideologies (see, e.g., Chude-Sokei 2015). Related to this, we must not forget that access to technology is limited to some people and not everyone has access to technological devices, digitality, or obtains the skills to utilize them. Some people are still excluded from technological and digital literacy for social, cultural, religious, educational, economic, and political reasons.7
 
              Because this study mainly deals with the actual methods that artists use while composing their works, rather than broader technological implications, I will define technology in the following as the use of human-made artifacts, while remaining attentive to the critical discourses outlined above. Such a simple definition also includes concepts that are often overlooked in many hegemonial discourses that limit technology to something associated with so-called “Western values” (Saha 1998).8
 
             
            
              Technology and Poetry
 
              The relationship between poetry and technology may be complex and paradoxical, it has been rightfully regarded as a productive relationship since at least the early twentieth century, when poets were exploring “the potential of radio and other new media to disseminate and produce poetry,” expanding the aesthetic palette and creative potential of poetic forms, “enthusiastic” about the new technological possibilities (Noland 2012, 1414).9 Recording technology has challenged the idea of the ephemerality of sound, which can now be captured and stored, fixed on a medium, and edited and treated by technological means (see Chion 1991). But in the process of losing its ephemerality due to the possibilities of recording, sound has simultaneously become something that can be processed and manipulated (see Sterne 2003, Matter 2025a). Technology is used to record not only speech but also other vocal and paralinguistic sounds that cannot be transcribed in visual form (e.g., hums, groans, plops, tongue clicking), integrating those sounds into the (sound) poetic vocabulary. This has led to technologies becoming means of composition in their own right. Although recording allows artists to reproduce, disseminate, and distribute works to an audience, the true aesthetic implications of audio technologies have been creative rather than reproductive (cf. Noland 2012, 1415). Today, there is no work of literature or poetry “that has not been shaped by the electronic [and digital] culture that has produced it” (Perloff 1991, xiii). It must thus be assumed that even those works that deliberately do not employ technology in the composing process are nonetheless influenced by the knowledge of media and sound technologies, especially works that actively address, mimic, replace, imagine, or anticipate technology. Moreover, “[d]igital technology has become ‘naturalized,’” and the presence and use of digitality and media technologies are a given in most parts of the world (Rustad 2023, 36).
 
              Access to just a laptop and free audio software makes it possible to compose relatively complex and sophisticated works, even with only a few basic functions available, such as editing or multitracking. If an internet connection is added to this minimal technological setup, artists can attend online tutorials to significantly increase their skills, and materials can be gathered from online collections and archives (see Ch. 3.1.3). Additional features of digitality such as coding, speech synthesis, and online resources are opening up further compositional opportunities. Characteristic of the post-digital era, artists are even utilizing analog technologies – once declared obsolete – both for their specific functionalities and due to general “retro” trends (see Cramer 2015; Reynolds 2012). In this sense, “a constant reappropriation of historical methods of making sound poetry” seems to be taking place (Neves 2019, 269; trans. MM). However, it has now become an “everyday experience” to “interac[t] with voices of unknown origin or plac[e] our own onto various media” (Labelle 2010a, 162).
 
              In our post-digital media environment, people can apply the general technological skills required to operate a smartphone or laptop in order to work with sound in software applications. The personal computer brings together innumerable applications and methods of working with media material, meaning that anybody with the basic skills to create content on a computer needs to take only a relatively small step to begin using sound software in the composition of artistic works. This contrasts with earlier times, when a user had to delve into a tape recorder’s functionality and mode of operation in order to use it – let alone a sound studio. However, the initial aim behind the introduction of consumer electronics was to provide simple access to and to make it easy to operate technological devices, allowing a few sound poets of the 1950s to start experimenting with the tape recorder. Today, a comparatively large number of artists have at least basic technological and digital skills, probably because they have spent the last few decades becoming accustomed to consumer electronics. Personal computers, laptops, and, more recently, smartphones – all of which offer many opportunities to play around with sound – are now widely available. Our familiarity with, and even immersion in, technology and digitality in contemporary everyday life means it is only natural that artists would include technological methods in their working processes. However, many of the works examined in this study are also characterized by a different, rather experimental and unconventional approach to technology that tests the limits and limitations of technologies. This does not have to be a contradiction. The easy access to and usability of technologies provide the foundation for experimenting with them in ways that deviate from their intended use and functionalities.
 
              The expansion of technological opportunities, including by digital means, can produce effects that were not possible before. This is unleashing entirely new potentials for poetry (cf. Burroughs 1979, 9). Technological processing intervenes into the acoustic “raw material of all poetry” in order to productively bypass the coding of the alphabet through “time-axis manipulations” (Kittler 1999 [1986], 36). Poets are thus redefining poetic performance and composition by way of sound technologies (cf. Montgomery 2015, 137–138).
 
              Considering the inclusive aspects of the broad accessibility and ubiquity of technologies, “we can assume that the digital age and the subsequent democratization of its creative tools, from sound mixing to video screening and editing, allowed women, kept away from the musical and poetical scenes, to embrace these new possibilities [and] creat[e] their own creative environment” (Nachtergael 2024, 163). I would contend that many of the artistic approaches presented and discussed here “integrat[e] the technological, readily incorporating the decentering potential of electronics and laying the groundwork for alternative routes toward ‘words in freedom’” (LaBelle 2010a, 166).
 
              Moreover, technologies are never neutral. They are shaped by historical, social, and political relations, reflect ideological biases, and even represent the profit- and control-driven interests of institutions, governments, and corporations (see, e.g., Stiegler 1998). The advent of ubiquitous digital technology has raised fears about our apparently disadvantageous dependence on technology, and the risk of being compromised, manipulated, or endangered by it, particularly in connection with so-called artificial intelligence (see, e.g., Chopra and Joseph 2024). Although they mainly address inconsiderate online behavior and the downsides of social media, such warnings may be valid. But this study aims to foreground the overall potential, opportunities, and affordances offered by technologies in artistic contexts, as well as the creative and playful aspects that can help us to better understand how technology functions, and its ideological entanglements. Through its relations with technology across time, poetry offers a laboratory for exploring the ever-changing nature of what we are” (Noland 2012, 1416–1417).
 
              Far from adhering to techno-determinism, I will show that the use of technology – especially when it is combined with techniques – can produce liberating effects for artists, foster playfulness and experimentation, and lead to the creation of innovative works.
 
             
            
              Techniques as artistic methods
 
              That said, poetry does not necessarily involve the use of technology. I define technique as a systematically trained (artistic) method, as opposed to a spontaneous action. For example, extremely fast, slow, or monotonous speaking can be considered a vocal and linguistic technique. As previously described by Russian Formalism, a technique can be considered an artistic method to poetically shape language material, for example, to produce estrangement effects (cf. Shklovsky 1965 [1917]). I define artistic methods as techniques of crafting language – with or without the direct use of technology. Though they are not completely synonymous, the three terms – artistic method, technique, and (poetic) device – are closely related and all concern the ways in which artists and poets produce work and the methods they apply to do so.
 
              Various extended vocal techniques (like those applied in experimental and avant-garde music, as well as sound poetry) have provided fertile ground for expanding the range of artistic expression in order to develop innovative works. Since the advent of media and sound technologies, it has also been possible to subsequently combine these extended vocal techniques with media technological treatments in order to further complicate and enhance the aesthetics of composition and production. Moreover, the sound characteristics introduced by sound technologies have served as inspiration, for example, when a human voice mimics technological sound by purely oral means, like the stuttering sound shape of audio cut-ups or excessive editing (see Collins 2005, 5).
 
              “Device” has a double meaning in the context of this study: it can designate, first, an artistic technique – a poetic device – used to craft material or, second, the technological equipment used to manipulate and compose the material. It is therefore important to point out that technologies as well as techniques can both reinforce aspects of literariness, such as deautomatization and defamiliarization, estrangement, and excess structuring (cf. Benthien et al. 2019, 36; van den Oever 2010, 55). Due to such entanglements, “the link between technique and technology is more than a pun” (Collins 2005, 5). Technologies and techniques are thus inseparable in the production and composition of artistic works, depending on and influencing each other. Technology can also be used productively in an indirect way, for instance, when an artist records their speech in order to listen to it and thereby train their performance skills.
 
              Artists may even apply a technological method as a technique. Thus, a specific method of editing audio material might result in a poetic device, such as a loop. An artistic method involving technology can therefore become a poetic device. While a poetic device like rhyming depends on language-crafting skills, the use of a technological sound effect like an echo depends on technological manipulation skills. The two can be combined to create complex new poetic devices, highlighting the term’s double meaning.
 
             
            
              Reciprocal human-machine relationship
 
              In Chapter 3.4., I argue that artists often use technology in a reciprocal manner: the artist does not merely utilize a technology unidirectionally as a tool; rather, the composing process unfolds in a back-and-forth between the human and the machine, to the point that the very idea or concept for a piece may only evolve during the reciprocal process (see Mon 2016 [1974]; 2016 [1983]; Hayles 2017). This can include unconventional methods of using a given technology that are not originally intended or that even constitute misuse. By applying such methods, artists playfully unleash the creative potential of technology and its subversive power to challenge predetermined notions of technology.
 
              Such a reciprocal human-machine relationship can therefore be described as productively increasing the “contingency” of human behavior in relation to technology. Even a lack of skills can result in unforeseen and surprising outcomes that expand the range of artistic methods available. Increasing the contingency of both human and technological agency alike may lead to the emancipation of the designated, prescribed use of technology, thereby expanding the notion of “technodiversity” (Hui 2023). This also includes artistic contributions to epistemic considerations made through the development of innovative, alternative methods of using technological devices. It also resonates with the concept of “technogenesis,” which is the idea that humans and technology evolve together (Hayles 2012).
 
              What I propose defining as reciprocal can also be understood as part of an experimental approach. Instead of stressing the notion of the avant-garde (already considered problematic, e.g., by Bürger 1974), I will emphasize experimentation as an artistic approach that aims to generate new and innovative methods in relation to various materials, technologies, and media. That is to say that experimental artists conduct open-ended artistic experiments, producing work sui generis, rather than applying conventional methods or forms (cf. Noland 2012). However, even the most experimental practices can become conventional if used frequently and long enough (such as the cut-up method or the use of specific sound effects). Some artists push “harder against the conventions of a single discipline or medium” than others and can therefore be regarded as engaging in experimental practice.10
 
             
            
              Post-digital media
 
              The term media is used to specify the type of technology most relevant in the context of the present study. I thereby follow theoretical approaches focusing on the materiality of media and its influence not just on form but also on the content that is produced, composed, distributed, and received via media (e.g., McLuhan 2003 [1964]; Kittler 1999 [1986]; Gumbrecht and Pfeiffer 1994). Because many of the artistic endeavors that use media technology feature language in some way or another, it has been argued that media art is closely linked with literary forms, that it possesses a “literariness” (Benthien et al. 2019).
 
              In another sense, the word media can also be used to denote the content of online resources, from digital collections and archives to websites that synthesize speech. Furthermore, I will concentrate on the productive potential of media as a means in the process of creation – on a kind of processing that rearranges material to generate new content. Media are thus understood as something related to dynamic processes, rather than storage and transformation alone (see Winkler 2015).
 
              In connection to this, post-digital refers to the present age, in which digital technologies are no longer something special, but ubiquitous (at least to many people in most parts of the world, see above): “‘Post-digital’ thus refers to a state in which the disruption brought upon by digital information technology has already occurred” (Cramer 2015, 20). The notion of the post-digital also includes the use of older, obsolete, analog media that are employed to supposedly break out of the inevitable digital paradigm or that are utilized for merely nostalgic reasons as an act of “retromania” (Reynolds 2012). The prefix post, relates to the specific features and characteristics of digitality that are simultaneously kept, set aside, and elevated to a new level. Regarding the aforementioned use of obsolete media, the technological devices and their functionality may have been rendered obsolete in general, widespread use, but elevated to another level of application, for example, when artists deliberately utilize them due to their specific technological functionality or because of cultural associations.
 
              Moreover, the term post-digital is associated with an aesthetics of failure and the nonconventional application of technologies (new and obsolete) in relation to the arts (i.e., music) as a basis for artistic experimentation (see Cascone 2000). This can lead to unforeseeable results that are connected with what I propose defining as the reciprocal relationship in the artistic production process. Finally, also worth mentioning in regard to the term post-digital is the enduring impression of digitality as the inescapable paradigm that is here to stay for the foreseeable future.
 
              For this reason, some aspects of media archeology are also of relevance, especially when it comes to the (nonlinear) development of media technologies, devices, and practices – including the retro-phenomena of using outdated analog media – which have been important in research on sound-poetic approaches since at least the 1950s (see Zielinski 2012 [2002]; Olsson 2011; 2016; 2025). Jesper Olsson’s sound-poetry research not only addresses the technological, aesthetic, compositional, and productive aspects of media, such as the tape recorder, but also semiotic, social, and political issues (e.g., 2012). Detecting and exposing technology’s entanglements with gender politics, he has shown that the examination of Cold War tape recorder poetics allows us “to look beyond the mythogenic histories and chilling thrillers, to find and read and listen to the other [in this case female] voices and sounds that are buried there” (Olsson 2012, 95).
 
             
            
              Illusory sound perceptions: Phantom words
 
              Although this study focuses on production and creation, it seems useful to briefly describe a psychoacoustic effect that can occur in the reception process when listening to specific compositional structures resulting from technological methods such as editing loops or the layering of multiple tracks. Psychologist Diana Deutsch has coined the term “phantom words” to describe this effect (2019). This term describes the psychoacoustic phenomenon of perceived words or short phrases that are not actually spoken but generated in a listener’s cognition as individual illusory perceptions.
 
              Such “auditory illusions” are apophenic effects, a form of pareidolia in acoustic form (Warren 1983). Existing research has determined that the repetition of words or phrases can induce “verbal transformations” after a few dozen cycles (Warren 1961). When repeated more than that, even indistinct speech sounds and syllables can generate hallucinatory perceptions of various meaningful words and phrases, making them comparable with the visual Rorschach test to a certain extent, which has been characterized as “verbal summation” (Skinner 1936; see also Warren and Meyers 1987). Deutsch followed up on and extensively studied such illusory changes resulting from the repetition of words. For her experiments, she composed short loops consisting exclusively of spoken word material:
 
               
                A sequence is played that consists of two words, or a single word that’s composed of two syllables, and these are repeated over and over again. The same repeating sequence is presented via both loudspeakers but offset in time so that when the first sound (word or syllable) is coming from the speaker on your left, the second sound is coming from the speaker on your right, and vice versa. Because the signals are mixed in the air before they reach your ears, you are given a palette of sounds from which to chose [sic!], and so can create in your mind many different combinations of sounds. (Deutsch 2019, 106)
 
              
 
              It is important to point out that technological manipulation is at the heart of the loops that trigger phantom words. Deutsch did not merely loop the recorded material but played all of it on the two channels of the stereo field, additionally slightly delaying one channel due to an “offset in time.” Because such sounds “are mixed in the air before they reach your ears,” they allow “many different combinations of sounds” that can eventually generate phantom words in the listening process. The application of electroacoustic treatments in the composition of the sound material produced for her experiments increased its potential to generate phantom words.
 
              As a result of her experiments, Deutsch found that when “listening to one of these sequences, people initially hear a jumble of meaningless sounds, but after a while distinct words and phrases appear,” and when listening to the loops even longer “new words and phrases appear” (Deutsch 2019, 106). The short words she selected for her self-produced tracks benefited from their limited semantic value in that they left more space for the lexical hallucinations to create phantom words in the listener’s mind. Deutsch sometimes used names (such as “Boris”) as the base material for her tracks because they referred solely to themselves and not to an external concept. The less original meaning or semantic content these words had, the more space there was for lexical hallucinations. But words that referred to external concepts, which were therefore of higher semantic value, still proved fruitful for generating phantom words. When Deutsch played a loop of the word “nowhere” to a class at the University of California, San Diego, the words that she reported the students as perceiving included “window, welcome, love me, run away, no brain, rainbow, raincoat, bueno, nombre, when oh when, mango, window pane, Broadway, Reno, melting, Rogaine” (Deutsch 2019, 107). This is proof that phantom words are not intersubjective (contradicting a suggestion made in sound poetry research; cf. Lentz 2000, 599), but depend on what is on a listener’s mind, on temporal moods or emotional stress, as well as on “our knowledge, beliefs, and expectations” (Deutsch 2019, 104).
 
              This allows for unforeseen possibilities in poetry, generating ever-new and highly subjective texts, and increasing poetry’s ambiguity to the utmost degree, to the point of total unpredictability. Challenging the paradigm of intentionality, the apophenic effects of phantom words hold an unimaginable potential for the emergence of texts, in a sense shifting the process of creation from author to listener. They also pose questions concerning responsibility and accountability: who – or what – is responsible when a listener perceives phantom words that are, for example, hurtful, offensive, or that trigger trauma?
 
              Phantom words are a unique example of how specific compositional structures based on electroacoustic treatments have the ability to conjure an extreme form of semantic association. They allow new and surprising insights into the relations between compositional structures and the sound shape of language, subjective processes of cognition and the generation of phantom texts, and finally between authorship, aesthetic experience, and interpretation, with remarkable potential for the analysis as well as composition of sonic poetry (see Ch. 3.3).
 
             
            
              Current state of research
 
              The use of technologies as creative means in experimental artistic practice in the realm of digitality offers new opportunities for practice and aesthetics but also poses a “challenge” to poetry (Noland 1999, 3). Scholars have been conducting research into media and sound technology in relation to literature and poetry for decades, with the results ranging from visionary calls (e.g., Apollinaire 1918; Ghil in Pétronio 1963), general approaches addressing the influence of technology and media’s materiality on meaning and content (e.g., McLuhan 2003 [1964]; Gumbrecht and Pfeiffer 1994), and findings about technological devices and the use of the related artistic methods in literature and poetry (Kriwet 1970 [1961]; Kittler 1999 [1986]; Perloff 1991; Hayles 2002, 2005, 2006, 2012), to the study of specific technological devices, such as the use of the microphone in literature, theatre, and Hörspiel (Pinto 2012), or the tape recorder (Davidson 1997; Olsson 2011). A theoretical discourse on the use of media technologies as a factor in shaping production aesthetics in experimental works, including praxeological concerns, began in the 1970s (see, e.g., Mon 2016 [1974]; Chopin 1979; Kostelanetz 1981; Wendt 1985).
 
              More recent contributions have provided broad overviews of sound-poetic movements in the postwar era (Scholz 1989, 1992; Lentz 2000) or have concentrated on various aspects of sound poetry. These include aesthetics and politics (Krog-Groth 2014; Neves 2019; Nachtergael 2020); technology’s implications for the body, corporeality, and the voice (e.g., Barthes 1977 [1972]; McCaffery 1998; Krämer and Kolesch 2006; Labelle 2010a, 2014; Stewart 2010; Richard 2012); and the specific relationships between the voice, language, and technology, including digitality (Collins 2005; Benthien and Vorrath 2017; Vorrath 2020). Others have examined composing methods in relation to prerecorded material from a musicological perspective (Lane 2006), have raised philosophical considerations (Meyer 1993), and have published studies on selected artists such as Ernst Jandl (Ammon 2016, 2018), Henri Chopin (Pester 2013; Nachtergael 2020), Bernard Heidsieck and Anne-James Chaton (Théval 2018), and Jörg Piringer (Pecka 2021). They have also written about specific methods such as collage and editing in adjacent fields like radio plays (Vowinckel 1995). However, a broader range of specific research into the use of technology in the composition of audio works – corresponding to the ubiquitous use of (digital) technology and its prime importance in everyday life – remains scarce, especially in literary studies. The present study aims to help fill this gap and lay the groundwork for further research on experimental spoken-word poetry and the use of technology in the creative process.
 
              Claudia Benthien and Wiebke Vorrath (2017) discuss works that use technology – such as recording devices – experimentally and their relationship to digitality. Their paper includes a discussion of a work by Jörg Piringer that uses sound technology and computer programming in the composing process, making it one of the very few contributions in literary theory that discuss most recent artistic examples and acknowledge the potential of digital technology as a means of creation (Benthien and Vorrath 2017, 23).
 
              An extensive, seminal study by Michael Lentz on sound poetry in the second half of the twentieth century includes a discussion of electroacoustic and electronic sound technologies as means of production (2000), although as just one of many aspects, including a typology of the genre, performance, musicality, and notation. Nonetheless, Lentz mentions terms like electroacoustic poetry (134–135) and electronic practices (162–164) and discusses the work of Henri Chopin in detail in connection with the compositional potential of the tape recorder (Ch. 7). Whereas Lentz’s work offers a broad, highly informed overview of sound poetry since the 1950s, it does not contain any extensive analysis or interpretation of technology as a means of composition and only briefly presents specific composing methods used in sound technology treatments, such as loops (Lentz 2000, 598–599). Rich in content and detail, however, it has legitimately gained the status of a standard work on sound poetry.
 
              Although it is not a theoretical contribution in the strict sense, sound poet and publisher Henri Chopin compiled a volume on sound poetry and the international scene of the 1960s and 1970s, which he published in 1979. Already incorporating the productive use of electronic sound technology in his concept of “poésie sonore” (95–148), including electroacoustic approaches (245–286), he discusses various composing methods that utilize technology throughout his book, such as editing and tape-splicing, the cut-up method, mixing and layering, and the speech synthesis applied in the work of Charles Dodge. Chopin discusses the latter in critical, if not polemic, terms (194).
 
              Cathy Lane takes an approach that draws on musicology, sound studies, and her practice as a composer in her paper on “compositional approaches to using recorded speech,” exclusively considering modes of composition within the broad context of experimental music, including text compositions and sound poetry (2006). Nevertheless, her article offers an insightful presentation and classification of the artistic methods applied to language-based material. Her focus on “compositional approaches,” including numerous examples of works from the 1960s to the early 2000s, emphasizes and describes the actual working setups, the material, and the processes used in the respective works, which is why it qualifies as a valuable reference in this study.
 
              Wiebke Vorrath provides guidelines for the analysis of sound-poetic works, including a discussion of artistic methods involving media and sound technology, in her study on “Hörlyrik” (2020, 187–201). Her study takes a theoretical and methodological approach to lyrical poetry from a literary studies perspective, integrating some interdisciplinary aspects of media studies and musicology. Vorrath considers not just aspects of intermediality and performativity, and modes of reception and distribution, such as close listening, but also (digital) technologies and composing methods, like sampling and the looping of spoken-word material, as well as additional (musical) beats or sound effects, however briefly. Moreover, Vorrath discusses mediality and materiality, as well as the mediatization of acousmatic voices, the acoustic characteristics of recording, and technological manipulations of spoken-word material (2020, 69–75, 152–160).
 
              A recent study by Nuno Miguel Neves sets out to investigate sound poetry in the twenty-first century and to rewrite its history and transform it for the future (cf. Neves 2019, 1–2). However, a large part of Neves’s dissertation, written in Portuguese, focuses on the sound poetry of the twentieth century, though it also presents and discusses a few more recent (digital) technologies and related artistic practices (see Neves 2019, Ch. 4).11 Neves acknowledges that sound poetry already had a “deep relationship with technological means” throughout the twentieth century. He defines sound poetry as a “complex and multifaceted practice that confirms its place within the scope of experimental poetics” and as “absolutely radical” (Neves 2019, v, trans. MM). Pursuing an interdisciplinary approach grounded in literary studies, Neves considers this absolute radicalism in relation to technology by including artistic methods such as the creative misuse of technologies and “hacking” in his analysis. He argues that this variety of artistic methods emerged from a “historical processes of accumulating machines of disruption” (Neves 2019, 268, trans. MM). Neves refers to what I define as artistic methods as “effects” throughout his study, which seems to limit them to being an additional factor that exists in parallel to the imminent process of composition, not an inseparable and constitutive element of it.
 
              In her dissertation, Magali Nachtergael discusses the aesthetic, social, and political implications of technology in relation to literature and, in particular, sound poetry (2020). Drawing on the critical inquiries of Friedrich Kittler, she is interested in technological devices and the instruments used in production since the second half of the twentieth century, also considering some more recent artistic examples (Nachtergael 2020, 11). Nachtergael focuses on the production process rather than on the resulting works, contending that there is a struggle between poet and machine. She acknowledges the productive potential of that struggle but without suggesting any designated term to describe it. What she does propose, however, is a concept that can be used to describe the contemporary literature embedded within technological possibilities: “néo-littérature” (Nachtergael 2020, 7–28). In relation to this concept, she argues that, due to the complexity of contemporary technological devices, the “notion of poetic bricolage is becoming increasingly remote” (Nachtergael 2020, 9, trans. MM). Although today’s technological landscape can be regarded as a “larger system” that “require[s] experience […] and in-depth knowledge,” I argue that even despite their limited experience and knowledge – or rather because of it – artists can still take the approach of “poetic bricolage” (Nachtergael 2020, 9, trans. MM), which I will discuss in more detail in a later chapter (see Ch. 3.4). Nachtergael’s study nonetheless makes an important contribution to the discussion of sound poetry and its technological implications as it acknowledges technology and digitality as crucial, constitutive elements of composition, as well as the social and political implications of this artistic practice in regard to the use of technology.
 
              In her dissertation, Holly Pester examines new forms of sound poetics in relation to terms like intermedial poetics, parasitic noise (following Michel Serres), and radiophonics, suggesting the term “speech-matter” to address speech and its materiality (2013). From the tape-recorder poetics of Henri Chopin to the works of Denise Riley, Hannah Weiner, and Caroline Bergvall (Ch. 3), and even some of her own artistic endeavors, Pester discusses technological mediations and sound effects like distortion and echo. While offering descriptions and discussions of some technological devices and their artistic deployment, mainly analog ones like the tape recorder (Ch. 1), much of her focus is directed at the listener’s reception (Ch. 2) and Pester’s own archival and artistic work (Ch. 4). Although Pester includes relevant concepts in her dissertation, it does not aim to systematically categorize technological devices, materials, or artistic methods. Nevertheless, I think that her term speech-matter, describing a kind of practice-knowledge derived from her artistic approach, makes a valuable contribution as it encompasses material concerns – those pertaining to not only the voice, but also speech.
 
              A recent article on the use of media technology in processes of embodiment and production in the Handbook Literatur & Audiokultur (Gethmann and Schulz 2020) places its emphasis on sound poetry in relation to technology. It mainly discusses the use of the tape-recorder, albeit rudimentarily, as a means of composition, but unfortunately fails to address later developments in digital and computer technologies.
 
              Other theoretical approaches that focus on artistic methods, media, and technology in the context of experimental and sound poetics – such as Antje Vowinckel’s study on the collage method in experimental radio plays (1995), a monograph and an essay by Brandon Labelle (2010a; 2014), and selected essays by Jesper Olsson (2011, 2012, 2016) – will be cited throughout this study. While I will not be focusing on media technology as a means of reproduction and distribution, Ulla Stackmann does in her dissertation; however, she does not consider sound poetry specifically, instead examining experimental forms of audio poetry (2022).
 
              Finally, Steve McCaffery has contributed to the discussion of sound poetry in relation to the productive aspects of media and technology (1998), not least applying the term “sonic” to describe an era of sound poetry that constitutively applies technology in the composing process. It is from McCaffery’s work (1997) that I have derived the term sonic poetry for this study. He also proposes the term “protosemantic” to grasp the complex relationship between abstract works that challenge or subvert conventional semantics (2001; see Ch. 2.3).
 
             
            
              Research methods
 
              Using an analytical framework that encompasses media, technology, digitality, and their aesthetic applications, I will discuss central sound-poetic works of the postwar era to provide context, setting the stage for my examination of more recent examples. To do so, I will take a transdisciplinary approach mainly focused on artistic practice. This will include analyses of selected works, discussions of qualitative interviews with artists, and considerations of theoretical elements from various fields, mainly literary theory, musicology, and sound studies. In some cases – for example, when considering the cognitive effects of artistic works in the process of reception – fields like psychology will also become relevant. Moreover, I will discuss the qualitative interviews that I conducted, primarily in relation to the analyses of my corpus of four selected works in Chapter 4.
 
              I will take a general text interpretation approach to examine the textual level of a work, however sounding and musicalized the language in it may be. This will include the connotations and associations within the text itself, as well as intertextual, semiotic, and semantic aspects (see, e.g., Winko 2000; Lösener 2006). Text is defined in a rather broad sense as a linguistic unit consisting of a word or a list of words, an expression, or one or more sentences that can be perceived as a unified whole, containing some kind of semantic quality or meaning (or a quarrel with it) – with an emphasis on spoken texts, which are the subject of this study (on the broad definition of text, see e.g., Halliday and Hasan 2013 [1976], 1). Although there may be uncertainties about what qualifies as a text in linguistics, I acknowledge the authority of experimental language-based artworks to challenge or subvert the idea of the unified whole while still offering a linguistic unit that can be regarded as a text. As one topic of this study is text analysis in poetry research, aural forms will be of particular relevance (see, e.g., Ammon 2016; 2018; Culler 2015; Benthien and Vorrath 2017; Melillo 2020; Vorrath 2020).
 
              Because the present study focuses on sonic forms, I will also apply the analytical method of close listening. This method can be considered a pendant to close reading, that is, reading a specific work numerous times while paying close attention to the text’s whole structure, right down to individual words and syllables (see, e.g., Culler 2010; Guillory 2025). Although there is no exhaustive definition of close listening, it can be said to focus on the sound of the language being listened to (see Bernstein 1999). Bernstein suggests focusing on the sound of a spoken poem (or sound poem or sonic poem) – on its sound shape, rather than on its metrics (see also Meyer-Sickendiek 2020, 25–26). Bernstein therefore suggests applying a “new prosodics” and an approach of “non-Euclidian (or complex) prosody” (1998, 4) that “transforms the object of study from meter to rhythm” and “requires an engagement not with abstract time but with duration and its microtones, discontinuities, striations, and disfluencies” (1998, 14). In the case of sound works, it is of the utmost necessity to listen in order to perceive the intended form and to grasp the poem’s full potential. Thus, works of sonic poetry require close listening for recognizing and identifying the nuances of the speaking techniques that have been used and the specific sounds made by the technological processing, as well as the resulting sound character of the whole work. A phonosemantic approach makes it possible to focus on the sounding qualities of the textual level and its meaning (see Ch. 2.3.2). Drawing on Bernstein, Vorrath proposes the term “poetische Audition” [poetic audition] as a method of focused listening, enabling “Hörverstehen” [aural comprehension] as a method of perceiving the different layers of the sound character that can be associated with meaning-making, which is also crucial in the present context of sonic poetry (Vorrath 2020, 195).12 All this can be considered part of the broader context of “Ohrenphilologie” [aural philology, literally, “ear philology”] (Sievers [1903] 1912, 78; see also Meyer-Kalkus 2001, 3.3.1)
 
              I have borrowed specific terms from musicology, such as beat, tempo, beats per minute, and pitch. Their implications for sense and meaning expand the analytical tools available in order to grasp the musicalization of speech. This is because, in sonic poetry and its predecessor, sound poetry, speech is highly musicalized due to the composing process, which has also been described in terms such as “lingual music” (Greenham 2007) or “lexical music” (Amirkhanian 1979). Relevant for the present study are musicological approaches that focus on language-based works (see, e.g., Suzuki 2015; 2018; König 1960; Katz 2001; Scherzinger 2005; Gopinath 2009) and media technologies used as musical instruments and creative devices (see, e.g., Davies 1979; 1996; Miller 2008; Katz 2012; Hartmann 2022).
 
              Adjacent to this, the field of sound studies opens up the analysis of sonic poetry by expanding on some of musicology’s strict categories to include experimental and sound-based (as opposed to musical) approaches, the description of general sound characteristics, and the connection between sounds on the one hand and the contexts in which they emerge and with which they are entangled on the other. Sound can be defined as a part of spoken language, such as a speech sound, or even the general acoustic features of a work. I will focus on how sound can evoke additional associations that can be understood as part of the work’s content (see, e.g., Schulze 2008; Huwiler 2005).
 
              One important part of this study are the qualitative interviews that I conducted with the four artists whose work is analyzed in Chapter 4. I wanted the artists to provide detailed information in a real-time setting about their practice and its meaning in the working process (see Taylor and Bogdan 1984; Roulston 2020). These in-depth interviews, ranging between thirty minutes and an hour in length, are structured by about a dozen preprepared questions, as well as some additional questions that emerged during our conversations. They helped me to better understand some of the stages in the composing processes that might otherwise have remained obscure as they cannot be inferred using a work- or text-immanent approach. This is because some of the specific possibilities of utilizing technologies and media material are not audible in the work itself. One interview was conducted in actual copresence (Anja Utler), the other three in telematic copresence (online), recorded as sound and then transcribed into text files. Far from taking the artist’s answers at face value, the interviews are an additional, yet crucial source of information. The information retrieved through the interviews is always contextualized alongside my other research methods, mainly close listening and the analysis of paratexts. With the interviews, I wanted to examine the artist’s praxeological approaches, including the motivations behind their work, the procedures they used, and the obstacles they faced.
 
              Finally, I follow the definitions of poeticity and poetic language provided by Russian Formalism to describe the artistic works in my corpus and other examples presented throughout this study of other language-based artforms (see Potebnja 1976 [1862], 174; Shklovsky 1965 [1917]; Jakobson 1960). One central aspect of poetic language is its self-reflexivity, which foregrounds language itself (cf. Jakobson 1960, 356). While many of my examples may stretch the notion of poetry, I ensure that they meet at least some of Formalism’s criteria in order to qualify as examples of sonic poetry. These include self-reflexivity, deautomatization, the estrangement of language, the complication of form, excess structuring, the palpability of the sign, and the brevity of the work’s duration (cf. Benthien at al. 2019, Ch. 2.1, 115).
 
              All these research methods combined have allowed me to create a discursive space in which to map the transformations that have taken place in the field within a broader set of relationships, not only literary, but also technological, cultural, and political.
 
             
            
              Research objective and questions
 
              My guiding research question is: How have recent technologies been used as artistic means and to what extent do innovative aesthetic forms emerge from this use? While I focus on the composition, production, and artistic realization of experimental, language-based sound works, I will also consider aspects of reception, mainly in order to discuss the cognitive effects of the artistic methods that constitutively involve technology, for example, the phantom words that result from looping (Ch. 3.3.1) and layering (Ch. 3.3.2). I will therefore show that recent works are continuing, refining, and enhancing the artistic techniques that have been in use since the 1950s. One of my research objectives is therefore to determine how to evaluate and discuss these new aesthetic forms and what conceptual framework is most suitable for this purpose. Although current approaches are my central topic, another research question concerns into the evolution of media technologies as means of composition as well as the different opportunities and affordances they offer.
 
              I will predominantly focus on recent works composed since 2000, especially in Chapter 4. However, in Chapter 3 in particular, I will discuss and describe the artistic methods that have been applied in works over a longer time period, covering eras of both analog and digital media use, and taking a more synchronic rather than diachronic approach. Because certain analog editing methods, such as disruptive editing, have anticipated digital composing methods, I contend that artistic methods based on media technology have evolved nonlinearly (see Ch. 3.3.1; see also Spinelli 2006, 100). Moreover, not all the effects that can be generated using analog technologies can be achieved to the same extent by means of digital technology, though most analog procedures can today be emulated digitally. Comparing the works in my corpus synchronously has allowed me to structure this project in a way that allows me to evaluate specific technological devices and artistic methods, rather than following a linear historical genealogy.
 
              Finally, by describing all these methods meticulously, I aim to establish a toolkit for practitioners, artists, and poets, combining epistemological motivations and artistic concepts in order to formalize aesthetic methods. While I hope that more innovative artistic works will be produced in the future, this book investigates existing works in order to identify, describe, and contextualize the potential of technologies in relation to composition, production, and aesthetics.
 
             
            
              Structure
 
              In this introduction, I have introduced the subject of my study, presented the development from sound poetry to sonic poetry, defined some of the key terms that will be used throughout the study, described my methods, and presented a survey of the existing research, before finally formulating my research objective and questions.
 
              In Chapter 2, I will present and discuss some of the key terms from the fields of literary studies and linguistics. Furthermore, I will propose a new term for sound poetics in the present, post-digital era. As this study is situated within literary studies, I will focus on terms that have emerged from the field, despite taking an otherwise multidisciplinary approach. Electroacoustic poetry denotes the general use of technological sound treatments in the production process (Ch. 2.1), while audioliterariness and audioliterary writing are specific, sound-based forms of writing and literary (and poetic) production, where spoken-word material is composed by means of sound technologies in a specific, iterative way (Ch. 2.2). I will examine the complex connections between sound and meaning, semantic considerations in relation to poetry, the influence of technology not only on sound but also on meaning in sound-poetic works, as well as the need to expand the notion of semantics in the context of poetry in general, and sound poetry and sonic poetry in particular (Ch. 2.3). Finally, I will discuss the terms sonic and “sonicity” (Ernst 2016) as part of my concept of sonic poetry (Ch. 2.4).
 
              Chapter 3 contains the main part of this study and is concerned with the production aesthetics of sound poetics and sonic poetry. It will reveal the actual practices and methods that artists use when utilizing technology in the creative process. It is structured by my attempt to categorize the material, technological devices, and above all the methods utilized by artists to compose their works. The chapter will take into account the various voice materials that are available today, not least as a result of technological advances (Ch. 3.1); the technological devices used to treat, manipulate, and compose those materials (Ch. 3.2); and, finally, the methods based on those technological devices that are applied to create artistic works (Ch. 3.3). Because the human-machine relationship is often bidirectional and collaborative in the production and creative process, I will furthermore describe how I define the notion of reciprocal in that relationship (Ch. 3.4).
 
              Chapter 4 provides in-depth analyses of four selected works that I classify as sonic poetry. These works make substantial, constitutive use of (sound) technologies in the production process. They range from the application of just a few selected technological methods like editing and layering in the case of Anja Utler (Ch. 4.1) to Alessandro Bosetti’s customized technological setup, consisting of sampling and elementary coding, combined with performance, improvisation, and a musical practice (Ch. 4.2). Dagmara Kraus primarily uses sound software on a computer to disruptively edit and recombine a found voice into a poetic kind of constructed language (Ch. 4.3), while Jörg Piringer combines computer technology, synthetic voices, and automatic composition by way of a self-coded algorithm with analog publication media while subverting the duplicative logic of the vinyl record (Ch. 4.4). However, the artistic examples discussed throughout this study span about one hundred years, as my overarching argument is that the technologies involved in this field have developed nonlinearly.
 
              Chapter 5 summarizes the results of my research and highlights its main contributions, such as the categorization of artistic methods in relation to the technological media (Ch. 3) and my analyses of recent artistic works (Ch. 4). Moreover, it widens the focus to allow for a critical view of technology in fields outside of experimental poetry, including other artistic fields and society in general.
 
              I hope that this study will provide an overview and facilitate an in-depth understanding of the technological methods that artists use to produce their work – laying the groundwork for further research and inspiring artists and practitioners to utilize some of these methods in their own work.
 
             
           
        
 
      
       
         
          2 Literary Theories and Terms Applicable to Sonic Poetry
 
        
 
         
          In this chapter, I present and discuss a selection of terms that have been introduced in relation to experimental spoken-word and sound poetry to describe the productive deployment of media technologies and a particular approach to semantics. These terms have been selected due to their relevance to this study, which focuses in particular on artistic methods and composing processes. Electroacoustic poetry refers to poetry that incorporates sound technology into the production process (Ch. 2.1), while audioliterariness and audioliterary writing define specific, sound-based forms of writing and literary (and poetic) production in which spoken-word material is composed using sound technologies in a specific, iterative way (Ch. 2.2). Neo-semantic is a term coined by sound poet Lily Greenham in order to challenge the supposedly non-semantic character of sound poetry (Ch. 2.3). I propose using the term sonic poetry to describe experimental spoken-word and sound poetry in the digital and post-digital age, highlighting its use of technology (Ch. 2.4). The reason for reviewing these theoretical approaches – which mostly stem from the field of literary studies informed by media studies, but also from practitioners – is to develop a valid vocabulary for this study and to present these terms and concepts for further discussions and research.
 
          This chapter is not concerned with the various terms that have been introduced synonymously with or adjacent to sound poetry (for references to literature concerning typology and terms, see Ch. 1). Research that focuses on sound poetry in relation to technology, but does not propose any new terminology, is also discussed in the introduction as part of the research review. The discussion and contextualization of selected theoretical terms carried out here will provide a framework for analyzing examples of sound poetry in Chapters 3 and 4.
 
          
            2.1 Electroacoustic Poetry
 
            In this subchapter, I present and discuss the terms electroacoustic texts (“elektroakustische Texte”) “elektroakustische Texte” [electroacoustic texts] (Kriwet 1970 [1961], 42), “electro-acoustic literature” (Wendt 1985, 21), and, above all, “electroacoustic poetry” (Zurbrugg 2000). These terms are more connected to this study’s focus than, for example, “recorded literature,” because electroacoustic treatment involves the productive use of technology, though a recording may provide a basis for further composing processes (see Matter 2025a).
 
            Another term used to describe an even more specific genre, which is sometimes used synonymously with sound poetry and includes productive electroacoustic treatment in the creative process, is text-sound composition. However, this term is closely associated with Stockholm and the Fylkingen group as well as a specific time period, namely the late 1960s to the late 1970s (see Hanson 1993; Hultberg 1993; 2016; Krogh-Groth 2010). The reduced term “text-sound” has also been used to a certain extent for referring to the use of technology during the creative process (Kostelanetz 1980; 1981). It had already been coined in the late 1960s, when the compositional use of tape technology was being discussed in Sweden, partially instigated by Öyvind Fählström’s essay “Bris” from 1961 (Olsson 2016).
 
            Yet another alternative term is “radiophonic” poetry (Ammon 2016, Mon 2016 [1977]; Olsson 2016), but it is closely associated with the institutional infrastructure of broadcasting companies and their well-equipped studios in an era when access to sound technology was not widely accessible; moreover, radiophonic poetry was designed to be broadcast. These studios were important for the realization of experimental radio plays and works for quite some time – until the introduction of affordable consumer electronics and digital devices – although access to such studios was extremely selective due to limited capacities. Artists invited to work there were not able to simply play around with the equipment, instead relying on trained staff to handle it. However, some artists were able to come up with works in productive dialogue with the staff, with whom they produced innovative results (see Mon 2016 [1974]).
 
            Finally, N. Katherine Hayles’s term “technotext” can likewise be applied to sound, especially when considering the process of textual composition and its connections to the materiality of media, expanding and shifting her notion of materiality – the “physical attributes constituting any artifact” – to the technological devices and the related compositional methods used to create literary works (Hayles 2002, 26). Although Hayles omits sound in her discussion of digital literature in general, instead focusing on electronic realizations of hypertextual approaches, she points out that the materiality of media influences a text, its form, and its meaning.13
 
            While all these terms denote a technological approach toward composing literary texts and poetry, I nevertheless consider the term electroacoustic to be worth discussing in detail here because it does not unnecessarily exclude any aspects and focuses on the technological treatment of the material without invoking limiting associations. It is important, however, to point out that the term seems more associated with the second half of the twentieth century rather than the early twenty-first century, not least due to its use in music.
 
            Electroacoustic generally describes the transformation of acoustic energy into electric energy or vice versa (Anonymous 2010a). In the field of acoustical engineering, it denotes technologies like microphones, loudspeakers, recording, and sound reproduction. In relation to the arts, the term was derived from musicology to describe a genre of experimental music and, in a broader sense, sound treatments produced by electric or electronic means (a microphone amplifying sounds and feeding them into loudspeakers is considered an electroacoustic process). Electroacoustic treatments, as the basis of the musical genre musique concrète, were introduced in France in the late 1940s: music composed of prerecorded or “fixed” sounds, recorded and produced by means of electroacoustic devices (Chion 1991). Everyday sounds and noises were used as concrete material, and Pierre Schaeffer, known as the founder of the genre, proposed the use of such material as “sound objects” and moreover described a mode of “reduced listening” (Schaeffer 2017 [1966], 212–214). Noises thereby became detached from their origin so that the sounds could be utilized as musical material and the sound object perceived in and of itself (cf. Schaeffer 2017 [1966], 114). Just a few years later, others started working with electronics and prerecorded sounds: Karlheinz Stockhausen (assisted by Gottfried Michael König) composed Gesang der Jünglinge im Feuerofen (1956), based on the vocal sounds of a teenage boy reciting passages from the Bible and mixing voice and electronic sounds. Although French musique concrète had used human voice sounds as compositional material since its beginnings, as in Pierre Henry’s Vocalises (1952), Stockhausen’s composition influenced the concrete and sound poetry of the postwar avant-gardes.
 
            What is presumably the earliest mention of the term electroacoustic in relation to artistic texts can be found in the essay “Sehtexte, Hörtexte” by German poet and artist Ferdinand Kriwet who reflects on the possibilities of what were then new media technologies for composition (1970 [1961]). The fact that Kriwet cites a text by Stockhausen in which the relationship between music and language, and the boundary between sound and meaning is discussed proves that he was informed about the developments taking place in music and therefore most likely borrowed the term from the musical field.14 Kriwet proposes a heuristic, praxeological classification of different kinds of texts, distinguishing between those that are displayed visually (“Sehtexte”) and presented orally (that is, “Sprechtexte,” “Vorlesetexte,” “Vortragstexte”). Audio tape and loudspeakers are used “productively” to produce and compose “Hörtexte” [texts for hearing] (Kriwet 1970 [1961], 42; trans. MM) – in his own works and by others.
 
            According to Kriwet, compositional work on electroacoustic texts is structured in two steps: first, the recording of speech material to produce an “archive of raw material” and, second, the processing of those materials by applying electroacoustic methods such as montage, editing, etc. (Kriwet 1970 [1961], 42–43; trans. MM).15 For Kriwet, the use of conventional terms like poem in contemporary literature as well as in literary theory and criticism indicates an outdated approach that is unable to grasp more recent developments (cf. Kriwet 1970 [1961], 37). Kriwet believed this was especially significant when it came to the precise definition and demarcation of the evolving genres and literary fields that were still developing at the time, requiring new and more precise terms, which is why Kriwet proposed the term “electroakustische Texte” [electroacoustic texts] for works that manipulate and compose spoken-word material by electroacoustic means (1970 [1961], 42).
 
            Similarly to Kriwet, Larry Wendt defines “electro-acoustic literature” as literature that uses “electro-acoustic methods in its production” (Wendt 1985, 21). Whereas earlier works simply made use of a microphone and recording, “most of what can be called electro-acoustic literature makes use of much more complex manipulations” (Wendt 1985, 21). In language-based art forms, electroacoustic devices have the potential to manipulate both semantics (e.g., by editing, arranging, and rearranging recorded speech segments) and the sound sphere itself: “Electroacoustic sound poetry” has the potential “to further decompose the word” but also to recompose it; electroacoustic treatments “permi[t], through speed changes, the granular structure of language to emerge and make itself evident” (McCaffery 1997, 157). Electroacoustic treatments of spoken-word material allow language and its “granular structure” to be manipulated directly, and – particularly in an experimental context16 – enable the level of abstraction to be increased while also making it possible to process, rework, and thereby foreground language itself.
 
            Nicholas Zurbrugg discusses a text by Michel Chion (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 12–14) in which the latter compares the evolution of electroacoustic poetry with the evolution of cinema, dividing the history of electroacoustic music into four periods: an initial phase in which amazement at the new possibilities predominated; a second phase in which established art forms were imitated; a third, “purist” phase, in which it became a specific art form with its own language; and, finally, a fourth stage, where all of this was called into question again (Chion 1972, 26–27). Zurbrugg then tries to apply Chion’s system of evolutionary phases in electroacoustic music to literature: the first phase characterized by “phonetic experiments by Hausmann and Schwitters” and the “phonetic and noise poems recorded and ‘primitively’ (sic!) orchestrated by postmodern poets such as the Frenchman Francois Dufrêne, the Englishman Bob Cobbing and the Austrian Ernst Jandl”; the second by sound poets collaborating with composers and musicians and imitating their forms to validate its “cultural nobility” (e.g., Kurt Schwitters imitating the compositional conventions of classical music in his 1932 Sonate In Urlauten or Francois Dufrêne, who collaborated with electroacoustic composer Pierre Henry on Noire À Soixante + Granulométrie (1970); the third by Henri Chopin’s “‘purist’ concern for a sound poetry made uniquely by and for the tape recorder”; and the fourth by the work of sound poets such as John Giorno or Bernard Heidsieck, “who enjoy the best of both acoustic and electroacoustic worlds by combining them,” or Charles Amirkhanian, as an example of a “hybrid, self-questioning creativity, coming at the end of a new genre’s emergent tradition” (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 13–14). To these four phases we might add the current phase, which started in the late 1980s, when the somewhat coherent international sound poetry scene disintegrated and new (digital) technologies were introduced, resulting in what I propose calling sonic poetry. Today, in a media environment in which the use of these most recent technologies is no longer special or remarkable, artists are liberally adapting, borrowing, and tweaking methods that were developed earlier.
 
            Taking a more synchronous approach than this diachronous one charged with hierarchical and teleological undertones, I do not fully agree with the division into linear and subsequent evolutionary phases proposed by Zurbrugg and Chion because a closer examination of such artistic approaches reveals sound poetics’ highly complex rather than continuous or linear progression in relation to the technologies being applied and devices being used in the composing process. Artists sometimes mix older and more recent technologies, making use of the specifics and affordances of various analogue and digital technologies, including the deliberate use of outdated technologies due to the distinct possibilities they provide (see Ch. 3.2).17
 
            Zurbrugg traces the lineage of media technologies in poetry and literature back to (Italian) Futurism and discusses contemporary approaches toward electroacoustic sound poetry that are characterized by their “highly sophisticated, technological orchestration” (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 1–2). Thus, “electroacoustic literature might be defined as an avant-garde postmodern genre characterized by its dependence upon recording technology, both as a means for production and as a means of reproduction” (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 2). However, I would argue that the term electroacoustic poetry is most applicable to the productive use of sound and media technologies because it exploits and exhausts them to a higher degree: the process of deploying such technologies to actually produce poetic forms that would otherwise be impossible to achieve aligns much better with this term than, for instance, mere recording or reproduction. As a productive means of creation, electroacoustic treatments are a fundamental component of such works, comparable to the use of electroacoustics in music, where its productive and compositional potential is crucial.
 
            Referring to László Moholy-Nagy, who foresaw “a literature of phonograph record and of radio,” Zurbrugg remarks that electroacoustic literature fits Moholy-Nagy’s notion of something “not yet accepted but in the making” (Moholy-Nagy 1947, 351). This claim could still be made today regarding the lack of a widely accepted vocabulary for works that use media technologies as a creative means, but also in relation to the dynamic character of artistic and technological progression, which keeps things in motion or “in the making.” Zurbrugg, following Moholy-Nagy, points out that students and practitioners of modernist literature
 
             
              must be familiar with the methods and tendencies of contemporary musical composition […] and by the same logic, the analysis of electroacoustic literature (which we shall continue to exemplify primarily in terms of electroacoustic poetry) is greatly facilitated by reference to criticism of other forms of postmodern technological creativity. (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 12)
 
            
 
            This means that artists benefit from their knowledge of developments in other fields, such as music, and that critics should refer to the discussion of other postmodern art practices where technology is used productively in the creative process. By identifying “certain distinctions and creative patterns” borrowed from Futurist theories and from the analysis of other avant-garde genres, “which might serve as a framework for differentiating the successive phases – or ‘languages’ – of electroacoustic literature,” Zurbrugg suggests borrowing the term and the concept of electroacoustics from musicology for use in literary criticism (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 2). He argues that the lack of critical reception in the early 1980s was due to the fact that scholars and authors of studies about avant-garde literature at the time seemed unaware that “a contemporary, technological, literary avant-garde” (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 3) even existed, meaning that neither some of the most exciting avant-garde creations of the time nor “the successive phases of ‘electroacoustic’ literature” have been examined yet by scholars or critics (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 2). There have now been quite a few studies and projects that have touched on aural forms of poetry that utilize media technologies in some way or another – though none of this work has gone into those forms in depth (see, e.g., Noland 1999; Battier 2001; Donguy 2007, Chapter II; Olsson 2011; Ammon 2016; Nachtergael 2020; Neves 2020).
 
            Addressing the connection between the terms electroacoustics and Futurism, Zurbrugg states that “Futurist theory now appears important […] in the […] literary context of postmodern electroacoustic poetry” (2000 [1982], 3), because “[t]o some extent […], Futurist theory anticipates postmodern practice, just as postmodern practice vindicates Futurist theory” (2000 [1982], 7). Artistic visions related to the poetry expressed by Futurist theory could only be realized with the advent of electroacoustic technologies some years after avant-garde Futurist movements ceased to exist. Zurbrugg associates the work of Henri Chopin18 with Marinetti’s manifesto La Radia (cf. 2000 [1982], 6), in which a form of radiophonic creativity is addressed that comes close to the practice of electroacoustic poetry, described as the “amplification and transfiguration of the vibrations emitted by living beings […]” (Marinetti 1992 [1933], 294). “Amplification” and, in particular, “transfiguration” can be considered two central modes that differentiate oral or phonic sound poetry from sonic poetry. This is because in sonic poetry, speech, materialized through sound “vibrations,” is not only augmented by amplification but also “transfigured” in the sense of being manipulated and reshaped. According to Zurbrugg, electroacoustic poets, especially those who utilize technological devices in a direct and immediate manner (he mentions Henri Chopin and Bernard Heidsieck, who both used magnetic tape machines), have realized Marinetti’s ideal of the “man multiplied by the machine” (Marinetti 1992 [1913], 144; see also Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 5). It should not be overlooked, however, that the utopian impact of Italian Futurism on technology has been discredited due to Marinetti’s (and others) advocacy of fascism.19 Because of this, any kind of techno-determinism or facile euphoria for technology ought to be critically challenged.
 
            In a 1985 essay, sound poet and researcher Larry Wendt relates the term electroacoustic to the aesthetics and practical features of the media technologies used in the sound poetry of the time and his own artistic work (Wendt 1985). His work can be seen as belonging to the generation of “postmodern electroacoustic poets” (Zurbrugg 2000 [1982], 8). In the early 1970s, he started building “microprocessor-controlled devices for the production of sound poetry” that “manipulate vocal material in a variety of ways in order to isolate and accentuate its sonic properties” (Wendt 1985, 11). “The particular sonic effects” that he was interested in “involved the fragmentation of speech,” revealing “that a word which had particular semantic sense while whole could produce a variety of sonic environments when fragmented.” Wendt “wanted to show that an ordinary word said in performance could create a particular view of the world through sound” (Wendt 1985, 17). His main intention was to “discover unobserved sonic complexities of even the most common and pedestrian modes of speech and thereby create greater acoustical resources for the poet” (Wendt 1985, 11).
 
            Regarding the disruptive change that took place between oral sound poetry (“phonic”) and later forms that utilize media technologies in a productive way (“sonic”), Wendt states that, with “new forms of technology, electricity was introduced into this art form, which made it substantially different from the earlier literary experiments” (Wendt 1985, 11). Wendt points out some oral sound poets’ hesitancy to embrace media and technological approaches for aesthetic and economic reasons, saying that he believes in the quest “to find out what unknown aspects of the voice can be captured by electroacoustics while keeping the price low and the reliability factor high” (Wendt 1985, 15). Regarding sound poets’ limited access to media technologies (at least until the 1990s, when digital sound equipment became available at a reasonable cost), Wendt reflects on his own experience and that of his peers at the time, recounting how they often “experimented with second-hand technologies and misused them for their purposes” (Wendt 1985, 16). Wendt concisely remarks that even “artists who did not use electroacoustics in their sound poems [were] often […] influenced by the sounds produced by these methods” (Wendt 1985, 11). This means that electroacoustic technologies, besides their actual use in the production of sound poetry, can also inform works of phonetic sound poetry where those technologies are not directly applied but rather inspire the development of specific sounds that derive from electroacoustics, for example, when somebody orally mimics the technological manipulation of playback speed.
 
            Wendt also refers to Henri Chopin and his creative misuse of technology, such as sticking matches into erase heads or directly manipulating magnetic tape by hand while it was running. Rather than “studying the methods developed on professional machines he [Chopin] found unique solutions to compositional problems on very basic equipment” (Wendt 1985, 16). His application of these “raw or crude sound manipulations” to create works that may have “lacked the clean and pure sound of some of his electroacoustic predecessors” but still “had the emotion and richness of a highly developed art form” is one example of how technological devices and related artistic methods determine the process of composing a work. Wendt even claims that these “raw or crude sound manipulations […] are a part of sound poetry aesthetics” (Wendt 1985, 16). This is comparable with what I propose calling the reciprocal relationship between humans and technology (see Ch. 3.4). He continues by saying that “the concept of a ‘pure sound’ might have more to do with music than with sound poetry” (Wendt 1985, 17). Such a distinction between the sound aesthetics of music and sound poetry is highly remarkable because it offers a way of differentiating between these two realms that tend to overlap. Although there are examples of sonic sound poetry that display a somewhat “pure” sound aesthetics (e.g., productions realized at professional studios and/or with the help of trained specialists), this distinction can be interpreted as an indicator of priorities: while music might be more interested in “pure sound” in itself and as an inherent value, the manipulation of sound in sonic sound poetry is a means to the end of treating and influencing the textual level and therefore language itself. As this manipulation serves the purpose of processing language, its priority is not to achieve “pure sound” aesthetics but the interplay of sound and meaning, as interference and artistic play with language on the level of sound.
 
            Whereas the use of digital technologies can be tied to “pure sound” due to the sound-technological refinements of digital media, Wendt associates digital sound treatments with the language-based opportunities they offer. He believes that digital technologies “can give vocal manipulation an immediacy that often is lacking with other electroacoustic methods,” enabling poets to “mold a human utterance into a sound object limited in form only by the imagination, allowing thought to become sound and sound to become thought” (Wendt 1985, 19).
 
            The potential of digital electroacoustics to manipulate voices and thereby actually create new “sound objects” is crucial, and its creative possibilities have not yet been exhausted. It makes new levels and qualities possible when transforming voices and linguistic sound shapes into poetic sound material, thereby establishing a direct link between sound, imagination, and thought. Advanced digital technologies such as granular synthesis are able to do just that, to transform, or “mold,” a “human utterance” into all kinds of sound objects that may or may not resemble spoken material. The “form” that such transformations take on the basis of advanced digital technologies may not even be limited by the imagination, as many artistic working processes surprise even the artists themselves due to unforeseen outcomes generated by what I call the reciprocal or bilateral relationship between the human and technology, without the artist imagining it in advance. Moreover, recent digital developments, foremost AI and machine learning, are opening up entire new fields of artistic creation and vocal manipulation.
 
            It seems appropriate to use the term electroacoustic in relation to poetry and literature, and not just because its word components denote the electronic treatment of acoustic material. Rather, the application of the term by the poets and researchers above further highlights the suitability of the concept. Electroacoustics also allows prerecorded speech material to be utilized, whether the poet’s own prerecorded voice or other voices, including found voice material, samples (Ch. 3.1.3), or synthesized speech (Ch. 3.1.4). Moreover, the potential of electroacoustic sound technologies to capture speech through recording, and to thereby allow for a process of subsequent composition via editing, mixing, and sound manipulation, is a central aspect of Ludwig Jäger’s concept of audio-literary writing.
 
            However, while the term electroacoustics was important and commonly used in music, it never passed into general use in the context of poetry and literature. As this term is dated and seems to have fallen out of use,20 I propose employing the refined, updated concept of sonic poetry to describe more recent approaches in the post-digital media environment, where all kinds of (sound) technologies are being deployed as means of composition – mainly by the artists themselves using their own technological devices, without needing to rely on trained specialists or professional studio facilities.
 
           
          
            2.2 Audioliterariness and Audioliterary Writing in Relation to Sonic Poetry
 
            “Audioliteralität” [audioliterariness] and “audioliterales Schreiben” [audioliterary writing] are connected terms introduced by linguist, media and cultural scientist Ludwig Jäger, aiming to point out the specific features of orality and its complex entanglement with media technologies (2014, 2020). Audioliterary writing includes spoken texts that rely not on a preceding written, script-based text, but on recorded speech, fixed in a technological medium. With these terms, Jäger advocates for literary works that are presented in acoustic form and therefore takes these works seriously as literature.
 
            Although the etymological origin of literature, the Greek litera (letter, as in the alphabet), is closely linked to visual, script-based language that is usually considered to be written language (e.g., in a book), oral literature is a term that is nevertheless frequently used. It might appear slightly provocative to simply combine audio and literary into a new term that could, given its etymological origins, be considered paradoxical, but this is exactly the point, as most acoustic forms of literary works are widely regarded as inferior to printed books (at least in academia), despite new popular phenomena like audiobooks and (the revival of) spoken-word poetry. Besides the impreciseness of translation, the original German term Audioliteralität is already questionable, for it might be more on point to call it Audioliterarizität. The latter already includes the link to literature as an art form and does not run the risk of being confused with mere Literalität [literacy]. A similar problem is posed by the use of the term Schreiben [writing], as it is so closely connected to conventional (script-based) writing, that is, language represented by a system of visual symbols (the alphabet). Nevertheless, Jäger describes a technologically enhanced sonic form of writing that suspends the opposition between script-based writing and vocal and auditive speech: here, “writing” is a mode of meaning-making that, by way of processes that are comparable to visual, script-based writing, creates acoustic texts by recording speech (not necessarily based on a preceding graphic text), thereby making it accessible for playback, editing, and composition (Jäger 2014, 236).21
 
            Here, Jäger’s use of the term writing may be intended to make a case for acknowledging acoustic forms as literature too. Then again, the term text, derived from weaving, is etymologically more applicable to oral utterances than literature (Ong 2002 [1982], 13). From a historical perspective on poetic language and its text-inscription technologies, it has been argued that orality is a mode of inscription in its own right (see Saussy 2016, Ch. 4, 5).
 
            Aside from this discussion about the precision of terms (or the lack therefore) and translation asymmetries, it must be recognized that artworks as well as speech and writing evolve out of a process that is often long and elaborate, even, to a lesser extent, in the case of spontaneous speech, where thoughts – and speech itself – are gradually produced in the act of speaking (Kleist 1999 [1878]). Following Heinrich von Kleist, Almuth Grésillon claimed such a gradual production of text also for the act of writing (1995). The back-and-forth of producing text or speech within a given technological medium (intramedial or intratextual) or between different media (intermedial22 or intertextual23) is crucial in this process, for which Ludwig Jäger proposes the term transcriptivity. In doing so, he addresses the identity of a work and questions the status of the script-based, visual text (e.g., in a book) as the original (cf. Jäger 2014, 236–244). Jäger scrutinizes the idea that there is an “identical work that underlies the various interpretations and medial variants,” that is, that a poem exists before it materializes in a medium, such as a written text in a book or spoken words in a performance or recording (Jäger 2014, 239; trans. MM).24
 
            A poem, a text, a work of art, or any message whatsoever needs to materialize in a medium, the most minimal form probably being a (delimited) thought, materialized in spoken language that is communicated. Transcriptivity describes the interdependencies and correlations between various (re-)mediatizations of a text, which is not a mere switching of modes between the visual and script-based on the one hand and the audio and vocal (e.g., in audio-books) on the other, but a transcriptive relationship that brings forth both medial realizations through their interaction (cf. Jäger 2014, 231).25 It can be regarded as a superordinate theory of intra- and intermedial transfer and (re-)mediation, operating through recursive self-revisions to generate something new from this process.
 
            The important difference between mere speaking (e.g., to a live audience) and audioliterary writing is the use of a technological medium that can record, capture, process, edit, and re-work the spoken matter. Unlike script-based writing, this allows for the inclusion of specific expressive aspects of the voice, of prosody, and of all kinds of paralinguistic sounds that may become poetic material, offering direct access to a broad range of language elements. When manipulating such sound elements with technological treatments, they can be deliberately exposed and highlighted (by filtering, editing, changing the volume, etc.), extending and technologically enhancing the repertoire.
 
            In a broader and more general way, Jäger defines audioliterariness as a procedure through which the script-based written elements of communication are interwoven or interrelated with vocal and auditive elements in various ways by means of a technological process of constituting meaning that is set in motion in the course of such intermedial movements.26 In a stricter sense, only “those forms of processing linguistic meaning that make use of the technological media of recording, storage, and distribution of vocal/auditory events” are defined as audioliterary (trans. MM).27
 
            A specific kind of audioliterary works is not based on preceding script-based texts but is audio-born, so to speak, deploying sound technologies in the process of composition: texts that are spoken freely, to a certain extent colloquial, improvised speech (see Ch. 4.2), or texts that have been disseminated orally and memorized, as well as extreme forms like glossolalia, which challenge the very notions of “text” and “language.” To describe this kind of production process, Jäger proposes using the term audioliterary writing (“audioliterales Schreiben,” Jäger 2014, 249–253; 2020, 61–84).28 Here, the “logic of transcriptions” operates within one medium (intramedial) – spoken or aural language – employing tools that are appropriate for the given medium, in our case sound (Jäger 2010, 71). It is an acoustic procedure to generate acoustic texts by recording and editing linguistic utterances that are not based on a preceding script-based written text (cf. Jäger 2014, 251). Thus, a process of transcriptivity is applied by an author to rework recorded speech in the ongoing (self-)processing of the material.29
 
            Because poetry – and literature in general – is oftentimes associated with script-based texts and their circulation in books, journals, or online, it is a challenging but convincing idea to grant such audioliterary processes the status of writing (see also Saussy 2016). According to Jäger, audioliterary writing that records spoken matter and makes it available for recursive, iterative treatment in order to generate an audio work is comparable to script-based writing processes that also feature the author’s reiterative “self-reading” (Jäger 2014, 250). Even the extremely abbreviated process of simply recording a spontaneous, improvised text can be seen as the reworking of a given utterance (albeit minimally) due to the recording process itself, as it defines a recording level (volume) and has distinct start and end points.
 
            Audioliterary writing is a sound-based procedure enabled by technology where an author generates acoustic texts by recording and editing linguistic utterances that do not necessarily recur in a preceding script-based written text. It can thus be regarded as a distinct mode of producing literature or poetry.30 Although Jäger himself falls short of mentioning examples, audioliterary writing emphasizes one central aspect of sonic poetry: the focus on audio-born works that make productive use of media technology in their composition.
 
            For a similar reason, the term “sound writing” has been proposed (Lichtenstein 2019; Matter 2019) to highlight the processuality of orality and the utilization of media technologies in recursive treatments, defining aural processes as writing with and through sound. But because the term sound writing has appeared in multiple texts with other approaches and different substantive content by other authors in sound and literature studies, using this term runs the risk of confusion (see Kapchan 2017; Wilke 2022).31
 
            By expanding the meaning of writing to include the productive methods that are applied to spoken language and sound, the concept of audioliterary writing strengthens the status of audio works as literature. The reason for acknowledging such works as literature is that they are primarily language-based, language constituting the material and linguistic processes that determine their form. Here, the exploration and investigation of (spoken) language by artistic means indicates literariness, or poeticity, because the “foregrounding of speech or script creates a heightened awareness of sound, syllables, letters, or the process of production itself” (Benthien et. al. 2019, 26). In this regard, the electroacoustic performances of Henri Chopin and his tape recorder’s “notorious splicings and layerings organize the temporal appearance of the sonic like a writing” (McCaffery 1997,160). This is also the case in all works that deploy editing, layering (multitracking), and other electroacoustic and sound technology treatments in the composition process.
 
            Audioliterary writing allows for the production of literary works where an author captures (their own or others’) vocal and, in particular, verbal utterances in the production process, without drawing on a preceding script-based written text. I believe it is necessary to extend this conception by adding two considerations: In performance, spoken material may be re-edited and reworked in a live situation. This is a process of recursive re-editing that turns recursion into an integral part of the performance, a form of instantaneous “auditive self-rework” that can be followed in real time by the audience (Jäger 2014, 251, trans. MM; although Jäger does not address sound poetry in particular). Moreover, it potentially utilizes not only the voice of the author but also the voices of others; alternatively, found or sampled voices, as well as nonhuman synthetic voices may be applied and recursively reworked by means of media technology. As conventional, script-based writing is already considered “a technology that restructures” not only “thought” but also orality and the way we speak, various techniques can be applied for rhetorical, aesthetic, or poetic purposes (Ong 1986). If what Jäger defines as audioliterary creation is also acknowledged as a form of writing, it means embracing the fact that the ancient “technology” writing (as proposed by Ong) is transformed and expanded by technologies (electroacoustics, digital sound processing, etc.) – allowing for the additional application of all sorts of techniques, the ancient and the new, including transcriptions between media and technologies, but also between the techniques and technologies themselves. Thus, the technological treatments applied in (electroacoustic) sonic poetry and audioliterary writing multiply aesthetic and artistic possibilities. They also have an impact on a work’s semantics due to the (compositional) processes of editing and manipulating spoken-word material.
 
           
          
            2.3 Semantics and (Sonic) Poetry
 
            In this subchapter, I will begin by introducing the concept of semantics and its relationship to poetry, reinforcing my focus on sound poetry and sonic poetry in relation to semantic qualities (Ch. 2.3.1). Adjacent terms such as protosemantics and parasemantics (Ch. 2.3.2) as well as phonosemantics and the iconicity of sound (Ch. 2.3.3) will be presented and discussed. I will also consider how the use of technology in the composing process can influence semantics (Ch. 2.3.4). Furthermore, the following will examine sound poet Lily Greenham’s neo-semantic approach (Ch. 2.3.5), proposing a broadened definition of expanded semantics that can be used to describe and analyze sonic poetry (Ch. 2.3.6).
 
            Semantics, deriving from the Greek semantikos (related to meaning) and semaino (to signify, to indicate), is “the study of meaning in language” and has linguistic, philosophical, psychological, and aesthetic aspects (Haser 2013). Since the second half of the twentieth century, the linguistic study of semantics has developed from a word-centered to a text-centered undertaking, focusing more on whole texts instead of isolated words or sentences (see, e.g., Halliday 1973). Research into meaning in literary studies is more focused on larger units, such as whole poems (Schreier 2011, 39). Although the approach to studying textual meaning in poetry may differ from linguistic semantics, “the birth of cognitive grammar in the 1980s […], which stresses the importance of conceptual metaphor and its pervasiveness in lang[uage], has made poetic lang[uage] a focus of interest for semanticists” (Chrzanowska-Kluczewska 2012, 1283). Acknowledging the profound specifics of the semantic content of poetic language, Philip Wheelwright proposes a separate, poeto-semantic approach to studying the meaning of poems, revolving around the function of expressive statements (cf. 1968, 168–205).
 
            Even in conventional poetry, when it is spoken or at least heard mentally in silent reading, the connections between sound and meaning are manifold and complex – poetic language is a “challenge to semantics” (Chrzanowska-Kluczewska 2012, 1283). It may fail denotative references and conventionalized meaning, not just because “[t]he machinations of ambiguity are among the very roots of poetry” but also as a result of poetry’s playful, innovative, and surprising use of various poetic devices (Empson 1949 [1930], 3). Poetic language emphasizes the materiality of language, with words acquiring a “weight and value of their own instead of referring indifferently to reality” (Jakobson 1987 [1934], 378). According to Russian Formalism, the poetic function deautomatizes language and, in doing so, disrupts its automatized and conventionalized patterns in everyday colloquial speech; poetic devices are regarded as “‘estranging’ objects and complicating form” (Shklovsky 1965 [1917], 5). The foregrounding of language itself points to a self-reflexivity that is key in poetry, as poems hardly ever contain a strict, definite meaning, but rather mean themselves as poems (cf. Stockhausen 1960. 42). Poetry prompts examinations of language and its very logic, requiring us to meditate on language and meaning. It allows us to scrutinize the functions of language, including semantics. The increased self-reflexivity of poetic language directly relates to the sound shape as an aspect of language, that is, where the “word is felt as a word and not a mere representation,” with the idea that listening is more closely connected to feeling something than the decoding of a symbol (Jakobson 1987 [1934], 378).32
 
            Hence, poetic elements like “acoustic patterns, syntax, etc., are meaningful” rather than something that “contribute[s] to the meaning of a poem” (Bernstein 1987, 8). Expanding the very concept of meaning, Bernstein rightfully states that the
 
             
              semantic strata of a poem should not be understood as only those elements to which a relatively fixed connotation or denotative meaning can be ascribed, for this would restrict meaning to the exclusively recuperable elements of language – a restriction that if literally applied would make meaning impossible. (Bernstein 1987, 8)
 
            
 
            Poetry therefore extends and also alters the general concept of language to designate and thereby mean or represent something outside of language, because “sound enacts meaning as much as designates something meant” (Bernstein 1987, 17). Thus, poetry in the sound sphere is able to generate a “semantic excess” (Bernstein 1987, 13), resonating with the idea that poetry is “language charged with meaning” in a way that includes not only the denotative but also the connotative level and associations (Pound 1961 [1934], 28). Moreover, the “sound patterning of rhyme, alliteration, and assonance and the possible semantic relationships” is “highly seductive” and “does not have a fixed, necessary effect” (Culler 2015, 134). Finally, the semantics of poetry deals with how artistic devices make meaning, that is, how the interior perspective of a work can generate a worldview and therefore sense in a special way (cf. Nünning 2013, 684–685).
 
            Thus, poetry generates meaning in a way that can transcend, challenge, or subvert the communicative function of language, evoking connotative meanings through sound. This is why “[p]oets give primary importance to phonological patterning and sound effects” and why meaning “is produced […] outside the signifier-signified dichotomy” (Wood 2012, 1323). The sounding elements of a poem demand critical attention as fertile sources of meaning: “If you don’t pay attention to the sound, you’ll miss the sense” (Görtschacher and Malcolm 2016, 18). Concerning the impossibility of “separat[ing] sound from meaning,” Jurij M. Lotman points out that the “musical sound of poetic speech is also a means of transmitting information, that is, transmitting content” (1977 [1971], 120, emphasis in original). This means that a structural phenomenon eventually proves to be a semantic phenomenon, establishing poetic meaning through a specific form, for example, repetition and rhyme (Lotman 1977 [1971], 119–120).
 
            Moreover, individual expressive features such as prosodic elements can make a given textual unit mean many different things, thereby additionally increasing ambiguity33 – even more so if complex, “non-Euclidean” prosodies (Bernstein 1998, 4) are employed, as they can be extremely varied, even in conventional oral poetry. Thus, “sound can communicate nuanced meaning” by varying the velocity of speech, volume, accentuation, or “emotional nuances in […] tone of voice” (Stougaard-Pedersen 2016, 52). But individual variations that are dependent on speakers and their recitation styles (e.g., pronunciation and intonation, pitch, tempo) are, strictly speaking, not the concern of semantics; rather, they are aspects of expression that convey additional meaning. The sound of speech is nonetheless “effective in terms of aesthetic communication” (Stougaard Pedersen 2016, 52). Even when composing written poetry, a poem sometimes first takes shape as “vague sounds that are not yet recognizable words but have a certain rhythm or sonic patterning” (Janacek 1996, 6).
 
            When it comes to the materiality of speech in poetry, poetic meaning is inseparable from the physical signifier (cf. Skoulding 2020, 6). It is therefore important to acknowledge that “[m]eaning is no where (sic!) bound to the orbit of purpose, intention, or utility” (Bernstein 1987, 8) and does not have “an exclusively utilitarian function” (Bernstein 1987, 12). This evokes other functions of meaning besides referentiality that shift and broaden the very notion of meaning, such as association and connotation, which are crucial in an expanded conception of semantics (see Ch. 2.3.5).
 
            After all, one major concern is the status of the sound shape of language and its entanglement with the lexical and semantic level, because “such elements as […] the sound of the work […] may be extralexical but they are not extrasemantic” (Bernstein 1987, 5). It therefore seems problematic to designate the “nonlexical or more accurately, extralexical strata of a poem as ‘nonsemantic’” (Bernstein 1987, 8) This complexity seems to be productive in poetry, where “words continuously shift between sound and meaning” (Benthien et. al. 2019, 115), with the consequence that “the tension between sound and sense is what makes the poetic space quiver” (Stougaard Pedersen 2016, 59).
 
            Considering Paul Valery’s observation of a poem’s “prolonged hesitation between sound and sense,” Giorgio Agamben states that “poetry lives only in the tension and difference of sound and sense, between the semiotic sphere and the semantic sphere” (1999, 109). This tension unfolds in the “mystical marriage of sound and sense” and seems to be a key factor in poetry, bringing about an infinite process of semiosis and therefore interpretation and productively challenging any fixed connections between form and content, sound and meaning (Agamben 1999, 114). This “hesitation between sound and sense,” as well as other types of meaning – for example, connotative, associative, or affective – are much more relevant for the analysis of poetry than the denotative and referential meanings of single words.34 In genres like sound poetry and sonic poetry in particular, “sound is neither arbitrary nor secondary but constitutive” (Bernstein 1998, 4).
 
            When discussing the relations between material, structural entities and meaning, it is important to consider the realm of reference, which indicates something external to an (artistic) text. Using a concept borrowed from linguistics, Holger Schulze addresses semantics in experimental (in his case, aleatoric) literature (cf. 2000, 23–25). Referring to Michael Halliday and Ruqaiya Hasan, “cohesion” describes the sounding of a spoken message, the structure of language as the phonological system that becomes – by way of grammar and vocabulary – a “coherence” of “actual meanings.” However, coherence should not be understood as mere “content” but as a “TOTAL selection of the semantic resources of a language,” including references to the external world, including the communication of a worldview (Halliday and Hasan 2013 [1976], 23, emphasis in original). But these spheres are not strictly separated, for example, intonation may be used as a cohesive element that can be formed to achieve aesthetic as well as expressive ends – a sounding that directly influences and shapes the actual meaning. The model of cohesion and coherence emphasizes the interrelation of linguistic elements, the inseparability of structure and content; the spectrum from cohesion to coherence must therefore be considered gradual. Thus, pure coherence – an immaterial, unmediated idea – seems to be as impossible as pure cohesion – the handling of material with no relation to any context whatsoever (cf. Schulze 2000, 23). It seems important here to point out that, if phonosemantics and sound iconicity are also taken into account, the relationship between cohesion and coherence can be considered even closer, intertwined and inseparable (Ch. 2.3.3). Schulze furthermore associates coherence and cohesion with terms introduced by Nelson Goodman in art theory (2000, 24, footnote 17): exemplification (material can exemplify certain properties of itself), expression (combinations of elements that carry meaning may appear expressive), and representation (only the systematic combination of elements is able to actually represent something external to a work of art) (see Goodman 1968, Ch. II). All of this can be easily connected to artistic texts and provides a backdrop for an expanded semantics of poetry (see Ch. 2.3.6), especially in relation to (sound) technology (see Ch. 2.3.5).
 
            With respect to the act of listening, it has been argued that there are different modes of perception and meaning-making, a speech mode and a nonspeech mode – because (spoken) language is based on a code. Describing the cognitive difference in how a listener perceives a material sound or noise (the humming of a fridge for example) and the perception of human speech, Charles Bernstein summarizes an idea expressed by Reuven Tsur, concluding that “[s]peech triggers a specific cognitive mode of interpretation in a way that material sound does not.” Whereas “poetic function” as a “third type […] involves hearing what we are listening to,” eventually, “poetic function – what Tsur calls ‘the poetic mode of speech perception’ – rematerializes language, returns it from ‘speech’ back to ‘sound’; or rather, the poetic mode synthesizes the speech mode of perception and the nonspeech mode of perception” (Bernstein 1998, 18). Regarding this distinction, Kriwet distinguishes between “Kenntnisnahme” (notice) and “Wahrnehmung” (perception), the former indicating the mere registration of what can be heard, the latter the subsequent and continuous reflection on it while hearing (Kriwet [1961] 1970, 43).
 
            Sound poetry, especially sonic poetry, can intensify the poetic mode of perception and the circularity of the receptive process because the interrelations between speech, sense, and sound are additionally enhanced by technological sound manipulations. The sound shape resulting from technological treatments is a genuine hybrid that cannot be stripped down to its constitutive elements, also adding a layer of associations that may be triggered by the specific sound characteristics of the technologies being utilized.
 
            When discussing semantics and meaning in relation to oral language and sound, it may also be useful to define the opposite of meaning. This opposite could be noise, understood as a random or unwanted signal or sound that disturbs the message or communication, as defined by information-theory.35 In audio technology, noise is defined as an overwhelming flood of frequencies, all sounding out at once, so that no signal (a tone, words, etc.) can be identified. In language-based art forms such as poetry, noise can also be considered the “obliteration of significant sound” (Davidson 1997, 120). The term noise might therefore be a much more appropriate counterpoint to meaning than, for example, silences or pauses – because the latter can also function as rhetorical devices and semantic elements (cf. Stougaard Pedersen 2016).36
 
            However, with the development of the genre known as noise music over the last one hundred years or so (since Luigi Russolo and his art of noise), the definition has shifted and may, depending on the context, include noise as “just another form of information” (Miller 2008, 6). Moreover, it has been argued that art is even “capable of transforming noise into information.” (Lotman 1977 [1971], 75) Regarding this capability and the resulting shift of the function of noise in relation to sonic poetry, it could be argued that noise is no longer the opposite of meaning, but can be integrated as material that contains meaning, even if it only triggers associations of disruption and interference. Examples of this include 1DJ2MANY (2010) by Caroline Bergvall and Adam Parkinson, as well as Sounds for Soloists (2011) by Cia Rinne and Sebastian Eskildsen, where brief sections of noise are interspersed throughout the pieces, providing additional structure.
 
            Because associative and connotative types of meaning are more powerful in artistic texts, I will conclude this section by assuming that there is a kind of inversed reciprocity between referential, denotative meaning and the level of poeticity: the less important the denotative meaning in a poem is, the more poetic the poem becomes.
 
            
              2.3.1 Semantics and Sound Poetry: A Complex Relationship
 
              In sound poetry and sonic poetry, the “sound shape of language” (Jakobson and Waugh 1979) is emphasized more than in other forms of poetry, deploying human, synthetic, or other voices as its sole sound source. Furthermore, it manipulates its material by technological means in the composing process, resulting in an “audiotext” (Bernstein 1998, 13) that must be listened to. Some have characterized sound poetry as detached from semantics, as a “non-semantic theatre of language” (Hultberg 1993) that utilizes speech material “without regard to its meaning” (Wilpert 2001, 13).37 Other descriptions that do not go to such extremes are less limiting, for example, the idea that sound poetry uses “sound for its own sake” and “sometimes” at the expense of “lexical sense” (Higgins 1993, 1182–1183). More appropriate in my view and grasping the complexity of the relationship between sound poetry and semantics, is to define sound poetry (and sonic poetry) as either “multiplying, reducing, or denying semantic reference” (Feinsod 2012, 1327), thereby expanding the possibilities of semantic association rather than confining them.
 
              One specific strand of sound poetry, however, tried to subvert and overcome semantics – and I would not exclude works that do so from what I define as sonic poetry as long as they are related to some sort of language-based approach and pertain to some kind of quarrel with semantics. Early examples of sound poetry were already contesting lexical and referential meaning, like the “verses without words” by Hugo Ball in the poem “Karawane,” which still employs words, albeit invented ones, and maintains the overall form of a text (Ball 1996 [1927], 70); or the Sonate in Urlauten by Kurt Schwitters, which relies on musical parameters but still suggests a poetic motivation due to the artist’s ties to language, who delivers the work as a Sprechgesang.
 
              A different matter is the transrational Zaum language introduced by Russian futurist poets Velimir Khlebnikov and Aleksei Kruchenykh, who generated new words by combining root syllables to assemble a new poetic language (on sound poetry’s relation to transrational language, see, e.g., Benthien et al. 2019, 50–52). Intended to transgress the rational logics of language and thought, and going beyond common understanding, it was “not intended to be meaningless or nonsense; rather, its meaning was indefinite or yet to be established” (Janacek 1996). It also allowed for the iconicity of language sounds, not unlike phonosemantics (see Ch. 2.3.2), and Khlebnikov himself investigated such connections between Russian phonemes and their meaning (cf. Magnus 2001, 19). By considering the application of (sound) technological manipulation to language material, the Zaum approach could be updated and extended to include specific sounds deriving from such manipulation, such as sonic glitches resulting from the application of sound effects or disruptive editing. These resulting sounds could then be added to the “vocabulary” of a technologically refined Zaum concept, again relying on phonosemantic features. Recent examples that could be considered an updated approach to the Zaum idea include works by Dagmara Kraus, who digitally samples and cuts up spoken-word recordings to create something new, and Jörg Piringer, who codes scripts that automatically generate dense strings of syllables (see Ch. 4.4).
 
              Relying on language’s expressive qualities rather than catering to conventional semantics, even these extreme examples are still language-based and reveal the quarrel between sound and sense. Here, the particles and fragments of voice and language are semanticized because they serve as material for a verbal art form that still and foremost deals with language, albeit under the pretense of rejecting, distinguishing, expanding on, or challenging semantics. Therefore, it can be said that such works constructively expand the field of language instead of suspending semantic features altogether. Even works that oppose meaning on a basic level by exclusively containing non-linguistic sounds can mean something on a meta-level. When heard as a whole, without trying to decode the single units that might resemble a word or a phrase, such works – besides constituting an excess of sounds and vocal utterances – may convey a quarrel between language and meaning; their abstract form might mean that very quarrel – not to mention the phonosemantic qualities of even the most abstract vocal expressions (see Ch. 2.3.3). However, such examples should not be misinterpreted as merely allowing for “a free-floating catharsis that steps outside of language” as they may “relocate or reorient meaning through a poetical and musical performativity fully wed to electronic machines and conditions,” thereby “produc[ing] a tension between linguistic and sonorous meaning” (LaBelle 2010a, 166).
 
              A closer, praxeological look (or listening) at the vast field of sound poetry works reveals numerous approaches that explicitly address and deploy the semantic level of language by using syllables, words, and even phrases: the simultaneous poems by Dada poets; works from the 1960s to the 1980s by acclaimed sound poets like Bernard Heidsieck, Brion Gysin, John Giorno, Charles Amirkhanian, Ernst Jandl, Laurie Anderson, Lily Greenham, Beth Anderson, etc.; and more recent works that I would file under sonic poetry by Cia Rinne, Anne-Laure Pigache, Anja Utler, Antje Vowinckel, Duncan Harrison, Alfredo Costa-Monteiro, Alessandro Bosetti, Ian Hatcher, and Anne-James Chaton, to name but a few. Furthermore, some statements by sound poets challenge the supposed asemantic or non-semantic nature of sound poetry, because “in issues of meaning, there is never not meaning” (cheek in Spinelli 2003, 00:11:30), and the “real ‘semantics’ in [sound] poetry are: sound and shape of the poem” (Monach 1978, 23).
 
              Furthermore, Bernard Heidsieck writes that “the decision to leave the page does not necessarily imply that semantic values are abandoned” (Heidsieck et. al. 1976, 364). After all, it is hard to claim that non-semantic sound poetry is possible, for the semantic appeal of mere speech sounds detached from lexical expression has been pointed out by literary theory scholars (see McCaffery 1998; Schmitz-Emans 2020). Concerning the terminology, the prefix anti-, as in anti-semantic, seems more accurate because it acknowledges a certain relationship to semantics as something that pushes back or rejects, but still relates to it.
 
              The question is, if “voice [can] escape a minimum signification,” but even if, it might not be “neutral” (McCaffery 1998, 171; Durand 1977, 103). It could, however, be considered a signifier beyond meaning, whereas speech might be considered a mediator between signifier and signified. Even as he describes some extreme forms of sound poetry as transmitting “asignifying” energies, McCaffery concludes, that “a poetry of pure expenditure is unachievable,” pointing out the “struggles to emancipate a praxis of voice from the presidential mandate to mean” (McCaffery 1998, 171; see also Scobie 1981). According to Monika Schmitz-Emans, it is one-sided to assume that sound poetry leaves the word as a carrier of meaning behind, because speech sounds are never mere sounds; rather, they remind us of what they diverge from, as well as bearing “echoes of familiar language, which is often characteristic of sound poetry; Schmitz-Emans even advocates that we view sound poetry as a “particularly consistent form of lyrical speech,” with lyrical texts speaking “their own and special language” (Schmitz-Emans 2020, 87; trans. MM).
 
              In his detailed study of sound poetry, Michael Lentz surveys the discussion of semantics in sound poetry, pointing out that many works would be excluded by a strict definition of sound poetry as asemantic or non-semantic, and that discussions about this can only be resolved by means of a normative definition of the genre (cf. Lentz 2000, 53–59). This is why I oppose any notion of sound poetry and sonic poetry as asemantic or non-semantic – not only to prevent relevant works and approaches from being excluded by a limited definition but also because I consider such art forms to be profoundly language-based, acknowledging the particular and sometimes peculiar languages they develop artistically, not least in relation to an expanded conception of semantics, including adjacent terms like parasemantic and protosemantic.
 
             
            
              2.3.2 Parasemantics and Protosemantics
 
              For what is sometimes referred to as non-semantic sound poetry, a term like parasemantic seems much more appropriate because it recognizes that sound poetry has a certain relationship besides, beyond, above, or adjacent to semantics. Even the most extreme works that do not use language conventionally, instead aiming for detachment, subversion, or the overcoming of semantics, include at least a tendency toward, or a dispute with, semantics, with the result that meaning may occur where it is least expected (cf. Scheffer 1978, 231). In some sound poetry, words are used more (or at least just as much) because of their sound qualities than their meaning(s). For example, a work by Charles Amirkhanian repeats the word “seatbelt,” which is also its title, in a rhythmically striking manner, thereby developing a mesmerizing effect and additionally carving out the percussive power of the sibilants and plosives this word contains as well as the quasi-melodic potential of the vowels. Utilizing existing and linguistically correct words (as opposed to neologisms or linguistic mutations) that convey a semantic meaning, the sound quality of the word is paramount, but its semantic qualities cannot be denied.
 
              While generating meaning, language always generates something more; its sound shape exceeds mere meaning (cf. Dolar 2005, 200). We should therefore “stop listening and begin to hear; which is to say, stop decoding and begin to get a nose for the sheer noise of language” (Bernstein 1998, 22). This “sheer noise of language” could at least be classified as a parasemantic element that has an impact on our perception and reception of language, although not as a more or less codified connection between (sound) sign and a specific meaning, but as a kind of expanded, phonosemantic sound symbolism.38 It also relates to the aforementioned ambiguity of the notion of noise in regard of poetry and the arts in general.
 
              Although the prefix proto may suggest an initial, possibly fragmentary or imperfect state of meaning – or even something that precedes meaning – protosemantic is defined as “beneath and around the semantic,” sharing a conceptual similarity with “parasemantic” (McCaffery 2001, xv). Conceived of as a
 
               
                broad conceptual plane […], the protosemantic is more a process than a material thing; a multiplicity of forces […] unleash[ing] a combinatory fecundity that includes semantic jumps that manifest within letter shifts and verbal recombinations, and the presyntactic violations determining a word’s position: rupture, reiteration, displacement, reterritorialization. (McCaffery 2001, xv)
 
              
 
              Referring to combinatorial, algorithmic, or even repetitive processes within poetics, such protosemantic processes may apply to the yet unfixed states of a (poetic) text that is still in motion, either through the ongoing process of recombining linguistic elements like letters or words in the production of a text (writing, speech), or in the process of semiosis in reception:
 
              The protosemantic is also a severe and persistent alterity because of its minuscule, elusive, yet omnipresent nature and is accessed through nonsystematic uses and noncommunicative functions of reading, speech, and writing. Mostly though, the protosemantic informs and structures the domain of “‘betweens’ and the perplications produced in transits, flights, and deracinations.” (McCaffery 2001, xv–xvi)
 
              However, the protosemantic has been characterized as “untheorizable” (McCaffery 2001, 160), “contaminat[ing] the notion of an ideal, unitary meaning” and allowing for a dynamic and, in a sense, instable process of composition (McCaffery 2001, 196). For example, the Permutation Poems by Brion Gysin, in particular their realization as sound poems, feature a strict repetitiveness of recombined and permutated words that replace rhymes and bear a level of assonance, or even consonance. Moreover, Gysin delivers each recombined line with matching accentuation, pronunciation, and timing. The permutations are made audible in their combinatoric development, featuring “semantic jumps that manifest within […] verbal recombinations” and thereby revealing the recombination process itself, line by line. Sound and sense are in constant movement here, shifting between resemblance and difference with each new permutated verse. A more recent example of the development of a protosemantic process and repetitions in the form of the recombination and clustering of selected syllables by a customized algorithm is One Each by Jörg Piringer (see Ch. 4.4).
 
             
            
              2.3.3 Phonosemantics, Sound Symbolism, and the Iconicity of Sound
 
              The linguistic branch of phonosemantics is concerned with all kinds of orality, focusing on the sound shape of language and its relation to meaning. It studies the capacity of speech sounds to express meaning, examining possible degrees of iconicity or indexicality, or how much a sound, a phoneme, or a spoken word resembles objects, qualities, or concepts. Phonosemantic aspects of meaning are sometimes misleadingly called sound symbolism, although the focus is on the expressivity of sounds, rather than on linguistic signs as conventionalized symbols. It therefore challenges the idea of the sign’s arbitrariness introduced by Ferdinand de Saussure (cf. Magnus 2001, 24). Key issues related to arbitrariness were raised as far back as in Plato’s Cratylus dialogue (cf. Magnus 2001, 12). Modern linguistics, though overshadowed by Saussure’s influential concept of arbitrariness, has continued to trace connections between “sound and sense” (Wescott 1980; see also Hornbostel 1927) and research phonetic symbolism (e.g., Sapir 1929). Various poets and writers have also pointed out the expressive and associative qualities of specific speech sounds, in particular vowels and consonants, which is supported by findings in the linguistic branch of phonosemantics (e.g., Sapir 1929; Newman 1933; Chastaing 1962).
 
              Phonosemantic semiosis and meaning-making can be realized through resemblance, that is: when a word or sound resembles its referent (sound iconicity); the imitation of an existing sound, a sound source, or an activity that makes a sound (onomatopoeia); the direct articulation of emotions or sensorial images by way of verbal expressions (ideophones or expressives); or the reduplication or repetition of certain (elements of) words for emphasis (cf. Elsen 2016, 14–22). In phonosemantics, sound and meaning are not directly connected one-to-one, but by resemblances and iconic or indexical relationships (see, e.g., Bolinger 1992, 28; Philps 2011, 1123). Phonosemantics works beneath the morphological level, turning the sound level into a carrier of information (cf. Elsen 2016, 23).
 
              Unlike the strictly referential function of semantics, phonosemantics shifts the focus from the strict referential connection between signifier and signified, between the sound shape of a word and its meaning (between a specific word or phoneme and a mental concept), toward a more implicit idea of significance: “The sound does not directly affect what a word denotes, but what it connotes, not what it is, but what it is like” (Magnus 2001, 3). In what Margaret Magnus calls “true iconism,” the form of a word “directly affects our understanding of what the word’s referent is like, the word’s connotation” (Magnus 2001, 8). Poems may not lack “references” to something outside the poem, but the poetic function of language is, according to Russian Formalism, different than its referential function, and “assertions regarding the emotional, chromatic or any other meaning of phonemes cannot simply be dismissed” (Lotman 1977 [1971], 107).
 
              However, “[p]oetry is not the only area where sound symbolism makes itself felt, but it is a province where the internal nexus between sound and meaning changes from latent into patent and manifests itself most palpably and intensely” (Jakobson 1960, 373). This is especially true when specific qualities of orality are taken into account, such as variations in the volume, pitch, or density of speech. Linguistic sounds therefore generate a further level of meaning, a different kind of surplus meaning than that generated by mere words, which is the surplus value of poetry. The problem is not the absence of meaning, but that there is too much of it (cf. Dolar 2005, 206).39 This is especially relevant when we consider expression that is beyond meaning but operates in tension with it, “depending on the signifier as a boundary to transgress and reveal what lies beyond it” (Dolar 2005, 206, trans. MM).
 
              Sensing a phonosemantic connection between sound and sense, poets and writers have written about the associative potential of vowels (e.g., Rimbaud 1983 [1883]; Jünger 1954). In linguistics, a relatively well-known association has been maintained between high / front vowels and small objects, and low / back vowels and large objects (the “mil/mal effect”; see Sapir 1929). Consonants and formants also possess phonosemantic potential, as well as other phonetic elements, for example, “an accumulation of plosives [can] generate both a joyful and an aggressive quality” (Tsur and Gafni 2022, 20).
 
              As works of (sound poetry and) sonic poetry sometimes feature – among many other forms of structuring expressive sounds – extreme “accumulation[s] of plosives” that also exceed lexical significance by manipulating linguistic sound technologically, it seems appropriate and useful to apply phonosemantics in the analysis and interpretation of such works. In general, most poetry (including conventional forms) is already much more iconic than that of everyday life and therefore offers unique access to sound iconicity (cf. Elsen 2016, 148–149). The further language moves away from its referential function toward a self-referential mode – toward pure poetry that scrutinizes and plays with language itself – the higher the degree of poeticity (see Petersen 2006, 256; Fishman et al. 2012). The self-referentiality of language increases in sound poetry and sonic poetry because the relations between sound, sense, and the technological manipulation of the two, are complicated and foregrounded even more.
 
             
            
              2.3.4 Lily Greenham’s “Neo-Semantic” Approach
 
              In the following, I will present excerpts from a short text by artist and sound poet Lily Greenham (1924–2001) to emphasize the notion of semantics in a particular moment in the history of sound poetry. Although her text is more of a polemic essay than a theoretical endeavor, Greenham makes some statements that seem worthwhile discussing here because she introduces the term neo-semantic which can also be applied to more recent works that foreground semantics in a specific or unique way.40 The text was published as a single-page insert accompanying her album Tendentious Neo-Semantics 1970 in English (Greenham 1970), which features her own works as well as her spoken interpretations of other authors like Max Bense, Haroldo and Augusto de Campos, E.M. de Melo e Castro, Bob Cobbing, Ernst Jandl, and Gerhard Rühm. She was already using sophisticated electronic technologies to compose her own sound poetry, which is mainly based on linguistic material such as slogans and single words, sometimes collaborating with specialists like Paddy Kingsland from the BBC Radiophonic Workshop. In 1972, she was interviewed by American composer, sound poet, and radio producer Charles Amirkhanian and his wife Carol Amirkhanian (Greenham 1972). In the interview, Greenham revealed details about her artistic work and explained her practice of performing the works of others. With a few exceptions, her sound work has barely been discussed in the academic context to date (see Clüver 2002; Olsson 2012; Bello et al. 2017).
 
              In the aforementioned essay, Greenham proposes taking a “neo-semantic” approach to sound poetry to emphasize the communicative function of language. Her text is self-reflexive and should be interpreted in relation to her artistic work, not least because it is part of a publication of her sound poetry. In these “few remarks,” Greenham states that she “consider[s] it essential” to turn “back to semantics’” (Greenham 1970). This could be understood as an articulation of her opposition to the branch of sound poetry that was trying to overcome, or subvert, semantics, as discussed above (Ch. 2.3.1). According to Greenham, the most important reason to “turn back” is to achieve “purposeful communication without consideration of [either] commercialized – [or] ‘underground’ – trends” (1970). Her demand for “purposeful communication” seems contrary to the principles of poetic function defined by Russian Formalism, which explicitly distinguishes it from the communicative function of language – but also admits that no function can be featured exclusively in a linguistic statement and that a number of functions may coexist and overlap. Greenham’s demand could nonetheless be understood as limiting the poetic function, as semantics in poetry is connected to a productive ambiguity and often challenges the established or fixed meaning of automatized, everyday usage – or at least that is one of its main tendencies, with the acknowledgment that language is constantly in motion. Purposeful communication can even be considered at odds with aesthetic practice in general because aesthetic communication fosters an open and explorative process, not only on the part of the artist but also in a work’s reception and semiosis by an audience.
 
              However, Greenham’s statement can also be interpreted on a meta-level as a demand to highlight and support the purposefulness of artworks, even the most experimental and abstract ones – although Henri Chopin, a contemporary of Greenham claimed that it was “not useful that anyone should understand me […]” and accused “the word” of having been misapplied for profit and abused for totalitarian politics (Chopin 1967). This resonates with another section where she indicates “how absurd the daily/monthly/annual changing ‘slogans’ are when they are taken too serious [sic] and become ‘the obsessive principle of action’” (Greenham 1970). Because there is always some kind of relationship with semantics, even when trying to subvert or overcome it, a statement like the one by Chopin can also be understood as pointing to the never-ending struggle between poetic form and meaning, to the conflicting receptive modes of understanding and experience.
 
              Furthermore, Greenham calls for the independence of artistic work from current trends. At the time she was writing, concrete poetry and the adjacent visual and sound poetry were “trends,” as the existence of many publications, recordings, performances, and festivals suggests (Greenham 1970). In her interview with the Amirkhanians, she explains that some branches of concrete poetry were trying to reduce language to mere material and to get away from semantics (see Chopin 1967). But she still addresses semantics affirmatively – because “people ought to think what they are saying” – demanding reflection and liability from artists and their work (Greenham 1972). When she was composing her sound poetry, she selected and exposed words and short slogans she had picked up from everyday discourses and, in doing so, aimed to reintroduce semantics into (sound) poetry (cf. Greenham 1972).41
 
              Greenham continues by pointing out that she “find[s] it […] necessary that all artistic manifestation puts all & everything into question, including the ‘most progressive concepts’” (Greenham 1970). In this regard, a seemingly “progressive” artistic concept that abandons semantics and deliberately thwarts understanding should also be scrutinized and criticized, which Greenham does. Remaining critical at all times and open toward all and any methods, movements, or merits prevents artists from getting stuck in gridlocked approaches. Staying alert to and even allowing for “purposeful” artistic communication enables the valid progression of artistic processes through the discovery of innovative methods and aesthetics. Remarkably, and seemingly at odds with the essay cited above, a brief description of the album placed at the bottom of the insert (that she most likely also wrote herself) states that “the texts project sufficient structural and phonetic fascination to rouse” the listener’s “interest, independent of an understanding of their semantic content.” The apparent discrepancy between this statement and Greenham’s forceful demand to “[turn] back to semantics” expressed in the essay might be, if not resolved, then at least associated with her sound-poetic practice of using actual language as the basic element, meaning that spoken words emerge as music to create a kind of “lingual music.”42 This applies even more to the sound poems in which Greenham made productive and compositional use of technologies, mainly audio tape and early electronic studio equipment, combining and juxtaposing a recorded repertoire of linguistic material such as letters, syllables, words, sentences, etc. during the working process. Because this reworking of language material by means of electronic sound treatments was central and constitutive aspect for her, realized by embracing the nascent technological media environment, her sound works can be considered audioliterary writing, electroacoustic poetry, and a forerunner to sonic poetry.
 
              The prefix neo, derived from Greek and translatable as new or recent, describes a “new or revived form” (Anonymous 2012b). It has also been used to define artistic movements that refer to earlier movements (e.g., Neoclassicism; Neo-Dada, and the neo-avant-gardes) that have been taken up and revised. For this reason, I argue for an interpretation of neo that encompasses a new chapter of sound poetry, where the semantic and communicative levels of language are reintroduced on a higher level. Although semantics is a linguistic term and not an (art) movement that can be revised, it is possible and might be fruitful to view Greenham’s “turning back” as progressive and liberating. For it should not be mistaken as a regression but understood as having been motivated by a concept of neo that affirmatively revives and revises a specific concept, elevating it to a higher level and connecting it to the contemporary context.
 
              Concerning semantics and the communicative function of language, one of her prominent predecessors, Dada artist Hugo Ball – considered by many to be one of the founders of sound poetry – proposed not a “turning back to semantics” but a “return” to the “innermost alchemy” of the word. In his “‘poems without words’ or ‘sound poems,’ in which the balance of the vowels is weighed and distributed solely according to the values of the beginning sequence,” Ball aimed, if not to overcome language and the word completely, then to invent new words for poetry, because language had been “abused and corrupted” by journalism and for political propaganda (Ball 1996 [1927], 70–71). However, a Lautgedicht like “Karawane” can be considered semanticized, not only because it is easily recognizable as a poem and features an established German word as its title but also due to the graphic pause signals it employs and its similarity with existing lexical units and sentences that perform the function of words and language (cf. Lamping 1989, 176–177; Schmitz-Emans 1997, 131–156). Ball’s claim to “give up the word […] to keep for poetry its last and holiest refuge” and his demand to “return to the innermost alchemy of the word” differ from Greenham’s return to “purposeful communication.” However, both call for the invention of a new language for their sound poems: Greenham by deploying isolated syllables and conventional words, as well as short, recognizable phrases, and slogans, combined with an associative and expressive style of delivery, resulting in what she calls “neo-semantic”; and Ball by crafting a fantasy language out of syllables that lack conventional referential meaning but at least convey expressive and phonosemantic qualities.
 
              Greenham’s concept of neo-semantics should not be mistaken for an academic concept; rather, it should be understood as an addendum to, or contextualization of, an artistic practice. Other poets and theorists who emphasize the importance of semantics, stressing that it is integral and insuperable part of any kind of sound poetry, have already appeared in this chapter (e.g., McCaffery 1998, 17; Lentz 2000, 54–56; Schmitz-Emans 2020, 87). But I have picked Lily Greenham for further discussion because the term neo-semantic is a fruitful expansion of the composita and concepts surrounding semantics in (sound and sonic) poetry. Moreover, some of her statements that seem to be at odds with most aesthetic practices cause friction with and prompt further scrutinization of the differences and similarities between the various functions of language, such as its poetic and communicative function, as well as the question of which of them may be “purposeful” – and to what end. Finally, because Greenham applied advanced technological means in her sound poetry compositions from early on, it is necessary to discuss their specific influence and relationship to semantics.
 
             
            
              2.3.5 Semantics and the Compositional Use of Media Technologies
 
              All linguistic features of spoken language and vocal utterances, including expressive, proto-, para-, and phonosemantic qualities, can be expanded through the compositional use of (sound) technologies. This includes the possibilities of invoking additional forms and levels of meaning by applying specific technological methods that exceed human capacities. Technological manipulation can even result in sounds that function like signs: “What is the border between a meaningful sound and nonsense noise? When the recorded reading of a text is distorted, there is a moment at which a sentence loses its meaning. The distorted sound will then function as a kind of sign” (Tomomi 2005, 79). The media technologies used may also trigger further cultural associations connected to those technologies, for example, associations with progress and technological change, or fears of digitalization, and the decay of traditional values and artistic originality – depending on the overall context of the work and the mindset of the receiving audience. In relation to aural, language-based material, technology used in a compositional manner has the capacity to manipulate sound as well as textual properties and influence meaning – in a different way than mere vocal techniques.
 
              Media and sound technologies (since the mid-1950s, the tape recorder and, later on, computer and digital technologies) allow for the radical deconstruction of language, thereby making the media technologies an instrument not only for the reworking and manipulation of poetic language but also for the erosion of semantic qualities. They can therefore be used either way, to expand or to deconstruct semantic associations. In terms of what I will propose in the next section as expanded semantics43 in relation to media technologies as productive instruments, scholar and experimental poet Zuzana Husárová points out that “meaning is based not on the semantics of the whole words,” but often on “verbal fragments and hybrids, on syllables, speech sounds, even shrieks, whispers, breathing and on the emotional load.” She emphasizes that the use of media technologies in composition, for “recording and remixing […], play[s] a semantic role, as well as the implementation of silence/noise” (Husárová in Delbos 2013). The metaphor of the “artist-engineer” who can “add, subtract, dismantle and reassemble” material highlights the manifold possibilities afforded by the productive use of media technologies (Weissenstein 1978, 131).
 
              In the liner notes to one of the postwar period’s seminal anthologies of sound poetry, editor Franz Mon observes that the threshold experiences that constitute sound poetry make us aware of the kinds of borders that language generally follows: semantic, phonetic, acoustic, rhythmic, rhetorical.44 Concerning the use of sound technologies as a productive means, Mon states that the tape recorder quickly went from being a mere recording device to a medium of the most sensitive handling, for the most precise observations and free manipulations of language, and that electronic sound treatments began to dissolve the seemingly stable boundary between speech and music.45 This is even more significant when it comes to the use of computer technology. This is because
 
               
                [t]he availability of microprocessors explodes certain things right open in terms of really new frontiers in vocal speech manipulation and syntax manipulation. With the use of computers, you have the flexibility to do something that’s very difficult to do on the tape recorder in terms of splicing. With the computer you can splice a lot finer than you can on the tape recorder, and so you are able to produce new words, new sounding words, out of the fragments of old words. (Zurbrugg 2000, 15)
 
              
 
              While a mere poetry reading “extends the patterning of poetry into another dimension, adding another semantic layer to the poem’s multiformity” (Bernstein 1998, 10), the compositional use of media technologies in the production process can add a layer of cultural meaning and signification, because “the most resonant possibilities for poetry as a medium can be realized only when the performance of language moves from human speech to animate, but transhuman, sound” (Bernstein 1998, 22).
 
              The technological methods (editing, layering, sound-effects, etc.) applied to a given linguistic sound structure (phrases, words, or mere sound-sequence) can
 
               
                	 
                  support or intensify the methods of pronunciation, prosody, rhythm etc.;

 
                	 
                  question, disrupt, or subvert them; or

 
                	 
                  be associated with the conventional use of the applied technologies, because specific sound effects – such as the pitch-shifting of speech in connection with an intended impact – are broadly used in certain radio or film genres (like comic, horror, or science-fiction).

 
              
 
              Furthermore, the deliberate choice of recording technologies and modes influences a work’s meaning. These include the space or location of the recording (in the studio, at home, outdoors, etc., which all invoke associations by way of their acoustic atmosphere) as well as the various possible sound treatments. Additionally, in the case of publication, even the choice of the material medium adds an associative level to a work (e.g., if a digitally produced work is published as a vinyl album instead of a digital medium like a file or CD, which triggers tensions between the publication medium and the content).
 
              In the amalgamation of sound and text, the compositional use of technology can bear new semantic qualities that would be impossible to achieve on a merely oral level, such as disruptive editing, where placing cuts right into words and connecting the fragments with each other can generate aural neologisms (that would be impossible for a human mouth or even speech synthesis to pronounce). The potential of “creat[ing] rhythms and voicings that are not only supplemental to the written text but also at odds with it” can therefore be increased when composing by way of technological methods (Bernstein 1998, 16). The expanded sonic prosody of works that compositionally deploy sound technologies relates to the complex prosody of phonetic sound poetry in the same way that the prosody of phonetic sound poetry relates to the prosody of conventional poetry readings. Technological production aesthetics are able to complicate, enrich, and potentiate prosodic qualities, for example, by eliminating all pauses between words to achieve extremely dense and literally breathless prosody that could not be performed by a human or that could only be achieved by (technological) editing. When a joyful word (or phrase) is uttered joyfully, (sound) technological manipulations can intensify such joyful emphasis by adding a matching sound effect, in such a way that “[t]he meaning is not something that accompanies the words but is performed by them” by applying technology in the process of creation (Bernstein 1998, 21). Or conversely, a sound effect might not support or intensify, but rather thwart or subvert a textual meaning. This relationship between meaning, sound, and technological manipulation becomes even more complicated when meaning is triggered by phonosemantics and then treated with sound effects – either supporting or subverting their combined tendencies – making it all but impossible to separate form, content, and technological processing.
 
              It is already striking how much our understanding of meaning is expanded by examining phonosemantics, as well as connotative and associative meaning. The ambiguity of poetry, one of its key elements, seems to additionally increase in sonic poetry because the technological possibilities enabled by manipulation, especially by digital means, enables transformations into the most peculiar sound shapes and aural forms, some of which have never been heard before. Mere unfamiliarity may trigger associations along with the aforementioned possibilities of enhancing or subverting the various kinds of meaning that the spoken word already features. One example of increasing (acoustic) ambiguity to the extent of “sheer noise” is the performance piece I Am Sitting in A Room (1969/1981) by Alvin Lucier (see Ch. 3.2.1).
 
              Returning to the model of “Kohäsion” [cohesion] and “Koheränz” [coherence] that Schulze borrows from linguistics, the compositional use of (sound) technology can be seen to complicate and expand this model (2000, 23–25). Cohesion, understood as the sounding of spoken language, can easily be applied to the compositional use of technology, where (sound) technological manipulation is audible as such and makes a perceivable difference in the resulting sound shape, influencing and potentially altering the coherence of meaning. Moreover, the terms coined by Goodman that Schulze refers to are just as applicable to the compositional use of technology in sonic poetry (cf. Schulze 2000, 24, footnote 17): technological manipulation is able to exemplify certain material conditions – for example, filtering can exemplify the frequencies of spoken sounds in general. Moreover, it is not only sound shapes and their combinations that are expressive; rather, the technological manipulations of spoken sounds are also expressive and able to extenuate, amplify, or alter original expressions. For example, a reverb sound effect can amplify the expressiveness of a word (or any other speech sound) by acoustically extending and thereby deepening it. Technological manipulation can become a meaningful expression in itself – just as a technologically edited loop can refer to infinite repetition, and to movement and stasis alike. A speech sound that has been (audibly) manipulated by technology may allude to the device that has manipulated it – a listener might associate a given sound with the characteristics of the manipulating technology, for example, the scratching of a (vinyl) disk on a turntable, where the manner of manipulating a disk using turntablist techniques can be considered cohesive in a metaphorical (transformed) way. As the manipulation of a record directly points to the use of a turntable, it furthermore evokes cultural associations connected to DJing, such as the logic of selecting material from an archive, cut-and-paste aesthetics, or the creative misuse of a playback device that turns it into an instrument.
 
              By applying specific artistic methods, the compositional use of media technologies can even construct all new, yet unheard of relations between sound and sense, even “[w]hen sound ceases to follow sense, when, that is, it makes sense of sound, then we touch on the matter of language” (Bernstein 1998, 21). This quote manages to complicate and somewhat inverts the connection between sound and sense, in that “making sense of sound” provides intrinsic value to sound, which no longer “follows sense” but still – and probably because of this – touches “on the matter of language.” The complicated, intertwined, and inversed relations between sound and sense are at the core of (the technological processing of) language, reflecting the dynamic nature of the connection between sound and sense. All this is increased by productively using technologies to compose sonic poetry, because the technological manipulation and treatment of language adds another layer of associations, connotations, and ambiguities.
 
             
            
              2.3.6 Expanded Semantics
 
              As I have shown, sound poetry and sonic poetry are far from non-semantic; rather, they profoundly engage with the semantic level of language and sound, though more in relation to connotations and associative meaning, para-, proto-, and phonosemantics, and the foregrounding of ambiguity. Even when there is a struggle with or an aim to subvert or overcome semantics, a connection to language and therefore meaning is always given. More so than in conventional poetry, sound poetry and sonic poetry emphasize the fact that sound and meaning cannot be separated, neither on the side of production, nor on the side of reception. The connections and dependencies, and the quarrel between sound and sense are particularly evident in works that productively employ technology as a compositional means. This is because technology can either push a work toward musicality or toward language, and/or foreground the relations between the two. It therefore seems useful to propose a broader or expanded approach to semantics in order to describe, analyze, and interpret sonic poetry.
 
              Because the relationship between sound and meaning is complicated and manifold, it seems useful to distinguish between different types of meaning. Without directly addressing artistic texts or even poetry, Geoffrey Leech proposes “seven types,” defining, for instance, “associative meaning,” a less strict and definite form than “conceptual meaning” (Leech 1970, 10). Alongside conceptual (denotative) meaning, the most referential type, others (like connotative or associative meaning) seem more appropriate for the study of poetry because they are based on various kinds of associations. Still close but somewhat “peripheral to conceptual meaning” is “connotative meaning” as it is more “indeterminate and open-ended”; moreover, “connotations are relatively unstable” as they depend on “culture, historical period, and the experience of the individual” (Leech 1970, 15). Forms of meaning that can also be adapted to artistic texts are “stylistic and affective meaning,” which can be used to describe the specific style of a section, work, artist, or a whole movement, as well as to the (Romantic) notion of poetry as reflecting a subject’s feelings. Though it is related to communication in general, “stylistic meaning” concerns “social circumstances,” whereas “affective meaning” encompasses “the personal feelings of a speaker” (Leech 1974, 16, 18). “Reflected meaning” pertains to one of poetry’s key aspects, ambiguity, and “arises in cases of multiple conceptual meaning” (Leech 1974, 19). Finally, there is “collocative meaning,” which “consists of the associations a word acquires on account of the meaning of words which tend to occur in its environment,” resembling the concept of semantic fields (Leech 1974, 20).
 
              Based on this and with a focus on sound and artistic texts, the following aspects of semantics in the context of sonic poetry can be outlined:
 
              
                	 
                  the material basis of a work, including technological aspects such as sound and recording quality;


                	 
                  the content, subject, or theme of a work, although “content never equals meaning” (Bernstein 1987, 7);


                	 
                  denotative or referential meaning, which is more relevant to the communicative than the poetic function of language;


                	 
                  association and connotation (individual as well as inter-subjective), summarized as “associative meaning”: stylistic, affective, reflective, collocative (Leech 1974, 10);


                	 
                  parasemantic and protosemantic aspects, besides, before, or beyond conventional meaning and connected to composing processes;


                	 
                  phonosemantics and sound iconism, which address the close relationship between sound and sense;


                	 
                  vocal expression, either as a direct, immediate reference to artists’ emotions or inner states, or as an “acoustic mask” that mimics emotions or plays a role (Canetti 1937);


                	 
                  technological manipulations that shape the material through, for example, electroacoustic treatments, or coding, thereby influencing semantic aspects, including the connotations and associations triggered by the used technologies in general and on a meta-level; and


                	 
                  compositional form and the structure of a work as the combination of vocal expression and technological manipulation, for example, as addressed by audioliterariness.


              
 
              All these aspects combined can be used to conceptualize an expanded semantics that can be applied to sonic poetry. They are not just relevant for reception and interpretation, but also for production and composition: the choice of content and material is often the first step, followed by considerations about the possible connotative and associative meanings of the chosen material, which may then undergo a process of vocal expression and, finally, result in compositional form. The text and/or sound can be technologically manipulated at any stage of the composing process, additionally influencing its semantic properties. Some of these techniques may be applied intuitively rather than in full consciousness. For example, phonosemantics, if unknown to an artist as a theoretical concept, may still influence the material they choose, how they technologically manipulate it, or structure it compositionally – in a playful, experimental manner or just going by ear. Even such a briefly outlined, sequential process of composition before reception becomes, in a sense, circular, when we consider a concept like audioliterary writing, where an author listens to the material again and again, and iteratively proceeds to a final stage (see Ch. 2.2). In a project like MaskMirror by Alessandro Bosetti, this very process is a constitutive part of the performance itself, discombobulating the order of composition (see Ch. 4.2).
 
              These types of meaning can be intensified, altered, or subverted through the compositional use of technology, and various forms of associative and connotative meaning can be expanded and varied through sound features. For example, the use of sampled voices that an audience may be familiar with can trigger associations with the owners of the voices, and the specific sound character of sampled material can evoke associations with specific media environments, for instance, the hollow sound of a low-res MP3 can be reminiscent of compression or online origin. Furthermore, a collocative meaning connected with a sound, like a similar-sounding word or homophone, can be manipulated using technological techniques such as filtering or pitch-shifting to make words sound even more similar than they already do.
 
              However, the concept of expanded semantics is not intended to be reduced to a hermeneutical approach focused on decoding poetic works, but to actually broaden the concept of meaning, including the material level, various kinds of connotations and associations – including those deriving from artistic methods and the compositional use of technologies – as well as meta-relations (for example, technology and digitality in general). This allows for the neo-semantic re-entry of meaning, which is even applicable to the most abstract forms of sound poetry and sonic poetry that might otherwise be falsely regarded as asemantic or non-semantic.
 
              The concept of expanded semantics also addresses the very process of composition, not so much in the sense of the unilateral intention of conveying a fixed or definite meaning,46 but rather by raising awareness about various types of meaning and their consequences, allowing the possibilities of the composing process to be refined and expanded. Aside from its usefulness in the analysis and interpretation of sonic poetry, expanded semantics may therefore have the ability to inform the composition of sonic poetry.
 
             
           
          
            2.4 Sonic Poetry: Expanded Semantics and the Compositional Use of Technology
 
            I propose using the term sonic poetry to describe works of sound poetry and experimental spoken word that substantially and constitutively apply (sound) technological treatments as a means of creation – as a compositional device to “transcend the biological limits of human bodily expression” because they allow the artists to “move beyond […] physical limitations” (McCaffery 1997, 157). Sonic poetry deploys technologies rather casually and considers them a given, as normal and ubiquitous today,47 reflecting the unremarkable inclusion of new and the latest technologies in a post-digital media environment in which the “disruption brought upon by digital information technology has already occurred” (Cramer 2015, 20). In sonic poetry, such (sound) technological treatments are a fundamental element that can have crucial effects on a work, including its sound and musicality, as well as its textual content, meaning, and therefore semantics. More than just “moving beyond physical limitations,” the creative and productive use of media and sound technologies also opens up a wide range of aesthetic and compositional possibilities that often lead to what I define as a reciprocal relationship between artist and technology, initiating a back-and-forth between human and machine that may result in unexpected and surprising outcomes (see Ch. 3.4). Such a reciprocal relationship also allows for the expansion of the notion of technology: not as a mere tool that humans unilaterally command, nor – in line with more recent concerns about, for example, algorithms spying on us, or the power and threats of AI, however appropriate these concerns may be – as something that simply controls us, but as an active counterpart in communication and artistic creation. By taking a reciprocal approach to their use, technologies can even become coauthors in the process of composing a work, bringing about a process of cocreation between humans and technologies. This can also be understood through the lens of the actor-network theory (ANT) introduced by Bruno Latour, which views media and technological devices as actants with agency in communication and creation (cf. Wieser 2012). I suggest that granting agency to technologies and considering them active actants can overcome the limited view of technological devices as mere tools while recognizing and acknowledging the potential of creative misuse and even a lack of skill in innovative artistic creation.
 
            The entanglements between (experimental) art practices and technology can foster critical reflections on the potentials, limits, and threats posed by technology, for example, by creatively misusing technological devices, hacking them, or driving them to their limits. In this sense, the compositional use of media technologies can increase the “capacity for complexity” that poetic language already bears and could therefore expand on the notion of poetry as “a medium for more radical interventions and stark voicings of discontent,” “thereby allow[ing] for a bridging between aesthetic and political concerns” (Benz, Hartwig, and Schoch 2023, 159).
 
            Although it seems that the term sonic (derived from the Latin sonus [sound]) is often used synonymously with terms like aural, acoustic, or sounding in general usage, in media and literary studies it is associated with technology. Addressing the “frequency domain as an epistemological object,” Wolfgang Ernst proposes the neologism “sonicity” (2016, 22). With this term, he describes the “operatives Dazwischen” [operational in-between] of “the real of the acoustical and the symbolic of sound,” distinguishing between physical acoustics and sound semiotics (Ernst 2008, 1; trans. MM). Sonicity is defined as a “media-technologically operationalized form of sound,” an exclusive product of the electroacoustic space (Ernst 2008, 6; trans. MM).48 Even though Ernst’s focus seems to be “oscillatory events and their mathematically reverse equivalent: the frequency domain as an epistemological object,” it nevertheless fosters associations between the term sonic and media and sound technologies, as it also addresses the materiality of electronic and digital sound processing as (techno-)physical events (Ernst 2016, 22). The term sonicity emphasizes the crucial role played by (sound) technological treatments in transforming a human utterance into a “de-humanized” electroacoustic object: “Speech recorded on magnetic tape is not just ‘electrified voices’ but a re-definition of the voice itself” (Ernst 2016, 23).
 
            Thus, the term sonic is closely associated with sound and media technologies as well as with digitality and can therefore be used to precisely denote a sphere in which sound and technology are intertwined and interdependent, generating new poetic forms and therefore innovative work. The term thus obtains an aspect of meaning that demarcates it from the other, more general terms mentioned above. Literary scholar and sound poet Steve McCaffery has similarly differentiated sonic from phonic. In an essay with the telling title “From Phonic to Sonic: The Emergence of the Audio-Poem,” McCaffery describes the historical development of sound poetry, from a phonic era of more or less pure orality to a sonic era in which poets make productive use of sound and media technologies to create forms of sound poetry that would have been impossible before the availability of electroacoustic, electronic, and digital processing (McCaffery 1997). What McCaffery defines as the sonic era of sound poetry can accordingly be considered the very beginning of what I propose calling sonic poetry – with the difference that the development of digitality was still in its infancy when McCaffery was writing, with its use (especially in the arts) regarded as special and remarkable.
 
            The utilization of a recording device, even if only for documentation purposes, enables – “for the first time in its history – a physical and ideological separation from voice.” Because “the body [is] no longer an ultimate, inflexible parameter, voice becomes a point of departure, not a teleologically prescribed point of arrival” (McCaffery 1997, 157). Technology, used productively in composition, first in the form of tape recorders and now digital devices as well, “creates a secondary orality predicated on a graphism (tape, in fact, is another system of writing, where writing is described as any semiotic system of storage), thereby liberating the sound poem from the athletic sequentialities of the human body” (McCaffery 1997, 157).
 
            Although such “athletic sequentialities” of oral or “phonic” (sound) poetry can generate, as described above, new and original forms – that can additionally be combined with (sound) technological treatments – the productive use of sound and media technologies nonetheless harbors an aesthetic potential that could not otherwise be realized. It can indeed break up such sequentialities by transgressing the linearity of text by way of methods like editing, cutting permutation, or layering and multitracking (see Ch. 3).
 
            Sonic poetry can therefore be regarded as a leap onto a level of poetic composition that allows for an abundance of poetic methods, which not only affects the sound shape of language but also the textual and semantic level (for examples, see Ch. 3.3). Furthermore, the definition of writing is expanded here to encompass the realm of sound, as it includes the direct inscription of sound onto tape via magnetic information and can be connected to the concept of audioliterary writing introduced by Ludwig Jäger (see above, Ch. 2.2).
 
            Concerning the shift from “phonic” to “sonic,” McCaffery defines the break of sonic sound poetry “with the tradition of Western poetics as more radical […] than anything before”: “Ball, Marinetti, Khlebnikov, and Isou all maintained a paradigmatic ne plus ultra at the thresholds of the vowel and the consonants” (McCaffery 1997, 158). McCaffery mentions sound poet Henri Chopin, who transgressed such “thresholds” into a “sonic” practice by utilizing technology – in his case the tape recorder – as a means of composition, followed by many other artists, including those whom I regard as composers of sonic poetry, who use all kinds of (sound) technologies available today.
 
            However, the question is how “paradigmatic” this so-called “ne plus ultra” was. For example, Isidore Isou formalized and therefore introduced non- and paralinguistic utterances (like breathing, coughing, clearing the throat, etc.) to poetry as material, as he declared in his “Nouvel Alphabet Lettrique” (Isou 1947, 314), and associated these sounds with a lexical system and language. But what McCaffery points out is the capacity of media technologies to have a broader and more profound impact on the poetic structure, transgressing the “thresholds of the vowel and the consonants” by de- and reconstructing speech material by means of various technological methods. Friedrich Kittler describes this enhanced ability to rework recorded speech material by applying (sound) technologies and defines the creative use of the technologies applied to sound material as a “manipulation of the timeline,” pointing out that this concerns “the raw material of poetry, where manipulation was previously impossible” (Kittler 1999 [1985], 36).
 
            Sonic poetry – as a hybrid form of sound, text, media, and technological production aesthetics – generates new levels of expanded semantics that would not be possible on a script-based, written level alone. It has the ability to transgress the limitations of language structured by syntactical units like vowels, consonants, words, etc. due to the technological possibilities available to it to immediately access speech material on a fundamental level. Sound technology treatments like time-axis manipulation allow language to be manipulated beyond and below its syntactical structure, dividing it into ever-smaller elements. This acknowledges the specific qualities of sound as a time-based medium that spreads out within a space – for example, by way of stereophonics or multichannel techniques, or through the positioning of loudspeakers.
 
            However, some definitions of sound poetry already include the productive utilization of media and sound technologies in the composition process, emphasizing genuine and “ever-expanding” technological facilities, “creat[ing] effects that have never been produced before, thus opening a new frontier for poets” (Burroughs 1979, 9). Moreover, a “second variety of sound poetry” has appeared since the 1950s, “in which recorded sound, primarily but not exclusively verbal, is manipulated” (Higgins 1993, 1182).
 
            Following McCaffery and Ernst in their coining of “sonic” as a term associated with technological processing, I argue that sonic poetry has only come into itself in the digital age, with the general introduction, common application, and easy availability of technologies that can manipulate sound and speech. The early practitioners of “sonic” sound poetry regarded by McCaffery – like Henri Chopin with his tape recorders or Larry Wendt with his self-built digital processors – were already applying crucial artistic methods by deploying media technologies in a productive, compositional way. But many of the artistic methods that have already been realized by means of analog technologies can now be applied much more easily and with a single technological device that integrates the possibilities of several analog media, such as a laptop equipped with a digital audio workstation (DAW) or sound software. It must be pointed out, however, that this does not mean that digital technologies are generally superior to analog ones: analog technologies may have affordances and possibilities that cannot be precisely replicated by digital media; the specificities of different media (analog, digital, or a combination of the two) must be acknowledged in each individual case.
 
            Due to the convenience and ubiquity of technologies in a post-digital media environment, the term sonic poetry is well-suited to describe a new phase in sound poetry, in contrast to the work of earlier artists. Today, the productive utilization of media technologies has become something that can be carried out by many, irrespective of their technological proficiency. Even when contemporary sonic poets utilize analog technologies instead of digital ones, it can be considered an intentional, deliberate decision with many motivations – from retromania to the specific possibilities provided by the devices or their sound characteristics. The deliberate use of older, obsolete (atavistic) technologies does not reduce the potential of digital technologies, as they can also be combined with each other, for example, by using analog tape recordings to first manipulate the material before adding digital editing, multitracking, or sound effects (or the other way around), thereby providing for an even greater array of possibilities.
 
            As I have shown, the term sonic has been associated with technological processing, media, and digitality, thereby demarcating sonic poetry from purely oral forms like the Lautgedicht (or phonic sound poem), as well as from sound poetry before digital technologies became commonplace. Although some definitions of sound poetry already included the use of technologies as a means of composition, “sound poetry” has become a catch-all term for a broad variety of forms, which has led to it becoming almost meaningless, lacking any definite features or characteristics when it comes to material and artistic methods, as a clear definition of sound poetry may have never existed (Wendt 1993, 65). Without declaring a historical hierarchy of technological devices and artistic methods, I nevertheless define as sonic poetry specific works and artistic approaches that make fundamental and productive use of media and technologies in the creative process, embedded and produced within a post-digital media environment. Sonic poetry utilizes media and technologies as a constitutive element in its creation, exploring and exploiting the compositional possibilities that influence and manipulate sound as well as sense. This also includes what I call the reciprocal relationship between human and machine, which allows the intended uses of technology to be subverted, thereby bringing about a liberating effect through artistic practices and supporting variations, derivations, and diversities in the use of technology.
 
           
          
            2.5 Conclusion
 
            In this chapter, I have discussed selected terms that are closely related to sound poetic approaches that use technology in the creative process, providing a framework for the following chapters. Earlier artistic approaches that utilized technology in composition have been addressed under the term electroacoustic poetry, emphasizing the implications of the electroacoustic treatment of spoken-word material in relation to sound and meaning. Furthermore, I have discussed the expansion of the term writing to encompass forms realized as sound that do not necessarily depend on a preceding, script-based, written text in line with the concept of audioliterary writing. Due to the process of recording speech and then reworking it by editing it over and over again, these terms also apply to sonic forms of sound poetry in particular. Based on his theory of audioliterary writing, I support Jäger’s aim of including aural forms within the definition of literature.49 The complicated and, in a sense, controversial relationship between poetry, sound, and meaning has been acknowledged by discussing terms like para- and protosemantics, as well as phonosemantics, which are closely connected to sound. By discussing Lily Greenham’s introduction of the term neo-semantic, I emphasized the function of an expanded and refined definition of semantics. Although Greenham’s statements are bound to a particular moment in the history of sound poetry, the term seems useful to describe more recent works that foreground semantics in a specific or unique way.
 
            Concluding the discussion of sound and meaning, I have shown that the definition of semantics needs to be expanded and broadened in relation to works of sound poetry, including sonic poetry, in order to acknowledge their general language-based character. Even if some approaches challenge the concept of semantics by utilizing mere voice and mouth sounds, it can be argued following Schmitz-Emans and McCaffery that even they demonstrate an interrelation or quarrel with semantics in that they attempt to overcome it. An understanding of sound poetry and sonic poetry as art forms dealing with language should not be excluded from semantic considerations.
 
            An expansion of semantics goes far beyond limitations to referentiality and takes an approach to meaning that highlights various forms of associative meaning, including the establishment of poetic meaning through specific forms, that is, compositional structures. Moreover, the use of media technologies as productive means adds another semantic layer to a work by triggering meta-associations related to the technological devices used and treatments applied themselves.
 
            Furthermore, the voice in sound poetry, especially sonic poetry, plays an exceptional role. This is because voices other than that of the author can be utilized, such as prerecorded and/or previously published found speech, or even synthetic speech, with all its connotations.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          3 Voice Material, Technological Devices, Artistic Methods – A Categorization
 
        
 
         
          In this chapter, I will present and discuss the key concepts and artistic methods frequently applied in sound poetics and sonic poetry. To do so, I will propose a categorization of the various artistic methods applied in technological sound treatments as means of production and composition in the fields of sonic poetry and sound poetry (Ch. 3.3). These methods relate to the use of voice material (Ch. 3.1) and the related technological devices (Ch. 3.2), digital means such as computer technology and DAWs (digital audio workstations), samplers and loop stations, and analog devices such as magnetic tape machines. The relationship between humans and machines, between (human) artists and the technologies they use, is complex, ranging from amateurish to highly informed and even professional. The working process can also include the consultation of trained professional for specific processes or steps. However, more skill in the handling of media technologies does not necessarily translate into a higher degree of innovation in the artistic outcome – and at times can even result in the opposite. I will also discuss the role of the interface and a specific human-machine relationship that I propose defining as a reciprocal or bidirectional interactive process between the artist and technology (Ch. 3.4). I will conclude Chapter 3 with a summary and a transition to Chapter 4, where I will present four in-depth analyses of works that apply the key methods presented here, utilizing different kinds of voice material and technological devices.
 
          The general relationship between poetry and technology is complex, paradoxical, and sometimes even dismissive. Earlier philosophies and theories regarded poetry as a bulwark against techné and, later on, mechanical production. However, since at least the early twentieth century, technology has been rightfully considered a productive force, with poets at that time exploring “the potential of radio and other new media to disseminate and produce poetry” and even becoming “enthusiastic” about such technological possibilities (Noland 2012, 1414). This enthusiasm has been an important part of sound poetry since the second half of the twentieth century and has endured in the contemporary artistic practice described as sonic poetry in this study. Historically, calls to utilize media technologies as creative tools in sound poetry were already being formulated at an early stage. In the early 1920s, René Ghil stated that, in fifty years’ time, poets would be using sound technology, or “phonetic machines” (Pétronio 1963, 12; trans. MM). Now, one hundred years later – and knowing that a number of experimental poets did in fact start using sound technology to compose their works fifty years ago, thereby fulfilling Ghil’s prophecy – I am primarily interested in the various modes, possibilities, and implications of the technological manipulation of mediatized speech and in the technological methods applied in the composing process because they enable direct and otherwise impossible access to the “raw material of all poetry” (Kittler 1986, 59).
 
          This concerns the potential of as well as intentional interactions between humans and machines – that is, the relationship between artists and technology, based on the specific design of technological devices. Human-machine interfaces or user interfaces can be both empowering and restrictive: they enable us to perform certain operations and prevent us from performing others (cf. Distelmeyer 2017, 46; see also Galloway 2012). In recent years, and in relation to media technology, a new term has emerged to describe the use and handling of (new) media and technologies: affordances. This term denotes the features of a design that afford the user specific possibilities to use a technological device or online content on a website or in an app (cf. Zillen 2008). Studies have scrutinized the specific mechanisms of affordances, pointing out that artifacts like technological devices can request, demand, encourage, or allow for specific actions from the humans that use them, but discourage or deny other actions (cf. Davis and Chouinard 2016). Moreover, tactility and the ways in which a human body touches (or refrains from touching) a technological device during interactions with it are of the utmost importance when exploring the relationship between a human body and a technological device (see Simon 2020).
 
          Electronic media technologies and digitalization are the key to all this. Friedrich Kittler has even argued that the capacity of media and technologies – above all digital processing – to subvert, manipulate, and reproduce human perception defines and lies at the very heart of media technologies (cf. 2017 [1990]). The processing and manipulation of voice and spoken words using electronic and digital technologies “marks a history that not only produces an electronic aesthetic but stages electronics as a general social and psychological framework – of fragmentation, multiplication, and dissipation” (LaBelle 2010a, 166).
 
           
            
              Technologies versus techniques
 
              I define technological methods as the manipulation of voice material using media technologies (electronic, digital, or electroacoustic treatments) in the composing process, including the use of found spoken-word material and artificial voices (speech synthesis). I therefore distinguish between technologies and techniques of voice, recitation, or speech, which do not require any technological devices – but can be combined with them. On the other hand, a technological method of manipulating voice material always depends on a technological device – from the tape recorder to sound software on a computer. Moreover, vocal techniques can be used to imitate the sound characteristics of technological manipulations or sound effects: “artists from Kurt Schwitters to Jaap Blonk have created purely acoustic vocal works that mimic the aural artifacts of technology” (Collins 2005, 5). My aim in considering, describing, and categorizing such technological methods and the related devices is to transgress and blur the “sharp line between representation and the technologies producing them” that Hayles has observed “within the humanities and especially in literary studies” (2002, 19). This attempt acknowledges the existence and ongoing conceptualization and production of sonic “technotexts” that “connec[t] the technology that produces texts to the texts’ verbal constructions” (Hayles 2002, 25). In a post-digital media environment, “human subjectivity is,” according to Hayles, “so thoroughly mediated by digitality that the expressivity supposedly at the root of poetic writing is no more than an epiphenomenon of a hybrid consciousness constantly interfacing with code” (Noland 2012, 1416). Literary theory has explored the impact of new media technologies on writing, emphasizing the crucial difference between the modes of composing script-based written texts and audio material. It has also highlighted the potential of time-axis manipulation to access and shape the raw material of all poetry made available by sound technology:
 
               
                Voices that start to migrate through frequency spectra and time axes do not simply continue old literary word game techniques such as palindromes or anagrams. This letter-bending had become possible only once the primary code, the alphabet itself, had taken effect. Time axis manipulation, however, affects the raw material of poetry, where manipulation had hitherto been impossible. (Kittler 1999, 36)
 
              
 
              Following this insight by Kittler, the devices that have an impact on the textual level of a given work will be of primary relevance in this Chapter. I will also describe devices used to apply the various artistic methods – turntables, tape recorders, samplers, homemade processors, and, more recently, personal computers and the associated software – in order to contextualize them with regard to their potential as creative tools in sonic poetry.
 
              Technological methods of composition, and the interrelated media and sound technologies, began emerging as early as in the late 1950s – when sound poets started using these new technologies with the intention of manipulating poetic speech in order to create new and innovative works. These methods have been developing, diversifying, and proliferating ever since. Sound poetry back then was already “reinvent[ing] words and voicing through electronic manipulations that also distend and tear subjectivity” (LaBelle 2010a, 147). But in a post-digital media environment, sonic poetry is pushing the boundaries even further, to the extent that it finds itself in a constant process of reinventing spoken language and processing voices by means of technology, which has now become ubiquitous and impossible to escape. Media and sound technologies can either be utilized in live performance or in studio settings – which are no longer limited to professional sound studios and can potentially be located anywhere. Or they can make use of a combination, for example, when recorded speech material is manipulated in the studio and then utilized and further processed in a live situation.
 
              Overall, the media and sound technologies available for the manipulation of speech (and sound in general) have become easy to handle and widely accessible and are now being frequently used by artists.50
 
            
            
              Analog versus digital technologies and aesthetics
 
              The media technologies available to non-specialists have evolved significantly since the late 1950s (e.g., from tape recorders) and continue to do so. Artistic methods that utilized pre-digital technologies anticipated digital methods for manipulating poetic speech: it was already possible to generate many of today’s digital manipulations by means of (analog) electronic sound treatments or by envisioning in practice artistic approaches that make use of digital technologies, utilizing analog media technologies in ways resembling the logics of digital media technologies. It was already possible, for example, to apply highly disruptive, nonlinear editing methods using analog technology. However, compared to analog methods, the paradigm of digital editing has “open[ed] new possibilities for exchange but also to develop, expand, and articulate the parameters of that exchange” (Spinelli 2006, 101). Although it was certainly important, the transition to digitality during the 1990s (on an accessible, widespread level) can be considered a continuation of earlier approaches by new means and tools. This is not to say that there are no media technologies with affordances that have only became available since the advent of digitality, such as granular synthesis and machine learning. But not everything that can be accomplished using analog technologies can be realized digitally – and vice versa – because all technological devices have their own particular features that cannot be entirely replicated using another device. It must be acknowledged, however, that the advent of digitality has made many methods easier, such as cutting and editing. Moreover, analog technologies preceded digital technologies historically, but now coexist and can be combined with them. Today, digital devices are ubiquitous and widely accessible. In many cases, they are the most common technologies available and are therefore frequently used.
 
              Although digital technology is the most obvious choice, some artists deliberately use both analog and digital technologies, depending on the specific requirements of the artistic project. Moreover, some artists actively experienced and participated in the transition from analog to digital, gaining insights into how some practices and methods can – or cannot – be facilitated using digital technologies. This shift has potentially expanded the range of compositional opportunities available, but it can also curb some opportunities, with some artists finding themselves confined to the screen of a laptop using only a DAW. Other artists have been both perplexed and stimulated by the discovery of digital technologies. For sound poet Amanda Stewart, for example, this ultimately led to the elimination of meaning in her work and a focus on the materiality and “syntax of sound” itself (2010).
 
              This means that, today, artists can simultaneously use analog and digital media, combining devices from various historical eras. This leads to the overlapping of various media from across the historical spectrum offering different affordances and opportunities. A sonic poet might record speech on a supposedly obsolete medium like reel-to-reel tape, manipulate the recording while replaying it due to the specific opportunities afforded by the given medium (e.g., quickly and repetitively removing the tape from the heads of magnetic tape), feed those manipulations into a DAW on a laptop, and, finally, add some digital sound effects. Such a process multiplies the specific sound characteristics of the different media used, which can result in eclectic, multilayered overall sound aesthetics, which also include media archeological approaches that combine new and old technologies. Moreover, cultural phenomena linked to the various technological devices, together with their affordances and sound characteristics, such as retro trends and nostalgia, must be considered, for instance, the supposedly warmer, more organic sound of magnetic tape and its background noise compared with digital recording devices.
 
             
            
              Categorizing technological composing methods
 
              Identifying, describing, and categorizing composing methods that are based on technology will make it easier to understand how media technologies, especially those dealing with sound, have a direct impact on audiotexts and sonic poetry. I will show how certain artistic techniques and methods made possible by technological devices can intervene into, manipulate, or even generate new syntactic or semantic structures by way of, for example, disruptive editing methods, such as audio cut-ups. These allow artists to rearrange sentences, words, syllables, or smaller units of speech in a combinatorial or permutational manner. Other methods, such as layering, make multiple overlapping and simultaneously occurring speech tracks possible. Sampling, on the other hand, expands the range of voices and texts available for artistic purposes and introduces a particular kind of intertextuality that includes the materiality of media.
 
              This chapter will provide researchers with an overview of sonic poetry and experimental spoken word as well as a terminological toolkit, enabling them to better describe and analyze artistic examples like the ones that are presented and discussed in the following chapter and throughout this study. It will also provide artists with an overview, allowing them to learn about the various technological methods and connected devices, and how they are used. It might inspire or motivate practitioners and artists to work with some of the described methods or to derive their own methods from them.
 
              Moreover, I will briefly discuss artistic examples that apply the methods presented and then draw out the specific features of those methods, in addition to the four in-depth analyses of selected works in Chapter 4. All this will help to demonstrate how the methods are applied in practice and will allow for a synchronic perspective, showing that specific artistic methods can be applied by utilizing various media technologies. For example, the temporal axis can be manipulated on a turntable, with a tape recorder or using a DAW installed on a laptop or smartphone. My objective with this attempt at categorization is to identify, itemize, and specify the artistic methods as exhaustively as possible, thereby making it easier to understand the specific possibilities and affordances of sonic poetry.51
 
              I will first present an overview of the different kinds of voice material that can be used on the basis of today’s technological opportunities and devices. Chapter 3.1 will focus on the material, namely, the author’s own voice (Ch. 3.1.1), the voices of others (Ch. 3.1.2), found and sampled voice and spoken-word material (Ch. 3.1.3), and synthesized computer voices (Ch. 3.1.4).
 
              Chapter 3.2 will introduce and briefly describe the (sound) technological devices used in experimental spoken word, sound poetry, and sonic poetry: microphones (Ch. 3.2.1); tape recorders (Ch. 3.2.2); turntables (Ch. 3.2.3); mixing consoles (Ch. 3.2.4); (digital) sampler (Ch. 3.2.5); sound effects such as delay and echo pedals, and loop machines (Ch. 3.2.6); DAWs and computer sound software (Ch. 3.2.7); and, finally, self-built devices and interfaces, analog and digital alike, conceived of and constructed by artists to realize specific works or to expand their practice (Ch. 3.2.8).
 
              Chapter 3.3 is my attempt to identify, describe, and classify the various (artistic) methods connected to the technological devices and the material presented above into five main categories or key concepts, including an interpretation of their compositional potential and their aesthetic effects. Section 3.3.1 will address editing and disruptive and excessive cutting; collage and montage; cut-ups, permutations, and combinatorial approaches; repetitions and loops; and granular synthesis that splices and reassembles material, isolates it, and rearranges it in myriad ways. Mixing and layering will be the focus of section 3.3.2, specifically the mixing of two or more audio tracks to create a polyphony of voices. Section 3.3.3 will examine sampling, that is, the extraction of segments of found spoken-word material, mainly from external, premediatized sources; while section 3.3.4 will provide an overview of glitches, cracking, and hacking, and their interactive modalities and constellations, including the creative misuse and misapplication of technologies. Finally, section 3.3.5 will deal with methods that apply the most recent developments in machine learning and so-called artificial intelligence.
 
              This categorization of technological methods will provide a useful overview, drawing out the key methods and differentiating them from each other. However, the methods presented in the main categories can, of course, always overlap or be combined in the creation of a work. The categorization has been carried out from the perspective of production/creation. It takes a synchronic approach within a diachronic framework, taking into account the steady development of media technologies and the interrelated artistic methods since the mid-twentieth century.
 
              Although I have been able to identify most of the technological devices, methods, and voice materials described in this chapter in existing artistic works, there are a few for which I could not find examples. Nevertheless, I believe it is important to include them as points of reference, not least in order to potentially inspire artists to use them in works of sonic poetry yet to be composed.
 
              In a final subchapter (Ch. 3.4), I will expand on my concept of the reciprocal relationship between humans and technology in the composing process. This relationship alters, expands, and even overcomes the idea of technological devices merely being used as passive tools that unidirectionally execute the orders of a human. In general, my approach attributes a high degree of agency to technology in the development of artistic works.
 
             
           
          
            3.1 Voice Material
 
            As this study focuses on works that solely consist of (technologically treated, manipulated) voice and spoken-word material, I will present and describe three main types of voice material in relation to its origins, sources, and the way it is generated: the author’s voice (Ch. 3.1.1) and other human live voices (Ch. 3.1.2), preexisting and premediatized sampled material (Ch. 3.1.3), as well as speech synthesis and computer voices (Ch. 3.1.4). It is important to differentiate between scripted and unscripted spoken texts in all of the categories presented here, which also applies to texts in general. While scripted texts possess certain qualities, such as being carefully crafted in advance, unscripted texts can include colloquial and/or improvisational qualities. Unscripted texts can also be carefully shaped on the sound technological level. For example, recordings of unscripted texts can be edited in a way that alters their structure and thereby influences not only their sound but also their semantics, qualifying them as an example of audioliterary writing (see Ch. 2.2).
 
            In sonic poetry, voice and its technological manipulation emerge as an aesthetic and poietic amalgamation, combining techniques of speaking and reciting, and all other forms of vocal uttering with technologies, which thereby influence each other. A variety of voices can be used artistically, significantly expanded by the technological possibilities offered by today’s (post-)digital media environment – not just in poetry – with implications for aesthetics, semiotics, and human self-understanding (see, e.g., Keylin 2025). Comparing the sound of a human voice with purely electronic sounds (e.g., generated by a synthesizer), sound poet Sten Hanson, though referring to the older technology that was in use until the 1970s, explains that “[t]here is always a basic difference between material you get out of the voice, and purely electronic material,” because “whatever you do to voice materials, it always keeps its human touch.” Addressing the human voice’s “direct and natural appeal to people,” Hanson concludes that “the closer to the spoken voice sounds get, the more associations people get out of it” (Hanson 1982b, 19). Here, Hanson seems to be referring to what Reuven Tsur calls the “speech mode” of listening, as opposed to the “nonspeech mode” (Tsur 1992, 12). This means that a human voice – especially when uttering language – triggers associations and is therefore constitutively involved in the process of meaning-making (see Ch. 2.3). Hanson’s statement can also be applied to synthetic speech in the sense that the closer a computer voice sounds to a human voice, the more associations are triggered in the listener. However, I will argue that recognizing that voice and spoken language have been technologically processed, or that a voice is synthetic – even if the difference between artificial and human voices has shrunk drastically in the last few years due to developments in AI and machine learning – allows for additional associations, namely with technology itself.
 
            The potential for employing many different voices in poetry, especially in sound poetry, and even more so in sonic poetry, is now vast and varied. Before the invention of sound recording in the late nineteenth century, poets could make use of their own voices as well as other or additional voices, but this was limited to live recitation situations. With the invention of sound recording, it became possible for poets to record their own voices and poetry readings, offering them opportunities to experiment with or refine recitation styles or to revise an actual poem after listening to it. Since then, it has also become possible to recite a poem simultaneously in one’s own voice while playing back other recorded voices simultaneously (see, e.g., Matter 2025a). A wide array of different voices and spoken-word material became available as source material with the introduction of shellac and later vinyl records, audiocassettes, and CDs (accompanied today by online resources), which has not least given rise to the artistic method of sampling. The invention of samplers augmented the ways in which recorded voices and speech could be processed and handled, allowing them to be further manipulated to a higher degree. This was potentiated with the introduction of personal computers and DAWs. The most recent addition to the range of voices available, not only for poetry, is synthesized speech produced by computer voices. All of these voices can, of course, be further treated and manipulated, for example by editing, mixing, and layering them, or by adding sound effects. Voice techniques and technologies have called into question and complicated the distinction between natural and artificial voices, between the human and the machine (see Neumark, Gibson, and van Leeuwen 2010; Neumark 2017).52
 
            
              3.1.1 The Author’s Voice(s)
 
              The status of one’s own voice is paradoxical: “my voice defines me because it draws me into coincidence with myself, accomplishes me in a way which goes beyond mere belonging, association, or instrumental use. And yet my voice is also most essentially itself and my own in the ways in which it parts or passes from me” (Connor 2000, 7). Using one’s own voice is the most obvious (and, historically, was probably the very first) way of generating voice material as well as spoken poetic texts. In poetry, a poet’s own voice is often used in performances, like in poetry readings by the author (Bernstein 1998, 8; see also Benthien et al. 2019, Ch. 3.1). By using their own voices, artists can shape their language material to meet the specific conditions and requirements of a work. To do so, they can apply a wide range of speaking techniques to the voice, based on prosodic parameters such as speed, pitch, intonation, and delivery, or the imitation of dialects or accents – even without, or before, using technology to further modify the voice (see, e.g., Vorrath 2020, 4.3).
 
              The artist’s own voice can also be considered the most direct form of voice material, as it is spoken by the human that conceived the spoken in the first place. But this also depends on the artist’s abilities and skills, for an author may not have the requisite experience or training to speak and perform a given work in a way that gives effect to their intentions, or the poem’s inner logic or overall character. The use of the poet’s own voice is also associated with a concept of authorship that foregrounds the voice as a means of expressing subjectivity or inner states and emotions (see Bennett 2006). However, such concepts connected to authenticity and authority over a work and its interpretation have been called into question and criticized, separating the person who conceives and/or speaks the text from what is spoken and exposing authorship as something ideological (see, e.g., Barthes 1977 [1967]; Foucault 1992 [1969]). These ideas have encountered special challenges since technology became involved, especially when applied as a productive means of composition. The use of technology has the potential to further separate the author/performer from the technologically treated voice material, transforming the latter into a mediatized sound object of its own.
 
              Nevertheless, the unity of author and performer can produce additional authenticity effects because it presupposes a close connection between what is being spoken and the thoughts, emotions, or experiences of the performing author (see, e.g., Novak 2020, 326; see also Vorrath 2020, 143–151). But such additional authenticity effects generated by the unity of author and performer have also been considered problematic. Some artists may feel compelled to perform their authenticity as the main feature of their work, with audiences expecting them to limit or reduce themselves to certain aspects of their identity. In the case of artists who appear to be members of marginalized groups, for example, the audience may expect them to primarily speak about their own authentic situation, perceiving their marginalization as the most important part of the artists’ identities and limiting the range of themes and topics available to the artist (see, e.g., Ailes 2021).
 
              However, authors and artists performing their own works may be granted a certain authority over their texts (see Meyer-Kalkus 2004). In such cases, audiences assume that performers stand behind what they present and, to a certain extent, who they are as a person as well. But it has been rightfully pointed out that we should differentiate between a speaking voice in an artistic performance and the performer off stage, as, on stage, they are inevitably playing a persona. When this difference between art and everyday life is ignored, there is a risk of “replacing an aesthetic with a moral and social judgement” (Meyer-Kalkus 2020, 34, trans. MM). In general, performing artists who make use of their own voices are still attributed some kind of authenticity, however staged or enacted it may be – and always only authentic “in relation to something else” (Fischer-Lichte and Pfuhl 2000, 57; trans. MM). This applies, for example, to recent spoken-word poetry movements that are linked to social and political activism (see, e.g., Lajta-Novak 2024). When authors speak and perform their own works, they are inevitably addressing the complex relationship between subjectivity and the poetic, including aspects of orality, impersonation, and personae, although it has recently been argued that this complexity manifests as an emphasis on the speaker rather than on the author (cf. Richards 2012, 1526). Thus, the use of an author’s own voice can still convey a certain relationship between poetry and subjectivity. However, this is complicated by media technological treatments, which can subvert authenticity. Moreover, Norie Neumark has argued that performativity is more important than authenticity in the context of the (performing) arts and that performative voices can both establish as well as interfere with identity – and “when media come into play, those performative voices are not only marked once more, by mediation, but they enact and mark mediation itself.” (2010, 97)
 
              Having said that, technology might not just disrupt and subvert but also actually construct authenticity in the first place. The specific notion of authenticity ascribed to the voice has only become relevant since it became possible to record, store, and play it back, as the technological reproduction of speaking voices has introduced a difference in this regard (cf. Maye 2014, 22; see also Pinto 2012). In a post-digital media environment, it can be assumed that most people are aware that the mediatized voices that they hear have been technologically manipulated (edited, etc.), though listeners still – somewhat paradoxically – ascribe authenticity to them, albeit a technologically mediated authenticity (see Vorrath 2020, 141–143; Hügel 1997, 45).
 
              The link between the poet’s own voice and a sense of authenticity – defined as the close relationship between a poetic utterance and its originator – arises because the connection between creation and performance appears to be immediate, even when a microphone is used. But by combining one’s own voice with further technological treatments, this trace of authenticity can be mixed with aspects of estrangement – for example, shifting the pitch of the voice, or cutting it up using editing techniques – thereby altering the semiotic implications and/or exceeding human limitations. Thus, the voice is altered and transformed into an electroacoustic sound object, which can be differentiated from an unmediated, “natural” voice (see Ch. 3.2.1).
 
              Manipulating the voice by means of technology adds an otherness to the voice, discombobulating listeners’ associations with authenticity, the personae on stage, and even the very recognizability of a voice as human (or as a voice at all). Confounding possible notions of and connections with authenticity by way of technology, artists can also record their own voices (or the voices of others, recorded under their direction) and use the prerecorded material as the basis of composing processes. For example, they might use a sampler to actually play their own voice like an instrument during the composing process and/or performance (see Ch. 4.2). Some artists also multiply and layer their voices using technological devices, which they use to play around with them, like Anja Utler (see Ch. 4.1), Fatima Miranda, and Pamela Z.53 The artist can also manipulate their voice in a way that distances it from its natural sound. For instance, it can be altered through the specific yet widely familiar sound character of the microphone; by utilizing sound effects like delay or echo that double or multiply the voice, making it sound like it is following itself at a close distance; or by shifting the pitch to an extreme degree in order to trigger horrifying (lowering the pitch) or comical (increasing the pitch) effects (see Ch. 3.2.6).
 
              In sound poetry and sonic poetry, the author and performer of a work are often one and the same, in which case they can be described as a “poet-performer” (Novak 2011). However, some artists have specialized in, or at least contributed to, interpreting the works of others. For example, Lily Greenham has both performed her own compositions and interpreted works by many contemporaries, while Jaap Blonk is known for his famous version of Schwitters’s Ursonate.
 
              More recently, Tomomi Adachi has performed the work of others, as has experimental vocalist Elaine Mitchener on her album Solo Throat (2024), with interpretations of poets such as Norman H. Pritchard, Edward Kamau Brathwaite, Aimé Cesaire, and Una Marson. There are also ensembles such as Trio Exvoco, Audio Players, or Sprechbohrer that have interpreted the early sound poetry of movements like Futurism and Dada, as well as works by individual artists like Hans G. Helms. A special case is sound-poetic ensembles, such as The Four Horsemen and the Flatus Vocis Trio, and speaking duets like Monika Lichtenfeld and Gerhard Rühm, and Miriam Berger and Xaver Römer, because they engage in collective authorship and performance. This enables them to treat each voice separately – allowing one text or entirely different texts to be spoken simultaneously in differing intonations, or even for different speaking voices to be overlapped and layered. In such cases, associations with authenticity may be attributed to the participating individual voices or the group as such as a multi-personal unit transgressing individuality. Artists can also combine and mix their own voices with additional voices, either live (on stage or in the studio), found (e.g., sampled), or computer-generated (see Ch. 3.1.2 and 3.1.3), conjuring associations of the multiplicity, division, and diffusion of subjects, roles, and personae.
 
              In the fields relevant to this study, specific innovative speaking techniques offer great potential for aesthetic experimentation and artistic development, with the artist’s own voice serving as a practical and immediate tool for such experimentation and development – at least within modernist, Western frameworks of subjectivity and authenticity. This potential increases exponentially when combined with technological treatments, with techniques and technological manipulations being mixed and interconnected in innumerable ways.
 
              In general, and not limited to an author’s own voice, it is important to differentiate between performative and technological aspects of the voice (see Vorrath 2020, 189–195). These aspects can also influence each other, for example, when a performer imitates a technological decrease in volume (fading out), from audible speech to silence, or mimics the disjointed sound character of disruptive cutting and editing by way of speaking techniques. While using one’s own voice may be an immediate way of voicing a text and having direct control over how to speak, delegating speech to other voices can be more productive due to other speakers’ skills (or lack thereof), their specific sound qualities, prosodic features, accents, or dialects, or just because they are external to the author’s voice.
 
             
            
              3.1.2 (Live) Voices Other than Author’s
 
              Alongside authors who (only) use their own voices, some use other voices as well, such as those of actors, professional speakers or reciters, or amateurs (cf. Meyer-Kalkus 2020, 9–10). Delegating speech to other (professional or amateur) voices allows the artist to direct them and to utilize a specific selection of skills, capabilities, and qualities that they themselves may lack. It furthermore enables associations with the complex relationships between subjects, personae, and utterances.
 
              There can be various reasons for using voices other than one’s own: the specific oral and aural qualities of a voice, a specific sound, or specific modes of intonation and/or articulation. A famous or recognizable voice might be chosen due to its recognizability (by the audience). This is a technique that sometimes features in conventional audio books. Voices might also be selected to overcome the physical, prosodic, aesthetic, or imaginative limitations of the artist’s own voice or to explore and exploit the abilities of a highly trained, specialized voice, or even the colloquial immediacy of an untrained, amateur voice, in order to produce the most appropriate results for a given work. In some fields and contexts relevant to sonic poetry, the use of voices other than the author’s is rather commonplace, for example in radio plays (see, e.g., Mon 2016 [1974]; 2016 [1983]). We hear the artist’s own voice in some of Franz Mon’s works, such as Blaiberg Funeral (1970) and erge erekt (1962), while various other voices, with different genders and ages, are audible in his radiophonic works, for example, in his radio play das gras wies wächst (1969). The speaking of many different voices evokes a plurality that influences the overall character of the work, creating associations between the spoken content and different kinds of voices. At times, a voice can seem to subvert the content, for example, when in das gras wies wächst a child’s voice articulates ideas connected with militarism. Moreover, the diversity of voices and content increases even more when the same content is repeated in various speaking styles, resulting in a variety that a listener may associate with virtually any voice and/or speaking style. In one passage of Mon’s radio piece, the seven different voices (performed by voice actors) are layered and mixed together (see Ch. 3.3.2) to further enhance the impression of multiplicity and variation.
 
              Antje Vowinckel utilizes a range of other voices due to their specific imaginative potential in her series of works based on her own practice of automatic speaking, most recently in the work Goethe to Go: Eine Sprechlandschaft (2018). Loosely inspired by automatic writing, as introduced to the literary field by Surrealist artists, Vowinckel asks other artists, mainly musicians and poets, to wander around selected sites and say whatever comes to mind. A headset microphone attached to a portable recorder leaves the performers’ hands free, allowing them to move around unimpeded at will. Vowinckel subsequently edits, mixes together, and composes the recordings of their voice performances into a complex montage, thereby taking control back over the material in the technological process of postproduction, using the voices and improvised speaking of others to create her own piece.
 
              In some special cases, artists choose specific voices not only on the basis of their qualities and capabilities but also due to the people behind them, including their personalities, emotions, and experiences. In Spirit Catchers (1974)54 by Annea Lockwood – a spoken-word composition for four speaking voices, microphones, and an additional person who mixes the voices through the loudspeakers – the four performers speak unscripted, or rather think aloud, about personal objects and their associations and relationships with them in their own individual ways. Accordingly, the score for this piece does not contain any scripted text; rather, it consists exclusively of a text that briefly describes the setup for the piece, which also states that the text spoken by the performers should be uttered spontaneously, in a sense improvised. This raises interesting questions about how much the performances (including the ones performed by the same performers more than once) differ from each other and how much the rehearsals diverge from the actual performances in the presence of an audience. The performance thus complicates the relationship between voice, speech, and the subject, but also substantially expands the scope of potential textual content, prosody, and emotional elements. This challenges the notion of authorship in relation to performance and additionally addresses technology as a kind of mediator between the four voices/people. Lockwood’s work is characterized by a high degree of openness and unexpectedness, not just for the audience but also for the performers, who may discover new facets of their own emotions and personality. The performance therefore experimentally expands Hegel’s well-known notion of poetry as something that expresses a subject’s inner life and emotions with the addition of aspects of collectivity, technology, and improvisation (cf. Hegel [1835] 1975, 1113).
 
              Since the invention of sound recording, artists have developed their use of other voices by taking advantage of recordings of their own voice, later also of prerecorded and premediatized voices. Any voice that speaks a poetic work can be regarded as impersonating it. The person speaking the poem takes on its voice, bringing it to life through interpretation and thereby embodying, or impersonating, the text in a sense (cf. Austenfeld 2021). Reading is therefore the first interpretation of the text, whether through an audible speaking voice when a text is read aloud or through the reader’s inner voice. This is subverted when a poetic work is not just a recitation of a preexisting text (written by an author), and the actual conception and composition of a work is solely based on prerecorded, found speech.
 
             
            
              3.1.3 Found and Sampled Voices
 
              Using preexisting or found spoken words as sound material – emphasizing their premediatized materiality as sound, for example, in sampling (see Ch. 3.3.3) – is a way to utilize the voices and the spoken texts of others, that is, “materials that are already equipped with meaning” (Stalder 2018 [2017], 59). Technological devices that can record, store, and play back sound, such as digital samplers or tape recorders, have made it possible to make use of sampled voices. The found voices are prerecorded, that is, the recording has already been made by someone other than the artist who later uses the found material. In contrast to the recording of a hired voice directed by an author, this means that the recording must be taken as is – including not only all of its textual, prosodic, and vocal features but also its audio quality and media features, such as the background humming of magnetic tape, as well as the features of the recording location, for example, background noises. For many artists, this might constitute some of the appeal of using found material – accepting how it sounds as a productive constraint. These specific features may force the artist to respond to or work with (or against) found voices, rendering them productive elements in the composing process. When used as material in sound collages or eclectic sampling, found voices are – unlike the direct use of human voices – more heavily associated with artistic and creative contexts, for there is not usually any need to sample found speech in everyday situations.
 
              One important aspect that must be considered when using found material is the sound’s materiality and its related semiotic aspects, including the audio quality of the found recording, which may also hint at its source and the medium a sample has been pulled from (see Rogers et al. 2023). For a listener, sound characteristics may serve as semiotic indicators of the recording’s location and context (possibly including background noises, etc.), as well as the situation and mode of speaking. This includes both scripted (e.g., readings, recitations, scripted speeches) and unscripted texts (such as interviews or spontaneous utterings and reactions, for instance, to the act of recording itself).
 
              Using found voices adds an additional layer of meaning due to the associations conjured by a given voice. For example, a speech sample of a famous or important historic person can trigger certain emotions or associations. If a voice is successfully recognized, it creates an additional layer of meaning relating to the voice’s origin, which is subject to change over time and depends on historical circumstances and public discourse. This is the case, for instance, if the reputation or regard in which somebody or a specific computer voice is held by the public changes. This can also support or subvert the spoken words or generally link them to a specific context related to the voice’s origin.
 
              It is also necessary to point out the difference between people being asked and/or commissioned to contribute their voices to a work (by speaking it) and found voices that have been recorded for other purposes. In the former case, the person to whom the speaking voice belongs is (or at least should be, see below for the ethical considerations involved) aware that their voice is being used for artistic purposes and that the performance could be actively directed by the commissioning artist or the author of a work for aesthetic reasons. In the second case of found, prerecorded, or even premediatized voices (that have already appeared in a medium, likely public, such as television or radio, or on the internet, etc.), it is impossible to direct or change the material retroactively, meaning that it must be taken as is.
 
              While the speech in found, prerecorded material may not have been performed as poetry (except when it is performed poetry), it can be restructured somewhat by applying technological treatments such as editing or sound effects to shape it in the way envisioned by the author. This may or may not resemble what poetry usually sounds like. Having said that, sound poetry and sonic poetry are far less dependent on prosodic conventions or intonation than many other forms of (traditional) poetry and include various other speaking styles – such as the fast, dense, and monotone speech of Anne-James Chaton in some of his performances, although this is not an example of a sampled voice. It can be a productive challenge to work with the speaking styles and prosodic features of found voices that do not conform with the conventions of poetry and to reframe them in a poetic context to expand the range of speaking styles. Moreover, and of considerable importance in this context, innovative and previously unimaginable speech structures that would otherwise be impossible for humans can be achieved by means of technological cutting and editing. In this way, nonpoetic speaking styles – like those found in recordings of colloquial speech, advertising, or news readings – can be manipulated and altered to reflect a technological (transhuman) prosody and included as an element of sonic poetry’s aesthetics. This kind of speaking style achieved by means of technological manipulation creates additional markers of poetic function as it disrupts the listener’s automatic perception of language and therefore further estranges and mutates the material, increasing the self-reflexivity of spoken language.
 
              The plain, unexcited, and informative style of speaking associated with news reading can be viewed as a stark contrast to the speech mode typical of poetry. In the piece Frank Walter Steinmeier (2021), Jürgen Stollhans uses various samples from television and radio news shows that repeat the name of German president Frank Walter Steinmeier. These sampled fragments are composed as tight loops, thereby adding a rhythmic structure that increases the musicality of the piece. They can therefore be considered a sound-poetic feature (see Ch. 3.3.1). Repeating the politician’s name as its sole structure and content, the piece evokes the omnipresence of Steinmeier in the public discourse of the time. The fact that the various samples are spoken by different voices indicates that they may have been taken from different sources, reinforcing the impression of his omnipresence.
 
              In most cases of sampled found voices, the voice owner may not know that their voice has been reused in an artistic work unless they are specifically asked for permission or informed about it, which, in my experience, is rarely the case. The use of found voices and speech therefore raises ethical issues and bears potential for legal conflicts as the right to one’s own voice is protected in many regions around the world. To date, however, I am unaware of any lawsuits pertaining to audio poetry (as opposed to, for example, legal disputes revolving around musical samples). Nonetheless, it would be possible for someone to bring such proceedings if they detected their sampled voice in a work and objected to its utilization. On an ethical level, artists must ask themselves if the human to whom a voice belongs is already a person of public interest or if the use of a found voice could potentially expose someone in an inappropriate way.55 Such ethical considerations always accompany aspects of hierarchy as well. This seems to be an important factor here, as one must consider what an artist can gain (artistically, but also financially) by using a found voice, and what the person to whom the found voice belongs might lose (e.g., their dignity or inviolability). One might argue that someone with less legal or social power can use the found voice of someone with more power without engaging in any kind of ethical misconduct because the hierarchical difference means that the more powerful person has the ability to handle it. It may be necessary, however, to scrutinize the context and circumstances of the individual case to determine the ethical position of a work that uses found voices. Moreover, today’s media and communication landscape makes it more difficult to precisely and definitively determine hierarchies: an aged politician may have more power in a specific traditional or juristic context, but a teenage content creator working artistically– and perhaps producing content akin to what I define as sonic poetry – with a great number of followers may have more power in a different, popular, online context.
 
              It must be taken into account, however, that the audience for experimental artforms, including radical sample poetry, is generally very small, often only consisting of other artists working in the same or adjacent fields. The ethical considerations can therefore be regarded as manageable because such an audience is likely aware of the sensitivity of using found material and engages with such material attentively. However, and especially in a post-digital media environment, it is also possible that a work of art is suddenly exposed to a disproportionately large audience because it has been uploaded to the internet or distributed on social media channels by a third party who finds it exceptionally funny or entertaining, or because it is associated with a person or issue of high topicality or general importance.
 
              On the basis of my own observations and conversations with artists, and in light of the absence of legal or ethical disputes, it seems that, in the field of audio poetry, such considerations are causing very few tensions in the artistic community and are not a widespread issue, especially when the sampled material stems from official sources (radio or television broadcasts, speeches given by celebrities or politicians, etc.). This may be due to the field’s relative general obscurity – at least in relation to the use of sampling in popular musical genres such as hip hop – and because there are few works of sample poetry in existence at all. But when found voices are used, they seem to be sampled according to an artist’s own ethical compass, most likely without officially clearing the rights to use a given sample or paying for it. Two rare examples where ethical considerations were critically formulated are the early tape pieces by Steve Reich, Come Out (1965) and It’s Gonna Rain (1966), discussed below (see, e.g., Scherzinger 2005; Gopinath 2009; Biareishyk 2012; see also Ch. 3.3.1.).
 
              Using found voices allows artists to select from a vast range of sources from different times (since the invention of sound recording) and places. Voices can be found in the sound archives of collections and libraries, and on all kinds of sound carriers, such as CDs, vinyl records, and audiocassettes. They can be sourced from broadcasting media like television and radio and, on an overwhelming scale, from the internet. Today, digital technologies have made it much easier to edit and compose sound material (including found voices), but access to found voices has also exponentially increased, now requiring less effort due to the advent of digital media and the internet, which can be used to store and transmit speech). In some cases, this easy handling and accessibility of found voices has inspired works in the first place, for example, Xurf Your Zwöbes by Dagmara Kraus (see Ch. 4.3).
 
              In her series Handholding (2016), Tracie Morris combines a historical voice from a published recording with her own natural voice by speaking simultaneously over a recording of a found voice, that of Kurt Schwitters, imitating its sound shape and varying it by way of spontaneous improvisational vocal gestures. Besides foregrounding the contrast between Morris’s own voice and the found voice(s), this unique approach also reflects the use and role of media, technology, and history (see Ch. 3.3.2).
 
              All this becomes even more complicated when we consider how found, prerecorded, and premediatized voices are being combined with synthesized voices, for example, in the deepfakes of existing human voices. While synthetic voices have a long history, digital advancements have made their use much more sophisticated, varied, and widespread, and also much easier. As some kinds of speech synthesis are based on the linking together of tiny fragments of prerecorded speech each time a text is artificially voiced (e.g., concatenative speech synthesis), they can be regarded as a special kind of sampled voices, prompting us to consider the ontological and aesthetic similarities between sampled and synthesized speech.56
 
             
            
              3.1.4 Speech Synthesis and Text-to-Speech Systems
 
              Speech synthesis is a way to generate speech with an artificial voice, creating new spoken language, now predominantly digitally (cf. Mills 2010, 129). Text-to-speech (TTS) systems are devices that automatically read texts in a synthesized voice. They are now installed on most personal computers and smartphones and can also be found online. Early, rudimentary forms date back to the late 1930s, with forerunners such as mechanical speaking machines already in existence around 1800. Meanwhile, their resemblance and proximity to real human voices has become much closer due to the application of machine learning and AI. However, there are only a few examples of the use of speech synthesis in the voicing of original works of poetry, even in experimental practices, whereas the vocalization of existing, rather conventional, poetry by computer voices is prevalent on platforms like TikTok. One reason for this could be that poetry in particular is still closely linked to the (human) subjectivity of the poet – unlike, for example, the media arts, where artificial voices seem to be in more frequent use. In a post-digital media environment densely populated with artificial voices, the rarity of speech synthesis in poetry can be considered a desideratum, and it would be particularly interesting to see how poets might work with computer voices. Some artists or poets might wish to design a unique computer voice – not necessarily modeled on their own voice – that meets their aesthetic requirements and desires.57 Just like the human voice in general, speech synthesis is used in many contexts today, though it is not (yet?) closely associated with poetry.58
 
              Early speech synthesis automatically broke speech down into its fundamental frequencies, with both “voders” (voice operating demonstrators) and vocoders operating as spectral decomposers (see, e.g., Tompkins 2011). While these early approaches generated the actual sound of speech from electronic sounds alone, current digital forms, such as concatenative speech synthesis, string together the requested speech from small snippets of prerecorded syllables and the sounds of actual human voices.
 
              Since the 1990s, many personal computers have featured built-in speech synthesizers, and with the rise in popularity of the internet and online services, innumerable text-to-speech (TTS) services have become available online, most recently (as of 2024) with the introduction of speech synthesis for ChatGPT (Open AI, 2023). Such digital developments utilize physical modeling on the basis of machine-learning algorithms that do not recombine prerecorded snippets of actual humans speaking, but rather imitate the voices and speech of humans, for example, WaveNet by Google DeepMind. Some online services offer to model and imitate one’s own or any other voice, including, to a certain extent, its prosodic qualities.
 
              In recent years, this has led to the development of deepfakes, a recent (mis-)application of speech synthesis based on machine-learning algorithms that are able to imitate human voices to the point of indistinguishability. Deepfakes illustrate the dangers associated with AI, arousing fears that machines will be mistaken for humans when communicating via the voice, for example, during phone calls or online, with deepfakes also being used in fraud or for populist political ends (see Mai et al. 2023; Chopra and Joseph 2024). In an artistic context, Jörg Piringer experimented with CharRNN, a deep learning neural network, around 2017, with the aim of generating a clone of his voice. However, he deliberately fed the neural network insufficient, low-resolution, 8-bit samples of his voice (instead of in the usual 16-bit resolution) to subvert the learning algorithm, which then produced incomprehensible output, though it was still recognizable as Piringer’s voice.59 In another artistic experiment in 2024, Piringer used macOS Sonoma, a feature of the Apple Mac Operating System, to imitate his voice, but subverted the computer by babbling instead of speaking properly, resulting in more incomprehensible utterings – that again resembled his voice.60
 
              In relation to artists’ voices and poetry, the cloning of an artist’s own voice is a remarkable shift in light of the complex and paradoxical state of the lyrical subject in a digital environment, as it creates an artificial double of the voice, allowing for close associations with the artist and their subjectivity, although the voice is still (or once again) artificial and nonhuman (see, e.g., Goriunova 2019; Larsonneur et al. 2017).61
 
              While the gap between humans and machines may have shrunk to the point of almost vanishing, most speech produced by computer voices still reveals a slight discrepancy with human speech, resulting in the uncanny phenomenon of the inanimate resembling the animate too closely (cf. Freud 1947 [1919], 245). This uncanniness can be explored and exploited in artistic contexts, for example, to generate effects of estrangement, to incorporate a nonhuman factor, or to complicate the relationship between the supposed lyrical subjectivity and the spoken text.
 
              Because synthesized speech is nonhuman, it raises the question of whether an artificial voice can embody, or “impersonate,” a poem in the same way as humans, who can become emotionally and empathically attached to a text and act as if the text reflects their individuality (Austenfeld 2021). When a poem is spoken by a computer voice, who – or what – exactly is speaking? The computer – that is, technology? Or the human individuals whose voices the computer voice is based on? Or does the use of a computer voice leave an opening to imagine another voice replacing the artificial voice like a placeholder? It might not be possible to answer this question in general terms, as the specific contexts in which a computer voice is used to recite a poem must be considered. But even today, getting a machine or computer to speak a poem seems to be an interesting way to reflect on and scrutinize the role played by technology in the arts as well as in society – not least due to the stark contrast between poetry, which is still closely associated with human subjectivity, and the soulless utterings of a machine. However, nonhuman associations can also be an interesting factor in poetic exploitation, used, for example, to evoke impressions of estrangement, alienation, or uncanniness.
 
              Most preinstalled TTS computer applications offer a range of different voices to choose from. They vary in age and gender, although they are usually based on a heteronormative system of female and male. Some special TTS systems, such as Q, are designed to feature a supposedly “genderless” voice, though Q has been criticized for not being “neutral” enough (Geffen 2019). Users can also choose the language the synthetic voice speaks, which can be employed for aesthetic ends. For example, in One Each, Jörg Piringer selects two different Scandinavian languages due to their distinct sound characteristics (see Ch. 4.4). But in this work, it is not just the spoken-word material that is generated automatically by speech synthesis (using a computer’s standard TTS system) but also the compositional structure, which thereby expands the synthesization approach to encompass the level of poiesis (see Ch. 4.4).
 
              Synthesized speech can be applied in a way that allows the audience to perceive it as familiar, for example, by inducing associations with service voices (on, e.g., official phone calls or in public transport) and therefore with specific contexts. Alternatively, such speech can be manipulated by adjusting its parameters (some regular features include speed, pitch, and pronunciation) or the Speech Synthesis Markup Language (SSML) code in extreme ways, resulting in further estrangement, up to the point of absurdity. One of the main limitations of synthetic speaking voices has to do with their prosody and intonation, as most speech synthesizers allow just a few adjustments to be made in this regard, for example, in the way that statements and questions, or basic emotions and tones are conveyed. However, such capabilities are increasing due to the possibilities offered by the most recent machine-learning developments, which are able to generate speech with specific tones to represent, for instance, emotional states, allowing them to imitate human vocal emotions to a certain extent (see Murray and Arnott 1993). Meanwhile, many recent advances based on machine-learning algorithms, such as Vocaloid and Suno62 – originally used to generate singing voices – feature a great range of prosodic aspects, which also imitate various emotional states.63 Some recent developments, mainly based on AI, have focused on the recognition, modeling, and expression of human emotions and are summarized under the term affective computing (see Schuller and Batliner 2014). This includes approaches in speech synthesis, referred to as “emotional speech synthesis (ESS), which corresponds to the modification of emotion.” In contrast, “[a]ffective speech synthesis […] extends beyond emotions by covering all aspects that fall under the umbrella of computational paralinguistics, such as mood, personality, and social status” (Triantafyllopoulos et al. 2023, 1). Such new approaches have brought about a “paradigm shift […] in the fields of affective speech synthesis,” with AI and deep-learning algorithms helping to better inject emotions into TTS technology. This is despite the fact that the “inherent limitations of an approach that tries to imitate, rather than simulate emotions” have been detected, as well as the “overrepresentation of a few cultures and languages in emotional datasets” (Triantafyllopoulos et al. 2023, 1, 19). Thus, technology is always shaped by culture, and highlighting the difference between imitation and simulation can be a productive means of discussing the context of synthesized speech in relation to poetry.
 
              But even the restricted range of simple TTS systems can be used to generate aesthetic value by deliberately overloading its capacities. Anton Bruhin used the rather unsophisticated speech synthesizer included in the music software Fruity Loops to create his Speech Poems (produced between 2006 and 2008). By feeding the computer highly repetitive textual structures (“poolpoolpoolpool”), onomatopoetic sounds (“tchakk”), and invented words (“thrupht”) for their specific sound qualities, as well as mere letters (“a a a a oo oo”), he managed to make the computer glitch at times, pushing the speech synthesizer to the limits of its articulation. This result is surprising sounds, as if the computer voice is stuttering, awkwardly intonating, and even singing. This work is part of Bruhin’s long-running artistic investigation into the use of cheap and accessible technology, allowing him to uncover and reveal its specific aesthetics, even – or especially – when it fails. The use of speech synthesis is an important and integral part of his Speech Poems, which scrutinize and play with its possibilities and limitations. Many other works, not just in the field of poetry, seem to be using speech synthesis for practical reasons alone, mainly because it is so easy to use now – even easier and quicker than actually speaking a text in person.
 
              An early example of synthesized voices being applied in poetry is a collaboration between poet Mark Strand and composer Charles Dodge, who applied speech synthesis by analysis, where the computer analyzes the recorded words that have been spoken into it beforehand. The “Speech Songs” (created 1972–1975) on the album Synthesized Voices (1976) are based on preexisting poems “designed to entertain in a light vein” (Dodge, sleeve notes to Synthesized Voices). In “Song #2,” “successive repetitions sound unpredictably either human or electronic, as though the voice were not quite sure either” (Dodge, sleeve notes). In “Song #3,” the line “which was fake?” already addresses the very complex of problems related to the difference between real human voices and synthesized ones that have recently grown into general discussions about artificial intelligence and whether machines will ever achieve some sort of consciousness. Dodge’s tongue-in-cheek statement concerning “Song #2,” where the synthetic voice itself seems unsure of whether it is real or fake, can be interpreted as technology questioning its “self” – as an example of nonhuman identity problems. Although this work may have been perceived and interpreted in light of the relative novelty of synthesized speech at the time, Dodge’s “extensive experiments with speech and vocal synthesis” went beyond artificial voices merely reciting preexisting poems. They also altered the structure of the work by manipulating the speech material, for example, in the digital multiplication of voices, in the layering of multiple voices, in speed changes and pitch modulations, and in the editing and mixing of voices (Dodge, sleeve notes). This added another level of technological processing to the speech synthesis, combining various technological possibilities and methods in one work.
 
              Today, for someone with access to a computer, the use of speech synthesis is the simplest and most obvious way to have a written text recited, even more so than using one’s own voice – with speech synthesis frequently being employed without any conceptual considerations or aesthetic necessity. Artists and poets who utilize speech synthesis can trigger techno-cultural associations with computer voices, including the aforementioned uncanniness and fears. They have the option of getting a speech synthesizer to mimic other voices or duplicate their own, or they can delegate the recitation of a poem to a computer, for example, to make poetic use of the awkward features of its pronunciation and prosody. During the reception process, computer voices can usually be recognized as nonhuman and will be interpreted as such, which can create impressions related to that specific technology. When analyzing a work that uses synthesized speech, it is therefore important to identify the connection between the work’s content or concept and the use of the computer voice, because in many cases, using the TTS installed on most computers may simply be the easiest way to generate spoken words.
 
              Sound artist Florian Hecker has collaborated on speech synthesis with numerous computer scientists.64 On the basis of preprepared script-based texts, which are voiced by a range of voices other than his own, including synthetic ones, his work “draw[s] attention to articulation as an unstable action that only provisionally joins body, text, audio equipment, electricity, and sound in combinations that move decisively beyond […] oral delivery” (Melillo 2020, 154). In some recent projects, he has worked with computational techniques to analyze and resynthesize human voices and speech, inspired by psychoacoustic research (mainly by Diana Deutsch and Albert S. Bregman). Chimerization (2012), Articulação (2014), and A Script for Machine Synthesis (2017) are all based on commissioned libretti by philosopher Reza Negarestani and address the topics of chimeras, illusions, and resemblances. Inspection II (2019) is based on a libretto by Robin Mackay about an introspective psychoanalytic situation.65 Whereas Chimerization – which sonically realizes “the artificial attribution of the properties of one voice to another” – is spoken by real humans recorded in an anechoic chamber, resulting in an extremely dry and hyper-real sound character, all his other works feature synthetic voice models based on human voices (Martinez 2012, 2), such as that of vocalist and composer Joan La Barbara. As these works revolve around topics of artificiality, synthesization, and the uncanny gap between the real and the artificial, nature and factitiousness, the use of speech synthesis that remodels and tweaks existing voices seems conceptually fitting and consistent. Because Hecker collaborates with a range of specialists, his works can be considered artistic investigations into speech synthesis, connected with topics that relate to synthesization and artificiality. However, it is important to critically consider how much artists can contribute to general technological advancements, given that big-tech companies have vastly more money, means, and opportunities than artists collaborating with academic or freelance researchers. Nevertheless, Hecker uses speech synthesis in an original way, in a sense retracing its development by contrasting human voices with purely synthetic ones and getting computer voices to imitate and remodel human voices.
 
              One special case, a kind of artistic reverse engineering, is the work of poet and artist Ian Hatcher, who trained himself – his human voice and speech – to sound like a synthesized computer voice, performing his poetry in this unique way, for example, in Drone Pilot (2017). Hatcher productively inverts the concept of a computer imitating human speech. Drone Pilot is also a good example of a post-digital approach, where it is not the computer voice that is remarkable (as in the example of Dodge), but the mimicking of a now ubiquitous technology that has long lost its attraction as something new or special. Moreover, Hatcher’s work addresses methods of warfare in a post-digital media age – that is, the use of flying drones for military purposes – on the textual level.
 
              Comparable with Hatcher’s approach are the extremely short Digital Phonetic Palindromes by Valerij Silivanov (published in 2009), which each last just a few seconds. They sound like computer voices and include actual technological glitches that reinforce the palindromic quality of the work. Additional cuts have been made right into the flow of the voices’ speech, functioning as artificial phonetic features. The voices are probably those of humans imitating a computer voice, as the intonation sounds rather human, especially considering the works’ date of publication and the state of speech synthesis at the time. Silivanov incorporates technology, in the form of nonhuman sounds resulting from the disruptive editing, into the palette of speech sounds (not unlike what Dagmara Kraus does, see Ch. 4.3) and achieves an overall association with technology by utilizing the awkward prosody of computer voices.
 
              New technological developments in speech synthesis are offering artists many opportunities to work with artificial voices and speaking styles, which now also include highly nuanced affective and emotional elements. This can lead to the discovery of new, innovative speaking styles during the working process that evoke emotional states, resulting in unforeseen aesthetic effects. A wide range of possibilities – from extreme parameter adjustments to the sophisticated opportunities presented by affective computing for the representation of emotions – are allowing art to exceed human capacities, to the point of simulating not just realistic but also imaginary emotions that no human has felt before, granting AI a productive role. Speech synthesis can be deployed as an imaginative agency that expands the range of poetic functions to encompass what is yet unimaginable.
 
              Two of the objectives of speech synthesis, namely naturalness (sounding as human as possible) and intelligibility (sounding as clear and understandable as possible) seem to have been – nearly – achieved by the most recent developments. Synthesized voices can be highly understandable (they do not usually stutter, stammer, or hesitate) and human-sounding at same time. What would be interesting, however, especially from an artistic and aesthetic perspective, would be a voice that exclusively focuses on intelligibility and therefore no longer sounds natural or humanlike at all. A highly artificial and intelligible computer voice that no longer resembles a human voice could open up a completely new range of artistic, aesthetic, and design opportunities.
 
              Voice technologies are closely linked to the technological devices that amplify and mediate the voice. The invention of such technologies appears to have been primarily driven by preexisting desires and fantasies of amplifying, modifying, and transmitting the voice (see Davies 1979; Connor 2000, 40). However, in some cases, such devices also seem to trigger new fantasies and desires after they have been invented, or lead to the development of new, and sometimes unintended, methods for using the devices.
 
             
           
          
            3.2 Technological Devices
 
            In order to process and electroacoustically manipulate sound, including language-based material, the use of technological devices is necessary. Today, these devices are primarily digital, but analog devices such as tape recorders, sound mixers, samplers etc., also allow artists and poets “to be in charge of the means of producing, composing, and broadcasting performances [or recorded works], with or without the intervention of the body” (Nachtergael 2020, 26, trans. MM). Such technological devices, used to record, store, play back, and manipulate sound and speech, were first made available in the radio studios of broadcasters. When these technologies became more sophisticated in the 1950s and 1960s, they fostered experiments in radio plays, often carried out by artists who were also working in sound poetry, such as Franz Mon, and Ernst Jandl. During this period, access to studios and sound engineers was almost essential. This has obviously changed since the advent of digital (audio) technologies, which are convenient, easy to operate (at least on a basic level), and affordable, allowing untrained individuals to use and experiment with them.
 
            The shift to highly accessible media technologies – in the 1980s, with the invention of gadgets like the portable Walkman audiocassette player and, in the 1990s and 2000s, with the development of computer technologies and laptops in particular, as well as handheld sound recorders – is not to be underestimated and can be considered a substantial and qualitative difference. This is because recent digital technologies have enabled and motivated sound poets to work with such media technology devices themselves, instead of having to rely on scarce specialists and institutions to provide the technological means, which thereby act as gatekeepers. However, media technologies have their own specific affordances and possibilities, but also their own limitations, discrepancies, and contradictions, which creates new hierarchies. It is important to acknowledge that, in the past, when poets as well as composers were dependent on technicians and specialists at radio studios, the lines between the poet/composer and the sound engineer/technician became blurred. Artists often did not have a full overview of the processes and possibilities of those complex studios, which is why sound engineers often left their passive role and became actively involved in the composing process to a certain degree.66
 
            But the many forms, types, and features of technological devices, especially since the introduction of digital media, are inextricably linked and not easy to survey, especially not for artists with limited training and proficiency in handling those technologies. This can make it difficult for an artist to exhaust the possibilities of a given technological device – and, initially, to actually find the device (whether digital or analog) that will best realize their intentions, concepts, and approaches. It is always possible to gain more skills, especially when considering the many autodidactic learning opportunities offered in, for example, YouTube tutorials. It is also possible for artists to consult and hire specialists to operate technological devices properly and to their full extent. Alessandro Bosetti sometimes works with a trained digital sound-processing specialist (see Ch. 4.2); Florian Hecker works closely with computer scientists to develop and apply sophisticated speech synthesis; and Anja Utler occasionally consults trained specialists for specific tasks, as she did for brinnen (see Ch. 4.1). Moreover, collaborating with trained technicians is still the norm in the production of radio plays. But when artists “just go for it,” despite their lack of or limited skill in handling technological devices, it can lead to playful exploration. This may even result in unorthodox or even incorrect methods of using these devices, or idiosyncratic approaches that would not be applied in common use. This is what I propose calling the reciprocal or bilateral use of technology. Sometimes artists choose the device or the devices that are readily available – rather than those that are most appropriate. Artists’ playful exploration of technologies, along with their specific features, potentials, and limits, can result in unforeseen outcomes, in aesthetic surprises, in peculiar but fruitful composing processes and methods – and in a productive back-and-forth between humans and technology (see Ch. 3.4). Many composing processes and methods (see Ch. 3.3) can be achieved using analog and digital devices alike. However, digital sound processing (as well as the digital processing of other material) necessarily involves sound signals being converted into numerical values and back again (via Fourier transformation). This changes and unifies the sound material, making it available for computers to process and manipulate at speeds beyond human capacity.
 
            This kind of digital transformation of sound into binary data is one crucial difference between analog and digital sound processing and allows for methods that subvert the code, such as changing the header of a file to make data intended for visual display audible (see Ch. 3.3.5). Thus, a few specific sound effects can only be produced using digital methods such as granular synthesis. Moreover, and benefitting from digital technology on a more practical level, digitality and the introduction of the internet have given rise to online devices. Some methods that utilize digital technologies allow for much greater manipulation in terms of range and depth. For example, digital editing enables sound to be cut down to the granular level, allowing for much smaller snippets to be isolated and handled than would be achievable with analog tape editing. Moreover, works that are based on coding and online resources (e.g., One Each, see Ch. 4.4) would be all but impossible without digital technologies and the internet. Vice versa, some effects achieved by analog processes cannot be identically replicated by digital means, such as the fluttering of (magnetic) tape against the tape head during playback. Analog and digital technologies can also be combined, for instance, by using an analog tape recorder to manipulate the material, link it with digital effect pedals, and then edit the material in a DAW. In such hybrid setups, the specific features of analog and digital technology can be combined in order to treat the material in a particular way, according to artists’ needs or preferences.
 
            Also, the different interfaces and methods of handling the devices can play a role in the choice between either analog or digital technologies, or a combination of the two. Most devices can be utilized in several compositional methods, as their functions overlap. For example, it is easy to produce loops on a sampler (using the loop and hold function) while additionally triggering multiple samples by simultaneously pressing various buttons on models with touchpads. Some models can even edit, layer, and arrange material into whole compositions. As previously mentioned, it is now possible to apply hybrid approaches combining analog and digital technologies. This potentiates the specific sound characteristics of the different media devices used and may result in eclectic, multilayered overall sound aesthetics. However, sound poets have emphasized the potential and possibilities of digital technologies compared with earlier, analog versions. For example, Larry Wendt started working in the analog era but used and constructed his own digital devices early on, which “allowed [him] to deal with the smallest aspects of vocal articulation with an awareness and flexibility [he] could never achieve with tape techniques alone” (Wendt 1985, 19).
 
            Generally speaking, the semiotic functions of different modes of language must be separated when aspects of a work operate by means of voice and prosody, poetically expanded semantics, or the technological treatment of the material. My aim in this study is to show that the technological processing of language, the effects achieved through editing, mixing, layering, and the addition of sound effects, can be considered an additional mode or channel of language because they affect not just the structure and form of a work but also its linguistic qualities and semantics.
 
            The productive utilization of media technologies during the composing process can expand the expressive, proto-, para-, and phonosemantic qualities of a work. It can generate additional forms and levels of meaning resulting from specific technological treatments and artistic methods (see Ch. 2.3.2 to 2.3.4). Such treatments and methods can exceed human capacities, for example, by technologically scrambling, condensing, compressing, or even speeding up spoken-word material. Another possibility is to remove breathing sounds in order to conjure associations of swiftness, compactness, nervousness, or the nonhuman, for example, where there is a lack of audible breathing, or when the speaking speed exceeds human abilities. The media technologies applied can also trigger further cultural associations. For instance, the use of speech synthesis can allude to online culture, to service voices (for example, on the telephone or in public announcements, like at train stations or airports), or even the transhuman.
 
            It seems important to not use just one technological device over and over again; instead, changing the approach at times by using other devices, whether analog or digital, can foster the artistic process by leveraging the possibilities offered by different devices.67 This prevents the artist from getting stuck in the logic and affordances of just one device and the related method(s), increasing the potential to discover and create new and original results.
 
            Various approaches toward the way the body interacts with technology on the basis of the different interfaces of each device or medium, and its related methods, can also stimulate artistic creation. The “direct contact” between humans and technological devices seems to be a “privileged form of interaction and user-friendl[iness],” foregrounding a “tactility” that allows for immediacy in the relationship between humans and technology, between artists and technological devices (Simon 2020, 566, 568). This is connected to concepts and theories of interface design, affordances, and user experience (see, e.g., Galloway 2012; Davis and Chouinard 2016). Even if computers, and often laptops, due to their easy handling and portability, are (still) the first and main technological device in use today, some artists deliberately choose outdated (analog) technologies or combine them with a laptop or another digital device, due to their specific affordances and operation. For example, some artists attach a mixing console to their laptop for better and ergonomically more intuitive handling. The physical faders and knobs on a mixer are much better for controlling volume, applying filtering, and equalizing sound than having to fumble around with the touchpad of a laptop or clicking with a mouse. And using a touchscreen does not seem to make much of a difference when compared with using a standalone mixer.
 
            Each device also has its own specific sound characteristics due to the way that it functions and the materiality it is based on – which can be audible, at least to a trained ear. For example, the sharp distortions of a digital Kaoss Pad effect device (by Korg), the audible clipping when a sound is cut right into during editing using software on a computer, the slight hissing of magnetic tape on a tape recorder, or the uneven yet gradual wobbliness produced by manually speeding up or slowing down a vinyl record on a turntable are all typical and indicate the media and devices being used. These sound characteristics do not just point to the medium and device used but can also be deployed aesthetically in order to address how a specific medium is being used – to show that, for example, a specific analog device has been chosen for the composing process, allowing associations to be created with that very medium or device, or with the historic period in which it was in use. Although it is important to work out the specific features of each media device, the way it operates and the artistic and cultural practices related to it, “the remediation and the refiltering,” the remixing and sampling of material “across media obliges us to rethink long-sacrosanct issues of ‘medium specificity’,” because such transmissions “across media” might transform or render some of its media specifics irrelevant (Stam 2019, 92).
 
            Technological methods and composing processes always rely on the media and devices used, as poets respond to “developments in recording technology and approaches to sound,” enabling them to “reflect [on] and create new forms of lyric subjectivity as well as new relationships between bodies and environments” (Skoulding 2020, 1). Not only does a medium influence the message produced with it, but it is also a crucial and inherent part of the production process, of the writing and composing of a work. It is thus important to give an overview of such technological devices and their specific features in the context of sonic poetry and experimental spoken word.
 
            
              3.2.1 Microphones
 
              A microphone is perhaps the most important device for the amplification of sound, including voice and speech. It can be used to diffuse sound live through loudspeakers or to record it, resulting in a mediated voice that must be differentiated from an unamplified, authentic voice (see Pinto 2012, 29). A voice speaking into a microphone produces a specific aesthetics, for instance, during performances in recording and radio studios, which are also influenced by technological, organizational, institutional, and media factors (see Meyer-Kalkus 2020, 503–517).
 
              The forerunners to modern microphones were developed back in the second half of the nineteenth century and built on the sound transmitter invented by physicist Johann Philipp Reis. Microphones with the ability to properly amplify a speaking voice were developed independently in the 1870s by Emile Berliner, Thomas A. Edison, and David Edward Hughes. In the early 1920s, the portable microphone attached to a coil was introduced, making it easier to use in radio studios and on stage (Robjohns 2001). A microphone not only amplifies a speaking voice, but
 
               
                makes audible and expressive a whole range of organic vocal sounds which are edited out in ordinary listening; the liquidity of the saliva, the hissings and tiny shudders of the breath, the clicking of the tongue and teeth, and popping of the lips. Such a voice promises the odours, textures, and warmth of another body. […] These sounds are not merely the signs or reminders of bodies in close proximity to our own; they appear to enact the voice’s power to exude other sensory forms. (Connor 2000, 38)
 
              
 
              A microphone emphasizes the collateral voice sounds that are produced while speaking and that are not consciously perceived in normal, everyday communication. However, these additional sounds, which play no constitutive part in denotative meaning, can be used and exploited in artistic contexts as part of poetic expression and as an extension of the material, as is the case in many sound-poetic approaches.
 
              But while a microphone may not be of absolute necessity for live performances (at least not in small spaces or up to a certain size of audience), it is impossible to record and subsequently manipulate sound without a microphone. It can therefore be described as a device that is essential for the recording of spoken words or voice utterings, and for performances in live situations, where the voice can be further manipulated, for example, using a mixing console or effect pedals. In a sense, is it already possible to subtly manipulate the voice by just speaking into the microphone in a certain way, resulting in different kinds of sound characters. Positioning the mouth very close to the microphone, for example, increases the volume; this proximity is perceptible due to the specific sound character generated and may give an impression of intimacy or even obtrusiveness. Positioning the mouth too close to the microphone produces distortion or makes a popping noise when certain sounds, like plosives, are spoken (in non-experimental contexts, such distortions or pops are usually suppressed and avoided) and may create a feeling of discomfort. Finally, the mouth touching the microphone cap transmits an additional noisy sound that may convey the impression of physical contact or touch. All this enriches the sound character palette and makes additional sounds available. Many commonly used microphones are mono, using a single channel to amplify or record a voice. Recordings are generally handled as mono files in post-production. However, the use of a stereo microphone, or two mono microphones positioned at a certain distance from each other, allows the artist to exploit the aesthetic potential of the stereo field as an additional aesthetic possibility. Thus, a microphone already offers numerous possibilities for processing and manipulating a (speaking) voice during the earliest stages of the amplification or recording process.
 
              It is possible to stage live performances of phonic poetry, or readings and speeches in general, without the use of a microphone. However, whenever a voice needs to be amplified, utilized in further technological processing – i.e., when sound effects are added – or recorded, a microphone is the first, indispensable device in the chain of further treatments and manipulations.
 
              Technologically speaking, it is important to differentiate between the two main kinds of microphones used: dynamic microphones, which function by way of electromagnetic induction, and condenser microphones, containing a diaphragm that is triggered by sound. Although there are several other types of microphones that can also be used to amplify voices – piezoelectric, fiber-optic, laser, etc. – dynamic and condenser microphones are affordable, broadly available, and in wide use. Moreover, two types of microphones are commonly used: handheld microphones and headsets. A handheld microphone is mounted on a stand or can be held in the speaker’s hand(s), whereas a headset is strapped to a speaker’s head, leaving the hands free for performative gestures (see Ch. 4.2). The wireless design of a headset microphone also allows the wearer to move around, with the spatial range depending on the range of the receiver. Moreover, it also enables the listener to focus on the specific sound of a location. In a live performance held in New York in 2015 at the International Festival of Sound Poetry, composer, musician, and sound poet Stine Janvin used a headset microphone with a wide transmission range, permitting her to walk around the area outside the venue and integrate the surrounding noises of the city traffic and passers-by, thereby inducing additional associations. She also expanded the space of the performance – at least its aural dimension – ultimately arriving back at the venue in front of the audience to finish her performance and thus make retraceable her way from outside into the venue.
 
              Microphones can amplify different spatial areas in front of and around themselves, depending on their directives (sensitivity according to direction) and characteristics, from omnidirectional foci that amplify all sounds that occur around the microphone to highly unidirectional microphones, such as the “shotgun,” which focus on just one limited direction in front of the microphone. In speech, poetry, and singing, a unidirectional microphone can be used to focus on the voice alone, to highlight the words spoken, and to eliminate all other sounds in a given space or location, whereas an omnidirectional microphone can be used if the surrounding sounds also need to be amplified, for example, to indicate the location of recording, or if there is a desire to deliberately intermingle the surrounding background noises with the voice.
 
              The only technological device used in Alessandro Bosetti’s Minigolf (2014), an experimental radio piece, is a single mono microphone mounted on a stand. Bosetti’s piece artistically explores various modes of speaking and the possibilities of positioning bodies and mouths behind, in front of, or beside the microphone. This deliberate limitation to just one microphone – with no additional editing or sound effects – is reminiscent of the reduced possibilities that were afforded by production in the early days of radio. However, it also shows that rich variations of sound characters are possible in expanded interactions between the human mouth and a microphone, emphasizing the interface and affordances of even such a limited setup.
 
              Henri Chopin has mentioned that he once swallowed a small microphone (probably a contact microphone) to amplify the interior sounds of his body (Pester 2013, 52, and footnote 57). He thereby turned his body into a “sound factory” that produced unusual and peculiar sounds, evoking a very special kind of body language that consists of the uncontrollable noises of bodily functions. These recordings of a swallowed microphone have found their way into La Digestion (1972). In this special case, the microphone was used to excavate sounds that are usually imperceptible and to transform them into poetic material, taking the notion of voice to the extreme. In general, Chopin made extensive use of microphones, additionally recording sounds that are usually suppressed (distortions, plops, the mouth touching the cap, etc.) and including them in his experimental use of tape recorders. For example, he would produce feedback noises and incorporate handmade modifications into the recorder itself, such as positioning matchsticks between the tape and the head to disrupt the playback and/or recording. By fusing the two technological devices into one customized instrument, Chopin combined their affordances to come up with a unique interface. This also facilitated his improvisational approach and resulted in an interactive setup for his instant sound-poetic compositions.
 
              The microphone is therefore more than a mere amplification device, transforming voice and speech into a mediated and technologically expanded form. When combining a live voice and the playback of prerecorded voices, amplification might already be a necessary to adjust and match their volumes. Using amplification in specific ways can influence the sound, even resulting in extreme modes of sound generation (like the aforementioned distortions, pops, and touches) that are usually avoided. A microphone can also be portable, handheld, or strapped to the head, amplifying and recording (not just) voices in all kinds of locations. Therefore, microphones already have a great potential for creation, qualifying them as actual instruments.
 
             
            
              3.2.2 Tape Recorders
 
              The tape recorder, which magnetically inscribes sound onto tape, is an analog electronic device consisting of a recorder that can record and play back sounds, which are captured on magnetic tape mounted on reels. Usually, a microphone is attached to a tape recorded to capture the sounds that will be magnetically stored on the tape. Literary theory has described this process of storing sound on magnetic tape by changing or polarizing the magnetic domains of the tape in proportion to the sound signal as the inscription of aural language (see Meyer 1993; McCaffery and bpNichol 1978, 10). In relation to Henri Chopin’s work, Steve McCaffery states that technological methods like cutting, editing, and layering “organize the temporal appearance of the sonic like a writing” (McCaffery 1997, 160). In the context of experimental radio plays, Petra Maria Meyer has proposed the term “Graphophonie” to denote inscriptions of voice on tape – as a combination of voice and writing associated with a writing on magnetic tape (Meyer 1993, 32).
 
              Early tape recorders were widely introduced during the 1940s to record and reproduce sound, building on the earlier precursor method of wire recording. Tape recorders manufactured for the consumer market were introduced and became affordable during the 1950s. The introduction of inexpensive and easy-to-use models led to them being used by artists and sound poets.68 This made it possible to bypass professional, and often institutional, recording studios belonging to, for instance, broadcasters, which had been the only place to make electroacoustic works. Tape recorders therefore paved the way for the liberating aspects of todays’ digital sound technologies and their relatively easy accessibility.
 
              The tape recorder was the audio-technological device for creative use in sound poetry before the advent of digital technologies and was used in many different ways (see Scholz 1989, 17; Meyer 1993; Olsson 2011, 2012; Nachtergael 2020, 25–26; on Henri Chopin and the tape recorder, e.g., Lentz 2000, Ch. 7). These ranged from the mere recording of recitations or performances to works that combined prerecorded material with live voice(s), and technological productions in which recorded vocal material was the basis for further electroacoustic treatments and for the very composition of the work (Gethmann and Schulz 2020, 136–137). Michael Davidson has described the tape recorder as “an active agent in composition, modulating the voice, permitting its duplication, and assisting in its fragmentation” (1997, 117; referring to the works of Laurie Anderson and Steve Benson). Sound poet Bob Cobbing stated that
 
               
                the invention of the tape-recorder has given the poet back his voice. For, by listening to their voices on the tape-recorder, with its ability to amplify, slow down and speed up voice vibrations, poets have been able to analyse and then immensely improve their vocal resources. Where the tape-recorder leads, the human voice can follow. (Cobbing 1970, 26)
 
              
 
              As early as in the late 1950s, sound poets such as Francois Dufrêne, Jean-Louis Brau, Gil J Wolman, and Bernard Heidsieck began using the tape recorder in a productive and compositional way. Brion Gysin applied his cut-up method of excessive, randomized splicing to magnetic tape and therefore the aural realm, producing and broadcasting some of his “permutated poems” at the BBC in 1961 (see Ch. 3.3.1). At around the same time, from around 1960, Henri Chopin was using the tape machine (magnetophone) in a most original and sophisticated manner, exploiting the affordances of this technological device in various ways. These include manipulating the playback-speed, playing recordings backward, multitracking, generating feedback, and even creatively misusing the tape recorder by modifying it with household materials like matchsticks in order to manipulate the contact between the magnetic tape and the heads (Wendt 1985, 16). Therefore, the use of the tape machine as a productive instrument has had a significant impact on the very form of sound poetry, with the tape recorder becoming “an instrument of composition” and being “incorporated into the poiesis” itself (Olsson 2002, 184, emphasis in original).
 
              In recent years, since approximately the early 2000s, the use of reel-to-reel tape machines has increased again by artists in the field of experimental music and sound/sonic poetry, including William Basinski, Tom White, Duncan Harrison, and Augustė Vickunaitė.
 
              There may be various reasons for this new popularity, including practical reasons such as the possibility of manipulating the exposed tape directly, or nostalgic ones: since the 1990s, documentaries about Henri Chopin’s performances and reissues of his recordings have seen the artist’s work – and artistic practice – regain popularity in this specific scene, which has likely inspired other artists to deliberately use tape recorders. Besides the tape recorder being the first technological device to be widely utilized to compose sophisticated sound poetry, “retromania” may also be playing a role in its new-found popularity (Reynolds 2012). Moreover, its rise might also have something to do with the general reemergence of analog media and devices in the post-digital media environment, with typewriters likewise being displayed in online culture and social media, for example, in Instapoetry (see, e.g., Korecka 2023; Korecka and Wehmeier 2024; Cramer 2015).
 
              Other experimental artists working in the sound-poetic field use an advanced derivative of antiquated reel-to-reel tape recorders, namely audiocassette tape recorders and tapes. Audiocassettes and the related cartridge cassettes, housed in a plastic cartridge, are more convenient than reel-to-reel tape and serve as a smaller, more portable magnetic tape medium. They were introduced in 1963 and came into widespread popularity and use in the late 1960s due to their easy operation and low cost as consumer devices. However, it seems that the audiocassette recorder only became widely used as a technological device for production and composition later on, since the 2000s.
 
              In terms of the possibilities offered by audiocassette tape and tape recorders for composition and production, it is harder to directly manipulate them (by hand) than reel-to-reel tape due to the plastic cartridge that houses the actual magnetic tape, which means that they are used less in artistic production – even though they are much smaller and less fragile. Audiocassette recorders primarily allow cassette tapes to be manipulated by means of abrupt pauses, fast-forwarding and rewinding (resulting in extremely high-pitched playback, rendering spoken-word material unintelligible), and pausing and restarting down to the split-second to achieve small-scale structures such as cut-ups. On the other hand, reel-to-reel tapes actually have to be spliced and recombined using scissors and glue, but this allows for the fluttering of the audio signal brought about by the (magnetic) tape manually making contact with the tape head during playback – which is all but impossible with an audiocassette tape.
 
              Audiocassettes were being used for publication and distribution since the 1970s, for example, by the German S Press Tonbandverlag [Tape Publishing House]. Unlike the production of vinyl records, which relied on a relative high number of copies being pressed in manufacturing plants, audiocassettes, like reel-to-reel tapes, could be duplicated using tape and audiocassette recorders at home, allowing for the publication of very small editions and crucially lowering the barrier for the publication of audio works. The editors of S Press pointed out the possibilities of magnetic tape for productive and creative use in addition to its potentials in documentation and distribution (see Einhorn and Koehler 2015). Although S Press released many of its sound publications in two versions, as reel-to-reel and cassette tapes alike, it was a direct precursor to – and in later years became part of – the cassette underground of the late 1970s and 1980s (see Kranitz 2020). This international scene made extensive use of audiocassette tapes to produce, publish, and distribute works of sound art, experimental music, and poetry by building up a network of artists, small publishers, DIY distributors, and specialized retailers. One sound poet who was a prominent, hard-working figure in this context is Gregory Whitehead, who is still working and advocates for a synchronous approach that incorporates old (like tape and analog equipment) and new (such as digital and computer technologies) media simultaneously. His aim is to prevent sound poetry from being confined and limited to specific methods of composition, production, and therefore aesthetics, emphasizing the role of body position and movements while working with different technologies.
 
              Alongside Whitehead, many other artists, like Dennis Tyfus, Maja Ratkje, and Dylan Nyoukis, use cassette tapes in the creative process, including during live performances. One reason could be the cheap availability of cassette tapes on the second-hand market after they were declared obsolete at the birth of digital media. Besides the retromania trend mentioned above, another reason might be the desire for an alternative to digital technologies that will allow them to exploit the aesthetic and creative affordances of reanimated “dead media” (Sterling 1998). Moreover, some specific sound characteristics can only be produced on audiocassette players, such as the high-pitched squealing emitted when rewinding or fast-forwarding tape.
 
              Another variant of cassette tape is used in dictation machines (e.g., by the company Dictaphone), namely, the even smaller microcassette, which is likewise housed in a cartridge and was introduced around 1970 – though there were earlier versions of dictation machines too – and widely used as a device for recording spoken notes. Microcassettes have also been utilized in poetry, though rather seldom.
 
              One recent user of this technology is French artist Anne-Laure Pigache, who has either used it to record some of her sound poems (on her album Dyslexie) or she has applied filter effects to her recordings to make them sound like Dictaphone recordings. Either way, they are of relatively poor sound quality due to the limited frequency range that is typical of this medium. Here, the limited frequency range of the microcassette supports the textual level of her piece – a list of similar sounding words recited in an agitated manner that creates a nervous pressure – by sonically merging and shifting the sound characteristics of those similar-sounding words even closer to each other, equalizing them in a sense. The use of a dictation machine can be associated with spontaneity and ephemerality, along with the idea that the spoken words are peculiar memos for the author and performer. Moreover, Pigache has collaborated with experimental sound artist and reel-to-reel tape-recorder virtuoso Jérôme Noetinger on a number of performances (e.g., at Oscillations Festival, Brussels 2019), combining her sound-poetic vocal performance with Noetinger’s magnetic tape manipulations, immediately manipulating her voice using the tape recorder.
 
              A variant of the analog magnetic tape devices used in composition are 4-track recorders and their 8-track counterparts, which were the main recording device and production unit for a whole generation of bedroom producers of experimental and pop music in the 1980s. Their applicability – in spoken-word compositions as well – is evident, as they allow users to not only record but also mix and overdub material on up to four different tracks that can be recorded one after the other. Thus, 4-track recorders were a sort of affordable and relatively easy-to-use micro recording studio long before the introduction of computers and DAWs. But unlike working with a computer, artists had to limit the conceptualization of their work to four (or eight) tracks. This limitation was therefore a technological constraint that resulted in specific aesthetic qualities, such as the density of layered material they could achieve – although eight tracks of simultaneous speech material quickly result in an unintelligible cacophony (see Ch. 3.3.2).
 
              A rather peculiar example of the combination of tape recording and playback – and a specific way of layering – is the performance piece I Am Sitting in A Room (1969) by Alvin Lucier. It increases the level of sonic ambiguity to the point of “sheer noise” (Bernstein 1999, 22). A short text that describes the setting of the performance and what happens in it is spoken, recorded, and subsequently played back on magnetic tape several times in a row, each time erasing the previous version of the recording and dubbing it with what is emitted from the speakers in the current cycle. Musicologist and composer Cathy Lane refers to Lucier’s work as an example of “phonetic excitation,” which she defines as a voice that is used to articulate some other source of resonance, in this case architectural space (Lane 2006, 6). The recorded speech is increasingly replaced with the resonant frequencies originally triggered by the spoken words. Although the result is rather unintelligible, the acoustic trace of spoken language can also be considered a sonic form of ambiguity based on phonosemantic associations and, ultimately, the complete musicalization of language into pure sound. The referential meaning of the text is replaced with a pure sound shape, although this shape is still informed by the original text, as well as by the spatial properties of the space in which the piece is performed. Thus, the text-cum-sound still has a lot to say about language and speaking, about the voice of the performer, the space in which the performance takes place, and, finally, about the capacities of media technology and its limits – as the recording becomes more and more overwhelmed by the frequencies and sounds that are conventionally meant to be suppressed.
 
              Tape recorders can be used to manipulate and process sound on a surprisingly high level, allowing artists to realize compositional structures such as loops, splicing, recombinations, etc., as well as sound effects like echoes and pitch changes. However, such manipulations can also be produced in real time using digital technologies (Wendt 1985, 22).
 
             
            
              3.2.3 Turntables and CD Players
 
              Turntables evolved from the invention of the analog and mechanical inscription of sound waves into tiny grooves, originally using wax cylinders instead of shellac, and later vinyl records. Invented in the late 1870s, a transition occurred in the 1890s from cylinders to flat discs, also referred to as records. French poet and inventor Charles Cros came up with the idea of a phonograph, called the Paléophone, and described it in a paper submitted to the Académie des Sciences at around the same time as Thomas A. Edison’s invention of the phonograph. However, Cros did not follow up on his proposal, nor did he produce a prototype. Throughout the twentieth century, analog turntables were one of the main media used to play back sound. Digital turntables designed for CDs, referred to as CDJs, were introduced in the 1990s, many DJs now use digital files for DJing on CDJ players. These digital players oftentimes lack a slot for CDs because most DJs carry their material – their digital record collection – on a USB drive that they insert into the CDJ player. In the context of hip hop, turntablism has developed since the late 1970s into a sophisticated practice, where the turntable – in combination with a DJ mixer – is used as an instrument that is directly manipulated by, for example, cuing, cutting, back spinning, and scratching records (see White 1996; Katz 2012). Experimental forms of turntablism also emerged in early hip hop, and “turntablism in popular and experimental music has become almost ubiquitous” (Weissenbrunner 2013). In the context of improvised and experimental music, artists such as Christian Marclay, Otomo Yoshihide, Klaus van Bebber, Martin Tétreault, Joke Lanz, Philip Jeck, and, more recently, Janek Schaefer, Institut für Feinmotorik, dieb13, eRikM, Vinyl Terror & Horror, JD Zazie, and Maria Chavez, to name but a few, have introduced specific manipulation methods that differ from the ones applied in hip-hop turntablism. These include the way that the turntable or vinyl record is prepared, as well as aleatoric approaches and even sound installations.
 
              In the early twentieth century, Guillaume Apollinaire was already imagining the gramophone being used as an instrument for poetic purposes, anticipating that future poetry would enjoy a “hitherto unknown freedom” due to the use of media technological devices in the composition process (Apollinaire 1918). At about the same time, French poet Henri Martin Barzun was actually utilizing a gramophone to play back recordings of spoken-word poetry and reciting his poems to it, producing simultaneous poetry as part of his concept of simultanéisme (Battier 2001).
 
              First actual attempts to use the gramophone as a productive instrument, albeit in a musical context, were made by Ernst Toch in 1930 (see Katz 2001; Kogelheide 2017, Ch. 4). His original Grammophonmusik [Gramophone Music] was presented at a modern musical concert in Berlin. For his composition Gesprochene Musik [Spoken Music], a piece in three movements, Toch utilized 10-inch records that contained recorded spoken material that he had written for a speaking choir. Toch had the records produced exclusively for this performance.69 This can be seen as an early example of what could be defined as a language-based poetic turntablism. According to Toch’s own account, he increased the playback speed during the performance to the point that it produced a chipmunk effect, eventually turning the speech into high-pitched sounds.70 The reason that Toch used speech as the sole material for this piece might have been his work in radio, or his interest in the poetry of Christian Morgenstern, regarded as one of the forerunners to sound poetry (Raz 2015, 42). In addition to being an experiment in using speech as musical material, manipulating sound recordings, and using playback as an element of performance, Toch’s work can also be considered a precursor of sonic poetry.
 
              More recently, turntables have been utilized in a sound-poetic context, though rather seldom and by just a few artists, such as W. Mark Sutherland. Experimenting with various DJing methods incorporating his voice in the studio as well as in live performances since the mid-1980s, Sutherland mainly mixes and mashes up prerecorded material to compose highly abstract and experimental sound poetry. He also uses vinyl records as objects in some of his installations (e.g., Scratch, 1998). Moreover, mixing and scratching are basic techniques in the production and performance of hip-hop music, which sometimes features fragments of spoken-word material (usually sampled and premediatized). When using speech recordings as a base material, the use of turntablist techniques can result in vocal cut-ups, stuttering, pitching (high or low), usually to accompany the beats and samples that originally comprised this genre of music – and, to a certain extent, still do.
 
              Regarding the compositional and performative possibilities of turntables in music, DJ Westbam, a.k.a. Maximilian Lenz, specifically mentions manipulating language material as a way to work the content, mixing words and sentences into another record that is playing simultaneously by scratching it – including the sequential and rhythmic integration of words, sentences, or noises into the mix (cf. Westbam 1997 [1985]). When a turntable is connected to a mixing desk, the artist has the full range of turntablist possibilities in their hands.
 
              Due to the way that (vinyl) records are designed, with inwardly spiraling grooves, turntables allow fragments that are located far away from each other on the timeline to be juxtaposed with one another when the needle is quickly lifted and dropped, potentially resulting in a forceful and unpredictable cut-up structure. This can only be carried out in an improvised manner, because, like magnetic tape, a vinyl record does not reveal enough visual information about the sonic material – unlike some digital devices, which can display visual waveforms. Nor can the information be revealed through any other sense, for example, touch. Even though it is possible to feel or see a microgroove, it is all but impossible to read the material that it contains on the record by simply touching or looking at it. But unlike, for example, when an artist uses a sampler, the performed structure of juxtapositions cannot be saved or reproduced. A turntable is therefore a device that invites artists to improvise with material, creating spontaneous structures.
 
              One of the few artists to work with CDJs in the context of sound poetry was French artist Thomas Braichet (1977–2008). Combining experimental turntablist approaches with digital editing and mixing techniques, he created dense, multilayered works such as Conte de F_ (2007). Unfortunately, due to his untimely passing, he did not have the opportunity to develop this language-based turntablist practice much further.
 
              For reasons that we can only speculate about, turntables (connected to a mixer or not) have rarely been used in sound-poetic experimentation. Although turntablism has always been a fixture in hip-hop culture, there are very few examples of works that apply turntablist methods – or even the simple methods that turntables make possible, such as scratching or skipping the needle – exclusively to spoken-word recordings in order to create language-based compositions. It would, however, be possible to apply turntablist methods to spoken-word material on vinyl records alone to create something like turntablist sound poetry (and this has likely already been done somewhere). Thus, the use of sophisticated turntablist methods to create experimental spoken-word and sound poetry can be seen as a desideratum. Given the many possibilities of manipulating the material directly (and literally!) – by immediately accessing the audio medium by hand – which are multiplied when the turntable is connected to a mixer, it could be highly productive to adopt turntablist methods into the composition of sound poetry.
 
             
            
              3.2.4 Mixing Consoles and Audio Mixers
 
              Early forms of sound mixing became possible in the mid-1920s, but the mixing desk as a portable, desk-based device with a multichannel design did not appear until the 1930s (cf. Smyrek 2013, 419–421). Besides recording music, mixing desks were used to mix sound in film production. Mixing desks were introduced more broadly in the 1950s for use in professional sound studios (cf. Rumsey and McCormick 2006, 96–153), but it was not until the late 1960s that mixing consoles started becoming more widely available on the consumer market, in part due to the transition from tube to transistor technology. There are various kinds of mixing consoles, from studio versions with dozens of tracks to smaller versions featuring just a few tracks and DJ mixers designed to combine the sound of turntables. Most models have a microphone input, making them convenient in all kinds of voice- and language-based practices.
 
              Mixers are at the heart of sound studios, forming a nexus of all the levels and tracks that are meant to be combined. However, they are also used regularly in live settings, though mixing desks in studio environments tend to have (many) more tracks – at least dozens, up to over a hundred – than those used live on stage, which very seldom feature more than eight (based on my experiences as a spectator and on conversations with artists). Mixing consoles can combine and cascade numerous tracks, producing an overwhelming amount of sound. A DAW on a computer can be used as a mixing desk to layer and manipulate numerous tracks, emulating the faders and knobs of a mixing console on the screen.
 
              Depending on the way that the sound signal is patched within a mixer, it can be used like a musical instrument to further manipulate the material within the console itself, resulting, for example, in feedback effects. Moreover, many mixing desks have send/return functions that allow them to be connected to other devices, such as effect pedals. Thus, mixing consoles enable the composition of complex structures from various sound sources, for instance, by mixing together or layering the artist’s voice, several other voices, or prerecorded and sampled voices. A mixing console can weave the material into one string of sound that can then be diffused over a PA system (e.g., in a live situation) or recorded. A mixer is therefore a fundamental device for combining, layering, and mixing together various sound sources.
 
              Manipulating the volume of various tracks to create a mixing ratio – for example, for the purpose of foregrounding specific tracks – also becomes possible with a mixing desk. Another feature of mixing desks is the opportunities they provide to equalize or filter the frequencies of sound material. Today’s mixing desks also allow for gradual progressions to be automated, for example, the gradual manipulation of the volume of a track (or several tracks).
 
              Mixing consoles can therefore be considered a kind of meta-device that links together and combines other devices and material (e.g., tape recorders, samplers, and live voice material as well), making it possible to structure the material in a way that allows more than one track to be heard at the same time. Before the introduction of mixing consoles, various audio tracks could only be layered by playing audio tracks back on different devices – one track per device. During performances, it was possible to have different voices speak different texts simultaneously, like in the simultaneous poems by Dada artists (similar to the performances of polyphonic choirs), which can be seen as an anticipation of mixing desks that did not appear until the 1930s (cf. Smyrek 2013, 419–421).
 
             
            
              3.2.5 (Digital) Samplers
 
              A sampler is an electronic sound device that can record and play back all kinds of sound samples, including voice and spoken words. Digital samplers evolved from their analog forerunners, becoming widespread and commercially available (and affordable) since the mid-1980s. Hugh Davies defines them as “musical instruments which have no sounds of their own” because they have to be loaded with sound material before the material can be played on the sampler (1996, 3). Thus, early recording technologies used to record, store, and play back sound, such as the wax cylinder of the late nineteenth century, can be seen as rudimentary precursors to samplers. Thomas A. Edison also described several possible applications in a patent, including typewriter keys that would play back a specific language sound such as a single letter, envisioning a speaking machine for learning purposes that would be based on prerecorded, sampled, language sounds (cf. Davies 1996, 3–4). Today, many different devices can be used for sampling in one way or another, as sampling essentially means recording and instantly playing back audio material. Moreover, virtual emulations of samplers, such as touchscreen pads, have existed for quite some time, and external physical controllers can be attached to laptops to create a setup that has a similar functionality to earlier, standalone sampling devices. The sound quality of a sampling device is always as good as its analog-to-digital converters during actual recording – and remains virtually unchanged when using prerecorded or premediatized material.
 
              Two of the most common variants that are practical in performance are electronic keyboards and samplers featuring touchpads – which are probably the crucial new addition vis-à-vis the aforementioned devices – with the interface allowing artists to play back samples like sounds on an instrument. This permits artists to directly access the material and to take a musical approach toward handling it. A key or touchpad triggers the playback of the stored sample, with some models also sensitive to the intensity and the duration of a touchpad press. Many samplers feature different modes for keys or touchpads, including touch sensitivity (e.g., louder playback when pressed harder). Some also allow samples to be played back in their full length by quickly touching a key (or pad), to be played back for just as long as the key or pad is pressed, or to be looped (the same sample played back on repeat) for a specific duration. The duration of a sample depends on the memory space available on a given device, which was a crucial limitation in the early days of digital sampling, becoming rather irrelevant as the amount of memory space available grew. More sophisticated models also feature additional options for sound treatment, for example, speed changes, frequency filtering, and pitch shifting, right up to editing, mixing, layering, and sequencing. This enables artists to compose complex pieces on just a sampler, turning many digital samplers into portable production studios. Alongside plugs for line audio signals, microphone inputs make such devices highly appealing to artists working with voice and spoken words.
 
              The samples stored on a sampler for playback can either be recorded and prepared beforehand or spontaneously while performing. Using sophisticated sampler models, an artist can sample sounds during a performance, including their own voice, before applying additional sound treatments. However, sampling is often associated with the use of found material, such as spoken-word material (see Ch. 3.3.4).
 
              Historically, a direct analog forerunner to the sampler was the Mellotron, which was used from the late 1960s by many pop music groups. It was operated using magnetic tape that was triggered by pressing a key on a keyboard. As early as in 1969, however, an early version of a digital sampler was constructed on the EMS system Mysis. It ran on two computers and was used, for instance, by Harrison Birtwistle for the musical composition Chronometer (cf. Nunzio 2014). The first digital samplers became commercially available from the late 1970s, but it was not until the mid-1980s that digital samplers, like the Mirage model by Ensoniq (1985), became affordable. Models from the Akai MPC series, which was launched in 1988, became influential in the production of hip-hop music and other genres, introducing sampled sound – as well as sampled voices and spoken words – to numerous musical pieces of the time. For example, “Okay!” (1987) by the German pop group O.K. incorporated many spoken-word samples from radio and TV broadcasts, and political speeches from parliament, with the prosody of the samples matching the rhythmic structure of the music.
 
              In the field of experimental spoken word, samplers can be used in studio productions as well as during live performances on stage. Artists like LaTasha N. Nevada Diggs, Antye Greie-Ripatti, a.k.a. AGF, and Jörg Piringer, to name but a few, use standalone samplers in their work. One example of a reductionist approach is Anne-James Chaton, who uses just a foot pedal to trigger the playback of one looped sample at a time in his performances of Événements. Alessandro Bosetti uses a keyboard sampler as the main technological device in his customized setup for MaskMirror, playing the language material in a highly musical way. Other artists built their own devices at an early stage of digital development to be used as samplers (see Ch. 3.2.8).
 
              Due to its affordances and the options it offers – above all the inclusion of fragments of found and premediatized material and quick access to sampled material – the sampler is considered the device for recombining and transforming media artefacts (cf. Großmann 2005, 330). These qualities make the sampler a technological device with high potential for creating innovative work in the fields of experimental spoken word and sonic poetry.
 
             
            
              3.2.6 Sound Effects: Software Plug-Ins and Effect Pedals
 
              This section presents a selection of the innumerable sound effects that exist, focusing on a few that are frequently used in sonic poetry and experimental spoken word. Sound effects are widely used in many kinds of audio (post-)production for various reasons, not just in spoken word, poetry, or radio plays, but also – and probably above all – in musical performance and production, especially in pop music and film sound design. For example, adding a slight reverberation (or reverb) to a singing voice is a practice widely used to make voices sound rich, round, and less dry. Besides standalone devices such as effect pedals (analog and digital), sound software applications on computers offer a myriad of sound effects as plug-ins.
 
              In terms of semiotic function, a sound effect can be used to indicate the situation or environment in which an action takes place, for example, the location of speaking and recording, as in classical radio drama and film. But when used more abstractly, detached from any indicative function and referring more to itself as a form of sound manipulation, a sound effect can induce or increase feelings of estrangement, foreground the material, and emphasize the deautomatization of language. Moreover, sound effects can add musicality to spoken material – sustained reverb, for instance, can mimic the decay of a string on an instrument, or an echo can add an artificial rhythmic structure due to its cyclical repetitions.
 
              When applying a sound effect, the artist can modify its specific features, such as its depth, that is, the degree to which an added effect influences the overall sound; the pitch of a sound, for instance, by turning the knobs of a potentiometer; or, depending on the effect, its range or rate, such as the duration of a delay or reverb. This allows the artist to apply more or less of their chosen effects, from the cautious, restrained addition of effects as extra features to the use of extreme, overwhelming settings that foreground the effects themselves.
 
              Early experimental attempts to add artificial effects to sound began in the 1940s, aiming to reproduce natural phenomena such as reverb and echoes, mostly by analog means at that time. To this end, actual physical chambers were constructed to achieve artificial echoes and resonating metal plates were used to produce reverberation. In the early 1960s, standalone effect units became affordable and included echo effects that were able to loop sections of selected sound.
 
              Since the advent of electronic and, later, digital devices, it has been easy for artists to add innumerable different effects to a sound, either in live situations or in studios. Many digital effects emulate analog effects, but some manipulate the material on a digital level and can therefore be considered digital-born. One example of this is bitcrushing, which reduces the material’s resolution, resulting in a somewhat distorted and hollow sound. Most DAWs on computers contain various effects or the option to use plug-ins, enabling artists to add effects during the editing process or even while recording the material. The abundance of digital effects available invites users to try out and play around with sound effects, offering possibilities for technological treatment that an artist may not have previously been aware of, unleashing the potential for discovery in interactions between humans and technology.
 
              Sound poets and sonic poets frequently use a range of sound effects, which makes them features of utmost importance. Like many of the methods presented in this subchapter, sound effects can be combined with other sound treatments. For example, the rhythmic complexity of a looped section realized by means of editing can be additionally increased by applying an echo or delay effect – or sampled spoken-word material can be further manipulated using sound effects to change its sound characteristics and allow for additional associations.
 
              Sound effects also have the potential to create dynamics of their own, over which the composer or performer sometimes has no control. This is because specific connections between and combinations of effects can result in circular processes, such as feedback loops. For instance, an echo of infinite duration combined with reverb can accumulate additional resonances, producing an overwhelming wall of noise. Two of the main sound effects that are frequently used in sound poetry and sonic poetry are reverb and delay/echo.
 
              Reverb or hall effects add reverberation to a given sound, emulating the persistence and decay of sound emitted in a large room, such as a hall, with a high degree and long duration of reverberance. Such effects are often used in radio plays (or in film sound) for semiotic reasons, indicating a specific location with certain dimensions or a kind of general spatiality. But reverb effects can also be applied in rather abstract ways, not to point to a location but to enhance the pure sound character of the voice and speech. For example, they can be used to fill in the calm spaces in the timeline – such as pauses in a spoken poem – with reverberations of the utterances. The extreme adjustment of the parameters can result in unreal or overpowering sound; a high level of reverberation of extremely short duration may give the impression of vocal utterances cut out of silence, reinforcing the spoken material. Setting a reverb to an extremely long duration can convey the sense that the voice and speech are lingering, even making it seem that they are not fading at all when set to the maximum (infinite) duration. And a minimal level of reverb can be used to make a voice sound less dry.
 
              Many religious buildings can give a sacral, devout, or reverential impression because they have been conceptualized and constructed to take acoustic concerns into account. For example, churches built as large halls produce natural reverberation, emphasizing a sense of mystery, implying reverent immersion, and engendering comparisons with the greatness and infinity of the deity (see Göttert 1998, XII; Girón et al. 2017; Boren 2021). During German National Socialism, the sounds of specific sites or urban spaces were exploited due to their “resonant” qualities, encompassing effects like reverberation and echo – also in relation to their effect on the power of spoken words, which the Nazis recognized and exploited for their fascist agenda (Birdsall 2012, 32). On a more secular and less problematic level, enduring reverberating hall sounds can trigger spherical sensations in a listener, such as feelings of being immersed in sound or bathing in reverberation.
 
              Bernard Heidsieck frequently used technology to compose and perform his works. One of them, Poème-Partition D4P (1962), featured long reverberations. However, these were not generated through the application of technological sound effects but by recording the work in an extremely large cavern, thus utilizing the natural reverberation of the space. In this specific case, reverberation can also be understood as pointing to the unique recording location.
 
              A delay mainly does what its name says, delaying sound by repeating a section of sound (e.g., a word or a line) once – with the section determined by adjusting the effect’s parameters. If the delayed sound reappears more than once, it is called an echo. This sound effect is also a technological emulation of a natural phenomenon, as echoes occur in nature when sound is reflected by physical obstacles, like walls or mountains. It is interesting to note that people were able to listen to their voices through natural echoes even before the invention of sound recording. The duration of a delay can range between a split-second and several seconds (or even longer). Extremely short durations may induce a somewhat wobbly speaking voice (comparable with a blurred image) or cause the voice to be split up, conjuring associations with schizophrenia. On the other hand, a long delay duration (of one or several seconds) can emphasize the structure of the spoken words. But if the cycle of recurrence lasts too long, it may be perceived as a mere repetition. Therefore, a delay or echo can only complicate a rhythmic structure when the repetitions take place within a certain timeframe. With technological sound effects, this time range can be adjusted with the utmost precision, down to the millisecond, especially using digital effects (or plug-ins). This allows artists to create, for example, complex rhythmic patterns, resulting from the repetitions of different echoes of varying cyclical durations being combined with layered sounds, as in multitracking, potentially producing polymetric structures, polyrhythms, or even phase-shifting effects (see Ch. 3.3.2).
 
              Brandon LaBelle has described the use of echoes as a process of “returning the speakers to themselves, as other” (Pester 2013, 116). With the ability to “disorient[t] and distrac[t],” the echo complicates the temporality of sound and thereby integrates a spatial aspect. Moreover, it highlights the difference in a repetition, as an echo “brings back the original event reshaped or refigured” (LaBelle 2010b, 7). In written and purely oral poetry, echo verses and echo rhymes are used to mimic the natural event of a recurring sound by repeating “the final syllables of the lines […] with the effect of making a reply to a question or a comment, often contrastive, punning, or ironic” (Brogan and Perrine 2012, 386; see also Bolte 1935). Finally, this sound effect has a connection with Greek mythology in form of Echo from the Ovidian myth, whose speech was limited to repeating the final words of what had been previously said by somebody else, meaning that she could only echo what had been said before.
 
              One sound poet who makes extensive use of delay effects, applied to his own voice or those of others, was John Giorno. He – sometimes constantly – varies the duration of the delay, ranging from a split-second to a few seconds, creating the impression that the speaking voice is always following itself closely. Its repetition emphasizes the spoken words and furthermore makes it seem like a split is occurring in the voice or the speaking person. At times, the delayed track catches up, momentarily aligning with the leading voice, or the sound effect vanishes, contrasting the split voice with a sense of unification as they become one again. In some pieces, Giorno complicates the technological variations in delay duration by varying his speaking tempo as well, allowing technology (the sound effect) and technique (the speaking mode) to interact, with form influencing content. For instance, when the speech tempo decreases with the delay still in full effect, the “restless[ness]” mentioned in “Excerpts From ‘Shit, Piss, Blood, Pus & Brains’” calms down, becomes “boredom,” reinforced by the technological sound effect, the delay, which repeats the spoken words in close intervals.
 
              Jaap Blonk, a sound poet who is widely acclaimed for his performances of Schwitters’s Ursonate, works with just his voice without any additional electroacoustic treatments, as in Vocalor (1998). However, he has also used specific sound effects, such as reverb, echo, and delay, in more recent works. He has even remixed some of his very first sound poems using electroacoustics, as on the album Mixed from Heaven (2013) and in some of his live performances, presented in 4-channel diffusion, for example, Polyphtong, staged at Roulette, New York, in 2013. Many other artists use an echo effect device in their live performances to loop their own voices in real time. In some cases, these loops tend to be perceived as a background layer due to the decreased volume or frequency filtering, thereby providing an acoustic platform on which to stage the actual text.
 
              Both reverb and delay/echo stretch the sound in a specific way, prolonging its duration, up to infinity in their most extreme forms, which is only possible using a technological device and cannot be achieved naturally – as even the longest reverberation in a huge cavern, or the repetition of an echo in the mountains, must end at some point due to basic physical laws of exhaustion. However, there is an important difference between these two sound effects: while reverb stretches sound in a linear way, extending it through the addition of reverb, delay – and echo in particular – repeats the sound in a cyclical manner. Without wanting to overstretch or overestimate the metaphorical meanings connected with linearity and cyclicality, it must be acknowledged that decisions to use reverb or echo could, at least in part, be motivated by the desire to induce impressions of planar linearity and constant stasis, or alternatively to evoke rhythmic repetition and cyclical processes in the listener’s cognition.
 
              Moreover, reverb and delay/echo are both connected to bodily sensations. Hall sounds can make a listening body feeling like it is immersed in sound, for when low frequencies are perceived at a loud volume, the whole body perceives the sound as certain organs and body parts resonate with the sound waves. However, the repetitive structure of an echo, if set to relatively short cyclical intervals, can be perceived as a pounding rhythm that makes the body (want to) move.
 
              Another sound effect, or rather method, for synthesizing sound that is based on the principle of sampling (see Ch. 3.3.4) and is exclusively possible by means of digital technology is granular synthesis. Drawing on theoretical approaches by composer Iannis Xenakis, sound material is split into tiny fragments, grains, of just a few milliseconds in length. Thus, granular synthesis first shreds the material into tiny grains of sound and then reassembles them on the basis of technological parameters such as the playback speed of the tiny samples, the manipulation of volume and frequency, or the shifting of phases. To obtain even more abstract and/or unexpected sounds, further procedures can be applied: stereo scattering in the stereo field, the random reordering of grains, or morphing (see Roads 2001; Truax 1998). When applied to language material, granular synthesis quickly estranges the spoken word sounds to the point of unrecognizability, turning them into pure sound events with only a slight resemblance to the voice and language. By manipulating the waveform, duration, and density of the grains, a vast variety of sounds can be generated, expanding the acoustic range and enhancing the material’s musicality.
 
              Many of the language-based works by Trevor Wishart use granular synthesis to de- and recompose voice material, often focusing on the very transitions between spoken language and the estranged, musical, synthesized grains as well. Encounters in the Republic of Heaven (2011) by Wishart is an electroacoustic composition originally produced for live 8-channel diffusion, but also available as a stereo version on CD. It is based on speech recordings of “regular” people from Northern England and also incorporates the regions’ dialects. The recorded and highly processed speech is at times recognizable and its meaning comprehensible, but at other times it is transformed into electronic soundscapes that exist in their own right, intertwined with the language recordings but also transcending them. In this work, voices are multiplied and layered over themselves, though only on a few tracks. This limits the amassment of sound to a certain degree, as the work achieves its overall density through other treatments instead, such as pitch-shifting, extreme reverb effects, and temporal extension, apparently using digital technologies like granular synthesis. Therefore, it is a fitting example of a work that deploys various electronic and digital treatments.
 
              Pitch-shifting does what the name indicates: it changes or shifts the sound pitch. Here, technology allows the voice to be altered to a much higher degree than during mere oral performance. A voice can be made to sound much lower or higher, potentially resulting in comical or absurd effects (higher voice) or unsettling, menacing, or frightening (lower voice) impressions. Such impressions are closely linked to phonosemantics and sound iconicity, as higher language sounds are generally associated with lightness, quickness, or agility, and lower sounds with heaviness, slowness, or inertia (see 2.3.3). Moreover, changing the pitch allows artists to play with gender stereotypes, as, traditionally, higher voices have female connotations and lower voices male. Laurie Anderson has played extensively with the possibilities of gender association in many of her recordings and performances, playing various roles or engaging different personas, and thereby performing a sort of gender fluidity.
 
              Time-axis manipulation includes methods such as changing the speed of a recording, recombining the sound events on a timeline, and reversing playback. By manipulating the time axis of sound (or other time-based media material), speed can be altered to the extreme, sped up to the point of unintelligibility, or slowed down to reverse playback. Moreover, the order of sound events on a timeline can be changed or switched in a combinatorial or aleatoric manner. While reverse playback renders speech unintelligible, a change in speed or tempo only results in unintelligibility when applied in an extreme manner.
 
              Manipulation of speed usually has the side effect of shifting the pitch as well. For example, when changing the playback speed of a record on a turntable, the pitch increases when the record is played faster and decreases when it is played slower. The easiest way to change the speed is to change the playback speed of a turntable, cassette, or tape player. Slowing it down can trigger associations with awkwardness and clumsiness, whereas extreme deceleration can sound uncanny or even menacing. It also adds a nonhuman, brutal, animalistic, or alienating aspect to a speaking voice.71 In contrast, increasing the speed of speech can have a somewhat comical, absurd effect, like in I Am That I Am (1960) by Brion Gysin, when the repeating variations of the words appear in voice comparable to a cartoon character. Some sound effects, above all digital ones, allow artists to manipulate the speed of sound recordings without influencing the pitch at all (whereas a slowing down of a vinyl record, or magnetic tape, causes the pitch to decrease). The benefit of digital technology is that it can be used to easily change pitch and speed individually and independently of one another: the speaking voice stays the same, but the speed can be changed separately. Such manipulations can result in extreme talking speeds that exceed human capacities – but also intelligibility. Depending on someone’s listening skills, they may be able to understand spoken language at double or even triple the ordinary speed, but human comprehension begins to fail when listening to something at four times the speed of the original. In such extreme cases, the sounds may still be identifiable as spoken language – even if they are unintelligible – and can thereby trigger associations of extreme nervousness, agility, or compactness, though this rarely produces a comical effect as the pitch does not increase. The extreme deceleration of speech results in a cumbersome sound character that can have a calming effect and trigger associations of sedateness. Extreme cases of deceleration also indicate the possibility of speech coming to a halt.
 
              Reverse playback produces a strong sense of estrangement and usually renders spoken language unintelligible. It also adds a nonhuman aspect because all the usual dynamics of a speaking voice – its attacks, decays, releases, and the flow of speech – are reversed and thereby denaturalized. This cannot be achieved by means of oral skills alone, although some artists have trained themselves to come as close as possible to reversing the flow of speech. Even though analog devices such as turntables or tape recorders already allow playback to be reversed, this can be carried out more precisely using a digital processing device like a DAW, where reverse playback is one of the basic functions and is extremely easy to use. Gregory Whitehead combined reverse playback with palindromic structures in Eva, Can I Stab Bats In A Cave? – A Palindrome Drone (1985), thereby playing with the concept of reversal on two levels: the “letter-bending” of “old literary word game techniques” and the technological method of time-axis manipulation (Kittler [1986] 1999, 36). Whitehead speaks the text contained in the title forward as well as backward, and also plays the tape in both directions, making the palindromic text sound extremely awkward and estranged, especially in the sections where the backward-speaking voice is played in reverse to make it sound like he is speaking forward, although in a highly peculiar manner. This effect is amplified by the somewhat bizarre content.72
 
              Vocoder effects, used by artists like Laurie Anderson in many of her performances and recordings, estrange the human voice by replacing it (at least in part) with electronic sounds like sine waves. This adds a highly artificial sound character to the speaking voice, potentially conjuring associations with robotics or other nonhuman entities. Further experiments taking the vocoder approach, for example, by replacing the voice with sounds other than sine waves could be fruitful. What would happen if the voice were replaced with field recordings of thunder or wind, with body sounds other than the voice, or with the noises made by specific objects or machines? By creatively adapting vocoder technology, it would be possible to make the rumbles of strong weather, or the sounds of a sewing machine, talk and thereby estrange the sound character of the human voice to a significant degree, also getting the listener to think about by the sounds employed and their contexts. Because vocoder effects have been used in many science-fiction movies, TV shows, and radio programs in connection with robots and alien lifeforms, they can also call to mind retro-futurism and techno-nostalgia.
 
              Frequency filtering: Various frequencies are prominently filtered throughout the fifteen-minute duration of Cia Rinne’s Sounds for Soloists (2011). Certain words and short passages in the spoken text are filtered to manipulate their sound character, making it sound peculiar and pushing the quality of voice toward the nonhuman, the machinic, the robotic. This also produces a wobbly fluidity, at times so extreme that it even subverts intelligibility. In this piece, many other sound effects are applied as well, most noticeably reverb, echo, and pitch-shifting. The accumulation of different sound effects creates the impression of a catalogue of effects, seeming to put this palette of possible sound manipulations on display for its own sake. At times, the use of sound effects resembles the practice of sound manipulation in radio plays. However, unlike the use of effects in conventional radio plays, which serve semiotic purposes as indexical signs that support the content or narrative, Rinne’s work – accompanied by Sebastian Eskildsen’s music and sound design – utilizes sound effects in a somewhat faux-semiotic manner. This is because the sound effects can mislead the listener to suppose they have a semiotic function, although they just refer to themselves. If anything, the sound effects could be associated with the multilingual language content of the work – which (mainly) combines English, French, and German words and thereby casually creates what might be considered translingual homophones – relating the different sounds of the languages to the various sound characters produced by the sound effects. This application of effects that further alter the language sounds foregrounds the use of different languages, complicating the relationship between the various languages, vocal sounds, technology, and what could be considered a metaphorical translation from sense to sound and back again.
 
              Another work that is crucially shaped by the application of various sound effects and digital manipulations is 1DJ2MANY (2010) by Caroline Bergvall (text and voice) and Adam Parkinson (laptop and digital processing). It is also related to the multimodal approaches of her works (on multimodality in Bergvall’s work in general, see Nykvist 2023). Conceived for “voice and laptop,” technological methods make the spoken words shiver and meander while still maintaining the linearity of one voice speaking a text.73 This work has been realized as sound installations in museums and has also been read solo by Bergvall, but the version discussed here, featuring the extension “Mashup/Alisoun Sings,” spatializes the sound, applies digital glitches, micro cuts and loops, and contains brief passages in which her voice is doubled. This doubling splits her voice up for a few moments, cutting into the flow without destroying it. All this results in nervous laps of speech sounds and a sonic bustling in the spoken text. Additional static tones and noises are interspersed throughout the speech, oscillating between disruption and sonic decoration. Because the text in this work is based on “some 68 pop/funk/rock songs for lust and love, recomposed line by line into one spoken song,” these additional digital sounds and micro beats can also be interpreted as a fill-in for the music that accompanied the original texts but is missing in 1DJ2MANY Mashup/Alisoun Sings. While the technological setup is reduced to a microphone (for Bergvall’s vocal performance) and a laptop equipped with a DAW and a controller, the palette of sound treatments is also somewhat limited to the electroacoustic manipulations described above, which sound just like the digital sound processing familiar from experimental laptop music. The technological methods applied, especially the micro cuts and splits that frequently occur throughout Bergvall’s Sprechgesang, underline the text’s status as a mashup of short song-lyric fragments and foreground the assembled character of the text.
 
              There are many more sound effects that can be applied to voices and therefore used in (sonic) poetry. For example, a transient effect automatically interrupts a speaking voice or any other sounds when fully cranked up, creating a regular pattern of rhythmic silences of varying durations. The resulting crunched, slightly distorted sound character produces feelings of estrangement when used for short durations on a scale of milliseconds or even unintelligibility when used for longer periods, from split-seconds to whole seconds or more. Artists have to consider the question of what sound effects are most suitable for use in sonic poetry in relation to a specific idea, approach, or work concept.
 
              Although the examples discussed above present works that mainly apply or foreground one specific sound effect, other works feature various sound effects to obtain a multitude of manipulations and mutations of spoken-word sounds, as in the collaborations74 between poet Susan Howe and musician David Grubbs. Informed by L=A=N=G=U=A=G=E writing and electronic music, these works consist of preceding script-based texts recited by Howe, subsequent technological sound manipulations of Howe’s speaking voice by Grubbs, and casually interspersed musical sounds. They feature innumerable sound effects scattered throughout the pieces, which are an integral element of these sonic texts, rather than mere additions that simply emphasize, accompany, or interrupt the spoken words. Long before his collaboration with Grubbs, Howe’s writing was already cutting up and layering archival texts such as diaries and pamphlets and thereby dealing with history in a disruptive way. However, this piece of collaborative sound writing utilizes technological manipulations to take such methods up a notch, applying disruptive editing, cutting-up, and layering in the realm of sound, and interweaving the complex layers of sound effects. This allows the artists to critically reflect on history from another direction, namely, by foregrounding its technological and sonic constructedness. The sound effects transform the overall aesthetics into an amalgamation of spoken words and sound effects, of human performance and technological manipulation, resulting in a kind of technologically mutated idiom. Alongside compositional methods such as editing and layering, the constant use of reverb, echoes, delays, stereophonics, distortion, filtering, etc. creates a mesh of technological enhancement for the speaking voice that “map[s] […] noise-making [onto] an archival practice” and “embraces uncertainty over revelation” (Melillo 2020, 172). However, the spoken text is still intelligible for the most part, suggesting that the technological manipulations are not intended to completely subvert or overcome sense and meaning, but to articulate a new balance between sound and sense by means of the resulting figures of sound achieved by technological means. Thus, the use of sound manipulations allows the artists to actually write with and through sound, as opposed to merely setting poetry to music or completely sacrificing semantics by tipping over into voice noise. As a kind of radicalized audioliterary writing, the poetic form of these works is not only conceived by technological means but is also enhanced through the additional and clearly audible compositional use of sound effects.
 
              I have presented a selection of the most prominent sound effects that I have detected in experimental language-based sound works and what they do to spoken language and the voice. Besides being available on many analog or electronic standalone devices, such as effect pedals that include loop machine effects, these sound effects and many more like them can be easily applied today using a DAW on a computer.
 
             
            
              3.2.7 DAWs (Digital Audio Workstation) and Sound Software
 
              Alongside the ability to write code using programming languages and development environments, e.g., Supercollider or MAX/MSP, in order to generate and structure sound, computers can also be used to run and operate audio-editing software or multitrack digital audio workstations (DAWs) for the purpose of recording, editing, and producing audio material. Therefore, a computer can be considered the main device for editing and manipulating sound, although today even smartphones can run mobile audio workstations (MAWs). DAWs include plug-ins containing numerous sound effects and can emulate the functionalities of many of the devices presented in this subchapter. They can process a wide variety of sounds, including all the types of voices presented above, while some can also generate voice material with a speech synthesizer. DAWs are also crucial in that they have replaced physical (on-location), professional sound studio – all that is required today is a laptop equipped with suitable software (see Théberge 2004). After some rather expensive early versions for specialist use during the 1980s (e.g., the IBM-PC-based Personal Composer; see Miller 1985), DAWs became more widely available due to the introduction of Cubase by Steinberg in 1996, which was a more affordable and easier-to-use variant.
 
              With a DAW on a computer, it is possible to apply practically any of the technological methods presented in the next subchapter – recording, playback, editing and cutting, layering and multitracking, sampling, as well as all kinds of sound manipulations – which makes it a universal or meta-device. Nevertheless, it must be acknowledged that a certain ideology is always embedded in technology, and therefore also software, which disguises its inner mechanisms, and produces a system that is far from being neutral – and that has even been considered a metaphor for neoliberal societies (cf. Chun 2013). On the other hand, artists often strive to scrutinize and undermine the ideology of technology by pushing software and computers to their limits, or by creatively misusing them in a way that subverts their intended use. Moreover, open-source variants (such as the DAW Audacity, which is available free of charge) can be tweaked by users to meet their respective needs. It must also be acknowledged that some software applications, programming languages, and development environments are conceived of and designed by practitioners who might be addressing the needs and requirements of the user community, rather than the commercial interests and neoliberal agendas of capitalist companies. Disregarding such political and ideological issues, computers and software applications offer a vast range of possibilities to technologically manipulate sound – replacing virtually all the methods offered by analog technologies – to anyone with access to a computer and basic digital literacy.
 
              Most artists working with sound today – and not just in poetry – use some kind of DAW or software to process sound in one or more composing stages. In music, the infamous laptop artists, operating software such as DAWs on their computers, rose to notoriety after portable personal computers became widely available in the 1990s. Initially celebrated for their ability to compose, produce, and perform whole works exclusively on a laptop equipped with sound software and/or using programming languages, audiences grew increasingly tired of these artists hunched over laptops due to their overwhelming ubiquity and their limited live appeal, resulting from nontransparent and often motionless performances. This has led to counter-movements – not just in music – that refuse or at least restrict the presence of laptops on stage or in the studio, sometimes disguising them despite their ongoing, or even increasing, use. This tendency to conceal the physical devices of digital technology can be seen as another indicator of a post-digital media environment, even as it contrasts with the casual and unremarkable use of digital technology in general.
 
              In sonic poetry, as in other artistic fields, laptops and software are used everywhere, either deployed for specific aspects or in all stages of the composing process. A laptop on stage might be used for anything from the mere playback of prepared material or the live composition and performance of a whole work. An artist like Jörg Piringer, acknowledged for his intensive engagement with computers in his artistic practice, often has a laptop on stage when he performs and also uses computers and various software applications when working in the studio, including self-coded and customized software (see Ch. 4.4). Alessandro Bosetti uses computers with a DAW in the studio, and sometimes a laptop on stage, as an element of his customized technological setup, like in MaskMirror (see Ch. 4.2). Dagmara Kraus, in turn, composed and produced Xurf Your Zwöbes solely on a laptop with a free, open-source DAW, which she mainly utilized to cut, edit, and reassemble the sampled material and to casually overlap and layer it (see Ch. 4.3). Anja Utler has also used a DAW on a laptop to carry out the sophisticated editing and layering of her speech recordings to compose brinnen and other sound-poetic works (see Ch. 4.1).
 
              Another example of the many works composed and produced using DAWs are “Marvel” and “Burbling” on the album Shapes (2020) by Tim Gaze. “Marvel” applies digital sound effects from a DAW that result in a continuous, stretched-out sound that seems to arise from the manipulation of speed. It features the sound characteristics typical of digital time-stretching, though it displays hardly any of the additional noises that would normally occur if time were stretched by analog means, for example, surface noise or the hissing of magnetic tape or vinyl. “Burbling” features layering, mainly of two or three tracks that are individually manipulated (time-stretched, filtered, etc.), and editing that strings together Gaze’s vocal burbling into a stream of sound. The improvised vocal gestures feature paralinguistic material and take an onomatopoetical approach that imitates liquid burbling. The compositional use of the DAW increases the aural impression of a liquid stream suggested by the title – a burbling that is both liquid and linguistic. According to the liner notes to the digital album, these works are influenced by neo-avantgarde sound poetry and electronic musical genres such as dub and techno, which all substantially depend on technological sound manipulation and composition.75 By means of a DAW on a computer, Gaze is able to make use of various modes of editing and mixing, as well as sound effects, all implemented in a single device and therefore requiring less effort than bringing together the different devices combined in a sound software application.
 
              DAWs also play a central role in some of the works presented above, such as 1DJ2MANY (2010) by Caroline Bergvall and Adam Parkinson, with Parkinson manipulating Bergvall’s vocal performance live. Another example is the studio work Sounds for Soloists (2011) by Cia Rinne, produced with the assistance of Sebastian Eskildsen. The piece uses various sound effects, with the addition of occasional field recordings and what sound like outdoor voice recordings, including background noises, giving the work the feel of a short, abstract radio play. In these works, the use of a DAW on a laptop enables swift, effortless access to sound effects – especially during the live performance of 1DJ2MANY – and makes it possible to mix and layer additional sounds through editing, as in Sounds for Soloists.
 
              Because DAWs running on laptops are in such frequent use in all kinds of works that include sound, there are innumerable other examples of their use in sonic poetry, both in live performances and studio works. Besides making it possible to use numerous sound effects, sound software on a computer is clearly a versatile, easy-to-use application that provides an incredibly broad range of options to record, edit, and manipulate sound. Software therefore brings together and emulates the functions of many analog devices while also offering exclusively digital methods and possibilities, such as granular synthesis, extreme precision editing, down to the split-second, and a virtually unlimited number of tracks for layering.
 
              Whereas DAWs are commercial or free-of-charge products featuring a vast array of fixed functions that can be used by any artist (given the accessibility of computer technology) according to their respective needs, some artists take an opposite approach by building their own customized devices.
 
             
            
              3.2.8 Self-Built Devices
 
              When artists come up with and construct their own self-built technological devices, they transform the notion of the “artist-engineer” from somebody who just “add[s], subtract[s], dismantle[s] and reassemble[s]” material to somebody who engineers it (Weissenstein 1978, 131). Building their own devices or interfaces allows them to meet their specific artistic needs and visions, or to obtain a customized instrument to play around with and, in doing so, discover new, unique, and probably unexpected approaches or compositional methods with. In sound art, a vast field that also encompasses sonic poetry, self-built instruments are an important element that fosters artistic innovation and originality (see Krogh Groth, and Schulze 2020, VI).
 
              Today, devices and instruments can also be exclusively virtual, with “software instruments” emulating the sounds of physical instruments. Some are commercially available, but they can also be developed by artists themselves, which means that they also qualify as self-built, however virtual. One artist who frequently applies coding and programing in order to create his own software instruments is Jörg Piringer. There is one standardized way to self-build virtual instruments, at least to a certain extent, which is using Max (MSP/Jitter), a visual programming language for sound that features some preexisting functions that can be combined in innumerable ways and expanded by means of additional rudimentary coding. Alessandro Bosetti uses Max as an element in the self-built setup that he utilizes during MaskMirror performances. With coding, software instruments, and digital environments like Max that allow for a high grade of customization, the boundaries between existing devices and instruments, coding, and full self-construction are becoming increasingly blurred.
 
              Building a customized device, interface, or instrument to meet specific needs is an individual and ingenious way to deploy technology because it includes an aspect of invention, instead of simply using existing devices. When it comes to self-built devices, technology becomes a more individualized invention primarily used by the artist who conceptualized and/or built it. This can result in works that might not be possible using conventional or standardized devices or instruments, engendering specific performative methods and processes, compositional structures, and sound qualities. The self-building approach is therefore highly original and inventive. It must, however, be noted that some self-built instruments look more original than they effectively are in terms of their function, making them more of a gimmicky accessory than a truly unique instrument. The following examples spanning over half a century will present different ways of using technology to self-build devices, ranging from the simple to the complex, and encompassing the functionality of traditional instruments as well the construction of completely new setups, as well as including the aspect of the performing body interacting with technology.
 
              An early example of somebody using simple analog technology to process language material is performance artist, composer, and musician Laurie Anderson, who combined electroacoustic technology – magnetic tape – with a classical instrument – a violin – in a highly inventive way. Anderson designed and constructed a self-built instrument, the tape bow violin, and started using it in her performances from the second half of the 1970s.76 She later used it in studio recordings that appeared on albums, placing them in a musical context by describing them as songs.77 She modified the body of her violin slightly by adding a pickup for magnetic tape and exchanged the bow’s horsehair with prerecorded magnetic tape, meaning that parallels can be drawn between Anderson’s work and the method of sampling. By combining the approximate visual appearance and cultural associations of a well-known classical Western musical instrument with a simple electronic medium of her time – magnetic tape – Anderson created a hybrid between old and new, mechanical and electronic, classical and avant-garde, which apparently surprised the audience during live performances. Combined with recordings of spoken language – mainly of her own voice – the act of bowing allowed Anderson to immediately switch between a huge range of speeds by hand and even allowed for reverse playback when moving the bow in the opposite direction. In particular, toggling between the forward and reverse playback of prerecorded spoken material by means of the bow allowed Anderson to play the language material like musical material. However, this resulted in semantic discombobulation, creating linguistic features such as sound palindromes, thereby demonstrating how technology can be used to directly manipulate sound’s temporal axis (cf. Kittler [1985] 1999, 36). It also radically influenced the sound shape of the material, raising or lowering the pitch of the played-back voice according to the speed of the bow movement and therefore the playback speed. This resulted in shifts in how the audience associated the perceived voice: as male (low voice), female (high voice), infant (higher voice), or even unreal and comical (highest voice). Anderson would later use vocoders and sound effects to manipulate the sound material in this way.
 
              Sound poet and researcher Larry Wendt began building his own devices, including standalone digital ones, to match his artistic needs, as early as in the 1970s. He used cheap components and applied basic engineering skills because commercially available products were, at the time, “generally intended for creating vocal sounds for such applications as games and often lack the software necessary for sound poetry” (Wendt 1985, 22). One of his very simple but effective devices consisted of “inexpensive talking clock parts,” constituting “a five-voiced random number speaker, each voice being programmed to turn on and off in a particular pattern.” This made it possible to layer voices and combinatoric structures:
 
               
                This configuration resulted in a device which could produce random words (within the finite set of word which a clock might say) within a formal structure. The device was constructed so that it could be plugged into a sound system and turned on. It would then produce a piece [Numeric Analysis and Invariant Time Domains (1984)] and turn itself off. I sent this device to a performance which I could not attend as a sort of sound-poet-in-a-box. (Wendt 1985, 19).
 
              
 
              Due to his electronic engineering skills, Wendt was also working with microprocessors at a time when digital computer technology was still in its infancy. Although there were “some microprocessor-based voice manipulation systems on the commercial market,” he constructed “what could be loosely described as a digital sampling synthesizer,” thereby aiming to “discover some things which could expand [his] art” (Wendt 1985, 22; see also Ch. 3.3.4). Given his vast and highly original sound-poetic output, it can be said that his hope to “expand” his art was successful and hints at what I propose calling the reciprocal use of technology (see Ch. 3.4).
 
              Mirroring the intention behind categorization, he also worked on “a vocabulary of effects which can be selected during the performance with a minimum of physical movement or thought” (Wendt 1985, 19). He became interested in such “particular sonic effects […] while developing equipment involved the fragmentation of speech,” which he hoped would lead to the fragmentation and deconstruction of meaning (Wendt 1985, 17). Wendt’s deep and profound engagement with technology as a productive means of creation, his acceptance of technology as a common feature of contemporary life, and his self-evident application of technology as a component in most of his work, including his pioneering use of digital technology, make his work a forerunner to sonic poetry.
 
              A more recent example is artist and sound poet Adachi Tomomi, who has self-built several instruments, including a wearable performance interface or instrument. This consists of a construction that can be attached to his arms and hands, resembling a data glove, combined with digital computer technology. The device contains sound generators, an amplifier, and a speaker, as well as a small sampler that triggers sounds using tilt and light sensors on the performer’s body while capturing its movements.78 Original interfaces, as Tomomi writes, “include compositional ideas, which transform his movements to parameters of real-time sound modulations.” Body movements and gestures are “internally connected with the voice,” transforming those connections into electronic sounds. Tomomi’s voice is therefore “externalized through modulations”: “Because of the emphasis on visual aspects of the physical performance, the audience easily understands the process. The performance is realized in interactions among voice, body and sounds, it positions between a composition and an improvisation” (Tomomi 2011).
 
              The customized setup built by Alessandro Bosetti for his performances of MaskMirror could be considered a sort of self-built sampling device, although it combines available technological devices – a computer, MAX/MSP software, a keyboard sampler, controllers, etc. – in a unique way, rather than actually having constructed them himself. Utilizing coding and software development to customize software must also be regarded as an inherent part of a (post-)digital media environment (see Ch. 3.2.5).
 
              By coming up with, constructing, and using self-built devices and setups, artists can bypass the presets of standard equipment to satisfy their own specific needs and expand their practice. The examples of Laurie Anderson and Tomomi Adachi also show how artists can integrate the body and its movements into self-built technological setups for their own specific modes of poetic expression. Given the additional textual level present in language-based art forms compared to music, this study once more shows how technology, here in the form of self-built instruments, is applied to not only sound but also text. But in both fields, music and poetry, the performance techniques associated with self-built instruments can differ significantly from conventional methods, and the invention of new devices can be accompanied by the invention of new, individual performance techniques. As the development of new performance techniques is closely tied to the specific instrument used, the potential for developing innovative techniques grows significantly in the case of self-built instruments.
 
             
           
          
            3.3 Technological Methods: From Disruptive Editing to Cracking Online Devices
 
            In this subchapter, I will present, describe, and discuss key methods for treating and manipulating voice and spoken-word material using technological devices as presented above (see Ch. 3.1 and 3.2). These will include different kinds of editing and cutting, such as excessive and disruptive forms, montage and collage, audio cut-ups, combinatorial approaches and permutation, and loops (Ch. 3.3.1); mixing and layering (Ch. 3.3.2); sampling and the use of found material (Ch. 3.3.3); the application of machine learning and so-called artificial intelligence (Ch. 3.3.4); and the integration of technological errors such as glitches, and the hacking or cracking of the prescribed use of a specific technological device (Ch. 3.3.5). The deployment of media technologies in artistic creation and composition through one or more of the artistic methods presented below results in what I propose calling sonic poetry. Most of the following methods can be combined, and many artistic approaches fall within more than one of these key concepts, making their division and separation into distinct methods necessarily heuristic. I acknowledge that there is some overlapping between these terms and will not be forcing the artistic examples into any strict categorization; many will therefore appear as examples in more than one of the following sections. The focus will be on the production side of things, on the artistic methods used and their application to the voice material and technological devices, and on how those methods affect language and its semantic and semiotic aspects (see also Ch. 2.3.2).
 
            In an interview, sound poet Sten Hanson addresses the possibilities of using media technology in the composing process, beginning with the purpose-driven handling of the material: “you decide what elements you want to build up your composition from, and then you try to extract them from the material, or to amplify them and make them more apparent.” Different technological methods can be applied to this end, for example,
 
             
              filtering, of course, so you can cut out very narrow bands of frequencies from the voice sound. You can use deeper kinds of modulations, and you can superimpose different filters to get new kinds of frequency spectrums. You also use the change of speed: by playing tape of spoken language faster or slower, you move it up and down the frequencies, so you can get a rich representation of frequencies that are normally not so well represented. So there’s practically no sound whatsoever that you can’t get out of the human voice. (Hanson 1982b, 19)
 
            
 
            Here, Hanson is already addressing some of the technological methods that will be discussed in this subchapter, such as the technological filtering of a voice’s specific sound frequencies. For instance, emphasizing the higher or lower tones of a voice can trigger semiotic indications or associations – for example, certain types of filtering can function indexically by creating impressions of hearing a voice over the phone, on the radio, or behind a closed door. Such manipulations can also be applied in a non-indexical way, highlighting the sound’s effect on the voice – and technology itself – which can trigger other kinds of associations or arouse feelings of confusion or estrangement. Finally, Hanson is already pointing to something that has only come into its full effect since the advent of digital technologies: that literally any sound can be produced by technologically manipulating the human voice!
 
            In many cases, the specific ways in which artists apply such technological methods crucially differ from the appropriate and (officially) prescribed techniques taught to trained specialists through rulebooks or device instruction manuals. As a result of the qualitative interviews that I have conducted for this study, in light of my close listenings and observations of hundreds of works and performances, and not least on the basis of my own artistic experience, I argue that many artists adopt an intuitive and quasi-dilettante, yet productive and rather innovative approach to using technological devices and applying the related methods. This kind of unconventional, or unorthodox approach – which can include creative misapplication – can be considered reciprocal or bilateral (see Ch. 3.4).
 
            Cathy Lane (2006) presented an attempt to categorize some of the methods that composers and sound artists use to record speech as material, “especially in works mediated by technology.” Considering the whole topic “in a wider context of spoken word, text composition and performance-based genres such as sound poetry,” she captures each method that she identifies in a few words and describes it in a sentence or two (2006, 3). Throughout Chapter 3, I will be briefly referencing those methods that are closely tied to the use of technology in the composing process and will relate them to my own categorization.
 
            
              3.3.1 Editing and Cutting
 
              Generally speaking, editing audio material by cutting, reassembling, and juxtaposing portions of recorded, sampled, or synthesized speech is a widespread method that is applied during postproduction to almost all audio works (music recordings, audiobooks, radio plays podcasts, preproduced radio broadcasts, and audiovisual works such as movies, YouTube videos, computer games, etc.). However, these methods are usually barely (if at all) audible to the average audience. When we listen to a spoken text in an audiobook, for example, we perceive a continuous flow of speech, even though there have most likely been innumerable tiny edits to eliminate, or at least reduce, any irrelevant elements such as erroneous half-phrases, single words and interjections, slips of the tongue and speech errors, (too) long pauses, heavy breathing, or any other disturbing noises (audible spittle threads, harsh s sounds, etc.). One exception to this rule could be audio documents that depend on recordings remaining as authentic as possible (e.g., for juristic purposes), because an unusually long pause, a harrumph, or nervous breathing can be crucial in such contexts. Nevertheless, it should be mentioned here that it is impossible to record neutrally or objectively due to all the decisions that have to be made in relation to the recording situation (the model, characteristics, and position of the microphone; any preset/default filters; the compressors, quality, and resolution of recording, etc.). Such cuts are not carried out as an aesthetic means, but to suppress undesired speech elements as imperceptibly as possible, though they may be perceptible to a trained ear. In an artistic context, the editing process may also have the rhetorical objective of rounding, intensifying, sharpening, or even contrasting or subverting the content or the overall aesthetics of a work. In some experimental radio plays, the editing may be an important and constitutive factor that plays a bigger role than just straightening or cleaning up the flow of speech. For example, if editing is applied radically, it not only allows for the material to be cut apart and restructured in innumerable ways but even makes it possible to disintegrate words by directly cutting into them. Alternatively, composing complex structures out of cut fragments can create genuinely aesthetic effects.
 
              In sonic poetry, editing is almost exclusively used as an aesthetic means, serving to deliberately structure and craft the material. In many cases, this results in an audible quality that references itself as a compositional feature, rather than merely cleaning up the material in an imperceptible way. However, editing seems to be much more prevalent in studio works than in live situations, although it is not impossible to cut or edit material on stage.
 
              It is important to note that this study explicitly and exclusively examines audio editing, even though some forms of editing have been influenced by the rich, complex vocabulary of film editing. The production and aesthetics of film editing are in a category of their own and are only partially comparable with audio editing. Film editing is older than audio editing, meaning that an early example of experimental radio play, Weekend (1930) by film director Walter Ruttmann, used the optical sound feature of early film editing to create an audio-only composition. Ruttmann’s audio piece may be an exception to the thesis mentioned above that the editing processes and logics of film and audio are fundamentally different – Weekend can be considered an experimental film without images, a cinema for the ears.79 Moreover, it features an early form of sampling, including the “intercutting [of] words, music, sounds and noises” (Davies 1996, 10). Another example, the film The Cut Ups (1966) by Brion Gysin and William S. Burroughs (directed by Antony Balch), uses strict algorithmic editing determined by one simple constraint: portions of the exact same length have been cut from four different film reels and edited together in the order of their appearance, irrespective of the individual snippets’ content or flow. The film thus ignores the conventional grammar of film editing and creates radical and surprising juxtapositions, determined by the applied constraint, that is, the editing method.
 
              This kind of inaudible or transparent editing, providing continuity instead of disruption, is, of course, present in many recordings of spoken-word literature and poetry in general. However, it will not be discussed here, because such editing is carried out to straighten or clean up the recording in order to enhance the (poetic) speech and make it more fluent, rather than as a technological method that generates an aesthetic surplus. Instead, editing here is a method in its own right that foregrounds cuts and juxtapositions, and thereby disrupts the ubiquitous yet inaudible editing that we have become so accustomed to. It can be considered a productive “disruption,” emphasizing the applied method (editing) as well as the medium, in contrast to the “transparent” way of handling and manipulating media that tends to be imperceptible and therefore hidden; Editing, applied as a productive method in composition, thus semanticizes the composing process and the applied technological method itself (Jäger 2010). It can thus be regarded as crucial for the concept of audioliterary writing, as it resembles the editing performed on script-based written texts. It enables a recursive transcriptivity (“rekursive Transkriptivität,” Jäger 2014, 250), whereby the process of recording speech makes the material editable, treatable, manipulable, or iterable (“iterierbar,” 251). Another important feature for Jäger and his concept of audioliterary writing is the externalization of speech onto a technological medium (like magnetic tape or digital memory), which renders it available for revision and the general process of editing – a feature that closely connects audioliterary writing with electroacoustic technologies (see 2.2). Jäger and his notion of disruption do not consider this a deficiency, but an “aggregate communicative state in which the sign/medium as such becomes visible and can therefore be semanticized” (Jäger 2010, 318). Consequently, Jäger’s concept of disruption – also in relation to (audible, perceptible) editing – corresponds to other relevant concepts, such as Shklovsky’s ostranenie, Jakobson’s palpability of signs, and Bolter and Grusin’s notion of hypermediacy (cf. Benthien et al. 2019, 41).
 
              Although the transition from analog to digital audio technologies and editing practices can be viewed as a radical change in production aesthetics, it was already possible to apply highly disruptive and nonlinear editing methods by means of analog technology. But as opposed to earlier analog or “radio” semantics, the paradigm of digital editing and its specific semantic associations recognizes “that the technological transposition of language always opens new possibilities for exchange but also to develop, expand, and articulate the parameters of that exchange” (Spinelli 2006, 101). Martin Spinelli argues that analog tape editing by Gysin, Burroughs, and others hit a “technological glass ceiling when their digital imagination […] outpaced the possibilities offered by reel-to-reel tape” (Spinelli 2006, 100; emphasis in original). The main difference between analog and digital editing according to Spinelli lies in the contrast between linearity (analog) and multi- or nonlinearity (digital) (Spinelli 2006, 104).
 
              Analog audio editing may be more dependent on linearity due to the materiality of magnetic tape, that is, recording onto a single line of tape and then cutting and assembling that single line.
 
              Digital audio editing makes multi- or nonlinear editing simpler because a multitude of tracks can easily be layered above each other (for example in a DAW, additionally offering a visual overview of the tracks and layers) – without any of the additional steps that are necessary in analog editing. It thus allows for more radical juxtapositions as well as the effortless handling of individual fragments on multiple overlapping tracks, whereas analog editing is limited to processing only a single track of sound at a time.
 
              Although analog editing already had the ability to transgress linearity through the utilization of mixing desks and multitracking, this required a subsequent step in the working process, while digital editing, enables and facilitates multi- and nonlinearity. Another difference between analog and digital editing is that cutting and arranging are more closely aligned in analog editing (when you cut an audiotape, you will probably connect, that is, glue, it to the next section of tape right away), while in digital editing, fragments of cut audio are easier to handle as single and isolated snippets due to the design and functionality of DAWs – as well as the methods associated with digitality, like the cut-and-paste function. If deployed according to its specific affordances and possibilities, digital audio editing creates a different paradigm, a semantics of editing that stimulates radical juxtaposition and overlapping, as well as the layering of speech.
 
              Cutting and editing, both inaudible and disruptive, must be regarded as an extremely powerful means in order to process the raw material into a form that is ready to be received by a listener. When cutting and editing are utilized as an artistic method, making the editing perceptible as deliberate cuts, those cuts are revealed instead of being inaudibly hidden. This can be defined as a disruptive manipulation that conveys a certain meaning or expression as part of the work.80 The editing becomes part of the work’s aesthetics and can communicate a specific aesthetic aim (e.g., alluding to or inducing disjointedness, fragmentation, nervousness, density, or dispersal) as part of a broadened semantics, either to support or confuse the content. In this case, the additional expression is not inherent in the speech material itself but is added on top of it as an aspect of the electroacoustic sound treatment.81 As with the other artistic methods I will present later on, editing can always be combined with other technological methods: A radically edited text can, for example, be combined with multitracking and various sound effects.
 
              In the following, I will present editing methods that tend to disrupt rather than achieve continuity, because such disruptive editing methods are frequently applied in experimental practices and can be considered one of their key characteristics. These methods foreground technological processing as a perceptible element of the work and thereby further enhance the poetic function by increasing the material’s palpability.
 
              
                Disruptive and excessive editing
 
                When cutting is foregrounded in a work, made perceptible as a disruption of the material and its flow, editing becomes a structure that conveys meaning (cf. Lotman 1977 [1971], 119–120). This happens, for example, when there is excessive editing, especially in the form of numerous and extremely small-scale cuts, made down to the split-second, because a high frequency of cuts turns the language material into mere fragments. This kind of disruptive editing makes technology and the associations it triggers a constitutive part of a work. Unlike editing that aims to hide the cuts – masking the applied technology to focus on the speech with the objective of maintaining the prosodic flow – disruptive or excessive editing emphasizes the technological treatment of editing itself, allowing the work to exceed the human limitations of speech by disjointing and therefore fragmenting its flow.
 
                Although disruptive editing can be achieved by means of analog techniques and technologies such as tape splicing or tape recorders, digital technologies have made it easier and more precise, for example, using a DAW on a computer or assembling pre-cut material with a sampler. If the intent is to suppress certain fragments acoustically, a mixing desk can also be used to change the volume of certain segments or to mute a selected channel to interrupt the flow of speech. This can also take place in live situations where the words are spoken through a microphone attached to the mixing console.
 
                The interruptions in Fonemi (1965/1966) by Arrigo Lora-Totino manifest as an on/off aesthetics, an interplay between silent void and signal, as if all other language material besides the phonemes has been stenciled out, like erasure poetry in sonic form.82 Here, disruptive editing is applied in a literal sense, disrupting the very flow of spoken language by blanking out any sounds that are not vowels. This radical, disruptive cutting-out of material, slicing right into the words without smoothing fades, results in the remaining elements assuming a rather rough sound shape, characterized by sudden, sharp attacks and abrupt fades. Because the temporal axis is left untouched and selected speech sounds are simply replaced with silence (speech sounds and silent passages lasting only a split second, up to a maximum of one or two seconds), an irregular rhythm emerges, reliant on the very structure of the spoken-word material used as basis. In a listener, this can lead to distress because the cognitive speech mode is triggered by the reemerging vowels being uttered by a human voice – but it remains unsatisfied and likely causes frustration due to the missing language fragments that would have ordinarily completed the audible phonemes as language in the preceding unprocessed form. Moreover, the irregular rhythmic structure brought about by the interruptions is rather indeterminant and very unpredictable, increasing the potential to get lost in this structure of phonemes that pop up frequently but unexpectedly. But because the pieces of Fonemi run for a few minutes each, a process of habituation may occur over time, transforming the first impressions of confusion and distress into the soothing enjoyment of the rhythm. This shift occurs when listeners overcome the cognitive speech mode and let go of the need to decode language, potentially transitioning into a non-speech mode that allows them to focus on the sound structure and to perceive the piece as an abstract form of music. Fonemi has an epistemic or didactic aspect to it, too: the irregularity of the rhythm, the structure of language, and its composition from different sounds are made traceable and audible.

                The strict and stubborn concept of only leaving the vowels and erasing all other sounds can be linked to the constraint-based processes made popular by the OuLiPo poets and writers working at the time. It can also be interpreted as an example of composition as a “gradual process” (Reich 2004c) – though it develops rather minimally and gradually throughout the piece – because the process, or constraint, once defined and applied, structures the piece automatically, without any further intervention from the artist (composer). Although sound technology – and to some extent analog technology too – have made it possible to filter and suppress certain frequencies or sounds that exceed a specific volume (by applying gates, or hi- or low-pass filters), at the time that Fonemi was produced, disruptive editing was most likely being performed manually, in a fidgety process that involved finding all the vowels by ear and isolating them by hand, then editing the tape directly. Today, such a process could be carried out on sophisticated digital devices, for example, software applications that can find and isolate specific sounds automatically – a method that has been additionally facilitated by AI and machine-learning algorithms in recent years.
 
                A more recent example of disruptive editing that also calls forth a combinatorial approach, collage aesthetics, and sampling is Secret Fantasies by Niels Henrik Bugge (2016), which exclusively features samples of various found voices recomposed by way of the high-precision editing of single words or phrase fragments. Listeners may recognize some of the sampled voices; their sound characteristics at least make them identifiable as prerecorded and premediatized material. The main reason that the editing process is disruptive is that it links together short fragments, sometimes consisting of only a single word, so that not only the voice but also the sound characteristics of each sample (e.g., recording quality, background noises) continuously and abruptly change throughout the work. Thus, the flow of speech is highly disrupted and results in an awkward, unfamiliar, and artificial prosody produced by the unconventional editing. The resulting text compositions are “based on descriptions of childhood fantasies remembered by people around the world.” The author “ask[ed] people [he] knew in conversation if they had anything to tell” and later “began interviewing people and set[ing] up a blog so it would be possible to tell stories anonymously” (label information on publisher’s website).83 Thus, the text of Secret Fantasies is based on the author’s own memories as well as the memories of others, including unknown contributors, while the many voices vocalizing the texts were sampled from various media and belong to “people of varying degrees of celebrity” who are most likely unaware that they have been featured in this work.84 Its sexualized content may create an uncomfortable listening experience, not only because it might remind listeners of their own secret fantasies but also because the disruptive editing and the resulting odd sonic speech structure might be perceived as disturbing, not least due to its unpredictable emphases on specific words and syllables. The peculiar artificial structure based on the disruptive editing process creates a pattern of incongruous accentuation and stress that may be intended (or at least accepted when the decision is made to sample prerecorded material). However, it is difficult to exert control over this, even as the artist, because each short fragment has been cut out of its original context and speech flow – and the linking together of the fragments by means of editing follows a strict semantic approach by recreating the childhood fantasies of various people through found voices. The meticulous editing and rearrangement of fragments results in a schizophonic monologue uttered by many different voices (on schizophonia, the separation of a sound from its source by electroacoustic means, see Schafer 1969, 43–47). In a way, the content of the work – childhood fantasies described by found voices – demonstrates the contrast between the production and composing method: various cut-up adult voices have been rearranged to match the preceding text of the memories, which are rather personal and intimate, thereby adding friction and estrangement. However, the method of disruptive editing, resulting in a technologically mutated prosody, can also be seen to enhance the textual content and the overall theme of the work because the awkwardness of the reassembled artificial speech flow potentially results in listeners feeling discomfort, creating a link to the work’s subject of secret fantasies. Nevertheless, as in Fonemi, the very structure of language is foregrounded by radically disrupting and altering its natural prosodic flow, resulting from the compositional structure of small, interconnected fragments.
 
                But the small-scale editing of Secret Fantasies lacks the technologically added pauses of Fonemi, thereby creating a dense structure that may evoke impressions of compactness and compression in listeners. However, both works make use of technological editing in order to interrupt the flow of spoken words. Disruptive editing gives an additional and perceptible structure to the material that may contrast with or subvert the given prosodic structure of the spoken words, rendering the structure a crucial element of the composition. This allows for further associations relating to the quality of the structure, such as increased density, fragmentation, disintegration, or rhythmicality.
 
               
              
                Collage and montage
 
                Two related artistic methods that apply a specific form of editing when used in audio and audiovisual media, and that involve cutting and reassembling, are montage and collage. They are considered prolific, key methods in the modern arts and literature (see Žmegač 1994; Weissenstein 1978; Möbius 2000).
 
                In a literary context, collage is defined as the inclusion of quotations and direct transcriptions of other (found) texts in a new work (cf. Bowen 2012, 274). A collage in sonic poetry therefore incorporates the material qualities of the base material used and is thus closely related to the method of sampling (see Ch. 3.3.3). Sampling can be used to compose a collage, and a collage may consist solely of samples. Therefore, collage produces a direct and immediate form of intertextuality.85
 
                Montage, on the other hand, is a way of non-intrusively combining and connecting material from various sources, or even just one. It is a way to assemble material in a sophisticated way, making it a compositional means with the aesthetic potential to construct super-structures that may or may not be perceptible as such. Montage operates in the background, disguising the differences and therefore the heterogeneity of the material used as well as the very process of combining and assembling said material. According to the use of the term in film editing, montage does not attract too much attention to itself, instead subtly enhancing the overall work or the cinematic narrative. Similarly, montage seems to be an appropriate term for structuring and putting together a conventional radio drama.
 
                The two terms are hard to precisely differentiate because they are used inconsistently, in some cases synonymously, and generally lack terminological precision (see Žmegač 1994, 286; Vowinckel 1995, 19–23). I therefore argue that the term collage should be used when:
 
                 
                  the cuts are more or less audible (not deliberately hidden), perceptible as a disruption between the selected elements;
 
                  the used material is found, preexisting, and premediatized, not generated by the artist.
 
                
 
                In opposition to the above, the term montage is appropriate when:
 
                 
                  the cuts and margins of the fragments are hidden to make the technological processing imperceptible, in order to achieve transparency rather than disruption;
 
                  the material used has been generated/produced by the artist.
 
                
 
                These can be considered two poles or extremes that are not always achieved purely or exclusively.
 
                The method of collage is more relevant to this study, not least because it is closely related to the method of sampling (see Ch. 3.3.3). However, it can, of course, be combined with other methods presented and discussed in this chapter. For example, a short collage edited together from voice material can be structured as a pulsating loop to increase musicality or as a multilayered structure of overwhelming density in order to address the oversaturation of content originating from a certain source.
 
                A number of other works discussed here can be associated with montage, including many of the approaches that involve substantial and sophisticated editing or layering, disruptive and audible editing, and/or the use of found material, as in Bugge’s Secret Fantasies. The material for Bugge’s work was selected because it contained suitable content, before it was edited and reassembled with a high level of intentionality, leaving nothing to chance – except, perhaps, the question of which voice would vocalize which words, because not all of the voices found uttered all of the words required for the composition. Bugge thus produced a consistent meta-narrative from the fragments that seems to follow conventional syntax and grammar. Conversely, an editing method often associated with collage, but necessarily including a factor of randomness, is the cut-up method.
 
               
              
                Cut-ups as randomized collages
 
                The cut-up method is a variant of collage that includes the additional aspect of chance, in that the selection, cutting, or reassembly of elements – or even all three – is randomized during the composing process. While heterogeneity is key in a collage, it is not a necessary feature in a cut-up, as the latter may consist of material derived from just one source. Moreover, artists can use their own material (written or spoken) in cut-ups and do not necessarily use found material, as is the case in a collage. In general, the cut-up method can be summarized as “the randomized sum of a number of consciously created original parts, drawn out of their original context and placed in a completely new context” (Robinson 2011, 25). Thus, cut-ups also share similarities with the postmodernist cut-and-paste aesthetics that still seems relevant in the post-digital media environment. Although cut-ups can be (and mostly are) created and published on a script-based written level, here I will predominantly examine audio cut-ups: works realized in audio form that primarily utilize found and prerecorded speech material. Audio cut-ups can be considered the result of a very particular mode of editing, related to the concept of collage, but including a factor of randomness.
 
                The cut-up method was introduced to literature and poetry by artist and writer Brion Gysin in 1958. Gysin was living in Paris with William S. Burroughs at the time, who soon joined in on Gysin’s experiments, using the method in some of his novels (see Gysin 1978). Gysin and Burroughs utilized the method of cutting up and randomly reassembling text material to make speech recordings on their tape recorders. They cut up magnetic tape instead of paper and randomly rearranged it, utilizing both their own voices – that is, by reading their own or found texts – as well as found spoken-word material and noises (see Gysin 1997; Burroughs 2007).
 
                Cut-ups can be considered the direct successor of Tristan Tzara’s instructive poem about how to make a Dadaist poem (“Um ein dadaistisches Gedicht zu machen,” 1920), in which the reader is encouraged to cut words out of any newspaper article and then reassemble them randomly, shaking the cut-outs in a bag. Gysin came across a similar method by accidentally cutting through underlying newspaper pages when working on his visual art, which produced absurd combinations of text fragments when he read over the cut-outs and combined disparate, isolated elements into new, unforeseen phrases. The practice of “cross-reading” was already being performed in the late eighteenth century by inventive authors like Georg Christoph Lichtenberg (Riha 1971). While Gysin was most likely aware of Tzara, he may have not known about the earlier cross-reading practices described by Riha.
 
                An important aspect of cut-ups is the material they utilize. Just like Tzara’s instructions in his Dadaist poem, which clearly ask for found material taken from a newspaper to be utilized, or Lichtenberg’s practice of cross-reading across newspaper columns, Gysin’s original anecdotal discovery predominantly suggests that found texts are the base material for cut-ups. It is, of course, possible to apply the cut-up method to any kind of text – found poetic or literary texts, ancient or new texts, everyday and mundane texts (official letters, public announcements, newspapers, ads), or texts created by the author themselves.86 Each of these text types has its own specific style – including voice and prosodic qualities in the case of audio cut-ups – that may shine through in the result of the cut-up process, providing additional aesthetic and associative triggers that become part of the work itself. When utilizing found texts, the author of the cut-up may intend, or at least accept, the influence, or contamination, of other contexts.
 
                According to Burroughs (cf. 1978, 89), there is a hierarchy between the sources of text material. He defines everyday nonfiction sources (e.g., fragments of newspapers or, today, online news, script-based written or audio texts) as the “poorest” sources, and “treasures of world literature” as the “richest.” However, some of the (by my own estimate) most successful examples of cut-ups utilize found texts deriving from non-artistic contexts. This is because transforming non-artistic sources into poetry (as in Tzara’s use of newspapers) creates a productive tension that not least facilitates the deautomatization of everyday language. I contend that cut-ups – which, according to Burroughs, allow the author to cut through reality and its temporal fabric (cf. 1986 [1976]) – are carried out most successfully using found material from mundane, everyday reality instead of fictional material or even “treasures of world literature.” The reason for this is that cut-ups are already highly aestheticized and crafted, which distances them from reality to a certain degree – though I am not saying that art works are not part of reality. The more or less direct transfer of authentic material into works of art is a defining feature of a kind of postmodern realism where the author writes with and through fragments selected from reality, rather than writing about reality in a fictionalized way. In particular, I would argue that, especially in works that transform mundane, everyday material into an artistic (poetic) context, a productive tension or friction becomes perceptible due to the difference between the dissimilar sources: the higher the disparateness of sources, the stronger the productive tensions, and therefore the higher the level of poetic function as well (see Helmstetter 1995, 30; Mukarovsky 1974, 146). The aspect of transferring something from one context into a completely new one also corresponds to the above-cited definition by Robinson.
 
                One key aspect of the cut-up method according to Gysin (as well as Tzara and Lichtenberg) is the element of randomness, which affects the structure and reassembly of the elements. The cut-up therefore results in the generation of unforeseen and often absurd, semantically challenging outcomes that would be hard to imagine or come up with otherwise.87 This is because the neural connections in our brain, strengthened by experience and learning, seem to hinder the construction of sentences that lack a certain syntactical or semantic coherence (see Dapretto and Bookheimer 1999). Thus, the generation of rather incoherent and surprising linguistic constructions is one of the merits of the cut-up method, which can subvert logical and rational verbal structures. However, from the perspective of reception, it may in some cases be hard to decide if the reassembly process has been carried out randomly. Given that some of the procedural steps in the cut-up process may be intended by the author, at least one step has to be performed at random (selecting, cutting, or arranging). Otherwise, if all of the steps are intended and executed rationally and are therefore under the full control of the author (with none of the steps randomized), the end result should be categorized as a collage or montage instead (cf. Fahrer 2009, 132).
 
                When it comes to script-based written material being utilized as a source for audio cut-ups, it is important to determine whether the cut is performed on the visual level (i.e., cutting and reassembling paper or digital forms of script-based written text and subsequently reading the already cut-up text) or on the level of sound (cutting up the recorded speech on the audio level and reassembling the fragments). However, it is, of course, possible to cut up a script-based written text, read and record the cut-up text, and then cut that recording up again, thereby performing the cut-up on the graphic and written level as well as on the audio level. Moreover, material that has already been cut up can be cut up again and again, producing a kind of cut-up cascade.
 
                One benefit of audio cut-ups is that they can emphasize or mask heterogeneity more easily than in script-based writing. If a cut-up text comes from a single source, an impression of heterogeneity can still be created if it is spoken by more than one voice – or vice versa, if one voice reads a preliminary cut-up text originating from various, perhaps highly disparate sources (cf. Fahrer 2009, 110). Having said that, in script-based written examples, these two poles can also be carried out in extreme forms, as in the poem collages by Herta Müller (e.g., in the volume Vater telefoniert mit den Fliegen, 2012). These are not cut-ups in the strict sense, because they seem to lack the factor of randomness, but they do visually display the original materiality of the sources and the cuts as facsimiles. On the other hand, there are the processed and revised cut-ups contained in Burroughs’s cut-up novels, where the cuts and junctions between the elements are smoothed out on the visual level (homogeneous typography and layout) and evidently on the syntactic and semantic level as well.
 
                When it comes to the procedure for producing a cut-up, it is quite simple to achieve a rough but random audio cut-up, for example, by skipping through the channels on a radio receiver or by lifting and randomly dropping a turntable needle onto a vinyl record that contains speech. Both of these methods are necessarily random as it is impossible to foresee the words spoken on a radio channel or to distinguish between the words inscribed into a vinyl groove before the drop of the needle. They result in the words being sliced, i.e., being cut into single speech sounds, and therefore create extremely scrambled speech (depending on the regularity and frequency of switches from channel to channel or the lifting and dropping of the needle). In contrast, by utilizing recorded speech on magnetic tape, and even more so by utilizing digital technologies, it is possible to intentionally and quite precisely cut out single words (or phonemes, phrases, any portion of recorded spoken text) and then mix those tape snippets (in a bag, like Tzara suggested for newspaper clips) and randomly reassemble them. Both procedures – one simple, one elaborate – result in highly distinct aesthetics due to the logics and characteristics of the cut-up. When using a DAW on a computer, a spoken-word recording can be cut into individual parts that are subsequently rearranged randomly.
 
                Producing cut-ups with a sampler, the keys or pads of the sampler can be randomly loaded with isolated snippets of speech and then played in an improvised manner, leading to unforeseen, random combinations.
 
                In summary, the cut-up method can be performed using various technological devices, analog or digital, to manipulate all kinds of voice material. However, in my personal experience, and according to some of the literature about cut-up works (e.g., Fahrer 2009; Robinson 2011), the cut-up concept is predominantly associated with the utilization of found material.
 
                In Prosthetics (2018), Hannah Silva cuts up recordings of her own voice to create fragmented structures, invoking disruptive editing as both the method of cutting-up and a metaphor for the physical amputation of body parts. In her performances, Silva orally mimics the small-scale editing structures of an additional, prerecorded playback track, imitating the technological editing treatment with vocal techniques. In doing so, Silva combines oral and aural aspects, vocal techniques, and technology, with the technology affecting vocal techniques, resulting in a back-and-forth between human and machine, deliberately allowing (editing) technology to influence the human and aligning human speaking abilities with technological production aesthetics.
 
                One method that is described in relation to cut-ups by musicologist and composer Cathy Lane is the “dissolution of semantic meaning through deconstruction,” meaning words being “split up into their components.” Such “deconstruction” can be achieved without technology – as an example, Lane references the work of Lettrist sound poet Isidore Isou. Alternatively, it can be carried out using technology, by cutting speech recordings apart – in relation to which Lane mentions Dufrêne’s Crirhythmes (1977), as well as Burrough’s cut-up techniques, which “could also be said to do the same for phrases” (2006, 5). Both artists composed their cut-ups using tape recorders. Finally, she discusses her own composition Hidden Lives (1999), which utilized digital technologies.
 
                It has been argued that all human perception is essentially structured like a cut-up, because our consciousness is constantly being interrupted by random factors (cf. Burroughs in Walters 1982). The next methods to be discussed, which also split language up into its components and reassembles them, are combinatorial approaches and permutations, which lack the randomness of cut-ups, but also foreground the innumerable possibilities of combination.
 
               
              
                Permutations and combinatorial editing
 
                Combinatorial structures and the permutation of linguistic units (letters, syllables, words, lines) have long been used as compositional devices in poetry – and music. Examples date back at least centuries and are not uncommon in Renaissance and Baroque poetry (see e.g., Liede 1992 [1963], 70–75, 158–168; Cramer 2005, 36–41, 47–53). A permutation is a combinatorial restructuring that changes the linear order of elements like phrases, lines, words, syllables, and sounds. One frequently applied device used in poetry is the anagram, a particular type of permutation. The anagram is a method that is usually applied to permutate and recombine small language units like letters or syllables. But in contrast to the cut-up method, randomness is not necessary – and is rather unlikely – in the process of recombination.
 
                Like cut-ups, permutations do not necessarily depend on the use of media technologies, as they can be performed purely orally by restructuring textual elements while reading (or memorizing) in a combinatorial manner. Thus, combinatorial and permutational approaches – “[s]emantic juxtaposition and permutation” and the “ordering and re-ordering of words” – can either be accomplished with or without the use of media technology (Lane 2006, 6). They can take place purely orally, by cutting up and reassembling material through technological editing, or by means of a computer code that automatically fragments and recombines spoken-word material. In (non-technological) oral permutation processes, the reassembly of language elements (syllables, words, lines, or any segment of a given text) can happen before they are spoken (on paper or in the mind) and can then be adapted in every single permutation cycle, with differing accentuations each time to emphasize a certain intended meaning.
 
                In technological permutation processes, where the language elements are prerecorded as single units and subsequently permutated, recording and playback devices are necessary in order to cut and reassemble. Other than in oral performance without technological reproduction, always containing slight variations of delivery due to the inability of the human voice (and mouth) to exactly reproduce a lingual sound, these sounds stay the same in each cycle when repeated technologically (see also the next section on repetitions and loops), because sound recording (especially digital) is able to identically replicate these elements of permutation. But such an identical reproduction also subverts an integration of lingual sounds into a prosodic flow – enabled in oral performance by deliberate changes in delivery–, though they can still be exploited aesthetically. In addition to that, the identically reproduced lingual sound elements can be manipulated electroacoustically and/or by sound effects, not so much to match the human flow of prosody, but to break the logic of exact duplication and also to add an artificial kind of variation, thereby expanding aesthetic expression beyond (or parallel to) human capacity.
 
                In the case of exact duplication, however, the restructuring of identical sound elements can result in awkward combinations that induce feelings of estrangement due to the incongruous transitions between them caused by the interruptions to the flow of speech. By recombining the same, identical elements (e.g., recordings, tapes snippets, or files), a limitation can act as an additional productive means of achieving an estranging awkwardness that results from that very sameness of elements and the disjointed transitions.
 
                On the other hand, the purely orally performed poem “Gyre’s Galax” (1967) by Norman Pritchard is a stunning example of permutations structured in a highly repetitive way, featuring a prosodic awkwardness similar to the technological restructuring of identical elements, because Pritchard’s oral performance comes quite close to the identical repetition enabled by technology. Delivered with a powerful yet mechanical accentuation that alternates between emphasizing subsequent syllables in high and low pitches, Pritchard’s prosody not only resembles early speech synthesis but also sounds like he is orally imitating the technological reproduction of sound, as if envisioning a digital sampler repetitively playing back the same, identical material. The poem is full of repetitions, spoken as identically as possible, including meditations on sound and light, beginning with the line “sound variegated through beneath lit,” which is subsequently repeated, and ending with a tight repetition of a short fraction of the text. In “Gyre’s Galax,” it seems that the human learns from the machine, mimicking the mechanical character usually associated with technology. This is especially interesting in relation to the latest developments, such as AI and machine learning, where machines like deep learning neural networks are trained to mimic human skills.
 
                In her paper about the composing methods used in spoken-word material, Lane mentions Apollinaire’s Les Mamelles and the permutated poem “Junk Is No Good Baby” by Gysin, both of which were composed without technology by simply reordering words on paper (Apollinaire) or orally during recitation/recording (Gysin) (cf. 2006, 6). She also discusses the cut-up experiments that Burroughs (together with Gysin) carried out on paper, but also on audio tape (see above). Anja Utler also takes a combinatorial approach through editing and layering in brinnen (see Ch. 4.1). Such technological treatments (editing, cutting, layering, mixing) enable more complex structures of “juxtaposition and permutation” than merely recombining material orally or on paper. For example, artists can use a DAW on a computer to cut and reorder words or even tiny fragments, smaller than single letters or sounds, which are impossible to achieve without technology. DAWs also allow the material to be additionally multiplied and interwoven through layering and mixing.
 
                Gysin frequently applied combinatorial approaches and permutations in his sound works, for example, in the series Permutated Poems (1958–1982). He orally permutated the words of short phrases by reciting previously prepared, script-based material on paper – some of which was processed by a computer algorithm, aided by mathematician Ian Sommerville, making them early examples of computer-generated poetry. In this way, he realized dozens of the hundreds of possible combinations.88 The recurrence of the same words results in a somewhat homogenic sound structure, but also in somewhat heterogenic meanings due to the different combinations of the given words in each line. For example, the words in the phrase “no, poets don’t own words,” which constitutes the full text material of the permutated poem of the same title, appears as a statement, whereas other permutated lines tend to appear as questions, at least rudimentarily intonated as such by Gysin. The homogenic structure and heterogenic content is a vital combination, oscillating between repetition and variation. Moreover, the title “No Poets Don’t Own Words” already suggests a problematization of authorship in relation to such conceptual methods as permutation and cut-ups (particularly in the use of found material), because they are compositional means that distance the process of creation from the mere imagination and subjectivity of an author.
 
                Another of Gysin’s sound poems based on permutations is “I Am That I Am” (1960), an electroacoustic composition recorded and produced at the BBC. It breaks free of the homogenic structure of the oral permutations through profound electroacoustic manipulations of the material, such as changes in speed and pitch, overlapping and layering, and the application of an overall free-form structure to the permutated and prerecorded lines. Here, the structure is detached from the straight and steady rhythm of the purely oral realizations of Gysin’s other permutated poems, resulting in an irregular permutation pattern, additionally complicated by overlapping, layering, and sound effects. By bringing together combinatorial techniques and technological editing, mixing, and layering, Gysin amplifies spoken language by isolating words and recombining them to generate new and unforeseen understandings (cf. Chopin 1979, 132). The self-assured “I am that I am” – derived from a Biblical phrase spoken by God to Moses (Exodus 3:14) – is transformed, dissolved, and disintegrated through the permutational structure and the additional sound manipulations into a multiplicity of statements, ruminations, and questions concerning the status of the self. The concept of the self – which was at the time not just being influenced and discussed in psychoanalysis, structuralism, and widespread ideas about the fragile and divided self but also being shaped by the increasing power of technology – is scrutinized in this piece by means of both the poetic devices applied (permutations, irregular structure) and the technological methods (sound effects). All this leads to a kind of expanded semantics connected to protosemantics, because the piece itself is all about process – the process of continuous permutation on a material level that drives meaning-making and the reception and interpretation by the progressive augmentation of new variations of the same elements over time. Moreover, permutation and repetition are so predominant in this piece that they turn into a sign itself, foregrounding them for their own sakes. Here, the combinatorial approach is not only applied to the text and the recitation; rather, different sound treatments are combined and, in a sense, permutated. The overall character of the piece tends toward the humorous and even funny – for example, in technological increases in pitch, resulting in a cartoonish voice. For this reason, the way that the self and its inclinations are addressed by means of technology can be interpreted as optimistic and joyful, highlighting playfulness and creative possibilities.
 
                A more recent example of combinatorial practice and permutation is eme emauto (2017) by Karolina Erlingsson, which combines qualities of recitation and delivery with the technological layering and overlapping of the spoken material. It refers to the philosophical notion of thought as a self – discussing something with itself – which is in a sense performed in this piece in that it repeats and recombines fragments of text as in a dialogue, but using the same voice. It is performed by Erlingsson in Swedish and exists in various formats, such as on vinyl and in live performances. Here, the irregularly repetitive and permutated words, lines, and sentence fragments seem to float within the acoustic space, starting with two words that are almost identical in sound but mean quite different things (“göm” [hide] and “glöm” [forget]). It then continues with references to a body that falls and lies down. The focus is on the repetitive permutations, the text, and the pure voice, because no additional sound effects have been applied. Another recent example is One Each by Jörg Piringer, who used self-coded software to permutate sounds and syllables – including tight repetitive structures – in a piece automatically composed by a computer (see Ch. 4.4).
 
                Mere oral permutations are already a powerful poetic device for restructuring language material by repeating elements in different and varying combinations. However, the use of technology can enhance and amplify the combinatorial process, for example, by getting a computer to calculate all possible permutations, or by adding combinations and variations of sound and structure through the application of sound effects and the editing and layering of material. Another crucial aspect of permutation is the repetition of elements, the recombination and restructuring of language material, although this is rather irregular compared to another editing method that repeats the material more regularly: loops.
 
               
              
                Repetitions and loops
 
                Not only does the “structure of repetition underly the majority of poetic devices,” it is also “possible to argue that repetition defines the poetic use of language” (Mazur 2012, 116; see also Glasmeier 2002; Pickstock 2022). One extreme form of repetitions are loops, which means the iteration of short, identical, aural elements for what seems like countless cycles. As a prime structural element in the creation and highlighting of speech melody through iteration, repetitions and loops have the ability to create (additional) meaning through their distinct form. Joseph Keppler discusses the power of repetition in “aural literature,” including in the work of sound poets like John Giorno, and describes the “power” of “incessant repetition” (Keppler 1981, 82). Because sound poetry has been regarded as having an “ongoing relationship” with repetition and loop (Ellison 2020, 50), and due to their ambiguity and potential to trigger psychoacoustic effects that also influence the semantic qualities of a work, this section will be more expansive.89
 
                In a loop, the entirety of a selected segment is subsequently connected to itself (for example, by means of editing), without any additional material in between. It is then “edited in such a way that when it reaches the end it returns to its beginning” (Cussen 2015a, trans. MM90). Unlike a repetition that recreates something from memory, a loop mechanically iterates the same material by means of technological duplication (see Cutler 2018). Thus, I define a loop as the cyclical iteration of identical material that can only be realized by technological means or by mechanically repeating the same short fragment, because in oral repetition, slight variations may occur, and the identity of the repeated material is not guaranteed. This definition contrasts with one of the few approaches concerning loops in literary theory, which loosely defines them as repetitions of certain segments of a poem (cf. Rakusa 2016).
 
                Moreover, the brevity of the iterative cycles is crucial in constituting a loop: if the repeated segment is too long, the listener may perceive the repetition, but not the distinct pulsating rhythmicality of a loop, which has the aesthetic ability to manifest as a musical beat that consolidates the overall structure – provoking a shift from the repeated material to the loop structure itself. Because the “musical sound of poetic speech is a means of transmitting information, that is, transmitting content,” loops bear significance in themselves, foregrounding their form as a self-evident sign and turning a structural phenomenon into a semantic phenomenon (Lotman 1977 [1971], 120). Moreover, it has been suggested that there is a connection between “rhythm and meaning,” highlighting repetition’s affective impact, coordinating function, and role in supporting memory, and defining it as “the realization of form under the (complicating) condition of temporality” (Gumbrecht 1994, 173). A loop, or “non-classical repetition” (Lobsien 1995, 224), is an independent and self-contained aesthetic feature that, in reception, oscillates between boredom and mesmerizing spell, stasis and movement. It is an ambiguous structure that can turn “ennui into transcendence” (Baumgärtel 2016, 22, trans. MM). Loops might also alter the conventional figure-ground relationship by contrasting the constant novelty of today’s media environment with stubborn repetitions of the same elements (cf. Maurach 1995, 197).91 The aesthetic and cognitive effects of repetitions and loops can therefore lead to highly diverse states such as regularity, order, and hypnotic enchantment, but also to unnerving impatience and chaotic disorientation.
 
                While a few repetitions may emphasize a word or a (short) phrase and reinforce meaning, many repetitions (more than a dozen or so) – as in loops – can lead to “semantic satiation,” emptying the semantic content and foregrounding the very structure of repetition (Jakobovits 1966). Thus, loops can also be classified as disruptions (see Jäger 2010; Bolter/Grusin 2000) that make the materiality of language perceptible and semanticize the sign (and the structure) itself. Such ambiguity can hold sense and meaning in suspension and even potentiate it, in particular when short loops are listened to for a longer period of time, by potentially generating new, illusory texts and meaning in an unpredictable manner due to apophenic effects, acoustic pareidolia like “phantom words” that are not actually spoken (or featured in a recorded work) but are subjectively perceived, as scientifically proven by psychologist Diana Deutsch (2019).92 Particularly in short loops (of one word or a short fragment of a sentence), sense and meaning can be multiplied when lexical hallucinations, or apophenic effects like phantom words appear: speech that is not actually spoken, but only subjectively generated in the perception of a listener. The human brain, always keen to find patterns and make meaning and can therefore generate illusory content that is not actually there (cf. Ellison 2020, 45–55). Composer and researcher Barbara Ellison has pointed out that this phenomenon may also occur when listening to layered spoken-word material, as in multitracking. As she writes, the Book of Love Being Written as They Touched (1975) by Stefan Weisser arguably “conferred an illusory sense of there being far more voices involved in the recitation, as well as ‘additional’ phonetic or even semantic content exceeding the simple phrase actually being recited” (Ellison 2020, 66).
 
                This is one of the highly exceptional and challenging aspects of speech loops: it is not just the interpretation of the text that is left open; rather, the very production of texts themselves is unpredictable (at least in the listener’s cognition). Because they depend on the mood or expectations of the listener, such illusory texts – ever-new and varying for each listener – have the power to increase ambiguity to the utmost degree. Thus, in the case of phantom words, the listener’s subjectivity seems to be much more relevant for the poetic experience than the subjectivity of the author. This psychoacoustic phenomenon also sheds new light on Ezra Pound’s famous definition of literature (and poetry) as “language charged with meaning to the utmost degree,” which even enables an excess of meaning (Pound 1961 [1934], 28). Phantom words leave not only the interpretation of a work to the audience but also the creation of the very text itself!
 
                Moreover, psychoacoustic phenomena shift the perspective to works that lack denotative or conceptual meaning, but that may trigger phantom words in a listener if structured in specific ways. This creates extreme textual contingency – but not randomness, because phantom words still depend on the knowledge, expectations, and psychological state of the listener (cf. Deutsch 2019, 104). Sonic poetry (and before it, sound poetry), with its at times dense sound character, vivid prosody, and para-semantic vocal gestures, may generally allow for a high degree of interpretative openness – especially when additionally manipulated by sound effects, excessive editing, layering, or the looping of speech. However, with phantom words, the production – or emergence – of text (not just meaning) shifts, to a certain extent, from author to listener.
 
                Thus, a loop does not necessarily lead to a loss of meaning as claimed by Neves (cf. 2019, 21 and 239) but can trigger psychoacoustic effects in perception (cf. Ellison 2020, 45–55). This not only resonates with the variations in a listener’s mind that can result in imaginary phantom words but also with the idea of obtaining a “difference” in “repetition” (Deleuze 1994 [1968]). This can result in a paradoxical state of perception in which the repetition of short segments of speech (single words or phrases) “call[s] upon the mind’s natural inclination towards ‘order-seeking’ in order to produce […] disorienting effects” (Ellison 2020, 51). This “order-seeking” also intensifies the musical aspect, because it pushes the ear to the nearest tonal interval, foregrounding the tonal and micro-tonal aspects of speech by means of repetition (Scott Johnson, cited in Suzuki 2018).
 
                Although conventional poetry already makes frequent use of repetition – for example, rhymes repeating similar sounds – a loop is a particular form of repetition with an ambiguous cognitive effect, oscillating between stasis and movement, apathy and hypnotic excitement, and transforming the temporal axis from a linear into a cyclical structure. Whereas repetitions are not dependent on technological means, a loop – iterating the same material, including all its aural aspects – can only be realized using technology because the iteration of identical material depends on the repetition of a recording. The iterated material of a loop can be spoken live and captured by a loop pedal, recorded, or sampled and then structured as a loop, as performed by many artists, such as Amy X Neuburg, LaTasha N. Nevada Diggs, Jörg Piringer, and AGF. The deployment of technological means can bypass human limitations, such as the human inability to mechanically and precisely repeat something without any variations or aberrations, or the need to breathe, which could interrupt the steady flow of a loop. This ensures the sameness of the iterations and results in a higher degree of redundancy and tautology, overturning the perceived pattern and evolving into variations on what is repeated, thereby subverting the concept of identity (cf. Cheie 2015, 403). Due to its strict uniformity and simplicity, a stubborn mechanical repetition of identical material also challenges concepts of originality and artistic creativity.
 
                Because of their rigid rhythmic structure – an additional expressive pattern that induces monotony as well as recurrence and steadiness – loops can even reinforce the “poetic mode” of perception (Tsur 1992; see also Tsur and Gafni 2022). When listening to a loop, perception constantly shifts between the sound, its structure, and its textual qualities, even more than in other poetic forms. Thus, the convergence of the non-emotional (linguistically referential) and emotional (linguistically nonreferential) qualities of (language) sound(s) is reinforced.
 
                Loops in sound poetry have been discussed in relation to minimalism in music and described as one of its “most influential and profound styles, techniques and aesthetics” (Suzuki 2015). Lentz discusses loops in just a short excursus (cf. 2000, 598–599), but refers to Maurach, who hinted that the loop was one auto-generative potential of the psychological aspects of speech perception, already evoking the concept of phantom words (cf. Maurach 1995, 194–197; 194). Felipe Cussen, on the other hand, emphasizes the musical qualities of loops by comparing repetitive structures in sound poetry with those occurring in electronic and minimal music, as well as in hip-hop and dance music, describing loops as a basic principle of construction (cf. Cussen 2015a). Another work that is highly based on loops is Cybersongs (2021) by Barbara Ellison, featuring “hypnotic textures of vocal utterances through the intensive and extensive use of repetition,”93 some consisting of densely looped words uttered by a computer voice. Referring to a series of her own compositions that also concentrate on loops Ellison points out that the loops in these compositions oscillate between the “‘semantization’ of sonic elements that were initially meaningless and would remain so in the absence of repetition – a clear example of apophenia,” and the opposite effect, namely the “dissipation of meaning by ‘semantic satiation’” (Ellison 2020, 46). These compositions are examples of the ambiguity of loops and their ability to erode meaning while simultaneously holding the potential to generate phantom words.
 
                Loops can be generated by a wide variety of technological devices. In the analog era, they were made by banding together magnetic tape to create circular, coiled structures that repeated the same snippet over and over again. Vinyl records could also be used to create loops by forcing the needle to repeat a singular cycle. With todays’ digital technologies, a loop can be produced easily and effortlessly by using the loop function in sound software (DAWs), digital loop machines and samplers (with “loop and hold” functions), or effect pedals.
 
                One recent example that already contains certain loop features, though it was deliberately performed without the use of media technology, is a series of spoken-word pieces by Schuldt, compiled as Skip It If You Can (2017). These pieces consist of short phrases overheard in the streets of New York during everyday situations in the 1980s.94 Phrases like “Run. Run if you can” and “No way, don’t even try” are repeated orally in an energetic manner, maintaining the utmost sameness. But Schuldt instructs the performer to recite them live and without the use of any other means of reproduction such as the playback of recordings, meaning that the slightest variations in the performance are a deliberate element (cf. Schuldt 2017, instructions for performance in the books’ appendix). Another work that addresses media technology without actually deploying it, instead featuring mere oral repetition as a compositional element, is “Synth Loops” from Christian Bök’s The Cyborg Opera (2005). Bök describes this work as “a long poem in progress – a linguistic soundscape that arranges words, not according to their semantic meanings, but according to their phonetic valences, doing so as a literary response to the ambient chatter of technology” (Bök 2005, 80). In “Synth Loops,” a human performer mimics electronic and digital machinery, additionally highlighting the examination of digital technology by making references to beatboxing, a performative genre in which humans imitate sounds of electronic (pop) music (see, e.g., Dürr and Keylin 2024). But this work is a special case, as Bök mainly imitates technological sounds, rather than using lexical material, thereby creating a kind of mouth music – though it is composed and performed by a poet with the supposed intention of creating a literary work, underlined by his use of terms like “verbalized” and “vocabulary” (Bök 2005, 86). Bök’s Synth Loops approaches sound poetry directly from the musical side, with the loop’s steady repetitiveness serving as the structural element that realizes its musicality. Like a machine, the steady and quasi-mechanical repetitions from the reciter evokes a technological process without deploying it. Lacking the mechanical iteration that results from technological looping, the works by these artists nonetheless seem to be informed by technology – through its imitation (Bök) or through opposition to it (Schuldt).
 
                But the repetitiveness in technologically created loops seems more pronounced when identical material is repeated, even when using analog technologies. One of the affordances of the tape recorder, for example, is the possibility to create loops by coiling a length of tape (see Lentz 2000, 598–599; Olsson 2011). The early tape compositions by Steve Reich, Come Out (1966) and It’s Gonna Rain (1965), seem to be connected to Reich’s interest in poetry of the time (see, e.g., Reich 2004d, 220). They are examples of works being composed in a “gradual process,” where a set of rules is predefined and then played out without any further action on the part of the composer (Reich 2004c, 34). Probably unaware of the phenomenon of semantic satiation examined in linguistics, Reich claimed that repetition can intensify meaning (cf. Reich 2004b, 19). Come Out is solely based on the voice of Daniel Hamm, who was falsely accused of murder. In this piece, created for a fundraising event to finance Hamm’s appeal, the loop of a selected sentence uttered by Hamm – describing how he tried to make his bruises bleed in order to qualify as an emergency case after being assaulted by police – is divided across two tapes and gradually shortened, resulting in increasingly tighter loops, shrinking from sentence fragments down to mere syllable particles. Such precise, tight loops that cut into the flow of speech can only be accomplished by means of technological editing. The piece features a highly energetic, dense, unnerving, and troubling rhythmic structure that draws associations with the heated atmosphere of racism, juridical bias, and police brutality.95 This is a striking example of how form – the tight structure of speech loops – achieved by means of electroacoustic treatment has the ability to emphasize and expand content (even through reduction!), associations, and meaning. It demonstrates “the accumulation of meaning through processing” (Lane 2006, 5). While working on the piece, Reich also discovered the acoustic effect of gradually increasing the divergence in the duration of the loops, resulting in phase shifting and the ability to trigger psychoacoustic effects (2002, 20).96 His accidental discovery is an example of the reciprocal, bilateral interaction between machines and humans in the composing process.
 
                Another artist who likewise uses tape loops, but mainly his own voice, is Charles Amirkhanian. He chooses his language material due to its “sonority, rhythmic profile, and texture rather than […] meaning” (Suzuki 2015, 9). The dense, mesmerizing Seatbelt Seatbelt (1973) consists solely of the energetically intonated word “seatbelt,” featuring a dense loop structure with varying start and end points, causing overlapping and percussive clusters of speech particles and therefore bearing a great potential to trigger illusory perceptions such as phantom words.
 
                Utilizing the affordances of vinyl records and shifting the productive potential of audio-technological to the means of reproduction are two pieces in the vinyl anthology 10+2: 12 American Text Sound Pieces (1975).97 Engraved into the end groove of the record, the run-out groove, the two pieces end in closed locked grooves that can virtually play forever. Crickets by Aram Saroyan repeats the single word in its title, creating a sound pattern resembling the noise made by actual crickets and highlighting the onomatopoetic character of this looped word, while, in Population Explosion by Anthony Gnazzo, the repetition of the word “bang” creates a nano-narrative, indicating the birth of yet another child by means of the onomatopoetic utterance. Both pieces have a fixed loop duration determined by the material limitations of a vinyl record (with a speed of 33.3 rpm, resulting in loops of 1.8 seconds).98
 
                These examples show that analog media technologies have already enabled the creation of loops that exceed the possibilities of mere oral recitation. Although there are significant differences between the use of analog and digital technologies, the deployment of media technologies (analog or digital) in the creative process can thus be considered a distinctive and crucial quality of constructing structures such as loops. Digital technologies facilitate the handling and manipulation of material, increasing its aesthetic potential compared to analog technologies. They offer higher precision during editing and looping because the position of cut and the length of loops can be determined with an accuracy unmatched by analog technologies, right down to the granular level of sound. Thus, the creation of subtle phase shifts in loops running slightly out of sync is possible in a much more sophisticated (i.e., controllable, foreseeable) way. What Reich discovered by accident and with limited precision on analog tape can be achieved much more precisely and in a far more deliberate manner using digital technologies.
 
                Combining the possibilities of digital editing, online resources, and the use of a DAW on a laptop is Xurf Your Zwöbes (2016) by Dagmara Kraus (see Ch. 4.3). Here, digital editing allows for small-scale cuts. Moreover, the DAW’s copy-and-paste function is used to effortlessly mark and multiply selections to create loops that are long enough to establish the iterative structure as a sign in itself, but not long enough to fully trigger the potential for phantom words. Instead, the looped sections seem to be a feature of the fantasy language created in and by this piece.
 
                In the pieces on the album Événements 09 (2011), Anne-James Chaton uses loops created from single words and short phrases as a rhythmic basis. This “poor literature” utilizes the names of established personalities (“Pina Bausch,” “Barack Obama”), political movements (“Taliban”), slogans (“Pop is dead”), and terms of political origin (“Le Printemps de Teheran”) taken from news headlines and referring to topics that were high-profile at the time the pieces were composed.99 The found texts are mechanically looped to obtain a pounding rhythm that provides a cohesive structure, enhanced by the filtering of the lower frequencies and through close micing. In a second layer, Chaton recites other, rather mundane found texts (receipts, shopping lists, metro tickets, etc.) in a dense, monotonous delivery. By mixing the two layers, he challenges the figure-ground hierarchy by leveling its two textual layers at the same volume. They can thus be interpreted as emphasizing the textual content of the recurring news and data of everyday life, converging form and content. The CD features loops that create the rhythmic structure for the pieces as additional tracks, exhibiting the isolated loops as basis material and thus point to the composing process and the potential of loops.
 
                One artist who highlights the musicality of looped speech fragments is cris cheek, who goes by the pseudonym cl0v3n on his album dark dad (2021). Digitally looping and manipulating short sections of spoken words recorded during live sessions – in this case, the two words in the title, dark and dad – underlines the musical sound character of the loops and creates dense and rhythmic word music. In particular, the short durational cycles and the precise iterations of the loops enable the emergence of apophenic effects like phantom words. As an artist whose career has spanned more than fifty years, cris cheek has worked with both analog and digital technologies, and now mainly uses digital devices to create his sound-poetic works.
 
                Loops can create an impression of infinity, which in some cases corresponds with their content, like the never-ending flow of headlines and everyday texts in Événements 09. Loops can also confuse and subvert linear concepts of time, transforming the temporal axis from linear – a fragment of speech with a beginning and end – to cyclical – where the loop’s structure seem to cause beginning and end to vanish. Turning the linearity of speech into a cyclical structure influences the semantic level to either reinforce, subvert, or erode meaning, or generate new and unforeseen meanings by way of phantom words. Some loops also add musicality with their pounding rhythms – when the iterated fragments are short enough. Digitally created loops highlight the sameness of the repeated material and the exactness of timing, preventing even the slightest variations in sound, structure, or tempo and thereby exceeding human capacities. Ultimately, loops are an additional, self-evident feature that can convey meaning by means of their repetitive structure, emphasizing the poetic function of language as well as self-referentiality and the “palpability of signs” (Jakobson 1960, 356).100
 
               
             
            
              3.3.2 Mixing and Layering
 
              In this subchapter, I explain how sound mixing functions through multitrack technology and what acoustic, aesthetic, and psychological effects can be achieved by superimposing and layering speech material (see Matter 2025b). The layering of sound, achieved through multichannel technology, can be described as the combination of several audio channels during the production process. This is a method commonly and frequently deployed in many types of audio production, most prominently in music recording and production, but also in various other fields in which sound, noises, and/or music are involved, such as radio plays, documentaries, TV shows, films, and games. Since about the 1950s, the meticulous use of multitracking to layer different sounds in (pop) music has resulted in the “mix artistry” of sound engineers who “‘play’ the mixing tools like a musical instrument” (Tot 2018, 6). In radio production and radio plays, simultaneity and the layering of various sounds and noises was being discussed as early as in the mid-1920s and was actually realized for the first time just a short time later, initially limited to two tracks, though it had already been conceptualized as a means of combining different levels of content (cf. Gerber 2023, 155).
 
              Multitracking technology enables the layering or superimposition of different, independent audio tracks and the mixing of layers of speech material, making the various layers audible at the same time. Whereas voices can also be layered without the use of technology by getting several people to speak simultaneously, technological layering also makes it possible to superimpose one voice over the same voice. A mixing console was long required to do this (see Smyrek 2013), but today’s sound software (e.g., a DAW) can be used to layer virtually innumerable tracks simultaneously. However, the layering of more than a few tracks – at least in the case of spoken-word material – quickly mutates into impenetrable noise, where it is impossible to hear any individual voices, let alone decode or understand the spoken material. Depending on the sound quality, the complexity of the content, etc., three simultaneous speaking voices may already be hard enough for the average listener to follow. Other devices that similarly make it possible to superimpose and mix audio tracks are, for example, samplers or simple effect devices such as loop pedals. Overlays can be created using the echo or loop function on the latter, with the limitation that only previously spoken material fed into the effect device can be layered with itself – an option often utilized in live performance. With sound software, the layering of different tracks is not limited to the constraints of effect pedals. Any audio track can be layered upon another: the same material can be copied and pasted, the same or different text(s) spoken by one voice, or material can be spoken by other voices, including sampled voices (see Ch. 3.3.4). Tracks can be layered quite easily in most sound software applications, allowing users to effortlessly manipulate discrete audio sources (see Tot 2018, 6). The sound material can also be easily arranged on different tracks or layered upon other material in order to make it simultaneously audible. The volume can be adjusted for each individual track, enabling a sophisticated interplay between, and thus the complex distribution and composition of, the material. Mixing expands the temporal dimension of sound by adding a spatial dimension. Layering sound – especially when using the stereo field or when playing it back on a multichannel system – distributes the material within space, with layers of voices above, beneath, and beyond each other.
 
              However, before there were technological opportunities to make several tracks audible above each other, it was, of course, possible for different voices to speak (or sing) simultaneously, for example, in a choir. Polyphony in music allowed different melodies to be sung simultaneously for the first time and thus for different voices to be treated independently. In poetry, a (non-technological) polyphony of multiple speaking voices – “not as a metaphor, but in an actual musical sense” – is rather rare (Ammon 2016, 128, trans. MM). But a few examples dating from the early twentieth century can also be interpreted as precursors to multitrack technology. At a time when sound technology existed in rudimentary form, more complex technologies such as layered superimpositions were being imagined, or at least anticipated artistically, for example, in some of Dada’s simultaneous poems, for example, “L’amiral cherche une maison à louer” by Tristan Tzara, Marcel Janco, and Richard Huelsenbeck (1916). This poem for three voices in three different languages communicates, if not a stringent and clearly audible text, then a chaotic cacophony that could have been inspired by street chatter and noises, “enabl[ing] the listener to move beyond a singular narrative and into the shifting relations of juxtaposed languages” (Skoulding 2020, 5).101
 
              Of course, there are also many examples of the superimposition of voice and speech that do not use technology from more recent, technologically advanced times. From sound poetry groups like The Four Horsemen in the 1970s to the microgenre of Sprechduette (speech duets), performed by Monika Lichtenfeld and Gerhard Rühm, Miriam Berger and Xaver Römer or Vincent Barras and Jaques Demierre.
 
              At around the same time that Dada poets were experimenting with simultaneous speech, poet Henri-Martin Barzun was making use of early, rudimentary sound technology by reciting poems and simultaneously playing recorded speech on a gramophone, achieving the hybrid-like layering of various voices and different texts (see 3.2.3; Battier 2001). Remarkably, Barzun also codeveloped the artistic concept of simultanisme about a century ago, which involves the simultaneous representation or superimposition of different elements, closely corresponding to the properties of multitrack technology.
 
              To a certain extent comparable with Barzun’s practice of utilizing simultaneous playback for his vocalizations, is the work of contemporary poet Tracie Morris. Her vocal performances – pairing her own voice with recordings of historical material, for example, in Handholding with Schwitters: Resonatæ (2016) – “work through the violent history and imagined future of a doubled consciousness of speech” (Melillo 2020, 163). Morris presents a new approach to a recording of Schwitters’s Sonate in Urlauten, simultaneously speaking over the recording and mimicking the sound shape of the original while extending and varying it by way of spontaneous vocal gestures. Morris is a Black woman who approaches a major work of European avantgarde poetry in a playful way. Her work is far from a “retreat into an ‘Ur’ language”; rather, as part of a “black avant-garde”, she “resolutely pushes language sound into the future, into new forms, creolizations, surpluses, and possibilities for meaning” (Melillo 2020, 165). Schwitters’s historical work serves not just as a reference or inspiration, but also as a material basis, becoming part of Morris’ work while remaining constantly audible alongside her voice. Though she only applies technology in a rudimentary form, by means of playback, Morris’s work still addresses topics such as history, media (archaeology), intertextuality, and artistic imitation, as well as layering and simultaneity, in a highly innovative way. Thus, her work can be regarded as disrupting the Western linguistics intended for enlightenment in a search for “a universal science of language” (Moten 2003, 7; also cited by Melillo).
 
              As already insinuated, the intelligibility of language comes into play when spoken-word material is (also) used for its semantic content. If several layers of continual speech are audible at the same time, the overall density of voice and spoken language might increase, but continuous overlapping and simultaneity can eventually decrease intelligibility and reduce the recognizability of meaning. However, if the compositional structure consists of just a few tracks that feature enough pauses of sufficient length that only occasionally result in overlapping and simultaneous speech, the density does not necessarily increase, nor does the intelligibility decrease. Moreover, distributing various speech tracks within the stereo field, or using more sophisticated surround sound technologies, can improve the intelligibility of many voices speaking continuously (see Mon 1970b).
 
              If more than two speaking voices are perceived at the same time, it becomes difficult, if not impossible, to comprehend them. Distributing them within the stereo field helps to keep them apart within the acoustic space, making it easier for the human ear (or rather, brain) to distinguish them. Distributing tracks within stereo or surround sound or, conversely, deliberately squeezing them onto a single mono channel, can trigger associations of spaciousness or looseness, or narrowness, tightness, or compactness, respectively.
 
              For example, Evgenij V. Kharitonov creates an artificial space by technological means in Dali (2007–2008), applying reverb and dynamically and stereophonically distributing his layered voice speaking, humming, screaming, and hissing across the audible space. Additional, tinny-sounding microphone reverbs and the layering of the voice recording tracks add up to a sonorous homage to Salvador Dalí, mainly consisting of utterances of the name “Dalí” and a few additional vocal gestures, evoking a surrealist sound equivalent to the painter’s artwork. Some of the vocal sounds are stretched in duration, evoking associations with the melting watches in Dalí’s painting The Persistence of Memory (1931). Moreover, the overlapping and simultaneity of speech can create new lexical combinations, crossings, syntactic and semantic collisions, and even neologisms. This is also a way to intensify structural density and, in doing so, to evoke feelings of nervousness, discomfort, overload, or oversaturation. It can also conjure associations with group chatter, like the “rustle of language” in a crowded space (Barthes 1989 [1975]).
 
              A feeling of rich polyphonic vocalization, or polyvocality, can be generated by adding numerous layers of speech. Thus, the layering of voice(s) and spoken-word material also results in the “[a]ccumulation of meaning by massing of voices or montage,” where “[m]eaning is reinforced by the way that different voices come in saying either the same words or different things which build up and reinforce a total picture” (Lane 2006, 6). Upon closer listening, however, the aesthetic and cognitive effects of accumulation or layering seem to be rather paradoxical. Like repetitions and loops, they allow meaning to be not just “reinforced” but also subverted, erased; or they trigger apophenic effects, depending on the level of amassment, that is, the number of voice(s) that are layered, the mixing and adjustment of volume, and the density of the material. Appraising this method as “extremely common,” Lane mentions Glenn Gould’s radio work The Idea of North (1967), Randy Hostetler’s Happily Ever After (1999), and her own Hidden Lives (1999) as examples.
 
              Referring to Book of Love Being Written as they Touched (1975) by Stefan Weisser, Barbara Ellison points out the potential of layered voices to induce auditory illusions and even phantom words. She states that the layering of speech tracks leads “to a condition of incredibly polyphonic density that, it could be argued, confer[s] an illusory sense of there being far more voices involved in the recitation, as well as ‘additional’ phonetic or even semantic content exceeding the simple phrase actually being recited” (Ellison 2020, 66). Like loops, which can – if short enough – induce apophenic effects, simultaneous layering may result in the listener hearing phantom words. Moreover, the structural feature of various voices building up a “polyphonic density” can evoke the illusion of “far more voices [being] involved” than there actually are. This means that the multitude of voices and the layering become a sign, turning a formal feature into an aspect of the work’s content and allowing for associations of simultaneity, density, of losing track, lack of understanding and recognizability, as well as confusion and disorientation.
 
              One work that features technological loops and layering as its two structural features is Arbeiten: Ein Stück für Alle (1973) by Nicolaus Einhorn. Consisting exclusively of the word “arbeiten” [working], repeated countless times by three voices mixed together on three different tracks, its loop structure addresses – and performs – the monotony and repetitiveness of work, emphasizing the piece’s content through its specific form. The stereo field is used to diffuse the three voices within the acoustic space, contrasting with the relative density of the piece and facilitating the text’s intelligibility – even though it consists of a single word and is therefore not particularly difficult to understand. The stereophonic diffusion of the three voices and their different modes of speaking, ranging from casual to tense, suggest that there is a certain ambiguity or diversity in the concept of work and its social and political implications. As the piece progresses, more voices are gradually added to serve as counterparts to the intonation and character of the first voice, resulting in a hypnotic yet disturbing canon of cyclical repetition. This can trigger various associations, but because of its aesthetics and historical context, it can also be interpreted as an abstract, minimalist critique of a monotonous working environment, especially in light of the era’s historical context of para-socialist criticality. While listening to the sixteen minutes of this piece, the listener may start to feel trapped within the loop, which is complicated by the three layers of voices. The piece was recorded and produced by Einhorn at his home, making use of a technology that was easily accessible and frequently used by some of the sound poets of his time – the tape recorder. It is therefore an example of the possibilities offered by home production at a time when other artists were seeking access to sound studios. Einhorn (and others) proved that it was already possible to create technologically sophisticated work without having to pay for expensive studio time or rely on institutions like radio broadcast companies.
 
              In order to analyze works that apply the layering method, it is important to determine how many tracks have been mixed together vertically, that is, how many are playing simultaneously: from two overlapping tracks to dozens, or even more. However, as previously mentioned, language material can sound like a jumble of voices when there is even just a handful of overlays. The layering of multiple speaking voices thus creates a density that increases with the number of overlays – at least when those voices speak more or less continuously, without any long pauses that could dampen density again. Depending on the speaking mode, the mixing, and the sound character, this can lead to confusion and overloading, to feelings of frustration and a loss of control in the listener, because it is no longer possible to follow or understand what is being heard. However, depending on the flexibility and training of the listener’s ears and the listener’s own listening habits, such a babble of voices can also be perceived as pleasant and enjoyable – perhaps precisely because the listener no longer understands anything, and the brain is, for once, relieved of the constant search for meaning. The way the tracks are distributed within the stereo field (or within a multichannel panorama) makes it easier to understand the content, as the individual voices have more space acoustically and can thus also be distinguished more clearly. In Gould’s The Idea of North, two simultaneous tracks spoken by two different voices and with different content can still be understood relatively well, not least because the voices are talking about everyday topics.
 
              Moreover, the mixing or adjustment of each track’s volume is relevant. If two speaking voices can be heard and one is noticeably louder than the other, the louder one is, of course, easier to understand and follow. Moreover, the louder voice might be identified as the main one, granting it more importance and authority. If both voices are mixed at the same volume level, they seem to be of more equal importance (unless other factors, such as prosody or speaking style, work against the sense of equality), creating the impression of an equitable pairing or even a sort of dialogue.
 
              We must also differentiate between the speech of a single voice that has been duplicated (possibly, but not necessarily, that of the author) and numerous different voices populating two or more tracks. A single duplicated voice could be associated with an inner-dialogue, confused thoughts, or, even more drastically, a split personality (in medial terms, dissociative identity disorder). On the other hand, the utilization of various voices can trigger associations with collective discourse, a conversation or dialogue, a discussion or argument, or even an excess of cacophonic chatter, conveying discomfort, a loss of control, or oversaturation. Furthermore, a differentiation must be made between the hierarchical and non-hierarchical mixing of the utilized tracks in terms of their volume and filtering – that is, when one track stands out against other track(s) and is therefore emphasized sonically, or when all the tracks are at the same volume and consequently have an equal presence in the mix.
 
              Brinnen (2006) by Anja Utler is an example of a single voice that is doubled in echoes of varying length. Single words, sentence fragments, and short passages are emphasized by specific, targeted doublings and repetitions, making it an example of overlapping and layering applied with the utmost care, with the potential to result in confusion (see Ch. 4.1). But discomfort and confusion are caused above all when many overlays of different texts can be heard at once.
 
              An early example of the multiple superimpositions of one voice is Fa:m Aniesgwow (1959) by Hans G Helms, which he made in the electronic music studio at WDR Cologne. All tracks, up to an overwhelming eight spoken simultaneously, are performed by Helms himself in various recitative manners. At times, this creates a disturbing cacophony and overpowering semantic hypertrophy. Helms combines a range of different textual content (Nazism, war, the Holocaust, as well as a sexualized subtext) using highly artificial, idiosyncratic poetic language and merging various languages (German, English, Yiddish, Latin, as well as Scandinavian and Slavic languages). Adding to the aural variety in such a layering of languages, also referring to multilingual practices in general, are the slight differences of pronouncing language sounds (vowels and consonants) in different languages.
 
              The use of layering and multitracking seems to be an ideal method for bringing all these different features together, as the technological layering of heterogenous tracks evokes feelings of discomfort, stress, and being overloaded, thereby enhancing certain aspects of the work’s content, such as displacement, terror, and war. Over sixty years ago, when Helms’s work was released, this kind of radical layering of a speaking voice must have been an unprecedented shock, however confusing. But the question arises as to whether such a work would still cause similar confusion today and the extent to which such aesthetic effects depend on our collective and intersubjective listening habits. We might now listen to Fa:m Aniesgwow as a kind of “Textmusik” (Dencker 2011, 75). Despite its heavy content, it might be enjoyable today – especially in the wake of musical genres such as noise gaining popularity as experimental practices. It allows listeners to appreciate the “sheer noise of language,” which renders the decoding of the content unnecessary (Bernstein 1998, 22).
 
              In 1973, Jackson Mac Low produced a multichannel work, The 8-Voice Stereo-Canon Realization of the Black Tarantula Crossword Gathas, which also uses eight different speech tracks, though its content addresses a neo-avantgarde context rather than war and atrocities.102 It is an homage to writer Kathy Acker, composed on the basis of a graphic score that allows the lines to be read not only horizontally, but also vertically. According to the information in the cassette case, it features four overlaid performances that produce a canon. Spoken by Mac Low in a sonorous and precise, yet relaxed manner, his performance also features oral techniques that resemble audio-technological treatments, for example, holding certain vowels for a few moments, like an extreme reverb. The work’s overall dense and vivid composition shifts between intelligibility on the textual level, which can be followed at certain times, and a sonic experience due to the musicality of the various, densely layered speech tracks.
 
              One example of the technological layering of many voices is Happily Ever After (1990) by Randy Hostettler, in which the direct relationship between multitracking and textual content becomes perceptible. A multitude of speaking voices are selectively overlaid in order to convey the contingency of recounting events in colloquial speech – and thus of the general construction of history through practices of retelling. The piece introduces one story at a time together with the other voices, which simultaneously begin with “Once upon a time …”. Leaving the multitracking behind, one voice tells one individual story, then another tells the next story, and so forth. In this example of experimental prose poetry, sound technology creates an acoustic dynamic that, on a substantive level, indicates the alternation and interlocking of a single voice with many other voices, of the individual with the collective.
 
              Textual comprehension in multitrack works that feature various layers of a spoken voice, or voices, also depends on what is being spoken – on the work’s content. The exact same content can be spoken by two or several voices, or an identical text can even be copied and superimposed. This allows the artist to achieve a dense presence, which further emphasizes what is being spoken. The same content can be varied by getting one or several voices to speak and having them perform casual variations throughout the text. This adds slight feelings of disorientation, thereby increasing the palpability, self-referentiality, and deautomatization of language. The potential result is a sort of performed ambiguity that features variations on certain syllables, words, or lines simultaneously – calling forth an aspect of combinatorics. In the case of different texts on different tracks, the complexity of the content also plays a role in intelligibility, as a continuous, uninterrupted sequence of more than two or three tracks is difficult or even impossible to decode in most cases. If many voices are saying different things in a jumbled manner, it becomes all but impossible to understand the content, producing confusion. When countless speaking voices can be heard at the same time, however, human perception is still able to follow one specific speaking voice and understand the content. This is when the “cocktail party phenomenon” comes into play: psychoacoustics ensure that we can hear and distinguish one voice within a babble of voices. In this process, our perception applies selective, intelligent hearing, which can filter out a single voice from the surrounding cacophony through focus and concentration, at least when the spoken content is not too complex or unforeseeable (cf. Bronkhorst 2000).
 
              It is therefore also important to distinguish between the various modes of speaking and manners of recitation, which can vary in terms of delivery, intonation, expression, tempo, and overall prosody. However, this applies to the technique of speaking, not the technology used. Nevertheless, when superimposed, the same text presented in many different speaking modes can produce distortions and collisions between speech sounds, for example, when the speaking speed varies, or when consonants or vowels are emphasized particularly strongly. When spoken in different ways, the same text can convey differences, thereby addressing the various ways in which one text can be intended and interpreted – the variability of meaning – by adding variations to speech. But various texts being spoken in different ways allows for contrasting sounds and content, and emphasizes the difference between the texts, distinguishing them from each other. This can result in a higher degree of heterogeneity, marking the autonomy and independence of each text and pointing out its individual characteristics.
 
              The series Événements (since 2001) by Anne-James Chaton is an example of one voice speaking very different texts on two tracks in two highly divergent ways, adding an additional figure-ground constellation though multitracking. With both tracks mixed at about the same volume level, the potential figure-ground hierarchy between the two texts, which is of more relevance substantively, is subverted. In one layer, found texts (prominent names and slogans) are mechanically looped, thereby generating a pounding rhythm. This rhythm creates a cohesive structure of mundane contexts (receipts, shopping lists, metro tickets) in a fast-paced, monotonous manner, thereby transforming everyday activities into poetic documents (see Nachtergael 2020, 123). The density resulting from the recitation style is reinforced by the overlay of an additional rhythmic track consisting of word loops, which together result in a stirring dynamic. Since both tracks are mixed at about the same volume level, listeners can constantly switch their focus back and forth between the two layers while listening. Borrowing from musical structures, the rhythm of the looped text(s) could be perceived as scaffolding, as a basis, and the continuous text as an overlying song lyric that the ear follows. However, as the rhythm consists of speech and the continuous text tends to create a sonic surface due to its extreme recitative monotony and density, any definitive figure-ground hierarchy is left undecided. All this results in what Chaton himself describes as “poésie objective,” aiming to reduce the artist’s individuality through the utilization of found material and popular forms.103 In live performances, Chaton plays the loops back as a prerecorded track and speaks the overlaying, dense texts live.
 
              Since language is inherently rhythmic, technological superimpositions and layering can also be applied to achieve abstract, artificial polyrhythms, or polymetric structures. Consonants can overlap and collide tonally, which can lead to acoustic clustering and linguistic word deformations, or even neologisms. Such collisions affect aspects of sound and content alike and can affect the sound character, rhythmic value, and meter, as well as syntax and semantics.
 
              Finally, multitracking and the technological layering of speech are also closely related to the concept of audioliterary writing due to their constitutive use of media technology and their electroacoustic processing of language (see Ch. 2.2). The methods of technological layering and multitracking may be of particular relevance in this context, as they activate a specific quality of sound that would not be achievable in exactly the same way in a script-based written version. While writing can also be visually or typographically layered, like in a palimpsest, sound poet Sten Hanson has aptly pointed out that “when you read you can only follow one word at a time, but when you listen you can follow different layers […] at the same time” (Hanson 1982b, 18).
 
              Because digital technology allows to layer virtually innumerable tracks and therefore exceed human cognitive capacities, it has invited some artists to create works of extreme density. However, the works composed in the analog era on magnetic tape discussed in this subchapter were already able to achieve relatively high density and amass a multitude of voices, rendering voices and speech barely distinguishable or intelligible. But the digital age has also invited artists to take the opposite path, layering just a very small number of tracks in an extremely precise manner, made possible by working with digital technology such as DAWs. One example of this is Anja Utler’s brinnen, where the artist uses just her own voice. The layering method also allows for various other voices to be mixed together, including found and premediatized voices, enabling simultaneous collisions of heterogenous backgrounds and resulting in the multiplication of associations for the listener.
 
             
            
              3.3.3 Sampling
 
              Sampling is a method used to play back certain portions or fragments of prerecorded sound material. Today, sampling is generally carried out using digital samplers, allowing for the expression of various aesthetic strategies (cf. Hartmann 2022, 174, referring to Rolf Großmann). Derived from musical practice, sampling fragments material, using rather small units of limited duration (up to a few seconds), and is thus closely connected to editing. Sampling frequently makes use of premediatized spoken-word material selected and sampled from published recordings (from radio or television broadcasts, or the internet). This includes and enables the exploitation of material qualities such as sound characteristics and background noises, as well as the rhetoric and prosody of the voice that is sampled. Sampling also urge us to consider the sonorous aspect of applied material as most significant, even beyond their semantic content (cf. Cussen 2015b).
 
              Moreover, sampling can induce additional layers of association by either evoking a particular manner of speaking, such as the liveliness of colloquial talk, the standardized dispassion of news broadcasters or documentary narrators, or the voices of well-known public figures that the audience may recognize. Sampling is also closely connected to poetic appropriation and found poetry, and internet variants of found poetry, like flarf (see, e.g., Mohammad 2012). Both found poetry and sampling reframe found textual units – including non-artistic sources – and reassemble them in a new, artistic context. However, only few examples of found poetry (for example, by Bern Porter and Peter Handke) feature the original material qualities and can therefore be directly compared with sampling (see Perloff 2012; Kostelanetz 1993).
 
              Sampling is a widely applied practice in the post-digital media age and a metaphor for a refined copy-and-paste approach. It is also connected to the logics of the commons and the idea that “free content fuels innovation” – especially in light of all the material available online, which is not just used by artists. Many regard such material as being owned collectively and free to use, whether or not such use infringes on copyright (cf. Lessig 2001, 265).
 
              While the sources of found samples may be widely dispersed, reminiscent of the idea of memory being a “vast playhouse where any sound can be you” (Miller 2008, 9), the connection between found material, created by others – sometimes anonymously and of unknown origin – and the sampling self resonates with what Tzara suggests in his Dadaist poem, which the reader must construct or write using found text snippets from newspapers (i.e., samples): that the poem will resemble the one constructing it – and will even contain a high degree of originality (cf. Tzara 2016 [1920]).
 
              The sampling of found material is closely related to notions of de- and recontextualization, evoking a practice of working with and through media. This means that sampling is a sort of “quotation from pre-existing music, usually by other composers” and could thus be described as a meta-compositional approach (Davies 1996, 10). However, the term sampling was originally used in a strictly technological sense related to mathematical acoustics in order to describe the analysis and synthesization of a sound’s waveform. But as a musical practice, the term has been in use since the late 1970s (cf. Davies 1996, 3). Considered the earliest example of sampling and technologically manipulating vocal material, the Étude Pathétique by musique concrète composer Pierre Schaeffer was created in 1948 on turntables, utilizing the locked grooves of shellac disks (cf. Young 2015, 45). By offering direct access to the medium of transmission, extracting sounds from a media channel and making them available for further composing processes (such as integration into a larger compositional structure), sampling can be described as a third path of transformation besides sender and receiver (cf. Großmann 1995, 39).
 
              Thus, in a (post-)digital media environment, the selection and recombination of preexisting material can be viewed as a key method of artistic and cultural production. Sampling has only been possible since the invention of recording technology, though it did have some historical precursors, like automatic sound imitation using mechanical music instruments or music boxes (see Davies 1979). In the (post-)digital media environment, it has been regarded as a new logic of computer and digital culture, creating works by “assembl[ing]” existing, “ready-made parts” (Manovich 2001, 124). It can therefore be considered a form of “innovative and subversive interrupting, mixing, deconstructing, and recombining” (Hartmann 2022, 178, trans. MM). The term deconstruction seems particularly apt because sampling first destructs, to the extent that it fragments the material, and then constructs something new from those fragments, which qualifies it as de-construction in its literal sense. By transferring sound fragments from one context to another, sampling also medially transforms and reframes the material (see Benthien and Klein 2017). Sampling therefore alters the meaning of the sampled material, because such medial transformations involve transcription, overwriting, and resemantization.
 
              Moreover, there is a close connection between sampling and some forms of synthesized speech, for example, concatenative synthesis based on short snippets of human voice recordings, or samples. Concatenative speech algorithms perform a sort of live sampling every time they string together the matching snippets (i.e., samples) to generate artificial speech. In a more indirect way, deepfake voices bear a certain similarity to sampled voices because of their extremely close imitation of voice and speech, although they are not based on recordings, like in concatenative speech synthesis, but on reproduction by imitation.
 
              The use of spoken-word samples – such as snippets from news media, TV and movie dialogues, or recordings of political speeches – is a textual element in hip-hop music. This practice is considered postmodern, producing intertextuality and connecting to the media aesthetics of deconstruction because it appropriates preexisting and (often) premediatized material through the sophisticated application of media technologies. In hip hop, this is generally carried out using either turntable methods (e.g., cuing, scratching), digital samplers, or DAWs (see Shusterman 2003, 420; 1997, 97; Wolbring 20 102–107).
 
              Sampling is related to the practice of collage and is informed by its use in music. It not only utilizes fragmented found material but also combines more than one source, assembling different fragments from various sources into one work and therefore bearing a quality of hybridity and multiplicity. It has been argued that media material today has become infinitely “reconfigurable” in that it is available and processable in instantaneous, global, transmissible, permutable, editable, networked, interoperable, and hackable ways, resulting in an “unprecedented plasticity,” where “cultural artifact[s] can be used by anyone, in any way, to create new cultural artifacts of any kind” (Sinnreich 2010, 71–73).
 
              In today’s media environment, which includes online resources, there has been an extensive proliferation in the sources from which to select and sample, resulting in an overwhelming repository of material to choose from. The use of such material from preexisting archival sources will “increase in line with the with the rate of creation of new digital archives” (2006, 5). The reasons for using found material from external contexts are manifold, including social critique and addressing political issues, exposing various contexts and meanings, and personal choices in the creative process. In relation to the political intentions behind sampling in music, rap artists often use samples from specific political speeches (see Liechti 2022). Examples of the social and political intentions behind sampling can, of course, also be found in sonic poetry, such as in Frank-Walter Steinmeier (2021) by Jürgen Stollhans (see below), Campaign (1974) by Ferdinand Kriwet, and Come Out (1966) by Steve Reich. Samples can be used to highlight the urgency of a specific matter because the sound characteristics, including background noises, and the prosody of a sampled voice may feature additional emotional, psychological, or rhetorical aspects, resulting in a distinct sonic contextualization. Even more so than in poetry and the arts, the sampling and (audible) technological manipulation of found voices is a widespread practice in today’s post-digital popular culture, where speaking voices are directly taken from the internet, edited, recomposed (often combined with music or beats), and finally uploaded again as online content, for example, as memes for polemic ends.104
 
              Samples can be used as additional material for a composition, as external elements that can either emphasize or contrast its overall characteristics, or as the sole material in a piece, resulting in works that exclusively consist of sampled material and therefore foreground the very method of sampling as the appropriation of found material. In the practice of live sampling, which can be contrasted with approaches that select and structure the material beforehand, a sound, word, or short phrase can be played back directly after it is recorded – for example, during a performance on stage, using either a sample of a performer’s own voice or samples from external sources such as the internet or radio broadcasts. This impromptu approach makes the very process of sampling perceptible and the source, external or not, traceable. Unlike the cut-up method, which depends on an element of randomness, sampling may be conducted in a highly targeted and deliberate way. Like combinatorial approaches, sampling requires extreme care in the process of selecting, editing, positioning, and therefore composing the fragmented sound elements. Alternatively, artists can take an improvisational approach to selecting and playing the samples, like Alessandro Bosetti does in MaskMirror (see Ch. 4.2).
 
              In a literary context, the concept of intertextuality, broadly understood as the relationship of one text to other texts, is particularly applicable to the practice of sampling, as intertextuality characterizes “a work constituted by other texts” (Cheney 2012, 716). This already comes very close to a definition of sampling that describes works constituted from other recorded audio texts, including all the specific features of the material used. Moreover, it differentiates sampling from mere literary quotation, where the specific media features and material qualities of the source are not (necessarily) retained. Sampled material inherently includes the sound characteristics of the preexisting material (the recording) that is used, allowing additional associations and meaning-making, which qualifies sampling as a particular type of intertextuality.105 Apart from the significant difference that sampling, when using found or in particular premediatized material, retains the material qualities of its source, it is still, to some extent, comparable with the literary methods of quotation or citation (cf. Großmann 2005, 312; see also Hartmann 2022, 179). Citations and samples may continue to convey their original contexts of meaning, but they are transformed when they are selected, fragmented, and transferred into another text or composition, and thus into a new context that the cited or sampled fragment becomes a part of. What differs is that, in sampling, the reference to the source is often disguised or not included in the resulting composition itself (as is common in quotations). Therefore, any possible association between the sampled fragment and the original context depends on the knowledge of the recipient. However, it is also possible to merely cite or quote material in audio works – without the use of technology – by simply including readings of fragments from another text.
 
              When using language material, sampling can create what has been described as “samplepoesie” to explore the full potential of this method (Piringer 2023). I would define sample poetry as a genre that deliberately uses found and premediatized spoken-word samples as the sole, or at least predominant material of a work, consciously and creatively making use of the given prosody, rhetoric, and sound quality of such samples. Sample poetry embraces heterogeneity and fragments, deconstructs, and reassembles its material, without disguising or suppressing its joints and cuts, as in collage and cut-up aesthetics.
 
              Another definition, or rather, use of the term proposed in the field of literary studies, describes sampling as sound fragments, or “beats,” that can be rhythmically structured to accompany the spoken words. Although a reference to the samples’ original contexts is made, it seems that they could contain any kind of sound material as additional (musical) elements (cf. Vorrath 2020, 200).106 Whereas Wiebke Vorrath’s proposed definition defines samples as mere accessory parts that are not necessarily language-based, I focus on samples that are language-based and play a central and constitutive role in a given work. In doing so, I aim to shift the focus to sampling as a compositional method that effectively works with language and structures it according to sampling’s ability to play the language material, like on an instrument.
 
              Cathy Lane briefly discusses the compositional use of preexisting spoken-word material, referring to “[w]orks which use material from pre-existing archival sources” (2006, 5). She thereby invokes the practice of sampling but, oddly enough, never uses the term directly. Lane mentions Two Women (1998), which uses the voices of Princess Diana and Margaret Thatcher, and American Triptych (1999), featuring speeches by Martin Luther King, Neil Armstrong, and Elvis Presley – both works by Trevor Wishart. Lane also mentions Åke Hodell’s Mr Smith in Rhodesia (1970), which uses recordings of Ian Smith, the former Prime Minister of Rhodesia; and For the Railways (1996) by Lisa Whistlecroft, featuring the recorded voice of Lenin; as well as some works by Steve Reich. These examples use voices that are well known, at least in the context in which they are composed. Some of them may have a strong affective power on specific audiences, creating associations with important historical events, promises for political change and social justice, or tragic fates. In the case of Two Women and American Triptych, the familiar voices of Princess Diana and Margaret Thatcher have been heavily manipulated and processed by means of the excessive use of small-scale editing, layering, filtering, granular synthesis, pitch-shifting, reverb, stereo diffusion, and wobbly speed changes. All this pushes Wishart’s compositions into the musical sphere, rendering the voices rather unrecognizable by their voiceprints107 and thus subverting immediate recognition. However, it is also possible for the listener to make connections with the owners of the voices by way of the textual content – for example, the scattered sound quality of radio transmission in the case of Neil Armstrong or Elvis Presley’s melismatic ad-libbing. Wishart’s approach of playing with the semiotic levels of sampled language – the voice, prosody, technological manipulations, and the material qualities of language – results in a multifaceted scrutinization of the aural recognizability of spoken language, achieved through her sophisticated technological handling of the material. Lane also mentions these two compositions by Wishart as an example of another method she identifies, namely, the “[a]ccumulation of meaning by semantic extension or elaboration,” which is “often achieved through [technological] processing.” Here, she points to the dense amassing of different voices and the excessive application of sound technology, techniques that influence, extend, and alter meaning (Lane 2006, 6).
 
              Regarding associations with personalities from more specific – for example, musical or artistic – contexts, other examples are worth mention, such as Don’t You May Be: The Essential Interview (1975) by Nicolaus Einhorn, which samples speech fragments (and some laughter) from John Cage, creating associations between the work and the experimental artistic context related to Cage. Elsewhere, found voices are used where the context may be recognizable, but not any individual person. In Frank Walter Steinmeier (2021) by Jürgen Stollhans, the sampled voices are recognizable as news broadcasts due to their plain and unaffected prosody, linking the work to the events of the day and political discourse. Both pieces are structured as loops, thereby creating an ambiguous state between an emphasis on urgency and mesmerizing qualities as discussed above (see Ch. 3.3.1 on repetitions and loops). Because sampling recombines preexisting material into innovative and surprising forms, sampling can be associated with the method of remixing, “first associated with practices in popular music but then extended to other arts and cultural practices” (Stam 2019, 117).
 
              The practice of sampling is also related to the DJ as a “specific cultural figure” and “new ideal of author,” who selects and mixes together existing material “in real time” and, in doing so, introduces a new “logic” of creation: the “selection and combination of preexisting elements” (Manovich 2001, 134, see also Bourriaud 2002, 33–39). Although the mixing of preexisting material does not have to be carried out in real time using a sampler, the practice of selecting and recombining elements in order to create something new from preexisting material can be closely associated with the practice of sampling, as it also tries to “create new artistic forms” by mixing the “selected elements […] in rich and sophisticated ways” (Manovich 2001, 135). However, Lev Manovich proposes that “true art lies in the ‘mix,’” emphasizing the spontaneity of the live (DJing) situation and contrasting this approach with the “‘cut and paste’ metaphor” of computer use, which seems to suggest that “selected elements can be simply, almost mechanically, combined” (Manovich 2001, 135). I would argue, however, that the spontaneous approach of a DJ (or an artist improvising on a sampler) and the “mechanical” combination of elements on a computer (using a DAW) are simply two different ways of composing (preexisting) material to create “true art,” not least because Manovich does not present any reason for what he claims is the superiority of live creation. Rather, this difference can be compared with that between composing a musical score and spontaneous improvisation, with no apparent justification for one or the other not qualifying as “true art.” It is, however, important to mention the difference between DJing and the practice of sampling on a computer DAW.
 
              Whereas DJing is associated with selecting and mixing together material on the spot and (more or less) spontaneously, the use of a DAW on a computer to structure samples has to do with the targeted rearrangement of material. By using a standalone sampling device, both methods of composition – spontaneous and planned – can be achieved. Moreover, Manovich claims that, “in computer culture, authentic creation has been replaced by selection from a menu” (Manovich 2001, 124). I would, however, argue that in a post-digital media environment – especially considering that artistic methods of appropriation date far back in time – “selecting something from a menu” may also be a means of “authentic creation,” not something that stands in opposition to it. This is not least because we live in an era where culture, including the arts, has become highly technologized and the use of existing material in the creative process has become widespread and commonplace (see Stalder 2018 [2017]). If the process of selecting and reassembling material is carried out with a compositional aim in mind, the act of creation simply shifts from generating the material itself to structuring and forming found material. This should be separated from the practice of postmodern pastiche, because the practice of performing referentiality has changed insofar as there does not seem to be any need to preserve the original context of a (sampled or reappropriated) source. Unlike in a citation, creating something new from the source material is much more important than maintaining the original context.
 
              One example of excessive sampling and selecting material from the mass media of the analog age is the sound work of Ferdinand Kriwet, who uses spoken-word material gathered from radio or television broadcasts in most of his Hörtexte (from the 1960s). This almost entirely consists of premediatized found material, which he has composed into sound collages by way of tape editing. He thereby foreshadows practices and paradigms associated with the digital age, such as creating complete works out of vast archives of premediatized material.
 
              More recent examples have benefitted from digital technology, which facilitates access to material through online resources and makes it easier to handle the material. These include Jörg Piringer’s Vokàl (2004) and Jürgen Stollhans’s aforementioned Frank-Walter Steinmeier (2021), which rework recordings of news broadcasts, as well as Dagmara Kraus’s sampling of recordings of Oskar Pastior taken from an online archive (see Ch. 4.3). Another recent example of what can be defined as sample poetry is an album by Argentinian experimental musician, composer, and sound artist Alan Courtis and German-French poet, editor, and translator Léonce W. Lupette, ARXVS (2023), released on audiocassette and online. It is mainly sampled from different sources, such as ancient wax cylinders (a recording technology that preceded phonograph records), a language coursebook from the 1930s, and audio material from old TV programs. Thus, the work addresses various contexts, which can be identified, for example, by the specific audio quality of the wax cylinders or the speaking style typical of language courses and old TV programs, associating the work with media archeology. Moreover, as sampling is one of the crucial methods applied in this work, the very transformation of the material typical of sampling, the cut-and-paste logic of (post-)digital media use, is foregrounded as a central theme and can therefore be considered a meta-compositional approach. This expands the textual content of the samples to include a wider scope of possible interpretations, encompassing historical, medial, and cultural aspects.
 
              Another, rather peculiar, example of sampling is Respirations et brèves rencontres (1988–1995) by Bernard Heidsieck. Imaginary conversations with dozens of writers and poets (from Gertrude Stein to Arno Schmidt, Anaïs Nin, Charles Olson, and John Giorno) use the sampled sounds of found and sampled breathing. Heidsieck has selected and edited these breathing sounds from recordings of readings by the respective writers/poets and thereby created a vital, though wordless, collage – one piece per sampled poet – in the form of a homage. It also creates a special kind of intertextuality, addressing voices and personalities from the fields of literature and poetry. It can therefore be interpreted as a unique, innovative type of tribute, in which a corporeal aspect of the originators of the material is retained in the work’s original sound. Breath is a constitutive factor in human speaking; in particular, W. B. Yeats described the poem as being made “out of a mouthful of air” (in the poem “He Thinks of Those Who Have Spoken Evil of His Beloved”). This has been emphasized and used as additional sound material in (phonic) sound poetry, though breath is lacking in some computer voices. Breathing can in itself be meaningful, for example, when it is used as a communicative sign in an interaction, as in sighing. Moreover, breathing is situated between a bodily function and language, and speaking mixed with heavy breathing conveys additional meaning, like the idea of being out of breath while speaking as a result of exhaustion or being overexcited. In this work, Heidsieck turns the ambiguous sound of breathing into poetic material, as a stand-in for actual language, focusing on the basis of all human language by exclusively utilizing poets’ breathing (see e.g., Heine 2021). Since excessive breathing or background noises are often erased by cutting them out, their audible presence lends this work a subversive attitude that places the human body of the speaker in the foreground in a special way.
 
              Comparable with sampling to a certain extent is the “[r]etention of meaning,” where “[w]ords are presented as recorded with no apparent processing,” without applying many technological methods, except the mere cutting out and copying and pasting of the selected material (Lane 2006, 6). This presents prerecorded material (particularly found material) as is, but not in the fragmented and recombined form typical of sampling. It is therefore more akin to a sonic form of appropriation than sampling. However, it must be questioned whether such “retention” simply maintains the meaning of the spoken words on a recording or if that meaning changes when it is transferred into another context. Even if a recording is not manipulated any further, its meaning (especially its connotations and associations) will not be retained without changes, because the very transfer into another context changes its framing and can therefore alter the meaning – as in sampling in general. This can be considered a radical, yet unilinear and reduced way of inducing intertextuality, applicable to the emphasis on certain voices, personalities, acts of speaking, (historic) events, situations, or the very act of recording and its specific context. Examples are rare, however: Campaign (1974) by Ferdinand Kriwet features some seemingly unaltered recordings of political speeches, and Jim Rosenberg has experimented with recordings of the Nixon trial (so far unpublished). Such approaches can be compared with the concept of “uncreative writing,” a practice that makes use of the vast amassment of material within the (post-)digital media environment, focusing more on its transfer into an artistic context than on the technological and compositional (re-)combination of various elements (Goldsmith 2011).
 
              The difference between sampling in the analog and (post-)digital age is that digital material can be used more universally due to the uniformity of digital data (cf. Hartmann 2022, 179). Storing audio samples in a digital format, for example, on the hard disk of a digital sampler or a computer, makes them much more accessible for sampling. Moreover, in a post-digital media environment, the sources that can be sampled are already digital (the sounds have already been digitized and are available as digital material) and can be used in sampling without having to onerously convert them between various analog formats. Combined with the many resources available on the internet, with the majority of communication now taking place online, the process of sampling is also more immediate, as a sample can be directly downloaded or copied from an online source to the memory of a digital sampler or computer and subsequently used in sampling. The opportunities it offers to utilize found material and its contexts, and to create general cultural associations with cut-and-paste logic, make sampling a powerful method for artistic creation today – not least because the “copy and paste culture of the postmodern hears the electronically manipulated voice as one but many already existing within the everyday landscape” (Labelle 2010a, 162).
 
              Digital technology has made sampling a relatively effortless practice, with an abundance of resources available online and a range of means at hand for composition, such as standalone devices, computers and software applications. Derived from a musical practice and transferred to the field of language-based art forms, sampling can make use of any voice material, with digital collections, archives, and online resources greatly expanding the diversity and availability of preexisting and premediatized sources.
 
             
            
              3.3.4 Machine Learning and Artificial Intelligence (AI)
 
              So-called artificial intelligence, or AI, has been around since the mid-1950s (Dartmouth College Workshop, 1956), including the idea of deep neural networks inspired by the assumed architecture of the human brain (see e.g., Mitchell 2019). But a steep increase in computational power since the 2010s has led to the development of ready-to-use applications (such as chatbots) that allow anyone with an internet connection and a computer device to use them. AI applications might as well be considered technological devices because they are computer applications based on sophisticated software. While the way that AI applications function on a technological level has been examined broadly, more interesting in the context of the present study are the ways in which artists approach and operate these applications, also in relation to their intended use. For this reason, I have included this subchapter at this point in the study instead of in the preceding subchapter on technological devices.
 
              However, the very term “artificial intelligence” is “problematic,” as it is based on ideological and economic motivations, and has been used as a “marketing term” for major corporations (Bajohr 2024, footnote 2).108 While content created by humans, including works of art and literature, is used to train machine-learning algorithms – so far without the permission of artists or authors, and without sharing any of the financial revenue with them – the most recent developments in AI, including deep neural networks and machine learning, are also providing artists with potential and possibilities for their work, including the creative misapplication and subversion of the intended use. From AI-powered speech synthesis (e.g., WaveNet by Google DeepMind) to text generators, chatbots, and virtual assistants based on large language models (LLMs, e.g., ChatGPT by OpenAI), many artists seem to be playing around with the possibilities these developments offer (see, e.g., Zylinska 2020; Bajohr 2022, 2024). However, quite a number of examples created by users on the internet and social media can be found – from the playful to the problematic (such as deepfakes), though they seem to be intended more as entertaining online content and not necessarily as art. Or they are intended as art but tend to follow conventional aesthetics rather than fostering experimentation, like the humanoid robot Ai-Da, which recites poems based on its machine learning of a narrowly defined corpus of classics (see Keylin 2024). AI is closely connected with computer technology and is therefore generally reliant on personal computers or smartphones for its use via online resources and websites or downloadable apps or software. More and more software applications are utilizing AI to generate better performance, although the AI is often in the background and is inaccessible to the average user.
 
              Far from already meeting expectations of “strong AI” (an artificial version of human intelligence), the term AI almost always describes processes of handling narrowly defined tasks – however stunning some of the results of the latest technological developments may be, like the texts automatically created by Open AI’s ChatGPT or the musical compositions by Suno. AI is not yet able to autonomously create works of art without any input or impetus from humans in the full sense of its meaning – nor might it ever be able to. This encompasses the very idea for and conception of a work of art, the selection of material, the definition of a method, composition and execution, and realizing the final result in an appropriate medium. Thus, AI seems to be one element of many that lead to the completion of a work (of art), rather than something that autonomously creates it. At this point, AI can be used as a tool for cocreation: due to its processing power, it can be used to deliver raw material for new artistic works or to facilitate specific tasks that would be too complicated, work-intensive, time-consuming, or simply tiresome for a human (cf. Bajohr 2022, 192).
 
              Although AI has been widely discussed and applied as the most innovative form of technology (as of 2024), some of the artistic results generated by AI resemble the aesthetics of long-bygone eras, rather than coming up with surprising outcomes, as many of the artificially produced texts resemble the corpus they have been trained on. In poetry, a return to a “romantic conception” has been detected, because the “idea of algorithms as black boxes has given rise to a quasi-spiritual idealization of creativity,” based on a “hybrid conception of the Romantic poet as negotiating nature, spirit, and human” (Schober 2022, 155–156). This resonates with the observation that many artistic examples that use the latest technologies do not necessarily invest in innovative aesthetics or experimentation but imitate conventional and/or historic forms. In a way, this mirrors the functionality of many of today’s machine-learning applications, which are great at imitating, but hardly ever deliver results that diverge substantially from the works they are fed to “learn” – at least so far.
 
              What can lead to innovative and surprising outcomes is the disruption and problematization of AI’s intended technological functionality, such as when errors are turned into material or processes (as in glitch aesthetics or creative misuse, see Ch. 3.3.5). This can be compared with the disruption of conventions that leads to innovative forms in the course of general aesthetic evolution (see e.g., Jäger 2010). Among the still rare examples of completed works – or at least published experiments – in the field of sonic poetry, many appear to use AI technologies rather subversively, trying to hack or crack its intended logics or usage. It could therefore be productive – at least in order to bring about an aesthetic evolution in AI-generated art – to get algorithms to hack or crack their intended logics, to make them subvert themselves by creatively bypassing or opposing AI’s intended functions.109
 
              Jörg Piringer is an artist who experiments with much of the latest technology and software development in this field (see Ch. 4.4). Back in 2017, he used CharRNN, a deep learning neural network, to generate a clone of his voice. However, he deliberately used insufficient, low-resolution samples to subvert the learning algorithm. In 2024, Piringer continued this approach with a built-in feature of his laptop, subverting the system again by offering mere babbling instead of proper speaking, resulting in incomprehensible utterings by the computer (see Ch. 3.1.4). Piringer also tinkered around in OpenAI’s text-to-speech playground, using nonsense prompts to generate hilarious and awkward outcomes, ranging from chopped-up breathing sounds and vocal interjections to stuttering laughter.110 By subverting some of AI’s parameters, Piringer questions the purpose-driven instrumentality and features of the algorithm. This allows him to scrutinize the functionality and AI’s intended application, including the possible epistemic effect of discovering how AI works, at least to a certain extent.
 
              In poésie du drone [drone poetry] (since 2015), an extended poetry performance by Hortense Gauthier that includes sound, visuals, and an actual flying aerial device (a drone), the term drone features in all its ambiguity, also referring to the musical genre. Moreover, the aerial device itself is examined in terms of its civil and recreational use as well as its deployment as a weapon, thereby alluding to the origins of many technologies – including the tape recorder – in military developments. Addressing this performance as well as the gender divide in the use of (digital) technologies, Magali Nachtergael concludes that, in this case, “poetry [is used] as a hacking tool, the female body of the poet aims to take control and power over the machine, to modify its original program and reshape it” (2024, 170). This can be regarded as subverting the intended use of a technological device. In the case of drones, play, death, and surveillance are closely related and at times overlap (Nachtergael 2024, 170). For example, a military drone pilot may enjoy flying the drone, like in a computer game, or a civilian might explore or spy on someone while piloting it (see also Drone Pilot [2017] by Ian Hatcher). Such “hacking” – also in a metaphorical sense – of the prescribed use calls the technological device and its purpose into question, playfully undermining not just the technology’s intended use but also its origins and the ambiguous circumstances of its deployment, and additionally discombobulating its cultural associations.
 
              Today technological developments connected to computers and software seem to be completely in the hands of specialized corporations (outplaying even many institutions such as universities). Moreover, AI projects require immense computational power and processing capacity that can hardly be provided by individuals or informal groups without exceptional financial or institutional power – something that most artists do not have either.
 
              Therefore, it seems all but impossible for contemporary artists to meaningfully partake in the advancements being made on the same level as engineers and developers, although some artists build their own technological devices (see Ch. 3.2.8). Therefore, responding creatively to these technological developments, including the misuse, subversion, and bypassing of their intended purpose and application, seems to be an obvious approach – one that has been taken by many artists who are inspired by these developments and the advances being made in technology.
 
              With the rapid developments in AI taking place in all areas of our lives, we can expect more artistic approaches that make fundamental use of it. Often, the full potential of new technological developments for artistic creation, especially in the case of digital applications like AI, is difficult to envisage (cf. Bajohr 2022, 191). In the last few years, artists have already been creatively misusing and handling AI in unprescribed ways. However, such playful experimentation has not been limited to artists; rather, many curious minds have started tinkering around with AI’s specific possibilities and affordances, often via online engines, and even trying to subvert them. Artificial intelligence may also help humans to better understand and define what exactly “intelligence” means. If intelligence is understood as something that can handle unexpected tasks and find new ways to solve problems, AI still seems to be in its infancy – despite all the fuss. Moreover, while it is still creating rather epigonal artistic content, AI may already be expanding our understanding of what art should look, sound, or feel like by broadening our sensibility for the interesting, exciting, or at least peculiar aspects of its attempts to imitate the works of humans. We may discover aesthetic qualities in the odd creations of a machine without any conscious artistic intention. Such newly discovered aspects could also influence works that do not directly use technology, like those of Ian Hatcher, who trained himself to mimic synthesized speech solely by means of his human vocal capacities.
 
              While AI seems to mark the next step in cocreation between humans and machines, specific ways of handling, operating, interacting with, and responding to technologies seem to have been crucial in experimental artistic approaches since early on, which I will present in the next subchapter. In their use of AI, artists take approaches like creative misuse, glitch aesthetics, and the metaphorical hacking or cracking of an application’s or device’s originally intended use, as in the examples discussed above.
 
             
            
              3.3.5 Glitches, Cracking, and Hacking
 
              In the first half of the 2020s, AI is widely considered to be a game-changer that is turning concepts such as creation, authorship, and aesthetic value upside down, whereas terms like glitch, hacking, and cracking might be more closely associated with an earlier era of digitality. Nevertheless, the latter are paramount in the context of this study, as they can be adapted to each of the methods and technological devices that I have presented so far and shed light on one specific manifestation of the human-machine relationship between that I will unpack below (Ch. 3.4).
 
              In the context of (experimental) digital music, the term glitch was first used by semi-professional (para-academic) artists (see Cascone 2000). The intentional integration of errors or flaws has been regarded as “a major event in modern art” (Davidson 2022, 1–2); “[e]rrors often reveal the truths they displace, and artists have seized upon this fact in producing new work” (Davidson 2022, 3). Inverting the idea of the “error” and describing it not as something that has to be erased but as something that contains its own creative and aesthetic – or poetic – potential, Davidson points out that errors are “not an anomaly in poetry but a basic condition for poetic composition” (Davidson 2022, 36–37). In glitch aesthetics, technological errors and mishaps are deliberately reframed, even resignified, to be included in the composing process, and the sounds resulting from such errors are treated as valid material. The concept of the glitch has also been expanded into a broader cultural metaphor, encompassing errors, noise, and the imperfections of media and their handling as sites of innovation (see Menkman 2009/2010).
 
              Comparable with the reciprocal relationship between human and machine (see Ch. 3.4), in glitch aesthetics, the procedures usually rejected as erroneous are embraced and welcomed, allowing for unforeseeable and unexpected, and therefore innovative outcomes. But the disruptive quality of glitches can become just another aspect or expected feature if they are used too often, because artists and audience members can become accustomed to them. In line with Jäger’s conceptualization of disruption and transparency, a glitch disrupts a known and expected aesthetics, but only until it is widely introduced and accepted as an expansion of the aesthetic palette. At that point, it becomes transparent again, losing its potential to disrupt both the aesthesis of creation and the semiosis of the audience (see Jäger 2010). The creative misuse of technologies as well as “hacking” have been said to result in a variety of artistic methods that have emerged from “historical processes of accumulating machines of disruption” (Neves 2019, 268, trans. MM).
 
              Some works by Valeri Scherstjanoi deploy glitches in the form of audible audio editing, for example, on his album Lautinhalationen (2011). Scherstjanoi’s approach is rather abstract, based on proto- and para-semantic vocal sounds to be decoded on the phonosemantic level. His audible glitches supplement the vocal sounds to create a combined palette of human and technological sounds – together challenging and subverting the phonetic conventions of spoken language. Other artists in the field of sonic poetry who are also part of the noise music scene, such as Dylan Nyoukis, Duncan Harrison, and Dennis Tyfus, (mis-)use cheap audiocassette players to “glitch around” with them by jiggling the tape back and forth over the magnetic playback head or quickly fluttering the tape on and off the head – during performances as well as on recordings. In 1DJ2MANY (2010) by Caroline Bergvall and Adam Parkinson, audible glitches, such as quick disruptive bursts of (white) noise, are interspersed throughout the piece and become a sign in themselves, if only of disruption.
 
              While hacking has often been – and still is – associated with unauthorized access to networks or computers, it is also considered a “creative engagement with technologies” that can be found in the arts, though not exclusively (Richterich and Winz 2017, 5). It has been argued that hacking enables new possibilities for software and computer technology to function (Jordan 2008). Thus, in the context of media and online activism, as well as in the arts, it is frequently associated with taking a subversive stance against the limits of technology. Moreover, the term hacking is today used to describe the altering or manipulation of all kinds of things, thoughts, and concepts – usually for one’s own benefit (e.g., so-called life hacks).
 
              The term cracking is an adjacent term to hacking, meaning to crack the code of a technological device or the device itself on the material level. In an artistic context, the experimental music and sound art group Voice Crack used the term “cracked everyday electronics” to describe their self-built, or rather self-cracked, instruments as early as in the late 1980s.111 This practice eventually turned into building their own instruments, or at least allowing the focus to shift from cracking to constructing something new, although in a different way than originally intended. Early sound poets who used tape recorders as a compositional tool (e.g., Henri Chopin) also altered how those machines functioned on a material level, manipulating – and also interrupting and interfering with – playback and the intended use. Comparable with concepts such as technodiversity, practices like cracking and hacking “offer productive and quite subversive alternatives” to not just the aesthetic, methodological, artistic, or ideological implications of using technology as intended but also to the “colonial project of Western modernity,” as many technological devices that are considered part of a modern world were conceived, designed, and used to further the aims of Western hegemony (Braidotti 2022, 228).112 Moreover, the portmanteau hacktivism conveys the proximity between hacking and subversive political activism.
 
              One example of how the logics of digital data can be hacked, or its code cracked, is (manually) changing the header of a file opened as a text document (which can be done with most files by simply changing the file extension to .txt), as in Schweigen (2014) by Hannes Bajohr. A description of the piece, which featured in an online magazine for sound poetry, huellkurven, reads:
 
               
                Eugen Gomringer’s concrete poem “Schweigen” (Silence) was imported – as an image (JPG) and a text file (DOCX) – into Audacity 2.0.5 as raw data; the JPG became the right track, encoded as GSM 6.10 with a 2000 Hz sampling rate, the DOCX became the left track, encoded as GSM 6.10 with a 1540 Hz sampling rate. (Bajohr 2014)
 
              
 
              This reads like a set of simple instructions for cracking the code of a file in order to intermedially transform its content – in this case, between visual text and sound. Bajohr’s work can be regarded as an example of the radical and highly surprising processing of language; however, it results in a transformed state that is no longer language, though it retains its structure as it is based on the same code. In a way, this work sonifies the visual typography of the source poem. In this specific case, cracking the code simply means forcing the computer to interpret an image file as a sound file, thereby generating a result that is impossible to obtain by means of the human imagination alone as it is exclusively based on the code and functionality of digital technology, even though it is disrupted by human intervention. This can thus be understood as a kind of technological imagination, prompted by misapplication, which simultaneously transgresses and subverts human aesthetics.
 
              Hacking and cracking likely reflect the aim of many artists to find alternative ways to operate technological devices, creatively misuse them, generally turn things upside down, tweak and twist them, invert and disrupt them for aesthetic reasons, in order to produce innovative work. Such practices can be connected with what I propose defining as the reciprocal relationship between machines and humans in the composing process, because the use that was originally intended (by the designers and engineers) for a technological device or software application is bypassed, circumvented, or subverted. While hacking and cracking technological devices and their intended use have proven crucial in artistic innovation, they have also made it possible to scrutinize and question the prescribed use of such devices and their underlying concepts and ideologies. Such approaches will likely be relevant to the introduction of each new technological device – every new technology has the potential for its own hacking and cracking inscribed within it. There may be virtually no limits to the new and unintended ways of handling and operating technological devices that artists come up with – meaning that hacking and cracking could remain important methods of artistic composition in the future. One method of hacking or cracking a device can be applied to another, and various forms of creative misuse can be combined to push devices past their limits.
 
             
           
          
            3.4 The Reciprocal, Bilateral Human-Machine Relationship
 
            In this final subchapter, I will outline a specific relationship between artists and the way they use technological devices in the composing processes that I have observed in many of the artistic examples as well as extracted from some of the interviews I have conducted (see Ch. 4). I argue that this specific, yet seemingly widespread, relationship between machine and human is reciprocal or bilateral, characterized by a bidirectional back-and-forth between artists and technological devices that often results in unconventional, surprising aesthetic outcomes. This exceeds and transgresses the use of technological devices as mere tools that simply passively execute what a human (artist) delegates to them, because “instruments no longer serve to produce the desired sound forms, conceived in thought before written down, but to monitor unexpected forms” (Attali 1985 [1977], 115). I thus ascribe a creative potential, an agency to this back-and-forth between humans and machines in the composing process, not least because technology for its part influences the artists using it, and thus the creation of works, by generating results that were not originally intended by the artists – but that are accepted as they are and included into the work. This can affect the sound, the structure, and/or the content of a work. Such an approach even taps the productive potential of limited skills, or a lack thereof, when it comes to operating the technological devices properly. A reciprocal artist-technology relationship can therefore also be connected with the idea of errors as a creative force, defined as glitch aesthetics (see Ch. 3.3.5). Thus, in the conception of a reciprocal, bilateral, or dialogical, relationship, technology becomes an active agent in the composition of a work.
 
            This contrasts with what sound poet Henri Chopin, who himself used technology to create sound poetry, advocated in the mid-1960s: that the artist should be the master in the working process, subjugating technology with absolute control. Chopin thus proclaimed the superiority of humans over machines (cf. 1964). However, his statement could easily be challenged by examining Chopin’s own sound-poetic works and the artistic methods he applied. These often took an improvisational approach, including the creative misapplication of technology (in Chopin’s case, the tape recorder) and the integration of unexpected results into the creative process.
 
            Today, in a post-digital media environment, claims that humans are superior to machines may seem strange and ill-informed, as the human-machine relationship appears to have become much less hierarchical than Chopin once declared – both for better and for worse. It must still be acknowledged that the way that most artists operate technology and digital devices is based on the prefabricated and somewhat limited affordances and presets of the devices, which are oftentimes defined, decided on, and built by the engineers of major corporations, reflecting their ideological biases and aims to monetize media and technology.
 
            However, what I propose defining as the reciprocal, bilateral human-machine relationship in artistic and composing processes makes the supposed superiority of humans appear hackneyed and obsolete. It does not mean capitulating to an ideology-driven and profit-oriented technology; rather, in relation to artistic contexts, it means acknowledging and valuing technology as an active agent in conception and composition that can generate unexpected and surprising results, often not even though but because technological devices are being used in an untrained, dilettante way. Therefore, technology must be considered an active agent in the composing process, whether in the form of technological devices or algorithms.113 Technology can also be understood as an actor in the sense defined by actor-network theory (ANT), emphasizing the reciprocity between humans and technology, and focusing on the agency of media and technology (cf. Wieser 2012, 107).114 This also includes recognizing a certain amount of willfulness on the part of technology or the machine. This is a quality that was long reserved for humans handling machines but has now been expanded in approaches such as ANT to include technology and machines. Moreover, all this can be associated with what N. Katherine Hayles has defined as the “cognitive assemblage” between technology and humans resulting from the fact that they are interconnected, with the “cognitive decisions” of both affecting each other (Hayles 2017, 118). Machines, algorithms, and humans may also affect each other in a back-and-forth without any predetermined outcome in mind, finding direction and unfolding as the process progresses.
 
            Based on the qualitative interviews with artists featured in the next chapter, as well as on my own discussions with numerous artists over the years (and my personal artistic experience), I have observed a tendency toward such a reciprocal relationship between artists and the technologies involved – in Chapter 4, for example, particularly by Dagmara Kraus, Alessandro Boetti, and Jörg Piringer. Instead of following a preceding, fixed plan or a detailed understanding of the future outcome, and rather than merely giving commands to the technological devices in order to generate expected results, artists are incorporating and even embracing technology’s unforeseen behavior, creative accidents, and productive misuse in the composing process. This is resulting in circular rather than linear processes in which unexpected outcomes feed back into the artistic process itself and alter the originally intended methods. In some cases, artists are approaching technology without any defined, definite, or strictly anticipated outcome in mind. Instead, they engage in an open process, a dialogue with the deployed technologies. This includes an openness to the unknown that eventually influences the ongoing working process and leads to a complex, cascading process of many steps.
 
            It has been argued that today’s technologies are complex and therefore “require experience, tenacity, and in-depth knowledge” (Nachtergael 2020, 9). But I contend that such a reciprocal relationship is emerging precisely because artists are (in most cases) not trained specialists and are therefore unable – or are able to only a certain extent – to plan and predict the exact outcome of using a technological device. In such cases, they are amateurs (in the best sense of the word, passionately doing what they do) with easy access to technology, who – due to what I assume is a lack of in-depth, professional training – may end up with more surprising outcomes than a fully skilled specialist, as the latter might consider such outcomes resulting from methods that do not comply with the rule book as erroneous.
 
            For example, in relation to the methods she used in Xurf Your Zwöbes, Dagmara Kraus points out in an interview115 that the piece was an exploration of the material (found speech recordings by Oskar Pastior) and technology (DAW on a laptop) based on a hands-on approach, with her limited, self-taught skills resulting in some unexpected, accidental outcomes. Kraus ironically refers to these accidents during the composing process as “catastrophes” – but she nevertheless embraced and included them in the work (Kraus 2023, interview). Her limited knowledge and training, she says, had an impact on the artistic result, insofar as some of the aesthetic features of her piece may not have been generated by deliberate intention. Moreover, this impact produced uncommon and peculiar sounds (e.g., the audible clipping caused by cutting right into a speech sound, something a professional would by all means avoid) and contributed to the work’s innovative aesthetics, rather than simply creating undesirable insufficiencies (see Ch. 4). This serves as evidence for my argument about the creative potential of taking a reciprocal approach to using technology. The unintended outcome of an uncommon working method can be utilized as an aesthetic feature that influences the composing process once more, as in a feedback loop.
 
            An important aspect of such a reciprocal relationship is that technology often acts in surprising ways by resisting the intentions of the human(s) operating it. This can lead to unplanned results that can nevertheless be included into the working process, rather than being rejected and corrected as errors. Technology’s resistance to human intention can be considered a factor that initiates the reciprocal process between human and technology: if technology’s resistance and behavior are accepted and embraced, it may launch an unforeseeable process of back-and-forth. By affirming technology’s intractability, its resistance to the requests of humans turns into a creative process that the human artist can follow and respond to, or reciprocate, thereby entering into a reciprocal relationship with the resistant technology. In addition to the role of technological devices, the very material that is processed and manipulated must be taken into account as well. It is not just technology but also artistic material that may resist artists’ intentions. Sound poet and researcher cris cheek also describes a dialogical process between the artist’s intention and resistant material, pointing out that one can (and should) “listen to the way the language is talking back” and “[allow] things to happen which wouldn’t have been in [the artist’s] consciously direct intention in the first place” (in Spinelli 2003).
 
            However, by acknowledging its potential, a reciprocal relationship with technology can lead to the discovery, exploration, and development of innovative methods that bypass or subvert the intended handling of devices. This can be linked to the concept of “technodiversity” introduced by philosopher Yuk Hui to propose and foster the pluralization of concepts and methods of understanding, constructing, and using technology among different cultures, including “ontological and epistemological assumptions” (Hui 2023, 44). The concept of technodiversity has also been interpreted as a “key to digital decolonization” and to scrutinizing the extraction and exploitation of information and user data by big tech, corporations, and governments, as it develops alternative conceptions and practices of understanding and using technologies that are sensitive to linguistic, cultural, and biological diversity (Fiormonte 2023; see also The Tiera Común Network 2023).
 
            Expanding on and drawing from the concept of technodiversity, I would also include inventive self-built devices by artists and, in particular, all the individual, sometimes idiosyncratic, methods and artistic processes that result from the bilateral, reciprocal use of technology (see Ch. 3.2.8). This inclusion would mean that artistic methods deriving from a reciprocal approach are part of an active and productive critique of (digital) technologies. It could foster the development of alternative methods for using technologies, thus reinforcing the proposed concept of technodiversity by artistic means. When humans engage in a reciprocal relationship with technology, the “contingency” of human behavior in relation to technology can be increased (Hui 2019). It also makes contributions to epistemic processes in that it leads to the development of innovative, alternative methods of using technological devices. Technological devices and the related practices therefore enable liberation, emancipation, and even democratization, as they can “amplify […] marginal voices” by “extend[ing] their realm and expand[ing] their presence beyond invisible social and symbolic barriers” (Nachtergael 2024, 174).
 
            This resonates with the concept of “technogenesis,” the idea that technology and humans coevolve together in a reciprocal relationship and constitutively influence the way they each think and act (Hayles 2012). According to this theory, technology is not something subordinate to human intention; rather, it is ascribed an independent agency responsible for producing indeterminate results. This also challenges concepts of meaning and interpretation, provoking thoughts about the limits of the former.
 
            Another quality that can be attributed to a lack of professional skills is dilettantism, although it often has rather unflattering connotations. According to media theorist Erhard Schüttpelz, one sort of dilettantism can be considered a productive force to create something else, something different, something new and innovative. Moreover, it allows certain standards of production and creation to be deliberately subverted. An artist is, and perhaps must remain, a dilettante because they are working in another, unaccustomed field – and this momentum becomes the main driving force behind creative production (cf. Schüttpelz 1995, 53–55). All this can also be described in relation to technology as ingenious dilettantism in accordance with the DIY punk approach that originated in the late 1970s and early 1980s (see Müller 1981). A reciprocal compositional relationship integrates the unusual handling of technological devices and treatment of material into a work as a productive element and, in doing so, elevates dilettante approaches. Therefore, a non-specialist, or dilettante, may handle media and technology in a different way than a specialist, including the unusual or even incorrect utilization of the technological devices or material. By applying such unusual or erroneous methods, non-specialists have the potential to create innovative forms – not despite but because of their lack of skills and non-specialization.
 
            But such an approach based on limited knowledge can also limit the outcome if the human-technology interaction merely remains an unmotivated, unconsidered, and indifferent course of action. If the unexpected outcome is not acknowledged, accepted, or embraced throughout the working process, but ineptly suppressed and disguised, or if the dilettantism stays within the realm of narcissistic self-sufficiency, such self-taught, hands-on approaches performed with limited skill can also end in artistic and aesthetic dead ends. I would therefore argue that not every compositional decision made by accident adds value to the composing process.116
 
            Moreover, a reciprocal approach should not be confused with the utilization of chance as a conceptual way of transgressing conventionalized or subjective boundaries in the creative process in order to generate indeterminate outcome (see Schulze 2000). Whereas a reciprocal back-and-forth in the composing process may include coincidences that, in some cases, can be associated with randomness, the utilization of chance in the artistic process generally means deliberately incorporating elements of randomness into the handling of the material, although this can also pertain to the operation of technological devices. However, chance and reciprocal procedures in the handling of technology challenge concepts of intentionality and artistic will: by including other approaches as well, they could be developed and expanded into a philosophy of non-intentional aesthetics (see Hayles 2017). This would raise not only aesthetic considerations but also epistemological and ethical issues, considering concepts such as knowledge, agency, and liability.
 
            After all, the productive and creative misuse of technologies must be regarded as an important concept in relation to artistic practice in general as it possesses a subversive quality in that it questions the designated or intended use. Far from subordinating the poe(i)tic work to technology, a reciprocal and bilateral human-machine relationship can “transgress the expected output” and lead to unforeseen and surprising outcomes, making it a valid method of artistic experimentation in the literal sense of the word (Olsson 2002, 186).
 
            Engaging in such a reciprocal human-machine relationship extends the possibilities of artistic creation, with the potential to expand the range of artistic material available. This can be understood as an indicator of technodiversity, which increases both human contingency and technological agency, and may lead to the emancipation of the designated and intended usage of technology by initiating and fostering playfulness and artistic experimentation. It turns erroneous procedures, intentions that have gone astray, and the resistance of technological devices into a positive force that can produce innovative and original works that would sound different if technology was being operated according to the rule book and used as a passive tool. Like glitch aesthetics, productive dilettantism can be considered another aspect of the complex and multifaceted human-technology relationship in a post-digital media environment.
 
           
        
 
      
       
         
          4 Case Studies of Sonic Poetry and Artistic Methods
 
        
 
         
          This chapter presents and discusses four works of sonic poetry made between 2008 and 2021 by four different artists – Alessandro Bosetti, Dagmara Kraus, Jörg Piringer, and Anja Utler – including the artistic methods they use and the related technological devices. Each of the four subchapters examines a work in depth on the basis of the key concepts described and categorized in Chapter 3. The order of the subchapters is chronological, from the earliest to the most recent project, although there could be many other possible orders.
 
          The works are analyzed using an interdisciplinary approach predominantly grounded in literary studies, media studies, sound studies, and musicology. My method primarily comprises close listening, with a focus on technological sound treatments and their entanglement with the textual level (see Ch. 1). I will also carry out text interpretation, taking into account para-, proto-, and phonosemantics (see Ch. 1). Moreover, I will refer to existing research, such as the guideline for analyzing audio poems proposed by literary scholar Wiebke Vorrath (see 2020, 187–201) and the classification of compositional methods in relation to spoken-word material suggested by musicologist and composer Cathy Lane (2006). In addition, I will discuss the works in connection with other artistic and literary movements, artists, and specific works.
 
          One important basis for this entire chapter is the qualitative interviews that I conducted with the four artists. Unless otherwise attributed, all the direct quotes from the artists in this chapter have been taken from those interviews. My questions were all closely related to the overall topic of this study, considering the artists’ attitudes toward and experiences with media and sound technologies, their skill in using them, and specific details of the working process. My aim was to find out more about the artists’ various motivations behind, intentions regarding, and experiences of interacting with and manipulating sound and text through the use of media technology. The quotes and paraphrases from the qualitative interviews provide insights into the artists’ working processes. I conducted all the interviews between October 2022 and March 2023 as oral conversations, with one taking place as an in-person meeting in Hamburg and the other three as live online conversations, two in German (Kraus, Utler) and two in English (Bosetti, Piringer). I translated verbatim quotes by Kraus and Utler into English myself.
 
          My questions were formulated in accordance with predetermined topics such as the status of sound in the artists’ general oeuvre, their overall interest in new media and (digital) technologies, the potential of production aesthetics, the specific artistic methods they apply while utilizing those technologies in a compositional manner, and the technological devices they use and why. Carefully analyzing and interpreting the information collected from the interviews has helped me to evaluate, contextualize, and discuss the selected works in relation to the theoretical framework of this study and all the other artistic examples from the expanded corpus examined in the preceding chapters. I generally used the artist’s statements to obtain informative explanations about their artistic methods and details that are not perceptible by listening to the specific artist’s works. I also detected patterns in their responses and identified clusters of certain statements, allowing me to recognize matters of key importance. In addition, I compared all four interviews in order to discern shared approaches, reflections, and tendencies, but also strong discrepancies between the artists. One general insight that I gained from these interviews is that, for all of them, using media technologies seems to be a rather nonlinear, back-and-forth process between the human and technology that also leads to unexpected outcomes. These outcomes are the result of a human-machine relationship that I have proposed defining as reciprocal (see Ch. 3.4). As an additional element of my analyses, I also refer to paratextual information about the works.
 
          Besides the relative recency of the four works analyzed in this chapter, the main criterion for their selection was their productive use of sound and media technologies as a constitutive element in their composition. Like all the other works referred to in this study, they consist almost solely of speech material, with no additional instruments used or electronic sounds added. It goes without saying that these are all sound works in their own right: one includes a printed score as a paratext (Piringer), while another was realized in parallel as a printed volume and a performance (Utler). However, the modes of presentation and distribution – that is, the publication formats – differ. One of the works is a performance project (Bosetti), one is a digital sound file that would be impossible to perform live (Kraus), one was composed using computer software but released as a vinyl record not intended for performance (Piringer), and Anja Utler’s work was released as a CD and has been performed live, with no hierarchy between the two formats. However, I concentrate on the version of Utler’s work featured on the sound carrier, not least in order to emphasize its intrinsic value, regarding it as more than just a document of a performance.
 
          These four works were also selected because they cover quite a range of the various technological methods discussed in Chapter 3: excessive editing and cut-ups, repetitions and loops, layering and multitracking, coding and algorithmic composition, speech synthesis and software engineering, sampling and chance elements, as well as the deliberate use of analog reproduction methods.
 
          The works by Anja Utler and Alessandro Bosetti feature the artists’ own voices, while Jörg Piringer uses speech synthesis, and Dagmara Kraus makes use of a found, premediatized sampled voice. The languages covered in the works are German and English, though in two cases the language is undefinable due to the production process and the artist methods applied. The following brief overview of the artists and their works will help the reader to navigate through the chapter.
 
          In brinnen (2006), German poet and scholar Anja Utler (✶1973) applies one specific method, namely, layering, by means of editing and multitracking. Utler uses multitracking to create echoes and delays in her speech material, causing segments of the text to overlap. Her approach thus proves to be focused on sound. I will show that the distinct sound-technological feature of minimal multitracking – using two tracks of the same text spoken by the author herself to double the speech – is closely connected to the textual content. Excerpts from the interview show that this was specifically intended by Utler. They provide an understanding of her motivations for using one particular sound treatment and how this method has influenced her poetry in general.
 
          Italian multidisciplinary artist Alessandro Bosetti (✶1973) has a background in musical improvisation. Bosetti designed and constructed a setup called MaskMirror (ongoing since 2008) with the functionality of a sampler. Prerecorded speech elements (stacks of syllables, words, and short phrases) spoken by Bosetti himself are played back via the keyboard of a digital sampler in an improvised manner, highlighting his musical approach, which benefits from the training that the artist has invested into this self-built instrument. This setup and the general concept of his project inject an element of unpredictability into the performance, not only for the audience but also for the artist-performer while performing.
 
          Although German-Polish poet Dagmara Kraus (✶1981) is mainly known for her written poetry and readings, she also produces works that utilize internet resources and found speech that she samples as base material. For Xurf your Zwöbes (2016), she made use of online resources and simple sound software installed on a laptop to create a highly experimental sonic poem that cannot be performed live. Kraus collected speech samples from a poetry reading by Oskar Pastior and cut the digital recording into small snippets. By applying her rough, radical editing style, she has created new text structures that can be regarded as an artificially yet intuitively constructed language. This language includes glitch sounds and loop structures that can be interpreted as linguistic elements. Kraus therefore expands its material or vocabulary by means of technological sound manipulation. Her work shows how access to technological means can prove crucial to the very existence of a work.
 
          The use of computer coding and speech synthesis, and forays into AI and machine learning are crucial elements of the work by Austrian digital poet Jörg Piringer (✶1974). Many of his sound-based projects would have been suitable subjects of analysis in my study, but I have decided to analyze just one of Piringer’s more recent works, One Each (2021), which was produced by getting a self-coded algorithm to compose the pieces. It was then released as a vinyl record – with each record containing a different version of the piece! The overlapping of digital and analog subverts one of the main features of physical sound carriers – the reproduction of identical duplicates. This makes One Each a work that could be considered post-digital, as it is based on a sophisticated digital working process, but also productively deploys analog media.
 
          The fact that all four artists carried out the production process and applied the technological sound treatments (largely) on their own, in most cases on the basis of rather basic, self-taught skills, proves that digital technologies can foster highly innovative works. This kind of approach toward artistic production includes independent working processes, enabling artists to try out and play around with the technological devices and material, often proving crucial for the development of ideas that can only evolve during this very process. The four works are striking examples of the potential that the productive use of technologies can have for the composition of sonic poetry. In these works, technology is a constitutive, inextricable part of the production process. It is not just something that is used to manipulate the peripheral aspects of a work; rather, it affects the core of the work’s creation, generating new forms and even influencing artistic intention and conceptualization.
 
          
            4.1 Layers of Language: Anja Utler, brinnen
 
            Anja Utler (✶1973) is a German poet, translator, and researcher. She studied Slavic and English literature and languages, as well as Sprecherziehung [speech training] at Universität Regensburg where she earned a PhD in literary studies in 2003 with a thesis on the semantic construction of gender in modernist Russian poetry (Utler 2004). As a researcher, she has published a monograph about the receptive poetic experience of spoken-word poetry (Utler 2016). In addition, she has translated works by Mila Haugová and Anne Carson into German and is a member of the Deutsche Akademie für Sprache und Dichtung, a founding member of the Netzwerk Lyrik e.V., and one of the cofounders of PEN Berlin.
 
            Above all, Utler is an acclaimed author in the German poetry scene and has received numerous grants and awards, including the Heimrad Bäcker Prize (2016), the Ernst Jandl Prize (2023), and the Peter Huchel Prize (2024). She was granted a stipend and residency at Schloss Solitude (Stuttgart) in 2005/2006, where she worked, at least in part, on brinnen, the work discussed in this subchapter. In 2008 she received the Karl Sczuka Prize for her sound-poetry composition suchrufen, taub (ORF, 2007), an audio-only, electroacoustic text composition produced for Austrian radio. Realized as a multichannel work, it explores the potential of distributing poetic speech within a space and exceeding stereophonic possibilities, adjusting the relationship between concrete signification and poetic abstraction. Utler’s practice also includes poetry readings, sound-poetic performances, and (sound) installations, showing that spoken language, the voice, and the acoustic sphere play an important role in her work.
 
            Utler has published seven volumes of poetry (as of 2025), most of them released by Edition Korrespondenzen (Vienna) and one of them accompanied by a CD (jana, vermacht, 2009). Published separately as a book and a standalone CD is brinnen (2006a). The productive use of media and sound technology is constitutive of this work, which utilizes the multichannel distribution of speech as a crucial feature of its composition. She published another work, jana, vermacht, as a book accompanied by a CD containing a recitation that includes sound-technological doubling and layering like brinnen, but to a lesser extent. However, the jana, vermacht CD features a different version of the text than the one published in the book – which Utler describes as a conscious artistic decision, arguing that listening is something different from reading and that repetitive structures also manifest differently in the acoustic and visual realms.117 The publication of CDs demonstrates the importance of sound in her work.
 
            Utler’s utilization of digitality and media technology is less far-reaching than that of other artists discussed in this chapter, in particular Jörg Piringer (see Ch. 4.4), because only some of her works incorporate (digital) technologies in a constitutive manner. Her general interest and attraction to sound could be compared with that of Dagmara Kraus (see Ch. 4.3), who uses technological devices in a self-taught, DIY manner, resulting in unconventional, surprising outcomes. She generally applies just a few, specific artistic methods, though they nonetheless demonstrate a high degree of experimentation. Utler states that she considers her use of sound technology to be of the utmost importance, saying that it is impossible to separate it from her general poetic practice, to the point that it influences the poetic works she publishes in her books. She describes her experiences with technology as a central, inextricable component of her poetic evolution and of her “whole thinking.”118 The importance of sound technologies in Utler’s work has also been discussed by scholars like Frieder von Ammon (see 2018, 442).
 
            
              4.1.1 General Introduction to brinnen
 
              The third major work of poetry by Anja Utler, brinnen was preceded by two poetry volumes published as books, aufsagen (1999) and mündeln – entzüngeln (2004), the latter, not unlike brinnen, featuring a flow of rhythmic, sound-driven poetic language, as well as references to nature and the human body. Brinnen is a long poem in German, consisting of a highly idiosyncratic, at times hermetic language. It is about two nameless people who burn like glowing embers and features neologisms and unusual syntax, including numerous quotes that make reference to the work’s content and overall character. It was simultaneously but separately published as an audio CD (Utler 2006a) and a book (Utler 2006b) in October 2006.119
 
              The audio version, the main focus of my analysis, was for the most part composed by Utler herself and was produced using a simple but efficient electroacoustic treatment that multiplies and repeats text fragments to layer and overlap Ulter’s voice and text. It contains two slightly different versions that are based on the same text material, though they are not identical, each with its own structure and in part different material, and each spoken and composed by Utler herself. Released by Edition Merz & Solitude in a run of about 500 copies, it is distributed by Edition Korrespondenzen, Vienna, Utler’s publisher, which also published the book version. In addition to the CD and the book, brinnen has also been performed live by Utler herself, accompanied by an additional, prerecorded soundtrack containing the electroacoustic layers and overlapping.
 
              Reviews of brinnen that have appeared in the German-speaking press and in poetry magazines have primarily focused on the printed volume, demonstrating the still overwhelming and disproportionate amount of attention that is directed at books. I was unable to find any reviews that instead, or exclusively, focused on the CD. Some reviews at least briefly mention the existence of the CD, but in most cases, it is depicted as subordinate to the book. Nevertheless, one review specifically points out that even the book version needs to be read aloud and regards the audio version as at least almost equal to the book. It describes how the language “unfolds […] into corporeality in repeating loops and varying crossfades” and how “breath converts to voice” (Poiss 2007, trans. MM). Another review emphasizes that the aural version on the CD “displays the full power of language” (Trilcke 2013, trans. MM). Acknowledging that the audio version created by Utler and her voice is a “precise” recitation, with doublings and multitracking referring to the simultaneity of the linguistic processes and events, yet another review concludes, without any further justification, that the act of reading brinnen oneself is “more exciting” (Kobus 2007, trans. MM). I will show that the audio version should be considered a work in its own right that does not necessarily depend on the book version and is not subordinate to it, unlike in many other cases where an audio version has been released subsequently or attached to a book as a mere extension.
 
              The technological layering of repeated text fragments generates effects that resemble delays and echoes. Because the iterations last from split-seconds to minutes, the recurrence of the fragments seems rather unpredictable, subverting the impression of a mere echo effect. This results in an irregular, almost erratic ebb and flow of sparse and dense sections throughout the piece, which alternate every few seconds. In most cases, a second layer of speech is added to the first, but at times up to four layers are audible simultaneously. While the main layer of speech is generally located at the center of the stereo panorama, the additional layers are distributed more to the left and right, though the main layer also suddenly and stereophonically shifts at times. The sole material of this work is the recited text, which is based on the same preceding, script-based foundation from which the book version also derived. A professional sound engineer assisted during the recording of Utler’s speech performance, while the stereophonic distribution and mastering was carried out by another specialist – but only after she had taken care of the precise, intensive editing process that constitutes the integral compositional element in brinnen.
 
              The minimalist CD cover artwork features the title in white and the author’s name in dark purple lettering on a plain orange background, with an additional graphic representation of a sound wave. One remarkable detail from the cover art of the book version is that it also features this specific visual element, which could be interpreted as a hint at the general importance of sound for this work. In the CD artwork, the visual reference to sound waves is a more direct nod to its content, which is actually sounding. The back cover of the CD includes an interesting neologism in the description of the “Sprechrouten” [speaking routes] that Utler develops and recites on the two audio pieces on the CD: “ersprechen.”120 This compositum of the prefix er-, which represents activity, the onset of an action, or the accomplishment of a goal, combined with the verb sprechen [to speak], underlines the active, open-ended process that produces the speaking routes. Thus, ersprechen includes notions of exploring (erkunden) as well as creating, or speaking into being (erschaffen, oder erzeugen). The cover describes the two tracks containing Utler’s choice of speaking routes – entitled “entsich- -zichelt” and “sie wüchs-, wünschen sich zu” – as “exemplary,” suggesting that there are other, alternative routes that could be taken and pointing to the general indeterminacy and contingency of brinnen. Moreover, the back covers of both the CD and the book characterize the entanglement between different senses of perception in connection with nonlinearity and how the mind remembers, stating that touching, listening, and seeing do not draw a line, but cast nets into memory.121
 
              This process of active, open-ended recitation – ersprechen – is a physical activity, a corporeal movement like a free walk during which these routes are spontaneously constructed as the speaking of the poem strides along. In the poetic text of brinnen, physical, spatial, and corporeal metaphors of walking and moving through space are combined with mental activities like memorizing, reflecting, pondering, and thinking. This suggests that the creation of brinnen, its very poiesis, does not just take intellectual engagement but also requires the author to commit her entire being more generally, however metaphorical, including both the mental and physical realms. This challenges the supposed hierarchy of mind over matter in the field of intellectual activities like writing, at least in the Western philosophical tradition. The content of the work inherently highlights corporeality through the image of the two lovers who “burn” for one another, foregrounding the physicality of human bodies interacting with each other, just like Utler’s voice interacts with itself in its sonic layering. Moreover, corporeal participation in the artistic process is evoked by an imagined body that speaks, walks, and moves around in space. In the audio version, this affects the aural state of the spoken text and the technological multiplication and stereophonic distribution of the spoken matter, like a speaking voice wandering around in the acoustic space. The repetitive layering of speech and the voice in this technologically composed, spoken text holds the potential to confuse while simultaneously achieving an almost mesmerizing effect.
 
              In the following, I will show that the technological method of editing and layering spoken text affects various aspects of the work, creating impressions of separateness and splitting, but also of multiplication through the audible overlapping and clustering of the material. I will also show how this technological method addresses notions of corporeality and spatiality. Finally, I will draw out why this method of creation qualifies this work as an example of audioliterary writing (see Ch. 2.2).
 
             
            
              4.1.2 Production Details and Aesthetic Effects
 
              Although the productive use of technology in the composition of brinnen may be less complex than in other works of sonic poetry, it is nevertheless crucial and constitutive of the work, which could not have been achieved without technology. The characteristic multiplying, echoing, and shifting of spoken text elements runs throughout the piece (except in the very short final passage) from the beginning, thereby audibly thickening and condensing the acoustic language material. At times, it resembles an echo repeating (or acoustically mirroring) segments of the spoken word material at approximately the same volume and with varying durations of delay, ranging from a split-second or several seconds to minutes. This sound-technological treatment produces the precise overlapping of the spoken material, similar to a palimpsest. While the impression of an echo is stronger when words or fragments are repeated within short iterative periods, longer gaps of several seconds make it harder to reconnect the repeated fragments to their first occurrence, enhancing feelings of confusion and disjointedness. The repetition of selected text fragments, in some cases up to half a dozen times throughout the piece, emphasizes the fragments, sonically highlighting single words or longer lines and thereby reinforcing their importance and meaning.
 
              The first step in the production process was recording Utler’s recitation. This was carried out with the assistance of a sound engineer while she was on a residency at Schloss Solitude, Stuttgart. In the second, main step, Utler then performed the actual compositional editing of these recordings in a DAW on a computer, making slight changes to the speed, adjusting the volume, and adding the main audible feature: the technological layering of up to four tracks. In the third and final step of the production process, another sound engineer took care of the mastering and added a stereophonic mix to some of the speech layers – a feature that, as she states in the interview, she came up with during the composing process to support the intended openness and instability of the text.
 
              Even though the repeated textual elements sound like repetitions of the same identical material (copied and delayed on the time-axis during the editing process), Utler explains that, in some cases, she recorded and used two different versions of selected passages. She also used these differing versions alongside identical repetitions in the composing process. According to her statements about the various placements and delay durations of the recurring and layered text fragments, she generally intuitively played and tinkered around with the material, taking a pragmatic approach rather than a conceptual one. However, central motives of the work, such as derivation and delay, movement and the shifting of language, seem to have been deliberately reinforced by the chosen technological methods, resulting in an ebb and flow that sets the language in motion. By applying a wide, irregular range of durations for the delayed recurrences of text fragments, Utler increases the unexpectedness of the repetition’s appearances, challenging the listener’s short-term memory of what they have already heard. Moreover, the precision editing and layering of the voice allows the work to complicate the concept of lyrical subjectivity, because the author’s speaking voice repeatedly overlaps with itself, multiplied for brief moments by the superimposed layers of speech achieved through multitracking, which challenges the supposed unity of the subject. This raises questions about the connection between the two lovers addressed in the work and the extent to which they are able to come together or be divided – quite literally in the context of this work through the division of Utler’s voice. Thus, the splitting of the spoken text ultimately addresses the content of brinnen, the complicated and somewhat thwarted attempts made by the two lovers to come together.122
 
              In our interview, Utler explains that the topic of the echo played a rather implicit role in the composing process. She associates the concept of the echo with the “traumatic structure of language,” as language is unable to absorb trauma. This means that the subject constantly takes linguistic detours and generates more and more language in its attempt to achieve semantic congruence between language and meaning. Moreover, echo as a repetitive element takes listeners back to what has just been said. While references to the mythical figure of Echo were present in the back of Utler’s mind, they did not play any crucial role in the conceptualization of this work. One poetic device used in different kinds of poetry for centuries is the echo rhyme, which simulates repetition and the multiplication of a voice without technology (cf. Liede 1963, 136–140). But the specific aesthetics of brinnen, its distinct structure of overlapping and multiplication, can only be realized by means of sound technology.
 
             
            
              4.1.3 Poetic Text and Interpretation
 
              Brinnen is based on a highly idiosyncratic poetic language that emphasizes and deautomatizes language itself, thereby reinforcing the work’s poetic function in the sense intended by Russian Formalism (see Ch. 1). The poem revolves around two lovers and their human sentiments, sensations, and emotions in a rather abstract language, inducing feelings of ephemerality and ambiguity. According to Utler, the whole work is about a huge sense of confusion – a confusion that also affects the author. This is a remarkable statement, because it shows that an aesthetic effect, such as confusion or instability, might not just affect the recipient of a work but also its creator.
 
              The text is in the present tense (typical of poetry), suffused with the kinds of deformed words and neologisms that are not uncommon in Utler’s poetry in general. Made-up words hold high potential for sound symbolism and phonosemantics because specific compounds trigger certain emotions through sound alone, interweaving form and content (cf. Elsen 2016, 148). High-pitched vowels like i, e, a, and u are used frequently – and in some parts predominantly – throughout the work, generating associations with brightness, lightness, quickness, closeness, and sharpness (cf. Elsen 2016, 226). This aligns with the content of the piece, which conveys the closeness of the lovers, the brightness of burning and glowing, and the lightness of a metaphorical floating, as in a stream of water. On the other hand, these bright, high-pitched vowels can be interpreted as being in contrast to the rather dark and hermetic character of the text itself, the idiosyncratic language with its unusual syntax. This reinforces the ebb and flow of the overlapping and repetition on the textual level, intertwining poetic language with sound-technological layering.
 
              Alongside the numerous neologisms – mostly compounds, inflected derivations, and verbification, such as “gekiemt,” “sicheln,” “kieseln,” “verzittern,” “durchflattert,” “entwimpert” – brinnen additionally borrows historical words from Middle High German (ca. 1050 to 1350 CE), such as the eponymous “brinnen.” This verb, which translates to burning or glowing, already appears in the Frauenlob quote that precedes the poetic text as its motto. The term brinnen also contains words like innen [inside], referring to an inner state (of feelings or subjective sensations) and rinnen [to run, to flow], alluding to the way that language floats in this work. Moreover, the ideas of running and flowing point to the ambiguity of the piece – which is situated between hermetic language and the openness of interpretation, addressing both semantic polyvalence and fragility. Combined with the prefix zer-, rinnen produces zerrinnen [to melt away], which could be used to describe the disintegration of meaning, which itself melts away. In the context of this piece, the term “brinnen” (in the sense of burning) can also be associated with the idea of merging two things together – mind and matter, thought and body, animated and unanimated, or the two lovers whom this work revolves around. Moreover, terms that indicate the general poetic methods of splitting-up, shifting, and doubling are numerous and prominent, for example, “spreizen” [to straddle], “spleißen” [to splice, to split], “lockern” [to untighten] “doppeln” [to double], and “schichten” [to layer]. They reflect the method of the work’s composition on the lexical level. Metaphorically, a variation on the image of burning heat (“Glut”) is played out, alluding to the contrast between light (e.g., “glitzern,” “glitzern”) and dark (e.g., “finster,” “dunkel,” “schatten”).
 
              Ambiguity and confusion are further intensified by the unusual word order and syntax, marked by the frequent occurrence of cascading and seemingly nested sentences that hardly ever find an end, also referring to the openness and infinity of semiosis. The fragmented syntactic structure consists of elements of up to a few words that could be combined into sentences – but this hardly ever happens. (It does not happen in the book version either, with its conspicuously frequent use of colons and dashes, but lack of full stops). A few times throughout the piece, Utler’s descending intonation indicates that her speech is coming to an end, just to be disrupted again in most cases by the layered recurrences and repetitions of words and line fragments achieved through multitracking. This results in a fragile instability, again reinforcing the indeterminacy of the work. It also leads to the further deautomatization of the language and emphasizes to the latter’s self-reflexivity, additionally evoked by the stagnant character of Utler’s delivery and the short pauses between some segments that are intended to bring the textual flow to a halt, before reinstating that flow once more.123 All of this – syntax, Utler’s delivery of the word material, and its technological treatment – enhance the intended character of instability and confusion. Brinnen comprises a verbal network of possibilities featuring manifold references and is composed in a dense, intense language that branches out, always keeping open differing possibilities of meaning (cf. Endres 2007).124
 
              In the book version of brinnen, the text is exclusively printed on the right-hand pages. The spacious layout in landscape format creates an impression of openness, leaving vast parts of selected pages blank or arranging the stanzas in up to five columns per page. However, it comes as a surprise that the audio version of brinnen lacks an aural equivalent to the striking blank spaces in the book, especially considering that, according to Utler, this work is intended to confuse. Such aural spaces could have been achieved by integrating pauses of noticeable length (i.e., of more than a few seconds). Nevertheless, this would have undone the general character of the ebb and flow of the audio version.
 
              Both of the CD’s two speaking routes start with the same two introductory quotes (which are also contained in the book version). The first is an opening motto by German philosopher Hans Jonas: “Fühlen, ist die primäre Bedingung dafür, dass etwas der Mühe wert sein kann. Daher ist die Fähigkeit zu fühlen, wie sie in Organismen anhub, der Urwert aller Werte” [Feeling is the primary condition for something to be worth the effort. Therefore, the ability to feel, as it originated in organisms, is the primal value of all values]. This quote is immediately followed by a second quote by medieval poet Frauenlob, a.k.a. Heinrich von Meißen, which introduces the general thematic direction and atmosphere, as well as Utler’s use of medieval terms: “Ach wê, ich nâch dir brinne / sam in der gluot ein sinter.” This line in medieval German is not easy to decipher, not even for German native speakers. In modern German, it could be translated as “Oh weh, ich brenne nach dir / wie in der Glut die Asche” [Alas, I burn for you / like cinder in the embers]. Utler intonates these quotes in a slightly different manner than the subsequent text, sounding rather demure and plain.
 
              While the two quotes by Jonas and Frauenlob can be considered preceding mottos, the quotes that occur later in the poetic text are, according to Utler, “Gelenke” [joints], junctions that allow the text to branch off and continue in different directions. The first quote by Jonas emphasizes the ability of organisms, including humans, to feel, defining it as the “primal value of all values.” This also reminds the listener of the double meaning of the word feeling to either denote emotional feeling or haptic touch. In brinnen, the latter includes the exploration of a body through touch. Another meaning contained in Jonas’s quote is that the act of feeling is the “primary condition for something to be worth an effort” (Jonas, cited in Utler 2006a; 2006b; trans. MM). It contains two slightly different versions that are based on the same text material, but that are not identical, each with its own structure and in part different material, and each spoken and composed by Utler herself. This emphasizes the idea of poetry as something that must be experienced and felt, rather than only rationally understood.
 
              The first two quotes are paratextual elements, whereas the quotes (by Werner Fritsch, Adalbert Stifter, Herbert Lippert, and Christine Lavant) that are embedded within the poetic text also address the overall atmosphere and the content of the work: its hermetic character, and the tension between what is (and can be) said and what is left unsaid. The function of the quotes as joints was also relevant for Utler’s performance of the speaking routes, where Utler herself was the reader, with the joints helping her to decide what path to take.
 
              After the quotes by Jonas and Frauenlob that introduce the theme and the context of the work, we hear the title of the first “speaking route”: “Bestirnt werden: brinnen. entsich – zichelt,” followed by “Eins” (one), indicating that this is the first part of this speaking route. The poetic text itself starts with a stanza of about forty words, revolving around terms from botany and nature (“grasnarbe,” “baumbestand,” “genadelt,” “kamm,” “boden”), denoting light and shadow (“taglicht,” “verschattet”), and referring to body parts, eyelashes (“wimpern”), and rhythm (“rasch, leisen takts,” “langsamt”).
 
              Such natural and corporeal themes are present throughout the work, combined with notions of perception (aural and visual), heat and burning, floating and growth, as well as (thwarted) erotic union. The initial moments already include layering, starting with three interjections of “ah” during the first half of the stanza – the first after just four words – and the echoed doubling of the second half of the stanza, which is delayed by about half a second. The occurrence of terms that denote a tact that is quick, soft, and ultimately slows down (with a neologism, a verbified adjective: “-langsamt”) can be interpreted as a self-referential indication of the overall character and manner in which Utler recites her work: always clear and sharply uttered, at times slow, relaxed, and sparse, occasionally shifting into quicker passages of greater density (that do not become too rapid), reinforced by technological multiplication and overlapping.
 
              The prosody and the pace of recitation constantly oscillate between these poles, always maintaining an unintrusive tension. The pitch of Utler’s voice also shifts between two levels, including short transitions of up to a second. None of this sounds unnatural or overly aestheticized; rather, Utler manages to deliver her text in a way that sounds deliberately lyrical (as opposed to the reading of prose, or even colloquial speech) – however unexcited it may be.
 
              The second speaking route, which again begins with the two quotes (Jonas and Frauenlob) and ends with the same short passage, is based on the text that comprises the second, longest section of the book version. This means that many, but not all, of the passages are very similar, or even the same, in the two speaking routes featured on the CD. This increases the contingency of the work and could therefore be interpreted as a second-order level of ambiguity. After all, the two versions on the CD exhibit a high degree of similarity.
 
              The very short second part of both speaking routes, which Utler’s voice announces with “Zwei” [two], serves as an ending, lasting only about twenty-five seconds. In each version, this ending features the same textual content and seems to stem from the same recording. The particular, enigmatic final passage contains the sentence “lippen sind ausgewildert” [lips have been released into the wild] and addresses a “they,” presumably the two members of the loving couple, who approach each other with wild lips (“setzen […] aneinander an”), though they also stumble (“sie stolpern doch”). However, this is also a stumbling in which they find themselves (“finden sich auf darin”). The last two words in this short, second part, which marks the end of each speaking route, are “sich an,” pointing to the possibility of finally coming together and concluding a highly ambiguous and hermetic work. This final part does not feature any technological manipulations but resembles a coda where the voice finds its way back to itself – like the two lovers, who finally reunite – and no longer overlaps or fans out into layers or stereophony.
 
              Because brinnen revolves around two subjects lovingly coming together, the terms “you” and “we” occur quite frequently – “I” less so, thereby complicating the role of the lyrical subject. However, the speaker seems to be one of the subjects involved, multiplying the “I” into a “we.” Terms such as “fingerkuppen” [fingertips] and “knie” [knee], “pupillen” [pupils] and “linsen” [lenses], and “zungen” [tongue], “gaumen” [palate], “lippen” [lips], “kehle” [throat], and “atmen” [breathing] present the body and some of its functions, including those that produce the very speech that we are listening to in this piece. Other words related to the body and human perception such as “ohr” [ear] and “klackern” [clacking] – conjure associations with listening by addressing one of language’s most immediate connections to meaning and the outside world through onomatopoetic words. Terms that allude to the visual senses, such as “licht” [light], “finsternis” [darkness], and “schwarz” [black], show a tendency toward darkness, thereby underlining the obscure, hermetic atmosphere elicited by the poem.
 
              Other frequently used terms suggest a natural environment, such as “erde” [earth], “sonne” [sun], “boden” [soil], “sand,” and “holz” [wood], as well as more detailed elements, like “wipfel” [treetops], “nadeln” [needles], and “zweige” [branches], which go hand in hand with the partial use of the Middle High German. The work’s technological composition does not seem to disturb or contradict nature’s poetically imagined inviolacy because the layering of the speaking voice is sonically embedded within the piece rather smoothly, converging with the notion of branching, both on the lexical (“zweige”) and the metaphorical level as a (technological) branching or bifurcation of the spoken language.
 
              At times mixing words of different categories on a syntactical level, brinnen allows the boundaries between them to become blurred, combining the animate and the inanimate, even in the first moments: “taglicht in wimpern genadelt” [daylight needled in eyelashes]. Moreover, feelings of nervousness, restlessness, disintegration, and division are evoked by words like “springen” [jumping] and “schwirren” [buzzing, whirring], and the neologism “verzittern” [trembling, shivering], which adds an element of movement to the shivering or implies that something is being provided through a shiver, though it is left hanging in a poetically productive ambiguity. Finally, terms like “verfliegen” [to evaporate] and “versprühen” [to spray] match the overall atmosphere of a continuous flow of language.
 
              In a way, the phonosemantic qualities of many of the words that feature in brinnen – like “wipfel” [treetops], “zigfach” [many times], “schlüpften” [slipped or hatched], “schmirgelt” [sanded], and “aufgedeckt” [uncovered] – add a microstructure of wave-like ups and downs, swinging back and forth. This is added to by the frequent stresses and accentuations, as well as by the changes in the flow of speech within the words, which contain a tipping point in the middle, where intonation and flow change or are interrupted. This contrasts with Utler’s delivery, which resembles a continuous stream of language that contains few pauses or longer breaks and avoids any interruptions to the steady vocal flow. As mentioned earlier, the technological layering of the language supports this ebb and flow by thickening and loosening the linguistic layers of the spoken words, thereby increasing the impression of movement created by the language of the poem.
 
             
            
              4.1.4 Structure
 
              Utler herself describes brinnen as an “extremely unstable text” that does not come to a rest at any point. To reinforce this impression, she came up with the idea of using layered voices in the audio version, requiring the use of audio technology. Despite the repetitive layering and overlapping, she considers it to be structured more flatly (“flächig”) than linearly, wandering – on the two speaking routes – over a flat surface. Compared to the works by Kraus and Piringer, brinnen, despite its idiosyncrasy and hermeticism, has a rather coherent semantic and lexical level, eliciting ambiguous meanings through associations, neologisms, and derivations, its chopped-up words and lines, and its technological manipulations.
 
              The shifting pace of recitation and the use of layering, which enhance the interplay between acceleration and deceleration, sparsity and density, are the central structural elements of brinnen. There are passages of up to a few seconds without any technological layering or changes in recitation, followed by parts where the increased pace and density of the multitracking are sustained for a few moments. At times, for example at 00:04:35 on the CD’s first track, after a relatively sparse, slow passage of about ten seconds, two additional layers of speech burst in, slightly dispersed and seeming to shift across the stereo field. Both feature the opening words “und war ja so” [and was indeed so], each with a delay of a split-second and a slightly different ending (one track ends with “rasch” [quick], as in the opening line, the other with “ja” [yes]). About half a second after the two additional tracks have started, the branch at the center of the stereo field resumes with a reference to “was sich ahnen lässt” [what can be sensed/guessed], highlighting the overall ambiguity of the piece as something that requires a lot of intuition in its interpretation. Here, the layering results in a cascade of multitracking because the overlapping speech track features an additional short delay. This moment of dense layering also causes a feeling of slight confusion as the two additional layers end in different words. For this reason, the short section starts to float – within the sound shape created by the layering and stereo distribution, as well as on the semantic level of high ambiguity, with one supporting the other.
 
              Each speaking route occurs as one long, dense section with a total duration of about twenty minutes. It is almost impossible to divide the routes into shorter sections, except for the last one. The first part of each speaking route, by far making up the largest segment, is played as a cohesive flow of speech, including short pauses (of up to about a second), which sound more like rhetorical interruptions within a given line than like proper breaks introducing a new stanza. Longer pauses that work as proper breaks occur only two or three times on each track of the CD.125
 
              Due to its complex, meticulously crafted structure, brinnen is also an example of technologically enhanced excess structuring, which is considered one of poetry’s key elements (see Link 1977, 245; Benthien et al. 2019, 115). I contend that the additional layering and thickening achieved by the technological manipulation results in what can be considered second-order excess structuring, because the effects produced by the complexity of the language are intensified by the technological layering and multiplying of spoken-word material. Moreover, the poetic concept of the equivalence of the axis of selection (horizontal) into the axis of combination (vertical) could also be used to describe the sound structure of brinnen, as the horizontal axis of successive words is made vertical through the simultaneity of layering language material (cf. Jakobson 1960, 358).
 
             
            
              4.1.5 Technological Composition Methods
 
              In brinnen, one distinct technological composing method is applied throughout the piece: the layering of up to four different tracks of spoken text combined with the meticulous editing that Utler carried out using a basic DAW on her computer. She split up and recombined language elements through multitracking – disassembling longer lines or even single words and merging them together again. This resulted in the layering of speech, mostly by repeating certain passages, which range from monosyllabic words to longer sections of more than a few words. These are repeated in iterative cycles of varying lengths, occurring frequently but in unexpected places. The listener’s short-term memory is therefore put to the test by the longer cycles (of up to minutes), with the shorter cycles (of as little as a fraction of a second) producing echoes and delays.
 
              In the first step of the working process, the cutting of the language material was performed on the textual level alone (in the book version as well) – that is, as a technique rather than through the use of technology – with Utler erasing parts of words, as in the “-irrt” of “verirrt” [lost], featuring a hyphen to mark the erasure. In a few other cases, she chopped up whole words to produce fragments. Such techniques can be seen as foreshadowing the technological editing and cutting of the sonic language material. These textual techniques were then enhanced in the second step of the working process by means of the technological audio editing – with the latter potentially informing and inspiring the former. Utler also seems to have cut out some, but not all, of the breaths and pauses from the original recording, thereby increasing the tightness and density of brinnen’s structure. This also adds an impression of artificiality with the potential to confuse listeners, because human speech requires breath and the sporadic lack of it can cause extreme perplexity. In a third step, the actual technological layering took place by means of multitracking, by adding a second and, at times, even a third or fourth track of spoken material, dispersing and scattering segments of the aural text throughout the piece once again. All of this, especially the technological layering, results in the literal enrichment and thickening of the piece. The electroacoustic addition and layering of fragments was therefore only the last, forceful step in the composing process, which concluded and finalized by technological means the general splitting-up, merging, and branching-out that constitutes Utler’s aesthetics.
 
              The two speaking routes on the CD are named after textual fragments taken from the poem itself, “entsich- -zichelt” and “sie wüchs-, wünschen sich zu” – they “make audible how the experience fans out between the same beginning and end point of an event” (CD sleeve notes, trans. MM).126 The term “auffächern” [fanning/branching out] can also be used to characterize the sound-technological method of multiplying the speech layers, because this sound effect fans out the audible language into additional layers of simultaneous speech. However, Utler carefully manages the confusion and does not let it devolve into disorientation. She thus fans the material out to just a certain degree, up to a maximum of about four layers of simultaneous speech, preventing them from degenerating into cacophonous noise and therefore unintelligibility (see Ch. 3.3.2). Another aspect of Utler’s fanning-out is realized through her use of the stereo field. She distributes the sound between the left and right audio channels, thereby adding a degree of spatiality to the work’s overall character and reinforcing the impression of openness. The distribution of sound, especially speech, in the stereo field makes it easier to distinguish the layered and overlapping speech tracks and helps the listener to perceive and decode the two, making the overlapping more transparent and acoustically permeable (see Mon 1970b). It comes as no surprise that, one year after publishing brinnen, Utler created a multichannel work (suchrufen, taub) in which the spatial distribution of language material within the listening space is the main technological feature. This work surpasses the possibilities of stereophony’s two channels by applying 5.1 surround-sound technology.
 
              One example of the use of the stereo panorama, and of the ubiquitous method of cutting-out and repeating fragments of speech applied in brinnen, occurs at 00:06:33 to 00:06:43 on the first track of the CD. The transcription that I have provided below illustrates the distribution of the three different layers of spoken language in the stereo field. The speech tracks are, to a certain degree (approximately 30 percent), situated on the right (R) or left (L) channel, as opposed to the main speech track, which is located at the center (C). This passage repeats short segments of text (“ins fast schwarz von flöz” [into the almost black of the (coal) seam] and “sich klinge” [sounds itself; or, as substantive: blade – referring to the reoccurring topic of splitting and diving]), which first occur about five minutes before this extract – an example of extreme delay, which is why the first occurrence is not transcribed here:
 
              Right: ins fast schwarz von flöz
 
              Center: […] [und sehen,] dass in alles was drein sich noch spreizen streiten, wird sie auch der anderen aufpulsen Kerben nimmt …
 
              Left: sich klinge
 
              The additional two layers fanning out on the left and right of the stereo field sound just as a spread out, with the technological splitting indicated by the term “spreizen” in the text itself. The sound effect literally performs the spreading and thereby reinforces and makes meaning by way of (sound) technology. This is an example of audioliterary writing (Jäger 2014; and Ch. 2.2) because a speech recording is subjected to sound-technological processing during the composing process. By applying a disruptive editing style (see Ch. 3.3.1), Utler has structurally reedited and enriched the speech material.
 
              During another passage of about ten seconds duration, starting at 00:06:45, the textual content once more refers to the sound-technological treatment of layering multiple speech tracks through the metaphor of branching out. The passage starts with a tree’s branches bursting forth: “und schnell, weich, springen die Kiefern: sie schlagen aus …” It then branches out into a second sound layer denoting a rushing current, a bounding stream – “springen strom” – which is grammatically incorrect in German as it lacks the necessary inflected ending (springender Strom). This can be connected to the speech bouncing between the several layered tracks throughout the piece, which results in a bouncing stream of language – and not least perception, as the listener’s focus is forced to jump back and forth between the different simultaneously occurring layers, or streams, of speech, reinforcing the general effect of instability and irritation.
 
              Moreover, the technologically produced repetitions affect the listener’s perception of the time axis by repeating segments of the text with delays of highly varying lengths, again influencing the textual structure and the general expression of the work and emphasizing selected passages. Through such emphases, the technological treatment applied has a direct influence on the level of meaning and raises it above the function of a mere (sound) effect. Studies in phonosemantics show that the doubling or multiplication of words or syllables indicates the intensification of the semantic content, for example, when a word is repeated (cf. Elsen 2016, 19). In the case of brinnen, whole words and fragments of longer lines are repeated and thereby emphasized, generating an abstract and irregular prosodic rhythm, and intensifying the semantic content of the respective passages. The technological layering and meticulous editing subvert the linearity of the text and, in doing so, disrupt its linguistic continuity, again increasing the text’s unstable character.
 
              A voice intersecting with itself is an example of a direct intervention into the “raw material of poetry” (Kittler 1999 [1986], 36), where the acoustic speech material is directly and immediately processed and changed, without making any detours through script-based written procedures. Moreover, a voice that repeats and at times even overlaps with itself through technological editing challenges and complicates ideas of subjectivity, alluding to theories about the entanglements between contemporary subjects and technology (see Hayles 2005, 2012). This creates a strange atmosphere, with a voice stepping into an odd dialogue with itself by echoing and repeating segments of the spoken text.
 
              Utler mentions that the actual structure of brinnen – the network of repeating and overlapping speech tracks, and the idea for the specific places in which they occur – only emerged during the composing process while she was working with the material itself. For this reason, it can be considered a work that is heavily based on process, to a certain extent reflecting a reciprocal relationship between the poet’s aim and the possibilities offered by technology (see Ch. 3.4).
 
             
            
              4.1.6 Live Performance of brinnen
 
              Utler also performs brinnen live in front of an audience, where an additional, prerecorded audio track with the repeated elements is played along as digital playback. This is not unlike musical performance, where electronic elements are sometimes added to the sound of voice(s) or instruments, most prominently applied in avant-garde musical works that mix instrumental and/or vocal elements with electronic sounds. Utler says that she considers the performance to be another, third realization of the work (besides the book and CD) that is derived from the CD version as a recitation of passages from the script-based written text (but not necessarily from the published book), with additional textual layers provided by the playback tape. However, the performance version uses aspects of both the script-based written text and the audio version, and also includes moments of indeterminacy resulting from the simultaneity of the background track and the live voice – compared to the exactness of the audio version produced on a DAW. For this reason, the background track and live voice differ to some extent in each performance, as does the total length, which ranges between fifteen and over twenty-five minutes, depending on the context in which brinnen is performed. The varying lengths as well as the additional indeterminate aspects are special, exclusive aspects of the live performances of brinnen.
 
             
            
              4.1.7 Connections with other (historical) Concepts and Practices
 
              In terms of its technological layering, brinnen can be compared with other works that deploy the multitrack layering of speech recordings. For example, Fa:m’Ahniesgwow (1959/1960) by Hans G. Helms is a piece in which up to eight simultaneous tracks can be heard in some passages, resulting in more of an aesthetic effect of overwhelming densification and amassment rather than the delayed repetitions of manageable proportions in Utler’s piece (see Ch. 3.3.2). The Art of Flight (1976/1981) by Allen Fisher is more similar to brinnen in terms of its unexcited delivery and the structure of recurring language elements on just a few simultaneous tracks. The repetitions in Fisher’s piece are quite steady and are structured regularly, with a delay of about one second, resulting in a slow-moving, straightforward, mesmerizing rhythm, different from the selective, unpredictable recurrence of words and line fragments in brinnen. The structure of Utler’s work is less concerned with building a repetitive, regular, mesmerizing rhythmic grid and more with inducing instability with highly irregular and therefore incalculable recurrences. A more recent example that is closer to the aesthetic effect produced by brinnen is eme emauto by Karolina Erlingsson, a performance and installation work that was also released as a vinyl album (2017). In Erlingsson’s work, the layering is less dense and regular than in the aforementioned examples by Helms and Fisher, and more irregular, as in Utler’s piece.
 
              The language of brinnen, with all its unusual vocabulary, syntax, and metaphors, can also be compared with twentieth-century hermetic poetry by the likes of Paul Celan and Ingeborg Bachmann. The special inclusion of medieval German words increases the dark, enigmatic character of the work and links it to a long bygone era – considered an important period for hermeticism – that now barely seems comprehensible. Like hermetic poetry, brinnen features a certain degree of linguistic or poetic autonomy and can therefore be associated with concepts of absolute or pure poetry (see, e.g., Petersen 2006; Fishman et al. 2012) Language itself, with all its poetic idiosyncrasies, is the main subject here, enhancing the poetic function, and the palpability and deautomatization of language. Utler’s application of her sound-technological method increases such linguistic self-reflexivity – that can be interpreted as a metaphorical echoing – as it renders language tangible in an unusual and remarkable way, intensifying and complicating the enmeshment between sound and sense.
 
             
            
              4.1.8 Conclusion
 
              Utler’s brinnen, in particular the audio version, fosters the author’s aim of inducing simultaneity, ambiguity, instability, and confusion. It calls into question– and in a way productively widens – the gap between speaker and speech, language and technology. Sound technology was a constitutive element in the composing process, with Utler applying one specific, distinct artistic method, and challenging notions of (lyric) subjectivity by splitting up and multiplying her own voice.
 
              Brinnen addresses the senses of perception, as well as the relationship between sense and meaning. Speech, sound, and meaning constitute a fragile state of ambiguity and openness, of unexcited but nervous uncertainty, strongly reinforced by the distinct technological method of multiplying text fragments. Technology affects both sound and meaning by intensifying the structural feature of the textual content’s unstable ebb and flow, achieved by means of layering and overlapping. Moreover, the notion of ersprechen (of the two speaking routes), triggering associations with movement through space, and the distribution of the additional layers of spoken words within the stereo field reintroduce spatiality into temporality.
 
              Technology proves to have been a crucial condition for the realization of this work, allowing Utler to tinker around with it – especially in today’s advanced, post-digital media environment which provides direct access to and the relatively easy use of technological devices. This was, according to herself, an essential part of the working process, with many compositional decisions made spontaneously. The process of audioliterary writing – resulting in brinnen’s striking repetition, multiplication, overlapping, and displacement of spoken material by way of excessive editing – creates the impression of metaphorical streams running throughout the piece: words, situations, subjects, and objects, activities, and actions float around as the process unfolds. The sound-technological treatment activates the manifold connections between the linguistic network and the sonic verbality in which these connections literally resonate. In the aural versions of the work (CD and performance), the metaphorical floating is much more apparent than on the printed page – although the book version also hints at simultaneity and overlapping in its layout and typography. All this takes place on the basis of Utler’s highly distinctive, original poetic language, which already sets the process of fragmentation in motion, chopping-up and layering words on the textual level.
 
              Thus, the confusion and instability intended by the author are brought about by both her idiosyncratic poetic language and the technologically layered and repeated speech fragments. The level of confusion may not be extreme as that produced by other examples in this study, such as Dagmara Kraus and Jörg Piringer, but while Utler has managed to successfully achieve disorientation and instability for the aforementioned reasons, experienced listeners accustomed to listening to technological manipulation in experimental music or sound poetry may also enjoy brinnen as a pleasant work, without getting too confused. However, for most literary audiences used to audiobooks or conventional poetry readings, the aesthetic effect created by the technological sound composition may well serve as a disorienting element.
 
             
           
          
            4.2 “Language is my instrument”: Alessandro Bosetti, MaskMirror
 
            Alessandro Bosetti (✶1973) is a composer and sound artist who started out as an improviser and jazz saxophonist. He then became part of Berlin’s Echtzeitmusik scene, a loose association of young improvisers within the local experimental music scene that emerged in the mid-1990s (see Blažanović 2014). Bosetti was a member of numerous groups (e.g., Phosphor) and had his own band Trophies, before he eventually started improvising with spoken language, composing and producing experimental radio plays, presenting sound installations, and performing solo. In the past years, he has been working in music again, particularly in contemporary composition. Moreover, he has realized numerous projects and compositions in the field of experimental vocal music with other performers and ensembles (e.g., Neue Vocalsolisten, Stuttgart). His artistic practice demonstrates his particular interest in the musicality of language and the voice as “an autonomous object and instrument of expression.” He has also worked with minor foreign languages, like Cimbrian and Rumantsch from the European Alpine region (in Alpine Flipbooks 2013), and an invented language (in Zwölfzungen 2006).127 Besides being performed live and commissioned for radio broadcasts, many of his works are available on CD and vinyl albums.128
 
            Bosetti considers himself a “computer artist,” using “microphone, loudspeaker, broadcasting” as the main ingredients in his artistic practice, not yet having “overcome the shock of recording.”129 In addition, he frequently uses the computer as a technological device, together with a simple set of DAWs, such as Logic for audio editing and Sibelius for transcription, as well as the visual programming language Max/MSP. In France, he occasionally works with specialists (called Realisatéurs Informatique Musicale, RIM), who help him to technologically execute works that he has conceptualized beforehand. Bosetti sometimes develops his own technological setups, as in MaskMirror130, but “tend[s] to repeat certain cycles” in the process of developing new projects.
 
            With a strong, constitutive dependence on sound technology and digitality, he describes his relationship with media technologies as one situated between two paradigms: an older paradigm that aims to “make [technology] fail or [to] find some crack in the machine,” thereby turning technology’s failings, errors, and glitches into productive means of composition; and a newer one that includes the latest technologies, such as machine learning and AI. For his own work, he tends to make use of the “old” paradigm instead of working with AI and machine learning, because “the machine is using the failing of the machine before we can do it,” which requires a “change [in] the relation[ship] to technology.” However, Bosetti admits that he is curious about new technological developments and acknowledges the work of others using technologies like AI. He believes that the role of machines and artificial intelligence in society should be discussed more because it “is about [political and social] power,” and technological progress is “mind-blowing.” Bosetti closely and critically observes technological developments and carefully selects the technologies for his works.
 
            Often taking a rather reductionist approach to media technology, many of his works, including MaskMirror, are based on just a few technological and methodical functions, which form the basis for the way that he plays around with technology and the material: “it is very interesting when you have just very few things […] I have a couple of pieces where I just have one button.” Bosetti compares the use of technology in artistic processes with “a couple of molecules in chemistry, the actors are the catalysator, you put a little shape into a beehive, [and] the bees will start to construct something around that shape.” A reduced set of elements, or a basic technology, is set in motion by the interplay between artistic ideas and/or the content and material of a work: “Bosetti gives himself up to the entropy of sound, music, voice, self and situation” and “allows himself (while inviting us) to become lost, bewildered, disoriented (Whitehead 2016). Remarkably, this description of Bosetti’s invitation to get lost and become disorientated in language aligns with the main characteristics of the project that I will now discuss.
 
            
              4.2.1 General Introduction to MaskMirror
 
              MaskMirror (since 2008) is a language-based performance project centered around a back-and-forth between the performer and a self-constructed technological setup (a keyboard sampler and software patch), resembling a peculiar kind of dialogue, or split monologue, between the performer and his technological setup. This generates a poetic text that is almost completely improvised, emerging spontaneously during the performance, with Bosetti speaking live and playing back samples. These samples are of thousands of pieces of material performed by Bosetti, from mouth sounds and syllables to words and short phrases. There are a few audio and video recordings of these performances, though they simply document the live events.131
 
              MaskMirror performances feature a dense mix of sampled material played in lively combination with spontaneous passages spoken in a rather relaxed and colloquial manner, all performed by himself. The indeterminacy generated by the randomization of the samples is a crucial factor that makes the however fragmented and ruptured narrative passages twist and turn in an unpredictable way – even to Bosetti as the performer. The performances last between twenty and fifty minutes, though there have been some shorter ones.132 Bosetti says that he has put on around eighty performances over the years (as of summer 2025). Performing this work live is highly fitting, for spontaneity, improvisation, and the development of the textual level in real time are integral to it, along with the occasional gestures made by Bosetti that accompany his speech, adding to the work’s considerable audience appeal. The live performer interacting with his own, disembodied voice by technological means also challenges, transforms, and expands the role of both the poet-performer133 and the lyrical subject.
 
              Bosetti’s website describes the project as “reorganiz[ing] speech for musical purposes with narratives that are about nothing and everything at the same time” and “min[ing] the unfolding of language and its meaning in random sequences.” Associating the project with “the baroque clumsiness of the first mechanical calculators by the likes of Gottfried Leibniz and Blaise Pascal” and thereby addressing the combinatorial logic that underlies the rather simple software patch, the project is declared to be a piece of “electronic ventriloquism.”134 Although some of this descriptive text’s vocabulary – “instrument,” “musical purposes” – connects the work with music, the literary context is addressed by phrases like the “reorganiz[ation] of speech,” “narratives,” “language,” “meaning,” “phonemes,” and “lexical units.” I define MaskMirror as poetry because speech is “reorganized” in a way that reflects the characteristics of the poetic function defined by Russian Formalism and literary theory, such as the complication of form, the self-referentiality of language, and excess structuring. Bosetti’s statements in the interview ultimately prove that examining language is crucial to his project, which aims to construct a “verbal mirror.” However, his general motivation for this work came from making montages of spoken text for radio pieces, with the objective of bringing spontaneity to the editing process and of bypassing the logic of timecodes and visual representations of soundwaves in DAWs. This eventually led him to improvise with spoken-word material on a keyboard.
 
              Bosetti has widely varied his material and performative constellations over time, using samples of instrumental or electronic sounds, and working with writers and video artists.135 He has also experimented with the integration of voices other than his own, for example, with samples of actors’ voices and even with telephone call-ins. This has also expanded the range of voices and languages he uses (other than English), such as French or Italian – two languages that Bosetti himself speaks. All this sheds light on his aim of experimenting with various constellations, voices, and approaches to sound out the different features of the project’s setups. It reveals that the (final) constellation of most MaskMirror performances is based on a profound process of trying out and experimenting with different variants in order to find the most suitable and viable way to stage the project – to perform solo in a live situation before an audience, mainly using samples containing voice and speech.
 
              This project is an example of sonic poetry because it combines digital sound and recording technologies as well as software coding with a technological setup on stage, taking digitality and technology as a given. Despite being deeply experimental in its origins, the playful character of the performance makes it accessible to many kinds of audiences, mixing sound-poetic elements with fragmented narrative passages, which include surprising turns. The total lack of scholarly articles about MaskMirror and scarce mentions of Bosetti in musicology136 are symptomatic of the lack of discourse when it comes to such transdisciplinary works, or even contemporary radiophonic art, a field in which his work can be considered seminal. In the following, I will present and discuss the technological features of this project, including the reciprocal human-machine relationship (the sampler setup), the poetic text, the way it is performed, and the references to historic works and theoretical concepts. Further, I will examine Bosetti’s application of musical improvisation to spoken, poetic language and what this transfer means for the aesthetic and semantic level of his work. In doing so, I will argue that Bosetti creates a poetic text that is fundamentally based on unexpectedness and indeterminacy. Moreover, I will analyze the form of the poetic discourse – the artist’s dialogue or split monologue with himself – in order to determine what consequences it has for authorship, the role of the performer, the concept of the lyrical subject, and questions of authenticity. I will show why it makes sense to file a seemingly unclassifiable project like MaskMirror under the category of (sonic) poetry.
 
             
            
              4.2.2 Technological Details and Language Material in MaskMirror
 
              Technology, especially sampling, is a highly constitutive element of this project, although Bosetti samples his own voice instead of other, premediatized found voices usually associated with the (cultural) practice of sampling (see Ch. 3.3). However, compared with the other projects discussed in this chapter, this is the only project resulting in a live, performative interaction between the performer and technology. The setup of MaskMirror consists of a keyboard that is used to play back prerecorded material, mainly Bosetti’s own voice; a commercially available controller that is used to adjust the volume and playback speed, and to add minor sound effects such as reverberation; and an interior software mechanism that runs on a laptop, programmed by Bosetti in Max/MSP, which automatically and to a certain degree randomly selects and triggers prerecorded voice and language material.
 
              This technological extension evokes the concept of the “cyborg” (Haraway 1985), although this term has been used (and misused) excessively to the point that it has become dated, especially in a post-digital media environment where such technological extensions are ubiquitous and no longer anything special. Rather than being a “hybrid of machine and organism” (Haraway 1985, 65), the technological setup of MaskMirror can be considered a temporary extension – or instrument, as Bosetti calls it – which remains the artist’s counterpart rather than merging with the human body as a “hybrid.” However, it can be interpreted as a vivid example of a “cognitive assemblage” between technology and the human, as they are inseparably interconnected in this performance, with the “cognitive decisions” of one affecting the other (Hayles 2017, 118). Here, the technological setup not only improves a human function but enables something that would be impossible without it: the replication and externalization of the performer’s own voice and speech, allowing him to discursively interact with himself. Just as “cyborg replication is uncoupled from organic reproduction,” Bosetti replicates his voice and speech by technological means rather than organic reproduction (Haraway 1985, 66).
 
              The recording of spoken language fragments and their playback via a sampler during a performance reflect Bosetti’s self-definition as “a recording-artist,” meaning that (digital) technology is constitutive of this project. Moreover, the editing of the prerecorded language material is a key factor in this work as Bosetti considers it important to use the full recording of a word from beginning to end and to “never cut into the flesh of the voice.” He therefore captures and retains the full aural dynamic of an utterance – in contrast to Dagmara Kraus (Ch. 4.3). The performance setup also includes a headset microphone to keep the level of his orally uttered speech consistent and to adjust the volume of the samples played via the instrument during the performance, allowing for extra mobility and space to move freely while performing. A single monitor speaker, placed behind or next to Bosetti at approximately head height, enables him to clearly hear the samples being played back. This allows him to immediately react those samples in his improvised speech– and moreover turns the performer’s active listening into part of the performance.
 
              Bosetti admits that, on a technological level, MaskMirror is rather simple. He describes himself as “basically […] a player [i.e., playback mechanism] in random mode,” asserting that he has “a sort of a conflictual relation to this becoming an instrument so that I keep it simple.” When a key is pushed, it plays one random sample within a certain folder stored on the laptop connected via the Max/MSP software patch. These digital folders containing Bosetti’s sampled language are connected to specific keys on the keyboard that have handwritten stickers attached to them (visible in the analyzed video), reading, for example, “place,” “yes/no,” or “adj” (presumably for “adjective”). He has categorized the samples by their content or formal qualities, but he has also randomized them to a degree, adding a certain indeterminacy to how they are played back as well as to the whole performance. All this results in an instantaneously generated, fragmentary quasi-narrative, which unfolds as a discursive back-and-forth between live human speech and the language being played back via the sampler.
 
              The material that is stored in a given folder consists of recordings of Bosetti’s own voice, “pronounc[ing] utterances, which are language fragments.” These are stored and organized according to somewhat “arbitrary” categories in various folders on a laptop. One folder might feature single nouns, another plural nouns, verbs, adverbs, or adjectives. Some folders contain just a few words pronounced with “different intention[s],” i.e., different accentuations, while another contains only the words “yes” and “no” in many different intonations, and others contain up to 200 or 300 samples. Bosetti says that he selects the words in a “very idiosyncratic” manner, taking them from books and newspapers or using lists of specific words, such as adjectives found on the internet. This allows him to make deliberate selections during performance, while the specific word (or language sound) that will be played back is not foreseeable due to the randomization within the folder. For this reason, the system ensures a certain degree of unpredictability and surprise for the performer, who still maintains partial control over what word(s) (or language sounds) will be played back and in what direction the performance will unfold. The technological setup of MaskMirror can therefore be considered an instrument on which to play language and thereby instantaneously generate the poetic text in a combinatorial way, which includes an element of randomness, creating indeterminacy.137
 
             
            
              4.2.3 Improvising with Language
 
              It comes as no surprise that Bosetti, a trained jazz musician, also treats spoken language in an improvised manner in this project: “I play an instrument, and that instrument is language.” This must be distinguished from the actual technological setup (with the sampler as its center), which Bosetti also refers to as an instrument. It could be argued, however, that language is his material, as he plays this material with the actual instrument. Nevertheless, I would consider his statement to be an expression of his musical approach, in which he seeks to actually play with language musically while also following his “idea of learning [and] developing the instrumental praxis.” In a non-artistic context, we constantly improvise – and play – with language in everyday colloquial communication, to the point that we can gradually construct our thoughts while speaking (see Kleist 1951 [1878]). In Bosetti’s performances, conceptualization and expression work together in tandem, as they do in Heinrich von Kleist’s concept of “gradual completion.” MaskMirror is a poetic narrative that unfolds through the interplay between a speaking author and his technological double. In music, improvisation has been described as “both the most widely practiced of all musical activities and the least acknowledged and understood” (Bailey 1993 [1980] ix). Although present in most musical genres, it is often associated with jazz music and “[d]efined in […] catchphrases like […] instant composition.” This suggests a structuring of (musical) material that emerges in the act of playing and is not planned in advance, thus engendering unpredictability and surprise.
 
              In the fields of conventional literature and performance, it is quite rare to improvise during a performance or generate text instantaneously, as poetry is generally considered a carefully crafted form of language that undergoes several revisions during the process of its composition – at least in the case of canonized, Western, literary (or academic) poetry.138 Exceptions include the late audio works by German writer Peter Kurzeck, who narrates his childhood in what appears to be a form of free storytelling (see Binczek 2012), and the poetological, self-reflective monologues, or “‘talk’ pieces,” that American poet David Antin frequently performed in the 1970s and 1980s, which he recorded and later transcribed: These works seem to be “spontaneous” but “follow certain patterns” and “privileg[e] the immediacy of voice as the site of real-time experience” (Davidson 1997, 107, 117), just like Bosetti’s MaskMirror. But improvisational elements and an ability to improvise also play a certain role in many oral forms of poetry, such as “[p]erformance poetry and the poetry slam,” which “owe […] much to the tradition of stand-up comedy and improvisatory theater” (Gioia 2003, 29) – although actual spontaneous and improvised speech in poetry slams may be the exception. But it is not just this new kind of oral poetry that “sometimes [uses] improvisatory forms” (Gioia 2003, 28) – e.g., in freestyle rap – rather, “Arabic poetry” (Allen 2012, 66), African American poetry (see, e.g., Bolden 2004), Russian chastushka miniature lyric folk songs, improvised Basque verse singing, and poetic games like “bouts-rimés” (Scott 2012) require an ability to improvise. Regarding the radiophonic arts in a literary context, Heinz Hiebler has argued that free narration or even improvised speech as a literary or poetic form have remained exceptions (cf. 2005, 218).
 
              As MaskMirror is a work deriving from Bosetti’s radiophonic work, it makes a strong argument for improvisation in this context by turning improvisation into one of its core elements and successfully “playing language” in an improvisational way. However, improvisation is not uncommon in sound poetry either. While the work of some sound poets is based on scores or scripts, others compose their works spontaneously.139 Many sound poets compose their texts and entire structures instantaneously and in real time on stage, qualifying these works as improvisation with language. The spontaneous reactions to the samples, played back in an improvisational manner, does not follow a script, meaning that the outcome of the performance is limited (to a minor extent) by the selection of the samples stored in advance and the performer’s spontaneity. Although the unpredictability of the progression of Bosetti’s poetic discourse could be viewed simply as the contingency of colloquial speech and everyday conversation, his background as a musical improviser calls forth associations with the idea of improvisation – colloquial contingency is the game, but improvisation with language is the name. The fact that he enters into a kind of improvised quasi-dialogue with himself, not unlike in colloquial conversation with an active counterpart, makes the specific kind of improvisation in these performances even more distinct and special.
 
             
            
              4.2.4 Dialogue with Oneself as “Schizophrenic Ventriloquism”
 
              While the discursive back-and-forth between Bosetti’s improvised sample playback and his spontaneous live speech may seem like auto-dialogue, he describes it as “a sort of schizophrenic ventriloquism,” saying that it is “similar to what happens when you play an instrument because the instrument becomes part of you.” Because the sampler plays back language material conceived, produced, and spoken by Bosetti, the artist “sound[s] through the instrument like it is a part of my body.” Bosetti hesitates to call this a dialogue, as he considers it “more like an osmosis where you play yourself.” MaskMirror’s logic of a performer conversing with his own, technologically externalized voice short-circuits the conventions of proper dialogue. Moreover, it defamiliarizes the idea of dialogue, with technology appearing as a third entity that mediates, enables, and simultaneously interrupts the conversation taking place between Bosetti and his own voice. Bosetti’s communication with himself can also be described as a split monologue, which nevertheless includes the digressions typical of conversations, where one reacts to what the other says (in an ideal case). According to Bosetti (in an information text on his website), this split monologue can also be considered a piece of “schizophrenic ventriloquism,” as he enters into conversation with himself. Bosetti thus demonstrates a form of communication with himself that is even more schizophrenic than is already the case in ventriloquism (see Connor 2000).
 
              Reinforcing the dialogical character of these performances and increasing their indeterminacy are occasional interactions with the audience, including “countless hilarious heckling interactions” that are rather atypical in most forms of poetry and musical performance, though they sometimes occur at poetry slams and quite frequently in stand-up comedy. In Bosetti’s performances, it could be the laid-back atmosphere generated by his unpretentiousness together with the relaxed setting that induces the audience to interact and thereby influence the development of the performance, although he points out that this happens more frequently in Australia and the US than it does in Europe – an interesting fact that may have to do with the greater popularity of stand-up comedy in those countries. Nevertheless, these interactions integrate the audience into the process of discursive interaction and into the performance as such, adding a participatory element and increasing MaskMirror’s hybridity by further associating it with popular genres like poetry slam and stand-up comedy.140
 
              The title, MaskMirror, already hints at the overall concept of this work, as the instrument, or technological setup, that Boetti came up with, can be understood as a “verbal mirror” that is “empty” and has to be filled with speech that is then reflected.
 
             
            
              4.2.5 Poetic Text
 
              The spoken text of each MaskMirror performance is not at all premediatized or based on a preceding, script-based written text, but is constructed while it is being performed. Unlike the examples of Piringer and Kraus, which I will discuss later in this chapter (see Ch. 4.3 and 4.4), the text here is, for the most part, intelligible and makes conventional sense. It is very easy to understand and decode due to the rather ordinary vocabulary used – a simplicity that is almost peculiar in the context of poetry. One exception are the non- and paralinguistic utterings and mouth noises that are interspersed throughout, some of which can generate affective due to their phonosemantic qualities, while others constitute an additional level of abstract sound that reinforces the musicality of the work. But unlike Utler in brinnen, Bosetti hardly, if ever, uses any neologisms or deliberately chosen words that are uncommon, special, or taken from historical contexts.
 
              The poetic text of MaskMirror is therefore a hybrid of disparate elements, such as list-like passages of isolated words lacking a coherent syntax or semantic level, repetitive structures with varying elements, fragmentary narratives in the form of quasi-dialogues, and sound-poetic utterings that are both transmitted in concentrated passages and interspersed throughout the performance. Bosetti’s prosody is relaxed, featuring a subtle range of intonation, including slight differences in tone, from declarative to questioning, never tipping over into extreme emotions. Unlike the portentous prosody in brinnen, in which Anja Utler speaks at a rather decelerated pace, intonating almost every single syllable, Bosetti sounds like he is participating in a colloquial, everyday conversation, not unlike the poetics that David Antin developed in the 1970s. This is the case both during his spontaneous live speech as well as in the prerecorded language samples. Exceptions can be found in some of the prerecorded samples that feature paralinguistic sounds, such as sarcastic laughter or an over-affected “hello.” Moreover, specific abstract noises add some sound dynamics to the performance as a whole, for example, strong mouth pops, harsh and abrasive throat noises, and unusually loud breathing.
 
              In the following, I will analyze the first half of a slightly edited video recording, a performance without an audience produced for documentary reasons and uploaded to YouTube, with a duration of about ten minutes (9:56).141 The camera perspective switches between frontal and sideways medium shots, with some closer headshots and close-ups of the instrument’s keyboard cut in between. On an additional visual level, a few specific words or sentence fragments that are simultaneously audible are superimposed onto the image (white lettering on the plain, red-painted wall in the background), as do a few short cutaways of what seems to be historic found film footage. One interesting detail of Bosetti’s mode of performance and the instrument that functions as an interface is that he sits on a stool at the beginning of the video and stands up toward the end, moving his body to the movement of sounds and physically leaning into the vocal performance. The video also shows Bosetti gesticulating with his hands when they are not touching the keyboard and moving his head slightly to indicate internal reflection, affirmation, negation, or indecisiveness.
 
              The recording starts with a short section of about twenty seconds that functions as an introduction. It features densely structured, non-linguistic mouth and voice sounds that resemble abstract sound poetry, played exclusively from the sampler. Some of these sounds overlap and are played at a density that would be impossible to achieve by just performing solo without a technological device. In some other performances, Bosetti produces similar oral sound-poetic utterings live and in addition to playing the sampler in order to intensify the density and increase the number of vocal layers.
 
              This introductory structure of abstract sounds, mainly featuring fragmented breathing sounds coming from the sampler, continues for another twenty seconds until the end of the passage (up to 00:39), gradually decreasing in density. Slowly, a few isolated words, sentence fragments, interjections, and paralinguistic utterings can be heard, some of them played back via the sampler,142 with slight artificial reverb added together with the occasional overlapping of elements. The slight reverb effect differentiates the played-back samples from the oral utterances coming live from Bosetti’s mouth: “[yes] – [assume] – [rely✶distributing] – [hey✶a fact that you could not see] – [smile] – [awful] – [yeah] – [uh ha] – [mhh] – [hahahaha (laughter)] …”
 
              The last few seconds are accompanied by an interrupted, pitch-shifting sinewave for about eight seconds, which sounds like a test signal gone wild. As the sinewave sound fades away, the piece changes abruptly, with the single word “[time]” played back from the sampler as a break and intermediary element between the introductory part and the next part: a longer passage of Bosetti speaking live while frequently interrupting himself with short interjections from the sampler (indicated in square brackets), such as paralinguistic utterings and isolated words that influence the direction of the performance’s content:
 
               
                [Time] but, nevertheless you managed to [bah] get into this [t] room [bah✶chchch], into this chamber, and you found ✶[da] a lot of [pills]✶objects✶[kh] [exercises]; you started, you put your Yoga-mat on the floor and✶[asking]✶ah you didn’t ask anyone because nobody was there …
 
              
 
              Here, the isolated word “[exercises]” is the keyword that triggers a longer section of about one minute and thirty seconds, where one of the many everyday situations described in the MaskMirror performances occurs. It is a dialogue about – or virtually with – an acquaintance at the Yoga studio, although it only contains one side of a possible conversation, as all we hear is Bosetti’s character repeatedly addressing a “you” that never has a say. Not even the textual layer of the sampler assumes the role of the counterpart, instead acting as a supplementary layer of comments:
 
               
                […] you started exercising, you start your Yoga routine✶[hah (breathing sound)] that you do every day✶[bah] you✶[chhh] go to this hot Yoga in Mitte [for the first time] no it was not the first time, I’ve been going for four years, you have been going for maybe five years, I saw you there, maybe fifty percent of times, most of time✶[hah (breathing-sound)] you didn’t say Hi [Hello] [X X (two kissing sounds)] because you are so tense, you are✶[pk] just, you know✶[bah] you, you live in Weinmeisterstrasse, you make a lot of money, you work in fashion✶[hah (breathing sound)] and✶[bah] you go to Yoga every✶[oops]✶day and the half of times I meet you, the other half of times I don’t meet you …
 
              
 
              This imaginary conversation takes on a flirty touch, heavily reinforced by the supplementary layer of samples, which add an alluringly intonated “[hello],” kissing sounds, an impish “[oops],” and breathing sounds. This layer of speech seems to express what usually remains unspoken, uttering what lies between the lines. The interspersions played back via the sampler during Bosetti’s technological ventriloquism enriches and expands on what he says live. This can be interpreted as a technological excavation of what seems to be on Bosetti’s mind, with the sampler and its played-back words serving as a device – in the technological and the poetic sense – to complete the narrative and present the whole story.
 
              Another example of these numerous, abrupt textual changes of direction follows just a few moments later:
 
               
                … I keep returning to the Yoga class and sometimes I look some teachers I really wanna have [k]✶[hah (breathing sound)], this means I look at the schedule [dee], I see the name [bah] okay, not today, tomorrow✶[tk]✶[mhh]✶[sssh]✶[hah (breathing sound)] [after the storm] [sh] [okay]✶[afterwards] yesterday there was a storm✶[chhh] I could see the clouds over Neukölln [bah] I was✶[ssh] I was supposed to bike there✶[the fact that you don’t consider that] a problem, because after an hour …
 
              
 
              Here, it is the “[storm]” that leads to another brief quotidian episode about rainy weather and the transportation choices that depend on it. A listener might be able to follow Bosetti’s progression of thought, to track his search for a new direction in the narrative that makes – more or less – sense. This is because, just after the “[storm]” sample, he continues with a short, simple statement that does not contain much information: “yesterday there was a storm.” Step by step, he develops a new passage, another mundane miniature that actually could have happened to him but probably has not. The view of clouds over Neukölln (a district of Berlin popular with artists and musicians) features as a quick poetic cliché before the text continues with everyday problems. The very end of the above-cited passage is an interesting example of the many moments in MaskMirror performances when a sample, in this case a string of words, is seamlessly followed by Bosetti’s live voice completing a sentence with an impromptu word. He then continues improvising, turning what follows into a meandering string of words that constitutes part of this project’s appeal.
 
              At the beginning of the next passage, Bosetti directly addresses the breaks and digressions by proposing (to himself? To his sampled alter-ego? To the audience?) a change of subject:
 
               
                … maybe long ago I have been surrounded by✶[bah] old ladies✶[the fact that I accept her confession over] [pf] yeah let’s change the subject [the fact that I have realized] what? [camps] [hah]✶[tk] summer-camps [hah] [bah] [violently] yes, violent summer-camps [mhh]✶[tsh] military-camps [successfully] successfully, successful military, militarized, weaponized, powerized, almost conflictualized [dances] [chhh]✶[bah] I have been dancing among militants and militias [mh]✶[hourly] [chhh] [merrily] merrily dancing with a bazooka in my hands and [prays]✶ [chhh]✶[bah] you pray every day [an author] you pray every day [after I had just received the Blofeld] you pray every day [gid-th] [at 7 a.m.] you pray every day [gid] [on the same day] you pray every day [boh]✶[shh] [for the last time] and for [at 7 a.m.] you pray every day [mhh]✶[shhh] [elegantly] yes [in the middle age] also you pray, you pray every day [during his childhood] and you pray every day [in the Renaissance] and you pray every day [when happy day in January] [tch] [walks] [huh] [k]✶[bah] [next year] you pray every day [nah] [hah]✶[always] [sssh]✶[nah] you pray? [at noon] every day? [chhh] you pray [last year] every day [mhh]✶[bah] you [utilize]✶[except that I frequently have a feeling about] you pray every day [pf] [after the elections] [buh] you pray [on the verge of firing blind] every day [chhh] [disappears] [hah (breathing sound)] it’s impossible to disappear …
 
              
 
              In this section, the unfolding narrative changes from a colloquial free-form structure into a more rigid form, with “you pray every day” performatively reiterated over a dozen times, concentrating the language material into a paratactic structure. These repetitions are mixed with variations, perpetuating the overall feeling of surprise and featuring accidental, ambiguous insights, for example, into prayer “after the elections” (not before) or “on the verge of firing blind,” which in the first case may evoke paradoxical, in the latter troubling interpretations. Such combinations emerge from the interplay between randomized samples and spontaneous reactions from the performer and are not the result of an author’s careful intellectual reflection or textual composition. Rather, they are affective reactions that may also touch on Bosetti’s subconscious or whatever else he has on his mind during a performance. All this foregrounds the interplay between inconsistent unpredictability and predictable regularity that is at play between the abstract, nonreferential sound-poetic sections (e.g., the introductory part of the transcribed passage) and the however fragmented nano-narratives.
 
              Moreover, a word like “prays” is ambiguous due to its homophony with “praise.” Bosetti could have just as well emphasized the latter meaning to create a repetitive section, and it is unclear why he chose “praying” after the absurdist combination of “merrily dancing with a bazooka in [his] hands,” though it most likely depended on a spontaneous, subjective association that came about in the moment. Another noticeable feature are clusters of alliterations, one of poetry’s most striking markers. A section like the following features an amassment of words starting with the letter m (militias, military) and ending in some of the same suffixes (-ized): “military, militarized, weaponized, powerized, almost conflictualized [dances] [chhh]✶[bah] I have been dancing among militants and militias [mh]✶[hourly] [chhh] [merrily] merrily dancing …”
 
              Such paratactic structures, alliterations, and repetitions further musicalize the language material, which is rendered particularly powerful when spoken aloud. Alliteration, as a poetic device, strengthens the project’s use of the poetic mode in the text of MaskMirror. Another feature of this dense, highly digressive, and sometimes erratic text is its autofictional level. In a section like the following, the audience may well assume that Bosetti is actually talking about his life, his activities, his thoughts:
 
               
                … yesterday I was writing this thing✶[before our departure] for radio and [punctually] I was looking in the past [well] so what I did [regularly] was to take all the first persons and turn it into third persons, so you, you, you, you [bravo!] [bah] thank you! [snores] and after that, I [hah (breathing sound)] turned all the past tense into future tense [bingo!] exactly [dood] [brrrr]✶[argh]✶[pf]✶[chhh]✶[aha] that was a good idea [tk] [bah]; so, I don’t want to look into my childhood anymore …
 
              
 
              In a bold, self-reflexive twist, he talks about taking “all first persons and turn[ing] it into third persons,” thereby addressing the power of language and the possibilities of art to change reality by altering a text – turning the “I” into a “you, you, you, you.” He applauds himself in a somewhat ironic way by commenting on this with a “[bravo!]” from the sampler, i.e., his technological alter ego. In moments like this, the two strings of speech, spontaneous live speaking and played-back samples, seem to comment on each other rather than create a dialogue, adding another layer of interactive quality between Bosetti and his samples. Moreover, the turn from “I” to “you, you, you, you,” with the “you” emphasized through repetition, is reminiscent of Rimbaud’s “I is someone else” and addresses a desire to transgress identity, to escape the “I” and become a “you.” In the context of this performance, this could also mean that Bosetti as the performer wants to transform into the “I” of the text or into the technological alter ego conveyed by the sampled voice or even into the community of the audience that might feel that it is being addressed by the uttered “you.” Sound recording as such is already evocative of a splitting of the ego, as it detaches the voice from the body and turns it into something that is stored elsewhere.
 
              The text continues with another alteration, from “past tense into future tense,” again with an immediate reaction from the technological self, speaking through the sampler, which confirms with a “[bingo]” that this is the right thing to do. This conveys a desire to reverse time, which is impossible in reality, but a much easier task when playing with words and language by changing the grammatical tense, turning this into another moment of linguistic self-reflection. Recording media – as productively used in this performance – allow time to be reversed, too, as they can be used to manipulate the temporal axis (see Kittler [1990] 2017). However, MaskMirror does not seem to follow any specific pattern concerning the use of tenses, instead mixing the past, present, and future tenses. But changing tenses like this also seems to have an impact on the poet-performer’s relationship with the character in the text, the lyrical subject. The line “I don’t want to look into my childhood anymore” can be understood as a warning against trivial psychoanalytical interpretations of the text – and of the performance itself. It urges against assuming that the spontaneous utterings and verbal reactions of Bosetti the performer stem from his unconscious. In this regard, MaskMirror poses the question of whether technology might also have something like an unconscious – a suggestion touched upon by both psychoanalysis and media theory (see, e.g., Kittler 1997 [1993], 145). All of this confuses the relationship between authorship, performance, autofiction, and the lyrical subject even more, thus further complicating the process of semiosis and interpretation.
 
              The last passage quoted above is a striking example of what has previously been described as a split monologue, featuring a dialogical element, which is an important component and part of the appeal of these performances. It shows how the interplay between Bosetti’s improvisation and the samples develops, and how a fragmented, unpredictable narrative (even for Bosetti as the author/performer) emerges out of this process.
 
              Close to six minutes into the ten minutes of the recording, after several abrupt changes of topic and the repetitive intermezzo, the performed text switches once more, this time from “praying” to “disappearing.” Such passages of fragmented narration driven by the relentless seesawing between snippets from the sampler and spontaneous, live oral improvisation can go on for many minutes and can thus be considered a key element of MaskMirror that constitutes part of the work’s aesthetic appeal, namely, the unfolding of a string of anecdotes, which include digressions, fragmentation, and surprising turns. This generally contrasts with another key element: the rather abstract vocal utterings that are mainly played via the sampler, which function as rapid disruptions to and enrichments of the fragmented narrative.
 
             
            
              4.2.6 Connections with other (historical) Concepts and Practices
 
              Having discussed MaskMirror’s technological features and constitutive elements, I would now like to link further aspects of Bosetti’s work to artistic practices and theoretical concepts. This will not decrease its uniqueness or originality; rather, it will connect specific aspects with comparable approaches, thereby enabling contextualization.
 
              First of all, the self-built technological setup can be compared to the instruments self-built by other artists in the field, since around the 1970s (see 3.2.8). In an era when technology was not as naturally embedded within our lives, this was more of a special feature than it is today. Bosetti’s customized setup demonstrates how motivated artists can be to conceive and construct equipment for their own unique artistic purposes (see Ch. 3.2.8).
 
              The randomization in Bosetti’s composing processes calls forth the work of composers like John Cage, who applied chance operations not only in musical works but also in text-based works (see Schulze 2000, 154–178; see also Ch. 3.3). Cage’s contemporary Jackson Mac Low likewise applied aspects of indeterminacy and improvisation in his Crossword Gathas, including spontaneous but rule-guided choices made by the performer concerning the order of the reading lines and the columns of the score, which was structured like a crossword. But unlike MaskMirror, these works were still based on preceding texts and scores. Randomization as an aleatoric element consciously undermines artistic intentionality and suggests that nonlinear processes of composition are also at work in literature and poetry (see Schulze 2000, 17). The randomization in Bosetti’s project can be compared with combinatorial approaches due to the way that Bosetti has organized the samples in the folders of his computer, which are played back by the sampler-keyboard via the software patches (see above). This combinatorial element is similar to that in One Each by Jörg Piringer, who applied permutations to generate the language material for his project (see Ch. 4.4).
 
              The fragmented narratives and discontinuous structures resemble the logic and aesthetics of the cut-up method (see Ch. 3.3.1). The element of randomness in this method can generate surprising and unpredictable textual developments, with variations and different degrees of randomization possible (see Fahrer 2009, 96). In the case of MaskMirror, the randomness is at work on only one side of the discursive back-and-forth, namely in the playing of samples via the instrument, with its built-in, randomized selection of words and short sentences – and not in Bosetti’s reactions to the samples, which, despite all the spontaneity required, allow Bosetti to at least minimally reflect on how to react in a way that makes (more or less) sense.
 
              Another close association is a term and method applied (but not invented) by the French Surrealists since around 1920: automatic writing, the spontaneous writing-down of what first comes to mind, unhindered by rational considerations (see Breton 1933). Although the intuitive reactions of Bosetti’s live voice could be, to a certain extent, considered an acoustic variant of automatic writing, there are significant differences (besides the one between writing and speaking), which manifest in the technological setup in particular, serving as Bosetti’s counterpart, and in the discursive back-and-forth.
 
              Sound composer Antje Vowinckel, also associated with Berlin’s Echtzeitmusik scene and a radio art practitioner, has developed a sophisticated artistic practice that she calls automatic speaking, a more direct modification of automatic writing into the sphere of speech that she performs in some of her language-based compositions, such as Goethe to Go: Eine Sprechlandschaft (2018) and Folgen Sie mir pausenlos (2012).
 
              Another comparison called forth by the quasi-narratives that make up a large part of the poetic text is the genre of narrative poetry. The colloquial texts that emerge in the moment of performance, a combination of live speaking and sampler playback, range from the quotidian to the absurd, revealing similarities to narrative poetry (see Kinney 2012) and conversation poems (see Richardson and Bohn 2012). While MaskMirror’s “framing [of] the act of telling” is not so much “constructed” in verse, it nevertheless successfully produces a kind of narrative poetry, turning the “raw material of story – the telling of a concatenation of events unfolding in linear time – into a (more or less) artful organization of those events that may complicate their chronology, suggest their significance, emphasize their affect, or invite their interpretation” (Kinney 2012, 911–912). There is a proximity between Bosetti’s project and conversation poems, which are characterized by their “informal” and “colloquial” style, with a “tone [that] is meant to echo relaxed conversation” (Richardson and Bohn 2012, 304). Conversation poems include some of the characteristics of spoken language – spontaneity and dramatic interaction – which are intensified to the extreme in MaskMirror and constitute the core elements of Bosetti’s work.
 
              A rather prominent example of a pseudo-dialogue with oneself using technology is Krapp’s Last Tape (1958) by Samuel Beckett. By engaging in dialogue with a tape recorder, which plays back prerecorded speech and thereby engenders a discursive back-and-forth between the machine and the human, Beckett’s protagonist seems to reshape his identity by means of (technological) language and performative speech acts while listening to – and skipping through – an old recording of his own voice (see L. Zhang 2014; Sarah V. Moseley 2023). While Krapp’s aim of emotionally isolating himself by placidly revisiting his prerecorded – and carefully scripted rather than spontaneous – ruminations leads to misery, Bosetti’s lively performances take a playful approach to artistic and linguistic complexity that is susceptible to absurdity and a range of different interpretations. A lesser-known example of a performer interacting with a tape recorder’s voice is by Steve Benson, who recorded and played back his own voice during his performances to achieve the effect of multiplied presence, deploying the tape recorder as an “active agent in communication,” comparable with what Bosetti does with his sampler. Like Bosetti, Benson also “improvise[d] on the spot” and “produce[d] the quotidian by his edgy, often uncertain responses” to the tape playback, “us[ing] the tape recorder as a collaborator in this process” (Davidson 1997, 117).
 
              Sound poetry and its use of non- and paralinguistic sounds together with the extreme musicalization of language is a final but nonetheless important reference. Bosetti embeds the sound-poetic idiom of abstract vocal and mouth noises throughout his MaskMirror performances, interrupting, commenting on, and enriching the parallel speech flow. These abstract sounds are a significant component of Bosetti’s project, its sound character, and its poetic function, and can be considered a counterpart – and addition – to the highly fragmented and digressive narration. In a way, they represent another digression from the predominant passages that contain linguistic sounds and actual speech, albeit on a higher level, namely that of the overarching structure of the performance. These sounds also draw an association between Bosetti’s project and sound poetry, wherever such improvisational elements are used frequently.
 
             
            
              4.2.7 Interpretation
 
              MaskMirror is a performance about the musicality of language, where words and sounds are spontaneously selected from a repertoire of speech, demonstrating the unfolding of language as a discursive back-and-forth and as a verbal interplay between the performer and his technological double. The language and its discursive dynamic seem to constantly overflow, to fray and unravel, meandering and digressing unpredictably, oscillating between sense and nonsense, between mundane colloquial speech and enigmatic passages, intelligible speech and “incidental mouth noises.” The (poetic) language in this project is highly self-reflexive; it might even be considered a metaphor for the conditions and procedures of speech and textual development as a whole.
 
              The instantaneous unfolding of language, based on musically informed improvisation and combined with the randomization of samples, generates a high degree of indeterminacy and surprise. This may be the case for many poems, but it is intensified here due to the extremely abrupt ruptures, twists, and turns in the syntactic and semantic structure, the radical fragmentation of lexical units and narrative passages, and the linguistic dynamics of the back-and-forth between live orality and the playback of samples. Resulting in a sort of meta-digression, the plethora of breaks, leaps, and gaps almost seems like a performative demonstration of what William Empson defined as a type of ambiguity: “when the author is discovering his idea in the act of writing” (Empson 1949, 155). Often triggered by ambiguous words, the progression of the unforeseeable digressions constructs the textual structure in real time. The text can thus be viewed as being generated by the interaction between technology and a human. Bosetti radically develops the concept of the “open work” by expanding the openness of interpretation to encompass the very production of the poetic text itself – and by exposing himself to the unexpectedness and indeterminacy of the evolution of the work during his performances (Eco 1989 [1962]).
 
              Technology is used in a highly innovative way on the basis of a simple, self-constructed setup, which combines standard equipment, customized software coding, and randomized speech samples on a sampler. It qualifies as sonic poetry because digital technology – from recording and sampling to mixing and coding – is a constitutive element deployed in a rather casual way without being unnecessarily exposed in the performative stage setting. MaskMirror features a performative kind of audioliterary writing, where the process of recursive textual composition is condensed into the moment of performance, right in the ears of the audience. It can therefore be considered a piece of instantaneous audioliterary live writing, conceived and composed in real time, not in advance. Though such audioliterary live writing is the special feature of the temporal collapsing (or coinciding) of composition and result, this is nothing less than a producer of signs recursively returning to his own production of signs in order to constitute meaning.143
 
              Bosetti’s compositional practice is a playful exploration and, in a sense, a literal (and literary) deconstruction of the very notion of live performance and “nowness” because it combines his actual live speech with prerecorded speech, embedded within an artificial conversation that continues to develop during the performance (even the structuring of the prerecorded speech takes place during the performance as Bosetti plays it back on the sampler), producing a high degree of unexpectedness. It is an artistic intervention into a continuous, linear conception of time that exploits the surprising moments that occur between the live speaking and the prerecorded material from the past. This also foregrounds – if not critiques, considering Bosetti’s partial skepticism of technology outlined above – how our experience of time and concepts of temporality are being (re-)structured by our constant interactions with technology. All this points to how technology influences communication in general, be it with oneself, with other humans, or with technology. With MaskMirror, Bosetti generates and composes text in the now of the live situation, thereby imbuing it with an unpredictable spontaneity – and indeterminacy – in front of the audience.
 
              Moreover, his performances are characterized by playfulness and a ludic aspect in various ways. Bosetti actually plays with words, in terms of both how he arranges the language material on the sampler and speaks it live. He plays language like musical material in a manner that allows it to still make sense, however absurd and surreal it may sound at times, while foregrounding the playfulness of improvisation. Because he plays with, or against, an alter ego that materializes through his sampled speech – that is, with his own disembodied voice in the presence of his body – this performance resembles a kind of ventriloquism minus the puppet.
 
              Although Bosetti spent considerable time practicing MaskMirror in order to be able to play it like an instrument, he points out the contradictory relationship between the “dilletante” and the “virtuoso,” stating that he always aims to “inhabi[t] the situation.” However, this is simultaneously subverted by the randomization of the samples being played back, resulting in a complex constellation of contradiction and (self-)subversion. Having achieved a relatively high level of control – if not virtuosity – over his material, the contingency of the compositional and textual structure caused by the improvisation in turn subverts any overpowering control. This leads to a relativization of the author position and the embracing of indeterminant compositional processes, unpredictability, surprise, and openness.
 
              Bosetti’s project has also been described as a “willfully cryptic oracle,” with “its randomized garble of words” resulting in a process of pattern recognition and an urge “to seek meaning even where it’s clear none is forthcoming” (Raven Backer, Citypaper Baltimore). This comparison also references the oracle’s “role of prophecy and divine revelation,” which the overall performative setting of MaskMirror playfully questions and subverts (Connor 2000, 47). But it must also be pointed out that oracles have been associated with irrationality, especially in the “sceptical West,” though it is nevertheless assumed that they “speak on behalf of what truly speaks” (Connor 2000, 72).
 
              Many passages in MaskMirror performances are quite understandable and intelligible, to the point that they sometimes convey rather mundane content – just to be contrasted, again and again, by the absurd twists and turns generated by the spontaneous interactions, thereby calling into question the idea of poetry as a sort of a carefully composed, portentous text. Bosetti’s performances create a kind of text that is generally easy to understand, but not so easy to make sense of. It can be read as a parable of everyday human communication by poetic means: the friction between mundanity and absurdity, the fragmentation of narrative streams and their occasional overflow, the joy of misunderstandings, getting lost in verbal communication and being unable to escape from it, and, finally, the never-ending process of making sense of all this.
 
              MaskMirror does not depend on any specialized or esoteric vocabulary, and includes humor and even suspense, generated by the unpredictability of the progression. This linguistic content and overarching playfulness make it accessible to various kinds of audiences, from high-brow connoisseurs, informed scholars, and insiders from the experimental and new music scenes to the curious general public, which may even include adolescents and children. It therefore challenges the exclusivity of academic poetry by offering anecdotal fragments in an easily accessible way, without shying away from entertainment or quirky delightfulness. Despite its experimental aspects, MaskMirror performances can be joyful experiences for many audience members, rather than effort-laden intellectual endeavors. At the same time, they demand a high degree of openness and receptive agility from the listener, who must be willing to follow the abrupt switches between prose-like passages that seem to be torn out of a wider context and accumulations of words and sentence fragments mixed with abstract sound-poetic utterings, all accompanied by the simultaneity of various overlapping elements. The audience is invited – and obligated – to follow a spontaneous, improvised discourse, with all its idiosyncrasies and whims, and is confronted with leaps, digressions, and disjunctions, inducing unexpected and perplexing moments. Compared to the other projects discussed in this chapter, MaskMirror is the most performative. The only other work that has been realized as a performance, as well as being published as a CD and book, is brinnen by Anja Utler. Whereas Utler also multiplies her own voice to create an additional layer, repeating and echoing fragments of her text in a preconceived, carefully composed manner, Bosetti selects his samples spontaneously in the moment of the improvised live situation. Moreover, the function of the additional layer of sampled voice and speech is not so much to repeat and echo selected words or sentence fragments, but to get Bosetti to react to them and let them trigger ever new digressions, even if they sometimes include repetition.
 
              A live performer directly interacting with his own, disembodied voice by means of technology challenges, transforms, and extends the idea of the lyrical subject. MaskMirror even subverts the simple notion of the lyrical subject as the one speaking or reading the poem (see Schlaffer 1995). For here we have an embodied speaker, the author, performing a text being generated and uttered instantaneously in a live situation. All this renders it a highly complex constellation where the lyrical subject seems to be in constant motion between these points, which is further complicated by the varying perspectives taken in Bosetti’s live speech.
 
              The original impetus for building this instrument, according to Bosetti, came from a dream that he once had, where he was told to “make a mask that has nothing to do with anything,” an “undetermined mask,” creating a kind of a “verbal mirror.” In general, the persona of a performer, the role of the reciter, can be considered an acoustic mask – a term introduced by Elias Canetti to describe the way in which language is performed and spoken as the linguistic gestalt (“sprachliche Gestalt,” Canetti 1937) of a specific person – or character (cf. Meyer-Kalkus 2020, 17). Rather than interpreting the individual features of speech (tempo, intonation, word selection, and expressions) as the externalization of an interior, Canetti emphasizes their function as a mask, as something that one can wear and change, just like an actor playing a role in an artistic performance or, in particular, in ventriloquism (cf. Meyer-Kalkus 2001, 49; Connor 2000). Whereas an acoustic mask usually reinforces the role being played and can therefore differ extensively from quotidian, undisguised modes of speaking, the way that Bosetti speaks on stage, his acoustic mask, sounds almost the same as it does off stage.
 
              When performing on stage, Bosetti is necessarily playing a role, but his role seems to be very close to his role off stage, his everyday persona. In this way, MaskMirror is a “verbal mirror” of Bosetti, reflecting what is on his mind in the moment of performance. However, a mirror, when its surface is curved or uneven instead of flat, can also disfigure and distort the object being mirrored (for example, when something is mirrored in moving water).144 In Greek mythology, the mirror image represents the risks of self-obsession that can lead to narcissism, named after the figure in the tale about Echo and Narcissus (Ovid 1921, 149–161). But when applied to Bosetti and his verbal mirror, this obsession of the artist with his own speech and voice generates a highly productive relationship that creates a surplus of poetic narration once the process has started. But mirrors have also been associated with the ability to look into the future, a quality that is also attributed to MaskMirror in its description as an “oracle,” however “cryptic” it may be. Bosetti’s spontaneous reactions to the samples may also – to a certain extent – reveal and unmask his unconscious, but we should be cautious about applying an overly simplistic psychoanalytical interpretation, as mentioned above. What appears to be more interesting and important than the question of where the text stems from is the matter of how it is generated and develops in the moment of performance, including the lively interplay between the human and technology (Bosetti and the sampler).
 
              The poetic discourse emerges in a complex, nonlinear process of performative and discursive interaction between a human, his disembodied voice, and the technological setup. Technology seems to be the pivotal hub of language activity and the site where (lyrical) subjectivity is dealt with in this performative constellation, complicating the relationship and dependencies between author, lyrical subject, poetic discourse, fictionality, and performance. MaskMirror thus proposes a split or, rather, a “mirrored” self that is simultaneously expanded by means of technology and that would be impossible by any other means. This is a performing self that can at times get just as lost in the unpredictable unfolding of language as the audience, for the randomization of the samples and the lack of a preceding script or score have forced it to give up some of its control.
 
              Many of the fragmented and elliptic passages include what appear to be autofictional elements. References to places and situations (Berlin and Neukölln, going to Yoga classes, working in the studio, riding a bike, etc.) are likely to be based on Bosetti’s everyday life at the time the YouTube recording was made in 2012. However, they are nothing special for a young European working as an artist and resemble the experiences of so many others, meaning that some of the narrative fragments might just as well be interpreted as expressing clichés. This allows for the performer persona’s critical, yet ironic self-reflection, but the high degree of similarity between the artist and his peers also calls the idea of authenticity into question. Such a critical implication is further complicated and intensified by Bosetti’s “electronic ventriloquism,” with his voice and speaking engaging in a schizophonic145 soliloquy as a disembodied counterpart.
 
              It may be questionable to categorize MaskMirror as poetry, as it often crosses the line into colloquial language that resembles direct speech in prose or drama. But even those sections are estranged by unpredictable, erratic interruptions and the overlapping of speech, brought about by the lively exchange between the author/performer and the technological device. Alongside estrangement, Bosetti’s performances reflect key aspects of poetic function, foremost the palpability of the sign (e.g., the uttering or playback of single words in list-like structures), the complication of form (e.g., highly inconsistent and incorrect syntax), an overabundance language (to the point of words acoustically overlapping), and excess structuring, as well as a sound palette of the abstract, paralinguistic utterings that are common in sound poetry. It also reflects the connections and intersections between language and music, creating an innovative and productive synthesis of the two fields. This allows Bosetti to “go from completely abstract noise-making to storytelling” and satisfies his desire “to have everything in one practice,” which results in “this sort of monster.” It is also a good example of the expansion of poetry, given the developments of the field during the last hundred years (see e.g., Perloff 1991).
 
             
            
              4.2.8 Conclusion
 
              As I have shown in this subchapter, MaskMirror performances are unique and original, improvising with spoken language in a dialogical manner. They utilize a customized, self-built yet simple technological setup as a constitutive element and crucially depend on this technological setup in order to produce a discursive counterpart in the form of the played-back spoken-word samples – a disembodied “other” that is the mirrored self of the author/performer. Here, the musical practice of improvisation is transferred to the field of poetry, processing and transforming language material in a unique way as if it is music – even playing it as such on the sampler. This results in unpredictable outcomes comprising experimental spoken word and sound-poetic utterings.
 
              MaskMirror is an example of sonic poetry because it is based on a combination of digital sound and recording technologies as well as coding and software development, which are utilized in a relaxed manner that takes digitality and technology as a given. Its key characteristics – randomization, combinatorial operations, the uniqueness of each performance, liveness, and improvisation in a poetic context – lead to surprising twists and turns in the unfolding of language. The constitutive role played by technology creates a quasi-dialogical structure for the whole performance, including a more conversational layer.
 
              Technology also allows for constant interruptions to the flow of these layers, disrupting the quasi-dialogical back-and-forth between performer and technological instrument, and enriching the performance as a whole with a supplemental layer of interjections, nonlinguistic sounds, and mouth-noises. Thus, technology, which is embedded within such playful interactions with a human, can be considered a valid cocreator of the content and structure of MaskMirror, meaning that it is much more than a mere tool.
 
              Concepts like audioliterary writing and electroacoustic textual composition can be applied here, although MaskMirror makes a surprising shift to instantaneous composition, to the spontaneous and unpredictable development of the text. By referring to and playing with the conditions, contingencies, modes, and procedures of spoken language, MaskMirror opens up a poetic field of the improvisational spoken arts, which also challenges notion of the the lyrical subject. The position and role of a speaker in an (audio-)literary text is additionally complicated by the technological extension of the performer, resulting in a split monologue between Bosetti and his technological alter ego. Bosetti as the poet-performer makes use of a technological extension of himself as an acoustic alter ego that mirrors his voice and speech. This work can therefore be considered a unique example of performed poetry in which technology is constitutive (see Brogan et al. 2012).
 
              The various elements of this project all merge into a peculiar, innovative form of fictional poetic discourse, resulting in absurdist, estranged, and often humorous live poetry. MaskMirror is an open-ended process without any “final stage.” Rather, it is a work that is revised and renewed in each performance. This infinite work-in-progress emphasizes the very process of poiesis as the instantaneous composition and unfolding of language.
 
             
           
          
            4.3 Reconstructed Language Fragments: Dagmara Kraus, Xurf Your Zwöbes
 
            Dagmara Kraus (✶1981) is a Polish-German poet, translator, and researcher. She studied art history and comparative literature in Leipzig, Berlin, and Paris, followed by additional studies in creative writing at Deutsches Literaturinstitut, Leipzig. She was introduced to sound poetry and Hörspiel by Florian Cramer in a seminar at FU Berlin and obtained a PhD in comparative literature studies with a thesis on “Poetiken des Sprungs” [poetics of the leap] (Kraus 2022). Since 2021, she has been an Assistant Professor (Juniorprofessorin) at the Literaturinstitut, Universität Hildesheim and continues as such at Princeton University (from 2025 on).
 
            Alongside her frequent poetry readings, Kraus expresses her interest in orality and sound through the application of writing methods like phonetic translation (e.g., in her poem “Schscht, vogel heiser”) and through her explorations of musical lyric genres like the elegy (as in her volume wehbuch, 2016). She has also coauthored the sound-poetic radio pieces Entstehung dunkel (2014) and Frembdsch (2022) and has worked on audiovisual projects and performances such as HANDLUNGEN: Eine Moritat für sechs Hände (2021) together with Anne Munka and Kinga Tóth. Kraus has received numerous awards and grants for her poetry, such as the Heimrad Bäcker Prize (2016), the Basel Poetry Prize (Basler Lyrikpreis, 2018), a honorary award from the German Schiller Foundation (2020) and the Oskar Pastior award in 2025.
 
            Kraus is an acclaimed name in the German poetry scene and has authored about ten poetry volumes to date. Her work as a translator, mainly from Polish and French into German, is closely linked to the writing of her own multi- and translingual poetry, and she chooses the works she translates according to her own interests. Translation, transformation, and engaging with different kinds of languages are of utmost importance for Kraus, as she incorporates not only the words but also the grammar and syntax of various languages into her work. Translation therefore serves as a source of material and a vanishing point for her poetry (cf. Jäger 2019, 116–118, 124). Moreover, both national languages and the special field of constructed languages are of relevance in her work. She has integrated constructed languages such as the langue bleue / Bolak language into her own poetry, demonstrating her great fascination with constructing languages and poetry’s potential for linguistic creation.
 
            In her poetry, she follows experimental approaches and uses formalistic and conceptual techniques like anagrams, permutations, and constraints. Her inspiration for this is the avant-garde poetry of Dada as well as neo-avant-garde movements like OuLiPo146 and the Vienna Group (cf. Jäger 2019, 122). However, she also derives inspiration from much older innovative approaches, such as the ars combinatoria of Baroque poetry,147 fatrasies – a medieval form of nonsense verses – and historical nonsense poetry in general. All this demonstrates her exceptional interest in engaging with language itself and creating poetry by applying generative methods and referencing historical approaches.
 
            But by Kraus’s own account, nothing has inspired her more than the poetry of Oskar Pastior (cf. Kraus 2021, 30), who tweaked and twisted the German language in his poetry into a highly idiosyncratic idiom that resembles a constructed language. The influence of Pastior’s idiosyncratic language derivation, infused with neologisms and linguistic artistry, can be detected throughout Kraus’s work, included in some of her direct reworkings and revisions of Pastior’s poetry. It therefore comes as no surprise that Kraus used one of Pastior’s poetry readings as the source material for Xurf Your Zwöbes, which this subchapter will discuss.148
 
            
              4.3.1 General Introduction to Xurf Your Zwöbes
 
              Xurf your Zwöbes is an electroacoustic composition of 2:20 minutes duration based on samples containing language fragments. Kraus created it using digital sound editing software on her laptop. It has been released online as a recording on the platform lyrikline and is not intended for performance.149 The material was taken from a preexisting recording of Pastior reciting his own poetry, qualifying it as a work sui generis. As the composer of this densely edited piece, Kraus has constructed a new poetic idiom, a process akin to constructing a language from source material, however intuitive and lacking in a definite syntax or grammar it may be. As I inferred from my close listening of this piece, which was then affirmed by Kraus’s own account, though the piece underwent extensive editing, the artist did not use any other sound effects. The overall structure of the piece is tightly composed, including passages with looped fragments and so-called glitches resulting from Kraus’s disruptive editing (on glitches, see Ch. 3.3.5). Kraus says that her motivation was to compose a kind of song, not based on any preceding script-based text, musical score, or any other structured framework, but instead following a playful, intuitive approach.150
 
              Kraus exclusively uses the recording of another poet as her sound material and does not integrate her own voice at all. The work’s poetic text is also derived from Pastior’s own idiosyncratic language. This approach can be viewed in connection with her printed poetry, which is sometimes based on found material, for example, some of the poems in the volume kleine grammaturgie (2013), all of the poems in “das vogelmiot schlich mit geknickter schnute“ (kookbooks 2015) and „aby ohrkranf’s hunch poem” (roughbooks 2018). xurf your zwöbes was realized by Kraus without any assistance from sound engineers in the context of a conference on Pastior that took place in 2016 at Attico, Berlin. Pastior also recorded his poetry and created experimental radio plays (e.g., Summatorium, 1977). However, he focused on recording his readings and did not really delve into technological methods, like Kraus does with her excessive editing and the inclusion of glitches. His work relies heavily on “constraints” – sets of rules chosen by the author and productively implemented in order to generate texts and/or structures – the essential method of creation applied by OuLiPo poets as well as by Kraus in much of her (book) poetry. Xurf Your Zwöbes, however, while still based on a crucial material limitation (Pastior’s sampled poetry readings), takes an intuitive approach regarding the structure and construction of the work. Thus, the piece is typical of Kraus’s work to a certain extent in that it follows a strict rule concerning the material, but it lets go of such constraints in order to generate the poetic text.
 
              In the following, I will show how Kraus constructs a new language based on fragments of recordings by another poet, how this changes the notion of the artist’s subjectivity, and how it manifests itself in this piece. I will also discuss Kraus’s incorporation of audible technological errors as sounds in the language created for Xurf Your Zwöbes. Moreover, I will reveal how this relates to the practice and method of sampling, the aesthetics of found material, and the online accessibility of such material in a post-digital media environment. Finally, I will argue that Kraus’s piece is a striking example of what I propose calling the reciprocal human-technology relationship.
 
             
            
              4.3.2 Composition and Production Process
 
              The source material for Xurf Your Zwöbes is preexisting, premediatized poetry recordings of Oskar Pastior that include his specific prosody and all other features of his speech. Kraus selected this found material in order to create a new work from it. In these recordings, Pastior’s voice sounds high-pitched, yet quite soft, smooth, and pleasant, typical of his specific style of recitation, which emphasizes and increases ambiguity, challenging the assumption that readings necessarily limit interpretation and meaning (Meyer-Kalkus 2020, 922). Kraus selected this source material from the online archive lyrikline (run by Haus für Poesie, Berlin), where poems by over 1,500 poets are stored as MP3s (as of 2025), a common format for online archives that host and make sounds available. In this regard, access to online resources is crucial for this work, raising questions about the notion of accessibility in general, of the archive and the collection, and of digital online distribution versus analog sound carriers.151 It has to be mentioned that the archiving of text on paper is much more institutionalized (and much older) than the archiving of sound recordings, therefore more vast and easier accessible than sound.
 
              All the characteristics of the underlying sound recording have necessarily been transferred into the new context of Kraus’s sonic poem, including all the individual features of Pastior’s voice. By comparing Kraus’s piece with Pastior’s poems in script-based, written form, I determined that the material she used most likely came from two poems, namely “[Wörterpalindromblock]” and “[Silbenpalindromblock]” from the cycle Kopfnuss Januskopf: Gedichte in Palindromen, which contains different kinds of palindrome poems (in Pastior 1990).
 
              After downloading the recordings, Kraus isolated small speech snippets from them (words, word fragments, and tiny speech sounds) by cutting them out of the original recordings using sound software, resulting in predefined, finite raw material: The few dozen distinct sound fragments that she selected make up the entire material of Xurf Your Zwöbes. Interestingly, the fragments of Pastior’s speech seem to sound more dynamic in the composed mesh of isolated elements in Kraus’s piece than they do in the original, uncut recordings. This listening impression is likely created by Kraus’s disruptive editing style of cutting on the micro level and into the original flow of Pastior’s recitation, as well as by the tight, dense composition of the snippets, which are abruptly joined together without pauses. The technological method of cutting and editing in a tight, agglutinate manner influences how the listener perceives the fragments themselves.
 
              Kraus recombined this raw material by carrying out a laborious, compartmentalized editing process on a laptop using some simple, open-source, free-of-charge sound software (Audacity). In order to structure the piece, she followed the sound shapes of the fragments rather than conventional linguistic patterns. As audio editing is the main method applied here (besides the selection and sampling of preexisting recordings), it is important to point out that Xurf Your Zwöbes features unusual cuts – like jump cuts in films – which are made right into selected words, syllables, and speech sounds. Kraus admits that the editing is so disruptive and audible due to her limited skills, adding an aspect of chance to the composition. Discovering the possibilities of editing during the working process and embracing accidental results that are usually suppressed, these aesthetic surprises caused by limited skills have become important elements of the piece’s overall aesthetics. They are therefore an example of what I define as the reciprocal relationship between the artist and technology, which can generate innovative forms not just despite but because of the artist’s limited skills (see Ch. 3.4).
 
              Moreover, Kraus points out that the composing process was profoundly driven by a “dialogue with the software” and a “dialogue with surprise.” The latter was of the utmost importance because she was open to being surprised, for example, by “specific sound event[s] on the micro-level” and tiny acoustic details in Pastior’s original speech, which would not have been possible solely by means of writing. Due to this “dialogical” approach, the technological devices were not mere recipients of her commands but also important actors in the process as they granted her something that she then productively implemented, including the aforementioned surprises and “sound ideas.” Moreover, her aim was to cut the recordings of Pastior into such small bits that the original language material would become undecipherable (though it would still be attributable to Pastior due to the recognizability of his voice) in order to create something completely different – something that Pastior had not done himself. The result is sample poetry that radically exceeds the original (by means of technology).
 
              Thus, the editing method applied does not disguise the cut or the electroacoustic manipulation (as in the conventional postproduction of speech material), but rather audibly exhibits and integrates it into its own particular aesthetics, foregrounding Kraus’s specific method of editing the source material. This results in a glitch aesthetics that includes the audible clicks of the cuts being made into the very vocabulary of the constructed language that emerges from Kraus’s editing process, at times “peeling out words from within words.” Kraus describes how she also engages with glitches as technological errors by turning them into aesthetic elements, embracing the errors during the composing process and deliberately performing “brutal” editing. This excessive editing procedure creates a new structural flow that is much different from the original one, resulting in a lyrical piece that can be considered both speech and voice music. By Kraus’s own account, the recomposition process progressed step by step during the “intuitive,” “playful” production process.
 
              After organizing the isolated, preselected speech fragments, classifying them by their sound shapes and linguistic content, and storing them in different folders on her computer, she constructed a first main track, at times setting aside specific samples for later use in the overall composition. Kraus did not follow a preceding score or framework to compose Xurf Your Zwöbes, instead instantaneously structuring the main track bit by bit. At times leaving gaps to be filled later on, she arranged the preselected sound fragments one after the other along the linear timeline of the sound software, which represents the audio files as waveforms from left (the beginning of a file) to right (the end of a file). Kraus then adopted a more nonlinear approach, integrating some of the samples that had been set aside throughout the overall structure, working “by ear” and guided by the sound of the snippets, which often produced a “Klangidee” [sound idea]. This approach also applied to the sections structured by loops, which emerged randomly due to the overlapping of short sections that had been edited in a copy-and-paste process. For this reason, the specific representation of sound and the affordances of using sound software on a laptop – and its limitations compared with technological devices, like samplers with touchpads, which integrate the body more intensively into the working process – may have influenced the overall structure and therefore the resulting composition to some degree. Kraus points out that the dense structure of the piece was intended to achieve the typical tightness of a poem, even allowing for a few of the sound fragments to overlap in order to further intensify that density.
 
             
            
              4.3.3 Sampling and Source Material
 
              Because it uses a prerecorded, preexisting recording as its sole material, Xurf your Zwöbes is an example of sampling and, to a certain extent, remixing as well (see Ch. 3.3.3). The exclusive utilization of premediatized poetry recordings makes a strong external reference that invokes specific associations with Pastior’s poetry and its delivery, addressing his idiosyncratic poetic language and specific mode of recitation. It therefore connects the piece with a particular historical reference and poetological approach.
 
              Many fragments that are identified as German words or word fragments might already be neologisms (or derivations) in Pastior’s original recording, because he made use of numerous neologisms and odd lexical derivations in his poetic language. This is particularly remarkable in this context as Pastior created his own highly poetic language that was infused with neologisms (see Lentz 2003). Kraus says that she views Pastior as someone who stood for a specific poetic language. Her piece is not only composed from Pastior’s prerecorded poetry but is also like a translation of Pastior’s very own poetic language – not into German or another existing language, but into something completely new and yet unheard of. By using, or rather taking over and absorbing, another poet’s recordings as its voice, Xurf Your Zwöbes also challenges and subverts the concept of lyric subjectivity, though this has recently been expanded to include mediatized voices and digital subjects (see, e.g., Stahl et al. 2021). By making technology the poetic subject, at least to a certain extent, the author, Kraus, is not present through her own voice, but through her compositional decisions and how she processes Pastior’s voice technologically. She thus expresses her subjectivity through the methods and aesthetics of creation and production rather than through her own voice.
 
              Sampling the work of just one artist can be considered unique, also in music, where more than one single artist (or song) is usually sampled. Moreover, samples are generally just one element in a composition – not the only one. For this reason, and due to Kraus’s method of recombining preexisting material into innovative and surprising forms, Kraus’s piece can also be associated with the method of remixing – a way of using and restructuring existing material from one source (rather than many, which is more the case in sampling). This method was “first associated with practices in popular music but then extended to other arts and cultural practices” (Stam 2019, 117).
 
              In musicological terms, this evokes the specific practice of “plunderphonics” (Oswald 1986). Coined by experimental composer and musician John Oswald, this term describes a musical subgenre and a method of sampling, or “plundering,” the work of a single (musical) artist and creating something new from it by means of restructuring, as in a sound collage. The overall sound character of plunderphonic works can resemble their original source material, but their sound can be completely different from the original due to the new structure resulting from the recomposition process. Oswald situates the practice of plunderphonics somewhere between passive consumption and active composition. An active listener can become a composer by reworking existing recordings into something new, starting with a listening practice that manipulates the music in the process of listening, for example, by slowing down or speeding up recordings, or juxtaposing different sections of a piece for comparison (Oswald 1986). However, Kraus’s disruptive editing and composing methods create a substantively new structure, thereby exceeding a mere listening practice. In Xurf your Zwöbes, the sound character of Pastior’s original poetry recording is still present and can be identified without difficulty, mainly due to his characteristic voice and prosody, although the structure of Kraus’s composition is quite different.
 
              In the context of sampling, the specific features of online archives must be underlined. I contend that the easy availability of recorded poetry is crucial in the making of this work, as it is probably the key factor that brought Xurf your Zwöbes into being. Online archives, publicly and directly accessible on the internet, are an important affordance of today’s general media environment, providing easy access to vast amounts of text, data, and audiovisual material. They have therefore transformed and also fostered the practice of using found material – in artistic production as well (see, e.g., Berry 2017; Blom 2017). It thus comes as no surprise that Kraus used recordings of Pastior that were available online, as accessing them on the internet is much easier than consulting recordings published on physical sound carriers. The very existence of the recordings online and their widespread availability might have been an initial motivation to make this piece, for it would have been too laborious and time-consuming otherwise. Because the source material for Xurf Your Zwöbes – Pastior’s recordings – have not been published on a physical sound carrier yet, the existence of online resources (in this case lyrikline) can be regarded as constitutive for this work.
 
             
            
              4.3.4 Poetic text and Interpretation
 
              Rather than being structured like a conventional poem, which would include stanzas, lines, and pauses, this piece activates a continuous flow of sampled speech over a duration of roughly two minutes and twenty seconds. This continuous flow includes tightly looped sections that at some points produce a strong, static rhythm through repetition (most remarkably from 00:00:51 to 00:01:10). It also includes passages that sound somewhat like spasmodic hiccups, conveying a flurry of mutant vitality, sometimes tipping over into nervousness due to the tight editing structure and the sound glitches.
 
              The piece seems to be roughly structured into about ten sections that resemble stanzas or musical movements, depending on the angle of analysis. in the special case of this piece, a division into sections is tricky and may seem arbitrary due to the dense overall structure and the composition of this made-up language. The criteria that I deploy for my proposed division are: general coherence of the speech snippets based on the speech sounds utilized in a given passage; the flow created by the combination of speech snippets in the editing process, resulting in blocks of a certain coherence; repetitive structures that seem to stand for themselves; the perceived sound shape of combined speech snippets resulting in passages with an ongoing sound shape (e.g., high-pitched); and structural characteristics such as density and overlaps in a given passage.
 
              The ten sections are of various lengths (from about eight to twenty seconds), each closely following the other, with only short pauses between the sections (if any). The piece begins with a rhythmic pattern consisting of a high-pitched utterance that sounds like the German temporal adverb dann [then] due to the disruptive editing that interrupts the flow of the spoken word; however, it could actually be “-darm” [intestine], a cut-out fragment of the compositum “Blinddarm” [appendix; literally, “blind gut”], which features in “[Wörterpalindromblock]” and allows associations to digestion, a bodily function that fragments nutrition, just as Kraus’ work does with Pastior’s spoken text. At a rather moderate tempo of about 100 bpm, these rhythmically structured (and structuring!) elements run throughout roughly the first quarter of the piece, only to recur three times in the second half, between 00:01:15 and 00:01:35. Although the whole piece seems to be a continuous flow without any long pauses, there are very short pauses between some sections, but also some pauses within a given section. The rhythmic pattern is temporally structured as 1–2,3, with a tiny pause of about 0.8 seconds between the first and the second “-darm” and a much shorter pause of about 0.2 seconds between the second and the third occurrences of this fragment. The rhythmic structure therefore loosely resembles a 3/4 rhythm, as in a waltz.
 
              After this first section of about eight seconds’ duration, the next section, which is of a similar length, starts again with “-darm,” applying the poetic device of repeating the beginning of a line. However, it continues with a denser, more clustered structure of newly introduced words and fragments, some of them overlapping. After the simultaneous utterance of two speech snippets – “zu” [to, too, or closed] and “-dlicht” (a fragment of “Mondlicht” [moonlight], a word that features in Pastior’s original poem “[Wörterpalindromblock]”) – another “darm” is followed by a sole “-dlicht.” This structure is repeated one more time, with minimal pauses of about 0.05 to 0.2 seconds, then followed again by a dense cluster of new speech snippets. After an inhaling breath, there is an edited construction of at least three distinct speech snippets, with the last one repeated once more, before the construction closes with two subsequent “zun” (most likely a fragment of “zunderhalde,” which appears in “[Wörterpalindromblock]”) and “na” (most likely a fragment of “luna,” which appears in Pastior’s poem, though it can also be heard as “nah” [close, nearby]). The edited construction overlaps with two short elements that sound like “und” [and] or “dun” (another fragment of a longer word).
 
              About sixteen seconds into the piece, a third section of around twelve seconds begins with a longer, slower speech snippet, which sounds like a reversed fragment of a longer word or sentence, subsequently followed by another “-darm.” The latter is therefore a central term – or rather, sound – in the work. Maintaining the general rhythmic structure, this is closely followed by two very short utterances that seem to be cut-out fragments of the letter “t,” together with a “wiesch.” The latter has probably been taken from “wie schlafend” [as if sleeping], which appears in “[Silbenpalindromblock].” It therefore makes use of a specific feature of orality, the merging of two syllables into one, which is known as a synalepha in linguistics. “Wiesch” is followed by another “t” and then “luna” (which appears in “[Wörterpalindromblock]”). (In ancient Roman mythology, Luna was the divine embodiment of the moon as the female counterpart to the sun). There are then two more instances of “-darm,” as well as a longer, partly overlapping segment (of about two seconds) of clustered fragments. This is followed by yet another “-darm” and another passage with a denser, overlapping construction of more new snippets (at times two tracks simultaneously). This passage could be interpreted as if a goddess of the moon tries to ‘read’ something out of intestines in the moonlight, At this point, it sounds as if the poetic idiom that Kraus has constructed through excessive editing has kicked in, with an awkward yet rhythmically pleasant prosody – which would be near impossible to achieve orally without the use of sound and editing technology.
 
              The fourth section lasts for about twenty seconds and comprises more snippets and word fragments, which are built into a new, dense structure in order to obtain the general character of a technologically tweaked, poetic language brought about by excessive editing. It includes a repetitive variation on a longer unit of about five syllables, which could be considered a longer word or short sentence in this constructed language. It is subsequently disassembled in four repetitive cycles, with the addition of short breaks and tiny pauses, as well as repetitions consisting of tiny parts of the larger-scale repetitions, and ending with short, isolated sounds that seem to have been put together by three very short snippets. The section ends with a snippet that might be a compound of the end of one word and the beginning of another. It sounds like “s-tesi” and features a stress on the last syllable – “-si” – which signals – at least in German and many other languages – a question.
 
              The fifth section is about twenty seconds long and consists almost entirely of a stubborn loop of a disyllabic, constructed compound (which seems to consist of two overlapping fragments). It sounds like it has been put together from two speech snippets: a “sch” sound begins while the rest, which sounds a little like “ne,” is still present and audible. This loop runs at a tempo of about 140 bpm and is repeated twenty-six times in total. The last eight cycles feature tiny additions to the disyllabic constructions at the end of each loop, such as “brot,” “an,” and “zu.” They end with a final loop that does not incorporate any additions, which is connected, without a break, to the subsequent section. Due to the length of the looped passage, it might be capable of creating apophenic effects such as phantom words – unique words or short phrases that are not actually spoken on the recording, but occur in the listener’s head, caused by the repetitiveness and brevity of the looped material (see Introduction and Ch. 3.3.1).
 
              Exactly halfway through the piece, the sixth section starts with a compound of two overlapping snippets, which merge into a segment with recurring sound snippets from section four two times in a row. This is closely followed by another “-darm,” which no longer serves to structure the continuous rhythm, as it does in the first quarter of the piece, and only appears two more times in the second half. I interpret the connected, cohesive structure based on the repetition of “darm” in the first quarter as setting up a rhythmic structure and a specific pace, which is then picked up by other rhythmically structured speech snippets, such as the remarkably long loop in the fifth section. The section continues with four more cycles of the loop that already features in the fifth section. It then ends with another cohesive compound of about four different snippets, which are merged without any breaks into the preceding loops.
 
              The seventh section of about fourteen seconds is again very dense, with many overlaps at the beginning. At times, it sounds like a nervous, disjointed dialogue between Pastior’s speech and itself. The beginning mostly features new snippets, making the listener feel like they are hearing lines of this constructed language that they have not heard before, thus creating the impression that they are receiving new information, even if it cannot be decoded on a lexical level. About four seconds into the section, the dense structure leads into a short loop of four cycles, with the key feature being the accelerated speed of the repetitions in the last loop cycle. Without a pause, another tightly edited compound of snippets occurs and is repeated once without a pause, before a transition of “häuser-die-es-sus-darm-blindsch” [houses-that-it-sus-intestine-blindish] is merged with another sharp-sounding loop of four cycles (“vollmond-a-palin-sh“ [fullmoon-a-palin-sh]. The “-palin” could be a fragment cut out from the word “Palindrom”; the “sh” sounds sharp and hiss-like, with a striking, almost intrusive sound character, which seems to be a consequence of the tight, radical editing. This section ends with some established snippets and one repetition (resembling an echo), separated by a short pause of about half a second.
 
              With a duration of about thirteen seconds, the eighth section continues with a dense overall character, interspersed with more repetitions and loops. It starts with a single and final “-darm,” followed by the repetition of other new snippets, which results in another loop structure. It ends with a cluster of tiny snippets and a densely edited sequence of intertwined fragments, including many audible consonants and repetitive elements. Here, the repetitions qualify as signs in themselves, creating the impression that they are stuck in a loop while providing a musical quality through the stoic rhythm of their structure. The consonants, especially the plosives, physically disrupt the vocal flow and thus result in a rather rough sound shape.152
 
              The ninth section features a different overall character than the previous sections, as it is far more sparsely structured and mostly contains new and previously unheard speech snippets that are extremely short and rich in consonants, making a twitchy, fidgety impression.
 
              The tenth and final section is again more densely structured and lasts for about fourteen seconds. It presents new speech snippets, starting with a longer compound of about six syllables. The various vowels and the intrinsic stresses of the original speech material by Pastior imbue these snippets with a high degree of musicality. They are followed by a very long cluster of speech snippets, mostly previously unheard, starting with a repetitive element – a compound of what sounds like two snippets, resembling “nah-nen-schprot.” This element is densely structured and includes several overlaps, which indicates a kind of dialogue constructed of one voice. The remaining four seconds are again less dense, featuring very short speech snippets with hard cuts, as in the preceding section. This once more produces a somewhat twitchy passage that ends quite abruptly with a four-syllable compound consisting of what seem to be two or three new speech snippets, including overlaps.
 
              This sudden conclusion brings an end to a highly unique and original sample poem that solely features Pastior’s voice and Kraus’s excessive editing, elements that add up to a very peculiar text in a previously unheard language that playfully challenges the definitions of text and language through poetry. The snippets of Pastior’s poetic language reveal Kraus’s aim to (de-)construct language and create something new, for the fragments are extremely short, and the words are hardly ever used whole – as is – which means that they cannot be traced back to the original meaning intended by Pastior.
 
              I have attempted to convey the linguistic content of Kraus’s piece, even though such an endeavor is almost impossible as the piece consists of tiny sound snippets that have been combined into a new, idiosyncratic, constructed language. However, I have chosen to do so in order give an impression of the sounds that Kraus has selected and used in order to demonstrate some of the possible associations and phonosemantic qualities of those sounds, and to provide an insight into the work’s structure. By meticulously transcribing the sounds and their fragmentation, tracing their origins back to words that feature in Pastior’s poems and how they have been structured in Kraus’s technological composition, I hope to provide an impression of the work’s overall character and the specific details of its composition.
 
              The structure reveals patterns of repetition and variation that are common in poetry, as well as tightly looped sections that make it a good example of sonic poetry as they foreground the technological process of composition. Some of the loops are long enough to cause apophenic effects such as phantom words – especially the one in the fifth section, which additionally allows for the emergence of illusory linguistic perceptions in the listener. Moreover, the particular sound character of this piece is foregrounded throughout, thereby supporting the notion of poetry as a literary form that can be regarded as predominantly based on sound.
 
              The specific sounds that Kraus used to compose this piece can be interpreted on the basis of the fragmentary remnants of their meaning, however ambiguous and open to interpretation they are. While in Pastior’s original poem “[Wörterpalindromblock],” the “blinddarm den herzenswunsch verkehrt” [the appendix inverts the heart’s desire], with a depiction of a “flügelwind unter parteien und häuser” [a wind under the wings of parties and houses], Kraus’s technological sound editing comes up with radical mutations, such as the audible line “häuser-die-es-sus-darm-blindsch” [houses-that-it-sus-intestine-blindish], which can be decoded on the level of the fragments and their combination, and by way of phonosemantic associations. Though it is far from a syntactically, grammatically, or semantically coherent or correct sentence, a line like this can be interpreted on the basis of the meanings of the fragments as a compound of linguistic snippets that each listener must piece together, as is often the case in poetry. The combination of houses, the intestine, and blindness may seem extremely strange and hermetic, but it can also be considered surreal imagery consisting of disparate elements that collide with each other – reflected in the famous quote about the “chance meeting on a dissecting table of a sewing machine and an umbrella (Ducasse [1868–1869] 1998, 193).
 
              While the text of Xurf Your Zwöbes consists of a poetic idiom that Kraus has constructed by sampling, cutting, and editing selected recordings by Oskar Pastior, it may not qualify as a language in the strict linguistic sense due to its lack of a definite syntax or grammar. But this text still comprises the poetic language of Kraus’s piece, however intuitively and spontaneously constructed it is. It features only a few direct lexical references, such as the ones that remain as fragmented remnants of the source material. These include the aforementioned “-darm” as a fragment of the “Blinddarm” contained in Pastior’s original recordings. Thus, the semiosis of the work and its interpretation unfolds more by way of expressive sounds and phonosemantic associations. Because predominantly high vowels were selected for this composition – either deliberately or intuitively–, the fragmented speech sounds induce feelings of cheerfulness and lightness. Similarly, nasal consonants, such as “m” or “n,” which appear frequently in the piece, are considered to create the impression of softness and positivity in listeners – and phonosemantic associations seem to be particularly powerful in the case of invented words (Elsen 2016, 53). In slight contrast to the pleasant associations that many of the utilized sounds might trigger, the disruptive editing and clustering of overlapping sounds adds a dose of confusion that might overwhelm the average listener. For this reason, two strains of different sound characteristics identified by phonosemantic research can be detected in Xurf Your Zwöbes (see Ch. 2.3.3): one that is more heavily associated with pleasant and positive aspects, represented by the sounds selected (high vowels and nasal consonants), and another that evokes impressions of abruptness, rupture, and discomfort, represented by the plosive consonants and – most strikingly – by the interrupted vocal flow, dense clusters, and overlapping resulting from the technological treatment, the disruptive editing.
 
              However, this constructed language integrates sounds that directly derive from the editing process: glitches. A glitch in an artistic context can be considered a technological or, in this case, electroacoustic error, which is reframed as a productive aesthetic element in its own right and thereby turned into artistic material (See 3.3.5). The term was first used in the field of experimental electronic music in the 1990s (Cascone 2000; see also Menkman 2009). In the case of Xurf Your Zwöbes, these glitches are vocal slips and stutters that were not part of the original speech recording. The technological manipulation is not concealed here; rather, it explicitly becomes a clearly perceptible element of the audioliterary writing technique. Kraus therefore invents not only new words but also new speech sounds, phonetic collisions, and mutations, brought about by the deliberate exploitation of technological imperfections. By her own account, this was partly a result of her limited sound-editing skills, resulting in surprising and unforeseen sounds and structures.
 
              In Xurf Your Zwöbes, Kraus takes Pastior’s use of neologisms and mutated words up a notch by including the sound glitches that result from the “brutal,” erroneous editing process (audibly cutting right into words) as elements of the poetic language that emerges in this piece, integrating these technological glitches as if they were phonemes of this newly constructed idiom. Kraus intensifies the neologisms through the technological procedure and even goes so far as to completely overcome the semantic and phonetic ties to the German language. The piece can also be considered a remarkable extension of Kraus’s engagement with constructed languages in general, introducing a new, unique “techno-poietic” twist to the construction of a language. Due to the newness and uniqueness of the resulting sounds, these glitches-cum-phonemes are yet to be signified – they are open to receiving semiotic functions from the listener; they are a blank field for associations, potentially directed by the characteristics of the unusual sound-technological treatment of audible cuts and editing. The listening experience may therefore result in sense of profound confusion, a feeling of being detached from potential meaning, and the perception that Kraus’s constructed idiom is unreal and outlandish. It may also activate the order-seeking capacities of the human brain to generate the impression that the listener’s mind is hearing existing words, comparable with the pareidolia and apophenic effects of phantom words. The piece features several passages consisting of loops, which are capable of creating such effects due to the short duration of their cycles. The loops can even be interpreted as a special feature of this technologically constructed poetic language that point to its artificiality and imaginative potential.
 
              The poetic text can therefore be defined as a kind of technologically manufactured or artificially constructed (as opposed to performed) language that sovereignly, self-reflexively, and audibly integrates its own process of technological construction and makes it poetically productive, even on a paralexical level, by generating speech sounds and syllable combinations that have not been heard before. The extremely frequent audible cuts and the electroacoustic combination of the “crudely” edited speech fragments make up a good part of the structure and sound character of this piece. This sound character, particularly the small-scale structure of the radical editing process, which includes hard breaks, loops, and glitches, also refers directly to the work’s electroacoustic processing, which comes to the fore as an intrinsic element of the acoustic poem. This also makes it immediately clear to the listener that it would be almost impossible to speak this text in this way – that this sonic poem can only be realized in the form of an electroacoustic text.
 
              The notion of dialogue, used above and elsewhere to describe the specific relationship between the artist and the technologies that they productively deploy during the creative process, can also be applied here to describe the virtual exchange taking place between Pastior and Kraus. This exchange, initiated by Kraus and unilaterally carried out through her works (and not through any personal interactions) can be considered one between mentor and protégée, or between teacher and student – a situation that Kraus even imagines in an essay (Kraus 2021, 29) – though such a relationship indicates a clear hierarchy between teacher and student. Because Kraus replaces the actual dialogue of personal exchange or conversation with her study, scrutinization, and active use of Pastior’s poetry, she meddles with and alters this clear hierarchy. By utilizing his vocal poetry recordings to make something new and original, Kraus seems to speak through Pastior, going beyond his aim of creating a self-reflective poetic language full of neologisms and derivations. The actual sampling of Pastior’s poetry and voice is an integral part of how Kraus grapples with this poet who has influenced her so profoundly, actively continuing and pursuing Pastior’s voice, recorded poetry, and compositional methods. Besides being a homage and form of intertextuality, the practice Kraus carries out in this piece is more than anything an audioliterary Fortschreibung [an update or continuation] of Pastior – an extrapolation, a follow-up, and a technological overhaul.
 
              Finally, with a lack of any referential connections to the world, resulting in lexical abstractness, this work relies on sound expression alone and is therefore a striking example of pure poetry (see Fishman et al., 2012; Petersen 2006).
 
             
            
              4.3.5 Connections with other (historical) Concepts and Practices
 
              Kraus’s piece does not take the same stringent, constraint-based approach as OuLiPo. Instead, Kraus takes a rather intuitive approach, gradually composing her work by ear and coming up with a highly experimental free-verse structure that enhances the rhythm and the however abstract musicality. The only constraint in Kraus’s work is the use of Pastior’s recordings as the sole material. But an association with OuLiPo and its writing methods remains, for Pastior was a prominent member of the OuLiPo group, which underlines the experimental approach in Kraus’s piece.
 
              Kraus’s work is closely connected with sound-poetic works that utilize technology as a constitutive compositional means, like the work of Henri Chopin, who has long served as an inspiration for Kraus in relation to sound.153 In particular, Xurf Your Zwöbes can be linked to works of electroacoustic poetry (see Ch. 2.1), for example, to most of the Hörtexte by Ferdinand Kriwet, who mainly used prerecorded and premediatized material, which he then composed into new forms by way of excessive editing. An electroacoustic text is, according to Kriwet, produced in two steps: first, speech is recorded (which had already taken place in Kraus’s case), creating a material archive, and second, the selected material is composed and constructed into something new by means of editing (cf. 1970, 42). Though Kraus’s piece sounds quite different from most of these works, this association nevertheless places it in a specific historical and praxeological context.
 
              Moreover, Xurf Your Zwöbes is a fitting example of the concept of audioliterary writing (see Ch. 2.2), a process that does not rely on a script-based written template but works directly with recorded speech by means of electroacoustic treatment, creating its material in the “vocal-auditory communication space produced by technological media” and subjecting it to “recursive” transcriptions (Jäger 2014, 246; trans. MM). This means that the recorded material is edited in recursive steps, “unfolding via procedures analogous to writing procedures” and thereby becoming sonically processable (Jäger 2014, 251; trans. MM). The audibly disruptive editing constitutes the composing process for Kraus’s piece, destructing the preexisting language and subsequently reconstructing a new, technologically enhanced idiom from it. Kraus’s interest and (productive) engagement with all sorts of constructed languages plays a significant role here. What Kraus creates in this piece with sound editing and (re-)composition resembles an invented language as it actually recombines distinct elements into a larger construction.
 
              Many sound poetics that do not (solely) use an established language can be regarded, to a certain extent, as creating new idioms or instantaneously constructing new poetic languages through improvisation, or expressive ad-libbing, such as Öyvind Fahlström’s “monster languages,” which are based on, for instance, the onomatopoetic expressions in comics, and ornithological field guides and bird sounds (Bessa 2000). For example, his radio play Fåglar i Sverige (1963) brought together “issues that were present in Fahlström’s invented languages as well as in his earlier concrete poetry” (Olsson 2016, 360–361). It also included prerecorded material of additional voices that complemented his narration, thereby anticipating sampling. Kraus’s in-depth engagement with constructed languages supports the inference that the aim of constructing a new poetic language played a role in the conceptualization of her work. The construction of new languages, be they scientific, poetic, or political (utopian) – in order to facilitate communication between peoples – might well be defined as a “metalinguistic activity at work, even if it’s unconscious” due to the uniqueness of human language (Yaguello 2022, xvii). However, the success of invented languages to overcome the limits of national languages is debatable, as most have not gained enough popularity to serve as an actual alternative.
 
              In the specific, unique case of Xurf Your Zwöbes, all this results in a veritable techno-idiom, uttered not just by a human mouth but composed and structured by means of electroacoustic processing. In a way, Kraus’s piece can be considered a particular, sonic kind of techno-text, as its creation is profoundly the result of technological devices and their related composing methods (see Hayles 2002, 26).
 
              Due to the quasi-anagrammatic approach of recombining fragmented units in different orders, a combinatorial tendency is also at work here, driven by the aforementioned inspiration that Kraus draws from ars combinatoria, which she has also applied in other works. The technological disintegration of language into small sound bits, going even further than the mere permutation of words (or even letters), is a process through which these tiny fragments are recombined into a longer, meandering, and at times stuttering stream. This combinatorial composing method, which Kraus uses to build a structure with recurring elements, places her work in the context of permutation and combinatorial poeisis that aims to generate works by deconstructing and recombining material.
 
              Kraus’ technologically constructed language also resembles the Zaum language introduced in Russian Futurist poetry due to the composing method of deconstruction and the poetic result, which can be considered transrational (see Ch. 2.3.1). In particular, the recombination of language fragments into new structures that do not match existing lexical units, but instead create new ones, reveals Kraus’s aim of immediately impacting the listener – not by rational means but by expressive sounds. Kraus’s work therefore aligns with the approach of transgressing common understandings and establishing meaning that is “indefinite or yet to be established” (Janacek 1996). Xurf Your Zwöbes can even be seen as bringing the concept and aesthetics of Zaum into the digital age through the creative utilization of digital sound technology, however basic, in the audioliterary writing process and the construction of a new, transrational language.
 
              In our interview, Kraus compared the approach she took to the structure of the piece, which only emerged during the composing process, with Heinrich von Kleist’s concept On the Gradual Construction of Thoughts during Speech, as well as Hermann Burger’s application of Kleist’s observation to writing (see Burger 1986). Kraus points out that the lack of a preceding idea supports an open-ended process. Though this is not an improvised process per se, it is similar to approaches of instant composition in music, where the composing process develops during the making, building a bridge between improvisation and composition.
 
              As mentioned earlier, the method of sampling also allows us to draw a direct comparison with practices used in pop music, such as remixing or, in particular, plunderphonics, where the sound material of one artist is used to create a new piece. From a pop-musical perspective, the tiny fragments of Pastior’s speech resulting from Kraus’s editing process can also be compared with the cutting and cuing of hip-hop DJs, who often only make the initial sound of a word audible through the DJing techniques they apply. As previously mentioned, another musical term that comes to mind in the context of this work is the remix. Mainly used in pop music, it describes the reworking of a piece of music using the material of the original work by adding or subtracting specific elements (instruments, sounds, melodies, rhythms, vocals, etc.) or simply reediting the structure of the piece to create a different version, though it is still recognizable.
 
              On a more general and transdisciplinary level, Kraus’s approach here is also intertwined with artistic practices that appropriate found material and are related to collage aesthetics.
 
             
            
              4.3.6 Conclusion
 
              In this sound composition based on found material, the poetry of Oskar Pastior, Kraus recombines selected fragments and radically restructures them, spontaneously coming up with a new structure in a back-and-forth between herself and the editing process, which she carries out on a computer, using sound software as her main technological device. Because it has been technologically crafted to produce a sonic text, Kraus’s piece is an example of audioliterary writing.
 
              Its dense structure and unusual editing stand out, featuring glitch aesthetics that surprisingly emerge by accident and that result from Kraus’s limited skills, which she nonetheless embraces. The breathless density of the composition expresses a liveliness that constitutes the overall character of the piece. To a certain extent, this replaces the lack of referential meaning with a listening experience that gives an impression of distress and nervousness, elicited by the disruptive editing method – which at the same time might (for some listeners) evoke joyfulness and humor, reinforced by Pastior’s droll, high-pitched voice. However, a historic twist took place in his biography when it was revealed that he had allegedly spied for the Romanian security service, a fact that had a posthumous impact on his public image. Some listeners might therefore associate him with these unflattering revelations, shifting their attention from the joyful to the unbearable (see Sienerth 2010). At any rate, Xurf Your Zwöbes literally constructs its own poetic language, a technological idiom or sonic techno-text, that functions on the phonosemantic level of associative semiosis. It makes additional reference to Pastior and his poetry, the materiality of language and its very construction, and (sound) technology.
 
              By sampling recordings of Pastior and thereby paying respect to the significant influence he has had on her, Kraus goes beyond his language artistry, using sound technology to construct this new idiom, which even integrates technological glitches, such as the audible clicks of the disruptive editing, as elements of the work. Kraus’s piece can be considered a unique and productive extrapolation of Pastior’s poetry, a technologically enhanced refinement that follows and also further develops his lead in the construction of an idiosyncratic poetic language. It therefore pays a special kind of homage as it surpasses its source of inspiration and takes the abstractness of its poetic language up a notch. Turning Pastior’s recordings into the basis of a new poetic language, Kraus’s piece exhibits its own method of construction, highlighting the productive role of technology in the creative process. To borrow a term from music, this highly original work can be described as sample poetry, a rare practice even among the most contemporary sound poets (for examples and further discussion, see Ch. 3.3).
 
              Kraus’s work proves that poetry can benefit and be taken further by applying artistic methods and technological practices from other fields, in this case music. Dialogue manifests in Kraus’s piece in many ways – not just in the way that Kraus utilizes the voice and work of another poet as inspiration and a material source, or in the way that the piece mediates between poetry and music. Rather, there is a dialogical relationship between the artist and the technology she uses, as she composes her work in dialogue with a piece of software. Moreover, the editing structure might lead the listener to perceive some of the passages in the composition as miniature dialogues between Pastior’s voice and itself.
 
              While this sound experiment carried out to mark the occasion of the Pastior conference might be a unique, singular work in Kraus’s oeuvre, Xurf Your Zwöbes still qualifies as a genuine, self-sufficient sound piece. It would be almost impossible to produce a script-based, written version of it due to the disruptive editing, which results in a peculiar poetic idiom for which the appropriate letters would first have to be invented. Moreover, it also seems all but impossible to perform it orally due to the technological production process used. Instead, it is an example of a work that must be distributed as a file (e.g., online) or on a sound carrier, making it somewhat comparable with One Each by Jörg Piringer, which is likewise discussed in this chapter. A live version could potentially be realized by (re-)structuring the piece on a sampler or on a computer, although some of its precise arrangements would be lost during the process of instantaneous (re-)composition. It would nevertheless be possible to present the piece in front of an audience as is, and it would benefit from the focused attention of a live situation.
 
              This carefully composed piece, created with an intuitive technological approach and a sense of playfulness, directly references an important influence and includes moments that evoke humor and joy, making it an interesting and unique addition to Kraus’s body of work. It has the potential to confuse listeners while raising many questions about language, technology, and subjectivity: What is language and how does it function? What does language sound like and what role can technology play in its emergence and construction? Who is the subject of a poem if an external, sampled voice is the one speaking? How does the process of meaning-making – or its circumvention – unfold in an intuitively constructed poetic idiom? The value and virtue of Xurf Your Zwöbes lie not least in its ability to pose such questions in a playful yet challenging manner.
 
             
           
          
            4.4 Digital Sound Processing, Speech Synthesis, and Algorithmic Composition: Jörg Piringer, One Each
 
            Jörg Piringer (✶1974) is a digital artist, musician, composer, and poet. He studied computer science at the University of Vienna, cofounded the Institut für transakustische Forschung, an artistic research collective, and is a member of the musical ensemble Gemüseorchester, a group that uses all kinds of vegetables as instruments. He has released a volume of book poetry, Datenpoesie (2018; an English version, data poetry, was published in 2020) and a poetological essay, günstige intelligenz – hybride poetik und poetologie (2022), partly generated by means of the deep learning AI GPT3. His work in the field of sound includes audio CDs such as vokál (2004) and darkvoice (2019), and the digital-only albums konsonant (2014) and Modulisme Session 043 (2021). He has also written and produced three radio plays and released several self-coded software applications for his sound-poetic projects. This demonstrates his approach of revising the concept of creation and authorship, as it incorporates the practice of making tools and instruments available into the role of the artist. By delegating various decisions and specific stages of the workflow to technology, and by applying randomized processes, Piringer’s work challenges concepts of (subjective) intentionality and authorship.154
 
            A few academic texts have examined Piringer’s work (e.g., McKee 2006; Portela 2017), addressing, for example, “the boundary between an electronic device as a medium competing with the traditional carrier such as books, and a technological format that already has effects on the genres” (Pecka 2021, 77). Others have emphasized the potential of digital technologies in relation to sound and its interconnectedness with textual and visual aspects (cf. Rakar 2019, 118).
 
            Besides his publications and releases, Piringer also works as a performer in the fields of experimental music, and audiovisual and sound poetry. Highlighting and exhibiting the process of generating a work is an important element of his performances, suggesting an understanding of poetry (and art) that is just as concerned with the process of a work’s development as it is with its final state (Pecka 2021, 80). Moreover, Piringer’s work shows his strong interest in the technological tools he is using as a topic on a meta-level, as media technologies “also form the way we speak, the way we hear, […] the way music is made, sometimes even how our society works.”155 As a trained computer scientist, he also does his own coding and develops apps for his artistic works, such as the LinearPredictionCoder and Type:Noize.
 
            Piringer works with many different media technologies in various ways, mostly with digital media and coding. He frequently uses (primarily digital) media and sound technologies as constitutive means of composing and producing, including AI, which he has used, for example, in a software application that mimics one’s own voice. Sometimes he improvises with selected technologies “without having a clear concept beforehand” and manipulates and reworks the results or creates layers and multitrack versions by subsequently removing or repeating specific sounds. In other cases, he follows a rather compositional approach by working with a computer and a DAW, structuring material over a timeline and applying simple to complex editing. At times he follows a kind of algorithmic compositional approach with a specific idea in mind, using coding software that helps him to work with such ideas, although he admits that this takes a considerable amount of time.
 
            For his sound works, he generally uses a personal computer equipped with a DAW like Ableton Live or Studio One, including various plug-ins (synthesizers, samplers, various effect devices) and a digital mixing console. Besides a computer, Piringer also utilizes modular hardware instruments and makes use of the specific possibilities offered by each device. Moreover, he uses external devices, like a Kaoss pad (a small, standalone multi-effect processor), which has a different user interface to that of a computer equipped with a mouse, keyboard, and screen. Piringer regards spectral tools designed to split audio recordings into the individual instruments that feature in them, like drums, bass, piano, etc. – which the software detects as such – as “very powerful.” However, when applied to speech recordings instead of instruments, these spectral tools make it possible to manipulate the spectral character as well, that is, to alter and shift the frequencies of the recorded, digitized voice. Using tools that were designed for instrumental sounds to work with the voice can be considered a productive misapplication of technology (see Ch. 3.4).
 
            In recent years, Piringer has additionally started utilizing modular technologies like modular synthesis and modular sampling, a vast field that he has only just begun to explore. In the past, Piringer composed “sample poesie” (Piringer 2015) by sampling premediatized voice and speech fragments from records or media (e.g., on vokál, 2004), but today he mostly uses his own voice or computer-generated synthesized speech, sometimes mixing the two. For radio play projects, he sometimes uses other people’s voices that he specifically records for the occasion. He explains that, when working with two pieces of modular hardware together (such as a standalone modular synthesizer), he cannot foresee how the modules will work together, even though he knows what they do individually. If just a few of the modules are changed, or if he says something additional into the attached microphone, “a whole universe” can open up unexpectedly. This suggests an openness to experimentation and unforeseen processes, to the point that Piringer has no clear idea beforehand but to explore and develop the very concept of a piece during the working process. Conceptualizing a work spontaneously like this challenges intentionality and produces a playful practice that integrates feedback from the working process into the further development of a work – and can therefore be considered a rather cyclical process. But in other works – for example, in some of his radio plays – Piringer actually writes a preceding text himself, or gets an AI to generate text, and then chooses specific technological means to underline or contradict what he wants to say.
 
            One factor that plays a significant role in Piringer’s work, although it is not easy to define, is randomness. Piringer achieves this in various ways: by applying granular synthesis, for example in darkvoice (2019), or linear b (2023); by using plug-ins that randomize settings and parameters, for example on Piringer’s contribution to Three Ideophones (2008); by selecting specific voices for a project; or by engaging in composing processes that are based on chance operations, for example in One Each. Implementing randomness in the composing processes can have a liberating effect, “because sometimes it is hard to imagine what’s happening, especially with these complex systems.” This is reminiscent of the black-box metaphor for digital algorithmic processes, especially in AI, which are nontransparent, even to the human who initiates the processes (cf. Bucher 2018, 41–65). Although the use of randomness in artistic processes is not completely arbitrary because the constraints are still carefully defined, it indicates an openness to indeterminacy, allowing for unforeseen outcomes, and subverting the notions of creativity and artistic intention. It also curbs the influence of the artist’s individual whims, personal taste, and subjective moods, thereby challenging concepts of lyric subjectivity as well (cf. Schulze 2000, 16–18). Randomness and aleatoric processes were important features in twentieth-century avant-garde art, not least in music, but have also had an impact in literature and poetry, particularly in avant-garde and neo-avant-garde contexts.156
 
            Concerning the supposed hierarchy between humans and machines during the use of technological devices in the composing process, Piringer explains that the micro-processes within some of his self-coded programs sometimes have “their own life,” which he cannot – and does not want to – fully control. He points out that a lot of his work consists of “listening to things and recognizing them as interesting.” In some cases, he even asks the computer “to make a suggestion” and then decides if it can be productive in the composing process, thereby qualifying his relationship with the machine as a reciprocal one (see Ch. 3.4). Piringer grants the computer, and technology in general, a kind of agency and engages in a process of artistic production instead of knowing exactly what he wants from technology beforehand and then delegating his ideas to it.
 
            When asked if he would consider this relationship to be a kind of dialogue, he affirms but specifies that it is a dialogue that he has “initiated” and “structured” in the first place. This can result in compositional accidents or surprises while working on a piece. Piringer points out that he is “sometimes […] really surprised what the thing does. I learn from these mistakes. And sometimes the mistakes I made make it more interesting than the things I intended.” Here, Piringer values the unintended nature of some processes and the emergence of unforeseen results as an important part of his composing process, resulting from the utilization of media and sound technologies – especially as he has not received any professional training in operating these technologies according to their prescribed use. In general, Piringer seems to be less interested in the usual, intended use of media technologies, instead tweaking them for his own purposes, suggesting that the misuse of technologies is an important aspect of his work. For example, Piringer makes use of technologies designed for music in his work with voice and language. Intentionally misusing technologies subverts their intended logic to a certain extent, challenging the efficacy and also the limits of those technologies. This can therefore also be interpreted as a critique of techno-determinism by artistic methods and aesthetic means. Due to its unpredictable outcomes, the intentional misuse of technologies can also be considered a practice of techno-indeterminism. Although the other three artists featured in this chapter sometimes tweak and misuse technologies in their works, Piringer seems to engage in this more exhaustively and with more awareness.
 
            Piringer points out that, when composing sonic poetry, he generally does not have any detailed, preexisting concept in mind: “even if I have this idea, it usually changes when I work with the computer or machines.” Concerning the relation between text and sound, Piringer remarks that it is very hard to separate the two because they are so closely related. When working with intelligible language, he often alters its meaning or renders it intelligible by manipulating it technologically: “It changes the semantics […] because I cut out a syllable, for example […], or I split it into very small grains” so that the listener can “understand a few sounds but not the whole thing.” This is crucial, because it shows that the manipulation of sound can alter or disintegrate the semantics, thereby challenging the very notion of meaning and semantic content. It also indicates that sound and language can be separate elements of spoken language operating in the acoustic sphere (also due to the non-speech and speech modes of human perception, according to Tsur 1992; see also Ch. 2.3), even though they are still intertwined and inseparable when it comes to constituting meaning. In sound, it is possible to split speech material up, right down to the granular level, enabling an editing process that has the ability to cut a second of sound into many thousand snippets while also affecting the sound character.157 Processes that disintegrate the semantic level challenge the communicative function of language, but also increase its poetic function by emphasizing the materiality of (spoken) language and by amplifying ambiguity.
 
            As Piringer’s own statements and an overview of his artistic practice show, he has been profoundly interested and involved in exploring, using, and even creating sophisticated digital technologies, including software development and coding, since the beginning of his artistic activities in the mid-1990s. His reflections on the social and political developments of the digital age (e.g., data protection, the erosion of the private sphere, the challenges posed by AI) are a way of critically examining digitality on a meta-level – not just working with digitality, but also on it. Manufacturing his own custom-made digital tools for his artistic work can be defined as a second-order utilization of technologies. Such a two-stage procedure adds a level of complexity to the artistic working process that has only been achieved by a few artists with specialized, above-average skills. Piringer can be considered by far the most technologically advanced and digitally literate of the four artists discussed in this chapter. His sonic poetry is highly informed, if not driven, by practices from electronic music, though it focuses on language and speech gestures (cf. Rakar 2019, 128). This points to a modified, media-reflexive practice that also addresses media itself – including their intended misuse – as being the message (cf. McLuhan 2003 [1964], 19–35). As Piringer mentions in our interview, his work with sound and audio technologies also influences his script-based writing, as he uses and transfers structures like repetition and homophonous elements into his written works. Such interrelations between different media and artistic practices emphasize the considerable influence of technology in Piringer’s work. Technology is so deeply embedded and enmeshed within his practice that it cannot be extracted from it – though Piringer’s work addresses topics that might at first seem at odds with technological paradigms such as instability, indeterminacy, and ephemerality.
 
            
              4.4.1 General Introduction to One Each
 
              One Each (2021) is a unique work of sonic poetry, in terms of its substance as well as its final format and how it has been distributed. It is an example of generative or “computational poetry” (Morris 2012; Vorrath 2025). Released in a limited run of forty, all the pieces, which are distributed on ten-inch vinyl records, were produced using algorithmic composition and digital sound processing. Every single record features a unique version of the work. This subverts one of the main features of physical sound carriers, namely, their ability to reproduce identical duplicates. Thus, no two copies of the record, no two versions of the piece, sound the same! The publication of One Each on a vinyl record emphasizes this paradox, as the record was one of the earliest sound reproduction media (also in the context of mass media) and is strongly associated with the logic of duplication.158 The flipside of each record features a silk-screened pattern in color on blank vinyl (i.e., without sound grooves) that continues the unique pattern of the generative cover artwork designed by Rob van de Laar. Each copy also contains a paper inlay of the corresponding score. A commissioned work for De Player (Rotterdam), an arts organization and production platform specializing in media and sound art, One Each is number 7 in the Pour Vous series, combining computer coding and digitality (including speech synthesis) with an analog medium, the vinyl record. Digital and analog technologies overlap and are complicated in this work, even on the level of distribution.
 
              Each unique version of One Each lasts between 02:11 and 05:50 minutes. The overall structure of the work is extremely dense and fast-paced, each piece containing only about half a dozen repeating syllables played in quick repetition, including clusters and overlaps. This results in seemingly nonsensical spoken material, the high density and speed of which may induce subjective, illusory lexical pareidolia effects (such as phantom words; see Introduction). On the level of composition, it is based on “a computer program that wrote all these scripts and then spoke the scripts with the computer voice so that’s kind of [a] computer-generated series of records in a way.” One Each is not based on a preceding text but rather on a computer code that generates syllables and, from those syllables, longer strings of text that are not random, which prevents the synthesized voice from spelling out single letters instead of coherent syllables. It appears to be a work specifically composed for release on a sound carrier and is not performed live by Piringer. Given the composing process and the overall concept, including the vinyl release of forty different versions, a live performance as such does not seem feasible. One Each is a digital-born work mixing and complicating elements of the analog and the digital, the unique and the serial, the human and the machine, nonsense and semantics, and music and text. I will show how all this results in a highly original, innovative work that is typical of today’s post-digital media environment, utilizing sophisticated digital and historical analog media in equal parts. The compositions created automatically by Piringer’s algorithm are full of rhythmic as well as phonosemantic qualities – and the use of synthetic voices to perform these language-based compositions aligns with the overall artificiality, the algorithmic poiesis, of the work. By offering not one, but forty different realizations, this work potentiates the very notion of poetic text, substantially increasing poetry’s ambiguity and the infinity of semiosis on a higher level.
 
             
            
              4.4.2 Production Details and Computer Coding
 
              One Each was realized in the programming language Lua, a script language that Piringer also uses in some of his performance work. Lua, a multi-paradigm programming language created in 1993 by members of the Computer Graphics Technology Group (Tecgraf) at the Pontifical Catholic University of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, was primarily designed for embedded use in applications and allows for a high degree of customization. It is widely used in video game development as it can be seamlessly integrated, runs quickly, and is easy to use in development, but it can also be utilized in many other fields such as sound. Other key features of this programming language are its portability and extensibility.159 One reason for using Lua in One Each may have been its small set of general features that can be extended to accommodate different problems. Moreover, it can be easily adapted to a broad range of applications.
 
              The computer program exclusively and specifically coded by Piringer for this project “in the beginning invents a theme, and this theme is then varied.” This kind of thematic variation derived from musical ideas like reversing the material or using it to make canon structures, as in musical forms like fugues. The forty different versions of One Each were produced entirely on a computer and written, composed, and generated using a custom-made algorithm. Piringer did not compose each version individually; rather, he created the computational basis, the master application for producing these forty versions algorithmically. One Each is therefore a work of “composition as a gradual process,” where an algorithmic system, once installed, or a set of predefined rules (whether analog or digital, with or without computers and software) is run, producing a specific output without any further action required on the part of the composer (Reich 2004c, 34–36). The gradual process implemented in One Each delegates the actual realization of the different pieces to a digital, software-based algorithm, endowing the machine with significant efficacy, if not a kind of agency.160 While the human is still responsible for the idea, the concept, and the code for the algorithm, it is the machine that writes, composes, and creates the actual pieces of the work according to the presets, with no further manipulation by the human once the machine’s algorithmic process has started. In other words, the human is still the initiator of the work (to bypass terms like author or creator, which, in this specific context, seem rather unfitting), accepting what the machine produces and thereby turning technology into an active coauthor and distinguishing it from a mere tool. This acknowledges the active role that technologies can play in the creation of artistic works and their influence on the aesthetic result.
 
              Each of the forty versions of One Each features only one of two synthetic voices used for the whole project, all available as standard features on Apple’s Mac operating system (OS). One is a female voice that speaks Norwegian, the other is a male voice that speaks Finnish. A voice is randomly chosen by the algorithm for each piece and has a specific pronunciation due to its origins. Although Norwegian and Finnish sound quite different, Piringer selected these two languages due to their distinct sound characteristics, which influence the overall sound shape of the work. For example, the language-specific pronunciation of consonants increases rhythmicality.
 
              Concerning the omnipresent rhythms of the pieces, Piringer explains that “you can hear that it is a computer voice, but also because of the layering, and because of the weird things, because of the intrinsic rhythm that only voices create. So, most of the rhythm emerges from the original score, but also from the voice that add[s] and interpret[s] something into it.” The use of the default computer voices available on the Mac OS suggests that Piringer made a conceptual choice to deliberately rely on standardized givens, on the means that a common digital environment offered at the time of production. Although this does not seem to be a key aspect of One Each, as it is not addressed anywhere else in the work, it reflects the ideological bias of computer voice design when it comes to gender. Most operating systems provide default voices that are categorized as either female or male, but hardly ever as nonbinary, gender-fluid, or genderless, suggesting a heteronormative paradigm (Geffen 2019). Nevertheless, by deploying a more recent form of text-to-speech synthesis based on a deep neural network that imitates existing human voices, the tension between the human and the machine is further intensified and complicated in relation to digitality.
 
              In a project in which the sound pieces are composed automatically by a digital algorithm inside a computer, the use of digital, computer-generated voices appears cohesive and appropriate. Then again, the text-to-speech feature of the Mac OS used in One Each imitates actual, individual human voices on a sophisticated level that makes it difficult to distinguish them from their human antetypes by just listening to them. However, it seems that the extremely dense structure and literally breathless pace of speech in these digitally and algorithmically composed pieces would be impossible to perform by a human voice, which again emphasizes their artificiality.
 
             
            
              4.4.3 The Scores
 
              Each piece is based on an algorithmically generated script that serves as a score for the individual pieces. The score is included in the vinyl publication as an inlay on paper printed in plain black and white, featuring a clean layout with no frills. In the automatic production process, the custom algorithm converts the score into sound by way of the standard text-to-speech function. The script contains the commands “REVERSE,” “ADDREMOVE TRACK,” “POP,” “TRANSPOSE,” “KANON,” and “SPACEIFY.” These commands are quite literal. For example, the command “REVERSE” does exactly what it says, appearing in the score to “piece 14”:
 
               
                azipipazipazipipazipipazipazipipazipazipipaapap apapaaap appapapapaz az azazaz az az az
 
              
 
               
                REVERSE
 
              
 
               
                za za za zazaza za zapapapappa paaapapa papaapipizapizapipizapizapipizapipizapizapipiza
 
              
 
              Reversal (of syllables, words, or sentences) is a common method in conventional poetry, sometimes appearing in extreme forms such as palindromes. It must be pointed out here that reversals on a spoken level can feature differences in sound that would not appear in a script-based written form. For example, [az] and [za] may differ in spoken form as [æz] and [zʌ] or [zɑ́].
 
              The canon is a conventional musical form with a proximity to poetry because it often appears in vocal music and sung texts. Here is an example of a canon structure from the same “piece 14”:
 
               
                KANON
 
              
 
               
                do do do dododo do dososososso sooososo sosoosasadosadosasadosadosasadosasadosadosasado
 
              
 
               
                do do dododo do dososososso sooososo sosoosasadosadosasadosadosasadosasadosadosasado do
 
              
 
               
                o dododo do dososososso sooososo sosoosasadosadosasadosadosasadosasadosadosasado do do d
 
              
 
               
                dodo do dososososso sooososo sosoosasadosadosasadosadosasadosasadosadosasado do do do do
 
              
 
              The automatically applied canon structure results in dense clusters and the overlapping of different sound layers, multiplying the single voice into a small speaking choir. It also complicates the rhythm of the pieces and increases the overall musicality, not least by utilizing a structure often used in (vocal) music. This results in complex polyrhythmic structures, in part because the spoken material inherently features a specific percussive quality due to the highly repetitive internal structure of the strings of syllables. These dense, polyrhythmic structures can be considered key aesthetic elements of One Each.
 
              These are just two examples of the six commands included in the algorithmically generated scores that influence the structure of the pieces comprising One Each. Despite the potential for the parameters to influence the structure of the pieces in extreme ways, all forty versions of One Each share the same structural tendencies, such as their high density (resulting from parameters like “ADDREMOVETRACK” or “SPACEIFY”) and rapidity, producing a cohesive structural character. Density and rapidity also induce associations of vibrancy and liveliness, which may excite – but also nervousness and oversaturation, which may overwhelm. These can also be associated with notions of digitality in general, including extremely fast computer processing speeds and the increased pace of online communication and discourse in the sphere of social media.
 
             
            
              4.4.4 Poetic Text
 
              The textual level of One Each can be regarded as rather abstract, as a dense accumulation of syllables that qualify as speech. Because the pieces (and their corresponding scores) consist of only a few repeated syllables, they lack the syntactical and semantic features that would give rise to the coherence and cohesion of a text in the conventional understanding. However, in the context of experimental poetry I would consider the pieces texts as they consist of longer strings of distinctive speech sounds, however repetitive they are at times. In addition, there is a virtual text level contained in this work in the sense that words or short phrases may emerge subjectively in the listener’s perception due to the density of the syllables and the occasional overlapping. These emergent effects of apophenia and pareidolia – words or sentences that are not actually uttered, though they are subjectively perceived – are triggered by the order-seeking capacities of the human brain (see Introduction). In One Each, this can result in the emergence of illusory linguistic perceptions, such as phantom words. As an example, I would like to present a brief summary of my own listening experience and some of my subjective perceptions of phantom words that emerged while I listened to “piece 14” of One Each:
 
               
                A bis Z [a to z]; ab [off, down]; Achse [axis]; maximal [maximum]; Satz [sentence]; selbst [self]; setz’ [sit]; bear; bobo-hair (bobo = bohème-bourgeois); bore; ducks; bucks; Ibiza; upbeat; S.O.S.; who’s here; etc.
 
              
 
              Although the spoken material does not have a preceding meaning intended by the author (not least because the scores containing the strings of syllables are automatically created by the algorithm), the cognitive identification of the sound as language triggers the speech mode of aural perception. It therefore allows the listener to apprehend the expanded semantics of the language material and also offers the possibility of creating a subjective text in the listener’s mind, however abstract or fragmented it may be (see Ch. 2.3.6). It could thus be argued that, here, lyrical subjectivity shifts from the initiator (author) of the work to the listening audience. The spoken material in One Each also triggers what Reuven Tsur proposes calling the “poetic mode of speech perception” in that it constantly shifts between sound and textual qualities (1992, I). This poetic mode is connected with the ambiguity of language, especially poetic language, with its virtually infinite possibilities of semiosis and interpretation – and because spoken language contains sound-based features such as homophones. In this regard, Piringer admits that he is aware that “the brain wants to hear meaning, so it recognizes patterns.”
 
              By close reading the accompanied text scores, it is also possible to detect some existing words. This is of course an obvious side effect of alphabetical languages based on letters that are distinct characters. Depending on the language that the listener understands and their willingness to ignore correct orthography and the spaces between strings of letters and syllables (like in scriptura continua), numerous words can be extracted from the above-cited example, the written score of “piece 14”: papa [dad]; tut [inflection of doing, or the German version of the onomatopoetic expression toot]; soso [actually, used sarcastically or in colloquial speech]; pipi [colloquial for urine]; paz [peace, also allowing reference to the writer Octavia Paz]; zapa [allowing reference to composer and musical artist Frank Zappa]; fute; so; do, dodo [extinct flightless bird] sad; sado; zap; fufu; piza [pizza minus one z], etc.
 
              All this resonates highly with para- and protosemantics and an expanded notion of semantics (see Ch. 2.3.2 and 2.3.6). The human initiator of the work might not be conveying any preceding meaning, but an active attitude toward reception leads to the creation of a poetic text in the listener’s perception. This is because phantom words or sentences can emerge, and the dense, rhythmic structure and sound character suggest liveliness, nervousness, and even oversaturation. The audible structure is therefore a means of meaning-making. Moreover, according to Russian Formalism, rhythm is one of poetry’s distinguishing features and organizing principles, resulting in “speech which has been made dynamic” (Tynyanov 1981 [1924], 51). Rhythm is considered “a primary and ‘self-valuable’ quality” (Erlich 1980, 213) in poetry, revealing hidden meaning, “new semantic nuances,” and “long-forgotten connotations,” and conveying the “lateral,” “potential” meaning of words (Erlich 1980, 225). In the case of One Each, this semiosis of lateral and potential meaning is further complicated as the pieces comprising this work consist of mere syllables, though they hold the potential to be combined into words (existing and neologist) and to be perceived as meaningful content when listened to in the compressed manner of One Each. The notion of potential meaning here is not based on the lateral, potential meaning of existing words, but on the vast, fuzzy potential for meaning-making created by the combination and repetition of syllables: “Rhythm is […] one key factor in creating the effects of deautomatization and literariness. It is the result of the interplay of automatization and deautomatization with regard to rhythmic patterns” (Benthien et al. 2019, 116).
 
              Piringer’s work, and One Each in particular, can also be associated with the Russian avant-garde poetry of the early twentieth century that was the focus of Russian Formalism, particularly the transrational or trans-sense language Zaum, which was invented by poets of literary Futurism (see Ch. 2.3.1). Zaum was a constructed poetic language that aimed to transgress the rational logics of language and thought, to go beyond common understanding, with indefinite meanings that were not intended to be merely nonsensical. Like Zaum, One Each offers the prospect of resemanticizing (de-)constructed linguistic elements, particularly the algorithmically generated syllables that are structured and constructed into larger units by means of (re-)combination, permutation, and repetition. It can also help to acknowledge the uttered material that One Each consists of as a language, though it challenges and transgresses rational paradigms.
 
             
            
              4.4.5 Sound Character and Musicality
 
              The forty individual versions of One Each all have a very dense sound character that sometimes resembles stuttering in that short syllables are repeated in quick succession, overlapping at times and resulting in the layering of two or sometimes more tracks. The speech material in these strings of syllables is not sung, but automatically spoken by a synthetic voice. It is reminiscent of scat singing, a vocal technique for improvising with syllables and wordless vocables that is common in jazz. The overall structural character of the pieces is highly repetitive because only a limited number of about half a dozen syllables are present in each piece. Some passages tend to have a loop-like structure, but only ever for a few cycles before the structure changes again, featuring reversals, canons, strings of different syllable, and overlapping.
 
              Between some dense segments, there are short pauses of less than a second’s duration that are similar to the line breaks in conventional poetry. The density and pace of the pieces is also a consequence of the fact that the synthesized speech does not need to breathe, eliminating the human limitation of having to pause to take breaths – which is not limited to computer-generated synthesized speech alone, but can just as well be achieved by cutting out the breath in a recording of a (breathing) human voice through electroacoustic editing. It must be acknowledged, however, that there are special vocal techniques in musical singing and beatboxing that allow the performer to breathe while simultaneously uttering sounds.
 
              In some sections of the individual pieces, the density of the speech material is so high that it sounds like indistinct chatter, or a speaking choir slightly out of sync – but only being uttered by one multiplied voice. Some versions of One Each (for example “piece 3”) sound like lists of grammatical conjugation gone wild – at a speed that would be almost impossible for a human voice to perform.
 
              The volume on all the pieces is constantly set at an average level, with a slight tendency to become louder toward the end and with only minimal increases in volume when words or lines overlap.
 
              Concerning the pitch of the synthetic voice utterings, there are just a few slight variations in each version that can add some bustle and liveliness to the overall monotonous character of the pieces, even though the monotony is disrupted by overlapping or short pauses every few seconds. It therefore also lacks the sophisticated variations in pitch that feature in much conventional poetry and in many sound poems. It would have been possible to technologically vary the pitch more by appending an additional pitch-shifting function to the custom-made algorithm, rather than in the text-to-speech synthesis itself, a feature that Piringer seems to have deliberately abstained from in the composing process. The perceived monotony of the pitch adds to the artificiality of the voices but is intermitted due to the slight shifts in tonal pitch, resulting in micro-melodies at some points that increase the musicality somewhat.
 
              However, the musicality of the pieces is mainly a result of the fast-paced repetition of syllables – up to about 300 bpm (beats per minute) – and the occasional overlapping that causes a polyrhythmic or polymetric feeling.
 
              The rhythms in One Each are similar to the repetitions and phase shifts in minimal music or more recent electronic genres such as (fast-paced) abstract dance music and resemble those in genres like Deconstructed and Breakcore. This makes it all but impossible to describe them using the tools of poetry analysis, not least due to the extreme density and polyrhythmic clusters of the layered voice. Even concepts developed for nonconventional rhythms and meter, such as free verse, fail here.161 The dense rhythmic structure of One Each is only disrupted by short pauses (of less than a second) and lacks a steady metric pulse – unlike, for example, the Événements series by Anne-James Chaton.
 
              In light of my previous discussion of One Each and the concept of composition as gradual process, it is appropriate to mention some of the serialist approaches from the post-tonal music of the early twentieth century, where predefined rules were applied during the composing process. Moreover, composition methods like retrograde movements and the crab canon have been in use for centuries and were likewise applied in twentieth-century post-tonal, serialist music.
 
              The randomized processes applied in One Each can be compared with some of the stochastic approaches in music taken by composers such as Iannis Xenakis and with the aleatoric methods and chance operations of John Cage and Karlheinz Stockhausen. In the work of these composers as well as Piringer’s, it is not the whole composing process but specific elements of it that are randomized, leading to unforeseen aesthetic outcomes and limiting the subjective element. In such works, including One Each, chance does play a role to a certain extent, but it is still carefully and intentionally defined by the composer.
 
              All this suggests a strong musical component in Piringer’s compositional approach to One Each that is reminiscent of the general characterization of sound poetry and sonic poetry as something located between poetry and music and reflects his self-identification as a musician.
 
             
            
              4.4.6 Connections with other (historical) Concepts and Practices
 
              In his artistic work in general and in One Each in particular, Piringer applies various methods and concepts, most of which were introduced by the (neo-)avantgardes. Together with the references in his artistic works, some of the statements he has made in interviews and poetological texts (see Piringer 2015) suggest that he has a broad, in-depth knowledge of these concepts. He appears to be familiar with, for example, the experimental practices of the Vienna Group, with concrete poetry, code poetry, conceptual writing, and the sound poetry of Henri Chopin. Piringer has also been regarded as continuing and actualizing avantgarde methods by digital means (cf. Pecka 2021, 87).
 
              Regarding the musicality and rhythm of One Each, Piringer points out the similarity between his own approach and the French Lettrist poetry of the 1950s, which went so far as to compose poetry on the level of single letters. Like the Lettrists, Piringer applies musical ideas to poetry, deconstructing and recombining letters and syllables. However, in One Each, this takes place in close, creative collaboration with a computer program, whereas the original Lettrists worked solely orally until some artists from a splinter group, the Ultra-Lettrists, started exploring the productive potential of tape recorders for their poetry. Compared to the bygone oral sound poetry of Lettrism, the switch to digital production in Piringer’s work results in a more lively, nervous (sound) aesthetic, a dense, cluster-laden structure that at times tips into absurdity. In light of such absurdist moments, the pieces in One Each convey a humorous element when listened to, sometimes reminiscent of infantile babbling or nonsense poetry.
 
              More associations with historical concepts and experimental poetry and literary movements can be identified, which are of special concern here due to Piringer’s aforementioned interest and apparent knowledge of them. For instance, the constraints that Piringer imposed on himself in the composing process of One Each are reminiscent of those self-imposed by the OuLiPo movement, which started in 1960, aiming to create art by making use of productive constraints in a somewhat algorithmic manner (but not necessarily using computers). Even though it has been utilized in experimental approaches throughout the centuries, one prominent method associated with OuLiPo is the lipogram, a writing method that avoids certain letters, limiting itself in order to obtain specific aesthetic effects. Another of the four poets discussed in this chapter who was inspired by OuLiPo is Dagmara Kraus (see Ch. 4.3).
 
              Established a few years before OuLiPo, in the mid-1950s, the concrete poetry movement must likewise be mentioned due to its concern with the materiality of language, also in relation to meaning, as well as its rather abstract approach toward the composition of poetry, which includes conceptual approaches. In addition, many concrete poets were active in both visual and sound poetry. In recent years, young poets and artists in the field of contemporary art have been inspired by concrete poetry as well. Besides Piringer, they include, for example, Tris Vonna-Michell, Karl Holmquist, and Cia Rinne.
 
              Another key method of One Each is permutation, which has been in use in literature and music for centuries and was reactivated by neo-avant-garde poets like Brion Gysin (see Ch. 3.3.1). What Gysin did with whole words, Piringer does with single letters and syllables, applying a combinatorial approach to generate language structures from distinct elements.
 
              Finally, since at least the early 2000s, Piringer has been an active participant in the fields of digital poetry and code poetry, with the latter not necessarily relying on digital means or computer technology. In One Each, Piringer combines coding and digital technology to create what could also be classified as code poetry in sound form. Due to his intensive, ongoing use of coding and computer technology, these might be the most obvious and central aspects of Piringer’s work in general.
 
             
            
              4.4.7 Conclusion
 
              One Each mixes and complicates the boundaries between the analog and the digital, the mechanic and the algorithmic, the human and the machine, nonsense and semantics, content and medium, music, sound, and text. It challenges concepts of originality by presenting not just one work, but forty different pieces, all sharing the same title. It also calls human creativity into question by delegating the writing and composing process to a digital algorithm that Piringer coded exclusively for this work.
 
              The analog and the digital are intertwined in the composing and production process, which also includes the distribution format. Composed through a gradual process and automatically generated by a digital algorithm that was initiated and coded by a human, the actual poetic text was written by a machine and sonically realized by computer-generated voices that imitate human ones. It is distributed on analog vinyl records by means of mechanical reproduction – but not duplication, as each copy of the record contains a unique version, which therefore subverts the concept of identical duplication typical of record releases. This results in a complex, somewhat paradoxical relationship between composition and distribution. It also leads us to reflect on what constitutes a unique, “original” version – which does not exist here as all forty pieces represent the work in its own right – as well as the complicated hierarchies between digital and analog and the media of production and reproduction. It can be read as a commentary on the materiality of production and how digital and analog media are interrelated and interact with the material level. One Each can also be defined as post-digital because “the revolutionary period of the digital information age ha[d] surely passed” by the time it was created, and because it utilizes sophisticated digital technologies and practices as something self-evident while, on the other hand, mixing them with old analog media (Cascone 2000, 12).
 
              This work critically examines and at the same time bridges the divide between analog and digital by composing on a sophisticated digital level and then releasing the outcome on an analog medium. The clash between old and new technologies influences the semiotic aspect of the work as associations of analog and digital media collide.
 
              The spoken material in One Each – list-like strings and clusters of syllables of rather parasemantic value – may fall below the structural (foremost syntactical and semantic) threshold to qualify as a text. However, the abstract language material of One Each that is spoken at a fast pace by the computer voices may develop into highly subjective semantic content – phantom words or sentences – in the listener’s mind due to the dense and repetitive structure. Together with the compositional structure of the pieces, the exclusive use of (human-like) voices as sound material adds layers of expression that induce associations of vibrancy and liveliness that may excite the listener, but also nervousness and oversaturation that may overwhelm, the latter regularly associated with the negative impacts of the digital age.
 
              Moreover, key aspects of the poetic function of language, such as rhythm, excess structuring, and the deautomatization of language, are pushed to the extreme here. Although the whole work consists solely of spoken sound matter, the structural features, like reversal and the canon, as well as the slight shifts in the pitch of the fast-speaking voices (that do not transition into song) adds a high degree of musicality to One Each. It also features a special, complicated form of authorship and subjectivity. Rather than catering to conventional concepts, it seems to shift lyrical subjectivity from the author to the recipient by enabling the emergence of phantom words and sentences as subjective perceptions. In tandem with the composing process based on a set of strict rules implemented by a computer algorithm, One Each questions the concept of the autonomous, self-creating artist led by subjective emotions.
 
              All this makes One Each an exceptional example of sonic poetry, combining the sound features of language, musicality, and poetic function. At the same time, the work uses and exploits the affordances of various media while interweaving the material and semiotic levels.
 
             
           
        
 
      
       
         
          5 Conclusion and Outlook
 
        
 
         
          In this study, I have examined and described an experimental artistic practice situated between language and music that derives from sound poetry and experimental spoken word, for which I have coined a new term: sonic poetry.
 
          Sonic poetry constitutively applies technological treatments to create sound works, primarily through editing and cutting, layering and mixing, of material, as well as through sampling. Such methods and the required media technologies are used frequently by all kinds of artists today and can thus be considered rather unremarkable – as something taken for granted in our post-digital media environment. I have identified and categorized the artistic methods connected with media and technology, including the various technological devices and expanded voice material. Technology enables artists to bypass the limits of the human body, moving beyond the physical limitations of the voice and, in doing so, to expand the range of artistic means and possibilities at their disposal. I have shown how these technological methods shape not just the sound and structure of a work but also its content and meaning. To do so, I have examined how a technological processing of spoken language influences the semantic level of a work – even generating new semantic variants that are only possible with technology. Moreover, I have identified and described a specific bilateral human-machine relationship in the creative process that I propose calling reciprocal, as it develops in a back-and-forth between artists and technologies.
 
          The topic of this study, sonic poetry, straddles two powerful human domains that will most likely remain highly relevant in the future: media and technology on the one hand and spoken language on the other. Technology has been a key aspect of human development throughout history, all around the world. It will undoubtedly remain crucial, especially in relation to digitality and the way in which everyday life is increasingly taking place in online spheres connected by the internet. Many recent developments, including advances like AI and machine learning, which have received considerable hype, have been acknowledged by many as fundamentally changing the notion and role of technology, including fears that humans will lose control over it. Language, on the other hand, particularly its spoken forms, remains the central medium of human communication and is being increasingly mediatized and embedded within digitality. In today’s internet era, the persistence of orality is being emphasized through the broad reception and success of formats like podcasts and audio books. Sonic poetry combines these two central domains of human life in the post-digital era.
 
          In the Introduction, I discussed how digitality is facilitating the creative utilization of technology, allowing more and more artists to experiment with its possibilities (see also Ch. 3). This is due to factors such as its widespread, affordable availability and the increased general skills of the people using it (not just artists). Moreover, the accessibility of vast amounts of media facilitates the use of found material and its transformation into new works by way of sampling (see also Ch. 3). I additionally outlined how the term post-digital refers to media’s materiality and how it influences the form and content of artistic works in an era in which digital technologies are ubiquitous and no longer anything special. In addition, I discussed the specific illusory perceptions that can be generated through the creative use of technology, for example, through the precise looping of duplicated (sound) material or the layering of different speech tracks (see also Ch. 3). These “phantom words,” as psychologist Diana Deutsch describes them, trigger subjective textual illusions based on the listener’s experience, mood, and expectations. They constitute a surplus text that is not present in the work itself, emerging instead in the audience’s perception. They thus hold unimaginable potential for virtual text(s), in a sense shifting the creative process from the author to the listener.
 
          By addressing various aspects of textual qualities, my aim in the Introduction was to establish sonic poetry as a valid topic of research in literature and poetry. This is because oral and aural forms of poetry, especially technologically created variants, are still underrepresented in literary research. I proposed using the term sonic poetry as a mediator between different disciplines – including, but not limited to, media theory, sound studies, musicology, and art theory (praxeology) – in order to acknowledge the connection between this artistic practice and those disciplines. Because sonic poetry is a transdisciplinary practice, combining and integrating methods from fields such as improvised and experimental electronic music, performance, media, and sound art, and, of course, poetry, I also carried out an interdisciplinary survey of the existing research.
 
          Because this study examines language-based artforms, I began Chapter 2 by discussing key terms from poetry research and literary studies to provide a framework for my research. Here, I adopted the terminology proposed by Steve McCaffery, who has divided the history of sound poetry into an early “phonic” phase of mere oral performance and a later “sonic” phase, in which media and technology have become crucial features of conceptualization and composition. I compressed his theory of a sonic phase of sound poetry into the elliptic term sonic poetry in order to capture and address some of the more recent approaches from approximately the last twenty-five years.
 
          By choosing the term sonic, I acknowledge the crucial role played by technology, which allows artists to exceed the possibilities of mere oral performance. This term also includes works that are not intended for performance but are meticulously crafted, before being released on sound carriers or digital platforms as sound publications in their own right. With this term, I am therefore pushing back against the idea suggested by some artists and scholars that such works should be performable.
 
          Chapter 2 also examined the complex relationship between poetry and semantics, incorporating linguistic research into phonosemantics and discussing the influence of the media and technology used creatively in the composition of a work on its content and meaning. For example, the technological layering and mixing of speech can induce impressions of multiplicity, density, or amassment, up to the point of rendering the text unintelligible, while the use of certain sound effects, such as a vocoder, can trigger general associations with technology on a semantic meta-level. The chapter also discussed other terms connected with experimental poetics, such as protosemantics (McCaffery) and neo-semantics (Greenham), revising them and applying them to the field of sonic poetry. Protosemantics explores the field beyond and surrounding conventional meaning, allowing for a dynamic and, in a sense, unstable, processual method of composition. The term neo-semantic, on the other hand, introduced in the context of Lily Greenham’s poetics, prompts further discussion of the differences and similarities between the various functions of language, such as its poetic and communicative functions. It was also useful to discuss various aspects of meaning in relation to sonic poetry to highlight the necessary connections between a language-based art form and semantics. Moreover, one of poetry’s key features, linguistic ambiguity, can be increased by applying technological methods during the composing process, as this adds layers of association, connotation, and ambiguity to a work. While conventional categories of semantics and meaning often fail to analyze and interpret experimental works in which indeterminacy and ambiguity are key, sound poetry and sonic poetry can subvert these conventional semantic categories and thereby challenge them in artistic ways.
 
          In Chapter 2, I additionally demonstrated that many works of sonic poetry are excellent examples of Ludwig Jäger’s concept of audioliterary writing as they feature the very procedure that Jäger defines as crucial: the iterative crafting of the sound material via a back-and-forth between artist and technology that is comparable with script-based writing, creating and constituting a “new genuine, namely audioliterary sense” (Jäger 2014, 244; trans. MM; see also Ch. 2.2).
 
          I discussed one of my main research questions in Chapter 3, namely: How do artists use technology, and what kinds of composing methods can be identified in that use? Here, I performed a systematic categorization of the material and technological devices artists use, as well as, most importantly, the key concepts and artistic methods that artists in the field of language-based sound works apply to utilize those technologies. This categorization is the first of its kind and is intended to provide the terminology for future research and inspire and motivate artists and practitioners. I identified, described, and discussed voice material, technological devices, and the related technological methods based on them, demonstrating that the range of voice material available today has expanded thanks to technology. By capturing and recording their own voices, artists are able to add sound effects and further technological treatment, changing the speed or filtering the frequencies of the voice. This affects the work’s sound characteristics as well as its content and meaning. Moreover, recording and reworking sound material makes it possible to layer voices – including the artist’s own. Further important additions to the range of voice material made possible by technology are sampled voices, frequently taken from found material and including the sound and media-specific characteristics of their original context (for example, audible background noises or sounds indicating that something has been sampled from a vinyl record), as well as synthetic or computer voices that are becoming almost indistinguishable from human voices, even mimicking existing ones through machine learning. Both sampled and synthetic voices have the potential to additionally trigger general associations with technology as their technological origins are often audible (Ch. 3.1).
 
          In Chapter 3.2, I described and discussed the technological devices that artists use to process and manipulate spoken language to compose works of sonic poetry in order to provide an overview and understanding of their functionality and possibilities. One of my findings was that certain devices have been used more frequently than others. For example, the tape recorder was the go-to device in postwar sound poetry, whereas the turntable has hardly been used in the field. Even so, I included the latter in order to demonstrate its potential for future approaches, for example, in the application of experimental turntablist methods to spoken language material. I concluded this subchapter with a section on self-built instruments, showing how some artists go to great lengths to design and construct their own devices to meet their specific needs, leading to the composition of unexpected, highly innovative works (Ch. 3.2).
 
          The main part of Chapter 3, however, was about the specific methods that artists apply when they use technologies to compose their works. I summarized these methods into the key concepts of editing, layering, sampling, the application of machine learning and AI, and, finally, the hacking or cracking of the prescribed use of technologies. Editing and layering are key methods in audio engineering in general, and I identified their specific application in language-based works, as in disruptive, audible editing, and discussed how they influence the sound characteristics, content, and meaning of a work. Furthermore, I discussed the ambiguous effects of loops, which can evoke impressions of both stasis and motion in a listener. When listened to for long enough, loops can also produce semantic satiation, the emptying of meaning, as well as the contrary cognitive effect of illusory perceptions like phantom words. Artists in many disciplines are trying out and tinkering around with more recent technological developments such as AI and machine learning, although I only found a few works in the field of sonic poetry that had actually been realized in this way as of the time of writing (2024). Hence, such works remain to be examined in the future, for which the terminology and categorization of artistic methods that productively utilize technologies proposed in this study might serve as helpful tools. The final section of this subchapter examined approaches by artists (and other bricoleurs) who bypass or subvert the intended use of technological devices and methods in order to obtain unexpected results (Ch. 3.3).
 
          My observations and research into the use of technological devices and related methods have allowed me to outline the particular ways in which artists approach and operate them. Rather than already having a precise result in mind when working on a piece, they often play around with the opportunities afforded by the devices and thus take what I describe as a reciprocal approach, stepping into a productive dialogue with technology. Instead of following the rulebook, they apply a trial-and-error methodology, often grounded in basic, or even minimal, skills. Thus, a work unfolds step by step in a bilateral back-and-forth between the human and the technology. The outcome of a work – or even the concept itself – might therefore develop spontaneously during the working process. In many cases, innovative, surprising results are produced not in spite but because of artists’ limited skills. I am convinced that this finding about an advanced form of technological dilettantism that, in many cases, results in highly innovative works is quite remarkable, which is why I dedicated an entire subchapter to it, an excursus leading to broader reflections on how we can subvert the often determinative, limiting, and somewhat ideological impositions of mainstream commercial technology. As paradoxical as it may sound, a lack of skill might not limit but actually expand aesthetics and its possible outcomes, rendering incompetence a creative force. For this reason, we need to take a new, different perspective on technology. I have thus linked this reciprocal relationship between humans and technology with the concept of “technodiversity” to reveal its liberating, emancipatory, and even democratizing potential (Hui 2023; see Ch. 3.4). In doing so, my objective is to emphasize the productive and also the liberating potential of using – or misusing – technologies in various ways.
 
          This opens the study up to broader discussions about the merits, as well as the problems and dangers, of technology in general. Chapter 3 provided a basis and the terminology for the subsequent chapter – with its detailed descriptions of voice material, technological devices, and related artistic methods.
 
          The in-depth analyses of the four works in Chapter 4 were based on my close listenings, together with text analysis, methods from sound studies and musicology, and the qualitative interviews that I conducted with the artists themselves to learn in depth about how they composed their works and which exact devices and methods they used. These analyses draw out the intrinsic value of using technology and media in the composition of sonic poetry. They also prove that it would not be possible to translate such works into book format; the works discussed in this chapter – and throughout the whole study – are genuinely based on the specific features of sound. Works of sonic poetry are conceived and produced for the audible realm and thus can only be received appropriately as sound.
 
          Anja Utler’s brinnen might seem like an exception, because it was also published as a book. However, its separate CD release was not subordinate or inferior to the book. A representation or translation of the delayed repetitions, of the multiplication and casual overlapping of Utler’s voice, would be almost impossible in book form, for they are unique features of sound and depend on its specific possibilities. Moreover, the multiplication and layering of one voice, that of Utler, would be impossible to achieve without the ability to mix sound material technologically, which means that technology is a constitutive feature of this work. The instability and confusion intended by the author are induced both by the idiosyncratic poetic language she uses and through the technologically layered and repeated speech fragments. All of this results in Utler’s work producing simultaneity, ambiguity, and instability while examining – and, in a way, productively expanding on – the gap between speaker and speech, language and technology.
 
          Alessandro Bosetti’s MaskMirror is the only work discussed in Chapter 4 that is mainly realized as a performance. Here, the intrinsic value of the sound is even greater than in Utler’s piece because Bosetti’s work is constituted not only through the sound technological treatments that would be impossible to translate into book form but also through the vivid flow of live performance. The improvisational approach that Bosetti imported from his musical practice into the textual realm results in a highly variable poetic text that is constructed instantaneously during each individual performance, making it inherently indeterminate and unexpected, which corresponds to the idea of an “open work” per se (Eco 1989 [1962]). The various elements of this project all merge into a fictional poetic discourse that is carried out in a peculiar and highly innovative form, resulting in absurdist, estranged, and often humorous live poetry. MaskMirror is a work of open process, without any final stage. Rather, it is revised and renewed in each performance, emphasizing the very process of poiesis as an instantaneous process of composition and the unfolding of language, performed on a customized technological setup.
 
          In the case of Dagmara Kraus’s Xurf your Zwöbes, a script-based written version would simply be impossible. This is because the artist utilized found material spoken by another voice, that of poet Oskar Pastior, and its acoustic characteristics, with cuts made directly into individual words and sounds on the syntactic and semantic level. These cuts right into the word flow result in audible glitches that become intrinsic elements of the peculiar, technologically realized idiom of this piece, which can be considered a constructed poetic language of sorts. The structuring of the sampled material, including its repetitions and loops, also increases the musicality of the piece, its actual sound character. Kraus’s work evokes the proto-, para-, and phonosemantic aspects of spoken and sampled language through excessive and disruptive editing, using technology in a way that bypasses or subverts its intended use. It is therefore an example of the reciprocal relationship between artist and technology that hints at the aforementioned concept of technodiversity.
 
          Finally, Jörg Piringer’s One Each features digital and analog technologies alike. Based on a digital algorithm that Piringer himself coded, each piece was composed automatically and individually, and each unique version was cut on a vinyl record, thereby subverting the concept of duplication typical of records. It is the only work presented in this chapter that deliberately uses synthetic voices to create its sound character and its own specific, awkward prosody, alluding to the ubiquity of artificial voices today. It touches on some of the ideological presets of computer voices, for example, in relation to gender, as most operating systems offer standard voices that are specified as either female or male. Moreover, it exploits the sound characteristics and specifics of synthesized national languages, in this case Scandinavian languages. This makes One Each an exceptional example of sonic poetry, combining the sound features of language, musicality, and poetic function, and at the same time using and exploiting the affordances of various media while interweaving the material and semiotic levels.
 
          The technological methods applied in these works must be regarded as constitutive as they also have a significant influence on the textual level. The artists make targeted and productive use of the technological possibilities of manipulating the linguistic material.
 
          This study’s structure provides selected theoretical approaches, starting with literary studies research and continuing with a categorization of the technological methods, materials, and devices that are used creatively in the production process. I hope that my research will be applied beyond the field of sonic poetry as well and will help to broaden our understanding of how humans interact with technology.
 
          As I have focused on the conception and production of language-based sound works in relation to technology as a productive means, I hope to encourage further research that builds on the groundwork that I have laid here – for example, research into the role played by technology in distribution and reception and the cognitive effects that technological methods have on listeners, which I only touched on in this study, in cases where it was closely related to the artistic methods examined (e.g., illusory perceptions like phantom words). Another topic of further research might be artistic approaches that relate to media and technologies indirectly – approaches that are inspired or informed by technological methods without effectively using them.
 
          Some of the most recent technological developments, such as AI, have sparked hopes and fears alike. Artists are also experimenting with such technologies, driven by the advancements in machine learning made possible by steep, significant increases in computing power in the last few years. We must be careful and critical when artists use products built around what might just be a marketing term that obscures their more problematic aspects. But artists, not just in sonic poetry, will continue to use all the latest technologies to produce their work. When analyzing such practices, it is important to be aware that technologies always influence artistic methods, together with the overall aesthetic outcome. We must therefore identify and recognize whether artists are trying to subvert and thereby criticize technological developments with their particular practices.
 
          Technology enables artists to exceed human limitations, but at the same time opens up an imaginative realm that has the potential to expand the poetic function of such works and aesthetics in general. I hope that artistic and technological developments to come will keep enabling artists to conceive and realize innovative approaches and practices, and that artists and their works will not “succumb […] to the simple, celebratory visions of technification that industry, by and large, supports” (Noland 1999, 216–217). By creatively utilizing technology in the production process and by connecting it with the various areas of artistic speech, sonic poetry expands the sound sphere, the notion of meaning, and amplifies the noise of language to a higher level.
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        Notes

        1
          In an interview conducted by Arthur Pétronio with Ghil in the years before his death in 1925: Pétronio 1963, 12 (“In fifty years, the poet will be the one who commands phonetic machines. Poetry will either be a science, or it will have ceased to exist.” trans. MM).

        
        2
          This study was realized as a part of the ERC-funded project “Poetry in the Digital Age” under the supervision of Prof. Dr. Claudia Benthien at University of Hamburg. Most of this study has been revised on the basis of comments and suggestions for improvement made by my colleagues in the project team. Various suggestions and concepts discussed during the research project have found their way into this study. I am deeply grateful for this support, without which I would not have been able to finalize the study in its present form.

        
        3
          On concrete poetry’s connection to sound poetry, see, e.g., Cobbing 1970; Higgins 1993; Clüver 2002; and Feinsod 2012. On absolute poetry, see, Wilpert 2001, 3; Petersen 2006; Fishman, Brogan, and O. Cisneros 2012. On sound poetry as a consistent scene in the postwar era, see Wendt 1993; and Lentz 2000. On intermedia and transmedia related to literature, see Rajewsky 2024.

        
        4
          However, various systems of notation have been invented and developed, mainly by artists for their own works, but none have managed to persist and/or be adopted by others (see, e.g., Benthien and Vorrath 2017, 21; Lentz 2000, vol. 2, 832–837).

        
        5
          To prevent misunderstandings, I define writing as “script-based” when discussing visual forms of alphabetical writing (e.g., handwriting, typing).

        
        6
          In the context of language, script-based, alphabetical writing is considered a technology that has been considerably enhanced due to the opportunities offered by the computer as a writing tool (see Ong 1986; Bolter 1991).

        
        7
          According to estimates and studies, about half of the world population has basic digital skills and about 30 percent are able to create digital content (cf. Mamedowa and Pawlowski 2018; Information Resources Management Association 2017). In 2012 it was estimated that around 16 percent of US adults do not have basic digital skills (cf. Mamedowa and Pawlowski 2018, 3).

        
        8
          I, the author of this study, am aware of the privileges of having access to technology due to my upbringing as a member of the so-called upper middle class in Central Europe.

        
        9
          Guillaume Apollinaire even expected “new sounds” to emerge in a period of media and, in particular, sound technological inventions (1917).

        
        10
          Noland, “Research Abstract,” https://www.faculty.uci.edu/profile/?facultyId=2770 (July 16, 2024).

        
        11
          Though its title addresses the twenty-first century, the corpus of Neve’s study is mainly based on works from the twentieth century. Accordingly, the large discography in Neves (2019, Annex V), spanning from 1922 to 2019, mostly features reissues of historic works or works by older artists from the postwar sound-poetry movement, and only a few younger, contemporary artists, such as Jörg Piringer, Martin Bakero, and Tomomi Adachi.

        
        12
          “… eine Methode […], durch die verschiedene Parameter der Klanglichkeit herausgehört werden, denen im Zusammenhang mit dem Gedichtinhalt Bedeutungen zugeschrieben werden können” (Vorrath 2020, 195).

        
        13
          “[T]he physical form of the literary artifact always affects what the words (and other semiotic components) mean” (Hayles 2002, 25).

        
        14
          “[…] je mehr die lautklangliche Seite in einer Zeichenstruktur überwiegt, um so musikeigener ist sie; je mehr die wort-motivische Seite überwiegt, um so spracheigener ist sie; der Übergang ist fließend; und Sprache kann sich Musik, Musik kann sich Sprache nähern bis zur Aufhebung der Grenzen zwischen Klang und Bedeutung” (Stockhausen 1960, 53).

        
        15
          “Demgemäß wird die Arbeit an elektro-akustischen Texten in zwei Gängen erfolgen, deren erster die Aufnahme von Sprache ist, die später erscheinen soll. So entsteht ein Material-Archiv. Hieran knüpft sich die Behandlung der einzelnen Materialien, die dann nach den exakten Anweisungen der Partitur zum Hörtext gebaut, geklebt, geschnitten etc. werden” (Kriwet 1970, 42–43).

        
        16
          As opposed to the general use of electroacoustic treatments to imperceptibly edit and process speech in most forms of sound engineering and design, for example, audio-books and talk radio.

        
        17
          On media archeology and the non-linear development of technological media devices and practices, see, e.g., Zielninski 2006 [2002]; Olsson 2025.

        
        18
          Henri Chopin’s concept of “poésie sonore” already includes the conviction that this kind of poetry can be more easily codified by machines and electricity than by any means of (script-based) writing (Chopin 1968).

        
        19
          On the connection between Futurism and fascism, see Bowler 1991; on the paradoxical relationship between early fascism as a revolutionary power and its differentiation to later, totalitarian forms in autocratic systems and dictatorships, see Sternhell 1976.

        
        20
          In music, it has been replaced by other terms, such as acousmatic (see, e.g., Peignot 1960).

        
        21
          “Mit audioliteralem Schreiben kann eine Form sprachlicher Sinnproduktion bezeichnet werden, die insofern ‚Schreiben‘ in Anführungszeichen genannt werden darf, als sie sich über schreib-analoge Verfahren entfaltet, obgleich sie sich im Modus einer (technisch armierten) Mündlichkeit vollzieht. Das hier fokussierte audioliterale Verfahren erlaubt es, akustische Texte dadurch zu erzeugen, dass ein Textautor sprachliche Äußerungen, die nicht auf einem vorgängigen schriftlichen Text beruhen, verlautbart und als verlautbarte in einem technischen Medium aufzeichnet […], um sie so auditiv lesbar und bearbeitbar zu machen.“ Jäger 2014, 251.

        
        22
          On the terms intermedium and intermedial in relation to sound poetry, see Higgins 1981.

        
        23
          On intertextuality, see also Kristeva (1969); Genette (1997); Allen (2000).

        
        24
          “[…] ein identisches Werk, das den verschiedenen interpretativen und medialen Varianten zugrunde liegt” (Jäger 2014. 239).

        
        25
          “[…] eine transkriptive Beziehung, in der in einem gewissen Sinne beide medialen Elemente im Zuge ihrer Interaktion’ erst hervorgebracht werden” (Jäger 2014, 231).

        
        26
          “[Audioliteralität] meint ein Verfahren, durch das skripturale und vokal-auditive Anteile der Kommunikation in verschiedener Hinsicht miteinander verwoben oder aufeinander bezogen werden, und zwar so, dass für den im Zuge dieser intermedialen Bewegungen in Gang gesetzten genuinen Sinnkonstitutionsprozess technische Installationen eine bedeutende Rolle spielen” (Jäger 2020, 74).

        
        27
          “Audioliteral in diesem Sinne sollen also nur solche Formen der Prozessierung von sprachlichem Sinn genannt werden, die sich technischer Medien der Aufzeichnung, Speicherung und Distribution stimmlich/auditiver Ereignisse bedienen” (Jäger 2020, 74).

        
        28
          For a discussion of Jäger’s notion of audioliterary writing, see Vorrath 2020, 41–42.

        
        29
          “Audioliterales ‚Schreiben‘ ist in diesem Sinne eine klassische Form der sinnkonstitutiven Rückwendung eines Zeichenproduzenten auf seine eigenen Zeichenhervorbringungen. Er nimmt deshalb als auditive, aufzeichnungsgestütze, rekursive Selbstverarbeitung die Form dessen an, was ich einen transkriptiven Prozess nennen möchte. Der Autor transkribiert sich hier selbst, indem er sich mit Hilfe eines Aufzeichnungsgerätes selber auditiv rezipiert. Er generiert den Sinn, der er erzeugt, in einem Prozess der fortlaufenden Selbstverarbeitung seiner aufgezeichneten und wiedergehörten Äußerungen” (Jäger 2014, 251–252).

        
        30
          The speech performances of David Antin come to mind, as do the more recent oral narratives of Peter Kurzeck, published on audio CDs only and designated as novels.

        
        31
          The music group Laibach uses the term “Klangniederschrift” as the subtitle to their album Krst Pod Triglavom – Baptist (1987), which can be translated as “sound protocol” or “sound transcript.”

        
        32
          Jakobson delivers a striking example, above all in relation to the sound shape of language, by referring to the political slogan “I like Ike” from the presidential campaign of Dwight D. Eisenhower in 1952 (Jakobson 1960, 357).

        
        33
          This is demonstrated by a training method for theater students applied by Konstantin Stanislavski. Stanislavski asked acting students to pronounce a given word in forty different ways so that the different meanings could be correctly interpreted by an audience (cf. Jakobson 1960, 354).

        
        34
          ”Le poème – cette hésitation prolongée entre le son et le sens […]” (Valéry 1960, 637).

        
        35
          Today, the term noise is used in various contexts with differing connotations, also in relation to art, music, and poetry. Besides the aforementioned usage by Bernstein (“sheer noise of language”), others have examined, for example, the aesthetic value of white noise (see Rautzenberg 2009, 125–133), noise as a metaphor for the political economy of music (see Attali 1985 [1977]), and noise in relation to poetry and listening (see Skoulding 2020, 1–22) or to modernist and avantgarde poetry (see Melillo 2020). On noise as a physical engineering problem in information theory, see Shannon and Weaver 1948.

        
        36
          In German, the term Stille refers to general silence, and Schweigen to silence in speaking, not-speaking in contrast to speaking; On this difference, see Benthien 2006, 18–19.

        
        37
          “Akustische Dichtung […] die das Sprachmaterial ohne Rücksicht auf seine Bedeutung als ästhet. geplante oder zufällige Abfolge von Lauten bzw. Lautgruppen verwendet, Geräusch und Klangmalerei vom Sinn emanzipiert” (Wilpert 2001, 13).

        
        38
          Regarding the noise of poetry in a rather metaphorical sense, the “noise of Concrete Poetry reminds us that the place of poetry and writing is also, always, the place of the empirical, the place where things live and work, perish and fall apart” (Olsson 2002, 186).

        
        39
          Moreover, “[w]as nicht zur Bedeutung beiträgt, wird danach als Material für poetische Wirkung genutzt, es fungiert als Quelle für Wiederholungen, Rhythmen, Reime, Lautechos, Versmaße – den ganzen komplexen Schmuck, der den Zauber der Dichtung hervorbringt” (Dolar 2005, 205).

        
        40
          Seemingly independent from Greenham’s coinage, the term neosemanticism also means to assign new meaning to existing words.

        
        41
          Her entanglement with language and all its linguistic aspects becomes clear in a brief anecdote that she recalls in the interview: A festival announced her sound poetry performance as “phonetic poetry,” which she found very restrictive, so she altered the poster for her performance to “language, semantics, syntax and phonetics” (Greenham 1972).

        
        42
          A compilation of Greenham’s work, published posthumously in 2007 on CD, is entitled Lingual Music.

        
        43
          The term expanded is used as in expanded cinema, meaning a multidirectional expansion directions of the aspects, practices, and artistic methods of filmmaking that, at the same time, overcomes a strict and definite concept of cinema (Youngblood 1970).

        
        44
          “Die Grenzerfahrungen, aus denen die sound poetry, die poésie sonore besteht, machen zugleich bewußt, an welcher Art Grenzen Sprache überhaupt verläuft: semantische, phonetische, akustische, rhythmische, rhetorische“ (Mon 1970a).

        
        45
          “Das Tonband wurde jedoch sehr schnell vom bloßen Aufzeichner zum Medium sensibelsten Umgangs, genauester Beobachtung und freier Manipulation der Sprache. […] Die elektronische Bearbeitung begann die scheinbar stabile Grenze zwischen Sprache und Musik aufzulösen” (Mon 1970a).

        
        46
          Undesirable and probably almost impossible in many forms of poetry and the arts in general, anyway – and most likely in many other forms of communication (see Derrida 1967; Mendie and Udofia, 2020).

        
        47
          At least for people who can afford to access these technologies and obtain a certain level of technological and digital literacy. Although the worldwide rate/level of digital and computer literacy, or of information and communication technologies (ICT), is hard to estimate, let alone determine, due to limited data, findings in this field suggest a median rate of about 50 percent for general communication and collaboration skills, e.g., emailing attached files or participating in social networks, and a median of approximately 30 percent concerning content creation, e.g., using copy-and-paste tools or uploading self-created content to the internet. This includes considerable differences between countries, or genders, referred to as “digital divide” (Muschert and Ragnedda 2015; see also https://www.itu.int/itu-d/reports/statistics/2022/11/24/ff22-ict-skills/ [July 19, 2024]).

        
        48
          “[…] Sonik als medientechnisch operationalisierte Form von Klang“ and “Sonik […] bezeichnet das Sonische als exklusives Produkt des elektro-akustischen Raums“ (Ernst 2008, 6).

        
        49
          In contrast to the exclusion of oral forms from “literature” due to captious arguments concerning its etymology (“There is nothing ‘literal’ in oral poetry, no letters, no alphabet” [Ernst 2016, 72]).

        
        50
          The global rate of digital literacy was estimated to be about 75–80% during the 2010s (Mamedowa and Pawlowski 2018; see also Information Resources Management Association 2017).

        
        51
          Musicologist and composer Cathy Lane has already proposed a classification of technological methods, though it is brief and preliminary. Encompassing “text composition” and “sound poetry,” Lane is concerned with works that “play with the tension between their semantic and abstract musical characteristics mainly through the power of technology” (2006, 3). I will therefore refer to Lane and relate her propositions to my own definitions.

        
        52
          The roles played by the voice and speech in relation to aesthetics, poetics, performance, and technology have been long studied and scrutinized, especially in the last thirty years (see, among others; Meyer 1993; McCaffery 1998; Bernstein 1998; Meyer-Kalkus 2001; 2020; Kolesch and Schrödl 2004; Dolar 2005; Lane 2006; Neumark, Gibson, and van Leeuwen 2010; Pinto 2012; Richard 2012; Ammon 2018). I will therefore only briefly introduce this topic, propose a rough categorization, and mainly discuss t in relation to artistic methods involving technology.

        
        53
          Like in many live performances of Pamela Z, or in Fatima Miranda’s El Principio del Fin: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XTcoGTkZNvo (June 11, 2025).

        
        54
          Score available at http://iresound-pubs.umbc.edu/LockwoodSpiritCatchers3D2021/ (March 26, 2024).

        
        55
          In music, the album My Life in the Bush of Ghosts (1981) by David Byrne and Brian Eno not only took its title from Nigerian writer Amos Tutuola (who was credited on the back of the record sleeve) but also sampled the found voices of numerous people who were not aware of the album’s release. This resulted in the removal of one track after complaints from the Islamic Council of Great Britain, which objected to the sampling of qur’anic recitals. Recent years have seen further discussions about ethical misconduct after Lebanese singer Dunya Younes detected her own voice on the album, having been previously unaware that she had been sampled by Byrne and Eno, even though they had cleared the sample and paid for it before they released the album. This also sheds light on the practices of music publishers and labels, which may agree to the use of a sample and accept payment for it, but without asking the respective artists, in this case Dunya Younes. Cf. Hutchinson 2022.

        
        56
          In some cases of synthesized voices, this led to arguments between voice actors who had lent their voices to virtual assistants such as Apple’s Siri https://www.digitalspy.com/tech/a521120/voice-actress-susan-bennett-claims-to-be-apples-siri/ (September 22, 2024).

        
        57
          A desire that was been expressed to me in a conversation with artist and poet Anton Bruhin.

        
        58
          Other artistic fields, like performance or theater, are already using synthetic voices more broadly; see, e.g., https://ore.exeter.ac.uk/repository/bitstream/handle/10871/132253/BentivegnaF.pdf (September 22, 2024).

        
        59
          Examples can be listened to online at https://on.soundcloud.com/6Jsq2gt9FUfWowqn6 and https://on.soundcloud.com/iDd8WTpUXHGgcZwz5 (April 15, 2024).

        
        60
          Explained to the author by Piringer in an email from May 5, 2024. First examples of the latter experiment can be listened here https://soundcloud.com/jpiringer/babbel-1 (June 19, 2024).

        
        61
          In March 2024, the ELVIS act (Ensuring Likeness, Voice, and Image Security Act) was enacted by the State of Tennessee to protect the rights of artists’ own voices against deepfakes.

        
        62
          http://suno.ai (3 April 2024).

        
        63
          Examples of sound-poetic approaches deploying Vocaloid voices may be just a matter of time, or already out there in the vast field of online culture.

        
        64
          For example, of the Centre for Speech Technology Research, University of Edinburgh.

        
        65
          These works have been released as CDs, with some being performed as multisensory performances: A Script for Machine Synthesis, for example, was already performed in 2015 at Stedelijk Museum, Amsterdam, and featured a light installation, a huge, melting ice cube, and a perfume, creating experimental and poetic narratives around the relationship between technology and human capacities, such as creating texts and speaking.

        
        66
          On the interactions between sound engineers and artists in the production of radio plays, see Mon 2016 [1974], 444.

        
        67
          See the statement by text/sound poet and radio artist Gregory Whitehead in the Keyword Talk interview (2017): https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k_M2GSaBwH4 (July 17, 2024).

        
        68
          See also the media archeological approaches concerning sound technologies, e.g., Kittler 1986, Ernst 2015.

        
        69
          His vocal composition Geographical Fugue, consisting to a great extent of the names of geographical locations, as well as O-a, and Ta-Tam, consisting of nonsense words and syllables (see Caines 2014).

        
        70
          Unfortunately, there is no known recording of the original performance, but Toch wrote an article about his experiences, including his disappointments, for a music journal (Toch 1930).

        
        71
          In the movie Arrival (2016) the huge bodies of aliens emit strange utterings that sound like extremely pitched-down human voices.

        
        72
          One prominent example of such backward speech played backward again, resulting in highly estranged forward speech (or the impression of it), features in some scenes of the TV show Twin Peaks by David Lynch, pointing to the mystery underworld of the “lodge.”

        
        73
          All direct quotations in this section, if not stated otherwise, cited from Caroline Bergvall’s website: https://carolinebergvall.com/work/1dj2many-installed (July 10, 2024).

        
        74
          Published as studio works on three CD albums – Thiefth (2005), Souls of The Labadie Tract (2007), Frolic Architecture (2011), Woodslippercounterclatter (2015) – and also performed live by them, for example, at the Woodberry Poetry Room, 2011.

        
        75
          https://post-asemicpress.bandcamp.com/album/shapes (August 23, 2024).

        
        76
          For example, at de Appel art center in Amsterdam, 1977: https://www.deappel.nl/en/archive/events/67-laurie-anderson-for-instants-part-5 (September 23, 2024).

        
        77
          “Two Songs for Tape Bow Violin: Ethics is the Esthetics of the Few-Ture (Lenin) / Song for Juanita” on the compilation Airwaves (1977) and “Three Walking Songs (for Tape Bow Violin)” on Anderson’s album United States Live (1984).

        
        78
          See Adachi Tomomi’s website: https://www.adachitomomi.com/n/self-made_instrument.html (March 28, 2024).

        
        79
          Weekend was actually released on CD in 1994 by Metamkine as part of the Collection Cinéma pour l’oreille.

        
        80
          On the opposition between disruption and transparency, see Jäger 2010.

        
        81
          The concept of Sergei M. Eisenstein’s “intellectual montage” – more of a disruptive editing process that aims to connect disparate elements rather than produce a harmonizing synthesis – is a comparable example from film editing.

        
        82
          On erasure poetry, see, e.g., Müller and Sabban 2022, 55.

        
        83
          http://callingcardspublishing.com/secret fantasies.html(August 21, 2024).

        
        84
          Based on my assessment of a work that is published in a relatively small niche of experimental sound art on audio cassettes, it would require an inordinate amount of effort to secure the rights to the dozens of different voices used here, let alone get in touch with all the people to whom the voices belong (or their representatives).

        
        85
          For a general discussion of collage in the context of experimental radio play, see Vowinckel 1995.

        
        86
          This was in fact the case in some of the poems included in the volume Minutes to Go (1960), in which Gysin and Burroughs presented their first script-based, written cut-up poems together with Gregory Corso and Sinclair Beiles.

        
        87
          On chance and aleatoric processes in literature and poetry, see Schulze 2000.

        
        88
          A line of four words can, mathematically, be combined in a total of 256 different ways, and a line of five words can be combined in 3,125 different ways, some of them more semantically consistent than others.

        
        89
          For a further discussion of loops in sound poetry, see Matter 2024.

        
        90
          “loop […] está editada de modo que cuando llega al final vuelve su inicio” (section 3 in online version, page 5 in PDF version).

        
        91
          “Schleifen, die zunächst das Banale präsentieren, das scheinbar immer Neue der medialen Ausdrucks-Welt zeitweise durch das immer Gleiche ersetzen, erweisen sich so als Verfahren, konventionalisierte Figur-Grund-Verhältnisse zu verändern …” (Maurach 1995, 197).

        
        92
          Deutsch, who coined the term “phantom words,” produced tight loops of bisyllabic words to investigate “how our knowledge, beliefs and expectations create illusions of speech” (Deutsch 2019, 103). Deutsch showed that phantom words are not intersubjective, but rather represent what is on the listener’s mind in the moment of reception, also depending on a listener’s mood, emotional stress, the specific listening situation, and the listener’s expectations and previous knowledge. This is similar to how a viewer interprets a Rorschach test.

        
        93
          Information text on Bandcamp, https://barbaraellison.bandcamp.com/album/cybersongs-2 (February 7, 2023).

        
        94
          Ezra Pound noted that one can “imitate the sound of machinery verbally” by making “new words,” though remarking that these procedures are “insufficient equipment for the complete man of letters …” Pound 1968 [1927], 52–53.

        
        95
          For a critical examination of this composition; its historical context; mode of production and composition; aspects of ethnicity, whiteness, and privilege; and the problem of the political in this work, see Biareishyk 2012; Gopinath 2009.

        
        96
          “First the loop is in unison with itself. As it begins to go out of phase, a slowly increasing reverberation is heard. This gradually passes into a canon or round for two voices, then four and finally eight” (Reich 2004a, 22).

        
        97
          To my knowledge, there are only a few examples of the productive use of turntables as a compositional tool in sound poetry. For an early approach to productively using the affordances of gramophones by composer Ernst Toch, see Katz 2001. One contemporary sound poet working with turntables is W. Mark Sutherland. see p. 111.

        
        98
          Given that the listener does not alter the playback speed of the turntable! The aesthetic possibilities of altering or manipulating the conditions of reception would be a topic in itself, from Umberto Eco’s “Semiological Guerrilla Warfare” to Eliane Radigue’s early vinyl record set Σ = a = b = a + b.

        
        99
          “Poor literature” is a term used in information published about the album by Chaton himself: https://old.raster-media.net/artists/anne-james-chaton” (September 20, 2025).

        
        100
          On repetitions in performance art, also regarding voice and language, see Benthien 2017.

        
        101
          “The very fact of non-communicable experience is what foregrounds the signifier, making it possible to listen in new ways to the sound of language” (Skoulding 2020, 5).

        
        102
          Realized at New York City’s Composers Workshop and released as S Press Tape Nr. 33 in 1975.

        
        103
          Conversation with the author, February 2014.

        
        104
          At the time of writing this, the latest, technologically reedited viral spoken-word meme (set to a rap instrumental) was the voice of J. D. Vance testifying that he was a “never Trump guy” https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z3bfTgr-8qQ (August 22, 2024).

        
        105
          There are, of course, examples in poetry using found texts that retain the original material – in these cases, visual – qualities and include them in the new work, for example, the Found Poems (1972) by Bern Porter and the various poems in the volume Die Innenwelt der Außenwelt der Innenwelt (1969) by Peter Handke.

        
        106
          “Bei den mit Computerprogrammen hergestellten Beats handelt es sich um Soundcollagen, in denen elektroakustisch bearbeitete oder erzeugte Klänge durch die Technik des Samplens installiert werden. Auch wenn diese nicht in Form eines Beats, sondern als Einzelsounds erklingen, handelt es sich überwiegend um gesampelte Versatzstücke, also um akustische Fragmente, die aus anderen Kontexten kopiert und dann in die Hörgedichte integriert wurden. Die Technik des Samplens erscheint mithin als elektroakustisches Pendant zum literarischen Verfahren der Intertextualität. Gefragt werden kann daher nach dem Ursprung des Soundmaterials, nach dessen digitaler Bearbeitung und, ob mit diesem der ursprüngliche Kontext als Bezugsrahmen aufgerufen wird” (Vorrath 2020, 200).

        
        107
          Referring to the spectrogram of a voice, a voiceprint can be compared with a fingerprint and is therefore an apt choice for the title of the album that contains Two Women.

        
        108
          Bajohr also mentions recent approaches taken by researchers to scrutinize AI developments, such as critical AI studies. See Lindgren 2024; Raley and Rhee 2023; Goodlad 2023.

        
        109
          However, in other fields such as politics and public discourse, subversive AI algorithms that self-disrupt their intended functionality may be more unsettling than exciting.

        
        110
          Reported to the author in an email from May 5, 2024.

        
        111
          For example, on the back cover of their album Fish That Sparkling Bubble (1988), a collaboration with Borbetomagus.

        
        112
          I would like to express my thanks to Magali Nachtergael, who drew my attention to this passage by Braidotti concerning hacking.

        
        113
          A literature movement that started by acknowledging a considerable amount of agency in algorithms is OuLiPo (see, e.g., Wilf 2023, Part II).

        
        114
          This agency attributed to a medium can also be found in sociologist Niklas Luhmann’s description of his writing process, including his index-card method (Zettelkasten), as a communicative partner in the working process (1981).

        
        115
          That I conducted with her for this dissertation, see Chapter 4.

        
        116
          Based on his observations and experiences of the sound poetry scene of the 1970s, practitioner and sound poetry theorist Larry Wendt differentiated between “high tech approaches” that “became increasingly formal with time,” while “[l]ow tech approaches […] became rife with cranks, eccentrics and other assorted do-it-yourself, auto didactic bricolage-ists, banging, bending and burning consumer and home-built gear. The actual art being produced was often lost in the increasing ‘art-noise’ of the times, or else buried by its own self-defined esoteric obscurities, and ultimately skipped by the indifference of a fickle audience looking for the next ‘new thing’” (Wendt 2024, n.p.).

        
        117
          “Ich habe für das nächste Buch jana, vermacht auch eine Audioversion erstellt, die sich auch vom Buch unterscheidet – die Komposition der Texte ist anders als im Buch, weil ich eben denke, dass das Hören etwas anderes ist als das Lesen und auch die Wiederholungsstrukturen sind andere in der Akustik, als sie im Visuellen sind.” All direct quotes and paraphrased statements by Utler, if not referenced otherwise, are taken from the interview I, Marc Matter, conducted with her in German on October 21, 2022, in Hamburg, which I have translated myself.

        
        118
          “Es ist ein zentraler Bestandteil für die Entwicklung der Arbeit generell. Also für das ganze Denken. Ich glaube nicht, dass man es subtrahieren kann.”

        
        119
          Brinnen relies on a textual basis on which the book version was also based. The audio version is therefore not just a recitation of selected passages as they appeared in the book. However, we do not know what exactly this underlying text looked like. According to Utler’s statements, we can imagine it as a textual construction site, a storehouse of material, from which all the different variants (CD, book, performances) then emerged. The CD, as well as the book and the performances, can thus be considered poetic works in their own right, accessing a shared text basis while realizing independent and autonomous results from it.

        
        120
          “Zwei exemplarische, von der Autorin ersprochene Sprechrouten,” CD sleeve notes and distributor’s website: https://korrespondenzen.at/cd-brinnen/.

        
        121
          “Tasten, Hören, Sehen ziehen nicht eine Linie, sondern Netze ins Erinnerte.” CD sleeve notes and distributor’s website.

        
        122
          While pieces like Utler’s contain impulses for further discussions about lyric subjectivity, they can only be discussed briefly in the context of this study, primarily when directly related to the applied and audible technological methods.

        
        123
          However, Utler mentions that she was surprised by how short some of the pauses seemed when she listened to the finished work after its release.

        
        124
          This seemingly nonhierarchic verbal network could also be related to the concept of the rhizome, translated from biology to philosophy by Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, as a nonlinear network model (Deleuze and Guattari 1987 [1980], 3–28).

        
        125
          At approximately 00:06:00, 00:12:15, and 00:17:25 on the first track of the CD.

        
        126
          “Die Variationen “entsich- -zichelt” und “sie wüchs-, wünschen sich zu” machen hörbar, wie sich das Erleben zwischen dem gleichen Anfangs- und Endpunkt eines Geschehens auffächert.“ Sleeve notes of brinnen CD.

        
        127
          https://melgun.net/about (April 6, 2023)

        
        128
          Published by Errant Bodies Press, Holidays Records, Unsounds, Monotype, among others.

        
        129
          All direct citations and paraphrased statements by Bosetti, if not referenced otherwise, are taken from the interview I, Marc Matter, conducted with him online in English on March 6, 2023.

        
        130
          According to Alessadnro Bosetti himself, this is the correct way to write the title, although it sometimes appears as two words, even on his own website.

        
        131
          Bosetti would prefer a publication to document the project in a series of videos that would capture the performative aspect (Interview 11); this would include body movements, facial expression, gestures, the audience’s occasional reactions, and, by producing a series, emphasize the uniqueness of each performance.

        
        132
          Bosetti regrets that he has “never tried durational forms, like veeery long, multiple hour shows, although […] it would be very interesting to try due to the semi-trance state induced by duration …” (Interview).

        
        133
          This term was coined by Julia Novak (2011, Ch. 6.2.1) to describe the coincidence of the poet and performer as one and the same person in the genre of spoken word poetry.

        
        134
          Information text about MaskMirror at https://melgun.net/travaux/MaskMirror/ (October 18, 2023).

        
        135
          Featured on the DVD Autumnal Sisters (2015).

        
        136
          To my knowledge, there are no scholarly articles in musicology about his language-based works.

        
        137
          Bosetti compares the structure of the folders and the construction of the text by means of samples with “tubolario,” a paper-based system of generating sentences from a given set of words in a combinatorial manner (interview).

        
        138
          On improvisation in the context of Ernst Jandl’s poetry, see Ammon 2018, 269–277.

        
        139
          For example, many works by Henri Chopin, Giovanni Fontana, or Adachi Tomomi.

        
        140
          During the live performances in Düsseldorf 2011 and Cologne 2016 that I personally attended, the audience’s reactions included laughter and a few reluctant vocal utterings.

        
        141
          https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zPYcp5t3k30> (November 2, 2023). Recorded 2012 at Naherholung Sternchen, Berlin, in a space that resembles a rehearsal studio, the caption of the YouTube video entitled I could see the clouds over Neukölln reads: “Alessandro Bosetti improvises with MaskMirror in a video of Teresa Iten.”

        
        142
          In the following, [square brackets] indicate played-back samples, while non-highlighted words and utterings are spoken by Bosetti live.

        
        143
          Strikingly matching Jäger’s definition of audioliterary writing as a “sinnkonstitutiv[e] Rückwendung eines Zeichenproduzenten auf seine eigenen Zeichenhervorbringungen” (Jäger 2014, 251–252).

        
        144
          On the role of mirrors in the arts, see Baltrušaitis 1978.

        
        145
          A term coined by R. Murray Schafer that describes the separation of a sound from its source by electroacoustic means. Schafer 1969, 43–47.

        
        146
          OuLiPo is a group founded in 1960 by French writers and mathematicians who sought to apply strictly defined methods or constraints in order to generate literary texts.

        
        147
          Kraus followed the instructions in Georg Philip Harsdörffer’s “Denckring der Teutschen Sprache” to compose some of her poems, such as “Vermotzling,” which is included in Kraus 2012.

        
        148
          By her own account in the interview, she composed other short sound-poetic pieces, in some cases additionally experimenting with different kinds of software to apply sound effects to the voices, but hardly ever using her own voice. Instead, she sampled found material from spoken word recordings. All following paraphrased statements and direct quotes by Kraus, if not referenced otherwise, are taken from the interview I, Marc Matter, conducted with her in German on October 21, 2022, in Hamburg, which I have translated myself.

        
        149
          Available at https://www.lyrikline.org/de/gedichte/xurf-your-zwoebes-17548 (September 6, 2024).

        
        150
          All direct citations and paraphrased statements by Kraus, if not referenced otherwise, are taken from the interview I conducted with her online in German on February 20, 2023.

        
        151
          While these aspects are specifically addressed throughout this study, a broad discussion of them would exceed its scope. The focus here is on the technological methods, the devices, and the material – and less on the origins of the latter.

        
        152
          Phonosemantic research has determined that plosives are generally associated with ruptures and abruptness (see, e.g., Elsen 2016, 43).

        
        153
          Kraus even conducted an interview (unpublished to date) with Chopin at the Poesiefestival Berlin in 2003, where he performed live.

        
        154
          Although it has been argued that Piringer (and other artists working in a similar way) may still be considered the author, because he still influences the structure and the plot by designing the software in the first place (cf. Pecka 2021, 82).

        
        155
          All direct citations and paraphrased statements by Piringer, if not referenced otherwise, are taken from the interview I conducted with him in English in March 2023 online.

        
        156
          From Tristan Tzara’s How to Make a Dadaist Poem, Gertrude Stein’s The Making of Americans, Raymond Queneau’s Cent Mille Milliards de Poèmes, to the cut-up method introduced by Brion Gysin and William S. Burroughs (see e.g., Schulze 2000).

        
        157
          This splitting of speech material into micro-particles is possible in sound but not in script-based written texts, because of the limitation of the single letter which cannot be underrun.

        
        158
          Opposed to magnetic tape, audio cassettes and even CDs which can be duplicated by users and are associated with home-recording, DIY duplication and a print-on-demand practice.

        
        159
          See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lua_(programming_language).

        
        160
          For a critical inquiry into the affordances of digitality and technological determinism informed by Bruno Latour’s Actor-Network-Theory, as well as a distinction between technological efficacy and human agency see Davis 2020, 50–53.

        
        161
          A promising digital tool for analyzing free verse poetry, rhythmicalizer, developed by a research project by Burkhard Meyer-Sickendiek at FU Berlin, has seemingly not reached the level of applicability: https://www.geisteswissenschaften.fu-berlin.de/v/rhythmicalizer/ (6 July 2023)
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