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Abstract

This essay advances a normative and architectural critique of contemporary generative mu-
sic platforms, using Suno as a representative case. Against prevailing narratives that frame such
systems as democratizing creativity, the analysis argues that their dominant design choices sys-
tematically undermine musical agency, embodied skill, and pedagogical continuity. Drawing on
philosophy of technology, institutional theory, andmusic pedagogy, the essay shows how features
such as autoplay, version proliferation, conditional authorship, and the withholding of musical
structure function as dark patterns that convert creative aspiration into platform dependency.

The argument departs from familiar concerns about bias or intellectual property and instead
situates generative music systems within a longer tradition of critiques of technological efficiency,
particularly Jacques Ellul’s account of technique as an autonomous system that subordinates hu-
man practice to optimization. The essay formalizes an alternative design criterion—monotonically
improving training environments—in which incremental gains in embodied control yield non-
decreasing aesthetic reward. Such environments would integrate generative capacity with in-
struction, diegetic bodily interaction, and transparent musical structure, ensuring that practice
remains instrumentally meaningful rather than bypassed.

By contrasting this unrealized promise with the extractive logics currently embedded in gen-
erative music platforms, the essay concludes that the central ethical question is not whether these
systems are impressive, but whether they deserve to exist in their present form. Until they place
pedagogy, embodiment, and user sovereignty at their core, generative music platforms risk hol-
lowing out the cultural conditions that sustain music as a human practice.
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Introduction

The past century has seen repeated claims that new recording and synthesis technologies would de-
mocratize music. From the phonograph to the sampler to the digital audio workstation, each wave
of technical change has been accompanied by anxiety about authenticity, skill, and the future of mu-
sicianship. In many cases, these anxieties proved exaggerated. Recording technologies altered the
economics of music, but they did not eliminate the need to learn instruments, cultivate technique, or
participate in musical communities. On the contrary, many such technologies ultimately expanded
musical literacy by lowering barriers to entry while preserving the centrality of practice.

Generative music platforms such as Suno represent a decisive break from this pattern. Unlike
prior tools, they do not merely assist or amplify musical practice. They replace it. More troublingly,
they do so through interface designs and business strategies that actively discourage learning, obscure
musical structure, and convert creative aspiration into a monetizable dependency.

This essay advances a strong claim: Suno is not simply a flawed or premature creative tool, but
a predatory system whose design choices systematically undermine musical agency, cultural conti-
nuity, and the conditions of genuine creative education. Its harms are not incidental side effects of
innovation; they are structurally produced by its affordances and incentives.

From Instrument to Proxy

Historically, musical technologies have functioned as instruments in the philosophical sense: they ex-
tend human capability while remaining subordinate to human intention. A violin amplifies vibration
but does not choose notes. A synthesizer expands timbral space but requires compositional judgment.
Even algorithmic tools such as arpeggiators or drum machines operate within constraints explicitly
configured by musicians.

Generative music systems invert this relationship. Rather than extending musical agency, they
act as proxies for it. The user is no longer asked to decide which chord to play, how to voice it, or why
a melody resolves as it does. Instead, the system outputs a completed artifact whose internal logic is
opaque and whose musical decisions are inaccessible to inspection or modification.

This proxy relationship would already be problematic if it were framed honestly. Suno, however,
presents itself as a creative partner while withholding the very information that would allow users to
understand, reproduce, or learn from what has been generated. The result is a system that simulates
creativity while actively sabotaging the conditions under which creativity becomes transferable skill.

Music, Skill, and Moral Time

Music education is inseparable from time. Learning to play an instrument requires repeated exposure
to difficulty, error, and correction. These experiences cultivate patience, listening, and bodily coor-
dination. They also foster humility, as progress is gradual and mastery always provisional. In this
sense, musical training is not merely aesthetic but ethical: it shapes a person’s relationship to effort,
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failure, and delayed reward.
Suno’s core appeal lies in its promise to bypass this temporal structure entirely. A complete

song can be produced in seconds, without rehearsal, physical conditioning, or sustained attention.
While such speed is often framed as empowerment, it functions more accurately as a form of tem-
poral arbitrage. The system captures the affective reward associated with musical completion while
externalizing the costs that historically gave that reward meaning.

This temporal collapse has consequences. When the experience of completion is decoupled from
the process of learning, users are trained to expect outcomes without investment. Over time, this
expectation corrodes the will to engage in practices—such as singing, instrumental performance, or
composition—that demand vulnerability and persistence.

Predation Disguised as Play

The ethical problem is not that Suno exists, but that it positions itself as playful and benign while
exploiting asymmetries of knowledge and desire. Users arrive with musical aspirations, curiosity, or
insecurity. The platform responds not by guiding them toward understanding, but by enclosing them
within a loop of generated outputs, gated features, and subtle coercions.

This enclosure is reinforced through design decisions that will be examined in subsequent sec-
tions: the automatic playback of other users’ content, the deliberate withholding of harmonic and
structural information, the inflation of versions that dilutes authorship, and the conditional grant-
ing of ownership through subscription. Each of these choices nudges users away from learning and
toward dependence.

In aggregate, they form a system that extracts value from aspiration while returning little in the
way of transferable skill or durable agency.

Structure of the Argument

The remainder of this essay proceeds as follows. The next section examines Suno’s interface affor-
dances, focusing on autoplay and version proliferation as mechanisms of attentional capture and
authorship erosion. The following section analyzes the platform’s pedagogical failures, particularly
its refusal to foreground musical structure or instrumental pathways. A subsequent section situates
Suno within a broader political economy of vanity publishing and subscription-based creative extrac-
tion. Finally, the essay articulates a set of non-negotiable design criteria that any generative music
system would have to satisfy in order to be ethically defensible, and argues that Suno currently fails
each of them.

The conclusion returns to the central claim: that technologies which hollow out skill while mon-
etizing desire are not neutral innovations, but moral hazards embedded in software.
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Autoplay and the Capture of Attention

One of the most revealing features of Suno’s interface is its default reliance on autoplay. After a user-
generated track concludes, the platform immediately begins playing other users’ generated music,
often without explicit consent and with controls that are difficult to locate or persistently disable.
This behavior mirrors design patterns long criticized in social media and streaming platforms, where
autoplay functions as a mechanism for attentional capture rather than user benefit.

In the context of music creation, however, autoplay performs a more corrosive function. Music
is not merely consumed; it is listened to, revisited, and interpreted. The end of a piece traditionally
marks a moment of reflection: a pause in which the listener decides whether to replay, revise, or
move on. Autoplay abolishes this pause. By imposing continuity where intentional silence should
exist, the platform denies users the temporal and cognitive space required to evaluate what they have
just made.

This design choice subtly but decisively reframes music as background flow rather than authored
expression. The user is not encouraged to ask whether the piece succeeded, what it communicates,
or how it might be improved. Instead, attention is redirected outward, away from authorship and
toward endless consumption. The result is not engagement with music, but distraction by it.

The difficulty of disabling autoplay compounds this harm. When a system makes it easy to start
a behavior and difficult to stop it, the asymmetry signals whose interests are being prioritized. In this
case, the priority is not musical understanding or creative satisfaction, but retention metrics. Music
becomes an interchangeable unit in a feed, stripped of context and intention.

The Collapse of Authorship

Autoplay also collapses authorship by dissolving the boundary between one’s ownwork and the work
of others. When a user’s song ends and another begins without deliberation, the platform implicitly
asserts that authorship is secondary to throughput. The distinction between “my song” and “someone
else’s output” is rendered porous, even irrelevant.

This is particularly destructive for novice creators, who rely on clear feedback loops to develop
confidence and discernment. Without a stable sense of authorship, it becomes difficult to claim owner-
ship over success or failure. Everything blurs into a generalized stream of content, and the individual’s
relationship to their own creative decisions weakens.

In traditional musical practice, authorship is reinforced through rehearsal, performance, and revi-
sion. Each iteration deepens the musician’s understanding of their own intentions. Suno’s autoplay
undermines this process by ensuring that no iteration is ever final, no silence is ever definitive, and
no piece is ever allowed to stand on its own.
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Version Proliferation and the Dilution of Commitment

Closely related to autoplay is Suno’s practice of generating multiple versions of the same song, often
simultaneously. While variation and experimentation are essential to creative work, the manner in
which Suno implements versioning is fundamentally different from traditional revision. Instead of en-
couraging deliberate change informed by critique, the platform offers parallel outputs as consumable
alternatives.

This proliferation of versions has a numbing effect. When multiple variants are produced with
equal effort and equal authority, none of them demand commitment. The user is not asked to choose,
refine, or discard. Instead, all versions coexist as equally provisional artifacts, inviting comparison
without decision.

The gating of additional versions behind paid tiers intensifies this dynamic. Here, abundance
itself becomes a commodity. The user is encouraged to equate creative improvement with the acqui-
sition of more outputs rather than with deeper engagement. Choice is replaced by accumulation, and
discernment is displaced by access.

Over time, this logic trains users to expect creativity to arrive pre-packaged inmultiple forms, each
requiring minimal investment. The habit of selecting one path and seeing it through—an essential
component of artistic maturity—atrophies under conditions of perpetual optionality.

From Revision to Slot Machine

Traditional musical revision is slow and often frustrating. It requires returning to a passage that does
not work, identifying why it fails, and testing alternatives. This process builds both technical skill
and aesthetic judgment. Suno’s versioning system bypasses this labor entirely. Rather than revising
a melody or reharmonizing a progression, the user simply requests another output.

The psychological effect is analogous to a slot machine. Each generation carries the promise
that the next version might be better, more impressive, or more emotionally resonant. Crucially, the
criteria for “better” are never articulated. Improvement becomes a matter of luck rather than learning.

This stochastic framing of creativity undermines the very concept of musical development. If
success is perceived as random, there is little incentive to cultivate skill. The platform thus converts
what should be a pedagogical process into a probabilistic one, substituting agency with anticipation.

Intentionality as a Casualty of Design

Taken together, autoplay and version proliferation function as a coordinated assault on intentionality.
Intentionality in music involves choosing when a piece begins and ends, deciding which version
matters, and determining what the work is trying to express. Suno systematically erodes each of
these decisions.

By removing silence, it removes reflection. By multiplying versions, it removes commitment. By
automating outcomes, it removes responsibility. The user remains present as a prompt-giver but
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absent as an author.
This erosion is not neutral. Intentionality is a precondition for learning, critique, and cultural

transmission. When it is undermined, music ceases to function as a practice and becomes a spectacle—
produced, consumed, and forgotten with equal speed.

The next section turns to the most explicitly predatory aspect of the platform: the deliberate
withholding of musical structure and pedagogical affordances, and the transformation of ignorance
into a revenue stream.

The Strategic Absence of Musical Structure

Perhaps the most revealing evidence that Suno is not designed to cultivate musicianship lies not in
what it offers, but in what it withholds. Musical structure—chord progressions, harmonic function,
melodic contour, rhythmic scaffolding—is conspicuously absent or delayed in the user experience.
When such information is available at all, it is often obscured, incomplete, or treated as a premium
feature rather than as foundational context.

This absence cannot be explained by technical limitation. Systems capable of generating harmon-
ically coherent music necessarily encode information about chordal relationships, tonal centers, and
rhythmic patterns. The choice not to surface this information is therefore a deliberate design decision.
It signals that the platform does not intend for users to understand how the music works, only that it
works well enough to satisfy them.

In traditional music education, structural awareness is primary. Students learn scales before so-
los, harmony before improvisation, rhythm before embellishment. Structure provides a map that al-
lows musicians to navigate unfamiliar material and to reconstruct what they hear. By contrast, Suno
presents music as an indivisible object, complete and sealed, denying users the conceptual handles
needed to engage with it analytically or reproductively.

Ignorance as Retention Strategy

The decision to withhold structure functions as a retention strategy. A user who understands how a
song is built can reproduce it, modify it, or perform it independently of the system that generated it.
A user who does not understand it must return to the platform to generate something similar. In this
sense, ignorance is not a failure state but a monetizable condition.

This strategy mirrors practices observed in other extractive digital ecosystems, where platforms
obscure underlying processes in order to prevent user exit. However, when applied tomusic, the effect
is especially pernicious. Music has historically been a portable skill. Once learned, it travels with
the body and does not require continued access to proprietary systems. By contrast, Suno’s design
encourages a form of musical dependency in which creative satisfaction is contingent on ongoing
platform access.

Such dependency is reinforced through the framing of musical knowledge as optional rather than
essential. Harmonic literacy is not treated as the backbone of musical expression, but as an advanced
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curiosity. This inversion trains users to believe that understanding music is unnecessary for making
it, a belief that undermines both motivation and self-efficacy.

The Refusal to Teach

The most damning indictment of Suno’s design is its refusal to teach. A system that genuinely sought
to empower users musically would integrate generative output with pedagogical pathways. It would
explainwhy certain chords follow others, howmelodies outline harmony, and how rhythmic variation
creates tension and release. It would invite users to pick up instruments, sing lines themselves, or
reconstruct generated material manually.

Suno does none of these things. Instead, it treats education as orthogonal to creation, if it is
acknowledged at all. The platform offers results without reasons, outcomes without explanations,
and artifacts without lineage. This pedagogical void is not accidental. Teaching users how to play or
sing the songs would reduce reliance on the system. It would convert passive consumers into active
musicians.

By refusing to provide instruction, the platform ensures that users remain spectators to their own
creative outputs. They may feel inspired, impressed, or amused, but they are not equipped to internal-
ize or extend what they have encountered. Inspiration without instruction becomes frustration over
time, a frustration that the platform then exploits by offering more generations rather than deeper
understanding.

Disembodiment and the Erasure of Technique

Music is fundamentally embodied. Singing involves breath, posture, and resonance. Instrumental
performance requires fine motor control, timing, and tactile feedback. These bodily dimensions are
not incidental; they are how musical knowledge is stored, recalled, and transmitted. A system that
bypasses embodiment bypasses learning.

Suno’s interface abstracts music entirely away from the body. There is no invitation to sing along,
no visualization of fingering, no suggestion of how a phrase might be performed physically. The user
interacts through text prompts and playback controls, remaining disembodied throughout the process.
This abstraction reinforces the illusion that music is primarily conceptual rather than physical, an
illusion that undermines the acquisition of technique.

Over time, repeated exposure to disembodied generation can dull the impulse to engage physically
with music. Why struggle with intonation when a synthetic voice delivers pitch-perfect results in-
stantly? Why practice rhythmwhen timing errors are eliminated by design? In this way, the platform
not only fails to teach technique but actively competes with it.
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Pedagogy Versus Platform Incentives

It is important to emphasize that Suno’s pedagogical failures are not the result of oversight. They
are aligned with the platform’s economic incentives. Teaching users to play instruments, understand
harmony, or sing competently would shorten user lifetimes and reduce subscription dependence. A
user who can perform their own songs no longer needs a generator to experience musical completion.

Thus, pedagogy and profit are in tension. Suno resolves this tension by eliminating pedagogy. The
platform optimizes for continuous generation rather than cumulative skill. Each interaction resets the
user to the same baseline of dependency, regardless of how many songs they have generated.

This design choice situates Suno not as a creative tool, but as a form of vanity publishing infras-
tructure. It offers the appearance of musical productivity without investing in the user’s long-term
capacity. The next section examines this dynamic more closely, focusing on copyright, ownership,
and the conversion of aspiration into subscription pressure.

Ownership as a Conditional Privilege

One of the most ethically troubling aspects of Suno’s design is its treatment of authorship and own-
ership. Users are repeatedly confronted—implicitly and explicitly—with the claim that the songs they
generate are not fully theirs unless they subscribe to a paid tier. This framing introduces a persis-
tent ambiguity regarding copyright status, one that operates less as a legal clarification than as a
behavioral lever.

In traditional music creation, authorship emerges from the act of composition and performance.
While copyright law may be complex, the cultural intuition is straightforward: if you wrote the song,
it is yours. Suno destabilizes this intuition by positioning ownership as a service rather than a con-
sequence of creative action. Authorship becomes something granted by the platform, revocable and
contingent, rather than something inherent to the act of making.

This inversion has profound psychological effects. Users are encouraged to feel anxious about
the status of their own creations, to worry that sharing, performing, or building upon them may
be illegitimate unless a subscription is maintained. Creativity is thus shadowed by insecurity, and
insecurity becomes a monetizable condition.

The Manufacture of Copyright Anxiety

The ambiguity surrounding ownership is not merely informational; it is strategic. By leaving users
uncertain about their rights, the platform nudges them toward payment as a form of reassurance.
The subscription functions as a talisman against legal ambiguity, offering peace of mind rather than
additional creative capacity.

This tactic resembles practices in vanity publishing, where authors are encouraged to pay for ser-
vices that promise legitimacy—ISBNs, distribution, or marketing—without guaranteeing readership
or cultural impact. In such systems, aspiration is exploited by offering symbolic markers of success in

8



exchange for ongoing fees. Suno adopts this logic while cloaking it in the language of technological
innovation.

Crucially, the platform does not meaningfully expand the user’s ability to control, interpret, or
perform their music upon payment. What is purchased is not mastery but permission. The user
remains dependent on the system for generation, reproduction, and validation, even as they are told
that the output now “belongs” to them.

Vanity Publishing Without Editors

Traditional publishing, even in itsmost exploitative forms, at least offers editorial intervention. Manuscripts
are evaluated, revised, and contextualized. Vanity publishing removes these safeguards, allowing au-
thors to pay for the appearance of publication without the substance of critique. Suno extends this
model into the musical domain while stripping away even the minimal friction of human evaluation.

Songs are generated instantly, without editorial mediation, community feedback, or critical fram-
ing. The platform offers no meaningful distinction between drafts and finished works, nor does it
encourage users to develop standards by which quality might be assessed. Everything is publishable
because nothing is held to account.

This absence of editorial structure benefits the platform. Without standards, there can be no
failure. Without failure, there can be no learning. The user is spared disappointment but also denied
growth. In this sense, Suno’s generosity is a form of neglect.

Subscription as a Substitute for Community

Historically, musicians have developed through participation in communities: teachers, ensembles,
scenes, and audiences. These communities provide feedback, encouragement, and norms. They also
impose limits, forcing musicians to confront weaknesses and refine their work. Suno replaces these
communal structures with a subscription relationship.

The platform becomes the sole arbiter of creative legitimacy. Instead of asking whether a piece
resonates with listeners or withstands performance, users are encouraged to ask whether they have
access to the right tier, features, or output limits. Validation is internalized within the platform’s
metrics rather than negotiated socially.

This substitution is particularly damaging because it isolates users from the interpersonal dy-
namics that sustain musical cultures. Without shared practice or mutual listening, music becomes a
private fantasy rather than a social act. The platform profits from this isolation by positioning itself
as both tool and audience.

The Moral Hazard of Infinite Output

The combination of conditional ownership and infinite generation creates a moral hazard. When out-
put is abundant and ownership is uncertain, individual works lose significance. Users are encouraged
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to generate more rather than to care more. The platform thrives on this abundance, as each new
output reinforces the user’s sense of productivity while deepening their dependence.

In such an environment, music ceases to function as a medium of expression or communication.
It becomes a disposable artifact, valuable only insofar as it sustains engagement. This disposability
aligns neatly with subscription economics but stands in direct opposition to the values that have
historically animated musical practice.

The final section of this essay turns from critique to prescription. It asks what conditions would
have to be met for a generative music system to be ethically defensible, and why Suno, as currently
designed, fails to meet them.

The Burden of Justification

Any technology that intervenes at the level of cultural production bears a burden of justification.
This burden is especially heavy when the technology claims to democratize a practice historically
grounded in skill, embodiment, and social transmission. A generative music system that replaces or
intermediates musical activity must therefore demonstrate that it expands agency rather than enclos-
ing it, and that it cultivates understanding rather than dependency.

Such a system would not be neutral. It would be explicitly normative in its commitments. It
would privilege learning over throughput, comprehension over spectacle, and human capability over
platform retention. Absent these commitments, claims of empowerment ring hollow.

Full Structural Transparency as a Precondition

A non-predatory generative music system would surface musical structure by default. Harmonic
progressions, melodic outlines, rhythmic patterns, and formal sections would be presented clearly and
immediately, not hidden behind paywalls or secondary interfaces. The system would treat structure
as the primary artifact and audio as its instantiation, reversing the current hierarchy in which sound
is delivered without explanation.

This transparency would enable users to reconstruct what they hear. It would allow a generated
song to function as a lesson rather than a dead end. Most importantly, it would allow users to leave the
platform without forfeiting their progress. Any system that withholds structure in order to preserve
dependence fails this criterion.

Embodied Pathways to Performance

A defensible system would integrate pathways to embodied performance. Generated songs would
be accompanied by instrument-specific guidance, vocal ranges, fingering suggestions, tempo break-
downs, and practice scaffolds. Users would be encouraged to sing lines themselves, to play them on
physical instruments, and to experience the resistance and reward of bodily engagement.
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Such integrationwould not be optional or relegated to tutorials. It would be central to the system’s
design philosophy. The goal would not be to produce songs efficiently, but to produce musicians
gradually. A platform that generates music while discouraging physical practice cannot plausibly
claim to serve musical culture.

From Generation to Apprenticeship

Rather than offering infinite parallel versions, a non-predatory system would guide users through
revision. It would ask why a section fails, suggest targeted changes, and invite the user to make
decisions. Generation would function as a starting point, not an endpoint.

This approach aligns with apprenticeship models that have governed musical transmission for
centuries. Knowledge is not delivered wholesale; it is negotiated through guided struggle. A sys-
tem that bypasses this struggle in favor of abundance undermines the very capacities it purports to
democratize.

Unconditional Authorship and User Sovereignty

Authorship would be unconditional. A user’s right to perform, share, and build upon generated ma-
terial would not depend on subscription status or continued platform affiliation. Ownership anxiety
would be eliminated rather than exploited. The system would not position itself as the arbiter of
legitimacy.

This requirement is not merely ethical but practical. Only when users feel secure in their au-
thorship can they invest emotionally and socially in their work. Conditional ownership transforms
creativity into a rental arrangement, eroding trust and long-term commitment.

Refusal of Dark Patterns

Finally, a defensible system would refuse dark patterns outright. Autoplay would be opt-in and easily
disabled. Silence would be respected as part of the creative process. Metrics would be subordinated
to meaning. The platform would accept slower growth in exchange for deeper cultural legitimacy.

Such refusals would be costly. Theywould reduce engagement, subscriptions, and investor appeal.
Precisely for this reason, they serve as a litmus test. A platform unwilling to sacrifice growth for
integrity reveals its priorities.

Why Suno Fails in Principle

Measured against these criteria, Suno does not merely fall short; it operates in the opposite direction.
It withholds structure, discourages embodiment, replaces revision with abundance, conditions author-
ship on payment, and relies on dark patterns to capture attention. These choices are not incidental.
They are aligned with a business model that monetizes aspiration while externalizing cultural harm.
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To retrofit Suno into an ethical systemwould require reversing its core incentives. It would require
treating music as a practice to be sustained rather than a product to be streamed. There is little
evidence that such a reversal is forthcoming.

The Unrealized Promise of Generative Musical Systems

It would be intellectually dishonest to deny that generative music systems gesture toward genuinely
transformative possibilities. The critique advanced in this essay is not rooted in technophobia or nos-
talgia, but in the conviction that certain affordances of these systems, if developed responsibly, could
substantially expand musical literacy and creative agency. That Suno fails to realize these possibilities
does not negate their existence; rather, it renders the failure more consequential.

One such promise lies in the capacity for individualized musical textbooks. A system capable
of generating music is, in principle, also capable of generating explanations. It could function as a
dynamically adaptive pedagogical environment, presenting harmonic theory, rhythmic structure, and
compositional form in ways tailored to a learner’s current understanding. Unlike static textbooks,
such a system could respond to confusion, adjust pacing, and revisit concepts through varied musical
examples until comprehension is achieved.

In this model, each generated song would double as a lesson. Chord progressions would be anno-
tated with functional analysis. Melodies would be mapped to scale degrees and voice-leading princi-
ples. Rhythmic patterns would be contextualized within stylistic traditions. The system would not
merely produce artifacts, but cultivate transferable understanding. Music generation would become
inseparable from music education.

A second, more radical promise concerns the integration of diegetic music—music that arises
directly from embodied interaction rather than abstract command. Advances in sensing technologies
make it feasible to translate bodily movement into musical structure, allowing rhythm, pitch, and
harmony to emerge from gesture, posture, and motion. Such environments could transform practice
itself into a form of play, where walking, breathing, or coordinated movement generates sound in real
time.

This approach would re-anchor music in the body rather than abstracting it further away. It
would allow learners to feel timing before naming it, to experience phrasing before formalizing it,
and to internalize musical relationships through kinesthetic feedback. Crucially, such systems could
be designed to reward improvement monotonically. As coordination, timing, or control increases, the
resulting music becomes more coherent, more expressive, and more satisfying. Progress would be
audible and cumulative.

Monotonically improving training environments of this kind represent a profound opportunity.
They could lower the barrier to entry for musical practice without eliminating effort. They would
preserve friction while making it legible. Rather than bypassing learning, they would scaffold it,
ensuring that each increment of skill yields perceptible aesthetic reward.

These possibilities underscore the tragedy of current generative music platforms. The same com-
putational capacities that could support individualized instruction, embodied practice, and gradual
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mastery are instead deployed to maximize output and retention. The system that could have served
as a teacher is positioned as a substitute. The environment that could have trained musicians instead
produces consumers.

Recognizing this unrealized promise is essential. It clarifies that the critique that follows is not
an argument against generative music as such, but against a particular institutionalization of it—one
that privileges extraction over education and immediacy over growth. The failure, therefore, is not
technical. It is moral and architectural.

A Formal Model of Monotonically Improving Training Environments

The claim that a training environment can be designed to improve monotonically is not a rhetorical
flourish. It can be formalized as an engineering constraint on the mapping between a learner’s embod-
ied control and the musical reward signal the environment returns. In what follows, “monotonically
improving” will mean that incremental gains in relevant skill variables yield non-decreasing musical
quality under a defined metric, up to noise and measurement error. The purpose of this section is not
to reduce music to a scalar, but to specify the conditions under which an embodied generative system
can reliably reinforce practice rather than substitute for it.

Let 𝑡 ∈ ℝ≥0 denote continuous time and let 𝑥(𝑡) ∈ ℝ𝑑 denote a vector of sensed body-state variables.
Depending on the application, 𝑥(𝑡) may include joint angles, velocities, accelerations, footfall timing,
breath phase, electromyography, or instrument-contact features. Let the learner’s internal skill state
be an unobserved variable 𝑠 ∈ 𝒮 and let ̂𝑠(𝑡) ∈ ℝ𝑘 be an estimator of skill derived from a sliding
window of observations, ̂𝑠(𝑡) = ℰ(𝑥𝑡−𝑊∶𝑡), where 𝑥𝑡−𝑊∶𝑡 denotes the trajectory segment from 𝑡 − 𝑊
to 𝑡 .

The environment emits a musical stream 𝑦(𝑡), which may be represented at multiple levels. For
analysis it is convenient to treat 𝑦 as a sequence of symbolic events with timing, 𝑦 = {(𝑒𝑖 , 𝜏𝑖)}𝑛𝑖=1, where
𝑒𝑖 encodes pitch class, register, articulation, or timbral state, and 𝜏𝑖 encodes event onset. Alternatively
one may model 𝑦(𝑡) as audio, but the symbolic event representation makes structural properties ex-
plicit. The environment’s generative policy is a mapping

𝜋𝜃 ∶ (𝑥𝑡−𝑊∶𝑡 , 𝑧𝑡) ↦ 𝑦𝑡∶𝑡+Δ,

parameterized by 𝜃 , producing a short musical segment over horizon Δ, where 𝑧𝑡 may include a target
style, key, tempo, or pedagogical objective. In an embodied “diegetic” design, 𝜋𝜃 is constrained so that
salient musical features are functions of the user’s movement, rather than merely conditioned on a
text prompt.

To speak rigorously about improvement, we define a musical quality functional 𝑄 that maps a
generated segment and its associated human trajectory to a real-valued score:

𝑄(𝑦𝑡∶𝑡+Δ, 𝑥𝑡∶𝑡+Δ) ∈ ℝ.

The particular choice of 𝑄 is application-dependent, but it must be stated and auditable. In an ed-
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ucational setting, 𝑄 should reward musically meaningful structure that is plausibly attributable to
skill-relevant control. For example, 𝑄 may be composed of terms measuring temporal stability (beat
alignment), pitch stability (intonation), phrase coherence (motivic repetition with variation), and con-
trolled expressivity (dynamic contour aligned with gesture). A generic decomposition is

𝑄 =
𝑚
∑
𝑗=1

𝑤𝑗 𝑄𝑗 ,

with weights 𝑤𝑗 ≥ 0 and component metrics 𝑄𝑗 normalized to comparable scales. This decomposition
is not a claim that music reduces to 𝑚 numbers, but a design choice for a training environment in
which the user must receive consistent reinforcement signals.

We now formalize “monotonically improving” as a property of the environment’s reward-response
with respect to skill. Let 𝑀 ∶ 𝒮 → ℝ be a scalar skill measure (or one coordinate of a vector
skill measure), where larger values correspond to increased competence in the targeted domain. The
environment is monotonically improving with respect to 𝑀 if, for any two skill states 𝑠1, 𝑠2 with
𝑀(𝑠1) ≤ 𝑀(𝑠2), the expected musical quality satisfies

𝔼[𝑄 ∣ 𝑠1] ≤ 𝔼[𝑄 ∣ 𝑠2] ,

where the expectation is taken over the stochasticity of the policy, sensing noise, and environmental
randomness. When 𝑠 is unobserved, one substitutes ̂𝑠 and requires the monotonicity condition to hold
in expectation under the estimator:

𝔼[𝑄 ∣ ̂𝑠 = 𝑢] ≤ 𝔼[𝑄 ∣ ̂𝑠 = 𝑣] whenever 𝑢 ⪯ 𝑣,

where ⪯ is a partial order on ℝ𝑘 encoding “no worse in any relevant skill coordinate.” This makes
the monotonicity requirement robust to multi-dimensional skill: it demands that improving timing
should not reduce perceived musical quality, improving intonation should not reduce reward, and so
on.

A stricter and more practical condition is local monotonicity: there exists 𝜖 > 0 such that for small
improvements 𝛿 in the estimated skill vector, the reward does not decrease:

𝑄(𝜋𝜃 (𝑥; 𝑢 + 𝛿), 𝑥) ≥ 𝑄(𝜋𝜃 (𝑥; 𝑢), 𝑥) − 𝜂,

for all 𝛿 in a cone of “skill-improving directions,” with slack 𝜂 ≥ 0 capturing noise tolerance. This
condition is closer to what learners experience: small progress should not be punished by the envi-
ronment.

The central design problem is therefore to choose 𝜋𝜃 and 𝑄 so that monotonicity holds while
keeping the mapping diegetic. One principled approach is to construct 𝑦 via a differentiable control
layer that maps embodied features into musical parameters, then constrain that layer to be order-
preserving. Let 𝜙(𝑥𝑡−𝑊∶𝑡) ∈ ℝ𝑘 be a feature map extracting performance-relevant signals such as
inter-onset interval stability, phase error to a metronomic target, or breath periodicity. Let 𝑝 ∈ ℝ𝑟
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denote musical control parameters (tempo micro-variation, articulation sharpness, harmonic tension,
timbral brightness). Define

𝑝 = 𝑔(𝜙(𝑥)),
where 𝑔 is constrained to be monotone in designated coordinates of 𝜙. For instance, if 𝜙1 measures
rhythmic stability and 𝑝1 controls groove tightness, one can require 𝜕𝑝1/𝜕𝜙1 ≥ 0. More generally,
if 𝑔 is implemented as a neural network, monotonicity constraints can be enforced by restricting
certain weights to be nonnegative and choosing monotone activation functions, producing an order-
preserving mapping in selected dimensions. The generator then produces music via

𝑦 ∼ 𝒢𝜃 (𝑝, 𝑧),

where 𝒢𝜃 is a generative model conditioned on 𝑝 and stylistic context 𝑧.
This architecture makes the moral distinction central to this essay mathematically explicit. A

predatory generator collapses the learner’s body into a mere prompt source, so that improvements in
embodied control do not reliably change outcomes. A pedagogical generator couples reward to skill
by design, ensuring that practice is instrumentally meaningful. In the former case, the platform sells
completion. In the latter, it cultivates competence.

Two further constraints are necessary for the monotonic property to be ethically significant. First,
the reward must be attributable: the learner should be able to identify which improvements in their
performance caused musical improvements. This implies an explainability requirement: the system
should expose amapping from changes in 𝜙(𝑥) to changes in 𝑝 and hence to audible outcomes. Second,
the reward must be non-deceptive: the environment must not inflate 𝑄 independently of user progress
merely to maintain engagement. Formally, if the environment includes an adaptive difficulty or as-
sistance mechanism 𝑎(𝑡), it should be calibrated so that assistance decreases as skill increases, rather
than masking deficiencies indefinitely. One can represent this with a coupling constraint such as

𝜕𝑎
𝜕𝑀 ≤ 0,

so that as skill grows, hidden assistance does not also grow, preventing a treadmill of illusory im-
provement.

In practical terms, a “monotonically improving” diegetic music environment would behave as fol-
lows. Early movements produce musically coarse outputs, but outputs that are nevertheless coherent
and rewarding enough to sustain participation. As timing stabilizes, the groove tightens, syncopa-
tions become available, and rhythmic density increases without collapsing. As pitch control improves,
melodic intervals widen, harmonic color becomes richer, and expressive ornaments become feasible.
At no point does increased control yield worsemusic; instead, the space of possible musical expression
expands as a function of embodied mastery.

The key point is architectural. Monotonic improvement is not primarily a property of model size
or dataset scale. It is a property of whether the system is designed as an instrument that teaches, or a
proxy that replaces. If a platform chooses the latter, then the absence of monotonic training pathways
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is not an unfortunate omission. It is evidence of predation.

Conclusion

The most dangerous technologies are not those that shock or offend, but those that quietly retrain
desire. Generative music platforms such as Suno do not merely automate production; they recalibrate
expectation. They teach users to anticipate completionwithout effort, expressionwithout understand-
ing, and authorship without responsibility. In doing so, they hollow out the cultural and cognitive
conditions under which music has historically mattered.

What is lost in this process is not simply skill, but orientation. Musical practice has always func-
tioned as a binding mechanism: it binds bodies to time through rhythm, binds individuals to commu-
nities through shared standards and rehearsal, and binds effort to reward through gradual, embodied
improvement. These bindings are not incidental constraints; they are the medium through which
musical meaning is produced and transmitted. A technology that removes them while claiming to
democratize creativity performs a sleight of hand. It offers access while quietly revoking agency.

The mathematical notion of a monotonically improving training environment clarifies what is at
stake. A system that genuinely supports musical learning ensures that incremental gains in embod-
ied control yield non-decreasing aesthetic reward. Practice is never punished; effort is never made
irrelevant. Improvement is audible, attributable, and cumulative. Such systems cultivate patience, dis-
cernment, and trust in one’s own developing capacities. By contrast, a system that produces musically
polished outputs independently of user skill severs the feedback loop between action and consequence.
Desire is redirected away from mastery and toward consumption.

When generative platforms substitute proxy output for embodied progress, they do more than
accelerate production. They disrupt the moral economy of practice. The user is no longer oriented
toward learning how to do something difficult well, but toward obtaining the appearance of having
done so. Over time, this substitution erodes the will to begin at all. Why pick up an instrument, strug-
gle with intonation, or endure awkward early attempts at singing, if completion is always available
without exposure or failure?

If such systems become dominant, the damage will not be confined to an industry. It will register
as a loss of will: fewer people willing to practice imperfectly, fewer communities organized around
shared rehearsal, fewer bodies trained to coordinate breath, movement, and sound. This loss is not
easily reversed. Skills unlearned are harder to relearn than technologies are to abandon, because the
habits of attention and patience that sustain them decay in parallel.

The ethical question, then, is not whether generativemusic platforms are impressive. It is whether
they deserve to exist in their current form. Until such systems place pedagogy over throughput,
embodiment over proxy, and user sovereignty over retention at their center, they cannot plausibly
claim to serve music as a human practice. Until they guarantee that improvement is monotonic,
attributable, and earned, their cultural impact will remain extractive rather than generative.

In this light, the indictment is not technological but architectural. Music does not need to be
protected from machines. It needs to be protected from systems that profit by teaching people not to
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care how music is made.
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