Analyzing Popular Music

EDITED BY ALLAN F. MOORE

#% CAMBRIDGE

&'l UNIVERSITY PRESS



PUBLISHED BY THE PRESS SYNDICATE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE
The Pitt Building, Trumpington Street, Cambridge CB2 1RP, United Kingdom

CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS
The Edinburgh Building, Cambridge, CB2 1RP, UK

40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 10011-4211, USA

477 Williamstown Road, Port Melbourne, VIC 3207, Australia
Ruiz de Alarcén 13, 28014 Madrid, Spain

Dock House, The Waterfront, Cape Town 8001, South Africa

http://www.cambridge.org

© Cambridge University Press 2003

This book is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception

and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
no reproduction of any part may take place without

the written permission of Cambridge University Press.

First published 2003

Printed in the United Kingdom at the University Press, Cambridge
Typeface Minion 10.25/14 pt System BTgX 2¢  [1B]

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

ISBN 0 521 77120 X hardback



10

11

Contents

Acknowledgement [vi]
Contributors [vii]

Introduction [1]
ALLAN F. MOORE

Popular music analysis: ten apothegms and four instances [16]
ROBERT WALSER

From lyric to anti-lyric: analyzing the words in pop song [39]
Dar GRIFFITHS

The sound is ‘out there’: score, sound design and exoticism in
The X-Files [60]
ROBYNN J. STILWELL

Feel the beat come down: house music as rhetoric [80]
STAN HAWKINS

The determining role of performance in the articulation of meaning:
the case of “Try a Little Tenderness’ [103]
Ros BowMmaN

Marxist music analysis without Adorno: popular music and urban
geography [131]
ApaMm Krims

Jethro Tull and the case for modernism in mass culture [158]
ALLAN E. MOORE

Pangs of history in late 1970s new-wave rock [173]
JouN CovacH

Is anybody listening? [196]
CHRIS KENNETT

Talk and text: popular music and ethnomusicology [218]
MARTIN STOKES

Bibliography [240]
Discography [258]
Film/Videography [260]
Index [261]



1 Introduction

ALLAN F. MOORE

How do we ‘know’” music? Although music has a variety of distinct
audiences, one way of approaching a universally applicable response is by
looking at the activities we undertake in its presence. Most widespread, of
course, is listening. We may listen for pleasure, for identification, as an ac-
companiment to other activities (dancing, cooking), distractedly (as when
watching a film) and in many other ways. In pre-modern societies, listening
without any more active form of participation was rare indeed, whether that
activity focused on performing itself, on some form of dance, or even on
banter with the musicians: some would argue that in modern society too,
the musical experience is impoverished without such participation. Many of
us are either fortunate or wilful enough to insist on performing, and even
composing. All of these activities may be defined as ways of ‘knowing’ music,
even if that knowledge is not communicated verbally. We do, however, find
verbal communication about music a seductive activity: the scholar Nicholas
Cook even argues that words are indispensable in the process of our creat-
ing for ourselves meaning out of the music we listen to (Cook 1998a: 270).
Verbal communication is certainly necessary for the remaining activity we
undertake in respect of music — its study, the process of knowing it ‘better’

Twenty years ago, it was difficult to find any institution where popu-
lar music (as a field distinct from ‘classical’ or ‘non-Western’ musics or jazz)
could be found being taught to prospective musicians at undergraduate level.
It simply did not appear on the syllabus. Partly as a consequence, the music
was ascribed ‘amateur’ status, notwithstanding the evident professionalism
exhibited by its practitioners, and the revenue those considered successful
were able to generate for various stakeholders (agents and managers, publish-
ers and recording companies, performance venues, record distributors, high
street outlets). At the turn of the century, the position has changed to such
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an extent that not only are many undergraduate musicians enabled to study
some aspect of popular music (whether that be its performance, its compo-
sition, production, sociology, analysis, its marketing or whatever), but there
are even degree programmes devoted entirely to it. This has raised within
the academic community inevitable questions of how it is to be taught and
studied. It has become abundantly clear that to treat popular music as sim-
ply another activity (something else that is ‘popular’ that people indulge in)
and to restrict oneself to investigating its institutions and practices is not
sufficient for, as music, it appears to hold such a qualitatively distinct place
in our lives. It has become equally clear that to treat popular music as simply
another genre (as simply another sort of ‘music’ that people listen to) and to
make use of the techniques developed for the study of the bourgeois music
canon, is similarly insufficient. The issue is wider than this, of course, for
even the techniques through which the ‘bourgeois music canon’ is addressed
are no longer unquestioned. It is at the intersection of these three realiza-
tions that this set of essays originates. It will be useful, therefore, to begin
by outlining both the archaeology of ‘popular musicology’ and the prob-
lematics which have become identified as the ‘new musicology’, or ‘critical
musicology’.

‘Popular musicology’ is an unfortunate, and potentially misleading,
term for the discipline which is growing out of musicology in order to ad-
dress the need for an investigative methodology.? When musicologists first
took the daring step of investigating contemporary popular music, the need
for a separate methodology (i.e. the realization that ‘popular music’ was an-
other sort of music) was not readily perceived. Thus, in his ground-breaking
attempt to interpret the music of the Beatles, British musicologist Wilfrid

1 Musical scholarship in North America observes a disciplinary divide between
musicology (which incorporates historical study, aesthetics, criticism) and music
theory (which incorporates analysis). The UK (and Europe generally, it seems)
does not, except where the North American influence is overwhelming. The term
‘musicology’ acts there as an over-arching term for all these activities. Here, I
adopt the latter usage, in part because the former divide is senseless in a field
(popular music) which as yet involves so few musicologists (in the broader sense),
but so many from other disciplines (sociology, cultural studies, media studies,
literary theory, etc.). There are other reasons, of course, which will become clear.

2 ‘Popular musicology’ should be read as the musicological investigation of
popular music, rather than the accessible investigation of music!



INTRODUCTION

Mellers (1973) nonetheless employed his version of the standard discursive
analytical practice of the time.? Indeed, the Beatles were among the first pop
musicians to have called forth positive evaluations from the establishment.*
The US anthropologist Charles Keil came to a related repertoire with a dif-
ferent set of questions to pose. While his study of the blues is informed by
close, analytical listening, his aim was to discover the role the contemporary
blues singer played within urban, lower-class Negro culture (Keil 1991: 1).
His compatriot Charles Hamm adopted a more standard historical musico-
logical approach to his unearthing of the history of popular song in the USA
(Hamm 1979) and, as befits a historical musicologist, his work remains con-
cerned with the relationship between that repertoire and both avant-garde
and African musics. He proclaims elsewhere his indebtedness to an earlier
study by Mellers (1965), which at the time ‘concern[ed] itself more with jazz
and other vernacular music than any book to that point’ (Hamm 1983: ix).
Three approaches, then, the analytical/interpretive, the anthropological and
the historical, whose terms are taken from their parent disciplines. It is only in
retrospect that these studies have taken on their own historical importance —
at the time they were each perceived as marginal studies within music, just as
within each of these approaches popular music remained a marginal field of
study. It was only with the activities of British sociologists, and particularly
the work emanating from the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies in
Birmingham, that the study of popular music began to move closer to centre
stage. Here, it was constructed most typically as a music of youth resistance via
theories of subculture (see especially Hall and Jefferson 1976), a construction
which is falling increasingly into disfavour. Frith’s (1983 ) related emphasis on
issues of opportunity and constraint within which access to popular music
operated posed many of the important questions. In the background of
all these studies (although a long way in the background in some cases)
was Adorno’s denigration of pre-war popular music (e.g. Adorno 1978) in
favour of European modernism, in the attempt to construct an adequate

3 Middleton (1972) proclaims its indebtedness to Mellers, and actually appeared
slightly earlier. It is not that well known and has been out of print for many years,
but is a vastly under-rated book, largely free from the methodological problems
inherent in Mellers’s approach.

4 Rorem (1968) and the entire collection edited by Eisen (1969) are cases in point,
even if the latter consists largely of journalism.



ALLAN F. MOORE

and musically informed sociology of music (see especially the critique of
Adorno in Middleton 1990: 34-63). The diversity of approaches observed
here might usefully suggest that the study of popular music is an interdis-
ciplinary affair, the contributions of whose various fields were mapped in
Richard Middleton’s mammoth study (1990). In part, this interdisciplinary
agenda was formative in the institution of the International Association for
the Study of Popular Music (Tagg 1985), even if the polarization often en-
countered between ‘musicological’ and ‘sociological’ approaches has been
no less apparent there.

The last two decades in particular have sown poststructuralist doubts
deep within the close reading of music of all kinds, doubts which are directed
not only at the authority of the composer but, perhaps even more strongly,
at the identity, the coherence, the autonomy of the individual piece, work,
song (however we choose to label it). The consequences of this move have
broadly been of three types. Some have argued that the very practice of close
reading, or analysis, has become fatally flawed in its inability to respond
to the particularity of our responses to music.’> Some, in reinforcing the
division between humanities-based and science-based approaches to music,
have simply denied the force of these objections.® Both these types of response
are fast becoming entrenched. A third possibility is available, to divorce the
practice of analysis from the fundamental assumption of the autonomy of the
piece under analysis. Adam Krims (1998) has recently attempted to establish
such a position within the field of the canon, on theoretical grounds. A
similar aim underpins this collection, to which I shall return. However, it is
the first of these three approaches which most requires acknowledgement at
this time.

To differing degrees, both (US) New Musicology and (UK) Critical
Musicology broadly embrace the conditional relativism embodied in
Middleton’s call to study ‘the whole musical field’ (1990: 7). They are marked
not only by dissatisfaction with the methods (including conventional
analysis) employed to undertake such study, but also by dissatisfactions with
the exclusive divisions into which musicology falls, and with the exclusive

5 This is the thrust of Tomlinson’s key (1993) article.

6 In distinguishing between ‘humanities-based” and ‘science-based’, I make
reference to the musicology/music theory divide. Agawu (1996) clearly expresses
such a denial.
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repertoire usually studied by musicology (and which develops outward from
the encounter with Classicism). One of the strongest points of contactamong
interested parties is the acceptance of a notion of inclusiveness, the realization
that musicologists can no longer afford to ignore a particular corpus simply
because it is written, performed, studied, or just listened to by, say, women,
by expatriate, foreign or isolated communities, by a particular social class or
age group, or simply by ‘others’. This necessarily implies a questioning of such
notions as genius, canons themselves, universality, aesthetic autonomy and
textual immanence, a questioning now routinely traced to Kerman (1980,
1985).7

So, at the centre of the debate concerning just how popular music is best
studied is the status of the ‘musical text’ and the activity of ‘music analysis’
I have identified this debate above as originating in ‘poststructuralism’, which
may be understood as a group of methodologies which go beyond the seek-
ing of solutions in the ways cultural products and practices are structured.
This is an aspect of a wider cultural shift in industrial society, a paradigmatic
change conveniently known as ‘postmodernism’ Under ‘modernism’, within
music discourse, notions of originality, authorship and autonomy were self-
evident. ‘Originality’ in some respect distinguished the noteworthy from
the mundane, and pursuit of the original ensured the continual progress
of musical styles and techniques. Notions of ‘authorship’ meant that to un-
derstand a piece of music was to understand the composer’s intention, or
at least his (normally) workings.® And, since the creative artist functioned
as an autonomous being (see Pippin 1991: 61-4), it was not necessary to
delve outside his biography, or that of his music, in order to understand
it. ‘Postmodernism’, however, has recognized that progress is quite possibly
an illusion (an argument put elegantly long ago by the scholar Christopher
Small — see Small 1977: 9) and that the authority long vested in the author is
specious. No less so are, we believe, claims to musical autonomy.

In the words of the anthropologist Gregory Bateson, ‘information con-
sists of differences that make a difference’ (Bateson 1979: 99). Analysis is

7 Some of the results of such questioning can be found in volumes such as
Bergeron and Bohlman (1992), Pople (1994), Schwarz, Kassabian and Siegel
(1997), Krims (1998), Cook (1998b) and Cook and Everist (1999).

8 In the study of music, the notion of the omnipotent voice of the author in his/her
work was never so strongly held as in the study of literature.
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very good at pointing out differences, whether stylistic (i.e. between similar
pieces) or within pieces (varied repetitions, for instance). Although this is
easier for the canon (where one has a visual text to refer to), it is nonetheless
possible when analyzing the aural text (what it is that we hear). Even such a
critic of formalist analysis as Charles Keil nonetheless pays great attention to
objectifiable details of musical structures (Keil 1994: 59-67). The difficulty
lies in deciding which differences do make a difference, which carry any in-
terpretive weight. Thus, as we see it here, analysis is an issue of interpretation.
But, interpretation of what? It appears to me that the reason we (commu-
nally) go out of our way to experience music is simply in order to have been
part of the experience that was that music. It is thus, at root, the experience
which is subject to interpretation. This formulation is pretty abstract, but
I think that most of the reasons which tend to be offered for why people use
music at all can be distilled into such a phrase. Now, the role of scholars is
principally to formulate pertinent questions. From my own perspective, the
most valuable question to follow this observation is something like ‘why was
the experience like it was?’ As a musicologist, I would tend to narrow the
question down further to ‘why did the music sound like it did?” Although
I am necessarily defensive about this bracketing off of many of what I would
call the ‘paramusical’ elements of the experience (in that the hearing of music
is the sine qua non for a communal musical experience to have taken place),
I take refuge in the recognition that it is the responsibility of the entire com-
munity of scholars to provide an adequate study of the field, rather than
that of individuals. Nobody can claim to see the entire picture. Although the
question, ‘why did the music sound like it did?” may seem simple enough,
it opens the door to that whole host of more detailed questions with which
scholars are often concerned. These would include ‘how does it sound?’ (and
the associated ‘who does the telling?’, i.e. does my observation carry more
weight than that of anyone else, and if so, on what grounds?), ‘for whom
does it sound like that?’ (i.e. for whom do the differences we observe make a
difference? — what levels of competence should be assumed? — are we taking
an ‘objective view), the performers’ view, the active listeners) or whose?) and
even, at last, ‘why does it matter?’ (i.e. how does people’s use of music relate
to their uses of other artefacts and experiences?).

It is, however, necessary to begin from some conceptualization of how
the music sounds. The most important reason for this, I believe, is one of



INTRODUCTION

empowerment. Listeners everywhere are encouraged to conceptualize the
invention of music as a branch of magic, to believe that musical actions and
gestures cannot be subject to any level of explanation, and hence under-
standing, beyond the trivially biographical. This view, which might almost
be described as a sort of ‘popular modernism’ (in the terms discussed above)
is ultimately disabling and disenfranchising, in that it conveys to the con-
ventionally ‘unmusical’ that their state is beyond any hope of change. That
this belief in music as magic is shared not only by those in influential po-
sitions within the media (much popular music journalism, for instance),
but also by those in positions of power within the leisure industry (see e.g.
Negus 1992: 52-5), only makes the disturbance more acute. The view seems
only too natural to those who have never made note-to-note musical deci-
sions, and only too absurd to those who reflect upon spending their lives
doing so.

To take full advantage of the interdisciplinarity that the study of popu-
lar music offers, means at least to begin from the understandings that relevant
disciplines can provide (see Tagg 1991: 144). The interface between musi-
cology on the one hand, and the social sciences and other humanities on the
other, is often highly problematic, and will remain so unless we can be quite
explicit about our normally unexamined assumptions: it has been a salutary
experience to engage with scholars who spend their entire professional lives
researching aspects of music, but who cannot accept that such a thing as a
‘perfect cadence’ or a ‘gapped melodic contour’ can have any bearing on the
way listeners respond to music, because conceptualizing such things requires
training those listeners have not had. Defending the practice of analysis in
such circumstances can be an education in itself, especially when trying to
sort out at what point objectivity intersects with intersubjectivity in such an
enterprise. This seems such a crucial task as to make acceptable the risk
of briefly sinking into pedantry. We hear a sound when our eardrum
vibrates at, say, 440Hz, having been set in motion by sound-waves vibrating
at that same speed. They, in turn, have been set in motion by the vibration
of some material, again at that speed, even in the presence of conflicting
vibrations from other sound sources (such a sound may, of course, be of very
short duration indeed). This is an objective description of what happens.
In saying this, I mean that any person with normal or near-normal hearing,
from whatever culture they come, will have their eardrums vibrate at the
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same speed. They will not identify the ‘sound’ that the brain receives in
terms of its speed — that would be too cumbersome. There is a code fairly
widely accepted in Europe, North America, and latterly in other parts of the
world also, which would call the sound ‘A above middle C’ and, in choosing
whether to use that code or some other, we are entering into an act of in-
terpretation, but it is an interpretation of the cultural context of the sound,
of how to understand it, rather than of the sound itself. Our choice of code
(how we make sense of the sound) cannot affect the speed of the vibrations,
nor their interference patterns with vibrations from antecedent, simultane-
ous, and subsequent sounds. By subjecting this sound to analysis, we are in
fact making an interpretation of the relationships apparent between it and
antecedent, simultaneous, and consequent sounds, an activity into which it
is impossible not to insert the self, because such relationships only become
apparent in the presence of a perceiver.® Thus, an analysis is only one among
a number of possibilities. This is an important point, since this book lays no
claim to the provision of a single mechanism whereby musical meaning is
enabled.

An analysis can be subject to at least two types of evaluation. An in-
herent evaluation would critique it on what might be widely recognized
grounds: its economy; its rhetoric or communicative power; its misidenti-
fication of the irreducible facets of the object.!® For example, if we could
demonstrate that profligacy was of little value in any aspect of life, we would
have a secure basis for evaluation on this ground (thus does aesthetics shade
into ethics). Structural coherence used to be regarded as such a ground, of
course. These days, however, it may well be that there are no sufficiently
widely recognized grounds to permit such an evaluation. A pragmatic evalu-
ation would recognize the question towards which the analysis was directed
in search of an answer and use this as a starting-point. The weakness of the
scholarship community lies in the fact that any analysis worthy of the name
has to be based on, and give rise to, mutually agreed theoretical paradigms. In
some areas of music (for instance eighteenth- and nineteenth-century tonal
music, perhaps jazz, perhaps the Indian raga traditions, perhaps twentieth-
century concert music) we have these. Despite a growing number of studies

9 To my mind, the most elegant demonstration of this observation remains that
of Barfield (1988).
10 What Tagg (1991) usefully identifies as its musemes.
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(Winkler 1978; Tagg 1982; van der Merwe 1989; Middleton 1990; Brackett
1995; Everett 2000; Moore 2001), Western popular music is one of the areas
in which, as yet, we do not. What, however, is this objective sound? We can-
not entirely take it for granted. It does not exist in any sort of written form
but only, ultimately, in our (faulty) memories. All visual representations of
it are just that — representations. The emphasis on sounds per se, rather than
on representations of them, distinguishes the investigations in this book
from that of much other analytical enquiry. In formulating this distinction,
Theodore Gracyk has recently differentiated between the ‘ontological thick-
ness’ of ‘rock’ (the very physical nature of the sounds we hear, and the richness
of detail over and above what can be visually represented in codified form)
and the corresponding ‘thinness’ of the scores of the European tradition,
where a great deal of performance detail has to be inferred through famil-
iarity with performance styles. The issue is complex: as I have argued above,
notwithstanding the difficulty of representation the musical text does have a
specificity — we do not go so far as Raymond Monelle’s recent claim that the
‘[musical] text is whatever criticism observes’ (Monelle 2000: 157). However
much our idealism may cause us to rue the fact, the commodification of
contemporary music culture is taken as read.

The proximate causes of this book are broadly twofold. In 1990, Richard
Middleton argued that the wholesale importation of analytical methods bor-
rowed from music analysis and applied to popular music could not be sus-
tained (Middleton 1990: 104ft.). All the essays in this book are therefore, in
some sense, essays in music analysis, even where they take a critical stance
towards the practice of analysis itself. As I have stated above, analysis is
necessarily interpretation, and these essays alone demonstrate the healthy
divergence of practices which nonetheless do not prevent us from continu-
ing to laugh with each other. As will by now be clear, however, they exclude
the formalist interpretations developing from traditional modernist musi-
cology (represented best, perhaps, by Forte 1995), such that nowhere is the
practice of analysis its own justification. In each case, analysis is put at the
service of answering some larger question. In 1992, I co-hosted the London
conference Popular Music: The Primary Text, whose purpose was, in part,
to debate the senses in which analysis was appropriate to popular music.
Although none of these essays is as old as that conference, I first ate and
drank with some of the current contributors at that event. This book is a
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subsequent snapshot of the analytic work being undertaken. It addresses a
variety of genres, each of which is ‘current’ at the time of writing, but since no
genre predominates within the collection, we endeavour to evade any sense
of presuming to establish a ‘canon’. Above all, we believe the book demon-
strates the sheer range and vitality of contemporary close reading of popular
music.

Since it was first conceived, three other comparable collections have ap-
peared: it may be worth outlining how they differ. John Covach and Graeme
Boone’s Understanding Rock (1997) addresses a smaller repertoire (i.e. ‘rock’)
and is aimed exclusively, to all appearances, at a North American audience.
Its subtitle (‘Essays in Musical Analysis’) situates it clearly within the dis-
course mapped out above. Walter Everett’s Expression in Pop-Rock Music
(2000) succeeds it by only three years. In some essays (most notably those
by Hisama and Fast), the social and the musical are seen to impact on each
other, while elsewhere not only the utilization, but the conceptualization, of
analytic method is foregrounded in a primarily aesthetic discourse. Richard
Middleton’s Reading Pop (2000) is a collection of key articles with a similar
range to this, but encompassing a far more overt interdisciplinary approach,
such that the question of analysis is rather downplayed. These collections
indicate the growth in collective popular music scholarship, while they also
lay out a domain within which this present collection moves.

So, what of the chapters in this book? Each addresses a different genre,
and each is analytically founded, while each also addresses a different area of
the problematics outlined above. The issue of autonomy is met head-on in
Robynn Stilwell’s discussion of the music to the cult TV show The X-Files.
She situates it as a site of many boundary distinctions: between music for
television and music for film, between aesthetic and commercial imperatives,
and between music and sound design, each pair impacting on the others.
She traces the show’s precedents and argues that it inhabits its own distinct
sound-world, strongly (and problematically) dependent on what everyday
language describes as ‘ethnic’ music. She argues that, in its acceptance of
a specifically televisual medium, the show adopts a greater continuity of
scoring than has been the norm, in the process denying the music any strong
sense of autonomy, but as a result increasing its effectiveness ‘as mediator
of the visual experience’. The interdisciplinary approach required by this
chapter is explicit elsewhere, too. Dai Griffiths takes up an old issue, that

10
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of the extent to which the lyrics to popular song can be considered poetry.
Indeed, it was through this route that popular music made an early entry
into the academy, in the guise of literary studies. Subsequently, the posi-
tion turned to such an extent that the meaning of lyrics became discounted,
both by musicians (he cites Bob Dylan, of all people) and critics (Simon
Frith, among others). Griffiths develops a number of themes in arguing for
a partial rehabilitation of the meaning, and articulation, of lyrics: verbal
space (to do with the varying pace at which lyrics are delivered), the role of
sonic elements (particularly rhyme and alliteration), and the ways grammar
is toyed with. Signalling the crucial importance of subject position for the
subsequent development of the understanding of ways lyrics operate, he in-
sists that a variety of literacies are required for this understanding, of which
attending to words in their own relation to song has been badly overlooked
hitherto. My own chapter on the music of Jethro Tull takes as its starting-
point Fredric Jameson’s curious identification of the music of the Beatles and
the Rolling Stones as modernist popular music. It thereby responds to the
notion of modernism as an ideological apparatus enabling the discussion
of music, but views modernism as a bundle of aesthetically based identi-
fiers (crudely summarized as ambivalence, difficulty, alienation, historical
consciousness, concentration on technique, fragmentation) indicative of a
response to the conditions of modernity. It asks what a modernist popular
music might look like viewed according to these parameters, and argues
that the output of Jethro Tull goes a long way towards fitting the profile.
Although acknowledging that these identifiers do not arise in a social vac-
uum (their congruence is dependent on the social organization we term
‘modernity’), it demonstrates that the relationship between social base and
aesthetic response is not causal, and thus that the meaning of the music is not
fixed.

The social is also an overt presence in Robert Walser’s theoretically
inclined chapter. Walser develops answers to the question that underpins
much of what I have said above — what should analysis, in the field of pop-
ular music, actually do? He attacks the journalistic drive towards ‘music
appreciation’ arguing that instead of aestheticizing popular music (i.e. fol-
lowing a line adopted from the treatment of the canon), we should recognize
the contingency of musical values across the board. He also argues that any
understanding which does not take account of musical detail is not ‘ignoring

11
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the irrelevant), but can only be partial: ‘how does musical discourse articu-
late social meanings and produce particular pleasures?” he asks, since, with-
out this understanding, we are unable to understand key social structures,
identities and relations. He then develops a series of ideas to make our an-
alytic practice more effective, focusing on such issues as inter-subjectivity,
the falsity of disciplinary distinctions, the retreat from universality and the
errors of formalism. Finally, he examines four recordings, comparing them
not in terms of how good they are, but in what responses to them tell us
about them, and about their listeners. That he has to focus here on issues of
interpersonal violence reminds us of the pivotal role that music analysis may
sometimes have to assume. It goes without saying that Walser treats music
as something to which people respond, rather than as something which
can be separated from those responses. Two further chapters take up this
issue in different ways. Stan Hawkins’s discussion of house music focuses
on a particular track (Lil’ Louis’s ‘French Kiss’) through an overt analyti-
cal approach, but emphasizing that this analysis only makes sense when it
takes place in relation to the social space in which the track, and the genre,
is received. Having laid out the genre’s historical location, and thus its key
technological determinants, Hawkins uses these to view the track’s ‘internal
mechanisms), particularly its temporal and timbral phenomena. Indeed, the
temporal dimension proves problematic, for Hawkins argues that dancers’
experience is crucially determined by the way that beats can be construed
as functioning within the genre — he finds that metric organization is more
strongly related to patterns of musical motion than individual accents. Chris
Kennett discusses a related genre (drum’n’bass), but in the process develops
a model for understanding the musical text under contingent circumstances.
This is a vital move, since most writing on reception assumes, at least im-
plicitly, that the experience was sought. Kennett takes issue with semiotic
approaches to musical meaning in which he finds meaning appearing to
inhere in the music — he supplies examples where this is clearly not the case.
He thus supports Walser’s drive to the historicization of musical pleasures,
but he goes further in insisting that the presence of other, more demanding
activities does not absolve us from considering the role of music in experienc-
ing those activities. He offers two distinct case studies: music programming
policy in the ASDA supermarket chain, and a thought-experiment based

12
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on studying individuals with particular demographic specificity in a High
Street wine store, arguing for how different listeners will construct different
listening texts. He discusses these by way of his cultural-acoustic model
which investigates personal (time- and demography-specific), situational
(intensity- and locus-specific) and intentional (producer task- and user task-
specific) listenings.

The topic of Rob Bowman’s essay relates to the difference posited by
Gracyk (see above) between rock’s ontological thickness and the compara-
ble thinness of score-based music. He explores the differences between four
different recordings of the Tin Pan Alley standard “Try a Little Tenderness),
recorded over a period of more than three decades. The now-dominant
model of popular music as the authentic expression of one or more indi-
viduals, realized through their own authorship, is here challenged. Having
outlined the song’s origins, and the style of its earliest renditions, Bowman
focuses in turn on recordings by Bing Crosby, Aretha Franklin, Sam Cooke
and Otis Redding, calling attention to the performed differences, both subtle
and gross, which exist between them. This enables him to cast light on the
status of the notated text within popular music, arguing that with respect to
these recordings, it is in performative domains, rather than those of melody,
harmony and metre, that meaning is most strongly created. The consequence
for this on legally enshrined concepts of copyright are obvious. It also enables
him to address processes of cultural change, such that what can be character-
ized as ‘Northern, urban, print-based, middle-class sensibilities’ are clearly
placed in opposition to ‘Southern, rural, oral-based, working class aesthetics.
Cultural change is also, in part, the subject of John Covach’s chapter, focusing
as it does on the music of the ‘new wave’ in late 1970s rock. Covach argues
that the new wave is best understood as a reaction, not only to earlier styles of
rock, but also to the way those earlier styles generated meaning. He develops
the concept of ‘musical worlding), which he has employed elsewhere, to help
explain how music by the bands Foreigner and the Cars respectively ‘mean’
in different ways. His conclusion reinforces the necessary historicity which
surfaces in a number of these essays, in arguing that the irony inherent in the
music of the new wave results in a romanticized vision of pre-hippy culture,
a romanticization which could only come about because of the perspectives
offered by that denigrated culture.
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Very different perspectives are offered by the collection’s remaining two
chapters. Adam Krims’s essay foregrounds the role, alluded to above, that
Adorno’s work has played in popular music studies. He argues, however, that
it lacks sufficient historicization, particularly with respect to what he regards
as key issues: standardization, and cultural imperialism, and this lack is also
apparent in those who theorize cultural capital. In other words, the whole
nature of the game has changed: ‘the challenge now... is how to theorize
capital as simultaneously diversifying culturally and segregating economi-
cally and spatially’. He uses the example of rap music in order to explore
how expressive culture can challenge this domination, finding the discourse
of popular music as resistance wholly inadequate to this task. The collec-
tion closes with Martin Stokes’s problematization of the practice of analysis
itself. I sought his critical intervention here in order both to acknowledge
and to demonstrate the open and ongoing nature of the debates in which
we are engaged. Stokes is an ethnomusicologist, and his chapter calls for a
rapprochement between ethnomusicological and musicological approaches.
The key term in his discussion is ‘culture’ — what are we doing in trying to
observe musical details as product of a culture? He begins by unpacking the
distinction between Theory (what a few of us can indulge in) and Culture
(which we all experience), seeking a proximate cause for the lack of agreement
between current ethnomusicological and popular musicological approaches
in the distinction between UK sources of study in concerns with the ‘social’
as opposed to the more flexible US sources in concerns with the ‘cultural’
In the process, he critiques both psychoanalytic and Marxian analyses in the
doubts they raise as to whether people, users of music, can be treated as au-
thors of their own meaning. This concern has been raised in other chapters,
as we have seen, but with more particular respect to individual examples. He
provides detailed discussion both of his own work with Turkish ‘Arabesk’
(itself a ‘popular’ genre) and of Sara Cohen’s (1991) ethnographic discus-
sion of local music-making in Liverpool, allowing him to glimpse a solution,
which hinges on us refocusing our gaze towards the everyday, toward the
performative, and even toward possibilities apparent in contemporary cog-
nitive psychology. He echoes Walser, Kennett and others in concluding that
‘modes of knowing music compete, and only occasionally connect, with one
another. It is, perhaps, music’s semiotic multiplicity that makes it so valuable,
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so pleasurable, and so consequential.” Thus the collection as a whole both
argues and demonstrates the unviability of two assumptions: that music’s
meanings can be fixed, that they can be interrogated without some reference
to those individuals who may hold them; and that such meanings can be
specified and communicated without close attention to matters of difference
between related sounds.
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