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a) On the ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’
The ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ and its historical conditions

It often happens with diachronic pieces of literatthat, for the time-space in which they
are diachronic, even a glimpse of their titles-pagenpresses the meanings of the whole.
Chrysanthos’s ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ is surded in its page of titles, apart from the
persons that have contributed to its creation,rbgrecient Hellenic musical and philosophical
passage, some objects of music and art, a pladea gear-number. The page of titles of the
book thus positions it in a four-dimensional higtal picture of persons aniéchne (the
Greek termtechne is meant at this point by its present-day meantingt is the fine arts and
music); if the only actual book of the page ofetit— which is, the book depicted in it — is
considered, then this book is entitled, by its pafditles, to immortality. By this last
reference, the ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ presea approach to the field in which its
main practical conception of music as ecclesidstiuasic originates, which is the spiritual
field.

In terms of content, the overall ‘Great Theoreticmm of Music’ generally deals with
music in theory, practice, history, and education Theory and practice of music in the
context of Chrysanthos’s work covers the fields nafisic definition, division, quantity,
quality, genus, echos (“mode”), phthora (“altemat)p and music performancén terms of
epistemology this paper on the ‘Great Theoreticon’ is basedviachel Foucault's theory of
archaeology as introduced to musicology by Gary Tomlinson. Waek of Gary Tomlinson
that has particularly helped this presentation aanect with contemporaneous European
currents is the article ‘Musicology, Anthropologyistory’!, which discusses the
developments of these three branches of resear@uiope around the T9century and
presents intellectual trends that resemble thokegaplace in the ‘Great Theoreticon of

Music’.

! Tomlinson 2001



On the ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ and its history

The compilation of the ‘Great Theoreticdyy Chrysanthos must have taken place around
AD 1812-1816 Constantinople, its edition by PansggoPelopides from AD 1820 to AD
1832, while its publication in the latter year frahe Austrian imperial and free, multiethnic,
multi-religious, and multilingual city-port of Triée at the Imperial Typography of the
innovative businessman-typographer Michele Weiseithat Chrysanthos was onetbé
three teachers of church music that managed to reform it in eaﬂ'}'? c. Constantinople, and
with so many reforms of all kinds in histotiqe common historical question “what kind of

world is behind Chrysanthos’s ‘Great Theoreticon ofMusic™ might find the beginning of

a complete answer by considering a reform of tlea idf music from a practical chanting-
originating concept, to a compound philosophicataidwith structure and philosophical
affiliations. The foundation of the T9century discourses on music and, at the end of the
century,musicology, on the older, sole, and worldwide category ofgsan, as it appears in
the present case of the ‘Great Theoreticon of Mumitl ecclesiastical music in general,
chanting, has been stressed by Gary Tomlinson in ‘Musicgldgthropology, History’ as a
European phenomenon, of which Chrysanthos and &rtéet was then erected must be
considered a part, a border part though, whosemetposition functioned reversely, as we

will see in the following discussion of the conteifithe ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’.

Still in the historical field, the answer to the egtion of the origins of the ‘Great
Theoreticon’ could refer to relevant institutionsp that it gained something of their
diachronicity: the answer could be the diachronendency of the Patriarchate of
Constantinople to repair such particular deficieacas the difficult-to-learn old system of
music and to modernize its institutions with reggedts traditions, hence an educational and
systematical concern of the Great Church of Cotisigple. Thus coming back to the music-
theoretical field, the treatise of the x-bishop Bénos Kyrillos Marmarenos could be
positioned behind this reform, or, again, a linenofationalexegeses starting with Balasios
the priest in the 7century. A discussion of the resulted music by msezf the words of one

of its reformers, Chrysanthos, according to hisamagatise, follows.

20p. cit.: 2



b) On the Music of the ‘Great Theoreticon’

The Chrysanthine theory of music is grounded in thefirst chapter of the ‘Great
Theoreticon’, which is the chapter which defines and dividessiciuthe rest of the
Chrysanthine source expanding this theory to contaniexs on categories of Music, concepts
connected to these categories, its relations t@rottoncepts, its connection to musical

practice, as well as to narrations on its histony didactics.

The Music of the initial chapter of the ‘Great Theaeticon of Music’ is an
autonomous concept under the dipoles definition-digion and theory-practice The
Chrysanthine main Aristidean definition (Aristid€aiintilianus’s science of melos and its
contingents), secondary definitions (mainly Platsitation of tropes of better or worse
humans’, Nikephoros Vlemmydes’s ‘knowledge of antaiwat is defined in ratio’, and ‘the
order of all things’ of an unidentified Hermes-wrd@, 8.1), and divisions, which present an
equal number of penetrations into the structuréasic, introduce Music categories with
musicological (particularly, music-theoretical) amghilosophical implications, such as
Music’s width, name, science, subject, matter, iatparts, possession, genera, systems, and
others. The result of this synthesis of the matengovided by the first chapter regarding
music is a theoretical and practical, rhythmicaktmeal, instrumental, poetic, and acting,
physical and mimetic, melodic and harmonic, definedd divided, qualitative and
quantitative, diatonic, chromatic and enharmonanegic, microtonic and different as to its

phthongoi (“notes”), modal, and acoustic science of melos and its cgetits.

At the stage of defining concepts according to th&reat Theoreticon of Music’,
there is a tension created by the source-use of tes in a general mode and in a specific
mode, which underlines, often profoundly, a doubédinition of these terms. The most
shocking example iMovaix; (Music), first defined in a general mode and usedan
uncountable way (‘Music is a science of melos, afthe concepts contingent to mef))s’
and then presented as specific and countable‘[e.gevery locality has a particular Music,
which is delighting only to the locals’ (3, fn.(dther examples are the usesggadvoc (time)
as uncountable and as countable, i.e. timechnghoi, or kliuaé (“scale”) as uncountable and
countable, i.eclimax and scales. Often, the second definition and use of termpdasson-
specific, thus introducing, perhaps for the firghd in the post-Byzantine history of

ecclesiastical music-theoretical writing, a systeoadly performed interest in referring to its

3 Chrysanthos 1832: 1, citing Aristeides.



own sources. This is a historicization of musicotlye but not the only one, as we will
consider later. Or, the second definition of tetsgghe source can be nation-specific, e.g. in
the case of Music again (‘every nation’s Music elmeis a certain activity, which is analogous
to its natural inclination’ (3, fn.)) reminding d¥o — distant today — subject matters, the
nationalism of the beginning of the "i@entury, as well as ethnography — today’s research
branch occupying itself with culture. A few worda €hrysanthos’s approach to the latter

follow.
Possession of Music in space: Chrysanthos’s earlyusic ethnography

Footnote ¢) of 8.7 of the ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ offees point of view that
approaches what we might today call the matter oéioal culture. However, as musical
culture is a matter of music anthropology, it igporant to bring it to the field of musicology
in the terms of the latter, not in anthropologitaims, as musicology and anthropology are
different branches of humanistic research. In nolsgical terms, therefore, the matter of
“music of a people” could be comprehended as mupmssession. For, if one has decided to
study the music of another group of people, thera hidden pre-decision in their thought,
namely that music can be possessed by these athplep all the more so in a different way
than by their own people, and, most of the timesaadifferent music. According to the
‘Theoreticon’, and as already quoted, ‘[...] evergdlity has a particular Music, which is to
the liking of the locals only.” (3, fn.) Music, iather words, is an object of possession by
localities. What is more, this matter of possessibmusic opens a gate to locally defined
Musics that are particular. The source then performs amity of the statement: apart from
local places, every nation has its Music as wedl;again quoted, ‘every nation’s Music
enriches a certain activeness, which is analogouts thatural inclination.” (3, fn.) Musical
possession, apart from its locally defined resulidgsics, introduces nationally defined
Musics. This is earlymusic ethnography and an early hint toational Music in Hellenic music

literature.

Relating these thoughts back to the text of thee&BTheoreticon’, we could find even
deeper relations to the music-theoretical develapsnef around 1800 he obvious distance
of the reference to other places, nations, and timehat has led to locally, nationally, and
by-means-of-the-past definedmusics, that is the concept of musical others, from the
reference to a single and defined musithat the source primarily presents already inities
(even so as an object under many definitions) tesuala hypothesis of a co-existence of the
defined and the undefined, the theoretical andhist@rical, the familiar with the other, within



the context of the ‘Great Theoreticon’ of this sengMusic’. This co-existence might be
partly attributed to (given the early position bét'‘Great Theoreticon’ in the history of Neo-
Hellenic theories of ecclesiastical music) the robthe change of the ethnographic accounts
around 1800, from the creative naivety of the petttnographic accounts up to thé"i8 to

the hegemony of those of the™ @his root might be what Tomlinson has describiedhis
article as the exploration of tlother by European musicology ‘not much before 1800tha
era of nothing less than the erection of modernicolesgyy ‘[...] as a discipline erected on
propositions of cultural difference, European ven4European® It is reasonable that the
discovery of the other is accompanied by our dgtdion from the other. Chrysanthos’s
theory is an interesting case in relation to thiseyvation not only because it comes at about
the same time, i.e. in the early™6entury, not only because it may be the firsthia history

of post-Byzantine music theories to do so, but mgadecause it is in the edge of Europeans
and non-Europeans and it seems to build this gatteobook on both what it considers its
own music-theoretical heritage, the ancient andaBfine theoreticians, and the opinions of
others, hence on a proposition of cultural diffeeeNB: the ‘Great Theoreticon’ does refer

to the European as someone else (p.6 (8.9 (fn.))).
From early music ethnography to a diachronic musianaking

Back to the source-text, national Music is desctilz this point of the source as
enriching, and its object of enrichment is a certativeness, which is illustrated by the
aforementioned examples of national dances (8.8, Aucording to the commentary on
European dances that follows, if the mentioned cement of Music is described as
excitement by the British and as instilling by fheench, then the activeness that is enriched
by Music would be a taste to dance with livelinegsthe French, and a simple running or
dancing by the British. Accordingly, the Britishti@eness would appear more physical than
the French, which would seem to be more sentimente Polish example, however, would
beat this canon. By the Polish, Music seems tocknsuch an activeness of exaggerated
sobriety that the idea of Musical dance is lostiSimore elegant to walk according to them,
than dance as them.” This early-short music etlgyolif Chrysanthos seems to originate in
an interest in musical variety and activeness, Wwiscconnected with musical composition,
or, as called in Hellenic ecclesiastical musiejurgy: ‘for, the more a Musician deals with
getting-to-know these various musical habits, therenshe/he can find various and active

mele [chants]’ (8.3, fn.). As the definition of music ‘s science ofnelos and its contingents’

4 Tomlinson 2001: 8-9



(8.1, italics mine) according to the beginning loé tGreat Theoreticon’, the latter indirectly
presents at 8.3 the opinion that the road to makirdjachronically defined music passes
through an inter-national interest in it. Let usefethis conclusion for the summarizing

conclusion coming after the following last thoughts
Another diachronic aspect: musical possession by ¢holds

Beside the mentioned two possessions of Music, lwhie signified by place (locality)
and nation, there is another one, which perforrasraection to time: Music is possessed by
the olds (8.7, p.4, fn ¢)). The attribution of Music tdhe olds, apart from giving the idea of
possession of Music in time, strengthens its diaaleraspect. This second historicization of
Music is closely connected with the first, i.e. thee of older definitions of music, and it
seems to find, in the field of Hellenic ecclesieattimusic, one of its first explicit expressions
in the ‘Great Theoreticon’ (whose whole second parta ‘Narration on the Origin and
Progress of Music’), and becomes a fashion in ntdrifie later treatises on Music, reaching
its first peak in the solely historical work of Ggims Papadopoulos at the end of th& 19
century, and a second peak around the year 2000uopfcontemporary historians of

ecclesiastical music.
Conclusion

Summarizing the partial conclusions of this texihe ‘Great Theoreticon of Music’ has
presented a historicization of music in its defonitof the subject by means of ancient and
Byzantine source, but also, as it is explainedhenftll text, by comprising one of its ideals by
means of the olds’ ideal Musicians; on the othendhat has become an early music
ethnography, by presenting European national danaed it has done so based on a
proposition of cultural difference, in the words Bdmlinson, according to the European
fashion of its time - difference between what ihslers its own music-theoretical heritage,
the ancient and Byzantine theoreticians, andothers. This borrowing of ethnography from
the European intellectual culture by the ‘Great dreécon’ and its return to describe
European cultures gives a strong intercultural uieatto this part of the book. That
Chrysanthos’s work can be called an early musiaaghaphy is also supported by another
argument, namely that the road to making — thabislefining practically — a diachronically
and theoretically defined music passes throughitiéscultural interest in it. All these might
allow us to accept that the ‘Great Theoreticon afsM’ is a diachronic and intercultural

paradigm of music definition.



