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Introduction

THOMAS CHRISTENSEN

Music theory, Carl Dahlhaus has warned us, is a subject that notoriously resists its own
history. How, he challenges us, is it possible to write any meaningful history of a disci-
pline whose subject matter has shifted so dramatically over time?* Topics of musical
pedagogy that we today take for granted as integral to music theory were not always
so considered - rules for writing counterpoint or realizing a figured bass, for instance.
Conversely, many of the traditional components that made up the quadrivial science of
musica theorica are now considered peripheral subjects lying precariously close to occult
and esoteric thought, or more benignly, perhaps, as part of some mathematical or
acoustical subdiscipline. Nor are these contrasting allegiances mutually exclusive at
any given historical period. Widely diverging conceptions of music theory can often be
found jostling with one another in the same historical culture, within the oexvre of the
same writer, and occasionally even in the same publication.

As a pointed illustration of this diversity, we might consider three texts stemming
from the same decade of the early seventeenth century: Thomas Campion’s A New Way
of Making Fowre Parts in Counter-point by a Most Familiar, and Infallible Rule (London, c.
1618), René Descartes’s Musicae Compendium (c. 1618; printed Utrecht, 1650), and
Robert Fludd’s Utriusque Cosmi, maioris scilicet et minoris metaphysica (Oppenheim,
1617-21). Each of these works has been classified as “music theoretical” (although
ironically, none of them actually employs the title “music theory™).> Yet it is certainly
not the case that all three works represent similar kinds of theory. Campion’s modest
treatise is an eminently practical guide for the novice composer looking fora quick and
“easie” means of harmonizing a given bass line using a number of simple rules of
thumb. Descartes’s treatise, even shorter than Campion’s, is on the contrary quite
learned. The Compendium is a classic text of musical “canonics” - the science of plot-
ting and measuring musical intervals on the monochord. Unlike Campion’s text, it has
no practical function except perhaps as a test case of the young philosopher’s nascent
deductivist method of geometrical reasoning. Finally, Fludd’s mammoth treatise of
Rosicrucian lore and gnosticlearning is an unapologetic paean to the harmonic cosmos

1 Dahlhaus, “Was heisst ‘Geschichte der Musiktheorie’?,” p. 28.

2 As trivial evidence, we may note that all three authors and these works are listed and discussed in the
recent dictionary of historical music theory: Damschroder and Williams, Music Theory from Zarlino to
Schenker.
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2 THOMAS CHRISTENSEN

of Plato’s Timaeus. Given the profoundly different contents and intended readership of
each of these works, we may well ask ourselves how they could be unified within a
single disciplinary paradigm we call “music theory.” What conceptual boundary can
we circumscribe that would help us define and delimit the contents of historical music
theory?

Such questions are by no means without consequence with regard to the present
volume. For the ambitious - and perhaps presumptuous - attempt to present the
history of Western music theory within a single, synoptic volume of essays promises
that there is indeed a relatively unified discipline we can call music theory that is both
intellectually coherent and conceptually stable. Does such a discipline actually exist? Is
“music theory” ultimately an intelligible and meaningful historical subject?

It might be helpful as a first step to begin with some Greek etymology. In pre-Socratic
usage, theoria (Bewola) is a visual term. It entails the action of seeing or observing. A
theoros (Bewods) is a spectator at a theater or games. A theoros could also be a witness
in alegal dispute or a delegate or ambassador conveying information that he attests to
have witnessed.3 (Although the two terms are etymologically unrelated, a number of
Greek writers also noted the striking similarity of the word to theos - a god and divine
observer, the seer who sees all.)

It was Plato who first called the philosopher a special kind of theoros. In the Republic,
Glaucon points out to Socrates the parallels between the observer at a theater and the
philosopher, whom Socrates had just defined as possessing a restless curiosity and
“taste for every sort of knowledge.”# Like the theater audience, the philosopher too is
an observer, curious about - but detached from - the events of which he is a spectator.
Socrates agrees that the parallel is certainly striking, but he ultimately considers it defi-
cient. For the real goal of the philosopher is different from that of the theatergoer. His
wish is not to be entertained or to have his senses ravished; rather, it is to gain epis-
teme-the knowledge of the true and good. “And this is the distinction I draw between
the sight-loving, art-loving practical class and those of whom I am speaking, and who
are alone worthy of the name of philosopher.”

In characteristic dialectical fashion, Aristotle contrasted the kind of episteme gained
by theoriawith the practical knowledge (mpa ki) gained through ergon (épyov). This
was to be a fateful pairing, for henceforth, theory and practice would be dialectically
juxtaposed as if joined at the hip. In Aristotle’s conceptual schema, the end of praktike
is change in some object, whereas the end of theoria is knowledge of the object itself.s

3 Lobkowicz, Theory and Practice: History of a Concept from Aristotle to Marx, p. 15.
4 Plato, Republic, 5.18-20 (4736-4776) (Jowett trans.). 5 Aristotle, Metaphysics, ii. i. 5-7.
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This is not to say that it was impossible to combine the two; on the contrary, Aristotle
considered theoria not so much opposed to praktike as a higher form of praktike, while
praktike was conversely a kind of applied theory.® Still, there is a fundamental epistemo-
logical distinction drawn between the two as principles of action. To recast these cate-
gories in related Aristotelian terminology, we could say that theoria is the discipline of
final causes (that why a thing is made) and praktike that of formal causes (that into which
a thing is made).”

It is helpful to understand these original meanings of theoria. For in its most funda-
mental sense, music theory is a science of final causes. Strictly speaking, music theory
is not concerned with “formal® or “efficient™ causes (how a piece of music is composed
or performed). Instead, theory is to concern itself with basic ontological questions:
what is the essential nature of music? What are the fundamental principles that govern
its appearances? (Aristotle would have spoken of music’s “forms.”) The great medieval
transmitter of ancient Greek thought Anicius Manlius Severinus Boethius (c.
480-523/26) famously divided this kind of musico-logy (literally, the “knowledge of
music”) into three parts: musica mundana, musica humana, and musica instrumentalis. All
these kinds of “music” were united by “harmonia,” the proper concordance of magni-
tudes and multitudes. Musica mundana concerned the macrocosmic harmony of the
universe - the motion of the planets and the rhythms of the four seasons; musica humana
concerned the microcosmic harmony of the body and soul - the disposition of the four
humors and temperaments; and musica instrumentalis concerned the sounding harmony
of “songs” made by singers and instrumentalists. For Boethius, a faithful student of
Platonic thought, it was number and proportion that were the “final® cause governing
each of these three kinds of harmony. The true philosopher of ars musica, the true
musical theoros, was the one who understood this numerical basis of harmony beyond
the shadows of its profane resonance in musica instrumentalis. And the discipline within
which one studied the proportions underlying music in all its macrocosmic and micro-
cosmic manifestations — and hence music theory in its most fundamental and authen-
tic sense — was termed by ancient writers as “harmonics.”

It is worth noting that no early writers actually used the double cognate “music
theorist™ to designate a student of harmonics. In a locution drawn from Plato, but
extended by generations of medieval exegetes, Boethius simply called one who aspired
to the true knowledge of music a “musician” (musicus, from the Greek mousikos). In one
of the most widely repeated aphorisms from the Middle Ages, Guido of Arezzo could
contrast a “musicus” who understood the philosophical nature of music with the
ignorant singer (“cantor™) who could only sound the notes: “Musicorum et cantorum

6 Ball, “On the Unity and Autonomy of Theory and Practice,” p. 65.

7 A third form of activity discussed by Aristotle that is also related to music was poiesis, whose end is
the object made, and hence a discipline of “efficient™ causes - that by which a thing is made. Butitwould
not be until the sixteenth century that musica poetica began to be taught as a distinct compositional dis-
cipline on a par with musica practica and musica theorica.
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4 THOMAS CHRISTENSEN

magna est distantia. Isti dicunt, illi sciunt, quae componit musica.”® Of course we
cannot forget that Guido was indeed concerned with real musica instrumentalis, unlike
Boethius. We have unusually specific evidence concerning Guido’s activities at Arezzo
Cathedral during the early eleventh century as a director and teacher of choirboys. And
he was widely credited with developing some of the most important and influential
pedagogical aids to help singers learn their craft: staff notation for the accurate reading
of neumes, solfege syllables to help learn and memorize chants, and an elementary
grammatical taxonomy by which to compose and analyze these chants.?

Given the profound influence of Guido’s “practical” writings - they were copied and
distributed in the Middle Ages more widely than any other musical work save for
Boethius’s De institutione musica*®-we are clearly entering a new period with new expec-
tations for the musicus. For all that musicians of the early Middle Ages may have revered
the authority of the Greek and Hellenistic writers - or at least what they gleaned
through Boethiusand Martianus Capella - they were also committed to anotherauthor-
ity: that of the church and its sacred chant repertoire. Thus, as Joseph Smits van
Waesberghe has pointed out, there was a pronounced tension between the auctoritas
ecclesiastica and the auctoritas greca (although some theorists such as Hucbald strove
mightily to reconcile the two).** No longer could a true musician remain aloof from
musical practice and lead the contemplative life of the bios theoretikos (if indeed that was
ever possible outside of Boethius’s lonely prison cell, where he composed the Consolatio
philosophiae shortly before his execution). Given thatvirtually all musical writers in the
Middle Ages were associated in some way with the church, it would have been incred-
ible for them not to have been concerned about the musica instrumentalis they would have
heard and chanted in their daily offices of worship - the opus Dei. With the pressing need
for Carolingian authorities to bring some kind of order to a burgeoning but chaotic
chant practice, choir directors were pressed to think of means for classifying, notating,
and teaching singers a stabilized chant repertoire. Aurelian’s modest tract, Musica disci-
plina, from the late ninth century, was only the first such propaedeutic textbook of
musica plana (although Aurelian still included generous coverage of more speculative
topics rooted in ars musica; see Chapter 11, pp. 314-15). And as more complex perfor-
mance problems arose with the introduction of improvised organum and discant
singing, new pedagogical demands faced the cantor — above all, that of mensuration. (It
wasarguably not so much issues of modal identity or dissonance regulation that offered
the most intractable problem to medieval musicians with the rise of contrapuntal

8 Indeed, Guido at one point compared the singer who did not understand music to an animal
(“bestia”). For the complete quotation, see Chapter 5, p. 163 of the present volume. For a masterly
survey of the musicus-cantor dichotomy in medieval thought, see the entry “Musicus-Cantor> by Erich
Reimer in HmT (1978).

9 Waesberghe, Musikerziehung, p. 23. Ironically, the pedagogical aid for which his name is probably best
known - the Guidonian hand - was one for which he almost certainly had no responsibility.

10 Bernhard, “Das musikalische Fachschrifttum im lateinischen Mittelalter,” p. 72.

11 Waesberghe, Musikerziehung, p. 19.
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singing as it was the conceptualization and notation of a hierarchy of rhythmic values
by which to coordinate the voices of musica mensurabilis.)

With the transmission into the West of many of Aristotle’s most important writings
by Arab writers beginning in the twelfth century, musicians finally were provided with
an unimpeachable authority by which to legitimize the kinds of propaedeutic writings
of Aurelian and Guido - or, as musical praktike was rendered by the twelfth-century
translators of al-Farabi, “musica activa.” To be sure, as the venerable curriculum of the
“studium generale” migrated from the Cathedral and monastic schools to the newly
formed universities of Bologna, Paris, and Oxford, scholars continued to study and
offer their own glosses of musica speculativa in the Boethian paradigm.'> Much more
vigorous, though, was the industry of music instructors (praeceptores) who attempted
to offer regulation and codification for the various parameters of rapidly changing
musical practice through the textbook genre of the ¢isagoge.’3 And even when specu-
lative topics were taught, they were often done so within a treatise having largely prac-
tical aims.*# Hundreds of music treatises were penned and copied throughout the
Middle Ages that offered more or less practical guidance on every possible problem of
singing and composition (the boundaries between the two hardly recognized). Even as
scholastic rhetoric became increasingly conspicuous during the thirteenth and four-
teenth centuries, musicians trained in the newly flourishing universities devoted most
of their energies to issues of musica activa. While it is perhaps an exaggeration for
Albrecht Riethmiiller to say that music entered the Middle Ages as theory and left it as
practice, there is no question that the prestige of music theory was now declining pre-
cipitously as a philosophical and scientific discipline.*s

But it would be wrong to see this process simply as one of an invigorated pedagogy
of musica practica evermore encroaching upon the territory of an enfeebled musica spec-
ulativa, of usus triumphing over ars. Rather, it was more a case of music theory being
refocused, its principles reconfigured so as to accommodate better the domain of
musica instrumentalis. Lawrence Gushee has remarked that theory and practice emerge

12 Carpenter, Music in the Medieval and Renaissance Universities, pp. 32ff. Properly speaking, we might
note that the term theoria was never used in the Middle Ages to designate writings on music, even for
the most speculative genre of harmonics. With the spread of Aristotelian thought in the thirteenth
century, however, a number of scholastically trained musical writers did start to employ the Latin cog-
nates theoria and practica in their writings, including the likes of Franco of Cologne, Jehan des Murs,
Walter of Odington, and Johannes Grocheo. But as Jacques of Liege noted, there was already a perfectly
good Latin translation for the Greek word theoria: speculum (Compendium de musica 1.1; Speculum musicae
5.13). Hence, whereas earlier medieval writers would refer to the scientia of music with regard to its phil-
osophical study, later medieval writers employed the term speculatio (as in Jacques’s eponymous summa
of musical knowledge). It was only in the later fifteenth century that some Italian humanists (above all,
Franchino Gaffurio) explicitly entitled their musical writings “theoria.”

13 Waesberghe, Musikerziehung, pp. 24fF.

14 Soworks as early as the Musica enchiriadis and Scolica enchiviadis, texts from the late ninth century, can
be read as both theoretical and practical, each containing Boethian discussions of musical arithmetic in
addition to practical guides for notating, classifying, and singing chant and organum.

15 Riethmiiller, “Probleme der spekulativen Musiktheorie im Mittelalter,” p. 177.
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in the Middle Ages not so much as distinct epistemological genres but more as a mix
of intellectual styles, social functions, and musical contexts - features that may be
differently combined in any given treatise.'® Most treatises of “speculative” music
theory in the late Middle Ages had dropped any serious discussion of celestial harmony
(or at least, tempered it by a healthy dose of Aristotelian skepticism).!7 Instead, the
authors of these treatises - mostly scholastic writers of encyclopedic Summae of com-
prehensive musical knowledge such as Jehan des Murs, Jacques of Liege, Walter of
Odington, Marchetto of Padua, or Jerome of Moravia - took many of the received
quantitative topics of classical harmonics - the tetrachord, octave species, calculations
of interval ratios, etc. — and adapted them with various degrees of success to issues of
contemporary musical practice. Problems of pitch material (scales, intervals, mode,
and solfege) were grouped under the rubric of musica plana; that of rhythm and men-
sural theory (really a kind of advanced counterpoint) under the rubric of musica mensu-
rabilis. Even that venerated tool of speculative canonics — the monochord - was now
used in a highly practical way by teachers: as a musical instrument to establish pitches
and scales for singers. The task of the music theorist was now that of the practical ped-
agogue: to teach the elements of music to be applied by the would-be performer or
composer, while conversely helping to discipline that practice through the establish-
ment of regulative rules. This is by no means to say that “speculative” knowledge of
music was in complete disrepute; such knowledge was valued, but mainly to the extent
that it could be of value to musica practica. The true musicus of the later Middle Ages was
now the “cantor peritus et perfectus” — one who not only knew, but could do, to turn
Guido’s aphorism on its head.*®

With the humanistic revival of ancient Greek thought in the latter half of the fifteenth
century, we find some renewed interest in the Boethian paradigm of cosmic harmonics.
Indeed, among many Italian humanists, we witness a veritable “mania for music
theory,” as Knud Jeppesen has so aptly put it.’ Questions of interval calculation and
tuning were attacked with a vigor not seen since the mysterious group of “harmoni-
cists® reported by Aristoxenus almost 2,000 years earlier. Franchino Gaffurio
(1451-1522) was one such individual. It is not without significance that his major incu-
nabulum of 1492, the Theorica musice, explicitly resurrected the Greek appellation
theoria.>® In the scramble to find and translate any ancient text concerning musical

16 Gushee, “Questions of Genre,” p. 388.

17 Again another terminological clarification is in order. No late medieval writer would call such phil-
osophical writings on music “speculative theory,” since it was understood that any properly “theoreti-
cal > discussion of music was “speculative” in the original, Platonic sense of the word. Albrecht
Riethmiiller has thus made the amusing point that the modern locution “speculative music theory™
would have been doubly redundant for a medieval writer, since the original concept of musica as a quad-
rivial science already entailed the concepts of both speculatio and theoria. Riethmiiller, “Probleme der
spekulativen Musiktheorie im Mittelalter,” p. 174. 18 Gushee, “Questions of Genre,” p. 408.

19 Quoted in Palisca, Humanism in Italian Renaissance Musical Thought, p. 8.

20 Theorica musice (Milan, 1492). Gaffurio had actually published a shorter version of this treatise in
1480 entitled Theoricum opus musicae disciplinae.
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topics, scholars of the late Quattrocento made the first real inroads in understanding
Greek music theory.?! The resulting publications of music theory - such as Gaffurio’s -
constituted a heady mix ofantiquarian topics: theancient Greek tonoiand genres, mono-
chord calculations based on Euclid and Ptolemy, and reflections upon the cathartic and
magical powersof music. Yetitis noteworthy that Gaffurio did notsee himselfrestricted
asawriter to the ancient parameters of musica theorica, for in his next major treatise, he
dealthead onwith practical issues of counterpoint,mode,and mensuration. His Practica
musice of 1496 was conceived not so much in opposition to the text that preceded it, but
rather as a logical and necessary complement to it, upon the foundation of which it
builds. It is worth noting that of the most important treatises of speculative music
theory that would be penned over the following centuries by Zarlino, Salinas, Cerone,
Mersenne, and Rameau, all were paired with complementing treatises of musica practica
-allindeed bound within the covers of the same volume. As Bartolomeo Ramis de Pareia
(c. 1440-91) putit poetically, the new integration of theory and practice wasas if “mouse
and elephant can swim together; Daedalus and Icarus can fly together.”>*

Theincreasingly close dialectic that constituted Renaissance theoria and practicais par-
adigmatically evident in the area of tuning. As composers were increasingly employing
tertian sonorities in their compositions by the fifteenth century, the received
Pythagorean tuning of the ditone (81 : 64) was proving unsustainable. But the theoreti-
calargument for tuning the major third toajustsuperparticular ratio (5 : 4) required con-
siderable effort in the face of tenacious canonist traditions. The extended and passionate
arguments waged on behalf of the justly tuned major third by Ramis de Pareia and his
allies show vividly how traditional musica theorica was being bent in the service of prac-
tice.?3 Conversely, tuning became an area of speculative thought in the Renaissance that
was in many ways far ahead of practice, contrary to the widespread notion that theory
must necessarily lag behind. The various proposals for enharmonic or quasi-equal tem-
peraments by the likes of Vincenzo Galilei, Nicola Vicentino, and Simon Stevin far out-
paced the practice of their contemporaries and would have to wait at least another
hundred years before enjoying wider acceptance and application by musicians.

An even more striking change in the fortunes of music theory, however, occurred in
the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries at the advent of the so-called “scien-
tific revolution.” Many of the hitherto classical problems of musical harmonics - in
particular the generation and ranking of consonances - were newly treated by scien-
tists as problems of acoustical mechanics. This shift toward mechanics did not in fact
dislodge music theory as a quantitative science. (One merely substituted proportions
measured by vibrational frequency for those plotted out on a monochord.) But the
shift did change much of the metaphysical grounding by which consonance was under-
stood. No longer evaluated by numerological constructs (such as Zarlino’s senario),

21 A story brilliantly told in Palisca’s study, Humanism in Italian Renaissance Musical Thought.
22 Musica practica (1482) (Miller trans., p. 42).
23 Palisca, Humanism in Italian Renaissance Musical Thought, pp. 235-44.
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consonance could be seen as a purely physiological consequence of coincidental vibra-
tional frequencies; hence the boundary between consonance and dissonance could
now be a continuum that shifted according to context and taste.>+

Music theory thus seemed to have suffered a double loss by the end of the seven-
teenth century. On the one hand, it gradually receded from its Boethian heights
through the robust growth of musica practica as a discipline. More and more energy
seemed to be devoted to systematizing and regulating the parameters of a rapidly
changing musical practice and poetics. On the other hand, many of the most time-
honored problems with which music theory was historically identified, such as the
measurement and evaluation of consonance, were now being appropriated by disci-
plines of natural science. (It was in 1701 that the French scientist Joseph Sauveur chris-
tened one area of this study as “acoustique.”)

“Music theory” continued to be cultivated by a few scholars throughout the
Enlightenment in the model of traditional classical canonics. But for the most part, any
treatise employing “music theory™ in its title presented a limited and by now rather
impoverished picture of the venerable discipline, one usually limited to rather pedan-
tic calculations of intervals and tuning systems. To be sure, new mathematical tech-
niques such as logarithms were applied in order to quantify with meticulous precision
the various kinds of mean-tone and quasi-equal temperaments thought up by scientists
and musicians. But many of these tunings, it should be stressed, were “paper™ temper-
aments with little relevance to the ad hoc practice of most keyboardists.

Thus, by the eighteenth century, music theory had become only a shell of its former
glory. (Rameau felt obliged on numerous occasions to defend the honor and dignity of
music theory, while at the same time conceding such knowledge might be of little prac-
tical use to musicians.) Yet for every defender of music theory - such as Rameau or
Lorenz Mizler (1711-78), the founder of the “Corresponding Society of Musical
Science - there were critics such as Johann Mattheson (1681-1764), who would lam-
baste music theoria (or, as he preferred to call it, “musical mathematics™) as a discred-
ited remnant of unenlightened prejudice, its advocates as “system builders> blindly -
or deafly - constructing their elaborate numerical edifices with no regard to musical
reality. With the weapons of empirical philosophy bequeathed by Locke, writers such
as Mattheson could militantly hoist the Aristoxenian flag of sensus over that of ratio.
Indeed, for most progressive thinkers of the Enlightenment, theory of almost any sort

24 DPalisca, “Scientific Empiricism in Musical Thought,” p. 109.

25 A representative sampling of such theory titles is suggestive: Otto Gibel, Introductio musicae theoreti-
cae didacticae. . . cum primis vero mathematica (Bremen, 1660); Thomas Salmon, “The Theory of Musick
Reduced to Arithmetical and Geometric Proportions” (1705); Leonhard Euler, Tentamen novae theoriae
musicae (St. Petersburg, 1739); Friederich Wilhelm Marpurg, Anfangsgriinde der theoretischen Musik
(Leipzig, 1757); Giovanni Battista Martini, Compendio della teoria de’ numeri per uso del musico (Bologna,
1769). Jean-Philippe Rameau’s Nouveau systeme de musique théorique of 1726 is also in the tradition, it
being “new™ only in the sense that it substituted an acoustical principle - the corps sonore - as the origin
of musical proportions rather than the traditional canonist origin in string divisions (as was proposed
in his Traité de Pharmonie four years earlier).
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was viewed suspiciously in comparison to the measured empiricism of inductive rea-
soning drawn from practice. (The French philosophes would contrast this as the esprit
de systeme versus the esprit systématique.)

Perhaps because music theory had been so emptied of its traditional prestige and
content, then, it was ripe to be rehabilitated with new empirical sobriety. By reconceiv-
ing theory as a systematic program of popular philosophy and pedagogy, Johann Georg
Sulzer (1720-79) could appropriate the term in his ambitious encyclopedia of aesthet-
ics, the Allgemeine Theorie der schinen Kiinste (1771-74). For Sulzer, theory was not so
much an abstracted foundation of a given science from which are deduced empirical
axioms in geometric fashion as it was a general process of reasoning by which the
empirical and metaphysical components of a science were systematically itemized and
coordinated (although it would not be until the end of the century that Kant com-
pleted Sulzer’s great rescue project by rigorously working out the epistemological
basis upon which valid theoretical reasoning may be conducted). Thus, in Sulzer’s
program, “theory” would necessarily encompass those “practical” elements of taxon-
omy and regulation necessary to the instruction of any art in addition to its more
abstracted, normative principles. But while Sulzer’s encyclopedia may have sketched
out what such a program of music might entail (in the various articles written by
Johann Kirnberger and his student J. A. P. Schulz), it was Johann Forkel (1749-1818),
the famed music lexicographer, historian, organist, and music director at the univer-
sity of Gottingen, who first - in 1777 - proposed a systematic program of study he
called “Theorie der Musik™ that seemed to fulfill Sulzer’s plan.>®

Far from restricting music theory to a rarefied science of interval calculations and
tuning, Forkel redefines it as a broad pedagogical discipline of musical study “insofar
asitis necessary and useful to amateurs and connoisseurs.” Specifically, Forkel includes
five parts within his program of music theory: 1. Physics; 2. Mathematics; 3. Grammar;
4. Rhetoric; 5. Criticism. Parts 1 and 2, roughly speaking, cover the traditional specu-
lative domain of musica theorica, albeit updated with new scientific knowledge and lan-
guages. Parts 3 and 4 cover the traditional regulative functions of musica practica and
poetics: systems of scales, keys, harmony, and meter, as well as their application by
composers in terms of phrasing, genre, and rhetoric. Finally, part 5 foretokens a new
concern that will play an increasingly important role in music-theoretical discussions:
critical analysis. Here the theorist is concerned with such elusive qualities as the “inner
character” of a musical work.?” Forkel’s program constitutes an extraordinary change
in the meaning of music theory by radically expanding its domain in relation to prac-
tical pedagogy and criticism. No longer was music theory a preliminary or metaphys-
ical foundation to practice. On the contrary, it was practical pedagogy that was now a
subset of theory.

26 Forkel, “Uber die Theorie der Musik” (1777).

27 Forkel’s program is discussed in more detail by Leslie Blasius in the present volume, Chapter 1, pp.
39-40.
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With the advent of the nineteenth century and the founding of the many music con-
servatories and schools throughout Europe that would institutionalize the training of
the next generations of performers,composers,and conductors, music theory fractured
into a number of competing disciplinary paradigms that elude easy synthesis. On the
one hand, the utilitarian turn of music theory evidenced in Forkel’s program was taken
up by a few nineteenth-century theorists in whose works theory was colloquially
understood as a general program of music pedagogy. Characteristic is Gottfried
Weber’s comprehensive Kompositionslehre, the Versuch einer geordneten Theorie der
Tonsetzkunst (Mainz, 1817-21). Yet in its tendentious empiricism, Weber’s
“Systematically Arranged Theory of Composition™ hardly would be recognized as a
theory of music in any sense by a writer such as Gaffurio - or even Mattheson for that
matter.2® On the other hand,someauthors continued to use the term in the area of music
in its more traditional sense of speculative foundations (e.g. Moritz Hauptmann in his
treatise of pseudo-Hegelian musical dialectics, Die Natur der Harmonik und Metrik: Zur
Theorie der Musik [ Leipzig, 1853]). Still other writers conflated “theory” with the most
rudimentary program of music pedagogy, as in the following pocket catechism pub-
lished in America in 1876: Palmer’s Theory of Music: Being a Practical Guide to the Study of
Thorough-Bass, Harmony, Musical Composition and Form (Cincinnati, 1876).

If there is one element that might tie many of these various configurations of nine-
teenth-century “music theory” together, it is that authors increasingly relied upon the
study of musical works from which they deduced - and illustrated - their teachings.
While selected examples of music analysis can be cited as far back as the Middle Ages,
itwas only in the nineteenth century that theorists would regularly cite musical exam-
ples in their texts, more often than not drawn from a rapidly coalescing canon of “clas-
sical® masterworks. The aim in most cases was not - as with earlier theories - to look
at individual works in order to derive normative patterns of compositional practice;
rather, analysis was employed to gain insight into and understanding of the individu-
ating particulars of the artwork, the analysis often being couched in the rhetoric of bio-
logical organicism. For the most ardent Romanticists, in fact, masterworks were
defined precisely by their uniqueness, their status as sublime creations of genius that
we might only begin to comprehend - though never replicate - through profound and
prolonged contemplation.? (Thus then does the activity of music analysis curl back
and connect with the original Platonic occupation of the theoros.)

By the beginning of the twentieth century, a sharp reaction to music theory as a ped-
agogical discipline had set in. Partly in response to the grand theoretical projects of

28 It is not surprising that at least in German-speaking countries, Musiktheorie never caught on as a
broad disciplinary appellation, being superseded at the end of the nineteenth century by the program
of systematische Musikwissenschaft articulated by Guido Adler. And to this day, Musiktheorie is mostly
equated in Germany with practical skills in musicianship, found primarily in the music conservatories
or Hochschulen rather than the univerisities.

29 lan Bent’s Musical Analysis in the Nineteenth Century (see p. xxiii) offers a valuable survey of some of
this literature, with insightful commentary and lucid translations.
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scholars such as Hugo Riemann (who, ironically, never actually entitled any of his
works as theoretical) 3° writers such as Arnold Schoenberg would castigate the preten-
sions and conservatism of academic music theorists; indeed, the whole preface to the
third edition of Schoenberg’s own Harmonielehre (1921) opens with a blistering assault
on the hidebound discipline of “Musiktheorie” and its stultified pedantry.3* Heinrich
Schenker’s own bétes noires were the “concert guides™ of musical hermeneutics penned
by the likes of Hermann Kretzschmar. Pointedly, Schenker entitled his own rehabili-
tation project “New Musical Theories and Fantasies™ in clear contradistinction to the
impressionistic poetical readings of Kretzschmar and his company.

Polemics aside, the twentieth century witnessed an unprecedented explosion of
music theory. Not since the late fifteenth century was there such a fermentation of
theoretical thought in all its various guises: speculative, practical, and analytical.
Certainly one explanation can be posited: the loss of a common language of harmonic
tonality. In the case of Schoenberg, of course, this entailed the formulation of an
entirely new compositional system of serialism “using twelve tones related to one
another” that he believed was the natural and inevitable successor of harmonic tonal-
ity. For Heinrich Schenker, on the other hand, this entailed a defensive, almost reac-
tionary music theory that sought to rescue and validate a waning tonal tradition of
which he believed himself to be a guardian and expositor. The two theoretical para-
digms that Schoenberg and Schenker bequeathed - those of compositional (prescrip-
tive) serial theory and of analytical (descriptive) tonal theory, respectively — proved to
be two of the most resilient and resonant in the twentieth century.

Another remarkable development of twentieth-century music theory was its broad
professionalization as it became increasingly institutionalized within university pro-
grams. Like its medieval precursor, the modern university, particularly in North
America, has offered a congenial home to the dedicated music theorist. This profes-
sionalization of music theory may be credited to a number of factors. There was of
course the growth of musicology itself as an academic discipline, in which the schol-
arly study of music and musical documents (including those of historical music theory)
was cultivated. There was also a favorable intellectual climate, particularly at mid-
century, in which “positivistic” sciences were widely cultivated, and music analysis
was a beneficiary - or at least certain styles of more “formalistic™ analysis (of which
Schenker’s, ironically, became a prime example).3* Finally, there was a growing sense
that the practical subject matter of music theory pedagogy (historically considered the
domain of musica practica, as we have seen) demanded specialists for its teaching.

30 His very first publication, a series of articles which appeared in 1872 under the title “Musikalische
Logik: Ein Beitrag zur Theorie der Musik,” is the exception that proves the point.

31 Yet it is as ironic as it is indicative that the English translation of Schoenberg’s treatise published
sixty years later would bear a title that would surely have its author turning in his grave: Theory of
Harmony.

32 For an insightful narrative of the intellectual origins of contemporary American music theory, see
McCreless, “Rethinking Contemporary Music Theory.”
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Thus, by the 1950s, we find the first academic appointments of music theory in
several American music departments and the foundation of advanced degree programs
in music theory. (The Yale University Department of Music, under the leadership of
Paul Hindemith, seems to have been the first academic institution to establish a music
theory degree in the modern era.33) Significant, too, was the founding of several schol-
arly journals devoted to music theory, including the Journal of Music Theory (1957) and
Perspectives of New Music (1962). The former journal was associated appropriately
enough with the Yale program, the latter with the music department at Princeton
University, where a combined program of composition and theory was developed
under the leadership of Milton Babbitt. Noteworthy, too, was the founding of the
Society for Music Theory in 1977, the first scholarly society devoted to the discipline
of music theory since Mizler’s organization some two hundred years earlier. And while
this professionalization of music theory was initially limited to North American uni-
versities, in more recent years it has become broadly international in scope, with new
courses of study, degree programs, conferences, and publications devoted to music
theory springing up around the world each year.

At the opening of the twenty-first century, then, there seems little doubt that music
theory has once again firmly found its place in the scholarly study of music. To be sure,
there remain many of the same disciplinary tensions we have witnessed in previous
centuries between practical and speculative strains of musical study, between descrip-
tive and prescriptive methods of inquiry. And music theory has continued to suffer its
share of criticisms in the wake of the general rise of postmodern malaise at the close of
the twentieth century. In particular, a number of musicologists have faulted theorists
for cleaving to a perceived modernist mentality innocent of questions concerning cul-
tural or social context. Certainly among music theorists themselves, there have been
spirited debates and some anxious hand-wringing concerning the identity and
methods of music theory. But as we enter a new millennium in the now two and a half
millennia old discipline of music theory, a new sense of confidence and energy seems
to be animating the work of theorists. One of the most remarkable signs of this new
vitalization is seen in the recent resurgence of unabashed speculative theorizing among
a number of scholars. For instance, under the general rubric of “neo-Riemannian”
theory, a group of theorists led by David Lewin, Richard Cohn, and John Clough have
sought to extend imaginatively some ideas drawn from Hugo Riemann’s theory of har-
monic functions using advanced tools of algebraic group theory.34 Their aim is not so
much to deduce insight analytically from musical practice, or to regulate music peda-

33 Ironically, Yale had established an endowed chair in the Theory of Music as early as 189o. (The first
appointment was of Jakob Stoeckel, by then a senior music instructor at the Yale School of Music.) But
the real florescence of scholarly music theory came to Yale only with Hindemith’s arrival in 1940 in the
newly consitituted Department of Music (Forte, “Paul Hindemith’s Contribution to Music Theory in
the United States,” p. 6).

34 A useful introduction to the work of these theorists is provided in Richard Cohn’s essay,
“Introduction to Neo-Riemannian Theory: A Survey and a Historical Perspective.”
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gogically. Rather, they aim for a most traditional goal: to explore the universe of tonal
materia in order to understand its boundless properties and potential. This resuscita-
tion of the seemingly dormant tradition of speculative harmonics constitutes a remark-
able chapter in the long history of music theory and suggests that the venerable study
of ars musica as envisioned almost 1,500 years ago by Boethius may yet have the capac-
ity to animate the imagination of musicians.

IT

I have offered this abbreviated - and obviously highly selective - survey of the discipli-
nary peregrinations of music theory as it vividly opens up one of the fundamental diffi-
culties facing the present volume in defining its proper subject matter. The problem is
not simply one of vicissitudes of labels and lexical taxonomies; rather, it goes to the
fundamental ontological changes of meaning concerning musica theorica. To return to
Dahlhaus’s challenge raised at the beginning of this introduction, we can see how the
writing of a “history of music theory> poses any number of formidable paradoxes. To
be at all meaningful, such a history would have to be both prospective and retrospec-
tive; it would need to look forward to the changes and ruptures of meaning that theoria
underwent from its earliest conceptions - its migration into the emerging fields of
acoustics and analysis, for example - as well as look backwards and reconstruct an
idealized discipline of music theory containing topics that were not originally consid-
ered to be part of its program of study, such as the propaedeutic writings of the Middle
Ages or many of the treatises of musical poetics and performance from the Baroque and
Classical eras. Put simply, a comprehensive history of “music theory” must include a
prodigious quantity of topics and problems that were at differing times not properly
considered to be part of'it.

Such a history of music theory is only conceivable, then, if we abandon any fixed defi-
nition of theory and allow instead for a flexible network of meanings. Dahlhaus has
proposed one way to do this by distinguishing various “traditions™ of music theory.35
For Dahlhaus, the “speculative® and “practical tensions we have just analyzed consti-
tute two discrete traditions of “theorizing™ that need to be kept conceptually separ-
ate, however entangled they may appear within any given text. The “speculative”
tradition he characterizes as the “ontological contemplation of tone systems.” This
would encompass, then, not only the traditional programs of classical harmonics
and canonics but much research in the areas of acoustics and tuning theory during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and tone psychology in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. The second “practical” tradition is characterized by Dahlhaus as
the “regulation” and “coordination of these tone systems applied to compositional

35 Dahlhaus, Grundziige einer Systematik, pp. 6-9.
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practice. As a regulatory discipline, such music “theory” seeks to draw from practice
normative rules of syntax and models of structure, while at the same time disciplining
that practice through pedagogical strictures. Here we would have an even more expan-
sive category of pedagogical writings crossing the centuries and touching on justabout
every parameter of music: counterpoint, harmony, rhythm, meter, melody, form,
genre, and style. Dahlhaus adds a third theoretical tradition to his outline, one that
really only rose to prominence in the nineteenth century, although it was foretokened,
as we have seen, by Forkel: music analysis. Here, the music analyst studies individual
musical works not so much to derive normative patterns of compositional practice, as
to gain understanding of the individuating particulars of the artwork.

Dahlhaus calls each of these theoretical traditions “paradigms” (borrowing from the
historian of science Thomas Kuhn).3¢ It should be obvious from our brief historical
overview that the boundaries among these three traditions are porous. Many theories
and theorists mix them dialectically in often quite intricate ways. (For example, it
would hardly be an effortless task to disentangle those elements of Schenker’s theory
that are regulative from those that are analytic - let alone even speculative.) Still, these
three traditions can be useful heuristics in sorting out the diversity of theoretical
“styles” we find throughout history. By thinking of music theory less as epistemology
than as a conceptual attitude, perhaps it is possible to map out a kind of historical evo-
lution of musical thought while at the same time accounting for divergences and diver-
sity within this thought.

It goes without saying that the writing of such a history entails potential pitfalls. We
need only glance backwards at a few of the attempts to construct a history of music
theory to see what some of these might be. Perhaps the first such attempt was by
Francois Joseph Fétis (1784-1871), who published his Esquisse de Phistoire de Pharmonie,
considérée comme art et comme science systématique in 1840 as a monograph to preface his
famous treatise on harmony. (In fact, the Esquisse was subsequently revised and
included as the fourth and concluding section of Fétis’s oft-reprinted Traité de Phar-
monie.) In a desultory survey of theoretical writings that begins in the Middle Ages,
Fétis attempted to chronicle the evolution of harmonic thought culminating in his
own formulation of tonalité. Inspired by Hegel’s philosophy of history, Fétis saw music
theorists as vessels of an emerging tonal consciousness scrolling across time, and he was
therefore not slow to either praise or censure any given writer depending upon how
closely the writer was able to give voice to this tonal spirit.3” But clearly, Fétis’s myopic
teleology coupled with an almost pathological orientalist prejudice severely con-
stricted the value of his survey, one further marred by his notoriously sloppy scholar-
ship.38

36 Dahlhaus, “Was heisst ‘Geschichte der Musiktheorie’?,” p. 29.

37 Christensen, “Fétis and Emerging Tonal Consciousness.”

38 A sort of “follow up> history to Fétis’s that has received far less attention but is certainly valuable
for its bibliographic expanse, is Chevaillier, “Les Théories harmoniques.”
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Of far greater scholarly value and breadth, although perhaps no less lacking in his-
toricist audacity, is the Geschichte der Musiktheorie first published in 1898 by Hugo
Riemann (1849~ 1919). Riemann was able to offer a far more detailed study than Fétis
of historical music theory since the Middle Ages, drawing upon the fruits of the first
generation of German musicology (to which he was himself an active contributor).
Broadening his survey to include problems of mensural theory, counterpoint, mode,
tuning, acoustics, and what he termed (borrowing from Forkel) “musical logic,”
Riemann produced a stunning historical synthesis of materials that can still be profit-
ably - if cautiously - consulted by scholars today. Tellingly, Riemann’s work has been
translated into English, and until the present volume, has constituted the only such
history to be published in English. Still, like Fétis’s, Riemann’s history is crippled by
an almost fatal Whiggism, one in which past harmonic theories are measured by the
extent to which they are seen as adumbrating Riemann’s own controversial view of
harmonic functionality and dualism.39 And given the vast increase of musicological
knowledge in the century since Riemann’s history was published, there is scarcely a
paragraph in it that does not stand in need of some correction or qualification.

As I noted earlier, the twentieth century has seen impressive advances in the study
of historical music theory. The editions of Gerbert and Coussemaker of the most
important medieval theory treatises have been supplemented by vastly more accurate
scholarly editions.4° Virtually the entire surviving corpus of Greek musical writings is
now available in meticulously annotated translations (and accessible to any scholar for
comparison and study through electronic databases). And important monographs now
exist that shed light on the lives and works of many of the most important music theo-
rists, including Rameau, Riemann, Schoenberg, and Schenker.+*

One recent scholarly project related to historical music theory, however, does stand
out from the rest and deserves special mention here. Beginning in 1977, a group of
German musicologists under the leadership of Frieder Zaminer at the Berlin
Staatliches Institut fiir Musikforschung undertook to produce a new history of music
theory that aimed to be as expansive in coverage as it was detailed in its treatment of
subject matter. Eventually to constitute fifteen volumes, the Berlin Geschichte der
Musiktheorie promises to offer the most scholarly survey yet published on topics of his-
torical music theory. (As of this date of writing, ten of the fifteen planned volumes have
appeared in print; see the bibliography on pp. xxii-xxiii.) It can already be said that
many of the lengthy chapters in this project - most of which are substantial mono-
graphs in themselves - are already classical sources to which all future scholars will

39 Burnham, “Method and Motivation in Hugo Riemann’s History of Harmonic Theory.”

40 See Huglo, “Bibliographie des éditions et études relatives a la théorie musicale du Moyen Age
(1972-1987).”

41 A good starting point into this literature is the indispensable bibliography compiled by David
Damschroder and David Russell Williams (Music Theory from Zarlino to Schenker), even though their work
is limited-as its title would suggest - roughly to theorists active from the late sixteenth to the early twen-
tieth century.
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need to turn. Indeed, readers will find many references to these studies in the present
volume (and including this introduction). But for all its indispensable scholarly value,
the Zaminer project still can be an unwieldy - and not always uniform - resource, with
great fluctuation in coverage among the individual contributors. And for the reader
lacking fluency in the German language, the work will obviously be of limited value.

It is to meet the needs of English-speaking scholars, then, that the Cambridge History
of Western Music Theory was conceived. We have set for ourselves two ambitious — and
not always consonant - goals. First, we seek to provide a comprehensive, broad histor-
ical survey of the vast and varied historical terrain of music theory we have outlined
above that draws upon the prodigious amount of scholarly research produced over the
past decades. Second, we seek to do so in the most synthetic manner possible. If I may
use a relevant analogy: we aim for the expansive, observational overview of the tkeoros,
with the empirical sobriety and pragmatic efficiency of praktike.

To this end, thirty-two experts in the area of historical music theory were commis-
sioned to contribute to this project. Following Dahlhaus’s suggestion, we have
imposed a tripartite conceptual division, comprising the speculative, regulatory and
analytic traditions he has outlined.4> Within these three broad categories, readers will
quickly see that we have employed a variety of historiographical approaches involving
both diacronic (chronologically delimited) and synchronic (broadly thematic)
approaches. As a principal aim of this project was to provide English-speaking readers
with a practical research tool, we felt it necessary to limit the size of each chapter. Each
author was thus encouraged to come up with an organizational strategy by which the
key issues of the chapter could be efficiently treated, perhaps using only a few repre-
sentative topics or authors as nodal points around which others may be clustered or
refracted. The Cambridge History of Western Music Theory, it should be stressed, aims to
be more a resource for scholars and students than a source itself. To aid in this goal, we
have been generous in our use of musical examples, graphs, tables, textual “windows
and other illustrative material. At the same time, multiple cross-citations have been
provided to guide the reader to related discussions in other chapters, as well as to
underscore the thematic unity of the volume (these cross-references are indicated in
boldface type within the text and in the footnotes). Finally, each chapter is provided
with its own bibliographies of important primary and secondary sources to which the
reader will be guided for further information (commonly cited sources are abbreviated,
however, according to the list on pp. xxii-xxiii).

It should go without saying, although I will nonetheless do so here, that the result-
ing thirty-one essays cannot possibly presume comprehensive coverage over such a
vast intellectual and creative domain. As replete as we have tried to make this volume,
there will obviously be gaps and omissions. Most crucially, we decided early on that the

42 Itisironic that the Geschichte der Musiktheorie project discussed above does not betray much evidence
of Dahlhaus’s conceptual organization, despite that the very essay in which he outlined his ideas served
as a kind of prolegomenon of the whole project.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Introduction 17

many distinguished non-Western traditions of music theorizing could not be given any
responsible coverage within the modest scope of the present project. But even within
the Western domain, many authors, theoretical concepts, and national traditions must
remain unmentioned. At the same time, there has been some unavoidable duplication
in the treatment of certain prominent theorists. In particular, names like Aristoxenus,
Zarlino, Rameau, Riemann, and Schenker will be frequently encountered in the chap-
ters of this volume, their writings raked over from a number of different directions. Yet
by this means, we hope precisely to indicate the complex - and interdependent -
nature of the music-theoretical enterprise. Although we cannot promise exhaustive
coverage of our topics, we do modestly hope that within our thirty-one chapters, most
of the major issues of Western music theory are mapped out, the principal theoretical
problems, personalities, and publications discussed, and varying social functions,
intellectual influences, and historical contexts given due consideration.

11

To help the reader more efficiently navigate this volume, the following discussion is
provided as an organizational orientation. We begin Part I with a triad of “meta-his-
torical® essays that set out to explore some of the conceptual problems involved in
defining music theory from a historical perspective — most of which expand upon
issues that have been touched upon in this introduction. Thus, Leslie Blasius opens up
our volume appropriately enough by analyzing the ontological problem of organizing
and “mapping out™ the conceptual geographies of music theory through a number of
case studies. The tension between music theory and practice that I have already
sounded as a Leitmotiv in this introduction receives further treatment in Robert
Wason’s panoptic essay on “practical” music theory pedagogy (Chapter 2). Finally,
Nicholas Cook attempts to inventory and analyze many of the intricate epistemolog-
ical claims made by music theorists over the ages, some of them explicitly articulated,
others only covertly so (Chapter 3).

Under Part I, “Speculative Traditions,” we group together seven essays concerning
those currents of musical thought that may be affiliated to the original ontological con-
ception of musica theorica discussed above. This includes, naturally, detailed considera-
tion of Greek musical harmonics (Chapter 4 by Thomas Mathiesen) and its
dissemination and reception in the early Middle Ages (Chapter 5 by Calvin Bower). But
as Bower’s chapter makes clear, in the very earliest medieval writings the dialectical
tension with musical practice comes to the fore. In a suggestive poetic image, Bower
likens this tectonic collision of musical epistemologies to that of a voice-leading sus-
pension: the dissonant clash of musica practica in the early tenth century against the sus-
tained tone of traditional speculative theory is ultimately resolved in the course of the
Middle Ages to the discipline we can call “music theory.” This synthesis is made more
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concrete in the following chapter by Jan Herlinger (Chapter 6). The medieval science
of dividing the monochord - “canonics” - seems obviously related to the quadrivial
tradition of musica theorica. Yet the ever-enlarging pitch gamuts that resulted from
these divisions during the thirteenth through fifteenth centuries, as well as their recon-
figuration through tuning, were ultimately motivated by changes of musical practice.
Rudolf Rasch continues the unfolding story of tuning and temperament theory into
the eighteenth century (Chapter 7) where we find some of the most brilliant scientific
minds of the time attempting to reconcile the musical preference for justly tuned con-
sonances with the practical needs of a tempered twelve-note keyboard gamut.

Of more secure affiliation to the tradition of ancient harmonics is the subject matter
of Chapter 8 by Penelope Gouk, although it is a topic that is not likely to be familiar to
most musicians today. During the period we now call the “scientific revolution,” span-
ning the “long> seventeenth century, ancient cosmological harmonics provided an
ordered - and quantitative - model of the universe that inspired scientists such as
Galileo, Kepler, and Newton in their own searches to discover the mathematical laws
regulating the motions of the planets. Yet not all of the scientific work during this
period can properly be ascribed to harmonics. In Chapter 9, co-authored by Burdette
Green and David Butler, we are shown how many of the traditional problems of spec-
ulative music theory - understanding the nature of sound, or evaluations of conso-
nance and dissonance - were absorbed into the research paradigm of physical
acoustics, eventually developing into the nineteenth-century field of tone psychology.
Finally, we have attempted to document the continued vigor - and perhaps even reju-
venation - of speculative music theory by considering the role mathematics continued
to play in much twentieth-century scholarship (Chapter 10 by Catherine Nolan).

Given the overwhelming importance practical pedagogy has historically enjoyed in
the work of most music theorists, the tradition of “regulative> music theory covered
in Part ITI not surprisingly comprises the bulk of this volume. In the opening chapters
that will constitute Section IITA, four authors will consider the problem of “tonal
space™ as conceptualized by theorists at key historical moments. This has traditionally
constituted one of the most important and challenging tasks of music theory. We will
see in David E. Cohen’s contribution (Chapter 11) how the very notion of a pitch space
-and indeed, of pitch itself - proved a difficult ontological conundrum for Carolingian
theorists, and the resultant struggle this entailed in their attempts to conceive, parse,
and notate this space. For subsequent generations of theorists, challenges lay in
accommodating and articulating these concepts of tonal space in the light of ever-
changing compositional languages, whether that of an elusive Renaissance modal tax-
onomy (Chapter 12 by Cristle Collins Judd), the emergence of a transposable
major/minor key system in the seventeenth century (Chapter 13 by Gregory Barnett),
or finally, a chromatic tonal space in the nineteenth century in which new models of
transpositional relations and dualist properties could be imaged (Chapter 14 by Henry
Klumpenhouwer).
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The propaedeutic demands of compositional pedagogy that increasingly encroached
upon the domain of musica theorica beginning in the Middle Ages constitutes the heart
of the chapters in Section IIIB. Five case studies are presented: medieval organum and
discant practice (Chapter 15 by Sarah Fuller), Renaissance contrapuntal pedagogy
(Chapter 16 by Peter Schubert), species counterpoint as a compositional disciplinary
matrix (Chapter 18 by Ian Bent), and systems of serial composition conceived early in
the twentieth century (Chapter 19 by John Covach) accounting for four of them. In all
of these chapters, a constant epistemological tension will again be observed in the the-
orists’ attempt to be both descriptive and prescriptive: to account analytically for some
empirical component of compositional practice while at the same time regulating and
codifying that very practice through the systematization of prescriptive rules and
heuristic taxonomies. Although the topic of Chapter 17 by Albert Cohen might seem
out of place here - it concerns the improvisation guidelines offered to instrumentalists
in many Baroque music treatises — it too constitutes a theory of “compositional”
poetics.

The three chapters of Section ITIC concern another important parameter of musical
practice that is historically entangled with music theory: musical time. Here, perhaps
more than in any other topic, we see how porous the borders can be between theory
and practice, for many of the developments and advances of composers in exploring
the temporal parameters of music are directly contingent upon music theory for con-
ceptual clarification, notation, and pedagogy. Whether we consider problems of med-
ieval mensural notation (Chapter 20 by Anna Maria Busse Berger), classical metrical
theories (Chapter 21 by William Caplin), or twentieth-century concepts of time and
rhythm (Chapter 22 by Justin London), theories of rhythm and meter have always con-
stituted real metaphysical challenges; implicit behind the many “practical® problems
of notating rhythm and meter lurk intractable philosophical issues about the ontology
and phenomenology of musical temporality.

Section IIID, which we have cautiously called “tonality,” marks another precarious
slippage in theory’s epistemology from the empirical to the metaphysical. Tonality, as
Brian Hyer shows us in Chapter 23, is one of the most elusive conceptual categories of
music theory, burdened with weighty rhetorical, ideological, and historiographical
baggage. Yet it also seems to be an indispensable concept. The subsequent three chap-
ters offer more framed case studies of this concept as represented through the har-
monic theories of arguably its three most influential advocates: Rameau (Chapter 24
by Joel Lester), Riemann (Chapter 25 by David W. Bernstein), and Schenker (Chapter
26 by William Drabkin). While numerous other theorists are considered in each of
these chapters, the triumvirate of Rameau, Riemann, and Schenker certainly consti-
tutes the three most important thinkers grappling with the problem of tonality: their
systems of the fundamental bass, harmonic functionality, and the Ursatz offer three of
the most compelling theories ever conceived for modeling this tonality.

AsThavealready mentioned, the rationale for grouping all of the chapters in Part III
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together is that, in the broadest sense, each chapter deals with some problem of “prac-
tical” theory. Each considers pedagogical formulations that result from an inductive
process whereby empirical observations of musical practice become the starting point
for generalized descriptions and compositional regulations. The fourth and final part
of this volume contains five essays that instead remain within the general paradigm of
“music analysis® whereby the theorist’s concern is upon the individual structure or
experience of a piece of music. (Nicholas Cook has called this “performative® music
theory: see Chapter 3, pp. 91-99.) Again, it cannot be emphasized enough that this
stands in a dialectical relation with the regulatory traditions dealt with in Part III.
Nonetheless, in Section IVA, we are provided with three chapters that attempt to
explore historically significant paradigms of musical analysis as independent tradi-
tions. In what is arguably the earliest such tradition of analysis, Patrick McCreless con-
siders in Chapter 27 the use of rhetoric through the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries as an analytic taxonomy for musical structure and compositional process. In
Chapter 28, Scott Burnham turns to the nineteenth-century topic of Formenlehre and
considers the prototypical construct of “sonata form™ as a synecdoche to the broader
problem of inferring and ossifying formal models of musical structure. The isolation
and comparison of motives, which constitute such a significant aspect of most analytic
methods, is explored by Jonathan Dunsby in Chapter 29 from three completely differ-
ing models relying upon contrasting intellectual sources: Schoenberg’s theory of
developing variation and its roots in Goethean organicism, structural semiotics and its
derivation from generative linguistics, and pitch-class set theory and its intersections
with mathematical group theory.

We have included the last two chapters on music psychology of Section IVB under
the general rubric of “analytic> theories, in that the kinds of questions asked there are
those that often relate to the experience of some musical piece, not unlike that of ana-
lytical theory. That is, both the music analyst and music psychologist can be seen as
concerned with the empirical musical work and its reception - in the latter case by a
sentient, cognitive being. Concern with the psychological effects of music, as Lee
Rothfarb shows in Chapter 30, goes back a long way; since antiquity, musicians have
relied upon an assortment of “energeticist” metaphors to describe the musical experi-
ence. Itwas only at the turn of the twentieth century, though, that it became the central
concern of a remarkable group of German-speaking theorists. And it was not until later
in the twentieth century, as Robert Gjerdingen shows us in Chapter 31, that system-
atic theories of musical cognition were first worked out by which the phenomenolog-
ical experience of music could be more empirically analyzed.

v

Given the diversity of approaches taken by the authors in this volume, the atten-
tive reader will note some mild dissonances between chapters. Assessments of the
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importance of certain theorists and their legacy are not always uniform; interpreta-
tions of many theoretical concepts vary slightly from chapter to chapter. The editor has
felt it incumbent upon himself not to intercede in all cases and attempt to resolve such
discrepancies. Rather, all authors have been encouraged to find their own vantage
point, to express their own opinions without polemic. In every case, we have
attempted to verify facts when we can. But ultimately, the stories that unfold over the
following pages are ones told by many voices.

If there is one unifying theme to the stories that emerge from all these chapters,
perhaps, it is in the perplexing and never-ending dilemmas music theory engenders: a
discipline thatseems to stand apart from practice yetis inextricably tied to that practice;
a discipline that claims to transcend history yet is through and through historical.
Ultimately,I believe,none of these tensions can be - or should be - resolved. Rather,each
can be seen as helping to provide the energy and impetus of the music-theoretical enter-
prise. For theory is notjusta set of observational tools; these tools also tell us something
about those who use them. If we recall that the Latin root of “theory - speculum — also
means “mirror,” we can begin to understand how historical music theories act as a
mirror of past musical intellectual cultures, ones in which the theorist too is reflected as
anobserver. For theveryactofreflection mustnecessarily puttheinterlocutorinarecur-
sive relation with the object under scrutiny. There is ultimately no transcendental point
of observation, given that such reflection must always take place at a given position in
culture and in time. A true theory of music, then, reflects in both directions, telling us
as much about the individual theorist as it does about the musical problem under con-
sideration. Atthe same time, we as historians enter into this optical nexus, with our own
reflections upon the past shining back in our own faces, revealing something about our
own position in this labyrinth of historical hermeneutics.

This reflexivity of music theory was already understood in the eighteenth century by
an insightful - though today little-known - music pedagogue named Johann Kessel
(c. 1766-1823). Inspired by the historicist theories of his contemporary Johann
Gottfried Herder, Kessel recognized that the evolution of music theory - like musical
artitself- could offer a revealing window to our understanding of past musical cultures:

Since music itself is always changing and will continue to change, so must from time to
time new theories of composition be developed that can explain and justify these new
changes . . . Whoever wishes to penetrate the spirit of an entire nation and an age or the
history of mankind should perhaps give attention to musical artworks and their theo-
ries in order to gain deeper understanding . . . 43

The shifting configurations of music theory over the centuries, then, far from under-
mining any epistemic claims to transcendence or logical coherence, in fact endow the
discipline with cultural vitality and relevance. The differing questions posed as well as
the differing tools and languages used to answer these questions constitute windows
through which the historian may look and glimpse a view of past musical cultures,

43 Kessel, Unterricht im Generalbasse zum Gebrauche fiir Lehrer und Lernende, Preface.
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thereby allowing us to see what problems of music theory were considered most press-
ing to solve, what topics of pedagogy the most critical for students to master. In short,
a theory text may be itself a speculum of intellectual and spiritual values as we observe
the struggle of theorists to answer anew the age-old question of the scholastics: “Quid
sit musica?*#4

Grau, teurer Freund, ist alle Theorie,
griin des Lebens goldener Baum. . .

“Grey, dear friend, is all theory” - Goethe’s Mephisto famously warns Faust. And from
the perspective of the author of the Farbenlehre, the systematic theorizing of Newton’s
mechanical universe might have indeed seemed dishearteningly monochromatic in
comparison to the living colors of the “golden tree of life.” Yet theories of music,
whether lying low to the empirical ground, or soaring high into the rarefied air of spec-
ulation and abstraction have nonetheless always possessed the capacity to instruct and
inspire. Far from finding theory only an etiolating agent of impoverishment, countless
generations of musicians have on the contrary found the intellectual contemplation of
music to be enriching and ennobling, one that endows the musical experience with
increased pleasure and profounder meaning.

It has been a crooked journey since Pythagoras first stumbled into the blacksmith’s
forge and contemplated the numerical ratios that underlay the harmonious sounds he
had heard. But as long as we continue to contemplate that delightful phenomenon
which so enchants our ears, engages our minds, agitates our emotions, and lifts our
souls, there will always be those who pursue the intellectual quest. They will wish to
engage in that ethical speculation of music, to assume the venerable and honorable
occupation that is the true theoros of music.

44 Ihave elaborated this hermeneutic thesis further in my essay, “Music Theory and its Histories.”
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LESLIE BLASIUS

Every musical culture possesses its own representation of what constitutes its music
theory, a “map” of the domains of inquiry or precept and the relations between these
domains, thus providing a degree of completeness and coherence to the discipline. The
works of some theorists contain explicit and comprehensive mappings: this is partic-
ularly the case in music theory of the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Yet
there also are implicit mappings of music theory, which are to some degree recoverable
by the historian. Often, the appearance of new theoretical constructs is symptomatic
of an underlying remapping of the realm of theory. Particularly after the middle of the
seventeenth century explicit mappings of theory come to have a metatheoretical and
disciplinary function, often seeming to be attempts to stabilize a discourse perceived
as being on the verge of fragmentation. For the purposes of this exposition, we will
distinguish three broad historical cartographies, the first governing music theory
through the sixteenth century, the second governing seventeenth- and eighteenth-
century theory, and the last governing theory after the turn of the nineteenth century.

Architectures and harmonizations

The most basic representation of music theory is the schema, an attempt to analyze or
systematize a body of knowledge through its division into idealized categories. As
such, it is akin to classification, with the distinction that the latter pertains to auton-
omous data (harmonies, pieces, styles, etc.). A simple phenomenal schema of music
might hypothetically distinguish the attributes of pitch and temporality, and indeed,
theoretical schemas often do involve such binary discriminations. Except as a peda-
gogical or philosophical device, however, no schema which attempts to accommodate
the complexity of musical events or practices can ever be so simple. Thus, in addition
to phenomenal schemas, there are schemas of function and of form, the first distin-
guishing, for example, between “theoretical” and “practical® discourses or between

1 Given that much of current intellectual history has focused on the notion of the reorderings of disci-
plines and the often sudden birth of new domains of inquiry, the idea of intellectual maps has taken on
anew importance. This is particularly the case in the work of Michel Foucault, whose ideas are of impor-
tance to the latter part of this chapter. See Foucault, The Order of Things.

27
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Figure 1.1 Architecture of music theory in Aristides Quintilianus, On Music

theorizations of sacred and secular musics, the second, for example, between theoriza-
tions of composition and reception, or between constitutions of “ideal” and “phe-
nomenal® musics. So while a schema has the virtue of enforcing comprehensiveness
and coherence, it also tends to be multiplicative, imposing upon differing musical
domains conceptual architectures which are to a high degree arbitrary and often
dependent on extrinsic justification.

The schematization of music theory in the Western traditions comes into being as a
natural extension of Aristotelian systematics. The first substantive if incompletely sur-
viving body of music theory, that of Aristoxenus of Tarentum (c. 375/360 BCE), pre-
sents itself'as a comprehensive rationalization of music theory.? It partitions music into
three domains (pitch, rhythmics, and melodics) and grounds the study of these
domains phenomenally in the observation of musical practice. In doing this,
Aristoxenus reifies the empirical phenomenon of sounding music over the disparate
discourses of Pythagorean speculation and traditional metrics respectively, and thus
creates an autonomous music theory subordinated only to a general systematics (see
also Chapter 4, pp. 120-29).

A more complete, complex, and elegant architecture of music theory is only to be
found much later in Aristides Quintilianus’s three-volume On Music (early fourth
century ck).3 Within this ambitious and comprehensive text, Aristides presents a rel-
atively straightforward mapping of topics (Figure 1.1).

As is easily seen, Aristides’ conception is multidimensional, superimposing schemas
of feature, function, and form. What is most interesting is the function of this struc-
ture within the treatise. Aristides does not use it as an agenda, exhausting each of the
domains and subdomains in turn. Indeed, it serves as a foil against which develops a
sophisticated middle-Platonic argument. It is not presented until after an extended
proem, and after music is tellingly defined as “the knowledge of things seemly in
bodies and motions.” The first volume transits between the technical domain of theory
and the domain of composition. Harmonics, rhythm, and meter are commensurably
developed in terms of systems of seven categories: the study of harmonics defines the
constructs of note, interval, scale, genus, topos, modulation, and melic composition;

2 See Barker, Greek Musical Writings, vol. 11, pp. 119-25. Also see Mathiesen, Apollo’s Lyre, pp. 321-22.
3 Aristides Quintilianus, On Music.
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the study of rhythmics likewise defines seven constructs beginning with the chronus
protus and closing with compositional considerations; and the study of meter does like-
wise beginning with the definition of the phoneme. The second volume returns to this
material from a different perspective, drawing in the expressive or performative
domain of the practical, dealing first with the ethical dimension of music, then devel-
oping a theory of the affective correlates of the various theoretical constructs of the
first volume, and finally addressing instruments, their power over the soul, the notion
of musical sympathies, and the sympathies of the natural world. The third volume
draws in the natural portion of the theoretical, speaking of number, proportion, con-
sonance, and the numerical correlations between musical constructs and the natural
world.

Little music theory for the next thousand years approaches this sort of sophistica-
tion. Indeed, the Platonic bifurcation between ideal and mundane music which ani-
mates Aristides Quintilianus tends in late-Hellenistic and Christian writers to
discourage any ambitious remapping of theory, and gives rise only to a simple schemat-
ics (Boethius’s division of music into the celestial, the human, and the instrumental
being the principal example).4 None the less, by the early Middle Ages, two simple
schemas of great import become well established: the division of theory between the
pragmatics of the cantorial school and the speculations of the university and the divi-
sion of musical composition into monophony and polyphony - musica plana and musica
mensurabilis.s

With the pragmatic nominalism of the fourteenth century, however, several fresh
and sophisticated architectures of music are conceived. For example, Marchetto of
Padua, in the Lucidarium (1309-18) constructs a mapping little indebted to its prede-
cessors (Figure 1.2). Marchetto makes use of the mechanics of Aristotelian systemat-
ics, speaking of genus and species, yet in a radically different manner than that of the
earlier systematists. Within the genus of music, or modulated sound, the species of
the harmonic is defined by the sounds of men and of animals (specifically sounds which
are articulate and notatable), the organic by the sounds produced by the movement of
air through instruments, and the riythmic by instrumental sounds which are not the
product of moving air. This schema is then superimposed on one distinguishing
unmeasured and measured musics (the latter to be covered in his Pomerium). Likewise,
the genus of performed music moves through the same species, and superimposes on
this the three subspecies of the diatonic, chromatic, and enharmonic, a schema which
gives rise to Marchetto’s famous division of the tone into five parts (see Chapter 6, pp.
186-87).

4 In part, the inability to construct larger schemas may stem from the fact that early medieval theoret-

ical writing is in truth an unstable collection of different discursive genres. See Gushee, “Questions of
Genre in Medieval Treatises on Music,” pp. 365-433. For further discussion of Boethius, see Chapter 5,
Pp. 141-47.

5 The division between cantorial and speculative music theory is discussed in Chapter 5, p. 152. For the
distinction between musica plana and musica mensurabilis, see Chapter 12, p. 485.
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Figure 1.2 Architecture of music theory in Marchetto of Padua, Lucidarium
(1309-18)

What is most striking about this architecture is its reliance on exclusively phenom-
enal criteria,a consistency characteristic of the scholasticism of the fourteenth century.
What is also striking, though, is the way in which this consistency makes visible the
limitations of the schema. Music theory is by nature and necessity a conservative dis-
cipline. It seems the destiny of any theoretical construct to become fixed as a topic:
even when Aristoxenus or Aristides Quintilianus conceive their projects in terms of a
systematics, their procedure is more often than not a way of rationalizing inherited
topics. The best compilations of music theory in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries
- Marchetto, Jacques of Liege, Tinctoris - reconceive the architecture of music theory
in fresh ways. Yet their modes of organization seem to become overwhelmed by the
diversity of topics covered: remnants of Hellenic theory, Boethian canonics, mono-
phonic modal classification, Guidonian hexachord theory, discant and contrapunctus
practice, rhythmic notation and mensural theory, and even organology. Thus, in the
works of the sixteenth century, where the received schemas are for the most part ves-
tigial, where an important part of the theoretical effort involves the recuperation of
Hellenic texts and doctrines, and where a reborn Platonism displaces the scholastic
systematics of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, a different conception of
mapping comes into being.

In the simplest of terms, the task of mapping in the sixteenth century is reconceived
as synthetic rather than analytical. The organization of diverse topics is no longer a pre-
liminary to theorizing but rather a mode of theorizing in itself. Thus, sixteenth-
century theory can see itself ideally as exhaustive, with all knowledge of music (even
with the traditional schemas of music) having some - and often multiple - places
within the whole. It aspires to almost an organic unity in which seemingly disparate
parts both give evidence of, and gain resonance from, a universally transcendent order.
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An early manifestation of this remapping is seen in the music theory of the Milanese
choirmaster Franchino Gaffurio (1451-1522). His three major works, the Theorica
musice (1480, revised 1492), the Practica musice (1496),and De harmonia musicorum instru-
mentorum opus (1518, although probably written around 1500), were intended to form
a whole, this intention being signaled by a series of internal citations, and also iconi-
cally by the reprinting of the frontispiece of the Theorica musice at the close of De har-
monia (see Plate 1.1).

The contents of the three treatises may be summarized as follows:

Theorica musice

I. The traditional schemas of music

II. The mathematical foundations of proportion

III. The doctrine of proportion

IV. The derivation of musical interval from proportion

V. The generation of the tetrachords and the different species of imperfect conso-
nance

Practica musice

I.  The species of perfect consonances and their determinations of the eight modes
II. The terminology and mechanics of mensural music

III. The elements of counterpoint

IV. Additional material on the mathematics of proportion

De harmonia

I. Interval

II. The species of tetrachord, their mutations and retunings
III. Species of interval division

IV. Mode and the correlation of music with the universal order

Two features of this compilation bear remarking. First, as indicated by the titles of
the initial two treatises, Gaffurio holds to the traditional distinction between theory
and practice, which is to say, between musicus and cantor. This schematic division of the
practical from the properly theoretical stands as perhaps the strongest heritage of med-
ieval theory: indeed, its recalcitrance may be seen as the major disability of fourteenth-
and fifteenth-century theory. Gaffurio, however, dissolves this distinction in a striking
fashion in the last treatise. Whereas the Theorica musice constitutes the most ambitious
attempt among any musical humanist of the Italian Renaissance to subsume and syn-
thesize Boethian harmonics and its few Hellenistic predecessors known to Gaffurio,
the Practica musice makes extensive and almost exclusive reference to issues of contem-
porary composition. De harmonia, however, benefiting from access to the writings of
Aristoxenus, Aristides Quintilianus, and most importantly Claudius Ptolemy, locates
a new discursive ground. Moving beyond the medieval orthodoxies of Pythagorean
proportions, it reorients the doctrine of modes and the concomitant notion of pitch
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Frontispiece to Franchino Gafturio, Theorica musice (1492)
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space, and in doing so creates a new theoretical topic - temperament —- which mediates
or harmonizes the musical constructions of ancients and moderns, and, perhaps more
importantly, musical practice and musical theory.®

The second feature worth remarking is a formal conceit of Gaffurio. Each of the five
books of the Theorica musice contains eight chapters, each of the four books of the
Practica musice fifteen, while the four books of De harmonia musicorum instrumentorum
opus contain, respectively, an introduction and twenty-three chapters (i.e., twenty-four
sections), forty chapters, twelve chapters, and twenty chapters. The regularity of the
divisions make possible an explicit analogy with contemporary cartography. In the
later fifteenth century, consequent to the recirculation of the same Claudius Ptolemy’s
Geography, with its system of meridians and parallels and its exposition of the mathe-
matics of conic and circular projections, a new cartography is born, whose culmination
arrives in Mercator’s famous global projection of 1567. While eschewing the simple
grouping of physical features characteristic of earlier maps, this cartography har-
monizes such features as compass headings and distance in terms of a suprasensible
order. The curious divisions of Gaffurio’s trilogy might be seen to perform the same
function. The relations holding between these three treatises are of a different sub-
stance than the schematic or architectural relations of earlier theorists: the projection
of proportions in the structure of the treatises creates an abstract and synthetic discur-
sive space, one different from the argumentative and analytical space of genus and
species. Gaffurio’s disposition of topics signals a resonance between domains, a supra-
sensible order of knowledge, a harmonization.

Thus, we might conceive of the music theory of the sixteenth century as involving
the harmonization of the musical discourse in both sensible and suprasensible
domains.” In the former the new project of music theory revolves around the construc-
tion of an unbounded and homogeneous pitch space to replace the schematized note-
collection of the medieval treatise (notably in Ramis de Pareia’s Musica practica [1482],
wherein the sixth is displaced as the modular interval by the octave and the octave is
divided into twelve semitones, dissolving the distinction between vera and ficta
pitches; and in Vicentino’s Lantica musica ridotta alla moderna prattica [1555], wherein
the three classical genera are systematized within a single temperament). This harmon-
ization of pitch space has ramifications in the pragmatics of composition (notably in
Aaron’s Trattato della natura et cognitione di tutti gli tuoni di canto figurato [1525], wherein
the modal system is extended to govern polyphony; in the same author’s Toscanello in
musica [1523], wherein the successive composition of musical lines gives way to the
notion of simultaneous composition; and in Zarlino’s Le istitutioni harmoniche [1556],

6 See the Introduction to Clement Miller’s translation of De Harmonia.

7 Most of the authors and topics raised in this paragraph will be found discussed in greater detail in
Chapters 7, 12,and 15. See also, however, Lowinsky, “The Concept of Physical and Musical Space in the
Renaissance,” and Walker, Studies in Musical Science in the late Renaissance.
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wherein counterpoint is redefined as the phenomenal whole of a musical passage rather
than as the simple placement of note against note). Yet also, it is authorized by its sym-
pathy with the domain of the suprasensible. Gaffurio’s De harmonia closes with the res-
onances of musical systems with the virtues, the senses, and the cosmological structure
of the world, resonances reflected in the structure and disposition of his treatises.
Hence, the great synthetic project of music theory is equally dependent on the sanc-
tion of neo-Platonic idealism.

Moreover, given that as in cartography any harmonization is a privileging of one
possible “projection,” theoretical topics gain a new plasticity. While most sixteenth-
century treatises offer some acknowledgement of the traditional schemas of music,
their subsequent ordering and distribution of topics is characteristically unique, and
hence important. (This concern with ordering is often signaled by the rhetorical adop-
tion of the mos geometricus, the practice of presenting material under the rubrics of
theorems and propositions.) Gioseffo Zarlino’s Le istitutioni harmoniche (1556) divides
elegantly into four books, the first dealing with proportion, the second with the math-
ematics of consonance, the third with composition, and the fourth with mode. Nicola
Vicentino’s Lantica musica ridotta alla moderna prattica (1555) disposes quickly of the
traditional “theoretical” topics before moving through five lengthy books on “practi-
cal” topics, the first introducing melodic intervals through the three genera, the
second extending this introduction to their determination of vertical sonorities, the
third projecting the diatonic modal system on the other genera, the fourth giving the
rules of counterpoint in the different genera, and the fifth presenting the comprehen-
sive keyboard of the arcicembalo. Lodovico Zacconi’s Prattica di musica (1592/1622) falls
into two parts, the four books of the first volume covering respectively the knowledge
of notation and embellishment necessary to the singer, problems of rhythm, problems
of proportion, and the theory of mode and register, and the four books of the second
volume elaborating the practice of improvised counterpoint. Zarlino, Vicentino, and
Zacconi necessarily have much material in common. Yet each approaches the topics of
music theory from a different vantage point, each harmonizes music theory according
to a different projection or perspective.

Taxonomies and mechanics

One of the most vivid illustrations of an implicit remapping of music theory is gained
by comparing two slightly later treatises, the Harmonie universelle (1636-37) of the
French savant Marin Mersenne and the Musurgia universalis (1650) of the Jesuit
Athanasius Kircher. They cover much of the same material (with Kircher drawing at
times on Mersenne) yet suppose two very different mappings of the musical terrain.
Kircher presents an extreme version of the previous century’s harmonization, and
Mersenne anticipates the new science of the eighteenth century.
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Kircher’s compendium unfolds through two great divisions of respectively seven
and three books:

I The nature of sound and voice

II  The music (both ancient and modern) of the Hebrews and Greeks

IIT  The basic mathematics of harmony

IV The divisions of the monochord

V  The elements of composition

VI  Musical instruments

VII Style (both ancient and modern), affect, and the relations of poetry and music

VIII Combinatorics and is application to the composition of music

IX The magic of consonance and dissonance

X The correspondence of musica mundana to the harmonies of nature, the spirits,
and the universe

While the succession of topics as given in this table has a certain logic, a close reading
of the Musurgia reveals more. The first book closes with a series of short essays on the
sounds produced by animals, birds, and insects. In particular, these essays focus on the
treatments of these subjects in classical myth - which itselfleads gently into Kircher’s
account of ancient music in the second book. This sort of thematic contiguity governs
the progression between each of the books. Yet ata more local level it can take on a star-
tling form. In the latter portion of the ninth book, a discussion of prodigious sounds
(great bells, the trumpets at the walls of Jericho) and the miracles attributed to them
leads to a discussion of echo and architectural acoustics, which leads in turn to the con-
struction of mechanical instruments, which then leads to a discussion of musical codes.
Most interesting is the contiguity of these subjects: prodigious sounds often do their
miraculous work at a distance, when the source of the sound is unknown; echo like-
wise is a sound without bodily source, one whose ghostly presence can be conjured by
the right architectural construction; mechanical instruments are a source of music
without obvious human presence; and finally, in so far as echo has often been taken for
the voices of spirits, and spirits are known to communicate over distances without
sound, musical cryptography constitutes a mundane analogy to this ghostly commu-
nication. The harmonization of musical topics is taken to an extreme: the theorist, sen-
sitive to the subtlest of resonances, uncovers long chains of similitudes which link
topic to topic, any of which can recur at various places in various chains. (The subject
of mode makes five separate appearances in the Musurgia.) The task of the theorist is
slowly to uncover the relations between musical facts, to gradually expand the har-
monization of musical discourse by bringing even the most remote evidence into some
sort of projection: thus the theoretical treatise cannot but culminate in the exposition
of the contiguities of music, of number, of astronomy, of angels - contiguities strik-
ingly illustrated in the frontispiece to the Musurgia (see Plate 1.2).
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Mersenne’s treatise is suggestively different in argument and organization. Its nine-
teen books group as follows:

I-v The physics of sound, the mechanics of motion, and the physiology of the
voice
VI-XI The nature of song, the doctrines of theory, the mechanics of composition

and performance
XII-XVIII The physics and construction of all manner of instruments
XIX Arguments for a universal harmony

What is absent in Mersenne is the obsession with similitudes, with the associative
links characterizing Kircher. What is striking is an obsession with the mechanics of
motion (harking back to Aristides Quintilianus’s definition of music as “what is seemly
in bodies and motions™), and beyond, an obsession with phenomena. Still to be found
are legendary reports and anecdotes, yet of more interest to Mersenne is the accumu-
lation of detail: the sounds of different alloys in varying environments, the construc-
tion of organ pipes, multiple systems of temperament. In both activities (the return to
mechanics and the collection of facts) the task of the theorist is not the harmonization
of given topics but rather the generation of new knowledge. In discarding the associa-
tive links and similitudes which govern Kircher’s world, a new order takes shape, one
which organizes itself not simply to distribute knowledge or harmonize theoretical
topics, but to open out knowledge so that its gaps become visible. To again draw an
analogy to cartography, this opening out reflects the sort of map which comes to the
fore in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries — the military or topographic map -
in which the focus of the mapmaker turns to the area between landmarks.

Implicit in Mersenne’s topography are the two dominant epistemologies of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, rationalism and empiricism. The first posits a
synthesis, in which simple primitives are subsumed in a calculus or mechanics whose
product is a complex (and usually phenomenal) whole. (In some ways, it may be seen
as a rigorous successor to the mos geometricus — the organization of material in terms of
propositions and theorems - which is characteristic of the sixteenth-century musical
treatise.) Musically, this rationalism reaches its apogee in the harmonic calculus found
in Leonhard Euler’s Tentamen novae theoriae musicae (1739), yet it is in a different guise
to be found in the various reconstructions of the origin of music popular in the later
eighteenth century. The second (empirical) epistemology abstracts criteria by which a
range of distinct and commensurable areas can be ordered taxonomically on some sort
of series through decomposition or analysis. This ordering of musical knowledge is
observable as early as the tabulations of musical figures in the works of the musica
poetica tradition at the beginning of the seventeenth century. Most tellingly, it makes
possible an alternative to the notion of a comprehensive mapping of the discipline.
With the expansion of musical information and its differentiation, the ideal of the
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comprehensive treatise becomes increasingly less plausible. Hence, we find a turn to a
taxonomy which can encompass all knowledge (although at the cost of any analytical
function): the musical dictionary or encyclopedia of the later eighteenth century.

While the dictionary or encyclopedia would seem to usurp the organizing function
of any explicit mapping of the musical discourse, an implicit mapping is very much still
in place in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, one which at every locale sub-
sumes both the mechanistic and the taxonomic methods, and articulates the musical
discourse. (As will be seen to be the case, the dictionary or encyclopedia in actuality
restores its metatheoretical function to the explicit mapping.) Johann Mattheson, one
of the last authors of a comprehensive treatise in the early eighteenth century, argues
in the foreword to Der vollkommene Capellmeister (1739) against the subsumption of
music theory within mathematics (by which he means the mathematical synthesis of
the sort found in Zarlino or Kircher) by postulating a system of four sorts of musical
relationships - “natural,” “moral,” “rhetorical,” and “mathematical.”® Mattheson’s
systems of relationships may be conceived as specifying four musical functions, and
hence four discrete domains of study: (1) the “natural” - the domain of acoustics (the
phenomenal basis of sound); (2) the “moral® - the domain of affect and style (the par-
ticular psychology of music); (3) the “rhetorical” - the domain wherein are studied the
performative and grammatical aspects of musical composition (as in the musica poetica
tradition or in the later treatises on performance itself); and (4) the “mathematical” -
the traditional theorization of musical material.

Given this system of four functions, and the analysis or decomposition of the
Renaissance synthesis, music can be located (in the later seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries) within any one of four discrete systems of perspective. At one level, these
systems are governed by shared epistemologies. The task of both harmonic theory and
the theory of musical affect involves the construction of taxonomies. Even more,
though, the sorts of theorizations most peculiar to this period come into being as
examinations of relations between each of these four perspectives. Euler’s system of
harmony, wherein any musical moment is defined by an index of consonance, derives
from whole-number acoustics through an ingenious calculus, and Rameau corre-
spondingly generates his harmony from the natural acoustics of the corps sonore. The
study of harmony and affect gives rise to the science of aesthetics, a generalization of
the notions of proportion, commensurability, and balance. The study of affect and style
in concert with the codifications of performance practice and musical rhetoric opens
ground for the later eighteenth-century study of phrase structure and the dispositions
of musical form. Similarly, natural acoustics and notions of musical rhetoric combine
to give the empirical evidence for the genealogy of music, and the mechanistic recon-
struction of its common origins with language and dance.

8 See Mattheson’s Der vollkommene Capellmeister (Harriss trans., Section VI: “On the Mathematics of
Music,” p. 46). Mattheson later in this section draws an analogy between the theorist and a navigator,
the mathematical foundations of theory standing as a necessary set of coordinates.
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Histories and psychologies

As noted, the explicit mapping of musical discourse in the Enlightenment is not aban-
doned, but rather assumes a more explicitly metatheoretical function. Just prior to the
turn of the nineteenth century, Johann Nicolaus Forkel gives the following schema of
musical studies in his Allgemeine Geschichte der Musik (1792):2

Musical grammar

I  Tones, scales, keys, modes, and melodic patterns

II  Harmony

IIT Rhythm (including prosody, accent, meter, and phrase)

Musical rhetoric

I  Periodic structures (rhythmic, logical, homophonic, polyphonic)

II Musical style as determined by function (church, chamber, deriving from particu-
lar affects)

III Musical species as determined by function (church, chamber, theatrical)

IV The ordering of musical ideas by content or character (argumentative schemas,
rhetorical ordering)

V  Performance (vocal, instrumental, combined)

VI Musical criticism (the necessity of rules, notions of beauty, personal and national
taste)

Though Forkel’s mapping bears a kinship to that of previous eighteenth-century
writers, it is abstracted through an explicit analogy to language. The necessity for this
abstraction is obvious, given Forkel’s need to constructa theoretical framework - a col-
lection of descriptive criteria - against which to write the history of music. Yet more-
over, this framework itselfis subject to strong internal tensions. While Forkel’s schema
seems to mark an expansion of the scope and power of music theory at the close of the
eighteenth century, bringing under its sway phrase rhythm, argumentative structure,
style, and aesthetics, it also gives evidence of a compensatory impoverishment: most
notably, harmony and the construction of scales and modes have lost their grounding
in acoustics, and thus change status, serving no longer as representations of nature but
rather as particular grammatical conventions which (among a finite number of other
conventions) govern particular phenomenal features of music.™ It is under this system
that the various analyses of musical rhetoric come to being. Yet whereas the analyses of
musical grammar are finite, fixed, and commensurable, the analyses of musical rheto-
ric are potentially infinite, contingent, and incommensurable. Although Forkel’s list

9 Forkel’s schema is derived from his earlier essay, “Uber Musik Theorie” (1777). See also in the present
volume, the Introduction, p. 9.

10 Forkel had, in fact, incorporated acoustics into “Uber Musik Theorie”, and its absence in the
Allgemeine Geschichte is telling. See Duckles, “Johann Nicolaus Forkel.”
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includes the traditional eighteenth-century topics of musical rhetoric, his distribution
could easily have been reworked into something much different. Even as it is, rhetoric
threatens to overwhelm the cohesion of his musical grammar.

Forkel’s schema anticipates a final general remapping of music theory which occurs
at the opening of the nineteenth century. The agency motivating this remapping is the
newly pregnant notion of history. Paradoxically, the most compelling evidence for the
importance of the history of music is a complete cessation of musical historiography
through the first three decades of the century, after which, in place of the exemplary
biographies which constituted music history in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu-
ries, through the great age of Burney and Hawkins, a new and newly self-reflective
historiography arises which is concerned with the evolution of music itself.** Almost
too obviously this new discipline juxtaposes theory with history. Yet this discursive
economy is not so simply conceived as Forkel would imagine. In fact, the engagement
between theory and history is profoundly reciprocal. Francois-Joseph Fétis, abandon-
ing the naturalist epistemology of Rameau, reconceives music in terms of scales, dis-
tributing harmony along a temporal axis through its progression from “unitonic> to
“transitonic® to “pluritonic™ to “omnitonic> musics, and thus implicitly arguing that
a historically contingent notion of music theory becomes necessary to the task of sty-
listic description and the construction of musical genealogies (see Chapter 22, p. 748).
More abstractly, the Hegelian construction of the dialectic grounds both Moritz
Hauptmann’s conception of triadic formation and Adolph Bernhard Marx’s concep-
tion of sonata form in a powerful temporality. For Hauptmann, the justification of the
triad is historical rather than acoustic. And although the later eighteenth century had
seen attempts to codify the rules of musical succession, Marx’s projection of the dialec-
tic across the breadth of the sonata movement reconceives musical form as the crystal-
lization of temporal forces (see Chapter 27, pp. 887-89). At an even deeper and less
explicit level, a conception of the “history of music™ as mandating not simply the sit-
uation of individual musical artifacts within a temporal continuity, but conversely the
location of temporal continuity within the musical artifact, leads to two of the theo-
retical constructs which most immediately characterize the early nineteenth century:
the “canon” and the critical (and eventually analytical) study of the individual piece;
and if by analogy the musical individual is awarded a “history,” this leads to a third
construct, the rationalization of musical pedagogy.

The notion of a “canon” of great instrumental works (first adumbrated in E. T. A.
Hoffmann) comes into being as a consequence of a conscious step over a historical
divide. Likewise, criticism (of which analysis stands as a later reconciliation with
theory) from its inceptions concerns itself deeply with the temporality of the canoni-
cal artifact, with the temporality of the compositional process, and even, in so far as it
embodies the hermeneutics of the early nineteenth century, the temporality of the

11 See Allen, Philosophies of Music History.
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process of understanding itself. Finally, the rationalizations of music theory pedagogy
at the turn of the nineteenth century, both those of the newly founded conservatories
with their simplified harmony texts and those of the educational theorists such as
Johann Friedrich Herbart and Johann Heinrich Pestolozzi, are inconceivable without
the projection of a developmental history onto music theory. In fact, it is this sort of
developmental history which makes possible the last great tradition of summatory
theoretical treatises, the Kompositionlehren of the mid to late nineteenth century.
When extrapolated, the historicization of theory hasstriking consequences, mandat-
ingaradically diachronic atomism of music (characteristic of some theorists of the latter
half of the twentieth century) wherein any individual piece of music (or even musical
passage) can be taken as the product of a unique,ad hoc “theory of music,” and wherein
even the notion of theory as a concatenation of contingent “covering laws” governing
“styles of music™ is viewed with particular suspicion. Similarly, theory itself, in the con-
ception of some musicologists, exists exclusively as a historical phenomenon, the only
analytical interpretation of any validity being that which draws on an empirically estab-
lished theory of music contemporaneous with the work in question. But the historicism
of music theory in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries has itself always carried with
itacounter-argument. The critical oranalytical discourseand the new pedagogies of the
early nineteenth century engage at some basic level the epistemology of sensation and
association inherited from the eighteenth century. This prefigures an engagement with
more powerful constructions of mental experience, the first of these, of course, being
Hermann Helmholtz’s physiological acoustics of the mid nineteenth century. Later it
includes in succession the systematic empirical introspection of the late nineteenth-
century psychological laboratory, the post-introspective perceptual studies of the
Gestalt psychologists, structural linguistics,and contemporary theories of cognition.*?
Thus, the music theory of the past two centuries can be seen to be caught between
the two paradigms of historicization and psychologism. Yet music theory’s situation
is more complex. The nature of these paradigms, and the nature of theory’s appeal to
them, has changed over time. The idealist historicization of music theory common in
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (for example, Fétis’s progressive tonal-
ities, or “the emancipation of the dissonance and the “objectification of the musically
subjective” in Theodor Adorno) has lost ground to a modernist notion of the dispersal
of different theoretical discourses along historic and cultural axes. And, as noted, the
conception of innate musical sensibilities has undergone a whole series of epistemo-
logical reconceptions. More importantly, though, these paradigms reveal a range or
depth of empiricisms: Helmholtz’s physiological acoustics of the mid nineteenth
century, with its quantitative biases, is more empirical than Noam Chomsky’s trans-
formation grammar of the mid twentieth century (both of which have occasioned the-
ories of music); and the musicological science of the German universities at the turn of

12 These latter developments are discussed, respectively, in Chapters 9, 30,and 31.
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the twentieth century, with its array of paleographic and archival methodologies, is
likewise more empirical than the stylistic historiography which was its predecessor.
Yet while such empirical methodologies are conceivable for musical historiographies
and musical psychologies, they are not so conceivable for music theory. One cannot
assert with certainty what constitutes the basic ontological data of music theory in the
same way that one mightassert a particular historical fact or the result of some percep-
tual or cognitive trial; at various times, this data has been differently conceived: to be
the notation itself, or the perception of music, or various definable receptions of music,
or constructions such as harmonies, phrases, or lines.

Thus, for the first time, the map of music theory is not coterminous with the map of
musical studies. In fact, the region between the empiricisms in which music theory
unfolds may be seen to be transcendental. For example, let us take the notion of “con-
sonance.” The historian may problematize consonance by arguing that it is variably
constructed across a range of cultures, historical or anthropological; consonance, as
such, does not admit a stable definition, only instances of definition (which can be
empirically substantiated). The psychoacoustician, correspondingly, may locate the
boundary between consonance as a contextual phenomenon and consonance as a per-
ceptual or cognitive a priori. For the theorist of the past two centuries, however, con-
sonance is at once empirically unproblematized yet productively contingent. It may be
pragmatized (as in Fétis’s substitution of the scale for the chord as the basis of tonal-
ity), naturalized (as in the later nineteenth century’s recourse to the overtone series),
or idealized (as in Hauptmann’s triad, or Heinrich Schenker’s “chord of nature”).
While the idealization of consonance may be dismissed as a rhetorical strategy, none of
these cases endows consonance with true empirical reality. Yet all three allow its use as
a primitive in some formal or quasi-formal system, and in the best of theorists the play
or tension between the transcendental nature of theory and the empiricism of psycho-
acoustics or historiography is conceived with great sophistication: Hugo Riemann’s
mature amalgamation of psychoacoustics with his idealist harmonic theory is elab-
orated with great subtlety and nuance in his theory of tonal imagination, while
Theodor Adorno’s construction of an ontology and morphogenesis of music by rela-
tion to historical structures stands as one of the monuments of twentieth-century
music theory.

The domain of the transcendental might further be parsed into two mirroring
regions, one prescriptive and a priori and the second descriptive and a posteriori, both
of which admit a constellation of theoretical constructions. The first (a prior:) kind of
prescriptive theory admits such music theories as derive from constructivist formal-
ism. For an example, the equally tempered diatonic collection can be characterized by
a specific property; after Milton Babbitt, it can be said to exhibit a unique multiplic-
ity of interval classes.*3 Given this fact, one might generalize a sequence of axioms and
theorems revealing further properties, and possible compositional uses for these

13 Babbitt, “The Structure and Function of Music Theory,” p. 54.
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properties. Yet this analysis stands before any particular empirically accessible mech-
anisms of perception, or any historical or cultural theorization or compositional man-
ifestation of the diatonic collection.

The most influential exemplar of the second (a posteriori) sort of descriptive theory
is given in the mature work of the early twentieth-century music theorist Heinrich
Schenker. Schenker’s early theoretical work concentrates on the affectual psychology
of harmony and counterpoint: the latter, in particular, comes to be seen as a pedagog-
ical laboratory within which the affect of music can be studied. Out of this is born the
notion of counterpoint as a sort of affectual shorthand. In Schenker’s later work this
reconstruction of counterpoint is synthesized with a consistent narrative of the history
of music, one which sees a unique conflation of contrapuntal and diminutional tech-
niques in the works of the German instrumental masters. Hence the command of
musical psychology and the plotting of a particular historical trajectory produce
between them the analysis of the transcendental masterwork.

Given this complex situation, any explicit mapping of music theory (or of music
theory within the discursive economy of musical studies as a whole) might seem
implausible. Yet at a critical moment in the formation of the modern study of music,
just such an explicit mapping of musical studies is given in Guido Adler’s “Umfang,
Methode und Ziel der Musikwissenschaft” (1885), one in which the various undercur-
rents of musical thought are frozen (if but for a moment):

I The historical field
A Musical notation
B Historical categories (groupings of musical forms)
C Historical succession of musical laws (as given in composition, by theorists, and
as appearing in practice)
D Historical organology

II The systematic field
A Investigation of musical laws (harmonic, temporal, and melic)
B Aesthetics of music (reception, notions of musical beauty, the complex relation
of ideas)
C Musical pedagogy (basic theory, harmony, counterpoint, composition, orches-
tration, practical methods)
D Musicology (ethnographic and folkloristic studies)

Adler’s schema is a disciplinary map, one in which the commensurability of each of
the constituent domains is maintained through the aid of a collection of auxiliary dis-
ciplines - on the historical side, such methodologies as archival science, liturgical
history, biography; on the systematic side, acoustics and mathematics, physiology,
psychology, logic, grammatics, metrics, poetics, aesthetics. In other words, the disci-
plinary locations on the map come into being as focuses for the auxiliary disciplines,
auxiliary disciplines which variously construct differing empiricisms. Adler’s schema
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rectifies the tensions and imbalances inherent in Forkel’s project by incorporating the
historiography of music into the mapping, thus configuring the whole of the tradi-
tional discourse of music as the synchronic division of a now-enlarged science of music
(a “Musikwissenschaft™).

Forkel’s two domains of music, the grammatical and the rhetorical, survive as the
respective investigations of the laws and the aesthetics of music. However, Adler’s ped-
agogical component of music theory (its policing function) is distinguished as an inde-
pendent domain,and this whole structure is further extended to cover extra-European
music through the discipline of systematic musicology. This dispersal serves to redis-
tribute the tensions inherent to Forkel’s structure. Adler’s mapping, though, goes
further in this regard. The four domains of the systematic field are subtly bound to the
corresponding domains of the historical field, notation depending on some notion of
musical laws, musical form and genre likewise constituting a projection of musical aes-
thetics, the succession of musical laws mirroring the successions of musical pedago-
gies, and historical organology constituting a sort of record of non-notated musical
cultures.

In this way, Adler’s projection has its own underlying architecture. Moreover, his
project is one which is aware of its own historical contingency, and thus can resonate
with earlier mappings. Like those mappings of the eighteenth century, it constructs an
analytical grid (here defined by diachronic and synchronic axes) upon which new inves-
tigations can arise in those spaces which are blank; and like those mappings of the
eighteenth century, it rules out the comprehensive treatment of music in a single trea-
tise. But as with the mappings of the sixteenth century, it harmonizes and synthesizes
existing disciplines (in fact,accommodating all that has been said about music), allow-
ing for a whole range of resonances or sympathies between topics treated in different
domains. The author himself, though, explicitly draws a comparison between his
schema and that of Aristides Quintilianus (presenting both as tables, Adler above
Aristides Quintilianus on a double page), thus ideologically linking his project with the
first complete mapping of the musical domain to survive. Both achieve the most impor-
tant goal of the map maker: not to discipline what is said about music, but rather to
create a new musical discourse.
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Musica practica: music theory as pedagogy

ROBERT W. WASON

One of the most consequential developments in the long history of music theory has
been its gradual integration with the discipline of musica practica, a discipline that until
at least the eighteenth century was considered largely distinct from the rarefied con-
cerns of classical musica theorica. In the present chapter, we will attempt to look at
some traditions of “practical® music theory in more detail. We will begin first with a
brief discussion of the difficulties in defining “practical” theory and assessing its rela-
tion to functions of music pedagogy. We will then proceed to a broad survey of some
of the major contributions to practical music instruction from the Middle Ages to the
present day. Needless to say, this constitutes a vast quantity of writings that cannot be
analyzed comprehensively here. But by focusing upon a few selected examples at his-
torically significant moments, we hope to illustrate the principal parameters - structu-
ral, stylistic and institutional - which have together helped shape the discipline of
“practical” music theory.

Praxis and pedagogy

The notions of “pedagogy” and “practice” have historically been closely linked,
although they are by no means synonymous. In ancient Greece, the pedagogue was
the “leader” or “teacher” of boys (usually the slave assigned to transport the boys
from one schoolmaster to another). Today, the term “pedagogue” often carries with
it negative connotations of pedantry and dogmatism, although in music, the term has
perhaps a somewhat more benign association related to the teaching of basic skills. As
pointed out in the Introduction to this volume, the origin of the dialectical juxtapo-
sition of theory with practice may be traced to Aristotle (see p. 2). There was never any
necessary connection between the “pedagogical” and the “practical,” however.
(Theoria was as much a subject of pedagogy in the Lyceum as was praxis — indeed
perhaps more so.)

The first writer to apply the Aristotelian division of knowledge to musical study

1 The history of the tensions between musica practica and musica theorica is addressed in numerous chap-
ters in the present volume. But see, especially, the Introduction, pp. 2-13 and Chapter 5, pp. 158-64.
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seems to have been Aristides Quintilianus, who divided all knowledge of music into the
“theoretical, [which] coordinates technical rules and natural causes[,] while the prac-
tical embraces the application of musical science and its different genres.”* Aristides
further subdivided the “practical® into two branches, one of which “directs the use in
melodic, rhythmic and poetic composition of structures that have already been tech-
nically analyzed; the second concerns their proper modes of expression in instrumen-
tal performance, singing and acting.”3 This seems to suggest that Aristides had some
sort of musical repertoire in mind. Still, the content of his “practical theory” is very
different from anything that we would recognize as such today. But this is hardly sur-
prising, for the notion of practical theory has changed continually throughout history.
There has never been a consensus among musical pedagogues as to the exact function
of musica practica or its precise relation to musica theorica. A glance at a few selected med-
ieval treatises will suggest the scope of the problem.

Medieval musical pedagogy

It is important to realize that Aristides’ scheme was not universally adopted - or even
known - in the Middle Ages. One early attempt to classify medieval theory treatises calls
them “occasional writings, in the best sense of the word,” and emphasizes the frag-
mented, “special-interest™ nature of the medieval readership.# In his comprehensive
survey of medieval theory treatises, Lawrence Gushee concedes that “a good many
music-theoretical writings of the Middle Ages are distinguished by lack of adherence to
clear-cut genre.” Indeed, most of the sources are eclectic with regard to theoretical
content and equivocal with regard to purpose. Thus, the opposition of “speculative”
and “practical” theory as general categories is problematic, atleast in the earlier Middle
Ages. Still, a putative division between practice and theory in music may be implicit in
the distinction widely invoked by medieval authors between musicus and cantor. As
defined by the ninth-century writer Aurelian of Rédme, for example, the former was a
“scientist” knowledgeable in ancient Greek musical theory (musica) as transmitted by
Boethius,while the latter was a musical practitioner,a singer of chantin the church.® Yet
the treatises surviving from Carolingian times suggest how difficult it was to maintaina
strictdistinction between the two. Hucbald, working in the middle of the tenth century,
is an example of a theorist who strove mightily to reconcile current chant practice with

2 See Mathiesen’s Introduction to his translation of Aristides Quintilianus, On Music, p. 17. Also see
Chapter 1, pp. 28-29. 3 Barker, ed., Greek Musical Writings, p. 392.

4 Pietzsch, Die Klassifikation der Musik, p. 4. Pietzsch classifies treatises as musica practica (which he
divides into what might be called “instructional works” vs. “specialized monographs™), musica theorica
(which he divides further by level of comprehensiveness), or combinations of both (pp. 6ff.).

s Gushee, “Questions of Genre,” p. 367.

6 Aurelian, Musica disciplina. For a more extensive discussion of the musicus—cantor opposition, see
Chapter 5, p. 163.
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Greek music theory - or at least that Greek music theory which he could derive from
Ptolemy and Boethius (see Chapter 5,p. 159). An even earlier example of medieval ped-
agogical synthesis is found in the ninth-century treatise Musica enchiriadis and its com-
panion treatise, Scolica enchiriadis. As among the first Western writings to offer
fixed-pitch notation (despite theawkward Daseian nomenclature),descriptions of poly-
phonic singing, and a technical discussion of modal theory based on the finals and
ambitus of a chant, the enchiriadis texts clearly betray highly practical intentions. At the
same time, the authors of these texts rely upon ancient (Latin) authorities for much of
their terminology. Yet how thorough the integration of received theory and contempo-
rary practiceis remains open to question given that the two mostsubstantial discussions
of ancient musical thought seem to come at the ends of each of these treatises almost as
an afterthought (concerning, respectively, the Orpheus myth and the affective qualities
of music - Chapter 19 of the Musica enchiriadis; and a substantial gloss of Boethian har-
monics - end of Part I1, and Part I1I of the Scolica enchiriadis).7

Guido of Arezzo

Whatever tension there may be in the Carolingian sources between practice and peda-
gogy, there is little dispute as to the major milestone of medieval pedagogical theory:
the writings of the eleventh-century Italian monk Guido, active for most of his life in
the cathedral of Arezzo. While it is not in every case possible to disentangle an authen-
tic corpus of writings authored by Guido from ideas attributed to him, it is clear that
his primary interest was in the teaching of music theory for practical ends. Even the
classical instrument of ancient canonics - the monochord - was used by Guido with a
most practical end: as a pedagogical device to teach a secure sense of pitch. He boasted:
“Some [students], trained by imitating the [steps of the mono]chord, with the practice
of our notation, were within the space of a month singing so securely at first sight
chants they had not seen or heard, that it was the greatest wonder to many people.”?
Three brilliant pedagogical ideas have traditionally been attributed to Guido,
earning him his honored place in the history of music pedagogy: staff notation, the
system of hexachords,and his “classroom visual aid for sight-singing performance, the
“Guidonian Hand.” Unfortunately, his extant works - primarily the “Micrologus> - do
not prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that they were his invention, and his posthumous
reputation assumed such legendary proportions that some skepticism is warranted.
Josef Smits van Waesberghe has shown that the basic innovation in his notation was
“construction in thirds of parallel lines of definite pitch.” Guido himself demonstrates
the abstraction of a C hexachord from a chant committed to memory (Ut queant laxis),

7 And indeed, it has been questioned whether each of these sections are a part of the original texts. See
the discussion by Raymond Erickson in his English translation: Musica enchiriadis and Scolica enchiviadis,
pp. XXvi-xxvii. 8 Prologue to Micrologus (Babb trans.), p. 58.

9 Waesberghe, “Musical Notation of Guido,” p. 49.
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and its use as a means to help a singer notate an unknown melody, or produce sound
from notation at sight.'® But there is no mention of transpositions of a “natural hexa-
chord,” or of the principle of “hexachord mutation,” and the hexachord in general is
absent from the “Micrologus.” Whether or not Guido was the first to assign pitch-
letters to parts of the hand (curiously, the mnemonic is not actually found in his works),
we do know that the use of the hand as an aid to memory predates Guido.**

These three innovations are so towering, that it is less often noted that the
“Micrologus,” besides being in effect an early sight-singing manual, is also one of the
very first in another long line of music-pedagogical genres: the treatise on composi-
tion. Approximately one quarter of the work (the last five of twenty chapters) deals
with the composition first of monophonic melody, and then “diaphony™ (organum).
In discussing melody, Guido points out analogies between the structure of speech and
melodic phraseology, thus pioneering a grammatical correspondence that would have
a long history in subsequent music-theoretical writings.

Musical study in the medieval university

Despite their frequent citations of classical sources, the works just discussed all reflect
the Carolingian emphasis upon practicality and utility. This is not surprising given that
they were written by authors active in cathedral or monastic schools charged with
instructing young singers. However, the cultural and intellectual developments some-
times called the “Renaissance of the Twelfth Century™ brought about great changes in
musical study. During this period, there was a marked decline of the monastic schools,
and the beginnings of the studium generale, which grew out of the various cathedral
schools, eventually evolving into the universitas.’> The earliest musical curriculum of
the medieval universities drew heavily upon Boethius and his program of the seven
liberal arts, in which music was included as one of the quadrivial sciences.'3 As one
would expect, this study had little to do with any practical considerations of music, and
was concerned entirely with classical problems of musical harmonics as transmitted by
Boethius. But in the course of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, a new intellectual
influence becomes strongly in evidence in the universities that greatly weakened the
quadrivial paradigm: Aristotle.*4

10 Guido, Epistola de ignoto cantu (see Example 11.1, p. 343). The text of the chant predates Guido, but
the melody as Guido gives it seems to have been unknown before his time, leading to speculation that
he composed it or altered an extant tune to satisfy his pedagogical purposes.

11 Waesberghe, Guidone Aretino; also see his Musikerziehung, pp. 120ff. Examples of a Guidonian hand
may be seen in Plate 11.1, p. 345 and Plate 12.1, p. 369. Further information on Guido and the
Guidonian solfege tradition is found in Chapter 11, pp. 341-43.

12 Carpenter, Music in Medieval and Renaissance Universities. Also see the first part of her article
“Education in NG, vol. v1, pp. 1-15. 13 Huglo, “Study of Ancient Sources,” p. 172.

14 Yudkin, “Influence of Aristotle,” p. 179.
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Aristotle’s works had for some time been the subject of study by Arab scholars, and it
was through their translations that most of Aristotle’s writings became known in the
Westbeginning in the twelfth century. The influence of Aristotle’s thought on music was
apparentintheinfluential writings of the Arab polymath, Al-Farabi (d. 950),whodivided
the pursuit of music into theoretical and practical parts. (Al-Farabi’s Latin term for the
Greek praktike was activa - the applied activity of performing music.) The “theoretical”
study of music, on the other hand, was to be divided into five sections: (1) principles and
fundamentals; (2) rudiments (“derivation of the notes, and the knowledge of the consti-
tution of the notes . . . and how many their species™); (3) instruments; (4) rhythm; and
finally, (5) “composition of the melodies in general; then about the composition of the
perfect melodies — and they are those set in poetical speech . . %5 Al-Farabi’s analysis of
musical study, which in some respects recalls that of Aristides, proved highly influential
after Latin translations began circulating in the twelfth century.

One of the most characteristic signs of scholastic Aristotelianism in music writings
during the later Middle Ages was the rise of the encyclopedic summa typically used as a
textbook in the universities. Throughout the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries,
numerous authors penned comprehensive summae that attempted to deal systemati-
cally with all aspects of music, both theoretical and practical, including Johannes de
Muris (Jehan des Murs), Walter of Odington, Marchetto of Padua, and Jacques of
Liege. While the writings of each of these authors typically contained learned discus-
sions of classical Boethian harmonics, there were also substantial - and in certain cases,
ground-breaking - instructions concerning contemporaneous practical music, includ-
ing detailed consideration of mensuration, counterpoint, and genre. While some of
these writers seemed to make attempts at describing faithfully the musical practice
they may have heard around them, occasionally their writings betray a more creative
spirit in conceiving and prescribing notational or stylistic innovations not yet in
common practice, especially in the area of mensuration (see Chapter 20, pp. 628ft.). On
the other hand, a few of these authors - particularly Jacques - were notoriously con-
servative in their views, and highly critical of the mensural innovations associated with
the music of the ars nova. In any event, these encyclopedic writings of the Middle Ages
represent a high-water mark in the history of music theory in which both speculative
and practical concerns seem to have achieved a balance. With the advent of Renaissance
musical culture in the fifteenth century, however, an important new turn in the teach-
ing of music may be seen to begin.

Renaissance compositional pedagogy

With the combined changes wrought by Renaissance humanism and the ever more
ambitious and sophisticated genres tested by composers, the nature of compositional

15 Al-Farabi’s Arabic-Latin Writings on Music, ed. and trans. Farmer, pp. 14-16.
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pedagogy in the late fifteenth century changed markedly. It can by no means be pre-
sumed that extant treatises on musical composition provide a perfectly faithful picture
of contemporaneous musical practice. For one thing, musical practice was changing
with unprecedented speed at this time, and there were great variations between
various national traditions and compositional genres. For another, the published trea-
tises may not well reflect the kinds of flexible, ad hoc oral instruction that a student
might receive at the hands of a master. The testimony of the German composer
Adrianus Petit Coclico is telling:

My teacher Josquin . . . never gave a lecture on music or wrote a theoretical work, and
yethe was able in a short time to form complete musicians, because he did not keep back
his pupils with long and useless instructions but taught them the rules in a few words,
through practical application in the course of singing . . . Ifhe discovered . . . pupils with
an ingenious mind and promising disposition, then he would teach these in a few words
the rules of three-part and later four-, five-, six-part, etc. writing, always providing them
with examples to imitate.®

Fortunately, though, most of the monuments of Renaissance musica practica were the
creation of active composers who were well regarded in their own time, and thus can
be read by us today without undue suspicion.'”

In the late fifteenth century, the first of these composers, Johannes Tinctoris,
“exhausted current knowledge of musical practice” in a series of twelve treatises.*®
Personal acquaintance with Tinctoris inspired Franchino Gaffurio in a similar direc-
tion. The advent of printing effectively made Gaffurio’s Theorica musice (1492) and
Practica musice (1496) the models of their respective genres for a much larger reading
public.' The Practica gathers together in one volume material on topics of musical
practice on which Tinctoris and the earlier university writers had written separate trea-
tises.?° Pietro Aaron’s thoroughly practical Toscanello in Musica (1523) appeared early in
the next century, the first attempt to teach the harmonic combinations usable in four-
voice, simultaneous composition, and a work that was conceived and published in
Italian - not Latin.>*

Zarlino. The culmination of this development is certainly Le istitutioni harmoniche
(1558) by Gioseffo Zarlino (1517-90). Written in his native tongue, the Istitutioni for
the first time combines the genres of musica theorica and musica practica into a single

16 Owens, Composers at Work, p. 11.

17 See Chapter 16, pp. 503-28 for a more in-depth discussion of one aspect of Renaissance music ped-
agogy - that of counterpoint - largely drawing upon the treatises of active composers.

18 Palisca, “Theory, theorists” in NG2, vol. xxv, pp. 355-89.

19 Between 1494 and 1499 Gaffurio also held a chair in music at the University of Pavia - the only
certain example of such a position in an Italian university.

20 Book I is on plainchant, Book II on mensuration, Book III on counterpoint, and Book IV on pro-
portions. In fact, the four books were originally conceived as separate works; Gaffurio’s humanistic
studies led to significant revisions of the manuscript version (Miller, “Gaffurius’s Practica Musicae,” pp.
105-28). Very likely that revision process as well as the possibility of publication in print led to their
compilation into one volume. 21 Aaron, Toscanello in Musica, pp. 35-42.
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treatise in a manner that would be influential well into the eighteenth century. This
work, of four parts and more than four hundred pages, divides almost in half. After
beginning in the manner of the classical protreptikos (a hortation offering praises of
music, speculations on its origins, definitions, etc.) the bulk of Part I deals with the
study of numbers, proportions, and their manipulation in generating the consonant
intervals (their “formal cause™). Part II presents a more empirical side of Boethian
canonics; here, the abstractions of the earlier discussion are realized on an instrument
(their “material cause”), but outside of any compositional practice. During the
course of both parts, Zarlino substitutes his senario for the Greek tetraktys (that had
been passed on by Boethius), legitimizing the consonances of imperfect thirds and
sixths as primitives, rather than as derivatives of fifths (see Figure 10.2, p. 277). Part
II1, “the first part of the second [half], which is called Pratica,” is the definitive con-
temporaneous discussion of prima prattica compositional technique, while Part IV on
modes presents (uncredited) Glarean’s dodecaphonic modal system (see Chapter 12,
pp- 389-98). Both the latter two parts provide extensive prescriptive advice to the
young composer along with numerous examples composed by Zarlino to illustrate
his instructions.

As can bediscovered by any careful reading of the latter two parts, however, the prac-
tical nature of their content is not always self-evident. It cannot be assumed, for
instance, that his rather conservative rules of counterpoint and strictures concerning
modal classification that are illustrated in his own examples are an undistorted mirror
of the practice of his contemporaries. Just as the first two “theoretical™ parts of the
Istitutioni betray obvious evidence of contemporary practice (especially in the reifica-
tion of the senario, reflecting the predilection of singers for justly tuned imperfect con-
sonances), the last two parts clearly show the more speculative, classically oriented side
of their author’s personality (rationalization of counterpoint rules, justifications for
reordering and renaming the modes, etc.). In short, the dialectical tension - and sym-
biosis - that characterizes the relation of theoria and practica comes strongly to the fore
between the covers of Zarlino’s Le istitutioni harmoniche. It is this quality, perhaps more
than any specific rule of counterpoint or theory of mode, that constitutes the legacy of
Zarlino, and would continue to cast such a shadow over music theory for the next 200
years.

German Lateinschule texts. In Germany, musica practica was concerned primarily
with performance, for books of this period were strongly influenced by the Lutheran
Reformation, which made musical performance an important component of elemen-
tary education.?> From at least the time of Listenius’s Rudimenta musicae (1533), the
curriculum of rhetorical study strongly influenced German music theory, leading to a
third division of musical study dedicated to the art of musical composition: musica

22 See Butt, Music education - in particular Chapters 2 and 3, “The Role of Practical Music in Education
. 1600-1750,” and “The Contents, Layout and Style of Instruction Books.”
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poetica. A broad range of German pedagogical texts appeared in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries designed for the rank-and-file Latin schools (Lateinschulen).
Among such elementary texts are Heinrich Faber’s Compendiolum musicae pro incipien-
tibus (1545 —and reprinted in a further forty-six editions through the early seventeenth
century) and J. T. Freig’s Paedagogus (1582). While often borrowing material from
more learned authors such as Glarean (Freig’s teacher), such Latin school texts pre-
sented only the basic rudiments of music necessary for the singing and reading of
music. (Sometimes - as with Freig - such fundamentals were taught in the venerable
dialogue form of the catechism.) Still, the elementary nature of this text - and dozens
like it - should not obscure the importance of music in the Lutheran school curricu-
lum. (The timetable at the beginning of Freig’s book shows that by the fourth year,
more time was spent studying music than any other subject.?3) Nor should we under-
estimate the importance of these texts for stabilizing — and indeed helping to institute
- important reforms of notation and theory in Reformation Germany, particularly
with regard to mode.>+

Baroque music theory

Musicin the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries (the “Baroque™ period as it has
invidiously come to be called by music historians) is confoundingly rich in its diversity
of genres, styles, and tonal languages. During the same time period, Western intellec-
tual thought was undergoing a profound transformation stimulated by revolutionary
upheavals in science and philosophy. Not surprisingly, the music-theoretical literature
of this time reflects a commensurate complexity. Didactic literature ranging from the
most speculative and encyclopedic to the most mundane and utilitarian can be found
in unprecedented quantities. As much of this literature is treated elsewhere in this
volume in greater depth (inter alia, Chapters 9, 13, and 17), it will not be necessary to
review it in detail here. Suffice it to say that the profound changes in musical style
brought on by the seconda prattica entailed a radical reorientation of pedagogical liter-
ature, one in which the boundaries between pedagogy and practice became particu-
larly blurred.

But perhaps more consequential to the history of music theory than any innovations
of style introduced by the seconda prattica (as profound and far-reaching as they may be)
was the rise of instrumental music. For it was through Baroque instrumental practice
- and particularly that of the keyboard - that the emergence of a major/minor trans-
posable key system most clearly is to be seen. And this emerging harmonic tonality
finds its most explicit articulation and rationalization in the concomitant pedagogical

23 Livingstone has shown that music occupied a central place in the school curriculum; see his Theory
and Practice of Protestant School Music.

24 Ontheimportance of the Lateinschule texts for the question of mode in Germany during the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries, see Lester, Between Modes and Keys, pp. 68-76.
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literature. The most important such literature possessing the most far-reaching conse-
quences was the “figured-bass™ or “thorough-bass® manual.

Figured-bass texts were written as attempts to solve a very practical problem: teach-
ing keyboardists (though sometimes also performers of the lute, theorbo, or guitar) to
provide a harmonic “foundation for a piece of music as part of the basso continuo
ensemble. For the most part, the harmonies that such a performer was required to
supply consisted of consonant triads. But given the increasing complexity of the har-
monic language of seconda prattica music, the figured-bass performer was faced with a
plethora of more complex chord ciphers to learn. The cataloging and ordering of such
“figures” in instructional manuals seemed to be an inscrutable assemblage of minutiae.

The earliest figured-bass instructional books were “practical” in the least imagina-
tive sense of the word.>s Often consisting of little more than mechanical rules for real-
izing a given figure by the memorization of certain stock formulae, these manuals
presumed little “theoretical” understanding on the part of the performer. Charles
Masson, for example, the author of one of the more interesting ones, would claim that
“in this treatise, one will find neither curiosities, nor difficult and embarrassing terms
of the Ancients, but only that which is useful in practice.”*¢ (Masson’s view was reflec-
tive of a wider reaction against speculative musica theorica characteristic of French
music pedagogy in the second half of the seventeenth century.) Yet it was through
problems posed by the thorough bass - the structure of chords, the succession of these
chords over a bass line - that theorists eventually were able to rationalize the system of
harmonic tonality. This is most clearly to be seen in the work of Rameau.

Rameau. Today, Jean-Philippe Rameau (1683-1764) is celebrated as one of the most
historically important music theorists. His theory of the basse fondamentale offered a
revolutionary reconceptualization of tonal harmony that has continued to influence
music theory to this day. (See Chapter 24, pp. 759-72 for a comprehensive discussion
of Rameau’s theory of harmony.) But Rameau was hardly oblivious to the practical
application of his ideas. Indeed, the utility of the fundamental bass to the pedagogies
of keyboard accompaniment (thorough bass) and composition was a dominant theme
in most of his writings. Unfortunately, the intensive (although not necessarily exten-
sive) speculative arguments of Rameau have tended to obscure for many observers the
truly practical roots of his pedagogy. (See also Chapter 3, p. 84.)

The four “Books” of the Traité divide, as Zarlino’s work did, into “theory” and
“practice:?7 the first two books deal with ratios and proportions and “the Nature and
Properties of Chords,” while the last two are on composition and accompaniment - the

25 See Arnold, Art of Accompaniment, Chapter 1, for a complete survey. Also see Chapter 17, pp. 540-43.
26 Masson, Nouveau Traité, “Avertissement.”

27 Christensen believes it unlikely that Rameau knew enough Italian to have gained a sophisticated
understanding of Zarlino (Christensen, Rameau, p. 23); still, the structure of Zarlino’s treatises and his
ideas on tuning (clearly presented in figures) would have been apparent to him.
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two principal genres of musica practica. In comparison to Zarlino’s work, however,
Rameau’s synthesis shows a decisive shift toward contemporary practice with its atten-
tion to problems of the through bass. Indeed, the fundamental bass is in many respects
buta theory of the thorough bass, codifying and rationalizing the chords and harmonic
progressions performed by a continuo ensemble or written down by a composer.

Rameau’s attempt to affect musical pedagogy began with his first work, and contin-
ued throughout his career. In a sequence of publications that invites comparison with
Riemann (see below), Rameau seems to alternate between “practical” and “theoreti-
cal” works, although in most of them, there was a mixture of the two. An account we
have of Rameau’s first “theoretical” writings (the now-lost “Clermont Notes™ dating
from before his move to Paris in 1722) shows him working toward the theory of the
fundamental bass, “which seems to have originated in his mind as a pedagogical
tool.”?8 Ten years after the appearance of the Traité, he attempted to simplify pedagogy
further in his Dissertation sur les différentes méthodes d’accompagnement (1732), in which
he mixes his theory with ideas for a mechanical “system by which to realize figured
basses, requiring no musical notation; here Rameau attempts to teach amateurs (a
growing market in the eighteenth century for such instructional books) the chord con-
nections of figured bass as movements of hand and finger positions on the keyboard.29
“L’Art de la basse fondamentale,” a manuscript probably written by Rameau between
1738 and 1745,and unknown until recently, very likely was used by Rameau in his own
teaching of composition; “its systematic attention to the fundamental bass arguably
earns it the honor of being the first real harmony textbook in the modern sense.”3°
Finally, the keystone to Rameau’s pedagogical writing is the Code de musique pratique
(17760), in which he takes on all music pedagogy, dividing it somewhat eclectically into
“seven methods”: (1) rudiments; (2) hand position for harpsichord and organ; (3) vocal
production; (4) thorough bass; (5) composition; (6) unfigured bass; and (7) improvis-
ing a prelude. Here, Rameau brings together a lifetime’s work on pedagogical matters,
attempting to demonstrate that his concept of the fundamental bass offers a way to
unite the conceptual rigor of music theory with the practical training of an instrumen-
tal and vocal student. For Rameau, it was practice which drove his theory, not the other
way around. Always sensitive and honest concerning the correlation of his theoretical
arguments to empirical practice, Rameau found himself again and again revising his
ideas, admitting licenses to his rules, and generally acknowledging the epistemological
limitations of his theory.3!

Unfortunately, Rameau’s intense interest in pedagogical musical theory was largely
forgotten with his death. He has been primarily remembered as a speculative and
learned theorist (and not always in the most flattering terms). Matters were not helped

28 Ibid., p. 24. 29 See Hayes, “Rameau’s ‘Nouvelle Méthode.””

30 Christensen, Rameau, p. 286.

31 Christensen discusses in detail Rameau’s efforts to reconcile theory and practice in his many publi-
cations. See especially Chapter 2 of Rameau, pp. 21-42.
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any in that later generations learned their Rameau mainly through redactions of his
theory by writers who were not always skilled in conveying its subtleties and pragmatic
pliability: d’Alembert in the Elemens de musique théorique et pratique (1751; German
translation by Marpurg, 1757), and Rousseau’s music articles for the Encyclopédie
(1751-65; later taken over in Rousseau’s Dictionnaire de la Musique, 1768).3>

Fux. Despite the success of Rameau’s accomplishments, a harmonic paradigm of
musical pedagogy was not everywhere dominant in the eighteenth century. In Vienna,
the liturgical court composer Johann-Joseph Fux (1660-1741) reformed and system-
atized a model of contrapuntal pedagogy that would be as long-lasting and influential
as Rameau’s harmonic pedagogy. Published just three years after Rameau’s Traité,
Fux’s Gradus ad Parnassum became arguably the single most influential and widely
studied textbook of musica practica in the modern era.33 Since Fux’s Gradus is the
subject of an entire chapter in this volume (see Chapter 18, pp. 554-602), a discussion
of'its contents will not be undertaken in this chapter. It only remains to emphasize that
the Gradus is both a speculative and a practical work (the former qualities being often
overlooked by English readers who know only the partial English translation). While
the musical language of Fux’s text was a conservative one for the eighteenth century,
the principles and techniques that underlie it were recognized by generations of sub-
sequent musicians as possessing incalculable educational value.

Heinichen. If Rameau’s theory of the fundamental bass and Fux’s species counter-
point offered the two most dominant compositional pedagogies in the eighteenth
century, a third, less systematic model, was cultivated in Germany through the skills of
chorale harmonization and figured-bass diminution. This pedagogical model was
neatly described by C. P. E. Bach in his account of his father’s musical atelier:

In composition he started his pupils right in with what was practical, and omitted all
the dry species of counterpoint that are given in Fux and others. His pupils had to begin
their studies by learning pure four-part thorough bass. From this he went to chorales;
first he added the basses to them himself, and they had to invent the alto and tenor. Then
he taught them to devise the basses themselves . . .34

The chorale, for German pedagogues like Bach, became a microcosm of compositional
techniques. By combining the efficient harmonic scaffolding of the chorale with the
elaborative diminution techniques of the through bass, a student could learn a variety
of compositional techniques that could be adapted to any number of genres and styles.
We find such a method of “thorough-bass composition already in a treatise that we
know Bach admired and copied from: Friedrich Niedt’s Musicalische Handleitung

32 Ibid., Chapter 9, pp. 252-90. 33 Mann, “Fux’s Theoretical Writings,” p. 57.
34 David and Mendel, eds., The Bach Reader, p. 279.
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(1700-17). But the summa of the thorough-bass composition text is undoubtedly the
960-page Der General-Bass in der Composition of Bach’s contemporary Johann David
Heinichen (1683-1729), published in 1728 - six years after Rameau’s Trait¢ and three
years after Fux’s Gradus.

Far more than a guide for deciphering figured-bass signatures (as the seventeenth-
century thorough-bass manuals had been), Heinichen’s massive work is a complete
compositional text, showing the keyboardist how a variety of styles and musical genres
(including advanced “theatrical” styles of dissonance treatment) may be mastered
through the thorough bass. With a rich assortment of musical compositions quoted
and analyzed, Heinichen’s text is a truly “practical” one reflecting a living musical tra-
dition, albeit one that was probably only useful to a musician already possessing con-
siderable experience and skills. In Example 17.1 (p. 543), we can see an illustration of
Heinichen’s thorough-bass method of compositional elaboration. There Heinichen
takes a basic harmonic realization of a figured-bass line and shows how a skilled key-
boardist might elaborate the figure to produce a variety of different textures - in the
present case, in “cantabile” style. Like the treatises of both Rameau and Fux,
Heinichen’s text is a truly practical one reflecting the rich experience and knowledge
of a seasoned composer.

Music theory in the “Classical” era

During the second half of the eighteenth century, compositional pedagogy evolved in
remarkable ways. While numerous pedagogues continued to teach exclusively from
contrapuntal and harmonic perspectives, respectively (the former frequently through
adaptations of Fux’s strict species approach, the latter through some adaptation of
Rameau’s fundamental bass or Bach’s thorough-bass model), a number of theorists in
Germany began to integrate these approaches within their own treatises. Johann
Philipp Kirnberger’s Kunst des reinen Satzes in der Musik (1771-79) presents probably
the most successful such synthesis (see Chapter 24, p. 772). But a new element of com-
positional instruction also emerged that reflected the concomitant shifts of composi-
tional style characteristic of the so-called “Classical® era: phrase and melody.

Koch. Whilediscussions of phrase and melody are found in numerous treatises earlier
in the century (primarily by Mattheson and Riepel), it was in the Versuch einer Anleitung
zur Komposition (1782-93) of Heinrich Christoph Koch (1749-1816) that we find the
most systematic attempt to offer a true method of melodic composition.3s The most

35 The recent partial translation by Nancy Baker reflects this interest by beginning late in volume 11 (p.
342) and continuing through the complete volume 111 - essentially all of the material on phrase and
formal structure. See Koch, Introductory Essay.
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imposing and comprehensive presentation of pedagogical music theory of the Classical
era, the treatise appeared in three volumes, in 1782, 1787, and 1793.3

Musica theorica survives in “Part I, Section I” (vol. 1, pp. 15-50), which serves primar-
ily to generate the tonal material - chords and keys - for a practical course in compo-
sition. Section II (pp. 51-120) puts the material generated in Section I into practice,
beginning with a relatively brief treatment of “consonant combinations of tones”
(Chapter 1) and then moving on to “dissonant combinations of tones” (Chapter 2, pp.
68-120). Section III (pp. 121-228), titled “Strict composition, or the correct use of
chords and their intervals,” resembles outwardly the version of “Strict Composition”
that Kirnberger presents in Part I of Kunst, though the two differ profoundly in theo-
retical content. Just as Kirnberger had, Koch discusses submetrical elaboration of a
four-part sketch at the end of the figured-bass course (pp. 213-28), and then procedes
to a course in counterpoint in Part IT (vol. 1, pp. 231-374).

In the second volume of Koch’s treatise, we move from the lessons in harmony and
counterpoint found in the previous volume to lessons in composition, and it is imme-
diately clear that “melody> will become the focus of study. (He emphasizes, for
example, the melodic character of voice-leading taught in volume 1.) Koch continues
by outlining a compositional strategy he has derived from Sulzer, though it might be
found in other rhetorically based compositional pedagogies: the composer should
begin with a “plan (Anlage), and continue with its “realization” (Ausfithrung), finally
moving on to its “elaboration (Ausarbeitung) (vol. 11, p. 52). Urging the composer to
“conceive melody harmonically™ (vol. 11, p. 87), Koch moves on to a lengthy and highly
original discussion of modulation (vol. 11, pp. 137-269), the purpose of which is to
open up melodic choice to “non-diatonic™ pitches, and sensitize the student to
melodic movements that imply modulation, temporary or longer-lasting. Many of the
examples of modulation consist only of single-line melodies, and it is clear that Koch
sees “modulation as a way of conceiving of more extended melodies. Subsequent dis-
cussion of musical meter (vol. 11, pp. 288-341) concludes the preparation for compos-
ing melodies.

Koch makes it clear that the “inner nature” of melody is not something that can be
taught. (It can only be understood by those musicians possessing these old standbys,
“genius” and “good taste.”) But the “outer nature™ of melody is subject to a series of
“mechanical rules.” Thus, he titles the whole of Part IT of vol. 11 (pp. 135-464) “On the
Mechanical Rules of Melody,” though most of it turns out to be introductory to the
composing of melodies, until Section III.

Itis here that Koch moves beyond the abstract comparisons of music and speech that
were to be found in so many earlier rhetorically oriented treatises, and establishes a

36 Study of the treatise’s organization is greatly facilitated by the table of contents for the work as a
whole thoughtfully provided in the English translation as an Appendix (absent in Koch’s treatise as it
was in Kirnberger’s); the work is far more comprehensive than English-language discussion of it might
seem to indicate.
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more empirical working vocabulary for the analysis and composition of melody, albeit
a vocabulary still heavily indebted to grammar and rhetoric. Starting with the idea of
punctuation and resting points in speech, Koch turns to the topic of melody: “Just as
in speech, the melody of a composition can be broken up into periods by means of anal-
ogous resting points,and these, again, into single phrases (Sdtze) and melodic segments
(Theile)” (Introductory Essay, p. 1). The end of a period is effected by both melodic and
harmonic punctuation: harmonic cadence-types align with melodic closure and help
articulate rhythmic structure. Phrase-types are defined by this cadential ending, but
also by their length (their “rhythmic nature™ [rhythmische Beschaffenkeit]). Thus,
phrases that divide periods may be inconclusive (called by Koch an Absatz) or a “closing
phrase” (Schlussatz), depending on their cadences. Phrases divide further into “seg-
ments” or “incises” (Einschnitte), which we might today call “half-phrases™ or “phrase-
members.” Balance and periodicity are essential to Koch, who, like so many
subsequent analysts, shows a predilection for the four-measure phrase as the basic
model, viewing longer melodic entities as “extended™ (erweitert) or “compound”
(zusammengeschobene) phrases. Indeed, later in his treatise, Koch shows how to extend
a period so as to create an entire movement of a larger work, and ultimately to the for-
mation of multi-movement works.37 Of particular interest in Koch’s treatise are the
many musical examples he cites to illustrate his ideas. While many of these musical
examples are of his own creation, a large number of them originate from the works of
his contemporaries, including Joseph Haydn.

“Musique pratique” in the era of the conservatory

By the end of the eighteenth century, the hitherto distinct national traditions of music
theory - French fundamental bass, Italian species counterpoint, and German thorough
bass - had begun to blend together in such varying configurations that it is difficult to
speak any more of specific national traditions. But one element of music pedagogy did
remain constant during the eighteenth century through all the momentous shifts of
theoretical thought we have witnessed: most advanced musical instruction seems to
have been designed principally for the single student, whether working through the
material with a teacher, or perhaps alone reading a text. Class instruction in practical
music theory, geared as it was to the skills of composition and accompaniment, was the
exception (although Rameau taught “classes™ of composition in the 1740s using his
“textbook™ LArt de la basse fondamentale).3® Theory instruction after the French
Revolution would change markedly in this respect, bringing about new genres of prac-
tical music theory. For in the course of the nineteenth century, numerous educational
institutions - particularly those of the music “conservatory” - were established

37 See Lester, Compositional Theory in the Eighteenth Century, pp. 290-93 for an illustration of Koch’s
method of melodic expansion. 38 Christensen, Rameau, pp. 309-10.
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throughout Europe, in which formal instruction on topics of applied music were given
that had hitherto been the province of private music instructors. This new institution-
alization of music pedagogy would have profound influence on the development of
music theory.

Paris

While the origin of conservatories of music can be traced back to well before the French
Revolution (particularly in Italy), the modern European conservatories are largely a
product of the post-revolutionary period - a government response to the music-
educational demands of an emerging middle class. After a protracted period of gesta-
tion, the Conservatoire National de Musique et de Déclamation was established in
Paris in 1795, followed by the state-sponsored conservatories in Prague (1811), Graz
(1813), and Vienna (1817). In various parts of what would eventually be a unified
Germany, the famous Leipzig Conservatory opened in 1843, directed by Mendelssohn,
followed soon thereafter by conservatories in Munich (1846) and Berlin (1850). By the
1860s, the conservatory movement had spread east to Russia, and would eventually
gain a foothold in America as well.

In Paris, a major center of nineteenth-century musical “progress,” the post-revolu-
tionary era brought with it a cosmopolitan environment for musical study: an interna-
tional faculty from various musical backgrounds staffed the Conservatoire, which
drew a diverse lot of students hoping for musical careers. Consensus on a curriculum
of study was elusive, however, and the debate within the committee entrusted with
producing the theory curriculum was forceful, though the committee met its charge:
beginning with a Principes élémentaires de musique (1799), it produced five livres de
solfege, a Traité d’harmonie and numerous pedagogical works for voice, piano, and
orchestral instruments within the next ten years. The theory curriculum was divided
into composition théoriqgue and composition pratique, the former constituting courses in
elementary voice-leading and figured bass called Aharmonie, the latter instructions in
counterpoint and fugue (and much later on, also instrumentation).3 It is not possible
in this chapter to trace the development of the entire music curriculum in Paris and
elsewhere. Instead, we will concentrate on one component of this curriculum, albeit
probably the most critical: harmony. Despite the profusion of other skills taught,
harmony was - and remains largely to this day - the core element of any music peda-
gogy.

The “official” Conservatoire harmony text of composition théorigue was the brief
(eighty-page) Traité d’harmonie (1804) written by Charles-Simon Catel (1773-1830),
one of the founding members of the Conservatoire. Adopted unanimously by the com-
mittee, it was reissued numerous times until the aftermath of the Congress of Vienna,

39 Groth, Die franzdsische Kompositionslehre, p. 14. The table on p. 17 demonstrates the evolution of the
theory curriculum throughout the century.
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and the reorganization of the Conservatoire in 1815-16. According to Fétis, Rameau’s
theory of harmony was the dominant paradigm for French music teachers when Catel
wrote his treatise.«° The theory promulgated by those teachers was really a parody of
Rameau’s system, with an emphasis upon chordal generation by mechanical third-
stacking.#* Not surprisingly, the theory of third-stacking eventually garnered opposi-
tion by a number of younger committee members.

Catel attempted to avoid the arbitrariness of such ad hoc manipulations of the corps
sonore by positing a single ninth chord (either natural or flat) as the source of all
harmony. There was no “natural” justification for this construct by appeals to acous-
tics or numerology. It was simply a practical heuristic. Chords extractable from this
construct are harmonie simple ou naturelle. The remaining chordal vocabulary falls into
the category of harmonie composée ou artificielle; these chords are constructed by sus-
pending tones from previous chords.#* Although Catel’s category of harmonie composée
ou artificielle is arguably too broad (admitting combinations of submetric dissonance,
chordal dissonance, and apparently consonant “chords™), his intention is clear enough:
the ninth chord can furnish a “natural® vocabulary of chords, while voice-leading is
invoked to explain “modifications™ of these natural chords. In fact, lessons in voice-
leading form an important component of Catel’s book, though they are largely lessons
by example, not verbal explanation: chord progressions are always demonstrated in
four written-out parts (with no analytical “shorthand> other than figured-bass
symbols), and many are subsequently “elaborated” in shorter note values in the
manner of Kirnberger (or Fux). Catel scrupulously preserves Rameau’s terminology
for cadential types, but he never uses Rameau’s fundamental bass theory as a means of
teaching “preferred™ chord progression.

With the end of the Catel era, other texts were published that continued the spirit
of Catel’s pragmatic approach. For example, Anton Reicha (1770-1836), a member of
the original committee who had been educated in Vienna, published a harmony course
that he had certainly taught in the classroom: Cours de composition musicale, ou traité
complet et raisonné d°harmonie pratique (1816-18). “There are only thirteen chords in our
musical system,” Reicha claimed, and he proceded to presenta list of frequently occur-
ring “harmonies” from contemporary music with little consistent theoretical thread
to hold them together.43 Such a work could only appear to Fétis as “a most deplorable
return to the empiricism of old methods from the beginning of the eighteenth
century”: evidently the pedagogical ordering of the chordal vocabulary was once again
thrown into question with the new music of the early nineteenth century.44 Catel was

40 Wagner, Die Harmonielehre, p. 625 also see Gessele, Institutionalization.

41 Groth, Die franzdsische Kompositionslehre, pp. 26-30. As shown in Chapter 24, pp. 760-61, the theory
of third-stacking was in fact a relatively minor - and ultimately negligible - element of Rameau’s system,
although it received exaggerated emphasis by “followers™ such as Marpurg, d’Alembert, and Roussier.
42 “Harmonie composée is based upon harmonie simple; it is formed by retarding one or more parts, which
prolong one or more sounds from a chord into the following chord™ (Groth, quoting Catel, Die franzi-
sische Kompositionslehre, p. 31). 43 Ibid., p. 42. See Chapter 18, p. 586 for a listing of Reicha’s fun-
damental harmonies. 44 Quoted in Groth, Die franzdsische Kompositionslehre, p. 41.
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the ultimate victor, however, for Reicha seems to have had no followers, and it was
Catel’s system that formed the basis of Fétis’s Traité complet de la théorie et de la pratique
de Pharmonie (1844), the best-known French harmony book of the nineteenth
century.4

Vienna

Music theory in Vienna was altogether a different matter. Vienna was no revolutionary
city: indeed, much was unchanged since the eighteenth century. The traditional
figured-bass manual remained the basis of theory pedagogy for much of the first half
of the century; often called Generalbafslehre-Harmonielehre, the title was more fre-
quently reversed by the 1840s.4¢ By contrast with Paris, where the Conservatoire was
the music-pedagogical center throughout the century and beyond, and royal patron-
age had all but dried up, in Vienna, the Imperial Court continued to offer employment
to musicians, and the Catholic Church continued asan important sponsor of music and
music education, as it had well back into the Middle Ages.

Vienna’s most famous theory pedagogue of the nineteenth century, Simon Sechter
(1788-1867), began his career very much in the eighteenth-century tradition as a
private instructor (the circumstances under which he gave one counterpoint lesson to
Schubert).#” Sechter published his first text, a Generalbafslehre, in 1830 in the midst of
a flood of such books by fellow organist-pedagogues. But his crowning achievement
was his Grundsdtze der musikalischen Komposition (1853-54), published, as Fux’s Gradus
had been, when the author was sixty-five (though certainly Sechter had been teaching
much of this material at the newly established Conservatory since the 1830s). Like Fux,
hisillustrious predecessor in Vienna, Sechter was essentially a liturgical composer, and,
also like Fux, his reputation and financial support, at least early in his career, were due
in part to his position at the Imperial Court.#® In later life when the Grundsditze was
published, his fame as a pedagogue had grown considerably, capped apparently when
the insecure Anton Bruckner came to him for composition lessons. Bruckner was in
fact forbidden by Sechter to compose anything original in his lessons. Instead, he was
obliged to write out a seemingly endless stream of abstract counterpoint and harmony
exercises, preserved to this day in Vienna. Bruckner’s faith in Sechter’s authority was
apparently never shaken, and there may well be some “Sechter-influence” on his
music, though that remains controversial. However, Bruckner’s famous one-liner,
“Look Gentlemen, this is the rule, but I don’t compose that way,” is indicative of how
far pedagogical theory had moved from compositional practice - at least pedagogical
theory as he learned and taught it.4

45 For more on Fétis’s Traité, see Chapter 30, pp. 934-35.

46 U. Thomson, Voraussetzungen; see Wason, Viennese Harmonic Theory for a more wide-ranging study.
47 Mann, Theory and Practice, pp. 79-85 and 143-48.

48 Ibid., pp. 80-85. Also see Tittel, Die Wiener Musikhochschule.

49 Sechter’s own theory of harmony is discussed and illustrated in Chapter 25, pp. 788-91.
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Germany

In Germany, early nineteenth-century pedagogues responded to a growing middle-
class market of educated music Liebhaber. The run of “general music texts™ (Allgemeine
Musiklehren) directed at this public began early in the century with books by Gottfried
Weber (1779-1839) and Adolph Bernhard Marx. In both cases, they were abstracted
from much larger treatises on composition. Most of Weber’s Allgemeine Musiklehre zum
Selbstunterricht fiir Lehrer und Lernende (1822) was extracted from his Versuch einer
geordneten Theorie der Tonsetzkunst (1817).5° Oddly, though, the prominence given
harmony in the larger Versuck is absent in the far more rudimentary Allgemeine
Musiklehre, where the subject is folded into a single short chapter entitled “Harmony,
Melody, Key, and Scale” (Chapter 3).

The Allgemeine Musiklehre (1839) of Adolph Bernhard Marx (1795-1866) is if any-
thing even more elementary in technical coverage of harmony, perhaps because the
author was far more concerned with certain aesthetic and pedagogical issues. The
seven chapters of Marx’s catechism cover (1) basic pitch material; (2) rhythm; (3) the
human voice and study of instruments; (4) elementary formal structure; (5) theory of
form in art-music; (6) artistic performance, with an appendix on playing from score;
and (7) music education and music instruction.5* This author’s iconoclastic approach
is even more evident in his Die Lekre von der musikalischen Komposition, praktisch-
theoretisch (1837-47). Marx completely ignores the traditional division into individ-
ual disciplines (e.g., harmony and counterpoint), distinguishing merely between a
sort of Aristotelian pure and applied theory of composition. The first two volumes of
the work deal with the “pure” theory, presenting an integrated discussion of rthythm,
melody, harmony, form, and counterpoint, together with work in motivic develop-
ment and symmetrical period construction. Marx’s “pure” theory holds true for all
instrumental genres and stylistic idioms, and it is always compositional in orientation:
rather than learning techniques of “harmony™ in isolation, students prepare small
compositions from the first lesson on. Applied composition (covered in vols. 111 and
1v) concerns advanced vocal and instrumental forms. In Marx’s view, the point of
theory pedagogy is not so much to impart “knowledge,” but to stimulate creative
activity.

Marx undoubtedly taught material from his Kompositionslehre in Berlin, where he had
been named University Music Director in 183 3,and his progressive views on education,
inspired very likely by the Swiss pedagogue Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi, “were very
much in line with the pedagogical mandate of the University of Berlin.”’5* But Marx’s

so For information on Weber’s music theory, see Chapter 2.5, pp. 782-88.

51 Hahn, “Die Anfinge der Allgemeinen Musiklehre,” p. 65.

52 Marx, Musical Form (Burnham trans., pp. 6-7). In Rainbow’s view, “it was Pestalozzi’s achievement
to demonstrate that a child’s education depended less upon memorizing facts than on the provision of
opportunities to make factual discoveries for himself> (Music in Educational Thought and Practice, p. 135).
This is precisely what Marx was trying to do.
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ideas were evidently not as popular or influential everywhere in Berlin. The harmony
textbook of Siegried Dehn (Theoretisch-praktische Harmonielehre, 1840) offered serious
competition to Marx, being adopted as the official music theory text in Prussia. Dehn
was a rather conservative pedagogue who eschewed what he considered to be Marx’s
highly metaphysical approach to music; instead Dehn believed musical instruction
should be based upon a more empirical, sober study of Classical norms of practice.53
When the Leipzig Conservatory got underway in 1843, Mendelssohn and Spohr rec-
ommended Moritz Hauptmann (1792-1868) as professor of music theory. A thinker
regarded by one commentator as responsible for “returning music theory to the uni-
versal significance it had in the middle ages,”s4 Hauptmann was nevertheless interested
in the more mundane, pedagogical application of his ideas. Indeed, he left a torso of a
harmony book (completed by his student Oscar Paul) that presents most of the topics
that would be more fully developed in Part I of his major work: Die Natur der Harmonik
und der Metrik: Zur Theorie der Musik (1853).55 The Leipzig Conservatory was also the
point of origin of two works that went through many editions, continuing to be the
standard harmony books almost everywhere that European classical music was studied
through the rest of the century: the Lekrbuch der Harmonie (1853) by Ernst Friedrich
Richter; and the Musikalische Kompositionslehre (1883-84) of Salomon Jadassohn.s®
Richter’s book turned Gottfried Weber’s critical empiricism into textbook dogma,
popularizing his use of roman numerals and other notational innovations. Jadassohn’s
Harmonielehre (which constituted one part of his comprehensive Kompositionslehre) is
hardly distinguishable from Richter’s, except that it deals more extensively with chro-
matic chord-progression owing to the author’s aesthetic proclivities and the work’s
later publication date. (Jadassohn was actually Richter’s successor at the Conservatory.)
The fact that these books went into edition after edition is symptomatic of the dearth
of new ideas, and the irrelevance that pedagogical theory was falling into: despite
attempts at reform by the likes of A. B. Marx, neither a theory nor a pedagogy of
“Nineteenth-Century Harmony™ ever really seemed to get underway.

Riemann. The towering pedagogical figure in Germany of the latter part of the
century, Hugo Riemann (1849-1919), did his best to move the pedagogy of theory
beyond this impasse. A student of Jadassohn’s at the Conservatory and the University
of Leipzig, he went on to take a doctorate in Gottingen, returning briefly to the
University of Leipzig in 1878 to begin his academic career. After positions in Hamburg

53 See Eicke, Der Streit, p. 15. Dehn’s book is divided into musica theorica vs. musica practica, though the
former begins to look at times more like an acoustics manual. Footnotes trace ideas back to eighteenth-
century sources (Dehn was one of the first historians of theory). Dehn’s system of chord classification
contained in the second practical part recalls Marpurg, but comes directly from his teacher, Bernhard
Klein. 54 Rummenholler, “Hauptmann,” p. 11.

55 On Hauptmann’s Theory of harmony, see Chapter 14, pp. 459-62.

56 Richter’s book was the first volume of a three-volume set entitled Die praktischen Studien zur Theorie
der Musik; the first volume was translated into at least eight European languages (see Thomson, History
of Harmonic Theory, p. 17). Jadassohn likewise produced a three-volume pedagogical work called Die Lehre
vom reinen Satze, which first appeared in 1884.
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and Wiesbaden, among other places, he returned to Leipzig in 1895 for the rest of his
professional life. If Rameau had attempted to “formalize™ the figured-bass practice of
the early eighteenth century, Riemann undertook a similar agenda with respect to har-
monic practice of the middle to late nineteenth century (although one mightargue that
the harmonic practice Riemann sought to formalize in 1882 at the beginning of his
career —when he dedicated his Handbuch der Harmonielehre to Liszt - is not the same one
thathe formalized in his mature harmonic theory, where his tastes seem to have become
more conservative with age). Like Rameau, Riemann understood the importance of
speculative music theory as a source of intellectual renewal for practical theory: thus,
his career also alternated between “speculative™ and “practical” works, and also like
Rameau, theoretical advances might well occur in the midst of overtly pedagogical
works, such as his mature harmonic theory Vereinfachte Harmonielehre; oder, Die Lehre von
den tonalen Funktionen der Akkorde (1893), which has clear pedagogical aspirations.s” The
“theory of tonal functions of chords,” as the book was subtitled, is clearly Riemann’s
chief original contribution to the central pedagogical discipline, and the one which
continued to influence a line of theorists.’® Riemann also published tirelessly on many
other pedagogical topics, including fugal and vocal composition, figured bass, piano-
playing, instrumentation, score-reading, and rhythmic agogics. Moreover, he pro-
duced editions of the Kompositionslehren of Marx and Lobe, making these pedagogical
works available to a later generation, and published a collection of analyses of all of the
Beethoven Piano Sonatas and Bach’s Well-Tempered Clavier intended for piano teachers
and students.> (This is not to mention, of course, his even more voluminous output in
more “scholarly” areas of systematic music theory, psychology, and historical musicol-
ogy.) But clearly, the practical theory curriculum of the nineteenth-century conserva-
tory was central to his interests. No writer from the nineteenth century exerted such a
profound influence upon musical pedagogy as did Riemann, or has continued (at least
in many European countries) to exert such a marked presence.

England and North America

Translations of the major French and German pedagogical treatises had appeared in
England throughout the eighteenth and into the nineteenth century. There was little
indigenous music pedagogy from England from this time, however. Perhaps the first
truly original voice of English music theory came with the Treatise on Harmony by
Alfred Day, which appeared in 1845. The author, a physician by vocation, presented all
chords as derived from seven-note third-stacks modeled on the harmonic series (“gth,
11th and 13th chords®) over tonic, dominant, and supertonic, and attempted to
promote a new “figured bass notation that specified precisely the relationship of the

57 See the table of publications given by Seidel in “Die Harmonielehre Hugo Riemanns.”

58 See Imig, Systeme der Funktionsbezeichnung. For further discussion on Riemann’s theories, see
Chapter 25, pp. 796-800.

59 Riemann, L. van Beethovens simtliche Klaviersolosonaten (1917-19); Katechismus der Fugen-Komposition
(1890).
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bass to the root of the chord. This idiosyncratic development of post-Rameauian
theory by an author outside of the pedagogical mainstream would likely have had little
influence had it not been taken up by Day’s friend, the prolific composer and influen-
tial teacher George Macfarren.® In fact, espousal of Day’s system led to Macfarren’s
resignation from the Royal Academy of Music in 1847, though he was recalled to his
position in 1851. Day’s ideas were also taught by Sir F. A. Gore Ouseley, professor of
music at Oxford from 1855 until his death in 1889,%* and ultimately by Ebenezer
Prout, whose numerous music texts were the most widely used in Victorian Britain.®
Prout’s treatises became also important in North America, where they were often
reprinted. Tobesure,anumber of earlier continental music theorists had been imported
to North America in English translation. First, Catel’s Traité was translated by the pio-
neering American music educator Lowell Mason.® It was followed by James Warner’s
abridged translation of Weber’s Versuch, while a translation of Marx’s Kompositionslehre
offered his unique view of pedagogy to an English-speaking readership. By the 1860s,
the American conservatory movement had produced new and voracious consumers of
imported pedagogical material. Richter’s simplification of Weber appeared, followed
by a translation of Sechter’s volume 1; even the Hauptmann-Paul harmony book was
translated by another pioneer of American music education, Theodore Baker.®s One
of the only indigenous American pedagogues of the time was Percy Goetschius
(1853-1943) American born, but German trained.® Pedagogical theory in America at
the turn of the twentieth century, then, was a melange of stultified ideas drawn from the
principal European works of the genre. With few exceptions, the beginnings of institu-
tional music theory in the New World coincided with a period of its decline in the Old
World, for pedagogical music theory in Europe had lost touch with the way in which
theoryand composition were taughtin the eighteenth century,while,on the otherhand,
largely ignoring the newer compositional developments of the nineteenth century.

Twentieth-century educational reforms

Perhaps the one credible attempt at the turn of the twentieth century to write a text of
harmony thatactually took into serious account contemporaneous musical practice was

60 Macfarren, The Rudiments of Harmony, Six Lectures on Harmony. 61 Ouseley, Treatise on Harmony.
62 Prout, Harmony. Prout’s influence is also apparent in Foote and Spaulding, Modern Harmony.

63 Mason, A Treatise by Catel. 64 Weber, Theory of Musical Composition; Marx, Musical Composition.
65 Richter, A Manual of Harmonys Sechter, The Correct Order; Hauptmann, Manual of Harmony.

66 Goetschius studied in Stuttgart with Immanuel Faisst, a founder of the Stuttgart Conservatory. The
Material Used in Musical Composition is reputedly Goethschius’s adaptation of Faisst’s (unpublished)
system of harmony designed for English-speaking students at the Conservatory. With the publication
of this work, Goetschius returned to the United States, and to a long teaching career, beginning at
Syracuse University, and then the New England Conservatory. With the founding of the “Institute of
Musical Art” in New York in 1905 (later to become the Juilliard School in 1923), he became head of
theory and composition, teaching there until his retirement in 1925.
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the Harmonielehre of Rudolf Louisand Ludwig Thuille (1906). The quality of instruction
in Munich had already shone forth in a slim, but interesting Harmonielehre (1900) by the
young Munich-trained composer and critic August Halm. Louis and Thuille went well
beyond this, however, devoting half of their own Harmonielehre to an exploration of
“chromatic harmony” and other progressive compositional techniques. The book was
the product of a number of fortunate circumstances. The method and many of the
musical examples were by Thuille, an experienced pedagogue and talented composer,
while Louis,a composerand music critic (who had taken a doctorate in Vienna), brought
both aestheticand theoretical erudition to the project. Finally, the core repertoire of the
book was musicofthe “Munich School,” whose mostimportantinternational exponent
was Richard Strauss. The notion that this repertoire emanated from a “school” of com-
position, current in the music-critical literature of the time and in subsequent musico-
logical writing, pointed to its relatively unified cultural and aesthetic origins, and
endowed the work with stylistic and technical consistency. Thuille had studied with
Josef Pembauer (a Bruckner student) in Innsbruck before working with Rheinberger in
Munich,and Louis certainly knew Bruckner’s teaching at the University of Vienna; thus
it is not surprising that the book synthesized features of the Sechter-Bruckner step
theory with Riemann’s function theory. Despite the extraordinary musical change that
would occur in the years to follow, the book remained the most frequently cited
harmony text in a survey of German conservatories dating from the early 1960s.57

Almost everywhere else, however, the “Golden Age> of musica practica was a distant
memory. The composer Vincent d’Indy, studying at the Paris Conservatoire in the
1870s, found only César Franck’s organ classes to have had any value, the lessons of the
Belgian master having become “the veritable center of composition study.” The three
courses in “advanced composition,” on the other hand, were taught by a “composer of
comic operas who had no notion of the symphony.” D’Indy’s experience as a student
eventually turned him into an educational reformer. Inspired by his experience with
Franck, whose lessons were “founded on Bach and Beethoven, but admitted all of the
new ideas and initiatives,” d’Indy advocated a return to classicism as an antidote to the
Conservatoire’s academicism. Unable to realize his reform at the Conservatoire, he co-
founded and directed a new kind of educational institution in 19oo: the Schola
Cantorum. In his opening address, he proclaimed loudly “Art is not a trade” (“L’Art
n’est pas un métier>), thereby declaring war on the unimaginative theory instruction
of the Conservatoire pedants.®® Echoing Marx’s earlier renewal attempt, d’Indy
regarded the study of compositional craft as essential preparation for the creative act
of composition, not an end in itself.

67 Forster, “Heutige Praktiken im Harmonielehreunterricht,” in Beitrdge, ed. Vogel, p. 259.

68 D’Indy’s Cours de composition musicale is a comprehensive treatise (recalling Marx, in some respects)
that includes considerable study of a broad range of styles, and much work in early music. However,
many anecdotes testify to d’Indy’s conservative tastes with respect to music of his own time, a conser-
vatism that grew more pronounced in the 1920s.
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Schoenberg and Schenker. Music theory instruction at the Vienna Akademie (later
renamed the Hochschule) had already run into criticism during Sechter’s last years,
and by 1910, an “exposé” painted a dismal picture.®® Both Heinrich Schenker and
Arnold Schoenberg were considered as potential rescuers of theory instruction.
Schoenberg eventually received the appointment, and it seems clear that the writing of
his Harmonielehre (1911) was designed to provide the pedagogical authority he lacked
in the absence of an academic degree. Schenker, on the other hand, had already pub-
lished a Harmonielehre in 1906, the opening volume of what he called “New Musical
Theories and Fantasies of an Artist” - another attempt to reconnect theory instruction
with the larger concerns of Art, and a reform effort that was in part a reaction against
his own studies with the notoriously pedantic Anton Bruckner at the Akademie.
Though “conservative™ in the sense that it too was a return to the canonical music of
the Viennese Classical composers, Schenker’s Harmonielehre radically revised the disci-
pline by banishing the study of voice-leading to the volumes on counterpoint he was
then writing; “harmony” became, in effect, the first step to analysis rather than com-
position. Schoenberg’s pedagogy of harmony, on the other hand, remained a prepara-
tion for composition. He had little use for “theorists” and their theories; his focus
remained upon the teaching of compositional craft in the clearest and most efficient
way. Indeed, Schoenberg’s pedagogy departs little from convention - at least until the
chapter on “Non-Harmonic Tones,” anyway. There, he voices strong skepticism of this
concept. It becomes clear that Schoenberg is attempting to revise the traditional
theory to help make it account for his own musical language of the time — which had
just turned to atonality.

Schenker’s own teaching was limited (he never held an academic appointment), and
his influence on pedagogy was essentially posthumous, occurring after the emigration
of a handful of his disciples to America in the late 1930s, and the reemergence of his
ideas in an entirely different musical culture in the latter half of the century.
Schoenberg’s pedagogical influence, on the other hand, began early (Berg and Webern
studied with him right after the turn of the century), and was strong throughout the
first half of the century. The Viennese Classical composers (particularly Beethoven)
loomed large in his teaching from the beginning, and apparently this focus became
even sharper in his teaching in California in the 1930s, to judge by the pedagogical
manuals dating from that period.” Ironically, his twelve-tone theory - the source of so
much of Schoenberg’s fame and notoriety — remained primarily within his private
compositional workshop (see Chapter 20, pp. 609-13). But despite their radically
different interpretations of the music of their Viennese predecessors, Schoenberg and
Schenker were of one mind with regard to its hallowed place in their curricula.

69 Violin, Zustdnde; also see Simms, “Schoenberg.”
70 For examples of Schoenberg’s pedagogy, see Structural Functions; Preliminary Exercises; Fundamentals;
Models. Also see the discussion in Chapter 25, pp. 802-06.
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Hindemith. If Schoenberg’s tonal theory can be seen to have been strongly influ-
enced by his own compositional work, the same can be said even more emphatically of
another prominent composer-theorist from the early twentieth century: Paul
Hindemith (1895-1963). Having reached considerable prominence as a composer and
performer of new music, Hindemith, like Schoenberg, without an academic degree,
was appointed to a teaching position at the prestigious Berlin Musikhochschule in
1927. Even before his move to Berlin, Hindemith had expressed definite ideas on the
shape a theory/composition curriculum should take. But his experience of actually
teaching composition convinced him of the need for a firmer theoretical framework.
Accordingly, Hindemith began to study the theoretical literature, teaching himself
Latin so that he could read medieval and Renaissance treatises. Numerous sources
testify to his prodigious knowledge of historical music theory. In 1933, a commission
for a series of musical “handbooks” occasioned a manuscript Hindemith called
“Composition and Its Teaching™ (Komposition und Kompositionslehre). Though this
work never reached publication (owing to the worsening political climate that would
force his emigration to America six years later), much of the substance of that work
was taken over into his major theoretical project, collectively entitled in English T#e
Craft of Musical Composition and published in several installments between 1935 and
1942. (A third, unfinished section of the Craft was eventually published posthumously
in 1970.)

Hindemith’s major innovation as a theorist of harmony was to obviate distinctions
between diatonicism and chromaticism by invoking various continuums of tonal rela-
tions based upon acoustical grounds. With few exceptions, all chords have “roots”
(determined by the root of their lowest, most “consonant™ interval), and a
Hindemithian analysis would notate the succession of these roots (thus updating the
venerable “fundamental bass™), as well as indicate the chord group (which, in turn,
shows the level of consonance or dissonance in each chord). This reading of “harmonic
fluctuation,” as Hindemith called these analyses, was flexible enough to have implica-
tions for composers working in many styles, including jazz, and this theory enjoyed
unprecedented popularity in America for a period in the mid-twentieth century.

But times quickly changed. In 1952, Hindemith left Yale to return to Europe, where
he taught at the University of Zurich, and the English-language criticism of his peda-
gogical project began in earnest.”* Most consequentially, perhaps, a strong alternative
to Hindemith’s theory was gaining a foothold in American soil. In the same year
Hindemith left Yale, Felix Salzer published his Structural Hearing, the first large-scale
analytical study to apply the theories of Heinrich Schenker to the same broad reper-
toire that had interested Hindemith - early polyphony to twentieth-century “tonal”
music. And through the following decades, Schenkerian theory gained an increased

71 Cazden, “Hindemith and Nature”; Landau, “Hindemith the System Builder”; Thomson,
“Hindemith’s Contribution.”
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following such that Hindemith’s pedagogical program soon became little more than a
historical curiosity.

Boulanger. While all of the modern music pedagogues whose “theories”™ we have
considered in this essay published works in which their ideas were developed and
explained, we should keep in mind that not all theory pedagogy is necessarily so
systematically articulated. (Recall Coclico’s description of Josquin’s compositional
pedagogy cited above.) If we judge the effectiveness of teachers by the quality and
esteem of their students, then no teacher of composition and analysis was probably
more venerated in the twentieth century than Nadia Boulanger (1887-1979).
Although trained as a composer by Widor and Fauré, Boulanger abandoned composi-
tion early on to dedicate herself to the teaching of other composers. Rather than
attempting to critique the compositional submissions of her students, though, her
lessons seemed to have centered more on the careful analysis of music by certain
“Classical” composers in addition to selected new works of composers that she held in
high regard (such as Fauré and Stravinsky). In addition, Boulanger demanded of her
students the full mastery of traditional practical skills of score-reading, solfege, and
figured-bass realization. While it is not possible to speak of any codified theoretical or
compositional doctrines that Boulanger propagated, the fierce integrity and profound
musicality with which she undertook the study of musical scores proved to be a lasting
inspiration for her dozens of important students.

Music theory in the academy

At the close of the Hindemith era, two important developments got underway that
would haveasignificantimpact on the pedagogy of music theory in North America. The
more short-lived of these was the so-called Contemporary Music Project (CMP), spon-
sored by grants from the Ford Foundation, which began its activities in this area by
funding residencies for composers in the publicschoolsin 1959. InJuly 1963, CMP was
established formally, seeking “to modernize and broaden the quality and scope of music
education at all levels.””> The increasing gulf between contemporary music and the
broader public was one of the main concerns of the CMP project. To thateffect, it inau-
gurated a series of seminars and workshops on contemporary music in many univer-
sities that brought together composers and musical scholars from a number of
disciplines to discuss “comprehensive musicianship,” yet another attempt to rescue a
theory curriculum that had lost touch with music of its own day. Thus, an important
theme was “restructuring the existing courses in theory and history - not only to devote
adequate time to consideration of contemporary music, but even more importantly, to

72 Comprehensive Musicianship, p. 3.
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consider all musical traditions in terms of our present-day vantage point.”73 The “com-
prehensive” part of the program (echoing Pestalozzi, A. B. Marx, and other educational
reformers of the nineteenth century) attempted to address the perennial complaint that
“a synthesis rarely occurs between courses within the general area of musicianship or
between musicianship courses and professional studies; the student receives very little
opportunity to develop a comprehensive view of his entire field.”74 The impact of CMP
was felt on the pedagogy of music theory throughout the late 1960s and 7os: the tradi-
tional categories of “harmony,” “counterpoint,” and “aural skills” were effaced as many
of the textbooks of this era combined these pedagogical genres. As for organizational
schemes, some writers did indeed focus on contemporary music first (Cogan, Sonic
Design), or perhaps attempted to move across repertoires according to theoretical
“topics™ (Christ, DeLone, and Kliewer, Materials and Structures of Music), or took a
purely “historical” approach (Ultan, Music Theory: Problems and Practices). CMP also
inspired legendary pedagogues (e.g., Robert Trotter of the University of Oregon) whose
curricula never reached published form. Thus thelate 1960sand 19770s in American ped-
agogy of theory were years of experimentation in curriculum design and content.

The second development that would have the most far-reaching impact on theory
teaching in North America was the professionalization of music theory as an indepen-
dentacademicdiscipline. Perhaps ironically, it was Hindemith who seems to have been
the prime mover behind this idea. While teaching at Yale, Hindemith founded the first
professional degree program (at a Master’s level) in music theory that focused heavily
upon the study of historical documents of music theory as well as the analysis of con-
temporary music. While he was opposed bitterly by a number of faculty, it was he “who
insisted that theory should be offered as a separate major and not combined with com-
position . . .75 Indeed, of the forty-four graduates educated under Hindemith at Yale,
thirty-four of those were majors in theory. Moreover, the founding, in the 1950s, of the
Yale Music Theory Translation Series and the Journal of Music Theory (with its strong inter-
est in the history of theory) can be seen as legacies of Hindemith’s work at Yale. Nor
were his interests purely academic; he sought to bring his studies of music history and
theory to life through the Collegium Musicum that he founded and conducted - one
of the first such organizations in an American university.

Whatever Hindemith’s larger design for theory study at Yale may have been, after
his departure it developed in ways that might have surprised him. When he stopped
teaching “The History of the Theory of Music” and it was taken over by one of his stu-
dents, David Krachenbuehl (the founding editor of the Journal of Music Theory), the
Collegium concerts stopped. And the Ph.D. that evolved from the M.Mus. in the early
1960s did so notin the School of Music, but in the Department of Music of Yale College
(and the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences), where it became allied with studies in
historical musicology.

73 Ibid. 74 Ibid., p. 5. 75 Forte, “Hindemith’s Contribution,” p. 10.
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At about the same time, the composer Milton Babbitt was helping to establish a
Ph.D. program in theory and composition at Princeton University,along with a profes-
sional journal - Perspectives of New Music — devoted to the ideal of the composer-theorist,
thus offering a competing model for doctoral-level theory study. By contrast with the
“Yale model,” theory was taught in Princeton not solely as an independent historical
and analytical program, but rather asa component of applied compositional pedagogy,
one that emphasized original research into issues of serialism and electronic music.

But ultimately, it was the Yale model of the academic music theorist that seems to
have taken root during the heady expansion of North American university programs
in the 1960s and 70s. The teaching of practical music theory to students - hitherto the
domain of composers and performers in most conservatories and universities — was
increasingly taken over by scholars who were trained within the growing number of
Ph.D. programs where degrees in music theory were offered. The reader of the present
volume will find little precedent in the past for this occupation.”

This turn of events has brought with it a number of benefits for the pedagogy of
theory. Above all, the influence of Heinrich Schenker, which had grown gradually
through the 1950s in North America, began to permeate undergraduate theory
instruction with the most wholesome consequences. Schenker’s sensitivity to the
combined functions of voice-leading and harmony in tonal music led to a healthy inte-
gration of the two in numerous American college textbooks, and clarified a relation-
ship that was too often obscured in previous theoretical taxonomies.”” It also led to an
interest in the historical music pedagogies of the eighteenth century, including a
renewed emphasis upon species counterpoint and thorough-bass theory. But its very
success also led to a narrowing of focus in undergraduate curricula; only the select
“masterworks™ that Schenker’s theory addresses best tend to be taught. The attempts
by Felix Salzer and other “reformed> Schenkerians to broaden the domain of
Schenkerian theory to a more diverse repertoire (including both pre- and post-tonal
music) have met with considerable resistance.”®

Meanwhile, there was an extraordinary development of “atonal” theory, inspired
by the seminal writings of Milton Babbitt and Allen Forte. While much of this theo-
retical work lies beyond the normal pedagogical curriculum of most music students,
attempts have been made to simplify the analysis of much post-tonal music using
tools of pitch-class set theory and serialism, and even to develop pedagogies of post-
tonal aural skills. A final aspect of theoretical research that has had implications for
music pedagogy lies in the burgeoning field of music psychology. For pedagogy, this
plays out in attempts to refine pedagogical strategies through empirical studies of
musical cognition. All of these developments have improved theory instruction
immeasurably.

76 McCreless (“Rethinking”) considers many of the ramifications of the refocusing of the music-theory
profession in this thought-provoking essay. 77 One of the most widely used such Schenker-influ-
enced text books in North America is Aldwell and Schachter’s Harmony and Voice Leading.

78 See Chapter 26, pp. 835-38.
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But there has also been a serious loss with the dedicated study of theory: the connec-
tion with musical composition as a living, evolving entity seems to have been cut, once
and for all. From our vantage pointat the end of this essay, we might say that the history
of pedagogical music theory began with composers of standing teaching their craft,
and reached its zenith with the great treatises of the Renaissance and Baroque eras,
almost all of which were penned by composers who attempted to convey a contempo-
raneous and living language to their students. The intimate connection between
theory pedagogy and musical composition began to weaken in the nineteenth century
with conservatory epigones teaching the compositional craft. And despite a few excep-
tions, in the twentieth century this connection was largely severed. Given the loss of a
common language of harmonic tonality in the twentieth century, and the flux of com-
peting musical styles and languages that rushed in to fill the vacuum, it is little wonder
that the music taught to students was by and large made up of a historical canon of
musical artworks; no longer did music teachers convey a living, vibrant language, let
alone contribute to this language themselves as composers. Perhaps the plethora of co-
existing musical styles that characterizes our contemporary scene — Leonard Meyer’s
“dynamic steady-state” — makes such a coupling between contemporary composition
and theory instruction no longer a practical reality.”9 If this is so, though, the status of
the professional music theory instructor seems to have ironically returned at least in
part to that of the speculative musicus of medieval lore - who is a “knower but not nec-
essarily a “doer”. To that extent, the academization of music theory may be seen to
have come at a cost.

79 Meyer, Music, the Arts, and Ideas, Chapter 9.
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Epistemologies of music theory

NICHOLAS COOK

“The epistemological underpinnings of Schenker’s theory,” writes Leslie Blasius, “are
far from obvious.” Such a statement might well give his readers pause. After all,
Blasius is talking about what must be the most widespread approach to the advanced
analysis of the common-practice repertory today, and the doubt he is expressing goes
to the heart of what Schenkerian analysis tells us: what sort of knowledge of music it
gives us, what sort of truth it aspires to. And this of a theorist who devoted consider-
able attention to the underpinnings of his theory, for instance by carefully distinguish-
ing those elements of music that he saw as given in nature from those that resulted
from artifice, and thereby demarcating the province of the scientist from that of the
music theorist. Most music-theoretical writing betrays few of Schenker’s epistemolog-
ical qualms; Allen Forte’s The Structure of Atonal Music, to cite an example more or less
at random, plunges straight into its topic in the same spirit of epistemological self-
evidence that characterized the contemporary scientific writing on which Forte
modeled both his literary and his theoretical approach. Like scientists, perhaps, music
theorists address epistemological issues only when the truth-value of their work no
longer seems self-evident to them. And if this is the case - if music-theoretical concern
with epistemology is at root an expression of anxiety - then we have a fundamental
problem in trying to unravel the epistemological underpinnings of music theory: when
theorists are confident of the epistemological status of their work they will say nothing
about it, whereas when they do talk about it we can deduce they are not quite sure
about what they are saying.

Carl Dahlhaus saw the issue of self-evidence as a crucial one for the historiography
of music theory, stressing the extent to which “music theory in the 18th and 19th cen-
turies was burdened . . . with problems that lay concealed in apparent self-evidence.”>
Nothing, perhaps, is as likely to appear self-evident in theory as the epistemological
status of what is being talked about, and accordingly as likely to create problems of
understanding for the modern reader. You can easily find yourselfasking, without any
clear sense of what the answer might be: is this theory about acoustic events or percep-

My thanks to William Drabkin and Aaron Ridley for their comments on a draft version of this chapter.
1 Blasius, Schenker’s Argument, p. xv.

2 Dahlhaus, Musiktheorie, p. vii; translation from Thomas Christensen’s review (p. 131). In the absence
of'an English translation, this review offers a concise summary and critique of Dahlhaus’s monograph.
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tions, about notational traces or ideal content? Sometimes one and sometimes another?
Or several at once? (Sometimes the work of the same theorist suggests different
answers at different times; the classic example is Rameau’s concept of the corps sonore,
the sounding body from the multiple vibrations of which he sought to derive the basic
principles of harmony, and which variously appears in his writings as a Cartesian first
principle,a natural phenomenon open to empirical investigation,and a Lockeian sense
impression.3) But there is a more particular way in which questions of epistemology
impinge on the study of music theory from the late eighteenth century onwards. This
is the result of the influence upon it of philosophical aesthetics, defined by what is in
essence an epistemological question: what is the nature of the non-propositional
knowledge acquired through the perception of art, and what are the criteria of ade-
quacy or inadequacy, truth or untruth, that apply to it? To the extent that Romantic
and modernist theories of music revolved round the concept of the “purely musical”
experience, they might be seen as attempting to answer questions the motivation of
which was as much philosophical as musical.

It would not do, though, to assimilate music theory to any one philosophical stance;
indeed theory resists any such generalization, for throughout history it has been
undertaken for a wide variety of aims and motivations. It is not one cultural practice
but many, given a largely spurious unity by virtue of its singular appellation. It may
serve purposes of cultural legitimation (on the first page of his Traité, Rameau wrote
that “through the exposition of an evident principle, from which we can then draw just
and certain conclusions, we can show that our music has attained the last degree and
that the Ancients were far from this perfection™),* or even of personal credibility:
Rameau’s successive recastings of the corps sonore, reflecting each new scientific
fashion, were a condition of his being taken seriously by the scientific establishment of
the day. Again, it may be invoked as a means of underwriting national traditions, as in
the cases of Riemann and Schenker. It may bolster claims for the aesthetic value of indi-
vidual musical works, or support agendas of social and educational reform (as in the
cases of Marx, Kurth, or Halm).5 It may be directed at the training of composers or at
enhancing the pleasure of musical listeners. It may aim at logical proof or at persua-
sion, in the manner of aesthetic criticism. Or it may be pursued for its own reward in
terms of intellectual verve or speculative pleasure. Under such conditions there can be
no reasonable expectation of discovering a unified epistemology of music theory, or of
reducing its historical unfolding to a coherent plan. More modestly, then, this chapter
aims to identify some of the epistemological options available to the music theorist, to
place them in broad historical contexts, and to locate some of the points of epistemo-
logical slippage that characterize the history of music theory.

3 Christensen, Rameau, p. 235; my discussion of Rameau draws frequently on this book. On Rameau’s
acoustical principle of the corps sonore see Chapters 9 (p. 253) and 24 (pp. 770-72).

4 Rameau, Treatise, p. xxxiii.

5 Marx, Musical Form; Rothfarb, “The ‘New Education®” (for Kurth and Halm).
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Historical frameworks and epistemological options

For the broadest-brush historical interpretation of music theory, one premised on its
epistemological underpinnings, we have to turn again to Dahlhaus, who in his Die
Musiktheorie im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert distinguishes three basic traditions of theory.®
The first tradition, dominant up to the end of the Renaissance, is characterized by a
focus on abstract intervallic and scalar structures. Speculative in nature, such theory
may incorporate empirical as well as mathematical elements, but they are encompassed
within a theological epistemology: the theorist aims to display the design of the uni-
verse as manifested in music. (Clear traces of this ontology are to be found in later
writers drawing on this tradition, among them Schenker and Schoenberg.”) The
second and more practically oriented tradition, particularly influential during the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, is concerned primarily with codification and
classification, culminating in the grand semiotic projects of the Enlightenment; seen
in this light, Rameau’s harmonic theory might be seen as falling within the same epis-
temological ambit as the Logigue du Port-Royal. Finally, from the late eighteenth century
onwards, there is a turn away from the construction of generalized systems and
towards what is sometimes termed particularism:® the focus on individual musical
works, now seen as the ultimate repository of musical signification. This in turn brings
with it an epistemological shift towards interpretation based on individual experience;
theoretical systems are invoked as an aid in the interpretation of individual works,
rather than the other way round.

It is worth noting that we have already drawn a distinction between method (for
example, recourse to empirical observation) and its epistemological underpinnings: as
I have already suggested, what is characteristic of music theory falling within the first
of Dahlhaus’s traditions is not that it excludes the empirical as such, but that it
embraces it within a theological rather than a scientific epistemology. Michel Foucault
has made the same point in relation to the comparative illustrations of human and bird
skeletons which Pierre Belon published in 1555 the scientific accuracy of these illus-
trations does not make them comparative anatomy, Foucault comments, “except to an
eye armed with nineteenth-century knowledge. It is merely that the grid through
which we permit the figures of resemblance to enter our knowledge happens to coin-
cide at this point (and at almost no other) with that which sixteenth-century learning
had laid over things.” In the domain of music theory, much the same kind of interplay
between empirical observation and shifting epistemological frameworks can be

6 See also Thomas Christensen’s Introduction to the present volume for a further discussion of
Dahlhaus’s schema, pp. 13-14.

7 See Dahlhaus, “Schoenberg’s Aesthetic Ideology,” trans. in Schoenberg, pp. 81-93. Much of what
Dahlhaus says about Schoenberg translates readily to Schenker.

8 See, eg., Brown and Dempster, “Scientific Image,” p. 82. 9 Foucault, Order of Things, p. 22.
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observed in the extended controversies that took place between Fludd, Kepler, and
Mersenne in the early decades of the seventeenth century - at a time, that is to say,
when Dahlhaus’s first and second traditions were fighting for dominance.*®

Foucault has put forward a historical scheme of his own, expressed in terms of what
he calls “epistemes™ rather than periods, which is intended to apply to the broadest
field of cultural practice but has some resonance with Dahlhaus’s framework for music
theory. As Foucault sees it, the episteme which remained dominant until the early years
of the seventeenth century was characterized as much by natural magic as by theology,
predicated as it was on principles of similitude; the ubiquitous image of the “great
chain of being”*! is only the most overt expression of the unbroken signification that
links the divine, the human, and the natural worlds. Seen in such a context, as Foucault
puts it, “language is not an arbitrary system; it has been set down in the world and
forms a part of it.”'* By contrast, under the rationalist or Classical episteme (which
largely coincides with Dahlhaus’s second tradition), language is seen as separable from
that which it represents - as, in a word, transparent. In the same way, Foucault says,
“Similitude is no longer the form of knowledge but rather the occasion of error . . .
From now on, every resemblance must be subjected to proof by comparison, that is, it
will not be accepted until its identity and the series of its differences have been discov-
ered by means of measurement with a common unit.»'3 But it is when we come to
Dahlhaus’s third tradition that the comparison with Foucault becomes most interest-
ing. For Foucault, the nineteenth and twentieth centuries represent an age of episte-
mological pluralism. On the one hand, the rationalist episteme has continued in
science and in other areas of social, economic, and political practice. On the other, in
the field of literature there has been a recrudescence of the earlier episteme: in
Foucault’s words, literature “separated itself from all other language with a deep scis-
sion, only by forming a sort of “‘counter-discourse’ and by finding its way back from the
representative or signifying function of language to this raw being that had been for-
gotten since the sixteenth century.”*4

Foucault’s characterization of literature transfers readily to the methodologies for
its study. One can distinguish two epistemological frameworks running side by side:
on the one hand source-based criticism adopting rationalist methods for the purposes
of discovering a truth which lies outside the text and, on the other, broadly hermeneu-
tical approaches directed at a truth which lies, so to speak, within it. Given that the
study of literary texts has long constituted not just a parallel to but a model for that of
music, it comes as no surprise that music theory too has found itself caught between
two distinct and largely incommensurable epistemological traditions. Of course much

10 Ammann, “Musical Theory of Fludd,” pp. 210-19. The emphasis on epistemological framework
rather than empirical observation per se would permit an extension of Dahlhaus’s first period well into
the seventeenth century. 11 The classic account is Lovejoy, Great Chain.

12 Foucault, Order of Things, p. 35. 13 Ibid., pp. 51, 55. 14 Ibid., p. 44.
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the same might be said of musicology in general; my distinction between pursuing a
truth that lies outside the text and one that lies within it maps easily enough onto
Dahlhaus’s diagnosis of the tension between the narrative and aesthetic impulses in
musical historiography.'s But the situation is more uncomfortable in the case of music
theory, because it is that much harder to make a confident distinction between the
theory and the reality that it purports to represent. As we shall see, the issue finally
resolves into one of how far music-theoretical language is to be understood as a mode
of representation at all, as against the extent to which it is to be understood in perfor-
mative terms.

So far I have been concerned with broad historical frameworks within which music
theory may be located, and the extent to which they reflect ultimately epistemological
values. But we can go further by attempting to correlate these historical frameworks
with what I called the epistemological options available to music theory. It is conven-
tional to characterize the opposite poles of what might be seen as an epistemological
continuum as coherentism (or holism) and foundationalism, and at first sight these
positions map rather straightforwardly onto Foucault’s epistemic scheme, with ele-
ments from both coexisting within the pluralist epistemic structure of the modern
period (by which I mean the nineteenth and twentieth centuries). According to coher-
entism, then, one is justified in a particular belief if it is consistent with one’s other
beliefs, or in changing one’s beliefs when the result is a higher degree of consistency
between them. Of course consistency is a desirable quality within any epistemology.
But coherentism, at least in its “strong> form, goes further in claiming that optimal
coherence is the only justification for belief. And this means that there is a strongly his-
torical element in any coherentist epistemology; each new candidate for beliefis meas-
ured against existing beliefs. This is precisely the manner in which Foucault
characterizes his first epistemic period, with its filtering of observation against estab-
lished authority; commentary, endlessly reiterated, is accorded the same epistemolog-
ical status as empirical observation, and the result is what Foucault calls “a
non-distinction between what is seen and what is heard, between observation and rela-
tion.”*¢ It follows that knowledge proceeds by a process of accumulation, through the
laying down of successive layers of belief.

Remote from present-day values as such a world view might seem, it is one that res-
onates with surprising strength in much twentieth-century theory (and that, of course,
underlines the pertinence of Foucault’s pluralist episteme); Schillinger, for instance,
stands anachronistically in the tradition of Pythagorean thought that played so prom-
inent a role in music theory up to the seventeenth century. But the same applies to
writers closer to the theoretical mainstream, such as Réti, the persuasive value (such as
it is) of whose brand of motivicism depends on the piling up of resemblance upon
resemblance rather than on a plausible theory of either composition or perception.

15 See, e.g., Dahlhaus, Foundations, Chapter 2. 16 Foucault, Order of Things, p. 39.
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Recourse is made neither to empirical verification (indeed Réti specifically rules out
the relevance of perceptual realization)'” nor to statistical demonstration. Instead Réti
encourages the reader to marvel at the unity he discovers in music’s diversity in a
manner that would hardly have been out of place four centuries earlier.'® More recent
writers associated with hard-edged analysis display comparable qualms about invok-
ing empirical verification; an example is Jonathan Dunsby, who writes in his signifi-
cantly named “Criteria of correctness in music theory and analysis (remember what I
previously said about anxiety) that “if I think a particular music theory is wrong . . . I
ought to be able to fault it purely theoretically, without reference to any opinion of
analytical results which calls for empirical evidence.”* The dangers of such an
approach are precisely those which attend all forms of coherentism: theory, increas-
ingly self-sustaining, becomes a filter through which observation has to pass in order
to be accepted. Under such circumstances, as Robert Gjerdingen has sourly expressed
it, “The self-stabilizing, corroborating effect of interdependent premises precludes
fundamental revisions, major discoveries, or even accidental breakthroughs.»2°

After he has outlined what he sees as the sixteenth-century episteme, Foucault deliv-
ers a devastating critique of it, referring to

the plethoric yet absolutely poverty-stricken character of this knowledge. Plethoric
because it is limitless. Resemblance never remains stable within itself; it can be fixed
only if it refers back to another similitude, which then, in turn, refers to others; each
resemblance, therefore, has value only from the accumulation of all the others, and the
whole world must be explored if even the slightest of analogies is to be justified and
finally take on the appearance of certainty. It is therefore a knowledge that can, and
must, proceed by the infinite accumulations of confirmations all dependent on one
another. And for this reason, from its very foundations, this knowledge will be a thing
of sand.>*

This is the circularity which foundationalism attempts once and for all to cut
through. The transition from a theological to a scientific epistemology that took place
during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries tends to be seen as the subordination

17 Réti states that it is not necessary that a motivic relationship “be heard and understood as a motivic
utterance by the listener. The unnoticeable influence that it may exert on the listener as a passing sub-
conscious recollection - in fact, its theoretical existence in the piece - suffices” (Thematic Process, p. 47, Réti’s
italics). For a discussion of this statement see Cook, Guide, pp. 113-14. Also see Chapter 29, pp. 911-15.
18 Given that the aesthetic model of “unity in diversity> is generally associated with the pre-classical
era, in contrast to the organicist model that came to prominence in the second half of the eighteenth
century (see e.g. Bent, ed., Music Analysis, vol. 1, pp. 12—13), it is remarkable how many twentieth-
century music theorists specifically refer to it —among them not only Schoenberg’s followers (Keller and
Walker as well as Réti) but also Schenker, as most notably expressed in the motto “semper idem sed non
eodem modo” (always the same, but not in the same way) displayed between divisions in the second
volume of Kontrapunkt and on the title page of Der freie Satz.

19 Dunsby, “Criteria,” p. 79. Dunsby is referring specifically to what he terms instances of theoretical
over- or underdetermination (essentially, mismatches between theoretical descriptions and perceptual
experience), but he generalizes his statement on the next page, asking whether it does not amount to
eliminating “the dirty but exciting world of real-life music” (and answering with a qualified yes).

20 Gjerdingen, “Experimental Music Theory?,” p. 162. 21 Foucault, Order of Things, p. 30.
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of' book learning (Foucault’s endlessly reiterated commentary) to a direct, unmediated
observation that takes nothing for granted; this is what Schoenberg evokes when near
the beginning of his Harmonielehre he calls on us to get away from established theory
and “again and again to begin at the beginning; again and again to examine anew for
ourselves and attempt to organize anew for ourselves. Regarding nothing as given but
the phenomena.”* The concept of unmediated perception is of course a problematic
one, but in any case classical empiricism - Lockeian sense-data theory, for instance - is
only one variety of foundationalism. What characterizes foundationalism as such is the
impulse which Schoenberg vividly expresses to sweep away sedimented knowledge
and start with a clean slate, admitting as knowledge only that which can be regarded as
certain. The different varieties of foundationalism arise from different ways in which
certainty might be established. Cartesian first principles represent one such: basic
beliefs which cannot admit of rational doubt (the cogito representing the most famous
of these). And in the formulation of his theory of harmony, Rameau consciously
aspired to achieve certainty through an analogue of the Cartesian method; as he tells
us, “Enlightened by the Méthode of Descartes which I had fortunately read and had
been impressed by, I.. . placed myselfas well as I could into the state of a man who had
neither sung nor heard singing, promising myself even to resort to extraneous experi-
ments whenever I suspected that habit. .. might influence me despite myself.*23 Small
wonder, then, that Charles Lalo described Rameau’s theory as predicated on an audio.>+

Rameau’s avowed purpose of recovering the native perception that underlies sedi-
mented knowledge emphasizes the continuity between the Cartesian project and the
empiricism which reached its zenith in France during the mid-eighteenth century (his
invocation of someone who has never experienced singing is reminiscent of the lively
scientific interest at this time in so-called wolf children). It becomes easier to see how
Rameau could transform the concept of the corps sonore from a Cartesian first principle
to a Lockeian sense impression. But it is Rameau’s promising himself “even to resort
to extraneous experiments® (my italics) that underlines the difference between foun-
dationalism per se and empiricism; Descartes’s method was in essence deductive and it
was only in the course of the eighteenth century, and particularly through the influ-
ence of Newton, that inductive and deductive approaches were integrated within an
effectively unified scientific methodology. No such unified methodology is to be found
in Rameau’s work; as Thomas Christensen says, “At times he insists upon the need to
rely upon musical experience and the empirical judgement of one’s ear in formulating
any theory, while at other times he emphasizes the absolute necessity of reason and
mathematical demonstration.” And Christensen goes on to draw a comparison
between Rameau and d’Alembert, who successfully systematized Rameau’s theory in

22 Schoenberg, Theory of Harmony, p. 8.

23 Rameau, Démonstration, pp. 8-12; trans. in Christensen, Rameau, p. 12.

24 Quoted (from Lalo’s Eléments d’une esthétique musicale scientifigue) in Christensen, Rameau, p. 32.
25 Christensen, Rameau, p. 31.
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the sense of reducing it to a small number of principles from which the rules of
harmony could be more or less rigorously deduced. What makes the comparison illu-
minating is the way in which, to achieve this systematization, d’Alembert had to ride
roughshod over the musical intuitions and sensitive contextualizations which, in the
end, justify Rameau’s theory in the eyes of musicians. The tension between musically
veridical description and a systematization which may be variously seen as premature
or inappropriate is a recurrent theme in the history of theory; if Rameau performed a
kind of epistemological balancing act, adopting the rhetoric of foundationalism but in
reality synthesizing received knowledge within a more or less unified framework, then
he was setting the pattern for most subsequent theory. For this reason the problems
attendant on reconciling empirical observation with the demands of systematic coher-
ence represent a short cut to some of the most central issues of music-theoretical epis-
temology, and in the following section I examine these problems in relation to the
historically shifting and contested boundary between the art of music and the emerg-
ing science of acoustics.

Between art and nature

“As to the eleventh and thirteenth [partials],” wrote Momigny, “they elude every-
body’s ear, and it is less de auditu that I posit them than by analogy and reasoning,
although I believe myself to have heard them several times.”?¢ It is of course an estab-
lished phenomenon that empirical observation may follow theoretical prediction,
although even that hardly gives grounds for crediting Sauveur’s claim that with suffi-
cient attention it is possible to hear up to the 128th partial.>” And the image of
Momigny and Sauveur straining to detect something that lies at (if not beyond) the
margins of audibility might be said to represent empiricism with a vengeance. But
what exactly did their efforts have to do with music theory? As I have already sug-
gested, empiricism as a method requires a framework of epistemological regulation,
and this is what has frequently been lacking or at best tenuous in the theoretical no-
man’s-land between musical art and nature.

Rameau developed the essential principles of his theory before being introduced,
through Louis-Bertrand Castel, to the concept of the corps sonore: in the Traité de Phar-
monie he explained the fundamental consonances in terms of the monochord. But the
successive reformulations of his theory did not entail wholesale rethinking of'its oper-
ational principles (and in particular the principle of the fundamental bass). In one sense
this is not surprising; the mathematical relationships derived from the division of a
string and from the measurement of its overtones are commensurable. And yet the new

26 Momigny, Cours Complet, p. 639; translation and commentary in Bent, “Momigny,” p. 336.
27 Christensen, Rameau, p. 137.
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foundation involves a subtle change in conceptualization. True to the Pythagorean
tradition, the canonists (monochord theorists) understood music as a play of mathe-
matical relationships motivated by the striving of imperfect consonances (that is, ones
involving higher integer ratios) towards a state of perfection; the continuum from
imperfection to perfection was an expression of the great chain of being to which I have
already referred. But to see the material of music as deriving from the corps sonore is to
understand it as an ultimately physical phenomenon,?® which immediately problema-
tizes the issue of what I referred to as motivation; it turns the notion of intervals striv-
ing towards perfection into what Philip Gossett, in the introduction to his translation
of the Traité, dismisses as “fanciful metaphors about notes returning to their source.”??
The result is an epistemological stand-off between Rameau and his translator: “Since
the time of Rameau,” says Gossett, “it has gradually become evident that tonal music
as a whole is not based on natural principles and cannot be reduced to natural princi-
ples.”3° Rameau, by contrast, devotes a great deal of intellectual energy to demonstrat-
ing the opposite (even though he warns the reader of the Traité that Book I, the one
concerned with the acoustical underpinnings of harmony, “will not be much use in
practice),3* and the language of return to the source pervades much later theory - con-
spicuously that of Schenker, who for a long time had similar problems with his editors
and translators.

Problematic though Gossett’s approach may be in terms of achieving a historical
understanding of his subject, it is easy to sympathize with his exasperation at
Rameau’s attempts to demonstrate the natural origins of music. One might say that the
very impossibility of the demonstration is the best evidence of the importance that
Rameau, and at least some of his contemporary readers, attached to it. Despite his con-
stant reformulation of the acoustical underpinnings of his theory in light of scientific
developments, the principal problems which Rameau faced were familiar to a line of
theorists from Zarlino to Schenker. The most obvious is the need to reconcile the con-
tinuum of values yielded by both canonist and overtone theory with the binary distinc-
tion between consonance and dissonance that remained more or less unquestioned by
theorists until the beginning of the twentieth century; more specifically, it was neces-
sary to cut off the derivation of musical intervals from their acoustical origin before the
out-of-tune seventh partial. Zarlino achieved this by reciting the magical properties of
the number six; Schenker, who adopted an alternative derivation for the minor third
5:6 and consequently had no need for the sixth partial, recited the magical properties
of the number five.3> (In this case Rameau simply followed Zarlino.) As for Rameau’s
other problems, we can say by way of generalization that they can be assigned to one

28 Christensen traces this shift back to Descartes’s reinterpretation of the canonist model (ibid., p. 77).
29 Rameau, Treatise, p. xxii. 30 Ibid., pp. xxi-ii. 31 Ibid., p. xxxvii.

32 Schenker, Harmony, pp. 25-26, 30; his remarks occasion embarrassed footnotes by his editor, Oswald
Jonas. For a recent analysis of the pervasive role of the number five in Schenker’s thought see Clark,
“Schenker’s Mysterious Five.” Schoenberg’s acid comment was that “The number five is . . . no less mys-
terious than all other numbers, nor is it any more mysterious™ (Schoenberg, Harmony, p. 318).
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of two causes: they result either from the discrepancies between incompatible theoret-
ical models that he is trying to combine, or else from discrepancies between the theo-
retical model and empirical observation.

The latter category is of particular interest, not only because it gives the lie to
Rameau’s reputation (already under construction in his own lifetime, and reinforced
in the following generation by Momigny)33 as a rigidly deductive thinker, but also
because it illustrates how a pursuit of systematic coherence at all costs would have
resulted in a fundamentally different theory. Two related illustrations are provided by
Rameau’s various derivations of the minor triad. In the Traité (1722), having carefully
derived each interval in sequence from the fundamental, he suddenly announces that
different thirds are interchangeable, effectively establishing the minor triad as equiv-
alent to the major; in the Nouveau systéme (1726) he adds “At least this is what the ear
decides, and no further proof is necessary.”3¢ What is striking is not just the peremp-
tory and final appeal to the ear, but the fact that if the principle of interchangeability
is to be taken seriously then much of the apparatus of generation becomes redundant
(and as we shall see, this is the basis of Schenker’s simplification of Rameau’s gener-
ative approach). By the time of the Génération harmonique (1737), however, Rameau
has a new explanation, which Christensen calls “sympathetic resonance theory,”3s
according to which a vibrating string gives rise to frequencies an octave, perfect
twelfth, and major seventeenth below the fundamental; these become the direct
source of the minor triad, but only at the expense of seeing the fifth rather than the
fundamental of the triad as its generator. This is both counter-intuitive and contra-
dictory to other components of Rameau’s harmonic theory (particularly as regards
the progression of the fundamental bass). So Rameau resorts again to the ear as the
final court of appeal, stating that “the lowest and predominating sound of a corps
sonore is always, in the judgment of the ear, the fundamental sound.”3¢ And we know
what would have happened had he decided at this point to give priority to systematic
coherence rather than musical intuition: he would have ended up with something
resembling the theory of harmonic dualism developed by Hauptmann and Oettingen
but most closely associated with Riemann, which was widely criticized as being con-
trary to the evidence of the ear.3”

33 See Bent, ed, Music Analysis, vol. 1, pp. 1-5.

34 Rameau, Treatise, p. 15; Nouveau Systeme, p. 215 see Christensen, Rameau, p. 96.

35 See Christensen, Rameau, pp. 148-49, 162-64. Recognizing the problems in this derivation,
Rameau subsequently developed a third model, that of “co-generation” (Christensen, pp. 165-67).

36 Rameau, Génération harmonique, p. 37, trans. in Christensen, Rameau, p. 164. Christensen comments
that “Rameau is thus forced to sever the connection he had earlier made between chord generation and
root attribution; but since it is precisely the point of his theory that these should be identical, he finds
himselfin an untenable position.”

37 See, eg., Bernstein, “Symmetry,” pp. 386-88; Bernstein suggests that the symmetrical princi-
ples underlying dualistic harmony eventually found compositional expression in serialism. For
another example of the tension between theoretical consistency and empirical observation in Rameau’s
writings, see Burnham, “Musical and Intellectual Values,” pp. 79-83. On dualism, see Chapter 14,

pp- 456 fF.
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In this way Rameau’s theory treads a fine line between art and nature; as demon-
strated by the contrast with d’Alembert’s rationalized version, its musical value
depends on the firm and sometimes apparently arbitrary limits he imposes on system-
atization. In fact some of his deepest insights seem to depend on what might be called
setting nature against itself. An example is his reduction of dissonant chords to a single
prototype, namely the dominant seventh (and in connection with this we should
remember that Dahlhaus saw the role Rameau accorded to dissonances as the most
important feature of his theory).3® This idea was unprecedented, and not surprisingly,
because it runs counter to the entire project of deriving dissonances from the funda-
mental via the consonances; as Christensen puts it, “After all, if dissonance was indeed
a product of consonance, how can any dissonant structure be considered fundamen-
tal?39 It only becomes logical if you think not in terms of generation, but in terms of
its reciprocal, reduction (a term whose anatomical connotations in eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century writings have been explored by Ian Bent, but which could be
profitably traced back to the Renaissance culture of dissection):4° for if you can reduce
consonances to a prototype, then why not dissonances? At the same time, the source of
Rameau’s frequent theoretical embarrassments (and of Gossett’s exasperation) lies in
the lack of any principled basis for theorizing, so to speak, against nature. What
Rameau lacks is, in a nutshell, the concept of arbitrary signification that plays a central
role in the general theory of signs developed by French thinkers during the eighteenth
century and expressed, in particular, in the Logique du Port-Royal. As explained by
Foucault, this involves the exact inversion of an earlier concept of the sign: in six-
teenth-century thought “artificial signs owed their power only to their fidelity to
natural signs,” whereas by the eighteenth century “a sign is no more than an element
selected from the world of things and constituted as a sign by our knowledge.”#* The
sign belongs, in short, not to nature but to artifice.

Foucault’s formulation accurately locates the terrain in dispute during subsequent
negotiations of the boundary between musical art and nature, and we can trace these
developments without entering into too much detail. It is perhaps only to be expected
that the definitive separation of the two domains should come from the scientist
Hermann Helmholtz, who established what remains in essence the accepted theory of
acoustic consonance. (In brief, whereas Rameau and his contemporaries understood
consonance as resulting from the relationship of only the fundamentals of the respec-
tive tones, Helmholtz modeled it as the interaction of their harmonics.) On the one
hand Helmholtz complained that “everything that has been taught so far about the sci-
entific foundation of harmony has been empty talk,” and claimed that “Music stands

38 Dahlhaus, Studies, p. 23. 39 Christensen, Rameau, p. 98.

40 Bent, ed, Music Analysis, vol. 1, pp. 7-8, 21-23; Sawday, Body Emblazoned. Particularly suggestive
aspects of the Renaissance culture of dissection include the problematic nature of the relationship
between theory and practice, and the practice of public demonstration whose legacy survives in the term
“operating theatre.” 41 Foucault, Order of Things, p. 61.
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in a much closer connection with pure sensation than any of the other arts.”#> But on
the other hand he distinguished the sensation of tones in isolation from their effect
within a musical context, writing at the beginning of the third section of his On the
Sensations of Tone that

Because in this third part of our enquiry we turn primarily to music. . . we tread on new
ground, which is no longer purely natural-scientific . . . When we spoke previously, in
the theory of consonance, of the agreeable and the disagreeable, we considered only the
immediate impression made on the senses when an isolated combination of sounds
strikes the ear, without regard to artistic contrasts and means of expression: we consid-
ered only sensuous pleasure, not aesthetic beauty. The two must be kept strictly apart,
even if the first is an important means for attaining the second.43

And he went on to conclude that scales, modes, harmonies, and other elements of
musical construction did not reflect immutable, natural laws but were subject to his-
torical change.

Schenker, who had at least some acquaintance with Helmholtz’s work 4 would of
course have summarily rejected this last conclusion. Nevertheless his reinterpreta-
tion, in Harmonielehre, of Rameau’s derivation of musical art from nature is based on
precisely Helmholtz’s distinction of “means> from what he elsewhere refers to as
“goals.” Like Helmholtz, Schenker clearly separates the provinces of art and nature,
maintaining that while the acoustician knows exactly how to describe the perception
of tones, “He gets onto slippery ground . . . as soon as he applies this knowledge to
an understanding of art and the practice of the artist.”#¢ Accordingly, while the over-
tone series indeed provides the basis - the means - of music, “Nature’s help to music
consisted of nothing but a hint, a counsel forever mute, whose perception and inter-
pretation were fraught with the gravest difficulties.”” He characterizes the major
scale system as “natural,” but explains how it nevertheless “abbreviates® nature
through the compression of the first five partials into the close-position triad, and
incorporates the fourth scale-step through an artificial inversion of the fifth. By con-
trast, the minor scale system is artificial through and through, constructed after the
model of the major scale. In this way Schenker cuts at a stroke through the problems
that beset Rameau in the derivation of the minor triad, and he does this not by virtue
of new derivational techniques (the ideas of inversion and imitation are to be found
in Rameau) but simply because he is not committed to an exclusively naturalistic epis-
temology for music. In short, he is prepared to see music as “a compromise between
Nature and art.”$

42 Helmbholtz, letter to Friedrich Vieweg, November 21, 1861, translated in Vogel, “Sensation of
Tone,” p. 270; Helmholtz, On the Sensations of Tone, p. 2. See also Chapter 9, pp. 257-62.

43 Helmbholtz, On the Sensations of Tone, translated in Hatfield, “Helmholtz and Classicism,” p. 542 (cf.
p. 234 of Ellis’s translation). 44 Schenker cites Helmholtz in Counterpoint, vol. 1, p. 29.

45 Dahlhaus, Studies, p. 60. 46 Schenker, Harmony, p. 21. 47 Ibid., p. 20.

48 Ibid., p. 44. A vestige of earlier thinking based on intervallic perfection nevertheless remains in his
remark that the natural origin of the major mode makes it “no doubt superior” to the minor (p. 48).
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Schenker might be accused of not following through the consequences of his own
principle. If the overtone series does no more than hint at the means, then it cannot be
regarded as circumscribing the goal; music may represent a realization of the potential
present within the natural tone system, but the specific form of that realization is
determined historically. And yet the whole drift of Schenker’s theory, especially his
later writings, was to deny the element of historical freedom, insisting that the music
of the Germanic masters represented the fulfillment of a destiny that assumed the
status of a natural law. When Schoenberg published his own Harmonielehre, five years
after Schenker’s, this was the point at which he parted company with Schenker.
Schoenberg’s discussion of the underpinnings of music in the overtone series carries
further the process of simplification and abbreviation: he builds on Schenker’s princi-
ple that the fourth scale step represents an inversion of the fifth (there is of course a
common origin for this in the work of nineteenth-century German theorists such as
Hauptmann and Riemann), and derives the notes of the scale from the overtones of the
first, fourth, and fifth scale-degrees. Having done this, he feels free to permutate them
at will, so that the problem of the minor triad simply disappears. More telling than
these technicalities, however, is Schoenberg’s view of the relationship between art and
nature. For him, the major-minor tonal system is no more than “a formal possibility
that emerges from the nature of the tonal material >4 and as such merely one of an
indefinite number of such possibilities. In short, it is a product of history, and as such
subject to historical change; the major scale “is not the last word, the ultimate goal of
music, but rather a provisional stopping place.”s° Like any other human activity, music
must work within the constraints that are set by nature, but once this condition has
been satisfied it belongs unambiguously to the province of art.

T'am not going to trace the continuation of this story through the twentieth century,
except to mention one late recrudescence of the derivation from nature of permanent
musical laws: the once influential system set out by Hindemith in his Craft of Musical
Composition, which first appeared (in German) in 1937. Both the rhetoric of natural
origins and the drawing from them of universal and unchangeable criteria of value res-
onate strongly with the ideologies of German conservatism that came to a head in
National Socialism (it seems unlikely that the last word has yet been said on the extent
of Hindemith’s sympathies with the Nazi regime).5* And this forms the background to
the extreme version of Schoenbergian historicism characteristic of American music
theory in the decades following the Second World War (and reflected in Gossett’s stric-
tures concerning Rameau). In 1965, Milton Babbitt recited what he dubbed the
“comedy of methodological errors” through which theorists have sought to ground
49 Schoenberg, Harmony, p. 27.
so Ibid., p.25,echoing Hanslick’s assertion that “our tonal system . .. will undergo extension and alter-
ation in the course of time” (On the Musically Beautiful, p. 71); for Hanslick, “Nature does not give us the
artistic materials for a complete, ready-made tonal system but only the raw physical materials which we

make subservient to music” (p. 72).
51 For a critical discussion see Taylor-Jay, “Politics and the Ideology of the Artist,” Chapter 4.
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major-minor tonality in nature, arguing that the consonance or dissonance of any
interval depends entirely on its musical context;> nature, in short, has no purchase on
music. He was practically quoting from an article published in the immediate after-
math of the war by Norman Cazden, who put forward the same arguments and con-
cluded that the tonal system, even the “chord of nature” itself, “has no basis in the
nature of tone.”s3 Taken literally, this statement is plain wrong; subsequent experi-
mentation has shown that contextual effects of consonance and dissonance - effects of
harmonic direction, of progression towards cadences - do not obtain when synthe-
sized tones with inharmonic spectra are substituted for “natural” ones.>+ But in a way
this misses the point, for the motivation for this programmatically anti-naturalist
stance was less empirical than ideological. It was part and parcel of a general reaction
against Nazi abuses of supposed natural laws, most obviously as applied to racial inher-
itance. There was, so to speak, a single if extended chain of cause and effect linking
Belsen and Princeton. And this single example must stand for a phenomenon that
would otherwise seem to fall outside the scope of this chapter: the extent to which the
perceived adequacy of a music theory depends not on its epistemological underpin-
nings, but on the web of deeply held beliefs which it both reflects and contributes to.

A performative turn

More than any other theorist, it is Rameau who established the discursive space within
which music theory hasoperated eversince. Aswe have seen, there isin Rameau’s theory
of music, as in practically every other, a tension between induction and deduction,
between the demands of veridical description and of theoretical adequacy. Rameau
makes use of a number of terminological get-out clauses to ease this tension, ranging
from technical terms like supposition to such frankly extra-theoretical concepts as notes
de goiit and jeu de doigts. (Concepts playing a comparable role in the work of other theo-
rists include Schenkerian implied notes and the recourse of Schoenberg’s followers to
the idea of unconscious perception.) Nevertheless it is clear that Rameau’s aim is to do
justice to the phenomena while at the same time reducing them to the operation of a rel-
atively small number of general principles; in this his explanatory model conforms to
what Brown and Dempster term “law-like generalization®ss and to what epistemolo-
gists call inference to the best explanation. And the theory is intended to explain the
actual practice of music,demonstrating the principles to which composers have histor-
ically adhered even though they were unaware of them. Rameau explains what Lully

52 Babbitt, “Structure and Function,” p. 19. 53 Cazden, “Musical Consonance,” p. §.

54 See Pierce, Musical Sound, pp. 87-101. On the basis of experiments using tones with “stretched” par-
tials, Pierce concludes that “the coincidence or near-coincidence of partials we find for normal (har-
monic partials) musical sounds and for consonant intervals (with frequency ratios in the ratio of small
integers) is a necessary condition for Western harmonic effects” (p. 92, typographical error corrected).
55 Brown and Dempster, “Scientific Image,” p. 68.
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achieved through the mere exercise of good taste, just as Schenker demonstrates the
authentic tonal principles that govern the “Heiliger Dankgesang” from Op. 132, even
though Beethoven himself“was sure he was composing in the Lydian mode.”s¢ Equally,
the theory explains unconscious or autonomic processes that give rise to conscious per-
ceptions, resulting in the ubiquitous rhetorical invocations of “the ear,” as if the organ
of hearing could be separated from the individual who listens. In this way a privileged
domain of knowledge is constructed; subjective experience is explained through being
derived from a reality that is cognitively inaccessible to the individual.

But how was this model of theoretical explanation affected by the steady process of
retrenchment thatI charted in the previous section, through which music was seen less
and less as a phenomenon of nature, and more and more as one of art? We can answer
this question by tracing a general development in intellectual history before consider-
ing its application to music theory, and the answer comes in two parts. The first has to
do with the epistemological status of the reality that is invoked in the act of explana-
tion, the source of the privileged domain of knowledge to which I referred. I have
already referred to the work of Newton, which provided a model for scientific expla-
nation throughout the eighteenth century, and the principles of which were under-
stood as having an objective existence even when (as in the case of the First Law of
Motion) it was by definition impossible to establish their validity through experimen-
tal means.57 Similarly, during the early part of his career, Helmholtz believed that the
business of the scientist was to deduce the operation of real though unobservable
forces from observable phenomena: “Since we can never perceive the forces per se but
only their effects,” he wrote, “we have to leave the realm of the senses in every expla-
nation of natural phenomena and [instead] turn to unobservable objects that are deter-
mined only by concepts.”s® Towards the end of his life, however, Helmholtz began to
think of these forces as law-like relationships among observables, that is to say as cog-
nitive constructions rather than hidden realities.’9 And this is consistent with a general
pattern of epistemological retrenchment in both the physical and the social sciences,
highlights of which include Dewey’s characterization of natural laws as “intellectual
instrumentalities™® and Wittgenstein’s interpretation of psychoanalysis as based on
the creation of fictive (but therapeutically efficacious) narratives rather than the recov-
ery of biographically accurate information.®*

The second part of the answer concerns the formal structure, so to speak, of expla-
nation. Common to Cartesian philosophy and classical science is the principle of

56 Schenker, Harmony, p. 61. 57 See the discussion in Harré, Laws of Nature, pp. 22-29.

58 From Helmholtz’s “Uber Goethe’s naturwissenchftliche Arbeiten,” trans. in Heidelberger, “Force,”
p. 465. 59 Cahan, “Introduction,” p. 11; see also Heidelberger, “Force,” p. 495.

60 Quoted (from Dewey’s The Quest for Certainty) and discussed in Dancy and Sosa, eds, Epistemology,
P-355-

61 A critical account may be found in Maclntyre, The Unconscious. For a brief discussion of “anti-
realism™ in relation to music theory, centred on Bas van Frassen, see Brown and Dempster, “Scientific
Image,” p. 98.
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explaining phenomena by deriving them from a domain of knowledge to which onto-
logical priority is ascribed. And during the nineteenth century this explanatory struc-
ture was extended to encompass historical phenomena, on both a geological scale
(Darwinian evolution) and a human one (for instance, in the philological derivation of
existing languages from hypothetical ancestors which became a model for text criti-
cism in both literature and music). As is well known, however, this development pro-
voked a widespread reaction in the latter part of the century, which was expressed
through the drawing of a distinction between the natural and the historical sciences -
a distinction generally associated with Dilthey’s philosophical hermeneutics, though
advanced as early as 1862 by Helmholtz.% The distinction was made partly in terms of
the object of study: whereas the scientist aimed to proceed from certain principles to
the explanation of individual phenomena, the inevitable reflexivity of the human sci-
ences meant that there could be no absolute starting point and no absolute certainty.
The appropriate objective for the human sciences is therefore not certainty but under-
standing, and the means by which it is to be achieved is not explanation but elucida-
tion. But there was also a structural aspect to the distinction between the natural and
human sciences. As Bent expresses it, “Whereas the natural scientist was seen as
accounting for the particular /inearly in terms of the general, the human scientist was
left to account circularly for the relation between the part and the whole.”®s And this,
of course, is the origin of the so-called hermeneutic circle, better described as a process
of oscillation or shuttling back and forth between opposites (part and whole, text and
context, subject and object), the purpose of which is to converge upon an integrated
understanding of the phenomenon in question.

How might all this apply to music theory? Writing in 1887, Hartmann reflected the
prevailing sense of disenchantment with positivist methods: “The enthusiastic hopes
for swift advances in forming a theory of music which I as a youngster pinned on
Helmholtz’s discoveries . . . have not so far been realized. On the contrary, no progress
of any kind has been made.”® Many writers in the last years of the nineteenth century
and the first years of the twentieth turned away from any recognizably theoretical
engagement with music; Kretzschmar would be a representative example (though the
extent to which he can reasonably be regarded as conforming to Dilthey’s model of
hermeneutics is a matter of controversy).%s Others, like Kurth, developed models based
on hypothetical natural forces which were designed to represent the qualities of
musical experience rather than to be amenable to experimental verification. But the
examples of Schoenberg and Schenker are perhaps the most revealing, because they
both attempted to reconcile the new thinking with traditional theoretical concerns.

62 For a summary history of the term Geisteswissenschaften see Hatfield, “Helmholtz and Classicism,”
pP- 544-

63 Bent,ed., Music Analysis, vol. 11, p. 9; Bent offers an illuminating account of this whole development,
including an exposition of the hermeneutic method.

64 From Hartmann’s Philosophie des Schinen, translated in Buji¢, ed., Music in European Thought, p. 166.
65 See Bent, ed., Music Analysis, vol. 11, pp. 22~25 and Buji¢, ed., Music in European Thought, p. 367, 1. 6.
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One symptom of this is Schenker’s conspicuous use of the term “elucidation”
(Erlduterung) in his Erlduterungsausgaben of music by Bach and Beethoven, although
Bent has demonstrated that the usage was not a new one.% More suggestive, if debat-
able, is the parallel Bent draws between the hermeneutic method as represented in the
writings of Friedrich Schleiermacher and Schenkerian analysis:®7 a typical Meisterwerk
analysis shuttles back and forth between part and whole, converging on a unified con-
ception of the work. Bent points out that, unlike Schleiermacher’s, Schenker’s conclu-
sion is always determined in advance so that “the initial presentation is
authoritative,”%® but that is really a matter of presentation: the process of Schenkerian
analysis is certainly one of oscillating between the notated surface and the emerging
underlying structure, between a bottom-up approach and a top-down one.

At the same time, Schenker retained a beliefin musical laws which are the exact ana-
logue of the natural laws of classical science, insofar as they are immutable and admit
of no exceptions; hence his scoffing at his teacher Bruckner’s suggestion that the
regular laws of harmony might not apply to the composer of genius.® It is precisely
because he saw the theoretical principles that he developed for the common-practice
style as natural laws, or at least as firmly embedded in natural laws, that Schenker dis-
missed the music of other times and places as more or less valueless. An alternative
would have been to draw a sharp line between natural law on the one hand and peda-
gogic rules or guidelines on the other, and this is the distinction that Schoenberg
repeatedly emphasizes in his Harmonielehre. Schoenberg is not such a radical historicist
as to deny the existence of immutable and exception-free natural laws. On the contrary,
he writes that “A real system should have, above all, principles that embrace all the
facts. Ideally, just as many facts as there actually are, no more, no less. Such principles
are natural laws. And only such principles, which are not qualified by exceptions,
would have the right to be regarded as generally valid.»7° But now comes the bad news:
up to now, nobody has ever discovered such laws. Schoenberg continues:

Nor have I been able to discover such principles, either; and I believe they will not be
discovered very soon. Attempts to explain artistic matters exclusively on natural
grounds will continue to founder for a long time to come. Efforts to discover laws of art
can then, at best, produce results something like those of a good comparison: that is,
they can influence the way in which the sense organ of the subject, the observer, orients
itself to the attributes of the object observed. In making a comparison we bring closer
what is too distant, thereby enlarging details, and remove to some distance what is too
close, thereby gaining perspective. No greater worth than something of this sort can, at
present, be ascribed to laws of art. Yet that is already quite a lot.7*

66 Bent, ed., Music Analysis, vol. 11, pp. 31-34. It should also be borne in mind that the term Erlduterung
is more common in German than “elucidation” in English. 67 Ibid., pp. 12-13.

68 Ibid.,vol. 11, p. 13. 69 Schenker, Harmony, pp. 177-8 (n. 2).

70 Schoenberg, Harmony, p. 10.

71 Ibid., pp. 10-11. I have discussed the implications of this passage in Cook, “Music and ‘Good

ERY)

Comparison’” pp. 124-26.
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And in this way, he concludes, what we can sensibly aspire to is a “system of presenta-
tion - a system . . . whose clarity is simply clarity of presentation, a system that does
not pretend to clarify the ultimate nature of the things presented.”

In this passage Schoenberg spells out, cautiously and even apologetically, the episte-
mological premise of a great deal of twentieth-century music theory. Of particular
interest is the suggestion that analysis should aim not to replicate, in some veridical
manner, but rather to complement the immediately perceptible and thus self-evident
qualities of the music. (That of course is implicit, though rarely recognized as such, in
the familiar trope of analysis reading “through” the musical surface to an underlying
structure — an epistemological model that dates back to the rationalist suspicion of
resemblance to which I have already referred.)”> Most important, however, is the idea
that analysis is performative, in the sense that it is designed to modify the perception
of music - which in turn implies that its value subsists in the altered experience to
which it gives rise.”3 Indeed this provides what is in many ways a more fitting episte-
mological basis for understanding Schenker than his own recourse to putative natural
laws; Joseph Dubiel has argued tellingly that Schenker characteristically presents as
universal statements of truth and inevitability (it had to be precisely as it is) what are
better thought of as performative injunctions (hear it ¢this way!).7# Similarly, Robert
Snarrenberg has drawn attention to the way in which Schenker constantly invites his
reader’s participation in the aesthetic act, thereby “poetically co-creating™ the musical
effect’s (which incidentally explains his otherwise puzzling statement that “my theory
... is and must remain itself art”).7® And this in itself is enough to answer the arguments
of critics like Joseph Kerman who have complained that Schenkerian analysis “repeat-
edly slights salient features in the music,”?7 for (to take Kerman’s own example)
Schenker’s graph of the “Ode to Joy™ tune precisely “remove[s] to some distance what
is too close, thereby gaining perspective,” as Schoenberg put it, so appealing to a
recreative experience in which the salient features of the music emerge through the
contrast with Schenker’s essentialized, flattened-out scheme.”® But we can push

72 See Foucault, Order of Things, p. 51.

73 For a general discussion of analysis and performativity see Cook, “Analysing Performance.”

74 Dubiel, “*When You Are a Beethoven,’” p. 307 and passim. Much has recently been made of
Schenker’s initial training as a lawyer, arguably instilling in him a conception of law as based on prece-
dentand aiming at persuasion (ongoing research by Wayne Alpern); if such a conception left its mark on
his analytical practice, however, it was never properly assimilated into his theory.

75 From Federhofer, Heinrich Schenker als Essayist und Kritiker (p. 99), quoted and discussed by
Snarrenberg, Interpretive Practice, p. 143. Snarrenberg’s book further develops the approach outlined in
Dubiel’s ““When You Are a Beethoven.’”

76 Schenker, Masterwork, vol. 111, p. 8 (Schenker’s italics); see Snarrenberg, Interpretive Practice, p. 144.

77 Kerman, Musicology, p. 82.

78 Thave set out this argument in greater detail in “Music and ‘Good Comparison,’” pp. 131-34; fora
complementary argument, turning on the distinction between salience (“importance”) and syntax, see
Lewin, “Music Theory,” pp. 362-66. Eitherargument casts doubt on the recent tendency (noted in Clark,
“Schenker’s Mysterious Five,” pp. 99-101 and illustrated by Smith, “Musical Form™) for Schenkerian
theorists to absorb striking features of the musical surface into the remote midleground or background,
a strategy based on seeing the relationship of surface and underlying structure in terms of replication.
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Schenker’s invocation of the experiential properties of music a bit further than this.
Indeed, if his theory is to be compared to Schleiermacher’s or Dilthey’s hermeneutics,
it might just as well be compared to another intellectual movement of the same pedi-
gree, though one that became influential in the field of aesthetics only in the 1920s:
phenomenology. Schenker’s foundationalist appeals for the setting aside of sedi-
mented knowledge, as well as his reductive method, bear more than a passing resem-
blance to the Husserlian epocké, though it has to be admitted that the area where a
genuine phenomenology might have developed would be better described in
Schenker’s theory as an overlay of psychologism and metaphysics.79

Though espoused by a number of more or less influential theorists since Schenker’s
time (among them Victor Zuckerkandl, Thomas Clifton, and Judith Lochhead), phe-
nomenology can be said to have slipped into the theoretical mainstream only in 1986
with David Lewin’s article “Music theory, phenomenology, and modes of perception.”
But the article makes a convenient vantage point from which to survey the develop-
ment of what I am calling a performative turn in music-theoretical epistemology. Its
specifically phenomenological aspect consists in a critique, in the tradition of
Husserlian reduction, of the sedimented influence of musical notation on our charac-
terization of listening experiences: “Our fallacious sense of one object at a unique
spatial location,” Lewin says, “is prompted by the unique vertical coordinate for the B
flat notehead-point on the Euclidean/Cartesian score-plane.. . . And so we begin trying
to deny and suppress various of our perceptual phenomena [sic], not realizing that our
conceptual tools are inadequate for the analytical task at hand.”3° But he develops this
into a more general attack on the framing of music theory in exclusively perceptual
terms, on the grounds that “‘music’ is something you do, and not just something you
perceive (or understand)”; it follows that “a theory of music cannot be developed fully
from a theory of musical perception.”®* This also means that “music theories of all
kinds can be useful beyond analysis and perception as goads to musical action, ways of
suggesting what might be done, beyond ways of regarding what /as been done.”$? Here,
then, Lewin draws on the performative principle which Schoenberg enunciated:
theory doesn’t just register how things are but seeks to change them. But he also adds
something else: the idea that a music theory might be justified because it is useful. And
this, too, is prefigured by Schoenberg, who wrote that “whenever I theorize, it is less
important whether these theories be right than whether they be useful as comparisons
to clarify the object and to give the study perspective.”®3

79 For a rather more negative, though brief, assessment of the parallel between Schenker’s theory and
phenomenology see Blasius, Schenker’s Argument, pp. 35, 133. Mention should be made in this context
of Riemann’s “Ideas for a Study ‘On the Imagination of Tone,’ > which dates from 1914 and anticipates,
at some points startlingly, the musical phenomenology of (in particular) Alfred Schutz (trans. in Wason
and West, “Riemann’s ‘Ideen’”).

8o Lewin, “Music Theory,” p. 3605 the [sic] is in the original.

81 Ibid., p. 377. At this point Lewin makes the memorable comment, coming from a Harvard profes-
sor of music theory, that “Actually, I am not very sure what a ‘theory of music’ might be.”

82 Ibid. 83 Schoenberg, Harmony, p. 19.
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Lewin’s frank profession of pragmatism is particularly striking in view of his posi-
tion as the leading contemporary exponent of a formalized approach to music that
would appear, more than any other, to embody the strictly scientific epistemology that
Babbitt adumbrated in 1961: “there is but one kind of language, one kind of method
for the verbal formulation of ‘concepts,’ whether in music theory or in anything else:
‘scientific’ language and ‘scientific’ method.”$# Four years later, however, in the same
article in which he recited the “comedy of errors” concerning the acoustical origins of
music, Babbitt himself made a profession of pragmatism almost as frank as Lewin’s or
Schoenberg’s: “the relation between a formal theory and its empirical interpretation
is not merely that of the relation of validity to truth (in some sense of verifiability), but
of the whole area of the criteria of useful, useable, relevant, or significant characteriza-
tion.”® Already in 1952 Babbitt had offered an explicitly performative account of
Schenkerian (or at any rate Salzerian) analysis when he characterized its “validity” in
terms of its ability not only to “codify™ the reader’s hearing of the music, but also to
“extend and enrich his perceptive powers by . . . granting additional significance to all
degrees of musical phenomena.”$¢ All this becomes less surprising, however, when we
recall that Babbitt was writing as not only a theorist but also a composer for whom, as
he putit, “every musical composition justifiably may be regarded as an experiment, the
embodiment of hypotheses as to certain specific conditions of musical coherence.”®7
Babbitt’s distinctive blend of theorizing and composing gave rise to that uniquely
American identity of the post-war period, the composer/theorist, epitomized in
Dubiel’s statement that “To me . . . wanting to write music has always involved
wanting to explore ideas about how I write itand how it is heard,and I honestly cannot
think of any theoretical work that I’ve ever done or encountered that seemed valid ‘as
theory” yet irrelevant to composition.”® Or to put it more concisely, there is no theo-
retical knowledge that is notat the same time a way of hearing things and even of decid-
ing what there is to hear.

And the same approach can be applied to existing music. Both Lewin and, more
recently, Guck have offered examples of explicitly performative analysis in which (to
quote Guck’s version of the pragmatist principle) “Truth is replaced by the plausibil-
ity of the narrative.”® Lewin “coaches™ his reader in how to play the role of “F4/Gb”
in the first movement of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, adopting the metaphor of dra-
matic production or operatic direction.° More extravagantly, Guck likens the
repeated incursions of Cb in the second movement of Mozart’s Symphony No. 40 to
the story of an immigrant who gradually becomes naturalized to an alien culture.9*

84 Babbitt, “Past and Present Concepts,” p. 3.

85 Babbitt, “Structure and Function,” p. 14. Babbitt’s pragmatism is however qualified by the word
“merely”: analysis should be useful, relevant, etc., but it should be true (verifiable) as well.

86 Quoted (from a 1952 review of Salzer’s Structural Hearing) in Guck, “Rehabilitating the
Incorrigible,” p. 62. 87 Babbitt, “Twelve-tone Rhythmic Structure,” p. 1438.

88 Dubiel, “Composer, Theorist,” p. 262. 89 Guck, “Rehabilitating the Incorrigible,” p. 72.

90 Lewin, “Music Theory,” pp. 389-90; cf. his discussion of the First Act Trio from Mozart’s Le Nozze
di Figaro in “Musical Analysis.” 91 Guck, “Rehabilitating the Incorrigible,” pp. 67-73.
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Guck’s narrative is openly fictional, of course; there is no suggestion that Mozart’s
symphony is “really> about immigration. What is invoked, then, is not the ontologi-
cally privileged domain from which a natural-law explanation might be derived, but
simply a metaphorical construction that highlights certain properties of Mozart’s
music, filters out others, and gives rise to new properties through the blending of
source and target domains.%*> And yet the discursive structure of a natural-law explana-
tion and of Guck’s narrative fiction is essentially the same: music is assimilated to a gen-
eralized model within some kind of regulatory framework. A specific example may
help to clarify this. From Rameau and Capellen to Fétis, Schoenberg, Hindemith, and
Lerdahl, theorists have likened aspects of tonal structure to gravity.?3 In so doing, they
have suggested that elements of music are subject to forces of attraction that may
operate even at a distance, that music occupies a kind of force-field in which up is qual-
itatively different from down, and that these forces are somehow conveyed to or expe-
rienced by the listener. But have they intended their descriptions as scientific ones? In
the case of Rameau and Hindemith the answer is probably yes; Hindemith specifically
calls tonality “a natural law, like gravity.” Schoenberg, by contrast, is consciously
invoking a metaphor (the relationship of dominant to tonic “may be considered like
the force of a man hanging by his hands from a beam™). As for Capellen and Lerdahl, it
is hard to say one way or the other. The epistemological underpinnings of these
descriptions, in other words, are certainly variable and in some cases perhaps undecid-
able. But their performative effect, their impact on perception or belief, remains the
same.

And what about the regulatory framework to which I referred? Natural-law expla-
nations are regulated by established principles of inference and verification as well as
by the specific properties of the theoretical model. A performative epistemology, by
contrast, might be construed as a kind of epistemological throwing in of the towel, a
submission to the unbridled subjectivity that it was the purpose of the epistemological
project to avoid. (Certainly it might be argued that an analytical approach which
appeals only to its readers’ sense of satisfaction is incapable of offering the kind of cri-
tique of established aesthetic frameworks at which Adorno, for one, aimed.) On the
other hand, the Wittgensteinian argument might be made that Schoenberg was being
too apologetic in offering his “system of representation™ as a kind of theoretical
stopgap, to be retained only until the real laws of music are discovered, for it is pre-
cisely through such “perspicuous representation™ (as Wittgenstein termed it) that we
come to have knowledge at all. Seen this way, the validity of any theory is underwrit-

92 Indescribing Guck’s analysis this way I am assimilating it to the theory of “cognitive blending™ first
outlined (though not under that name) by George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, and elaborated by Mark
Turner and Gilles Fauconnier; for applications of this approach to music theory, with references, see
Saslaw, “Forces, Containers, and Paths>; Zbikowski, “Conceptual Models.”

93 See, respectively, Christensen, Rameau, pp. 40, 131-32; Bernstein, “Symmetry,” p. 388; Schoenberg,
Theory of Harmony, pp. 23-24; Hindemith, Craft of Musical Composition, vol. 1, p. 152; Lerdahl,
“Calculating Tonal Tension,” passim.
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ten not by its objective truth (a concept that has lost its apparent self-evidence even in
the natural sciences) but by intersubjectivity: that is, by the possibility of one theorist
replicating what Guck refers to as the “(thought) experiments” of another.94 It would
hardly be going too far to define the established methods of music theory as means,
above all else, of regulating the empirical resistance that distinguishes analysis from
unfettered speculation, and of communicating the resulting insights to others.

Conclusion: plural epistemologies

The story I have told in this chapter could be construed as one of consistent epistemo-
logical transition from the outer world to the inner: from natural science to psychol-
ogy and on to phenomenology. But at a deeper level it is a story of retrenchment from
the claims implicit in traditional epistemological debate. I have focused on the perfor-
mative turn in music theory partly because it is a relatively coherent thread within a
highly variegated practice, and partly because it is through its performative effect
rather than its epistemological underpinnings that any music theory achieves its cash
value. And I have put forward, though not developed, the suggestion that a performa-
tive approach - that is, one that asks of any theory what interpretive or cultural work
it transacts and in what or whose interests — might be seen as something more than an
evasion or deferral of the demands of epistemology. (Seen thus, the ideological context
of Babbitt’s anti-naturalism turns out not to fall outside the scope of this chapter after
all.) In this way it seems to be definitive of music theory, at least from Rameau onwards,
that it is caught between Foucault’s incommensurable epistemes, so that the coexis-
tence of different epistemologies represents, so to speak, a permanent condition for the
time being. Trying to unravel the resulting epistemological web within present-day
music-theoretical practice is more than can be accomplished within the space of this
chapter (or any other space, maybe). But it might be worth at least briefly illustrating
it through the example of Lerdahl, whose writings draw on a wide variety of method-
ological sources and resonate with a variety of epistemological traditions.

The generative theory of tonal music (GTTM) that Lerdahl developed with Ray
Jackendoff drew primarily on two music-theoretical traditions and one extramusical
one. First there is Schenkerian theory, which in its original form was located at the
intersection of psychology, phenomenonology, and metaphysics, but after crossing the
Atlantic became assimilated within the post-war formalist tradition (itself underwrit-
ten, as we have seen, by a performative epistemology).9 Then there is the approach to
rhythmic analysis developed during the 1950s by Meyer and Cooper, heavily influ-
enced by Gestalt psychology though without the empirical control that one would
expect of an explicitly psychological theory. The third element is structural linguistics,

94 Guck, “Rehabilitating the Incorrigible,” p. 62.
95 The classic account of the Americanization of Schenker is Rothstein’s article of that name.
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which provided not only certain key features of the theoretical model (in particular its
formulation in terms of rules) but also its epistemological orientation: GTTM was to
explicate the intuitions of musically “experienced” listeners through constructing “an
explicit formal musical grammar that models the listener’s connection between the
presented musical surface of a piece and the structure he attributes to the piece.”? So
did that mean GTTM was a scientific theory, open to empirical verification? The par-
allel with structural linguistics is enough to indicate that there is not going to be an
easy answer to this question.®” The paradigm case of structural linguistics, Chomsky’s
generative grammar (again dating from the 1950s), was formulated as a theory of
“competence,” which is to say of the knowledge that underlies “performance” or
actual language use. You can subject performance to empirical investigation, but not
competence; at most, you can deduce competence indirectly from the analysis of per-
formance. But you can never refute a theory of competence, because any counter-indi-
cations can be put down to performative factors (limitations of memory, say). And
while the application of the competence/performance distinction to GTTM is itself
less than straightforward, Lerdahl and Jackendoff were quite clear that their theory
represented an “idealization™ of real life. It would be easy to conclude that GTTM was
a formalist theory disguised as a psychological one.

This conclusion would be not exactly wrong but certainly over-simplified. In its
original (1983) form GTTM was presented without empirical support and its formula-
tions were not fully operationalized (that is, you could not have directly implemented
them on a computer). Moreover, like the earlier music theories on which it drew, it
implied assumptions regarding the perceptual reality of large-scale tonal structure
which seemed implausible to some of its original readers and which subsequent exper-
imentation has failed to substantiate.%® But music psychologists rapidly set to work on
formulating aspects of the theory in empirically testable form,and GTTM became one
of the principal agents of the convergence between music theory and psychological
research that took place during the 198os and gos. And as Lerdahl developed and
extended the theory, he himself recast it so as to render it both more explicit and more
quantifiable. A good example is the “stability conditions™ of GTTM, which embody
the intuition that a structural interpretation involving closely related pitches will be
favored over one involving distantly related pitches. In the 1983 version of the theory
there was no formal definition of what “closely” and “distantly” might mean. And so,
in an article published five years later,9 Lerdahl incorporated within it a spatial model
of tonal relations that in its essentials goes back to Oettingen and Riemann but is best

96 Lerdahl and Jackendoft, Generative Theory, p. 3.

97 The remainder of this paragraph is condensed from Cook, “Perception,” pp. 70-71,76-78.

98 Burton Rosner expressed such misgivings about the perceptibility of large-scale tonal structures in
his review of Generative Theory (pp. 289-90), and confirmed them in experiments published jointly with
Meyer (Rosner and Meyer, “Perceptual Roles”). For experiments with comparable results see Cook,
“Large-scale Tonal Structure”; Tillmann and Bigand, “Formal Musical Structure.”

99 Lerdahl, “Tonal Pitch Space.”
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known to music theorists through its adoption by Schoenberg.'® There is a further
source, however, for Lerdahl’s assimilation of this model: a series of experiments con-
ducted during the 1970s and 8os by Carol Krumhansl and others, the aim of which was
to find out how closely the notes of the diatonic and chromatic scales are perceived to
relate to one another, and the results of which were presented by means of diagrams
broadly corresponding to Schoenberg’s.’** The originally informal definition of
“stability conditions™ was now not only rendered quantifiable through the spatial
model, but also supported by experimental evidence. And Lerdahl has gone on to
develop, on this basis, a fully elaborated model for the calculation of tonal tension that
assigns specific values to the processes of tensing and relaxation represented by the tree
diagrams of GTTM.°

The incorporation within GTTM of this spatial model - itself based on the principal
consonances of canonist theory, the third and fifth - might be regarded as (to date) the
final stage in the story of theorizing music between art and nature which I recounted
earlier in this chapter; the basic idea is the same as Schenker’s “hint> or Schoenberg’s
“formal possibility,” but it is now formulated in an empirically testable form.*°3 That
does not however mean that the theory as a whole can be regarded as unproblemati-
cally assimilated to the domain of psychological explanation. For one thing, there is the
outstanding issue of large-scale tonal structure: if listeners do not and under at least
some circumstances cannot perceive tonal closure at the highest levels at which eigh-
teenth- and nineteenth-century composers employed it, such as the structure of an
entire movement, then from a psychological point of view we must conclude that there
is no such phenomenon as large-scale tonal closure. Yet, for the music theorist, the
indication that classical composers routinely organized their music in this way, as it
were conceptualizing large-scale tonal form on the model of what on the small scale is
directly perceptible, is just as significant as any experimentally demonstrable proposi-
tion about musical structure; seen this way, the model of large-scale tonal organization
codified by GTTM (and largely borrowed from Schenker) represents a valuable histor-
ical insight. And of course, there is the possibility that through the process of analysis

100 Bernstein, “Symmetry,” p. 383 (for further references, going as far back as the eighteenth-century
physicist Leonhard Euler, see p. 405, n. 23); Schoenberg, Structural Functions, p. 20 (discussed in
Carpenter, “Tonality,” pp. 104-11).

101 Krumbhansl, Cognitive Foundations, Figs 2.8, 7.4. A minor but telling historical narrative might be
appended. Krumhansl originally sought to explain her results in terms of tonal consonance, but discrep-
ancies in the case of the minor scale led her to abandon this explanation in favor of one based on fre-
quency of ocurrence and resultant exposure. Her difficulties with the minor scale exactly replicate those
of Rameau and other “generation” theorists, while the exposure hypothesis was itself put forward in
eighteenth-century France (Mairan and Diderot, see Christensen, Rameau, pp. 141, 216). Subsequent
research has rehabilitated the tonal consonance explanation (see Smith, “‘Cumulative’ method™).

102 Lerdahl, “Calculating Tonal Tension.”

103 More specifically, it might be described in terms of . J. Gibson’s concept of affordance, defined by
Harré as “whatever a physical system can do in response to some human requirement™ (Laws of Nature,
p. 46); music becomes an affordance of the overtone series and other relevant psychoacoustic factors.
This in turn would be compatible with the “dispositional” model of natural laws (ibid., pp. 44—48).
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you might come to hear a level of tonal closure that you otherwise would not, and that
this would in its own way contribute to a more satisfying hearing of the music.

GTTM draws for its performative effect, then, upon what might be termed multiple
epistemological registers: it says how things are, it suggests how you might hear
things, it recaptures historical conceptions, and each register merges imperceptibly
into the next. The domains of the theory’s application are equally varied. Much of
LerdahP’s writing falls within the genre of the scientific paper, presenting itself as a
contribution to psychological or more broadly theoretical debate. But then, his theory
is equally linked to his ongoing (though less widely publicized) activities as a com-
poser. And sometimes the performative dimension spills over into his literary output,
most conspicuously in a 1988 article in which Lerdahl applied his theory as a criterion
of aesthetic value. He based his argument on the premise that “The best music utilizes
the full potential of our cognitive resources,”**+ a condition that is satisfied when its
structure is neither too primitive to be interesting nor too complex to be perceptible.
However his concept of “the best music™ is not controlled by any empirical measure,
for instance record sales, and indeed one of the casualties of his approach is rock music
(which “fails on grounds of insufficient complexity™).'*s The argument is incapable of
empirical verification or refutation, so becoming perfectly circular: the best music uses
the full potential of our cognitive resources (as defined by GTTM) because that is what
“best™ means. To be sure, Lerdahl’s model of musical value could be transformed into
an empirically testable one (for instance by adopting the criterion of aesthetic value I
suggested, and developing a more adequate model of complexity for rock music). The
point I want to make, however, is simply that Lerdahl did not see fit to do so, and that
the kind of slippage from the descriptive to the prescriptive which psychologists con-
scientiously avoid is part and parcel of the music theorist’s stock-in-trade. Lerdahl’s
theory, like most if not all music theory of the modern period, derives its performative
effect from a multiplicity of models of truth or justifiability. In other words, epistemo-
logical pluralism is the condition of its signification. And under such conditions
Occam’s razor loses its edge as an instrument of historical understanding.
Epistemological slippage becomes not so much a defect in music theory as one of its
defining characteristics.

104 Lerdahl, “Cognitive Constraints,” p. 256. 105 Ibid.
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Greek music theory

THOMAS J. MATHIESEN

Introduction

In the history of Western music theory, technical works written in Greek on the
general subjects of “music” (wovouk) and “harmonics” (dppovikd) play an anoma-
lous role. On the one hand, they are not “Western,” especially in the linguistic and geo-
graphic senses reinforced in the Middle Ages by the gradual schism between Eastern
and Western Christendom. On the other hand, the tradition never ceased to exert an
influence during this period, not only because some parts of it were carried over into
the West by authors writing in Latin, but also because the early church readily
acknowledged and accepted - though not without reservations - the ancient power of
music and its centrality to human existence. This combination of causes was sufficient
to sustain an interest in early writings on music, especially those in Greek, throughout
the Middle Ages. Thus, unlike other early Eastern traditions, the tradition represented
by Greek works on music and harmonics assumed a prominence in the West even as it
acquired a sense of the esoteric and foreign, a duality of character it retains in the
modern conception of “ancient Greek music theory.”!

Prior to the Middle Ages, the tradition of writing technical works in Greek “on
music” (mepl povaoikis), on the subject of “harmonics™ (appovird), or as a general
introduction (eiaayww}) to one or both subjects was extraordinarily resilient,
extending easily over eight centuries. But by the collapse of Rome in the fifth century
CE, the tradition had become moribund, though certainly not entirely forgotten.
Martianus Capella, for instance, remembered enough of it to appropriate substantial
sections of Aristides Quintilianus’s treatise for Book IX of his De nuptiis Philologiae et
Mercurii with no indication of his debt to the earlier author. A fair amount of technical
detail can be gleaned from Martianus Capella’s great work, but it is doubtful whether
he intended the material to be read for its technical content. In the early sixth century,
Cassiodorus still knew (or knew of) the treatises of Gaudentius, Claudius Ptolemy,
Alypius, and Euclid (perhaps actually Cleonides), though his summary in section § of
Book II of the Institutiones presents only a few bits and pieces of the fading tradition.
Boethius, by contrast, had a much fuller knowledge of the treatises of Nicomachus and
Ptolemy, which formed the groundwork for his De institutione musica. In the seventh

1 Much of this chapter appears in a somewhat different form in my article “Greece,” in NG2; both have
been adapted from my book Apollo’s Lyre.
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century, Isidore of Seville clearly regarded the Greek musical traditions as an impor-
tant heritage to be preserved from a vanishing past in his Etymologiae, but his connec-
tion with original Greek sources is tenuous at best. From this point until the West
experienced a rebirth of interest in ancient Greek science in the fourteenth and fif-
teenth centuries, the traditions of Greek music theory were known only in a highly
refracted form through a complex stream of adaptations and paraphrases in the new
tradition of medieval Latin musicography.

When ostensibly complete and authoritative versions of the Greek musical writings
began to be rediscovered in the West in the thirteenth, fourteenth, and especially fif-
teenth centuries, they were greeted by receptive readers, anxious to shine the light of
reason on forgotten or misunderstood texts and perhaps rediscover techniques that
could once again come to life in the music of their own time. Humanists such as Pietro
d’Abano (1250-1315), Niccolo Niccoli (1363-1437), Giovanni Pico della Mirandola
(1463-94), Giorgio Valla (1447-99), and Carlo Valgulio collected manuscripts, pub-
lished translations, and wrote commentaries, all of which greatly advanced knowledge
of the tradition, while at the same time uncovering apparent contradictions and incon-
sistencies.

By the end of the fifteenth century and on into the sixteenth, so many of the treatises
- not to mention general collections of musical lore such as Athenaeus’s Dinner-Table
Philosophers —had become available, either in Greek or in Latin translation, thatauthors
such as Franchino Gaffurio (1451-1522), Girolamo Mei (1519-94), Vincenzo Galilei
(1520s-91), Lodovico Fogliano (d. c. 1539),and Gioseffo Zarlino (1517-90) could con-
struct elaborate treatments of Greek theories of tuning, modal theory, modulation,and
the influence of music on behavior. Nevertheless, it was only the privileged few who
had access to the original Greek texts in manuscript or to Latin translations, most of
which remained unpublished. Readers in general had to rely on secondary sources for
their knowledge of the music and music theory of the ancient Greeks.>

The humanists quite naturally favored those treatises that seemed to provide
answers to the questions in which they were most interested, and a hierarchy of
authority among the texts began to develop accordingly, regardless of the actual
authority of the treatise in its own time - a difficult matter to determine in any event.

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, many of the writings that speak of
ancient Greek music began to be circulated in published form. The most important
publication was Marcus Meibom’s Antiquae musicae auctores septem, an edition of seven
Greek treatises with parallel translations in Latin, a book of some 8oo pages published
in 1652 when Meibom was only twenty-two years old.3 Meibom’s edition comple-
mented Athanasius Kircher’s famous Musurgia universalis, published in 1650, and both

2 For an excellent survey of the musical humanists, see Palisca, Humanism.

3 Meibom, ed., Antiquae musicae auctores septem The collection includes the Division of the Canon (attrib-
uted to Euclid) and the treatises of Aristoxenus, Cleonides (attributed to Euclid), Nicomachus, Alypius,
Gaudentius, Bacchius, and Aristides Quintilianus, as well as Book IX of Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis
Philologiae et Mercurii.
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of these influenced John Wallis’s 1682 and 1699 editions of two treatises Meibom had
not included in his collection: the Harmonics of Claudius Ptolemy and Porphyrius’s
commentary.# These substantial and highly technical publications provided eigh-
teenth-century scholars with a wealth of material appealing to their antiquarian and
historical interests while also offering them positions from which they could advance
arguments about the purpose and meaning of music. Lorenz Christoph Mizler
(1711-78) and Johann Mattheson (1681-1764), for example, drew on ostensibly diver-
gent trends in the Greek sources to bolster their own aesthetic differences, while his-
torians such as F. W. Marpurg (1718-95), G. B. Martini (1706-84), and Sir John
Hawkins (1719-89) tried to develop coherent historical surveys.5 Thus, a certain body
of texts began to be codified as representing a tradition of “ancient Greek music
theory,” even though the content and method of the texts varied widely and relatively
little was known about many of the authors.

In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, still greater control of the literary sources
was accomplished, and a fair amount of actual music notated on stone and papyrus and
in manuscripts began to be discovered. Meibom’s collection was updated (and in some
senses expanded) by Karl von Jan’s Musici scriptores graeci of 1895, which, while not
including any translations, did include an edition and transcription of the musical frag-
ments then known, and by J. F. Bellermann’s Anonymi scriptio de musica.® The discovery
of actual pieces of music excited scholars and musicians with the prospect of under-
standing the legendary powers of Greek music, heightening an enthusiasm for the
subject that had been growing throughout the nineteenth century. Friedrich
Nietzsche’s Basel lecture “Das griechische Musikdrama,”” for example, found a recep-
tive audience in Richard Wagner, whose conception of Der Ring des Nibelungen was pro-
foundly influenced by his understanding of Greek music drama. Twentieth-century
scholars have continued to build on these earlier foundations with the publication of
new critical texts, catalogues of manuscripts, and an enormous quantity of critical
studies.

4 A. Kircher, SJ, Musurgia universalis, 2 vols. (Rome: Corbelletti 1650); John Wallis, ed., Harmonicorum
libri tres, reprinted with a Latin translation in Wallis’s Operum mathematicorum, 3 vols. (Oxford:
Sheldonian Theatre, 1699), vol. 111, pp. i-xii, 1-152. This latter publication also includes (vol. 111, pp.
185—355) his text and translation for Porphyrius: “Iopgupilov eis Ta dppovikd IITolepalov Smdpvmua.
Nunc primum ex codd. mss. (Graece et Latine) editus.”

5 Mattheson allied himself with the progressives by using the pseudonym “Aristoxenus the Younger”
in his Phthongologia systematica (Hamburg: Martini, 1748). On the conflict between Mattheson and
Mizler, see L Richter, ““Psellus’ Treatise on Music’ in Mizler’s ‘Bibliothek, > in Studies in Eastern Chant,
vol. 11, ed. M. Velimirovi¢ (London: Oxford University Press, 1971), pp. 112—-28. Major sections on
ancient Greek music appear in Marpurg’s Kritische Einleitung in die Geschichte und Lehrsdtze der alten und
neuen Musik (Berlin: G. A. Lange, 1759); Martini’s Storia della musica, 3 vols. (Bologna: Lelio della Volpe,
1757-81); and Hawkins’s A General History of the Science and Practice of Music, 5 vols. (London: T. Payne
and Son, 1776). 6 See full citations in the Bibliography, p. 130.

7 Thelecture was originally delivered at the University of Basel on January 18, 1870; Nietzsche read the
lecture to Wagner during a visit to his home on June 11, 1870 See M. Gregor-Dellin and D. Mack, eds.,
Cosima Wagner’s Diaries, vol. 1: 1869-1877, trans. G. Skelton (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
1978), pp. 231-32. See also R. Giinther, “Richard Wagner und die Antike,” Neue Jahrbiicher 16 (1913),
pp-323-37.
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The corpus of Greek music theory

A significant body of Greek literature can properly be considered music theory,
although some works are known only as titles mentioned in passing or as brief quota-
tions in the works of Athenaeus and similar sorts of writers. Nevertheless, a substan-
tial portion of Greek music theory does survive, extending over a wide period from the
fourth century BCE to the fourth century ck, or even later (see Table 4.1). These later
works, however, should be considered representatives of the transmission of ancient
Greek music theory rather than parts of its primary corpus (and, as those written in the
Middle Ages in Greek and Arabic are not “Western™ in the commonly accepted sense
of the term, they fall outside the scope of this chapter).

Of the earlier treatises, some are technical manuals detailing the Greeks> musical
system, including notation, the function and placement of notes in a scale, character-
istics of consonance and dissonance, rhythm, and types of musical composition. This
group includes the Division of the Canon (sometimes but erroneously attributed to
Euclid); Cleonides, Introduction to Harmonics; Nicomachus of Gerasa, Manual of Harmon-
ics; Theon of Smyrna, On Mathematics Useful for the Understanding of Plato;, Gaudentius,
Harmonic Introduction; Alypius, Introduction to Music, Bacchius, Introduction to the Art of
Music; the so-called Bellermann’s Anonymous; and others. By contrast, some of the
treatises are elaborate and systematic books exploring the ways in which povourc
reveals universal patterns of order, leading to the highest levels of knowledge and
understanding. Authors of these longer books include such well-known figures of
antiquity as Aristoxenus, Claudius Ptolemy, and Porphyry.

While this literature has come to be known as “ancient Greek music theory,” the
phrase is not especially apt. First, the majority of the surviving texts are not ancient in
the sense of having been written before the first or second centuries BCcE. With the
exception of quotations in later literature, the earliest surviving independent theoret-
ical works are Aristoxenus’s Harmonic Elements and Rhythmic Elements, both of which are
fragmentary. At least some parts of the Division of the Canon are perhaps nearly contem-
porary, but all the other treatises date from the end of the first century cE or later.
Second, the modern conceptual meaning of the phrase “music theory> is foreign to
these writings. With the possible exception of the rather late writer Alypius, it is quite
unlikely that any of the authors intended his work for practicing musicians or was con-
cerned with actual pieces of music. Ancient Greek music theory was not interested in
the descriptive or analytical study of pieces of music, nor was it concerned with
explaining compositional or performance practice. Still, as long as the imperfections
of'the phrase are understood, “ancient Greek music theory™ does provide a useful label
for collective reference to the specialized literature ranging from the Pythagorean
excerpts quoted in various sources to the treatises of Porphyrius, Aristides
Quintilianus, Alypius, and Bacchius written in the third and fourth centuries cE.

The nature of the sources themselves is problematic. Of the independent theoretical
works, only Aristoxenus’s Raythmic Elements survives in any medium older than the
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Table 4.1 Primary Greek treatises

Aristoxenus 375/360 BCE —after 320 BCE  Harmonic Elements (Appovira
orouyeia) and Rhythmic Elements
(Pvbuika arouyeia)

Anonymous (attr. to 4th-3rd century BCE Division of the Canon (Kararowy)

Euclid in some sources) Kavdvos)

Cleonides 2nd century CE Introduction to Harmonics
(Eloarywyr dpuoviki)

Nicomachus of Gerasa fl. 100-50 CE Manual of Harmonics (Apuovircov
éyyepidiov)

Theon of Smyrna fl. 115-40CE On Mathematics Useful for the

Understanding of Plato (Téw
kaTd 70 pabnparikov ypnoipwy

els v I\drwvos dvdyvwow)

Claudius Ptolemy fl. 127-48 cE Harmonics (Appovixa)

Gaudentius 3rd or 4th century CE Harmonic introduction (Appoviry
efcaywyv})

Porphyrius 232/3-C. 305 CE On Ptolemy’s Harmonics (Els va
appovika ITrolepaiov ﬂﬂéuv‘r],u.a)

Aristides Quintilianus late 3rd - mid 4th centuryce  On Music (I1epi povoikis)

Bacchius Geron 4th century CE or later Introduction to the Art of Music
(Efcaywyv‘] Téxw;g ;wvcu(ﬁg)

Alypius 4th-sth century c Introduction to Music (Elooywyn)
,vaO'LK‘t})

eleventh century ck, and with a few exceptions, even those quoted in other sources
exist only in manuscripts of this period or later. The extent to which these later copies
preserve the form and content of any of the treatises is, in general, impossible to deter-
mine, nor can one be certain whether the titles or even the authors assigned to the trea-
tises in the manuscripts represent the actual author and title of the treatise when it was
first composed. It is also uncertain whether the earliest treatises on ancient Greek
music theory were “composed” (in the modern sense of the term) by an individual
author or whether they were later assembled by disciples or from tradition. In rare
cases, it is possible to see the way in which a treatise “grows,” even to the extent of
changing its entire method of argumentation, as it is transmitted across the centuries.?
Of course, similar problems exist for other Greek literary remains, and there is no
special reason to distrust the authenticity of the independent treatises and fragments
now taken as comprising the corpus of ancient Greek music theory. Nevertheless, the
inherent limitations of the form in which it exists must be recognized.

8 Barbera, “Reconstructing Lost Byzantine Sources,” pp. 38-67; Barbera, ed. and trans., Euclidean
Division.
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Problems notwithstanding, the tradition of scholarship on ancient Greek music
theory underscores an importance that goes beyond the evidence these texts may
supply about the Greeks® own music; the theory is also significant as an intellectual
monument that exerted a marked influence on later Latin, Byzantine, and Arabic
musical writings. As such, its significance resides in later writers’ use and understand-
ing of the literature at least as much as in the genuine evidence it may provide of ancient
Greek music and music theory.

The traditions of ancient Greek music theory

The corpus of ancient Greek music theory comprises three basic traditions: the
Pythagorean tradition (including later manifestations in Platonism and neo-
Platonism) primarily concerned with number theory and the relationships between
music and the cosmos (pertaining as well to the influence of music on behavior); a
related scientific tradition of harmonics associated with a group known as
“Harmonicists™; and an Aristoxenian tradition based on Aristotelian principles. Some
of the treatises represent a single tradition, while others combine the traditions. The
characteristics of the individual traditions can be generalized (insofar as music is con-
cerned), although for the most part, no single treatise provides a comprehensive treat-
ment of any of the traditions.'®

The Pythagoreans

The Pythagoreans were particularly interested in the paradigmatic and mimetic char-
acteristics of music, which they saw as underlying its power in human life. In general,
Pythagoreans were not concerned with deducing musical science from musical phe-
nomena because the imperfection of temporal things precluded them from conveying
anything beyond a reflection of higher reality. The important truths about music were
to be found instead in its harmonious reflection of number, which was ultimate reality.
As a mere temporal manifestation, the employment of this harmonious structure in
actual pieces of music was of decidedly secondary interest.

The scientific side of Pythagoreanism, and particularly the part of it concerned with
musical science, is primarily known first through the Division of the Canon and the writ-
ings of Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch (and the treatise On Music attributed to Pseudo-
Plutarch), Nicomachus of Gerasa, Theon of Smyrna, and Claudius Ptolemy, and later

9 For discussions of each individual theorist, see the respective article in NG2.

10 Although the Pythagorean and Harmonicist traditions are certainly older than the Aristoxenian, it
is the Aristoxenian tradition that has supplied to modern scholarship the basic definitions of general
terms and concepts essential to understanding the differences among the positions. If these general
terms and concepts are unfamiliar, the reader is advised to read the section on the Aristoxenian tradition
first and then return to the sections on the Pythagoreans and Harmonicists
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Asaseries of ratios, the numbers on the left represent such musical intervals as the octave (2: 1),
double octave (4:1),and triple octave (8: 1), while the numbers on the right represent the
octave and a fifth (3 : 1), the triple octave and a tone (9: 1), and the quadruple octave and a major
sixth (277:1). Aristides Quintilianus paraphrases this material in On Music iii.24, developing it
with various neo-Platonic interpretations of the numbers and mathematical processes.

Figure 4.1 The Pythagorean lambda

- when merged with neo-Platonism - through the writings of Porphyrius, Aristides
Quintilianus, Iamblichus, and later writers.

In the Republic, the Laws, and the Timaeus, Plato was especially influenced by the
Pythagorean tradition in his treatments of music and his concern with regulating its
use. Republic x.13-16 provides a general description of the “harmony of the spheres,”
but in the Timaeus (34b-37c¢), Plato presents a much more detailed model for the crea-
tion of the soul of the universe embodying characteristic Pythagorean ratios and
means, which produce a kind of musical shape, as illustrated in Figure 4.1.1*

Many of these same numbers and ratios appear in the Division of the Canon, which
applies Pythagorean mathematics to such musical topics as consonance, the magni-
tudes of certain consonant intervals, the location of movable notes in an enharmonic
tetrachord, and the location of the notes of the Immutable System on a monochord.
The Introduction to the Division defines the physical basis of sound as a series of
motions; by producing a percussion (mAny7) of air, motion creates sound: denser
motion is associated with greater string tension and higher pitch, sparser motion with
lesser string tension and lower pitch. Since pitches are related to the number of
motions of a string, the pitches of notes are comprised of certain numbers of parts;
thus, they can be described and compared in numerical terms and ratios. Notes are
related to one another in one of three numerical ratios: multiple, superparticular, and
superpartient; the relationship of notes consonant by definition (i.e., those spanning
the fourth, fifth, octave, twelfth, and fifteenth) can be expressed in a superparticular or
a multiple ratio (i.e.,4:3, 3:2,2:1, 3:1,and 4:1) formed only of the numbers of the
tetractys (teTparTis) of the decad (i.e., 1,2, 3,4, the sum of which equals 10),although
the Division does not explicitly refer to this famous Pythagorean tetractys.'>

The Pythagoreans were also concerned with the measurement of intervals smaller
than the fourth, which they identified through mathematical processes. The tone, for

11 For a translation of this passage, see SR, pp. 19-23.
12 For a detailed study and translation of this treatise, see Barbera, ed. and trans., Euclidean Division.
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Mean Formula (x>y>z)
. . X—z
arithmetic y=z+ ( 2 ) or
=Xz or
YT272
Xtz
U
harmonic y=z+ x-2)
X+z

In prose terms, the arithmetic mean is usually described as (1) a number exceeding the lesser
extreme by the same amount as it is exceeded by the greater extreme (e.g., 12:9:6), (2) a
number that if squared will exceed the product of the extremes by the square of the
difference between the terms (e.g.,9>*=81,6X12=72,81—72=9 [i.e., 32]); or (3) a number
equal to half the sum of the extremes (e.g., 12+ 6 =18; 18 +2=9). The harmonic mean is
usually described as (1) a number exceeding and being exceeded by the same part of the
extremes (e.g., 12:8:6 [8 exceeds 6 by one-third of 6 and 12 exceeds 8 by one-third of 12]); (2)
a number that divides the difference between the extremes so that the two excesses are in the
same ratio as the extremes (e.g., 12 — 8 =4, 8 —6 =2, 12:6 = 4:2); or (3) a number that when
multiplied by the sum of the extremes produces a number equal to twice the product of the
extremes (e.g., 12+ 6=18,8 X 18 =144; 12 X 6=72,2 X 72=144). The formulas are derived
from Theon of Smyrna, On mathmatics useful for the understanding of Plato, §61.

Figure 4.2 Formulas for the arithmetic and harmonic means

instance, was shown to be the difference (9:8) between the fifth (3:2) and the fourth
(4:3), and various sizes of “semitones” were identified, such as 256:243 (the limma
[Aeiupal), 2,187:2,048 (the apotome [dmoToun]),and additional “semitones” created
by proportioning the ratio 9:8 to produce any number of small subdivisions (e.g.,
18:17:16 0r 36:35:34:33:32 and so on). The size of the semitone and the addition of
tones and semitones to create fourths, fifths, and octaves eventually became a subject
ofheated controversy between the Pythagoreans, with their fundamentally arithmetic
approach, and the Aristoxenians, who adopted a geometric approach to the measure-
ment of musical space - a controversy that extended into the Renaissance and beyond.
(For more details on Pythagorean music theory, see Chapter 10, pp. 273-76.)

The mathematical background for the Division of the Canon and other Pythagorean
treatments of music is explained in Nicomachus’s Introduction to Arithmetic
(ApbunTicy €loaywyr)) and Theon of Smyrna’s On Mathematics Useful for the
Understanding of Plato (especially the sections “On music™). Likewise, Nicomachus’s
Manual of Harmonics (§86 and 8-9) includes a discussion of the basic Pythagorean
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enharmonic chromatic diatonic
1512 — 1512 — 1,512 —
5:4 ' 32:27 . 9:8
1,890 — 1792 o % 1,701
36:35 243:224 8:7
1,944 — 1,944 — 1,944 —
28:27 28:27 28:27
2,016 — 2,016 — 2,016 —

Archytas did not provide any integers to demonstrate these ratios, but Ptolemy proposed a
set of smallest integers by way of demonstration.

Figure 4.3 The three genera of Archytas

consonances (including the famous story of Pythagoras’s discovery of them, which also
appears in a somewhat different version in Gaudentius’s Harmonic Introduction, §11);
the two means, harmonic and arithmetic (see Figure 4.2), described by Archytas and
employed by Plato in the Timaeus to construct his musical soul of the universe; and the
scale of Philolaus.’3 A group of excerpts attributed to Nicomachus in some manu-
scripts preserves further observations about the relationships between the twenty-
eight musical notes and the karmonia of the cosmos. 4

Both Gaudentius’s Harmonic Introduction,$§15-16,and Ptolemy’s Harmonics provide
examples of the application of Pythagorean music theory to the construction of
musical genera and scales also known in the other theoretical traditions. In Harmonics
i.13, Ptolemy describes Archytas’s measurement of the three genera*s of the tetrachord
(see Figure 4.3) and in Harmonics ii.14, he provides an extensive collection of measure-
ments of the three genera expressed in terms of Pythagorean mathematics, attributed
to Archytas, Eratosthenes, Didymus, and himself.
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