










In her paper on "Time Signs" (ICKL,198S); M.Szentp'l
specifies on the first page,under i): "The time signs are
additional time related phenomena and not a change of the basic
principle: the length of a symbol equals duration". However,
in contradiction to this statement sets of symbols are proposed
for variations in duration,rhythm,and in tempo. Among them were
the following signs,where the use of x ,J1 was introduced, to
specify the notion of "quantity":

x "large amount" of duration""
% "small amount" of duration)(

X "large tempo" quick tempo (p.6)H =
X "small tempo" slow tempo (p.6))( =

V' A "big amount" of accelerando/rallentando"" . ""
V' A

"SlOd 11x, x amount" of acceleran~o/rallentando

It is evident at the first glance that there is a
contradiction inherent in the two applied terms (large/quick),and
that the length of the symbols has no time value any more. See
Ex.I,CEx.2d in her paper).

How is one going to evaluate the "amount of duration" within
such indications as those given in Ex.II (2c in her paper) ,where
additional aims have to be stated? On top of that the visuality
of inter- related rhythms is completely lost (see also Ex.I).

A clash occurs between the notion of "large",when applied
to a time occurrence,as it results in a quick movement (which is
normally written with shorter signs !):see Ex.111 (Ex.3g in her
paper) ,where the authoress herself recognises it as misleading in
this particular context!:

3.28 In ex.3g from kArden Court" the indication used is ~
(quick tempo) for dancers C and E, and! (slow tempo) for
the dancers G and B. x

As the symbol was placed near to the 1/4 individual
circling,it is not clear how the performance should be
understood it indicates for MS that it
is not a question of speed but that of a smaller/larger
radius of the 1/4 circle which is a spatial aspect rather
than a time aspect.

Not only is the association of signs ~ . x + x, \11
a pure misconception in itself,in regard to the meaning given to
these signs within the Laban system,but how can one accept the
set of ~ to mean a "large amount of duration", together with
the set of z: to mean a "quick tempo",without questionning its
congru i ty? H
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Ex.I. was taken from:
Tancjeliras Laban Kinetografia
by M.Szentpal Vol.III.Ex.12,p.42,
N.P.I. Budapest 1976.
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CONCLUSION

In the light of this survey it appears that the spatial
aspect of signs X "'t ~ ~ is inherent in all instances ,where-
ever they are already used. Can a hastily arranged 'change of
terminology' modify these facts? The change of the term "space
measurement signs" to "measurement signs" was probably motivated
by the need to approve the newly invented time signs. And it
became soon clear that it was a semantic error to use a distance
measurement,~hen referring to a time occurrence (as presented by
J.v.Zile in her paper,p.l).

To envisage the use of signs x ~ in conjunction with
dynamic signs,as was suggested in the ICKL proposal,would be
equally incorrect.

The Laban movement notation is comparable to a phonetic
script (Principles Paper,p.12),and not to a language. It serves
to write down the non-verbal idiom of movement. The tendency to
translate some verbal indications into kinetographic signs leads
to misconceptions. The abstract notions like "less","much","a
great deal",denote meanings,which cannot be equated to the
functionally analysed movement manifestations. Signs which denote
spatial distances,cannot be used to denote the abstract notions
of unspecified quantities within the same system! The confusion
which does result will only lead to further complications within
this system of notation.

Instead of proposing,and adopting without thorough investig
ation such a "change of terminology",which in fact induces a
change of basic meanings,it would have been much wiser to
investigate time signs as graphic indications of variables of
tempi,instead of mixing various categories of notions (Principles
paper p.3,where R.Lange pinpoints clearly this fact). There is no
doubt that the present tendency to get "rid of the spatial
element" contained in the body activity of contracting/expanding,
has also dangerously influenced this decision.

This system is simply not geared to describe movement in
anatomical terms. It is irresponsible to envisage other concepts
than those derived from spatial analysis,to be introduced into
this svstem concurrently.

The Space Measurement Signs are a logically established
category of spatial indications within this notation system,
and should not be tampered with indiscriminately.
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