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Rob C. Wegman

‘Musical understanding’ in the 15th century

HEN the celebrated Bach conductor Helmuth

Rilling was asked, some time in the 1970s,
what he thought of the vogue for authentic perfor-
mance practice on original instruments, he is said to
have replied: ‘It is very interesting, but we have no
original listeners.” Rilling put his finger on a critical
issue. Music historians disagree to this day whether
we might ever be able to hear like original listeners,
and indeed whether that is even a desirable thing.
Still, setting aside that issue, scholars have made
great progress in recent years in tackling the more
straightforward question of how people in the past
did listen to music.> The underlying premise of such
research is well known: however important it may be
to establish, analyse and perform musical texts, it is
no less important to understand the musical sensi-
bilities that conditioned their appreciation, and per-
haps their composition.

In 1998 I contributed a methodological statement
on this question, in the special issue ‘Music as heard’
of Musical quarterly? Building on that work, I pro-
pose to offer a historical case study in the present
article. I shall argue that there was a significant
change in the way music was heard, a change that
seems to have occurred after about 1480. This change
had something to do with musical understanding,
yet I believe it had also something to do with the val-
uation of consonant sound. The article is structured
in three sections: the first deals with understanding,
the second with consonant sound, and the third with
their historical interrelationships.

‘Better than I can understand’
On 7 June 1484 the Dutch humanist Rudolph

For Christopher Page

Agricola (c.1443-85) wrote a letter from Heidelberg
to a young musician with humanist aspirations. In it,
he outlined a programme of literary self-education
for his recipient, a programme so comprehensive
that the text would circulate for decades as a treatise
in its own right. It was to become famous under the
title De formando studio. There were few personal
remarks in the letter, yet one of these is of particular
interest. Near the conclusion Agricola writes:*

Please send me one of your vocal compositions, something
carefully crafted, that you want to be performed to acclaim.
We have singers here [in Heidelberg], too, and I often men-
tion your name to them. Their master composes music for
nine and even 12 parts, but among those of his works that
were sung in three or four parts, I have not heard any which
pleased me very much. However, 1 do not treat my opinion
(or: feeling] as a judgement: after all, it is possible that they
are better than I can understand.

The unnamed master who is reported to have writ-
ten music in three, four, nine and even 12 parts can
be identified as the German composer Johann von
Soest (1448-1506). This intriguing figure is best
known to music historians for his rhymed autobiog-
raphy, which describes in colourful and sometimes
disarming detail his training and early career as a
musician in Germany and the Low Countries.’
Unfortunately, none of his compositions have
survived (or at least not under his name), and so we
shall probably never know why Rudolph Agricola
did not like them very much.

Yet it is not because of Johann von Soest that 1
have quoted this passage. Rather, I am intrigued by
the remark that Agricola makes about himself: ‘I do
not treat my opinion as a judgement: after all, it is
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2 Mary, Queen of Heaven, by the Master of the 5t Lucy Legend (late 15th century) {Kress Collection, Washington DC,
USA / Bridgeman Art Library). The angels 1o the left and right of the Virgin's head sing the cantus and tenor of an
unidentified Ave regina celorum, reading from voice- parts notated on single sheets.
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possible that [his compositions] are better than I can
understand.” To be sure, one suspects that there may
be a touch of false modesty here. Rudolph Agricola
was not exactly a dilettante; on the contrary, he
seems to have been quite knowledgeable in the art of
music.5 If posthumous reports are to be believed, he
possessed such extraordinary skills in organ playing
that he could challenge anyone to a contest. There
may well be truth to those reports. During his years
as a doctoral student at the University of Ferrara, in
the late 1470s, Agricola had been employed as organ-
ist in one of the most prestigious musical establish-
ments in Europe, the court chapel of Duke Ercole
d’Este. So one is bound to wonder: if a skilled musi-
cian like him could not presume to judge the quality
of contemporary compositions, then who could?
Why would a man of his experience profess such
extraordinary diffidence?

Undoubtedly it was because of the recipient of his
letter. As it happens, Agricola was writing to one of
the most gifted composers of his time—Jacobus Bar-
bireau, choirmaster at the Church of Our Lady at
Antwerp. So perhaps his diffidence was understand-
able. However much he might have liked or disliked
the music of Johann von Soest, Agricola was obvi-
ously concerned not to trespass on the expertise of
composers. This apparent gesture of deference is, of
course, quite interesting historically. It ties in with a
development that I have explored in some detail
elsewhere: the professionalization of the composer
in_the late 15th century’” Within less than two
decades of this letter, a composer like Josquin could
positively demand such deference on the part of fel-
low-musicians and even patrons—or so the anec-
dotes about him would have us believe.?

Agricola’s letter reflects this development in
another important respect: his listening is rigorously
work- and author-centred. When he admits that ‘it
is possible that [the compositions] are better than I
can understand’, he clearly assumes that musical
quality (or the lack of it) is intrinsic in the work itself,
waiting to be discerned by listeners equipped with
the requisite understanding. A mere opinion, a mere
feeling, could never amount to such discernment. It
is one thing to experience a performance as agree-
able, but quite another to pass informed judgement
on the work being performed. It is precisely in this

respect that Agricola defers to the authority of pro-
fessional composers. Maybe the compositions are
good, he admits, and he is just unable to understand
them properly.

This kind of response may be only too recogniz-
able to us today, but for the 15th century it was actu-
ally quite unusual. There are numerous eyewitness
descriptions of musical events in contemporary
chronicles, travel accounts, memorial narratives and
letters, yet these seem to reflect a very different aes-
thetic sensibility. On the whole, writers in this period
were interested more in the sound quality of a musi-
cal performance than in the identity of the composer
or the work. When they used such terms as ‘harmo-
nious’, ‘sweet’ or ‘angelic’, as is frequently the case,
they typically referred not to compositions (which
they seldom even bothered to identify), but to the
voices they actually heard. Consider the following
example:®
... they conducted [Galeazze Maria Sforza] and the rest of us
into the room of the Arsenal where they had arranged an ele-
gant luncheon of confections of many different types. And to
ensure that he had even greater pleasure, they arranged for
the arrival of some most notable singers, among whom there
was a young English woman who sang so sweetly and pleas-
antly that it seemed not a human voice, but divine. Then,
with the arrival of evening, they accompanied us to the house
with great honour and kindness, striving continuously,
besides the company they offered, to give us all those plea-
sures which were possible.

This is a passage from a letter of 1455 describing a
state visit to Venice by the future Duke Galeazzo
Maria Sforza of Milan. Significantly, the eyewitness
was struck not by any composition in particular, but
rather by the voice of one singer in particular. It was
the otherwise unknown English woman whose voice
impressed him as ‘sweet’, ‘pleasant’ and even
‘divine’.

The chief aesthetic criterion, in descriptions like
this, was the effectiveness of the performance in
terms of what the occasion required. For instance,
music might often be praised as ‘triumphant’ in a
festive procession, ‘solemn’ in High Mass, ‘mourn-
ful’ in a service for the dead, or ‘joyous’ at a banquet.
There is seldom any self-consciousness about such
aesthetic appraisals: music is assumed to be good
when it is suited to the purpose at hand. Certainly no
writer ever wonders if a particular piece might be
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better than he is able to understand. The very
thought would probably have struck one as paradox-
ical. If a work turned out to be unimpressive, even in
the best performance, then the last thing that might
redeem it would be a quality that only composers
could understand. After all, what would be the use of
such music?

The key issue here, clearly, is musical understand-
ing. For Rudolph Agricola one cannot confidently
qualify a musical composition as ‘good’, or ‘less than
good’, unless one is able to understand it as a com-
poser would. In context, that is a remarkable claim.
Consider, for example, the following comment by
Carl Dahlhaus, on the early reception of Beethoven’s
music:'°

. the extent to which [Beethoven’s] music was compre-
hended by his contemporaries was at least as essential to
music history, as the degree to which listeners realized in the
first place that his music was capable of being ‘understood’,
like a work of literature or philosophy. The thought that
music can be destined to be ‘understood’ had probably
arisen a few decades earlier, around 1800; but only in con-
nection with the reception of Beethoven did it have a signifi-
cant impact on music history—a significance which then

grew steadily throughout the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries.

In this later development we may recognize a pos-
sible parallel to Agricola’s deference towards profes-
sional composers. One is reminded, for example, of
Hoffmann’s famous retort to Beethoven’s critics, in
1813: ‘What if it were your fault alone that you do not
understand the master’s language, [which is] intelli-
gible only to the initiated?* Agricola seems to have
asked that very question about himself. Of course,
one is bound to ask what such an apparent parallel
actually proves. Did Agricola’s letter truly anticipate,
by a span of more than three centuries, ideas about
musical understanding that became influential only
in the reception of Beethoven?

I can think of at least two reasons why one might
be inclined to doubt this. First of all, the notion of
musical understanding had of course a long history
in medieval theory, notably in connection with the
definition of consonance. As every university stu-
dent knew from his Boethius, a consonance is per-
ceived as agreeable by the ears, but it can also be
understood as a numerical proportion by the faculty
of reason.”? It was such understanding, and such
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understanding alone, that distinguished knowledge-
able musicians from mere performers. Perhaps it
was this age-old doctrine of the primacy of reason
over sense, mind over body, whose influence can still
be felt in Agricola’s letter.

On the other hand, there is also an obvious differ-
ence. It is one thing to know that consonant sound
has certain mathematical properties. It is quite
another to determine the artistic quality of a compo-
sition—which is what Agricola is concerned about.
Both require and indeed privilege the role of reason
and understanding. Yet they differ with regard to the
object of understanding. In the medieval scheme of
things, to determine the numerical ratio underlying
a particular consonance was to discover God’s cre-
ative purpose in designing the universe—including
the physical properties of musical sound. As
medieval authors were fond of quoting from the
apocryphal Book of Wisdom (11:20): ‘“Thou hast
ordered all things in measure and number and
weight.” On the other hand, to determine the artistic
quality of a composition was to discover the com-
poser’s creative purpose in designing a work of art—
and this was of course a different matter altogether.

To illustrate this difference, let us turn to an ear-
lier 15th-century comment on musical understand-
ing. In the following passage, Nicholas of Cusa
(1401-60), the famous cardinal, mathematician,
experimental scientist and philosopher, tries to
explain why it is so rewarding for human beings to
listen to vocal polyphony. As we can tell at once,
however, the only model he is equipped with is the
medieval epistemology of consonance, as he had
learned it from Boethius. Not surprisingly, Cusa
ends up invoking musical experience as a paradigm
of scientific discovery:?

When we hear voices singing together we arrive at this
through the sense. But we measure differences and conso-
nances through reason and study. We do not find this power
in beasts, for they do not have the power of numbering and
of making proportions. And for that reason they are inca-
pable of the art of music, although they hear sounds through
the sense as we do, and are moved to delight [delectatio] by
the consonance of sounds. Therefore our soul is deservedly
called rational, because it is the power of calculating or num-
bering (or of discerning and proportioning), enfolding all
{numbers] in itself. Without this rational power perfect dis-
tinction cannot be made. For when the listener is moved by



the sense of hearing to delight, on account of a sweet har-
monious consonance, and discovers within himself that the
reason of consonance is founded in numerical proportion,
he discovers the art of calculating musical consonances
through number.

Like Agricola, Cusa claimed that the faculty of
understanding played a major role in the perception
of polyphonic music. Yet his explanation does strike
one as narrow and reductive. Since he is at bottom
concerned with numerical ratios, his account does
not imply a fundamental distinction between hear-
ing a single consonance and a finished compaosition.
If his comments are anything to go by, the mind’s
intellective grasp on a Mass or motet extends only as
far as the individual consonances of which it is made
up. And these reflect God’s creative design, not the
composer's. The artful compositional arrangement
of consonances is beyond Cusa’s terms of reference
altogether.

It may be easier now to appreciate the apparent
novelty of Agricola’s letter. Agricola wrote about the
understanding of composed music, the craftsman-
ship of the artist—just as Beethoven's advocates
were to do in the early 19th century. If his letter
seems to anticipate those later developments, then,
we cannot explain this away by pointing to the tradi-
tional medieval teachings on consonance—no mat-
ter how influential they may have been in other
respects.

Yet perhaps there is something else that could
account for it, and this brings me to the second rea-
son for doubt. Agricola was a humanist of immense
erudition, and so it was perhaps inevitable that he
would bring humanist ideals to bear on music. Chief
among those ideals would have been the critical
appreciation of Latin prose style and composition—
with which the rest of his letter was concerned.
Conceivably this is where his idea of musical under-
standing came from. Perhaps he simply meant to
pay the recipient of his letter, Barbireau, a compli-
ment—by implying that the art of musical composi-
tion had reached such well-nigh Ciceronian heights,
of elegance in diction and design, that it could con-
ceivably elude the comprehension of a mere organist
like himself. If that were the case, then of course his
remark would have been little more than a rhetorical
gesture, the kind of thing a humanist was bound

to say to a like-minded spirit. Surely such a gesture
could not be taken to herald a new aesthetic sensi-
bility.

On the other hand, it is worth noting that there
was a composer and music theorist who had
expressed very similar views only a few years before
Agricola's letter. 1 am referring now to Johannes
Tinctoris (c1435=1511), and the well-known 13ith
chapter of his Complexus effectuum musices, a trea-
tise on the effects of music written in the early
1480s." Music gives joy to human beings, he writes
there, but not everybody derives equal joy from it.
The reason is that some people do not properly
understand music, whereas others do. This is what
he writes (italics mine; see the appendix for the full
text and translation )

For the more ome has attained perfection in [the art of
music], the more is one delighted by it, since one apprehends
its nature both inwardly and ourwardly, Inwardly through
the intellective faculty, through which one wnderstands
praper composition and performance. And outwardly through
the auditive power, through which one perceives the sweet-
ness of consonances. Only such are truly able to judge and
take delight in music ... However, music brings less joy to
those who perceive in it nothing more than sound, and who
are indeed delighted only through the external sense.

3 Tinctoris in his study, a miniature from a late 15th-
century manuscript collection of his treatises (Valencia,
Biblioteca Universitaria, Ms.835), f.2
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Table1 Key concepts in Tinctoris, Complexus effectuum musices, xiii

External (sense of hearing) Internal (mind, reason)
What are the faculties or skills involved?  auditive power intellective faculty
(potentia auditiva) (virtus intellectiva)
external sense perfect knowledge of music
(sensus extrinsecus) (perfecta cognitio musicae)
What do they do, or permit one to do? to perceive to understand
(percipere) (intelligere)
to be moved by sound to judge correctly
(sono affici) (recte/vere iudicare)
to be delighted
(delectari)
What is being heard or judged? the sweetness of consonances proper composition and performance
(dulcedo concordantiarum) (debita compositio ac pronunciatio)

nothing more than sound
(nihil penitus quam sonus)

The key opposition here is summarized in table 1:  coincidence that two erudite and accomplished
the hearing is an external faculty, and it registers musicians expressed nearly identical views within
‘nothing more than sound’. However pleasing sound  the space of less than five years. In context, those
may be, for Tinctoris there ought to be more to  views are quite remarkable. The point by Dahlhaus,
musical experience than acoustic sensation alone—  quoted earlier, is well taken: no matter how
more even than the mathematical understanding of  axiomatic the idea of musical understanding may
consonance. If one is to take true delight in music, have become in the modern period, it is far from
then one must exercise the internal faculty of under-  self-evident that it would have been so in previous
standing, and appreciate ‘proper composition and  periods as well. When it comes to the 15th century, as
performance’. There is a close parallel here with the I shall argue in the next section, it might be positively
opposition implied by Agricola, illustrated in table 2. hazardous to assume that what was musically signif-
As Agricola affirms, merely to experience music as  icant was also, necessarily, susceptible to under-
pleasurable does not qualify a listener to express any-  standing.
thing more than an opinion. In order to pass )
informed judgement on the quality of a work, and Incomprehensible sweetness
the skill of its composer, one needs to exercise To place the comments by Agricola and Tinctoris
understanding. into historical relief, it will be necessary now to focus

So perhaps we are dealing with a historical phe-  alittle more on the concept of consonant sweetness,
nomenon that truly does anticipate Beethoven  and its significance in the 15th century.’ Let us think
reception in certain ways. For surely it cannot be a  of a Mass or motet from this period: say, the Missa

Table2 Key concepts in Agricola, De formando studio (1484)

External (sense of hearing) Internal (mind, reason)
What is the status of the response? . opinion, feeling (animus) judgement (iudiciumy) as to
intrinsic quality (melior)
How does the musical work elicit that response? by pleasing, or not pleasing by being understood
(placere) (intelligere)
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Alma redemptoris mater by Leonel Power (d 1445).%
Certainly there are many things that can be under-
stood about such a piece—principally, of course, its
cantus firmus layout and treatment. Yet everything
we know about the musical sensibility of the early
15th century suggests that the most significant qual-
ity, for listeners, would have been its consonant
sweetness. Was that quality susceptible to under-
standing as well?

Undoubtedly, many listeners must have received
training in counterpoint, and acquired a thorough
understanding of the rules by whose application
sweetness could be effected. Yet rules of composition
did not necessarily determine the criteria for aes-
thetic appreciation.” In fact, they might not even
have been particularly helpful. Even the most knowl-
edgeable musicians of the period, for all their under-
standing of the art of counterpoint, could confess to
utter perplexity when they heard the sheer magic of
consonant sweetness as listeners. Indeed, such per-
plexity was often considered a tribute to the effec-
tiveness of musical sound as heard. A good example
is the following, from one of the earliest treatises by
Tinctoris, the Proportionale musices:™®

But alas! I am astonished not only at [moderns like Ock-
eghem, Busnoys, Regis and Caron] but also at many other
composers, for while they compose so ingeniously and with
such refinement, and with incomprehensible sweetness, I have
known them either to ignore musical proportions altogether,
or to designate wrongly the few they did know. [my italics]

Incomprehensible: that was a term usually associ-
ated with the mysteries of the Christian faith—the
Trinity, the sacraments, transubstantiation. Yet the
analogy was not inappropriate. In the Middle Ages
the concept of ‘sweetness’ had always suggested a
touch of the divine—whether one spoke of the
savour of Christ, the odour of sanctity or the song of
angels.” In a document from 1438 we find another
adjective closely related to incomprehensible:
incredible. An anonymous humanist writer, active at
Rome in the direct vicinity of Dufay, praises the
polyphonic hymns and psalms performed in the
Papal chapel:*

Archbishops, bishops, patriarchs, protonotaries and other
orders almost beyond limit have all been instituted and
invented, with the greatest dignity and authority, for the
worship of God; when they have convened as one body to

attend either the sacrifice or any other divine service, and
[when], the Pope being seated in that venerable throne of the
Popes, they have all sat down in order, and [when] those
divine hymns and psalms are sung with different and diverse
voices, [then] who is so uncultured, so uncivilized, so boor-
ish, who again is so savage, so inimical to God, so lacking in
reverence, that he, seeing and hearing these things, does not
... [hiatus}, whose mind and soul are not seized with some
feeling of reverence, and overcome by stupefaction and a
certain sweetness, whose eyes are not marvellously nourished
and delighted by the very sight, whose ears are not charmed
by the incredible sweetness and harmony of the music? [my
italics]

The expression ‘incredible sweetness’ occurs also
in another early report of the singing of papal musi-
cians. This is an eyewitness account of the consecra-
tion of Florence Cathedral in 1436—the occasion, as
is well known, for which Dufay composed his motet
Nuper rosarum flores.* Here, we learn that ‘the voices
filled the listeners’ ears with such a wondrous sweet-
ness that they seemed to become stupefied.” And a
little further on, the same writer speaks of the
‘incredible celestial sweetness’ of the sounds heard

during Mass:*

Meanwhile, everywhere there was singing with so many and
such various voices, such harmonies exalted even to heaven,
that truly it was to the listener like angelic and divine
melodies; the voices filled the listeners’ ears with such a won-
drous sweetness that they seemed to become stupefied, almost
as men were fabled to become upon hearing the singing of
the sirens. I could believe without impiety that even in
Heaven, yearly on this solemn day that marks the beginning
of human salvation, the angels sing thus, the more ardently
to give themselves up to the celebration of this festive day
with sweet singing. And then, when they made their custom-
ary pauses in singing, so joyous and sweet was the reverbera-
tion that mental stupor, now calmed by the cessation of
those sweet symphonies, seemed as if to regather strength
from the wonderful sounds ...

But at the Elevation of the Most Sacred Host, the whole
space of the church was filled with such sounds of harmony
and such consonances of divers instruments that it seemed
(not without reason) as though the sounds and songs of the
angels and of divine Paradise had been sent forth from the
heavens to whisper in our ears an incredible celestial sweet-
ness, Wherefore at that moment 1 was so possessed by such
pleasures that I seemed to enjoy the life of the Blessed here
on earth; whether it happened so to others present I know
not, but concerning myself I can bear witness. [my italics]

Incredible—wondrous—incomprehensible: if that
is how intelligent listeners felt about the music of
their time, then perhaps Cusa was right: all one can
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really understand about the sweetness of vocal
polyphony, as a listener, is the mathematical proper-
ties of the individual consonances—and these only if
you have received a university education. Their
overall effect is overwhelming, and beyond audible
comprehension.

Whether one could understand it or not, sweet-
ness was universally felt to be a spiritually nourishing
and wholesome quality. This is a point that cannot
be emphasized too strongly.? Certainly there were
writers who objected to polyphony on moral
grounds, and who advocated that plainchant be sung
instead. Yet it was hard even for such critics to dis-
parage the sweetness of polyphony—not only
because sweetness was traditionally associated with
heavenly things, but because plainchant itself was
habitually praised as sweet. Consider the following
example, a passage from an essay by the famous Flo-
rentine humanist Leon Battista Alberti (1404~72),
written in the early 1440s. Three interlocutors are
strolling in Florence Cathedral, and in the conversa-
tion that ensues, one of them praises the building for
its sensuous delights, and particularly the chants that
can be heard in worship:*

And if it is the case, as they say, that delights arise when
things are offered to our senses in the precise quantity and
quality that nature requires, who would hesitate to call this
temple the nest of delights? Here, wherever you look, you see
every place exhibiting happiness and joy; here {it is] always
most fragrant; and, what I esteem above all, here you sense in
those voices during Mass, and in those [rites] which the
ancients called mysteries, a marvellous sweetness. [my italics]

Marvellous: another well-established medieval
concept.” Anything that was marvellous provoked
wonder, astonishment, stupefaction. Needless to
add, none of those responses required understand-
ing. What was marvellous was also, by definition,
incredible and incomprehensible. So, if these four
testimonies are anything to go by, there seems to
have been a certain consistency in the valuation of
musical sweetness—at least among intellectual
writers.

Yet the point is this: if plainchant could be praised
for its sweetness, then of course polyphony could
not be blamed for it. And to my knowledge it never
was. In recent years I have become very interested in
critiques of polyphony from before the Reformation
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and Counter-Reformation, and especially in the
criteria on which they were based. I feel reasonably
confident in saying that sweetness, whether of con-
sonance or of voice-production, had never been a
problem. On the contrary, it was held up as the
musical ideal to aspire to. A good example is the
papal bull Docta sanctorum patrum, issued by Pope
John XXII in 1324. As is well known, this edict
outlawed various types of polyphony from the
church, and imposed severe penalties on those who
refused to heed its strictures. However, and this is
important, the bull raised no objection to sweetness
per se. This may be illustrated by the following
two excerpts, taken from the beginning and end
of the edict:*

The learned authority of the Holy Fathers has decreed that
in the offices of divine praise, which are performed in the obe-
dience of due service, the minds of all people should be atten-
tive, the diction should not stumble, and the restrained dig-
nity of the singers should chant with gentle song. For: ‘by their
voices they made sweet melody.” Of course, a truly sweet
sound will resound from the mouth of singers if they, while
speaking in words, accept God also with the heart, and in this
way also kindle devotion [to Him] through [their] songs ...

Yet with this [bull} we do not intend to forbid that now
and then (especially on feast days, whether in solemn masses
or the aforesaid Divine Offices) certain consonances that have
the savour of harmonious sound (such as the octave, sth, 4th
and suchlike) be placed over the single ecclesiastical chant, yet
still in such a way that the unblemished integrity of the chant
itself is maintained, and nothing therein is diverted from well-
ordered music; [this] above all because consonances of this
kind please the hearing, arouse devotion and do not permit
the souls of those singing to God to be torpid.

As the Holy Father affirms in the first excerpt, ‘a
truly sweet sound will resound from the mouth of
singers if they, while speaking in words, accept God
also with the heart, and in this way also kindle devo-
tion [to Him] through [their] songs’. And at the end
he gives his papal blessing to several consonances
(including the octave, s5th and 4th), on the grounds,
above all, that their harmonious sound pleases the
ear, arouses devotion and prevents torpor among
the singers. Clearly, there is no principled hostility
here to consonant sweetness, but rather the con-
trary.

I would argue that similar views were still current
among critics of polyphony in the early 15th century.
For this period, roughly before 1470, I am aware of



only two critiques—which is actually a very small
number, compared to the flood of diatribes against
music we find, for example, in the 16th century.”
The first comes from a sermon preached by
Johannes Hiibner, an Augustinian monk who was
active in Silesia around 1400.2 This document may
probably be discounted, because the passage turns
out to be quoted almost verbatim from a much older
text, dating from the mid-12th century.? Yet perhaps
it could still be seen as relevant: the sermon was,
after all, preached before a 15th-century congrega-
tion. In any case, the main objection here is that
polyphony has recently become distasteful and even
ludicrous. Qur preacher speaks, for instance, of
‘monstrous songs’, and he fulminates against the
ridiculous vocal effects created by singers, which
have turned the divine service into a veritable dogs’
dinner. Thundering from the pulpit, he complains:

For nowadays there are disciples of a certain new school in
the choir, [who are] aberrant in mind, crazed in eyes, dis-
solute in deportment, obscene and lascivious in song. Indeed
they sing more to please the crowd than God; nor do they
sing in choir together with Miriam, the sister of Moses [Exo-
dus 15:20—21], but in the palace with Herodias to please those
reclining at the table and Herod [Mark 6:21-2]. And, in order
that we go the full extent of this satire, I ask: whence so many
monstrous songs in church? This one sings under, that one
sings against, another sings above, yet another divides and
chops certain notes in the middle; now the voice is strained,
now cracked, now battered, now broadened in a more dis-
persed noise, and sometimes, I am ashamed to say, it is
forced into horse-like whinnying; and at times, having lost its
manly vigour, it is sharpened with the thinness of a woman’s
voice. Meanwhile, the whole body is moved about with
histrionic gesticulations, the lips are twisted, the eyes rolled
about; they play with their arms, and curlings of fingers
accompany all single notes. And this ridiculous dissoluteness
is called religion. Yet the fascinated crowd, standing by, is
amazed at the lascivious, whorish gesticulations of those
singing, the exchanges and fracturings of sounds; it regards
this with smiles and laughter, so that it seems to have con-
vened not at a house of prayer, but rather at the theatre.

Although the preacher does not say it in so many
words, I suspect that it was precisely the lack of
sweetness that was the problem here. It is hard to
imagine that the most widely admired music of the
period could have invited or justified such a diatribe.

Now the second example: here, the prolific the-
ologian and mystic Denis the Carthusian (1402-71)
raises the question whether polyphony should be

admitted or banished from worship. On this point
he has certain reservations, particularly with regard
to a practice called fractio vocis, the breaking-up of
notes into small and intricate rhythmic values. (This
same practice had, of course, been condemned by
Pope John XXII.) Denis seems to have this practice
in mind when he writes that ‘certain people, who
have become accustomed to sing this way, as occa-
sion serves, admit that there is pride and a certain
lasciviousness in music of this kind.” Yet if intricate
rhythms could be rejected out of hand, it was far less
easy to condemn the sweetness of consonance. Since
the text has rarely been cited in the musicological
literature, I provide it here in full:3°

Besides it may be inquired whether it is praiseworthy to
admit counterpoint or the breaking-up of the voice [or of
sound] in the worship of the Deity. In which connection it is
noteworthy that the aforesaid Summa states: The breaking-up
of voice appears to be reprehensible in song. Whence we find in
the Life of St Sebastian: ‘Do you think that a man who loves to
£0 to the barber, styles his hair, covets flavours and breaks up
[his] voice, should be reckoned among the Christians? The
breaking-up of voice appears to be a sign of a broken soul. In
the same way as the [artificial] curling of hair is reprehensible
in men, the pleating of garments in women, so [is] the break-
ing-up of voice in singers; just as the wind customarily produces
ripples in the water, so the wind of vanity customarily produces
this trembling and breaking of the sound. This according to
the aforesaid Summa.

This gains support from the fact that certain people, who
have become accustomed to sing this way as occasion serves,
admit that there is pride and a certain lasciviousness in music
of this kind. Further, if it should be excused in any way,
it does not appear to be excusable or commendable unless
instituted and performed to arouse devotion. For some
people are powerfully stirred to contemplation and devotion
by harmonious sounds: that is why the church allows organs.
But if it should be practised [merely] to offer delight to those
present, including women, then it is undoubtedly repre-
hensible, as St Augustine has said as well: But whenever the
song pleases me more than the sense [of the words), or that
which is being sung, every time I acknowledge that I am
committing, just as many times, a sin deserving punishment,
and then 1 would prefer not to hear the singer. Finally,
although counterpoint in particular may provoke some
people to devotion and to the contemplation of heavenly
things, it does seem very much to divert and impede the
individual who listens and prays, from [giving] attention
even to the sense of his prayer. Hence St Bernard says: I't is of
insufficient benefit to sing only with the voice, without atten-
tiveness of the heart. God, from whom nothing that is done
unlawfully remains hidden, does not demand gentleness of
voice, but purity of heart.
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Significantly, Denis admits that some people are
‘powerfully stirred to contemplation and devotion
by harmonious sounds’. Indeed, as he observes later
in the same passage, counterpoint may ‘provoke
some people to devotion and to the contemplation
of heavenly things’. This is essentially the same posi-
tion as held by Pope John XXII. The latter, as we
have seen, endorsed consonant intervals on the
grounds, among others, that they please the ear and
arouse devotion. The only real problem for both
ecclesiastics was that music may distract many other
people from their prayers. Yet despite this reserva-
tion, the commentary by Denis does not exactly
amount to a categorical rejection; far from it: it is
remarkably moderate.

The upshot of all this should be clear: sweetness
represented a spiritual and aesthetic ideal. As such it
was unassailable even for the staunchest critics of
polyphony. And as such, it could be confidently
invoked by advocates of polyphony. On this ideal
there was universal agreement, among critics and
advocates alike.

Nothing more than sound

With this historical context in mind, let us now
return to table 1. Tinctoris, as we have seen, objected
that the sweetness of consonances amounts to ‘noth-
ing more than sound’, and is by itself insufficient for
a truly rewarding musical experience. Nothing more
than sound: what an extraordinary sense of disen-
chantment and demystification is conveyed by those
few words. Where, one wonders, is the magic?
Where is the touch of the divine? Where the incom-
prehensible? The incredible? The wondrous? The
marvellous? Tinctoris makes no reference to any of
this. For him, at least in this late treatise, consonant
sweetness amounts to nothing more than sound.
And yet, it is precisely in those words, I suggest,
that we may have the key to his insistence on musical
understanding. Unless the sweetness of consonance
was significantly depreciated, regarded literally as
nothing more than sound, there would have been no
need for its perception to be complemented by
something else—in this case, the understanding
of proper composition and performance. It was
that other aspect which was necessary now, in the
early 1480s, to complete and validate the musical
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experience. Without it, one’s ears would merely
register agreeable noise.

Where did this depreciation of sensuous musical
pleasure come from? What are its historical roots?
Although it would exceed the scope of this article to
demonstrate the point, I would argue, and will argue
in a forthcoming study, that the comment by Tinc-
toris reflects a broader shift in musical sensibility,
taking place in Europe from around 1480 onwards.
In the final decades of the 15th century, the interna-
tional musical climate became notably more austere,
less inclined to endorse unselfconscious pleasure in
what was now perceived as the surface quality of
music as an acoustic phenomenon. The ideal of
consonant sweetness for its own sake began to be
qualified, and another ideal was to become equally
influential: that of the musical work which is intrin-
sically good—that is, well composed. This ideal was
reflected in Agricola’s letter of 1484, as we have seen,
but perhaps one can even detect it in the famous
letter of Gian de Artiganova to Duke Ercole d’Este,
in 1502, when he admits: ‘It is true that Josquin
composes better [than Isaac].’

All this did not amount to a total repudiation of
consonant sweetness, although there are extreme
examples in which just that was the case. The most
notorious case is of course the Savonarola regime in
Florence in the mid-1490s. As is well known, Giro-
lamo Savonarola (1452—98), a reformist Dominican
preacher, became the sole leader of Florence for a
period of four years. During this period, 14948, he
persuaded Florentine citizens to go so far as to dis-
band their chapels, and to burn all their precious
music books and instruments in bonfires. This is of
course a Jate and exceptional example, and it raises
many issues of its own. Certainly Savonarola was not
particularly novel in all his criticisms of polyphony.
In some sermons, for instance, he resorted to the
time-worn practice of ridiculing singers and their
perceived eccentricities, recalling the fire-and-
brimstone sermon delivered by Johannes Hiibner
around 1400. Consider the following example, from
a sermon on the Book of Amos delivered on s March
1496:32
The Lord doesn’t want [elaborate music on feast-days];

rather he says: ‘Remove from me the uproar of your songs, I
will not listen to the songs of your lyre’ [Amos 5:23]. God



says: ‘Take away your beautiful polyphonic songs.” Those
lords have chapels of singers who appear to be in a regular
uproar (as the prophet says here), because there stands a
singer with a big voice who appears to be a calf and the
others cry out around him like dogs, and one can’t make out
a word they are saying. Give up these polyphonic songs, and
sing the plainchant ordained by the Church. You wish to
play crgans, too; you go to church to hear organs. God says:
‘I don’t listen to your organs.” You still don’t want to under-
stand.

A bellowing calf and barking dogs: so what else is
new? And yet, there is in fact a new idea emerging
here. Significantly, Savonarola acknowledges that
there is beauty in polyphonic music, yet he claims,
on the basis of scripture, that this beauty is displeas-
ing to God. That is certainly not what medieval crit-
ics of polyphony had implied. They objected to what
was offensive and distasteful, not (or at least not in
principle) to what was sweet and agreeable. Con-
sider, once more, Pope John XXII. At the beginning
of his edict, quoted earlier, he had held up King
David as the example to follow, citing the following
verse from the scriptures: King David ‘set singers
also before the altar, that by their voices they might
make sweet melody, and daily sing praises in their
songs’. If no one less than King David had promoted
this during worship, and if Pope John XXII had
endorsed it, then why should Savonarola now
rebuke the lords of his time for doing exactly the
same?

Yet this was not the only difference between
Savonarola and medieval critics of polyphony. Con-
sider the following comment, from a sermon on the
Book of Haggai delivered on 30 November 1494:3

So that God may always be praised, the praises and divine
offices of the Church were created. But we today have con-
verted these divine praises into something secular, with
music and songs that delight the sense and the ear but not
the spirit; and this is not to the honour of God. Even though
these songs may be sweet to the ears, nevertheless they do not
stir the soul, nor do they incite to the enjoyment of divine
things, and thus it is necessary to return to that original sim-
plicity. And they should say the offices without so much
singing, but only with devotion and with little inflection of
the voice and with simplicity. I tell you that these songs of
yours today have been invented by ambition and avarice.

Once again there is an acknowledgement that
polyphony is sweet, and pleasing to the ear. Yet for
Savonarola, consonant sweetness amounts to noth-

ing—no matter how pure and devout the hearts of
singers may be. Indeed, sweetness does not even
have the potential to arouse devotion—despite clear
statements to the contrary by Pope John XXII and
Denis the Carthusian. Polyphony is, literally, noth-
ing more than sound. Or in fact, it is something
much worse than that. For in yet another sermon,
Savonarola went so far as to claim that the beauty of
polyphonic music (or at least the widespread enjoy-
ment of it) was inspired by the devil. If that was the
case, then of course no one could trust their ears any
longer, and it would be best to dispense with
polyphony altogether:34

The devil, under the guise of doing good, began to show the
religious persons how to build beautiful churches and con-
duct beautiful ceremonies, and give themselves to poly-
phonic songs; and all day sing, sing, sing, so that nothing was
left of the spirit; and thus the nuns all day with their organs,
organs, organs, and there was nothing left: and in this way
blight exterminated the greenery of the prayers and of the
spirit.

For these extremist ideas, I would argue, Savonarola
could not draw on any sources other than a men-
tality prevailing in his own time.® Nor, I suspect,
would Florentine citizens have embraced those
ideas, and implemented them so readily, unless they
had already felt a certain unease about the pleasure
they took in polyphony. It is perhaps no coincidence
that we learn of several public schools in Germany
where instruction in polyphonic music was discon-
tinued because it prevented students from engaging
in more profitable pursuits.?® This was true, for
example, of Gorlitz in 1489, and of Nuremberg in
1511. Likewise, in the town of Hall in Swabia in 1514,
four-part singing among students was rejected as
inanis stridor, or ‘empty noise’. In this late disparage-
ment we can still hear a distant echo of Tinctoris’s
phrase ‘nothing more than sound’. Such examples
remind us that we are on the eve of the Reforma-
tion—one of whose principal grievances was indeed
the excessive musical splendour of the Catholic
church.?

Of course, not everybody may have subscribed to
these views. But my point here is that several writers
on music took them seriously. They responded typi-
cally in three ways. First, as we have seen in the case
of Tinctoris, by asserting that music was useful and
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even profitable since it invited understanding, and
could therefore be a source of knowledge. Second, by
arguing that consonant sweetness was acceptable if
used in moderation. And third, by writing encomi-
ums of music, in which every conceivable authority
was invoked in support of the art. An example of the
latter is the Complexus effectuum musices by Tinc-
toris, whose 13th chapter we have already discussed
as a key text on musical understanding. This treatise
on the effects of music has often been regarded as a
somewhat redundant exercise in demonstrating the
obvious-—namely, that music is a Good Thing.?® Yet
the sheer amount of literary, scriptural and doctrinal
ammunition accumulated in this short apology for
music suggests how defensive Tinctoris really felt.
Clearly there was an important case to be made,
and Tinctoris had just the polemic cast of mind to
make it.

In his 13th chapter we see all three arguments
combined (see the appendix below). The principal
claim, that music makes one joyful, is part of the
encomium. For the other two arguments Tinctoris
relies on the eighth book of Aristotle’s Politics. That
text was, indeed, quite helpful to his case. Unlike
Plato, Aristotle never proposed that certain kinds of
music should be banished from the state. Instead,
he endorsed music as a worthwhile pleasure for free
citizens, provided that they enjoy it in moderation,
not excess. This is the argument of moderation.
For the final argument, knowledge and under-
standing, Tinctoris invoked a well-known passage
from the Politics. Here Aristotle argued that when
citizens grow up, they should limit their musical
pursuits, and cultivate discerning musical judge-
ment:»

For first, since it is for the sake of forming judgements that
[the leisured citizens] ought to take part in [musical] perfor-
mances, for that reason they should engage in performances
when they are young, but when they have become older they
should abstain from performances, but be able to judge the
good ones and have correct enjoyment on account of the
knowledge acquired in youth.

Judgement, correct enjoyment, knowledge: these are
key concepts in the 13th chapter of the Complexus.
Tinctoris, in short, is like a whisky producer who
might have made a case against Prohibition by argu-
ing that a single-malt Scotch makes you joyful,
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should not be consumed to excess, and is appreci-
ated best by expert connoisseurs.

Then again, other writers, especially humanists,
might invoke the authority of Cicero. A good exam-
ple is the following, from the well-known. appraisal
of Obrecht, Josquin and Isaac by the humanist Paolo
Cortese (1465—1510), published in 1510:4

In this genre [the motet], lacobus Obrechius has been con-
sidered mighty in varied subtlety, but in the whole style of
composition somewhat rough, and indeed one who has sown
more of the keenest sweetness in music with skilful harmony,
than would have sufficed to please the ear—just as people,
when tasting, praise such things that seem to taste of unripe
juice more highly than those tasting of sugar.

More than would have sufficed to please the ear:a
comment like this clearly implies the responsibility
on the part of composers to avoid excessive use of
musical ingredients that are pleasing and beneficial
only when used in moderation. The source for this
comment, evidently, was the Ciceronian notion of
satiety. In his De oratore, Cicero had famously
argued the ear has only a limited capacity to take in
a single style of ornate rhetoric—that there is a fine
line between intense sensory pleasure and disgust.®

For Cicero, this potential for disgust had been an
argument for maxirnizing stylistic variety—an argu-
ment that Tinctoris is known to have invoked in
another context.#* Yet for Cortese, and this is impor-
tant, it seems to have dictated a moderation of con-
sonant sweetness. One is reminded of Duke Orsino’s
cry in Twelfth Night (1.i.7-8): “Enough, no more! *Tis
not so sweet now, as it was before.” The kind of mod-
eration advocated by Cortese was to be coupled with
a style of composition that could be appreciated as
learned. It is worth noting, for example, that he
praised Josquin for having put more doctrina in his
Masses than any other composer. Whatever Cortese
may have meant by doctrina—which literally means
learning, teaching, or science—surely it would have
been a quality that appealed to the facuity of under-
standing, not merely the sense of hearing, perhaps
even not at all:4

Sacrificial songs [i.e. Mass settings] are those in which all
modes, mensurations and imitations are employed, and in
which praise is given to the art of music for constructing the
piece most splendidly ... they say that Josquin the French-
man was the one who excelled among many, because he



invested more science [doctrina] in sacrificial genres of song
than is usually added to it by the unskilled zeal of more
recent musicians.

My point here is not that authors discovered these
ideas in Aristotle or Cicero and then simply repeated
them. If that were the case, after all, one might well
ask why similar ideas had not become influential
(especially among humanists) earlier in the century.
Rather, I suggest, it is the other way round. It was a
new and widely shared musical sensibility that led
them to invoke authorities who could be seen to
support their case. What matters, in other words, is
the case itself, not the source of its justification,

To summarize, the key here is the depreciation of
consonant sweetness. This depreciation can be rec-
ognized in Tinctoris’s revealing phrase ‘nothing
more than sound’, in Agricola’s implication that
mere pleasure cannot by itself warrant a truly
informed judgement, and in Cortese’s novel view
that musical sweetness may in some cases exceed
what would suffice to please the ear. This explains
Tinctoris’s insistence on proper composition and
performance, Agricola’s on intrinsic quality, and
perhaps Cortese’s on doctrina—all of which require
musical understanding.

It may now also be easier to tell the difference
from Beethoven reception. Unlike Beethoven’s apol-
ogists, writers did not have to vindicate the style of
an innovative composer in response to hostile crit-
ics. Rather, they sought to defend music in general
against the charge that it amounted merely to vain
pleasure. It is significant, in this connection, that
Paolo Cortese had opened his discussion of music on
an unusually defensive note. In the following pas-
sage, he acknowledges at once that there are many
people who think that music is harmful, because its
sweetness invites idle pleasure and arouses the evil of
lust. Such people, Cortese asserts, are not only bereft
of good sense, but appear to suffer from some
deformed perversion of their nature:#

Wherefore, since at this time [after meals] those things must
be sought after by which a cheerful mood is usually aroused,
it may well be inquired whether the sweetness of music
should be put to use particularly at this point, inasmuch as
many, estranged from the natural disposition of the normal
sense, not only reject [music] because of some deformed per-

version of their nature, but even think it to be harmful for
the reason that it is somehow an invitation to idle pleasure,

and above all, that its agreeableness usually arouses the evil
of lust. On the opposite side, however, many agree to resort
1o it as to a certain discipline that is engaged in the acquisi-
tion of knowledge about consonance and modes. Indeed, we
recommend that music be offered [after meals] for the sake
not only of delight, but also of knowledge and morals. ... For
when a discipline (which is a certain activity aimed at under-
standing with the guidance of reason) is recognized to have a
way of seeking not only the good, but also proper delight,
then it is appropriate that whatever is to be pursued for the
sake of understanding, and results by its own nature in
delight, must be sought after for the sake of both diversion
and learning. Also, he who brings the faculty of contempla-
tion to bear to music—which of its own nature is pleasing—
should not hesitate to acknowledge that it must be rightly
sought after for the sake of both delight and knowledge.

Cortese’s condemnation strikes one as overstated:
is the view he counters really a pathological one? Yet
in context his position is perhaps understandable.
After all, Cortese was writing 12 years after the death
of Savonarola. As an author active in the vicinity of
Florence, he was bound to feel that people like these
are fanatics, zealots, philistines—and, conceivably,
heretics. Against these slightly sad individuals,
Cortese invokes the view of many others who agree
that music is rather like a discipline, by which he
means the pursuit of understanding with the guid-
ance of reason. His line of argument is by now famil-
iar: while conceding that music offers sensuous
delight, he counters (like Tinctoris before him) that
it can also be a source of knowledge and understand-
ing. Anyone who brings the faculty of contemplation
to bear on music, he says, should acknowledge that
this is true. Interestingly, as Fiorella Brancacci
demonstrated ten years ago, Cortese’s apology for
music is based directly on the eighth book of Ari-
stotle’s Politic—the very same source on which
Tinctoris had relied in his comments on musical
understanding, three decades previously.#

By the early 16th century the idea that it is possible
to understand compositions seems to have been well
established—though the question remained how
many people are truly able to arrive at such under-
standing. This, evidently, was the implication of
Heinrich Glarean, who in his Dodecachordon of 1547
signalled the danger that some compositions might
appeal only to a limited number of expert connois-
seurs, and that many others might be afraid to
appear uneducated by comparison:*
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Moreover, since music is the mother of pleasure [delectatio],
I consider much more useful that which pertains to the
pleasure of many than what pertains to the pleasure of a few.
... For how many are there, even among the very highly
educated, who truly understand (vere intelligat] a composi-
tion of four or more voices? Indeed, all praise it when they
hear it, lest one may be considered less educated if he would
disparage it.

Glarean points here to an anxiety that seems to have
been more common among 16th-century listeners—
one that we may recognize in the modern period as
well: have I truly understood this composition, and
will others be persuaded that I did? It is this anxiety,
the anxiety of ‘true’ understanding, that seems to be
signalled in other remarks from this period as well.
One is reminded, for instance, of Castiglione’s
famous report about a motet heard at the court of
Urbino, some time in the first decade of the 16th
century: ‘Then again, when a motet was sung in the
presence of the duchess, it pleased no one and was
considered worthless, until it became known that
it had been composed by Josquin des Prez.+
The times of unselfconscious pleasure in the sheer

splendour of sound, even among the most highly

educated humanists, were long past.

T HERE are many other pieces of evidence that
could be drawn into this historical picture,
and many issues remain. Most obviously, given that
modes of listening and styles of composition must
have developed in tandem, can one identify changes
in musical style that parallel the developments
discussed here? Did music somehow become more
audibly intelligible, and less reliant on sweetness
for its own sake? If so, might that development
have been related to the increasing professional self-
confidence of composers, their sense that composi-
tion was an exclusive and specialized art, by which a
composer demonstrated his mastery, and which was
truly understandable only to insiders? Is it coinci-
dence that humanists were among the first to pro-
mote these ideas? Is the increasing value placed on
understanding related to the idea (which became
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influential especially in the 16th century) that musi-
cal experience should ideally involve, and promote,
understanding of the words?

This is not the place to address those questions,
though a preliminary statement may be found in my
article on Jacob Obrecht in the recent second edition
of New Grove.# Yet it is perhaps important to stress
that musical understanding may not be the most
interesting historical issue here. As far as I am con-
cerned, it is precisely the earlier 15th-century sensi-
bility that needs to be explored more fully—the
exquisite appreciation of consonant sonority, and
the enviable ability to hear the marvellous, the won-
drous, the incomprehensible, the incredible, in
musical sound. If we are to learn from history, then
this is an area where we might perhaps endeavour to
learn more.

For, in a way, understanding music is something
most of us have tried to do throughout our profes-
sional lives. Within musicology, in fact, there is a
disciplinary  resistance—probably  healthy—to
accepting that some things in music may remain for-
ever incomprehensible to us. Yet when certain musi-
cal qualities seem truly incomprehensible, and when
our witnesses tell us they were, then we may be the
poorer—as historians, and perhaps also as human
beings—if we choose to privilege the intelligible
instead. As I have suggested in this article, the idea of
musical understanding emerged only because some-
thing else, some other quality or value, had been lost.
It made up for that loss, but it could not replace the
thing that was lost. In this sense, the development
was at once an impoverishment and a major step
forward—albeit in a different direction. It is true
that musical sound was to regain a perceived spiri-
tual dimension, under the impact of neo-Platonism,
in the later 16th century.#® Yet this was on different
terms, and with a different sound ideal in view, than
had been the case in the early 15th century. To
explore the musical sensibility of this earlier period
will be one of the main challenges for me in years
to come.
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Appendix: Tinctoris on the effects of music

An extract from Johannes Tinctoris (c.1435-1511), Complexus effectuum musices, xiii (early 1480s). After
Johannes Tinctoris: Opera theoretica, ed. A. Seay, 2 vols., Corpus Scriptorum de Musica, xxii (American

Institute of Musicology, 1975, 1978), ii, pp.172-3.

2Tertius decimus effectus: Musica homines letificat.

3Namque prout refert Aristoteles in octavo
Politicorum: #Museus ait esse hominibus
delectabilissimum cantare, propter quod in

conventus et deductiones rationabiliter assumunt
ipsum tamquam potentem letificare.” SEt letificat
alios quidem plus et alios minus, namque quanto
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