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OF POPULAR MUSIC

Abstract: This paper considers schematically the various discourses through
which popular music history is understood. My proposal is that five accounts
of musical history (the business model, the musicological model, the socio-
logical model, the historical model and the art history model) are commonly
deployed in popular music discourse. One implies, superficially at least, that
popular music evolves, gets better; four implies that, at least in the longer
term, it does not. The concept of ‘progress’ is shown to be problematic.
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Introduction: progressive rock

This paper was originally written as the keynote address for an in-
ternational cross-disciplinary postgraduate conference entitled ‘Evolu-
tions’. My brief was to consider the evolution of popular music, a con-
cept which I translated into a question which had often bothered me
when I was a practicing rock critic: can popular music be said to pro-
gress? ‘Progress’ is an odd term in popular music discourse. The word
‘progressive’ has been deployed in various musical genres — progressive
country music, progressive jazz, progressive folk. But as a genre label it
has been most significantly used in rock. The Guardian thus headlined
its obituary of the musician, Pip Pyle (September 20 2006), “Innovative
drummer at the heart of progressive rock”, and suggested that he
“encapsulated all that was groundbreaking in British progressive music
in the shakeout from the 1960s”. But what is clear in the paper’s account
of Pip Pyle’s career — as a member of Hatfield and the North, Gong,
National Health and numerous other bands — is that ‘progressive rock’
was not a stage pop music moved through on its way to somewhere else
but, rather, describes a particular musical genre, whose popularity was
small scale and short lived (and, quite soon, rooted in France and
Germany rather than the UK). In the dominant discourse of both rock
criticism and popular music studies, ‘progressive rock’ has been more
often used negatively than positively as if, by its nature, popular music is
something that shouldn’t ‘progress’. For most contemporary popular mu-
sic critics ‘progressive rock’ describes a historical genre that is nowa-
days heard as rather ridiculous.
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I started my rock writing career in the heyday of progressive rock,
the early 1970s. At the time my response to this kind of music was mud-
dled, a confusion of admiration (for its ambition) and irritation (with its
pretension). Looking back at progressive rock now, from an academic
perspective, I find it easier to disentangle the arguments. On the one
hand, ‘progressive rock’ described various musical elements that were
clearly emerging from the newly established, late 1960s distinction be-
tween rock and pop. Progressive rock thus involved, above all, complex-
ity: this was music with complex melodic structures and time signatures,
with constant rhythmic and narrative shifts. Progressive rock numbers
tended to foreground the instrumental rather than lyrical aspects of
songs, but the lyrics too aspired to complexity, complexity of language
and mood, the poetic use of symbolism and word games, a deliberate
pursuit of the opaque. Complex musical arrangements meant, in turn,
particularly on stage, foregrounding band members’ musicianship and
technique, the control and display of sonic invention and instrumental
virtuosity. The most obvious distinction between a progressive rock and
a pop track was thus scale: a twenty-minute musical epic versus a three-
minute pop song!

It was from this perspective that progressive rock could be heard to
develop both the musical and cultural tendencies that had in the latter
half of the 1960s begun to differentiate rock from pop, its consciously
arty seriousness and self-importance. In this, progressive rock clearly
drew conventions and practices from non-popular musical forms: from
jazz (as is obvious in Pip Pyle’s career) in terms of virtuosity and im-
provisation; from classical or, rather, contemporary academic or art mu-
sic, in terms of instrumentation and scoring. And certainly for some pro-
gressive rock musicians, ‘progress’ meant moving out of pop/rock into
the jazz and/or academic avant-garde worlds. Part of the thinking here
(to which I was sensitive as a would-be rock critic) was that to be appre-
ciated progressive rock needed the right kind of audience. Listeners had
to ‘progress’ too, in terms of what they wanted from music, how and
where they listened, with what listening equipment. If rock defined itself
against pop as ‘commercial music’, progressive rock defined itself
against pop as easy listening. It offered, rather, difficult listening and so
called forth a new audience of progressive rock listeners, who equally
saw themselves as moving on from pop.

On the other hand, though, to go back to my critical confusion in the
1970s, ‘progressive rock’ was still recognisably rock, and not jazz or art
music. It still drew on obvious pop elements in its use of the song form;
it still deployed blues structures and explored the sonic potential of am-
plified guitars/drums. Above all, its performance style and stage display
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of musical personas were still rooted in showmanship. Compared to most
1970s jazz and art musicians, progressive rockers were deliberately hu-
morous and self-mocking, playing with the trappings of stardom and, if
not exactly crowd-pleasing, complicit with their audiences in the way
their shows were mounted. Think, for example, of such pioneers of pro-
gressive rock as Frank Zappa, Soft Machine and Can.

In retrospect, then, I think it can be argued that if ‘progressive rock’
was a significant moment in rock history, its effects were felt along di-
vergent historical paths. On the one hand, as a musical genre, progres-
sive rock fed into the successful commercial stylisation of ‘heavy rock’.
The key bands here (following different musical routes) were Led Zep-
pelin and Pink Floyd, from which all stadium rock bands, from U2 to
Muse, could be said to descend. On the other hand, as an attitude and
aspiration, the legacy of progressive rock can be traced in an avant-garde
sensibility that has, on occasion, emerged in all subsequent rock genres.
Progressive rock, to put this another way, left avant-garde artists of all
sorts a model for the use rock/pop elements in their work. This lineage is
traceable in such postpunk bands as Pere Ubu and Public Image, but also
in electronic, techno and other dance music forms throughout the 1990s.

Whatever its historical importance and continuing influence, how-
ever, the central conceit of progressive rock — its notion that popular mu-
sic could and should indeed progress — seems to me even more problem-
atic now than it did then. In the late 1960s it was widely argued that
popular music was getting ever more interesting as a variety of musi-
cians developed pop forms to explore unexpected musical, lyrical, cul-
tural and political issues. By the mid-1970s such explorations seemed
self-indulgent and wrong headed. The value of popular music was once
more heard to lie in its simplicity and directness. And however this ar-
gument has gone since, there certainly isn’t any consensus that popular
music now is any better now that it was forty years ago, that its lan-
guage, techniques or expressive principles have in any way ‘progressed’.
In fact, such an assertion would nowadays seem silly — this is no longer
how rock is conceptualised. For the remainder of this paper I want to
consider some reasons why this might be so, to examine schematically
the dominant discourses of popular music history.

Writing the history of popular music

My proposal here is that five accounts of musical history are commonly
deployed in popular music discourse. One implies, superficially at least, that
popular music evolves, gets better; four imply that, at least in the longer
term, it does not. I will proceed by examining each approach in turn.
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a) the business model

By this I mean the model used both to make sense of the history of
popular music as an industry and deployed by the industry itself as part
of its sales process. In this model popular music does get better but this
sense of progress derives from the combination of two rather different
kinds of argument, the first about fechnology, the second about fashion.

The history of popular music is obviously implicated in the history
of technology (and vice versa) and technological history is almost al-
ways understood in terms of progress. We therefore take it for granted
that each new device for carrying or mediating music is better than (and
effectively replaces) that which has gone before. Phonography gave way
to electrical recording which gave way to analogue tape recording which
gave way to digital recording which will doubtless give way to some
thing else in the years to come. Each new method of recording is sold
and often, indeed, experienced as better than what went before: offering
a better sound and better ‘fidelity’ to the original performances that are
being recorded; each new playback method is more convenient to use
and manipulate, increases both the producer’s and listener’s abilities to
achieve sonic perfection. That such changes in the ways in which music
is produced/stored and retrieved/heard are changes for the better is a
matter of common sense. To suggest otherwise (to prefer vinyl to CDs or
mp3s, as [ do) is regarded as eccentric. Richard Osborne quotes Comp-
ton Mackenzie’s 1925 objection in The Gramophone (which he edited)
to the replacement of acoustic by electrical recording:

The exaggeration of sibilants by the new method is abominable, and
there is often harshness which recalls some of the worst excesses of the
past. The recording of massed strings is atrocious from an impres-
sionistic standpoint. I don’t want to hear symphonies with an American
accent. I don’t want blue-nose violins and Yankee clarinets. I don’t want
the piano to sound like a free-lunch counter.'

As Osborne suggests, this kind of argument (like those resisting the
replacement of 78s by long-playing records, turntables by CD players, or
CD collections by iPods) quickly becomes, as the each new technology
is rolled out, incomprehensible.

Perhaps this is, at least in part, a result of the second sort of industry
argument, about the effects of fashion. Like any other commodity pro-
ducer, the music industry has to persuade consumers to keep acquiring

! Compton Mackenzie, ‘Where We Stand’, The Gramophone, Vol. 1I1. No. 6 (Novem-
ber 1925), 25460 (p. 267). Quoted in Richard Osborne: ‘The Label’ Reseaux 25
(141-142), 2007, 67-96 (p.88).
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new goods (and music, unlike food or clothes, is not obviously used up).
The popular recording industry, then, has traditionally marketed its
wares with an emphasis on the new, ‘the latest thing’, with the implica-
tion that a new product, a new release, is a better product, will replace
the old — in the shops, on radio playlists, in people’s private listening
habits. This is to reinforce the argument from technology. Popular music
progresses. Each new record by an artist is better than the one before;
each new technology of sound production/reproduction offers a better
listening experience. Old sounds are ‘out of date’.

Such marketing discourse has been familiar for a hundred years or
more, and the subject of academic disdain for almost as long (as in
T.W.Adorno’s account of the culture industry, for example). But today it
is not clear whether anyone (even in the industry) really believes it!
There are a number of points to be made here. To begin with, techno-
logical changes in how sounds are carried don’t necessarily impinge on
people’s understanding of the musical experience involved. It is, in fact,
noteworthy how little popular musical principles have changed since the
onset of recording. Just as the ‘classical’ music repertoire with which
most people engage is much the same now as it was a hundred years ago
so most basic pop forms (if not their degree of amplification) would still
be recognisable to an early twentieth century listener. In the digital age,
certainly, the success of new technological devices has been as depend-
ent on the reselling of old sounds as the launching of new ones. The per-
centage of old to new product in sales figures has risen steadily since the
launch of CDs (approaching 50% currently) and even such a fashion ob-
ject as the iPod is (like the original 78 gramophone record) more signifi-
cant for enabling individual consumers to listen on demand to music
with which they are already familiar than as a device for download-
ing/hearing new or unfamiliar sounds.

At the same time, even more paradoxically, it is certainly arguable
that ‘anachronistic’ music technologies continue to set the standards
against which new devices are measured — the vinyl record didn’t disap-
pear but remains as a kind of reproof to the over-bright, over-compressed
sound of digital playback, just as acoustic instruments are still the musi-
cal tools to whose subtlety and character digital instruments aspire. In-
deed (and this is why even the music business belief in progress has be-
come more complicated) one of the most significant effects of digital
recording has been to freeze history. Old records going back to the ori-
gins of recording can be retrieved and remarketed; sound archives plun-
dered more profitably and less riskily — by record company and iPod
user alike—than new acts launched or listened to. The new still matters to
the music industry but less so than it has ever done before.
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b) the musicological model

One common way of understanding popular music is as a field made
up of a number of genres — rock’n’roll, heavy metal, punk, reggae, Brit-
pop, soul, grunge, rap, techno, progressive rock itself, etc. etc. etc. I
don’t want to go into the finer points of genre theory (and its problems)
here but just note its historical assumptions, its account of how musical
styles emerge, develop and decline. Genre theory is primarily concerned
with popular music’s formal qualities (which is why I call this model
musicological, though the formal description involved is not just musical
but may cover aspects of visual and performing style too).

Again this is a familiar discourse (commonly used in the music
press, for example). In this historical narrative new genres are taken to
emerge through the interstices of existing genres, or in the coming to-
gether of elements from previously separate kinds of music. Each new
genre takes on its own characteristic form until it is ‘perfected’ (in some
arguments this ideal form is immanent in its origins). Thereafter it de-
cays, is corrupted, loses audience interest and musical power, becomes ‘a
parody of itself’, etc. Such critical clichés are well enough known and I
don’t need to say any more about them here. This is the normal historical
narrative for all popular music genres (I cannot think of any exceptions)
and has two characteristics that are therefore worth noting.

First, although what we have here is very clearly an organic or bio-
logical account of birth, development and decline, in music criticism the
period of ageing/decline always seems to be much longer than the period
of youth/growth or, at least, gets far more attention. Indeed, it sometimes
seems as if a musical genre reaches self-consciousness — is recognised by
performers and audiences as a new genre — at precisely at the moment
when arguments begin as to whether or not it is now in decline.

Second, while the replacement of one genre by another is seen as in-
evitable, natural even, the overall history of genres (unlike the history of
species) is not seen as cumulatively progressive, with each genre supe-
rior, richer, better adapted to the world than what went before. Rather,
the model is Buddhist in its implications: popular music as an endlessly
repeated cycle of genre birth/life/death.

In short, the genre model (the most common historical discourse
among popular music devotees) feels like an argument about the inevita-
bility of decay. Whatever the sense of progress such a narrative must at
moments assume, its general sense is that music does not—cannot—pro-
gress for very long.

252



Simon Frith Can Music Progress?...

¢) the sociological model

From a sociological point of view the history of music must be un-
derstood as an aspect of social history; musical changes reflect changes
in society. We could expect then, that when a society is ‘progressing’ (in
terms of technology, affluence, health and education, leisure time, social
structures, human rights) its popular music would be progressive too.
But in practice the issue is how society is taken to influence and shape
popular music and this makes the story more complicated.

In Western capitalist countries since 1945 the social variable taken
to be most significant for the sound and meaning of popular music has
been age. The history of Western popular music has been related to
demographic factors (such as the post-war baby boom) and the social
role of popular music has been related to the growing up (or ageing
process) and, in particular, to the social construction and experience of
youth. Young people are thought to have the most emotional investment
in music and popular music is believed to have its most significant im-
pact on people’s lives, on their identities, social networks, moral values
and so forth when they are young. This means, paradoxically, that for
grown-ups popular music always seems best to express the past, the
sense of possibility that they no longer have. From this perspective,
popular music cannot be heard to progress because its value is essentially
frozen in time. Hence the common sociological observation that people
value most highly the music to which they were committed to in their
teens and early twenties; hence too the widely shared popular belief that
new music gets worse as one gets older: young people today just can’t
play or sing or write tunes or even enjoy themselves on the dance floor
as we used to do! In short, even if people’s lives do get better as they get
older, even if they believe they have, indeed, ‘progressed’, popular mu-
sic is not included in the narrative of what such progress means.

Two other sociological arguments are familiar. The first understands
musical change in terms of population movement — migration, urbanisa-
tion, globalisation, and so forth, changes that undermine ‘traditional’ or
customary or established ways of doing things. Again, what is striking
here is that whatever the overall material consequences of such change,
in terms of such things as improved quality of life or greater opportuni-
ties for women or better conditions of childhood, musically such changes
tend to be regarded negatively. There are familiar critical tropes here:
describing, for example, how local, traditional, ‘folk’ music is commer-
cialised, standardised, turned into something simply quaint. More gener-
ally, socio-musical history describes minority, marginal, idiosyncratic
music moving into the international commercial mainstream, losing its
specific regional or national character. In short, whatever the realities of
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social progress (not least for musicians), discursively such change is al-
most always described negatively (hence the elaborate mechanisms for
concealing such processes in the marketing of so-called world music).
This is where the recurring concept of authenticity comes into critical
play. The ‘authentic’ describes a musical form before ‘progress’ happens
to it.

Another sociological approach is rather different. This suggests that
what one might call the ideology of popular music — its account of how
music should sound, what it is for — is related to broader cultural and
aesthetic arguments. To put this more simply, it is a matter of historical
record that musical tastes change. This is perhaps most obvious in per-
forming styles. What seems sincere (or authentic) in one era can seem
exaggerated and insincere in another. In the ‘high’ performing arts, good
acting or opera singing or instrumental playing are judged differently
now than even thirty years ago. Popular music similarly can and does
simply sound old-fashioned (and in popular music this can be a matter
too of recording sound, of changing studio conventions and technologies
and instruments). Now it might seem to be necessarily the case that as
accounts of musical excellence or correctness change so ways of doing
things in the past will sound inadequate. But in the digital age the argu-
ment is not so clear-cut. The classical music world’s exploration of ‘au-
thentic’ historical instruments and performing styles is now echoed by
suggestions in the popular music world that digital remixes of classic
jazz and rock albums do not change them for the better. Indeed, I would
argue that digital technology has confused the relationship of taste and
history. Popular music is no longer rooted in a particular time and place
but continually revived, remixed and re-released and until it occupies a
kind of virtual, history-less space. For many of their listeners, the Beatles
are as much a 1990s group (when the various digitally remixed anthol-
ogy albums were released) as a 1960s one. In fact, it is hard now, in the
CD age, to determine exactly what the Beatles 1960s sound was. There
is a kind of musical progress here but by default and without any real
sense of history. Old music is continuously being made new.

d) the historical model
Popular music histories have two main concerns: origins and lives.

By origins 1 mean the search for a founding moment of whatever
musical world or genre is being studied: the first be-bop gig, the first
rock’n’roll record, the first punk act. (This obviously relates to the kind
of genre analysis that I’ve already discussed.) This approach is common
in TV music history programmes, and the tone of such programmes,
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whatever their chronological narrative, is that the excitement of popular
music history comes from moving backwards from the present music
(which is familiar) to its origins (which are not). Every TV series on
popular music history I’ve ever watched gets duller the nearer it gets to
the present.

In print, most popular music history is written through /ives, in the
form of biographies; as any visit to a large bookstore will confirm, biog-
raphies dominate the popular music shelves. The dynamic of the pop or
rock biography is fairly consistent. Even if the life doesn’t end literally
in early death or burn out, the narrative convention is the decline of
creativity as the artist’s will and imagination are sapped by too much
success (or too little), by wealth (or continued poverty), by personal and
commercial pressures, by boredom, falling sales, rising sales, shooting
up, settling down. Pop and rock are unusual artistic forms in that it is
widely assumed that performers get less interesting as they get older (and
increasingly play only their old numbers anyway). Is there any signifi-
cant rock artist whose work is thought to have got steadily better? Even
the positive reviewers of the last Bob Dylan album took it for granted
that his new music wasn’t — couldn’t be — as important, startling or in-
spiring as the music he made that really mattered, in the 1960s. And this
relates to the final model, that I will mention, if briefly.

e) the art history model

By this I mean the Romantic (nineteenth century) suggestion that
there are some artists who can be removed from, transcend history: their
value is timeless. Such artists” works are canonical; they reach ‘human-
ity’, generally defined, rather than audiences defined historically, by
market or social forces. Popular music en bloc has, of course, been de-
fined as outside this history-less history by the ideology of classical mu-
sic; pop is too obviously functional, commercial, and crowd-pleasing to
express eternal values. Nevertheless rock and other popular musical
forms (jazz, country) have developed their own canons, halls of fame,
and ‘classic’ works. What they haven’t done successfully (jazz comes
closest) is establish cultural traditions in institutional terms, in the form
of conservatories, formal qualifications and master/pupil relations. And,
for this reason, and unlike art music, pop and rock haven’t established an
institutionalised dialectic of tradition/innovation. A new band like the
Arctic Monkeys is not difficult to place in rock stylistic terms but
whether the group is valued by its fans as a ‘traditional’ or ‘innovative’
British indie rock band is much less easy to determine. By and large,
though, over the last forty years of rock music new bands have been
more often acclaimed for returning to the essence of rock’n’roll than for
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developing something quite new. (The only exception to this argument [
can think of in recent British popular music history is in the club/dance
scene where innovation has sometimes been self-consciously pursued
and honoured.)

Conclusion

What I suggest above, in schematic form, is that most discourses
through which people understand popular music do not make sense of its
history in terms of progress. Those that do (the industrial model, for in-
stance) are treated with suspicion. What this perhaps surprising finding
reflects, I believe, is the truism that popular music is rooted in people’s
sense of time passing, whether their own time (ageing, social change) or
at the instant of hedonism as in dance music, and that time passing is
mostly an occasion for regret. Regret, one could say, has been the es-
sence of popular music (whatever its use for social excess and celebra-
tion) since its emergence as a commodity form in the context of indus-
trial capitalism in the nineteenth century, from the Irish song through the
blues and old-time country music and Tin Pan Alley pop through to their
various offspring.

To put this another way, the issue here is not whether or not popular
music progresses but how popular music became the art form that best
expressed the people’s uneasy experience of ‘progress’, their doubts
about the relentless effects of modernism and capitalism. Our under-
standing of nostalgia — as a feeling characteristic of modern life — is, |
believe, defined musically, and that feeling is, in turn, central to the ways
in which popular music is used and heard. Thus, to return to my starting
point, ‘progressive rock’ itself became eventually, the object of an in-
tensely nostalgic cult, a continuous search for listening experiences past,
conducted on the internet, at fan conventions and, it has to be said, in the
classroom by academics!

Cajmon @pum

»MOXE JIN [TIOITYJIAPHA MVY3UKA JIA HAIIPEJIYJE?
PASMUIIJBABLA O UCTOPUIU TTOITYJTAPHE MY3UKE
(Pesume)

,»IIporpec™ je TepMHH KOjH Ce 4eCTO YHOTpeOsbaBa y AUCKypcHMa TOIyap-
He My3uke. [IporpecHBHHM ce Ha3MBajy MHOI'M MY3HYKH JKaHPOBH IIOITyJIapHE
KyNType, ajld ce WIaK Hajuenthe TOBOPH O MPOTPECHBHOj poK My3uid. [louert-
KOM cemamzueceTux roguHa 20. BeKa CHHTarMOM MpocpecusHy pox O3HadaBaHa

256



Simon Frith Can Music Progress?...

je My3HKa Koja je Ouiia CIIOKEHH]ja O]l IO My3UKEe, ¥ Y U3BECHOM CMHUCIY II0-
KazuBaJla CIIMYHOCTH ca [Je3 ¥ KJIACMYHUM KoMmo3uiujama. Mnak, npoepecusnu
POK HHKaJa HHje MPEBA3UINA0 OKBUPE MOIyJapHe KyiType. 300r Tora ce YuHH
npo0JIeMaTHYHOM HJIgja O TOME Ja MOMyJIapHa My3uKa MOXKe U Tpeba na ,,Ha-
mpexmxyje’.

Hako naHac He MOCTOjU KOHCEH3YC O TOME Jia JIM je IOoITyJlapHa My3uKa Ha-
IpeioBajia TOKOM MPOTEKINX HEKOJIMKO JICEHHja WM HHje, IOCTOjH HEKOJIHKO
JUCKYP3UBHHUX Mojiea (OU3HKUC, MY3UKOJIONIKH, COIMOIOIIKH, HCTOPHjCKU MO-
JIEJT ¥ MOJIEJ UCTOPHje YMETHOCTH) KOJH C€ OJTHOCE Ha 0Baj MPoOIIeM.

Y OGu3HHC MOjieNy MHIIBEHa U TOBOpa O MOIMYJIapHOj My3HUIH YOOH4YajeHO
je 1a ce UCTopHja MOMyJIapHe MY3HKE MTOBE3yje ca HCTOPH]jOM TEXHOJIOTH]E, IPe
cBera ca pasBojeM Hocaua 3Byka. [1omiTo ce MCTOpHja TEXHOJIOTHjE YBEK pas-
Martpa y OKBHPY KOHIIENTA O HAMIPETKY, OH/IA CE UCTH HAYMH NOMMAamba UCTOPHje
npuMeyje ¥ Ha UCTopHjaT My3uke. [IuTame je, MehyTum, &a au maHac MKO
Bepyje y TakaB MapKETHHIIKH AUCKYpC KOju adUpMHIle M MporjiamiaBa Ha-
NPEIHAM CaMO OHO IITO je HajHOBHje Ha TPXUIITY. OCHM TOra, IapagoKCcaTHO
je Ia ce ynpaBo pa3BojeM TEXHOJIOTHje 4yBa ,,cTapa My3HKa Koja, IIpeMa MepH-
JMMa U3 OM3HKC TUCKypca, He IpHIaga OKBUPHMA ,,HalIpeTHe * My3HUKe.

My3HKOJIOIIKA MOJIENT AUCKYypca Hernpa uaejy o MoryhiHoCcTH mporpeca mo-
myJapHe My3HKe jep ce TeMeJbU Ha pa3MaTpamy HacTaHKa, pa3Boja W mporaja-
Hha PA3HOBPCHUX TUIIOBAa MY3HKE, OJJHOCHO CBEIOYM O LIUKIUYHO] CMEHH KaH-
pOBa, a He 0 BUXOBOM IIPOrpecy.

Y COIUOIIONIKOM MOJIETY AUCKYpCa 3aCTYIUBCH je CTaB Ja je pa3Boj My3UKe
aHaNOraH pa3Bojy APYIITBA. AHAJOTH]E CE MOTY YCIOCTABJbATH HA PA3THIUTHM
HUBOMMA, aJId CE CBAKOM aHAJIOTHjOM JIOKa3yje Jia je YIpKOC HAMPETKy JPYIIT-
Ba, HAMpeJaK My3HKe JUCKYTaOmIaH, OJIHOCHO HeMOryh.

Vcropujcku IUCKYyp3UBHU MOZEI IOpa3yMeBa H3y4yaBambe 104eTaKa ofpe-
heHux My3uYKHX MMOKpeTa, Kao U u3ydaBame ouorpaduja mysnuapa. [lonyT my-
3UKOJIOLIKOT MOZEJIA, U UCTOPUJCKU JUCKYPC Ce TeMeJbU Ha HapaTHBY O Ipoma-
Jamy (IOKpeTa WK My3udapa), yMECTO O IIPOrpecy.

Hu auckyp3MBHUM MOJIENIOM HCTOpHje YMETHOCTH C€ He 3acTyma Te3a o
MoryhHOCTH HaIlpeTKa IomyIapHe My3uke, Beh ce pa3Buja uzaeja o MmoryhHoCTH
TpaHCLEHAUpamka UCTOPHje U CTBAPamba ,,BEUHNX * BPEIHOCTH. YIIPaBO 300T I0-
CTOjama KaHOHA IOIIyJapHe My3HKe, MHOTU My3H4apH ce JaHac He 0aBe pa3BH-
jameM, ycaBpiiaBeleM My3ndkux (Gopmu, Beh MHCIMpalMjy Hajlaze y CTapuM,
,,KITACHYHUM* TpUMEpHMa TI0ITyJIapHE MY3WYKe KyJIType.

Y1pkoc cBUM HaBeIEHHM pa3MaTpamnuMa, Uiak Tpeda HAOMEeHYTH Ja JTHi-
JieMa y BE3W C TUM Jia JIM MOIyJiapHa My3HKa MOXe Jia Halpe/yje uMa, 3arpaso,
CeKyHIapHU 3Ha4aj. MHOTO BaXKHH]E j€ MUTAmE KaKo je TMOMyIapHa My3HKa I1o-
cTajia HajooJhe CPEICTBO 3a U3paKaBaWkbEe OHOT HEJIarogHOr ocehama M3a3BaHor
,[IPOTPECOM"* U IpyT'UM IHOCIeaUIaMa MOAECPHU3MA U KalUTalIu3Ma.

(pe3ume caunHma Banentuna Pagoman)
UDC 78.036.9.01
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