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Introduction

Catherine A. Bradley and Karen Desmond

O ne of the most important manuscript witnesses to polyphonic music in the 
Middle Ages resides in the library of Montpellier’s historic medical school. 

The so-called Montpellier codex (Bibliothèque interuniversitaire, Bibliothèque 
universitaire de médecine, H. 196, hereafter Mo) is modest in dimensions,1 but it 
contains the largest medieval motet collection in existence,2 and is packed with gor-
geous gold-leaf illuminations, historiated initials, decorative borders, and exquisite 
music calligraphy. Unsurprisingly, this comprehensive and beautiful manuscript 
has long attracted scholarly attention and the details of its production are, in the 
main, well established and widely accepted. It seems that the earliest layer of the 
book – commonly referred to as Mo’s ‘old corpus’ – was produced in Paris in the 
late 1270s or 1280s. This old corpus comprises four internal fascicles (numbers 2–6), 
discrete sections of the manuscript usually devoted to certain musical genres or sty-
listic types, with the opening of each new fascicle clearly signaled by a historiated 
initial. Mo’s old corpus was later bookended by two additional fascicles (numbers 1 
and 7), probably in the 1290s.3 But the last stage in Mo’s compilation, and the status 
of its final fascicle – number 8, containing forty-three three-voice compositions – 
remains mysterious and contested. Most scholars agree that the forty-eight folios 
appended to the end of Mo must be chronologically later than the rest of the codex, 
but just how much later is still in question. Intriguingly, the contents of fascicle 8 
straddle a crucial historiographical juncture: alongside examples of the established 
thirteenth-century motet tradition represented by the earlier parts of Mo, fascicle 
8 features musical and notational techniques conventionally associated with newer 
practices. Why and at what date was fascicle 8 produced? Was it intended to be part 
of Mo from the outset? And how and why might this eclectic collection of different 
types of compositions – some perceptibly outmoded, others noticeably innova-
tive – have come about? The essays in this volume engage with these fundamental 
questions, challenging and undercutting a still pervasive historiographical division 
between the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries in the study of medieval music.

A slight section of a single manuscript – albeit a provocative and little under-
stood one – Mo 8 might seem an unusual subject for book-length investigation. 
Yet the fascicle merits detailed consideration on its own terms, not only because 
of its idiosyncratic contents and historiographical status but also because of the 
manner of its presentation within Mo. Fascicle 8 opens with a musical setting of the 
liturgical versicle Deus in adiutorium, a conventional gesture to mark the beginning 

 1 At 192 × 136mm Mo is just smaller than an A5 page.
 2 Mo records 337 individual musical compositions, 327 of which are motets.
 3 Supplements (or appendices) were also added to fascicles 3 and 5 at this time. The 

status of fascicle 7’s two later supplements is discussed in detail by Everist in Chapter 
1; see also n. 6 below.



2 Catherine A. Bradley and Karen Desmond

of a motet book and one employed also at the outset of Mo’s first fascicle.4 This 
choice of opening piece asserts fascicle 8’s identity as an autonomous collection. 
At the same time, however, the historiated initial contained within the letter ‘D’ 
underlines the fascicle’s connection to the rest of the codex. Alison Stones draws 
attention to the fact that, although the initial is painted by an artist whose decora-
tions are exclusive to fascicle 8, it closely resembles the three singing clerics that 
appear within the ‘D’ of Deus in adiutorium at the outset of Mo. The arrangement 
of the singing figures, their red silk copes, and the highly unusual folding lectern 
upon which their music book rests create a symmetry between the historiated 
initials of fascicles 1 and 8 (see Figure 3.1a and 3.1b).5 The circumstances of fascicle 
8’s opening Deus in adiutorium encapsulate its complex relationship to the earlier 
parts of the manuscript, a relationship explored from a variety of perspectives in 
this volume. The beginning of the fascicle simultaneously signals its profound inde-
pendence from – yet awareness of – Mo as a whole.

In many respects, it is an impression of independence that prevails in fascicle 8. 
Its forty-eight folios are copied by a single scribe, whose work – just like that of the 
illuminator’s – is found exclusively in this section of the codex. Significantly, Mo 
begins with an index that lists the contents only of fascicles 1–7, according with the 
series of folio numbers that spans the first seven fascicles, inked in Roman numerals 
and centred in the top margin.6 Fascicle 8 not only did not receive this Roman foli-
ation, but it bears traces of a self-contained Arabic sequence, positioned top right, 
and running from 1 to 48.7 Although Mary E. Wolinski has argued convincingly that 
the Arabic numerals are in a later (fifteenth- or sixteenth-century) hand, the fact 
that fascicle 8 ever received a separate foliation is telling, particularly when coupled 
with its absence from the index.8 It is far from certain, therefore, that fascicle 8 was 
intended simply to be an additional ‘part’ of the larger codex, prior to Mo’s current 
seventeenth- or eighteenth-century binding.9 Furthermore, at whatever point the 
various layers of Mo were trimmed and joined together, all of fascicle 8’s illustra-
tive borders survived carefully intact, while fascicles 1–7 – presumably trimmed 
to match the comparatively smaller folios of fascicle 8 – lost some of their outly-
ing decorations.10 This suggests that fascicle 8 had already been trimmed by itself 

 4 Paradoxically, this conventional opening for a motet book, Deus in adiutorium, is 
the only non-motet in fascicle 8. It more closely resembles a conductus (with its 
monotextual presentation and lack of a plainchant tenor).

 5 See Stones’s discussion of the rare folding lectern on pp. 68–71.
 6 This Roman foliation terminates before the two supplements to fascicle 7, whose 

contents are also absent from the index. In Chapter 1, Everist discusses these 
supplements to fascicle 7 alongside the contents of fascicle 8, considering them to be 
broadly contemporary. Stones, however, believes decorations in the supplements to 
fascicle 7 and in fascicle 8 to be the work of different artists (see p. 75 n. 14).

 7 Most of these Arabic folio numbers have been trimmed away, but the sequence 
10–12 on fols 359r–361r is still clearly visible.

 8 See Wolinski 1992, 287–8.
 9 See Baltzer’s discussion of the binding and its date on pp. 78–9.
 10 This is Baltzer’s observation: see her discussion on p. 78 and the list of examples in 

p. 78 n. 5.



 Introduction 3

before it was joined with the rest of the manuscript: if the various layers of Mo had 
all been trimmed at once, this would presumably have been done more generously, 
to better accommodate fascicles 1–7.

Fascicle 8’s autonomy is further underlined by its musical contents, which are 
predominantly unique to the collection in question. Just twelve of the fascicle’s 
forty-three pieces are recorded elsewhere; only two of these are widely dissemi-
nated; and no other extant manuscript shares more than three works with fascicle 
8.11 This stands in sharp contrast to the immediately preceding fascicle in Mo, 
in which the situation is effectively reversed: thirty-two out of thirty-nine motets 
have external witnesses outside fascicle 7, whose repertoire overlaps substantially 
with that presented in other motet collections.12 Fascicle 8’s unprecedented lack of 
concordances and connections – in the context of Mo and of thirteenth- and four-
teenth-century music manuscripts more broadly – suggests that the circumstances 
and motivations for its compilation were unusual. It seems likely that the fascicle 
did not draw on any existing large-scale or formally arranged collection but instead 
attempted to gather together diverse works that were not widely available else-
where. This accords with understandings of the copying process and page layout 
presented here by Sean Curran and Oliver Huck, in which fascicle 8’s scribe seems 
to be grappling with the format of different exemplars. A hypothesis of differently 
formatted and variously sourced exemplars also fits with the stylistic diversity of the 
fascicle’s contents, as does its inclusion of three compositions that are attested only 
in fourteenth-century English manuscripts and were probably of English origin.13 
The creators of fascicle 8 evidently had a wide variety of materials at their disposal. 
Given the striking paucity of additional manuscript witnesses, it seems plausible 
that they consciously selected and sought to preserve works that they recognized 
as rare and unusual.

Paradoxically, the lack of duplication between fascicle 8 and the rest of Mo 
might in fact link the fascicle more closely to its host codex. Three motets in fascicle 
8 are also found earlier in Mo. This is a considerable overlap by fascicle 8’s own 
standards, but given the very large quantity of material recorded in Mo fascicles 1–7 
it is a remarkably small number. Furthermore, two fascicle 7 motets that re-appear 
in fascicle 8 do so in noticeably different forms, one with a different top-voice or 
triplum (musically more modern and with a contrafact text) and the other also 
musically revised.14 Significantly, the single motet in fascicle 8 that replicates ear-
lier material is the fascicle’s most widely disseminated work: found in a four-part 
version in Mo’s old corpus (fascicle 2), it is reproduced (now in three parts) as the 
codex’s closing item. An awareness of the contents of Mo 1–7 in the preparation 
of fascicle 8 is in line with the kinship between the opening historiated initials in 
fascicles 1 and 8, but it complicates other indications of fascicle 8’s autonomy. Does 
this mean that fascicle 8 was, from its conception, intended to follow fascicles 1–7 of 

 11 See Everist’s list of concordances in Table 1.2, p. 18.
 12 Mo 7 has seventeen works in common with Ba and sixteen with Tu.
 13 See Everist, pp. 21–4, and Grau, pp. 135–6.
 14 See Maw, pp. 176–8. Maw proposes a progressive chronology of the Petronian style 

that spans the compositions of fascicles 7 and 8.
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Mo, its traces of independent foliation simply a red herring and its ‘opening’ Deus 
in adiutorium a conceit? It seems more likely that fascicle 8 was meant to begin a 
new book, one deliberately fashioned in the same mould, perhaps as a sort of inde-
pendent companion or successor to Mo, which never came to fruition.

Connections to other parts of Mo beg the question as to when and where fas-
cicle 8 was produced: by a different scribe and artist but in close chronological 
and geographical proximity to the rest of the codex; or, alternatively, at sufficient 
distance (in either or both respects) to account for the independence of contents. 
The likely Parisian provenance of fascicle 8, along with the rest of Mo, is not directly 
challenged here. Mark Everist’s identification of Mo 8 as an important witness 
to a group of motets linked to Parisian confraternities, for instance, suggests an 
origin and reception in Paris for at least this portion of the fascicle’s repertoire.15 
However, certain findings presented in the current volume indicate that Mo 8 may 
not be a typical or purely Parisian production. It is telling that efforts by Rebecca 
Baltzer and Alison Stones to find the work of fascicle 8’s artist in a very wide range 
of Parisian books have not yielded any definitive match, and this has encouraged 
Stones to moot here the possibility that the fascicle travelled north for its decora-
tion. Karen Desmond has aligned the rhythmic behaviour of fascicle 8’s motets 
with early fourteenth-century English collections, and techniques of modal rhythm 
explored by Mary E. Wolinski similarly feature in sources and theoretical docu-
ments of English provenance.

This volume, therefore, opens up for further discussion the question of fasci-
cle 8’s geographical origins, and those of its exemplars. It also offers firmer and 
important new evidence concerning the date of Mo 8. Stones proposes that the 
fascicle was decorated between 1315 and 1325, while – also on art historical grounds 
– Baltzer favours a date in the 1310s, probably early in that decade. These hypoth-
eses are broadly compatible with Curran’s tentative ascription of a slightly earlier 
date, somewhere between 1290 and 1310, for the fascicle’s scribal hand, based on a 
comprehensive comparison of hands found in dated and datable manuscripts of 
French, and particularly Parisian, origin.

A date in the fourteenth century for the production of fascicle 8 is significant, 
since none of the earlier parts of Mo are considered to be any younger than the late 
thirteenth century. This later, fourteenth-century, dating is supported by both the 
fascicle’s contents and its layout. Fascicle 8’s rare concordances are chiefly found 
in other fourteenth-century sources.16 In addition, as Oliver Huck demonstrates, 
the final fascicle frequently employs a page design that is found nowhere else in Mo 
– or indeed in any extant thirteenth-century collection – but which is commonly 
used in polyphonic books and rotuli dating no earlier than the late 1310s.17 This ‘Mo 
8 layout’, as Huck calls it, accommodates a stylistically and notationally ‘advanced’ 
feature of the motet repertoire, allowing more space for a fast-moving triplum that 
features many more notes and syllables of text than its accompanying lower voices. 

 15 Everist also suggests, however, that at least one of these so-called confraternity 
motets may be linked to Arras: see pp. 27–8.

 16 Tu; Onc; Worc; Da; Br.
 17 See Huck’s discussion on pp. 90–4.
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Three of fascicle 8’s motets employ an innovative ‘Petronian’ notation – character-
istic of compositions ascribed to Petrus de Cruce – in which a short note (or breve) 
may be divided into as many as seven constituent parts.18

Admittedly, a circumscribed time span for Mo’s Petronian motets is difficult 
to establish.19 Outside fascicle 8, Petronian motets are prominently in evidence in 
Mo 7 (copied in the 1290s): Mo 7 opens with two pieces of this type and contains 
four in total (with a further three in its supplements). Another important source 
for the Petronian repertoire is a manuscript from Liège, Tu, considered on artis-
tic grounds to date from the mid 1320s–mid 1330s. Tu is the external source with 
which fascicle 8 has most in common, sharing three concordances, a circumstance 
that would seem to reinforce a fourteenth-century date for fascicle 8 also. In fact, 
however, similarities between Tu and Mo 7 are the more significant, despite their 
potential chronological distance of four decades or more: sixteen of the thirty-one 
motets in Tu are also recorded in Mo’s seventh fascicle.

To explain this curious circumstance, it might be tempting to argue for a later 
date for Mo 7, one closer to or even contemporary with that proposed here for Mo 
8.20 Yet, in addition to the palaeographical, artistic, and codicological evidence (as 
well as fascicle 7’s inclusion within the index to Mo), other musical features con-
firm fascicle 8’s status as undeniably later than fascicle 7: its ‘up-dated’ versions of 
two fascicle 7 motets; certain advanced modal rhythmic devices as analysed here by 
Mary E. Wolinski that are absent from fascicle 7 (entitio and a special binary form 
of the third rhythmic mode);21 the exploration of large-scale structural devices 
in some fascicle 8 motets that foreshadow Ars nova techniques;22 the ‘deliberate 

 18 Bent 2015, 39–43, makes the case for a more neutral descriptor for the notational 
style that incorporates more than three unstemmed semibreves per breve, suggesting 
‘post-Franconian’ as a preferable term to ‘Petronian’. She rightly observes that 
two fourteenth-century theorists (Jacobus, author of Speculum musicae, and 
Robertus de Handlo) attribute the practice of subdividing the breve into more 
than seven semibreves to someone other than Petrus de Cruce (both theorists cite 
the exemplary motet Aucun ont trouvé, and specifically attribute it to Petrus, who 
they say sometimes notated up to seven semibreves per breve). With reference 
to the small subset of motets that employ this notational style in Mo, this volume 
maintains the more traditional (and better-known) descriptor of ‘Petronian’, while 
acknowledging its limitations.

 19 The notation that distinguishes the Petronian repertoire found in Mo 7, Mo 8, and 
Tu – that is, more than three unstemmed semibreves per breve, with the semibreve 
groupings separated by dots of division – is found in a variety of fourteenth-century 
sources, including Fauv, and a number of English sources. For a partial listing of 
these sources and a brief discussion of the ‘English’ Petronian motets identified 
by Peter Lefferts, see the essays in this volume by Desmond (pp. 153–8) and Maw 
(p. 168 n. 16).

 20 Maw suggests (pp. 179–81) that the sequence of Petronian motets in Mo may reflect 
a chronology, but notes the significance of the fact that these pieces were not simply 
grouped together. This again substantiates the claim that fascicle 8 constitutes a later 
layer.

 21 On these modal techniques, see Chapter 10 by Wolinski, especially pp. 194–6.
 22 For example, see Mo 8,311, Mo 8,312, and Mo 8,332.
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tonal shaping’ of the two fascicle 8 motets examined by Dolores Pesce;23 and the 
unusual group of motets based on French song tenors that in some ways, as previ-
ously demonstrated by Everist, prefigure the fourteenth-century chanson, albeit in 
a polytextual form.24

Chronologically counter-intuitive connections between sources of the Petronian 
repertoire underline the potential complexity of relationships between the proba-
ble date of production of a manuscript and the age of its contents. Palaeographical 
and art historical evidence is clearly vital in establishing reasonable chronological 
parameters, though it can be misleading too: manuscripts may wait or travel to 
be decorated, and an aged scribe could continue to write in an ‘old-fashioned’ 
hand. Yet the very nature of a compilation like Mo 8 seems itself to defy chrono-
logical specificity. Fascicle 8 is notably eclectic in the style and type of works it 
contains: there are French, Latin, and bilingual motets; motets based on vernacular 
chansons, as well as those with Latin plainchant tenors of different kinds (some 
conventional chant segments with a long history of liturgical polyphonic compo-
sition, others more freely selected); and Petronian motets sitting alongside Latin 
double motets in straightforward modal rhythm. Admittedly, as Curran observes, 
the script is less formal and less consistent than that of the main text scribe of fasci-
cles 2–6, and the fascicle lacks any discernible overarching ordering principle.25 Yet 
the collection does not appear simply to be haphazard. As noted above, fascicle 8 
opens self-consciously with a Deus in adiutorium. Its choice of closing work seems 
significant too. This is the fascicle’s most widely disseminated motet, and its only 
straightforward duplication of an earlier piece in Mo, significantly one within the 
old corpus. The anomalous duplication allows fascicle 8 to close with what appears 
to be its most historic and most famous composition, perhaps as a final nod to past 
traditions, maybe even specifically as represented by earlier layers of Mo.

Fascicle 8’s self-conscious positioning within broader musical conventions and 
traditions is strongly evident in an unprecedented process of quotation in two of its 
unique motets, which – as Anne Ibos-Augé demonstrates here – effectively create 
an intricate dialogue between the old and the new. In a novel and idiosyncratic com-
positional approach, these two fascicle 8 motets creatively combine musico-textual 
fragments of motets preserved earlier in Mo (in fascicles 3 and 5 of the old corpus, 
as well as in fascicle 7). Apart from a reference to one motet that survives uniquely 
in Tu, most of the quoted pieces are quite widely disseminated, and all are found 
in other fascicles of Mo. Given the scope of Mo, the presence of almost all quoted 
materials earlier in this manuscript is perhaps unsurprising, although it could con-
stitute a further connection specifically between fascicle 8 and the rest of the codex. 
More certain is the fact that the two quoting motets – whose compositional process 
seems to be exclusive to Mo 8 – engage with an existing body of works, and they 

 23 See Pesce’s analysis of Mo 8,305 and Mo 8,335 in Chapter 13.
 24 See the examples discussed in Everist 2007, esp. 374–80 (on Mo 8,318), 380–2 (on 

Mo 8,309), and 390–8 (on Mo 8,325).
 25 See Chapter 2 by Curran, esp. pp. 44–5.
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appear actively to invoke their musical heritage. By extension, therefore, it seems 
possible that certain of the unique Latin double motets contained in fascicle 8, 
which would be at home within the earlier fascicles of Mo but are notably absent 
there, could in fact be new compositions in a retrospective style.26

An interest in tradition and retrospection, as well as in novelty, is especially 
striking in Mo 8 because it occurs within the very short space of a single fascicle. 
However, the combination of chronological diverse materials, as well as a layered, 
fascicular construction, is characteristic of thirteenth- and fourteenth-century poly-
phonic sources more generally. The so-called Magnus liber manuscripts of the early 
and mid thirteenth century are more generically diverse than Mo – with individual 
fascicles devoted to organa, conducti, motets, and so on – but they similarly encom-
pass a chronologically broad span. For instance, F, the earliest surviving source to 
contain motet fascicles and dated to the 1240s, records organa that must have 
been at least half a century old at the time of copying. However, the appearance 
of F, whose eleven fascicles were all copied by a single scribe and in an essentially 
consistent notational style, is a much more uniform one.27 And, as a project, the 
copying of F seems more chronologically circumscribed and carefully controlled 
than Mo. Mo effectively marks the end of the earlier thirteenth-century tradition 
of the ‘great book’, an undertaking whose appearance of uniformity became more 
difficult to sustain as the available written repertoire inevitably increased in size and 
chronological breadth, and as notational and musical styles diversified.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, therefore, later thirteenth- or early fourteenth-century 
sources of motets tended be more modest in scale: the late thirteenth-century 
Bamberg motet book, with its seemingly self-limited group of exactly one hundred 
compositions, for instance, or the even smaller collection of ten works copied on 
both sides of the early fourteenth-century Brussels rotulus (Br). There is only one 
surviving complete motet manuscript from the early fourteenth century that is 
comparable in scale and ambition to F or Mo: the painstakingly planned copy 
of the Roman de Fauvel (Fauv), produced c.1317–22, in which monophonic and 
polyphonic music was interpolated within an allegorical narrative poem.28 Fascicle 
8 is potentially an autonomous unit, yet it is surely too slight to have been bound 
by itself, but too high-grade to have circulated unbound. The organization of its 
contents and codicology reflects an important transitional moment in the produc-
tion of motet manuscripts, somewhere between the ‘great books’ tradition of the 
thirteenth century and the less comprehensive and fundamentally different types 
of collections that became characteristic of the early fourteenth.

 26 As hypothesized by Desmond: see p. 145.
 27 W1, F, and W2 exclusively use modal or unmeasured rhythm, and never employ 

mensural or Petronian notation.
 28 The Las Huelgas codex (Hu) could be potentially added to this list. Although not 

of the same scope as F, Mo, or Fauv, Hu had – according to its contemporaneous 
foliation – at least 164 folios (of which 157 are now extant). Taking fragmentary 
sources into account, both Worc and Cambrai also represent sizeable collections 
that probably date from the first half of the fourteenth century, although Cambrai 
may be a little later.
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In this respect, Mo 8’s closest comparand is the later Tu, essentially also a single 
fascicle, about equal in size, opening with the same Deus in adiutorium, containing 
motets in similar styles to Mo (though many fewer unica), of which several employ 
Petronian notation.29 Both Mo 8 and Tu could have been intended to begin mon-
umental collections of the older thirteenth-century sort, projects that then became 
unfeasible or unfashionable. Or perhaps, even as they were being copied, the fate 
of these smaller collections was already uncertain, and they were retrospective 
imitations of, or attempts to revive, a tradition that had already declined. That this 
tradition languished may explain the difficulties of contextualizing Mo 8, of locat-
ing elsewhere its artist, its scribe, and the vast majority of its musical compositions.

The idea of fascicle 8 as transitional, and as a historically aware collection at 
a complex moment of historical change, accords powerfully with many of its 
characteristics. How, for instance, was the short-lived and essentially transitional 
Petronian notation regarded at the time of fascicle 8’s production? The possibly 
contemporaneous interpolated Roman de Fauvel demonstrates that some nota-
tors already employed a slightly more advanced form of this notational technol-
ogy – with the addition of downward stems to semibreves and the use of colour 
– ahead of a more thorough overhaul of the notational system that took place in 
the 1320s and 1330s. Fascicle 8 straddles (and in many ways exemplifies) a period 
of pronounced flux in musical notations, layouts, types of music manuscripts, and 
musical styles. In consequence, the creators of the fascicle – with access to diverse 
exemplars and drawing together a wide variety of often unusual materials – may 
themselves have been uncertain of its future, unsure as to how the fascicle would 
circulate (alone, with the rest of Mo, or as the start of a new companion codex) and 
how exactly it would be put to use.

Uncertainties and ambiguities surrounding the production of fascicle 8 itself 
would account for the difficulties faced by scholars in arriving at definitive conclu-
sions about its chronological position and purpose. The current volume engages 
with existing hypotheses about the production and function of Mo 8 from a variety 
of perspectives, as well as advancing new ones. It offers much-needed palaeograph-
ical, art historical, codicological, and notational analyses, in addition to musical and 
hermeneutic close-readings of individual compositions and groups of composi-
tions. Mark Everist’s opening essay lays out the contents of fascicle 8, considers the 
idiosyncrasies of its organization, and identifies the sub-groups and musical types 
contained within it. This sets the scene for a detailed examination of Mo 8 as a mate-
rial object. Sean Curran presents a close palaeographical study of the fascicle, while 
Rebecca A. Baltzer and Alison Stones consider the manuscript’s artist, and Oliver 
Huck focuses on its page layout. Eva M. Maschke’s chapter reflects on the tradition 
and transmission of Deus in adiutorium as an opening piece, proposing that the use 
of this versicle evokes a paraliturgical heritage of clerics’ Offices at Christmastide. 
Fascicle 8’s position with regard to Christmas paraliturgical festivities is developed 
further in Anna Kathryn Grau’s study of a cluster of motets for Epiphany that are 
suggestive of a devotional context, at least for their exemplar.

 29 Tu was later bound within a composite source (whose four parts are now separated) 
at the Benedictine Abbey of St Jacques in Liège. See Maschke, pp. 113–18.



 Introduction 9

The second part of the volume is thematic, dissecting and contextualizing spe-
cific techniques associated with fascicle 8 motets. Karen Desmond and David Maw 
examine Mo 8’s most modern characteristics: Desmond aligns particular subsets of 
motets and their innovations in rhythm and texture with other motet collections 
such as Onc and Tours, while Maw establishes that the Petronian figurations are 
not simply ornamental elaborations, but are fundamental expressions of a strange 
and subversive musical style. Mary E. Wolinski considers the fascicle from the 
opposite perspective, situating its rhythmic techniques in the context of the older 
thirteenth-century repertoire recorded earlier in Mo, while still highlighting the 
fact that Mo 8 preserves the codex’s most innovative rhythmic practices. Solomon 
Guhl-Miller likewise advocates for the status of fascicle 8 as part of the Ars antiqua 
tradition, emphasizing the improvisatory aspects of fascicle 8 motets that seem 
closer to the flexibility of musical performance in organa, a flexibility later curtailed 
by the increasing specificity of Ars nova notation. Ideas of tradition and innovation 
in Mo 8 are further addressed in Anne Ibos-Augé’s study of two refrain motets 
which newly draw on and recast quotations from older and contemporaneous 
motets.

The volume concludes with a series of case studies (each focused on a different 
motet tenor) that offer productive models for further analysis of late thirteenth- 
and early fourteenth-century music. Both Dolores Pesce and Margaret Dobby draw 
parallels between fascicle 8 and fascicle 7 motets that share the same tenor plain-
chant foundations. On the one hand, Pesce highlights the carefully cultivated tonal 
coherence of PORTARE motets in both fascicles. On the other, Dobby outlines 
contrasting compositional processes in fascicles 7 and 8 motets on the SOLEM 
tenor. Rachel Davies offers an interpretative reading of a Marian motet on an uni-
dentified tenor in fascicle 8, considering various plainchant matches for this tenor 
melody, as well as possible liturgical and hermeneutic contexts. A closing chapter 
by Edward Breen brings the consideration of fascicle 8 motets up to the present 
day, examining four recordings of the famous motet On parole/A Paris/FRESE 
NOUVELE – based not on a Latin liturgical melody but on the Parisian street cry 
of a vendor selling fresh strawberries – and reflecting on changing interpretations 
and understandings of the sounds of the Montpellier codex.

The Montpellier Codex: The Final Fascicle aims to foster further discussion and 
deeper understanding of a particularly significant and little understood moment in 
the history of music: the juncture between the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, 
in which new musical notations and styles emerged and coexisted alongside estab-
lished ones. The volume allows different disciplinary approaches to fascicle 8 and 
Mo to coexist, encouraging various perspectives of the fascicle as an object and of 
its contents, of its relative modernity, of its relationship to the rest of Mo (and spe-
cifically to fascicle 7), and of its position within broader historical, artistic, and cod-
icological contexts. The sharp focus of this study results in many common threads 
between the various essays, which often offer a new point of view on a particular 
piece or technique. In the case of Amours/Solem/SOLEM, for instance – one of just 
two motets copied in both fascicles 7 and 8 (Mo 7,289 and 8,332) – Huck analyses 
the layout of both versions, Grau considers the motet’s position as part of a litur-
gically ordered cluster in fascicle 8, while Maw examines the Petronian notation 
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and musical variants between versions, and Dobby addresses questions of compo-
sitional process in the context of other Mo 7 and 8 motets on the SOLEM tenor.

As a topic of enquiry, fascicle 8 lends itself particularly well to this discursive 
approach, since the very circumstances and production of the fascicle and its het-
erogeneous contents and seem to resist straightforward codicological, chronologi-
cal, and stylistic conclusions. By foregrounding a small, seemingly anomalous, and 
transitional fascicle, rather than a complete manuscript source, this volume seeks 
to redress the scholarly balance, which has tended to privilege the almost exclu-
sive study of monumental ‘great books’ in their entirety. The final fascicle of the 
Montpellier codex offers a rich and productive basis to engage with broader histor-
ical and artistic questions of material culture, book production, and decoration in 
the Middle Ages, illuminating a complex sense of past and present, old and new, at 
the turn of the thirteenth century into the fourteenth.



i
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Chapter 1

Montpellier 8: Anatomy of …

Mark Everist

T he later parts of the Montpellier codex are fascinating in so many ways. First of 
all, the complexity of exactly how these later parts – the seventh fascicle, the two 

appendices or supplements for the seventh fascicle, and the eighth fascicle – relate to 
each other is in itself a conundrum; second, these later fascicles and their supplements 
effortlessly hurdle the entirely false chronological barrier of 1300 erected by the term 
‘thirteenth-century motet’; and, third, the later parts of the manuscript contain such 
a profusion, an abundance, a cornucopia, of different types of work. This essay brings 
together for the first time answers to the most important questions that might be 
asked about Mo 8. Some of these relate to topics addressed elsewhere in this volume, 
but in most other cases, sketching out the questions and drafting answers is this 
essay’s purpose. The title of this chapter could well allude to Otto Preminger’s 1959 
classic film Anatomy of a Murder, with a stellar performance by James Stewart and 
an equally stellar score by Duke Ellington and Billy Strahorn, music that has been 
recognized for its effective alignment of various strands in Ellington’s late œuvre.1 
Alternatively, it might reference the 2006 album The Anatomy of by the thrash metal 
band Between the Buried and Me, which covers more than a dozen classics from 
Pink Floyd, through King Crimson and Metallica, to The Smashing Pumpkins and 
Counting Crows.2 But actually, anatomy, tout court, describes what Mo 8 needs, as 
well as defining music that brings various traditions into alignment and that provides, 
in some cases, ‘covers’ of medieval classics: disassembling the component parts of 
the corpus and setting them out on a stainless steel dissecting table – a tenor here, a 
refrain there, a group of ‘Petronian’ semibreves over there – at which a dispassionate 
look may be taken, and of which some sense can begin to be made.

Recent work on the subject of the history of Mo in its entirety has shown that 
Robert Branner’s 1977 re-shading of Friedrich Ludwig and Yvonne Rokseth’s views 
remains largely accepted. Ludwig and Rokseth – for different reasons and probably 
independently – proposed that the first six fascicles of the manuscript constituted 
its corpus ancien or alte Corpus, while the seventh fascicle was later and the eighth 
even later still, perhaps as late as the early fourteenth century.3 Branner’s recalibra-
tion of the make-up of the volume argued that fascicles 1 and 7 were coterminous.4 
Although their contents are of course very different, what we now understand 
about the reception and continued practice of sustained-tone organum at the end 
of the thirteenth century makes it much easier to accept that the contents of the 

 1 See Domek 2012. For a broader examination of Ellington’s film output, see Cooke 2009.
 2 Between the Buried and Me have left little trace in the literature on heavy metal. See, 

however, Wagner and Wilson, 2010, 125–8.
 3 Ludwig (1910) 1964; Ludwig 1972; Ludwig 1978; Rokseth 1935–9, 4:30.
 4 Branner 1977, 238.
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first fascicle could date from the same period as the seventh.5 There is very little that 
has changed in the overall physiognomy of the manuscript (outlined in Table 1.1) 
and its history in the intervening forty years.

But fine-tuning, testing, and re-contextualizing these earlier findings have 
occupied some of the best-known names in art history and musicology: Rokseth 
herself, Branner, François Avril,6 Eleanor Simmons,7 Mary Wolinski,8 Catherine 
Parsoneault,9 Rebecca Baltzer, and Alison Stones.10 Almost all agree that the his-
tory of Mo involves the cumulative updating of a book while keeping the outlines 
of the mise en page, size of written block, approaches to ordinatio, and so on, more 
or less the same. This updating involved a minimum of three, and probably more, 
phases, depending on how the various supplements to the growing volume are 
interpreted. There is an important dialectic between this cumulative updating and 
the emergence over the same period of conventions governing the liber motetorum. 
One of the reasons for reflecting on Branner’s restriction of the old corpus to fasci-
cles 2 to 6, excluding their supplements, is that those fascicles constitute a coherent 
and logical compilation from around 1280, as Table 1.1 shows. Dedicating a fascicle 
to each of four-part motets, bilingual motets, Latin double motets, French double 
motets, and two-part French motets is an irresistible clue to how the motet was 
thought of in the years leading up to 1280, and – given that there are elements of this 
type in books from perhaps twenty or thirty years earlier – during most of the third 
quarter of the century. The compilatio of the motet book was driven by number 
of voice-parts, language of its texts, and work-by-work organization. Alphabetical 

 5 There is still a need for a study of the reworkings of the organa in the first fascicle 
of Mo in the light of other mensural reworkings both of the same repertory and of 
the conductus from the same period that builds on Branner’s review of Ludwig and 
Rokseth.

 6 In a personal communication to the author, 9 November 1983, cited in Everist 1985 
and published in Everist 1989, 106 and n. 19.

 7 Simmons 1994.
 8 Wolinski 1988; Wolinski 1992, 263–301.
 9 Parsoneault 2001.
 10 Stones 2013–14, Part I, vol. 2:48–53.

Table 1.1 Contents of Mo by fascicle

Fascicle Contents

1 Deus in adiutorium; hockets; organa

2 4vv French motets

3 3vv bilingual motets

4 3vv Latin motets

5 Hocket; 3vv French motets

6 2vv French motets

7 3vv French bilingual and Latin motets

8 Deus in adiutorium; 3vv French, bilingual, and Latin motets
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organization appears as a sub-category in such collections as the French motet 
fascicles in W2 and in Ba, where the alphabetical organization by motetus is subser-
vient to the overall planning of a collection of exactly one hundred motets.

The addition both of fascicles 1 and 7 and of fascicle 8 not only adds up-to-date 
repertory, or – as in the case of some parts of fascicle 1 – reworkings of older mate-
rial, but also attempts to reflect the emerging practice of prefacing the liber moteto-
rum with a setting of Deus in adiutorium.11 There is a real logic to placing the setting 
of Deus in adiutorium at the beginning of fascicle 1, and in turn placing that entire 
fascicle before fascicle 2, and also adding in fascicle 7. 

What is less clear is the reason, when the compiler added fascicle 8, why they 
placed another setting of Deus in adiutorium at the beginning. The eighth fascicle of 
Mo functions just as well as a free-standing liber motetorum in the same way as Tu 
or Br – both of which also begin their motet collections with the same Deus in adi-
utorium setting – as a carefully copied addition designed to go with the preceding 
seven fascicles. One way of squaring this circle is to work with the idea that a single 
atelier could develop and re-use an identical mise en page and that Mo 8 emerged 
from the same workshop as the previous fascicles, but with up-to-date repertory 
and layout, including Deus in adiutorium, which was then added effortlessly to the 
existing book as it then stood. Mo 8 could hypothetically have circulated very well 
on its own – better, in fact, than fascicles 1 or 7.12

When this idea was first developed,13 some of the most imaginative research on 
thirteenth-century Parisian book production and circulation – the work of Richard 
and Mary Rouse and Patricia Stirnemann among others – was still in its infancy.14 
In revisiting some of the detail around the successive compilation of Mo, it is diffi-
cult not to be drawn back to work on the book collection of Richard de Fournival, 
and the ways in which books of similar formats were assembled and then deco-
rated together to give a sense of consistency to the finished product.15 Most of 
Fournival’s books were Latin texts and included no music, most of the decorative 
campaigns involved flourished initials only, and he was apparently based in Amiens 
rather than Paris. But he was never far from the circles in which the protagonists 
of Mo were active: among his many other activities, he wrote a Bestiaire d’amours, 
and he was involved in the composition of poetry, some of which – alongside a col-
lection of chansons and a couple of jeux-partis with Gautier de Dargies – found its 
way into the motet repertory.16 And Fournival’s careful preservation of his library 
in ways that are analogous to the compilation of Mo is only one well-documented 

 11 See Chapter 6 of this volume by Eva M. Maschke.
 12 Günther 1988, 111–22.
 13 Everist 1989, 110–34.
 14 Eventually published as Rouse and Rouse 2000.
 15 Rouse 1973 included an outline of the Fournival library. See also Birkenmajer 1922. 

The key text that discusses the additive qualities of many of Fournival’s books so 
closely aligned with the additive construction of Mo is Stirnemann 2011.

 16 For the songs, see Zarifopol 1904. Fournival is discussed frequently in Gennrich 
1926; and the broader Amiens context is given in Johnson 1991, 282–383. The 
relationships between song and motet in Fournival’s œuvre are discussed in 
Thomson 2016, 1:49–56 and 1:180–6.
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example among many.17 Put bluntly, the additive construction of Mo – phase 1, 
fascicles 2–6; phase 2, fascicles 1 and 7; phase 3, fascicle 8 – finds many analogies in 
the construction of various genres of manuscript in the thirteenth century.

In some ways, the question of the overall structure of Mo is not really germane 
to the status of its eighth fascicle because of its late date and more discrete nature. 
However, there is one further complication and that concerns the supplements to 
fascicles 3, 5, and 7. This is complex and contested ground, but it does seem that the 
supplements to fascicle 7 are of importance in any discussion of Mo 8. The supple-
ments to fascicles 3 and 5 belong to an earlier period of reworking that is captured 
by the table of contents at the beginning of the manuscript.18 It might be too easy 
to argue that the fascicle 3 and 5 supplements are contemporary with the addition 
of fascicles 1 and 7 and that the supplements to fascicle 7 date from the same time as 
the compilation of Mo 8. The situation may well be codicologically more complex, 
but the music in the two supplements to fascicle 7 requires consideration alongside 
any discussion of fascicle 8.19

The most recent dating of Mo 8, in Stones’s Gothic Manuscripts, 1260–1320, puts 
it in the second decade of the fourteenth century, and Stones invites us to consider 
the fascicle alongside the Vie de saint Denis of 1317 (Paris, BnF fr. 2090–2).20 This date 
aligns well with what is known of a key point of comparison with Mo 8: Tu. Judith 
Oliver’s work on manuscripts from the diocese of Liège has put Tu somewhere in 
the next decade,21 and it barely needs saying that the date of the Vie de saint Denis 
that is so important for Mo 8 is also a significant date in the compilation of the 
notated version of the Roman de Fauvel (Fauv).22

Issues of both chronology and codicology are fundamental to any understand-
ing of Mo 8, its contents, conventions, and context. It has been observed that – 
unlike the highly organized old corpus – the eighth fascicle is immensely varied and 
incoherent. Rokseth saw evidence of highly varied musical tastes in this fascicle. 
She wrote:

More varied still than any of the preceding fascicles, the eighth does not 
only represent the various tastes at the heart of a single nation, not only the 
concerns of use in different social milieux – ecclesiastical, courtly, or popular. 

 17 Vleeschauwer 1965 is fundamental. See also Glorieux 1963; and more recently Excell 
1986.

 18 The table of contents of Mo, fols 1r–4r includes all the compositions in the first seven 
fascicles, and the supplements to fascicles 3 and 5, but not the supplements to fascicle 
7.

 19 The first supplement to Mo 7 contains eight French double motets (Mo 7,292–9). 
The second supplement has three pieces (Mo 7,300–2): two Latin double motets 
and a bilingual double motet.

 20 Stones 2013–14, Part I, vol. 2:50. In a private communication to the author (24 
September 2013), Patricia Stirnemann proposed a date of 1310 for Mo 8.

 21 Oliver 1988; Oliver 1995. See the discussion of the significance of these dates for Tu 
in Everist 2007, 370, n. 18.

 22 The bibliography on Fauv is enormous, but the paradigmatic statement for the 
dating, chronology, and context of its compilation is Wathey 1998.
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The compositions that it concerns … nevertheless belong to sufficiently dis-
tinct techniques that one can discover there traces of clearly separated musi-
cal schools.

Plus composite encore qu’aucun des fascicules précédents, l’huitième ne représente 
pas seulement des goûts divers au sein d’une même nation, des soucis d’utilisation en 
des milieux sociaux différents – milieu ecclésiastique, courtois ou populaire. Les com-
positions qu’il réunit … appartiennent néanmoins à des techniques assez distinctes 
pour qu’on y puisse découvrir les traces d’écoles musicales nettement séparées.23

Ludwig, unbeknown to Rokseth, had reached the same conclusion as to the variety 
of types in the fascicle, although typically he spoke in terms of style rather than 
school: ‘Like of all the major mensurally notated manuscripts, it has a most stylisti-
cally variegated composition’ (Stilistisch ist es wie alle grossen Mensuralhandschriften 
auf das Bunteste zusammengesetzt).24 And whether the variety of type in Mo 8 is to 
be considered in terms of sociological/school or technical/stylistic impulses, this 
overall view has not changed in the century since Ludwig set forth his account.

Less clear in the literature, ancient and modern, is the striking difference in 
concordance base between Mo 8 and the rest of the repertory. Of the forty-three 
compositions, no fewer than thirty-one are unica, or – to put it another way – only 
about 25 per cent of the fascicle is found in sources elsewhere. If this were not 
striking enough, of those works with concordances, many have the tiniest range 
of further witnesses (Table 1.2). There are three pieces with a single concordance 
in Tu, another with a single concordance in a lost Arras fragment,25 and the two 
pieces with concordances in Douce are in fact the same poem because the two 
motets in question share in part the same text. The two motets with concordances 
in the Oxford New College motet collection (Onc) have often been thought to be 
parts of the same work, and are found in Mo 8 preceded by Alle psallite/Alle psal-
lite/ALLELUYA, which has concordances of its music in two separate fragments of 
Worc, with contrafact texts; one of these contrafacted texts is also in ORawl, but 
with empty music staves). This really leaves just two works with any sort of exten-
sive concordance base: Virginale/Descendi/ALMA [REDEMPTORIS MATER] 
and the last piece in the fascicle La bele estoile/La bele, en qui/IOHANNE. 

Table 1.3 shows concordances for Virginale/Descendi/ALMA [REDEMPTORIS 
MATER]. The motet is found in the main part of the seventh fascicle of Mo, but 
here, in its eighth fascicle, the triplum text and its music are different. In the version 
in the seventh fascicle, both upper voices are verbatim quotations from the biblical 
Song of Songs, whereas, in the version in the eighth, the triplum not only adds in 
syllabic semibreves but its text only very loosely tropes the text of the tenor and – 
even more loosely – the surviving Song of Songs text in the motetus. This version 
is also preserved in Da. The piece is found in Ba with a further triplum and triplum 
text which makes no reference to either motetus or tenor text and collapses at the 

 23 Rokseth 1935–9, 4:85.
 24 Ludwig 1978, 547.
 25 In 1906 Ludwig viewed a private copy of the lost Arras fragment: see Ludwig 1978, 

633–4.


