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Series Preface

This series of volumes provides an overview of the best current scholarship in the study of
medieval music. Each volume is edited by a ranking expert, and each presents a selection of
writings, mostly in English which, taken together, sketch a picture of the shape of the field
and of the nature of current inquiry. The volumes are organized in such a way that readers
may go directly to an area that interests them, or they may provide themselves a substantial
introduction to the wider field by reading through the entire volume.

There is of course no such thing as the Middle Ages, at least with respect to the history
of music. The Middle Ages — if they are plural at all — get their name as the temporal space
between the decline of classical antiquity and its rediscovery in the Renaissance. Such a
definition might once have been useful in literature and the fine arts, but it makes little sense
in music. The history of Western music begins, not with the music of Greece and Rome
(about which we know far too little) but with the music of the Latin Christian church. The
body of music known as Gregorian chant, and other similar repertories, are the first music that
survives to us in Western culture, and is the foundation on which much later music is built,
and the basis for describing music in its time and forever after.

We continue to use the term ‘medieval’ for this music, even though it is the beginning of
it all; there is some convenience in this, because historians in other fields continue to find
the term useful; what musicians are doing in the twelfth century, however non-medieval it
appears to us, is likely to be considered medieval by colleagues in other fields.

The chronological period in question is far from being a single thing. If we consider the
Middle Ages as extending from the fall of the Roman Empire, perhaps in 476 when Odoacer
deposed Romulus Augustus, into the fifteenth century, we have defined a period of about a
millennium, far longer than all subsequent style-periods (‘Renaissance’, ‘Baroque’, ‘Classical’,
‘Romantic’ etc.) put together; and yet we tend to think of it as one thing.

This is the fallacy of historical parallax, and it owes its existence to two facts; first that
things that are nearer to us appear to be larger, so that the history of the twentieth century
looms enormous while the distant Middle Ages appear comparatively insignificant. Second,
the progressive loss of historical materials over time means that more information survives
from recent periods than from more distant ones, leading to the temptation to gauge importance
by sheer volume.

There may be those who would have organized these volumes in other ways. One could
have presented geographical volumes, for example: Medieval Music in the British Isles,
in France, and so on. Or there might have been volumes focused on particular source
materials, or individuals. Such materials can be found within some of these volumes, but
our organization here is based on the way in which scholars seem in the main to organize
and conceptualize the surviving materials. The approach here is largely chronological, with
an admixture of stylistic considerations. The result is that changing styles of composition
result in volumes focused on different genres — tropes, polyphony, lyric — that are not of
course entirely separate in time, or discontinuous in style and usage. There are also volumes —
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notably those on chant and on instrumental music — that focus on certain aspects of music
through the whole period. Instrumental music, of which very little survives from the Middle
Ages, is often neglected in favour of music that does survive — for very good reason; but we
do wish to consider what we can know about instruments and their music. And liturgical
chant, especially the repertory known as Gregorian chant, is present throughout our period,
and indeed is the only music in Western culture to have been in continuous use from the
beginnings of Western music (indeed it could be said to define its beginnings) right through
until the present.

The seven volumes collected here, then, have the challenge of introducing readers to an
enormous swathe of musical history and style, and of presenting the best of recent musical
scholarship. We trust that, taken together, they will increase access to this rich body of music,
and provide scholars and students with an authoritative guide to the best of current thinking
about the music of the Middle Ages.

THOMAS FORREST KELLY
Series Editor



Introduction

Readers might wonder why a series of volumes gathering together a selection of the most
important and influential scholarship on medieval music should devote two of its seven
volumes to research on liturgical chant. The reasons are primarily twofold: first, that chant is
the music that underpins essentially all other music of the Middle Ages (and far beyond), and
is the music that is most abundantly preserved. Second, it is a subject that has engaged a great
deal of research and debate in the last fifty years, and the nature of the complex issues that
have recently arisen in research on chant deserve adequate representation in a series designed
to provide readers with an overview of current issues and problems.

This volume and its companion volume, Oral and Written Transmission in Chant, are
complementary, and are not entirely divisible, but in a general sense they begin with a
consideration of chant as such: this volume is concerned with what chant is, how it works,
what the shape of the repertory is and what the sources are like. It considers not only the
chant known most often as Gregorian, but also the other varieties of Christian liturgical chant,
especially the surviving repertories of non-Gregorian Latin chant. Chief among these is the
chant known as ‘Old-Roman’, arguably a misnomer since it survives only in relatively late
manuscripts, from the city of Rome. The relationship between Gregorian and Old-Roman
chant, and the questions that the relationship raises about the origins of each of those
repertories, have engaged leading scholars since about 1950, and continues to be an issue of
central importance in chant studies.

The companion volume deals in some ways with the same materials, but from a different
point of view, namely that of transmission. How does it happen that, when Gregorian chant is
first written down, in the ninth and tenth centuries, it comes to us as a fully formed repertory,
with very few variants from manuscript to manuscript? We have every reason to believe that
the music was sung, very likely as it appears in the earliest manuscripts, for a long time
before those early writings. How was that managed? Did singers actually memorize the whole
repertory? Or did they perhaps recompose music as they performed it, with the result that our
written sources are one version of many possible performances? And what is the reason for
the turn to writing? How did music-writing begin, and why? What can we learn about how
chant was performed from how it was written? And what can we learn about transmission,
origins, relationships and musical change over time, from a careful study of the surviving
sources? These are issues not unconnected of course with those in this volume.

Let us return to the two points made earlier in justification of these two volumes on chant,
in order to amplify them both. First, the central importance of chant to the study of medieval
music.
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The Latin liturgical music of the medieval church is the earliest body of Western music
to survive to us in a more or less complete form. It is a very large body of thousands of
individual pieces, of striking beauty and aesthetic appeal, which has the special quality of
embodying, of giving voice to, the words of the liturgy itself. It is thus music, but more than
music, and less than music. More than music, in that it clothes the word of God, and the
words that man uses in addressing God, and thus has a role, and an importance, far beyond
what we normally consider to be the function and purpose of music. Less than music, in that
its purpose is not purely one of giving pleasure through aural means; it has other purposes,
perhaps equally important: making the words audible; helping a community keep together;
providing a functional way to perform the regular round of worship.

It is worth noting that essentially everything audible in the medieval liturgy was performed
in a way that we would call singing. Whereas medieval writers on the liturgy seem to use
the verbs ‘canere’ and ‘dicere’ interchangeably, we tend to use a range of words that suggest
that some aspects of the performance of medieval liturgy are more musical than others:
‘cantillation’, ‘psalm-tone’, ‘prayer-tone’, indeed the very word ‘chant’, have implications
that the sound involved has many aspects of music, but can perhaps be distinguished from
pure music.

The fact that there are so many manuscripts of liturgical chant (compared, that is, to
manuscripts of any other kind of medieval music) is due to the importance of the chant in the
liturgy; it is in fact the words that are the essential — this is how it happens that the earliest
surviving chant-books are books of texts only, and how it happens that the same words may
occasionally have different melodies in different places.

It is also due to the fact that clerics — clerks — were the persons who wrote the books. They
were essentially the only literate people, at least in the earlier Middle Ages, and the books they
wrote were largely for their own use — Bibles, patristics, hagiographic literature, but above all
liturgical books, and the books of chant were an essential possession of any well-furnished
monastery or collegiate church.

Second, the chant is the basis for much of the rest of medieval music, and indeed for much
music of our own time. It is the only body of music that has been continuously practised, from
the time of its origin (a matter that is up for discussion, as the reader will know or will soon
find out) until the present — as a conservative estimate, for more than a thousand years. Until
the Second Vatican Council (1962-65) it was the unique music of the Roman Catholic liturgy,
and even that Council, which effected many changes in the liturgy, declared, ‘The Church
recognizes Gregorian chant as being specially suited to the Roman liturgy. Therefore, other
things being equal, it should be given pride of place in liturgical services’.

Gregorian chant has been at the centre of sacred music since our earliest records. The way
we think about music and describe it, from the ‘Do Re Mi’ syllables we use, to the development
of the musical staff, the shapes of individual notes, the scale used to place notes on lines and
spaces — all derive from the gradual notational development of chant. Further developments
in music, whether they be the growth of polyphony, or the cultivation of paraliturgical or non-
liturgical kinds of music, owe their development, and often much of their style, to the chant.

Polyphonic music arises, so far as we can tell from written documents, as a way of
embellishing the performance of chant. A second singer might sing the same song at a different
pitch, or might simultaneously sing a different melody, to embellish the chant. Our earliest
great repertories of polyphonic music, from the cathedrals of Winchester in the eleventh
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century and Paris in the twelfth, are essentially bodies of chant with polyphonic elaboration.
If the chant gradually takes on a secondary or foundational role, in later music, where added
voices assume major musical interest, the chant nevertheless retains its importance, symbolic
as well as practical, as the basis upon which other music is made.

Religious poetry, vernacular lyric and other sorts of non-liturgical music (including rare
instances of instrumental music) begin to appear in the centuries following the creation of our
earliest manuscripts of chant. It seems unlikely that there was no lyric poetry, no vernacular
music, no instrumental music, until the eleventh or twelfth century. The reality is surely that
the technology of writing, developed to support the chant, was eventually used for other
purposes also, and it thus became possible for the first time to record other musics as well.
Even in secular lyric and in instrumental music we can detect the influence of chant in turns
of phrase, in modal structures of melodies, in formal patterns such as that of the liturgical
sequence used also for /ais and estampies.

An understanding of the chant is fundamental to the life of any medieval musician; any
instruction in music would have been based on the explication of chant that is at the core of
all medieval musical theory, and the singing of chant is the one thing that could certainly be
heard in every place from one end of Europe to the other.

This is not to say that chant does not change, or that an understanding of chant would have
been the same at different places and at different times, or indeed between one person and
another. This is one of the things that make the study of chant fascinating, if difficult. But it
is a music of supreme importance and supreme beauty, and it deserves our close attention.
Fortunately is has received that attention, and from some of the wisest scholars of our age. It
is our good fortune to be able to present here some of the results of their thinking.

General Overview of Scholarship

The chant itself, how it works, the nature of its repertories and genres, and the means by which
it clothes the very complex medieval liturgy in music is not the subject of this volume or its
companion volume. Students wishing to introduce themselves to the chant and the liturgy
will turn to such indispensable manuals as David Hiley’s Western Plainchant (1993) and
John Harper’s The Forms and Orders of Western Liturgy (1991), along with the practical
publications of Gregorian chant by the monks of Solesmes. The purpose of this volume, as of
the others in this series, is to review scholarship and current issues in research on medieval
music.

With this purpose in mind, the volume begins with two surveys of recent scholarship on
chant, by two of its leading scholars. Chapter 1, Richard Crocker’s ‘Gregorian Studies in the
Twenty-First Century’, is in part a reaction to Hiley’s handbook mentioned above, and partially
a call to reconsider how we think about chant and how we should address the future. Crocker
puts his scholarly finger on the chief issues confronting chant research — issues addressed in
this volume and in its companion volume. They consist of issues of transmission: how could
such a body of chant come fully formed into written existence when it did? How can we know
anything about the history of music and liturgy before the time of the earliest written music?
It serves as a wise and thoughtful beginning for anyone wishing to see how one formulates
questions for research, why research in medieval chant matters, and how much more there is
to do.
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David Hiley, who wrote the (hand)book, provides an ideal introduction to the current state
of research towards the end of the 1990s in his *Writings on Western Plainchant in the 1980s
and 1990s’ (Chapter 2). Hiley’s commentary precedes a substantial bibliography, and it is a
good introduction to scholarship, and a good complement to Crocker’s. Hiley’s commentary
concentrates on music in the West, and deals with matters of repertory and style. He provides
an overview of recent scholarship from the point of view of music, functions and historical
context.

Early History

The central issue addressed by most of the scholars in this volume is that of origins: how did
chant come to be what it is? What can we know about its formation? The information we
actually have comes in layers: we know that, for the music of the mass, the liturgical genres
we call the proper were sung in the Roman liturgy at least by about 700 (we know this from
the so-called Ordines Romani); and we know, from about 800, the texts of the central repertory
of chants from Frankish books providing the texts of the chants of the Roman liturgy; from
about 900 we have musical notation for those chants, and from about a century later we have
musical notation whose pitches we can read, and which corresponds closely with the earlier
notations. There seems to be a certain stability and permanence, and we are tempted to believe
that what we can read of each layer is true for the previous layer where we cannot, and to
project the same stability backwards in time before our written documents.

The earliest history of music in the West must be inferred from the slight information we
have from written references and descriptions, in such places as the writings of the church
fathers. The earliest landscape we can discern is made up of a variety of musical practices, East
and West, including the chant of the Greek Orthodox Church (along with evidence of other
Eastern churches) and the chant of the Roman Church, which consists of several liturgies and
musics: Old Spanish, Ambrosian, Beneventan, Gallican, Old-Roman and Gregorian, to name
those that have left at least a trace behind. The evidence of the variety of uses is in some cases
scant, in others abundant. What is clear, however, is that Gregorian chant is not the only, nor
perhaps the oldest, of the liturgical chants of the church.

A brief look at the larger landscape is made available to us in this volume. Peter Jeffery, in
Chapter 3, ‘Jerusalem and Rome (and Constantinople): The Musical Heritage of Two Great
Cities in the Formation of Medieval Chant Traditions’, suggests the connections that can be
made, tenuous as they are, among the very early practices of Christianity, and points the way
towards uncovering and understanding what may be the deep connections among the Eastern
and Western liturgies. More importantly, he traces the development of the liturgies from a
responsorial psalm and an annual cycle of readings, through a complete annual repertory
of chants, and a fully developed lectionary, followed by further embellishment by creative
musicians — a parallel process that can be followed in both great cities.

Ways of looking at earlier versions of the liturgy are examined by Joseph Dyer and James
McKinnon in Chapters 4 and 5. The book of psalms stands at the centre of the liturgy and of
the chant, and it is the subject of Dyer’s study here. From earliest times the Hebrew psalms
have been part of Christian worship, and their use as the basis of the majority of the texts of
plainsong melodies underscores their centrality. As part of worship, the psalms are sung in
regular rotation in monasteries and cathedrals, and every monk was expected to memorize all
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150 psalms (a matter that might have taken care of itself over the course of years of repetition).
Commentaries on the psalms were known to every literate cleric in the Middle Ages.

The performance of psalms by monastic groups is the source of some discussion. Dyer
makes plain that solo performance of psalms was the norm in early Western liturgy, and that
by the ninth century choral psalmody seems to have become more common. The question of
performance — by soloists, with or without refrains or antiphons, and alternating between two
choirs — continues to engage scholarly attention.! Dyer introduces much of this history, and
considers the later medieval phenomenon of varieties of psalm-tone, wondering whether their
great number might reflect a persistent practice of solo psalmody.

James McKinnon, in Chapter 5, The Eighth-Century Frankish-Roman Communion Cycle’,
one of several studies that led up to the publication of his magisterial The Advent Project
(2000), shows how liturgical evidence may be marshalled to make historical arguments. His
study of the Roman cycle of communion chants uses internal evidence to suggest that the
cycle was created, perhaps composed, over a relatively short space of time, in the late seventh
and early eighth centuries, most likely by the expert members of the Roman schola cantorum.
This date is late compared to many other scenarios for the creation of the chant, but it is part of
McKinnon’s larger argument laid out in his posthumous book, which extends the argument to
the whole of the chant-texts of the Roman liturgy. The question of origins will recur — indeed
it is one of the most substantial problems facing modern scholarship — when we come to
consider Old-Roman chant.

Editions and Repertories

The study of Gregorian chant has been much facilitated by a return to the manuscript sources
of the music, which in turn have made possible musical editions and analytical studies.
Beginning in 1889 the monks of the abbey of Solesmes published the series Paléographic
musicale, volumes of photographic facsimiles of the most important sources of chant, along
with substantial analytical studies. That series has been the backbone of chant studies ever
since, and because of the importance of the manuscripts, and their ready accessibility, much
important research has been centred on those sources. Other series of facsimiles have also
appeared, and the newer technologies of microfilm and digital imaging have made source-
studies progressively more possible and more comprehensive.

Analytical and editorial work, too, have facilitated the study of the earliest manuscripts.
Chiet among the research tools used by all scholars of the chant are the two milestone
publications of René-Jean Hesbert, one for the mass and one for the office. Antiphonale
missarum sextuplex (1935) is a parallel transcription of the texts of the six oldest surviving
sources of the chants of the Roman mass, accompanied by an important introduction. The
monks of Solesmes have worked for more than a century, not only on the practical chant-books
of the Roman Catholic Church, but also on a critical edition of the music of the mass; their Le
graduel romain: Edition critique (1957-) represents a monumental effort to understand the
nature and relationships among the surviving manuscripts. Hesbert’s Corpus antiphonalium
officii (1963-79) gives tabular views of twelve important sources of music for the office, edits
their texts and in a final two volumes seeks to organize the relationships among hundreds

1 Most recently, see Huglo (2006), commenting on previous work by Philippe Bernard.
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of manuscripts of music for the office. These are indispensable works of reference for all
scholars of the chant. An introduction to the chief work on editorial matters for the mass and
office are presented here in the survey-articles that appeared in the Journal of the Plainsong
and Medieval Music Society, on the gradual by Jacques Froger of Solesmes (Chapter 6) and
on the music of the office by Hartmut Moller (Chapter 7).

Analytical Studies

The study of chant from an aesthetic and analytical point of view is not easily divorced from
the study of the history of music and liturgy, for the close observation of chant reveals that
as it comes to us it is organized as to its style by musical mode and by liturgical category.
The chant as we have it is organized in a system of eight modes, called the ocroechos, whose
terms are borrowed from Greek music. The organizing idea seems to have come to the chant
from outside, a principle that made it possible to retain in memory a great body of music, but
which also required certain adjustments of a pre-modal repertory in order to get everything
to fit somewhere. The system of eight modes, arranged on the basis of four final notes (D, E,
F, G) with two categories for each final (authentic and plagal), is used for the classification
of pieces of chant that are accompanied by psalmodic formulas (such as antiphons, introits,
communions and responsories) and eventually for other pieces as well. The psalmodic tones
themselves, based on reciting pitches and on beginning, medial and terminal formulas, are a
central part of Gregorian modality, especially since their reciting pitches came to be interpreted
as significant aspects of their modes.

Much study of Gregorian modality has been undertaken over the years, but nothing has
provoked so much discussion as the theories of the late Dom Jean Claire of Solesmes.
Invoking the untranslatable term ‘corde-mére’, Claire proposes the notion that three notes can
account for the sound of much of medieval music, the notes serving as central reciting pitches,
as final pitches or as both. The notes are the three varieties of diatonic note: the note with a
semitone above it, the note with a semitone below it and the note with no adjacent semitone.
There are no other kinds of note. They might be called C, D and E, but that presumes a written,
rather than a heard, system. Claire’s theories, developed over a lifetime of singing the chant,
involve the ideas of ‘archaic’ and ‘developed’ modes, those where reciting pitch and final
are the same, and those where they have diverged. Such a conceptual framework goes a long
way towards assimilating certain similarities, and certain differences, among like pieces in
chant that cannot otherwise be explained. The presumption of a historical development in this
modality raises doubts in the minds of many scholars, and it is the difficulty of reconciling
Claire’s conceptual framework with the body of existing evidence that attracts Laszld
Dobszay’s attention. In Chapter 8, ‘Some Remarks on Jean Claire’s Octoechos’, Dobszay’s
critique of Claire’s ideas is severe, even fierce, but it has at least the advantage of presenting
and critiquing in English some of the ideas that Dom Claire expounded in a variety of places
over a lifetime of thought.

As can already be gathered from McKinnon’s study of communions in Chapter 5, much is
gained from a genre-based study of chant. It seems clear that the liturgical function of a chant
has much to do with its history and its musical form. Many genres of chant have been the
subject of study, as will be clear in many ways in this volume and in its companion volume.
Here we present two such studies, so as to give the reader a taste of the methods and the
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rewards of such study. Chapter 9, Joseph Dyer’s study of the offertory, one of the most curious
and apparently unpredictable of genres, results in an understanding of underlying musical
strategies and formulas. This essay deals with the early history of a complex genre, and is one
of several studies by Dyer on the offertory (see especially also Dyer, 1998). Edward Nowacki’s
study of antiphons (Chapter 10) gives an overview of historical layers in the development of
office antiphons, and discusses parallels between Old-Roman and Gregorian melodies. He
argues that the Roman books give examples, not texts, and suggest ways of singing.

Roman and Frankish Chant

Dyer and Nowacki deal with music from the repertory known as Old-Roman, and it raises an
important issue in chant research. The question of origins has been crystallized by the study
of that small number of manuscripts from the city of Rome that since about 1950 have been
called ‘Old-Roman’. The name is a misnomer since the manuscripts in question are younger
by at least a century than the sources of Gregorian (better, ‘Frankish’) chant. But they are
Roman, and the liturgy they represent has features that in many cases suggest an earlier state
of the liturgy than that represented by the Gregorian manuscripts.

The evidence that Pipin, Charlemagne and others were at pains to import the Roman liturgy
into the realm of the Franks, and that books and cantors were imported from Rome in order
to accomplish this, makes it problematic that the only music we have from Rome itself is not
the same music as we find in the Frankish books. The melodies in many cases are similar (the
word ‘similar’ of course can mean many things), but the Roman music is consistent within its
repertory, and it is not the Frankish version.

How can this be? A variety of explanations has been undertaken over the years. The Roman
manuscripts were recognized as early as the second volume (1891) of the Paléographic
musicale, when Dom Mocquereau printed a facsimile of an Old-Roman gradual (Vat. lat.
5319), but considered the Old-Roman music a decorated subsequent development of the
pure Gregorian music. That is one possibility: the Old-Roman chant is derivative, after
centuries of oral transmission, of a purer chant best represented by the Frankish manuscripts.
Other possibilities exist, including the idea that both chants, Frankish and Roman, descend
from a common ancestor now lost to us; and the idea that Frankish chant is a revision,
according to Frankish tastes, of the music received from Rome (the Old-Roman chant) by the
Carolingians.

This substantial oversimplification at least gives an idea of the scope and importance of
the problem. Without the Roman manuscripts we would simply seek the musical origin of
the ‘Gregorian’ chant using the methods developed by Classical philology, and we might
well imagine that there was an unbroken tradition, written down textually in the eighth and
ninth centuries, musically in the tenth, whose earlier traditions we might reconstruct by
extrapolation. But the Old-Roman chant makes the question far more complicated; for this
chant does, after all, come from the city of Gregory the Great, the centre of Latin Christendom
and the acknowledged source of the liturgy and its music. Its liturgy is early, but its manuscripts
are late.

Several of the essays in this volume address aspects of this issue, which has concerned
scholars since the revival of interest in Old-Roman chant by Bruno Stiblein. Stiblein, in a
paper presented at the Liturgical conference of 1950 (Stéblein, 1952) reminded scholars of the
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repertory, and suggested that the Old-Roman chant was the prototype from which Gregorian
chant developed.

Not every scholar agreed with Stédblein, and indeed he later revised his own views (Chapter
12). The issue was debated in print by a number of scholars, notably Joseph Smits van
Waesberghe, Helmut Hucke and Stephen J. P. van Dijk; much of the changing view of Old-
Roman chant in its relation to Gregorian is summarized in Hughes (1974, pp. 89-93,276-77).
Paul Cutter’s 1967 summary presented here as Chapter 13 gives the status quaestionis in 1967,
and van Dijk’s ‘Papal Schola versus Charlemagne’ (Chapter 14) gives a version of his view
of the matter, essentially that the Old-Roman music is the rite practised in the local churches
of Rome, while the rite of the Papal schola is the music now called Gregorian, exported to the
Franks in the eighth century.

Thomas Connolly’s ‘Introits and Archetypes: Some Archaisms of the Old Roman Chant’
(Chapter 15), in some ways like Dyer’s and Nowacki’s essays on offertories and antiphons,
gives serious analytical attention to a single genre of Old-Roman chant, in this case the introits.
He finds a formulaic style that suggests an archaic quality to the chant.

Helmut Hucke is one of those who sought to accommodate the Old-Roman chant in a broad
and unified conception of the origins of Gregorian chant. His explanation, with a good deal
of background, is found here in his ‘Towards a New Historical View of Gregorian Chant’
(Chapter 16). Gregorian chant is a redaction of the musical repertory (now called Old-Roman)
sent north and arranged by the Franks for use in Charlemagne’s realm, and disseminated from
there as the authoritative chant of St. Gregory.

In recent years Kenneth Levy (who features prominently also in the companion volume to
this one with respect to the origins of musical notation) has proposed a theory that reverses
the one more or less tacitly accepted for the last twenty years or so. In Chapter 17, ‘Gregorian
Chant and the Romans’, he suggests that rather than accepting the Roman chant as it was
transmitted to them (in an improvisational form, transmitted orally — see the companion
volume), the Franks essentially rejected the Roman music and adapted their own Gallican
melodies to the received Roman texts. The similarity of melodic contour between the two
repertories is explained, according to Levy, as the adaptation to Roman style of the Frankish
chant when it was later transmitted to Rome.

This essentially reverses the generally understood direction of transmission and influence,
and Levy’s several essays on this subject (mentioned in his bibliography) have understandably
caused something of a stir. One reaction to his ideas (by Emma Hornby) is to be found in
the companion volume to this one, in connection with another striking idea of Levy’s about
oral and written transmission, which is of course not unconnected to the Roman-Frankish
questions. Another reaction is that of Andreas Pfisterer in ‘Remarks on Roman and non-
Roman Offertories’ (Chapter 18).

Pfisterer, whose Cantilena Romana: Untersuchungenzur Uberlieferung des gregorianischen
Chorals (2002) is the most important book on chant published in recent years, reacts here to a
small part of Levy’s argument, namely that there are non-psalmic offertories in the Gregorian
liturgy that Levy argues are of Gallican origin; these in turn serve as an example of what
Levy posits as a larger trend, namely that these and other pieces find their place in the Roman
liturgy through Frankish intervention (this view is clearest in Levy (1984)). In Chapter 18
Pfisterer demonstrates, in an ingenious piece of liturgical detection, that these non-psalmic
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offertories were included in the Roman liturgy well before Carolingian times, and thus cannot
be Carolingian additions.

Other Chant Traditions

The discussions are far from finished, and what becomes clearer is that there was a multiplicity
of musics in the earlier Middle Ages, much of which we will never recover. Some music has
fallen silent without being written down, other repertories have died out or been suppressed,
and there was once a wider variety of liturgical repertories than is suggested by the later
uniformity of Gregorian chant. This volume concludes with three brief studies of aspects of
some of those repertories: in Chapter 19 Terence Bailey examines the Ambrosian chant of the
region of Milan; Thomas Forrest Kelly studies the chant now called Beneventan, from Latin
southern ltaly, in Chapter 20; while the Old Spanish chant of Iberia before the Arab conquest
is the subject of Don Randel’s Chapter 21. These are repertories each of which has been
studied in detail, and each of which would repay even more study: they are chants of profound
musicality and historical interest in themselves, and they have much to teach us about the
larger landscape and relationships among the liturgical chants of medieval Europe.
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Gregorian studies in the
twenty-first century

RICHARD CROCKER

‘Been there, done that, . ..’

This discussion is ‘after Hiley’: it consists of my reflectons, after reading his
splendid book, Western Plainchant,' concerning what I need and do not need to
do, what I want and do not want to do, in pursuing studies in Gregorian chant.
Even though my discussion is of some very general issues, it does not offer a
programme; on the contrary, it can be taken as a critique of most programmes
and systems. None the Jess, | hope it may suggest to others some positive and
fruitful ways of proceeding.

I had the opportunity of reviewing Western Plainchant,” and expressed there
my admiration for many things. For present purposes I take the book as read,
and will refer to it both for general and for specific points; but 1 am not
reviewing it again here. My feeling is that it epitomizes what has been done
in Gregorian research for the last century, and shows as well as any book (and
with more elegance than most) what can be accomplished with the tools and
materials at hand. My critical questions do not concern what Hiley said, but
rather the nature of the tools and materials, and the use to which they have
been put. Some have been extremely useful, and having used them I do not
need any more of them; of others 1 need much more; some may be useful to
my colleagues, and those I leave to them; some I feel have been misused, and
some should never have been used in the first place. More important, reading
Hiley left me with a contradiction between admiring all that had been
accomplished, and a feeling that Gregorian chant was still remote, mysterious,
unattainable; this is often expressed by Hiley when he emphasizes how much
has yet to be done on specific topics. Even though it is just chant — monophonic,
diatonic, vocal — the sense of mystery resists our musical understanding, the
sense of remoteness our historical understanding. Here I am concerned why
that should be, and what I can do about it.

As a result of hard thinking on the topic I have come to some conclusions

* David Hiley, Western Plainchant. A Handbook (Oxford, 1993).
? For Speculum (1995).
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that seem different from what 1 have believed for forty years, and certainly
different from what I was taught. Still, the end result is not startlingly different.
I will have much to say about history, and about criticism; you can call the
result ‘historical criticism’ or “critical history’, as you wish. Joseph Kerman, who
knows not much about chant beyond what I taught him, has taught me, by
his gentle insistence over the years on criticism, what might be done in chant
scholarship.

Hiley’s title, Western Plainchant, includes all medieval sacred Latin monophony
for Roman liturgy; 1, however, have in mind only ‘Gregorian chant’ in the
strictest sense — chant for the Roman Mass Propers from the Carolingian sources
that have been taken to represent the ‘archetype of diffusion’; more simply (but
not absolutely) defined as the contents of Dom Hesbert's Antiphonale missarum
sextuplex.® T make the restriction because Gregorian is what I want to study. |
do reassure you that I have some knowledge and appreciation of other kinds
of chant and liturgy; but while knowledge of other kinds of chant, as of other
kinds of music, may always be helpful, it is as a supplement rather than a
necessary pre-condition for the kind of knowledge that I seek here, as I will
try to show.

Pre-history and history of Gregorian

The study of Gregorian chant takes place in two distinct phases according to
the historical nature of the sources; this distinction has not been satisfactorily
maintained in much of the research. Before the ninth century we have, for
Gregorian, no document with enough musical notation to tell us about the
repertory; after 900 we do have such documents. Before the ninth century,
therefore, we cannot confidently make statements about how the music went;
I will conclude that if we feel we need to make statements (and [ do), it must
be not with confidence but with imagination and a sense of adventure, and
with full awareness that we may be making statements for some ulterior purpose.

After the ninth century our situation is radically different. With more musical
documents than we know what to do with, the problem is to know what kinds
of statements are best to make. I believe it to be unrealistic as well as unfruitful
to try to make empirical generalizations ‘on the basis of the complete sources’
concerning the whole repertory, or a category, or even a single chant. On the
other hand (and in apparent contradiction), it is good if whatever we do is
informed by as wide an acquaintance with the repertory and its sources as
possible. It seems to me that there is an essential distinction to be made between
trying to make ‘scientific’ (that is, empirical) statements about a body of data,
and trying to make ’‘critical’ (that is, judgemental) responses to single items
while keeping in mind the whole body of data. There is another essential
distinction between a critical response so informed and one that is nof informed ~

* Réné-Jean Hesbert, Antiphonale missarum sextuplex (Brussels, 1935).
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one that is instead deliberately focused on what can be known solely from the
item in question. These distinctions may appear to be argumentative; they surely
are, and I will argue them as closely as [ can.

The reason for maintaining the two phases (before and after the ninth century)
as distinct is that we have always assumed - as historians we could not do
otherwise — that the repertory recorded after the ninth century was formed by
its past. While this assumption works well for subsequent European repertories
(where the relevant past is known to us in musical documents), it presents
problems when there seems to be no such relevant past. Here I want only to
point to the problem: specifically, in order to study how Gregorian chant was
informed by its musical past, that past must be manufactured. I will argue that
it has not been well made - perhaps wilfully, possibly disingenuously, and in
any case with some unjustified impact upon our understanding of Gregorian
chant as we have it in the documents. And | will offer some reflections on
what, to me, is a bewildering paradox: Gregorian chant comes to us as the first
of a subsequently unbroken succession of European styles, but is itself without
a documented past.

The problem of the past is intimately tied to that of context, and here I want
only to make a fussy insistence on the precise meaning of the term ‘context’.
The word means ‘the text that goes with’, as when we quote a word ‘out of
context’ by omitting the rest of the sentence or line of verse in which it occurs.
Context is what dictionaries are all about. The content of a context, in this strict
sense, is nothing but more text; when we have quoted a text complete, there
is no context. When, on the other hand, we appeal to repertorial, or biographical,
or social, or political ‘context’” we are using the word in a metaphorical sense,
and I believe it is important not to confuse the two senses.

The use of the word ‘text’ requires a different but equally fussy distinction.
I will be using it in what I take to be its strictest philological sense — and will
go on at some length concerning what that sense involves. In musical scholar-
ship, for no good reason that I can see, we habitually speak of the words that
are sung as ‘the text’, when what we should say is ‘the words’. So when we
refer to ‘the text’ in the strict sense, we may have to distinguish ‘verbal text’
from ‘musical text’.

Liturgy

it was given that the proper study of Gregorian was based upon a knowledge
of ‘the liturgy’. So we studied our liturgy - sang it, even. We studied our
Jungmann,’ we wore out one Liber usualis” after another, then turned to the
other chant books as they were needed. We did this for two principal reasons.
First, and foremost, we sought context for the performance of the chant we

* Joseph Jungmann, Missarum sollemnia: Eine genetische Erkigrung der romischen Messe, 2 vols. (Vienna,
5th edn 1962); trans. Francis Brunner, The Mass of the Roman Rite, 2 vols. (New York, 1955).
* Liber usualis, ed. The Benedictines of Solesmes (Tournai, various editions 1934-63).
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found in our musical sources, the medieval chant books: we needed to know
the circumstances in which it was performed, and we needed to know this in
order to reconstruct the original meaning of the chant we had before us. The
second reason is an extension of the first: we felt that by means of liturgy we
could reconstruct the meaning the chant had in those centuries before 900 for
which we had no documentation. If the meaning came from the liturgy, we
reasoned, then we can recover it from the history of liturgy even if we do not
have the chant itself.

The study of liturgy was an exiremely fruitful exercise for medieval musical
scholarship; we did it well, and learned a lot, as Hiley’'s work shows. We will
continue to use this knowledge, will learn more, and may even ourselves
contribute to liturgical studies. While Anne Robertson’s study of liturgical books
at St Denis® may receive minor correction from Edward Foley’s massive work
on the same materials’ (Foley is a professional historian of liturgy), her study
can stand beside his as a major contribution. The questions I am asking here
are: How much more do we need to know? and What do we need it for? No
one is more susceptible than me to the attractiveness of liturgy as a subject of
historical study, and I share with my colleagues a temptation to put aside
musical matters and simply explore the endless intricacies of medieval liturgical
practice. I would have made a very poor monk, after all, so fascinating do I
find the perennial reconfiguring of the several superimposed cycles of psalms,
lessons, antiphons, responsories, weeks, feasts, seasons . . .

My questions imply restrictions and qualification of the original injunction,
and these derive from several things that have become clear during the intensive
cultivation of liturgical studies over the past decades, especially since the 1960s,
the decade of ‘Vatican II', the council at which Roman Catholic liturgy was
reformed to an extent greater than any since Carolingian times. Events of such
magnitude can be read in many different ways, and I record here only my
personal conclusions as they apply to musical studies.

From the beginning, and now more than ever, liturgists may mean something
quite different by ‘liturgy’ from what music historians have come to study.
‘Participation of the faithful in the Sacrifice of Christ’ is the true name of the
Christian concern, especially for the Greeks, for whom ‘the liturgy’ is the
Eucharist. The word in pagan Greek cult meant ‘assigned duty contributed by
participants in a specific cult’, as when a citizen volunteered for, and was
assigned, janitorial duties in the temple, or contributed money or goods towards
maintenance of the cult. ‘Liturgy’ in Christian history is the sum of a number
of such assignments. The bishop has his liturgy, the deacons and other ministers
theirs, the people their own specific liturgy — the mode in which they participate
in the cult. Christian cult being remarkably bookish, the various assignments

¢ Anne Walters Robertson, The Service Books of the Royal Abbey of Saint-Denis: Images of Ritual and
Music in the Middle Ages (Oxford, 1991).

7 Edward Foley, The First Ordinary of the Royal Abbey of Saint-Denis in France (Paris, Bibliothéque
Mazarine 526). Spicilegium Friburgense (Fribourg, Switzerland, 1990).
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often take the form of references to books for texts to be said; and because of
a persistent pressure from some quarters for Christian cult to be sung, or to
involve singing, there are liturgies for singers. But as anyone involved in the
practice of singing for Christian worship knows, these liturgies, these assign-
ments, can be extremely unstable, and there is clear evidence that this has
always been the case. This is because the singers’ liturgy may represent, for
the liturgist, at best an ornament of questionable value, at worst a distraction
of unquestionable detriment to the true business at hand. It depends, of course,
on which liturgist is consulted (and that in itself is a basic fact we need to
acknowledge); but some liturgists are perfectly capable of responding thus: “What
has the recitation by a small number of singers of snippets of Scripture, arbitrarily
excerpted and inexplicably assigned to an elaborate annual cycle commemorating
the experience of the Church in the terrestrial world, have to do with the
participation of God’s faithful people in the sacrifice offered forever by Jesus
the Christ as eternal High Priest in the celestial presence of God Himself? (To
avoid any doubt, that liturgist's answer to his own question would be: "None
whatsoever’.) More briefly, the relevance of the Roman Mass Propers to the
Gospel and the anaphora is arguable.

And speaking only of the Mass, what we as music historians usually study
are the Mass Propers. Even in our very sophisticated technical discussions — or
especially there — the only ‘liturgical’ substance may be calendric assignment.
Now it is true that our preoccupation may be an appropriate response to the
medieval chant books that we study, for they, too, are concerned deeply with
calendric assignment. And it may even be characteristic of Western Latin Churis-
tian cult from 700 to the Reformation. At the beginning, however, in Ordo
romanus 1, there is a striking discrepancy between the emphasis on detailed
description of the movements of the sacred ministers during Mass (a purist
might object that these movements, too, are irrelevant), and the very off-hand
references to the singing of what we would call items of Proper and Ordinary.
And at the end, one of the reasons given in Reformation England for the need
of reforms was that ‘there was more time spent in looking in the book to see
what was to be read than there was in the reading of it’. More striking, however,
is the discrepancy between our concentration on Roman Mass Propers and
calendar, and the concentration in liturgical studies on anaphora and sacramental
theology, extended into a number of subdisciplines including Christology, euch-
ology, even angelology.

In dealing with the Gregorian chant repertory strictly defined (introit, gradual,
tract, alleluia, offertory, communion, the sung Propers of the Roman Mass), we
need to know the liturgical function (for introit it is entrance song) and we need
to know the liturgical occasion, which means the Mass formulary of which a
given introit is a part — its context, in a strict use of that term; we need to know
the other texts it is sung with. It was for this that we learned to read liturgical
books and to find in them the specific item we wanted to study. Where did it
get us? If we identify a given item as an introit, then we can analyse and
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perform it according to its known plan (antiphon, psalm-verse, Gloria patri,
antiphon), something not apparent from the routine manner of entry in manu-
scripts. Of course, we long ago learned that the universal, objective information
from the Liber usualis holds only for that book, since from a documentary point
of view it is just another chant book with specific date and provenance, reflecting
another local practice. And we are learning that the plan of the introit, as of
the other Mass Propers, can vary from one time and place to another. This
particular instance is a simple one, although some analysts and all performers
might find it important to know just how many times the antiphon is going to
be sung; but perhaps, as with exposition repeats, we can live with indeterminacy.
Such problems are persistent for all the Propers: as far as plan goes, recourse
to liturgy leaves us with local variation (which may eventually be determinate),
or with local option, or with simple ignorance. Do we yet know at what point
in time the repeat of the gradual respond after the verse was replaced by choral
entry in the last phrase? Or was it always an option? Or was the repeat not
even there in the ‘beginning’? Can it be that the first evidence for the choral
entry is the practice implied in the Magnus liber organi? Admittedly the variation
affects only certain aspects of the cult; but they happen to be some of the
aspects with which we as music historians are concerned. One of the lessons
we are learning - alongside the liturgists, who are also coming to grips with
it — is that ‘liturgy’ is ‘the way they do it there and then’; and the books show
as much variation as universality.

For the sake of performance (not to speak of our appreciation) of a given
item, we hoped to get from liturgy a sense of the effect the item would have
when performed in a manner appropriate to its liturgical occasion. Perhaps its
nature (antiphonal, or responsorial), along with its function, would give us a clue.
The liturgists, when asked, either quote us the same pathetically fragmentary,
inconclusive texts that have been used by music historians since Peter Wagner —
or else they quote Wagner himself, a basic reference even for Jungmann. More
may be learned, perhaps, from the second piece of information we seek in
liturgy, the context of a given item, in the form of the calendar occasion and
the other texts to be sung - the Mass formulary. Disregarding for the moment
the slight slippage in assignments producing variation over the centuries (this
affects primarily the investigation into the formation of the formularies as we
have them from the time of the ‘archetype’), we can say that the Temporale, at
least, gives us good context; but the exact nature of this context will repay close
attention. If we would determine the character of a given introit from the feast
to which it is assigned, then all we need to know is the character of that feast.
But the character is determined by the other elements in the formulary, so that
we tell the character of the introit from that of the gradual, and the character
of the gradual from that of the introit. . . . Perhaps we break out of the circle
by appealing to the Gospel; but the relationship of the Proper chants to the
Gospel (as to the Epistle) turns out to be problematic, and while fascinating
research is yet to be done, it is not clear whether it will ever show us how the
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formularies came to be the way they are, or if so, how that tells us its character.
That concerns the pre-history of the repertory as we have it. As for character,
the best that Hiley can glean from common understanding is a prevailing
character of ‘solemnity” for liturgical chant. For musical purposes we might have
liked more. It is a familiar problem that the tract for Quinquagesima in ‘pre-Lent’,
a penitential season, is Iubilate Deo. How should we sing it? With what tempo
in mind should we analyse it? What is the relation of word and tone?

Those questions bring us to the interesting possibility that we might have to
determine the appropriate liturgical character from inspection of the item itself.
Are we willing to say that Iubilate Deo is a joyful item, and that that takes
precedence over the liturgical season? Or that since the liturgy is just the sum
of its parts, the liturgical character can be modified by the character of a part?
(Such questions would take us back to what liturgy is, or what it was at the
time that concerns us.) Or — most interesting of all — perhaps we can determine
liturgical character from individual character instead of determining the individual
from liturgy, as we started out to do. Here, it seems to me, is one specific
application of a work plan set out very convincingly by Leon Botstein,® a plan
very congenial to me because I have been trying to implement it for years
without ever formulating it in general. Botstein says, in effect, that as music
historians we can and should try to describe musical materials and processes
in such a way as to suggest how they might be the source for ideas and styles
in other aspects of culture. In the present instance we would do it by reading
the words of the item, getting thence to the music, and thence to the liturgy.
On other occasions we might even start by inspecting the music, to see what
its character was. And that opens another Pandora’s box, to which I will return
after a brief mention of the pre-history.

The ‘pre-history’ of Gregorian consists of the centuries before 900, the date
of the earliest comprehensive extant chant books with musical notation — the
first time when we know for sure what the repertory was like. Before that time
we only guess at the music, and that truth needs repeating at every opportunity.
The reason we have placed the liturgy at the basis of the chant is because
before 900 we can talk about the chant only by talking about the liturgy. We
seem to have no alternative; but, in order to make a believable method out of
this necessity, music historians over the last century have developed and main-
tained an elaborate set of assumptions, or rather, they have borrowed the set
intact from historians of Roman liturgy. The liturgy of the Mass (the story went)
was developed early on by the Romans, and maintained intact throughout the
centuries as the purest form of Christian rite, while being discreetly amplified
in minor respects, and extended through the ‘circle of the year’ by the process
of Roman ‘properization’. This liturgy (the story concluded) was stable; to the
degree and in the manner that it involved singing, the singing was also stable.

® Leon Botstein, ‘Cinderella; or Music and the Human Sciences: Unfootnoted Musings from the
Margins’, Current Musicology, 53 (1993), 124-34.
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This singing, which was the perfect complement of the liturgy because generated
from it, is known to us primarily in the repertory preserved for us by the
Franks under the title ‘Gregorian’.

During the last three decades liturgical studies have burgeoned, and in so far
as this has involved a wider circle of scholars wielding far-reaching ideas as
well as a more pragmatic historical sophistication, the results seem to me to
bring us to the threshold of radical revision of the traditional story. Part of this
is due to the vastly increased willingness and ability on the part of liturgists to
deal with all the early Christian experience, not just the Roman part. We now
make the acquaintance of the Divine Office through Robert Taft's The Liturgy of
the Hours in East and West;” to study the anaphora we turn not to the Roman
Missal (or the Liber usualis) but to Hanngi and Pahl’s edition of a hundred or
more anaphoras,”” of which the presumed invariant Roman ‘canon’ is but one.
These works, cited here merely as tokens of materials now available, have many
counterparts, and are surrounded by numerous exploratory or arguable studies
that suggest provocative rethinking. Well-informed but relatively conservative
accounts of early Christian music, such as those of Bruno Stiblein in MGG" or
Christian Hannick in The New Grove,'? need to be drastically revised. In con-
structing the framework of the account in NOHM,” I curtailed treatment of the
early history, largely because I saw no way to absorb the new implications in
what was to be a sober, objective presentation. Hiley’'s account reflects a current
lack of awareness among music historians as to what is going on. The impact
of new ideas in liturgical history is still not apparent even in McKinnon's
masterly account of 1990;"* McKinnon’s work presents a mixture of cautious
moderation with radical proposals whose implications he himself seems not to
suspect. Peter Jeffery, with an enviable control of liturgical bibliography unique
in our field” (from which I derive great benefit), seems unresponsive to certain
aspects of the potential for change.

In 1986 the highly respected work of Cyrille Vogel (Introduction aux sources de
U'histoire du culte chrétien au moyen idge, first published 1966) was translated and
revised (with Vogel's approval) by William Storey and Niels Rasmussen (as
Medieval Liturgy: An Introduction to the Sources).” It would be a nice text-critical

° Robert Taft, The Liturgy of the Hours in East and West: The Origins of the Divine Office and its Meaning
for Today (Collegeville, Minn., 1985).

Anton Hanngi and Irmgard Pahl, Prex Eucharistica (Fribourg, Switzerland, 1968).

Bruno Stéblein, ‘Frithchristliche Musik’, Die Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart, IV, cols. 1036-64.
Christian Hannick, ‘Christian Church, music of the early’, The New Grove (1980), IV, 363-71.
The Early Middle Ages to 1300, ed. Richard Crocker and David Hiley, New Oxford History of
Music, vol. 2 (new edition) (Oxford, 1991).

James McKinnon, Antiguity and the Middle Ages, from Ancient Greece to the 15th Century (London,
1990).

Among several articles, see his ‘The Earliest Christian Chant Repertory Recovered: The Georgian
Witnesses to Jerusalem Chant’, Journal of the American Musicological Society, 47 (1994), 1-38.
Cyrille Vogel, Introduction aux sources de I'histoire du culte chrétien au moyen age (first published
1966) was translated and revised (with Vogel's approval) by William Storey and Niels Rasmussen
as Medieval Liturgy: An Introduction to the Sources (Washington D.C., 1986).
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problem to determine who is speaking in the new edition; but it does not
matter, for the new edition enjoys the same authority as the first one, and we
can attribute the extremely useful and occasionally fascinating statements in it
simply to "Vogel’. Vogel, then, summarizes thus: ‘. . . nothing survives of the
Roman liturgy of the first five centuries’. We can combine this with the scarcity
of documents from Rome itself during the next three centuries to realize how
hypothetical the history of Roman liturgy has to be. Vogel says that we should
stop referring to the presumed archetypal state of the various sacramentaries
(as ‘Leonine’, ‘Gregorian’, etc.) and refer instead to the shelf number of the
manuscript in question (p. 111); thus the traditional theory of Roman sacramen-
tary development totters on its presumed foundations. And Vogel makes what
seems to me to be a quizzical remark concerning work that was done (by no
less an authority than Klauser!) on the possible influence of Ambrose on the
development of sacramentaries; Vogel writes (p. 296), ‘unless we want to admit
the Milanese origin of the Roman canon’. And supposing one wanted to do
that? Jeffrey apparently does not; I have the impression that his reconstruction
of the musical history — in spite of some spectacular novelties — may have the
ulterior function of supporting the Roman story of liturgy. But it is all going to
come out differently, and I hope in another place to show some of the differences.
In a radical mode, I here venture the suggestion that the early history of liturgy
has little demonstrable relationship with the Gregorian repertory as we know
it (Hucke said the same thing in 1980).” In a more restrained mode, 1 can
caution that any ideas we derive from the Gregorjan itself about how Western
Latin chant might have been before c. 650 are fantasy.

We know only what the Franks themselves said, and what John the Deacon
said; but he was a biased observer, late (ninth century) and not much regarded
by Vogel. We can ponder, with Hucke,”® the implications of the exact meaning
of the term cantus romanus. Then, too, there is Iberia, with an impressive
repertory contemporaneous with the Franks (tenth century), and documentation
going back to before 700, in the Verona Orationale; it may be only marginal
annotations of item incipits, but that is much more than anything we get from
the city of Rome until centuries later. And for Iberia, too, there is documentation
concerning bishops reforming their liturgy in the seventh century — reforming,
that means it was already there, before Gregory 1 (died 604). Kenneth Levy
suggested Iberia as the source of one or more Gregorian offertories; Hiley
observes (p. 122) that the items for which such origin was suggested show not
much musical difference from the others. That could be the pointt

Consider this scenaric. Charlemagne, pursuing Kunsitpolitik, asks his advisers
which rite the new empire should adopt. They say, ‘Roman’, popular with
pilgrims because of the cult of Peter, and also Paul. ‘Let it be Rome! the
directive goes out. And what would you do, as a Frankish cantor, to comply
7 Helmut Hucke, ‘Toward a New Historical View of Gregorian Chant', Journal of the American

Musicological Society, 33 (1980), 437-67; see pp. 439, 465.
® Ibid., p. 465.



12

Chant and its Origins

42 Richard Crocker

with a directive about a liturgy few knew how to do, and chant which few had
heard; the directive is to install both, virtually overnight. A glimpse of what
they might have done is provided by Notker's story of the Veterem hominem
antiphons: contrafacta were made, on Charlemagne’s order, of Byzantine tropa-
ria; or at any rate the words seem to have been parodied in Latin, but the
melodies were done by formula on Latin idioms (Hiley p. 530). In any case,
what I would do to comply with the imperial directive would be to take the
new words they gave me and sing them to melodies already in the repertory.
The Gregorian repertory as we have it in ‘Frankish-Roman’ state is characterized
extensively by such adaptation. But adaptation of what to what? This scenario
suggests that melodies current in the north have been adapted to Roman words.
And then I would report to the imperial inspector (who knew little about music
and may never have heard any Roman chant) ‘As directed, we sing Roman’.
Who was to know? Who is to know? The Franks said it was Roman. The
Romans, if asked, would certainly say it was Roman. They still do.

‘Current’ here could mean collected from the thriving traditions of Iberia and
England. Never mind ‘Gallican’ survivals; this scenario suggests that the whole
Gregorian repertory, adapted, edited, revised and updated, was passed off as
‘Roman’ — as Roman as the sacramentary. With such a fantastic proposal we
have an easier time explaining the apparent ‘diffusion” of the Gregorian in the
north, but have more difficulty with its uniformity. The net result, in terms of
the present discussion, is that we cannot say why the chant is the way it is on
the basis of how it got that way, simply because we do not know; so the early
history of liturgy is not much use to us. We have to take the Gregorian repertory
the way we find it in the sources. And to the degree that these sources — from
the earliest ones on through the Middle Ages — show us the repertory in varying
use at various times and places, they too are not much use in saying how the
chant came to be.

One of the few conclusions we can derive with confidence from the pre-history
is negative. As is well known, individual melodies, as well as families of idioms,
were applied to several or even many occasions other than the occasion on
which they were first used. We may never know which occasion was first, and
how the melody was first developed for that occasion, where it came from or
how it was put together; but we do know that none of those questions is
necessarily relevant to the usc of the same material on subsequent occasions,
on which a singer sang or arranged for singing melodic material already in the
repertory for new words provided by the liturgist for these occasions not already
provided for, or perhaps to replace current items with new ones. In the case
of close parody (approximating the syllable count of an existing chant with new
words, and using the chant almost exactly), the new chant could even be
prepared by a liturgist who was not necessarily a singer; similarly, a liturgist
could direct a singer in the preparation of new formularies by providing words
and suggesting melodies or idioms (‘modes’) to be drawn from repertory. This
process tells us how those who were developing the liturgy used the musical
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practice they found in operation; it is, in effect, reception history. It is apparent
on a massive scale in the Frankish edition of the chant they allegedly got from
Rome, and we are beginning to understand in patches how that reception
worked, what the Franks heard and how they responded to whatever it was,
and from wherever they were receiving it. But reception history tells us as much
about the receivers as about the music received: the reception of music into the
liturgy (especially under circumstances in which the liturgy is changing) opens
up the possibility that the music as applied to the liturgy is as much a function
of its new application as of its prior state, and we should beware of concluding
that it was the nature of the liturgy (assuming that we could determine that
nature) that generated the music and gave it its original character. Furthermore,
we could adopt, for a working hypothesis, the idea that medieval liturgy
(Frankish-Roman, tenth to fourteenth centuries) appears the way it does largely
because of the nature of the singing that went on from one end of the liturgy
to the other. And we may be in a position to determine — better than the
liturgist and independently of the mere words and ritual action — how the music
sounded.

Words and music

Das Verhdltnis vom Wort und Ton — it seems as if every German dissertation
dealing with vocal music had to have such a chapter. As students we were
regularly sent into the forest to gather data on the relationship of ‘'word and
tone’; and since we dare not come back empty-handed, we concocted answers
if none was at hand. The implicit reasoning seemed to be that since music
would naturally do something to express the words, if we could determine in
a given piece what that something was, we would have an answer as to why
the music was the way it was. The possibility that the music (at least, vocal
music) might do nothing to express the words was not entertained. Nor the
possibility that the words might be expressing the music.

In the case of Gregorian, however, there are other powerful forces that produce
strong convictions about the relationship. ‘In the beginning was the Word’ {John
1.1] — as late as 1987 this verse was quoted (in German of course, but as
malaprop as ever) to nail down a philosophy of Gregorian word-tone relationship
passionately set forth by Agustoni and Géschl.” That they felt a need to argue
the case, which for their part they felt was as obvious as it was certain, is an
indication of how little agreement there is concerning the relationship in Gregor-
ian chant. 1 think it is helpful to distinguish between arguments on this point
addressed by scholars to each other, and those addressed to the wider world,
in particular arguments addressed by those advocating the use of Gregorian
chant to those who might use or decide to use it in liturgy - that is, to

¥ Luigi Agustoni and Johannes Goschl, Einfiihrung in die Interpretation des gregorianischen Chorals, I:
Grundlagen (Regensburg, 1987).
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congregations or the clerical hierarchy. As scholars we need to be aware of a
certain resistance, nay, massive lack of enthusiasm, on the part of the hierarchy
for the Gregorian, and must read some of the advocative arguments of our
scholarly colleagues accordingly. This caution pertains especially to the argument
that Gregorian is a perfect expression of the words, and that is jts main reason
for being. That argument is one of the strongest, perhaps the only, one that
might convince a liturgist who does not respond to musical values of the chant.

Such apologists have a hard job, because the fact is that the chant fails to
communicate its words to the world, even to the faithful. The chant really does
not project the words in a way that is immediately perceptible to most listeners.
I do not believe this to be peculiar to Gregorian chant, among repertories of
European vocal music; none the less, the chant cannot be said to communicate
either the sound or the sense of the words with anything like the effectiveness
claimed or to be expected for a style allegedly derived from the words. In
‘group-style chant’ (with three to six or more pitches for many of the syllables),
the plurality of pitches by itself hinders the pronunciation as well as the recog-
nition of syllable integrity, and the melodic contours break up the phonetic flow
of the words with beautiful but irrelevant distractions. And of course the
melismata simply force a suspension of attempts to perceive verbal syntax. Dom
Mocquereau expended a maximum of ingenuity in attempting to show how the
melody was an ideal expression of the words. Paying attention to the kinds of
factors he pointed out but coming to different conclusions, 1 along with many
others can persuade myself that words and music are indeed miraculously
coordinated; but that is not to be explained by asserting in principle that the
melody expresses the words. Willi Apel® showed that the coordination of
melismata with accented syllables in graduals is about 50 per cent, which is as
elegant an expression as one could want of the indifference to accent on the
part of whoever placed the melismata where they are. (Apel’s function in
Gregorian research seems to have been to come to positivistic conclusions that
were true, without himself giving indication that he could or would pursue
their implications.) Even in that portion of the Office antiphon repertory that
uses no more than four pitches per syllable, and that infrequently, the conduct
of the melody, while persuasively coordinated with the words, seems to me to
have its autonomous logic ~ one that I do not understand yet but cannot ascribe
to the words and their logic, even their phonetic. John Stevens (in Words and
Music in the Middle Ages)” concluded in general that the relationship of word
and tone was limited to phonetic considerations.

Treitler showed how melodic cadence formulae could be read as musical
punctuation functioning analogous to, and expressing, verbal punctuation. His
suggestion, however, was intended for another context, to which I will return;
and furthermore, his demonstration, along with similar ones by Hucke, has as

2 Willi Apel, Gregorian Chant (Bloomington, 1958), 285; the demonstration is flawed but the result
is usable.
* John Stevens, Words and Music in the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 1986).
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its basis the marking of phrases with melodic cadences, which tells us the same
thing about a musical phrase as a graphic period tells us about a verbal period -
namely, that it ended. As Hucke used the construction, it was more a peg for
the singer to hang his phrasing on than a confirmation to the listener of the
verbal syntax. While the musical sign, the cadence formula, is clear enough, it
is not clear just what verbal sign marks the end of the period in a manner
analogous to the musical sign. Is the melody doing something in a purely
musical way that the words do not do?

Scholars addressing each other come up with a wide variety of arguments
for a wide variety of alleged relationships of words and chant. In general I
observe that some scholars have been profoundly convinced of their own recti-
tude, but have been unable to articulate it in such a way as to convince others.
Some of the reasons for this are inherent in the material. As we become
increasingly aware of the real and important differences between various genres
of Gregorian (beginning with antiphonal and responsorial), we can see that
relationship of words and chant will vary accordingly. Other differences emerge
from growing sophistication in musical studies in general among various modes
the relationship can take, depending upon whether the composer is paying
attention to meaning or to form, to image, diction or rhythm. And there is a
growing historical sophistication also: even though almost no one seems willing
to say that the words are not expressed by Gregorian chant, everyone acknowl-
edges that the relationship of the chant to the overall meaning of the words is
not the same as in ‘our own music’ (but what is that, exactly?).

I detect two main lines of argument in current research. One is the line
represented by Agustoni and Go&schl that I just cited, and more generally by
Benedictine scholarship of the first half of our century, that is to say, a monastic
point of view. Reading that argument in terms of its social context, I would
say that monastics, if committed to the use of chant in the Office, are committed
to the idea of a close relationship of words and chant: of course the music
expresses the words. To notice is that the cursus of psalmody involves the user
as participant, not as audience. This seems to me strangely similar to the case
of a dedicated Wagnerian who, familiar with and following closely every word,
is ready to hear the meaning — any kind of meaning — expressed in any nuance
of the music.

The second line of argument, represented by non-monastic scholars, seems
ambivalent in its basic convictions. Some scholars (dealing primarily with Proper
chants for Mass rather than the Office) acknowledge that the words do not
seem to be assigned very consistently on the basis of their meaning, and that,
as corollary, the music does not express the (meaning of the) words. This may be
confusing, and needs an example. In a forthcoming article of seminal importance,
McKinnon observes — as if in surprise — that the words of items in the ‘Advent
Project’ (the programme of Proper items that begins in Advent) seem indeed
to be selected so as to express the general and specific ideas of the seasonal
programme. He contrasts this with our expectation that this would not normally
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happen in chant, expressing this expectation so casually as to give a clear sense
that it was to be taken for granted that the relationship of Proper items to
liturgy was arbitrary as far as direct referential meaning was concerned. (I do
not believe this to be the case; but the point here is that he apparently does,
and his informed opinion can be taken as representative.) Another instance can
be observed in an excellent article by Hucke on the words of offertories.”™ His
work is excellent because it lays out so expertly the scriptural sources of the
words selected for all the offertories (with their verses), according to categories
observed in other genres whose nature (antiphonal or responsorial) is clear,
thus giving a positive basis for addressing other questions about offertories. The
procedure does not, however, address the meaning of the words of the offertories,
words which show a wide variety of passionate expression that calls for system-
atic commentary. Instead, the procedure explains the use of words by liturgy,
and in terms which suggest that the use is arbitrary. A wise liturgist used to
tell his students that ‘Liturgy is people doing things for which they have
forgotten the reasons’, and that seems to apply to this treatment of offertories.
It is similar to our preoccupation with cursus in the Mass Propers, as in the
ascending numerical sequence for Lenten communions. And as for us, if we
try to understand the words of Propers in their liturgical context, if we can
have the whole spectrum of calendric assignment in mind, then we seem to
have enough to think about to make the chant interesting, and furthermore we
think we can understand why it was composed as it was. That, at least, is the
thrust of the procedure.

The idea of cursus, that is, the singing of psalms not because of their meaning
but because the up-coming occasion calls for them according to some pre-
arranged coordination of calendar with the Psalter - that idea leads to another
that I have to call (reluctantly and with apology) the ‘psalmic hypothesis’. This
hypothesis posits that the psalms (of David) are the font and origin of Christian
singing, and that they have remained the model for Christian singing throughout
its history. I believe this hypothesis does not work very well, and it certainly
is not to be taken as the sole account of what actually happened; but I must
defer a full discussion to another time, and I refer to it here only to suggest
ways of thinking about the confusing discrepancies in our discussions of words
and chant. Briefly, what I think happened is that Christian leaders of the fourth
century, acknowledging the power of melody to insinuate the sense of the
words into the minds of the listeners,” struggled against the danger of singing
the wrong words, a danger that apparently seemed even greater to them than
that of using the rhythm of verse, or of using musical instruments. Having
excluded metre, rhythm, instruments (and, I have argued, ‘pagan polyphony’),
fourth-century liturgists were left with only the musical resource of intonation,
the power of tone, of resonance, and this could be used wuna wvoce. Still, there

# Helmut Hucke, ‘Die Texte der Offertorien’, Speculum Musicae Artis: Festgabe fiir Heinrich Husmann,
ed. Heinz Becker and Reinhard Gerlach (Munich, 1970), 193-203.
% James McKinnon, Music in Early Christian Literature (Cambridge, 1987), no. 130.
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was need of some kind of words to sing. The fourth-century answer, especially
in Latin rites, was clearly ‘Psalms of David’. The manner of singing most
approved by the leaders seems to have been the one that Augustine attributes
to Athanasius,® as close to the inflections of speaking as possible. Whatever it
was, the main function was to avoid the other effects of music, effects all too
plainly audible and visible outside the church and described by the Fathers in
sometimes lurid detail.”

None of that sounds as if it applied to Gregorian; and [ belicve that it does
not apply, except for the continued emphasis on words excerpted from the
Psalter for use as Mass Propers, and also the obligation to avoid any of the
other effects of music. But in the mean time the Gregorian singer discovered
the melisma, and the voice of the singer is heard constantly in between the
syllables of Scripture. Sometimes this voice tells me of ways to sing a set of
words that I never would have suspected from the words alone. Other times
it tells me of ways to sing that have nothing to do with the words. I need to
listen to this voice in order to discover the musical meaning of the chant.

This is not such a radical idea. In actual practice of analysis, the musical
qualities of the chant are often taken into account. Hiley’s analyses show this,
and in this respect he fairly represents how many others do it — everyone, in
fact, if we look at the very specific things they find to say. The musical reality
is tacitly acknowledged in the concrete; only in the systems, the programmes,
the dogmas of interpretation do scholars continue to dispute and obfuscate in
the abstract. In the beginning (well, not quite) may have been the words. But
in the end it came out differently: it came out as music.

The most fruitful part of Hiley’s book is indeed the extensive discussion and
analyses of specific examples of all kinds. And, as I said, this kind of sensitive
response to individual chants can also be found in many other scholars,
musicians and listeners alike. It seems to me that we have direct access to the
musical values of Gregorian chant, and that our principal task ‘after Hiley” is
to use that access to know as much of the repertory as we can. That has
emphatically not been our scholarly interpretation of its historical status. We
have instead relied on various aspects of the history of society or of ideas to
make up for what we seem to regard as a systemic inability to respond to the
music in an historically appropriate way. As scholars we have emphasized its
differentness to the point where we do not seem to trust our responses to it.
I will pursue this by a roundabout path through philology.

The real problems of Gregorian study continue after Hiley as before: they are,
first, to know what to study (establishment of text), and, second, to know how
to respond to it. (Neither of these is ‘the central problem’ as identified by Apel;
I will try to restate that problem later.) To solve the problem of establishment
of text we have always looked to classical text criticism as a model and a

2 Ibid., no. 352.
% Ibid., no. 143.
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method. Hiley’s discussion sometimes suggests profound shifts in the use and
understanding of text criticism as applied to Gregorian, and these require our
closest attention. As for the second problem mentioned, to solve the problem
of our response and our interpretation of Gregorian, we look to a variety of
models and methods, and there seems to be no agreement about what to do.
That may not be a bad thing; in any case what is called for is not our attention
to any one of these methods, but rather an imaginative scrutiny of what we
want and why.

I will address the first problem, establishment of text, under the following
three headings involving “Text’. During the past century we have been making
daily use of editions of Gregorian which were never intended to be either
‘critical” or ‘comprehensive’ scholarly editions. These editions, made for modern
Roman Catholic parish use, obviously do not fill the requirements of classical
scholarship. It is repeatedly pointed out that we should not treat them as
classical texts. For the first half of our century it seemed that an attempt to
make a scholarly edition was about to be made; for the second half century it
has gradually become apparent that the attempt probably cannot and will not
be made. We can note that much good work has been done in other important ~
indeed, central - repertories of European music while using problematic editions
or no scholarly edition at all. The question at this point is: Do we need an
edition of Gregorian? And if so, What kind? and How to make it?

Text, tradition and text tradition

Philologists have taught us to respect the fext in the sense of the written record
of the ‘web of words’ as inscribed in graphemes on a page. That is one source
of our knowledge; it brings knowledge of the individual. The configuration of
graphemes on the page is durable relative to the understanding, the ‘reading’
of generations of readers. These change, but the text persists, and is therefore
to be deferred to by anyone seeking to find out how things were in a remote
time and place.

What does the text record? There are different answers, in part because there
are different types of records. But to read a record at all we need to be in
possession of a fradition that tells us how to read. Such a tradition tells us, for
instance, that the graphemes we call alphabetical are directions to perform
certain sounds. This tradition, unbroken since c. 1200 (or possibly only 900) BC,
is our primary access to texts in languages that use the alphabet. In the complete
absence of that tradition, we would not read these texts. Then we need, and
have, further traditions to tell us what words the various configurations of
letters tell us to pronounce, and what the words mean in the various languages —
traditions of speaking with the tongue. Single words, sometimes whole lan-
guages, disappear out of the traditions; if they survive in changed form, their
earlier forms can be reconstituted, perhaps by artificial traditions such as lexicons,
or by context, that is, the rest of the words that appear in the document along
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with the word whose significance has been lost. Here we are guessing, on the
basis of an extremely complex and delicate combination of factors, and our
guess cannot be as reliable as would a knowledge of the tradition.

Tradition, then, is the second source of knowledge of these matters, the equal
complement of the text. Unlike text, tradition is in principle alterable, always
in process, always becoming. It is not a statement of what is out there, fixed
in the document, but rather of something that is in here, already absorbed in
us, and therefore matchable with a text that is to be absorbed; it is meaningful
to us because it has been meaningful to a long procession of those who came
before. Tradition is something handed on from one hand to another; not,
however, by one hand touching a pen to a page.

Respect for the text in the Greek tradition began, apparently, in the sixth
century BC, when a combination of the technical development of Greek writing
and fears of deterioration of the epic tradition (perhaps associated with a diffusion
from the lonian point of origin across the Aegean to Athens) may have initiated
the fixation of the texts of Homer. This vexed question will concern us again
under the heading ‘Homer and Gregory’. From about the fifth century BC to
the nineteenth century AD it was a matter of judging whether a given text
matched the tradition, that is, the common or expert opinion of how Homer
went. After the seventeenth century, scholars, wanting to rely on text because
of its durability, but acknowledging that tradition was the source of knowledge,
developed the concept of text tradition. This term is one of the numerous
asyntactic terms (noun modifying noun) that are wreaking havoc on our lan-
guage; it also seems anomalous, since text and tradition are in some of their
senses mutually exclusive. In any case, the meaning of “text tradition’ is not
self-evident. As used, it refers to a tradition specifically of the texts themselves,
a handing down not of the content, meaning or reading, but rather of the
physical form of the text in all its durability. But not so durable, after all; and
very few aufographs, in which the author’s hand touched the paper, survive.
What survives is a graphic configuration handed down through a succession of
scribal hands touching pens to a succession of writing materials. The only
assurance that the configuration has survived with anything like the durability
of a single extant document is the presumption that the scribal hands are all
guided by a coordination that heeds only what the eye sees in the exemplar,
with no interference from the agency that is reading the content of the text by
means of the tradition. Who, what scribe, would want to do a thing like that —
to transcribe without the experience of meaning? In modern oral tradition we
look on such transcription with sardonic disdain, as when we define ‘lectures’
as ‘knowledge transmitted from the notebook of the professor to the notebook
of the student without going through the mind of either’. The answer is, only
the ideal scribe requ‘ired by the model constructed by modern text criticism, a
model scholars devoutly wanted and needed to have been in operation in order
to make recovery of ancient texts possible.

We are talking here about the ‘classical tradition’, never more alive and
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controversial than in discussions of literary criticism during recent decades,
never more relevant to music than in the Gregorian; we need to keep our
understanding as precise as possible. During the last four centuries European
scholars (Dutch, French, German) have attempted to transform the basis of text
criticism from personal judgement (‘criticism’) of texts to something more objec-
tive, rational, ‘scientific’. They wanted to replace the personal judgement of a
trained humanist scholar, who knew how the text went, with the results of a
trained scientific observer, who could demonstrate how the text went, on the
basis of objective evidence and rational criteria. The result has been the specific
form of text criticism we have learned to use, and have come to wonder about.

Instead of selecting variants from the manuscript sources according to judge-
ment (as to which were the best readings), an attempt was made by cerfain
philologists to determine objectively, from the nature of the sources themselves,
which of them were best; those sources would then provide the best readings.
‘Best” in this situation means closest to the author’s text, that is, the author’s
‘final’” text. That this same text is then treated as the ‘original’ text, the source
of all subsequent texts, is a paradox that will concern us further.

One method was to arrange the manuscripts in chronological order, on the
assumption that the oldest manuscript contained the text closest to the author.
Chronology was determined by extrinsic data, including style of scribal hand
(for this, the sub-discipline of palaeography was born at this time). Partially
successful, this method could be greatly enhanced by determining the filintion
of the manuscripts — which one was copied from which — and arranging them
in a stemma or tree of descent. This was a logical order, not a chronological
one, but could be coordinated with the order based on date and provenance;
indeed, it had to be, to avoid anomalies.

In order to determine the filiation, two specific mechanisms were invoked; in
effect, a model was constructed. First, the behaviour of the model scribe was
specified: the scribe copied mechanically, the hand writing what the eye saw,
with no interference from the mind. Second, while most of the exemplar would
thereby be reproduced exactly in the copy, there would be discrepancies due
to unconscious inexactitudes of perception or execution by the scribe, ‘'who was
only human, after all' (Comparison of human copying with optical computer-
assisted scanning and reproduction techniques proves to be very interesting.)
These discrepancies were closely studied and carefully classified (omission, dupli-
cation, transposition, substitution . . .). Rules of a rational nature were developed
to show conclusions of the type, ‘If two manuscripts A and B show a certain
disposition of discrepancies, then B was copied from A’. Applied to all avajlable
sources of a given work, this method could produce a very convincing stemma,
and the manuscript (extant or assumed) appearing at the top of the tree could
be taken as closest to the author; all the others, being further away in various
degrees, would involve increasing number of discrepancies.

Two things need to be noted at once, and were noted in due course as the
method was used. (1) The model scribe is rarely encountered. (2) Only certain
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types of discrepancy lend themsecives to the demonstration of a stemma, and
only these types (and usually only a sample of instances) are selected for
demonstration. To the dismay of the scholar using this method, scribes habitually
contaminate, conflate and emend, that is, they try to improve their copy by
importing readings from other copies, which cuts across the stemma, sometimes
(with medieval music manuscripts, often) making its construction unfeasible.
And, failing a better reading in another copy, or for other indeterminate reasons,
scribes often simply improve on their own recognizance. If this involves cor-
recting a mistake in the exemplar (as in the case of a reading that is right in
A, wrong in B, corrected in C), this produces an uncertainty in the stemma,
since there may be no way of telling whether the scribe of C detected and
corrected the mistake in B by looking at A, or simply by his own knowledge.

How did the scholar, in selecting discrepancies for the demonstration of a
stemma, know which were unconscious mistakes? He knew because it was his
business to know, as an admirer of the classic text that he was studying, and
as an expert in the usage of its language. He assumed the author’s text was
correct (although really confident scholars could take it upon themselves to
correct even Homer — "Homer nods’ — and we should note that in their confidence
in the method editors proceed to do all the things they find despicable in the
scribe, that is, they contaminate, conflate and emend). The scholar did have
the good grace to assume the scribe’s good intent, hence could conclude that
the scribe deviated only through ignorance, stupidity or distraction. The scholar
could easily detect such deviations from the correct text. These deviations were
studied not in order to correct them, for that would happen as a matter of course;
rather, to demonstrate the conformity of this set of manuscripts with the assumed
model. The model had to be assumed in order to detect which manuscript came
closest to the author’s text. The method aspired to a kind of rationality whereby
its conclusions could be seen as deductions, indisputable because logical. This
can, in fact, be achieved, but only if the assumptions of the model are strictly
adhered to; but then the application of the model becomes tautologous, true by
definition. ‘Readings produced by the assumed conditions conform to the pre-
dicted results.”

What about the other readings, those produced by the deviant scribal activity
that did not conform to the model? James Grier has shown,” by careful analysis
of the method, supported by expert experience in the materials, that when the
rules of the model are modified to provide better conformity with real scribal
activity, then the model no longer permits unambiguous deductions of the type
desired; and the application of the model is no longer tautologous. Grier con-
cludes that the readings must ultimately be selected by the scholar’s individual
judgement, so that text criticism reverts to being critical, that is, judgemental.
For the point of the stemmatic method was to place a manuscript in such a

?* James Grier, ‘Lachmann, Bédier and the Bipartite Stemma: Towards a Responsible Application of
the Common-Error Method’, Revue d’histoire des textes, 18 (1988), 263-78.
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position that its readings could be taken as correct not just for the selected
mistakes already identified as such, but for all the other variants as well, variants
which might be due to contamination or emendation. The method assumed that
the scribe who was correct in the determinable mistakes was correct also in the
indeterminable ones - and this, not because he had conflated or emended, but
because he had reproduced the author’s text, which was correct. While the
method as a whole gave the impression of analysing variants as differences
between manuscripts, it could do so only by beginning with manuscripts in
which most of the words were the same; these manuscripts had been selected
for study because they recorded the same text, for instance the IHiad.

Assumptions, obviously, are necessary; but it is important to know what they
are. The most basic ones surface only slowly; a method, as it is properly worked
out, displays the meaning implicit in its assumptions. In text criticism two basic
assumptions of philology have become clear. First, it is assumed that there was
a single original text. Second, it is assumed that the primary existence of the fext is
in graphic form. This second assumption involves, and conceals, an underlying
ambivalence.

The first of these assumptions is in the nature of a statement of interest.
The philologist, as classicist, is interested only in known works of known
authors. Dubious, spurious and anonymous works are relegated to the end of
the volume. Fragments of works receive special treatment. Sets of words that
do not qualify as works are set aside. The philological method ends up dis-
playing complete, unified, authorial works because that is what it set out to
do. The method has a problem with sets of words that do not meet these
criteria.

The second assumption is in the nature of an acknowledged limitation. To say
that the text exists only in graphic form is to make a complex, and in some ways
cynical, statement. If what was meant was simply that literature is made of letters,
then the statement would be not only simple but true by definition. But if what
is meant by ‘text’ is ‘web of words’, then the web of words could have modes of
existence other than in graphemes on a page. (This has been more apparent to
musical than to literary scholars.) By saying that text exists primarily in graphic
form, the literary scholar may be acknowledging that such other forms exist,
especially inside the author, but that the only form reliably available for responsible
study is the graphic one. This is the underlying ambivalence, still unresolved.

There is an opinion, expressed from time to time over three millennia, that once
an author has committed thought and feeling to words on a page, they assume a
life of their own: they are nc longer subject to author’s control, they mean what
they mean, we read them accordingly. ‘What is an author?” Whether that is true
or no, the literary scholar recognizes that what is written is written, but what
scholars (or anyone else) reads into them and ascribes to the author is a guess,
and may change drastically. To join this second assumption back to the first,
classicists trust the literary form of a single original authorial text because that is
the only thing in which they are interested.

Expressed this way, these two assumptions together reveal what I call the philo-
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philological intervai

| ] (earliest extant)
author autograph archetype

internal arc external arc
Fig. 1

logical interval, a stretch of indeterminacy in the chain of events that is presumed
to lead to and end in the archetype (see Fig. 1). Its full name would be ‘interval
of philological ambivalence’. That it involves ambivalence is observable; I am argu-
ing that it involves indeterminacy. The beginning of the chain is indeterminate,
for at what point does a poem (or a piece of music) come into existence? But my
concern here is with the rest of the interval, especially with the ‘internal arc’.

The author may acknowledge that at some point in the process the work has
distanced itself. The philologian assumes that this point is marked by the auto-
graph, which for text-critical purposes may be accepted as final. The publisher,
however, knows better, and requires one or two sets of corrected proofs (note the
term) to insure that author meant what autograph showed; still, the publisher
charges extra for ‘authorial revision’. (The impact of the institution of publishing
on writing music and on scholarship needs to be carefully reviewed.) And as for
a later revision or a new edition. . . . So the idea of a ‘final’ form is an illusion,
one to match the idea of a beginning, a creation out of nothing. Close study of
the philological interval reveals complexities and ambiguities that can call the idea
of a single original text into question. The internal arc itself is simply inaccessible,
probably to the author (composer), certainly to empirical observation by anyone
else.

What does all this have to do with music, with Gregorian? Speaking tangentially,
it had to do with music prior to literature in the first place, since Homer is
described as a singer, and the hexameter is a rhythm. This entitles music historians
to discuss epic poetry, and I hope to do so elsewhere. Here we need to remember
that throughout Gregorian scholarship of the past century, the applicability of the
text-critical method was a continuing concern, partly because not all philologists
were convinced that it worked, partly because the application to material other
than classical texts brought severe if not insuperable problems, apparent to every-
one. There has been no lack of discussion, and I merely continue it.

Alongside the Gregorian, medieval researchers working with the other repertor-
ies of medieval chant had daily in their hands the Analecta hymnica medii aevi;”
Clemens Blume’s volumes on tropes (vols. 47, 49) show the assumptions working

# Analecta hymnica medii aevi, vol. 47 (1905): Tropi graduales: Tropen des Missale im Mittelalter. 1. Tropen
zum Ordinarium Misae. Aus handschriftlichen Quellen, ed. Clemens Blume and Henry Marriott
Banmnister. Vol. 49 (1906): Tropi graduales: Tropen des Missale im mittelalter. [I. Tropen zum Proprium
Missae. Aus handschriftlichen Quellen, ed. Clemens Blume.
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themselves out with terrifying concentration. A comprehensive aggregate of ‘all
available sources’, mercifully listed in subsections for sources from Germany,
France, Italy etc., provided a data base for the selection of those variants deemed
to represent the single original text, all other variants (and there were many) being
relegated to a block of almost impenetrably fine print. To reconstruct any one
manuscript version from this ‘critical edition” . . . .? And the problems increased
exponentially when we contemplated coordinating musical variants. The depth of
Blume’s own conviction can be read in his tendency to say, in effect, “The extensive
corruptions in this version show how ancient the single original text must have
been’, since the manuscript discrepancies were presumed to trace a long decline
from pristine original to decadence in these latter days. These problems and their
solutions were prime concerns in the new, now standard edition in Corpus
troporum.

In Gregorian studies, the original attribution of a single original text to Gregory
increasingly discredited (Hiley p. 513), seems only a moment in the broader push
towards questioning the idea of any single original text for Gregorian. The critical
edition of the Vatican Gradual began as a text-critical project of classic structure
but epic proportions; ‘all available sources” proved to be unmanageable, and
recourse to text-families as a concept was a half-way measure not much more
useful here than in New Testament studies. Meanwhile other scholars, for reasons
either of principle or practicality, based discussion on individual manuscripts. A
moderate principle was to select a manuscript as a sample, presuming it to rep-
resent a broader if still imited tradition. A more radical principle was to select a
manuscript as representing only itself: it was in itself a single original text (this was
the same principle appealed to by Vogel). Hiley fairly represents both principles in
basing all his musical examples each on one or a few manuscripts.

It should be said that the practice is radical only with respect to classical text
criticism in its nineteenth-century form; elsewhere, appeal to single sources for
their own sake is hardly a new idea. What precipitated the crisis since 1950 was
the results of massive collation, principally by the Benedictines in the Solesmes
workshop; the collation brought to light the nature of the Gregorian variant. While
variants were as numerous as pebbles on the beach, it turned out to be difficult
to find enough scribal mistakes of the specific type required by stemmatics. Most
variants were not mistakes — let alone mistakes of copy — but rather they rep-
resented acceptable alternatives. It was precisely this kind of variant that could not
be dealt with objectively. To enable the editor to choose among equally acceptable
readings was the primary purpose of constructing the stemmatic method - to settle
the matter objectively by designating one source (at the head of the tree) as closest
to the author.

Another parameter was extended alongside the usual ones of Gregorian phil-
ology by Eugene Cardine and the Cardinists, Goschl at the head.”® Dom Cardine

* Eugene Cardine, ‘Sémiologie grégorienne’, Efudes grégoriennes, 11 (1970), 1-158; trans. Robert
Fowells, Gregorian Semiology (Solesmes, 1982). Studies pursuing his approach have appeared in
the Beitriage zur Gregorianik.
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took more seriously than Dom Mocquereau the signs of nuance in certain early
sources; that is, Dom Mocquereau knew they were there, but allowed his system
of musical reading to override them. Dom Cardine seemed to do without a musical
system. What becomes clear in Cardinist ‘semiology” (who knows what ‘semiology’
is?) is that factors far more subtle than gross pitch or duration gain an increased
if not a decisive importance in our reading of the manuscripts, and were demon-
strably important to some early users. And they raise the questions of what musical
notation was for and of what it does.

It was always apparent that early Gregorian singers did not use musical notation,
and while our estimates of ‘early’ may vary, as well as our estimates of how they
did it, still the acknowledgement that they did it coexisted with the belief that the
music was fixed. Those who believed most firmly in the fixity said it was because
the music was memorized, and did not seem to worry further about feasibility.
That view, the common one, seems to have become seriously questioned only in
the measure that alternate ways of thinking became available. What was being
questioned was the fixity. What did it mean, in the absence of written records, to
believe that a chant was the same in successive performances? Was the sameness
or difference perceptible to the singer or listener? If perceptible, was it significant,
and if so, in what mode of meaning? And what is the meaning of asking such
questions in the absence of any documents on which to base an answer? Or the
meaning of not being able to answer them?

Oral tradition, oral transmission, oral composition

If the questions just posed were addressed at all, it was under the rubric ‘oral
tradition’. At first, this term by itself was for some people an answer. ‘Before
the use of notation, Gregorian chant was composed, sung and handed down
by oral tradition’, which is a statement of the same type as ‘We go on living
by maintaining our vital processes of respiration, metabolism, etc’. Assuming
we were to agree about the date musical notation was introduced, to say that
Gregorian chant before that date used oral tradition is only to say that the
singers did not use written musical records, which is tautologous: if they did
not have them, they could not use them; no argument there.

The term ‘oral tradition’, however, has a much more specific technical meaning,
one which is completely a function of text criticism. The philologist speaks of
‘text tradition’ as the unbroken chain of copies that brought the original con-
figuration on to a piece of paper before his eyes. Then he speaks of oral tradition
as opposed to text tradition and distinguishes one from the other: in oral tradition
there is no text in the philologist’s sense of a written record. It should be clear
from this way of speaking that in both cases there is tradition, even if the matter
is confused by the inconsistent, metaphorical use of the word ‘tradition’ in the
construction ‘text tradition’; for that use may not apply to ‘oral tradition’.

Certain refinements could be introduced into the discussion, such as that
written records were used extensively for words, and so this situation in
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{(presumably) seventh-century Rome could not be described as a pre-literate state
but rather a mix; also, notations for pitch and rhythm existed at that time, and
if they were not used, that was by choice not lack. But the real argument (if
there is one) started only with heightened concerns about the feasibility of
memorizing the repertory, and increased doubts about the applicability of text
criticism, specifically about the assumption of a single original text.

There was a solution at hand, again of a tautologous type: if successive
performances were not the same, there was no need to explain a sameness, or
to believe in one. Such simplistic solutions would not satisfy, because of either
stubborn realities or stubborn beliefs. Avoiding tautology, we could say, for
instance, that for an unspecified time Christian singers had been singing what
they wanted to sing, in ways that we have no means of discovering. Then, in
the ninth century, they put together yet another repertory, and this one they
wrote down, systematically editing it. This edited repertory became adopted,
and was disseminated in cathedrals and monasteries. I imagine that there would
be near-universal objection to that scenario, and I believe the grounds would
be that it fails to explain the originality, excellence and fixity of the Gregorian
repertory that we find recorded c¢. 900. (Those are key qualities in classical
literary criticism, and 1 will return to them.) Depending on how fixed the
repertory is believed to be, we would have more or less difficulty in believing
(1) that the Franks fixed it, (2) that the Franks did nof fix it ~ since even if it
had been fixed earlier, how did it stay fixed?

If there is a contradiction present, each of us must say individually what we
think it is. If we want to, however, we can say: it is fixed (to whatever degree)
and that is that. Then, at least, it is clear that the problem is one that concerns
the philological interval, and that in this case the interval coincides with a phase
that did not use written musical records. In other words, it looks different from
the usual philological interval, which, even though very long (as for ancient
texts), does not, except for Homer, involve the problem of absence of written
records. The case of Gregorian seems unique in European music.

That is the nature of the problem. But 1 refuse to call it ‘central’. It is
‘preliminary’. Not only unanswerable, it need not be answered. Hence if answers
are provided, we can legitimately ask, Why? and I will.

In 1974 Leo Treitler suggested a specific way of thinking about the philological
interval in Gregorian, that is, in the phase in which Gregorian did not, appar-
ently, use musical notation for written records.” Treitler suggested a mechanism
in effect, which he called ‘oral composition’. Together with ‘oral transmission’,
it was a description of how oral tradition might work for Gregorian. There was
a lively response to this suggested mechanism; some were for it, some against.
Discussion ensued for almost two decades. For my discussion here of general
issues, what people thought Treitler said, and why they responded as they did,
# Leo Treitler, ‘Homer and Gregory: The Transmission of Epic Poetry and Plainchant’, Musical

Quarterly, 60 (1974), 333-74" ' "Centonate” Chant: Ubles Flickwerk or E pluribus unus?’ Journal of
the American Musicological Society, 28 (1975), 1-23.
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seems more interesting than what he himself thought he said. He was at pains
as he went along to remind us of what he had said; eventually® he took back
some of the earlier suggestions about the proposed mechanism, and claimed he
never said some of the rest, leaving essentially what he called ‘interpretative
explanation’, a concept I will explore later.

In terms of my discussion of philological assumptions, the thrust of Treitler’s
suggestions was to eliminate the idea of single original text altogether, thus
solving all the problems associated with it. This looked at first like a radical
rejection of classical text criticism. But it involved primarily a selection of material
rather than a rejection of method: if there was to be no consideration (with
reference to the mechanism) of a written record, there could ipso facto be no
consideration of classical text criticism. Furthermore, the mechanism rejected
only one of the two philological assumptions, the one that expressed exclusive
interest in the single original text. It did not reject the other assumption, which
posited the written record as the only access, therefore the only real state of
the single original text. Treitler implicitly maintained that second assumption
by arguing, in effect,

a single original text implies the use of a written record;
and, written records were not used for seventh-century Gregorian singing;
therefore there was no single original text in seventh-century Gregorian.

The logic of this argument is plainly fallacious; none the less it introduces a
complex and very important factor into the general argument, as I will try to
show.

Parry’s problem

Treitler found in the work of Milman Parry the description of a mechanism that
might help explain the Gregorian problem. Parry, an eminent classicist and
student of Homer, was of course expert in all the philological matters I have
reviewed here. A sketch of his work on Homer is the best way to understand
how classical philology impinges on Gregorian studies, and how we can deal
with the issues raised by Treitler's adaptation of Parry’s suggestions.

Parry’s formulation, regarded as brilliant, is complex. As I read the argument,™
it begins with a double bind, consisting of two very old questions, both deeply
concerned with the qualities of excellence, genius and originality that are con-
sidered basic to the classics: (1) how could such extensive use of formulae of
words (from one or two up to a whole verse of hexameter, or even more) result
in a work of such originality; (2) how could such a work have been created
with such excellence of unity in the absence of writing? (The absence of writing

* In a review of Peter Jeffery, Re-envisioning Past Musical Culiures {Chicago, 1992) in Journal of the
American Musicological Society, 47 (1994), 137-71.

* Milman Parry, ‘Studies in the Epic Technique of Oral Verse-Making', Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology, 41 (1930), 73-147; 43 (1932), 1-50.
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involves an uncertainty whether alphabetic notation was yet in use by the
Greeks at the time the Iliad and Odyssey were created; the problem of dating
the notation is regarded as severe precisely because of the difficulty scholars
have had in understanding how these particular poems could have been created
without writing.)

Parry’s distinctive solution to these ancient problems consisted of using one
to solve the other. Such solutions probably come about in a flash of global
insight; the steps of reasoning I give here are my own reconstruction of his
argument. The use of formulae in Homer is a problem for an admirer of the
classics: any hack poet can use formulae, and many of them do so extensively.
Homer, too, uses them, and he was not a hack. Instead of apologizing for the
formulae considered in themselves, Parry found he could admire the way they
facilitated the performance of the poem, in particular the maintenance of style
and diction throughout the thousands of verses. In this consistency could be
perceived the excellence, the originality, the uniqueness of the Iligd and the
Odyssey. The use of formulae and their configuration could be studied in relation-
ship to the basic verse of the epic, dactylic hexameter; or in relation to larger
units, the odes; or to the poem as a whole.

Therein lay the second problem, the presumed absence of writing. Simple
use of formulae is not a problem in that regard: any scholar could see, and
many had, that formulae would naturally be used in the absence of writing.
But the control of formulae, the artistic management over long stretches of the
poem to produce excellence of unity — that was something else, the real sticking
point. If writing was available, then such control could be exercised by the poet
scanning optically the long stretches to judge the effect and to make any
necessary adjustments. It is the opportunity to scan that seems denied by the
absence of the written record. Parry, as well as many others, seems to have
had difficulty in imagining how a poet (or a composer) could have reflected
critically and in detail on an extended composition as a whole without having
it spread out before his eyes in written form. Such difficulty may be based
upon a conviction that excellence depends upon the integration of detail in the
whole work, a conviction sometimes expressed in the ‘organic’ theory of form.

So for Parry’s theory, apparently, excellence requires control available only
through scanning. I will suggest later that the control can be exercised in other
ways that do not require a written record. And such control is needed only to
produce the kind of excellence that Parry desired: long poems can be sung
without much integration; whether they are excellent is the critical problem
which lies at the root of this whele discussion.

The problem of excellence, then, can be solved by imagining the composition as
Parry imagined it. If Homer was as good as the tradition (note!) said he was, then he
could have done it all without scanning. The tradition also said Homer was blind,
which, if true, would have meant that he could not scan a written record anyway;
the legend is to be pondered. (And while we ponder, we need to keep in mind the
fact — neglected by most of the older classicists ~ that behind Homer lay traditions of
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Sumerian, Akkadian, Babylonian and Egyptian literature, complete with writing,
that were more than a thousand years old when Homer first tuned his phorminx.)
But the problem of memorization remained for Parry. Could the necessary control
be exercised sufficiently on the poem in a memorized state? Parry apparently did not
accept this traditional solution, and the one he provides instead is the most interest-
ing and important aspect of his work, but one whose inner logic I have to reconstruct
by my own imagination.

If we were to take seriously the topos of invoking the Muses, we could
imagine that with their help (as requested) the poet could be inspired to produce
in performance a work of excelling unity. By whatever train of thought, Parry
came to locate in Homer’s performance the unity, the excellence of the poem;
more specifically, in the performance he located the text, the original text. It
was not, obviously, in graphic form, quod erat demonstrandum. But it was also
not single; for in the first place it was inspired, and who knows if it would be
reproduced? And in the second place, How was anyone to tell if it was repro-
duced, that is, whether successive performances were the same?

So Parry could imagine how the excellence got into the poem as performed,
and it could be as much excellence and originality as he judged was there. He
needed, however, to be more specific about the mechanism whereby it got
there, and the mechanism he suggested was that of ‘oral composition’. That
is, while we could simply say that Homer was inspired, we might prefer to
imagine his process of composition, saying that he drew freely upon the
accumulated repertory of formulae, fitting them together in the hexameter and
in the story line to make a unique and excellent poem; and then we can see,
because Parry showed us, how nicely the shorter formulae fulfil their metrical
functions, and how the configuration of formulae shapes the telling of the
story. In doing this Parry was filling the philological interval, specifically the
internal arc (from conception to his equivalent of an autograph) in a way that
was more specific and - for Homer ~ perhaps more persuasive than had been
done before.

Then an entirely different phase of the problem confronted Parry (and us).
For Parry was not simply an historian of culture, concerned with reconstructing
how things might have happened; he was a student and lover of literature, of
specific works. His explanation had to include an account of how Homer’s
performance got into a written record, or else there would be nothing for Parry
to read and admire. The philologist has always been concerned primarily with
transmission by writing: literature is in letters, and letters have to get from the
poet to the reader. If the poem is assumed to traverse a stretch without being
written, then its transmission will be said by definition to be oral in the sense
of not being written; so oral transmission stands to writfen transmission in the
same relationship as oral tradition stands to fext tradition. For the philologist,
oral transmission is by default of the usual written transmission.

Parry placed the singer's — Homer's ~ performance as a terminus to the
internal arc: the ‘oral’ in oral tradition is for Parry the proposition that what
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the singer delivers with his mouth in public is the first, and definitive, manifes-
tation of the poem (in default of the author’s hand delivering the poem to a
document). One result of the performance is an ‘aural’ phase in which a second
singer hears the performance and strives to emulate it. If there is a third singer,
or more, the process is repeated — ‘oral’ performance, ‘aural’ audition. (If we
were dealing with instrumental music, would it be a ‘digital’ performance? And
I believe observers have not distinguished clearly enough between the listening
done by a successor-bard, a singer who is going to emulate, and a listener who
is only going to appreciate.) The problem is whether a performance can be
reproduced, so that after one or more successor-bards the end result as eventually
written down matches Homer’s performance. Parry seems not to have resolved
this problem, apparently content to leave open the possibility that it might
match; or, to accept the danger that it might not. In that case he would be left
with only the quality, not the specific configuration, as what was preserved
from Homer’s performance.

As a literary critic Parry was profoundly impressed by the Homeric text, by
the sustained excellence of its diction (which is what Aristotle singled out, too).*
He responded to all of it deeply, and in this case, for once, a philologist was
intent on the text as it sounded in recital. But Parry attempted to justify his
judgement by appealing to what he believed was the process of composition;
and he could only show what that was by hypothesis, and the hypothesis
necessarily turned out to be ad hoc — Parry explained everything that needed
explanation by expanding the hypothesis. And at the end, having done every-
thing he could to affirm the excellence by explaining the process of composition,
and feeling that he had covered only part of the problem, Parry said that it
was not to be solved through the text, from which he could only get to the
tradition, not to Homer; Parry said again that the solution could only be found
‘by understanding how the oral poet works’. This was to be sought in observing
oral poets at work, which means, in effect, accepting their own reports on
introspection. This is an oblique form of reception history.

Homeric text was anomalous in being very formulaic and at the same time
judged excellent by the oldest tradition. Parry’s brilliance was to affirm that it
was excellent precisely because it was formulaic. In other words, what he had
to justify was not, Is Homer excellent? (everyone agreed that he was), but
rather, Is use of formulae excellent? (which classical literary criticism rejected
in principle). Parry’s way of going at it was curious, and depended upon
nineteenth-century assumptions characteristic of the ‘organic’ theory of artistic
forms and of Wagner’s emphasis on Not, ‘need’. He tried to show that the text
had to be the way it was because of the way it was produced, that what he
described as ‘oral poetry’ necessarily produced the Homeric epic, and that was
good. In form, even if not in tone, the argument resembles the classic ad hoc

* As reported by John Edwin Sandys in his standard but still fascinating accounting in his The
History of Classical Scholarship (Cambridge, 3rd edn 1921).
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answer of Figaro (explaining how the person seen jumping from the window
did not look small, like Cherubino, but rather larger, like himself), ‘That’s how
people look when they jump’.

We are left with a hypothesis about composition that is in itself not verifiable,
and does not demonstrably produce the texts attributed to it. No wonder that
confirmation was sought by Parry’s student Albert Lord in Yugoslav folk epic,
observable in its oral state. But I do not find the argument for comparison
convincing; and while the Yugoslav epic may seem to some Homeric students
close enough to be illuminating, it does not seem close enough to Gregorian to
be helpful to us.

The similarity of the process, however, was close enough so that Parry’s
discussion could be applied directly to Gregorian. On the basis of ‘no written
record’, Treitler could stipulate ‘no single original text’, and could imagine oral
composition that configured formulac in performance, finding originality and
excellence in the unique solutions of the performances. Treitler at first identified
the musical configurations as, for instance, the outline of a psalm tone; later he
put more confidence in musical phrasing that used cadence formulae in a way
analogous and parallel to punctuation in the syntax of the words being sung,.
Treitler faced the same problem of finding in Frankish written record of ¢. 900
something that could be presumed similar to what was sung in Rome ¢. 700.
Both Treitler and Hucke (who followed him in this approach) seem to have
been willing to accept the possibility of distance between performance and
eventual document — more willing than Parry had been. Hucke at one point
described the written records as containing examples of how the formulaic
system might be implemented. Treitler seemed ambivalent on this point; at any
rate, his discussion seemed ambiguous, which is a possible reason for the mixed
reaction.

For Treitler’s description, being as unverifiable as Parry’s, could only be judged
in terms of how well it suited our responses. Treitler had said at the outset
that we could not decide between ‘oral composition’ and the usual idea of
‘composition with the aid of writing’ on the basis of how the eventual written
records read, since either explanation explains the text as we have it.* In Treitler's
words, ‘It comes down, rather, to differences in objectives and outlooks’ — in
other words, to differences of what you want.

Naturally, I cannot say what anyone else wants; but I myself had several
differing reactions, and perhaps they are shared. We might say that Treitler's
description of oral composition was to help us read the written record in a
certain way; but I think it more accurate to say, his description is a reading of
the record, and we are to see if it agrees with our own reading. On one hand
I found that I did not want to read the earliest chant books as if they represented
only ranges of options, in configurations that might never have been repeated —
possibly not used even once. I much preferred to read the record as one of at

* *Homer and Gregory’, 371.
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least one actual performance, considered by the performer to be the best possible
way, or the only way. Otherwise my reading would seem to be so much a
function of itself ~ of myself - as to be uninformative: I would lose the value
of the document as presenting a stubborn, durable text, a new and possibly
very valuable piece of information. That is closer to a philological reading than
Treitler, I think, cared to come.

On the other hand I was eager to read the record as one of oral composition,
of free choices made in and with the excitement of performance. This seemed
to be the most attractive feature of Parry’s theory, and while not made very
explicit in Treitler’s, it is certainly implicit. And I believe many of us value the
feeling of a free flow of music — perhaps as listener, perhaps as performer or
even as composer, where we identify this feeling as, for instance, ‘the music
pours out all by itself’. An important point lies within this idea, and T want to
pursue it briefly, since it directly concerns the issues surrounding ‘text.’

As I sing chant, [ can contemplate making decisions while I sing, but that
seems no better than making decisions before I sing, then using them while I
sing; or using decisions made previously by someone else. In either case, what
[ do is watch (while [ sing!) the chosen formulae go by. Perhaps I can remember
the reason it was chosen, perhaps not; perhaps I knew it from the composer.
If I am choosing it myself in performance, then Parry would say that the choices
were intuitive rather than reflective; for that is the point of his construction
concerning performance. Such an experience of performance may feel exciting
when it happens (it just pours out’), but the musical result may or may not
sound good. And the excitement may not even be perceptible to a listener. Do
we read the written record differently for assuming that the performance was
exciting for them? And anyway, the version in which it happened for them
may not be the one in the written record (by hypothesis).

‘It is not the least charm of a theory that it is refutable’, said Nietzsche. We
like to think of spontaneous creation and we like to think we are listening to
it. 1 hear the same thing sometimes in Beethoven or Brahms - development
sections, say, or codas. Here, however, I can check with reception history (at
least one critic thought Beethoven sonatas were more like fantasias), as well as
a tradition of fantasia. Against that I have a tradition of exact reproduction, or
better, a tradition of exactly following directions. Note that even in Artur
Schnabel’s edition, this strictest apostle of Beethoven's text reveals a wealth of
options in between Beethoven’s markings; the exercise of these options is based
upon Schnabel’s reading of and experience with Beethoven’'s text, and with
tradition. But hearing a performance of a Beethoven sonata, 1 can know, as
well as I know anything in music, that the performer is following directions
exactly — and still I respond to it as if it were being made up as we went along.
So my historiographical perception of the method of composition is irrelevant,
both to my response, and to the known context.

If Treitler were saying that oral composition encourages us to read the record
differently, we should distinguish between reading differently in order to prove
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a theory, and reading differently by assuming a theory. I believe that people
thought Treitler was doing the first of these things, but that he thought he was
doing the second. One reason they might have thought so was that, like Parry,
Treitler chose to illustrate oral composition in a context marked by the absence
of written musical record (he could have picked another context). This had the
effect of suggesting that there was 'no other possible explanation’ than the one
he was proposing. That difficulty in the argument was anticipated by Parry,
who tried to avoid it by allowing the possibility that writing might have been
involved somewhere, somehow. Richard Lattimore, in his illuminating introduc-
tion to his famous translation of the Iiad, while taking a different view, also
left open the question of whether writing was coming into use in time to be
used for Homerjc poetry. Treitler perhaps followed the same path of ambivalence;
if he did not, he should have done so, for arguments are now being advanced
by Peter James™ that the illiterate Greek ‘Dark Ages’ (1200-900 BC) are an
illusion created by bad dates (the argument is complex; Colin Renfrew, himself
ready to question received opinion, feels that the conclusions of James are
wrong, but for all the right reasons).” In other words, the documented adoption
by the Greeks of the Proto-Canaanite alphabet may have taken place not in the
eleventh century BC, to be forgotten until revived in the eighth century, but
rather in the ninth century, serving as the point of a systematic development
of Greek writing. In short, it is imprudent to explain Homeric poetry as a
response to the unavailability of writing, and that is what Parry as well as
Lattimore were trying to avoid; if Homer is ‘oral poetry’, that is better understood
as a technique chosen because it seemed most appropriate for the performance
of epic; and it can be assumed to apply to the epic genre, but not necessarily
to others. When we apply this to Gregorian, it is easy to see that there, too,
methods of musical notation were available (and had been used for Greek
music); if we need to imagine a process of composition for Gregorian, it should
not be driven by a need to expiain composition without the aid of writing,.

If we do need to explain the process of composition without writing, there
is (as always) another explanation, one which circumvents most of Parry’s
problem; I call it ‘inner text’. Pursuing the other side of the philological ambiva-
lence, it imagines a text-state that is words before it is letters, phonemes before
graphemes; and it works especially well for music.

Inner text

record — certainly during the seventh and eighth centuries, and by many singers
for a long time afterwards. Theories of oral composition address (among other
things) the problem of ‘How did they do it?” It is an observable fact of modern

* Peter James et al., Centuries of Darkness (New Brunswick, 1993).
* In his preface to James’s book.
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concert life that solo performers (either in solo recital or playing with an
orchestra) regularly perform without written record; and, of course, it is a fact
of operatic performance. Some conductors, and occasionally ensembles, also
perform without written record in front of them. We can either accept this fact
without trying to explain it or we can explain it with a hypothesis, for since
the process that produced the performance belongs to the internal arc, it is not
subject to empirical observation, only introspection. Some performers, said to
have ‘eidetic imagery’, report that they can read the score as if on an internatl
screen; others report that they do not see anything inside, simply that their
body knows how the piece goes.

I find it helpful in this connection to distinguish between memorization and
knowing how the piece goes. It seems to me that in order to learn a new piece
I have to ‘memorize’ it, and it takes an effort; 1 may use one of the many
techniques of memorization that have been described over the centuries. But
once I know a piece, I am not conscious of a process of recalling it during
performance (unless the process fails me). So the process of reproducing a piece
in performance is not observable even by my introspection.

I need to add the obvious fact that we can, and do, verify such performances
by following them with the written record in hand; and what we find is
that opera singers and concerto soloists reproduce very extended, complex
compositions exactly — not only according to the written record, but according
to the most minute details of inflection and nuance as we can remember them
from previous performances.

If we want to make an explanation, it necessarily takes the form of one of
these ad hoc unverifiable hypotheses whose value is only in their ability to
facilitate our understanding. I find it helpful to imagine an ‘inner text’ that
accomplishes the same thing that is accomplished by the philologist’s text that
is located in the written record. His text is clearly not to be identified with the
written record, since the same text can appear in more than one written record.
If pressed, a philologist might admit that he hypothesizes a text-state in the
mind of the poet immediately before or during the notation of the autograph.
I hypothesize such a text state for music, and I imagine that it can exist and
function for any musician at any time. For any given performer and performance
I would have to try to determine how it came to be. In a case where I had reason
to believe the performer was performing an item that had been pre-arranged by
someone else, then that of course could be verified if there was a written record
already in existence of that pre-arrangement, such as an edition of Beethoven's
sonatas. But I can make a similar hypothesis in the case of Gregorian chant,
even if | cannot verify it by finding a pre-existing written record. I know that
the result, the reproduction of a performance, is possible, and I can explain it
by appeal to an hypothetical inner text, even if I cannot extend the hypothesis
to include a more specific description of the mechanism. The hypothesis of
inner text enables me to treat the performances of Gregorian during the unwritten
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phase as if they were faithfully reproducing the text; consequently, I can treat
the written record, when in due course it appears, as recording the text.

The hypothesis of inner text suggests nothing about when such a text came
into existence or how long it had been in use; it also suggests nothing about
how much it might be changed over the years, or what the mechanism of
change might be. The important thing about such a hypothesis is that it permits
me to imagine as little or as much change as the singers might have wanted;
and the amount and kind of change could vary from one item to the next.
What this hypothesis avoids is the suggestion that the ability to fix the repertory
is limited by the conditions — by the doubt that the repertory could have been
fixed without written records. Such limitation has been the principal point of
contention.

The hypothesis of jnner text also suggests nothing about how chants were
composed; it only makes it possible to imagine that there was a text that a
singer could scan and edit in preparation for a performance. These are the same
conditions under which composers work in modern repertories, and we need
make no distinction between composing without written records and composing
with them. If we believe there are, in fact, differences, we can look for more
productive explanations than simply saying that the lack of written records
made certain things impossible.

Text is performance

‘Brethren, I show you a still better way.” All the explanations reviewed up to this
point attempt to explain what is awkwardly called the ‘compositional process’, for
which T have preferred the less ambiguous ‘process of composition’. In order
to be clear about the words we use, I find it helpful to refer again to the
diagram used for text criticism, and to present it in several expanded forms.
Figure 1, for the philologist, showed the philological interval between author
and archetype; the interval was divided into an internal arc from author to
autograph, and an external arc from autograph to archetype. Anything that
might happen in the internal arc has to be imagined rather than observed; and
since in ancient poetry and medieval music there are virtually no autographs,
everything in the external arc, hence the whole philological interval, has to be
imagined as well. For classical literature, the philologist fills the whole interval
with the assumption — the firm conviction ~ of the single original text. The text
tradition, and with it the text transmission, begins with the autograph, if there
is one, or with the archetype, the first written record (and continues to the
right of the diagram). We should note, however, that the philologist approaches
the text from the right, moving along the text tradition towards the left (that
would be up the stemma); the terminus of text criticism is the archetype, and
in a situation in which the text tradition clearly preserved a better text than an
autograph, the philologist might well prefer the results of the text criticism to
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philological interval

singer performance
internal arc external arc
Fig. 2

philological interval

singer performance written record
internal arc external arc
Fig. 3

the autograph, and assume an authorial or editorial improvement between
autograph and archetype.

Classical text criticism, then, can be described as empirical and rational to the
right of the archetype, single-mindedly assumptive to the left of the archetype
in the philological interval. In studies of medieval music during the second half
of our century we have paid less attention to the author (= composer), and
focused instead on the archetype, with increasing interest in only an extant
archetype, and on the scribe, to the extent that for Gregorian we sometimes
seem preoccupied with the question: Why did the scribe write it this way? to
the exclusion of: Why is the music the way it is? This has amounted to accepting
a temporary limitation on method and goal: we are to understand everything
we can about the production of each single manuscript before we can proceed
to reconstruction and interpretation.

The discussions of oral tradition might seem to require a different diagram,
such as shown in Figure 2. Here the internal arc terminates in a performance;
there is, by hypothesis, no autograph or archetype, and the external arc and
with it the whole philological interval extends indefinitely to the right in oral
tradition and oral transmission. But for medieval music (and, indeed, for all
except our most recent experience), oral tradition and oral transmission have to
produce a written record if we are to study it. So the diagram should show as
in Figure 3 the external arc terminating in a written record.

The written record might be an autograph; or, if the written record generated
a text tradition, it might be considered an archetype. Neither of those things
has to happen, however, and it is primarily just a written record. (Another
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philological interval

singer inner text performance written record
internal arc external arc
Fig. 4

philological interval

singer performance (= text) autograph/archetype
- internal arc external arc
ig. 5

analysis would be required if, in some other circumstances, it were a sound
recording.)

Into Figure 3 I want to place an ‘inner text” before the performance to produce
Figure 4. That is, as I described under ‘inner text’, I find it possible for the
singer to have arranged, scanned and edited what is to be sung in public
performance; this may well have been done by a private performance, for or
by the composer alone. I see nothing to prevent imagining some such process
of composition in the absence of written records.

Just as Figure 4 explicates the diagram for oral tradition shown in Figure 3,
so T can explicate the philologist’s diagram (Figure 1) by placing a performance
before the autograph, if there is one, or simply before the archetype, as in
Figure 5.

This might be a private performance, or a public one, as in the case of Homer.

The interface of internal and external arcs is the moment of externalization,
in which whatever was inside the composer (or poet) takes a form outside that
can be perceived by others. The moment may be short or long; the result may
be subsequently revised, even drastically, either before it reaches the archetype
or before it is performed publicly or marked by publication of some kind. I am
not inferested at the moment in specifying anything about the externalization;
I only want to be able to proceed without specifying anything about the process
of composition that led up to it. The mechanisms of composition that I reviewed
and also the one I suggested, along (I believe) with any other, share the moment
of externalization; but since they all occupy the internal arc, they are purely
hypothetical, without possibility of confirmation by observation. For some pur-
poses, then, they can be ignored, and I can work with the externalized result,
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which occupies a central position analogous to performance in Parry’s construc-
tion, and analogous to text in text criticism. To state it abstractly, the (single
original) text is the performance.

This is not a new statement. Many, if not most, people who listen seriously
to music proceed this way. It is mostly historians of one kind or another, along
with some analysts, who try to explain how the text as performed got that way.
[ am making the statement not by way of rejecting historicism, but rather to
find out how historicism can best function, especially in the case of Gregorian,
where the data that would otherwise be available and useful is simply lacking.

Of the many questions that immediately arise, the first is a very serious
obstacle, while others are less serious. The serious obstacle is, of course, the
fact that once a performance is past, it is past. It is past after the last sound is
no longer audible, so this problem affects our study of and reflection on all
music. Performance is in the present; performance is the present form of the
music. Performance is one of the modes of being present; and we are present
at a performance. If we want to listen to music, then what is accessible is the
performance. The philologist can be in the presence of a written record, can
experience it directly; but if he argues that the written record is the poem (or
the music), he is only acknowledging that he is accepting the written record as
accessible in lieu of a performance. And the passionate belief in the single
original text acknowledges the inaccessible past performance. The enduring value
of classical philology is to make this acknowledgement and to try to deal with
it; in music we know things that can help.

An easier and more immediate question has already been asked, and answered:
‘How can I understand the music unless I know how it was made?’ Descriptions
of the process of composition are answers to this question. As I have suggested,
these descriptions really address the part that says ‘How can I understand?
and cannot claim to offer a scientific answer in the form of a confirmed hypothesis
about how it was made. Such descriptions are ‘as-if’ answers, and do in fact
help people understand. But using the same words of the question as given, I
can ask the question slightly differently: ‘How can I understand how the music
was made unless I know how it goes? This question focuses attention on the
fact that the performed text is more knowable than the process of its composition.
To put it another way, descriptions of the process of composition tend to lead
to an understanding in general rather than in the specific way a given piece is.
This tendency is more easily seen in the wider contexts often supplied: “If 1
were in Beethoven's circumstances, had his experiences, I would know how he
felt, and would understand how and why he composed as he did’. That leads
to biographical and social process; another approach attempts to supply the
stylistic process, the ‘stylistic envelope’, within which individual compositions
are composed. I have done this as much as anyone, and more than most; but
I need now to address the uniqueness of the composition. How the composer
made it is the composer’s business, not mine; in revenge, how I respond to it
is my business, not the composer’'s. And if I were to ask a composer about the
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process of composition of a piece, I imagine that the most direct answers (leaving
aside the rhetoric that some composers have found appropriate to such questions)
would be these: ‘"How did 1 compose it? I composed it the way it is. Why?
because that is the way I wanted to compose it. And it means what it says.’
The problem is not exactly one of verbal as opposed to musical meaning,
although that is part of it. It is one of acknowledging something out there in
the text for which I cannot find a ready-made match within. To use a metaphor,
I ask my in-board computer, in attempting to find an internal match for the
perceived experience, to keep searching for a more precise one — if necessary,
to construct a new one.

In the mean time, I rail at the caution on my electronic equipment - ‘No
user-serviceable elements inside’ — and I try to open it anyway, just to see how
it works. The caution 1 now offer, 'no listener-appreciable elements inside’,
while just as ungrammatical, is probably just as accurate; and still, we will all
continue to look. I think the danger arises in those cases in which the reason
we ask about the process of composition, about how the composer made it, is
because we did not understand the piece in the first place, and we need some
clue from outside the piece. Such a clue may lead us into the loop of reading
the piece to match an assumed process of composition, and thus into the
intentional fallacy (the effect of pointing out the intentional fallacy was to caution
that intentions other than those realized in the piece are indeterminate).®

We may not know what it is, but we have to take it into account

The advantage of taking the performance as text can be most easily observed
by watching the literary critic taking the written record as text, having taken
from the philologist the strategy of being interested only in what can be reliably
studied by optically scanning the written record. What is not explicitly visible
therein is rhythm, pace, accent, character, tone, inflection, sonority ~ a whole
spectrum of qualities we can without hesitation identify as musical. These
qualities, and some others, are also missing from our musical written records,
and we have always been keenly aware of the lack. Students of literature
acknowledge the lack, first by calling their subject ‘literature’, consisting of
letters, that is, graphemes; and they often deal with, say, ‘tone” metaphorically,
inferring it from the ‘meaning’ of the poem. The referential meaning is what is
most reliably encoded in the graphemes, and that is what is principally studied.
The student of literature speaks of ‘reading’ and means thereby interpretation,
with the curious inversion that the reading derives from the inferpretation
instead of the interpretation deriving from the reading in the sense of an optical
scanning. We make the same use of the term when we speak of a conductor’s
reading of a score. What was the problem — did the conductor not know how

% W. K. Wimsatt and Monroe C. Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’, Sewanee Review, 564 (1946),
468-88; repr. W. K. Wimsatt, The Verbal Icon (New York, 1954).
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the piece went, that he had to read it? We mean, of course, something much
more subtle: on one hand the conductor is bringing to bear on the text his
whole experience and that of the culture, in other words, the tradition; and
simultaneously on the other hand he hopes to find, by confronting his knowledge
of the tradition afresh with the obstinate, durable text, something original, in
the sense of unique to him but also appropriate to the composer.

5o much to supply that is not there in the written record! Many philologists
have been passionately concerned with all aspects of sonority in performance
of ancient poetry, and have agonized over the problems of pronunciation, accent
and rhythm, to our great benefit. But the problems do not yield easily, agreement
is not widespread, and, more important, the results do not figure so prominently
in literary criticism. The idea of the classical poet performing poetry in public
seems only recently to have attracted sustained scholarly attention.

We, too, have endless problems in reconstructing what performances sounded
like (in that common expression ‘sounded like’ lies the key, as [ will try to
show: we can only know that a past performance was like something we know
in the present, as part of the tradition; we have to find a match). But for most
of the European tradition we seem convinced at least that music sounded, was
performed, and that we must assume that performed state as the most real
state, the state from which we infer everything else. Only in our understanding
of medieval music does there linger an idea that music did not need to be
performed, does not need to be considered in a performed state. Just because
the written record lacks many of the directions we need, we cannot for that
reason assume that we should add them on to the text simply as ‘performance
practice’, and that therefore something happened to the original conception as
an afterthought when it was eventually performed. The way the piece sounded
is what makes it music; the way may be even more important than the recorded
pitches and durations in making it musical. Insuperable obstacles may stand in
the way of finding out what that was, but in the beginning has to be the
performance. This is the same kind of existential answer I offered to the question,
How did it get that way? We cannot tell, but it did.

Where to look and listen

A man, walking down the street at night, saw a second man searching the
pavement under a street light; he stopped to help, determined that the second
man had lost his keys, and asked "Where did you lose them?’ ‘Across the street,
by my car.” ‘Why are you leoking over here, then?’ ‘Because I can see better
under the light.” A silly story, and it may seem to have only a silly application
to Gregorian studies. But are we not in a silly situation, trying to study music
a thousand years old, music that was not written down in the first place, and
when it was, without indication of pitch? At least in the light we may find

something. But the other, and more important, point is that we must not confuse
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absence of light with lack of event: the fact that we cannot see it does not mean
that it never happened.

Several responses can be made to the problem of how to proceed. The first
is frustratingly simple, and seemingly in contradiction to what I have just
written. The most reliable information is in the written records of the music,
just as the philologist said. Trust him; trust them. And while recent thinking
has parted company with modern text criticism on the assumptions of single
original text before the archetype, and does not assume the scribal model
required for stemmatics, still we have learned from classical philology and from
text criticism in particular a refined and flexible technique — a whole repertory
of techniques - for dealing with manuscripts and finding out whatever is written
in them, and also a commitment to taking what we find seriously. These
techniques, including the much maligned palaeography and musical notation,
provide us access to the text, and safeguard against retreat into fantasy. The
most immediate instance in Gregorian studies is provided by the signs of nuance
(readily accessible in the Graduale triplex),”” which are part of the text of the
manuscripts concerned; we need to acknowledge the signs, even while we
mistrust the reading of them by, say, Dom Mocquereau or Dom Cardine.

As 1 ask myself how to get to this text (that I have identified as performance),
[ find that alongside the written record the most important way is through
tradition, and I need now to say more exactly what I think tradition is. I believe
that I have in mind for tradition a commonly accepted meaning, and do not
intend to use the term in an arbitrary or idiosyncratic way. The difficulty is
that by its nature, tradition is what everyone knows it to be — and more precise
definition seems not possible. I can point to broad traditions such as European
music, or to narrower ones such as European church music, or European concert
music; or I can point to very narrow traditions such as the tradition of performing
Tosca, or the Fifth Symphony. I can try an abstract generalization: a tradition is
a diachronic repertory of performances, but I would have to add the essential
ingredient that the repertory was internalized in people who were involved with
it; to be involved with a tradition is to have internalized it, to know what it is.

So a tradition is not just a collection of texts, but a collective reading of them.
When Clara Schumann referred to ‘our kind of music’, the people who knew
what she meant knew what she meant, and even people who emphatically did
not feel that music should be restricted to that kind knew, none the less, what
she meant. We could make an inventory of the pieces that were included, and
of those exciuded; but more precisely the tradition would be how she and her

went, how music went. The tradition she was referring to is a relatively narrow

¥ Graduale triplex seu Graduale romanum Pauli PP.VI cura recognitum & rhythmicis signis a Solesmensibus
monachis ornaium, neunis Laudunensibus (Cod.239) et Sangallensibus (Codicum San Gallensis 359 et
Einsidlensis 121} nunc auctum (Solesmes, 1979).
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one, but jt serves to illustrate what I think is true (by definition) of traditions
in general. How about ‘shared readings of specified repertory’?

Traditions can be very sloppy, very resistant to clean specification; but they
also can be very specific, and very durable. Since traditions seem necessarily
selective and differentiated, people will not ordinarily know traditions other
than their own. For my purpose here what is important is that while a tradition
may give only one reading of a text, it does give that reading, and the reading
can be more durable than a fragile piece of paper. As I said at the beginning,
we cannot read any ancient written record unless we participate in some tradition
that includes it; now I say that tradition, properly used, is a most valuable
access to music when we have no written record, or when we are interested
in performance as text.

‘Is not the Gregorian tradition so different, and from such a different culture,
that we cannot read it reliably? Will not our instinctive responses will be
inappropriate? Is it not a tradition lost to us?’

This turned out to be a complicated question. It presupposes various kinds
and degrees of linkage between music and our responses to it on the one hand,
and on the other between our responses and the responses of others, in our
own time and in other times. Everyone will understand the question differently,
and answer it differently, depending on individual estimates of these linkages.

As a preliminary, the question has a strong component of ethical injunction:
we ought not to respond thoughtlessly to music that seems different, for that
is not responsible, it is doing bad things to ourselves and to the music. This
injunction comes to me from somewhere, and I believe it to be widespread in
the profession. We must accept the responsibility of acknowledging that others
intend and do different things in music; the more different they are than we,
the more different will be their music; we must not indulge ourselves by
assuming it is merely the same as ours. We might miss the opportunity of
discovering something we did not know, of extending our knowledge, of improv-
ing ourselves. 1 accept that responsibility.

I suspect, however, that we have invoked the idea that medieval music is
different on occasions when we did not respond at all to the music, hence
looked for an explanation of it in another, non-musical realm. At any rate, when
I do respond, the problem does not come up automatically. To note is that the
problem of a different culture does not seem to interfere — or even be referred
to — in connection with understanding Homer. So to assert the difference of
medieval music from our own may be largely a functional assertion. In any
case, it is not part of a consistent approach to historical change over long
periods. To help support some positions we say, ‘that process must have taken
a very long time’ (Parry assumes this for the development of a repertory of
formulae). To support some other position we may say, ‘That feature (or those
features) must have changed very little over a long period’. (Jeffery implies this
in identifying melodies in the fourth or fifth centuries.) It is one thing to make
such statements on the basis of specific observations, quite another to make



Chant and its Origins

43

Gregorian studies in the twenty-first century 73

them as assumptions. Neither of the two statements quoted harmonize very
well with the belief implied in the question under discussion, that medieval
music is basically different from our own. All such assertions seem to be made
axiomatically, and for good cause: we have little opportunity to verify them.
We make them confidently, categorically, on the basis of need not knowledge.

If we say a culture is different, it may be because it is in a faraway place. It
seems to me that cross-cultural comparisons will be useful only when we know
how the music is working in each of the two cultures to be compared; I see
many problems to be solved before such comparison is appropriate. Gregorian,
however, is not from a faraway place, and in this case we say its culture is
different because it was so long ago. Then, we consider Gregorian as part of a
culture, as a stick in a bundle; comparing to our own bundle, we are finding
differences in many of the other sticks, and arguing that the Gregorian, too,
must be different. That argument is presumptive on two counts: (1) it presumes
linkage between elements of culture, and archaeologists, at least, are increasingly
reluctant to presume such linkage. They often have to presume it, simply
because they may only have broken pots in hand. We, too, have to presume
linkage, in order to imagine what the chant was like before 900; but I believe
we presume far too much. (2) The argument presumes that there is enough in
common among the other sticks to speak of the culture as a whole, and this
seems simplistic. On one hand it is true that people north of the Alps may
have sung the same chant in the same surroundings (the same buildings!) as
we do, may have sung the same Creed inside the church but done some of
the same things outside, and spoke French and German. On the other hand,
the language might sound unfamiliar to us, and their churches were new not
old. The mix of same and different becomes extremely complex, and I do not
see how we can say anything decisive enough about whether Gregorian culture
was the same or different from our own (what is that, exactly?) to conclude
anything about the sameness or difference of the music itself.

So for the time being we have to deal with the music by itself. Here we have
to worry about various kinds and degrees of linkage between our responses to
music and whatever it is in the music that we respond to. The possible positions
(and there are many) range along a continuum that extends from presuming a
one-to-one relationship between kinds of response and musical elements, all the
way to presuming no such relationship of any kind. An example of a one-to-one
relationship would be to assume that a major third is the consonance to which
we are most ready to respond, not only as a source of pleasure but also as the
necessary centre of a tonal system. An example of presuming no relationship
would be to say that tunings or scales as used are completely arbitrary in
construction, with no necessary reference to consonance. In order to think about
these positions it helps to have a conception of music itself as phenomenological
as possible (short of solipsism).

The basic ‘objective’ observation to be made about music is that it consists of
a series of sonic blips; that is what is out there, that is all that is out there;
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that is what electro-mechanical acoustic sensors detect and record - that or a
series of flashes on a screen. Everything else in music is in here; our responses
are configurations, some of incredible complexity, that we lay on the blips.
Some of the configurations are simple, and while we need to acknowledge the
continuum between simple and complex configurations, we need also to avoid
assuming any direct correlation with simple or complex blips. Also, even the
simplest perceived blip may be resolvable into many acoustic events measurable
only in micro seconds, and much of our response may be below the threshold
of awareness (most obviously in the case of vibrations).

If we refuse any permanent, one-to-one relationship of our configuration and
blips, then of course we feel that it is not possible to respond appropriately to
Gregorian, since the blips themselves seem undeniably different from our own
music. This view finds the only access to Gregorian in social context, and in
complex associations (of concept, image, feeling) determined through historical
reconstruction, usually of the liturgy.

If we presume one-to-one relationships between responses and blips (that is,
sets of blips) then we could imagine appropriate responses to Gregorian, but
only to the extent of the repertory of responses that we were willing to include
as musical. That is, in order to respond to Gregorian, we would have to find
a set of blips for which we already had a response.

I find that these extreme positions are unfruitful, if not very problematic, and
for that reason they are not often used. Most observers take some kind of
intermediate or mixed position. One such position that has been prominently
represented asserts that our responses to our own music are based on configur-
ations occurring naturally; the most familiar instance is the harmonic triad, based
on the overtone series. But (this view continues) we cannot respond to ancient
music because the responses are not linked to any such natural configurations.
Besseler, for example, distinguished between the music of Dufay and that of
the fourteenth century on the grounds that under the influence of humanism
(as opposed to a theological orientation in the Middle Ages) Dufay acknowledged
the natural basis of harmony (hence Besseler analysed Dufay’s harmony with
Riemann functions). The effect of this position was to say that our responses
to Dufay could be appropriate, but that appropriate responses to music a century
earlier were available to us only through reconstruction of musically arbitrary
association and social context.

I do not see how we are going to solve the problem of systematically matching
response and blips, of giving an account that is generally applicable, or of
showing a mechanism that is demonstrable; ignoring any other criterion, 1 do
not see how we could find a solution that would be agreeable to all. And I do
not think this is because the solution requires more time or data, but rather
because of an element of indeterminacy that seems unavoidable. Twentieth-
century nuclear physics has had to work around the Heisenberg principle of
indeterminacy; I can understand this principle only in very simple terms, and
so report it here. An electron is seen, its speed and position observed, only by
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shooting another electron at it; but when it hits, of course, the first electron is
no longer where it was. In music things are slightly different. T can observe,
empirically, old music as an archacologist observes artefacts; and unlike an
archaeologist, I do not destroy the location in the site by obscrving it. But can
I both respond to an item and observe it empirically? For my response takes
the form of putting a configuration on top of the blips; so I am responding to
the configuration, and perhaps not to the blips.

I believe, none the less, that we can deal with our responses, and with what
ever evoked them, without abandoning some kind of systematic connection
between them, but also without arguing for an a priori position (or retreating
to theories of pure projection, or of chaos). I must appeal again to analogies,
the first involving tactile perception. To our touch, stone feels cold, and wood
warm, and this may be the case even if thermometers show no measurable
difference between the two materials or the ambient temperature. The reason
usually given (and it seems good to me) is that the stone is readily absorbing
our body heat, but the wood, not absorbing it, reflects it back to our sensors.
So the heat we perceive is our own, and while the difference between touching
wood and stone is obvious, we have had no tactile perception of anything in
the wood or stone that would account for the difference. In musical terms, [
would say that what we perceive is our response to musical sounds, and without
knowing anything about how or why or which sounds evoke which responses,
we can readily differentiate responses and work with them, as long as we
acknowledge that they were evoked by something out there.

How to work with them? My other analogy is that of a scientific procedure that
is purely empirical, logical and pragmatic, but works by juggling assumptions and
uncertainties; it offers a useful model. Working from his point of departure,
and using observed data of speed and time, as well as estimates of wind and
current, a navigator calculates where his ship ought to be; this is the ‘assumed
position” (the process is called ‘deduced reckoning’, or ‘dead reckoning’). He
confirms this position, tentatively, by observing the sun and comparing its
observed angle with tables that give him the angle calculated from the assumed
position; there is always a slight difference, which he uses to correct the assumed
position. All very hypothetical, and the result may or may not be correct; the
navigator will not know until landfall. But the method is traditional and standard,
and can work very, very well.

An application to chant that is easily understandable, and perhaps believable,
occurs in the study of chant notation. We read staffless notation by working
back from staffed sources. With the square notation, say of the Graduale triplex,
in mind (or with a melody that we know by heart) we can read the adiastematic
notation recorded in the Triplex above and below the staff, observing when it
is the same and when different! For although the staffless notation does not show
much pitch, its configuration occasionally fails to match that assumed from the
staff notation. Then we can do cither of two things, and each is valuable: we
can guess what the earlier pitch was (say, b instead of ¢, a frequent case), and
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from that argue to the principle of a pitch-shift of b up to ¢ over the centuries
intervening between the two sources (that is, tenth and eleventh centuries); or
we can first assume the shift as a general principle (perhaps we are encouraged
by other information) and then use it to read a sign in a way not usual (say,
a trigon as b-c-n). We cannot, however, say that one of these ways ‘proves’ the
other; and we cannot do both. Either gives us a suggestion for which we can
find interesting uses; but as for knowing, we will have to wait for landfall. (The
conclusion I draw from this particular case, incidentally, is that the b-c shift is
diachronic not synchronic, in other words that it has little to do with ‘dialects’
of Gregorian linked to places.)

How such an application can be made to the more basic problem of linkage
of response and blips I am not yet clear, but I feel it goes something like this.
I can assume that Hucbald, say, had a response to a certain set of blips in
chant; the set involved tones in diatonic steps and leaps; these same steps and
leaps continue to be used in our music, that is, we read modern texts by using
the same diatonic system (the chant text itself may also survive, but I am not
referring to it here). The response Hucbald made to specific intervals could have
entered the tradition and become a constitutive part of it; it could have continued
down to the present, and I could have the same response. So I can hear what
Hucbald heard. As for knowing, again, I will have to wait for landfall, and
who knows when that will be.

The important qualification is that other responses will have entered the
tradition since 900. One such response, or system of responses, has developed
to configurations identified as triadic. Do these obliterate the intervals, thus
preventing me from responding with Hucbald’s response? In some contexts
obviously not; but in other contexts they might. To put it another way, in those
other contexts, can I choose not to respond in terms of triads (which is the
response provided me by the near tradition) in order to respond only to the
intervals? It is my experience that I can, and I believe many others feel similarly.
One more, most important step: the response is to the interval, the interval is
there in the modern text, the option to respond that way is just as much a part
of our music as it was of Hucbald’s. This can show me that the response to
triads itself is an option, selected and confirmed by European systematic thought
since Zarlino. There are other options in the present state of the tradition; triadic
thinking is a configuration that I lay on nineteenth-century music; it corresponds
to something that is there in the blips; it is not only a configuration from the
tradition, it is a conceptual system that I use to explain my responses. Who
knows whether it does explain the very clear, very specific responses I have to
the blips? My responses to nineteenth-century music (or to any other segment
of the European tradition) might be in certain respects the same as Hucbald's
to chant, and so my responses to chant might be just as appropriate as his.

The original question (Is not the Gregorian culture so different . . .?) presumed
that the tradition changed drastically over the thousand years intervening. I am
presuming, on the other hand, that some things changed more, some less; that
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the diatonic system hardly changed at all, and that responses somehow linked
to it could persist in the tradition. I say that I can proceed as if they persisted;
or if I presume they did not persist, then I cannot study Gregorian as music,
only as documents. In other words, while I will never have scientific knowledge
of Hucbald’s music, 1 have always had musical knowledge of it.

An example may help; I cast it in the form of an imaginary discussion between
two listeners comparing responses. Suppose we can agree that two tones (not
one) are sounding. We can agree that they are relatively blending (consonant
not dissonant), although already the agreement may be tenuous; and our reports
of more subtle responses may agree less and less — and not necessarily because
our responses are any less clear or strong. We may agree that there are seven
distinct pitches sounding, and that they are the seven of the diatonic system,
without the octave. We may agree, in another case, that there are eight, one
of them sounding in octave duplication; or one of us may hear eight separate
pitches, denying that in this case the eighth sounds like the duplicate of the
first. We may agree that there are eight and call them C, D, E, F, G, a, b, ¢,
and also that the piece ends on E; but we may not agree that this sounds like
a firm or expected conclusion — which may lead to complex differences of
interpretation. In the case of a similar piece ending on G, we may agree that
shortly before the end there is a configuration F-g-c; but one of us may hear
those three pitches as a unit (triad), another as a smooth succession (of two
thirds); that is a clear difference of configurations, but one that does not seem
to make much difference unless larger configurations are invoked. The one who
hears it as a unit may well superimpose a larger configuration of triads in a
key, and conclude either that this piece (about to end on G) made an ill-advised
move to the subdominant, and then failed to reach the tonic; or else that the
F-a-c represents a fall into a deep subdominant in penultimate position — unusual
in nineteenth-century style but frequent in twentieth-century. That is the kind
of interpretation that we easily identify as inappropriate. The other observer,
who heard F-a-c as a smooth succession, could report hearing that these pitches
bracketed the two associated with the final, G-b, and using up all the immediately
available alternate pitches in the scale had the effect of an obvious ‘other” sound
useful for the penultimate. Together we could remind ourselves of how much
we agreed upon to start, and might go on to reflect that what the second
observer heard as a clear penultimate was similar in function to what the first
would elsewhere identify as ‘dominant’ (rather than as’ subdominant’), and we
might agree speculatively that in the triadic system both dominant and subdomin-
ant triads represent ‘other’ triads (other than tonic triad) and can be used on
occasion in comparable penultimate position for cadential function.

But suppose the first listener, who tried to hear triads, concluded the match
was not successful, hence that it was not possible to respond to that music;
that this was a case of insuperable difference. Disregarding simplistic expla-
nations once given (‘people did not actually hear the sounds’, ‘the Church did
not allow it’, ‘the triad F-a-c will not be heard as a simultaneity in monophony’
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(but it will in a resonant space)), we should consider at least one sophisticated
one, which is that the system of triadic configurations of the eighteenth century
was not yet in the tradition, not yet a shared response, in the ninth century (and
this would apply just as well to triads actually sounding in thirteenth-century
polyphony). It is at that point that I would invoke alternative options of listening
as described earlier.

Tradition, then, is the name by which I call the very large, complex store of
musical responses that has come down to me through European society in
history. How to use tradition, this store of responses, to gain access to Gregorian,
or any other old music? Study of it by scientific method is not useful for my
purposes for reasons already given: first, historical materials do not permit
adequate testing of hypothesis; and second, musical materials gua musical (that
is, involving my responses) are observable only by me, hence do not permit
the kind of agreement among several observers that would make them ‘objective
data’. Inductive empiricism provides useful models, as long as 1 acknowledge
that their applicability can never be confirmed.

Cognizant of this, many historical scholars now evaluate the applicability of
specific models in terms of the quality of the ’fit’, that is, the degree to which
the consequences of the model fit the available data. It is certainly important
to evaluate the degree of fit; but a high degree does not confirm the hypothesis
in the same way as confirmation by experiment, for the simple but crucial
reason that an experiment tests consequences that involve new data from outside
the set of original data, and under controlled conditions; this is not available
to historians. All that the quality of fit confirms is that the hypothesis does indeed
explain the problematic situation — or seems to explain it to the researcher — better
than other available models, and on the basis of the data available to that
researcher. A good fit does not assure that things out there are the way they
are in the model.

Something similar can be said of scientific method itself: even with testing by
experiment, the confirmation of a hypothesis does not constitute a guarantee
of what is out there. Hence a purely pragmatic analysis of scientific method
identifies the criterion of scientific knowledge only as the ability to predict and
control. In response to the question ‘does a verified hypothesis give knowledge
of how things really are?” the pragmatic analysis responds ‘What do you mean
by ‘knowing’? And to justify the criterion of predict-and-control, the pragmatic
analysis asks ‘What other kind of test is there?’

Does not what I have written constitute a denial of scholarly method, with
which we have worked so hard for a century to overcome the dilettantism and
arbitrariness characteristic of previous commentary on music? I certainly need
to respond to that, and I do so by laying a countercharge of dilettantism against
the kind of historical scholarly method that has sought to duplicate the results
of the physical sciences by aping ‘scientific method’. Such scholarship has been
uninformed and unsophisticated. It has ignored on one hand the nature of the
materials, both as history and as music; on the other hand it has tried to apply
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a method that it did not fully understand. If my reading of recent history is
correct, I take these failings to be a function of scholarship in its nineteenth-
century university environment, where scholars in the humanities amassed
tremendous amounts of data by Positivism (which was good and from which
we still benefit), but then tried to use Reason, as disciplined by Kant’s Critigue,
to manipulate the data into conclusions whose persuasive force would be irresist-
ible. Somewhere in the process the sense of humanistic judgement, basic to the
Classical Tradition as late as the sixteenth century, was lost for a
time ™

Given the impossibility of confirming explanations in history, and the difficult
status of data that is relevant to music, 1 believe the use of scientific method
to be inappropriate. In its stead, [ prefer to trust the operations, largely uncon-
scious, of the mind for scanning and storing data, noting similarities and
differences; I believe the mind does these things with more regard for context
than a typically scientific process of abstracting one feature common to a set of
data and generalizing about it. Without saying that the mind is a computer, or
even like a computer, still we can say that among the mind’s admirable qualities
is the ability to scan and process data for some purposes better and faster than
any computer most of us can afford. It is true that the mind tends to present
for conscious attention data already processed — generalizations are made,
approximate matches are suggested, connections and alternative explanations
already formed; as a concomitant, the complete scope of data in my mind may
not be displayed to my conscious attention; it is not accessible, yet it is available
for use. To put it another way, 1 cannot think pitches or durations as fast as 1
can sing or play them, just as I cannot think words and sentences as fast as |
can deliver them. So I cannot display for others” scrutiny the processes that led
to my conclusions; I cannot convince by rigour of method, but must rely instead
on another, more pragmatic — and scientific! — criterion, the ability of others to
reproduce the same result. ‘Do you hear what I hear?” And my judgements
cannot be proven, only judged.

Like a computer, musical judgement works better the more data it has; of
course, the data has to be good (garbage in, garbage out). I find this to be the
value of Positivism — as a method it provides much good data. If I could make
only one point, it would be this: the trouble with musical criticism as it has
been practised as a scholarly programme js that it has not been based upon
enough data, specifically it has not taken into account the whole duration of
the European tradition, beginning some time before Gregorian, and including
Gregorian in the long approach to nineteenth-century music. (The tradition
needs to be long, but not necessarily broad.) And I believe this is the only

* In many respects I am continuing a critical discussion of historiographical method undertaken by
Arthur Mendel in ‘Evidence and Explanation’, International Musicological Society, Report of the Eighth
Congress (New York, 1961): vol. lI, Reports (1962), pp. 3-18, which I recommend with enthusiasm
and respect but not necessarily agreement.
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trouble with criticism, not some presumed failing in the use of ‘scientific’
historiography.

The concept of formula as a tool of Gregorian study

Formulae have come to occupy a central position in our thinking and research
on Gregorian, as illustrated by Hiley’s remark that the offertory chant was
poorly understood because ‘it does not rely on easily understood formulas’
(Hiley p. 121; I would rather refer to most of the configurations involved as
‘idioms’, since ‘formula’ in a standard medieval use refers to something different,
the ‘tones” used for Office psalmody, Canticles, verses for Matins responsories,
and such; but ‘formula’ is commonly used for what we have to discuss, and
the confusion with ‘tones” is part of the problem at hand).

Philological method fastens quickly on to formulae: in the texi-critical phase
it scans extant versions for similarities and differences, and the similarities
(which may include formulae) can be taken as belonging to the single original
text. In the literary phase, attention shifts to what is original about the text,
but this is identified by separating it out from the formulae, which are assigned
to the tradition; Parry showed what interesting things could be done with them
there. Whatever we do with them in Gregorian, we have to acknowledge their
presence; but I think we have generalized far too much about them in classifi-
cation (my distinction of idiom from tone is only the first of many distinctions
I find necessary); and I believe that we have been extremely presumptive as to
how they were used in Gregorian, and how they can be used by us.

The study of formula and melody-type has been undertaken by observing
similarities among the objects, assembling and sorting into categories, finding
the laws that would govern their behaviour. Any scholar, when pressed, would
of course admit that formulae do not behave at all; people, behaving musically,
use formulae in certain ways. But we attribute agency (in the case of Wandervers,
agency is attributed by its name) as part of a conviction that we are studying
objective things that are controlled by objective forces; otherwise, how would
we study them scientifically? My point is that they are not so controlled, and
that is why we cannot study them that way.

But what did it mean, ‘poorly understood because it did not use formulae?’
People in our century do not respond any less warmly to offertories than to
other genres that do use formulae. ‘Understood” must mean something different.
I think its operational meaning in this case is that we cannot so easily find
things to say about offertories, whereas with graduals and tracts we can talk
about (argue with our colleagues about, teach our students about) formula and
melody-type; we see formulae as objective facts about which we believe we can
have knowledge, hence understanding. I believe this involves a misplaced
reliance on objective fact as well as a misunderstanding of what it is and how
we might use it in music; and, on the other hand, a neglect of the way musical
understanding depends on respornse.
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Formulae are not actually there in the blips; rather, they are one kind of
configuration that we put down on top of blips by way of responding to them. As
we become aware of formulae as used by the singer, we hear them everywhere in
the repertory; only subsequently does it become clear that they appear differently,
and to very different degrees, in different genres. With surprise — and perhaps
a sense of betrayal, of inconsistency on the part of the Gregorian style — we
discover that some genres do not seem to use formulae, as Hiley observed of
offertories; and furthermore in this respect he grouped offertories together with
introits and communions. That left graduals, tracts, and (presumably only the
earlier) alleluias as genres that do use easily identified formulae — about half
the repertory. Do we attribute greater age, developmental priority, archaism, to
genres more formulaic? That would be hypothesizing about the process of
composition, and while we might use that to explain observed antiquity, we
could not ‘deduce’ antiquity from it. And on the other hand we can observe
intensive use of formulae in genres demonstrably much younger, such as the
Victorine sequence — a case that invalidates a generalized explanation with a
specific observation.

There are difficulties in perceiving formulae. Offertories certainly sound stylist-
ically continuous with graduals; that is, we can hear a similarity of style, even
if there are but few shared formulae. But Hiley specified ‘easily identified
formulas’, and if we looked for formulae only two or three pitches long, we
could identify many; Ah, but do we hear a configuration that short as a formula,
and can we know that it occurred as a formula rather than as the result of random
movement, mostly stepwise, in a diatonic system (as Nowacki agonized,® with
considerable sophistication, in the case of Office antiphons)?

We try now to distinguish between a melody-type and a series of formulae,
but there is an interesting problem. In one way of looking at it, we can see all
the responsories of a set, say, mode 5, spread out on a field, spaced so as to
show sharing of formula by the proximity of one item io another. Where the
sharing between several graduals was extensive, they would appear as a cluster;
other items would be more spaced out. The clusters would be the melody-types
(in mode 5 graduals there is only one such, as Apel showed, while in mode 8
responsories Holman showed several). But this is only a statistical statement,
not a difference of genre, type or structure: the melody-type is nothing but a
high concentration of shared formulae. In another way of looking at it, however,
we can understand a melody-type (say, of graduals mode 2) as a whole, rather
than as a collection of formulae, and we can understand its various versions as
contrafacta, each preserving the whole more faithfully or less. In that mede of
perception, it is not so appropriate to resolve the melody into constituent
formulae — and, indeed, mode 2 graduals seem less formulaic than those in
mode 5.

* Edward Nowacki, ‘Studies on the Office Antiphons of the Old Roman Manuscripts’, Ph.D.
Dissertation, Brandeis University (1980); UMI 80-24546.
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Apel gave code strings (a;, D, etc.) to the series of formulae he perceived in
graduals, similar to those used by Frere* (and with much more sophistication
by Holman)* for Matins responsories. I am not sure what to do with these
coded summaries, except as a preliminary aid in scanning the whole set. We
cannot conclude from the codes alone that two items are the same or sound
the same; for that we have to listen to them; hence even a simple taxonomy
requires inspection of the items each as a whole. The assignment of codes
over-generalizes the formula, and is largely a function of how the researcher
perceived the formula. Even where I agree with the determination of the code,
still I get nothing out of the code string except a vague sense of the layout of
the whole melody. Meanwhile, I find that my responses are increasingly to the
small differences among melodies rather than to their large similarities.

Sometimes the study of formulae seems to involve a misuse of text-critical
procedure. Some scholars, observing the same melisma in different chants, treat
it as a parallel passage showing several versions of the same text, and they
treat the slight differences as variants; then they treat the variants according to
what ever hypothetical system they subscribe to. The Cardinists, as part of their
programme, are apt to select one of these ‘variants’ as correct, as part of the
single original text. Other scholars sometimes allow each variant its autonomy,
but take them as functional equivalents, mutually replaceable, which is essentially
asserting a single original inner text. I prefer to treat each instance of a ‘parallel
passage’ as autonomous and as specific to its context, unique. The difference
in procedure begins with a difference in perception of what is a ‘same piece’;
I am saying, in effect, that neither the melisma nor the two graduals in which
it occurs are ‘the same piece’. I find it more useful to take as the basic event
the occurrence of a specific set of words to be sung at a specific liturgical
(hourly, daily, weekly, seasonal, yearly) occasion; hence the same set of words,
along with its melody, sung on some other occasion is a different piece; and
the same melisma, or melody-type, sung to a different set of words is a different
piece. Therefore (I say) differences among parallel passages are not varjants,
and not to be dealt with as such under any programme. The problem is made
difficult because philology tries to be consistent, and the data is recalcitrant; but
we do not automatically require parallel passages in sonata forms, say, to be
identical.

If we need to know formulae, it is comparable to our need to know vocabulary
in language, in order to recognize what is being said. We do not necessarily
need to know generalized verbal statements about the occurrence of formulae ~
their frequency, location, configuration; and statistics on these factors are a
pretentious use of scientific method. What we need is to know the formulae

* Walter Howard Frere, Introduction to Antiphonale Sarisburiense: A Reproduction in Facsimile of a
Manuscript of the Thirteenth Century, ed. Walter Howard Frere (London, 1901-24).

* Hans-Jorgen Holman, The Responsoria Prolixa of the Codex Worcester F 1607, Ph.D. Dissertation,
Indiana University (1961); UMI 61-04447.
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when we hear a piece that uses them; that knowledge is part of knowing the
piece. Observing invariance, or reference to sameness, by empirical method may
be valid, but it does not concern artistry: empirical generality does not give the
rule to art.

Text criticism appropriated the term ‘archetype’ to designate the text-state
(extant or hypothetical) from which all other text-states were derived. Jung used
it to designate generalized images carried throughout a culture by what I have
called tradition. The term is often used in Gregorian studies somewhere between
those two meanings. Typically we try to identify the archetype of a group of
melodies related in some way that can be understood as a melody-type or a
use of formulae. This can be a good and useful exercise, but it is important to
be clear about what we are doing. The archetype melody (which seems never
to be documented as such) is produced by inner processing as a possible match
for the melodic texts before us. That is, we are summoning it up out of our
inner knowledge of the tradition; when it is up, we can judge whether it
matches the melodies before us. If it does, the inner processor has succeeded
in bringing our knowledge of the tradition to a sharp focus. The archetype is
a document of our response; but it is not a text.

The identification of formulae is closely associated with the problem of orig-
inality. The philologist has a hard time with ‘original’, and we have shared in
it. For the literary critic, however, the term is a perfectly good expression for
the thought, ‘my response to this poem is as if it were all new’. But, as part
of the attempt to place judgement on an objective basis, the philologist reasons
‘if original, then not found elsewhere; if found elsewhere, then not original’.
The philologist then explores the continuum that leads from plagiarism, through
influence’, to idiom and formula; all similarities of these kinds to the works of
others can be discounted from the originality of the work in question. In the
course of this the question has changed from ‘What did the author say’, to
‘Where did he get it from?” The philologisi has to stop discounting simiiarities
somewhere before getting to language, simply because the poet got all the words
from language (or else was accused of neologism, a grievous fault).

It may be a good and useful thing to say of the several instances of a
melody-type, ‘there was no single original’. But only a traditional philologist
would conclude from that idea that the several documented versions were to
be considered variant corruptions of a non-existent original, hence had no status
as texts. A more appropriate conclusion is that they are multiple texts, and that
since no poem or song is original in an absolute sense, we can only enquire
into the similarities and differences among these texts, to see if, indeed, there
are grounds for identifying them as ‘multiple’.

Finally, ignoring all the problems attendant upon using formulae to explain
the process of composition, we can judge which of several documented versions
of a melody-type, or a selection of formulae, is best. The point I want to make
is that we cannot get to that judgement, or to any judgement, logically from
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data, any data, and especially not from our imaginary accounts of the process
of composition. Yet we can make such judgements, and the more we know
about the tradition the better will be our judgements.

Homer and Gregory

I began by reminding you of the two phases of Gregorian studies — one before
musical documentation (c. 900), the other afterwards. The second phase of
Gregorian studies, dealing with a combination of musical and non-musical but
related documents, can and does pursue the fruitful course of observing the
chant in performance and responding to it, checking both text and tradition
against the minutiae of documentation continuously available all the way down
to the present. In this phase we find ourselves really in the Gregorian tradition;
and we can wonder about the position of that tradition within the longer
tradition of European music. The results of research in this phase have been
good (as reported, for instance, in Hiley’s part IX, 'Persons and Places’), and I
look for them to get better.

For the last hundred years, however, Gregorian studies have been preoccu-
pied with the prehistory of the repertory — prehistory in the technical (but in
this case not precise) sense of the time before the written records. Gregorian
before 900 had to be treated on the model of the ‘philological interval’, and
that involved various kinds of hypotheses, including those about the process
of composition; none of these were very testable, and all involved the problems
of method discussed. I find the results of this phase of Gregorian studies to
be poor, and I identify the reason as an unfathomable combination of uncertaint-
ies: we tried to imagine the process of composition by an ill-advised use of
text-critical methods. Specifically, we treated the Gregorian repertory (of Roman
Mass Propers) as if it ~ the repertory itself — were a single original text, whose
text-states in the various manuscripts could be arranged in a stemma so as to
produce an archetype that could be attributed to the author, the Church in
Rome, fl. ¢. 600. Dom Hesbert, for example, treated the repertorial differences of
Advent responsories in the sources as if these differences constituted variants
in a single original text.* Behind such convictions (which not every scholar
shares, of course) seems to lie a broader conviction that the prehistory, however
we read it, impinged directly and extensively on the chant as we have it
(Hucke, again, disagreed), so that we are supposed to have to understand that
prehistory in order to read the chant correctly, just as we are supposed to
have to understand the process of composition in order to read a single
composition correctly. And we accepted the Roman story to the extent of
believing that the chant came from Rome, and was to be understood exclusively
in terms of Roman liturgical practice. If I were to read our own tradition of

“ In volumes V and VI of Corpus antiphonalium officii, ed. Réné-Jean Hesbert, Rerum ecclesiasticarum
documenta, Series maior, Fontes, 7-12 (Rome, 1963-79).
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historical chant scholarship in purely secular terms, I would read it as a
Romantic fantasy, a fascination with remote origins.

In his provocative confrontation of Homer and Gregory, Treitler seems not to
have addressed what to me is the most striking and interesting coincidence. And
with good reason: there seems to be no clear explanation for it. Is it not remarkable
that for the origin of Greek classical literature, as for the origin of European music,
there is no document, nor any reliable tradition, as to where, when or how it
started, who did it, and how they did it, or even exactly what they did? The
existence of a text (in anyone’s sense) is so doubtful that, as we have seen, the
possibility that there was no text at all has been seriously entertained. As for the
traditions, they are legendary and are now being identified as such. That this
should happen once would be an accident of preserved sources; twice, and in such
prominent circumstances, suggests other possibilities. Are we perhaps reading the
wrong documents? If we took into account other documents, could we perhaps
find different contexts? Or perhaps the events in question never actually took
place. That explanation all by itself would certainly explain the lack of documents,
elegantly. We do, of course, have supporting documents and written records from
soon after the events, and they record something; the question is: What? Perhaps
the traditions, the legends, encourage us to misread the records; perhaps these
traditions are constructions whose purpose was to create a past, an origin. The
constructions have obviously been very successful, convincing down to our own
time. To be successful, of course, such constructions must leave no documentary
trace of themselves, just as a forger is successful only if he remains unidentified.
This interpretation finds resonance in the current interest in pseudepigraphy, writ-
ings misattributed by their authors to other authors older and more prestigious,
apparently in order to increase credibility. In a more general sense it resembles
what is happening to ancient historiography: history, by traditional definition, is
of written records; but with increasing frequency, ancient histories, purporting to
be chronicles of one kind or another, are being understood as arguments support-
ing various belief systems. The oldest histories, the King Lists, are now described
as having the purpose of magnifying present prestige by increasing the antiquity
and purity of the genealogy. The Liber pontificalis leaps to mind. And Hiley’s own
conclusion (p. 513) is

[Gregory’s] name retfains its usefulness, in the sense that ‘Gregorian’ chant is neither of
one specific time, nor wholly Roman, nor wholly anything else. A legendary name is
as good as any.

So perhaps all this does not apply to Homer or to Gregory. Perhaps each name
represents a creativity so competent, so confident that it felt no need for
documentation or tradition. While such confidence is attributable to a single
performer, it could also be true of poets or singers in an intense succession of
two or three generations, working in close proximity, intent only on immediate
results, not on fransmission or posterity.

There is a paradox attached to the beginning of a tradition (as to all
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beginnings). How can we get knowledge of the beginning of a tradition from
the tradition itself? As an historian, | am sure that an absolute beginning is an
illusion created by the lack of documents; that is, if T could have observed it
directly, I would have observed the kind of historical continuity observable
elsewhere. Quest’e la mia fe. A long time ago I called Gregorian ‘Before the
beginning’, in order to avoid this problem; now I propose to imagine Gregorian
in the context of traditions not usually invoked — traditions outside the Church
in Rome. But that is all historian’s work; tradition’s work is to give the artistic
creation ‘roots’, claiming for it an identity that supports subsequent contexts.

For 1 hear other voices out of the Gregorian past. One, presumably the voice
of a singer, asks, ‘If you think it sounds good, what do you care who sang it?’
Another, surely a scholar, reminds me, ‘If you are willing to use criticism for
music of your own time, why not for Gregorian? It is part of your tradition,
after all.’

University of California, Berkeley
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Writings on Western Plainchant in the 1980s and 1990s

DAVID HILEY (REGENSBURG)

Full bibliographical citations are given in the second part of the article.

General

The following brief survey does not cover all aspects of chant. In two recent
articles in Acta musicologica MICHEL HUGLO surveyed recent publications on
chant notation and early musical theory (HUGLO 1988, 1990), so these areas are
excluded here. (In the area of notation, the continuing serics of ‘semiological’
studies in Beitrige zur Gregorianik and Studi gregoriani should be noted.) This
author’s competence does not extend outside the chant of the Latin church,
although the shared roots of Latin chant and of the Byzantine and other Eastern
rites, as well as later points of contact, can sometimes be discerned. For the latter
the reader is referred to the survey by HANNICK (1990) and the fine bib-
liographical coverage by PETER JEFFERY in Plainsong and Medieval Music. The
present article concentrates on matters of repertory and style: the music com-
posed, its function and historical context, and its musical character.

Most of the publications mentioned here appeared in the last decade and a
half. The appearance in 1975 of BRUNO STABLEIN’s magisterial survey Schriftbild
der einstimmigen Musik, and, above all, the numerous authoritative articles in The
New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians of 1980, especially the article
"Plainchant” by KENNETH LEVY and JOHN EMERSON, provided not only a vast
store of up-to-date information (often reflecting new research by the authors
involved) but also essential references to the relevant scholarly literature. Since
then a number of surveys and bibliographical tools have appeared, which pro-
vide orientation and aids to research in the post-Grove period. Despite the rela-
tively restricted space available, the relevant chapters (by RUTH STEINER,
ANDREAS HAUG and HARTMUT MOLLER) in the Neues Handbuch der Musikwissen-
schaft, edited by HARTMUT MOLLER and RUDOLF STEPHAN, are packed with inter-
esting ideas, information and examples. The coverage is naturally more exten-
sive in the new Vol. II of the New Oxford History of Music, entitled The Early
Middle Ages to 1300, edited by RICHARD CROCKER and DAVID HILEY (see the
chapters by KENNETH LEVY, RICHARD CROCKER and SUSAN RANKIN). The most
comprehensive recent attempt to survey the subject as a whole is the present
author’s Western Plainchant: A Handbook of 1993. Just as important from the bib-
liographical point of view are two volumes of the periodical Beitrige zur Gre-
gorianik which are devoted solely to bibliographies by THOMAS KOHLHASE and
GUNTHER MICHAEL PAUCKER, and the periodic bibliographies supplied by PETER
JEFFERY in Plainsong and Medieval Music.
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Eventually we should expect the new edition of Die Musik in Geschichte und
Gegenwart to provide fresh syntheses of such topics as chant genres. Articles
published so far in the volumes of the Sachteil are listed in the Bibliography at
the end of this article.

The literature briefly surveyed here is scattered across numerous publica-
tions. Concentrations are to be found in a few periodicals. Etudes grégoriennes has
appeared infrequently of late. Beitrige zur Gregorianik and Studi Gregoriani
concentrate strongly on the so-called ‘semiological” interpretation of neumatic
notations. The Journal of the Plainsong & Mediaeval Music Society (to 1990) became
devoted almost exclusively to plainchant before it regained its broader coverage
as Plainsong and Medieval Music. Some recent Festschrift volumes have honoured
chant scholars: those for CARDINE, CLAIRE, DOBSZAY, HUCKE, DAVID HUGHES,
HUGLO, JorriCH and LUTOLF. Another such volume (see RANKIN and HILEY 1993)
celebrated the centennial of the Plainsong & Mediaeval Music Society.
Proceedings have been published of several meetings of the research group
‘Cantus Planus’ of the International Musicological Society (see CANTUS PLANUS).

In one of the latter volumes, BENJAMIN RAJECKY pinpointed some of the
trends of present-day chant research (RAJECKY 1988). Others have also articu-
lated views on the subject, at greater or lesser length (HUCKE 1988 Choralfor-
schung, STEINER 1992, CROCKER 1995). The present article, while making no
pretence to be entirely objective (since selection is itself subjective), confines itself
largely to bibliographical information.

Before music was written down

Discussion of the music sung before melodies were written down is obviously
difficult. While others are more sceptical, I take a generally optimistic view that
oral transmission was capable of preserving the essential characteristics of li-
turgical melodies (tonality including structurally important notes, formal plan)
and most of their surface detail over many centuries, if the institutional frame-
work were present to ensure effective teaching and self-regulation by a group of
trained singers. MCKINNON (1995) has recently argued that this framework was
first present after the organization of the Roman schola cantorum in the late 7th-
early 8th century. (On the Roman schola cantorum see also DYER 1993 Schola
Cantorum, 1993 Roman Singers, 1995). A performance tradition depending on
solo singers will be less stable. The effectiveness of oral tradition can be tested
when the first books with pitch notation (such as Montpellier H 159 with letter
notation, and sources using Guidonian staff notation) appeared in the 11th and
12th centuries. It is inconceivable that these all derive from a single master
exemplar, yet they display great consistency in their melodic readings. (I am of
course aware of the disagreements as well, whose significance has been
discussed among others by Davib HUGHES (1982, 1993) and VAN DER WERF
(1983).) This suggests that the earliest manuscripts with neume notation, of the
9th and 10th centuries, might also have been made independently of each other,
each one fresh from the memory, as it were, of the cantor responsible for regu-
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lating the practice of a particular church. The astonishing degree of agreement
between them would then be, almost paradoxically, a further demonstration of
the strength of oral transmission. And if this stability of transmission were pre-
sent in the 8th-9th centuries, why not in the 4th-5th centuries? (Cf. DOBSZAY
1992, 715-716.) In these circumstances we should take seriously the possibility
that melodies recorded in the 9th century were sung in a similar way for many
centuries, if there were no change of liturgical function, if the performers (soloist,
schola, secular or monastic congregation) remained the same, and if there were
no deliberate reform of musical practice. (As explained above, I must forego
further discussion of the lively controversy between TREITLER, LEVY and others
about the beginnings of music writing, although this is in the last resort
inseparable from questions about the nature of the melodies in their recorded
form: see articles by TREITLER, LEVY and DAVID HUGHES.)

.. sung in a similar way ...” Much obviously hangs on the question: How
similar? Are the similarities between an Old Roman and a Gregorian melody, for
example, so strong that we can say the one is derived directly from the other?
What historical processes are responsible for this or that similarity (or
difference)? Can we perhaps discern, beneath layers of accretion, an essential
‘something’ in a liturgical melody which, when it turns up in different liturgical
traditions, enables us to posit a common origin? or, conversely, serves to dis-
tinguish one tradition from another? This is where the musicologist, making
sensitive use of musical analysis, can illuminate the history of liturgical practice
in a special way. Some of the most exciting discoveries in chant research are
those where a musical phenomenon can be shown to reflect a historical event on
another level. Given the paramount liturgical function of chant, it may be said
that historical ‘events’ on the musical level always reflect liturgical conditions;
they provide additional, perhaps even decisive evidence concerning those
condjitions.

The establishment of liturgical chant genres

In that early period when the liturgical forms of the various rites of Christendom
became established, it was not customary to commit liturgical chant texts to
writing. Important articles have recently been devoted to the early history of
particular categories, or genres of chant, before we have a record of the precise
pieces sung. A difficulty often arises when the term used to denote a liturgical
genre, such as ‘antiphon’, is ambiguous. In such cases a careful sifting of the
evidence throughout the period between (roughly) the 4th and the 9th centuries
not only for the Roman rite but also the other Latin rites and even the non-Latin
ones, and also the numerous monastic rules, has often proved illuminating.
SMITH (several essays) and MCKINNON (1986) have argued convincingly that
singing in early Christian worship does not reflect directly the practice of the
Jewish synagogue. It has also become clear that the widespread singing of
psalms, in part or complete, with antiphons or with responses, is a development
of the later 4th century and subsequent times. Many of the basic texts were
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gathered in translation by MCKINNON (1987). JEFFERY (1984) on the introit,
MCKINNON (1987) on the gradual, BAILEY (1987) on the tract, BAILEY (1983) and
MCKINNON (1988 and especially 1996) on the alleluia, DYER (1981, 1982) on the
offertory, and BAILEY (1994) and NOWACKI (1995, “‘Antiphon’ in: MGG new ed.)
on aspects of the antiphon, have all precipitated radical reassessments of their
subjects. (The contributions by MCKINNON on the gradual and BAILEY on the
tract, which concern many of the same problems, appeared simultaneously.)

Of fundamental importance in the performance of the office is the practice of
singing sets and cycles of psalms, discussed in two articles by DYER (1989).

Cycles of liturgical chant texts

Eventually chant texts were organized into cycles, to be repeated each year (most
of the temporale, for example), or into groups from which pieces could be
selected as appropriate (many chants of the sanctorale). Concentrating our
attention on the Roman rite, it may be said that the written evidence for these
processes is much more plentiful for the scriptural readings of mass (collected in
various types of lectionary) and the proper prayers (collected in sacramentaries)
than it is for chant texts. For the chants of the office it is scarce indeed. By careful
scrutiny it has nevertheless been possible to discern some of the different layers
of material all gathered together in the complete collections of the late 8th
century onward (the texts edited by RENE-JEAN HESBERT in Antiphonale Missarum
Sextuplex, 1935). The general principles operating here have been reviewed by
MCKINNON (1993 Properization), and MCKINNON has also provided striking
examples of the process in action, with respect to communion texts (MCKINNON
1990, 1992). Not the least important is his demonstration that many are no older
than the 8th century. It is true that the communions are on the whole more
heterogenous than other mass proper chants, but one inevitably hopes that
similar progress may be possible in unravelling the development of the
repertory for other chant genres. (On the dating of such repertories see
MCKINNON 1992 Chavasse.)

Even when the existence of a chant genre is established, the origins of par-
ticular cycles of texts may remain opaque (see HUGLO 1982). The way in which
repertories of office chants continued to develop well into the 9th century is
illustrated in a discussion by HUGLO (1979).

Melodies — per speculum in aenigmate

There is general agreement about the way in which a very large number
(potentially, an infinite number) of liturgical texts (above all psalm verses) were
sung according to principles of musical delivery learned and passed on from
generation to generation. Sometimes simple melodies were involved which
could be stretched or contracted to accommodate texts of different lengths, as for
example in many antiphons. Sometimes more complex melodic structures were
involved, as in the great responsories of the office and the gradual and tract of
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mass. Here there was greater room for shaping the melody according to
individual texts. At the same time, a technique of marking crucial syntactic
points (start, phrase end, etc.) was practised, using melodic gestures recognized
as being appropriate for the point in question. It is not easy to know how much
performance would have varied from one rendition to the next. In the context of
the solo cantor entrusted with much of the musical performance, the question is
to some extent irrelevant. But it acquires special significance in two particular
circumstances: (i) when performance by a choir, rather than a soloist, was
required, and (ii) when in the second half of the 8th century the Franks
apparently made efforts to learn Roman chant with greater exactness than be-
fore. Matters concerning solo/choir performance of psalms and their con-
comitant antiphons in the office have been discussed among others by DYER
(1989) and NowacCkl (1988, 1995, “‘Antiphon’ in: MGG new ed.). The general
tenor of their arguments suggests that solo singing remained the rule much
longer than previously assumed. More rescarch is needed about performance
practices in the more complicated responsorial genres.

JEFFERY (1992 Re-Envisioning) has pleaded for more intensive studies of the
music of the non-Latin rites to help us to understand better the mechanisms of
the oral transmission of extensive chant repertories. Discussion of such matters
often encompasses the hope (explicit or otherwise) that a grasp of the principles
will lead to the uncovering of the melodic roots of a tradition. Conversely, re-
semblances between melodies (say Old Roman and Gregorian), which might be
indications of common roots, have to be tested by the usual methods of control:
Is the hypothesis of a common root (A > Band A > C) the only explanation for
the resemblance or is it possible that one derives from the other (A - B~ Cor A
- C — B)? Are the points of resemblance sufficiently prominent and individual
(found only in the pieces under discussion and not belonging to the ‘common
coin’) to rule out chance? The most convincing attempts to date particular chants
(or at least some features of them) to a point in time before musical notation was
used are those where multiple coordinates can be adduced: datable
developments in liturgical history, individual features in both text and musical
style. Thus a group of highly individual communions discussed by MCKINNON
(1992) share (i) a relationship to a type of Roman evangeliary dated after 750, (ii)
non-psalmodic, ‘story-telling’ texts, and (iii) musical ‘eccentricities’ (there is no
need to go into detail here). JEFFERY (several articles) has proposed that a
common musical tradition emanating from Jerusalem (extinguished in Jerusalem
itself before musical notation was used) is visible in melodies preserved in
Georgian, Byzantine, Syriac, Roman, Gregorian and Ambrosian sources. Attrac-
tive though this thesis is, it will probably take a much weightier body of com-
parisons to dispel the inevitable scepticism. The examples in JEFFERY 1994
(Earliest) are of pieces in rather simple style, and one might ask whether, in the
circumstances, the resemblances are close enough to be compelling. The exam-
ples in JEFFERY 1992 (Lost Chant) are more extensive and much richer in melodic
detail; here one needs to know whether the points of resemblance concern
features peculiar to this precise group of chants, and only attributable to shared
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roots in Jerusalem chant, or whether they turn up elsewhere, being so com-
monplace as to rule out their use as signposts back into the past.

A number of recent writings sees certain tonal (or, if preferred, modal) char-
acteristics as typical of one chant repertory or another. The prime mover here
has been DOM JEAN CLAIRE of Solesmes. In a series of articles of the 1960s and
1970s, focussing primarily on short responsories and ferial antiphons, CLAIRE
proposed a new classification based on the tonal relationship of a chant to the
segment DO-RE-MI in a predominantly pentatonic environment. (The avoidance
of modern terminology for pitch-classes is a useful strategem, also employed by
CROCKER in The New Oxford History of Music. One is reminded of the segments
used by medieval theorists, tetrachords and hexachords, to provide orientation
in the difficult task of relating orally transmitted melodies to the scale patterns of
Greek music theory and its medieval derivatives.) A melody can be assigned to
the DO, RE or MI category according to its principle reciting tone. In melodies
believed by CLAIRE to be particularly old, the final will be the same as the
reciting note. CLAIRE provides a morphology of the melodies according to the
degree of their deviation from this model. The simple types illustrated by short
responsories and antiphons can be taken as the starting point for analysis of
more elaborate melodies.

These and a number of subsequent studies along similar lines by CLAIRE
himself, TURCO, JEANNETEAU, PHILIPPE BERNARD, CULLIN and COLETTE form by
now an extensive branch of the literature. What makes them particularly inter-
esting (and potentially controversial) is the use of tonal types not simply as
theoretical constructions but as evidence in explaining the historical develop-
ment of chant repertories, particularly the relationship between Old Roman,
Gregorian and Gallican chant. The Old Roman manuscripts of the 11th century
onward contain melodies which, as is well known, are already present in Frank-
ish sources from the 9th century onward but in a significantly different melodic
dialect, which is usually called Gregorian. (Another way of putting it, among
many, would be to call it the Frankish version of Roman chant, as opposed to the
Roman version. The idea of STABLEIN and some other scholars, that both
versions were composed in Rome, one earlier, one later, has enjoyed little
support in recent years.) What, then, of the melodies which have no Old Roman
equivalent, and therefore cannot be proved to be Roman in origin? To what
extent might they be survivals of Gallican chant, the repertory supposed to have
been largely displaced during the drive to align Frankish liturgical practice more
closely with Roman in the second half of the 8th century under Pippin and
Charlemagne? Given the number of Roman sacramentaries circulating in Gaul
before the main romanizing campaign we should by no means assume total
ignorance of Roman chant on the part of the Franks. The few surviving pieces
generally accepted as Gallican (for example, those cited by STABLEIN in MGG) do
not, at first hearing, sound very different from Gregorian chant - more subtle
melodic analysis is clearly required in this area - whereas Old Roman is
immediately recognizable as something else. This suggests that in the time of
Pippin and Charlemagne the Frankish cantors, starting from a liturgical and
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musical basis already partly Roman, attempted to match Roman ways much
more comprehensively. The ‘Gregorian’ repertory which results has a great
number of Roman pieces reproduced with a Frankish dialect, and many more in
the same style but without a Roman model. It is obviously impossible to date
many of the latter. To use the term ‘Gallican’ for them (like CLAIRE and the other
writers mentioned above) is no doubt appropriate for items from the old
Gallican rite but foreign to the Roman. What of those pieces newly composed
during the Carolingian settlement or subsequently? Are, say, allcluias composed
in the 9th and 10th centuries Gallican because they are not Roman? The term
Frankish does not help much, since the Franks were masters of most of Gallia
from the 6th century onward. It would seem reasonable at least to qualify the
highly resonant adjective “Gallican” with some indication of date. (That CLAIRE is
thinking of very deep layers of liturgical materials indeed seems to be indicated
by his remark (1979-80, p.5 n8) on the tone for the office versicle reproduced in
the Antiphonale monasticum 392: , This tone appears frequently in the Beneventan
MSS which received it from Aquitaine, homeland of the Gallican Liturgy,
imported from Syria.”)

To give one example of the historical uses of tonal analysis, we may pick out
CLAIRE’S recognition that the responsorial psalmody of Old Roman chant does
not include pieces in the RE-mode. (CLAIRE believes that short responsories are
among the oldest of surviving chants and that many ferial antiphon melodies are
derived from them.) This stamps the RE-mode as ‘Gallican’, and leads to the
possibility that RE-mode melodies in Old Roman chant are not of Roman origin
but imports from the Gallican repertory. Now while nobody would argue that
from the time when the German emperors exerted a controlling influence on the
papacy in the 10th and 11th centuries, ‘Gregorian’ chant would have made
inroads into the local Roman practice, caution would seem to be necessary when
contemplating Frankish influence at an earlier time. What historical factors, if
any, could have prompted Roman cantors to adopt anything Frankish (or
‘Gallican” if preferred) before this time? (Cf. MCKINNON 1995).

Since the musical sources utilized by CLAIRE are necessarily so late, support
from other types of evidence is welcome. Thus in his article on the office chants
of Advent (1986), CLAIRE points to the fact that Advent entered the Roman -
turgical cycle later than the Gallican rite. He then identifies an unusually high
proportion of RE-mode pieces in the Roman Advent chant cycle, and concludes
that these must have been taken over by Rome from the longer established Gal-
lican Advent usage. Similar musical tendencies being detectable at other times in
the church year, these chants too become suspects for Gallican influence on the
Roman liturgy, which CLAIRE dates to the 6th and 7th centuries. There is no
space here to enumerate all of CLAIRE'S examples. One of the more striking is the
melody for Gregorian graduals of what is often called the ‘Iustus ut palma group’,
which also includes the Haec dies graduals of Easter week. This melody belongs
in CLAIRE’S RE-mode and displays other features which CLAIRE believes to be of
old Gallican origin. Picking up an observation of VAN DEUSEN (1972), CLAIRE
points to the close similarity of Old Roman and Gregorian versions of the
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melody, closer than is usual in graduals. This, he explains, must be due to the
adoption by Roman cantors of the Gallican melody in the 6th century. And yet:
as long ago as 1956 HUCKE argued that the lustus ut palma melody was one of the
latest in the repertory, datable to the mid-7th century at the earliest. And what
does a supporter of the ‘Gallican theory” make of HUCKE'S observation (in his
Grove article ‘Gradual (i)') that three Old Roman graduals ,subsequently
adopted” the melody, whereas in the Gregorian repertory they are in the 5th or
7th mode (and thercfore have more in common, paradoxically, with Roman
preferences)? This is not the place to decide in favour of one or the other point of
view. It should rather be stressed that a scholarly dialogue conducted according
to the traditional conventions has hardly begun. There is clearly some way to go
before the full implications of CLAIRE'S theories can be assessed.

Old Italian traditions (Roman, Beneventan, Mi