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DEFINITIONS OF “COMPARATIVE MUSICOLOGY™
AND “ETHNOMUSICOLOGY™:
AN HISTORICAL-THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE'

Alan P. Merriam

eaders of this, and other, journals hardly need be reminded of my

persistent interest over the years in definitions of what ethnomusicology
is and what it ought to be (e.g., Merriam 1960; 1969, 1975), It is now more
than 25 years since, according to common belief, Jaap Kunst first put
“ethno-musicology” into print (Kunst 1950), and we thus ought to be able
now to look back with some objectivity at what has since happened to that
word, and what happened to its predecessor—*“comparative musicology”—
before it. In other words, the points are now historic, though the end result is
far from settled, and it is in this spirit that 1 wish to treat the materials to be
discussed herein. While 1 have not gone through the literature with a
fine-toothed comb in an attempt to find @/l definitions, 1 have located a
substantial number of them, enough, 1 trust, to indicate fairly the overall
trends and changes. Neither have 1 gone outside the United States for the
most part, though some such definitions are included where they seemed
especially pertinent. My major purpose, then, is to discuss what happened over
time to these two terms in the United States, and what consequences occurred
because of the changes that took place.

Problems of definition can, of course, be extremely sticky. When we
define a concept, are we attempting to deal with what it is or with what it
ought to be? The former, of course, is based upon the premise that a
definition—in this case of ethnomusicology—can be based upon what it is that
ethnomusicologists do; in other words, it is essentially descriptive and is drawn
from observation of normative activity. The difficulty with this approach is
that it is essentially uninformative, both because it is only descriptive, and
because it is circular., That is, in order to know what ethnomusicology is, we
must be able to identify the ethnomusicologist, but the latter is only definable
in terms of the former.

On the other hand, if we are concerned with a definition which tells us
what ethnomusicology ought to be, we enter into the debatable realm of
advocacy. My own bias, however, is toward the latter type of definition since
it attempts to set the standard for the field.

Another difficulty centers on the problem of whether the item to be
defined is, in fact, definable. The answer of the strict positivist, of course, is
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that it is, and that any phenomenon is susceptible of definition “by means of
symbolic logic in empirical terms” (Ladd 1973:418). The answer of the
Ordinary Language philosopher is different, however, in that his approach
“gives full recognition to the fact that there are some valid, rational concepts
that are not strictly definable in scientific terms ...,” these being “inexact,
fuzzy concepts that are quite different from scientific concepts. ...” Thus, for
example:
Aesthetic and ethical concepts are distinct from purely descriptive,
empirical concepts in that they a) are open-textured, b) are multi-functional,

¢) involve criteria, d) are essentially contestable, and e) employ persuasive
definitions, (loe, cit.)

While examination of some definitions of ethnomusicology might well
persuade the reader that they meet these criteria, and that, indeed, the term is
not definable, 1 do not believe this to be true. By the very nature of the word
itself, ethnomusicology is linked to science: “logy™ as a root is a combining
form which names sciences or bodies of knowledge. If our definitions
frequently seem primarily persuasive, it is not the fault of the word form, but
that of the definers!

We can also, in definition, find ourselves struggling with the very words
we use, Thus, for example, Hood, in the Introduction to The Ethnomusicolo-
gist, writes that “One point is clear: The subject of study in the field of
ethnomusicology is music” (1971:3). While surely almost all of us would agree
that this is so, we have only to stop to wonder how to define “music” to
discover ourselves in difficulty again. That is, il ethnomusicology is cross-
cultural in its approach, which it certainly is, the problem of identifying the
phenomenon “music” becomes crucial. Ethnomusicologists need hardly be
told that people in some societies simply have no concept “music,” and that
others who do, view it in a sharply different light from what is implied in
Hood’s statement. The point here is not that the statement is incorrect, in the
cofiventional seise of the word, but rather, that it is not cross-cultural, and
that the difficulties inherent in making it cross-cultural are almost overwhelm-
ing in their magnitude. Perhaps in this case, we are dealing with a concept
which does not lend itself to definition in the scientific sense, but this, in
turn, leads us still further afield and is not of central concern to the present
discussion. .

Despite these, and other, problems, ethnomusicologists have defined

their field of study over and over again, and rightly so, since definition is of

primary importance, and for a number of reasons. In the first place, because
we are professionals in a field of study, we wish to understand all we can
about ethnomusicology; this is at the root both of intellectual curiosity and
professional responsibility. Second, the most cursory examination of the
content of our publications reveals an extraordinarily mixed bag of interests,

.
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and this becomes a puzzle in itself, for what kind of field is it that can
encompass such variety, and how can it possibly be defined?

More important are two further reasons for secking definition of the
field. The first is that theory, method, and data are inextricably intertwined:
one simply does not exist without the others, and all three constantly interact
in any intellectual enterprise. Without theory we can hardly have significant
method, not only in the sense that no method ean be theory-free, but also
that no method should be theory-free. And without method, no significant
gathering of data can occur, for the results will inevitably be random. Finally,
both in inductive and deductive procedures, theory is based upon data. The
point is not only that the three are interrelated, but that if one cannot define
his field of study, he can have no theory in respect to it, for he is dealing
with it as an amorphous area of concern which he can only treat in the most
general terms.

Thus definition is of vital concern because we can face no other
questions until this one has been faced; and once it has been faced. then we
arrive at the absolutely necessary position of having to face all questions. In
short, all disciplines must question all assumptions; all assumptions derive in
one way or another from what its practitioners claim their field, or discipline,
to be. Definition is crucial because it forces us to face the bases of our
intellectual activities; lacking such honest confrontation, we can have little
hope of changing ethnomusicology from the status of a variegated field of
study to that of a real discipline. Such status in no way implies uniformity of
view, study, or approach, but it does imply commonality of purposes and
goals.

The earliest definition of “comparative musicology” per se was that
proposed by Guido Adler in 1885 (see Appendix for definitional quotations),
and his emphasis was laid upon “folksongs . ..of the various people of the
earth,” both for “ethnographical” and classificatory purposes. Hornbostel
seems never to have put forward a definition as such, and perhaps the earlier
days of the field were less marked by definitional concerns than the later, as,
for example, those of Lachmann in 1935, and Roberts a year later. However,
the summary definition of comparative musicology in the United States was
made by Glen Haydon in 1941 in his Introduction to Musicology. Thus:

Non-European musical systems and folk music constitute the chiel
subjects of study; the songs of birds and phylogenetic-ontogenetic parallels
are subordinate topics, (p. 218)

It comparative musicology means the study of extra-European musical
systems, it is natural that the study of Chinese, Indian, Arabian, and other
musical systems should fall to the lot of comparative musicology. (p. 235)
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Comparative musicology has its characteristic subject matter chiefly in
extra-European and folk music, ... (p. 237)

Most, if not all, of the music studied in comparative musicology is
transmitted by oral tradition. ... (p. 219)

These statements carry two important messages, the first of which is
advanced more forcefully than the second. They are that comparative
musicology is the study of “extra-European and folk music,” and that
comparative musicology studies music which is “transmitted by oral tradi-
tion.” Both themes had been foreshadowed, of course, and both were
repeated over and over by subsequent authors, but it was the “non-European”
aspect of the definition that received the greatest play; it is echoed by Sachs
(1943), Apel (1946), Herzog (1946), Koole (1955: “exotic” is the term used),
Bukofzer (1956), Nettl (1956), Rhodes (1956), Schaeffner (1956: but note
the disclaimer as to whether comparative musicology should study these
musics), Schneider (1957), Kunst (1959), and Seeger (1961), among many others.

By 1961, the use of “comparative musicology™ as a label had disap-
peared except in historic references; while it reappeared later (Kolinski 1967),
it was no longer applied to the field in general but rather, to a portion of it.
Indeed, both Kunst and Seeger, in the citations immediately above, were
already using the term historically, and from Nettl, in 1956, forward, the two
terms “comparative musicology,” and “ethnomusicology” were used together
as synonyms. This period of overlap occurred roughly during the latter half of
the decade of the 19507,

Three major points can be made conceming these definitions. First, they
are virtually identical and unanimous in what they stress. Second, they define
comparative musicology unanimously in terms of certain musics to be studied,
namely, either “non-Western” (or an equivalent term such as *‘exotic”), or
“orally transmitted” musics. Third, they do not deal with what is meant by
“comparative method” or what the aim of comparison is; indeed, they seldom
stiess anything comparative at all.

It was the question of the “comparative’ in comparative musicology,
however, which led ultimately to the abandonment of the term. While it has
sometimes been suggested that the question of comparativism arose at the
same time as, and as a consequence of, the introduction of the new term,
“ethnomusicology,” the evidence does not support the case. Two main
arguments have been advanced for the inadequacy of the term.

The first can be.expressed roughly in the statement: “Because we don’t
compare any more than anyone else does,” and this kind of objection
appeared almost as soon as the term itself (Hornbostel 1905). Haydon again
provides us with a clear statement:

The term [comparative musicology] is not entirely satisfactory, how-
ever, for the comparative method is frequently used in the other fields of
musicology, and studics in this field are often not directly comparative. (p.
216)
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This point of view was expressed over and over again in essentially the same
form, by, for example, Sachs (1943:29), Herzog (1946:11), Kunst (1950:7),
Koole (1955:228), Rhodes (1956:459), List (1962:20), and others. The unan-
imity of the argument is notable in the following passage by Sachs, written
twenty years after Haydon’s statement:

But today ‘comparative musicology’ has lost its usefulness. For at the
bottom every branch of knowledge is comparative; all our descriptions, in
the humanities no less than in the sciences, state similarities and diver-
gences. .. . Walter Wiora is certainly right when he emphasizes that compari-
son can denote only a method, not a branch of learning. (1961:15)

The second objection came at a much later time, and was probably an
outgrowth of factors other than those which motivated the scholars noted
above. This is the view that comparison itself is not central to ethnomusi-
cology’s concern, and it has been expressed in two ways. The first is that
comparison in ethnomusicology has been undertaken prematurely, and this has
been emphasized by Hood, for example, who wrote in 1963:

..it seems a bit foolish in retrospection that the pioneers of our
field became engrossed in the comparison of different musics before any
real understanding of the musics being compared had been achieved. (p.
233).

Hood later expressed the pomt of view somewhat more strongly when he
wrote in 1969:

An early concern with comparative method, before the subjects under
comparison could be understood, led to some imaginative theories but
provided very little accurate information.... A vast number of musical
cultures...are yet to be studied systematically ... before comparative
methods can ‘give musicology a truly world-wide perspective.” (p. 299)

The second anti-comparative view was expressed earlier in time; it hinges
on the idea that since meanings may differ from one culture to another,
comparison of musics may be comparison of unlike things. One of the early
statements of this objection is Meyer’s opinion written in 1960.

Appearances are often deceptive. For instance, two cultures may
appear to employ the same scale structure, but this structure might be
interpreted differently by the members of each culture. Conversely, the
music of two cultures may employ very different materials, but the
underlying mechanism governing the organization of tllesc materials might
be the same for both. (pp. 49-50)

John Blacking was expressing the same point of view when he wrote:

Statistical analyses of intervals, ... are all very well, provided that we
know that the same intervals have the same meanings in all the cultures
whose music we are comparing. If this is not certain, we may be comparing
incomparable phenomena. In other words, if we accept the view that
patterns of music sound in any culture are the product of concepts and
behaviours peculiar to that culture, we cannot compare them with similar



194 ETHNOMUSICOLOGY, MAY 1977

patterns in another culture unless we know that the latter are derived from
similar concepts and behaviour. Conversely, statistical analyses may show
that the music of 2 cultures is very different, but an analysis of the cultural
‘origins’ of the sound patterns may reveal that they have essentially the
same meaning, which has been translated into the different ‘languages’ of
the 2 cultures. (1966:218)

Other objections to comparison have been made, but they are not
central to the present discussion. What is important is that the reaction against
the term, “comparative musicology,” was [lirst expressed, in print, at least, in
terms of the suppositions that its practitioners did not compare any more
than anyone else, and that comparison was both premature and dangerous.

11

: These objections bracket in time one of the most significant periods of

development in the history of our field of study. This period occurred in the
first half of the decade of the 1950’s, and it was marked by the appearance
for the first time in the United States of a small group of specially trained
students who were disciples of older men in the field: I am thinking here of
such persons as Mantle Hood, David McAllester, Bruno Nettl, myself, and
others. It was also marked by the organization of a successor to the American
Society for Comparative Musicology which had existed briefly in the 1930,
This effort was begun in 1953, and the formal organization of the Society for
Ethnomusicology took place in 1955. And finally, the increase in activity in
the field was marked by the introduction of the new term, “ethnomusi-
cology.”

It is unanimously agreed, so lar as | know, that the first use of the term
in print occurred in Jaap Kunst's little booklet, Musicologica (1950); it is
interesting to note that Kunst was reacting against “comparative musicology”
on precisely the grounds cited previously herein. He wrote: “The name of our
science is, in fact, not quite characteristic; it does not ‘compare’ any more
than any other science. A better name, therefore, is that appearing on the title
page of this book: ethno-musicology” (p. 7). 1 do not know whether, in fact,
this was the first printed appearance of the word, and it is quite possible that
an industrious search would reveal an earlier citation, for certainly the word
was in currency before 1950. Regardless of this possibility, the Kunst usage is
the significant emotional one for students of the field, and will quite possibly

always remain so.
' Two important points must be made concerning the introduction of this
new term. The first is that it was accepted virtually immediately, and
undoubtedly the establishment of the Society for Ethnomusicology (without
the hyphen) had a very substantial impact upon the new public convention.

e e e e - e — e e
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By the second half of the decade of the 1950's the two lerms were being used
simultaneously as synonyms, and by the end of the same decade, “compara-
tive musicology™ had been reduced almost exclusively 1o the status of an
historic term which only referred to something in the past. Thus within five
years a significant change had occurred, and within ten, the carlier term had
been almost completely replaced as a working symbol.

The second point is that the very speed ol acceplance must have
indicated a significant desire for change, and the assumption is strengthened
when we recall that the first objections to the prior terin had been raised at
least as early as 1905! This in itself has certain implication:

1) something must have been lacking in the old ferm, i-e., it did not
adequately express what the practitioners ol comnparative musicology
felt they were doing, or ought to be doing;

2) something fresh must have been visualized in the new term, which
better expressed the sense of the field and the ideas or ideals of its
practitioners;

3) something must have changed in the minds of the persons involved in
the field that required a change in its appellation.

The fact that these assumptions did not, for the most part. turn out to be
true, does not affect them as reasonable hypotheses. A chinge of name of an
entire field of study, coupled with its eager and virtually immediate accep-
tance, is not an event to be dismissed lightly.

A considerable amount of similarity was noted in (he definitions of
“comparative musicology”—in fact, they tended to be s alike as peas in a
pod. The definitions of “ethnomusicology,” however, do not follow quite the
same pattern. Two major types can be distinguished in (he (wenty- -0dd years
after Kunst’s publication, of which the first can be e subdivided into three
related, but slightly different, approaches.

The first type consists of definitions which clowly parallel, or are
identical to, those which had been used for comparative musicology, and the
first subtype includes those based upon the named kind ol music_being
studied. Thus in 1950, Kunst included as the object of study, * ‘mainly the
music and the musical instruments of all non-European peoples, md‘_’dmg
both the so-called primitive peoples and the civilized lzil‘\‘f?l'l'l nations”
(1950:7), and in Third Edition of the same work, he spoke of “traditional
music and musical instruments of all cultural strata of mankind,” but
specifically named “tribal and folk music,” and “every kind of non-Weste_m
art music,” while specifically excluding “Western art- and popular (entertain-
ment-)"” music (1959:1). This lead was followed by others, such as I?Ieltl, who
wrote “Ethnomusicology ... [is] . ..the study of non-Western music and, to
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an extent, ... folk music...” (1961:2) and others, including, for example,
Greenway (1962), Hood (1963), and Nettl again (1965).

The second subtype takes the second stressed aspect of the old
comparative musicology definitions and makes it the central focus of the new
definition; this concerns music as oral tradition, which Lachmann had
emphasized as early as 1935, and which had been a part of Haydon’s (1941)
and Kunst’s (1959) discussions. Characteristic here is List’s statement that
“ethnomusicology is to a great extent concerned with music transmitted by
unwritten tradition™ (1962), a position he has reiterated since (1963; 1969),
and one which has also been suggested by others (Gillis 1969). More recently,
Nettl has discussed the same matter, but from a rather different standpoint,
noting that a// music traditions employ a strong oral component. He writes:

I feel therefore that I should not devote myself simply to what we
call orally transmitted music, or what we were once permitted to call folk
music, but instead to the study of all music from the point of view of its
oral tradition; and this, for me, is one of a number of acceptable definitions
of the field of ethnomusicology. (1975:69)

The third subtype defines the field as showing primary concern with
music “outside one’s own society.” Statements of this type are less frequent
than the others, but they have been made by Nettl (1964:11; 1965), and
perhaps most specifically in print by Wachsmann, who wrote: . . . ethnomusi-
cology is concerned with the music of other peoples™ (1969).

These definitions of ethnomusicology are all of one essential type, for
they approach the problem from the standpoint of what the supposed sphere
of interest is, conceptualized in terms of things. Of the three subtypes, the
first two represent essentially different emphases on the same point, and both
are used today, though with decreasing frequency. The third has dropped
almost completely out of the picture, under the criticism of Kolinski (1957)
and Seeger (1961), among others, both of whom pointed out that such a
statement is basically ethnocentric and that by its tenet, the definition of
what ethnomusicology is depends at any given point on who is studying what.

In sum, the definitions discussed to this point parallel the prior
definitions of “comparative musicology,” for they are statements of what

articular kinds of music should be studied. Further, they represent by far the
largest proportion of definitions suggested for the new term, and, contrary to
expectations, they do not represent a change in position or in thought.
Instead, these majority definitions seem to indicate that for their proponents,
ethnomusicology represented no significant break with comparative musi-
cology.

The second kind of definition does _indicate the beginnings of a sharp

._rtupture with the past, for in this case, process is stressed over form: the kind
of music to be studied is no longer central, and instead, the focus of attention
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is placed ‘upon the way it is to be studied While these definitions are
relatively tare, they become more common through time; and while the early
examples are groping, and perhaps even accidental, they do represent a new
feeling about the field of study.

Early in the field was McAllester’s report of the organizational meeting
of the Society for Ethnomusicology, in which he spoke of the “general
concensus” as favoring the idea that cthnomusicology “is by no means limited
to so-called ‘primitive music,” and is defined more by the orientation of the
student than by any rigid boundaries of discourse™ (1956). A year later, Hood
borrowed a definition of ethnomusicology from musicology which mentioned
no types of music to be studied, but instead emphasized “the investigation of
” (1957). In 1960, I suggested a flatly processual definition
the study of music in culture” (1960), and two

the art of music. . .
of ethnomusicology as “. ..
years later Nketia wrote that “the study of music as a universal aspect of
human behavior is becoming increasingly recognized as the focus of ethno-
musicology™ (1962). Hood’s well-known definition in the Harvard Dictionary
spoke of ethnomusicology as “an approach™ (1969), and others have followed
with variations on the same general theme, including Seeger (1970), List

(1971), Chase (1972), and Merriam (ca. 1973).
These definitions represent a qualitative difference from others in that

(hcy stress process rather than form. By defining ethnomusicology in terms of

“things,” the scholar is constantly forced into making taxonomies, into
cutting and splitting, drawing boundaries, differentiating between one thing
and another: the conclusion must always be that a significant difference
exists, as Hood (1969) and others (Sceger 1961, for example) insist, between
music sound and the context of music sound, and that both for pmmcal and

“analytic purposes, never the twain shall meet.

On the other hand, definitions which stress process force the investigator
to focus on a totality rather than a set of component parts, to view
description as a beginning in the course of study, and to conceptualize music
sound not as separate from, bul as a part of the totality of society and
culture. The debate between the two views is a continuing, and healthy one
which represents a hoary division of intellectual domains in Western thought:
it is sharply reflected in the definitions put forward for the word, “ethnomusi-

cology.”
]

In the 19707, definitions of the field have declined in number,
presumably either because ethnomusicologists tired of the subject or because

they felt that definitional problems had been solved and that they could
operate comfortably with one or another of the formulations previously
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suggested. Further, most of the more recent definitions have been very broad
and general, almost as il whatever battles had been fought were no longer
appropriate, or as il the problem did not require further sharp and precise
thinking. Thus Chenoweth says only that *“ethnomusicology is the study of
the musical practices of a particular people” (1972), and Blacking writes that
“Ethnomusicology is a comparatively new word which is widely used to refer
to the study of the different musical systems of the world” (1973; see also
Blacking 1974). Nettl has recently suggested a broadly encompassing working
definition which he regards as descriptive of most study currently being done
in the field.

Ethnomusicology is the comparative study of musical cultures, particu-
larly as total systems including sound and behavior with the use of field
research. (1974)

At the same time, a few definitions have recently appeared which
represent either idiosyncratic ideas of what ethnomusicology is, or new
directions in which it may be going. Thus it has been suggested that the
primary task of ethnomusicology may be to seek correlations between music
sound structure, on the one hand, and society and culture, on the other. |
have recently commented that if we do *“define” ethnomusicology in terms of
“what ethnomusicologists do,” and given the significant expansion of “world
music performance groups,” ethnomusicology might well be forced into such a
definition as “the performance and dissemination of ethnic music” (1975:56).
This suggestion goes against my own strong conviction that no field of study
can be defined on such a basis. Most recently, the growing concern manifested
by students and professors around the world with the problems of logical
positivism and the scientific method, have been reflected in yet another
definition, one which stresses, perhaps, things to come: “Ethnomusicology is
the hermeneutic science of human musical behavior” (Elizabeth Helser 1976).

The definitions of comparative musicology and ethnomusicology cited
here reflect their eras and the thinking of their proponents, as is to be
egipected. But by looking at them in historic perspective, we learn something
not only of the history of our field of study per se, but of its intellectual
development as well. I have no doubt that new definitions of ethnomusicology
will continue to be proposed and that they, too, will reflect the growing
maturity of the field and its practitioners.

NOTE

11 wish to express my deep appreciation to Frank Gillis, Elizabeth Helser, and
Bruno Nettl, each of whom has given me permission to quote his or her unpublished
definition of ethnomusicology. I trust I have not distorted any of these friends’ views in
so doing.
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the European tradition.”

[is] ... the primitive and Oriental branch

Herzog, George .
1946 Comparative musicology. The Music Journal 4 (Nov.-Dec.): 11 et seq.

p. 11: “There are many other musical languages, empluy\ed b){ Qrie?tﬂl and
primitive—preliterate—peoples. The study of these bc_idlcs of music is Compara-
tive Musicology, which aims to discover all the vnr]cty_ of musical expression
and construction that is to be found within the wide array ol types of
cultural development all over the world. Comparative Musicology embraces

also folk music, . ..”
Kunst, Jaap

1950 Musicologica. Amsterdam: Koninklijke Vereeniging Indisch Institut.
p. 7: “To the question: what is the study-object of comparative musicology,

4 the answer must be: mainly the music and the musical instruments of all

non-European peoples, including both the so-called primitive peoples and the
civilized Fastern nations. Although this science nutum‘l]y‘ m'akes repeated
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p. 33: “From the beginning [musicology] has included also the study o

oriental and primitive music or what can best be summarized as non—western.
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music. This special branch is known by the somewhat clumsy name ‘compara-
tive musicology’ or ‘ethnomusicology.”. . .. The study is supposed to include
also the musical folklore of western nations.” (See remarks in opposition by
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limited to so-called ‘primitive music,” and is defined more by the orientation
of the student than by any rigid boundaries of discourse. . .. It was further
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musicology.”™

Nettl, Bruno
1956  Music in primitive culture. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
p. 1: “The study of primitive music falls within the scope of comparative
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1959 Ethnomusicology. The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, Third Edition.

p. 1: “The study-object of ethnomusicology, or, as it originally was called:
comparative musicology, is the traditional music and musical instruments of
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all cultural strata of mankind, from the so-called primitive peoples to the
civilized nations. Our science, therefore, investigates all tribal and folk music
and every kind of non-Western art music. Besides, it studies as well the
sociological aspects of music, as the phenomena of musical acculturation, i.e.,
the hybridizing influence of alien musical elements. Western art- and popular
(entertainment-) music does not belong to its field.”
Merriam, Alan P,
1960  Ethnomusicology: discussion and definition of the field. ETHNOMUSICOL-

0OGY 4:107-14,
p. 109: . ., the study of music in culture.

Nettl, Bruno
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Detroit Studies in Music Bibliography Number 1.
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p. 79: “The study of non-European musics was launched in 1900. .. and was
eventually given the name ‘comparative musicology.”™
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Nketia, J. H. Kwabena
1962 The problem of meaning in African music. ETHNOMUSICOLOGY 6:1-7.
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Palisca. Musicology. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, pp. 215-326.
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in terms of itself and also toward the comprehension of music within the
context of its society. Ethnomusicology is concerned with the music of all
non-European peaples . . . and includes within its purview the tribal, folk, and
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Nettl, Bruno
1964 Theory and method in ethnomusicology. Glencoe: Free Press.
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p. I_.' ...elh|1ml11E1_simlogists in the past have been students of the music

uumdcuwlcstem civilization and, to a smaller extent, of Furopean folk music.”

p. 11: “We can summarize the consensus in stating that ethnomusicology is, in

fact as \Ivcll as theory, the field which pursues knowledge of the world’s
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. _26: “'[_'hc ticld that provides research in...[folk and non-Western
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historical, critical as well as scientific or scientistic; whose field is (2) the toral
music o man, both in itsell and in its relationships to what is not itself;
whose cultivation is (3) by individual students who can view its field as
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fields some aspects of music are data; whose aim is to contribute to the
understanding of man, in terms both (4) of human culture and (5) of his
relationships with the physical universe.”

List, George
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Publications,
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similarities and differences in musical behavior among human groups, to depict
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p. 74: “The discipline is concerned chiefly with ‘ethnic’ or *folk’ music and
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