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7. E. Madirell

The amoumt of scholarly work on medieval English music publishod
since the 1920 is quite dausting in its sheer bulk, and production in postewar
years has increased to sach an extent that one can hardly call the subjoct
neglocted. Articles and monographs have, however, tended to concentrate on
isolated questions; they leave cae consclows of the need for a study which
would treat the subject as a whole, Dr, Hamrison's invaluable Munic i
Medicoal Britain did ot entirely meet this need, for while it deals extensively
with other matters, the account it gives of English polyphony from 1100 to
1400 & a mere 50 pages loog—less than an eighth of the whole book. This
dissertation does not supersede Manie is Madicos! Bridein (it will be a while
before anythieg does), but complements it, offering a detalled account of
Eagiuh polyphoay in the 13th and 14th centuries, The work is all the more
acceptable because it has been done with exemplary care, thoroughnes, asd
resposaibility, Sometinses Dr, Sanders permits himaelf an aside:

It Is extracedinary how the field of English medieval muic particularly
is Kittered with the fractured bones of theorists, who, for the sake of a

theory, are presumed to be of limited competence (p. 314, fa.).

We may not be too bappy about the metaphor, but it is reassuring to know
that one is dealing with an authority who will give due weight to primary
somrees, A willingness to do 10 is perhaps the great strength of the dissertation,
for although Dr. Sanders has obvicasly profited from the work of Aplel,
Bukofzer, Dittmer, and other investigatory, he is pot afraid to brush their
cooclusions aside when they have too temuous a relevance to the facts as
presented by the manic, One very pleasing result s the excellent editing of
Latin texts, on which Dr. Sanders rightly prides himself,

I sbrink from sumsnarizing the complex argusnent of Chapter I, which
discasses the rhythmic ambiguity of certain carly English pieces in mensural
notation; De. Sandens” conchasion, based on a diose study of theoeetical and
palcographic evidence, & that thae doubtful picces indicate an English
variant of the third chythmic mode, which he terms “alternate third mode™ :
& & & rather than J. 2 J or J JJ. His reconstruction of the “irregular
modes” of Anonymous IV scems, on balance, more convincing than Ditt-
mer’s, but (as Dr. Sanders acknowledges) there can be no absolute solution
to a problem of this kind. His argument—inevitably—leaves one without a
criterion for deciding which rhythm to apply in transcribing any of the

209




sumerous English pleces which appear 1o go well in cither duple time or the
alternate third mode, I mysclf share kis preference for the latter, although 1
cannot agree that his transcription of Campanis com gmbalis (pp. 106-07) ks
better than Dittiser's binary transcription,

Be that as it may, Dr. Sanders deserves credit for having refuted the view
that Sewwr i scumm iv was originally in duple meter. One might previously
have had objections to the extremcly awkward articulation of the text
peoduced by Bukofret's trasacription in §, but there remained the undeniable
fact that the original notation showed pairs of breves. Dr. Sanders has now
made it clexr that such pairs can be read J J. It & gratifying 0 find one's
instincts corroborated by someone clse’s scholandip,

The second, thisd, and fourth chapters comsist largely of analysis of
polyphomic techsiques wsed by Esglish composers of the period. All the
analyses are impressively carried out, and it would be difficalt to fault them
as such; but they are not all equally relevant. Chapter 11, for example, on
the Worcester Fragments, is invaluable, demonstrating, inter alia, that the
tenors, o pedes, of freely composed pieces in the Woecester repertoey are
remarkably similar, particularly the astisate tenors in F, and that some of
them may have been taken from popular song. It shows, 100, that the English
practice of altering & cantss firmas, which begins in the 15th century, was
adopted in the interests of what Dr. Sanders calls “'tonal unity.” On the other
hand, the following chapter (c. 1285-1325) strikes me, after repeated
readizegs, as being merely a collection of technical analyses with little wider
purpose; ity findings would be obvious to all if a complete performing edition
of the music were available. Similarly, Chapter IV opens with a useful
recomsideration of the terminology wed by scholars in discassing 14th-
cemtury English music (gymel, conductay, etc.,) but ends with a superfluous
rejection of Bukofrer's " English discamt™ theory—superfluous because that
theory has already been comvincingly refuted by others, It & a pity, too, that
fuller treatment was not given to the cleventh facicle of MS Wollenbatecl
677, apecally in view of Dr. Sandery’ interesting suggestion that the second
Notre Dame generation was stroagly isfluenced by Englich music; a closer
examination would have further strengthened the first part of Chapter V,
which makes & weful distinction between Continental woeks which show

sk influence and works of Exglih origin in Continental sources,

Ia general, Dr. Sanders’ disertation is an admirable example of its geare.
One's eriticiens therefore center not on the question of his competence, but
on the limitations of the genre itself. What one misses is any sense of the
redation between the music and the culture which preduced it and gave it
prarpose, as if masic, in the Middle Ages of all periods, existed in a vacuam,
Indeed, when be ventures outside the field of musical technique, Dr. Sanders
russ into trouble; on p. 95 (La. 49) he suggests that the addition of the Lazin
text 1o Sawer i dmmes 2t may bave been due to Francacan influcnce, a
statement which betrays no more intimate knowledge of Franciscan liverary
activities (which consisted chiefly of converting secular material into religions
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poems m the pernacilar) than can be picked up at second or third hand from
Munic in Meadiwal Britain and the New Oxford Hissery of Muric, Besides, the
other contents of MS Harley 978 show that the song beloaged to quite
another area of medieval culture,

The limitations of the approach amociated with the term “history of
music” are most evident in the concluding half-chapter, [ty main contention
is plasible enough: because of the preference for major tanality, for tonal
wnity, and for the comsomance of the third characteristic of English medieval
music, England may be regarded as the home of Western tomal music. But
Dr. Sanders insists on taking an evolutionary view which he has to balster
with & Jong and somewhat specious argument, a large part of which appears
between quotation marks. One highly questionable feature s the emphasis
he gives to the role of socalled “izatrumental dements™ in the evolution of
toeal barmony; it ignores what is perhaps the most important single aspect
of medieval music, namely, the fact that it is csentially rooted in the posi-
bilitiex and limitations of the human voice, 1f, moreover, one were looking
for exceptions to the general rule (no chromaticism, avoldance of unvocal
intervals, ete.), one would turn not to Exglish music, bat to the work of
Machaut and his French contemporaries.

The fact &, of course, that the idea of cvolution in memic i at best a
metaphor from biological science, and at worst a gross oversimplification of
the ways in which human sensibility manifees ivell; it has loag been
recognized ax unbelpful in the other arts. In Dr. Sandery’ evolutionary
scheme, 18th-century tonality represents a kind of zenith in European music;
he may well be righe, but the two inferences most naturally drawn from his
concluding argument are (a) that a composition is only interesting as a rung
i the ladder of evalution and (b) that any tonal composition is better than
any modal one. I refuse to believe that so capable a scholar as Dr. Sanders
accepts either of these absurdities; but there they are, inescapable side-effects
of a muddied argument which is patently lacking in the qualitios shown
by the rest of the disertation.

Some minor blemishes, remarkable in & work which maintains so high a
standard of competence, must be pointed out. They are all avoidable
characteristics of & lot of muicological wark on medieval subjeces. There &,
for example, an overconfident misuse of such words as “certainly,” “doube-
less," and “unquestionably” when perobabilities, possibilities, or even
hypothescs are being discuned, One has qualis about blaming Dr. Sasden
for a trick which seems endemic among medievalists in all disciplines, but
it ir & trick, even if the writer Is usaware of it—a trick to blackmail the reader
into feeling as convinced by the writer's theory as he is himnself.

I do not expect to find a sympathetic audience for my view that sigla,
over-abbreviated titles, and the like are pedantic paraphernalia, but [ am
coavinced that these devices (outside a bibliography or catalogue) hardly
Justify themselves. They are supposed to save space ~though there are plenty
of pages in this dissertation which have large blank spaces between text and
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footnotes—but they decidedly do not save the reader's timme. Even moce
annoying &s Dr. Sanders’ reductance to refer %0 a compasition by its title or
incipit; instead, he gives the sumber of the piece in its manwcript or
appropriate edition, so that unless the reader has at hand a fair sumber of
editions of Continental and English music, he has often no means of knowing
what composition is being cited, After searching through an edition oaly to
find that the plece cited has been in one’s perfoeming repertory for years,
one may be forgiven for regarding this practice as an attack oo sanity,
Finally, 1 must warn intending readers (who will, 1 hope, be numerous)
of two nuisances for which Dr, Sanders i sot rapomsible. On the film,

should be, why cannot those frames show the pages theraclves ?

PROFESSOR SANDERS REPLIES:

Perhaps the most complimentary consment in Mr., Maddrell's
mdhtggl.yflmblckawi\htmydi-tmﬁon s 2 s
important a work as Frank L1, Harrison's Mask is Mefimal Britain. 1 am
somewhat taken aback, therefoce, by his criticisns thar it fails 1o convey “any
of the relation between masic and the culture which peoduced it and
gave it purpese.” For any doctoral candidate in 1961 or 50 to have set hisn.
sclf sach a task would have invelved a great deal of presumptuous duplication
of the subject matter of Dr. Harrsons book. Moreover, its execution

e a ive a8 a ically investigation
:‘;;l:’ghntﬂnﬁb 7d0\clsmandl4¢hmwlrbmdwm
ne its varying o Continental coenposery, In its )
orientation, and exccution a disertation often differs marked! ﬁmam
The author of this dasertation found it desirable to Emit 10 the cxam-

imaticn in depth of a large, relatively homogeneous, and insufficiently

C.
:mmwmmm in tbepluu'mdcuof what Mr. Maddrell calls
ochaical ana ith little widler purpose.” 1f eme peopeoncs to being a body
dmm;:foum,of;ehnmmdyul;mmtmemdmm?m
truisms to be taken for granted is casily proved by a critical reading of musch
of the relevant mus 'dﬁmpﬂhhc?piwhcl%&w.
the very fact that most of the music was not available in reliable performing
editions indicated the desirability of providing ample and detailed wab-
stantiation for the coechsions, which were neither comanonly known ner

8-

obwvious, e.g., the striking diversity of motet types in medieval England,
m&ntbevuinﬁonmw:lnmndom;&edmmthz
helped bring abost the of the tenor as cantus-firnvus carrier in
the middle of the ic fabeic; the clarity with which the English
repertoire demonstrates isorhythm o have 23 a means of under-
scoring the strophie phrase organization of motet su

,ﬂt-

, the rejection of Bukofeer's * discant” theory did not
strike me as superfloous, While Mr, Maddrell claims that it had already been
refuted by othen, the caly substantial contribution to a very beclouded




fiedd was an articde (““English Discant’ and Discant in England,”" M

| 45:26-408), in which the author, Sylvia W, Kenncy

s misreading of the theoretical sources, which in asy case postdate
the in question. It was the detailed examination of this repertoire
that Bukofzer 10 have subjected the manical evidence to a twolold

tion. A further consideration is that pai
mngqg:lad LA important “ p-mhhq
which, in tumn, gives rise to evaluation and conchasions. [t seems to me that a
reviewer cannot very well accept some of these, while rej others

%o reject
bylbcptb;hhx:o:mmno:um:\dm .

There is, however, a larger issue that is implicit in the twin complaint
about what might be called lack of cthnomuscologically relevant treatment
on the ane and the pervasiveness of “technical analyses™ on the other.

The qlweuaaa:::ehnbe-wi:oomc ! de&:
an en novel
e 2% sy el anpaceg Iepirtescy, oo v e

tradition i music from its intringic as an
ingredient of and, concomatantly, toward the view of music as
an autosomous are, w i the and facture of Bnite

products, of structured objects, by means of notation. This seems to me to be
m?(mwmxlmdwmdm;um
huge ire is inevitably & primary ectogs ?Nwﬂh

reveals the concepts that riaeeoansva‘ fixation.
The medieval view m-a'mhynddmhclhewﬁdqdh

has a predetermined focus, and Mr. Maddrell rightly stambles over the
irrelevance of sy suggestion that the addition of the Latin text to the Sam-
mer Canon may have been due 1o Franciscan influence, even though it s
mawm.mmmmmmwmuhm

i or developed need not, however, be taken o indicate a light-
wwdmmdh’n@:ﬂudﬁhh}!&h@mwx

England. The Franciscans strove to and

social groups with which they made including the monatic and
nﬁnmwhiku’ mhtahmmdwemmdw
b : herel: Eand ind f
there is sufficient direct and indirect that




concluding chapter of the dissertation are patently unjwtified.

1 To sy 0 is 0o procl of pride; uales expertise is to be taken for granted, there b no poiot
w0 scademic publishing.

510 b appenced in AW (1567) 24: 2453 ("Dic Rolle der englischen Mchestirnenigheit
des Micselalrens io der Eatwichlung voa Cantes-Srstun-Sate end Tooalithestrukiur')

Edierial motr: Our readers may examise several of Dy, Sander’s ceatral theses In e
in the 138 Century," JAMS (1962) 15:249-91 ; “Peripberal Polyphony of the |3th Century,”
JAMS (1964) 17:261-87; “Teaal Aspects of 15h-Cestury Engloh Polypheay,” A
Mariolopin (1963) 37:19-34; “Camidena and Docant in 14th-Century England," Masics
M(l”) 19:7-52; "Die Rolle der englischen Meohostimerigheit des Mintelaliers in

voo Canses-frmnn-Sats wnd Tomalithustruhour,” Adrokie fir Muslsiawn.
-qt(m‘nazo-as.




