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PREFACE

Several of the articles in this volume may be seen as reflecting the principle
of ‘developing variation’, as they concern themselves with aspects of rhythm
and its notation in polyphonic music from c. 1175 to the late 13th century.
The earliest of these essays addressing that range of issues (‘Duple Rhythm
and Alternate Third Mode in the 13th Century’, Journal of the American
Musicological Society 15 [1962], 249-91) is excluded, because its treatment
of portions of Petrus Le Viser’s treatise dealing with duple rhythm is defec-
tive.! (On the whole, the larger portion of the article retains its validity.)
‘Peripheral Polyphony of the 13th Century’, ibid. 17 (1964), 261-87, is also
excluded, since some of its conclusions are problematic;? research still needs
to be undertaken regarding the number and location of 13th-century scriptoria,
apart from Paris, in which manuscripts of polyphony may have been com-
piled.

An article first printed in German in the Archiv fiir Musikwissenschaft 24
(1967), 24-53, was not included here, because an English version was just
published under the title “The Effect of Medieval English Polyphony upon
the Development of Continental Cantus-Firmus Techniques and Tonal
Structure’.3 The topics addressed there in not quite systematic enough a
fashion can be summarized as follows:

(1) From the melodic continuity of chant (originating as intensified prose)
to the instrumentally determined and controlled isolation of its individual
pitches, providing the basis for vertical (contrapuntal) cells and their horizon-
tal connection.

(2) Medieval discant setting of modal tenor (cantus firmus) as lowest
voice, with 2-1 cadences, as against the harmonic tonality of the major-minor
system with its V-1 cadences; the octave-leap cadence, the double-octave

! A corrected treatment of that subject can be found in my article on Petrus Le Viser in The
New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians 14 (1980), 600—601.

2 Dolores Pesce, ‘A revised View of the Thirteenth-Century Latin Double Motet’, Journal of
the American Musicological Society 40 (1987), 405-42; Patricia N. Norwood, ‘Evidence
Concerning the Provenance of the Bamberg Codex’, The Journal of Musicology 8 (1990),
491-504.

3 Counterpoint and Compositional Process in the Time of Dufay: Perspectives from
German Musicology, ed. Kevin N. Moll (New York and London: Garland, 1997), 327-62.
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cadence etc. of the early 15th century; the views of Besseler and Lowinsky
regarding the evolution of harmonic tonality and the importance of the
various cultivations of the V-1 cadence; broad definition of tonality for which
V-1 cadences are not essential; tonal polyphonic cantilenae composed in
14th-century England; tonally motivated manipulation of tenors in English
cantus-firmus polyphony of the 13th and early 14th centuries.

(3) Placement of tbe cantus firmus in the middle voice in 14th-century
English settings and the support quality of the lowest voice; migrant and
paraphrased cantus firmi.

(4) English triadic sonority and Italian ‘bourdon’ (Besseler); their rele-
vance to harmonic tonality.

(5) The potential universality of (instrumentally generated) tonality;
England’s priority.

At the time the topics and thoughts summarized above were articulated as
part of this writer’s dissertation, Heinrich Besseler’s book Bourdon und
Fauxbourdon: Studien zum Ursprung der niederlindischen Musik (Leipzig:
Breitkopf & Hirtel, 1950) was only about a dozen years old. Its main points
have been severely criticized by several authors and none more so than the
view of the so-called octave-leap and double-octave cadences (contratenor)
around and after 1400 as deepening the available contrapuntal space (two-
voice framework), thus enabling composers to undergird and undercut the
traditional tenor cadence (2-1), in which the contratenor moves from the
sharp fourth to the fifth.* The view of the novel cadences as variants of the
older cadence, which remains essentially unaffected, seems to me untenable,
because it denies the new cadences any significant effect on contemporane-
ous listeners (including the composers).> But their ears could hardly have
been insensitive to the more fundamental definition of the tonal space pro-
duced by the new cadential sonorities that added support and depth to the tra-
ditional 2-1 cadence. Kevin N. Moll in his admirably thorough and fair
examination of the various 20th-century views of this issue concludes that
when ‘the voice added to the two-part framework [tenor and discant] comes
to occupy the lowermost tone of a cadential sonority . . . it will inevitably be
experienced as a sonorous foundation . . . ’ He describes this as a ‘fundamen-
tal acoustical phenomenon’ and asserts that ‘it is the referential pitch that will
be heard as a sonorous foundation at main points of stability, and this
sequence of tonal anchors (along with the intervallic quality of their sonorous

4 A recent examination of this development is Section 3 (pp. 37-48) of Roland Eberlein’s Die
Entstehung der 1onalen Klangsyntax (Frankfurt, 1994), an acute and lucid investigation of the
compositional circumstances accounting for the rise of the octave-leap cadence.

5 On this topic see Shai Burstyn, ‘In quest of the period ear’, Early Music 25 (1997),
693-701, and Peter Schubert, ‘Authentic Analysis’, The Journal of Musicology 12 (1994), 3-18.
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superstructures) is a crucial component of a given work’s overall sounding
effect’.S It may not be redundant to restate here the remark of Anonymous
XIb that ‘the contratenor is called tenor insofar as it is lower than the tenor’;
he is not the only commentator to have made this observation.” Why allow
the fear of necessarily hindsight future-vision to deny an important turn in
contrapuntal practice its due recognition? It can certainly be seen as equal in
importance to composers’ choice of the subdominant key — in preference to
the traditional dominant — as the key for slow movements in the second half
of the the 18th century or to the introduction of the breve into discant tenors
in the early years of the 13th.

Finally a few words about a topic that has a far shorter history. In his pio-
neering work, published in 1989, Craig Wright concluded from the total
absence of polyphonic sources from Notre-Dame inventories and lists of the
time ‘that much of the organum, discant, and counterpoint . . . was performed
without the assistance of notation’.® Anna Maria Busse Berger takes this
issue further; after mentioning ‘the absence of any polyphonic manuscripts
from the lists of choir books, the inventories of the library, the treasury, the
bishop’s chapel or chapter house of Notre Dame’ she deduces from this the
likelihood ‘that much of this music before 1230 was transmitted orally’,’
orality of transmission being an issue of great importance in her approach to
this repertoire. It may well be that even highly challenging compositions,
such as the organa tripla and quadrupla, were performed from memory (an
assumption not quite so stunning when one considers the superb training of
medieval singers or, for that matter, of modern soloists), but surely not
without prior arduous study and rehearsal from a notated model, which pre-
sented problems very different from and more complex than the memoriza-
tion and performance of chant.

Berger’s apparent denial of the essentiality of written notation for the con-
ception and performance of the organa said by Anonymous 4 to have been
composed by Leoninus seems untenable (though admittedly the recurrence of
formulae aids retention) and Rebecca A. Baltzer has referred to multiple
‘strong, but indirect’ evidence in support of her contention that the notion of
Notre Dame having ‘owned no books of Parisian liturgical polyphony [of the
time of Leoninus and Perotinus] is inconceivable . . . *1® And indeed,
Anonymous IV, as is well known, refers to the organiste enhancing the

6 Op. cit., 60, 62. — ‘The lowest tone of any given sonority I define as the “referential pitch™
(p. 38).

7 Sanders, ibid., 340.

8 Music and Ceremony at Notre Dame of Paris, 500—1550 (Cambridge, 1989), 335.

9 ‘Mnemotechnics and Notre Dame Polyphony’, The Journal of Musicology 14 (1996), 266.

10 ‘Notre Dame Manuscripts and Their Owners: Lost and Found’, The Journal of Musicology
5(1987), 390. Wright also raises the issue of such music having been inscribed in books ‘owned
by individual singers, not corporately by the church’ (Ioc. cit.).
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divine service in their collections (‘. . . organiste divinum officium multipli-
cantes in suis voluminibus . . .’). ' As in 13th-century England, the lives of
such books evidently did not exceed their use, in contrast to the more lasting
validity of service books. But fortunately the intertwining of the clerical and
aristocratic spheres in France caused the production and preservation of pre-
sentation manuscript collections (such as F).

New York ERNEST H. SANDERS

March 1998

1 Fritz Reckow, Der Musiktraktat des Anonymus 4, 2 vols. Beihefte zum Archiv fiir
Musikwissenschaft 4-5 (1967), 1, 48. Other relevant passages: * . . . in diversis voluminibus
organi . . ., (p. 33); also see pp. 40; 82 (where he lists six volumina, each containing a particular
polyphonic genre). A volumen is a usually separate small book, several of which could be com-
bined into a larger book (liber). The fascicles in such a manuscript as F were doubtless copied
from separate volumina. The largest of the fascicles in F comprises barely more than one
hundred folios, in contrast to such service books (/ibri) as graduals and antiphonaries. The termi-
nological distinction between liber and volumen was not carefully maintained, however.
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Tonal Aspects of 13th-Century English Polyphony

The prominence of Stimmtausch and rondellus technique in English medieval music
is a well-known fact.! In the preserved English repertoire of the second half of the
thirteenth century most of the rondelli and of the conducti with Stimmtausds or
rondellus sections are in the F mode;? so ist the round WF No. 21.3 Four rondelli
(WEF Nos. 31 and 94, and MS University of Chicago, 654 app., Nos. 5 and 9)¢ and
one conductus (WF No. 69) are in Dorian or Mixolydian, while WE No. 25 is too
fragmentary to permit determination of its mode. In almost every case the combined
effect of the three voices is the continuous reinforcement of the finalis (tonic).5 The
simplest procedure merely alternates tonic and supertonic (e. g. WF Nos. 89 and 90);
more expansive compositions also involve the mediant, subdominant, and dominant
(e.g. WF No. 107, and the Kyrie trope in form of a rondellus in MS Oxford, Bodleian
Library, Corpus Christi College, 497, fol. 2 [5],% as well as the subtonic in composi-

9 S, Anm. 50.
1 For purposes of definition rondellus is considered as involving all three voices of a composition; cf.
QOdington’s example printed in CoussEMAKER, Scriptorum de Musica medii aevi, vol. 1 (Paris 1864),
p. 247a. The term Stimmtausds is restricted to the application of the same technique of voice exchange
to two voices.
t The Worcester Fragments, ed. LutHER A. DITTMER, American Institute of Musicology, Musicological
Studies and Documents, vol. Il ([Dallas] 1957), Nos. 5, 89, 90, 92, 93, 107; also the Flos regalis in
MS Oxford, Bodleian Library, Corpus Christi College, 489, fol. 1—1v,
3 WF is used as siglum for Worcester Fragments. WF No. 21 is evidently not a rondellus, but a rota;
cf. ErNEsT H. Sanpers, Duple Rhythm and Alternate Third Mode in the 13th Century, in: JAMS XV
(1962), n. 121. To be sure, in their effect rondellus and rota are nearly identical.
4 For the Chicago manuscript see Oxford, Latin Liturgical D 20; London, Add. MS 25031; Chicago,
MS 654 App., in: Iustitute of Mediaeval Music, Publications of Mediaeval Musical Manuscripts, No. 6
(Brooklyn 1960).
8 The conducti on fols. 1 and 2 of MS Oxford, B. L., Wood 591, show similar features. Inventory of
the manuscript by GiLserr ReaNEY, Some Little-Known Sources of Medieval Polyphony in England,
in: MD XV (1961), pp. 19—20.
¢ The piece is in C (lonian). Its text structure produces the following musical design:

cab fde cab

bca efd bca

abc def abec.
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tions in the D or G modes.7 The technique seems especially apparent in the pieces
in F-major (F-Ionian)® and F-Lydian. Since only the upper two voices engage in
interchange in the conducti with Stimmtausds sections (e. g. WF Nos. 89, 90, 92),
the tenor necessarily has a repetitive design.

The repertoire under discussion also contains a considerable number of stylisti-
cally similar pieces, but with an untexted tenor and differing texts or text arrange-
ments in the two upper voices. As a rule, these motets with Stimmtausch do not
use a cantus firmus, but are, like the conducti and rondelli, freely invented.? The
lowest voice is generally designated as “pes,” exceptionally—e. g. in the palimpsest
WF No. 41—as “‘tenor.” The following compositions belong to this category: WF
Nos. 12, 16, 17, 18 (= 66), 23 (?), 41;1° and MS Princeton, Garrett 119, Fragment
A, No. 2.11 All these motets are in the F mode and are harmonically similar to the
conducti and rondelli described above. WF Nos. 16 and 41 and the motet in the
Princeton MS are somewhat more adventurous, as they also utilize the submediant
chord. The motets as well as the three conducti in F with Stimmtausch sections are
all in alternate third (and fourth) mode,!2 and, except in Nos. 23 and 92, the length
of those tenor periods that are repeated does not exceed the equivalent of sixteen
longae (i. e. eight § -measures).® None of the motets contains a cantus firmus.

It is appropriate to include the Summer Canon in this group, especially in view
of its alternate text in Latin. To be sure, Harrison has identified the lower part of
the pes with “the first five notes of Regina caeli, the special Mary-antiphon of the
Easter season.” ¥ But as engaging as is this interpretation of the piece, it may

7 For the sake of convenience, the nomenclature customarily associated with the degrees of the major
and minor modes is here applied to the other modes also.

8 The frequent appearance of the flat as a key signature and even as a clef in English 13th-century
music, whidh is a specifically English trait—Friepricu Lupwic, Die geistlidie, niditliturgisdie, weltlidte
einstimmige und die mehrstimmige Musik des Mittelalters, in: Handbud: der Musikgesdiidite, Gumo
ApLer, ed. (2nd ed., Frankfurt 1929), p. 220—supports Bukofzer’s assumption that Giraldus Cambren-
sis’s famous reference to “the enchanting delight of b-flat” indicates a special preference for F-major;
cf. his The First Motet with English Words, in: ML XVII (1936), p. 231.

9 Cf. Manrrep F. Bukorzer, Studies in Medieval and Renaissance Music (New York 1950), p. 24.

10 The text distribution in No. 41 is unusual; while, contrary to Apfel’s claim —ErnsT AprEL, Studien
zur Satztedmik der mittelalterlidien englisdien Musik, vol.1 (Heidelberg 1959), p. 51 —there is no
polytextuality, which is rarely encountered in Stimmtausds compositions, the musical repetitions are
not paralleled by textual repetitions; rather, the text is continuous:

Triplum: b (melisma) a (melisma) d(a) ¢ f&) e....
Duplum: a (melisma) b (melisma) ¢ d@@) e f®...
Tenor: A A B B C C....

(Greek letters indicate text.)
11 Cf. Kennetn J. Levy, New Material on the Early Motet in England, in: JAMS 1V (1951), pp. 232 f.
Dittmer’s inclusion of WF Nos. 87, 96, 108, and 109 in his “Voice Exchange” table (The Worcester
Fragments, pp. 571£.) is incorrect, since simple repetition rather than Stimmtausds is involved.
12 Cf. SaANDERS, Duple Rhythm, pp. 269 ff.
13 In the last preserved Stimmtausch section of the conductus No.92 they extend over ten such
measures, while in the motet No. 23 they seem to cover 15 and 17 measures. In spite of Dittmer’s
ingenious reconstruction of No. 23 it is possible that it is not a motet containing Stimmtausds, espe-
cially in view of the fact that unlike other such compositions, it has no non-imitative coda.
14 Frank Li. Harrison, Music in Medieval Britain (London 1958), p. 144 (cf. also the same author’s
Rondellus—Rota, in: MGG 11, col. 885). Harrison doubts that the English text of the rota was earlier
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possibly be unwarranted. Taken by themselves, these notes form quite a faceless
pentad; their all-purpose neutrality becomes more obvious when the Summer Canon
is compared with the other English Stimmtausds motets in F. Furthermore, WF
No. 12 is a St.-Catherine motet, whose tenor begins with the same five notes as the
pes of the Summer Canon. The notes correspond exactly to the beginning of Virgo
flagellatur, the processional responsory for St. Catherine; % yet, it seems hazardous to
designate this as a cantus-firmus motet, since the pes of WF No. 17 begins with the
very same sequence of notes. This motet, however, concerns neither the BVM nor
St. Catherine.'® Finally, it should be pointed out that true motets (i.e. poly-
phonic compositions with texted upper parts over a Gregorian melisma) are quite
rare in this repertoire and that no other instances of a Marian antiphon (partial or
entire) serving as a motet tenor have come to light in 13th-century English music.'?

Actually, all these pedes present a basic musical idea in ever new guises.'® In
fact, with the exception of WF No. 12, each individual pes conveys to a varying
extent the idea of variation because of the successively different ways in which the
centripetal character of the tonic chord—the § or the § —is elaborated. The pes of
WFE No. 17 may serve as an example:

than the Latin poem. But the former appears immediately under the music and the two pedes have
only English text, which is related to the English words of the canon. Perhaps the addition of Latin
was due to the influence of the Franciscans, who were fully established in England by the time the
Summer Canon was written down; cf. Bukorzer, Popular and Secular Music in England, in: New
Oxford History of Music, vol. III, ed. Dom A. HucHEs aAND GErALD ABrAHAM (London 1960), p. 118.
18 Processionale Mouasticum (Solesmes 1893), p. 214; Variae Preces (Solesmes 1901), p. 251.

18 Nor, for that matter, the death of Archbishop Peccham, contrary to what can be inferred from
Dittmer's commentary (The Worcester Fragments, p. 38).

17 Levy's suggestion (New Material, pp. 229£.) that the tenor of the Princeton motet may have been
adapted from a liturgical source should likewise be questioned. In such cases there often remains some
uncertainty if the tenors are freely composed or cantus firmi. But whether a pes was at the same time
a more or less exact citation of a cantus firmus must have been a matter of less—or, at any rate,
different—import to English medieval composers than to their French colleagues or, for that matter,
to modern scholarship. Both the frequent use of the term “pes” and the nearly complete identity of
pedes for motets concerning different liturgical occasions are telling factors.

18 {nquestionably, the missing pes of No. 18 (= 66) must have had a similar design. Its first period
may tentatively be reconstructed as follows:

o ba- » bee g o -
= 9 f T f )t r—# —f——w—n
. 2 = — 1 — r ' T ¥ —1— Y — T
¥ = — T — -~ 1 t - — r — 1 o) |
I - I 1 1 1 T 1 1
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The effect is that of variations on a tonic ostinato, with the supertonic, because of
its cadential function, holding a place of structural importance second only to that
of the tonic.'® What gives these pieces their English sound is, in addition to the
frequency of the major mode, the stress on the chords of tonic and supertonic, 2
their emphasis on triads and & -chords, 2! with the latter functioning most prominently
as penultimate chords at cadence points, and a predilection for trochaic rhythms
and regular periodicity.?® The phrase endings emphasize the various scale degrees
involved and relate them to one another and to the tonic. The relative prominence
of triads—sometimes several in succession—and restriction of the two-voice frame-
work 23 to the space of an octave are characteristic of early compositions2? (e. g. the
conducti WF Nos. 69 and 99, the canon WF No. 21, the motets WF Nos. 12, 18
(= 66), and the Summer Canon).?? One result is that the two pieces for more than
three voices have a full triad with the tonic note doubled at the octave for their
final chord. 26

All these facets of the West English medieval style are quintessentially embodied
in the Summer Canon. It is important in this connection to distinguish clearly be-

19 Similar examples of such tenor design are WF No. 41 and the Princeton motet; cf. also the con-
ductus WF No. 92. In WF Nos. 41 and 16 each Stimmtausdh section is connected to the next by the
same musical refrain motive, while the pes rests. In No. 41 one or the other of the two voices also
carries a textual refrain (o Maria”) at those junctures.

# That the alternation of tonic and supertonic harmonies delighted English musicians for centuries
to come was recently pointed out by DanieL Hear1z in Parisian Music Publishing under Henry II, in:
MQ XLVI (1960), pp. 465 f.; cf. also HeinricH BesseLer, Bourdon und Fauxbourdow (Leipzig 1950),
pp. 113 £,

% Both the frequent occurrence of the major mode and what Hanpscuin has called “Terzenfreund-
lidikeit — Der Organum-Traktar von Montpellier, in: Studien zur Musikgescridite: Festsdrift fiir
Guido Adler (Wien 1930), p. 54; Musikgesdiidite im Uberblick (Luzern 1948), p. 196 —have often
been referred to as characteristic of English medieval music. English writers describe both features,
Giraldus Cambrensis the former (cf. n. 8 above), and Anonymus IV, in a much-quoted passage
(CousseMAKER, Scriptorum, vol. 1, p. 358b), the latter: “However, by the best composers and, corre-
spondingly, in some regions, as for instance England—in (my?) native land known as Westcountry —
[major and minor thirds] are called the best consonances, because they use them more.” Actually,
the author’s reasoning is a bit awry; thirds were used more, because they were considered the best
consonances. Cf. also CousseMaker, Scriptorum, vol. I, p. 360a.

% Regularity of phrase structure is very cleverly concealed in WF No. 41 not only through the
refrain tacked on to each texted phrase (cf. n. 19 above), but also by melismatically extending the
beginning of each texted phrase one measure backward. Thus, the coincidence of the phrases of two
voices that obtains in WF No. 16 is here avoided altogether.

* The term is borrowed from Arthur Mendel's felicitous translation of Hindemith’s term “iberge-
orduete Zweistimmigkeit”; cf. Paur Hinoemita, The Craft of Musical Composition, vol.1 (London
1942), pp. 113 f.

2 Cf. Turasysuros GEORGIADES, Englische Diskanttraktate aus der ersten Halfte des 15. Jahrhunderts
(Miinchen 1937), p. 99.

25 Also the compositions in MS Oxford, B. L., Bodley 257 (inventory in ErnesT H. Sanpers, Medieval
English Polyphony and Its Siguificance for the Continent, Columbia University Dissertation, 1963,
pp. 433-—434). The conductus WF No. 92 and the rondelli WF Nos. 5, 31, 93, 94, and No. 5 of the
Chicago manuscript are likewise confined to the interval of the octave. Not only rhythm (cf, SANDERS,
Duple Rhythm, p.269) and harmony (c¢f. p.20 above), but also the expansion of the two-voice
framework make WF No. 16 a progressive composition, similar to the palimpsest WF No. 41 and the
motet in the Princeton manuscript.

26 The third as final consonance is reported by Anonymus IV as characteristic of the “homines
occidentales” (CoussEMAKER, Scriptorum, vol. 1, p. 363b; cf. also ibid., pp. 354bf.).
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tween canon and round. It was Handschin’s opinion that both types represent the idea
of endless flow and that therefore the distinction between them is “not so fundamen-
tal,” 27 while Bukofzer described canon as “a continuous form without repeats, ron-
dellus a sectional form with sectional repeats.” 28 Actually, Handschin’s view should
be opposed in more unequivocal terms than those inherent in Bukofzer’s opinion;
the distinction, which is indeed fundamental, is not so much one between continuity
and sectionality as between a basic attitude of purposiveness realized through dynam-
ic pursuit of an end (canon, aptly called fuga originally), and equipoise realized
through static circularity (round). Canonic procedure reaches typically Gothic extremes
in the fourteenth-century chace, since the temporal distance between the voices often
robs the listener of the chance to perceive the diagonal relationship in such canons;2®
this circumstance is a radical example of the essential difference between canon and
round (or Stimmtausch), i. e. between (1) imitative counterpoint and (2) chordal
homogeneity achieved with a melody whose built-in harmonic potential must be
realized through imitative projection.

Thus, the notion that the Summer Canon betrays French influence® is quite
unfounded; the Continental model cited by Besseler3! turns out to be a motet on a
- tenor favored in England, 32 which pokes fun at English and Scottish guzzlers of good
ale. This explains the circumstance, so untypical of a French motet, 3% that it contains
a considerable amount of Stimmtausdh. 3¢ It likewise makes no sense to call the chace
Talent m’est pris “‘the nearest French counterpart to the English ‘Sumer is icumen
in’”’;35 the two pieces demonstrate clearly the difference between their respective
species. 38 Round, Stimmtausds, and rondellus all give constant harmonic emphasis
to the tonic, with other scaledegrees functioning harmonically in subordinate relation-
ships. Obviously, these techniques evolve readily and almost automatically in a poly-

*7 HanpscHIN, The Summer Canon and Its Background, in: MD III (1949), p. 87.

2 “Sumer Is Icumen In": A Revision, in: University of California Publications in Music, 11, 2 (1944),
p. 97; cf. also Buxorzer, Popular Polyphony in the Middle Ages, in: MQ XXVI (1940), pp. 34f. and
41f.

® Aper calls them “‘long-distance’ canons”; cf. his Dmitation in the Thirteenth and Fourteenth
Centuries, in: Essays on Music in Honor of Archibald Thompson Davison (Cambridge, Mass. 1957),
p. 28.

% Jack A. Westrur, Eugland; A. Mittelalter, in: MGG 3, col. 1364.

31 HeinricH Besserer, Die Musik des Mittelalters und der Renaissance (Potsdam 1931), p. 171.

3 (Cf. Friepricu GennricH, Bibliographie der dltesten franzdsischen und lateinisdien Motetten (Darm-
stadt 1957), p. 58 (Nos. 590 and 591) and Yvonne RokseTH, Polyphonies du Xllle siécle (Paris 1939),
vol. IV, p.185.

33 AprrL's statement that it is an English composition—cf. his Eugland und der Kosutinent in der
Musik des spdten Mittelalters, in: MF XIV (1961), p. 277 — seems to rest on a misunderstanding.

3 Cf. Hans TiscHLER, English Traits in the Early 13th-Century Motet, in: MQ XXX (1944), p. 466. It
is, however, inaccurate to describe the motet as consisting of Stimmtausds passages “throughout;” as
Tiscuier himself had previously indicated in his dissertation (The Motet in 13th-Century France,
Yale University Dissertation, 1942, p. 163), twelve of its sixty measures are written in free counter-
point.

3 Ruporr Ficker, The Transition on the Continent, in: New Oxford History of Music, vol. 111, p. 136.
3 1t also seems unlikely that the relative prominence of canons in the Old Hall manuscript can be
related to rondellus technique, as suggested by Harrison (Music in Medieval Britain, pp. 239 £.).

o
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phonic style whose tonally oriented chords and melodies are restricted to a two-voice

framework of an octave.
t 3

Bukofzer has pointed out that in the compositions of the West English school
“pes often designates a motet that is not based on a Gregorian melody . . .” % In fact,
x of 19 motets38 in which this term occurs (WF Nos. 6, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17, 27, 30, 53,
* 70—76; MS Oxford, B.L., Corpus Christi College, 497, No. 9; MS Oxford, B.L.,
Mus. c. 60, No. 5; and the Summer Canon) only three (WF Nos. 27, 70, and 72)
definitely have a Gregorian cantus firmus.3? More or less complete compositions
in which the lowest part may have been designated as pes are WF Nos. 18 (= 66),
23, 32, 36; and Fragment A, No. 2 of the Princeton manuscript. The term pes is
lacking in three motets (WE Nos. 10, 15 and 65) where it would seem to be appro-
priate, while the palimpsests Nos. 41 and 67 label their lowest voice “tenor,” a more
modern designation in England. Seven of these pieces are the motets with Stimm-
tausch that were mentioned previously. Almost all the pedes of the freely composed
motets without Stimmentausdr also exhibit features of repetition, some with
some without; as might be expected, the harmonic idiom is basically the same, and
the majority of the motets are in the F-mode. Only in two (WF Nos. 6 and 75) are
the initial and final chords not identical. 40
The further evolution of this type of composition is demonstrated by some of the
pieces preserved in the fragmentary MS Cambridge, Gonville & Caius College,
512/543 of the early fourteenth century, which contains several freely composed
motets based on ostinato tenors. All of them exploit the principle of sectional varia-
tion in so consistent a manner as to suggest their designation as “variation motets.”

37 Buxorzer, “Swmer Is Icumen In,” p. 101 and n. 16.
3 In view of the theoretical evidence the use of the term “motet” for any composition other than one
based on a traditional responsorial chant melisma would seem to be open to question. That a motet is
constructed over a cantus prius factus (“precipue ecclesiasticus,” as Hieronymus de Moravia puts it;
CoussEMAKER, Scriptorum, vol. |, p. 89a) is attested to by all thirteenth-century theorists who deal with
the subject. Odington, the only English theorist to concern himself with the motet, seems more liberal
in his definition: “For a tenor use some known tune with suitable melodic features...” (cf. Cousse-
MAKER, Scriptorum, vol.1, p. 248a); but as example he gives the beginning of a double motet with
liturgical tenor, a composition preserved, in a number of variants, in a good many Continental
manuscripts (cf. GENNRICH, Bibliographie, p. 51). In view of this unanimity it would seem that no
piece with a freely composed tenor could be called a motet. However, the repertoire contained in
groups 4—7 of MS London, B. M., Harley 978, is designated in the manuscript as consisting of motets
— ¢f. Frueoricn Lupwic, Repertorium (Halle 1910), pp. 274ff.—even though it seems that the
majority of these pieces contained freely composed tenors rather than cantus firmi; this is indicated
not only by the concordances with the WF—cf. DitrmEr, An English Discantuum Volumen, in: MD
VIII (1954), pp. 42f.—but by Ludwig’s observation (Repertorium, p. 274) that the tenors were not
considered as texted voices. Thus, the current custom of calling such compositions motets, though an
extension of its original Continental meaning, is quite legitimate.

¥ ® Agto the two Oxford manuscripts, see DITTMER, Beitriige zum Studium der Worcester-Fragmente, in:
MF X (1957), pp. 33 ff. The composition in MS Cambridge, Gonville & Caius College 810/820 (Frag-
ment 1), listed and discussed as a motet by Aprer (Studien, vol. I, pp. 17 and 51), is a conductus.

% 40 All the compositions listed so far are discussed in detail in chapter II B of the author’s dissertation.
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The tenor of No. 14t consists of an ouvert and a clos phrase, which are rhythmically
also nearly identical;4® the length and construction of each phrase is indicated by
the formula 3(3L). The two upper voices punctuate the three statements of the
tenor with musical refrains over the last five notes of the tenor’s second phrase.
Otherwise, there are, apart from the tenor, no correspondences between the sec-
tions; on the contrary, in sections 2 and 3, respectively, both upper voices progres-
sively increase their use of Petronian semibreves so that the last section is the liveliest
of the three; in addition, the duplum and triplum rise progressively. However, within
each section,there is almost complete correspondence between the two halves, the
second being a slightly variational restatement of the first. The final section of the
motet is a particularly suitable example:43
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41 See the list in ApFrL, Studien, vol. I, pp. 290—30; it cites only motets.

¢ Since this is a St.-Catherine motet, it is tempting to single out certain melodic affinities between the
tenor and the antiphon Maxencius (beginning; Antiphonale Sarisburiense, pl. X) and the responsory
Virgo flagellatur (beginning and end of the respond and beginning of the verse; cf. n. 15 above).
However, to assume the tenor to be an essential conflation of these chants would be idle speculation,
especially as fortuitously it turns out that notes 7—17 of the tenor of Fauvel motet No. 4 (Ruina)
agree almost exactly with the ouvert phrase of the Gonville & Caius motet.

43 The length of the poetic lines is variable in accordance with the rhythmic scheme.
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A composition that with its alternation of supertonic and tonic even more strong-
ly evokes the characteristic harmonic idiom of the Worcester fragments is No. 4,
which combines variation technique and refrain design. The 19 statements of the
six-note tenor of the motet are grouped in nine pairs and one single statement,
which altogether contain four rhythmic variants. Each pair produces two nearly
identical phrases with ouvert and clos endings in the upper voices. The second pair
acts as a refrain section, since it recurs regularly with text and music unchanged. As
in No. 1 of this manuscript, the rhythm of the upper voices becomes more lively
toward the end of the piece. The form is:

Upper voices: aa’ Bf vy BR 33 BB ee BF L B
Tenor: aa bb aa bb cc bb dd bb d bb

A, B A, B C B D, BD, B
ad J AN T Jd I I T teal J IV ddd T a hia=t Q1414141014

(Since d is longer than the other versions, the upper voices are subdivided into two
three-measure phrases, with the clos ending of the second following the ouvert
cadence of the first.) As the verses of the duplum and triplum have masculine and
feminine endings, respectively, the triplum phrases always end one breve after the
downbeat endings of the duplum phrases; by way of compensation, the phrases of the

4 The most common intervals between the upper two voices are fourths, thirds, and sixths, all fre-
quently in parallels; a number of unorthodox cadences occur, one of which is quite properly described
as involving a note échappée (mm. 7/8 of Ex. 4).
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duplum begin on the upbeat before each triplum phrase. The ostinato principle,
phrase pattern, refrain form, dance character, *® and even, to some extent, the caden-
tial effect combine to make the piece—a prayer to the Holy Ghost—sound like the
fourteenth-century version of avillanella. 4 (Music-Example see the following pages)

Two freely composed Worcester motets of ca. 1300 should be mentioned in this
context, the well-known WF No. 67 (on Thomas of Canterbury and Thomas of
Dover)*? and WF No. 53.48 The latter presents a well-ordered design of some com-
plexity, approaching rondo form.4?

*

Most of the compositions cited so far demonstrate the English medieval predilec-
tion for the major mode. In addition, they reveal the composers’ constant awareness
of the centripetal force of the tonic; nearly all freely composed pieces, whatever their
mode, begin and end with the tonic chord. The harmonic style of the cantus-
firmus 3 compositions in the Worcester repertoire is in many cases similar to that of
the freely composed pieces. Very few of them can be called motets in the French sense,
since as a rule they do not restrict the tenor to a Gregorian melisma, or the upper
voices to an exclusively syllabic style.3! The texts of the upper parts are tropically 32

5 It may well be proper to interpret pairs of semibreves trochaically (cf. SaNDERs, Duple Rhythm,
n. 134).

46 Apfel’s assertion that the piece contains Stimmtausch (Studien, vol. I, p. 51) is unwarranted.

47 It has been recorded on Expériences Anonymes No. EA-—0024.

4 One of the two concordances of WF No. 67 is in the Gonville & Caius manuscript, which may
well have contained a version of WF No. 53 also. A concordance of the latter exists in MS Cambridge,
Pembroke College, 228, which, in tumn, contains concordances of two other pieces in the Gonville &
Caius manuscript.

9 Cf, the analysis in ApreL, Studien, vol. 1, p. 53. The refrain design of No. 67 is analyzed in this
writer's dissertation, p. 208.

3¢ AppeL — Studien, vol. I, pp. 72 and 97; Zur Entstehung des realen vierstimmigen Satzes in England,
in: AMW XVII (1960), p. 93; Der klangliche Satz und der freie Diskantsatz im 15. Jahrhundert, in:
AMW XII (1955), p. 302, n. 4;: Die klanglidie Struktur der spitmittelalterlidien Musik, in: MF XV
(1962), p. 213 —construes the term “cantus prius factus” as that voice of a composition which was
composed first. This unusual definition is contradicted by medieval —as well as general present-day —
usage (cf. Henricn Husmann, Cantus firmus, in: MGG 2, cols. 785£.), according to which the term
is synonymous with cantus firmus. Cf. n. 38 above.

81 Melismas also appear in the upper voices of a good many motets on freely composed tenors, even
in those without Stimmtausdt (WF Nos. 6, 10, 73—75; MS Oxford, B.L., Corpus Christi College,
497, No. 9), so that here, too, the appropriateness of the term “motet” might be called in question.
Cf. n. 38 above.

52 It has recently been demonstrated—e. g. Hanpscuin, Trope Sequence, and Conductus, in: New
Oxford History of Music, vol. 11, p. 128; Paur Evans, in: Some Reflections on the Origin of the
Trope, in: JAMS XIV (1961), p. 121 —that Léon Gautier’s definition of trope as the addition of text
to a chant melisma is inconsonant with medieval usage. A chant melisma equipped with a new text
was referred to as prosula, except in the case of the sequence, where the result was known as prosa.
However, the validity of Evans's definitions is not without exceptions; not all prosae are texted
Alleluia sequences—cf. Crocker, The Repertory of Proses at Saint Martial, in: JAMS XI (1958),
pp. 156 and 158 £.; Husmann, Sequenz und Prosa, in: AnuM 11 (1954), pp. 67 f.; Harrison, Music in
Medieval Britain, pp. 67 f.—nor are all prosae textual decompositions of pre-existing melismas (Hus-
MANN, loc. cit.; Harrison, op. cit., p. 69). Hanpscuin (op. cit., p.165), like Evans, in effect cor-
rects medieval terminology by calling the prosaec for responsories responsory tropes. .Tropus®
was used by medieval clerics and musicians to describe a monophonic expansion of certain chants
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related to the words of the cantus firmus, which are more or less carefully placed
under the notes of the tenor, usually in red ink. The pieces are, in effect, tropically
elaborated discant settings of Gregorian plain songs.

For this group of compositions Dittmer has introduced a variety of terms (tropic
motet, organum, English organum), which Apfel, in turn, has criticized as not
clear. 8 Actually, the term “organum” is little more appropriate than “motet,” since
it implies the organal styles of Leoninus and Perotinus, which the Worcester reper-~
toire—with two or three exceptions —does not display. ¢ The term that describes the
situation best is the German Choralbearbeitung, coined by Handschin; “‘chant set-
ting” will be used here as a workable English equivalent.

The following works are English chant settings of the second half of the thir-
teenth century: 5 WF Nos. 9, 4, 33, 42, 35, 1, 2, 29, 58—63, 77, 19, 45, 46, 49—52,
54—57, A, C, E, G, 81; MS Oxford, B.L., Mus. c. 60, No. 4; WF Nos. 28, 26, and
14. Of these just over half of the total (all the items listed beginning with WF
No. 19, except the item from the Oxford manuscript) represent the responsorial
chant categories selected for polyphonic treatment by the Notre-Dame school. The
Alleluias preponderate extraordinarily: there are 16 Alleluias, two settings of the
same Gradual (WF Nos. 26 and 14), and one responsory (No. G). The remainder,
like the contents of the Winchester Troper and of the eleventh fascicle of MS Wi,
reflects considerable liturgical inclusiveness: one Introit antiphon (No. 9), one Offer-
tory (No. 4), a Regnum prosula of the Gloria (No. 33), a prosa for a Vespers respon-
sory (No. 42),% part of a Tract (No. 35), three Kyries (Nos. 1, 2, 29), one Spiritus
et alme trope of the Gloria (MS Mus. c. 60, No. 4), six Sanctus (Nos. 58—62 and 77),
and a trope of the Sursum corda (No. 63).57

It is to be expected that many cantus-firmus settings would necessarily lack the
palpable tonal cohesiveness of the free compositions, that, in other words, the tonic

of the mass by means of addition and / or interpolation of music with text, not necessarily in syllabic
style. (In fairness to Gautier it should be pointed out that, while the definition cited by Handschin
appears on the first page of his book (Gaurier, Histoire de la Poésie Liturgique au Moyen Age. Les
Tropes, Paris 1886), he writes on p. 53 that “d nos yeux, tropus est et demeure, méme en liturgie,
un terme primitivement musical ...” and then proceeds to buttress this definition with a considerable
amount of documentary evidence.) It has long been recognized that the medieval practice of setting
a cantus firmus polyphonically, whether with or without new text, is closely related to troping, since
“polyphony did by superposition what the tropes did by interposition” —HanpscuiN, The Two
Winchester Tropers, in: Journal of Theological Studies XXXVII (1936), p. 36. It is thus appropriate
to refer to the texts of the upper parts of the English compositions in question as tropic to the chant.
83 ApreL, Studien, vol. 1, pp. 33 f.

8¢ Dittmer’s terminology seems to account for Apfel's misleading and useless comparison of “English”
organa with Notre-Dame organa in his Uber einige Zusammenhinge zwischen Text und Musik im
Mittelalter, besonders in England, in: AM XXXIII (1961), p. 48; they are at least half a century older.
85 Letters refer to compositions preserved, in more or less fragmentary form, in MS Oxford, B.L.,
Rawlinson ¢ 400*; cf. Dirtmer, An Englisk Discantum Volumen. WF Nos. 43, 44, 47, 48, 64,
78—80, 83—86, 96, and 108 (?) are cantus-firmus compositions with different and evidently later
stylistic traits.

5 Not a sequence, as DiITTMER (The Worcester Fragments, pp. 29 and 41) and Aprer (Studien, vol. I,
p. 35) put it; cf. HarrisoN, Music in Medieval Britain, p. 70.

57 As a rule, in the settings of responsorial chants only the solo portions are utilized; thus, Apfel’s
assertion that “‘the so-called English tropic motets. .. are based on an entire chant...” (Uber einige
Zusammenhinge, pp. 48 £.) is too sweeping.
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could not serve as the inevitable agent of tonal unification, when the cantus firmus
itself was not a tonal unit. Yet, as early as 1928 that remarkable scholar and musician,
Jacques Handschin, had pointed out that the composer of the Sanctus setting WF
No. 60, probably for tonal reasons, had prefaced the beginning of the cantus firmus
with a non-Gregorian phrase. 58 The result of this manipulation is that the first note
of the tenor is not b (the first note of the chant), but f, which is its last note as
well. % The fragmentary Alleluia settings in the WF and in MS Rawlinson ¢ 400"
furnish a number of corroborative instances of similar tampering with cantus firmi.
The setting of the respond of WF No. 52 is altogether unusual, since, probably for
tonal reasons, it concludes with the beginning of the jubilus. Since the solo portion
of the verse of the cantus firmus in Nos. 51 and A ends on a note other than the
tonic, short melismas, whose polyphonic settings conclude the compositions, are
added to the tenor in both cases in order to lead it back to the tonic note.® That
a short melisma was added to the end of the cantus firmus of No. 55 is probably due
to the composer’s desire to end the piece with a 2—1 cadence in the tenor.%! Espe-
cially fascinating is the case of No. 19, the only one of the extant Alleluia settings
in the Worcester repertoire that is in the Deuterus. The lengthy concluding trope—
beginning in m. 169 of Dittmer’s transcription—effectively robs the chant of its
modal character, as it concludes the piece in the more familiar D mode, in which it
began. % The list of Alleluia settings in MS London, B.M., Harley 978,%3 contains
only two more Alleluias in the E mode; but in this case—both use the same melody —
the solo portion of the verse ends on D, anyway, so that no tampering with the chant
may have been considered necessary.® Perhaps the most conclusive case is that of No.
G, a setting of one of the responsories for Christmas.%5 Since the solo portion of the

88 HanpscHIN, Zur Frage der melodisdien Paraphrasierung im Mittelalter, in: ZMW X (1928), p. 519.
8 Except during the invocations in the beginning, the b is consistently flatted in the tenor (Sanctus
Sarum No. 5); the same applies to the extant portion of the tenor of the Sanctus setting WF No. 58
(Sarum No. 2).

% Dittmer’s observation regarding No. 51 that “the melody of the pes is the same as in our Gregorian
source up to m. 57" (The Worcester Fragments, p. 43) indicates that he consulted an inapplicable
source, since the identical versions of the solo portion of the verse in both the Salisbury (Gr. Sar.,
pl. 225) and the St. Yrieix (pl. 193) Graduals differ from that in the current Vatican books, but agree
with the tenor of the Worcester composition (except for the added melisma).

61 Barely half a dozen of all the Worcester compositions do not end with such a cadence.

92 See below. The tonal significance of this manipulation did not escape HanpscuiN (The Summeer
Canon, in: MD V [1951], p. 68), who was unfamiliar with the other instances.

83 Lupwig, Repertorium, p. 272.

8 The Deuterus is rare in continental polyphony, too; in the Montpellier manuscript there are only
two examples, viz. 5, 177, which begins and ends on e, since its tenor is the neuma of that mode,
and 7, 262, which ends on e.

8 Apart from WF No. 42 and the somewhat later No. 96, this is the only extant setting of an
Office chant and the only piece in the Rawlinson manuscript to set a chant other than an Alleluia.
16 measures are erroneously omitted in Dittmer's reconstruction between mm. 42 and 43 (cf. mm.
145—160). Apfel's comment (Zur Entstehung, p. 98) that at the beginning of Verse and Gloria the
tenor has no modal patterns is an error, It is interesting that where the two versions of the chant
source in Ant. Sar. (pl. 48) and Ant. Wig. (p. 31) diverge, the cantus firmus invariably agrees with the
Sarum rather than the Worcester version. (On the other hand, the converse of this situation applies in
the case of WF No. 42.)
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verse ends on the supertonic, the functional minimum of two cadential notes is
added to the tenor to conclude the piece with tonal propriety. Outside the Worcester
school there is the case of No. 3 of MS Cambridge, Trinity College, O. 2. 1,9
which is the only known conductus motet (almost completely preserved) with a
fourth, textless, part; a final note is added to its tenor. 87

WF No. 81 (Alleluia: Nativitas) provides another instructive example of altera-
tions of a cantus firmus. In the first place, two notes (supertonic and tonic) were
added to the end of the incipit of the respond, in all probability so as to provide a
2—1 cadence. Secondly, the setting of the verse, which it was medieval practice to
begin with the supertonic, 8 starts with a long sustained g (the tonic) in the tenor.
The beginning of the composition, however, apparently corresponds with the chant
model, which starts on the subtonium. Thus, this tenor is the only one of the Worces-
ter compositions discussed so far in which the initial and final notes are not
identical. It is pertinent, however, to point to the almost perversely obstinate
insistence of the composer on the tonic note throughout the respond section of the
work. 60

Five of the cited compositions belong to a cycle of Alleluia settings, many of
which are lost; none are completely preserved. 7® All these works, regardless of whether
the cantus firmus is tampered with, constitute the most compelling examples of the
composer’s design to effect a compromise between the cantus firmus and a tonally

8 For the contents of this manuscript see ApFEL, Studien, vol. 1, p. 25.

87 A somewhat later example of tonally motivated alteration of a cantus firmus is furnished by
WEF No. 96. Much later is the occurrence of the same practice in No. 59 of the Old Hall manuscript,
one of the Credo settings contained in the oldest layer of that source.

% See Gr, Sar., pl. u, and the pertinent Notre-Dame compositions.

8 Dittmer has suggested that of the Perotinian setting of the Alleluia: Nativitas only the motet
(or clausula) was known in England (The Worcester Fragments, p. 59). But it seems.at least equally
possible that for one or more reasons of|style—modal rhythm, tonality — the English composer decided
to recompose everything but the clausula, which he quoted in a manner reminiscent of Alban Berg's
quotation of the beginning of Wagner’s Prelude to Tristan und Isolde in his Lyric Suite. The case of
WF No. 81 has, ever since Aubry’s discussion of it in Cent motets du XIlle siecle (Paris 1908), vol.
111, p. 15, n. 2, been taken as proof of the manner in which motets came into being at Notre-Dame.
However, this seems a hasty conclusion, since (1) this is an English composition, and no comparable
pieces are preserved in Continental manuscripts, (2) independent clausulae, which demonstrably are
the progenitors of many French motets of the time, already exist in the earliest Notre-Dame sources,
and (3) the numerous later Alleluia settings with textually troped upper parts preserved in the WF
prove No. 81 to be the earliest extant example of a thirteenth-century English practice. The Conti-
nental motet, on the other hand, being a polyphonic setting of a chant melisma, had from its inception
a less organic connection with the liturgy. It is unclear why the Continental custom of making clausulae
into motets should be considered a “detour” (ApeeL, Studien, vol. I, p. 37; the passage is restated in
nearly identical terms in Uber einige Zusammenhinge, p. 52) in comparison with English practice;
the end results are as different as the premises. Moreover, the English Alleluia settings are products
of a later stylistic orientation than the Notre-Dame organa, so that those two types are likewise not
comparable (cf. n. 54 above); only WF No. 81 truly reflects the Perotinian style and therefore proves,
contrary to Apfel's assertion, that the organal style was indeed likely to have been cultivated in Eng-
land in the first half of the thirteenth century. It seems difficult to comprehend how the case of
No. 81 would have compelled HanpscuiN to deduce that it indicates Worcester to have been “tributary
to Notre Dame”’; cf. his The Summer Canon, in: MD V (1951), p. 69.

70 They were first discussed and analyzed by Dittmer in Au English Discantuum Volumen, especially
pp. 29—34; cf. also his Beitrdge, p. 29. For further details see this writer's dissertation, pp. 141—157,
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organized polyphonic composition built around it. The Alleluia settings are, as a rule,
quadripartite pieces. It is with sections 2 and 4, respectively, that the settings of
respond and verse begin. Each is preceded by a free section of varying length.
Section 1 is in effect a trope to the first syllable Al- of the Alleluia. In the extant
pieces it invariably involves Stimmtausch or rondellus technique. The short codas
of the first sections clearly reveal their structural function as transitions, namely to
provide a bridge from the end of the first section to the beginning of the setting of
the respond. In fact, it seems that harmonic aspects—it may even not be too far-
fetched to refer to them as “modulatory” considerations—were to some extent
responsible for these “‘prelude tropes.” 7! Not only do they establish the key, as it
were, but whenever the respond of an Alleluia starts with a note other than the tonic
(e. g. the above-mentioned WF No. 19), the coda to section 1 effects what might well
be called a modulation.

Apart from the fact that sections 1 and 2 are linked harmonically, quite often the
pes of the first section is plainly related to the incipit of the Gregorian respond, with
which the tenor begins section 2. The impression of thematic unity is strengthened
by the handling of the third section (the prelude trope for the verse), which, though
usually shorter than section 1, is in many cases thematically and stylistically related
to it and often has similar modulatory functions. The evidence inescapably indicates
that the design of the whole was governed by a strict harmonic concept of tonality.

Tonal unity, both in free compositions and in cantus-firmus settings, was thus a
paramount concern of 13th-century English composers. In France, on the other hand,
the matter of tonal unity was of less import, as is attested by the practice of writing
clausulae and motets; many of the chant melismas on which they are based are not
tonal units. Even a good many of the freely composed Continental pieces of the 13th
and 14th centuries lack a tonal center.

"t However, they should also be considered as late manifestations of the introductory function origi-
nally held by tropes; see Evans, op. cit., pp. 129f., who considers the art of troping dead by the
middle of the eleventh century.—That in ltaly, too, it was still very much alive in the thirteenth
century was pointed out a few years ago by Giuserpe VeccHi in his Tra Mowodia e Polifosnia, in:
Collectaneae Historiae Musicae, vol. 1l (Historiae Musicae Cultores, vol. VI, 1957), p. 448.
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CANTILENA AND DISCANT IN 14TH-CENTURY
ENGLISH POLYPHONY

The overwhelming majority of the numerous, though fragmentarily
preserved sources of 14th-century English polyphony are notated in score;
the text is written only under the lowest of the (unlabeled) voices, of which,
rare exceptions apart, there are three.

Score notation is as old as polyphony. But with the rise of the motet,
shortly after 1200, this type of notation had in continental Europe come
to be used only in conducti and in similarly syllabic and monotextual com-
positions, such as sequences; by the beginning of the fourteenth century it
had become quite rare. In England, however, it persisted “well into the
fifteenth century”. 1 13th-century pieces of this sort, most of which favor
the third as consonance, are contained not only in the Worcester Fragments
(Nos. 68, 69, 82, 87-92,2 97-99, 107, 3 and 109 4), but also in a few frag-
mentary manuscripts in the Bodleian Library (Mus. c. 60; Bodley 257;

1 Manfred Bukofzer, “English Church Music of the Fifteenth Century”, in New
Oxford History of Music, Dom A. Hughes and Gerald Abraham, eds., Vol. III (1960),
p- 166.

2 The Worcester compositions are referred to in accordance with Dittmer’s
edition: The Worcester Fragments, Luther A. Dittmer, ed., American Institute of
Musicology, Musicological Studies and Documents, vol. II, 1957. WF is used as siglum
for Worcester Fragments. Since Dittmer’s edition distorts WF No. 91, a transcription
is appended.

3 Emst Apfel, taking note of Dittmer’s designation of the source of the lowest
voice of WF No. 107 as “unidentified” (Dittmer, The Worcester Fragments, p.56),
has concluded that this conductus proves the necessity of the assumption that conducti
may contain cantus firmi (Studien zur Satztechnik der mittelalterlichen englischen
Musik (Heidelberg, 1959), vol. I, p. 57). It has, of course, been known for some years
that such an assumption is justified (cf. e.g. Bukofzer, “Interrelations between Con-
ductus and Clausula”, Annales Musicologiques I (1953)), but WF No. 107 can hardly
be cited as proof, since it is so fragmentary as to be completely useless as evidence and
since Dittmer’s designation is obviously an inadvertence.

4 Dittmer’s editorial habit of omitting the signature of b-flat, whenever it appears
in a manuscript, and instead placing flats before the appropriate b’s in the score leads
to absurd results in WF No. 109. In m. 48, where obviously musica ficta in the form
of a b-natural must be applied, he combines a b-flat in one voice with an f-sharp in
another,
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Corpus Christi College 497 and 489), 5 and in MS London, British Mu-
seum, Arundel 248, fol. 155v. ¢ Of these, WF Nos. 82, 87-92, 107, 109, and
the Kyrie trope on fol. 80v of MS Mus. ¢. 60 are apparently somewhat
younger, as their two-voice framework is expanded to a twelfth or at least
to a tenth (WF Nos. 90-92), 7 while that of the others is restricted to an
octave, a procedure typical of the main body of the WF. 8 A corollary of
this circumstance is the frequency of triads (in “root position”) and, in
some cases, of parallel triads in the older of these compositions.

This particular note-against-note style probably originated as an en-
richment, by means of the addition of a third voice, of the non-ritual duet
style for equal or nearly equal voices that apparently enjoyed some popu-
larity in England around and before the middle of the thirteenth century. ®
(Rather striking examples of such duets, in addition to those discussed by
Bukofzer, are WF Nos. 100 and 101. The former is a freely composed
setting of a Marian adaptation of the Alleluia: Justus germinabit that also
occurs, with the proper cantus firmus, in the eleventh fascicle of MS Wy). 10

5 As to MS Corpus Christi Coll. 497, see Dittmer, “Beitrige zum Studium der
Worcester-Fragmente”, Die Musikforschung X (1957), pp. 35ff; for the contents of
the other Corpus Christi Coll. manuscript see Hughes, Medieval Polyphony in the
Bodleian Library (Oxford, 1951). Both manuscripts are stylistically related to the WF.
Regarding MS Mus. c. 60, see Dittmer, “Beitrige...”, pp. 33f (the rhythm of the
piece printed by him should be trochaic, not binary); it contains concordances with
the WF. MS Bodley 257 “hails from Reading” (New Oxford History, vol. II, p. 341);
its contents were inaccurately described by Hughes (Medieval Polyphony...); for a
corrected listing see Emest H, Sanders, “Medieval English Polyphony and Its Signi-
ficance for the Continent”, Columbia University Dissertation (1963), pp. 433f.

8 Salve virgo virginum; facsimile in Early English Harmony, H. E. Wooldridge,
ed., vol. I (London 1897), pl. 36.

T A fragmentary composition preserved in MS Cambridge, Gonville & Caius
Coll. 810/820 and erroneously labeled by Apfel as a motet (Studien ..., vol. I, p.51)
is quite similar to WF No. 91.

8 See Sanders, “Tonal Aspects of 13th-Century English Polyphony”, Acta Mu-
sicologica XXXVII (1965), p. 22,

® Cf. Bukofzer, “The Gymel...”, Music and Letters XVI (1935), pp. 79-80;
idem, “Popular Polyphony in the Middle Ages”, The Musical Quarterly XXVI
(1940), pp. 36-37; idem, “Popular and Secular Music in England”, in New Oxford
History, vol. 111, pp. 110-111.

10 Cf. Jacques Handschin, “Eine wenig beachtete Stilrichtung...”, Schweize-
risches Jahrbuch fiir Musikwissenschaft I (1924), p. 58, n. 4. WF No. 45 is a different
Marian adaptation of the same Gregorian Alleluia. Since the cantus firmus is not used
in WF No. 100, the piece belongs to a group of conducti with liturgical texts preserved
in certain Notre-Dame sources (cf. e.g. Eduard Gréninger, Repertoire-Untersuchungen
zum mehrstimmigen Notre-Dame Conductus, in Kélner Beitrage zur Musikforschung,
vol. IT (Regensburg, 1939), pp. 146 and 148). Dittmer’s designation of the composition
as an Alleluia is therefore in error.
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However, such compositions were soon conceived in three voices from the
outset, without the necessity of depending on a two-part foundation.!! To
label such pieces “gymels” is surely unwarranted. The two chief proponents
of the application of this term to repertoires that precede its first appearance
(ca. 1430) by some two hundred years were Riemann 12 and Bukofzer. 13
However, whether one chooses to define “gymel” as two-part polyphony
characterized by thirds and voice-crossings 14 or as “duet for soloists,” 13
there is no more reason to apply the term to medieval music than there
would be in extending it to any number of sixteenth-century bicinia or
Baroque chamber duets for equal voices. Any transfer of the term to other
periods of music history necessarily distorts the styles to which its applica-
tion is proposed. Thus, Bukofzer’s contention that the parallel triads in
early Worcester conducti and related compositions consist of a “gymel”
duet with a clumsily added Triplum 18 is open to challenge, since many
of these pieces exhibit rondellus technique, in which the voices are neces-
sarily conceived as equivalent, 17 while in others thirds and voice crossings
are by no means restricted to the two lower parts, and parallel fifths, though
usually involving the top voice, also occur between the two lower voices.
Rondellus technique may well have been the chief tool that integrated the
three voices of what was originally an enriched duet style.

11 Sylvia Kenney’s argument that duets composed according to the rules of dis-
cant were particularly characteristic of English music until the early fifteenth century
(“ “English Discant’ and Discant in England”, The Musical Quarterly XLV (1959),
pp. 45-48) is weakened not only by the rarity of duets in fourteenth-century English
sources, but particularly by the fact that they are not discants, but free compositions;
cf. p- 31 below.

12 Geschichte der Musiktheorie . .. (Berlin, 1898 and 1918), p. 154.

13 “The Gymel...”, p.78; “The First Motet with English Words”, Music and
Letters XVII (1936), p. 231; Geschichte des englischen Diskants (Strassburg, 1936),
p. 113; “Gymel”, Musik in Geschichte und Gegenwart II1, cols. 1143f; Studies in
Mediaeval and Renaissance Music (New York, 1950), p. 49.

14 “The Gymel ...”, p.78; “The First Motet .. .”, p. 231; “John Dunstable and
the Music of His Time”, Proceedings of the Royal Musical Association LXV (1938),
p- 25.

18 Studies ..., p. 188.

18 “Gymel”, MGG III, col. 1144.

17 That the designation of chant settings with the cantus firmus in the middle
voice as “gymels” with subsequently added top voice (Bukofzer, “The Gymel...”,
pp. 82-84; idem, Studies ..., p.49) is also arbitrary and incorrect has already been
pointed out by two writers (Frank L1. Harrison, Music in Medieval Britain (London,
1958}, p. 155; Giinther Schmidt, “Zur Frage des Cantus firmus...”, Archiv fiir Mu-
sikwissenschaft XV (1958), pp. 241f). Such English compositions from the fourteenth
and early fifteenth centuries exhibit no special gymel features, nor is there any con-
vincing indication that they consist of two essential voices, onto which a top voice
was grafted subsequently.

II
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As the two-voice framework expanded toward the end of the thirteenth
century, the contrapuntal field delimited by the framework came to be
occupied more and more by the constellation often anachronistically re-
ferred to as a triad in first inversion. What happened was that the same
dynamic evolutionary force that expanded the framework caused the re-
latively static combination of a perfect consonance — the fifth — with the
imperfect consonance traditionally favored in England — the third — to

be replaced by the more “progressive” g combination, 18 with its charac-

teristic quality of flow and progression resulting from the absence of the
perfect fifth. 19 The free compositions are usually tonal units, as they had
been in the earlier Worcester repertoire. 20 In fact, the feeling for tonal
cohesion was evidently developed enough to allow the following startling
beginning, 2! clearly a long harmonic upbeat (not unlike the variation

18 Cf. Thrasybulos Georgiades, Englische Diskanttraktate (Miinchen, 1937),
pp- 81f, 62f, and 99. The difference becomes readily apparent in a comparison of the
relatively conservative Stimmtausch sections of the Worcester Alleluia settings (cf.
Sanders, “Tonal Aspects...” pp.33f) with the more advanced Stimmtausch mo-
tets, such as WF Nos. 16, 41, and MS Princeton, Garrett 119, Fragment A, No. 2 (cf.
ibid., n. 25), or of the older conducti (e.g. WF No. 69) with WF Nos. 87-92; Nos.
89, 90, and 92 are the last Worcester conducti with Stimmtausch. (Contrary to Ditt-
mer’s indications — The Worcester Fragments, pp. 57f — WF No. 87 contains no
Stimmtausch; neither do Nos. 96, 108, and 109.) Significantly, the rondellus disappea-
red as a species of composition, as soon as the octave barrier of the two-voice frame-
work was breached decisively.

1% Handschin pointed out long ago that the origin of the intrusion of imperfect
consonances into polyphony undoubtedly lies in the aesthetic need for tension before
the confluence of the voices into the final unison (or fifth) in early two-part counter-
point (cf. also Giinther Schmidt, “Strukturprobleme der Mehrstimmigkeit . ..”, Die
Musikforschung XV (1962), p.22). He hypothesized very plausibly that the third
with its “bitter-sweet suspension of the ending ..., might gradually have come to be
endowed with the quality of sweetness” (“Der Organum-Traktat von Montpellier”,
in Studien zur Musikgeschichte: Festschrift fiir Guido Adler (Wien, 1930), p.55).
(Judith Marshall (“Hidden Polyphony...”, Journal of the American Musicological
Society XV (1962), p.136) has called attention to deliberate prolongation of the
third-to-unison cadences in a St.-Martial composition, which “very likely illustrates
a certain fascination on the part of the composer with the harmonic effect of repeated
thirds”.) This is, at any rate, the fate that befell the sixth, which, though “a vile
and disgusting dissonance” according to Anonymous IV (Scriptorum de Musica Medii
Aevi ..., Charles E. H. Coussemaker, ed., vol, I, p.359a), was recognized by him as
“optima concordantia” before a final consonance; “ante concordantiam bene concor-
dat”, says Franco (ibid., p. 130a). In the fourteenth century it came more and more
to be treated, like the third, as an imperfect consonance (Claude V. Palisca, “Kontra-
punkt”, MGG VII, col. 1530).

20 Cf. Sanders, “Tonal Aspects....,” passim,

31 MS Leeds Central Library, Archives Dept., VR 6120 — olim Fountains Abbey
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motet, MS Cambridge, Gonville & Caius Coll. 512/543, No. 4 22):
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Museum 23 —, fol. 4 (H. K. Andrews and Thurston Dart, “Fourteenth-Century Poly-
phony ...”, Music and Letters IXL (1958), pl. III). It is referred to as “Studley
Royal Fragment” by Reaney in MGG XII, cols. 1637-38. While he assigns it to the
second half of the century, it contains a concordance with MS Cambridge, Gonville
& Caius 334/727, which is “probably of the first half of the fourteenth century” ac-
cording to Harrison {(Music in Medieval Britain, p. 296). There seems to be no reason
to change the dating from first third of the century, as originally given by Andrews
and Dart, and subsequently supported by Denis Stevens in his postscript in the same
issue of Music and Letters, pp. 148-153.

22 Cf. Ex. 4 in Sanders, “Tonal Aspects...”.

23 The first structural subdivision (after “evanescit” and “penam nescit”) in-
dicated by Andrews and Dart (p. 12) must be disregarded, since (1) the stanzas always
end with a longa, not a breve, (2) all stanzas end with f; on C, (3) the curious —
intentional or inadvertent — misspelling of the word “processit” clearly shows what
Andrews and Dart considered the second musical stanza to be the second half of the
first; (4) capital letters do not appear in the text before the spot indicated by the
double bar in Ex. 1.
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It is of crucial importance that the so-called g-chord style originated
in conducti, i.e. pieces the composition of which was not, as a rule, circum-
scribed by a cantus firmus. The great majority of apparently freely com-
posed pieces in score notation favor the g-chord sfyle; whi(':h',v in addition
to the mostly cadential g’s, consists of gchords, in chains of four, five, or
— more rarely — up to roughly a dozen, 24 and somewhat less prominently,

24 Besseler’s statement that the “occasional series of sixth chords” in older English
sources “are merely an accidental similarity” to the style of fauxbourdon (Bourdon
und Fauxbourdon (Leipzig, 1950), p. 107; similarly, p. 195) can be explained only
in the light of his desire to credit Dufay with the invention of a strictly parallel style.
That fauxbourdon is more rigid than the style of the English pieces in question is as
undeniable as is their evident relationship.
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especially at first, of 150 ’s. 25 The style necessarily profiles the top voice,
where the melodic interest is generally concentrated. 2¢ It is not surprising,
therefore, to find that it is still cultivated in the 15th-century carols, for
which certain relationships to the conductus have been claimed. 27
Nonetheless, Handschin’s objections to the loose application of the
term “conductus style” to compositions of the fourteenth and early fifteenth
centuries 28 ought not to be passed over lightly. 2° In the first place, the
conductus had died out before 1300; secondly, already some of the later
Worcester compositions (without caudae!) that have commonly been re-
ferred to as conducti seem to carry the melody in the top voice, not in the
tenor (e.g. WF Nos. 82 and 109). 30 It is therefore not correct to say that
“in the fifteenth century the conductus. . . turns into the carol,” 31 because
it is the top voice of a carol that as a rule seems to carry the main melodic
interest. Notwithstanding Handschin’s and Besseler’s equation of cantilena
with the German term Diskantlied, i.e. a French medieval chanson, usually
a ballade, with two accompanying instrumental parts, 32 it seems most ap-
propriate to refer to the repertoire under discussion as cantiones or canti-
lenae. Quite apart from the fact that the Latin counterparts to the carols

26 This incontrovertible fact was already mentioned, en passant and in a curiously

casual manner, by Apfel (Studien ..., vol. I, p. 33). Parallel fifths between the two

lower voices necessarily occur between two 150 ’s or between a 150 and a 2 or 152, and

were evidently not considered contrapuntally objectionable, despite the unanimity
of fourteenth-century theorists (including the English author(s) of the Quatuor
Principalia — cf. Coussemaker, Scriptorum . .., vol IV, p. 28la; conceming this pas-
sage see also Georgiades, Englische Diskanttraktate ..., pp.86f) in forbidding such
parallelism. Apparently, the goal of aural pleasure achieved through a judiciously
restricted variety of euphonious chords was more important than contrapuntal pro-
priety. Analogously, rhythmic factors of increasing complexity often prevail over con-
siderations of proper dissonance treatment in fourteenth-century French music (cf.
Gilbert Reaney, “Fourteenth-Century Harmony . ..”, Musica Disciplina VII (1953),
pp- 129 and 140f).

26 Apfel also feels that the top voice of such compositions is generally “the most
important” (Studien ..., vol. I, p. 78).

27 Cf. Catherine Miller, “The Early English Carol”, Renaissance News III
(1950), pp. 63-64, and Harrison, Music in Medieval Britain, pp. 416-418.

28 “Tes Etudes sur le XVe siécle musical...”, Revue Belge de musicologie 1
(1946-47), pp. 951.

28 E.g. Besseler, Bourdon und Fauxbourdon, p. 15, n. 1.

3¢ In that respect, even WF No. 91 already seems rather tenuously related to the
conductus tradition; ¢f. Hughes, “Music in Fixed Rhythm”, in New Oxford History,
vol, II, p. 351.

31 Handschin, Musikgeschichte im Uberblick (Luzem, 1948), p. 213, Bukofzer
offered no proof for his contention that to a large extent the carols are * ‘Tenor-
lieder’ ” {Geschichte des englischen Diskants, p. 117).

32 Handschin, “Les Etudes. . .”, p. 95; Besseler, Bourdon und Fauxbourdon, p. 30.

II
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were in the fifteenth century known as cantilenae, there is sufficient theo-
retical evidence for the application of this term to much of the fourteenth-
century repertoire under discussion; 33 it is certainly unnecessary to restrict
its definition to compositions with French text. Moreover, the rondellus,
whose features prove it to be a link between conductus and cantilena, is
often associated with the latter in medieval treatises by English authors. 34

While the feature of parallel g chords has justly come to be known as
the hallmark of the cantilena style, there are several pieces in which
parallel 150 ’s balance or even overbalance the 36 ’s (see Ex.1). Not infre-
quently, parallel triads appear, as for instance in two rather primitive
specimens from the Old Hall manuscript (Nos. 2 and 3):

Ex. 2
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38 Cf. Handschin, “Conductus”, MGG 11, col. 1620; Analecta Hymnica, vol. XX,
p. 5; also Richard L. Greene, The Early English Carols (Oxford, 1935}, p. LXXXVII.
Regarding their possible ritual function, see Harrison, Music in Medieval Britain,
P 296. Pirrotta leaves open the question whether comparable Italian compositions from
ca. 1300 (for two voices) were “intended for liturgical use, or simply practiced for
the recreation of the musicians themselves...” (Nino Pirrotta, “Marchettus de Padua
and the Italian Ars Nova”, Musica Disciplina IX (1955), p.65.) — Antecedents of
such “para-liturgical” repertoires are the Notre-Dame conducti and, ultimately, the
“versus” contained in two of the so-called St.-Martial manuscripts (c¢f. Leo Treitler,
“The Polyphony of St. Martial”, Journal of the American Musicological Society
XVII (1964), p.32).

34 Garlandia: Coussemaker, Scriptorum . .., vol. I, p. 116a; the related treatises
of Anonymus I and Pseudo-Tunstede: ibid., vol. I, p. 302a and vol. IV, p. 294b; re-
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Increasingly, however, parallel triads came to be disguised by voice cros-
sings:
Ex.3
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Parallel 160 ’s also make occasional appearances:
Ex. 4
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A composition in which all four types of chord appear in parallels is OH
No. 57. It must be borne in mind that in the majority of such compositions
the chordal texture is not monochrome, but quite varied, and includes a
good many more or less extensive passages in which no parallelism occurs
at all. In some more advanced compositions parallelism is disguised by syn-
copation; this happens quite frequently in the compositions by Cooke and
in some of Chirbury’s works: 36

garding the latter, ¢f. Reaney, “The Manuscript Chantilly, Musée Condé 10477,
Musica Disciplina VIII (1954), p. 73, n. 51.

35 In this piece, as well as in quite 2 number of other compositions, parallel
fifths appear between any two of the three voices; cases of parallel unisons or octaves
(e.g. mm. 10-11 of Ex. 2) are rarer; contrary to Apfel’s assertion (Studien ..., vol. I,
p. 77), octave parallels do not seem to occur between the upper voices of cantilenae etc.

36 Chirbury’s Credo (Old Hall No. 58) is surely one of the finest compositions
in the oldest layer of the manuscript. Since “the old layer of OH consists only of
conductus-like settings in score which always precede the settings in cantus collateralis”
(Bukofzer, Studies . . ., p. 98), and in view of the music preserved in the sources prior
to the Old Hall manuscript, it seems likely that the pieces notated in score (¢f. Apfel,
Studien . .., vol. I, pp. 87f) represent the oldest stratum. Only such pieces are included
in this discussion, i.e. the “oldest layer,” which is not later than ca. 1400 (Nos. 1-6,
38, 40, 41-48, 53-59, 90-106, 120-131). For further details and emendations of the
lists in Bukofzer's Studies (pp. 47f) and in Apfel’s Studien (vol. I, pp. 98f) see San-
ders, “Medieval English Polyphony ..."”, p. 432.

II



II

16

Ex. 5

OH No.5, mm.20-29 and 75-77 (I, 2 and 4)
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In some others it is rendered less obvious by the lively unsyncopated rhythms

of the upper voices.

Ex. 6

End of troped Gloria, MS Bodley 38§, fol. I
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A singular composition is the fragmentary setting of the Gloria preserved
in MS Oxford, B.L., Fairfax 27, fol. I, which avoids parallel chords: 37
The form of the fragment — disregarding rhythmic changes caused by
the need for accommodating text sections with varying numbers of
syllables — is aabccb. 38 Unfortunately, the fragmentary preservation of
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37 It may be the incompletely preserved continuation of the stylistically identical

and structurally similar fragmentary Gloria in MS London, B.M., Cotton Titus D.

XXIV, fols. 2v-3; cf. Apfel, Studien ..., vol. I, pp. 61 and 79.

38 Apfel’s analysis (ibid., p. 79) is defective.
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the piece prevents us from knowing whether b functioned as a musical
refrain throughout.

Similarly organized settings of the Gloria, but in parallel style, are
contained in MSS London, B.M., Sloane 1210 (fols. 138-139) and Add.
40725 (fols. 1v-1). The latter has the form of a sequence: 39

aa'(=ad);bb;cc;dd;ee’; ff
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3 Again, Apfel’s analysis (ibid.)} misses some of the correspondences. The be-
ginning of the piece, which is lost, undoubtedly was a shorter version of the section
extending from Laudamus te to Glorificamus te.
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The Gloria in the Sloane manuscript is reminiscent of the WF in its
constant oscillation between g and f, and in the rather primitive, though
engaging, variational technique that is incessantly applied to two harmoni-
cally generated phrase elements, 49
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40 Apfel’s analysis (ibid., pp. 79f) is unnecessarily cautious and restrictive, —
Denis Stevens’s suggestion that the “upper voice seems to be freely based on Sarum 3”
(Expériences Anonymes record EA — 0031) does not seem very plausible. — In
one extraordinary case, viz. the troped Kyrie preserved in the Durham Chapter Library
and recorded on EA — 0031, the double-versicle form is even applied to the nine-part
form of the Kyrie, with the result that the last of the nine sections was simply disre-
garded; how it was performed is anyone’s guess:

AAB BCC DD
Kyrie troped Christe troped Kyrie troped
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II

In all probability, such Gloria settings4! are ultimately derived from
the kind of composition preserved in WF No. 88, which is nothing more

than a chain of sections of varying brevity, all ending with the same (or

41 The freely composed Gloria by Antonius de Civitate (Johannes Wolf, Ge-
schichte der Mensural-Notation von 1250-1460, vol. 111, No. 72) is a relative late-

comer, compared to the English specimens; according to Besseler (“Antonius de Civi-

tate”, MGG I, col. 550), the composer flourished during the “first third of the fifteenth

century”.
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nearly the same) musical rhyme: 42
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The sectional organization of several of these compositions constitutes
a second link with the carol, 43 whose forme fixe in turn relates it to the
virelai, ballata, and, especially, the lauda. It therefore becomes necessary
to state that these settings of liturgical texts as well as the many freely
composed polyphonic cantilenae and sequences with their sectional struc-
tural features, that crowd the manuscripts, ¢ evidently reflect popular
musical practices in England; in that respect, too, they are precursors of
the 15th-century cantilenae and carols, 4% even though they have no refrain
structure. The avoidance of the vernacular4® in this basically popular
music was an aim successfully pursued by the Franciscans; quite probably,
some of the freely composed cantilenae are contrafacta of polyphonic songs
in English, as in the Red Book of Ossory. %7 Thus, the tradition of this
music extends not only forward to the 15th-century carols, but also to the
duets of the preceding century mentioned on p. 8 above, 2 number of
which are in English.

42 Hughes had already pointed out (Worcester Mediaeval Harmony (Bumham,
1928), p. 37) that there is a degree of stylistic relationship between WF No. 88 and the
Gloria in the Sloane manuscript. Apfel (Studien ..., vol. I, p.57) erroneously assigns

the Worcester Gloria to the earliest layer of the WF; the considerable amount of

parallel g ’s and 150 ’s as well as the expanded two-voice framework (twelfth) leave no

doubt that the piece cannot have been composed before the late thirteenth century.

4 The first being the location of the main melody in the top voice (¢f. p. 13
above).

4 Cf. Apfel, Studien . . ., vol. I, pp. 59-60.

45 Cf. John Stevens, “Carol”, Grove’s Dictionary (London, 1954}, II, pp. 78b
and 82a f. Both style and form make the “hymn” Nobilis humilis the earliest known
antecedent in England.

48 That the English language was not common in English polyphonic music is
also elucidated by the end of one of the two texts of Old Hall No. 137, which speci-
fically states that the French text of the original was changed to Latin, since the
English preferred it.

47 Cf. Bukofzer, “Popular and Secular Music ...”, p. 118.

II
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That both the carols and the 13th-century duets are linked to the freely
composed English repertoire (notated in score) of the fourteenth century
is further proved by the existence of a few pieces in MSS Cambridge,
Gonville & Caius Coll. 512/543 48 and London, B.M., Sloane 1210, that
are written for only two voices moving predominantly in parallel sixths, 49
It is possible that a middle voice, running generally in parallel fourths with
the top voice, was implied, even though not written down. (The same has
been suggested for a number of similarly written carols. 5¢) This is all the
more likely, as the compositions 2 2 are very much in the minority and
as in one of the pieces in the Gonville & Caius manuscript (as well as in
its concordance in MS Cambridge, Pembroke College 228) a middle staff
was originally left blank and subsequently filled in by another hand with
a rather clumsy part. 51 The Virgo salvavit hominem from the Sloane
manuscript (fols. 139v-140) may serve as an example of the two-voiced
compositions: 52

Ex. 11

aed #E

ST R
Vir - go sal-va - vit ho - mi - nem quem pa - rens
Pri- ma pa -rens se du - { xe - rat i
e
-
i E

48 One concordance in MS Cambridge, Pembroke Coll. 228; ¢f. Apfel, Stu-
dien.. ., vol. I, p. 59. The Gonville & Caius manuscript also contains a duet that is
not in parallel style, the Gemma nitens partly published by Handschin in Der Ton-
charakter (Ziirich, 1948), pp. 257-258. Its form is: a a’; b b; ¢ c¢; d. Only the
first two sections are printed by Handschin; their five phrases relate as follows:
o1 og; o’ o o'

49 Cf. Harrison, “English Church Music in the Fourteenth Century”, in New
Oxford History of Music, vol. II1, pp. 95f. These pieces were mentioned (as “gymels”,
even though their voices are notated in different clefs and never cross) by Bukofzer
(“Gymel”, MGG V, col. 1143), A related technique, with a slow cantus firmus in the
middle voice, appears in the motets of the Sloane manuscript, in two motets of MS
Oxford, New College 362, and in at least two of the motets in MS Westminster Abbey
12185; ¢f. Sanders, “Medieval English Polyphony...”, pp. 231ff and n. 95.

5 John Stevens, loc. cit., pp. 80a f.

51 Apfel, Studien ..., vol. I, p. 73.

53 Apfel’s (ibid. and “England und der Kontinent in der Musik des spiten Mit-
telalters”, Die Musikforschung XIV (1961), p. 284) formal analysis is incorrect. His
doubt whether the piece is complete is easily allayed by pointing out that it lacks
nothing tonally, structurally, or poetically, and that the “notes” after the double bars
are merely decorations.
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erroneous - variants indicated for the first section all occur in its first statement, -

In addition to the freely composed pieces, numerous cantus-firmus
settings in score notation have been preserved. Apart from a few exceptions,
the cantus firmus is carried by the middle voice, an exclusively English

II
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practice. 53 A clue to the origin of this custom may perhaps be furnished
by the unusual compositional practices found in many of the settings of the
Spiritus et alme trope of the Gloria. This Marian trope was a special
favorite of English composers of the late thirteenth and of the fourteenth
century. Two settings from the second half of the 13th century are con-
tained in MS Oxford, B.L., Mus. c. 60 and in MS University of Chicago,
654 App. 5% The former, which still makes use of organal technique, 33 con-
tains an extended hocket section. 36 The composer, Robert de Burgate, 57
may well have written it as early as the mid-sixties. 38 The importance of
the work cannot be overestimated; not only is the cantus firmus treated
in an unusually free manner, but it migrates between the two lower voices,
giving the piece an aspect reminiscent of some of the works in the Old Hall
manuscript composed more than a hundred years later. 59 The last two of
its sections are decipherable: 60

53 The only comparable technique is represented by the three-voiced rondeaux
of Adam de la Halle, which are notated in score; the pre-existing tunes that at least
some of them seem to set appear in the middle voice (Adam de la Halle, Le Jeu de
Robin et de Marion, ed. Friedrich Gennrich, in Musikwissenschaftliche Studien-Biblio-
thek, vol, XX, p. 41).

54 Facsimile in Luther A. Dittmer, ed., Oxford, Latin Liturgical D 20;... (In-
stitute of Mediaeval Music, Publications of Mediacval Musical Manuscripts, No. 6,
Brooklyn, 1960).

55 Another likely case of a late manifestation of organal style is WF No. 26,
where the missing tenor of the respond portion may well have begun with an f pedal
lasting fifteen longae.

56 As regards the rhythm (mos lascivus — cf. Sanders, “Duple Rhythm and Alter-
nate Third Mode in the 13th Century”, Journal of the American Musicological Society
XV (1962), pp. 255f), cf. No. 8, 328 of the Montpellier manuscript, which is surely
later than the date suggested by Rokseth (Polyphonies du XIIIe siécle”, vol. IV (Paris
1939), p. 140.

57 Dittmer, “An English Discantuum Volumen”, Musica Disciplina IX (1955),
pp- 38f. He became abbot of Reading Abbey in 1268.

58 Cf. Handschin, “The Summer Canon and Its Background”, Musica Disciplina
III (1949), p.91.

5 Cf. Apfel, “Zur Entstehung des realen vierstimmigen Satzes in England”,
Archiv fiir Musikwissenschaft XVII (1960), pp. 87f. It goes without saying that it
sounds unlike any of the Old Hall compositions. (Apart from its other stylistic features,
it contains a Stimmtausch passage.)

€0 Tt is possible to deduce from the final section how such hockets were composed.
Only the first three and the last seven notes of the tenor (second lowest voice) quote
the cantus firmus. The remainder is a free hocket paraphrase, of which the tenor
was laid out first, since it is the only voice to have a regular rhythmic pattern, The
lowest voice was added next, since in these two parts the rests never coincide. The
top voice was composed last; not only does it form several octave parallels with the
bottom voice, but in the preceding section it is superimposed on the two middle voices
with their Stimmtausch passage. The concluding section represents the only known
fourpart hocket.
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CANTILENA AND DISCANT IN 14TH-CENTURY ENGLAND
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In the setting — in part notation — of the Chicago manuscript it is
the top voice that quotes both the text and the lightly embellished tune of
the chant. The unpatterned tenor was obviously designed as a contrapuntal
support for this tune, 61 and therefore necessarily differs from those of the
other motets in this manuscript. It is difficult and perhaps bootless to try
to decide whether to label the piece a motet or a chant setting. At any
rate, it is clear that this hybrid was conceived from the top down. The
singularity of the case is borne out by a comparison of two excerpts with
two chant versions of the trope; the transposition of three notes (paraclite),
evidently for reasons of range, is particularly striking.

Ex. 13
x x x x d x f x X X X x X x
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8t Cf. Apfel, Studien .. ., vol. I, p. 50. Dittmer, who failed to identify the cantus
firmus, wrongly suspected that the tenor “could contain a cantus prius factus” (Oxford,
Latin Liturgical D 20;. .., p.9).
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'(The‘ upper of the two rows of symbols above the Triplum indicates to what extent it agrees (x)
or dlsqgrees (letters) with the chant in the Sarum Gradual (pl.14%); the lower row concerns the
chant in another source, as printed in Wagner's Einfithrung..., vol.IIl, p.510)

As in the case of the Gloria trope from MS Mus. c. 60, there is evidence
here of compositional techniques usually associated with English music of
a considerably later period.

Both settings handle the high tessitura of the cantus firmus in different
ways, each highly unusual. One presents a case of migrant cantus firmus,
while in the other the composer has placed the chant melody in the top
voice; both versions alter and paraphrase the chant. A third setting, perhaps
from ca. 1300, is provided by WF No. 43. 2 The tenor, which contains the
cantus firmus, obviously must have shared its range with the missing
Duplum and generally functioned as the middle voice, 83 as the following

€ The cantus firmus is listed as unidentified by Dittmer (The Worcester Frag-
ments, p.29).

@8 The frequency of the interval of the fourth between Tenor and Triplum allows
no other conclusion. Of course, the necessity of having voices other than the Tenor
supply the lowest notes in a motet or clausula when the cantus firmus lies exceptionally
high (e.g. Mors) was already plain to the Perotinian generation. While the fundament
of the medieval motet is the Tenor, it does not follow, as Apfel (“Satztechnische
Grundlagen der Neuen Musik des 17. Jahrhunderts”, Acta Musicologica XXXIV
(1962), p. 68) suggests, that it is by definition the lowest voice throughout and that
motets in which a voice crosses below the Tenor are rather exceptional and reflect an
early step in the evolution from the cantus firmus as fundament to the emancipation
of the bass. On the contrary, such voice crossings are generally necessitated by the
range of the cantus firmus; therefore, they abound not only in four-voiced English
compositions, but also in the sixth fascicle of the Montpellier manuscript, which

II
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somewhat tentative reconstruction of the three-part texture demonstrates: 64
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contains motets 4 2 only. Apfel’s point conflicts curiously with his view of voice crossing
in discant (c¢f. Apfel, “Die klangliche Struktur der spitmittelalterlichen Musik...”,
Die Musikforschung XV (1962), p. 217; idem, “Der klangliche Satz...”, Archiv fiir
Musikwissenschaft XI1 (1955), pp. 305f).

% No text is given in Ex. 14, since the underlay is somewhat problematic.
Evidently, the tenor carried the liturgical text, since, while the bottom of the folio
is cut off (facsimile in Dittmer, Oxford, Latin Liturgical D 20;..., p.37), part of
the initial S is still visible, and the text fits the notes and ligatures almost exactly as
in the Triplum of the setting in the Chicago manuscript.
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The relative freedom with which the cantus firmus is treated in the
setting in the Chicago manuscript is here combined with a tradition estab-
lished in the Worcester Alleluias. €5 At least some of the sections of the
trope, all of which contain textual tropes in the upper part(s), are preceded,
followed, or framed by freely composed passages, in which the tenor para-
phrases one of the neighboring chant phrases. While a section like “ad
Marie gloriam” (mm. 53-66) may have brought the cantus firmus re-
latively straight, 8¢ the first section of the trope is enframed by a prelude
and a short postlude (see Ex. 14). The same passage that for reasons of
range was transposed in the Chicago setting is here even more radically
“brought into line” (see mm. 25-27 of Ex. 14). Apparently for the sake
of tonal cohesion, the high g of the second section (m. 35) of the chant 1s
preceded by an added note (d); judging by the design of the extant voice
(Triplum), this must have occurred every time the cantus firmus begins a
phrase on the high g. 67

The composition has all the earmarks of the cantilena style, except that
it contains a cantus firmus in the tenor, which is actually the middle voice,
since its relatively high tessitura makes the plain song singularly unsuitable
as a traditional tenor. Dittmer has pointed out that a fragmentary setting
in score notation of the text of the Triplum of WF No. 43 is preserved
in MS Oxford, New College 362 €8 and that “there seems to be a certain
relationship between these two compositions.” The relationship is easily
enough accounted for when it is realized that the piece is not a “freely
composed” “conductus,” 88 but a polyphonic paraphrase of the same cantus
firmus on which WF No. 43 is “based”; here the chant is assigned to the
middle voice. The fragment is of extraordinary interest, since it exhibits
the techniques of paraphrase, migration, and partial transposition applied
to the cantus firmus. The transposition is the same (up a fifth) and involves
the same notes as in WF No. 43, thus eliminating the lowest notes (a, g,

85 Cf. Sanders, Tonal Aspects....”, pp. 33-34.

WF No. 43 seems to be one of the oldest of the Worcester palimpsests.
88 The tenor may have looked approximately as follows:

= +——t S " ‘J‘ {7\L. = T t 1
The last word of the Triplum passage should read “gloriam”, not “gloria”.

87 The English practice of altering a cantus firmus for the sake of tonal unity of
their polyphonic settings is discussed in this author’s “Tonal Aspects...”, pp. 31 ff.
8 The Worcester Fragments, p. 41. It was published by him as WF No. 43*.

% Ibid.,, p.29. A less fragmentary concordance exists in MS Brussels, Bibl.
Royale, II 266, No. 10 (“Fragment Coussemaker”), fol. 1v; Apfel, though listing the
concordance (Studien ..., vol. I, p.59), denies its existence on the same page (n.4).
The piece is not identical with the one preceding it in Apfel’s list.
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and f) of the original chant. However, even b and a are considered below
the range of the middle voice and are therefore assigned to the lowest voice.
As a result there are no voice crossings, just as in the freely composed
cantilenae. 70
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While all paraphrase settings of the Spiritus et alme treat the cantus
firmus with great freedom, 7! the other compositions with cantus firmus
in the middle voice leave the chant, which most of them bring in breves, 72
generally untouched. ™ Harrison has referred to the “numerous examples

70 Cf. Apfel, Studien ..., vol. I, p. 77. The desire for parallel sixths and tenths
in more or less lively rhythms apparently accounts for the relegation of the cantus
fimus to the middle voice in the motets mentioned in n. 49 above (¢f. Harrison,
“English Church Music...”, pp. 86 and 89); in at least one case (No. 10 of the New
College motets — cf. the list in Apfel, Studien. .., vol. I, pp. 27f) this necessitated
transposition of the chant to the fifth above.

™ This is a traditional feature of troping, Interestingly, three settings of the text
of the trope without the textual paraphrase are not based on the cantus firmus at all
(the last three items listed in Apfel, Studien .. ., vol I, p. 58), notwithstanding Hand-
schin’s strenuous efforts to prove the opposite for one of them (“Zur Frage der me-
lodischen Paraphrasierung im Mittelalter”, Zeitschrift fiir Musikwissenschaft X
(1928), pp.543ff). On the other hand, all compositions listed under 2. in Apfel’s
Studien, vol. 1, p.59, are troped (paraphrased) cantus-firmus settings.

™ Apfel, Studien ..., vol. 1, pp. 63f.

™ There is good reason for assuming that much of this music was choral poly-
phony; cf. Harrison, Music in Medieval Britain, p. 156, (Jacques de Liége reports the
possibility of doubling the parts in discant; cf. Coussemaker, Scriptorum . .., vol. II,
p- 386a.)
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of parallel descant in English fourteenth-century music”; 74 but the paral-
lelism so characteristic of the cantilena style seems quite scarce in the chant
settings. 78

Examples of compositions that leave the cantus firmus untransposed
are the setting of Agnus Sarum No. 4 (Ed. Vat. VI) in MS Oxford, B.L.,
Mus. d. 143 (concordance in MS Oxford, B.L., Barlow 55); Nos. 5, 6, and
8 in MS London, Public Record Off. E 149/7/23 dorse; 76 Old Hall Nos. 4,
40, 95-97, 124; and MS London, B.M., Add. 40011 B (“LoF”), No. 5. 77
Almost all of these have an eighth-mode cantus firmus. 78 Occasional voice
crossings occur when the contrapuntal situation created by the position of
a few notes of the cantus firmus makes them unavoidable. A stylistically
somewhat different work that otherwise also belongs to this group is the

74 “Faburden in Practice”, Musica Disciplina XVI (1962), p.23. His sub-
sumption of free compositions under the term “descant” (“English Church Music . ..”,
p- 95; Music in Medieval Britain, p.150) would seem to obliterate an essential
distinction evidently taken for granted in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. All
English discant treatises consider discant as elaboration of a “cantus planus” (“plain
song”) and Pseudo-Tunstede, in discussing discant, equates Tenor and planus cantus
(Coussemaker, Scriptorum .. ., vol. IV, pp. 281b and 282a). The very rarity of pa-
rallel discant places in doubt Harrison’s assertion that faburden “can be traced back
to the fourteenth century” (“Faburden in Practice”, p. 11; also p. 23); ¢f. also n. 148
below.

78 The middle voice of the sequence or cantilena Includimur nube caliginosa
seems to contain a cantus prius factus (cf. Bukofzer, “The Gymel . ..”, p. 82, and Apfel,
Studien ..., vol. I, p.74); correspondingly, the piece is hardly ‘“fauxbourdon
throughout”, as Andrews and Dart put it (‘“Fourteenth-Century Polyphony...”, p. 7).
The same applies to the two settings of the Angelus ad viginem, a cantilena with
typically sectional form (a a, b b’, ¢ c). Cf. Bukofzer, “English Church Music...”,
pp- 114-117; Bukofzer calls it a hymn. It is the same — not the variant — setting that
is printed, transposed, in Gleason’s collection. The variant is available only in Early
English Harmony, H. E. Wooldridge, ed., since the version printed in The History
of Music in Sound, Gerald Abraham, ed., vol. ITL, pp. 24f, is admittedly a “conflation”.

78 Cf. Denis Stevens, “A Recently Discovered English Source ...”, The Musical
Quarterly XLI (1955), especially p. 33.

77 As to the early-15th-century MS LoF, see Bukofzer, Studies. .., ch. III. —
The similarities between any Sarum or Vatican Sanctus and the middle voice of WF
No. 83 are too slight to warrant Hughes’s (Worcester Medieval Harmony, p.59) and
Dittmer’s (The Worcester Fragments, pp. 55 and 59) assumption that the latter is a
cantus-firmus setting, especially as no text is preserved.

8 The cantus firmus of Old Hall No. 40, though labeled as in the sixth mode
in the Vatican books, is really in transposed Hypomixolydian, Old Hall No. 97, and
No.5 in the London manuscript (Public Record Off.) set Lydian chants, while the
cantus firmus of No. 8 of the latter source is in sixth mode. The other high mode —
No. 7 — does not appear in any of the English cantus-firmus settings of the fourteenth
century; its absence is explained to a large extent by the fact that no Gregorian Sanctus
or Agnus is in Mixolydian,

In
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sixth Kyrie setting in MS London, B.M., Arundel 14; 79 its cantus firmus,
being in transposed Dorian, also lies high.

A different situation presents itself in LoF No. 7, which sets an un-
transposed Dorian plain song, and in the generally quite clumsy setting in
MS London, B.M., Add. 40725 of Sanctus® Sarum No.2 (Ed. Vat.
VIII), 81 which is a Hypolydian chant. Its range necessitates voice crossings
for considerable stretches at a time.
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On the other hand, a setting of the Credo in MS London, B. M., Sloane

™ Published by Bukofzer in “The Gymel...”, p. 83, where he sought to force
this piece into the so-called gymel tradition.

80 Some of the many Sanctus settings of the fourteenth century compose the word
“Benedictus”; others, in contrast to the extant French Sanctus compositions of the time,
do not set it polyphonically. Since most of the former are quite archaic, there is a
possibility that these circumstances reflect the gradual beginnings of the practice
according to which the Canon was no longer preceded by the Sanctus in its entirety
(cf. Peter Wagner, Einfiihrung in die Gregorianischen Melodien, vol. I (Leipzig, 1910),
pp- 1144, and vol. III (Leipzig, 1921), pp. 455f).

81 Tt seems particularly illuminative of liturgical practices that the beginning
of this setting is written immediately under the end of a freely composed Gloria {cf.
p- 18 above), and by the same hand (see the facsimile in Apfel, Studien ..., vol. 1I,
p- 14); only one (Old Hall No.4) of the many fourteenth-century English Gloria
settings is based on a cantus firmus. (On the other hand, of the numerous polyphonic
Sanctus and Agnus compositions only three (Old Hall Nos. 90, 98, and 125) are
freely composed.)
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1210 82 rigidly avoids voice crossings, 83 with the result that the register
of the entire composition lies unusually low; in fact, the melodic motive
ede is twice (“remissionem” and “resurrectionem”) transposed up a second
in order to rescue the bottom voice from the lower depths,
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(The middle voice has the notes of the cantus firmus (x), except where otherwise indicated.)

Both cases demonstrate the difficulties involved in placing a cantus firmus
of low or average range in the middle voice.

The obvious answer, which reduces the need for voice crossings, 84 is
to transpose such a chant when it is to be set; a less obvious answer is the
technique of migrant cantus firmus. 85 Both devices were used — the less
obvious one comparatively rarely; in fact, the great majority of fourteenth-
century English chant settings, in contrast to those discussed so far, transpose
the cantus firmus up a fifth — much more rarely a fourth 86 — and place
it in the middle voice. 87 Apart from LoF No. 7 and the Old Hall and

82 Concordance in MS Cambridge, Pembroke College 228 (Apfel, Studien ...,
vol. I, p. 62); it is the only known English setting of the Credo prior to Old Hall.

83 This is due to the prevailing parallelism of its cantilena style, which it has in
common with the other compositions in this and related manuscripts.

84 There 