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1. Scratching the Surface

"Full with Noise,..." is about noise music, specifically the version that has come to be called
Japanese Noise -- itself composed of many different strands. The first half deals with the question
of noise. What isit, whose isit, and how can we think about it. Also, how does noise inflect our
thinking, rather than being an object; at what point does noise lose its noiseness and become
meaning, music, signification? Or -- is there even a point where noise can subsist? Mostly, the text
below takesthe view that noiseisafunction of not-noise, itself afunction of not being noise. Noise
isno moreorigina than music or meaning, and yet its position isto indicate the banished, overcome
primordiality, and cannot lose this 'meaning’. Noise, then, is neither the outside of language nor
music, nor isit simply categorisable, at some point or other, as belonging exclusively to the world
of meaning, understanding, truth and knowledge. Instead, noise operates as afunction of differance.
If this term is what indicates and is subsequently elided, in/as the play of inside and outside (of
meaning, truth, language, culture....), then we can form another binary with identity on one side and
differance on the other, but with this difference - that differance is both one term in the binary, and
that which isthe operation of the binary. Thisiswhat noiseis/does/is not. For Douglas Kahn, noise
drifts across the binary empirical/abstract, such that "when noise itself is being communicated, [ ...]
it no longer remains inextricably locked into empiricism but it transformed into an abstraction of
another noise" [1]. In other words, noise is (taken to be) empirical, belonging to the world that is
thereinitself, aworld of soundswithout conscious sources. When such aview ismobilised, by the
dadas, the futurists and so on, then noise becomes second order: a demonstration of the noise that
subsists beyond.

As Kahn rightly notes, there is no noise without the thought of noise, and ideas about sound can
therefore"make an audible event called noiselouder than it might already be" [2] - noisescomefrom
specific places and specific conceptualisations. At some level, the use of noise is abid (however
unwitting) to master it (at least in Western modernism), and reduceitsquality asnoise: "avant-garde
noise, in other words, both marshals and mutes the noise of the other: power is attacked at the
expense of the less powerful, and society itself is both attacked and reinforced” [3]. This of course
includes the "actual" others of the Western male - woman and the foreign other particularly
significant here. For the purposes of thisessay, it isthe use of the exotic other that might be at stake.
Kahn observesthat theearly modernists' loveof "theprimitive" led themto (in)appropriate so-called



primitive musics, and "thus, the grinding sound of power relations are heard here in the way noises
contain the other, in both senses of the word" [4].

Perhaps thisiswhat is going on in trying to theorise Japanese noise music, even when rendering
thisatheoretical agent. Maybe crucial cultural elements are missing, leading to presumptions about
what is being produced, based on underinformed hearing. This may be so. But what needs to be
added isthat if noiseisto be noise, then an authentic reading (of true meaning) cannot be, cannot
take place. More importantly, Japanese noise has its roots as much in free jazz, experimental rock
music and contemporary classical music, asin traditional or classical Japanese musics. Part of the
"noise" that unites highly disparate musics under the banner of noise musicisprecisely adisruption
of Western music and its genres.

Japanese Noise music has existed since the early 1970s, and since the late 1980s has been
increasingly influential. This essay concentrates on the figure seen to epitomise Japanese noise:
Merzbow, essentially the work of Masami Akita, and even then, only atiny fraction of his output.
The second half of the essay, including the conclusion, is an attempt to create a Merzbow/theory
object -- failing.

I1. Scraped Subjectivity

A recent exploratory political document states that " noise is sound which has a negative effect on
people (unwanted sound)."[5] According to C.S. Kerse, noise is "sound which is undesired by the
recipient”, "asound without musical quality or an unwanted or undesired sound” (The Law Relating
to Noise, 8)[6]. Noise, then is subjective, and thisis what vexes the Law, which exists, according
to Jacques Attali, asresult of the transformation of noiseinto music, into aregulated system, which

heralds all regulated systems, all that comes from the buried sacrifice at the origin of society.

Attali: "Primordially the production of music has as its function the creation, legitimation and
maintenance of order. Its primary function is not to be sought in aesthetics, which is a modern
invention, but in the effectiveness of its participation in social regulation. Music - pleasure in the
spectacleof murder, organizer of thesimulacrum masked beneath festival and transgression - creates
order"[7].

Is noise subjective? Could we not instead say that noise has to do with the subject: that which
occurs ag/at the limit of the subject; that which signals an immanence outside of the subject/object
divide, however reclothed in phenomenol ogy? 1t would not then beenough to say " one person’'snoise
is another's music" in some liberalist fantasy - rather we would have to acknowledge the
constructedness of the "subjectivity of noise".

Technical books on acoustics often assert that noise is in some way biologically coded - ‘we'
perceive certain sounds as noise because the vibrations are too close to the frequencies, rhythms,
wavel engths of bodily functions. Othersare noise becausethey aretoo alien. Thisisnot totally false,
but what is really at stake here are discourses which presume that there is an absolute, shared
biology, layered with personal freedoms of judgement, feeling and so on. Such astratificationisalso
not false, but that does not make it natural, nor the specific layering a given: it makes an apparent



end-result (or beginning-result), where there could simply be process [8].

If weareto listen to noise as music, noise designed as music, noise perhaps designed to stay noise,
but to be heard in the conditions music is listened to, then something must give. Two possible
models: firstly, learn to live with it - adopt an Adorno pattern (didactic) over aHegel pattern (post-
Hegelian, (un)phenomological), unwittingly championed by John Cage, and argue that we can, as
result of listening to noise, rather than hearing it involuntarily, relearn how to approach the world
and itscultural ‘world' (of course, world and 'world' can be quickly reversed); second model - create
a situation which exposes the 'noise-afflicted subject’ to remain so - through an act of sovereignty
(something in Bataille that seems to be mastery, but undoes itself) consign the subject and its
supposedly subordinate vessel to chora-ness.

How to be abody without organs without being afusion-loving hippie: after the schizo, paranoid,
hysteric bodies, comes the masochist body: retrained and subjected as the last choice of the subject,
the masochist body is"further" than the schizo body, leaking itsinternal organs, becoming pathway,
becoming solid, becoming-becoming. The masochist body hasthe option of losingitself asorganism
through restraint, enclosure, containment (whil st al so becoming someone el se'sbody without organs,
becoming body of the other): "it hasits sadist or whore sew it up; the eyes, anus, urethra, breasts and
nose are sewn shut. It hasitself strung up to stop the organs from working; flayed, asif the organs
clung to the skin; sodomized, smothered, to make sure everythingissealed tight" [9]. Asaresult we
haveaversion of 'the' body without organs: it "iswhat remainswhen everything istaken away. What
you takeaway is, very specificaly, isthe[masochist] phantasy, the whole made up of significations
and subjectifications' [10]. Except that not everything has been taken away - the ears remain
open.[11] Isthissothemasochist body can hear instructions?sthisbecause the body without organs
isredly about listening?[12] It is perhaps that the ears constitute 'an’ organ that we cannot control,
soto leave'it' openisto close the possibility of control through closing - if the earswere closed, the
masochist would again be in charge of the soundworld. The ears become wound.

A suspicion remains that the unclosed ears maintain alink to the world of sense - whilst the ears
themselves might constitute awound, it isan enabling wound, onethat (likethe pain now disallowed
as warning signal) allows the possibility of processing the world into meaning. To block the ears
would aso instigate a possibility of self-awareness as organism, although a sense of panic, if it
occurred, would be the undoing of this. Even so, the end-result, once we consider the ears as hearing
device, whether open, closed, blocked, unblocked, the body without organs but with ears is a
naturalised one, one that returns us to a primordial condition (even if a primordiality that was not
primordial, but becomes that which isreturned to asif it were primordial).

The body without organs whose ears are filled with noise, however, ismore (or, more accurately,
less) of a body without organs: the noise-filled ear is no longer capable of hearing the voice of
reason, the warnings of danger, the patterning of sound we somehow have aways come to believe
constitute not-noise. The body without organs does not hear or listen to noise, but is (in) the hearing
of noise that exceeds the body that first lost in the sound of its muffled breath, the movement of
liguids and gases, the dlight panic pulse.[13]

Deleuze and Guattari are right to note that the body without organsis about the failure to become:
"Thereisno attaining the Body without Organs-- you cannot attainit, you never finish gettingtoit --
it's alimit."[14] The body without organs cannot become itself, or anything else, and the way in



which this specifically cannot happen is through the multiple failure of hearing/ears: its mysterious
amnesty in _A Thousand Plateaus , its failure through noise to process sense, the failure to stop
processing, the failureto return to the 'true’ body, and the failure that is the return to the "true" body
(in, for exampl e heightened awareness of the body's function -- although even if thiswere possible,
it would constitute aforcibleintervention in the functioning of the body). The body without organs
isthe failure of completion, the failure of thisfailure (organ resistance). The failure is the process
of becoming, and becoming-failed isthe noise of the attempt to get to the body without organs - the
supplemental 'place’ where it cannot be, where only it 'is.

Another story of the ear related by Kroker isonein which "the ear finally comesinto its own. But
not the old ear attached to aliving head".[15] The ear movesinto (non)being as a post-masochistic
organ without a body. But as we have seen, also an organ without a body without organs.

Noise can be seen as structural: in the realm of law, of good citizenship, it is "undesired”, or
"excessive' sound.[16] Intherealm of Law asthat which operatesrationality, noiseisthat which has
always to be excluded -- the exclusion having always already been and (not) gone, in order that the
Law exists. This seemsto indicate noise as a category, like the sublime, of domesticated exclusion.
But noise can be conceived of as process. For Russolo, "[the timbre of noisg] isno longer an effect
bound to the causes that produce it (motive energy, striking, friction through speed, bumping, and
so on) owing to and inherent in the purpose of the machine or thing that makes the noise",[17] and
if noiseis process, isaways abecoming-noise -- or, alternatively, (not) coming into (not) being as
noise, this exclusion (what we take to be in the exclusion) is undone when noise 'is, asnoiseisthe
coming-undone of noise/organised sound. Most particularly when noise 'is where it cannot be --
music.[18]

Noisealso hasto contain judgement: it is'unwanted'. Can noise bewanted - clearly that would then
define the noise in question as not-noise. If we are happy with tautology, we can stay there. Or - let
us presume that noise is always unwanted as a function of wanting (desire, if you must) - it might
even be "what you did not know you wanted" -- as suggested by Attali, when he writes that new
music always emerges as noise in what is to become "the old order”: "despite the death it contains,
noisecarriesorder withinitself; it carriesnew information”;[ 19] as of course suggested by that prime
mover of de- and re- territorialisation, the 'capitalist machine'. The unwanted is not a function of
some lack-oriented mysticism about desire, but the actuality of wanting, once removed from
subject/object control. More simply, though, what if you actually do want to hear something that is
noise - in the shape of unorganised, unpredictable, violent (sometimesin terms of volume) sound?
Attali makes the case that 'music’ is heading toward noise, in the form of unavoidable background
music[20] and initsincreased standardisation, where"it istrapped in identity and will dissolveinto
noise".[21] Thejudgement 'l want to listen to noise' isadeterritorialised one - it isoccurring without
the subject intervening. Nonetheless, it might be the sign of the dying Subject grasping for some
form of Authentic Existence before disappearing (accompanying theworld of "performanceart™ into
aworld of hyper-simulated sacrifice).[22]

Music, according to Attali, is"the organi zation of noise".[23] Noise hasan existence outside of our
conscious control, which is partly natural, partly social environmental: "lifeisfull of noiseand]...]
death aone is silent: work noise, noise of man, noise of beast".[24] Life, then, is rationalised,
brought into line, and rigoroudly limited. A general economy of sacrifice, murder, wasteislost, in



music, "originating in ritual murder of which it isthe simulacrum”.[25] Attali, however, cannot go
so far asto see that noise cannot be natural -- that it isthe equivalent of the Nature left behind at the
signing of the social contract -- only coming into (not) being as retrospective, excluded and
forbidden. He clearly states that noise is that which is to be excluded, but not that the endless and
impossible exclusion is where noise 'is' -- crossing and not crossing the line that is (not) there, as
with Foucault's transgression line. Why is death silent? At a literal level it is noisy -- organs
becoming extinct, collapsing, expanding, rotting -- an endless carnival even before the arrival of
other creatures. Death is silent in the sense of the subject not being there to hear it. Is this what
occurs in Cage's silences? Is the hearing subject absented, rather than, as Cage wished, brought
forcibly into the presence of soundsusually unheard?[26] Silence, however, isstructurally speaking,
death - the death of the system of organised sound, priority of voice, meaning, music.[27] The death
that is fully recognised by the system that excludes it. Silence, unlike noise, does structure, or let
comeinto structure, systems of meaning. Noiseistoo much, isexcess as the working of excess (not
just the excessive product).

Noise is excluded for being too natural, but al'so for being unnatural. Rupert Taylor, in a burst of
retrospective utopianism, asserts that "at the same time man was learning to create pleasurable
stimuli to his sense of hearing, in other words to create music, he was beginning to pollute his
surroundings and blunt his hearing by making more and more loud and unpleasant crashes and
bangs, grindingsand rumbles’ (The Law Relating to Noise, 16). Much, maybe all considerationsin
terms of noise as a social issue presume noise isthat which isto be reduced (not wrongly, but...) --
so that we can return to what is best for us ("like water and air pollution, most noiseis the result of
the decision for technologica progress at the expense of the human environment”.[28, 29] The
"human environment”, endlessly stabilised, is not nature, however, and is not to contain silence. In
fact, contain silence is precisely what it does, offering endless background noise (sometimesin the
form of music) in order to actively silence, argues Attali.[30]

[11. Endless Oscillation of the Material

Merzbow (aka Masami Akita) plays the double game of ambience Attali identifies. omnipresent
sound, becoming noise; noise becoming background. Merzbow music consists of the debris of
music, of sound: pulses, feedback, hisses, whirs, blasts, distortions, pure tones, shrieks, machine
noise-- all played extremely loud.[31] But thismusicisnoise"all theway down" -- thereisno space
for recognisably musical sounds to be overlaid with distortions (as in 1980s music in the wake of
punk), just combinations of noises, that do not settle into a mantric pulse, or continual explosion
("not music at al, but rather the intensive expenditure of sound and silence").[32] The listener
strugglesto find away through, in or above the noise music but gives up at acertain point: rhythms
areto be found, frequenciesto be followed -- it is not just random, but - eventually "the listener" is
pulverised into believing there is alink. Noise music becomes ambience not as you learn how to
listen, or when you accept its refusal to settle, but when you are no longer in a position to accept or
deny. Perhaps the "experienced listener" can manage whole albums, concerts -- Merzbow has the
answer inthe shape of the 50CD Mer zbox. The possibility of mastery, of "learning to hear anew" etc.
-- held out asif possible -- endlessly broken (to keep the possibility open asindefinite promise) by
ateration, by blurring of the strataof sound, iswhat feedsthe continual excessof noisemusic. Noise



music is the endless sacrifice of art music didacticism and of restricted economy "noise" (metal,
hardcore of al types).[33]

It seems like a claim could be made for Merzbow to be the avant-garde, perpetually renewing the
art, moving the boundaries etc., but actually noise music inhabits the failure of the avant-garde to
be, to come to be. Schwitters wanted his Merz to redefine our relation to the material, to value, to
what art could be. Thisthenisbrought to the interior, and shores up the monument of art. Merzbow
doesnot want tolivein ahousefull of crap, or outsideit, neither doesit want to livein anew crappy
house: it wants to knock down the house it livesiin, to live in it. Even this is too much, though:
Merzbow actually wants to find a rundown house made up of broken stuff, and break it. Over and
over.

The reason Merzbow cannot be avant-garde (or is the avant-garde that cannot be: i.e., the avant-
garde) isthat thebreakingisstatic: like Paul Virilio'sspeed, Merzbow's destruction of music attains
a point of stillness, one composed of total movement (and like Nietzsche's "moment” of eternal
return). Theworld of 'the now', this now, always now, comestogether asinterface, asthe non-place
of speed as non-movement.[34] Thisin turn signalsthe possibility of "crash music",[35] emerging
at anew stage of hearing (generally neglected with the presumption that the digital world is one of
images alone), such that we can now take noise/"crash music" to be "so seductive because of its
fascinating logic of an always promised imminent reversibility: pure ecstasy/pure catastrophe”.[36]
Thisimminent reversibility, occurs as solid, asimmanence.

Merzbow eludes Adorno's critique of aleatory music (whilst wilfully staying within its purview):
"today's artistswould rather do away with unity altogether, producing open, unfinished works, or so
they think. The problem isthat in planning openness they necessarily impart another kind of unity
unbeknown to themselves'.[37] The apparent aleatorics of noisesignal an endlessclosing, aceasing
filling, but always, at any one time, ceaseless. Noise music (which is admittedly not the same as
Adorno's actual target -- the music of Cage or those who followed in the 1960s and 1970s, but
bearing in mind his even stronger ‘critique’ of jazz, | think we might be able to infer aline of tech
flight to noise music), seems to fall into Adorno's trap: in terms of the title which takes on an
increased significance, as we search to impose some form of sense, even if we do not necessarily
seek to do this. Not having any titles would be just as caught within the loop: the subject now the
ineffable abstraction of sound, noise, music etc., or as with some abstract painting, the subject
becomes the Subject, working itself through on the canvas. Thetitle (in Merzbow's music) sets up
a process wherein it cannot become the subject of the music: there is no metonymy, mimesis,
metaphor to be had - and yet, the title makes it ~as if~ such things were possible - as with the
structure of the 'pieces (Akita: "When | use words, say album titles, they are not chosen to convey
any meanings. They are merely selected to mean nothing”.[38]

With thisin mind, Merzbow's Antimonument (1991) can be seen asamission statement -- both for
and against Schwitters, Merzbow attacks the solidity of Hegelianised Western culture, through five
tracks of seemingly arbitrary lengths, made up of arbitrarily selected sounds, moving along but not.
In fact, Antimonument is quite 'readabl e’ - centred on arrhythmic, treated percussion: the monument
has yet to be left behind -- but thisis still music with the music taken out - hardly any attack in the
percussive sounds, distortion, and unpredictable'interruptions’ by hisses, static and so on constituting
thematerial proper. Akitaspecifiesthat the referenceto theMerzbau isone of decreasing relevance:



"the name is only important to my early work, which | thought related to the concept of
Merzbau".[39, 40] Antimonument is Akitaleaving the building. The building, the monument that is
progressively deserted in Antimonument, asthe tracks grow sparser, isadoubleone: it isthe leaving
of atraditional Japanese music (that Merzbow never completes-- " Japanese sounds and instruments
are used but their character is often purposely extinguished in the mix",[41]), and also the leaving
of the Western monument. Why should he even be near this, except in a Western-centred model?
Because philosophically, musicaly, politically and economically, Japan has not stayed outside the
Western monument. This despite acertain exoticist attribution of lack of meaning, of, therefore, an
atheoretical purity -- " Japanese artistsuse Noi sesimply ascathartic rel ease without the phil osophical
underpinnings’ [42] -- emptying the spacetofill it, if not with Western meaning, then with Western
emptiness. Masami Akitaisinterested in philosophy: in Eastern: " Japanese Noiserelishesthe ecstasy
of sound itself and the concepts come from the sound. It isatradition of eastern philosophy to base
theory on real experience" [43], and in Western: in the form of explicit references to contemporary
theory (Derrida, Foucault, and Bataille, whose useis contemporary), and implicit ones. "noiseisthe
nomadic producer of difference" [44].

Intoday'srestricted (but generalised) music economy, we have had theludicrous'world music', and
alsothereal world music Attali hintsat: ambient pap. Alongsidethese particular versions, isanother
(anti)global music: Japanese noise music: arefusal through over-acceptance of Western genre, such
that genre does not work: hence Japanese noise music's different take on violence and sound, away
from heroic (tragic) mastery of or submission to "the horror, pain etc., of theworld" (thisdespitethe
importance of bondage as areference for Masami Akita). Against generic noise, but with the noise
of genre.

There is a sense of progression in Merzbow's oeuvre, as the materials alter, and the recording
capacities of CD technology alow a greater range of frequenciesto seep in. David Keenan argues
that Noisembryo (1994) "is the quintessential Merzbow release"[45] due to its power, volume, and
force - this, then is what had been aimed at all along, in the teleological version. Noise, however,
does not necessarily have anything to do with these factors, and their having an apotheosis. The
"sheer noise" of the mid 1990s releases could be described as a different sort of zenith in terms of
the fact that there just is 'more'’. Instead of a Hegelian progress, a Sadean, additive process. This
'more’ has to be more than more; otherwise we are just in the realm of groups such as Whitehouse,
whose purpose often seemsto beto attain aposition of mastery over noise.[46] Thismorethan more
is, perhaps inevitably, a less: Merzbow can never get to the zenith, because Merzbow's music is
doomed to fall: it is always open to assimilation as music -- or, it is not assimilable, and therefore
it claims transcendence. Or, in some notional noise/music dialectic, in being on the limit, it failsto
resolve, and fails to fail - becauseit is noise music, it cannot belong, dwell. Instead it is dwelling,
part of a plateau, rhizome etc., with 'the listener', noise as becoming-noise, as well as becoming-
music.

Noisembryo openswith ablast of noisethat endlessly mutates acrossthe album, interrupted by (the
noise of?) silence three times. Always differentiated, thisis noise that does not settle, where even
the volume -- or mass of sound -- cannot be perceived as consistent as the pitches of the specific
strata are continually shifting, whilst not at any one time covering the whole range. Thisalbum is
noise as the immanence beyond, beneath, above the noise/music divide: noise as the emptying
immanence.



It might seem that some form of communing, however perverse, might be possible. If so, it isthat
community which is not realisable, the one 'present’ in Bataillean sacrifice -- Thacker notesthat in
Music for Bondage Performance (1991) we see "the body of music filled with excess and volume,
presented as the tension-filled inability of excessto fulfil itself”,[47] and this "body of music "is"
the body of listener, the music as material, the hearing as solid, and the un-communion of these, all
at once. Thacker further claims that noise is the accursed share of the sound worlds, and therefore
itself in the position of that which isto be sacrificed.[48]

But it is Bataille's conception of immanence that is of interest here, as its dividing off of animal
from human stands in parallel to that of noise and music, with the former term the always (to be)
excluded that can return, but which ‘we' cannot be. Bataille suggests that the animal is like "water
in water",[49] which seemsto be what is happening if immersed in noise, if liable to suggest some
kind of sacrificial wholeness, aform of rescue.[50] Japanese noise will not get us there, any more
than sacrifice. Immanenceis not only what is beyond (performative negativities like object, nature,
the other) but what is (not) beyond: that which is the beyond of the beyond, only insofar asthereis
no such place to be.

Bataille: "I am able to say that the animal world is that of immanence and immediacy, for that
world, which is closed to us, is so to the extent that we cannot discern in it an ability to transcend
itself. [...] It is only within the limits of the human that the transcendence of thingsin relation to
consciousness (or of consciousness in relation to things) is manifested.”[51]

Thereis no place for the object or the subject's transcendence, coming to be, getting beyond that
coming to be in knowing about it, or being known, when immanenceisthefield. The 'consciously’
constructed sound of Noisembryo moves into the smooth space of immanence as it eludes the
knowableworld of other noise (of noise'intheworld’), whichisheld at adistance. Thisset of sounds
bringsthe distance near, and thisjust as much when blasts of 'different col oured' noises slide across
each other, athird of the way into "Part Two" as when 'the' noise falls away into a distorted drone
halfway into "Part Three". Noise as event, as excess of eventness, because unlike late serialism, it
does not leave gaps peppered with inane atonalities. It is gap, non-tonality.

For Deleuze and Guattari, the non-place of the body without organsis(in) immanence, and isitself
(asimmanence) the non-place of desire.[52] However, they do not see any totally free music being
theway, as"amaterial that istoo rich remainstoo ‘territorialized™[53] -- too diffuse, too noisy. Such
emphasis on getting outside music hasheld usback/in, as" peopl e often have too much of atendency
to reterritorialize on the child, the mad, noise".[54] We are back once more with Deleuze and
Guattari's still open ears: open but not too open (not open enough?). These are ears that can learn,
that can discern patterns, and the undoing of patterns, not earsthat might be held forcibly open.[55]

What happens when you hit something like ultimate noise (it cannot be described as pure)? Where
is there to go? In order for it to aways (fail to) be ultimate, it must go nowhere, but go it must,
dromological. Before the sovereignty of Merzbox (which is largely older materials in any case),
comes Pulse Demon (1995). Thetitle obliges an attribution of purpose: we know what Merzbow is
up to, maybe heis becoming increasingly Hegelian, and attempting to map all noise, with thisbeing
hisexploration of ‘the pulse'. | suspect there are no more or less pulse actionsin this album than any
other mid 1990s Merzbow albums.[56] What is indicated is the arbitrariness of signification, an



arbitrariness which serves to highlight another difference between Merzbow and Western 'avant-
garde’ music: randomness, as Deleuze suspects, is not really very interesting, but arbitrariness -
chance as destiny, read asif there were variation (or indeed as if there were not) - carries noise as
process, as that which intervenes 'between’' noise and organised sound. Pulse Demon is undeniably
‘organised sound' - it has differentiated tracks, titles for these, and seemingly significant times: we
might get theimpression that if all thisnoise has been split into 6.42 ("Woodpecker no.1"), or 24.53
("Worms Plastic Earthbound"), that the duration might be significant. But many (possibly all)

Merzbow 'pieces of this period are cut, not ended. Their beginning is often cut, so there will never
be asense of attack -- we areimmediately in the realm of distortion, hiss, pulse, squawks etc., -- of
the effects of actions, not the direct products -- noise all the way down. The organisational frame of
the album undoes the possibility of this being 'pure noise' or even an exploration of duration (very
few Merzbow albums consist only of one track). Instead we are in the curious position of listening
asif it were noise (i.e. because framed asif it were music). Any settling into listening to this 'stuff’
asif it really wereeither noise or musicisvery much the'consolation’ Nietzsche hintsat in The Birth
of Tragedy asbeing our way of minimising the othernessof sounds presented inamusical frame.[57]

Such a'consolation’ is not an individual failing, but a systemic success of failure to fail.

V. 1sNothing not Enough?

Once again, and still: what if we do not want the consolation (consolation of noise being music
really; of noise being natural; of noise being an escape, aline of flight that might go somewhere; of
noise being a ruse of power)? Noise can perhaps never escape (it might be the ‘as if' escape were
possible), asit comes in with voice, language and meaning.[58] Derrida asks of philosophy (here,
as often, standing for sense, rationality, discourse, (search for) truth, etc.) whether it can exceed
itself: "can one violently penetrate philosophy's field of listening without its immediately -- even
pretending in advance, by hearing what is said of it, by decoding the statement -- making the
penetration resonate within itself [...]?" ("Tympan", xii). Derrida's answer is, as always, that the
outside of philosophy (or of organised sound as philosophy) isto befound at work in/on/astheinside
of philosophy - with the inside being the outside of the outside, and the process that (never fully)
establishes the divide. Zarathustra's hammer instead is the condition of its other, and the othering
between Same and Other (xii-xiii), such that we should beinterested in the limit itself, and not what
is beyond it, the marginality of the margin itself, and so on. Japanese noise might be such a
negotiation of the limit, but one that only works as such because it declares itself outside, is the
declaration, theannouncing of outside. The'real’ noisein noisemusicisthis(not) crossing of theline
that is (not) there: noise is not the other of the other that equal's the same, but the other of the other
as non-line, aswhat cannot be the same and cannot inhabit otherness. Where Derridais outflanked
by Merzbow is that Derrida says you cannot get outside, you cannot consciously undo philosophy
with a hammer, therefore you should not do it -- instead you should not attack directly (xv); should
take an interest in "timbre, style, and signature [as they] are the same obliterating division of the
proper” (xix). Why not do it? Why not do it, knowing it cannot be done, that your noise is fatally
compromised, part of failure?[59] Merzbow isthe getting outside that isnot the compl etion of anew
"inside”, but an endless outside, fated to beinside only to fail to ~ever be~ because of thisarbitrary
and perverse relation to the inside (of organised sound). Where Derrida says "no", Merzbow is an
immanent "yes".
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