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ABSTRACT: Accounts of the ontology of musical works seek to uncover what metaphysically speaking a musical work is and how we should identify instances of musical works. In this paper I examine the curious case of the mash-up and seek to address two questions: are mash-ups musical works in their own right and what is the relationship between the mash-up and its source materials? As mash-ups are part of the broader tradition of rock, I situate this discussion within an ontology of rock as defended by Theodore Gracyk and Stephen Davies and offer some interpretation as to what their positions might be in regard to mash-ups. Finally, I argue that the account of mash-ups that best makes sense of our evaluative practices would hold that they are emergent musical works that are distinct in their own right, and yet also happen to be cases of musical works that instantiate parts of other musical works. 
Accounts of the ontology of musical works seek to address two main questions: what metaphysically speaking is a musical work, and how should we identify instances of musical works? As musical practices evolve, new challenges arise and give us the opportunity to examine how our theories stack up against current trends. In this paper, I want to examine the case of mash-ups. A “mash-up” is a track that is produced by overlaying one prerecorded track over another. With the right equipment and sufficient patience, a DJ can (for instance) isolate the instrumental part from one track and insert the vocal part of another track over it. The result is a complete track that is entirely the product of two (or more) prerecorded tracks. 
Regarding these curious pieces, there are two questions that I want to address. First, are mash-ups musical works in their own right? Second, what is the relationship between the mash-up and its source materials? More specifically, I want to know whether or not mash-ups should count as instantiations of their source materials. In what follows, I will first offer a brief description of the proper way to attend to a mash-up in Section I. In seeking to make sense of the evaluative practices described in Section I, I will then consider whether mash-ups are musical works in their own right in Section II and what is the proper description of the relationship between the mash-up and its source materials in Section III. While I think that mash-ups are ontologically interesting in their own right, this discussion of the ontology of mash-ups would benefit ontological debates over musical works and performances as it examines a few areas that are often overlooked in the literature, namely the metaphysical nature of the use of prerecorded material in new works and the relationship between parts and wholes in music. 
I.
Mash-Ups and How to Appreciate Them 
Mash-ups are characterized by the extensive use of prerecorded material in a new composition. This is, of course, not a new phenomenon. The practice is familiar to audiences of musique concrète and is a common feature of many rap recordings that employ the extensive use of samples. However, while mash-ups could be described as extended samples, there are also important differences between mash-ups and samples. For instance, sampling typically involves rather small segments of prerecorded works, while mash-ups are often constituted by entire works. For instance, the breakdown section of James Brown’s “The Funky Drummer” (performed by Clyde Stubblefield in 1969) is now one of the most widely used sampled drum beats—notable examples being LL Cool J’s “Mama Said Knock You Out”
, the Beastie Boys’ “Three MC’s and One DJ”
, and Public Enemy’s “Fight the Power”
. Samples are typically small parts that may be recombined in infinitely different ways; by contrast mash-ups not only reuse parts of existing works, but also attempt to (roughly) recreate the song-structure of the original work, which functions as a constraint on the way that the source materials may be used. 
In this respect, mash-ups share a certain similarity with remixes. Consider Norman Cook’s remix of “Brimful of Asha”
, which was originally recorded by Cornershop
: the remix follows the same song-structure as the original and maintains much of the original parts for guitar and vocals; however the remix has a faster tempo, new parts for drums and bass, has been raised from the key of A to B, and contains additional instrumentation. However, despite certain similarities, mash-ups are not remixes (and vice versa). Mash-ups involve at least two distinguishable and recognizable source materials, both of which are (typically) present throughout the work.
 An early and widely celebrated example of the genre is Freelance Hellraiser’s mash-up “A Stroke of Genie-us”
, which combines the vocals of Christina Aguilera’s dance-pop hit “Genie in a Bottle”
 with instrumental parts of the indie rock track “Hard to Explain” by The Strokes.
 The mash-up “A Stroke of Genie-us” roughly follows the song-structure of “Genie in a Bottle” by reproducing the vocal track of the latter; and the work is highly successful for blending two seemingly incompatible works into one coherent whole. 
There is an interesting phenomenology associated with the proper appreciation of mash-ups. Some listeners may be familiar with the source materials from both of the original tracks; other listeners may be familiar with only one of the original sources; and some listeners may of course be familiar with neither. For ease of discussion, I will focus on one example for the remainder of this essay, the mash-up “Same Old Uniform” produced by DJ Lobsterdust,
 which takes the vocal part from the Four Tops’s hit recording “It’s the Same Old Song”
 and lays it over the instrumental part of Bloc Party’s “Uniform”.
 For the listener who is familiar with neither of the original sources, one hears simply an interesting track that blends together a modern indie-rock arrangement with a Motown-style vocal part. For the listener who is familiar with only one of the original sources—say, one who is familiar with the Four Tops’s “It’s the Same Old Song” but has never heard Bloc Party’s “Uniform”—one hears what would amount to an interesting cover version of “It’s the Same Old Song”, one that attempts to reset the song in an indie-rock style.
 Finally, for the listener who is familiar with the source material from both of the original tracks, one can clearly distinguish three things: the vocal part of “It’s the Same Old Song”, the instrumental part of “Uniform”, and the seamless blending together of the two. 
While the listener who is unfamiliar with some of the source materials may be able to enjoy and appreciate something of the mash-up, it is this last case that exemplifies what it is to fully appreciate a mash-up, which is to recognize and appreciate the way in which the source materials from two very different and recognizable songs can be blended together and complement each other. For a mash-up to be successful, it must (at least) employ source materials that are considerably different and yet familiar to the listener. By contrast, a poor mash-up is one that fails in this respect—for instance, by employing source materials that are too similar to begin with, or when one of the source materials dominates the other. 
These observations lead to obvious metaphysical questions. First, what kind of a work is a mash-up? Second, what is the relationship between a mash-up and it source materials? I can imagine three plausible suggestions for dealing with the metaphysics of mash-ups: 
(1) Mash-ups are not musical works in their own right; they are just the incomplete playback of two tracks that happen to be played back simultaneously. 
(2) Mash-ups are musical works; but they are not instances of the works that constitute their source materials. 
(3) Mash-ups are musical works; and they are also instances of the works that constitute their source materials. 
I will consider each of these in what follows. In Section II, I will consider and reject (1). I will argue that mash-ups are musical works in their own right, and I suspect that this would be an uncontroversial result. The more controversial and interesting question is to consider how mash-ups are related to their source materials. Are the source materials actually instantiated in mash-ups, as (3) would hold; or do mash-ups fail to instantiate their source materials, as (2) would have it? I will discuss the difference between (2) and (3) in Section III and I will argue that the best way to think of mash-ups must entail that we accept (3). 

Before moving forward, it would be worth noting just how widespread the practice of mash-ups has become. Rather than being a novelty associated with only a handful of DJ’s, mash-ups have become a staple of many DJ’s acts. Many clubs host “mash-up nights”. Numerous DJ’s have released whole albums of mash-ups, one notable example being Max Tannone’s Jaydiohead, which is an album of mash-ups that combine the works of Jay-Z and Radiohead.
 Finally, performances in the style of mash-ups have appeared on many episodes of the TV series Glee, which offers one indication of how widely-known is the practice of mash-ups in mainstream popular culture.
 
II.
Fundamental Ontology

The debate over the ontology of musical works divides into roughly two different, but related, concerns. The fundamentalist debate examines the kind of metaphysical entity that musical works might be; while the identity debate examines the relationship between musical works and their performances.
 I will discuss issues of fundamental ontology in this section and issues concerning the identity debate in the next. Many philosophers involved in this debate are concerned with musical practices that distinguish between works and live performances as exemplified by the Western classical music tradition. While a number of proposals have been offered to explain what kind of thing a musical work is, the dominant theory is arguably some form of Platonism, where the claim is that a musical work is an abstract entity of some kind that is instantiated in particular individuals and yet exists independently of its instantiations.
 Despite the popularity of musical Platonism, it has many detractors due to some unpalatable consequences. Musical Platonism (or some versions of it) would hold that musical works exist eternally as Platonic types, that they cannot change their properties, and that musical works must be discovered rather than created.
 Finally, there are some who have raised concerns about the value of the debate itself.
 

Luckily, most of these issues can be set aside for our purposes. The correct account of the ontology of mash-ups must begin with the observation that mash-ups are part of the rock tradition, where it has been argued by Theodore Gracyk (and later taken up by Stephen Davies and Andrew Kania) that rock is not a performance tradition; it is instead a recording tradition.
 According to Gracyk, the work in rock is not an abstract entity, but is instead the recorded track.
 Rock musicians compose works in the studio using the recording technology as another instrument in their compositions;
 these are works that are intended to be played back on appropriate machines;
 and rock audiences, who generally are aware of this, appreciate rock recordings for their production qualities and for their subtle details of tone—that special “album sound” that so many recording artists seek to achieve.
 

Gracyk’s ontology of rock avoids the need to identify musical works as some kind of abstracta; however it still must employ a version of the type-token relationship in order to explain the identity of copies of a recording. On Gracyk’s account, two copies are instances of the same work provided that they can be causally traced back to the same master tapes, which were produced in the recording studio by the musicians and their production team.
 This would mean that studio remixes would count as distinct works from the original track: both the original track and the remix might make use of the same recorded performances as their source materials; however the remix results in a distinct master tape.
 In rock, identity is a causal relation. As Gracyk says, “the musical works do not exist apart from the recording process itself”.
 That may seem like an overstatement on the face of it as surely songs exist independently of any recordings of them. However, we must remember that the song and the recorded track are two different musical works according to Gracyk. Songs are ontologically thin structures that are typically constituted of little more than a melody, chord progression, and lyrics;
 and songs can be “manifested” in recorded tracks.
 Alternatively, tracks—which Gracyk claims are the primary object of critical attention in rock—are ontologically thick as they are constituted by every audible nuance that has been constructed in the recording process. In which case, two distinct recordings might differ in their (thick) details, and yet may be recordings of the same (thin) song.

How then should we describe mash-ups? Surely they must be distinct musical works for the same reason that remixes are—as Gracyk might point out, they ultimately wind up on different master tapes. But, as a rejection of (1), this is a bit too quick, and I believe there is a stronger case to be made. To understand how we should think about mash-ups, I intend to unpack the relevant details of Gracyk’s and Davies’s accounts of rock ontology. However, as neither Gracyk nor Davies directly discuss the case of mash-ups and the practice appears to be a special case that does not neatly fit into any of the examples that they discuss, I will need to infer what they might say about mash-ups based on the cases that they do say. To begin, I will start with Davies. 

Davies’s (2001) account of musical works offers a helpful way to think about whether we should accept or reject position (1). In reading Davies, one can find some reason to support (1). In one section, Davies spells out the conditions required to simultaneously instantiate two works, which would suggest that we should accept (1).
 But I believe that mash-ups do not accurately fit the kind of cases Davies discusses there, and also that there are strong independent reasons for rejecting (1). Fortunately, there is another way to read Davies, which would support position (2), but not position (3). Thus, I think Davies’s view would be that mash-ups are works in their own right, but they are distinct works that do not involve the instantiation of the works that make up their source materials—which is position (2). Let us begin by considering position (1) and why that should be rejected.

Davies believes that two works can be instantiated simultaneously in one performance only in very special circumstances. In order for a single performance to count as an instance of two works performed simultaneously, according to Davies, three conditions must be met: the works must “have an independent existence but be historically related, both works must be present throughout the entire performance, and the performance should be no less accurate in instancing one than it is in instancing the other”.
 An example of this would be the performance of a specific arrangement of an ontologically thin song, which can take on the status of works in their own right in some instances, according to Davies.
 

Now, consider another case, one where the orchestra plays Tchaikovsky’s Piano Concerto No. 1, but the soloist plays Grieg’s Piano Concerto in A Minor due to some mix-up.
 This case would fail to meet Davies’s three conditions. One does not have a single performance of two works; rather one has two performances of two different works that happen concurrently. Additionally, each of these performances would be incomplete according to Davies—the Tchaikovsky is missing its soloist and the Grieg is missing its orchestra.
 

With this background in mind, we can now see one possible way to think about mash-ups. One might be tempted to say that a mash-up like “Same Old Uniform” is analogous to the Tchaikovsky-Grieg case—it is a case where the incomplete playback of the Four Tops’s track “It’s the Same Old Song” happens concurrently with an incomplete playback of Bloc Party’s track “Uniform”. They are both incomplete as the playback of the Four Tops’s track is missing the backing band and the playback of Bloc Party’s track is missing Kele Okereke’s vocal part. 

While this interpretation is not inconsistent, I believe it fails to take account of all of the relevant data. The main point in favor of interpretation (1) is the apparent resemblance between “Same Old Uniform” and the Tchaikovsky-Grieg case. However, that resemblance is only superficial. The main strike against this interpretation is that it fails to take account of the difference between the intentions of the performers in the Tchaikovsky-Grieg case and the DJ who constructed the mash-up. The Tchaikovsky-Grieg case would count as two genuine (though incomplete) performances of each work partly because the orchestra intends to perform the Tchaikovsky and the soloist intends to perform the Grieg; however there is no intention on anyone’s part to blend these two performances into one work. In the case of “Same Old Uniform”, there really is such an intention. DJ Lobsterdust’s creation of “Same Old Uniform” was no accident. Subtle alterations needed to be made to each recording in order to successfully pull off the mash-up—matching the beats, autotuning, subtracting the vocals from the instrumental track using phase cancelation—and that level of planning, tweaking, and editing of the material in order to achieve a preconceived end looks more like some kind of compositional activity than it looks like the felicitous playback of two recordings that happen to blend well together.
 Mash-ups like “Same Old Uniform” would more naturally appear to be compositions in their own right, ones that are constituted by two preexisting recordings.
 While one could certainly imagine other hypothetical cases that would fit the description offered in (1), I think it is a weak interpretation of the case of mash-ups, and likely one that Davies himself would not accept either. 
That leaves us with positions (2) and (3). According to both of these positions, mash-ups are distinct musical works that are constituted by previously recorded materials. In his (2001), Davies lays out what he claims are six paradigmatic examples of different kinds of musical works that are intended to define six distinct points along a spectrum.
 Each major division along the spectrum accounts for another ontological kind of musical works. For our purposes, the kind that would likely contain mash-ups would be kind [E]—a purely electronic piece that takes as its source material preexisting recordings. As purely electronic works, these are works that are produced without any kind of performance in the traditional sense. They are works that may be produced only by using the appropriate playback technology required by the recordings and the kinds of tools for editing and enhancing sound that one would find in a recording studio. No live instruments need to be used in the making of a mash-up. But does this favor (2) or (3)? 

The difference between these two options ultimately comes down to whether or not one thinks that the use of a part of some work should count as an instantiation of that work (or at least, the instantiation of a part of it). I cannot be certain exactly what Davies would say regarding this issue, so some interpretation is required. There are some cases where Davies seems to accept the instantiation of works in their parts. For instance, Davies notes that Tchaikovsky’s 1812 Overture contains “La Marseillaise”. When considering whether a performance of the 1812 Overture should also count as a performance of “La Marseillaise”, Davies says, “Perhaps so”.
 While the core of Davies’s discussion of this example concerns whether or not “La Marseillaise” is co-extensive with the 1812 Overture, he allows that “the playing of the former is a part of the performance of the latter, but is not identical with the totality of the latter’s rendition”.
 If a performance of the 1812 Overture includes the playing of “La Marseillaise”, then that sounds to me like instantiation. 

Of other cases, however, Davies is more conservative. On the next page from his discussion of the 1812 Overture, Davies considers a rendition of Gounod’s “Ave Maria”, which includes the notes of Bach’s Prelude in C. So, does Gounod’s performance of “Ave Maria” include the playing of Bach’s Prelude in C? Davies says, no. For Davies, the issue seems to come down to the preservation of the sound-structure. The 1812 Overture preserves the sound-structure of “La Marseillaise” such that an authentic performance of the former must also satisfy the conditions for the authentic performance of the latter. However, Gounod’s “Ave Maria” does not preserve the sound-structure of Bach’s Prelude as Gounod needed to make made slight changes to the Prelude in order to accommodate it in the new setting; in which case Davies claims that an authentic performance of “Ave Maria” must be “systematically unfaithful” to Bach’s Prelude.
 

If we were to apply Davies’s discussion of these works to the special case of mash-ups, then I suspect that Davies would opt for position (2). If some work can be instantiated in a performance of another work only when the host work preserves the sound-structure of its source materials, then surely the changes that DJ Lobsterdust made to both “It’s the Same Old Song” and “Uniform” must be substantial enough to deny their instantiation in the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”. Thus, I believe there is good reason to infer that he would adopt position (2).
 Certainly, this position is intuitively appealing; however I believe there are good reasons to prefer (3). The reasons for this will become clear only after we look more closely at the kind of relationship that holds between the source materials and the mash-up. 

Regarding that relationship, I hold that mash-ups like “Same Old Uniform” might be best described as emergent works. Emergence more generally is the idea that properties may be predicated to complex systems that cannot be reduced to the constitutive elements of that system. For instance, consider the claim within the philosophy of mind that conscious mental states emerge out of physical brain states.
 The important point about this claim is the supposition that properties may be predicated to one’s conscious mental states (like the particular phenomenology of pain) that could not be predicated to one’s physical brain states. More importantly for our concerns, the theory of emergence also maintains that emergent systems are ontologically distinct, yet intimately related, to their constitutive elements: e.g. conscious mental states emerge out of physical brain states, but are yet distinct from them. 
This description seems to apply to the case of mash-ups quite nicely. Consider the way in which one might predicate certain properties to the mash-up: the properties that can be predicated to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform” may refer to one of three entities. There are some properties that can be predicated to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform” that in fact refer back to, say, Levi Stubbs’s vocal performance with the Four Tops. For instance, the properties that we might predicate to the inflection, intonation, or timing of Stubbs’s vocal performance refer back to the original track “It’s the Same Old Song”. Similarly, there are some properties that can be predicated to the mash-up that in fact refer back to the instrumental part of Bloc Party’s track—for instance, properties relating to the main guitar riff in the verse section, the timbre of the guitars, or the atmospheric arrangement of the chorus sections. My point is that some properties refer back to the original source materials insofar as what can be truly predicated to the mash-up may be equally true of the source materials, and this phenomenon by which properties that are predicated to the mash-up also refer back to the original source materials is maintained because the mash-up is ontologically dependent on the source materials. Alternatively, there are some properties that can be predicated to the mash-up that can refer only to the work that emerges from the particular way in which the source materials are blended together—for instance, the way in which the lyrics become mournful and anguished when coupled with the searching tension of the instrumental parts, which in turn makes Stubbs’s performance sound desperate in a way that the original Four Tops’s track does not. Such properties cannot be attributed to either of the original source materials. If the properties that we might predicate to the mash-up really can refer to one of three distinct musical works as I claim, then a theory of emergence seems to be the most natural way to account for this curious kind of work. 
In the next section, I will argue that my emergence theory of mash-ups offers us some reason to support (3) over (2). However, before moving on to that discussion, I should point out that the emergence theory of mash-ups that I am offering here is not intended to account for all of the purely electronic works that Davies describes in his category [E]. Rather I would expect that emergent works (like mash-ups) would only account for one sub-set of purely electronic works. I also expect that mash-ups are not unique for being emergent works. It is likely that many other works falling under [E]—like some works of musique concrète—would also be best described as emergent works. If that is correct, then many of the issues discussed in the next section would pertain to those works as well. Finally, whether any other kind of musical work outside of [E] might be described as an emergent work is not my concern. 
III.
Identity Conditions and the Instantiation of Works
Given my claim that mash-ups are emergent works, is there any reason to believe that either “It’s the Same Old Song” or “Uniform” are actually instantiated in the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”? When we listen to “Same Old Uniform”, we hear parts of a vocal performance recorded by Levi Stubbs in 1965; and we hear parts of an instrumental performance recorded by the band Bloc Party in 2006. The mash-up is ontologically dependent on its source materials. It is for this reason that we should describe mash-ups as emergent works. But should we also say that, in hearing these studio performances, we hear the works “It’s the Same Old Song” and “Uniform”? In what follows, I will argue that the works “It’s the Same Old Song” and “Uniform” are instantiated (however incompletely) in the mash-up “Same Old Uniform” due to the particular way in which the source materials are used. Crucially, my claim is not that two ontologically thin songs are instantiated in the mash-up; but rather my claim is that two ontologically thick tracks are instantiated in the mash-up.
The heart of my defense rests on the claim that musical works can be instantiated in parts—or to put it more accurately, that the performance of a part of a musical work is thereby an instantiation of that part of the work. Against this, one might insist that the use of prerecorded material in a new work is just that—it is the creation of a new work from old material—but the identities of the old works do not carry over into the new work. According to this account, one might say that “Same Old Uniform” is a new work that was recorded by two different groups of people with a forty-one year gap between the recording sessions and where the recording artists themselves were unaware that their separate performances would one day become a part of one work.
 Certainly, when listening to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”, the listener might be reminded of the works “It’s the Same Old Song” and “Uniform”; however one might simply explain this as a case of musical quotation. 

I think this description is inaccurate. A musical quotation, as in the case of Brahms’ “Variation on a Theme by Joseph Haydn”, is one where an ontologically thin sound-structure is intentionally borrowed from one work for use in another. We should not think of mash-ups as musical quotations because mash-ups are cases where an ontologically thick track is used. I take it to be an uncontroversial claim that, when one listens to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”, one in fact hears a vocal performance that was recorded by Levi Stubbs in 1965 and which originally appeared on the Four Tops’s track “It’s the Same Old Song”. In the case of a musical quotation, nothing of this sort happens—one does not hear a performance by Haydn (or anyone else) in Brahms’ composition. 

The practice of hearing parts of a track through another work should be very well familiar to us through the practice of sampling as in many rap music recordings. Given what Gracyk has to say about sampling—specifically that sampling would count as “genuine” instances of the original works
—it seems clear to me that he would accept the claim that the use of the source materials in a mash-up would constitute the instantiation of those original works. This view would seem to naturally follow from the claim that work identity is a causal relation in rock—that is, what one hears in the case of a sample can be traced back to the master tapes from which the sampled material originates. By comparison, the way in which DJ’s use their source materials in the construction of mash-ups seems like a considerably more extensive case of sampling. However, there is also an important difference between sampling and mash-ups, namely that it is central to the appreciation of the mash-up that the listener recognizes the identity of the source materials. The same cannot typically be said in regard to sampling. While some rap recordings may employ the use of source materials that the DJ intends for the audience to recognize, in many cases the identity of the source material would seem to be superfluous to the appreciation of a rap track, or even legally dangerous to the artist. These points aside, we need to examine the idea of instantiation.  

First, what exactly does it mean to say that a work is “instantiated”? For the sake of brevity, I will need to talk in rather broad terms. Typically, when philosophers talk about the instantiation of musical works, they are referring to a distinction between works and performances. However, we can extend this notion to accommodate talk about instantiations of rock tracks where the relevant type-token distinction arises between the track and its playback: each individual playback (token) is an instance of the track (type).
 With this in mind, what many accounts of instantiation seem to have in common is an emphasis on the faithfulness of the relation between a work and its instances.
 What is required, then, is an explanation of what faithfulness amounts to. Davies offers what I take to be one of the few attempts to make this relationship clear when he talks about the requirement that a listener should be able to “recover” the work from its instantiation.
 Roughly this would mean that, in the absence of direct knowledge of the essential features of a work, one can recover a work if all of the work-determinative features could be gleaned from one’s familiarity with some particular instance of it such that one is able to “disambiguate the performed work from others”.
 Imagine a dark and dreary world in which all recordings of Dolly Parton’s ballad “I Will Always Love You” have been lost (including Whitney Houston’s version and any others): in that world, we might still be able to recover the song “I Will Always Love You”, provided that the lyrics, chord progression, and melody have been written down somewhere. The work-determinative features of the ontologically thin song could be gleaned from a faithful transcription of it. However, it would be impossible in that world to recover the track that is Dolly Parton’s recording of “I Will Always Love You”. If all of the recordings have been destroyed, including the master tapes, then all of the subtleties and the nuances that make up that particular recording would be irretrievably lost to us.
 

If one accepts Davies’s notion of “instantiation” as requiring something like the recoverability of works, then this account may superficially appear to imply that mash-ups would fail to instantiate the works that make up their source materials: one gets pieces of Bloc Party’s track “Uniform” from the mash-up; but it would be impossible to recover the track with all of its subtleties and nuances. However, that inference is too hasty. If we wish to tie the notion of instantiation to the recoverability of a work, then we should not dismiss (3) just yet. Certainly, it is an open question within this debate exactly where we should draw the line of instantiation. We would surely wish to deny that works can be instantiated in a single note; but we might be willing to talk about the incomplete instantiation of a work in a performance that only consists of its first movement. Additionally, when the soloist of a concerto runs through her part on her own, I think we would ordinarily say that she instantiates the work by practicing her part even if we wish to insist that only part of the work was instantiated. I cannot hope to offer a complete explanation of where that line falls exactly; however I do believe that there are good reasons to hold that mash-ups fall on the side of instantiation. 

As the examples above suggest, we can think of works as being instantiated in parts both horizontally and vertically.
 The “horizontal axis” refers to a work’s extension through time, while the “vertical axis” refers to all of the acoustical properties that make up a work at any particular moment in time from the lowest audible frequency to the highest. If I accidentally press PLAY on my MP3 player and thereby hear the first ten seconds of Bloc Party’s track “Uniform”, it would be natural to say that I heard a part of that work; and in doing so, a part of that work has been instantiated. This is a case of horizontal instantiation; however I claim that a work can be also instantiated in parts along its vertical axis. For instance, consider the Beach Boys’ album Stack-O-Tracks, which consists of the instrumental tracks of many of their hits with the vocals removed.
 What one hears on this release are the actual instrumental parts as they appear on the final master tapes. When listening to the Stack-O-Tracks version of “Surfer Girl”, one hears a performance by the Beach Boys consisting only of guitars, bass, and drums; and in fact, one hears exactly that same performance again on the finished master tapes (with vocals) of “Surfer Girl”.
 The crucial point is this: the performance of “Surfer Girl” that one hears on Stack-O-Tracks has the same causal origin as the instrumental performance that one hears on the finished master tape. Remember, work identity is a causal relation. For that reason, one hears the very same instrumental performance in each case. With this in mind, the same, I hold, is true of mash-ups. When listening to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”, one hears the very same instrumental performance that one hears in Bloc Party’s “Uniform”. 

Maybe in this case one would wish to insist that we should avoid using the word “instantiate” and instead claim that what was heard was an incomplete playback of the track. One might accept that what was heard really did originate from Bloc Party’s track, but one might still insist that work instantiation requires the presence of all of the work’s vertical parts. But I fail to see how such an objection could get off the ground. If one hears an incomplete playback of a track, then surely one hears something to be instantiated incompletely in that playback. Still, one might insist that to remove the vocal part is to alter the track in such a way that would not count as an instance of the work that Bloc Party produced—certainly one cannot recover the vocal part of “Uniform” by listening to the mash-up “Same Old Uniform”. While this may be intuitively appealing, I believe this route would open up a host of further problems. To take another example, imagine listening to a track played back on a cassette player. Sadly the magnetic tape of the cassette is frayed so badly that the left channel is inaudible. The track that one is listening to features a rhythm guitar part that has been hard-panned to the left. Thus, when listening to the playback, the rhythm guitar part is not audible. Does this cassette contain a genuine copy of the track? According to Gracyk, the cassette would be a genuine copy if it was causally derived from the master tapes no matter how bad the quality might be.
 Let us assume that this cassette in fact was causally derived from the master tapes, and so is a genuine copy. Is the track instantiated in this playback? In this case, I think it would be natural for us to say that one hears an instantiation of the work even though one of the parts along the vertical axis is missing, and the reason for this is because we recognize the causal relation between the damaged cassette tape and the master tapes from which it originated. We might describe this playback of the track as “non-optimal”, or “incomplete”; but I think we would resist the more extreme suggestion that the playback fails to instantiate the track. 

Finally, maybe one would wish to insist that the notion of recoverability applies differently to horizontal and vertical parts. One might hold that there is a substantive difference between these parts that I am ignoring unjustifiably. However, if this is true, then the burden of proof would rest on my opponent. If one is willing to accept that works can be instantiated in horizontal parts, then why can they not be instantiated in vertical parts? When one hears a horizontal part of a track, one is able to recover that part of the track; and the same is true of vertical parts too. My opponent would be at great pains to identify what substantive difference there might be between the instantiability of vertical and horizontal parts and I believe that intuitions about possible cases would be on my side. Imagine that I have a faulty 8-track recording machine that only allows me to listen back to one track at a time. If a friend were to give me a recording that she composed on her 8-track machine, my machine would force me to listen to each track individually. Still, in doing so I could recover the work, and perhaps well enough that I could play my part in the band (if my skills were up to it). In this case, we would not say that I failed to hear the work; rather we would say that I had (with great annoyance) heard the work in parts—and vertical parts at that. The same point should apply to mash-ups. When one hears the instrumental part of Bloc Party’s “Uniform” in the mash-up, it must be the case that one is able to recover those parts of the work even if its vocal parts are missing. Thus, if we wish to insist that instantiation only applies to those cases where one can recover the work (or part of it), then mash-ups would clearly count as instantiations. 
IV.
Conclusion

The ontology of musical works has received considerable attention over the past few decades and philosophical interest in these issues does not seem to be waning. Yet despite all of the attention, the idea that works can be instantiated in parts has received very little discussion. If what I have argued above is correct, then the emergence theory of mash-ups would suggest that we should accept (3). Mash-ups are musical works in their own right, and yet they also happen to be interesting cases of works that instantiate parts of other works. Certainly when listening to “Same Old Uniform”, the listener is unable to fully recover the original tracks “Uniform” and “It’s the Same Old Song”; but the listener is able to recover those parts of the tracks that are featured in the mash-up. If this is correct, then current theories of the ontology of musical works will need to find a way to accommodate this special instance of work instantiation; and doing so would likely require theorists to adopt the distinction between vertical and horizontal instantiation in their ontological theories. 
Moreover this is an issue that is not limited to the practice of mash-ups, but rather one that affects many musical practices and traditions. Mash-ups may be clear and extensive cases of part instantiation, but many of the claims that I have made here can be extended to our understanding of sampling and musique concrete—though these cases are likely to admit of interesting and important differences as well. 
Finally, it would be interesting and fruitful to consider how the claims I have made here might be applied to our understanding of issues in copyright law. Allegations of copyright infringement take for granted the idea of part instantiation and often suggests some implicit adherence to the horizontal-vertical distinction as well. For instance, consider the case of MC Hammer’s hit “U Can’t Touch This”.
 The song relies heavily on a sampled bassline from “Super Freak”, which was composed by Rick James and Alonzo Miller.
 The sampled bassline that can be heard on “U Can’t Touch This” offers a case of a hearing vertical part: when listening to “U Can’t Touch This”, one hears part of a performance that was recorded by James and Miller, which can be causally traced back to the master tapes of James’ recording of “Super Freak”. It is for this reason that MC Hammer settled out of court to include James and Miller as co-composers of “U Can’t Touch This” (and to cut them in for royalties). Our legal practice seems to accept part instantiation, and does not seem to distinguish between horizontal and vertical parts. Thus, if our ontological theories are to reflect our legal practices—as I would think they should—then our ontological theories must be able to account for part instantiation.
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