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EDITORIAL

In volume six we promised to widen the scope of Chelys to include
material outside the central concern of the Society—that is, English music
of the seventeenth century. We feel, therefore, that this present volume,
entirely concentrated in that one area, needs a little explanation. The sudden
arrival of a number of extremely important articles dealing with
biographical and analytical topics has prompted us to issue them straight
away, without waiting for the usual crop of music and book reviews, notes,
queries and letters. Volume eight will be another double issue, largely
devoted to foreign music, and with that, our primary task, to bring Chelys up
to date, will have been achieved. To maintain its punctuality after that we
would like to renew our appeal for contributions of all types.

We gratefully acknowledge the help of David Pinto in preparing the
musical illustrations for the articles.

WENDY HANCOCK PETER HOLMAN
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THE INSTRUMENTAL CONSORT
MUSIC OF ROBERT PARSONS

(d. 1570)
DAVID BAKER

Little is known about Robert Parsons, and his date and place of birth
remain unknown. A William Parsons (generally credited with 81 out of 141
settings in John Day’s The whole psalmes in foure partes (1563)) was a
lay-vicar of Wells Cathedral in the 1550s;1 a second Robert Parsons, with
whom the composer under discussion has often been confused, was a lay-
vicar of Exeter Cathedral in 1621.2 However, there is nothing to connect
Robert Parsons I with either of the above-mentioned composers, or with a
John Parsons, Orlando Gibbons’s predecessor as organist of Westminster
Abbey.

On October 17th 1563, Parsons was made an epistoler of the Chapel
Royal, being sworn in as a gentleman the following January. He may have
been a countertenor.3 On May 30th 1567, Parsons was granted a crown lease
for 21 years on three rectories near Lincoln—Sturton, Ranby and Stainton-
`once of the monastery of Tupholme’.4 (It is interesting to note that Byrd
held the lease on nearby Hainton rectory from February 15635). Before the
previous leases had expired, however, Parsons was drowned (`while
bathing’ according to Fellowes,6 though Flood suggests that he committed
suicide7) in the River Trent near Newark on January 25th 1570.8 No records
of an inquest have been traced.

Why Parsons was in the vicinity of Newark is a mystery. Alan Smith has
suggested9 that he may have had connections with the Song School at
Newark Parish Church (though no records suggest this) or have been acting
as a `talent scout’ for the Master of the Children of the Chapel Royal.
Parsons may have been connected with Lincoln Cathedral, only twenty
miles away from Newark, but unfortunately records are either incomplete or
uninformative. If this was the case, musical connections between Byrd and
Parsons may [5] more readily be explained. Interestingly enough, Byrd, then

1 P. G. Le Huray : Music and the Reformation in England, (London, 1967), p.37. See
also W. K. Ford : `Concerning William Parsons’, M&L, xxxvii (1956), p.119-21.
2 Le Huray : op.cit., p.319.
3 A. Smith : `The Gentlemen and Children of the Chapel Royal : an Annotated
Register’, RMA Research Chronicle, v (1965), p.13-46. See entry 27 for Parsons.
4 Calendar of Patent Rolls: Elizabeth I, 1566-9, iv, 905 (London, 1964), p.142.
5 H. W. Shaw : ‘William Byrd of Lincoln’, M&L, xivii (1967), p.9.
6 E. H. Fellowes : English Cathedral Music, (London, 4/1958), p.5.
7 W. H. G. Flood : Early Tudor Composers, (London, 1925), p.121.
8 E. F. Rimbault ed. : The Old Cheque-Book . . . , (New York, 1966), p.2.
9 Smith: op cit., entry 27.
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organist of Lincoln Cathedral, succeeded Parsons at the Chapel Royal.10 It is
of course possible that Parsons was visiting his newly acquired property, for
the previous lease on Sturton rectory expired on February 26th 1570.

At any rate, Parsons cannot have been very old when he died. An
inscription at the end of Parsons’s large-scale psalm-setting Retribue servo
tuo in the tenor book of Oxford, Christ Church, MSS. 984-8 reads:

Qui tantus primo Parsone in flore fuisti,
Quantus in autumno ni morere fores.

If Parsons died in his prime, we may deduce that he was born c.1530 and
may have commenced his career as a composer in the early 1550s. Kerman
has suggested11 that Parsons began writing ‘around 1555-60’, but this would
seem to be too late in view of Le Huray’s more recent assertion that
Parsons’s First Service must have been composed before 1553, since it is
based on texts from the 1549 Prayer Book.12 Thus, this service dates from a
critical period in the history of English music, when composers were
prevented by injunctions such as those issued by Archbishop Holgate at
York in 155213 from writing the elaborate polyphonic settings of latin
liturgical texts which had figured large in the output of their predecessors.
They were obliged to seek out ways of making the words of the English
liturgy clearly audible to congregations, and thus there was a tendency
towards simple, direct, often homophonic music similar in style to the
‘french’ or ‘small mass’ style current earlier in the century. It is strange
therefore that Parsons’s First Service should be an elaborate, contrapuntal
setting of the English text. It is not known where such a piece could have
been performed, but is should be noted that there are similar large-scale
settings of service texts from the 1549 Prayer Book by Sheppard and
William Mundy.

Parsons’s other English music was probably written during the 1560s,
and may well have been composed for performance in the Chapel Royal.
His Deliver me from mine enemies in five parts with a sixth canonic part
makes use of passing and suspended dissonances within a contrapuntal
texture, recalling an older polyphonic style. However, the use of regular
(indeed somewhat four-square) imitative points suggests a familiarity with
more modern techniques.

Though Parsons’s English music is not entirely representative of [6] its
era, his Latin music has many features which are typical of the period in
which it was composed. As Kerman has pointed out,14 the late Henrician and
early Marian periods saw an increased interest in cantus firmus respond
motets—an interest which for technical reasons and probably from force of
habit continued into the early years of Elizabeth’s reign. Libera me Domine

10 Rimbault: loc. cit.
11 J. Kerman: `The Elizabethan Motet. . . ‘, Studies in the Renaissance, x (1962),

p.278.
12 Le Huray: op. cit. , p.191.
13 Le Huray: op. cit ., p.25.
14 Kerman : op. cit., p.277.
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and Peccantem me quotidie, two of Parsons’s three settings of responds
from the Office for the Dead certainly bear this out, but Credo quod
Redemptor, following Alfonso Ferrabosco I’s setting of the same text15

abandons the plainsong cantus firmus entirely in favour of a more
systematic use of (usually) imitative points.

At any rate, the period in question witnessed an increased interest in
cantus firmus techniques in general, especially as displayed in the numerous
settings of In nomines and other plainsong-based pieces in which Parsons,
on the evidence of his surviving output, certainly seems to have been
interested. It is thus not surprising to find that the majority of his
instrumental pieces are based on the popular In nomine cantus firmus—four
a4 In nomines, one a5 In nomine and two a7 In nomines.

There is some doubt as to the authenticity of the four a4 In nomines. The
first two of these pieces (according to my numbering) only survive in the
well-known source, Oxford Bodleian Library, MSS. Mus. Sch. D. 212-6. In
the first piece, the name ‘Thomas Tallis’ was originally given at the
beginning of the tenor part, but at some stage this was crossed out. In the
second In nomine, the scribe began to write ‘[Robert?] White’, but changed
this to Parsons. This latter alteration is made all the more interesting by the
fact that the fourth a4 In nomine was copied out twice in the Oxford source,
the first time ascribed to White, the second time to Parsons. Quite why the
piece was copied out twice is puzzling, although the two versions would
seem to have been copied from different sources judging by the differences
in notation, especially the use of ligatures. The scribe does not appear to
have realised the duplication, for in order to correct an omission in the
Parsons version, he made up his own few measures rather than copy out the
passage from the White version. The tenor part of the composition also
appears in London, British Library Add. MS. 22597 (which follows the
White version in the Oxford source) where it is ascribed to Parsons. The
piece was edited by R. R. Terry (London, Curwen, 1923) from sources not
stated, and a curious divergence occurs in this edition. Bars 1-25 coincide
with the versions in the MS. sources cited, but the remainder [7] of the
published version has nothing to do with the latter part of the MS.
versions apart from the cantus firmus. No source from which this edition
could have been made has been traced. The third In nomine a4 is also
ascribed to two different composers. In the Tenbury source it is ascribed
to Parsons, while it is ascribed to Byrd in the Oxford MSS. Apart from
the last few measures, where the version in 212-6 is to be preferred, the
two sources agree in all but small details. The Tenbury source is the
earlier of the two, however, being probably one of the first of the
recusant set of sources identified by Thurston Dart and Philip Brett.16

As with Byrd’s four-part In nomines, these pieces are perhaps the least
interesting of the cantus firmus instrumental pieces which may be
ascribed to Parsons. At times, the writing is crude and one has the

15 Kerman : op. cit., p.280.
16 P. Brett and R. T. Dart : `Songs by William Byrd in Manuscript at Harvard’, Harvard
Library Bulletin, xiv (1960), p.34 f.
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impression of a composer not entirely at ease with his form or the
musical material. On these grounds, the pieces may be regarded as early
works. As usual, the cantus firmus is in one or other of the two upper
voices, and remains isolated in long-note values (breves in the original
notation) throughout, except for very occasional decorations.17 Imitation
of the plainsong in the other parts is very limited, although it is possible
that the minor third of several of the imitative phrases is an echo of the
opening notes of the cantus firmus, as is the case with several In
nomines.18 As with many other of the early In nomines, there would seem
to be a definite emulation of Taverner’s model in the third of Parsons’s
pieces.

Ex. I (a) & (b)

[8] There are also attempts, as in Parsons’s Latin motets, to give the
pieces unity by the use of the imitative phrases. This is particularly
noticeable in the first In nomine, where the phrase:

Ex II

is rarely absent. The ‘tonic-dominant’ phrase so characteristic of the In
nomine a5, De la court and much other consort writing of the time also
makes a brief appearance in this piece:

Ex III

Although not having such a pervasive idea as the first piece, the second
In nomine a4 shows some crude thematic development of imitative phrases

17 For an analysis of cantus firmus embellishments in the In nomine, see G. Reese
‘The origin of the English In nomine’, JAMS, ii (1949), p.15-20.
18 Reese : op. cit ., p.10.
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Ex. IV (a) (b) & (c)

[9] The opening imitative phrase of the third In nomine is reminiscent of
the opening of the first part of De la court without having that piece’s
cohesion. Apart from a general predilection for descending themes, there is
no real development of this idea, however. Descending imitative points are
also characteristic of the fourth In nomine (further references to Taverner’s
model?), although here there is again much more similarity between the
various musical ideas, as in the first In nomine:

Ex. V (a) (b) & (c)

This latter theme even pervades the cantus firmus in the final cadence,
when the gradual increase in rhythmic activity reaches its climax.
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Whereas it may be argued that in the four-part In nomines the composer
had insufficient parts to produce a consistently full yet varied effect, in the
two In nomines a7 the forces were probably too [10] great for Parsons to
control them effectively. Once again crudities in the writing are present,
consecutives or near consecutives being the most obvious:

Ex. V1

There is also some doubt as to the authenticity of the second of these two
pieces, for in Add. MS. 32377 the piece is ascribed to Byrd. However, since
the In nomine follows two other pieces by Byrd in this source, the
ascription could easily be a scribal error.

In the first In nomine a7, the opening imitative idea hints at the
plainsong as in the In nomines a4, although there are no obvious references
to the Taverner model. The reference to the cantus firmus is particularly
interesting since Parsons delays the entry of the plainsong voice until all the
other parts have begun. The composer’s Libera me Domine and
Peccantem me quotidie also delay the entry of the plainsong until well into
the piece, the chant being paraphrased (albeit unsystematically) in the other
parts—an unusual step for responds.19 Descending imitative phrases are the
basis of the In nomine after the opening section, colour and variety being
given by `antiphonal’ grouping of the parts under the long-note voice in the
top part. The piece is remarkable in having four true bass lines.

The second of the seven-part pieces begins in quite the opposite (and
rather more normal way), with the cantus firmus being the first part to
begin. The ‘antiphonal’ writing has also gone, replaced by a much fuller
texture throughout. The three repeated notes occasionally found in the four-
part pieces occur much more frequently here, with occasional rhythmic
variation:

Ex. V11 (a) & (b)

[11] the final ascending phrase being reminiscent of that in the first In
nomine a7:

19 See P. Doe : ‘Tallis’s Spem in alium and the Elizabethan Respond Motet’, M&L, li
(1970), p.1 f.
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Ex. VIII (a) & (b)

As in the four-part pieces, the cantus firmus in these two pieces almost
always remains in long note values.

While the In nomines a4 and a7 show a certain lack of technique and
perhaps also immaturity, the In nomine a5 evinces a much surer hand. The
piece was undoubtedly the most popular of Parsons’s output, judging by the
number of sources in which it survives, set out not only for consort, but
mixed consort, lute and keyboard as well as in score. Moreover, as late as
1636, W. Syddael20 could use the piece as a model for his ‘Dial-Song’,
printed in Charles Butler’s Principles of musik, in Singing and Setting p.
42-3 in that year. As in the other In nomines, the cantus firmus is presented
in long note values throughout, with only occasional decoration. Unlike the
other pieces, however, this one has a much greater cohesion, stronger tonal
feeling and sectional structure. The harmonic as opposed to contrapuntal
nature of the piece is evident from the very opening measures:

Ex. IX

These repeated chords continue ascending throughout the first half of the
piece. The second section uses small arpeggio phrases in increasingly
complex figurations to give impetus. Parsons has obviously realised that
since he is bound tonally by the plainsong, the piece can only be given real
momentum by rhythmic means: [12]

Ex. X

20 D. Baker and J. Baker : `A 17th-century dial-song’, MT, cxix (1978), p.590-3.
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Meyer21 regards this fragmentation as an important development in the
instrumental writing of the time and a forerunner of Morley’s experiments
in the field.

It is easy to see why such a dramatic piece should survive in so many
sources and versions. It is particularly unfortunate that only the cittern part
of what was undoubtedly a mixed consort version survives. The keyboard
version of the piece in Will Forster’s Virginal Book is interesting in that it
appears to have been made by Byrd.22 Moreover, when one compares
Parsons’s piece with the most popular of Byrd’s five-part In nomines (no. 3
according to Fellowes), there are definite similarities between the two
compositions, especially in the latter stages

Ex. XI (a) & (b)

although as Fellowes points out,23 this type of writing was not
uncommon. If emulation had been deliberate, one would have [13] expected
the similarities to be in the first part of the two pieces, as is the case with the
various references to the Taverner model. There the pieces diverge after the
opening sections. However, the two pieces are next to each other in many of
the sources (see Appendix) and there are other compositions by the two
composers where definite copying of material would seem to be a
possibility, such as their respective settings of Libera me Domine and
Peccantem me quotidie.24

Perhaps the most interesting of the cantus firmus pieces is the Ut, re, mi,
a4. In two sections, the piece is 169 bars long in modern transcription, and is
the most rhythmically complex of Parsons’s compositions. The piece only
survives complete in Add. MSS. 30480-4 although the hexachord part
appears in Add. MS. 32377. A score of the piece, made by Stafford Smith
appears in St. Michael’s College Tenbury, MS. 804. The scribe of Add.
MSS. 30480-4 left some interesting comments regarding the music and its
performance. In MS. 30481 before the second part of the piece, he writes;
`If you cannot sing the [second] parte, let it alonne’. In MS. 30483 he says
`The seconde p[ar]te is good: but that it is so hard; I will not sing this

21 E. H. Meyer : English Chamber Music, (London, 1946), p.108.
22 A. M. Brown : William Byrd : Keyboard Music 2, (Musica Britannica XXVIII
London, Stainer & Bell, 1971), p.193.
23 E. H. Fellowes : William Byrd, (London, 1936), p.193.
24 Kerman : op. cit, p.280. See also Doe : op. cit.
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parte’.25 The scribe obviously realised his limitations as a performer!
Certainly the notation of the piece is complex, at least for modern
performers. In both parts of the work, the hexachord part is only written out
once, followed by repetition signs, so that the player has no way of knowing
from his part how many times to play the hexachord. Moreover, coloration
and complex mensuration symbols which would seem to have been falling
out of use by the 1570s are in evidence. This is no doubt due, however, to
the need to notate the rhythmical complexities of the piece, especially
towards the final cadence of the second part:

Ex. XII

[14] Parsons is here again using rhythmic techniques to provide the
momentum.

Compared with the other four-part pieces, the hexachord piece
demonstrates a much firmer technique. Although working with a more
restricting cantos firmus than in the In nomines and using only three
additional parts, Parsons avoids for the most part the crudities of the In
nomines a4 without letting the hexachord part restrict the development of
the piece unduly. A series of imitative points are used, albeit
unsystematically, and there are reminiscences of the hexachord in the lower
parts. The bipartite nature of the piece-the first half in duple, the second in
triple time-is characteristic of Parsons’s other large-scale pieces-De la court
and The song called trumpets. In the case of De la court and the
hexachord piece, however, the performance of the first half alone was not
uncommon, judging from the sources.

25 See W. A. Edwards : ‘The Performance of Ensemble Music in Elizabethan England’,
PRMA, cvii (1970-1), p.113 f.
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A song of Mr. Parsons is the only one of the pieces to survive in a
single source-Add. MS. 31390. The shortest of the composer’s surviving
instrumental works (discounting those pieces thought to be spurious), the
piece is free of any cantus firmus, being based on a series of imitative
points and ending with the fragmentary writing so characteristic of the In
nomine a5. Although on a small scale, the contrapuntal technique is much
more assured. It is, however, only in the two remaining large-scale pieces
that Parsons demonstrates his ability to sustain musical interest for long
periods of time without the aid of a cantus firmus. The title of the piece is
probably the result of convention rather than an allusion to a vocal model.

[15] Parsons’s The song called trumpets a6 is found in several
sources and under several different titles. In Christ Church Oxford, Mus.
MSS. 979-83, no. 158, it appears under that title; in St. Michael’s College
Tenbury, MS. 389 the piece is called Lustie gallant, although there is little
evidence to connect it with the popular tune of that name;26 in New York
Public Library, MSS. Drexel 4180-5, the title Cante cantate (sic) is given;
in British Library, Add. MS. 31390 (probably the earliest of the sources),
the piece is simply called Mr. Parsons his song. The Cambridge sources
for the piece are also labelled Cante Cantate and the version in MS.
Dd.5.21 (a ninth higher) may have formed part of a mixed consort version.
It is of course possible that the reference to `trumpets’ may have something
to do with the arpeggio writing in the latter part of the piece.

Like a pavan and galliard, the piece is in two halves-the first in duple, the
second in triple metre-which nevertheless use the same basic material and
form a complete whole. The second section is written in ‘coloured’ notation
for the most part in all the sources, with the mensuration symbol C 3.1. The
resulting proportional relationship between the two halves may be
interpreted in the light of Morley’s description of so-called Tripla
relationships.27 As Morley points out, this proportion, as used by English
composers and performers of the time is in fact that of Sesquialtera.

Ex. XIII

26 C. M. Simpson : The British Broadside Ballad and its Music, (New Brunswick, 1966),
p.477
27 T. Morley; A Plaine and Easie Introduction to Practicall Musicke, (London, 1597);
modem edition by R. A. Harman, (London, 1952), p.50, 133f.
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As in the first of the two seven-part In nomines, ‘antiphonal’ [16]
writing between various groupings predominates in both sections, melodic
ideas being thrown from one combination of instruments to the next. This
writing must have been particularly exciting for performers using Add. MS.
31390, which lays out the piece in en regard format, as follows

V I

III IV

II VI

The piece also has much in common with the five-part In nomine.

There is a strong harmonic or ‘vertical’ feeling about the work, together
with increasing fragmentation of the musical ideas and greater rhythmical
complexity towards the end of each section. The main difference between
the two pieces is of course the lack of a recognizable cantus firmus in The
song called trumpets. However, the two sections of the piece do use much
the same material, which may be a form of the tune ‘Lustie gallant’ which
has since been lost, although the development of the ideas is very free. Just
as Parsons successfully abandoned the plainsong base in his respond motet
Credo quod Redemptor, the lack of a predetermined long-note theme was
obviously no problem for him in The song called trumpets.

De la court has much in common with the six-part piece. Indeed, the
second section follows much the same pattern of duple and triple metres
which involve the same sesquialtera relationship, and again there is no
cantus firmus. This idea of thematically linked sections is carried a stage
further than in The song called trumpets and Ut, re, mi, however, for not
only is the duple/triple second section of the piece thematically
interconnected, but the two complete sections of the piece are also formally
and thematically linked, as will be seen.

The first part of the piece was obviously second only to the composer’s
In nomine a5 in popularity, surviving as it does in so many more sources
than the second part, in spite of their close interrelation. The Cambridge
sources provide us with an incomplete mixed consort arrangement of the
piece which it is nevertheless possible to reconstruct with some accuracy:

[17]
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Ex. XIV

It is interesting to note that such a contrapuntal piece as De la court
should have been arranged for mixed consort—a medium one would tend to
associate with much more chordal music. A further source of the piece is
worthy of individual comment. In a copy of the Cantiones Sacrae (1575)
now in Trinity College Dublin (Press B.1.32) has been scrawled the top part
of the first section of the piece, together with some curious words,
presumably penned by the scribe:

Lament O wretched, the widow Babylon, I say. Lament thy fall and learn
at me to sing, down [etc.] For now the Kings of the earth that were made
drink with the wine of thy fornication, are quite departed and have left thee
naked . . . [etc.]

[Punctuation is editorial]

While the underlay is poor and the text itself doggerel, this source
certainly adds weight to the theory that pieces such as De la court were
vocalised as well as played on instruments.28 Certainly, compared with the
two pieces by Parsons which are actually entitled [18] ‘A song’, the top part
has a strong melodic quality at times, although it never predominates unduly
in the contrapuntal whole.

As previously noted, when the two halves of the piece are compared, it is
clear that they are based on the same pattern and use much the same
thematic material:

28 See Edwards: op. cit.
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It may be that this pattern and the accompanying musical ideas came
from a song entitled ‘De la court’, although no such model can be traced
(the piece entitled De la court in Cambridge University Library, MS. Dd.
2.11 f. 2v has no connection with the Parsons composition). The title
therefore remains a mystery. Judging by the discrepancy between the
sources over the two parts of the work, performances of one part alone were
obviously not uncommon. Even in Add. MS. 31390, where both sections are
preserved, the two parts are not adjacent in the manuscript.29

Parsons’s De la court is usually mentioned for the decorated ending of
the second part of the piece found in Add. MS. 31390 and also (in almost
identical form) in Add. MS. 32377. In the former source, the third voice also
has a short decorated section:

[19] Moreover, yet another embellished version appears in the source
Tenbury, MS. 389. While the rubric ‘or this’ in the other sources suggests
that the embellishment was an alternative ending, the Tenbury version is
joined to the end of the piece. Unfortunately, no other parts survive in this
source, but it would seem from this that the last few measures were to be
repeated with the embellishment, the ending being played without any
decoration the first time through. As Thurston Dart points out,30 the
similarity between these embellishments and the varied repetitions of the
keyboard pavans and galliards is obvious.

29 This may be a scribal mistake. See W. E. Edwards : The Sources of English
Instrumental Music, 1550-1603, (Ph.D. thesis, U. of Cambridge, 1974).
30 R. T. Dart The Interpretation of Music, (London, 1954, 4/1967), p.145.
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Ex. XVII

This, then, is the surviving instrumental music of Robert Parsons,
excepting those works thought to be spurious. While some of the pieces are
below the standard of the best models of the time, the scribe’s comment on
the composer in the Oxford MSS. that he would have been a great composer
had not death intervened, must surely ring true. Certainly when one
examines the First Service, the respond motets, or in this case, the In
nomine a5, The song called trumpets and De la court, it is easy to see
why Parsons was such a popular composer both during and after his
lifetime.

[20]

APPENDIX
List of Sources

IN NOMINE A4 (no. 1)
212 f.6

IN NOMINE A4 (no. 2)
212 f.23

IN NOMINE A4 (no. 3)
212 f.14 (ascr. Byrd) 354 f.17v

Published edition: E. H. Fellowes ed.: The collected vocal works of William Byrd,
Vol. XVII (London, Stainer and Bell 1948)

IN NOMINE A4 (no. 4)
212 f.11 (ascr. White)
212 f.16
22597 f.55v (III only)

Published editions: (ascr. Parsons) R. R. Terry ed., (London, Curwen, 1923); (ascr.
White) 1. Spector ed. (Madison, AR Editions, 1972; Recent researches in the music of
the Renaissance, 12)

UT RE MI A4
804 p.44 (score)
30480 ff. 57v, 63v, 59v, 66
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32377 f.5 (hexachord part only)
DE LA COURT

Dd. 3 f.72v (I only)
* 389 p.7 (I only)
* 423 f.146 (III only)
* 984 ff.68v, 69v, 66v, 64v
* 2049 ff.12v, 18v, 15v, 16v (III missing)
* 4180 ff.59, 78v, 79v, 72v, 54
* 17786 f.l

22597 f.40 (IV only)
30480 ff.69v, 72v, 67v, 70, 8v

* 31390 f.82v/ 80v
* 32377 f.21v (I only)

37402 ff.57v, 56v, 77, 56, 60v
With words
B.1. f. G’ (I only)
For mixed consort Dd. 3 f.47v (lute)
Dd. 51 f.9v (recorder)
Dd. 14 f.48v (cittern)

(Sources marked * include both halves of the piece.)
IN NOMINE A5
b 212 ff.47v, 21

316 f.30 (cantus firmus only)
354 ff.42v, 41

b 389 p.7 (cantus firmus only)
b 423 f.183 (III only)

[21]
b 984 ff.70, 70, 71, 68, 66

3665 f. 156 (score)
b 4180 f.75v, 76, 78, 71, 52v
b 22597 f.36v (IV only)
b 29401 f.52v
b 31390 f.96v
b 32377 f.14v (cantus firmus only)

For lute
D3p.130
Dd. 2 f.73v
Z.3 p.274
29246 f.55
For mixed consort
Dd. 4 f.23v (cittern)
For keyboard
24 p. 272 b
29996 f.68
Fitzwilliam Virginal Book (Fitzwilliam Museum. Ms. 32 G.29) no. 140
(Sources marked b also contain Byrd’s In nomine a5 no. 3)
Published Editions

H. T. David ed.: English Instrumental Music of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth
Centuries from Manuscripts in the New York Public Library II, (New York, Public
Library, 1937); J. A. Fuller Maitland and W. Barclay Squire eds.: The Fitzwilliam
Virginal Book (Leipzig, Breitkopf & Hartel, 1894-9); E. H. Fellowes ed.: The Collected
Works of William Byrd XX (London, Stainer & Bell, 1950) : A. M. Brown, ed.: William
Byrd : Keyboard Music 2, (Musiea Britannica XXVIII, London, Stainer & Bell, 1971)
A SONG A5

31390 f.59v
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THE SONG CALLED TRUMPETS A6
Dd. 5 f.6 (V only, bb. 1-18)
Dd. 5 f.7 (V only, a tone higher)
Dd. 51 f.6v (III only, a ninth higher)
389 p.13 (III only)
979 no.158 (V missing)
4180 ff.81, 98, 101, 73v, 89v, 28v
31390 f.10v
47844 f.15v (III only)
Published edition : M. Morrow ed., (London, Partita, 1966)

IN NOMINE A7 (no. 1)
31390 f.24v
32377 f.13 (II only)

IN NOMINE A7 (no. 2)
74 f.33v
31390 f.23v
32377 f.10 (II only)

Published edition: (Both a7 In nomines, G. Dodd ed., (London, Viola da Gamba Society.
1966)
N.B. Roman numerals after a source indicate the part, counting down [22] from the
uppermost part or parts, which are missing, etc. in that particular source. Only the folio on
which the piece begins is given. Where more than one folio number is given, this indicates
that the piece starts in a different place in each part book e.g., 30480 f.57v, 30481 f.63v etc.

According to the BBC Music Library Chamber Music Catalogue (London, 1965,
p. 124) the first of Parsons’s seven-part In nomines appears in British Library, Add. MS.
31423. This source does not appear to contain the piece, however.

Key to Sources

B.1 Dublin, Trinity College, Press B.1.32
D.3 11 51 Press D.330
Dd.2 Cambridge, University Library, MS. Dd.2.11
Dd.3 MS. Dd.3.18
Dd.4 MS. Dd.4.23
Dd.5 MS. Dd.5.20
Dd.51 MS. Dd.5.21
Dd.14 MS. Dd.14.24
Z.3 Dublin, Archbishop Marsh’s Library, Z.3.2.13

24 London, British Library, Royal Music Library, R.M. 24 d.3
74 31 11 11 11 31 13 Roy.App. 74

212 Oxford, Bodleian Library, MSS. Mus.Sch. D. 212-6
316 Cambridge, King’s College, Rowe Library, MS. 316
354 Tenbury, St. Michael’s College, MSS. 354-8
389 31 11 11 MS. 389
423 Oxford, Bodleian Library, Mus.Sch. e. 423
804 Tenbury, St. Michael’s College, MS. 804

979 Oxford, Christ Church, MSS. 979-83

984 11 11 MSS. 984-8

2049 London, Royal College of Music, MS. 2049

3665 London, British Library, MS. Egerton 3665

4180 New York, Public Library, MSS. Drexel 4180-5

17786 London, British Library, Add. MSS. 17786-91
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22597 22597
29246 29246
29401 29401-5
29996 29996
30480 30480-4
31390 31390
32377 32377
37402 37402-6
47844 47844

SPURIOUS WORKS

BROWNING A5
Meyer, in his English chamber music (London, 1946, p.112) states that Parsons

wrote a Browning a4 which is found in Add. MS. 31390. This is presumably the five-part
Browning by Stonings on the same folios as Parsons’s five-part A Song. The piece is now
published in Two pieces for viol consort a5 by Henry Stonings. David Baker and
Jennifer Baker eds., (London, O.U.P., 1977. Early Music Series, 30)

[23] GALLIARD A5
The piece was published under Parsons’s name as no. 2 in Five consort pieces for
strings, P. Warlock and A. Mangeot, eds. (London, Curwen, 1923), and also transcribed in
Meyer op. cit. p.98. The only source for the work is 30480 f. 70, 74v, 70v, 72v, 11v, and
that manuscript source does not name a composer apart from in MS. 30484, which may say
‘ q[uo]d Parsons’ at the end of the piece. The hand that wrote this is not the same as that
which wrote the music, however. The fact that Parsons’s De la court is so close may have
led to this ascription.
JE FILE

Although ascribed to Parsons in 984 f.69v, 69v, 70v, 67v, 65v and 389, the piece
survives in many more sources without any ascription. The composition is in fact Philip
van Wilder’s (d. 1557) popular chanson ‘Je file quand Dieu my donne de quoy’, first
printed in Le Roy and Ballard’s Mellange de chansons (Paris, 1572) and reprinted in Le
rossignol musical (Antwerp, 1598). The piece may have been ascribed to Parsons in 984
since De la court and the In Nomine a5 are on either side of Ye file in that set of
manuscripts.
See R. T. Dart : `New Sources of Virginal Music’, M & L, xxxv (1954), p.99; C. Van den
Borren : Review of G. Reese : Music in the Renaissance, JAMS, viii (1955), p.131.
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[24]

Richard Mico
JOHN BENNETT AND PAMELA WILLETTS

Introductory

Richard Mico is one of the most elusive figures of the golden age of English
music. Both Christopher Simpson (Compendium of Practical Music, 1665) and
Roger North (Memoires of Musick, 1728) named him alongside leading consort
composers like Alfonso Ferrabosco, Coperario and Jenkins. Mico’s surviving
works support their judgement; and although he published nothing, the
distribution of manuscripts of his consort music shows that it circulated quite
widely. Yet his life has been forgotten; even his dates. Our ignorance was
acknowledged in Professor Robert Donington’s article on Mico in the 1954
edition of Grove.1

Oblivion set in early. Simpson tells us nothing about Mico except that he was
dead before 1665,2 and Mace (Musick’s Monument, 1676) nothing at all. Mico
is nowhere mentioned by that viol-playing antiquary Anthony Wood (1632-95),
either in the passages about music in his own Life and Times3 or in his
manuscript biographies of English musicians.4 Roger North, who in youth had
sat at Jenkins’s feet, apparently knew nothing more than Mico’s name, and
speaks of his works as lost in ‘the oblivion that is come over all’, although
some might still be found in ‘gentlemen’s old collections’.5

Interest in Mico’s music is reviving. An example of his four-part
compositions, edited by Trevor Jones, was published in 1976 as a supplement
to Early Music. In 1977 came the publication of Mico’s five-part works, edited
by Richard Nicholson, in the English Consort Series. It may interest both
musicians and social historians to have some account of an English composer’s
life during the troubled seventeenth century.

The present article is based mainly on original research into contemporary
manuscript sources. Facilities given in the Public Record Office, London, the
Essex and Somerset Record Offices, the Westminster City Archives, the
Bodleian Library, Oxford, the Royal College of Music, and the archives of the
English Province of the [25] Society of Jesus are gratefully acknowledged. The

1 Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians (London, 5/1954), v, p. 742.
2 Christopher Simpson: A Compendium of Practical Msuic (reprinted from 1667 edition,
Oxfrod, 1970), p. 78.
3 A. Clark ed.: The Life and Times of Anthony Wood … described by himself (Oxford, 1891),
passim, especially I, p. 204-6 and 273-5.
4 Ob MS Wood D.(19)4.
5 Roger North: Memoires of Musick (printed from original MS., ed. E. F. Rimbault, London,
1846), p. 83-84.
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Catholic Record Society’s published series of early documents, and other
sources of recusant history, have also proved of value. Acknowledgement is
due to two articles on other topics published during the 1960s, one historical
and one musicological, containing important sidelights on Mico which seem
hitherto to have escaped general notice. By piecing together material from
many different sources (documented in the footnotes) it is now possible to
reconstruct the outline of Richard Mico’s life and to bring out some of the
background to his music, although there are still dark corners which await
further research.

Family background and education

The starting point is a pedigree and coat of arms in the 1634 Visitation of
London registered by ‘Richard Mico of London’, tracing descent from a Gilbert
Micault who came from the Isle de France to Axmouth in East Devonshire
around 1500.6 The pedigree gives a few locations, mostly west country, but no
other dates nor any occupations. It includes no less than five Richard Micos,
and the frequent combination of that Christian name with a very unusual
surname makes it reasonable to look for the composer among them. Of the two
Richards of the right generation to fit Roger North’s rough dating, one can be
identified from other sources as a Weymouth merchant.7 The London one
proves to be our man.

It had sometimes been conjectured that the surname was of Italian origin like
Ferrabosco or an Italianisation like Coperario. The document from Paris
reproduced in the Visitation is not conclusive proof of French origin, since
while it certifies the nobility of the French Micaults (whose arms Richard Mico
of London adopted) it does not lineally connect them with the English Micos.
The composer’s circumstances in the 1630s, as will be seen, might have made
him anxious to claim noble French ancestors. Nevertheless there is nothing
improbable in a French origin. In the sixteenth century English west country
cloth had one of its main markets in Normandy and Brittany, and French
merchants were to be found in Lyme Regis, another small Channel port only a
few miles from Axmouth.8

Parts of the 1634 pedigree can be confirmed and amplified from parish
registers, wills and other local records (which also reveal several more Richard
Micos, but none of the right generation). The general picture that emerges is a
family mainly of prosperous merchants, [26] rooted in the west country
(Somerset, Dorset and East Devon), with a tendency for the more enterprising

6 The Visitation of London, 1633-35 (ed. Harleian Society, London, 1880), ii, p. 99-100.
7 Miscellanea Genealogica et Heraldica (Misc.GH), iv (1920), p. 33.
8 Somerset and Dorset Notes and Queries (SDNQ), xxix (1974), p. 240.
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members to gravitate to London9—a familiar enough pattern for its period, if
less usual as background to a musician. The most notable member of the family
besides the composer himself was his cousin Sir Samuel Mico (1610-65), son
of Richard of Weymouth, who settled in London by the 1630s, grew rich
trading overseas, supported Parliament during the Civil War, rose under
Cromwell to be an alderman of London and Master of the Mercers’ Company,
and was knighted after the Restoration.10

The composer, according to the pedigree, was the eldest of three
sons of Walter Mico of Taunton in Somerset.11 His younger brother
Walter can be traced through the records of the English College in
Rome as having become a Jesuit,12 and these also provide useful side-lights on
Richard. The youngest brother Emanuel appears during the Commonwealth as a
substantial citizen of Taunton.13 Richard’s father has not been traced in any of
the surviving Taunton parish registers. But Richard’s mother Margery (d. 1616)
and his unmarried sister
Margaret (d. 1620) were buried in the parish of Taunton St. James, where too
his brother Emanuel christened five children (1628-39) and was buried
(1663).14 There is thus a strong presumption that Richard himself was born in
the same parish. We cannot be precise about the date of his birth since the St.
James registers of baptisms are missing before 1606. However, his brother
Walter’s birth can be dated to 1594/5, by inference from statements which
Walter made on admission to the English College in 1616,15 which also show
that there were five sisters (nothing is known of the other four). Richard, who
as will be seen started work in 1608 at an adult wage, must
therefore have been born about 1590.

9 Somerset Record Office (SRO), D/P Cros. 2/1/2; Somerset Record Society (SRS),
COmmonwealth Quarter Sessions Records, p. 61-3; Registers of St. Botolph’s, Aldgate, London
ed. Harl. Soc.), s.v. Mico; Public Record Office (PRO), wills, PCC 203 Pell; Calendar of State
Papers Domestic (CSPD), 1661/62, p. 2; Historical Manuscripts Commission (HMC), Finch, I,
p. 230, 254, 308, 399; Calendar of Clarendon State Papers, v, p. 477; Registers of the Parish of
Branscombe, Devon (Devon and Cornwall Record Society, 1913), s.v. Mecho.
10 Registers of St. Michael Bassishaw and St. Stephen’s Walbrook, London (Harl. Soc); Misc.
GH, ii (1888), p. 116 and iv (1920), p. 33; PRO SP. 19/63, f. 150; PRO, PCC 75 Mico; CSPD,
1649/50, p. 587; ib. 1653/54, p. 33, 542; ib. 1655, p. 25; Acts and Ordinances of the
Interregnum, I, p. 733, and ii, p. 668; A Beavan: The Aldermen of the City fo London (London,
1908), p. 160; Le Neve’s Knights (Harl. Soc.), p. 190.
11 Pedigree in note 6.
12 H. Foley, SJ: Records of the English Province of the Society of Jesus (London, 1878 et seq.),
v, p. 251.
13 SRS, Commonwealth Quarter Sessions Records, p. 101, 185.
14 SRO, D/P/tau. ja. 2/1/1, 2/1/2, and Bishops’ Transcripts 408 (Registers of Taunton St.
James).
15 English College, Rome (ECR); Responsa Scholarum, printed from original MS. in Catholic
Record Society (CRS), liv (1962), p. 294; and ECR Nomina Alumnorum, in CRS xxxvii (1940),
p. 179.
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[27] Richard Mico’s parents, according to his brother’s statement in Rome,
were middle-class Protestants of modest education (‘genere mediocres,
literarum non omnino ignaros, sed haereticos’).16 His father was quite likely in
the cloth trade, as were two close relatives: Aaron Mico of Croscombe,
Somerset (a cousin), was a ‘clothyer,17 and John Mico of Taunton (Emanuel’s
eldest son, the composer’s nephew) was a ‘sergemaker.18 Taunton and
Croscombe were both centres of cloth manufacture.19 Richard’s mother figures
in the 1634 pedigree as daughter of one Awdrey of Oxfordshire; there was a
minor gentry family of that unusual name at Asthall in the wool-producing
country near Burford.20 Perhaps we may trace to her the new outlooks and
talents which led her two elder sons to break away from the mercantile
Protestant background in which they grew up.

Taunton at this period possessed a good free grammar school, under a
succession of scholarly masters.21 No record of pupils’ names survives. But
Walter Mico’s statement m Rome shows that he had been brought up at home
and had attended Taunton school (‘scholis publicis’) until he was 18, studying
‘humanities’ and finishing among the top pupils. It seems likely that his elder
brother would have done the same. Richard’s subsequent career suggests that
he had some general liberal education as well as professional musical training.

We do not know where or from whom he learnt music. Since it was then
regarded as part of a liberal education, some elementary instruction in music
might conceivably have been available at Taunton grammar school. Mico’s
compositions, while remaining within the general idiom of the times, betray no
outstanding affinities with any one contemporary master. Certain thematic
traces of Alfonso Ferrabosco II have been noticed,22 but such resemblances by
themselves are uncertain ground for inferring any closer relationship. The
following section shows that as a young man Mico would have had opport-
unities of learning from William Byrd.

Service with the Petre family, 1608-1630

The Catholic Essex magnate Lord Petre is mentioned in the State [28] Papers

16 ib. first reference.
17 PRO, PCC 203 Pell.
18 SRO, D/P/tau. Ja 2/1/2 (John son of Emanuel Mico baptised, Taunton St James, 1628) and
PRO PCC 122 Bond (will of John Mico of same parish, 1694).
19 Victoria County History (VCH), Somerset , ii, p. 34, 301; P. J. Bowden: The Wool Trade in
Tudor and Stuart England, (London, 1962), p. 45-50.
20 Ob MS. Rawlinson B.400F, f. 47 (printed in Oxford Record Society: Parochial Collections ,
I, p. 8. The Asthall registers of the period are missing. There were seventeenth century Awdrys
nearby in Wiltshire (see Burke’s Landed Gentry).
21 VCH SOmerset, ii, p. 444; J, Collinson: The History and Antiquities of Somerset (Bath, 1791)
iii, p. 239; SDNQ, xxvii (1961), p. 195.
22 Chelys, ii (1970), p. 45.
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of 1627 as having a Richard Mico among his dependants.23 Essex was the
birthplace of the Jesuit Father Edward Mico, one of Titus Oates’s victims in the
so-called Popish Plot, who died in 1678 aged 50;24 and the 1634 pedigree gives
‘Richard Mico of London’ a young son named Edward. Although none of these
initial clues refers to music, they led naturally to the seventeenth century Petre
family papers deposited in the Essex Record Office, which have proved fruitful,
despite tantalising gaps. The presence of a resident musician named Richard
Mico at Thorndon Hall (near Brentwood), the main Petre Essex residence in the
seventeenth century, was first noticed in the course of an article on William,
2nd Lord Petre (1575-1637), published in 1968 by Miss Briggs of the Essex
Record Office.25 Her work has since been quoted in a study of John, first Lord
Petre (1549-1613), published in 1975 by the Essex historian A. C. Edwards.26

Neither author however identified the Petre servant with the composer known
to viol players, and Mico was only peripheral to their main fields of interest.
These references, being concerned mainly with local history, seem to have
escaped notice in the musical world. Further research into the Petre papers and
other sources makes it possible to add considerably to Miss Briggs’s remarks
about Mico.

How did an obscure Somerset youth become attached to an Essex
nobleman? The Petres originated in the sixteenth century from
Devonshire, and several west country men can be traced among their
Essex dependants during the following century. For example, William
Smith, resident tutor at Thorndon Hall to William Petre’s sons from
1605 to 1613 (overlapping Mico’s service there), was born in 1582 at
Taunton, in the next parish to Richard Mico’s presumed birthplace.27

The master of Taunton grammar school from 1594 to 1623 (covering
Mico’s schooldays), Richard Mercer, had previously been a Fellowof Exeter
College Oxford, with which the Petre family had a special connexion through
William Petre’s grandfather having refounded the College; William himself
was an undergraduate there (1588-91) during Mercer’s time, and doubtless
knew him.28 The Petres were [29] known as patrons of music, and it is not
difficult to picture a young Taunton musician being brought to notice through
some such channel. William Petre visited the family’s west country estates on

23 CSPD 1627/28, p. 249, 259, 271.
24 Litterae Annuae Provinciae Angliae, 1679, Summarum Defunctorum , in archives of the
English Province of the Society of Jesus, London; Cardwell transcripts (1872), from originals in
Royal Library, Brussels, p. 98; ECR Responsa , in CRS, lv (1963), p. 503 (Edward Mico ‘nearly
19’ on 27 October 1647).
25 Nancy Briggs: ‘William 2nd Lord Petre’, in Essex Recusant, x (1968), No. 2, p. 57-8.
26 A. C. Edward: John Petre (London, 1975), p. 31.
27 R. B. Gardiner ed.: The Registers of Wadham College, Oxford (London, 1889), I, p. 3;
Briggs, op. cit., p. 55.
28 SDNQ, xxvii (1961), p. 195; C. W. Boase ed.: The Registers of Exeter College, Oxford
(Oxford, 1899), p. 81; A. Clark ed.: Registers of the University of Oxford (Oxford, 1888), Vol.
ii Part iii, p. 165.
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the Somerset Devon borders in the autumn of 1607, less than twelve months
before Richard Mico entered his service in Essex.29

Richard Mico’s arrival at Thorndon Hall can be dated to spring 1608, when
he would have been about 18. His first quarterly wages appear in William
Petre’s accounts at midsummer that year,30 and ‘Richard Mico’s chamber’
figures in a Thorndon inventory of May 1608, with the previous occupant
crossed out.31 William Petre was then living at Thorndon Hall with his elderly
widowed father John the first Lord, on whose death in 1613 he succeeded to the
title.32

There survives a receipt dated 1608,33 signed in a youthful hand ‘Richard
Micoe’, of instruments and ‘singing books’ delivered into his charge by ‘my
Lady’ (William Petre’s wife Katherine, daughter of the Earl of Worcester). The
list begins ‘Imprimis the chest of violls wh. are in number 5 viz 2 trebles 2
tenors and the base, with bowes to same’. It also includes ‘my Lords Lute with
a base to it’ and the keys of the ‘wind Instrument’ (a new organ had been
installed in 1590), the ‘great virginales’ and the ‘violl chest’. The books com-
prised mainly published works by William Byrd, identifiable as Songs of
Sundrie Natures (1589), the first set of Cantiones Sacrae (1589) and both sets
of Gradualia (1605 and 1607. the latter dedicated to John Petre), with a set of
‘prict’ books corresponding with one of the surviving Petre manuscript part-
books34 which contains Latin church music by English composers from Fairfax
to Byrd and by their Netherlands and Italian contemporaries—altogether a
rather sober and old fashioned collection.

William Byrd lived nearby; he was a frequent visitor at Thorndon Hall (the
1608 inventory also lists ‘Mr. Birds chamber’) and an intimate of the Petre
family.35 The latter had apparently not employed a resident musician since the
departure of John Bolt in 1593, just before Byrd settled in Essex, and Byrd may
have become in effect their director of music; the terms of the dedication of
Gradualia [30] Book II imply that its contents were mostly composed at

29 Essex Record Office (ERO), T/A. 174 (transcript of Folger MS. 1772 in Library of Congre,s,
Washington, D.C., U.S.A.), f. 100-102, s.v. his ‘western journey’ (‘Merifleld’ was the seat of
his aunt Dorothy Wadham, between Axmouth and Taunton; the Petre estates were in the same
region, see C. Clay: ‘The Misfortunes of William, 4th Lord Petre’, in Recusant History, xi
(1972), p. 87.
30 ib., first reference, with its continuation, 13R0, D/DP.A.33 (original MS., unfoliated), under
quarter days between 1608 and 1613, when these accounts break off.
31 ERO, D/DP.F.218.
32 Edwards, op. cit., p. 100.
33 ERO, D/DP.13.2/1.
34 ERO, D/DP.Z.6/1.

35 F. G. Emmison: Tudor Secretary (London, 1961), p. 213-4; Edwards, op. cit., p. 73.
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Thorndon for the Petres’ private chapel.36 By 1608 Byrd was 65 and beset by
the lawsuits which clouded his later years37 a natural enough
moment to hand over day-to-day responsibility for music at Thorndon to a
younger man. His last recorded douceur—’To Mr. Birde for his riflings for song
books l0s.’—occurs in William Petre’s accounts in June 1608,38 the same
month as the first wages paid to Richard Mico. We do not know if Mico
was Byrd’s nominee, but he could hardly have been appointed without
Byrd’s goodwill. On stylistic grounds
it seems less likely that he had actually been Byrd’s pupil; but in
his early years in Essex Mico must have come to some extent under
Byrd’s influence, through meeting him in the house and living with so much of
his music.

Mico was evidently already regarded as a promising young musician. His
starting wages—~10 a year and a 10 shilling bonus at Christmas, plus board
and lodging—were as high as those paid to any of the senior Petre household
staff (including the tutor William Smith, who shortly afterwards rose to be
Warden of Wadham College Oxford) and double the average wage attributed
by Woodflll to house musicians at the time.39 Direct evidence for Richard
Mico’s musical activities at Thorndon is scanty, owing to the fragmentary state
of the records, particularly after 1613. Chapel music must have been one
regular duty, in so devout a Catholic household. There is evidence for the
celebration of mass, and for a resident chaplain,40 anyway at times; perhaps we
may picture Byrd’s masses being performed under Mico’s direction and in the
ageing composer’s presence (mass books and music would naturally not appear
in inventories, as a precaution against the penal laws). Another duty evidently
was teaching his patron’s children. The accounts for November 1611 include
expenditure ‘for a pair of virginales bought by Ri. Mico for Mall Petre’—Mary,
William Petre’s second daughter, then aged 11.41 Shortly before Christmas the
same year we find Mico escorting Mall Petre and her little sister Kate (4) to the
nearby market town of Romford, a charge suggesting that the Petre family were
already coming to regard him [31] as a trusted retainer. The Petre accounts for
the second decade of the century, when William Petre’s elder children were
growing up, reveal an active social life—visits from relatives, neighbours and
suitors, entertainments for the tenants during the twelve days of Christmas,

36 Text of dedication in O. Strunk: Source Readings in Musical History (London, 1952), p. 330;
for the chapel, see C. T. Kuypets: Thorndon, its history and associations (Brentwood Diocesan
Magazine, 1930).
37 E. H. Fellowes: William Byrd (London, 2/1948), p. 25-8.
38 ERO, T/A.174, f. 107r.
39 W. L. Woodfill: Musicians in English Society from Elizabeth to Charles I (Princeton, 1953),
p. 68.
40 ERa. D/DP.A.33 (1612); ib., D/DP.A.40 (1623); ib., DIDP.Z.30/13 (1624); Ob, MS. B. Litt.
366, p. 189 (unpublished Oxford thesis. 1976. by N. C. Elliott: The Roman Catholics in Essex,
1625-1701).
41 ERO, D/DP.A.33, under dates named.
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excursions during the ‘season’ to London, where the Petres had a house in
Aldersgate.42 In accordance with the practice of the times, music could be
expected to play its part on such occasions, which can perhaps be seen as a
likely background to Richard Mico’s first essays in composition.

Although brought up a Protestant, Richard Mico very probably became a
Catholic on entering Petre service in 1608, if not earlier. He may have been
disposed in that direction by his schoolmaster; Exeter College in Mercer’s time
was reputed a nest of covert Romanists.43 Richard Mico was certainly a
Catholic before May 1614, when he converted his younger brother Walter,44

who was received into the Roman church by a Jesuit (probably a former Petre
chaplain) then in prison at Westminster. William Petre took his seat in the
House of Lords in the 1614 Parliament which met at Westminster from April to
June.45 No doubt Richard Mico had come up to London in attendance on his
patron, perhaps to help entertain Lord Petre’s noble friends at the Aldersgate
mansion. The reason for Walter Mico’s presence in London is unknown. Later
in 1614 Walter went to the Jesuit college at St. Omer in the Spanish
Netherlands, and thence in 1616 to the English College at Rome, where he
spent the rest of his life, dying in 1647.46

Shortly after Walter’s conversion, Richard Mico left Thomdon for a time.
There survives a hastily written list,47 in what is possibly his own hand, of
music ‘left by Rich: Mico in the little cupboard in the drawing Roome’—’with
a set of vialls’—endorsed in another hand ‘An Inventorye of musick books left
at Mr. Mycos going Awaye June 1615’ (note that, like Byrd, he is now called
‘Mr.’). The additions since 1608 are interesting. Apart from the second set of
Byrd’s Cantiones Sacrae (perhaps an accidental omission from the 1608 list)
they comprise Byrd’s Psalms, Songs and Sonnetts published in 1611 (but not
Parthenia, published the same year) and ‘Watsons set’— doubtless Thomas
Watson’s First Set of italian Madrigals Englished, originally published back in
1590, which contained works by Marenzio and others as well as two madrigals
by Byrd in the Italian manner. [32] These more lively additions to the Thorndon
repertory perhaps reflect Mico’s taste. One is reminded of his ‘Latral Part 2’, an
isolated work associated with one of the madrigals from Monteverdi’s third
book (1592).

From a Thorndon Hall inventory of 161348 it sounds as though the
‘withdrawing room to the great parlour’ may have been the music room.

42 ERO, D/DP.A.31, D/DP.A.35, D/DP.F.160.
43 Boase, op. cit., Introduction, quoting Strype’s Annals.
44 ECR Responsa, in CRS, liv (1962), p. 294.
45 Journals of the House of Lords ii, p. 688 et seq; ERO, D/DP.A.27 (Lord Petre in London 29
March-14 May 1614).

46 Foley, op. cit., v, p. 251.
47 ERO, D/DP.E.2/8.
48 ERO, D/DP.F.219.
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Besides ‘a cupboard of walnutte’ (evidently where Mico kept the household
music) its furniture comprised ‘a fair short table’ and ‘six high Stooles covered
with black velvet’—an arrangement suggestive of viol consorts.

Mico’s departure is unexplained, but clearly there was no breach with the
Petres. Conceivably he was assigned to escort Lord Petre’s third son Edward to
St. Omer, as with the youngest son George in 1627 (see below). In July 1615
Edward Petre received a pass to travel abroad with two servants49 he was 13,
the normal age for St. Omer, whose year began in August, and he did not go to
Oxford like his elder brothers; but the St. Omer registers are lost before 1622.

Mico’s music list bears a note in another hand recording that in June 1616 the
music books and viols were ‘delivered into the charge of John Oker’. Oker
became organist of Wells cathedral early in 1620,50 and Mico was doubtless
back at Thorndon before then, although we have no proof of his presence until
August 1623 (just after the death of William Byrd) when he witnessed the lease
of one of Lord Petre’s Essex farms.51 Lord Petre described Mico in 1627 as one
‘who has served me long’, which seems to rule out any prolonged break of
service.52

The wave of anti-Catholic feeling in the mid-1620s, which, as Miss Briggs
shows, forced Lord Petre to retire into private life, touched Mico too. The
episode figures in Miss Briggs’s article, and is of indirect interest here in so far
as it illustrates the responsible position which Richard Mico by now held in the
Petre household—a striking exception to Woodfill’s dictum that ‘most
professional musicians started and ended as menials’.53 Lord Petre’s youngest
son George (13) and his young cousin the grandson of the Earl of Worcester set
out abroad in July 1627, escorted at first by Richard Mico, who later handed
over to a Jesuit. They and the Jesuit were intercepted at sea, found to be
travelling on forged passes, and sent up to London under arrest. Lord Petre then
sent an embarrassed letter to the [33] Secretary of State claiming that George
was only going to France to learn the language and that Mico had ‘much
against my will, procured one of his aquaintance (but to mee a mere stranger) to
undertake his charge for him’. The Venetian Embassy, usually well-informed,
reported home however that the youths had been arrested en route to ‘their
colleges’ (a clue not cited by Miss Briggs). It was illegal to send youths to
Catholic seminaries abroad, and war had just broken out with France. The
tangled story makes sense on the supposition that George Petre was being
smuggled to St. Omer through the Catholic ‘underground’, in which Mico was
acting for his patron. It emerged that Mico had arranged for the forged passes,
and it was he who was sent as bearer of Lord Petre’s letter when things went

49 ERO, DIDP.F.157.
50 HMC Wells, ii, p. 376.
51 ERO, D/DP.E.25, f. 278v.
52 PRO, 5P.16/70, f. 65.
53 Woodfill, op. cit., p. 243.
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wrong. He successfully covered his own and his patron’s tracks by passing
responsibility to the forger. Although summoned before the Privy Council, he
(like George Petre) apparently suffered no penalties, and he clearly remained in
favour with Lord Petre despite the latter’s disclaimer.54

In 1623 William Petre’s eldest son Robert (1599-1638, succeeded 1637),
then newly married, took over Ingatestone Hall, only 5 miles from Thorndon
Hall. Robert’s accounts survive, although his father’s for this period do not.
They include a few items of musical interest but no salaried musician. It seems
reasonable to infer that Mico, while still in Lord Petre’s service, ran the music
at Ingatestone too. Mass was evidently celebrated, and with music, for some
time between 1623 and 1639 a ‘frame for a payr of harpsicorne virginals’—no
doubt played by Mico—was installed in Ingatestone chapel.55 Robert Petre
himself became an amateur musician, presumably under Mico’s tuition. In June
1627 he paid £13.6s. for ‘a Viall and case to it’, and in September that year he
bought a lute with a case and strings. After Christmas 1628 he paid 30 shillings
‘for mending my Viall’, and during 1629 there are payments ‘for stringing my
lute’ and ‘for vial bokes and strings’. Robert’s interest in viols continued into
the 1630s.56

Mico must often have been at Ingatestone during the later 1620s because he
married a member of Robert Petre’s household. The 1634 pedigree names his
wife as Ann, daughter of Richard Lambe of Midhurst, Sussex. Cowdray Park
near Midhurst was the home before marriage of Robert Petre’s wife Mary
Browne. Mary’s father Viscount Montagu had among his dependants a
‘Richard Lambe gent.’, who was presented as a recusant in Midhurst in the
early 1620s, along [34] with his wife and three daughters.57 In mid-1627 Mary
Petre took on at Ingatestone a new ‘maid’ called in the accounts ‘Lambe’, who
must have been Ann. In the quarterly wage list for Christmas 1628 her
designation changes to ‘Mris. Mico’. Her son Edward seems to have been born
late in 1628. Ann Mico kept her post after marriage, until 1630. Her recruitment
from a gentry family at Midhurst, rather than locally like the previous maid
Besse Hatch of Ingatestone (whom she outranked), suggests that she was an
intimate of Mary Petre’s. This is confirmed by her being fetched at Robert
Petre’s expense in 1631, after the Micos had moved to London (see below), in
order to stay at Ingatestone during the birth and christening of one of Mary
Petre’s children. Through his wife, Richard Mico would perhaps have come to
associate on still less unequal terms with Catholics of rank, a circumstance

54 References for this episodc in Briggs, op. cit. supplemented by PRO, SP.16/70, f. 65;
5P.16/71, f. 27 et seq.; and Calender of State Papers, Venetian, xx, p. 307.
55 ERO, D/DF.F.222; D/DP.F.224.
56 ERO, D/DP.A.40, under dates named.

57
ERO, D/DP.E.164; Sussex Record Society, xlix (1948), p. ii, 12, 20, 63, 98, 106; ERO,
D/DP.F.21 (he witnesses Mary’s jointure).
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which might have had some bearing on his next appointment.58

It was assumed by Miss Briggs that Mico spent his life in Petre service. In
fact he moved in 1630 to a more distinguished if more vulnerable position. The
last trace of him in Essex is in the winter of 1629/30, when with three other
senior Petre servants he witnessed a group of family deeds settling annuities on
Lord Petre’s younger sons, the latest being dated 20th January 1629/30. The
signatures are clearly autograph.59

Service in the Queen’s household, 1630 to civil war

Considerable attention has been given to the records of the ‘King’s Musick’
but less to the Queen’s musicians, presumably because these were considered,
with the exception of Richard Deering, to be mostly Frenchmen. However, the
presence of a ‘Mr. Mico’ in a list (c. 1640) of Henrietta Maria’s musicians in
British Library Egerton MS. 1048, published by Ian Spink in 1964,60 needed
investigation. A section of the vast series of Exchequer records in the Public
Record Office, apparently not so far considered in this context, has produced
fruitful results which supplement the lists published by Spink of the Queen’s
musicians in 1625, 1629 and 1640. The section of Exchequer records classed as
‘Various Accounts’ includes, among the Wardrobe accounts, a broken series of
establishment and acquittance books of the Queen’s [35] household from 1630-
1635.61 These give details of the ‘Ordinary’ establishment (that is, her servants
in regular attendance receiving fees and allowances) and include lists of
musicians. The acquittance books are of particular interest as they include the
original signatures of all the musicians as receipts for their salaries.

So far as Richard Mico is concerned, this series produces several surprises.
The earliest document, an establishment list for Michaelmas 1630-Michaelmas
1631,62 authorised by the Queen on 20th March 1630, does not mention him,
but in the acquittance book for this period we find his signature,63 in receipt for
fees of £30 per quarter from Michaelmas 1630 onwards. Thus some ten years
before the list in Egerton 1048, Richard Mico is already a member of the
Queen’s music. The only other establishment book in this series appears to
relate to the year from Michaelmas 1632,64 although it is loosely wrapped in a
cover relating to 1630-31; Richard Mico is listed here on the establishment (and

58 ERO, D/DP.A.40, under quarter-days 1627-1631; ERa, 0/SR 253/46. For Edward Mico’s
date of birth, see note 24; his baptism is not in the Ingatestone register (ERO, D/P 31/1/1), but
Catholic baptisms were often private.
59 ERO, D/DP.F.23; D/DP.F.29-31; D/DP.E.40.
60 Acta Musicologica, xxxvi (1964), p. 178. Spink did not, apparently, know of Mico’s
connexion with the Petre family.
61 PRO, E.101.438/7, 11, 13-15; 439/3.
62 PRO, E.101.438/7.
63 PRO, E.101.438/11.
64 PRO, E.101.438/14.
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Deering’s name, see below, has gone). In the acquittance book for 1634-3565

we find Richard Mico’s name with the marginal note, in a contemporary
official hand, ‘Richard Mico organist’. As additional evidence that this was the
post to which he was appointed in 1630 we quote a fragmentary series of
accounts relating to payment of arrears66 which includes the entry:

Richard Mico her Ma.ts Organist for one newe organ to be set up in the Chappell
at St. James xlvli as by her Ma.ts Warrant dated the xith of May 1630 with his
Acquittance may appeare for the Receipt of

Richard Deering, Henrietta Maria’s organist since her marriage in 1625,
died—probably very suddenly—towards the end of March 1630. Since Richard
Mico was still in Lord Petre’s service in late January that year but in the
Queen’s service by early May, he must have been appointed almost at once to
fill Deering’s place. Possibly he already held the reversion of the post and had
to take up duty in a hurry, for his wife (doubtless with their infant son) stayed
on in Essex in Mary Petre’s service until the end of 1630.67 (Giles Tomkins, for
example, who inherited Deering’s place in the ‘King’s Musick’, was appointed
on 2nd April 1630,68 within a fortnight of Deering’s death). Lord Petre was in
favour at Court and might conceivably have recommended Mico to the Queen.
In any event Mico’s long service in the Petre chapel must have been a
qualification. There are also pointers [36] to possible contact between Mico and
Deering. Deering’s nearest blood relation, who proved his will, was named
Edward Bold. Apart from John Petre’s organist John Bolt, several Boults or
Bolds appear as Petre dependants during Mico’s service in Essex.69 Mico seems
to have spent some time in London during the winter of 1626/27,70 and could
have met Deering then. Two of Mico’s compositions are attributed in one
manuscript to Deering.71

The full lists of names of the Queen’s musicians in two of the Exchequer
acquittance books cited above are set out, for convenience of reference, in an
appendix at the end of this article, in order to fill the gap in the lists printed by
Spink; and for comparison, the establishment list of c. 1640 is repeated. Names
are standardised.

These lists show Richard Mico’s chief associates during ten years of his
professional career in London. As had been surmised, they are mainly French

65 PRO, E.101.439/3.
66 PRO, E.101.674/11.
67 ERO, D/DP.A.40.
68 CSPD, 1629/31, p. 295.
69 ERO, D/DP.T/A.174. f. 71v (Tom Boult, 1603); D/DP.A.35 (Mris. Bould, 1617) Mr. Robert
Boulte, 1619); D/DP.Z.30/13 (Jane Bolte, one of Lady Katherine Petre’s maids, remembered in
her will, 1624).
70 PRO. 5P.16/71, f. 27 et seq.
71 King’s College, Cambridge, MSS. Rowe 114-7 (see Chelys, ii, p. 51).
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musicians, some of whom remained in Henrietta Maria’s service for many
years. Louis Richard, Pierre de la Mare, Simon de la Gard and Mathurin Marie
were among those who came
over with her in 1625 and all appear on the latest available list of
1640. Anthony Robert, Camille Prevost, Nicholas Duval, Jacques
Gautier and Richard Mico himself all served the Queen for at least ten years as
musicians. It is hardly surprising that she retained the services of her musicians
for they were extremely well paid—£30 per quarter being the standard rate (and
Mico’s own) as compared with £40 per annum for the King’s musicians—and
all Catholic members of her household had the right, in accordance with the
terms of the Queen’s marriage contract, to the unmolested exercise of their
religion in her chapel.

Participation in the service of the Queen’s chapel in conjunction with her
Capuchin priests was indeed a prime duty of her musicians, and the non-French
members too were presumably Catholics. Mico certainly was, and there is some
evidence that the handful of other Englishmen came from recusant families.
William Drew was probably
related to John Drew of the ‘King’s Musick’, who had been briefly dismissed
from his post, when musician to the Prince of Wales in 1623, for attending
mass.72 The Greenbury in the lists is presumably of the same family as Richard
Greenbury, ‘Painter to the Queen’73 Richard Greenbury ‘pictur drawer’ occurs
in a return of recusants by [37] Westminster JP’s in 1628.74 Richard Wells ‘ye
Queens Ma.tis servant in her chappell’ is reported in the same return.

Henrietta Maria was notorious for using her influence to mitigate the
harshness of anti-Catholic legislation and to extricate priests and other
recusants from prison, but there can be no suggestion that English Catholics
were given ‘Ordinary’ places in her music if they were incapable of the duties.
The standards of performance in the Queen’s chapel were regarded as very high
by those such as Bulstrode Whitelocke who were not of her party. When
making plans for the masque The Triumph of Peace presented by the joint Inns
of Court in 1634 he says that as well as selecting Simon Ives and William
Lawes to compose the music ‘I also made choice of four of the most excellent
musicians of the Queen’s chapel, Monsieur la Mare, Monsieur du Vall,
Monsieur Robert and Monsieur Mari, and of divers others of foreign nations,
who were most eminent in their art ...75

72 Calendar of Clarendon State Papers, i, p. 26.
73 Thieme-Becker: Allgemeines Lexikon der Bildenden Künstler, xiv (1921), p. 570. .
74 PRO, 5P.16/123, no. 12.

75
B. Whitelocke; Memorials of the English Affairs (Oxford, 1853), i. p. 54. See also M.

Lelkowitz: ‘The Longleat Papers of Bulstrode Whitelocke’, in Journal of the American
Musicological Society, xviii (1965), No. 1. p. 42-61, listing performers in The Triumph of
Peace, among whom Mico’s name does not appear.
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Jacques Gautier and Dietrich Steiffkin from the Queen’s music also took part in
the performance, although Mico apparently did not.

Thus Richard Mico was a member of a group of musicians of the highest
standing. As organist his position would have been of considerable importance.
During the 1630s Henrietta Maria was working energetically not only to
improve the condition of Catholics in England, but towards conciliation and
reunion with Rome, and she used her musicians to further her religious policy.
One of her immediate concerns on her arrival in England had been to provide
suitable facilities for celebrating mass for her household at St. James’s Palace.
As we have seen, one of Richard Mico’s first duties in her service was to obtain
a new organ for St. James’s. With the enlargement of her ecclesiastical
household on the arrival of the French Capuchin friars in 1630, the Queen
persuaded Charles I to allow her to construct a larger chapel at Somerset House.
The foundation stone was laid by her on 14th September 1632 followed by
solemn high mass, celebrated by her Grand Almoner in an elaborate tented
structure, when ‘une musique harmonieuse ravissait les cocurs’, according to
Father Cyprien de Gamaches, one of the Queen’s Capuchins.76 Some two
thousand people attended this cermony.77 At the opening of the completed
building on 8th December 1635 there was again music; Gamaches gives no
details apart from saying that it included an eight-[38] part motet, and that
‘Messieurs de la musique’ were so encouraged by their success in the morning
that they surpassed themselves at Vespers in the evening. Whatever the music it
was not unaccompanied, for Gamaches specifically mentions the organ and
other instruments, and the organist would have given foundation and guidance
to the ensemble. We now know that the organist was Richard Mico. The
occasion was of critical importance for the Queen’s policy and recognised as
such by the Papal emissary, Gregorio Panzani, who paid her his compliments
on her success and reported to Rome ‘La Regina ha sentito con molto gusto le
mie congratulationi per l’applauso, che ha ricevuto Ia nuova Cappella, et il suo
vago apparato’.78 Gamaches also records that regular weekly Vespers with
music took place at the Somerset House chapel, followed by disputations with
Protestants;79 Richard Mico may also have been at the organ for these
propaganda occasions.

Mico’s duties as organist would have entailed considerable travelling when
the Queen and her household made their normal summer progresses round the
country during the years before the Civil War. In 1636, when London was
visited by a particularly tenacious epidemic of plague, the court was out of

76 P. Cyprien de Gamachea : Mémoires de Ia Mission des Capucins, ed. P. Apollinaire de
Valence (Paris, 1881), p. 29. 34-37. Gamaches’ dates are unreliable and have been corrected.
77 T. Birch: The Court and Times of Charles the First, (London, 1848) ii, p. 176.

78 Transcript of letter of 16/26 Dec. 1635, in PRO, Roman Transcripts, PRO.31.9/
17B.
79 Birch, op. cit., ii, p. 315.



Chelys 7 (1977), article 2

town for most of the year. Details of the movements of the Queen’s household
and occasional references to the conduct of her chapel occur in the reports to
Rome from Panzani and from the first Papal nuncio to the court of Henrietta
Maria, George Con. In August 1635 Con wrote of a visit to Holmby House in
Northamptonshire ‘Sua Maesta calò nella Cappella alle Lettanie cantate con
bellissima musica’, and ‘In tutti li luoghi dove và la Regina si mette in ordine la
Cappella, quale stà aperta, ed e visitata da tutti li vicini con molta riverenza’.80

From Hampton Court in September he reported ‘La Regina . . . andò alle
litanie, quali ogni giorno di festa con bellissima musica se cantano nella sua
cappella’. We know that the Capuchins remained in London at Somerset House
during the plague of 1636, 50 that the music for the Queen’s chapel out of
London must have been provided by her own musicians.

Nothing has yet been found to connect Richard Mico, either as composer or
performer, with the masques which were in such vogue in the capital during the
1630s and in which (as noted above) others of the Queen’s musicians took part.
Perhaps his duties in the Queen’s chapel took priority. [39]

His Protestant merchant cousin (Sir) Samuel Mico was in London during the
1630s, and the particulars in the 1634 pedigree suggest that they were
acquainted despite their different backgrounds. On 16th February 1636 an
‘Extraordinary’ member of the Queen’s household (a Benedictine), writing to
Italy about arrangements for sending a consignment of silk to London,
suggested that it should be sent to Signor Giovanni Mico at Livorno for
embarcation.81 This must be the same man as John Mico, English merchant,
who on 8th November 1646 dined at the English College in Rome, where
Richard Mico’s brother Walter had lately (1644) become agent for the English
Jesuit Province82 and Samuel Mico had a younger brother named John. These
glimpses of family connexions transcending religious and national frontiers are
an interesting sidelight on the times.

Richard Mico’s position in the Queen’s household no doubt explains his
successful claim, in the 1634 Visitation, to gentry status and the Micault coat of
arms, with its supporting certificate from one of the French king’s heralds. He
is called ‘Richard Mico of London gent.’ in a document of 23rd October 1639
among the Petre papers, an inventory of the estate of the late Robert 3rd Lord
Petre (d. 1638), to which he owed a bond for £20.83

A little of the background to his life while in the Queen’s service can be
traced in the surviving ratebooks of the parish of St. Martin’s in the Fields.

80 Transcripts of Con’s letters of 1/11 and 11 Aug. 1635 in Lbl, Add, Ms. 15389, f. l74v, 180v; and
of letter of 30 Sept. 1635 in Roman Transcripts, PRO, 31.9/124.

81 Transcript of letter of D. David Codner, in Roman Transcripts, PRO.31.9/91.
82 Foley, op. cit., v, p. 251, and vi, p. 634.
83 ERO, D/DP.P.224.
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From 1633-36 ‘Mr. Michoe’ was living in King Street, Covent Garden, near the
Queen’s French physician, Maurice Aubert.84 He must have been one of the
earliest residents in that fashionable new quarter, which lay conveniently near
Somerset House. Mico was in arrears in 1636 and absent in 1637, which
supports the suggestion above that he might have been with the Queen’s chapel
out of London during the plague years. From 1638-41, as plain ‘Richard Mico’
(variously spelt), he is found as a ratepayer in Long Acre.85

The same source provides a clue to what happened to him at the outbreak of
the Civil War, on which we have been unable to find any direct evidence. When
Henrietta Maria left hurriedly for Holland on 23rd February 1642 her entourage
included her confessor and four other priests, and some of her chapel plate was
lost at sea.86 Several of her French musicians are known to have been in France
by 1644-46 [40], and it is reasonable to suppose that they left England with the
Queen.87 However, while the sequence of St. Martin’s ratebooks is
unfortunately broken in 1642, in 1643 we find ‘Richard Michoe’ still listed, for
the last time, in Long Acre.88 It seems very likely that he simply stayed on in
London as long as he could. Before Henrietta Maria sailed from Dover she
instructed those left behind to continue the service of her chapel ‘en
consideration du reste de ma maison qui demeure a Londres, et ce seulement en
attendant mon retour’.89 Thus Mico could well have been present during the
violent scenes when the Queen’s Capuchins were first arrested. One of them,
Father Robertus de Vantelet, in a letter of 4th March 1642 describing their
arrest, says that two laymen (‘laici duo’) were detained with them.90 He also
reports on 26th May/5th June 1642, after their release, that they had been
permitted to celebrate mass privately in their oratory, and that at Easter
‘celebrata est Missa solemnis, cantante et respondente Musica, et musicis
organis’.

During 1643, as the war gathered momentum, Parliament adopted a series of
repressive measures against royalists and Catholics. Richard Mico’s position as
a former servant of the unpopular Henrietta Maria would have been particularly
exposed in the Puritan capital; and presumably he could no longer receive any
salary from the Queen. It is hardly surprising that from 1644 onwards (like
many of his Long Acre neighbours) he disappears from the St. Martin’s
ratebooks. We do not know where he went. Roger North says that some of the

84 Westminster City Archives (WCA) (Public Library, Buckingham Palace Road,
London), P.360, F.362-364, F.1016.
85

WCA. F.365-368.
86 Transcript of London newsletter, 7 March 1642, in Roman Transcripts, PRO.31.9/139.

87 Revue de Musicologie, xxxvi (1954), p. 118-119.
88 WCA, P.1037.
89 Transcript of letter of 23 Feb. 1642 in Roman Transcripts, PRO.31.9/145.

90 Transcripts of letters of P. Robertus de Vantelet in Roman Transcripts, PRO.31.9/92.
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music ‘masters’ of London ‘turned adrift’ by the ‘troubles’ dispersed to cavalier
country houses. For Richard Mico a natural and nearby refuge could have been
Ingatestone Hall, where Mary Petre, widow of the 3rd Lord and Ann Mico’s
former mistress, managed to keep going throughout the 1640s and l650s despite
sequestrations. The chapel at Ingatestone Hall was still functioning in 1647
when she refused to ‘dissemble’ it in face of an invading Puritan mob.91 But
particulars of her household during these years have not been traced.

Wherever Richard Mico was himself during the civil war after 1643, he got
his young son out of the country. Edward Mico was at St. Omer from
September 1643 until 1647 (usually among the top six in his class),92 and then
at the English College in Rome until 1650, in both places under his Jesuit
uncle’s alias of Harvey. On admission at Rome he described his parents as
‘Catholic gentry’ (‘nobiles et [41] Catholici’), but did not disclose their
whereabouts. He added that he had no brothers but one sister, of whom nothing
else is known.93 Edward appears in the English College register as
‘Essexiensis’.94 This may mean no more than that he was born there; but since
his boyhood must have been spent in London, it perhaps tends to support the
hypothesis that Richard Mico, with his wife and daughter if surviving, had by
1647 gone to ground in Essex.

Later years

The next definite information about Richard Mico does not come to light until
1651, when things were beginning to settle down after nearly a decade of civil
war. He is then found again—or still—living in London and in touch with the
Petres; and unlike some musicians during the ‘broken times’, evidently not
destitute. On 31st July 1651, described as ‘Richard Mico of St. Martins in the
feilds London gent.’, he appeared before the Essex Commissioners for
Sequestrations to authenticate certain of the Petre family deeds which he had
witnessed in 1629/30.95 Three of the younger sons of Mico’s former patron
William, 2nd Lord Petre (uncles of William, 4th Lord, the young current holder
of the title) had recently petitioned to recover annuities which had been
sequestred for recusancy, and needed to prove that the deeds were pre-war.96

The speed with which Richard Mico and the other surviving witness came
forward suggests pre-arrangement. One of the petitioners, Edward Petre (whom
Mico had perhaps accompanied abroad in youth), described himself as ‘of
London esq.’ in a deed of 1648,97 and in September 1657 he died in the parish

91 Roger North, op. cit., p. 80, and Foley, op, cit., ii, p. 425-8.
92 Lbl Add. Ms. 9354, 1. 112v-127v.
93 ECR, Responsa, in CR5, iv (1963), p. 503; Foley, op. cit., vi, p. 369.
94 ECR, Nomina Alumnorum, in GRS, xl (1943), p. 39.
95 ERO. D/DP.F.30 and 31, endorsements.
96 PRO, 5P.23/14, f. 164-165; 5P.23/11l, f. 517-525; Calendar of the Committee for
Compounding, i, p. 167.
97 ERO, D/DP.F.258.
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of St. Martin’s in the Fields.98 Mico might perhaps have lived in his house or
under his protection.

By December 1658, as Miss Briggs records, Mico was receiving a life
annunity of £20 per annum from William 4th Lord Petre (1627-84)99. He
appears as ‘Richard Mico gent.’ in a list of regular payments to 15 Petre
relatives and former dependants (coming next after Henry More, his
contemporary at Thorndon Hall as chaplain, who may well have remained in
touch with Mico in his later capacities as Jesuit Provincial in London 1635-43
and Rector of St. Omer 1649-53). Mico’s position as Lord Petre’s pensioner
seems to have been fairly [42] recent, for shorter lists dated 1649 and 1650 do
not include his name.100 The inference is that Mico must have had some other
means of subsistence during the civil war and the early 1650s. Lord Petre was
perhaps hardly in a position to be generous, for his estate was sequestred from
1643 (when he was still a minor) until 1652, and then under the management of
his creditors until March 1655.101

The 1658 document also lists £60 p.a. interest due from Lord Petre on a loan
of £1,000 from ‘Mr. Mico’. Miss Briggs assumes that this too was Richard, but
the title (on the same page) is different, and it is not easy to see a pensioner
being able to lend on that scale. The loan was perhaps from Richard’s wealthy
London cousin Samuel; Lord Petre borrowed heavily ‘from the City financier
Nathan Wright,102 with whom Samuel Mico had previously been in partner-
ship.103 If this was the case, it adds to the probability that Richard and Samuel
were in touch with one another. Samuel Mico had become an alderman of
London in 1653,104 and the presence of this influential relative might
conceivably have helped Richard to continue living quietly in London during
the Puritan dominance.

On 10th April 1661 ‘Mr. Richard Micoe’ was buried in the chancel of St.
Paul’s Church, Covent Garden, London.105 Although no memorial survives (the
church was gutted by fire in 1795), there is no reasonable doubt about
identifying him with the composer. The person in the parish register was
evidently someone of standing since 90 ~/o of the burials that year were in the
churchyard and without title. This taffies with the 1651 description as ‘gent.’.
St. Martin’s in the Fields is the neighbouring parish, and both were centres of

98 Registers of St. Martin’s in the Fields, London: Burials, 1653-1663, in WCA.
99 ERO, D/DP.Z.30/30.
100 PRO, SP.23/111; f. 535, 541. These lists (not mentioned in Briggs, op. cit.j may admittedly
be incomplete.
101 Clay. op. cit., p. 94, 106, 109.
102 Clay, ib., p. 108-9.

103 Calendar of State Papers, Colonial and East Indies, 1630/34, p. 276; CSPD, 1636/37, p. 85.

104 Beavan, op. cit., p. 160.
105 Registers of St. Paul’s, Covent Garden, London (Harl. Soc., London, 1908), iv, p. 21.
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London’s Catholic population. Nor need burial in a parish church imply that in
later life Richard Mico had conformed (as many did under the social and
financial pressures), since Anglican resistance to Catholic burials had largely
collapsed before the civil war.106

The story does not quite end with Mico’s death. On 1st April 1663, John
Hingeston, keeper of the King’s organs, received a warrant from the Lord
Chamberlain in repayment of expenses for installing organs in the chapel and
music room at St. James’s Palace in London [43] for Charles II’s new
(Catholic) queen Catherine of Braganza, which included an item ‘for portage of
a larger organ from Mr Micoes to St. James’s and setting up there.107 The work
had probably been carried out since Hingeston’s last periodical bill in July
1662.108 There is no trace then, or at other times, of payment for this organ
itself, only for portage. Could it have been one of Henrietta Maria’s which
Richard Mico had somehow managed to rescue during the debacle of 1642/43
and to preserve in London throughout the ‘troubles’, which was now returned to
its royal owners after his death? The expression ‘Mr. Micoe’s’, used nearly two
years after he died, almost implies a known place of resort, even if his widow or
daughter were still alive and living in his former house. This suggests that the
1663 organ was used by Mico during the Interregnum for musical gatherings at
his home in the Covent Garden district, comparable to those which Anthony
Wood frequented during the same period at ‘Ellis’s’ in Oxford—Ellis being an
unemployed professional who accompanied on the organ while the gentlemen
amateurs played their viols. One might even speculate whether Mico
collaborated with Hingeston in performing Deering’s Latin motets before
Cromwell! Nothing else has yet come to light about any musical activity during
the last two decades of Mico’s life.

By way of epilogue, it should be added that Richard Mico’s son Edward
returned to England as a Jesuit missionary after his father’s death, became
secretary during the 1670s to the Provincial Thomas Whitbread, was arrested
with him in the ‘Popish Plot’, and would doubtless have shared his fate at
Tyburn had he not died in prison (December 1678) while awaiting trial.109 The
death of Richard Mico’s only son in an unpopular cause and without issue may
perhaps have contributed to the oblivion which soon overcame the composer’s
memory.

106 J. Bossy: The English Catholic Community, 1570-1850 (London, 1975), p. 141-142. See also
ERO, D/P.31/1/1, Registers of Ingatestone, for 6 Petre burials in Ingatestone church between
1613 and 1641.
107 PRO, LC.5/137, f. 420; incorrectly transcribed as ‘Mr Nicoes’ in H. C. de Lafontaine:
The King’s Musick (London 1909), p. 156.
108 PRO, LC.5,’137, f. 209.
109 Foley. op. cit., vi, p. 369; Warner’s History of English Persecution of Catholics and the
Presbyterian Plot (written during 1680’s), in CRS, xlvii, p. 47 et seq.
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Some musical conclusions

This is not the place to attempt any assessment of Richard Mico as a
composer. But there are two or three places where what we now know of his
life may throw light on his music.

The composer himself can now definitely be associated with the set of
partbooks, Royal College of Music MS. 1197, containing his complete four-part
works. The inscription on the inner covers ‘Pavans [44] and fancies of 4 parts.
Rich: Mico’ agrees closely with his signature as found in the Petre papers of
1629/30 and in the Exchequer documents of the early 1630s. The similar
inscription on the outer covers (evidently added some time later, since the inner
covers show signs of wear) is in a different hand, not yet identified, which also
added titles to three pieces. The music in these partbooks is probably also
Mico’s autograph, but we have no absolute proof, as there is no evidence to link
the text-hand on the inner covers with the music-hand. His signature on a
complete collection (the only known one) of his works in one medium suggests
that it was compiled under his own direction if not by himself, and that Lcm
1197 may now be credited with more authority than other surviving manuscript
sources of Mico’s four-part works.

A start can also be made at dating Mico’s compositions. We have specimens
of his signature at three ages, roughly 20 years apart (four, if the 1615
document is autograph—the 1623 one is certainly only a copy). There are
significant differences between them. In 1608 he signs ‘Richard Micoe’ in an
unformed youthful hand, with ornate capitals and scrolls. Around 1630 he signs
‘Rich: Mico’ in a neat educated italic, much less elaborate than in 1608 but with
distinctive loops to the capital initials. The 1651 signatures use the same
spelling as in 1630, but the hand is further simplified, and a trifle shaky, though
less so than the other surviving witness. The signatures in all four partbooks of
Lcm 1197 closely resemble the consistent group of signatures found around
1630 both in Essex and in London. It can thus be inferred with fair certainty
that all Mico’s four-part works (21 pieces in all, more than half his total
output)110 must have been completed by middle life, say before the outbreak of
the civil war in 1642.

Converging evidence exists for two other groups of compositions. All three of
Mico’s five-part pavans are included in British Library Add. MSS. 17792-6, a
set of part-books compiled by John Merro who died in 1639. All seven of his
three-part fantasies appear in Bodleian Library MSS. Mus. Sch. c. 64-9, a
collection dateable by an inscription in the covers to 1641 or earlier. This brings
the total of pre-civil war compositions to 31 out of 39, over three-quarters of
Mico’s total known output. Circumstances during the war can hardly have been
favourable to composition, and he was about 60 by the time it was over.

110 Chelys, ii (1970), p. 50-51.
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We can probably go further, and suggest that well over half of Mico’s consort
music, perhaps more, is likely to have been written during his long service in
Essex before 1630. Statistically this would [45] follow anyway, assuming a
reasonably steady rate of composition during a productive life of say 30 years c.
1610-1640. Moreover the evidence shows that viols were cultivated in the Petre
households (although Mico played the other household instruments too),
whereas viols are not mentioned during his London years, which apparently
concentrated on the organ. The absence of compositions for more than five
viols recalls that the 1608 Petre chest lacked a second bass.

Stylistic considerations point the same way. Richard Mico’s consort music
stands between that of the Jacobean masters and John Jenkins (almost an exact
contemporary, b. 1592), much of whose consort music for viols is now thought
to date from the early part of his life, probably the 1620s.111

There is some ambiguity between Richard Mico as composer and as
performer. His selection as the Queen’s organist shows that by the age of about
40 he excelled at the keyboard. Yet he wrote only for viols, and in a manner
suggesting that he was fully at home on those instruments too. Less than one in
three of his works for viols have organ parts, and the autograph set has none.
The absence of Byrd’s keyboard works at Thorndon, among so much of Byrd’s
other music, would seem surprising if in youth Mico had been primarily a
keyboard player. After his death he was remembered (if at all) as a consort
composer, forgotten as an organist. Perhaps Mico’s musical life should be seen
in two phases, dividing at 1630: first the years of fruitful isolation running the
music of a big country house, during which he probably wrote and helped
perform much of his consort music (does this remind us a little of Haydn at
EsterhAz?; then the decade of dangerous eminence at court, when the organ
monopolised his attention, and he gradually ceased to compose. Afterwards his
achievements were soon forgotten in the eclipse of the politico-religious causes
he served.

Nevertheless there remains a mystery. Performance at mass (on whatever
instruments) must have been a regular part of Mico’s duties in Petre service and
was apparently his main duty in the Queen’s service. Why have we no
compositions of his for the church? His predecessors Byrd and Deering point
the contrast. Did their church music overshadow him? Was his vein of
inspiration purely instrumental and secular? Or are there lost church works of
Richard Mico’s yet to be recovered, if all did not perish in the Civil War?112

111 Editorial introductions to John Jenkins: Consort Music in Five Parts (ed. Richard Nicholson,
London, 1971), and Consort Music in Six Parts (ed. Nicholson and Andrew Ashbee. London,
1976).
112 Somerset House Chapel was ‘sacked’ in March 1643 (Clarendon: History of the Rebellion
(Oxford, 1888), iii, p.11) and Thorndon Hall was virtually looted in June 1645 (Clay, op. cit., p.
99), both under Parliamentary authority.
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APPENDIX

Lists of the Queen’s musicians

1630-1631 (from Exchequer acquittance book E.l01.438/11) : Louis Richard, Camille
Prevost, Pierre de la Mare, Nicholas Duval, Anthony Robert, Simon de la Gard,
Mathurin Made, William Drew, John Prevost, Michael Rogier, Richard Wells (paid at
a lower rate of £5 per quarter), Dietrich Steiffkin, Jacques Gautier, Richard Mico,
Daniel Cahill (described as ‘Harper’ and paid at £10 per quarter).

1634-1635 (from Exchequer acquittance book E.101.439/3): Louis Richard, Camille
Prevost, Pierre de la Mare, Nicholas Duval, Anthony Robert, Simon de la Gard,
Mathurin Marie, John Prevost, Richard Mico (described as ‘Organist’), Michael
Rogier, Dietrich Steiffkin, Jacques Gautier, William Drew, Richard Greenbury
(‘Keeper of the organ’).

Circa 1640 (from British Library, Egerton MS 1048, f. 186): ‘Of the Musique’ (no Christian
names): Richard, Robert, Lamar (de la Mare), Gard (de la Gard), Varenn, Richard, Marie,
Prevost, Flaisle (Le Flelle), Le Grand, Fremin, St. Amant, Gautier, Gifford, La Pierre, Mico, Le
Roy, Charbo, Noted elsewhere in the list, Nicholas Duval as Page of the Chamber, and Richard
Greenbury (‘of the Chappell Organblower’).
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[47]

ALFONSO FERRABOSCO II—
THE ART OF THE FANTASY

GORDON DODD

This is a paraphrase of remarks made before a demonstration of six of
Alfonso Ferrabosco II’s four-part fantasies, VdGS (Meyer) 7, 12, 13, 20, 21
and 23, at the Society’s London meeting on 30th October 1976.

Manfred Bukofzer once called Coprario a ‘first-class, second-rate
composer’; on the same scale of values, James Riley called William Gregory
a ‘second-class, second-rate composer’. 1 I propose to rank Alfonso
Ferrabosco II with Byrd, Gibbons, Jenkins and Lawes, as a ‘first-class, first-
rate composer’, and to name him as the leading pioneer of the new Jacobean
consort music.

The main sources of information about Alfonso II are Vaught, Grove,
Meyer, Fellowes, Lafontaine and Boyd.2 The principal work done in this
Society comprises Derek Davidson’s critical editions of eight of the four-part
fantasies,3 Richard Nicholson’s edition of four more of those fantasies and of
the five-part pavans and almains,4 Nathalie Dolmetsch’s edition of the five-
part In Nomine, VdGS (Meyer) 2,5 and the Provisional Index sheets which I
have contributed to this journal and to the old Bulletin.6

Life

There appear to be no new discoveries concerning the life. Alfonso II was
born at Greenwich in 1575, was ten when his father emigrated to Italy for the
last time, and thirteen when his father died. According to Wood,7 `from his
childhood he was trained up to music’. By 1603 he was a King’s Musician for
the Viol, then became music master in succession to Prince Henry and Prince
Charles. ‘He was most excellent at the lyra viol’, continued Wood, ‘and the
most famous man ... [48] for fantasias of 5 or 6 parts’. He became Composer

1 See J. Riley: ‘The Identity of William Gregory’, M&L, x1viii (1967), p. 236-46.
2 R. Vaught: The Fancies of Alfonso Ferrabosco 11 (PhD. thesis, U. of Stanford,
1959); Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians (5/1954); E. H. Mever:
English Chamber Music (London, 1946); E. H. Fellows: English Madrigal
Composers (London, 1948); H. C. de Lafontaine: The King’s Musick (London,
1909); M. C. Boyd: Elizabethan Music and Musical Criticism (Philadelphia,
1940).
3 VdGS (Meyer) no.. 6-9, 16, 18, 21 & 23 issued as SP’s 48, 49, 55, 56, 58, 59, 60

& 65 respectively.
4 VdGS (Meyer) nos. 1, 2, 4, 13 issued as English Consort Series nos. 1, 2, 4, 3
respectively (reissued as Series No. 5). The five-part works are in English Consort
Series nos. 16-25 .
5 VdGS publication no. 4 (Schott Edition).
6 Most recently in Chelys, ii (1970), p. 46 & 52-3.
7 Anthony Wood: MS. biographical notes on musicians, Ob MSS. Wood D. (19) 4 .
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of the King’s Musick in 1626 and died in 1628. He appears to have been
employed exclusively at Court, but this did not prevent his music being
widely disseminated in manuscript.
The Age of Plenty

Alfonso II flourished at the opening of the Jacobean Age of Plenty.8 Of
the previous quarter-century, Edwards has written:9

How common were the viols in sixteenth-century England? Their frequent
employment in professional circles . . . is beyond doubt, but their use as
instruments for amateur recreation may be questioned. . . .

Indications of domestic viol playing from the last quarter of the sixteenth
century are almost non-existent.

It was in about 1600 that the rich new tradition of ensemble music began
which is familiar to us through the ninth volume of Musica Britannica.

Someone in that tiresome middle class, possibly the Untons who can be
inspected in the National Portrait Gallery, had set a new trend. All the best
people, with voices grown hoarse from a generation of madrigal-singing,
were taking up their bows. Printed editions of madrigals had flourished for a
quarter of a century, but the publishers, from Weelkes’s set of 1600
onwards, found it advisable to attach to most publications the defensive
slogan ‘Apt for Viols and Voices’. This is one of several indications of the
way in which the Golden Age was giving way to the Age of Plenty.

What kind of music did the best people want, and commission for their
own domestic performance? They appeared to wish for the textures which
they had already enjoyed in madrigals: substantial polyphony of
independent parts. They knew that their bows and fingers would take them
where their voices could not go, that is, into any register and with active
instrumental declamation and rhythm. Such was the evident demand. How
was it met?

Coprario, ‘that was plain Cooper but affected an Itallian termination’,10

entered the Age of Plenty with a sack full of Italian-style madrigals that,
seemingly, no one would sing and no publisher would touch. I can imagine
him copying the same music into instrumental part-books, taking away the
words if not the titles, and serving up the result as ‘Fantazias’. If this is what
that ‘first-class, second-rate composer’ did, he appears to have got away
with it. The music was [49] circulated, and I often wonder how much
Alfonso II and Tregian helped him with it.

Other viol-consort composers of the first decade of the new century
were Ward, Lupo, Deering and East; much of their work, however, was
near the vocal-instrumental boundary or, as with Deering, slight in
nature. Byrd gave very little to the new century. In 1600, Orlando
Gibbons was an adolescent of seventeen, Jenkins was a little boy of

8 Meyer: op. cit., Chapter V.
9 Warwick A. Edwards: `The Performance of Ensemble Music in Elizabethan England’,
PRMA, xcvii (1970-1) p. 113-23.
10 J. Wilson ed.: Roger North on Music (London, 1959), p. 288.
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eight, and William Lawes was not yet with us. So who made the first
substantial and definitive offering of a set of fantasies for viol consort?
My proposition is that Alfonso II made it, and that pride of place be
awarded to his set of twenty-odd fantasies in four parts.

Donington’s appraisal of this music, which originally appeared in the
fifth edition of Grove, was quoted by Vaught:11

By far the most important of this Ferrabosco’s work consists of fantasies
and pavans for viols, particularly some of his numerous fantasies in four
parts, the best of which display an extraordinary quality of controlled
excitement coupled with great thematic invention and contrapuntal
mastery.

Another testimonial was written by Thomas Tomkins at the head of a
full score of a set of the four-part fantasies, in what is thought to be a
book kept for the instruction of his pupils:12

Alfonso 4 pts. Fancyes to the Vyolls. All of them excellent good. But
made only for the Vyolls and organ wch is the reason that he takes such
liberty of compass wch he would have restrayned if it had bin for voyces
only.

Sources

There are at least 25 extant sets of books, mostly compiled after the
composer’s death. For his editions, Davidson selected the three best and
most authoritative sources. Tregian,13 being the earliest source and the
only one known to have been compiled during the composer’s lifetime,
was the first choice. It is probable that Tregian knew Alfonso II, and had
an inkling of the composer’s intentions. Considering Tregian’s dates, the
most likely period of composition of the four-part fantasies is c.1610.
The second choice was the great set of books at Christ Church, Oxford,
which Pamela Willetts identified as having been compiled by John Lilly
and an associate.14 Although this is a late source (c.1655) it is musically
well connected, and is the only one which has score, parts and organ
book (that ideal combination, perpetuated in our Jenkins editions)
complete. The [50] third choice was Tomkins’s instruction-book, from
which a quotation has been made;15 its value lies in the fact that the music
was scored and appraised by a leading composer. Tomkins’s readings,
which make an interesting comparison with those of Tregian, should merit
an editor’s respect.

The Music

in opening a discussion of the four-part fantasies, Tomkins’s words are
useful.

11 Grove: op. cit., p. 68.
12 Lbl Add. MS. 29996.
13 Lbl Egerton MS. 3,565, vocal and instrumental score book.
14 Och MSS. 2, 397-408, 436. See P. J. Willets: ‘John Lilly, Musician and Music Copyist’,
Bodleian Library Record, vii (1967), p. 307-11.
15 Lbl Add. MS. 29996 16.



Chelys, vol. 7 (1977), article 3

`Vyolls and organ’. Certainly the fantasies were made for viols, but what
of the organ? We know beyond doubt that the seventeenth century required
an organ to play with the viol consort, but we do not know exactly when
they took to it. The date c.1620 has been suggested, which is ten years too
late for these fantasies as first composed, but there could have been some
experimental trend-setting by 1610, particularly at Court. The two extant
organ books,16 being ‘late’, cannot settle the point. Sceptics may say that
Tomkins, who lived until 1656, was quoting from an imperfect memory, but
I prefer to believe that he, being an organist himself and old enough to have
known all the Age-of-Plenty people, knew what he was talking about.

‘Liberty of compass’. At the meeting, I showed a diagram which gave the
compass of each part of the six demonstrated fantasies, and of six four-part
madrigals typical of the period. Those of the fantasies were distinctly wider,
and this gave a representative check on Tomkins’s words.

Trademarks

There are a few ‘trademarks’ in the fantasies. Many of Alfonso II’s
characteristics are not exclusive to him, but their sum amounts to a
distinctive image which consort players recognise. They were inherited and
tellingly exploited by the leader of the second generation, John Jenkins, in
whose music it is easy to find ‘bits of Alfonso’. Before discussing
characteristics, the point must be made that a mere recital of them cannot
pass for advocacy. Alfonso’s claim can be proved only in the consort room,
to which place readers of these remarks will, I hope, adjourn.

The melodic line of the parts is sometimes singable, but often actively
instrumental. The harmony is not unusual; there are normal resolutions of 7-6,
6-5 and 4-3 and, as in Fantasy 12, the occasional [51] rub of parallel seconds
or sevenths at closes. Cadences (in Morley’s sense) are found at the top, in
the middle and at the bottom of the texture. When heard at the bottom, as in
Fantasy 23, they seem to indicate gravity. The musical language is not quite
so eloquent as that of Ward, Jenkins and Lawes, which is to be expected,
since Alfonso II was an architect (like his father) rather than a tone-painter.
However, there are many instances of elements of musical language such as
the ‘pleasurable-longing’ 6-5 major, as in Fantasy 13, and the ‘grieving’ 6-5
minor, powerful in places, as in Fantasy 12. That emotional mixture of sharp
third and flat sixth is there, but it occurs rather in melodic sequences, as in
Fantasy 13, than in chords.

As for mode and key, some of the pieces, particularly those in Aeolian/A-
minor like Fantasy 7, are well grounded in the previous century, with few
accidentals and much alternation between tonic minor and relative major.
Elsewhere there are contrasts between tonic minor and tonic major which are
characteristic less of the modes than of the future classical key-system; they
carry formal and emotional value, as in Fantasy 23. In Fantasy 21 there is a

16 Och MSS. 436, 1004.
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tour de force of keys, with an expedition to the far side of the key-circle and
a safe return.17

The rhythm is distinctive, with plain things on the beat and fancy things
off the beat, as in Jenkins, and especially effective when there is a lot of
imitation; imitations should be audible across the consort. Alfonso II’s groups
of quavers have a determined onward drive, giving an impression of bubbling
energy and a copious head of steam. The form is more varied and ingenious
than that of Alfonso II’s contemporaries, and this, added to his other qualities,
is what really earns him his ‘gold medal’.

The subjects are distinctive. There are single and double fugues. The four
parts enter, sometimes at regular intervals of time, sometimes as stretto-pairs
a long way apart. When the fantasy is in progress, the consort is kept well
informed. One trademark is the long dominant pedal, usually in the bass,
which announces that a corner is about to be turned or that the end is nigh.
Endings are often adorned with a tonic pedal, long held by bass, alto or treble
while the other parts weave a complicated coda which often takes the form of
a highly-decorated perfect (plagal) close. There are fantasies in several
contrasting and overlapping sections, as in the older-styled Fantasy 7, or,
what seems to have been new in 1610, two sections, as in Fantasies 12, 13
and 23. Some fantasies--and this was not a new device-have one subject, as in
Fantasy 21, or two subjects running [52] throughout. That, and the use of
tonic major and minor keys in juxtaposition, conferred a measure of unity on
a fantasy so constructed.

But the greatest measure of unity is in Fantasy 20. The first of its three
sections is a fugue on subject A and a countersubject; the second section is a
double fugue on subjects B1 and B2. The third section is a kind of Jupiter
Symphony in which all the aforesaid elements reappear-straight, augmented
and in stretto-and are summed up before the final close:

It appears as though such a degree of formal ingenuity and recapitulation
was quite new in the England of 1610, and possibly remains unique in the

17 In discussion, one opinion, somewhat critical of Alfonso II’s outward and inward
modulations, was heard.
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viol consort genre. Vaught included a full analysis of this outstanding work
in his thesis.18

The Art of the Fantasy
Had we been discussing the Art of the Fugue, many of the same

considerations would have arisen, and I should wish to have communicated
an equal sense of admiration. Morley said of the fantasy ‘In this may more art
be shown than in any other music, because the composer is tied to nothing
but that he may add, diminish and alter at his pleasure’.19 Because Alfonso
Ferrabosco II took such pleasure in finding so many different and effective
ways of making Morley’s words come true, I believe that this `first-rate
composer’ would have been justified, when making his `Musical Offering’ to
the [52] Age of Plenty in general, and to his principal beneficiary—John
Jenkins—in particular, in saying

This is the Art of the Fantasy.

I am most grateful to Caroline Guélat (Tr), Elizabeth Hart (Tr 2 and A),
Philip Gruar (T) and Winifred Ramsay (B) for their help in demonstrating
the six selected fantasies, and to Robin Adams for circulating organ parts
among the audience.

Details of publications are: Fantasies 7, 21, 23: VdGS SP’s nos. 49, 60,
65. Fantasy 12: MB ix, no. 22. Fantasy 13: English Consort Series no. 3.
Fantasy 20: Consortium edition (Heinrichshofen’s Verlag).

18 Vaught: op. cit. In discussion, Frescobaldi’s use of similar formal devices was
mentioned.
19 T. Morley: A Plaine and Easie Introduction to Practicall Musick (London, 1597), p.
181.
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[54]

THE SIX-PART CONSORT MUSIC OF
JOHN JENKINS

ANDREW ASHBEE

The following article is extracted from notes prepared for the Viola da
Gamba Society meeting held in the Art Workers Guild on 25th June, 1977.
It is not strictly an account of Jenkins’s six-part music, but rather a look at
some of the points which arose when preparing the Society’s edition of this
music: John Jenkins : Consort Music for Viols in Six Parts, ed. Richard
Nicholson and Andrew Ashbee, Faber Music Ltd., London 1976. All
references in the text are to this edition. Those present at the meeting will
realize that much is omitted here (though the omissions, essentially a review
of our introductory material, are easily accessible). More important, the
most eloquent part of the afternoon was, of course, the music itself and my
text is naturally geared to the pieces that were played—including complete
performances of Fantasias nos. 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12 and the Bell Pavan. I am
deeply indebted to the consort who so willingly rehearsed and performed all
the music: Roderick Skeaping and Richard Nicholson (treble viols), Ian
Gammie and Sheila Marshall (tenor viols), Ian Graham-Jones and Jane
Ryan (bass viols). My special thanks go to Richard Nicholson, my co-editor,
not only for organizing and preparing the consort and for the loan of the
organ (which I played), but for his help and advice freely given over many
years. In the context of the present article, `we’ signifies that the opinion has
been arrived at by joint discussion, but I must be held responsible for
everything else.

* * *

`The most principall and chiefest kind of musicke which is made without a
dittie is the fantasia, that is, when a musician taketh a point at his pleasure,
and wresteth and turneth it as he list, making either much or litte of it
according as shall seem best in his own conceit. In this may more arte be
showne than in any other musicke, because the composer is tide nothing but
that he may adde, deminish and alter at his pleasure. . . .’1

There is no ‘standard’ fantasia, no blue-print from which composers may
work. Morley’s famous description draws attention to the freedom available
to the composer of fantasias, his inspiration unconditioned by the shape and
content of a text, the structure of a cantus [55] firmus, or the traditions of
the dance. Certainly one of the great strengths of the fantasia is its
flexibility as a form, and, as Richard Nicholson so rightly remarks in our
preface, `the all essential factor o£ unity depends on a right balance of

1 Thomas Morley: A Plaine and Easie Introduction to Practicall Musicke (London 1597),
ed.: R. Alec Harman (London & New York, 1952), p. 180f.
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parts, not on any prescribed and relatively external pattern’. Such
freedom bred success for some, failure for others. It is perhaps naive to
express the matter in this way, but I suggest that Jenkins found himself in
much the same position with regard to the development of the fantasia as
Beethoven did with the development of the symphony; that is to say:
both men were fortunate enough to arrive on the scene at a time when the
form to which they principally devoted themselves had attained a kind of
perfection—marvellously so in, say, the symphonies of Haydn and
Mozart, or the fantasies of Ferrabosco and Coprario—and yet there was
scope for their genius to enlarge upon that perfection. In each case later
composers were unable to transcend their achievement: later symphonies
were largely coloured by the accretion of imagery or national idioms,
later fantasias by the infiltration of division techniques and dance
patterns (in the fantasia-suites), or by the adoption of a more theatrical
speech in post-Restoration times.

What, then, are the distinctive ingredients which Jenkins brought to
the fantasia, assuring for his works their supreme place in consort music?
Two factors, it has seemed to us, stand out. First, his capacity for large-
scale planning, allied to a special and remarkably mature handling of key
and key relationships. (Having said that, it should be added that Jenkins’s
six-part works, taken as a whole, retain stronger links with conservative
traditions of fantasia writing than do his fantasias in three, four and five
parts). Second, there is the overriding quality of lyricism. Lyricism is a
key-stone in Roger North’s various accounts of Jenkins’s music, though I
suspect he was thinking more of the fantasia-suites and airs than of what
he called ‘solemne and grave’ fantasias, but still his point is a good one,
summed up in his memorable heading `Mr. Jenkins Inspirited Musick in
his time’

A great step was made towards the raising the spirit of the English musick,
and that not more from forreign patterns, than English Invention and by an
English man, one Mr Jno Jenkins who Improved upon those ways that
were practised, and Introduced no New ones.

He superinduc’t a more aierv sort of composition, wherein he had a fluent
and happy fancy.

He was a great reformer of musick in his time, for he got the better of the
dullness of the old Fancys, and introduced a pleasing air in everything that
he composed. . . .

He chose for his points more ayery passages than had bin ordinary, for
which his lute qualified him as also for his lessons. . .2

[56] It need hardly be added that the earlier generation of consort com-
posers are unfairly treated by this emphasis! Nor is it always the case, as
we shall see, that Jenkins’s ‘ayery points’ were of a new kind; the six-
part themes are largely traditional.

2 John Wi1son, ed.: Roger North on Music . . . (London, 1959), p. 21 & 296, and Lbl Add.
MS. 32536, f. 72.
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Fantasia no. 12 makes a good starting point for an examination of the
six-part pieces since it is perhaps the most traditional and conservative
example in the collection. Its three sections dovetail into each other: the
first fugal, with a pair of themes, the second more lively, with a texture
typical of Jenkins’s four-part fantasias (indeed this section mostly
employs a four-part scoring of treble, two tenors and bass), the third
again broader with a descending scale motif as its principal feature.
There are no very dramatic moments. The counterpoint is skilfully
managed, certainly not the work of a novice, and there are a number of
features which one soon discovers are characteristic of Jenkins’s writing:
the generally broad scale, smooth-flowing lines (completely avoiding the
angular twists of Lawes’s style) and a relative freedom in the imitation in
which intervals and/or rhythms are not always matched exactly. Some, it
seems, were critical of what seemed to them to be an insipid style
‘wholly devoid of fire and fury’, but this was a matter of taste and there
is no doubt that much of the lyrical fervour of Jenkins’s music arises
from his contrapuntal fluency. Subtle modifications to the shape and
rhythm of his themes enables him to incorporate as many contrapuntal
tricks as he wishes without the part-writing ever appearing forced. Quite
how frequently Jenkins uses a descending scale or similar motif to
conclude his fantasias (as here) is an aspect of his work which must await
further investigation: certainly there are other examples in the six-part
pieces. There are a few touches of chromaticism in Fantasia no. 12, but
key colour is not a dominant feature of this work, though it is interesting
to note that the music moves sharpwards in the earlier part of the piece
while reaching its flattest point towards the close-in true textbook
pattern.

Why was this work omitted from the otherwise `complete’ copy of the
six-part music in Ob. Mus. Sch. MS. C.83 ? If it had been written years
before, it is quite possible that no copy was available, or even that
Jenkins had absent-mindedly forgotten about it, as happened to some
other works

A great Don from Spaine sent over the papers of one part of a consort of 3,
all fantasies, to Sr P. Lely desiring to have the consort compleat costa_ the
costa [whatever the cost]. I chewed the old gentleman ye papers; he sayd
he beleeved ye composition was his, but when made and where to enquire
for them he knew not and they could never be found.3

[57] A third possibility-that the piece was by someone else-was considered,
in view of the attribution of a pavan to both Dering and Jenkins in the
sources for this work, but no real candidate emerged to challenge Jenkins’s
authorship.

We are now faced with the problem of the two series of pieces, the first
comprising fantasias 1-9 and the second the remaining pieces except for
Fantasia no. 12. Both Ob. Mus. Sch. MS. C.83 and British Library, Add.
29290 show this division into two series and there are strong reasons for

3 Lbl Add. MS. 32536, f. 72v-73.
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assuming that both sources derive from the North household at Kirtling.
Although not directly associated with C.83, Add. 29290 might well have
belonged to another group of music manuscripts at Kirtling—after all more
than one household was in residence there—and in both sources, changes of
paper, quiring, or copyists suggests that the second group of pieces was
added to the first at a later stage. ‘Series I’ seems to make a unified group of
works all of the highest quality, though it is extremely restricted in choice of
keys. ‘Series II’ is more diverse and may include some earlier pieces,
though I think it would be unwise to state categorically that Series II is
earlier than Series I’. However, some of the second group, such as the G
minor fantasia (no. 11), seem technically more contrived than is usual in
Jenkins’s style and this may indicate that he was still struggling to full
maturity. Furthermore, there is not the same flexibility of treatment of
themes as elsewhere in the six-part series. Note, for instance, the regular six-
fold imitation at bars 13-14 of Fantasia no. 11 (Example 1)

Ex. I. Fantasia no. 11, bars 13-14

where a curious feature is the double-stopped note in the second bass-
possibly an error and best omitted on purely harmonic grounds, but which
might be intended as a hint at a seventh imitation (which does not
materialize). There are also one or two uncharacteristic moves in the bass
parts (Example II). On paper, anyway, the first part [58] of this fantasia

Ex. II. Extracts from Fantasia no. 11: (a) bars 16-17; (b) 45; (c) 50; (d) 52

lacks the imaginative sparkle of the other works, though the second half is
very beautiful.

The E minor fantasia (no. 10) is a fine work. Joan Wess has kindly drawn
my attention to the similarity between Jenkins’s opening and that of
Palestrina’s five-part madrigal ‘Vestiva i colli’, printed in the 1588 edition
of Musica Transalpina where it is Englished as ‘Sound out my voice’
(Example III):
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Ex. III. Opening of Palestrina’s madrigal ‘Vestiva i colli’

In view of a similar connection between one of Ferrabosco’s six-part
fantasias and Wert’s madrigal ‘Chi salira per me’, also included in Musica
Transalpina,4 it is possible that Jenkins deliberately used Palestrina’s
theme, though it is of course equally possible that both composers happened
to light on identical ideas which, after all, are conventional enough.
However, this makes a mockery of North’s comment cited earlier: ‘He
chose for his points more ayery passages than had bin ordinary’, though
smooth contrapuntal fluency is a Palestrina characteristic too, and the ‘song’
aspect of a madrigal agrees with Jenkins’s essential lyricism.

There are no contrapuntal tricks in the opening fugue (beyond a few
stretto entries), but there is no need for any: the contrapuntal texture is in
itself a sufficient contrast with the dotted rhythm section which follows,
where various instruments are highlighted in turn, and where there is a much
more fragmented sense of line. Tucked away in the textual commentary is
our suggestion that all the pairs of repeated quavers in this section should be
played dotted; certainly [59] this seems the most convincing way to
perform this passage and the practice ought perhaps to be extended to
include the final three bars of the work.5 Rhythmic inconsistencies of this
kind are always problematical—where does one stop?—but it is
interesting to note a tendency to write the dotted rhythm for the leading
instrument and leave the non-dotted notation for the imitating part(s).
Were the latter expected to copy the leader? I do not know how
consistent this practice is in seventeenth century sources, but the matter
seems worth further investigation (Example IV)

Ex. IV. Trebles 1 and 2, bars 33-5 from Fantasia no. 10.

At bars 27-8 is a beautiful and quite startling harmonic progression
(Example V) which one meets from time to time in Jenkins’s music. As
here, it results from a cadence in a major key followed immediately by

4 See Joan Wess’s review of an edition of this Ferrabosco piece in Early Music, v (July,
1977), p. 423. She hopes to pursue these relationships further.
5 I am indebted to Arthur Marshall for this suggestion.
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Ex. V. Bars 27-29 from Fantasia no. 10

another in the relative minor, with the mediant of the first binding the
progression together. The two trios, bars 35-39 and 39-42, provide a
welcome change from the six-part texture and Jenkins is again content to
adopt the procedures of his contemporaries, such as White and Ward, by
making the second phrase an exact transposition of the first, and by
giving it to the three instruments rested during the first phrase. Usually,
sequential repetition in Jenkins’s music is on a smaller scale, but here the
long phrases creep gradually higher and into progressively sharper keys
before an arresting entry for all six instruments leads us back down
again. Was Jenkins stuck for six-part counterpoint at bar 43 (Example
Vl)? The minim rest in [60]

Ex. VI. Bar 43 from Fantasia no. 10

tenor 1 is odd! As with Fantasia no. 12, the last section is built from
descending scales, and there is lovely variety in the scoring.

It may be co-incidental, but all the ‘Series II’ pieces, except for the
second In Nomine, require some use of the C-clef in the bass parts, whereas
this is not necessary in the first group. Wide-ranging bass parts, then, are a
particular feature of the ‘Series II’ pieces.

In noting that the two In Nomines are in the same keys as the two-
fantasias in the group (nos. 10 & 11), one wonders whether they were ever
paired—though there is no indication in either source that this was so—each
pair is transcribed separately. Both are, as North says, ‘most elabourate’; but
again the E minor work seems finer than the G minor. Is the very active
writing a deliberate foil for the slow-moving plainsong? Again Jenkins is
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content to employ traditional techniques: the opening theme of the G minor
In Nomine starts with the first three notes of the plainsong—a common
ploy—and the work is structured as a fantasia with two sharply contrasted
sections. Perhaps it is this abrupt change of mood which is unconvincing:
one reason for the success of the E minor work, it seems to me, is the subtle
change of pace, accelerating from the broad rich opening to a flurry of
excitement by the half-way stage, only broadening again for a relatively
brief coda, which gives the piece a unity lacking in the G minor work. There
are times, particularly in the first In Nomine, when one feels that Jenkins’s
imagination was partially stifled by the restrictions imposed by the cantus
firmus.

[61] However, there are other occasions when he contrasts a slow--
moving cantus firmus melody against more active surroundings (a
technique perhaps borrowed from the In Nomines)—to great effect. One
splendid instance occurs in Fantasia no. 7 where lively bass divisions of
the kind one is always likely to meet in Jenkins’s works (though not
usually as extensively as here) are pitted against a slow-moving four-fold
augmentation of the main theme (Example VII)

Ex. VII. Fantasia no. 7 : bass parts of bars 34-38.

Like Fantasias nos. 2 & 3, this is a monothematic work—a genre which
always seems to stimulate Jenkins’s invention to an infinite variety of
structure, style and mood. Fantasia no. 7, in spite of its single theme,
divides into four sections, each of which begins with a different fugato
treatment of the subject: lightly in the upper parts at bar 15 (Example
VIIIa); broadly, with crotchet replacing quaver in the theme, at bars 24-5
(Example VIIIb); with chordal accompaniment at bar 42 (Example
VIIIc), and with the theme hidden in a contrapuntal texture at bars 51-2
(Example VIIId)

Ex. VIII. Extracts from Fantasia no. 7.
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Subtle changes of this kind help to give each section a different character
from its fellows. Although there are no far-reaching modulations, key
does play an important role in this piece: for instance the D major ending
of the second section (bars 22-3) is relatively [62] bright when contrasted
with the ensuing modulations through flatter keys, a change enhanced here
by the low tessitura of the two tenor parts. The third section (bars 24-42) is
the centre-piece in more ways than one: an exciting amalgam of skilled
counterpoint incorporating several instances of augmentation (including the
example quoted in Example VII), much imitation and even canon—as in
Example IX.

Ex. IX. Canon between treble 2 and basses in bars 29-30 of Fantasia no. 7

For a real contrapuntal tour de force, however, one must turn to bars 20-28
of Fantasia no. 9, where the highly involved texture hides a lengthy canon at
the octave between treble 2 and tenor 2. Such an abundance of contrapuntal
tricks must make us sceptical of comments like the following

In their character the fantasias [of Purcell] improve greatly upon the works
of Coperario, Ferrabosco, Jenkins and William Lawes, for good as these
composers are, they rarely make use of such devices as augmentation or
inversion of a theme.6

I beg to remove Jenkins at least from Professor Stevens’s list because, as we
have already seen, such contrapuntal devices are often present in his works.

More are to be found in another of the monothematic works, Fantasia no.
2. The theme, for instance, appears as much with an inverted tail as with a
normal one-a technique Jenkins also used in his four-part Fantasia no. 13
(Example X)

Ex. X. Two examples showing partial inversion of a theme (a)
six-part Fantasia no. 2; (b) four-part Fantasia no. 13

[63] Fantasia no. 2 is an extremely lively work and, unlike Fantasia no. 7,
there are no breaks in the texture, allowing the music to drive forward in

6 Denis Stevens: ‘Purcell’s Chamber Music for Strings’, in Purcell-Handel Festival
brochure (London, 1959), p. 19.
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one mood throughout. Only in the last ten bars is the brake applied to
give a wonderfully broad peroration which, in true fugal style,
simultaneously combines elements of stretto and inversion above an
augmented statement of the theme in the bass.

If Fantasia no. 2 is lively, then the third monothematic work, Fantasia
no. 3, is the most stately, a work of tremendous dignity which seems to
require a slow tempo in spite of all the long note-values. Its wide arch of
a theme, opening with an upward leap of a sixth, is unusual for Jenkins.
He perhaps sensed this because he frequently adopts a variant form in
which a descending third is substituted for the ascending sixth (Example
XI). If this variant is less striking melodically, it does allow some
wonderfully rich harmony to develop.

Ex. XI. Theme from Fantasia no. 3

During the second half of the work, Jenkins introduces a quicker counter-
subject (Example XII) which, with derivatives, combines with the
principal theme—a ploy for generating new interest often, of course,
used by Bach. My experience of comparing the North manuscripts with
other sources for Jenkins’s music, especially where the four-part
fantasias are concerned, indicates that they steer something of a middle
course textually. They are likely to contain more accidentals (generally
giving a firmer diatonic reading) than the seemingly earlier sources from
owners like Browne and Merro, while at the same time largely avoiding
the corruptions of later scribes such as Hutton and the Oxford musicians
of the 1660’s. Variant readings like those of Example XIIIa suggest that
Jenkins’s original simple text has been overlaid as a result of a
generation or so of players ornamenting the cadence, their improvisation
ultimately becoming ‘frozen’ in notation.

Ex. XII. Theme and countersubject from Fantasia no. 3.

[64]

Ex. XIII. (a) bar 10, (b) bar 51, showing variants between sources
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The difference between the two treble reading in bar 51 (Example XIIIb)
is curious since either version is acceptable; we have preferred Browne’s
because it contains imitation which links in with the tenor parts and is
probably earlier.

Each of Jenkins’s series of fantasias in four, five and six parts has its
own character, often stressing features not present to the same degree-if at
all-in the other groups. One of the dominant characteristics of the six-part
group, not surprisingly, is a more ‘massive’ kind of writing (not possible
in the three- and four-part works) and a ‘quasi- orchestral’ scoring fully
exploiting the rich and varied textures available through the use of the
complete chest of viols. Fantasia no. 6 illustrates this feature well: apart
from passages of six-part counterpoint, there is an episode in five parts
(bars 14-17), and two very active trios reminiscent of the liveliest passages
in Jenkins’s three-part fantasias. The whole work is periodically
punctuated by repetitions of a group of four crotchet chords (bars 14, 18,
28-9-with further echos at 31, 34-5 and 42-3) seemingly calling all the
parts to ‘attention’. Bars 51-53 of this work provide a typical instance of
Jenkins’s use of a sequence; in almost every case, after two more or less
regular sequential statements, any hint of a third repetition is quickly
modified or dispelled, often by extension of the phrases. The example in
Example XIV comes from Fantasia no. 10:

Ex. XIV. Bars 43-45 from Fantasia no. 10

showing a typical Jenkins sequence.

[65] In Fantasia no. 5 we are not far removed from the pattern adopted by
Jenkins in the first movement of his fantasia-suites:

a. a fugal opening

b. an exciting ‘display’ section

c. a lighter episode

d. a rich and sonorous concluding section, to describe which there is no
better phrase than Simpson’s ‘Grave and Harmonious Musick’.

The ‘display’ section is remarkable: I cannot recall any passage in Jenkins’s
music which employs the dotted rhythm so consistently as here. It is
organized as a dialogue between each pair of instruments, but because the
phrase lengths are irregular, there are kaleidoscopic changes in colour as the
instruments call to each other. Both this fantasia and no. 4 make extensive
use of major keys, although each begins and ends in the minor. Both include



Chelys 7 (1977), article 4

at the centre of their major key music a wonderfully serene episode,
descending from the heights and filling out as it progresses. One feels that
Wagner ought to have known about these when writing the prelude to
Lohengrin; they capture so well the mood of rapture he wanted!
Structurally, they correspond with the light episode, usually a tripla, which
Jenkins often introduced after the divisions in his fantasia-suites, though the
lightness here is achieved by the scoring, the basses being rested.

Beyond an inherent melodiousness, I do not think it is true to say that
these six-part works take much from the dance idiom of the time; in my
view Meyer makes too much of this idea in his book English Chamber
Music.7 However, the occasional example can be found, as Example XV
shows. After the initial balanced phrases the

Ex. XV. Extract from Fantasia no. 5 (bars 37-9) and (b) Almain a4, no. 4

pattern becomes irregular in both works, but in the fantasia the dance
element is submerged in elaborate counterpoint.8

Fantasias nos. 1 & 5 both have a double-bar, a feature unique to these
two pieces alone in all Jenkins’s viol fantasias of from three to six parts.
We believe these double-bars merely mark the end of the first section in
each work at a point where there is a very clear cadence and change of
mood. To repeat the first section would seem to upset the balance of both
pieces: Fantasia no. 1 is the longest of all Jenkins’s fantasias anyway. In
Fantasia no. 5, a completely new idea takes over at the double-bar and, at
first glance, the same might appear true in Fantasia no. 1. However, close
examination shows that the new section here still derives from the
opening theme, but Jenkins has cleverly disguised this by inversion, by
changing to the tonic major key and by introducing a different texture of
a predominantly homophonic nature—though soon to be confounded by
an exuberant outburst of bass divisions and syncopations. I do not know
whether Jenkins’s tendency to write such bass divisions in his fantasias
derived from the fact that he would have been the one to play them in the
first place, or whether this simply acknowledged the technique as a
normal part of bass viol writing—probably the latter.

7 Ernst H. Meyer: English Chamber Music (London, 1946), p. 219.
8 The almain is published complete in Musica Britannica, XXVI, no. 46.
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There is a ‘family relationship’ between several of the themes in these
six-part works, ‘wrought with no small industry, yet easy and familiar’ as
North tells us. Apart from the familiar canzona trademark in works such
as Fantasias nos. 10, 11 and In Nomine no. 2, there is also a striking
similarity between the initial themes of Fantasias nos. 1, 4 & 9 (Example
XVI):

[67]

Ex. XVI

Initial themes from (a) Fantasia no. 1; (b) Fantasia no. 4; (c) Fantasia no. 9

The countersubjects shown in Example XVI are soon discarded, though
their independent rhythms add considerable interest to the opening bars of
their respective pieces. The fugal opening of Fantasia no. 4 concludes with
imitative entries over a dominant pedal, almost a separate episode, preparing
for extended music in the tonic major: first `Grave and Harmonious
Musick’, and then the episode referred to earlier. This is answered by a
rising phrase for the three lowest instruments before a marvellous twist back
to the minor (which always reminds me of the similar moment at the
conclusion of the first song in Schubert’s Winterreise), a further dominant
pedal and more ‘Grave and Harmonious Musick’ to conclude.

It is perhaps most fitting to conclude with the ‘Bell Pavan’, not to be
confused with the ‘Six Bells’, ‘Lady Katherine Audley’s Bells’, ‘St. Peter’s
Bells’, ‘Bow Bells’, or Bells in F—all of which are attributed to Jenkins
somewhere in seventeenth century sources. I believe it was Thurston Dart
who first suggested that named pavans like Byrd’s and Gibbons’s ‘Earl of
Salisbury’ may have been memorial pieces for the person mentioned in the
title. It is difficult to escape the belief that at least some of Jenkins’s bell
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pieces may have had a similar origin. Indeed Sir Philip Wodehouse’s little
verse ‘upon Mr Jo Jenkins, the rare Musitian’ 9 says as much

This rare Amphyon of Our tymes
Is toul’d to Heavn by his own chymes* *his Bells

Poetic licence perhaps? The Bell Pavan as a whole has an elegiac quality,
notwithstanding the major key episode before the bells. The bells
themselves call to mind that passage in Vautor’s madrigal ‘Sweet Suffolk
Owl’ setting the words ‘and sings a dirge for dying souls’, and are clearly
derived from the so-called ‘Whittington Chimes’ (Example XVII)

Ex. XVII. The Whittington Chimes

In their oldest form those chimes were played on six bells and based on the
ancient tune `Turn again, Whittington. . . . ‘ It is with Bow Church that the
Whittington tradition is connected. If the chime was played by the clock, it
must have been in existence before the great fire of 1666, as the six-bell tune
has not been played since that date.10

Whatever the origin or inspiration behind the Bell Pavan, it is surely
intriguing to note that St. Mary-le-Bow stands opposite the south end of
Milk Street. Here for a time lived Baldwin Derham, mercer (d. 1610)—the
progenitor of the seventeenth century Norfolk Derhams (supposedly
Jenkins’s patrons). Perhaps the church was also for a time a focal point in
the life of the young composer.

9 Quoted in Roger North on Music, p. 348.
10 Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians, (5/1953).
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[69]

GENERAL RULES FOR REALISING AN
UNFIGURED BASS IN SEVENTEENTH

CENTURY ENGLAND

WENDY HANCOCK

The following rules are designed to provide a very practical guide to
realising an unfigured bass line. Chronologically they span the entire period
from Morley (1597) to North (writing in the early eighteenth century), and a
glance at the relevant theorists should indicate at which period any given
rule will apply. A word of encouragement for those unused to this practice
may be appropriate here. Much seventeenth century music requires the
addition of some continuo support, even if it is not specifically called for:
the Italian trio-sonata combination of two high treble parts and a bass, is a
case in point. The realisation need not be complicated; indeed most theorists
state a preference for simple chords and a frequent use of thirds and sixths
to the bass. As Roger North1 says:

‘It is not allow’d a thro-base part to break and adorne while he
accompanys, but to touch the accords onely as may be figured, or [as] the
composition requires.’

I make no apology for including those theorists who deal exclusively
with written harmonic instruction besides those who speak of the figured
bass. A knowledge of standard harmonic procedure was essential to any
performer who wished to play from an unfigured bass line, which is why I
have made no distinction between rules for composing music, and rules for
adding extempore accompaniments. In practice, judging from surviving
examples, continuo style seems to have been a good deal freer.

The instrument most likely to have been used throughout the century was
the theorbo, particularly for accompanying songs. The organ was another
possibility earlier in the century, especially in sacred or instrumental
ensemble music; only after the Restoration was the harpsichord more
likely.2 There is some evidence that the bass viol alone may have provided a
continuo besides doubling the bass of the theorbo or harpsichord.

Reference is made to the following works, some of which exist in
modern editions:

1 J. Wilson, ed.: Roger North on Music ... (London, 1959), p. 249.
2 Edward Huws Jones: `The Theorbo and Continuo Practice in the Early English

Baroque’, GS7, xxv (1972), p. 67-72.
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T. Morley: A Plaine and Easie Introduction to Practicall Musicke
(London, 1597) modern edition ed. R. Alec Harman, with a forward by
Thurston Dart (London, 1952).

[70] G. Coprario : Rules How to Compose MS (c.1610) with an intro-
duction by Manfred F. Bukofzer, facsimile edition (Los Angeles, 1952).

T. Campion: A New Way of Making Fowre Parts in Counterpoint ...
(London, c.1619) Lbl, 1042.d.36. The treatise is included in J. Playford:
Introduction to the Skill of Musick (2/1665) under the title The Art
of Setting or Composing of Musick in Parts, and in subsequent
editions until 1683. There is a facsimile of the 1674 edition available
(New Jersey, 1966).

C. Butler: The Principles of Musik in Singing and Setting (London,
1636) republished with an introduction by Gilbert Reaney (New York,
1970).

C. Simpson: The Division-Viol (London, 1659, 2/1667) lithographic
facsimile of 2nd edition with introduction by Nathalie Dolmetsch
London, n.d.).

C. Simpson : A Compendium o f Practical Musick in Five Parts re-
printed from the 2nd edition of 1667, and edited with an introduction by
Phillip J. Lord (Oxford, 1970).

M. Locke : Melothesia . . . (London, 1673) reproduced in F. T. Arnold:
The Art of Accompaniment from a Thorough-Bass Oxford, 1931),
p.154-63.

T. Mace: Musick’s Monument (London, 1676) facsimile reproduction
(Paris, 2/1966)

H. Purcell in J. Playford: Introduction to the Skill of Musick (London,
12/1694 until 19/1730), Book III.

J. Wilson, ed. : Roger North on Music Being a Selection from his
Essays written during the years c.1695-1728 (London, 1959)

Note: modern usage is implied by such words as ‘key’, ‘leading note’ etc.,
but the seventeenth century distinction between ‘close’ and ‘cadence’ is
retained, ‘cadence’ being reserved for ‘syncopation’, while ‘close’ is used
for ‘cadence’ in the modern sense.

GENERAL RULES FOR REALISING AN UNFIGURED BASS IN
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY ENGLAND

1. Play a 5/3 chord on every note unless otherwise directed. (Morley p.223,
Coprario f.2v, Campion Clv, Butler p.48, Simpson D.V. p.17,
Compendium p.25, Locke rule 1, Mace p.225, North p. 72)

[71] 2. Play a 6/3 chord: -

a. On a sharp bass note. (Coprario f.3r, Campion C4v, Simpson D.V.
p.19, Compendium p.31, Locke rule 2, Mace p.225, Purcell p.129).
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b. On the leading note, submediant and mediant. (Campion C4r, Simpson
D. V. p.19, Compendium p.31-2, Locke rule 2, Mace p.225, Purcell
p.129). Mace excludes the submediant and Purcell excludes the
submediant and mediant.

3. 6/3 chords may be played in the following progressions:-

a. When the bass falls a 3rd then rises a 2nd or rises a 3rd then falls a
2nd. Alternate it with 5/3 chords. (Coprario f. 9v only on minims and
crochets, Locke rule 7, Mace p.229, North p.90).

b. When the base rises or falls by step. (Coprario f.10v, Simpson D.V.
p.15, Locke rule 6, Mace p.228).

4. 6/3 chords are more likely:-

a. In a sharp [major] key. (Simpson, Compendium p.31)

b. In few rather than in many parts. (Simpson D.V. p.20, Compendium
p.33)

5. Do not begin or end with a 6/3 chord (Morley p.225, Butler p.49,
Simpson Compendium p.25, Mace p.225) nor make a full close with
one. (Butler p.49, Mace p.225-6).

6. In compositions of three or more parts a 3rd to the bass should never be
omitted. (Morley p.226-7, Simpson D.V. p.19)

7. Normally the 6th and 5th should not be played together, (Morley p.243,
Simpson D.V. p.19, Locke rule 5) except :

a. at a close, the 5th prepared. (Morley p.243, Simpson Compendium
p.31).

b. the dim. 5th requires the 6th to be added. (Simpson D.V. p.22-3,
Compendium p.31, Purcell p.129)

c. on a bass note preceding a bass note one tone higher on which there
will be a common chord. (North p.76-77, 81)

8. The 4-3 suspension is most usual at a final close with a cadence. (Morley
p.223, Coprario f4r, Campion D2v, Butler p.65 and 67, Simpson D.V.
p.19, 22, Compendium p.26, Locke rule 3, Mace p.227, North p.80-1,
Purcell p.94).

9. The 7-6 suspension may occur at a close with a cadence. (Butler p.65,
Simpson D.V. p.22, Compendium p.27, 32, Locke rule 4, Mace p.227,
North p.82-3).

10. Discords may be introduced as chains of suspensions, the 4th resolves
to the 3rd, the 9th to the 8ve, the 7th to the 6th, the dim. 5th to the 3rd.
(Coprario f3r, Butler p.65-6 and 68, Simpson D.V. p. 21. Compendium
p.44, Locke rules 5 and 6, Mace p.227, North p.78-9). But the music
must be slow enough for the resolutions to take effect. (Mace p.227,
North p.79, 87, Purcell p.92-7). Purcell says that the dim. 5th is the only
discord which needs no preparation, p.130.
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[71]

11.. The 3rd in a minor key should be raised at a close, (Coprario f.3r,
Campion C6r), but not in the treble, rather an inward part. (Simpson
D.V. p.18, Compendium p.29, Mace p.227, North p.84).

12. Consecutive 5ths and 8ves are forbidden. (Morley p.243, 245, 256,
Coprario f.2v, Butler p.56, 63, 64, Simpson D.V. p.15, 18, Compen-
dium p.29-30, J. Jenkins by implication [North p.226], Mace p.226,
North p.224-7, Purcell p.91) (Locke rules 1 and 10 forbids only
between outside parts)

13. Never double the leading note. (Morley p.243, Coprario f.3r, Campion
C4v, Simpson D.V. p.19, Compendium p.32, Purcell p.129).

14. Never play a note sharp in one part and natural in another. (Simpson
D.V. p.15, Locke rule 1, Mace p.226).

15. Contrary motion to the bass is good. (Coprario f.8v-9r, Butler p.60,
Locke rule 10).

16. The three upper parts should be close together at a distance from the
bass. (Simpson D.V. p.18, Compendium p.29, Locke rule 9, Mace
p.230, Purcell p. 129). Locke and Mace say that the figures should be
counted from an octave above when the bass is low, i.e. the octaves of
the intervals may be used at will. Coprario numbers all intervals in full.

17. When the bass is stationary it is good to change the position of the upper
parts. (Coprario illustrates f.8v-9r, Campion C7r, Simpson
Compendium p.32, Purcell, p.100).

18. When the left hand has running notes, it is only necessary to play a
chord on the first of each group. (Campion C7r, Simpson D.V. p.20,
Locke rule 8, Mace p.229, North p.74, 79, 86).

19. The treble may play in 3rds (or l0ths or 17ths) with the bass. (Morley
p.246, Campion C8v, Butler p.51, 57, Simpson D.V. p.15, Locke rule 8,
Mace p.229, Purcell illustrates, p.89, 100).

The two upper parts may play in 3rds. (North p.78, Purcell p.115).
Purcell actually refers to ‘Thorow-Bass’ in this connection on p.117.

20. The treble may play in 6ths with the bass. (Butler p.57, Simpson D.V.
p.15, Purcell illustrates, p.89, 100).
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