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The Restoration Period in England can be viewed as an environment which somewhat limited the development of philosophy.  First, the court, which in a monarchal society usually leads the culture and establishes the “Mode,” when it returned from it exile in Paris brought an atmosphere to London which was hardly conducive to higher intellectual pursuits.  This climate was described by Andrew Marvell, a poet in favor during both the Cromwell and Charles II periods.

A colony of French possess the Court;

Pimps, priests, buffoons, in privy-chamber sport.

Such slimy monsters never approached a throne,

Since Pharaoh’s days, nor so defiled a crown.
 

This life of the court, together with the influence of the strong Puritan movement throughout the 17th century, had the effect of strengthening all kinds of religious fundamentalism.
   With this environment, philosophy was left mostly in the hands of the theologians and neither their interests nor those of the court were conducive to much discussion of the fine arts.  Consequently, some of the great minds of England, men such as David Hume, came to see the battle for the Enlightenment as a battle to be fought only in the territory of the left hemisphere of the brain, and to this day it is often called “the Age of Reason.”

Nevertheless, a number of these very intelligent men made a few comments which might be of interest to the modern reader.

Thomas Hobbes (1588 - 1679)

Thomas Hobbes was born to an Anglican clergyman of strong personality, but who left his family to be reared by his brother.  After a stay at Oxford, two gifts of fate fell in the lap of Hobbes.  He was hired as a secretary to Francis Bacon, which must have pointed him toward philosophy, and he was employed by  the wealthy Cavendish family, who would support and protect him most of his life.

The philosophy of Hobbes was centered in mathematics, materialism and in social organization and when writing outside of those fields his comments tend to be rather superficial.  According to one biographer, Hobbes was addicted to music and was a performer on the bass viol, and “at night, when he was abed, and the doors made fast, and was sure nobody heard him, he sang aloud....”
   When living in Paris for a number of years he was a friend of Mersenne, who was unusually interested in all aspects of the philosophy of music.  The fact, in spite of this, that music is hardly mentioned in the writings of Hobbes only affirms that music had ceased to be an important topic in English philosophy.

In his classic work of philosophy, The Leviathan, Hobbes includes a chapter in which he attempts to organize all “subjects of knowledge.”
  In this organization there are implicit value judgments.  It is no surprise he finds the subject of the study of sounds to be Music.  It is unexpected and revealing, however, that he regards the subject of the study of passions to be Ethics!

In another place he suggests that the listener does not find new appreciation, but rather a loss of interest in music when he hears it repeated.  This may very well be, since he refers to its loss of “force,” another hint that the art of improvisation was more interesting to the listener at this time than “set,” or notated, music, a point we have seen expressed by other English writers.

The phrases of poesy, as the tunes [airs] of music, with often hearing become insipid; the reader having no more sense of their force, than our flesh is sensible of the bones that sustain it.
 

Hobbes regarded sound as being in the mind, not in the instrument, and he was the first to offer practical evidence.  For him, the proof of this was in the echo.  He believed that if the sound we hear is in the instrument which produces it, it would not be possible to “disconnect” the sound from its original source, as happens in an echo.

Neither is sound in the thing we hear, but in ourselves.  One manifest sign thereof is, that as a man may see, so he may hear double or treble, by multiplication of echoes, which echoes are sounds as well as the original; and not being in one and the same place, cannot be inherent in the body that makes them.  Nothing can make anything which is not in itself; the clapper has no sound in it, but motion, and makes motion in the internal parts of the bell; so the bell has motion, and not sound, that imparts motion to the air; and the air has motion, but not sound; the air imparts motion by the ear and nerve unto the brain; and the brain has motion but not sound; from the brain, it rebounds back into the nerves outward, and thence it becomes an apparition [idea] without, which we call sound.
 

Otherwise, when Hobbes discusses musical sounds, it is only at a rather primitive level, such as distinguishing strong and weak, high and low and clear and “hoarse.”
  Hoarse, he calls a “whispering and hissing” he regards as being caused by an interruption in the air column, as in singing when the air “in going out rakes the superficies of the lips.”

In his only real discussion of music, the reader is struck by the disinterest Hobbes has for a subject in which he was said to be “addicted.”

Concerning the delight of hearing, it is diverse, and the organ itself not affected thereby: simple sounds please by equality, as the sound of a bell or lute: insomuch as it seems, an equality continued by the percussion of the object upon the ear, is pleasure; the contrary is called harshness, such as is grating, and some other sounds, which do not always affect the body, but only sometime, and that with a kind of horror beginning at the teeth.  Harmony, or many sounds together agreeing, please by the same reason as the unison, which is the sound of equal strings, equally stretched.  Sounds that differ in any height, please by inequality and equality alternate, that is to say, the higher note strikes twice, for one stroke of the other, whereby they strike together every second time; as is well proved by Galileo, in his first dialogue concerning local motion: where he also shows, that two sounds differing a fifth, delight the ear by an equality of striking after two inequalities; for the higher note strikes the ear thrice, while the other strikes but twice.  In like manner he shows wherein consists the pleasure of concord, and the displeasure of discord, in each difference of notes.  There is yet another pleasure and displeasure of sounds, which consists in consequence of one note after another, diversified both by accent and measure; whereof that which pleases is called a melody [air]; but for what reason one succession in tone and measure is a more pleasing tune than another, I confess I know not; but I conjecture the reason to be, for that some of them imitate and revive some passion which otherwise we take no notice of, and the other not; for no melody pleases but for a time, as neither does imitation.
 

This last “conjecture” is actually another brilliant intuitive insight by Hobbes.  Modern clinical research suggests man is born with a genetically universal repertoire of melodic fragments, which in turn appear to have emotional meaning.

John Locke (1632 - 1704)

John Locke studied ancient languages, rhetoric, logic and ethics at Oxford and eventually earned a degree in medicine.  He held various government positions of largely clerical nature.  This experience produced a philosopher who seemed only aware of the faculties of the left hemisphere of the brain.  He wrote very little on the emotions, the individual senses or any of the arts.  When discussing time, for example, unlike previous philosophers, music is never mentioned.
Rarely has there been a philosopher who so completely failed to appreciate music.  His most extensive explanation of his disinterest is found in his treatise on education.
 

Music is thought to have some affinity with dancing, and a good hand, upon some instruments, is by many people mightily valued.  But it wastes so much of a young man’s time, to gain but a moderate skill in it, and engages often in such odd company, that many think it much better spared: and I have, amongst men of parts and business, so seldom heard any one commended or esteemed for having an excellency in music, that amongst all those things, that ever came into the list of accomplishments, I think I may give it the last place.

He makes an identical assessment in a letter to Edward Clarke in 1686.

Musique -- I find by some mightily valued but it wastes so much of one’s time to gain but a moderate skill in it and engages in such odd company that I think it much better spared.  And amongst all those things that ever come into the list of accomplishments I give it next to Poetry the last place.
 

Locke makes only one observation touching with the perception of music and again the emphasis is on the external, sound, which becomes an impression in the mind.

Sounds also...are modified by diversity of notes of different length put together, which make that complex idea called a melody, which a musician may have in his mind when he hears or makes no sound at all, by reflecting on the ideas of those sounds so put together silently in his own fancy.
 

The only reference Locke makes to the purpose of music comes in his correspondence.  In a letter to Lady Calverley, in 1689, Locke, in describing local activities which might be of interest to the Lady, mentions concerts [Musick meetings] which he associates with those entertainments of “pleasure and delight.”
   The only other reference to the purpose of music is found in a letter to an unknown correspondent, where Locke says of a lady friend that she “pleases herself with her own harmony and sings away her anger....”
 

The only reports of actual performances recalled by Locke were of church music.  In a letter to John Strachey, written in December, 1665, Locke describes church music he heard while traveling in Germany.  One notes he mentions the organ, an instrument which the Puritans had destroyed by this time in English churches.
I went to the Lutheran church, I found them all merrily singing with their hats on.  So that by the posture they were in and the fashion of the building, not altogether unlike a theater, I was ready to fear that I had mistook the place.  I thought they had met only to exercise their voices, for after a long stay they still continued on their melody, and I verily believe they sung the 119th psalm, nothing else could be so long, that [which] made it a little tolerable was that they sing better than we do in our churches and are assisted by an organ.
 

In another letter to the same correspondent during this trip, Locke describes the music of a Christmas service in a Catholic church in Germany, the Stiftskirche in Cleves.  He begins the letter describing a pageant given in the church.

This was the show: the Musick to it was all vocal in the choir adjoining: but such as I never heard.  They had strong voices, but so ill-tuned, so ill-managed, that it was their misfortune as well as ours, that they could be heard.  He that could not, though he had a cold, make better Musick with Chevy Chase over a pot of smooth ale deserved well to pay the reckoning and go away [with] a thirst.  However I think they were the most honest singing men, I ever have seen, for they endeavored to deserve their money, and earned it certainly with pains enough: for what they lacked in skill, they made up in loudness, and variety, everyone had his own tune, and the result of all was much like the noise at Parliament, where everyone endeavors to cry loudest.  Besides the men there were a company of little choristers.  I thought when I saw them at first, they had danced to the others Musick...for they were jumping up and down about a good charcoal fire, that was in the middle of the Choir....  But it was not dancing, but singing they served for; when it came to their turns, away they ran to their places, and there they made as good harmony as a consort of little pigs....
 

William Penn (1633 - 1718)

William Penn, the son of the admiral who had captured Jamaica for England, attended Oxford but was expelled for refusing to attend Anglican services in 1661.  Returning home, his father whipped him and threw him out of the house for good.  All this contributed to his becoming one of the most strict and fervent of the Quaker preachers.  His preaching led to a famous trial in 1669 in which the jury acquitted him and the judge imprisoned the jury for doing so!  In 1677 he traveled to America to help bring Quakerism to the new continent and one of the states still carries his name.

In the few references to music in his sermons, Penn’s view is invariably negative.  He avoids entirely the innumerable instances of praise for music in the Old Testament.  In a typical passage, which he based on Amos 6:4, 5, Penn warns,

Woe unto you Protestants...that chant to the sound of music of the viol, and invent to yourselves instruments of music....
 

He includes music again in a list of luxuries not appropriate to a Christian, and he considers all of them “an excessive indulgence of self in ease and pleasure....  A disease as epidemical as killing: it creeps into all stations and ranks of men....”
 

Sumptuous apparel, rich unguents, delicate washes, stately furniture, costly cookery, and such diversions as balls, masques, concerts [music-meetings], plays, romances, etc., which are the delight and entertainment of the times, belong not to the holy path that Jesus and his true disciples and followers trod to glory....

Later in this sermon, Penn promises condemnation for those who attend such diversions.

There is but little need to drive away that, by foolish divertisements, which flies away so swiftly of itself; and when once gone, is never to be recalled.  Plays, parks, balls, treats, romances, musics, love sonnets, and the like, will be a very invalid plea for any other purpose than their condemnation, who are taken and delighted with them....
 

Needless to say, Penn never described in his publications any specific musical performance he may have heard in England.  In fact, the only such description is found in a publication describing his impressions of the new world.  Penn includes a brief description of the music of the American Indians, as part of what he calls their worship service.

The other part is their cantico, performed by round dances, sometimes words, sometimes songs, then shouts, two being in the middle that begin, and by singing and drumming on a board, direct the chorus: their postures in the dance are very antic, and differing, but all keep measure.  This is done with equal earnestness and labor, but great appearance of joy.

David Hume (1711 - 1776)

David Hume, born into a Scottish Presbyterian family, studied at the University of Edinburgh, but left before graduation to pursue philosophy and indeed wrote his great Treatise on Human Nature at age twenty-six.  He tried law briefly, but found it “nauseous.”  He traveled and worked at various jobs, never quite having a career although he became one of the great representatives of the Enlightenment in philosophy.  He knocked the foundation out from under Christianity, not to mention traditional metaphysics, of which he said “commit it to the flames, for it is nothing but sophistry and illusion.”
 

Hume, like other philosophers of this period in England, wrote little on the subject of music, a fact which can only be taken as a measure of how much ground music had lost, in a very brief period of time, as a relevant branch of philosophy.  This is to be regretted, for there are hints in Hume’s correspondence that he had an interest as a listener, at least for opera.  In a letter of 1748, while visiting The Hague, he complains that he finds no opera there.
   On a boat ride down the Danube, he finds the changing scenery reminds him of the rapid scene changes in opera.
   And in another place, Hume makes this curious passing reference to the exaggerated emotional display of opera.
Were a stranger to drop, on a sudden, into this world, I would show him, as a specimen of its ills, an hospital full of diseases, a prison crowded with malefactors and debtors, a field of battle strewed with carcasses, a fleet floundering in the ocean, a nation languishing under tyranny, famine, or pestilence.  To turn the gay side of life to him, and give him a notion of its pleasures; whither should I conduct him? to a ball, to an opera, to court?  He might justly think, that I was only showing him a diversity of distress and sorrow.
 

Hume makes only one reference, in his philosophical writings, to the perception of music.  He has contended that the mind is capable of achieving correctness even though it has only an “obscure” notion of that aim, and by way of illustration he uses the musician.

A musician finding his ear becoming every day more delicate, and correcting himself by reflection and attention, proceeds with the same act of the mind, even when the subject fails him, and entertains a notion of a complete third or octave, without being able to tell whence he derives his standard.
 

In only two places does Hume refer to the purposes of music.  The first is a rather unenthusiastic reference to the purpose of delight.

Our sense of music, harmony, and indeed beauty of all kinds gives satisfaction, without being absolutely necessary to the preservation and propagation of the species.
 

In the other, music is included with other arts whose purpose includes a positive effect on the emotions of the observer.

Nothing is so improving to the temper as the study of the beauties, either of poetry, eloquence, music, or painting.  They give a certain elegance of sentiment to which the rest of mankind are strangers.  The emotions which they excite are soft and tender.  They draw off the mind from the hurry of business and interest; cherish reflection; dispose to tranquility; and produce an agreeable melancholy, which, of all dispositions of the mind is the best suited to love and friendship.
 

In all the writings of Hume, there is only one description of an actual performance, his impressions of hearing the singing of psalms by Catholic Church singers.  This is found in a strange report of his visit to Knittelfeld, in lower Austria.

But as much as the country is agreeable in its wildness; as much are the inhabitants savage & deformed & monstrous in their appearance.  Very many of them have ugly swelled throats: idiots & deaf people swarm in every village; and the general aspect of the people is the most shocking I ever saw.  One would think, that this was the great road, through which all the barbarous nations made their irruptions into the Roman Empire, they always left here the refuse of their armies before they entered into the enemy’s country; and that from thence the present inhabitants are descended.  Their dress is scarce European as their figure is scarce human.  There happened, however a thing today, which surprised us all. The Empress Queen, regarding this country as a little barbarous, has sent some Missionaries of the Jesuits to instruct them.  They had sermons today in the street under our windows, attended with Psalms.  And believe me, nothing could be more harmonious, better tuned, or more agreeable than the voices of these savages, and the chorus of a French Opera does not sing in better time.
 

George Berkeley (1685 - 1753)

George Berkeley, Ireland’s contribution to philosophy of this period, became absorbed with the writings of Locke at an early age.  He appears to us to have become obsessed with the growing emphasis on materialism, which as a facet of the Enlightenment distracted man’s thoughts from God.  His answer was Of the Principles of Human Knowledge which argued that no matter exists apart from its perception in the mind.  Contemporaries found this concept difficult to challenge, although in a famous anecdote Samuel Johnson, discussing this with Boswell, kicked a large stone and said, “I refute it thus!”
As with all the important philosophers of the Baroque in England, we must point out again how absent is the topic of music from their consideration.  This is particularly striking in the case of those who appear to have been active in attending concerts and opera.  Berkeley, as a case in point, not only describes concerts in detail in his correspondence,
 but was apparently an avid collector of instruments.

Your care in providing the Italian psalms set to music, the four-stringed bass violin, and the antique bass viol, require our repeated thanks.  We have already a bass viol made in Southwark, A.D. 1730, and reputed the best in England.  And through your means we are possessed of the best in France.  So we have a fair chance for having the two best in Europe.
 

The nearest Berkeley comes to a philosophical definition of music is one which again refers to his basic hypothesis that everything exists only in the mind.

Though harmony and proportion are not objects of sense, yet the eye and the ear are organs which offer to the mind such materials by means whereof she may apprehend both the one and the other.
 

In only one place does Berkeley refer to the purpose of music and it is the important observation that art music has no functional purpose.  In an unpublished notebook, Berkeley observes that there are two kinds of pleasure, one which incites you to something else while the other is self-sufficient.  “Thus the pleasure of eating is of the former sort, of Musick is the later sort.”
 

Finally, we might mention one use of music as a metaphor by Berkeley.  Wishing to suggest that what is good for the mind is good for the body, Berkeley notes in passing, “For if the lute be not well tuned, the musician fails in his harmony.”
 

William Temple (1628 - 1699)

For the modern reader, one finds in William Temple a style of writing so  vivid, and a philosophy so perceptive, that it seems as if written in our own time.  His best known work is his essay, “On Ancient and Modern Learning,” which propelled his young friend Jonathan Swift into a literary career.  

Temple finds the great power of poetry in its unique combination of portrait, music and eloquence.  Here, in addition to acknowledging the genetic universality of music, he considers the natural power of music, which is to move the emotions.

The powers of music are either felt or known by all men, and are allowed to work strangely upon the mind and the body, the passions and the blood; to raise joy and grief, to give pleasure and pain, to cure diseases and the mortal sting of the tarantula; to give motions to the feet as well as the heart, to compose disturbed thoughts, to assist and heighten devotion itself.  We need no recourse to the fables of Orpheus or Amphion, or the force of their music upon fishes and beasts; it is enough that we find the charming of serpents, and the cure or allay of an evil spirit or possession attributed to it in [the Bible].
 

William Wotton (1666 - 1727)

William Wotton, chaplain to the earl of Nottingham, published his Reflections upon Ancient and Modern Learning (1694) as a rebuttal to William Temple’s essay, “Of Ancient and Modern Learning,” which had suggested that little insight had been added to those of the ancient writers.  Wotton first comments that it is easy to admire the ancients, “for the distance of time takes off envy.”
   Nature, he says, has nothing to do with the prominence of either the ancient or modern writers.  If it has to do with Nature, he wonders,

Why have we heard of no orators among the inhabitants of the Bay of Soldania, or eminent poets in Peru?

It is the twenty-fourth chapter of Wotton’s book, which he calls, “Of Ancient and Modern Musick,” which is of particular interest.  He begins by referring to William Temple’s (nearly correct) assertion that all knowledge of ancient Greek music is lost and that (incorrect) all modern music is based on the rules of church music of the Middle Ages.

Sir William Temple having assured us that it is agreed by the learned, that the science of Musick, so admired by the ancients, is wholly lost in the world.  And that what we have now is made up of certain notes that fell into the fancy of a poor Friar, in chanting his Matins.

Wotton concludes, therefore, that “it may seem improper to speak of Musick here, which ought rather to have been ranked among those sciences wherein the Moderns have...been found to have been out-done by the Ancients.”  However, he adds, he is impelled to make several observations about ancient and modern music.

Like a medieval philosopher, Wotton is still thinking of music as a branch of mathematics.  Therefore, he first finds it curious that while mathematicians are conversant with earlier writers, musicians are not.

Whereas all modern mathematicians have paid a mighty deference to the ancients; and have not only used the names of Archimedes, Apolonius and Diophantus, and the other ancient mathematicians with great respect; but have also acknowledged, that what further advancements have since been made, are, in a manner, wholly owing to the first rudiments, formerly taught.  Modern musicians have rarely made use of the writings of Aristoxenus, Ptolemee, and the rest of the ancient musicians; and, of those that have studied them, very few, unless their editors have confessed that they could understand them.  Others have laid them so far aside, as useless for their purpose; that it is very probable, that many excellent composers have scarce ever heard of their names.  

As the reader can see, Wotton fails to see that music has nothing to do with “rules,” but is rather experiential and emotional in nature.

Nevertheless, he proposes that the essence of ancient music, insofar as its purpose, has not been entirely lost.

Musick has still, and always will have very lasting charms.  Wherefore, since the moderns have used their utmost diligence to improve whatever was improved in the writings of all sorts of ancient authors, upon other equally difficult and very often not so delightful subjects, one can hardly imagine but that the world would, long ere now, have heard something more demonstrably proved of the comparative perfection of ancient Musick, with large harangues in the commendation of the respective inventors, if their memory had been preserved, than barely an account of the fabulous stories of Orpheus or Amhion, which either have no foundation at all, or, as Horace understood them, are allegorically to be interpreted of their reducing a wild and savage people to order and regularity.  But this is not urged against Sir William Temple, who is not convinced of the extent of modern industry, sagacity and curiosity; but to other admirers of ancient Musick, who, upon hearsay, believe it to be more perfect than the modern....

The reason for this he gives in a brief, but interesting, suggestion that there are physical laws underlying music itself, which must create similarities between ancient and modern music.

Musick is a Physico-Mathematical Science, built upon fixed rules, and stated proportions; which, one would think, might have been as well improved upon the old foundations, as upon new ones, since the grounds of Musick have always been the same.  And Guido’s scale, as Dr. Wallis assures us, is the same for substance with the Diagramma Veterum.

One argument in favor of modern music which Wotton advances is that it is assumed it has the potential for more variety.

The ancients had not, in the opinion of several who are judges of the matter, so many gradations of half-notes and quarter-notes between the whole ones as are now used; which must of necessity introduce an unspeakable variety into modern Musick, more than could formerly be had.  Because it is in notes, as in numbers, the more there are of them, the more variously they may be combined together.

Wotton’s next topic is by far the most interesting, the general nature of the impressions of the listener.  He begins by observing that on one level, all listeners appreciate certain basic qualities in music.  These things he considers universal, regardless of the education of the listener.

It is very probable that the ancient Musick had all that which still most affects common hearers.  Most men are moved with an excellent voice, are pleased when time is exactly kept, and love to hear an instrument played true to a fine voice, when the one does not so far drown the other, but that they can readily understand what is sung, and can, without previous skill, perceive that the one exactly answers the other throughout; and their passions will be effectually moved with sprightly or lamentable compositions.  In all which things the ancients, probably, were very perfect.

He continues by distinguishing between the “skilled” listener of music and the “common” listener.   The skilled listener, according to Wotton, listens to the details, as left brain conceptual ideas, rather than on a more holistic level.  Leaving no doubt, he uses the analogy of looking at a painting.  The expert, he says, looks at the detail, the technique and, for all we can tell, never sees the entire painting!

To the [ancient] men, many of our modern compositions, where several parts are sung or played at the same time, would seem confused, intricate, and unpleasant: though in such compositions, the greater this seeming confusion, the more pleasure does the skillful hearer take in unraveling every several part, and in observing how artfully those seemingly disagreeing tones join, like true-cut Tallies, one within another, to make up that united concord, which very often gives little satisfaction to common ears; and yet it is in such sort of compositions, that the Excellency of Modern Musick chiefly consists.  For, in making a judgment of Musick, it is much the same thing as it is of pictures.  A great judge in Painting does not gaze upon an exquisite piece so much to raise his passions, as to inform his judgment, as to approve, or to find fault.  His eye runs over every part, to find out every excellency; and his pleasure lies in the reflex act of his mind, when he knows that he can judiciously tell where every beauty lies, or where the defects are discernible: which an ordinary spectator would never find out.

The “common” man, however, is interested in the theme or story of the painting and the emotions seen in it.  Likewise in music, says Wotton, the common man has his “passions raised,” without any contribution to his “understanding.”
The chief thing which the [common] man wants, is the story; and if that is lively represented, if the figures do not laugh when they should weep, or weep when they should appear pleased, he is satisfied.  And this, perhaps, equally well, if the piece be drawn by Raphael, as by an ordinary master, who is just able to make things look like life.

So likewise in Musick; He that hears a numerous Song, set to a very moving melody, exquisitely sung to a sweet instrument, will find this passions raised, while his understanding, possibly, may have little or no share in the business.  He scarce knows, perhaps, the names of the notes, and so can be affected only with an Harmony, of which he can render no account.  To this man, what is intricate, appears confused; and therefore he can make no judgment of the true excellency of those things, which seem fiddling to him only, for want of skill in Musick.

Again, for the “skilled” listener of music, the satisfaction comes not simply from the emotions of the music, but from the combination of the emotions with intellectual understanding.

The skill or ignorance of the composer serve rather to entertain the understanding, rather than to gratify the passions of a skillful master; whose passions are then the most thoroughly raised, when his understanding received the greatest satisfaction.

Wotton’s concluding thoughts are also remarkable.  He concedes that ancient music better achieved than modern, the “great End of Musick, which is to please the audience.”  Ancient music better moved the emotions, and even changed the very nature of the listener, than modern music.  And yet, he says modern music is more perfect!  -- to everyone except the general audience.

Indeed, the great End of Musick, which is to please the audience, was anciently, perhaps, better answered than now; though a modern master would then have been dissatisfied, because such consorts as the ancient Symphonies properly were, in which several instruments, and perhaps voices, played and sung the same part together, cannot discover the extent and perfection of the art, which here only is to be considered, so much as the compositions of our modern Operas.

From all this it may, perhaps, be not unreasonable to conclude, that though those charms of Musick, by which men and beasts, fishes, fowls and serpents, were so frequently enchanted, and their very natures changed, be really and irrecoverably lost; yet the art of Musick, that is to say, of singing, and playing upon harmonious instruments, is, in itself, much a more perfect thing, though, perhaps, not much more pleasant to an unskillful audience, than it ever was among the ancient Greeks and Romans.

Anthony Cooper, Earl of Shaftesbury (1671 - 1713)

Anthony Cooper, known simply as Shaftesbury, was a student of Locke, but as a wealthy and cultured gentleman, he was comfortable in discussing the arts, which was a subject rarely mentioned by Locke.  While Durant perhaps exaggerates in finding that Shaftesbury “almost founded aesthetics in modern philosophy,”
 his voice was certainly one of the few heard on this subject at this time among the upper class in England.  His famous essays were published in 1711.

There are only a few comments by Shaftesbury which touch on the definition of the nature of music.  In one he seems to imply that the laws of music are found in nature itself.

Should a writer upon music, addressing himself to the students and lovers of the art, declare to them “that the measure or rule of harmony was caprice or will, humor or fashion,” it is not very likely he should be heard with great attention or treated with real gravity.  For harmony is harmony by nature, let men judge ever so ridiculously of music.
 

In another place, Shaftesbury curiously includes music with architecture (and beautiful stones, woods, rivers, mountains, etc.) as belonging to the inanimate classification.
   This strikes us as quite odd, for one of the most conspicuous characteristics of music in the 17th century was that it was invariably live.

On the general topic of the universality of music, Shaftesbury is not entirely consistent.  In the following, he appears to argue for a genetic understanding of some elements of the musical experience.

Nothing surely is more strongly imprinted on our minds, or more closely interwoven with our souls, than the idea or sense of order and proportion.  Hence all the force of numbers, and those powerful arts founded on their management and use.  What a difference there is between harmony and discord! cadency and convulsion!  What a difference between composed and orderly motion, and that which is ungoverned and accidental!....

Now as this difference is immediately perceived by a plain internal sensation, so there is withal in reason this account of it, that whatever things have order, the same have unity of design, and concur in one; are parts constituent of one whole or are, in themselves, entire systems...  What else is even a tune or symphony, or any excellent piece of music, than a certain system of proportioned sounds?
 

The following, however, appears to argue against the importance of universality, contending that only knowledgeable people can judge.

If a musician were cried up to the skies by a certain set of people who had no ear in music, he would surely be put to the blush, and could hardly, with a good countenance, accept the benevolence of his auditors, till they had acquired a more competent apprehension of him, and could by their own senses find out something really good in his performance.  Till this were brought about, there would be little glory in the case, and the musician, though ever so vain, would have little reason to be contented.
 

In another place, he raises a famous question first stated by Aristotle.

If a musician performs his part well in the hardest symphonies he must necessarily know the notes and understand the rules of harmony and music.  But must a man, therefore, who has an ear, and has studied the rules of music, of necessity have a voice or hand?  Can not he possibly judge a fiddle but who is himself a fiddler?
 

In only one place does Shaftesbury touch on the subject of purpose in music, which in this case is musical therapy.  He begins this discussion with a brief reference to the beginning of the arts in the ancient period.

It may be easily perceived from hence that the goddess Persuasion must have been in a manner the mother of poetry, rhetoric, music, and the other kindred arts.  For it is apparent that where chief men and leaders had the strongest interest to persuade, they used the highest endeavors to please.  So that in such a state or polity as has been described, not only the best order of thought and turn of fancy, but the most soft and inviting numbers, must have been employed to charm the public ear, and to incline the heart by the agreeableness of expression.

Almost all the ancient masters of this sort were said to have been musicians.  And tradition, which soon grew fabulous, could not better represent the first founders or establishers of these larger societies than as real songsters, who, by the power of their voice and lyre, could charm the wildest beasts, and draw the rude forests and rocks into the form of fairest cities.  Nor can it be doubted that the same artists, who so industriously applied themselves to study the numbers of speech, must have made proportionable improvements in the study of mere sounds and natural harmony, which of itself must have considerably contributed towards the softening the rude manners and harsh temper of their new people.
 

Finally, Shaftesbury contends that the theorist also makes a contribution to the art of listening.

When the persuasive arts were grown thus into repute, and the power of moving the affections became the study and emulation of the forward wits and aspiring geniuses of the times, it would necessarily happen that many geniuses of equal size and strength, though less covetous of public applause, of power, or of influence over mankind, would content themselves with the contemplation merely of these enchanting arts.  These they would the better enjoy the more they refined their taste and cultivated their ear.  For to all music there must be an ear proportionable.  There must be an art of hearing found ere the performing arts can have their due effect, or anything exquisite in the kind be felt or comprehended.
 

In another place, Shaftesbury suggests that the listener’s perception of music is to some degree limited by the perspective from his own culture.

The best music of barbarians is hideous and astonishing sounds.
 

Francis Hutcheson (1694 - 1746)

Francis Hutcheson was born in Ireland, the son of a Presbyterian minister.  He attended the university at Glasgow, where he studied the classics, philosophy and theology and from 1729 he held the chair of moral philosophy.  In the field of aesthetics, he frankly acknowledged his debt to Shaftesbury.  Hutcheson, in our opinion, is greatly under-recognized today.  His was a far better mind than many of his more famous English Restoration philosophers.

Hutcheson’s book, An Inquiry into the Original of our Ideas of Beauty and Virtue (1729), consists of two separate treatises, one on Beauty and one on Morals, of which we shall only be concerned with the first.  
Hutcheson considers music an Original form of beauty, rather than a Comparative one, because “Harmony is not usually conceived as an imitation of anything else.”
   To his concept of “Uniformity” he associates the fact that “harmony often raises pleasure in those who know not what is the occasion of it,” the concept of concord as well as order in time and tonality.  Any artificial change in this “Uniformity” would result in some form of dissonance.

This will appear, by observing the dissonance which would arise from tacking parts of different melodies together as one, although both were separately agreeable.  A like Uniformity is also observable among the basses, tenors, trebles of the same tune.

But, Hutcheson was also aware that beautiful music is often filled with dissonant chords or tones.  He finds the explanation for this, in part, in his other essential of beauty, “Variety.”
There is indeed observable, in the best compositions, a mysterious effect of discords.  They often give as great pleasure as continued harmony; whether by refreshing the ear with Variety, or by awaking the attention, and enlivening the relish for the succeeding harmony of concords, as shades enliven and beautify pictures, or by some other means not yet known.  Certain it is however that they have their place, and some good effect in our best compositions.

Hutcheson also considers the very important question of universality relative to the sense of beauty.  He begins with the rhetorical question, “if there is such a thing as a sense of beauty, is there such a thing as a sense of the disagreeable?”  Before giving his answer, he first defines “deformity” as “only the absence of beauty, or deficiency in the beauty expected.”
Thus bad Musick pleases Rusticks who never heard better, and the finest ear is not offended with tuning of instruments if it be not too tedious, where no harmony is expected; and yet much smaller dissonances shall offend amidst the performance, where harmony is expected.
 

While on the general subject of universality, since the emotions are universal, Hutcheson pauses to pay tribute to their role in music.

There is also another charm in Musick to various persons, which is distinct from the harmony, and is occasioned by its raising agreeable passions.  The human voice is obviously varied by all the stronger passions; now when our ear discerns any resemblance between the melody of the composition [Air of a Tune], whether sung or played upon an instrument, either in its time, or modulation, or any other circumstance, to the sound of the human voice in any passion, we shall be touched by it in a very sensible manner, and have Melancholy, Joy, Gravity, Thoughtfulness excited in us by a sort of Sympathy or Contagion.  This same connection is observable between the very melody, and the Words expressing any passion which we have heard it fitted to, so that they shall both recur to us together, though but one of them affects our senses.

Now in such a diversity of pleasing or displeasing ideas which may be joined with forms of bodies, or tunes, when men are of such different dispositions, and prone to such a variety of passions, it is no wonder “that they should often disagree in their fancys of objects, even although their sense of beauty and harmony were perfectly uniform”; because many other ideas may either please or displease, according to persons tempers and past circumstances....  And this may help us in many cases to account for the diversity of fancy, without denying the Uniformity of our internal sense of beauty.
 

James Harris (1709 - 1780)

James Harris was a gentleman sufficiently wealthy that he had no need to work.  He studied law and held a seat in parliament as well as some minor posts in government.  His Three Treatises on music, painting and poetry were published as a single volume in London in 1744.

The most interesting observations by Harris are all related to the role of the emotions in music, and especially in their role when music and poetry are combined.  In the passage we find most valuable, Harris begins with a simple acknowledgement to the power of music to excite the emotions.

There are various affections which may be raised by the power of music.  These are sounds to make us cheerful, or sad; martial or tender; and so of almost every other affection which we feel.
 

Harris seems to have been yet another 17th century philosopher who intuitively understood the twin sides of our personality, the rational versus experiential and emotional, or the left versus the right hemisphere of the brain.  Although he generally underestimates the affect of the emotions on man, he is quite correct, in the following, that different listeners can have different experiences listening to the same compositions, according to the circumstances under which they listen.  Thus, one listening to Mozart in a cathedral, but thinking of religion, will experience functional music.  Another, thinking not of God but Mozart, will hear art music.  Harris is in error, however, in imagining that all depends on a reciprocal partnership between the two hemispheres of the brain, “affections and ideas,” as it might more accurately be described as a choice between one or the other.  

It is also further observable that there is a reciprocal operation between our affections and our ideas, so that by a sort of natural sympathy certain ideas necessarily tend to raise in us certain affections, and those affections, by a sort of counter operation, to raise the same ideas.  Thus ideas derived from funerals, tortures, murders and the like, naturally generate the affection of melancholy.  And when by any physical causes that affection happens to prevail, it as naturally generates the same doleful ideas.

And hence it is that ideas derived from external causes have, at different times, upon the same person so different an effect.  If they happen to suit the affections which prevail within, then is their impression most sensible and their effect most lasting.  If the contrary be true, then is the effect contrary.  Thus for instance, a funeral will much more affect the same man if he sees it when melancholy than if he sees it when cheerful.
 

Although Harris’s pretense is an objective study of the principal arts, in reading him it is immediately evident that his real passion is poetry.  Thus when he discusses poetry set to music, he is an old-fashioned 16th century humanist who believes the whole point must be the poetry.

It is evident that [poetry and music] can never be so powerful singly as when they are properly united.  For poetry, when alone, must be necessarily forced to waste many of its richest ideas in the mere raising of affections, when to have been properly relished, it should have found those affections in their highest energy.  And music, when alone, can only raise affections, which soon languish and decay if not maintained and fed by the nutritive images of poetry.  Yet must it be remembered in this union, that poetry ever have the precedence, its utility as well as dignity being by far the more considerable.
  

He does, interestingly enough, concede music one advantage.

A poet, thus assisted, finds not an audience in a temper, averse to the genius of his poem, or perhaps at best under a cool indifference, but by the preludes, the symphonies and concurrent operation of the music in all its parts, roused into those very affections which [the poet] would desire....

And hence the genuine charm of music, and the wonders which it works, through its great composers: a power which consists not in imitations and the raising idea, but in the raising affections to which ideas may correspond.  There are few to be found so insensible, I may even say so inhumane, as when good poetry is justly set to music, not in some degree to feel the force of so amiable a union.  But to the muses’ friends it is a force irresistible, and penetrates into the deepest recesses of the soul.
 

Finally, Harris acknowledges the special problem of opera and its popularity, in spite of the objections by so many critics of the theater.  For the modern audience it is the music which moves, not the plot (no one would go to hear Don Giovanni for the story).  But, for Harris it was the words, the poetry, which gave meaning to opera.  In response to those who say the singing of poetry in opera lacks “probability and resemblance to nature,” Harris suggests,

To one indeed who has no musical ear this objection may have weight.  It may even perplex a lover of music if it happen to surprise him in his hours of indifference.  But when he is feeling the charm of poetry so accompanied, let him be angry (if he can) with that which serves only to interest him more feelingly in the subject and support him in a stronger and more earnest attention, which enforces by its aid the several ideas of the poem and gives them to his imagination with unusual strength and grandeur.
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