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Abstract

The traditional musicological conception of performance is as the reproduction
of pre-existing texts. This makes no allowance for the extent to which meaning
emerges from the act of performance, and from the interactions between the
various participants in performance events. A broadly semiotic approach focusses
attention on such issues, and in this article I illustrate such an approach in terms
of the communicative function of the mazurka ‘script’ and the role of performance
gesture in conditioning musical meaning. I argue that, instead of thinking in terms
of the reproduction of works, it is better to borrow Jeff Pressing’s term and think in
terms of performances referencing scores, traditions, and other pre-existing entities:
this way it is possible to conceptualise performances that range from the Werktreue
ideology or tribute bands to parody or burlesque. Discourses of the relationship
between works and performances are mirrored by those between performances and
recordings, and consideration of the latter helps to clarify features shared by both:
creativity, collaboration, and semiosis.
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[ am concerned here with semiotics not as an established scientific
discipline with its own competing theoretical frameworks and jargons,
but rather as a common-sense approach to musical performance that
asks: what is being communicated by who to whom, and how? These
simple but fundamental questions are of value because of powerful,
entrenched assumptions that bedevil thinking about performance on
the one hand, and a persistent methodological vagueness on the other.

To take these in reverse order, one of the significant developments
in recent decades has been the growth in empirical studies of record-
ed performances, an approach that began within psychology and mu-
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sicology but is increasingly becoming part of mainstream ethnomu-
sicology. Such work involves making connections between objective
properties of recorded performances, for instance tempo profiles, and
features considered significant from a musicological or music-the-
oretical point of view, generally involving structural aspects of the
music. My own study of the relationship between Wilhelm Furtwén-
gler’s performances and Heinrich Schenker’s analysis of Beethov-
en’s Ninth Symphony (Cook 1995), for instance, was based on com-
parison between how Furtwéngler shaped tempo and how Schenker
broke the music down into connected sections. But musicologists
working in this area rarely articulate well-developed principles for
making such connections, and I was no exception. Though I never set
them out explicitly, the assumptions underlying that study might be
summarised as follows: first, accents can be created by lengthening
notes; second, sections can be articulated by rallentandi or caesurae,
and unified by more or less consistent arch-shaped profiles; and third,
tempo change contributes to music’s tensional morphology, which
itself relates in some poorly understood manner to what Suzanne
Langer (1957: 228) called the ‘inner life’ (“there are certain aspects
of the so-called ‘inner life’ — physical or mental — which have formal
properties similar to those of music — patterns of motion and rest,
of tension and release, of agreement and disagreement, preparation,
fulfilment, excitation, sudden change, etc.”).

The methodological vagueness which this illustrates is perhaps
less of'a problem for the development of a musicology of performance
than the entrenched assumptions to which I referred. For reasons to
do with its nineteenth-century origins, musicology has traditionally
been based on the written texts of music, and to the extent that it has
been concerned with the interpretation of meaning, it has seen that
meaning as in some sense inherent in the musical text. In one ver-
sion, music is assumed to be a process of communication from the
composer whose intentions are embodied in the work o the listener
whose task it is to understand the music in light of those intentions.
Music theory offers a more positivistic spin on the same assumption:
meaning is identified with the structure defined by the musical text,
and the listener’s task is to understand that structure, to reconstruct
it within his or her own experience. Given the hierarchical nature of
music theory in virtually all its dominant forms, what this amounts
to is the perception of moment-to-moment aspects of music in light
of the larger structures from which they derive their significance, and
the result is a model strikingly similar to what Eric Clarke (2005: 11)
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calls the ‘information-processing’ approach of cognitive psychology:
music is understood as a process of communication whereby a hi-
erarchy of percepts is transmitted through the temporal sequence of
performance and reconstructed by the listener.

And what is characteristic of such approaches is the way they
leapfrog the performer, whose role is seen as one of reproducing a
pre-existing meaning: the performer is thought of as an intermediary
rather than an originator, a creator of meaning. Yet the key lesson
of inter-disciplinary performance studies — the study of performance
in the theatre, in dance, or in religion — is that meaning is crucially
generated in the act of performance, that it is in this sense emergent.
What might be described as the specifically performative dimension
of musical performance is under-represented in both music theory
and psychology. Patrik Juslin’s (2001: 324) ‘lens’ model of musical
communication seeks to rectify the leapfrogging of the performer to
which I referred, starting instead with the performer’s ‘expressive
intentions’ and ending with the listener’s ‘judgement’, yet this is ar-
guably more a relocation than a rethinking of the traditional com-
munication model: meaning is ‘encoded’ into expressive cues by the
performer and ‘decoded’ by the listener, rather than being seen as
negotiated between performer and listener in the course of perfor-
mance. I hope to show in this paper that a commonsense semiotic
approach —an approach based on asking what is being communicated
by who to whom, and how — can suggest ways of doing better justice
to the creative dimension of performance, provided that we resist the
temptation to think of what performance communicates in terms of
what I shall call the reproduction model of musical meaning. And I
shall do this less through theoretical argumentation than through a
series of specific case studies.

Jimi Hendrix’s last performance of Foxy Lady took place at the
Isle of Wight Festival in 1970, just three weeks before his death. Fig-
ure 1 is taken from his performance of the opening riff, where his
physical movements on stage articulate the different rhythmic levels
of the groove: his steps are timed to the beats and weakly grouped
in fours, while he flexes his knees in a two-bar pattern that empha-
sizes the backbeats. At the same time a series of individual gestures
underscore particular moments of the music, ranging from nodding
the head or swivelling the hips to the cuing gestures which Hendrix
sometimes addressed to the audience as much as to the other players
(Figure 2). The effect of the stage choreography during this riff is to
engage the audience as attentive listeners, drawing them within the
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Figure 1. Jimi Hendrix playing the first riff from Foxy Lady at the Isle of Wight,
31 August 1970. (Figures 1-5 are taken from Murray Lerner’s film
‘Blue Wild Angel: Jimi Hendrix Live at the Isle of Wight’, MCA 113080-9)

Figure 2. Hendrix’s cuing gesture
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Figure 3. Foxy Lady, first impovisation

Figure 4. Foxy Lady, second improvisation
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Figure 5. Foxy Lady, ending

rhythmic patterning and temporal unfolding of the music: Hendrix is
performing with his body as much as with his guitar or his voice. But
elsewhere his performance choreography is quite different. He per-
forms the first extended passage of improvisation as what one might
term pure music: his closed eyes are the classic signifier of musical
interiority, an invitation for the listener/viewer to go with the music
(Figure 3). In the second improvisation, by contrast, he makes a per-
haps half-hearted show of the party tricks he picked up on the club
circuit, for example playing the guitar with his teeth (Figure 4): film
clips of such episodes show audience members on edge, sometimes
wide-eyed, wondering what Hendrix is going to do next. And at the
end of the song Hendrix goes through a strange routine in which he
flips his head from side to side, like a rag doll (Figure 5). The golliwog
connotation evokes the racial stereotypes of the blackface tradition
and, at least for the white listener/viewer, some of the cultural unease
that goes with it; as one of the first black superstars to play before
predominantly white mass audiences, Hendrix’s stage appearances
always raised troubling questions of what exactly he was performing
— questions to which ‘the song’ is clearly not a sufficient answer.

In short, Hendrix used his body on stage to position the audience
in relation to his performance and, in this and other ways, to condi-
tion the meaning that emerged from it. All this, however, would be
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lost on someone who was listening to the performance on CD. Trun-
cated, reduced to sound, music retains some of its meanings: if it did
not there would be no record industry. Yet there are essential dimen-
sions of the meaning generated through the act of performance which
cannot be inscribed on a sound recording, and so long as we are talk-
ing about music as performed I see no rationale for the traditional
distinction between ‘musical’ and ‘extramusical’ meaning, with the
latter regarded as in some sense subordinate or even beneath notice.
Music presents itself in performance, and signifies, as a totality, an
embodied practice that is received as much through the eyes as the
ears. And if this is self-evidently true of rock-musical performance, it
applies to the Western classical tradition as well: like Hendrix, clas-
sical pianists use their bodies in ways that position their listeners and
condition the emergence of meaning. A 1962 television broadcast of
Arturo Michelangeli playing Chopin’s Mazurka Op. 33 No. 4 shows
the maestro wiping the keyboard and then his cheeks with a handker-
chief before laying it down; he rubs his hands, places them on his lap,
and then with a continuous, measured motion brings his right hand
down towards the keyboard to play the first note. The performance
has begun long before that first note; the extended preparations cre-
ate a sense of ritual, their extravagant stylization communicating the
tantalisingly detached persona that Michelangeli cultivated with such
success. Again, in a film performance of Chopin’s Mazurka Op. 63
No. 3 (recorded on 4 November 2002 in the Théatre des Champs-
Elysées, Paris), Grigory Sokolov’s hand repeatedly flies up after
playing a note he wants to particularly accentuate, while at other
times he seems to shape notes by the twisting motion of his hand af-
ter he has depressed the key. His highly characteristic gestures in this
performance add up to a sustained and elaborately choreographed
rendition that is as much a performance of virtuosity as it is of Op. 63
No. 3, as much a performance of Sokolov as of Chopin.

But although I see no rationale for describing such aspects of per-
formance as ‘extramusical’, my argument that meaning is created in
the very act of performance may be more convincing when it is made
in what would on any reckoning be seen as ‘musical’ terms, and again
Chopin provides convenient examples. One of the few contributions
to the study of performance from a music-theoretical and psychologi-
cal perspective that specifically adopts a semiotic approach is a study
by Eric Clarke of performances of the Prelude in E minor, Op. 28 No.
4. In it Clarke (1995: 28) claims that “a whole performance ideology
may be connoted by one or two local performance features”. His point
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refers to historically informed performance: there are characteristic
patterns of timing, dynamic change, and non-vibrato, he says, that
immediately locate a performance within that tradition. But he makes
a similar point in relation to structural interpretation, identifying two
distinct traditions of interpretation applicable to this Prelude: there is
a small number of specific features, he argues, that serve to signal the
one or the other. Seen this way, the extended information-processing
hierarchy that is assumed by the traditional communication model
is short-circuited. Meaning is generated through the referencing of
tradition, and there is an asymmetrical or even arbitrary relationship
between the complex of structural meaning that is signified, and the
particular feature or features that signify it. It is through this relation-
ship that performance is identified as a specifically semiotic practice.
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Figure 6. The mazurka ‘script’ in recordings of Chopin’s Op. 17 No. 4

A further Chopin example arises from my own work on what I
term the mazurka ‘script’. Though it might be best seen in the broad-
est terms as a way of playing, this is normally thought of as a charac-
teristic thythmic pattern in which the first beat is played shorter and
so de-emphasised in relation to the others; as a signifier it references
a range of signifieds, varying according to circumstances from the
mazurka genre to folk tradition or Polishness. My concern here, how-
ever, is with the selective way in which pianists apply the mazurka
script. Performers of the Mazurka Op. 17 No. 4, for example, do not
simply play in mazurka rhythm throughout. Not only do they give
some sections a heavier mazurka quality than others, but there is also
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a general tendency to give the beginning of sections a much stronger
mazurka coloration than what follows. Figure 6, created by Craig
Sapp, provides a visual representation of this. In the upper chart each
row represents a different recording, while each column represents a
bar: strong mazurka characterisation, as defined in terms of the rela-
tive length of beats, is indicated by grey. The lower chart represents
the same information, but a smoothing function makes it easier to see
how the overall distribution corresponds to the sectional structure of
the piece. Section B makes the point: virtually everybody gives it a
strong mazurka coloration, but the effect is strongest in bars 1-3 and
5 of this 8-bar section. In this way the first few bars of the section
as a whole, and the first bar of its second four-bar phrase, are most
strongly marked, with subsequent bars being more weakly colored.
The effect is rather similar to the way late eighteenth-century com-
posers used themes to mark the beginning of structural sections in so-
natas: the melodies typically lapse into developing variation or pas-
sage-work after a few bars, once their burden of formal signification
is exhausted, and exactly the same applies to pianists’ use of mazurka
coloration as a formal marker.

In this way the mazurka script is not, or at least is not simply, an
element within a metrical hierarchy: it is a sign in its own right, and
as such requires to be analysed in semiotic terms. In performance
as in composition, then, a semiotically informed approach has the
potential to shortcut conventional hierarchical conceptions, substi-
tuting for a highly abstract theoretical model an analysis based on
what is communicated by who to whom. But it does more than that.
In contrast to the reproduction model of musical communication, it
acknowledges that meaning is generated in the act of performance by
virtue of decisions made voluntarily on the performer’s part (volun-
tarily because, as Figure 6 makes clear, individual decisions are not
prescribed by the composition). And because signs are by definition
socially conditioned, the semiotic approach also brings the audience
into play in a way that the reproduction model does not: meaning
arises through the construction of what the pianist does as mean-
ingful by listeners. The analysis is accordingly displaced from the
composer’s and even the performer’s intentions to the community
within which signs are interpreted, a community that encompasses
both performers and listeners, and that is always geographically and
historically situated.

And looked at from this point of view, there perhaps wasn’t so
much wrong with my approach to Furtwéngler’s performance of Bee-
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thoven’s Ninth Symphony after all, despite the vagueness of its theo-
retical underpinnings. Furtwingler’s characteristic arch-shaped tempo
profiles, sometimes extending over vast sections of the music, can be
seen as a transference to a formal level of the practice of phrase arch-
ing (playing faster and louder as you go into a phrase, and slower and
softer as you come out of it). Psychological studies of phrase arching,
such as by Neil Todd (1985, 1992), have represented this as a basic
condition of expressive performance, possibly to be explained in terms
of general mechanisms underlying the perception of self-motion. My
own study of phrase arching in recordings of the Mazurka Op. 63 No.
3 from 1923 to the present day, however, indicates that this is a his-
torically and even to some extent geographically specific practice: the
kind of phrase arching Todd describes, in which tempo, dynamics, and
composed phrase structure are all coordinated with one another, seems
to have first appeared in the aftermath of the Second World War, and is
particularly associated with Russian or Russian-trained pianists (Cook
2009). This means that while the large arch-shaped profiles found in
Furtwingler’s recordings from the same period may be linked to a
structural conception of the music that he shared with Schenker, that
is not a sufficient explanation of their expressive effect. If for listeners
they connoted an act of improvisation on an epic scale coupled to a
powerful emotional insight somehow associated with the experience
of the war years, that is, a strictly historical phenomenon built on com-
munity consensus. Both music theory and psychology under-empha-
sise this dimension, seeking theoretical explanations for irreducibly
historical phenomena — and semiotics, with its unremitting focus on
processes of meaning production, can help to counteract this.

I have commented repeatedly on the inability of the reproduction
model of communication to do justice to either the semiotic com-
plexity or the creativity of performance, but what is the alternative?
It would of course be absurd to deny that there is a dimension of re-
production — most broadly, the presentation within the performance
event of a pre-existing entity of some kind — within virtually all mu-
sical performance (or literally all, if one recognizes that even ‘free’
improvisation is always improvisation on something). But the extent
to which performance can be characterised as reproduction varies, as
is evident from the most extreme exemplar of the reproduction mod-
el: the Werktreue ideology, according to which the performer’s duty
to the work demands the same kind of self-effacement that is, or was,
associated with English butlers and waiters at high-class restaurants.
Of course it would be silly to think of Werktreue as the description
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of an actual state of affairs rather than an aesthetic ideal, but the es-
sential point is that this most fully fledged version of the reproduc-
tion model represents merely one position within a broad spectrum of
possibilities for performative signification.

Theoretically informed performance pedagogy attempts to com-
pensate for the shortcomings of the reproduction model by qualifi-
cation: performance is seen as not just reproducing but interpreting,
inflecting, or on occasion subverting the musical work. But a better
solution is to reconceive the musical work in such a way that the
broad spectrum of possibilities for performance to which I referred is
built into it. And it seems to me that a good candidate for this recon-
ception — one which moreoever is intrinsically semiotic in nature — is
Jeff Pressing’s notion of the ‘referent’. Pressing (1988) coined the
term to designate the pre-existing plans, tunes, or chord sequences
on which jazz improvisations are based (the jazz ‘standard’ being
the most obvious example). But, as I have argued elsewhere (Cook
2004), its scope can readily be extended, in particular by using it to
designate features that are not piece-specific, and by applying it to
other musical traditions, among them that of Western classical music.
It 1s striking how closely Pressing’s description of chord voicing in
jazz standards matches the practices of continuo performance in ba-
roque music, demonstrating how similar processes of reference are in
operation in both cases, but the point is a more general one: classical
works function as referents for performance in essentially the same
manner that jazz standards function as referents for improvisation.
And the advantage of this conception is its inherent flexibility. Asking
how a work is reproduced in performance effectively closes off the
possibilty of a productive answer, but the concept of the referent does
the opposite: we might ask how reference to the work organises the
performance in different ways and at different levels, which elements
of the work and which parameters of the performance are and are
not involved in this, and about the semantic frame of the reference,
which may be anything from the reverence definitive of Werktreue
(or tribute bands for that matter) at one extreme to critique, parody, or
burlesque at the other. The concept of reference accommodates any
degree of what Serge Lacasse (2000) calls ‘transstylization’, that is
to say the degree of transformation involved in any intertextual prac-
tice, and for this reason it serves to open up discourse on performance
in a way that the reproduction model does not.

At this point a parallel might usefully be drawn with recording.
It’s striking how closely discourse on the relationship between mu-
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sical works and performances is mirrored by that on the relationship
between performances and recordings: to take an obvious example,
the concept of Werktreue — of fidelity to the work — is replicated in
the language of hi-fi sound reproduction. But even as applied to re-
cordings, where its appropriateness might seem self-evident, the term
‘reproduction’ proves to be highly problematic. The relationship be-
tween a performance and a recording of it might be described as one
of massive iconicity. But iconicity is still a semiotic category, which
means that it is historical, based on codes shared between producer
and receiver: this implies that, just as photographs have to be ‘read’,
so some kind of aural ‘literacy’ is involved in the perception of re-
corded sound. And indeed it is clear that the complex layering and
spatial techniques employed in contemporary studio production have
stimulated what might be called a production-oriented style of listen-
ing, which is typically more highly developed in the predominantly
iPod-wearing generation than in an older generation more accustomed
to loudspeakers. (It is too bad that school curricula are not overhauled
to build on the aural skills that students have today). There is more-
over every reason to believe that similar issues of aural literacy were
involved in the transition from a generation whose listening practices
were moulded by live music to one conditioned by mechanically re-
produced sound. At least, I see no other way to understand the ‘tone
tests’ held in the late 1910s and early 1920s by gramophone companies
for purposes of publicity: as illustrated in a famous photograph made
by the Edison Company (accessible at the time of writing at http://
www.npr.org/programs/Infsound/gallery/edison/3.html), blindfolded
listeners were invited to tell the difference between a live singer and
a recording, and proved incapable of doing so. Their failure seems
incredible, given how recordings from the 1920s sound to us today.
The explanation must lie in changes in aural literacy between then and
now, and the basic point this demonstrates — that what is too readily
thought of as simple reproduction is in fact a historically contingent
process of semiosis — is the same point I made about the connotations
of Furtwéngler’s performances of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony, and
Clarke made about the E minor Prelude.

There is another respect in which the relationship between re-
cordings and performances resembles that between performances
and works, and again it underlines the inadequacy of the repro-
duction model. Studio-produced pop recordings are the traces of
multiple, superimposed events, ranging from successive real-time
performances (as in multi-track recording) to on- or off-line digi-
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tal processing: in a way it is misleading to call them recordings at
all. Taken together, they do not reproduce real performance events,
but rather construct virtual or fictive ones: they signify, or refer-
ence, performances that never actually existed, or maybe it is better
to say that they redefine the concept of performance such that its
grounding in real time becomes an attribute of reception rather than
necessarily of production. And this change in music’s ontology is
not a consequence of the development of digital recording but goes
back much further. The film-like transformation and reconstruction
of production time that was first made possible through the use of
magnetic tape is merely the most obvious way in which recordings
do something essentially other than reproduce performances, or at
least such performances as might be heard in concert hall or salon.
From the earliest days, music was truncated or performance speed-
ed up to fit on two- or three-minute cylinders and discs; scores were
rearranged and seating plans reconfigured to accommodate the lim-
itations of acoustic recording technology. Performance for the horn
or microphone developed as a practice substantially distinct from
that of concert performance, with its own specialists — though ac-
cording to scholars such as Robert Philip (1992), the two traditions
of performance converged again in the second half of the twentieth
century, as concert performances came to be modelled more and
more closely on recordings.

Recordings, then, represent performances, just as performanc-
es represent musical works, but in both cases the representation in-
volved is of a complex, culturally embedded nature. If this is repro-
duction, then it is reproduction in the equally complex sense in which
the reproduction of religious ritual involves not simple repetition but
rather a performance of belief and subsumption in tradition that is
always enacted as it were for the first time. And there is a further
feature that is obvious in studio-produced pop but applies to both
recording and performance in general: its creativity. Digital record-
ing and post-production techniques have fragmented authorship to
the point that stable distinctions between the acts of composition,
performance, production, and engineering can hardly be maintained.
Creativity is distributed across a musical practice that is irreducibly
collaborative. Again this is not just a phenomenon of the late twenti-
eth century: musicology underestimates the creative role of classical
producers such as John Culshaw just as, in the sphere of composition,
it underestimates such figures as August Jaeger, without whom the
works of Elgar could hardly have come into being.
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As for performance, it is largely creativity that I have been talk-
ing about in this paper, even though I have hardly used the word.
Pianists create their own idiosyncratic styles over the top, so to
speak, of Chopin’s composition, and as a result are received by their
publics as co-authors: there is something very true about Amazon’s
ostensively clumsy listing of, for example, “Chopin — Piano Works
by Murray Perahia and Fryderyk Franciszek Chopin”. Sokolov and
Hendrix perform qualities (such as virtuosity or blackness) and po-
sition their subjects in ways that are by no means inherent in the
works they are performing: there is nothing in the words or music
of Foxy Lady to specify the different subject positions that Hendrix
created in his Isle of Wight performance. One might say that per-
fomers realize a potential for meaning that is inherent in the works
they perform, but it is the potential rather than the meaning that
is inherent in them: works mediate or condition the production of
meaning in the act of performance. And because this production
of meaning is socially embedded, intertextual, and emergent, the
language of reference holds the promise of articulating the creative
dimension of performance in a way that the traditional language of
reproduction cannot.
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Huxonac Kyx

BUIIE O PENNPOAYKIIMIJE: CEMUOTHUYKE ITEPCIIEKTUBE
MVY3UUKOI' U3BBOHBEBA

(Pesume)

TpaauunoHaaHO My3HKOJIOLIKO CXBaTame H3BOhema IHoapa3syMeBa pernpo-
nykoBame Beh rmocrojehux Tekcrosa. TuMe ce He y3uma y 003up Mepa y Kojoj 3Ha-
Yeme MPOM3JIasy U3 YMHA N3Boema, Kao M M3 MHTEpaKiuje u3Mely pasmmauTux
y4ecHHKa y u3Bol)aukum norahajuma: pesynrar je Aa cy u u3Bohaun u myoOnuka y
HaIMCHUMa W30CTAaBJbEHU U3 My3Wuke KynType. C 003upom Ha pa3mepe y KojuMa
je TeKCTyaJucTH4Ka napajanrma yrpaheHa y erabnupane aKaieMCcKe MPUCTyIe H3-
Bohemy, HAPOYHTO y obact My3Hu4Ke Teopnje MIPOAYKTHBHO O OMIIO J1a ce yMeCTO
BUX YCBOJU CEMHOTHUYKHU TIPUCTYH — TTO]] KO_]I/IM He IoipasymMeBaM OMJIO KakaB Mo-
crojehn Mozen My3uuKke ceMHOTHKe, Beh paauje jenan 31paBopasyMCKH MPUCTYII
Koju ce 0aBM OCHOBHUM IUTAaE-EM O TOME KO, IIITa, C KUM U KaKO pa3Memyje.

Ocnamajyhu ce Ha HU3 KpaTkuxX cryamja ciaydaja ox Lllomena nu @yprBeH-
miepa g0 [Iumuja Xenapukcea, y 0BOM pay TakaB IPUCTYII IPUMEHYjEM Y cyoda-
Bamby Ca U3BECHUM Ipo0JieMHMa Ha KOje C€ HaujIa3M IpH MPOyvaBaby MY3HYKOT
nzBohema. [Ipu ToMe HapoUUTy Maxmy o6pahaM Ha TO KaKO OHO 0 YeMy Ce Tpa-
JIMITHOHATTHO PAa3MHIILIba Kao O PETPOAYKIMjH MOXE JIa C€ a/IeKBaTHHje TIOMMa Y
OKBHPY CIIO)KEHHM]ET, HHTPUHCUYKU CEMUOTHYKOT KOHIIENITa penpeseHTanuje. ok
ce, Ha pUMep, U3Bohermbe U3 My3HYKOTEOPHjCKE NEPCIIEKTUBE CXBaTa Kao KOMY-
HUKallMja CTPYKTYpa, CEMHOTHYKH MPHUCTYI CyrepHuIlie HaYMHEe Ha Koje oapelhene
KapakTepuCcTHKe M3Boherma MOry Jia yKaKy Ha crieliu(uyHe Tpajuluje UHTEep-
nperanuje. MizBohauku rectoBu ociamajy ce Ha KyJITypHE KOHOTAIlUje U CTBapajy
no3unuje cy0jexra 3a cirymaole, Ha HauMHE KOjU Ce MOTY TyMadWTH Y OKBHPY
CEeMHUOTHKE, JIOK UX MOJEIN penpoaykuuje urHopuine. Cim4Ho Tome, Bese nimely
CHUMama U U3Bolerma 0OWYHO ce carvieiaBajy y OKBUPY PEIPOIyKITHje — TO YHHI
akaJieMcKa ImyOJiKa, alny ¥ 00WYaH ciiyliaail, Kao U My3W4Ka HHIIyCTpHja — alu
ce TayHHje MOTY pa3yMeTH Kao penpeseHTanuja. To ce y pany npukasyje Ha Ipu-
Mepy HeKuX (peHOMEHa KOju ce He MOTry Jpyraduje 00jaCHHUTH, Kao IITO je OHo
JaBHM ,,TOHCKH TecT”’, KOju cy npupenmmm Komnannja Equcon u apyru y nepuony
oko 1920. ronune.

Moja rmaBHa TBpAKA jecTe Ja CEMHOTHYKH MPHUCTYI OMOryhaBa IMO3HMIIHO-
HUpame U3Bohaua y IeHTap My3HuKe KyJIType, Kao U pazyMeBame ojHoca n3mely
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Jena U u3Bohera, Ha (IeKCHOMIHUH HA9YMH HEro IITO TO YHHH TPAIULHOHATHA
MOJIeNT 3aCHOBaH Ha PEMpONyKIHMjH TeKcTa. Mmeja pedepeHie — kojy mpey3nMam
on Ileda Ilpecunra, mpommpyjyhu je on crnenupuuHOr Cirydaja HMIIPOBU3AIIN]E
Ka u3Bohey y OMIITHjEeM CMHCIY — oMOryliyje HaMm J1a KOHIICTITyaan3yjeMo H3-
Bohemwa y pacrnony o uzpeosoruje Werktreue (BepHOCTH OpUTMHAIY) WIH tribute
bands, no naponuje unu Oypnecke. [Ipedanyjyhu Texumre ca mrammnane crpaHu-
IIe Ha YUH U3Bolema, uneja pedepenie omoryhyje HaM a Ha oaroBapajyhu HaunH
BpEIHYjeMO OHE 0COOCHOCTH MY3WUYKE KYAType KOje TPaAWIMOHAIIHU MPUCTYIH
3aHeMapyjy: KpeaTUBHOCT, Capaiiby U CeMUO3UC.
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