
The Journal of the Viola da Gamba Society

Text has been scanned with OCR and is therefore searchable. The format on
screen does not conform with the printed Chelys. The original page numbers
have been inserted within square brackets: e.g. [23]. Where necessary
footnotes here run in sequence through the whole article rather than page by
page and replace endnotes. The pages labelled ‘The Viola da Gamba
Society Provisional Index of Viol Music’ in some early volumes are omitted
here since they are up-dated as necessary as The Viola da Gamba Society
Thematic Index of Music for Viols, ed. Gordon Dodd and Andrew Ashbee,
1982-, available on-line at www.vdgs.org.uk or on CD-ROM. Each item has
been bookmarked: go to the ‘bookmark’ tab on the left. To avoid problems
with copyright, some photographs have been omitted.

Contents of Volume 12 (1983)

Editorial Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), p. 2

John Harper article 1
The Distribution of the Consort Music of Orlando Gibbons in
Seventeenth-Century Sources
Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), pp. 5-18

John M. Jennings article 2
Thomas Lupo Revisited - Is Key the Key to his Later Music
Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), pp. 19-22

Lynn Hulse article 3
John Hingeston
Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), pp. 23-42



Gordon Dodd article 4
Tablature Without Tears?
Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), pp. 43-46

Hazelle Miloradovitch article 5
Eighteenth-Century Manuscript Transcriptions
for Viols of Music by Corelli & Marais in
the Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris: Sonatas and
‘Pièces de Viole’
Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), pp. 47-73

Reviews
Clifford Bartlett

Orlando Gibbons: new publications of the
consort music review 1

Gordon Dodd
John Coprario: ‘The Six-part Consorts and Madrigals

review 2
Gordon Dodd

Richard Charteris: ‘A Catalogue of the printed Book on
Music, Printed Music and Music Manuscripts in
Archbishop Marsh’s Library, Dublin’ review 3

[extract on] Thomas Gainsborough R.A.

Letters to the editor: Michael Heale (with response from John Catch)



EDITORIAL

For members of the Viola da Gamba Society, 1983 must surely be the
year of Orlando Gibbons; and this year's Chelys duly pays homage to
the anniversary of the composer's birth with an article by John Harper
(editor of the recent Musica Britannica volume of Gibbons's consort
music) which concerns the distribution of this music in seventeenth-
century sources. This article complements that by Oliver Neighbour in
the July issue of Early Music (which presents a stylistic survey of the
music) and it also maintains the Society's policy of reporting its
London talks in the form of articles. The crop of editions of the
consort music, which have appeared within a remarkably narrow time-
span, are comprehensively reviewed by Clifford Bartlett.

The year 1983 also marks the anniversary of the death of John
Hingeston, a neglected composer who is chiefly remembered as
musician to Oliver Cromwell. His revival by Lynn Hulse happily
coincides with the Society's recent interest in music of the Common-
wealth period.

The perspective of the journal is broadened by the inclusion of a
major article on foreign music. Hazelle Miloradovitch's survey of
transcriptions for viols of music by Corelli and Marais not only en-
compasses both Italian and French styles, but, further, extends the field
of interest into the eighteenth century.

Readers may notice various changes in the typography and layout of
the journal this year, in particular the removal of footnotes to the end
of each article. These result partly from a change of printer (to Peter
Williamson), and partly from a continuing awareness of the need to
review the state of the journal. Letters to the editor are welcome!

WENDY HANCOCK
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THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
CONSORT MUSIC OF

ORLANDO GIBBONS IN
SEVENTEENTH-CENTURY SOURCES

JOHN HARPER

As a whole, the corpus of Orlando Gibbons’s compositions reflects
his spheres of employment in the Chapel Royal (1603), the King’s
Private Music (1619), as organist of Westminster Abbey (1623), and (as
is implied in the dedication of the Madrigals and Motets of 1612) in the
Hatton household. Gibbons made substantial contributions in each of
the following genres: sacred vocal music (full and verse), devotional
music, secular music, keyboard music and consort music, and he is
notable for his contributions to contemporary publications in all but
the first of these fields. Equally apparent is the absence of a
contribution to the repertories of lute music, solo (i.e. lute) song, and
music for mixed consort, features which suggest his dissociation from
the Jacobean theatre and the Court masque (though some of the
keyboard music has associations with the masque). Nevertheless, he
remains one of the most wide-ranging composers of his generation, if
neither the most prolific nor the most progressive.

Inevitably his continuing and unbroken reputation has rested on his
church music, but in the reappraisal of his work in other genres his
music for viol consort emerges as significant and substantial in both
quantity and quality. The corpus is not so large as that of Coprario,
Ferrabosco II, Lupo or Jenkins, but more extensive than that of fellow
church musicians such as Byrd, Tomkins or Weelkes. A summary list
(including less certain ascriptions), presented as Table 1, reveals that
three quarters of the pieces are free fantasias, implying a conservative
reliance on old-fashioned, single-movement, imitative works; but it
belies the diversity of treatment from one fantasia to another, the range
of scoring from two to six voices, and the varieties of texture,
sectionalization, metre and tempo that exist within many of them.



Chelys, vol.12 (1983), article 1

[4]

The consort music is widely distributed in two printed sources and
thirty-five manuscripts (listed in Table II below, with the abbreviations
by which they are identified in this article). The manuscripts, all from
the seventeenth century, are the primary consideration here. A number
of them have been the subject of studies by scholars; some belonged to
or emanated from collectors, compilers and copyists whose work has
also received recent scrutiny;1 others remain problematical or await
detailed individual study; but as a diverse group they present an insight
into the distribution and selection of a major English composer’s work
in this genre. A cursory examination of Table III suggests that many of
them appear to have associations with London or Oxford: apart from
George Loosemore’s manuscript,2 Gibbons’s consort music seems not
to have attracted the attention of East-Anglian compilers.
Nevertheless, a substantial body of pieces survives in sources owned or
copied by (or closely associated with) Thomas Myriell, John Merro,
John Browne, John Lilly and Narcissus Marsh, providing texts for
thirty-four pieces in all.3 (Table IV.) A group of six two-part fantasias is
unique to Ckc; owned and written in part by John Browne, it is perhaps
the most attractively presented source that includes consort music by
Gibbons.

1 See the source bibliography above.
2 George Loosemore, organist of Jesus College, Cambridge (1635) and Trinity (1660),
MusD (1665); d.1682. Like Henry his brother and John Lilly he was associated with the
Norths at Kirtling.
3 Individual references to the work of A. Ashbee, R. Charteris, C. Monson and P.
Willetts, so important to present knowledge, is presented compositely in the source
bibliography.
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Table IV
Distribution of consort music by Orlando Gibbons in MS collections

of the seventeenth century
Thomas Myriell (rector, St Stephen’s Walbrook 1616-25; d. 1625)

Fantasias from the printed collection Och 61 - 7, 8, 10-15
Och 459 – 7, 8, 11, 12

John Merro (singing man of Gloucester from c.1609, d. 1639
Fantasias from the printed collection NYp 4183, Lbl 17793, Ob

245 – 7-15

John Browne (Clerk of the Parliaments from 1638; b. 1608, d. 1691)
Fantasias from the printed collection Och 473 – 7-12
Two part fantasia (unique) Ckc 1-6

Och 423 – 28, 29

Copied by or associated with John Lilly4 (copyist, Cambridge music-
master, theorbist in King’s music from 1660; d. 1678)
Fantasias from the printed collection Och 2, 401, 417 – 7-15
In nomine Lbl 2485, Och 2, 403,

436 - 28
Six -part fantasias (5 unique) Och 2, 403, 436 – 31-36
Variations, pavan, galliard Och 2, 403 – 40-42

Narcissus Marsh (Oxford student and don 1655-78, then in Dublin; b.
1638, d. 1713)

Double bass fantasias, three-part (3 unique) Dm 2 – 16-19, 20 -22
Dm 3 – 16-19

Double bass galliard (unique) Dm 3 – 23
In nomine Dm 3 – 28
Pavan and galliard, six-part Dm 3 – 41-42

Not surprisingly it is the three-part fantasias from the printed
collection that dominate the sources both of the collectors and overall,
appearing in some guise in twenty-two manuscripts. Since none of these
sources can be said certainly to ante-date the first edition of c. 1620,5 it
would be reasonable to expect that they might derive from it. In most
instances this is true, but there are important as well as misleading
exceptions. By far the most misleading are two of the three copies made
by John Merro. Though the text of the fantasias at the end of his large
anthology NYp 4183 corresponds with the printed edition, both Lbl
17793 and Ob 245 include errors and inventions that may derive from an
intermediate (and inaccurate) text that Merro has himself sought to

4 A. Ashbee (in his discussion of sources in the prefatory material of his edition John Jenkins.
Consort Music for Viols in four Parts, p. xiv) supports P. WiIletts’s view (‘John Lilly, Musician
and Music Copyist’) that Lilly may well have been compiling this collection for Baron
Hatton (d.1670). The same hands are found in Och 612-3 and its organ book Och•l32
(volumes that bear Hatton’s name and crest). Perhaps the contents were intended for the
opening forty-six folios (ruled in two parts) of Och 2. Interestingly the three-part fantasias
by Mico found in the reverse end of Och 132 correspond to those in both Och 401-2 and
Och 2. Hatton’s death may have terminated the project and led to Dean Aldrich’s
acquisition of the MSS.
5 T. Dart: ‘The Printed Fantasies of Orlando Gibbons’, Music and Letters, xxxvii (1956), p.
3,42.
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correct and improve (without access to NYp 4183). Lbl 17793 is further
confused by the emendations of the amateur, Dr Matthew Hutton, a
later owner. NYp 5612 is also puzzling. It is the only keyboard source to
contain intabulations of so many of the printed fantasias, including two
texts of the eighth, 14 (of the remaining four keyboard sources, all
contain this fantasia and two give texts of an additional [9] fantasia
each); it is particularly unusual in its presentation of a (frequently
gauche) fourth voice in places.

In another respect NYp 5612 is consistent with five ‘early’ ensemble
sources in which the third fantasia (9) is omitted or included later in the
source. Of these., two belonged to Thomas Myriell (Och 61, Och 459);
indeed the latter is his own. selection from the former. Another (LAuc)
may be associated with London, and more specifically with the Court.6

The two remaining sources seem to have Oxford associations: Lbl 34800
bears the name (among others) of William King,7 and Och 21 is the
important but tantalizing source inscribed:

Ben: Rogers his booke Aug.t 18 : 1673 / and presented me, by Mr John
Playford Stationer in the Temple London / This Score booke was done
formerly, by that / rare Musitian, Mr. Orlando Gibbons / and this book
is of great value to a Composer.8

The latter contains some curious details, including the reversal of
parts in short passages. This supports David Wulstan’s view, regarding
the string parts of the verse anthems, that the book may re-amplify in
full score an earlier redaction in short score. Lbl 34800 presents the
fantasias in two groups; 9, 14 and 15 appear later in a less tidy form of
the same hand. This same scribe has also erased the conclusion of the
first voice of 11 (mistakenly copied from the second voice, and implying
that it derived from a score), added the correct text, and ident ified all the
fantasias by the numbering used in the printed edition.

In a number of specific cases in these five ensemble sources, the
presentation of accidentals differs from that of the printed text, and in
the second fantasia there is a distinct variant in the articulation that is
common to all of them.

6 C. Monson: Voices and Viols, p. 61, notes that Robert Ford now suggests that this hand may
be that of an Italian emigré musician at Court.
7 William King, clerk and then chaplain, Magdalen College, Oxford 1648-5-5, probationer
fellow of All Souls’ 1650, organist of New College, 1664. Associated with Court musicians
while Charles I was in Oxford.
8 Och 21 , though it may have been copied later in the century, is treated as an earlier source
in this article. I hope to publish more thoughts on this difficult MS in The Musical Times,
December 1983. It does seem to be based on a series of early Gibbons texts and may even
be connected with a holograph source.
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It seems possible that these five sources (and even NYp 5612) derive
from a manuscript text (or texts) that antedates 1620, and that their
contents may indicate that 9 and even 14 and 15 were later accretions to
a smaller original collection. (See Table V.) As to the other ensemble
sources, based on the pr in ted [10] text, it is notable that only those
associated with Lilly seem to have been copied after the Restoration,
implying that, despite the ‘trio’ scoring of those fantasias for two trebles and
bass, the collection ceased to be fashionable (in contrast to the fantasias
scored for double bass).

All four In nomines are to be found in a single early source, Ob 212, a set
of part-books compiled in two layers. The first layer is the unique source of
the four-part and one five-part In nomines, which appear alongside similar
settings for the most part by Elizabethan composers (e.g. Tye, Tallis,
Parsons, R. White, Parsley, but also Taverner, Byrd and Weelkes) probably
copied early in the seventeenth century. This suggests that they may well
belong to Gibbons’s juvenilia, exercises composed in the In nomine tradition
that remained isolated. In the second layer are found the better-known
settings (the highly figured one - 28 - and that for two basses - 29), alongside
In nomines written by Jacobean contemporaries (e.g. Ferrabosco II, Ives,
Ward), copied a little later. The latter part of this layer includes ten anthems
apparently in the hand of Richard Nicolson9 and copied between about 1632

9 C. Monson: Voicer and Viols, p. 193: his discussion of the source supersedes that of W.
Edwards in Sources of Elizabethan Consort Music.
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and 1637. (At this time Nicolson was still in charge of the weekly Thursday
music meetings in the Oxford Music Schools.) 28 and 29 are found in a
different and simplified version in T (which shares a common hand with Och
732) and Och 423, and their textual links suggest a common source and
Jacobean compilation. Only 28 is included in later sources: Ob 64 (with the
identification George Stratford, 1641),10 John Lilly’s manuscripts, and
Narcissus Marsh’s composite set of part-books (Dm 3).

Quite as early as the In nomines 26 and 27 is the straightforward (and
incomplete) five-part Pavan de le Roye. Ascribed simply to ‘Mr Gibbons’ it
could come from the hand of an older member of the family, though it
displays stylistic details which are comparable to the keyboard pavans (Musica
Britannica, xx, 16-18). It is found in an unusual collection of pavans and
galliards mostly by Jacobean composers, but also including four pieces that
may be regarded as Elizabethan.
When one examines the repertory of six-part works one is faced with major
[11] problems of ascription and genre, let alone those of the provenances
of the music and the sources. Twelve pieces are found in six sources,
and nine of them lack certain ascription. Of the sources, only Och 21
(Benjamin Rogers’s book) appears to have ‘early’ links; the remainder
seem to be Restoration compilations.

The pavan and galliard (41, 42) are clearly ascribed in Ob 437 and Dm
3, and there is no need to doubt this, least of all on stylistic grounds.
The variations ‘Go from my window’ may also be ascribed on stylistic
grounds, and more particularly on the grounds of the placing of the
fragment in Och 21 (Diagram 1). The presentation of the score laterally
across the opening for so much of Gibbons’s music in the source, the
fact that the fragment follows the three-part fantasias, and that it
appears on the reverse of the folio which continues with the first of
three ‘fantasias’ ascribed in the (eighteenth-century) index to Gibbons,
seems to support its ascription and to suggest a missing section in the
source.

10 George Stratford, probably student of Magdalen Hall, Oxford (16,25 ), BD ( 1639),
expelled by Parliament from Oxford (16-48). A. Ashbee (Jenkins: Consort Music in Four Parts )
suggests that this source may have been available to Matthew Hutton and Narcissus Marsh.
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[12] In John Lilly’s Great Set the variations are critically placed between
the six fantasias and the pavan and galliard. As in the whole of the rest of
the collection, none of the instrumental music has either contemporary title
or ascription. The score book (Och 2) is divided into sections scored for
three, four, five and six parts (a two-part section is ruled but blank) and in
each section the works of individual English composers tend to be grouped
together. In the two sections which include music by Gibbons, his three-
part fantasias conclude that section of the manuscript, and the In nomine
(28) comes near the end of the first (and main) layer of five-part music. It is
therefore after groups of six-part pieces by Lupo (10), Ward (8), Ferrabosco
(11), W. White (6) and Coleman (3) that there follows the group of nine
pieces - six fantasias, ‘Go from my window’ and the pavan and galliard -
which all but conclude this great retrospective collection. The ascription of
the pavan and galliard has already been established from Dm 3 and Ob 437,
and in the latter the second of the six fantasias (32) is also ascribed to
Gibbons. The six fantasias are ordered in pairs by their finals - two with
final G, two D and two A. The chromaticism that comes as a surprise in the
fifth fantasia (35) is counter-balanced by the passage so closely related to
the early five-part In nomine (27). Even before one considers the stylistic
grounds (and this is not the task of this article) there is strong internal
evidence in the source to suggest that this group of nine pieces is the work
of a single composer, that music by Gibbons might well be included at this
point in the collection, and, from the ascriptions to Gibbons in the other
sources that belonged to Francis Withy11 and Narcissus Marsh, to accept
that these are his works.

Three further six-part fantasias (37-39) appear in Och 21. Sandwiched,
with the fragment of ‘Go from my window’, between the three-part
fantasias and the textless scores from the Madrigals (1612), it seems likely
that the ascription in the index and over the score is tenable. Whether they

11 Francis Withy (son of John Withy, Catholic music teacher of Worcester, d. after 1673 ),
lay-clerk of Christ Church, Oxford probably from 1670-1712. John Withy seems to have
been an earlier owner of Ob - 437.
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are in fact instrumental pieces is another matter. In the case of the first two
there seems to be a stronger argument that these are intended for
instrumental ensemble. Certainly their ranges of parts, their angularity of
line, their sureness of phrase, and their exploitation of varieties of texture
and scoring support such a claim, even if they do not match the stature of
the six fantasias found in Lilly’s Great Set. The first includes the repetition
of the second section with reversed treble and tenor parts, a device which
Gibbons also uses (though on a less extended scale) at the conclusion of
the fourth of the printed fantasias (11) and (without altered parts) at the
end of the second four-part double-bass fantasia (28).

The third piece in this group (39) is more problematical. It is one of the
longest works ever composed by Gibbons (118 breves), at two points there
are instructions found elsewhere in the source in the verse anthems (Chorus
and Versus), and the repetition of notes does in a number of instances
suggest syllabic underlay rather than rhythmic impetus. The two treble parts
frequently form a duo in dialogue while the remaining parts combine in
accompaniment. The ranges of the parts exceed those found in the sacred
compositions as a rule, but come closer to those of the Madrigals (1612);
however, their occasional [13] angularities and fragmentary interjections
seem less typical. If the ascription to Gibbons is accepted, then all three
pieces seem to belong to a more cautious, earlier period of his writing than
the other six-part works.

Especial to the consort music of Gibbons is the ‘music for double bass’.
Though a recently identified fragment from 22 has an ascription to
Coprario,12 there is still no cast-iron case to challenge Gibbons’s authorship
of all the surviving fantasias for double bass. Their distribution in the
sources is particularly significant. For the most part they appear in none of
the sources of the collectors - Myriell, Metro, Browne or Lilly - and
alongside no other music by Gibbons. The exception on both counts is the
collection by Narcissus Marsh: Dm 2 and Dm 3 contain all the known
three-part pieces for double bass, and Dm 3 includes them with other music
by Gibbons in a large and composite collection of viol music. Dm 2 also
contains fantasias by Coprario, and Coprario is an important bedfellow for
the double-bass music in the other four sources. However, in these sources
they appear alongside Coprario’s fantasia-suites. By far the oldest and most
important is Och 732, a set of part-books which serves as the primary
source for Coprario’s fifteen fantasia-suites for violin, bass viol and organ,
and eight fantasia-suites for two violins, bass viol and organ. Lkc also
includes some of Coprario’s fantasia-suites for violin, bass viol and organ,
and Och 419 includes some of these for two violins, bass viol and organ, as
does Pc 770. The latter is important; not only was this source compiled
after the Restoration (perhaps by the Court violinist John Atkins)13 but its
contents include fantasia-suites by the more modern composers William
Lawes and Locke (as well as by Jenkins, and fantasias by Ferrabosco and
Ward). In other words, Gibbons’s music is found in circulation after the
Restoration in a comparatively progressive source (perhaps associated with

12 CLwr: see source bibliography above.
13 John Atkins, violinist and composer, member of the Royal band from 1660 to year of his
death, 1671.
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players in the King’s violins), and not just in the retrospective collections of
musicians and amateurs like Lilly and Marsh. Moreover it is apparent that
Lkc was used after the Restoration; It came into the possession of Purcell
and includes Bull’s Miserere canon 8 in 4 copied in Purcell ’s own hand.

The associations with Court music implied by the evidence of Purcell’s
hand in Lkc and John Atkins’s possible authorship of Pc 770 extends back
to the early source, Och 732. One part-book bears the name John
Woodington, violinist in the King’s music (from 1619) and Coprario’s
music for Prince Charles (from 1622). The set as a whole has a companion
organ book (Lbl RM.24.K.3) which bears the arms of Charles I. What is
implied by this is that, despite their quirky, unique instrumentation, the
fantasias for double bass seem to belong to the mainstream of up-to-date
ensemble music for professional Court players in the last years of the reign
of James I, and that their circulation amongst Court musicians continued
after the Restoration. It should be no surprise that these are amongst
Gibbons’s most adventurous pieces with diverse sections, structural
novelties, external quotations, and indications that imply changes of tempo,
dynamic and even articulation.

Even here there are textual problems. Excepting Och 732 and Och 41914

the remaining sources include additional material especially in the middle
voice and [14] in the three sources presented in score (see Table VII). No
other music by Gibbons is so extensively preserved in score, and one has to
question whether the additions imply an original organ part or organ
doubling (though no such part is found in the organ book related to Och
732), or whether they are additions that have accrued as a result of the
fantasia-suite environment in which they circulated. (Texts of Coprario’s
fantasia-suites to the organ survive in such ‘compressed’ scores.) Perhaps one
should go further to ask whether the surviving scoring is in itself a redaction
from a more elaborate instrumentation; certainly this might account for some
of the discrepancies in the middle voice of the three-part fantasias, and for
the musical shortcomings of that part in the first of the three ‘anonymous’
fantasias (20) found in Dm 2. When one considers the diversity of material in
the best of the double-bass fantasias it is not unreasonable to consider a
more colourful instrumental palette for their performance.

At the end of this survey it is worth summarizing what emerges. The
major part of Gibbons’s consort music is found in four groups of sources -
those that belonged to or were compiled by the great music-compilers and
collectors of the first half of the century (Myriell, Merro and Browne - eight
sources); those apparently with links with Court musical circles either before
or after the Restoration (five sources); those connected with Oxford and in
part reflecting the growing impetus of music-meetings established by
Heather, and continuing after the Restoration (seven sources); and those
included in the sources associated with John Lilly after the Restoration (six
sources). An overview of the corpus as a whole reveals an interesting pattern.

The two-part fantasias, two In nomines, the incomplete pavan and the
problematical six-part fantasias survive in unique pre-Commonwealth
sources. The In nomine for two basses circulated more widely but again in
pre-Commonwealth sources; only one To nomine is found in a larger number

14 Och 419 was probably copied from Och 732.
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of pre-Commonwealth sources (four) and in the later collections of Lilly and
Marsh. The three-part printed fantasias fare no better than this In nomine;
despite their wide distribution in the first half of the century (in some cases in
a text that seems to derive from a pre-publication source), after the
Restoration they are included only in Lilly’s retrospective collections, apart
from isolated examples in minor keyboard intabulations of the second part of
the century. Except for the fragment of the variations in Och 21, the main
body of mature six-part writing is found in the later sources associated with
Lilly, Marsh and Francis Withy. Only the music for double bass is found in
sources that appear to have close links with the pre-Commonwealth and
Restoration Court and with the inner and progressive circle of the King’s
Music. Almost certainly it was composed in the last phase of Gibbons’s life
as a member of the King’s Private Music, and represents his most modern
writing for professional players.

[14]
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Ob 575
P. J. Willetts: ‘Music from the Circle of Anthony Wood’

Och 15
R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue

Och 21
R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue
D. Wulstan (ed.): Orlando Gibbons: Verse Anthems, Early English-

Church Music, ii (London, 1964), p. viii

Och 47
Musica Britannica, xx (source list)

Och 419
R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue

Och 732
R. Charteris: ‘Autographs of John Coprario’, Music and Letters, l vi

(1975), p. 41 R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue

Pc 492
E. Rimbault (ed.): Orlando Gibbons: Fantasies in Three Parts, Musical

Antiquarian Society, ix (London, 1843)

Pc 770
R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue

R
G. Dodd: Thematic Index of Music for Viols (Viola da Gamba Society,

1980)

T
R. Charteris: ‘Autographs of John Coprario’
R. Charteris: John Coprario: A Thematic Catalogue
R. Charteris: ‘Consort Music Manuscripts in Archbishop Marsh’s

Library, Dublin’
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[19]

THOMAS LUPO REVISITED
- IS KEY THE KEY TO HIS

LATER MUSIC?
JOHN M. JENNINGS

A recent return to the fantasias of Thomas Lupo in order to prepare
them for publication1 has renewed a former acquaintance with works of
considerable charm. Knowledge of the two duos, twenty-six three-part,
thirteen four-part, thirty-three five-part and twelve six-part fantasias
together with four three-part pavans results in an awareness of Lupo’s
development in compositional style from the older multi-voiced, more
vocally-conceived fantasias to consort pieces written in a clearly-structured,
more modern and much more instrumental style.2

The sharpest distinction between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ is to be found
among the three-part fantasias, in which nine pieces scored for two trebles
and bass reflect the influence of Italian trio-sonata scoring, and for which a
case has been made to play them on a broken consort of bass viol and two
violins, rather than on a viol consort. Coming back after some years to look
more closely at these works, one becomes conscious of the way the Meyer
numbering3 disguises their distribution within the manuscript sources.
Ignoring those manuscripts which contain only one or two pieces, one
might represent the main sources as in Table I. An analysis of this Table
shows several recurring groupings; in particular,

7, 9 in sources g, n
9, 7 in sources a, b, d, l, o
16, 17, 18 in sources a, b, c, d, e, f, l
16, 17, 18, 19 in sources a, b, c, d, e
20, 16 in sources a, b, d, f h, i
20, 16, 17, 18, 19 in sources a, b, d, e
20, 16, 19, 17, 18, 21, 23 in sources h, i
21, 23 in sources e, h, i, m
23, 21 in sources f, n

When comparing such manuscript sources which cannot be dated with
any accuracy, and which were probably compiled over a considerable period

1 To be published by Boethius Press, in four volumes, edited by Richard Charteris
and John M. Jennings.

2 A detailed discussion is to be found in John M. Jennings: The Viol Music of Thornas
Lupo (M. Mus. dissertation, University of Sydney, 1969; ‘The fantasies of Thomas
Lupo’, Musicology 3 (1968-9) , pp. 34-48 (reprinted in Chelys, iii (1971), pp. 3-15.

3 The numbering attributed by E. H. Meyer in his pioneer thematic catalogue in Die
mehrstimmige Spielmusik des 17. Jahrhunderts in Nord-u. Mitteleuropa (Kassell 1934), and
adopted by the Provisional Index of the Viola da Gamba Society of Great Britain,
edited by Gordon Dodd.
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of time and according to a compiler’s own personal taste, one would expect
that there might well be very little correlation of order. However, the
recurring patterns of groupings among these manuscripts invite further
investigation. A casual comparison of keys of these works, linked to the
more popular groupings as identified above, suddenly gives more purpose:

[20]

[21]
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From among all the three-part fantasias, these groupings are the most
obvious ones which are linked by style and key, although of the seventeen
remaining three-part fantasias - those which are more conservative, more
‘polyphonic’ - three other pairs are grouped in sources by key and scoring:
they are Meyer nos. 2 and 3 (for treble, tenor and bass in G minor), nos. 5
and 6 (for two trebles and tenor in G major) and nos. 11 and 12 (for
treble, tenor and bass in F major). But whereas the structures of
polyphonic fantasias are, by their nature, determined by the counterpoint
of ideas and the progression from idea to idea, the consort pieces which
are the subject of this discussion make use of a functional tonality to
strengthen their rather sectional structure. Table 11 provides a summary
of the structure of each, emphasising the tonal schemes employed.

[22]
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The points to be made are:

(a) the more structured consort pieces are more consciously ‘tonal’ in the
sense that key relationships within the piece are important to their
design; and:

(b) the grouping of pieces by tonic key, as an analysis of the sources
suggests, brings together pieces which contrast and complement
each other so as to produce identifiable sets which were presumably
intended to be performed as such.

No fantasia-suites by Lupo have survived, and no claim is being made
here that these are fantasia-suites in the style of Coprario. Rather, what
is being suggested is that the implications of Meyer’s numbering in the
performance of this music should be carefully reconsidered. Maybe we
should forsake Meyer’s ordering in performance, and respect the
grouping of these pieces as found in the manuscript sources - which may
well have been deliberate. Perhaps these four sets of fantasias should not
be performed as single items, but in groups of two and three pieces, as
their placement in the sources seems to indicate.

FOOTNOTES
1. To be published by Boethius Press, in four volumes, edited by Richard Charteris

and John M. Jennings.
2. A detailed discussion is to be found in John M. Jennings: The Viol Music of Thornas

Lupo (M. Mus. dissertation, University of Sydney, 1969; ‘The fantasies of Thomas
Lupo’, Musicology 3 (1968-9), pp. 34-48 (reprinted in Chelys, iii (1971), pp. 3-15 .

3. The numbering attributed by E. H. Meyer in his pioneer thematic catalogue in Die
mehrstimmige Spielmusik des 17. Jahrhunderts in Nord-u. Mitteleuropa (Kassell 1934), and
adopted by the Provisional Index of the Viola da Gamba Society of Great Britain,
edited by Gordon Dodd.
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[23]

JOHN HINGESTON
LYNN HULSE

Introduction

The tercentenary of the death of John Hingeston1 provides an
appropriate occasion on which to re-examine the evidence concerning the
life of a composer whose music has been neglected by music historians and
performers alike. Only a handful of his compositions has been published:
four fantasy-suites for two bass viols, the fantasy-suite for treble and bass
viols and another for five vials:2 yet his contribution to the seventeenth-
century English repertoire was considerable. His career spans much of the
century and he served both Cromwell and Charles II. His contemporary
biographer, Anthony a Wood, describes only Hingeston’s five-year
appointment during the Protectorate as Cromwell’s organist.3 Norman
Josephs in The New Grove4 has noted the composer’s connection with York
Minster in 1618. For the remainder of Hingeston’s career, historians have
relied chiefly on Sir John Hawkins’s biography in A General History of the
Science and Practice of Music5 and on Lafontaine’s The King ’s Musick; 6 yet the
picture they present is far from complete.

Curiously, Hingeston’s will,7 the most informative document about his
life, has been overlooked.8 Written on 12 December 1683, five days before
his death, it gives us some idea of his education and appointments, and
provides clues to contemporary sources where we may search for further
material on his career. Using these sources and reinterpreting the known
material, the present article examines his life and the immediate background
to his works under the headings:

(i) Family background and education;
(ii) Service with the Cliffords, Earls of Cumberland;
(iii) Mastership of Cromwell’s Music; and
(iv) Service with His Majesty’s household.

This is followed by a brief discussion of Hingeston’s music.

1 Hingston, Hinckston, Hinkston or Hinxton.
2 Nova Music (London, 1981 ), nos. 1. 3 and 4 are also published by VdGS, S.P.

nos. 36,129 and 130 respectively; VdGS S.P. no. 35; and VdGS S.P. no. 35. The
fantasias and airs for three bass viols edited by the writer are due to be published by
Dovehouse Edition later in the year.

3 GB-Ob MS Wood D19/4: Biographical Dictionary of Musicians.
4 N. Josephs: ‘John Hingeston’, The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians

(London, 6/1980), vol. 8, pp. 588-9.
5 Sir J. Hawkins: A General History of the Science and Practice of Music (London,

1776/1963 ed., New York), vol. ii, pp. 577-8.
6 H.C. de Lafontaine (ed.): The King’s Musick (London, 1909).
7 GB- Public Record Office, London (‘PRO’), PCC 17 HARE, ff. l34r-135r.
8 The contents of Hingeston’s will are summarized in P. Highfill, K. Burnim and

E. Langhans (ed.): A Biographical Dictionary of Acton. Actresses, Musicians, Dancers,
Managers, etc ... in London, 1660-1800 vol. vii (Southern Illinois U.P., 1982), pp. 329-
30, but their significance has not been appreciated.
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Manuscripts in the following repositories have been consulted: York
Minster Library; Borthwick Institute of Historical Research, York; Kendall
Record Office; Bedfordshire County Record Office; Westminster City
Archives; Bodleian Library, Oxford; British Library; Victoria and Albert
Museum and Public Record Office, London. I am grateful to His Grace the
Duke of Devonshire for granting access to his family papers at Chatsworth
in Derbyshire.

Family background and education

According to his will, John Hingeston was born in the parish of St.
Lawrence, York. His date of birth is unknown, but the following evidence
suggests that he was born some time between 1599 and 1606:

(i) His father, Thomas Hingeston, a vicar choral at York Minster, was
appointed vicar of St. Lawrence in April 1599;9

[24] (ii) The surviving parish registers, which begin in 1606, do not
record John’s birth, although they contain references to births and infant
deaths of other members of his family.10) Since he was the son of the parish
vicar, John’s birth would surely have been recorded had it occurred after
1606; and

(iii) John is still referred to as an adolescent in the Clifford household
accounts for 1621,11 which implies that he was born shortly before 1606.
The marriage of his parents, Thomas and Dorothy Hingeston, is not
recorded in the surviving parish registers for the diocese of York.12 At least
seven children were born to them, three of whom died in infancy; reference
is made to the other three, Arthur, Isabella and Elizabeth, in John’s will.

During their childhood, Thomas had chambers in the Bederne,13 the
college of the vicars choral, as well as lands in Walmgate and the parish of
St. Lawrence.14 He had been appointed to the vicars choral in 1595,15 and
remained a member until his death in January 1619/20. 16 We can deduce
that he was endowed with some administrative ability (which John
inherited), because he was frequently appointed chamberlain or auditor of
the vicars choral, responsible for collecting rents from York tenements to
finance the upkeep of the Bederne.17

9 E.C. Hudson: Some Notes on the Church and Parish of St. Lawrence (1933).
10 E.C.Hudson(ed.): ‘Parish Register of St. Lawrence,York,1606-1812’,Yorkshire

Parish Record Society (‘YPRS’) (1938)- see ‘baptisms and burials’ for 1607-9.
11 Chatsworth Devonshire Collection: Bolton MSS bk. 109, p. 6.
12 The marriage is recorded of one Thomas Hingeston at St. Michael- le-Belfry on

12th October 1606, and several baptisms thereafter. This is not John’s father, but a
baker who became a freeman of the city of York in 1605 (see ‘Freemen of York’,
Surtees Society, cii, p. 53).

13 GB-Y Vicars Choral Kitchen Book (‘VCKB’), f.234v.
14 ‘Yorkshire Fines, 1614-25’, Yorkshire Archaeological Society, lviii, p. 33.
15 VCKB, f. 215v.
16 ‘Parish Register of St. Olave, York, 1538-1644’, YPRS (1923).
17 GB-Y V.C. 6/2 Chamberlain’s accounts and rent rolls: chamberlain in 1605, 1611, 1614-

15, 1618-19 (V.C. 6/2 Vn 78, 82, 84 and 86); auditor in 1607-10. 1612-13, 1615-17, 1619 (V.C.
6/2 Vn 79-81, 87, 83, 85a, 85b and 88).
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Of his children, only John appears to have received professional musical
training, although his grandson Peter (Arthur’s son) studied the organ with
John during the Restoration and later became organist of St. Mary-le-
Tower, Ipswich. There can be little doubt that Thomas was instrumental in
securing a place for his son in the choir at York Minster. We do not know
when John Hingeston joined it or for how long he benefited from the
education the choir offered, since choristers are not mentioned by name in
either the Chapter Acts or the Chamberlain’s Accounts. Two lists of
choristers on the end-leaves of a Medius Decani part-book18 confirm that
he sang in the cathedral choir in 1618 and 1619, but he had probably been a
member for some years before then. Besides participating in daily services,
Hingeston would doubtless have received a general education in the choir
school and organ tuition from Thomas Kingston, the cathedral organist. In
1620, his skill on that instrument brought him to the attention of the
Cliffords, who were to be his patrons for the next twenty-five years.

Service with the Cliffords, Earls of Cumberland

Hawkins suggested that Hingeston was a member of the King’s Musick
during the reign of Charles 1,19 and later historians have reiterated his view;
no payments to him, however, are recorded in the surviving court
documents. If Hawkins did have access to court papers, he may have
confused John Hingeston with one John Hickson (Hixon) ‘musician for
wind instruments’ who served Charles I from November 1638.20

Alternatively, Hawkins’s deduction may derive from the fact that a number
of musicians who were appointed to the King’s Musick in 1660 were
reinstated in positions they had held prior to the Interregnum.

[25] Hingeston served the Clifford family from 1621, when he was
apprenticed as organist to Francis Clifford, 4th Earl of Cumberland, until
1645, when Skipton Castle fell to a Parliamentary army. His first encounter
with the Cliffords probably occurred in the previous year: on 17 March
1619/20 a boy, one ‘John of Yorke’, was hired by Francis to play ‘upon the
organs’ at Londesborough as part of an entertainment given for the Lord
President.21 Thomas Littell, the Earl’s steward at Londesborough, records
that the boy was to ‘come againe after the assyzes to serve my Lo.’; it seems
likely enough that ‘the boy’ was John Hingeston. Two bills for his apparel22

confirm that he entered the Earl’s service at least six months before his
apprenticeship began in August 1621.23

One month later, Hingeston was sent to London in the care of John
Tailor, steward of Skipton Castle, ‘to learne to play’.24 His teacher is not

18 GB-Y MS M13/1 (S).
19 Hawkins: op. cit ., p. 577.
20 PRO L.C. 5/ 134, p. 285.
21 Bolton MSS bk. 98, f. 142r and bk. 81.
22 Bolton MSS bk. 99, ff. 56v-57r and bk. 109, p. 6.
23 Bolton MSS bk. 99, f. 191v.
24 Bolton MSS bk. 109, p. 9.
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mentioned in the accounts, but Hawkins suggests in a footnote to his
biography, this time with some evidence, that it was Orlando Gibbons:25

A. Wood... was not able to fill up the blank which he left therein for the name
of Hingston’s master, but a Ms. in the handwriting of Hingston, now extant,
ascertains it. This relic is thus inscribed - “My master’s songs in score with
some fantasias in 6 parts of my own”. The fantasias stand first in the book,
and are about six in number, some subscribed Jo. Hingston, Jan. 1640, and
other dates, the songs are subscribed Orlando Gibbons. Hence it is to be
inferred that Orlando Gibbons was the master of Hingston; and this
supposition is corroborated by the following anecdote, communicated by one
of Hingston’s descendants now living, to wit, that the Christian name
Orlando, for reasons which they have hitherto been ignorant of, has in
several instances been given to the males of the family.26

The manuscript to which Hawkins refers has not been traced, but the
name Orlando does occur at least twice in later generations of the
Hingeston family.27 Corroborative evidence rests in Hingeston’s bequest to
the Music School at Oxford of a portrait of Orlando Gibbons whom he
describes as ‘my ever honord Master’. It is reasonable to suppose that
Gibbons was Hingeston’s organ tutor from 1621, and remained so
(according to John Tailor’s accounts) until at least October 1623.28

Hingeston’s return to Yorkshire may have coincided with major repairs
carried out on the organ at Londesborough in November 1624;29 certainly
he had returned by February of the following year.30

The surviving evidence does not permit us to describe Hingeston’s
contribution to music in the Clifford household in any detail. However,
general evidence concerning the musical regime which he encountered there
accords well with Roger North’s description of ‘the promiscuous and
diffused practise of musick in remote parts about England’,31 and provides
some insight into his life at this time.

Francis Clifford, 4th Earl of Cumberland from 1605 to 1641, was,
according to William Byrd, a ‘worthy lover and patron of that facultie
music.’32 Thomas Campion goes so far to describe Skipton Castle as ‘the
Muses pallace’.33 Francis’s enthusiasm, which was probably inspired by his
friend Robert Cecil, 1st Earl of Salisbury,34 was shared by other members of

25 Richard Luckett in The Companion’ to The Diary of Samuel Pepys, vol. x (London,
1985), p. 186 states that Hingeston was a pupil of Nicholas Lanier on the basis of PRO L.C.
5/134, p. 364. Luckett appears to have confused Hingeston with Hickson and Nicholas
Lanier wuh Andrea Lanier.

26 Hawkins: op. cit ., p. 577.
27 I am grateful to Dr. Christopher Field for this unpublished information.
28 Bolton MSS bk. 111, [f. 5r].
29 Bolton MSS bk 100, f. 197r.
30 Bolton MSS bk. 100, f. 184v: on 10th February 1624/5 Hingeston accompanied

Francis Clifford to York.
31 H. Andrews (ed.): Roger North’s The Musicall Gramarian (London, 1926), p. 41.
32 W. Byrd: Psalms, Songs and Sonnets (1611)- dedicated to Francis Clifford.
33 T. Campion: Two Bookes of Ayres (1613)- dedicated to Francis and Henry Clifford.
34 For a discussion of music in the Earl of Salisbury’s household see R. Charteris:

‘Jacobean Musicians at Hatfield House, 1605-13’, Royal Musical Association Res earch
Chronicle , xii (1974), pp. 115-156.
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the Clifford family. His son Henry studied the lute at M. de Pluvinel’s
Academy in Paris during his Grand Tour in 1610-11;35 after his return to
Yorkshire he perfected his skill on the lute and viol, [26] and assisted his
father in the organisation of musical entertainments.36 Henry’s wife, Lady
Frances Cecil (daughter of Robert Cecil), their daughter, Elizabeth, and
son-in-law, Richard Boyle, Lord Cork, all appear to have been active
musicians.

Initially, the Earl’s interest in music led to the appointment at Skipton in
about 1608 of a small group of professional musicians and servants with
some musical skill. When John Hingeston joined the household in 1621, the
organisation of the Earl’s band had just passed from George Mason, the
Earl’s lutenist,37 to Mason’s apprentice John Earsden.38 At this time,
Earsden had only one other musician under his charge, Edward Cressetts, a
man-servant who owed his musical training to Francis Clifford’s
patronage.39 In 1625 the band was increased to four by the addition of the
violinist William Hudson.40 Throughout these years, as was common
practice, waits and other travelling players supplemented the household
staff for major entertainments, festivities and ceremonial occasions.

A substantial collection of instruments was available to the musicians by
the time Hingeston joined the household. Mason and Earsden collaborated
with the Earl in the acquisition of two chests of viols, two violas da gamba,
a lyra viol purchased from Coprario in 1614,41 and a variety of plucked-
string instruments, including lutes, theorboes and a ‘citharen’. Violins of a
sort were first introduced in 1617 when three treble viols were sent to York
for cutting, although not until William Hudson’s appointment in 1625 were
true violins acquired. Hingeston had access to two chamber organs, a
virginal, a harpsichord, and a ‘virginal with a wind instrument in it’ (a
claviorganum ?) purchased by Francis Clifford in December 1620.42 Many
of these instruments accompanied the Cliffords as they moved from one
residence to another, though Francis is known to have borrowed keyboard
instruments for Hingeston when in London.43

35 J.W. Stoye: English Travellers Abroad 1604-67 (Oxford, 1952), pp. 49-52.
36 T.D. Whitaker: The History and Antiquities of the Deanery of Craven (London, 1805),

pp. 263-4: copy of a letter from Francis Clifford to his son, Henry, concerning the
arrangements for The King’s Entertainment at Brougham Castle in August 1617. See
W.H. Long (ed.): Music in English Renaissance Drama (Kentucky Press, 1968)- I. Spink:
‘Campion’s Entertainment at Brougham Castle, 1617’, pp. 57-74.

37 George Mason had been apprenticed to Robert Cecil, 1st Earl of Salisbury (see R.
Charteris op. cit ., pp. 119-121, 123-4).

38 Reference is first made to John Earsden in the Clifford accounts in April 1609 (Bolton
MSS bk. 51). He was employed as a page to Lady Grissell Clifford (Bolton MSS bk. 94, f.
140).

39 Edward Cressetts was apprenticed in 1614 (Bolton MSS bk. 95, f. 240v) and placed in
Mason’s charge at York (Bolton MSS bk. 95, ff. 265r-265v).

40 Bolton MSS bk. 83: checkrole for 15th October, 1625.
41 Bolton MSS bk. 95, f. 242v.
42 Bolton MSS bk. 99, f. 223v.
43 Bolton MSS bk. 161 [ff. 18r and 24v]: an organ and a harpsichord were borrowed from

the Earl of Mowgrave (Mulgrave?).
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Three rooms were generally set aside for the performance of music. At
Londesborough an organ was placed in the great parlour where the family
dined in private. At Skipton a music chamber existed, though Francis seems
to have preferred his musicians to play in the ‘billiard chamber’, where an
organ and a harpsichord were installed (perhaps in an effort to satisfy
simultaneously his two obsessions, gambling and music).44

Hingeston’s role as organist is not defined, but we may presume that he
participated in both secular and sacred music. String consorts and songs
were regularly performed during and after dinner, the more proficient
members of the family also bearing a part. The Cliffords possessed ‘diverse
musick bookes’, including lute songs, masque books and consort parts,45

some purchased from London, some composed by Mason and Earsden.46

There is no documentary evidence that Hingeston was commissioned to
write consort music for the Earl’s band, though several of his fantasy-suites
for viols belong stylistically to this period. His interest in the viol may have
been encouraged by the quantity and quality of music performed.

In addition to their daily household duties, the Earl’s musicians took part
in ceremonial entertainments or masques. Francis Clifford staged at least
four [27] during his earldom (an unusually high number, considering the
labour and costs involved), three during Hingeston’s employment. There is
no indication of the expense of the two masques of 163247 but the accounts
for Comus, performed in 1636, include ornate costumes and payments to
actors and city waits, suggesting that it was on a lavish scale.48 The part of
‘genius loci’ was sung by Earsden; other household musicians played dance
tunes and choruses in a band specially reinforced by the York city waits.

We do not know how elaborate the services were in the family chapel at
Skipton, but the purchase of psalm books’49 implies that Hingeston did little
more than accompany simple psalm settings.

44 Bolton MSS miscellaneous papers: ‘Inventory of goods left at Skipton on ye
surrender ...’, 7th May 1645.

45 Bolton MSS miscellaneous papers: ‘Items left by Lord Cork’ (1645); song books: bk.
95, f. 117v; masque books: bk. 172, ff, 140v and 166v. The Cliffords may have possessed a
copy of Orlando Gibbons’s fantasias in three and four parts for viols and a ‘great dooble
base’ (although there is no record of it) because by 1645 they had acquired an example of
this unusual instrument, the surviving consort repertoire for which is restricted to Gibbons
and Jeffries (see F Baines, Fantasias for the Great Dooble Base’, Chelys, ii (1970), pp. 37-8
and P. Holman. ‘George Jeffries and the “great dooble base”’, Chelys , v ( 1973-4), pp. 79-
80).

46 Bolton MSS bk. 98, f. 134v: xls to George Mason for ‘setting some songes for his Lp.’;
bk. 94, f. 183r: xs to Roger Jackman for ‘byndeing song bookes and other work donne by
George Mason’; G. Mason and J. Earsden: The Ayres that were sung and played at Brougham
Castle in Westmerland in the King’s Entertainment (London, 1618)- facs. ed. D. Greer (ed.):
English Lute Songs, vii (London, 1970) and edited by I. Spink: The English Lute-Songs ,
2nd set., xviii (London, 1962), pp. 23-48.

47 Bolton MSS bk. 168- 10th January 1631 /2; bk. 169- 24th May 1632.
48 Bolton MSS bk. 175, ff. 181r-183r accounts for Comus (A summary of these accounts is

contained in W. Woodfill: Musicians in English Society (New York, 1969), pp. 259-260).
49 Bolton MSS bk. 97, f. 49r, bk. 124 [f. 19v]; bk. 161 [f. 7r]; bk. 179 (unfoliated )- 17th

December 1640.



Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), article 3

Besides their musical duties, Hingeston and his fellow musicians
performed general household chores. This was normal practice in private
houses at this time. Hingeston served as butler and yeoman of the wine
cellar for at least ten years and was responsible for purchasing wine, beer,
bottles, corks, glasses and various necessities for the buttery.50 It is a mark
of the esteem in which Earsden was held that he was in charge of the Earl’s
purse. On the other hand, Hudson undertook general household repairs.

It is unusual that during his twenty-five years’ service with the Clifford
family Hingeston never received a salary. Woodfill proposes that regular
payments to household musicians were rare and that compensation usually
consisted of livery, board and lodging.51 There is sufficient evidence in the
Clifford accounts to suggest that the other members of the Earl’s band
enjoyed a regular salary. John Earsden, presumably because of his seniority,
received £13 6s 8d per annum (increased to £20 in about 1637), twice as
much as Hudson and Cressetts. It is surprising therefore, that Hingeston
received neither a comparable wage nor a grant of land in lieu of money. He
may have been paid from another source, possibly through employment as
organist to Skipton parish church, although this hypothesis cannot be
proved since the churchwardens’ accounts begin only with the Restoration.

Although Hingeston may not have enjoyed financial remuneration from
the Earl, he did receive livery, board and lodging in return for his services.52

Francis Clifford reserved chambers for both Earsden and Hingeston at
Skipton Castle, though lack of space seems to have forced Hudson out into
rented accommodation after his marriage in 1636.

After Francis’s death in 1641, Hingeston’s services were retained by
Henry, 5th Earl of Cumberland, and subsequently by his daughter, Lady
Elizabeth Boyle. The musicians’ band was dispersed in 1645 when Skipton
Castle fell to a Parliamentary army; only a skeleton staff, including the aging
John Earsden, remained to run the family estates. We have no further
references to Hingeston until 1651, when we find him listed in John
Playford’s Musicall Banquet53 as one of nine ‘excellent and able masters’ for
the organ and virginal. To catch Playford’s ear, Hingeston must presumably
have been resident in London for a reasonable time before 1651.

[28] Mastership of Cromwell’s Music

Anthony a Wood’s biography is the principal source of information on
Hingeston’s career under Cromwell:

John Hingston an able composer and organist. He was organist to
Oliver Protector who had the organ of Magdalen College in the palace
Hall of Hampton Court till his Maties Restauration, he breed up two

50 Bolton MSS bk. 97, f. 49r, bk. 124 [f. 19v]; bk. 161 [f. 7r]; bk. 179 (unfoliated )- 17th
December 1640.

51 W. Woodfill: op. cit., p. 68.
52 Bolton MSS miscellaneous papers: ‘Inventory of goods left at Skipton for the

Countesse of Pembrooke’ (?1645)- includes contents of Mr. Hinckstons Chamber and ‘Mr.
Eardens (sic) Chamber’; clothing: bk. 109, p. 6; bk. 99, ff. 56v-57r; bk. 161 [f. 20v];
uncatalogued bill for Hingstones suite’ (no date).

53 GB-Ob DOUCE HH 203.
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Boyes to sing with himselfe Mr. Dearings printed latine songes for ;
voices, which Oliver was most taken with though he did not allow
singing, or Organ in Churche. He had them sung at the Cockpit in
Whitehall where he had an organ, and did allow this John Hingston 100
1. per Annum during his usurpation.54

We do not know what brought Hingeston’s talents to Cromwell’s
attention or the date of his appointment but it seems reasonable to suppose
that he was engaged early in 1654.55 In March of that year, Col. Philip Jones
and Walter Strickland were appointed by the Council of State to propose
arrangements for establishing the Protectoral ‘family’ or household, with
the result that in April Cromwell moved to the royal palace at Whitehall.56

The establishment of a band of musicians, in imitation of the former King’s
Musick, may have occurred at the same time.

By 29 February 1655/6 five musicians were employed and paid at
General Mountagu’s suggestion out of the ‘monument money’ at
Westminster.57 Although Hingeston is the only one mentioned by name, the
other four were probably the signatories with him of the petition sent to the
so-called Council for the Advancement of Musick in February 1656/7:58

William Howes, Davis Mell, William Gregory and Richard Hudson. Shortly
afterwards, John Rogers, Thomas Mallard and Thomas Blagrave, plus ‘two
lads brought up to music’ must have joined ‘his Highness Musique’,
possibly in response to the petition; all ten are included in the list of
mourners in Cromwell’s funeral procession in 1658.59

Some uncertainty exists as to the title of Hingeston’s post and the duties
attached to it. Anthony a Wood’s suggestion that he was the Protector’s
organist is plausible on the evidence Wood himself adduces, which is
corroborated in other sources.60 However, Hingeston’s formal title was
probably ‘Master of the Music’, as noted by Prestwich in his description of

54 Anthony a Wood: op. cit.
55 The Calendar of State Papers Domestic (1654 and 1655) contains the following references:

p. 111- ‘September 17th, 1654 license for John Hinckston to transport 3 horses from Rye to
France’; p. 587- ‘May 25th, 1655 Pass for John Smith beyond seas [on certificate of] John
Hingston’. See also PRO S.P. Dom. 25/ I . 75, p. 583, I. 113, p. 60, I. 112, pp. 69 and 156, I.
76, p. 101. Is this further evidence of the diversity of talent of Cromwell’s Master of Music?

56 A. Fraser: Cromwell Our Chief of Men (London, 1981), p. 461. See also R. Sherwood: The
Court of Oliver Cromwell (London, 1977) states that since his return from the Irish campaign in
1650, Cromwell lived in the cockpit lodgings near Whitehal Palace with a commissary, Mr.
Fowler, and a few servants.

57 Calendar of State Papers Domestic ( 1655-6), p. 204 Council Day Proceedings, 14.
Hingeston also received Richard Portman’s room in Westminster. I have been unable to
ascertain the nature of ‘monument money’.

58 PRO S.P. Dom. 18 Interregnum 1656-7, vol. 153, f. 123r.
59 T. Burton: Parliamentary Diary, vol. 2, Appendix vii (London, 1838) pp. 516-539: copy

of Rev. John Prestwich’s description of Cromwell’s funeral.
60 PRO S.P. Dom. 18/203, f. 89r: inventory of goods at Hampton Court drawn up for the

Council of State (18th June 1659)- in the Great Hall ‘One large Organ and a Chaire Organ
which was brought from Maudlin College in Oxford, value about £300’. R. Sherwood: op. cit .,
p. 30 states that in 1656 the customs commissioners were asked to permit an organ to be
brought by sea from Exeter to London for Cromwell.



Chelys, vol. 12 (1983), article 3

Cromwell’s funeral.61 As such, he would have been in charge of Cromwell’s
band of musicians, and, like Nicholas Lanier his predecessor under Charles
I, fulfilled a role which combined the administration of the band62- with the
organisation of musical entertainments at Court. Jongestall, the Dutch
Ambassador, writes in 1654:

At the table of my Lady Protectrice dined my Lady N[ieuport], my
wife, my Lady Lambert, my lord Protector’s daughter and mine. The
music played all the while we were at dinner. The Lord Protector had
us into another room, where we had also music, and wine, and a psalm
sung which His Highness gave us ...63

We may presume that Hingeston would have accompanied Cromwell on the
organ on such occasions. For major state functions, other musicians were
also recruited. William Dugdale writing of the wedding of Cromwell’s
daughter, Frances, to Lord Rich, states that

at the wedding feast kept at Whitehall they had forty-eight violins and
fifty trumpets and [28] much mirth with frolics besides mixt dancing (a
thing heretofore accounted profane) … 64

Hingeston was probably responsible for these musical arrangements, and
since some of his compositions date from this period, he may also have
been specifically commissioned by Cromwell to write consort music for
performance at Court.

Hawkins asserts that Hingeston ‘had concerts at his own house at which
Cromwell would often be present’,65 an assertion which may simply be
imaginative embroidery of Roger L’Estrange’s report that

Being in St. James his Parke. I heard an Organ Touch’d in a little Low Room of
one Mr. Hinckson’s. I went in, and found a Private Company of some five or
six Persons. They desired me to take up a Viole, and bear a Part. I did so; and
That, a Part too not much to advance the Reputa[tion] of my Cunning. By and
By (without the least colour of a Design, or Expectation) In comes Cromwell;
He found us Playing, and (as I remember) so he left us ...66

Hawkins also suggests that Hingeston was music master to Cromwell’s
daughters, but there is no evidence to substantiate this claim except
Playford’s acknowledgement of his skill as a keyboard teacher.

61 J. Prestwich: op. cit., p. 521.
62 PRO L.C. 5/ 137, p. 316: Nicholas Lanier’s patent as Master of the Musick.
63 J. Thurloe: State Papers, vol. 2 (1712), p. 257: letter from Jongestall to his excellency

William Frederick, Earl of Nassau &C.; see also Mercurius Politicus no. 350, p. 7615, 20th
February 1657/8- an account of Parliament’s entertainment at Whitehall, ‘... with rare
Musick, both of Instruments and Voyces ...’ to celebrate ‘the happy deliverance of the
person of his Highness the Lord Protector, from the late dangerous & bloody design of
Assasination’.

64 Historical Manuscripts Commission 5th Report, App., p. 177: MSS of His Grace the Duke
of Sutherland, vol. v, letters by William Dugdale, f. 11r, 24th October 1657 to John Langley
at Trentham.

65 Hawkins: op. cit ., p. 577.
66 R. L’Estrange: Truth and Loyalty Vindicated ... (London, 1662). p. 50.
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Hingeston is the first signatory of the petition to the Council for the
Advancement of Musick.67 The petition declares that the study and practice
of music in England has declined as a result of the dissolution of cathedral
choirs and the death in want of many of the ‘skilfull Professors’ of music,
and proposes inducements to the education of new talent. These are
twofold: first, the incorporation of a college of musicians with powers to
regulate the practice of music68 and instrument-making (in which respect the
petition requests a mandate similar to that formerly granted to the
Westminster Corporation Of Music);69 and second, the reappropriation of
the sources of income that musicians had enjoyed under Charles I, in order
to maintain and encourage the present practice of music. The petition was
submitted on 19 February 1656/7 to a specially formed committee, the
members of which were drawn from the Council of State.70

The petition has usually been interpreted as evidence of Hingeston’s
concern for the plight of fellow musicians, a concern which is well attested
during the Restoration. However, one is bound to wonder whether
Hingeston and his fellow masters of music were not also interested in their
personal advancement, partly through the status which the foundation of
such a college might bring them at a time when the prestige of royal service
was denied them, partly through the security of tenure which the college’s
posts might offer, and partly through their control of the funds of the
college.

Hingeston’s final act as Master of the Music was to head the band of
eight musicians and two lads ‘brought up to music’ who marched in the
Protector’s funeral procession from Somerset House to Westminster Abbey
on 23 November 1658. This was an act of silent homage: there is no report
of any music at the funeral, apart from trumpets and drums. However, it
was acknowledged that the Protector had ‘entertained the most skilfull in
the Science [of music] in his pay and family’,71 a compliment paid to
Hingeston and his band by James Heath who was a writer not favourably
disposed to Cromwell.

We do not know what became of Hingeston during the Protectorate of
[30] Richard Cromwell and the subsequent Republic.

Service with His Majesty’s household

When Charles II accepted the throne in 1660, his policy of conciliation
towards all parties extended to the appointment of Cromwell’s musicians,

67 PRO S.P. Dom. 18, vol. 153, f. 123r.
68 ‘... to suppresse the singing of obscene Scandalous and defamatory Songs and

Ballads -. This was a sop to the Puritan council - see Mercurius Politicus no. 309, p.
6972, 8th May 1656: ... a lewd and scandalous Pamphlet Entituled Choice Drollery,
with Songs and Sonnets, was ordered to be burnt.

69 A copy of the 1635 charter to the Westminster Corporation of Music is
reproduced in C. Burney: A General History of Music (London, 1776-1789/1957 ed.,
New York), vol. 2, pp. 305-6.

70 PRO S.P. Dom. 25/77, p. 730 Lord Viscount Lisle, General Mountagu, Sir Gilbert
Pickering, Earl of Mulgrave, the Lord Deputy, Col. Sydenham and Lord Lambert.

71 J. Heath: Flagellum: or the Life and Death of O. Cromwell (London, 1673), p. 160.
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other than Thomas Mallard,72 to places in the King’s Musick. Hingeston,
however, lost his post as Master of ‘his Highness Musique’ to Nicholas
Lanier who was reinstated in the place which he had held during the reign
of Charles I. Hingeston was appointed instead, on 23 June 1660, as a violist
in the Private Musick at an annual salary of £50 in the place of the late
Alphonso Ferrabosco III.73 He is also listed as one of ten members of the
Private Musick who attended in the Chapel Royal from 1660 to 1669.
Pepys, in an entry to his diary for 14 October 1662, describes one of the
services in which Hingeston may have participated:

Thence to Whitehall Chapel, where sermon almost done and I heard
Captain Cookes new Musique, this the first day of having vialls and other
Instruments to play a Symphony between every verse of the Anthem ...74

It is noteworthy that prior to the Restoration Hingeston was recognised
chiefly for his skills as an organist, although he of course had ample
opportunity during his service to the Cliffords and Cromwell to perfect his
viol technique.

On 2 July 1660 Hingeston was also appointed as Keeper of His Majesty’s
Wind Instruments, in the place of the late Arthur Norgate, at an annual
salary of £60.75 The duties and conditions attached to Hingeston’s post are
set out in the patent granted in February 1683/4 to Henry Purcell, his
successor:

These are to signifie unto you His Maties pleasure That you prepare a Bill
fitt for His Maties Royal signature to passe under the Signett only for a
grant unto Henry Purcell of the Office and place of keeper, maker, repairer,
a mender [sic] and Tuner of all and every His Maties Musicall Wind
Instrumts. That is to say All Regalls, Virginalls, Organs, flutes, Recorders
and all other kind of Wind Instrumts whatsoever in ye place of John
Hingston deces Together with the Wages of Fee ... Together with all such
allowances, charges & sumes of money as shalbe Necessary, requisite &
convenient for ye Workinge, Labouringe, makeing and mending any of the
Instrumts aforesaid, and for all other Necessaryes to be used or imployed in
or about the premesses. And also Lycence and authority to the said Henry
Purcell or his assignes to take up within ye Realme of England all such
Mettalls, Wyer, Waynscote and other Wood and things as shalbe Necessary
to bee imployed about the premisses agreeing, paying and allowing
reasonable rates and prices for the same. And also in His Maties Name and
upon reasonable Lawfull prices, Wage and hire to take up such Workemen,
Artificers, Labourers, Worke & Storehouses, Land & Water carriages & all
other Needfull things .. And also power and Authority to the said Henry
Purcell or his assignes to take up all Tymber, Strings & Feathers, Necessary
and convenient for the premisses agreeing, paying and allowing reasonable

72 Thomas Mallard is said to have entered the service of Edward Mountagu, 1st
Earl of Sandwich.

73 PRO L.C. 3/2: for this and other references to Lord Chamberlain’s accounts see
Lafontaine. op. cit.

74 R. Latham and W. Matthews (ed.) The Diary of Samuel Pepys, vol. III (London,
1970.

75 PRO L.C. 3/2.
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rates & prices for the same in as full and ample Manner as the said John
Hingston or any other in that place formerly had ...76

Further evidence concerning the nature of Hingeston’s duties is found in
warrants paid by the court finance offices. He carried out several general
repairs such as re-stringing and mending harpsichords, pedals and virginals,
during his twenty-three year appointment. For instance, in September 1675
he purchased ‘20 yardes of sayle cloth to cover and secure ye organ (at
Windsor from ye [31] weather and dust’;77 locks and keys were bought in
the same bill for the organ and harpsichord used by the Private Musick in
the Privy Lodgings at Whitehall. From time to time he used the services of
experienced makers and repairers, notably Bernard Smyth, whom
Hingeston commissioned in 1662 to build a double organ for the Chapel
Royal. His administration of this enterprise extended to arranging the
enlargement of the organ loft,78 the installation of the instrument and the
settlement of expenses for which he is shown in the Exchequer accounts is
receiving £900 between 1662 and 1664.79 Besides Smyth, he also employed
a Mr. Beale, who repaired wind instruments,80 and Charles ,award, the
famous harpsichord maker.81

Although Hingeston himself is described as a ‘maker’82 in the Pipe Office
declared accounts for 1661-3, this description is not substantiated by other
evidence.

Hingeston’s other duties included setting up and removing instruments
as the King and Court progressed between royal residences in London,
Hampton Court and Windsor. For instance, there was a tradition that the
King distributed silver pennies and gifts to the poor each Maundy Thursday
at the Banqueting House in Whitehall, and Hingeston was paid £2 5s 0d
each year for setting up an organ there for the ceremony. 83 He appears to
have served the Queen in similar ways. on 1 st April 1663, he was paid £67
11s 0d ‘for removing and setting up an organ in her Majesty’s Chappell at
St. James’, for removing another organ from Whitehall to St. James’ for the
French musick and for portage of a large organ from Mr. Micoes to St.
James’ and setting it up there’.84

76 PRO L.C. 5/145, p. 23.
77 PRO L.C. 5/l41, pp. 354-5.
78 PRO L.C. 5/137, p. 217: this manuscript has been mislaid by the PRO, therefore

the pagination has been taken from Lafontaine.
79 PRO E403/1762, f. 50v; E403/1765, f. 5v; E403/1766, f. 40v; see also A.

Ashbee (ed.): Lists of Payments to the King’s Musick in the Reign of Charles II (Snodland,
1981 ), pp. 2, 5-6.

80 PRO L.C. 5/141, pp. 354-5.
81 PRO L.C. 5/141, pp. 351-5. Hingeston may have known the Haward family of

virginal maker; during his employment by the 4th Earl of Cumberland. On 3rd
December 1630, one Mr Haward was paid £1. 3s 6d ‘for stringeing a harpsecall’
borrowed from the Earl of Mowgrave ( Mulgrave?) for use at Chelsea (Bolton MSS
bk. 161 [f. 19r]).

82 PRO E351 /546, f. 11r; see also A. Ashbee (ed.): op. cit., p. 51.
83 for example PRO L.C. 5/145, p. 1.
84 PRO L.C. 5/137, p. 420; see J. Bennett and P. Willetts: ‘Richard Mico , Chelys , vii

(1977), p. 43 on the provenance of the ‘large organ from Mr. Micoes’.
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Although Purcell’s patent does not state that he was required to purchase
instruments, we know from warrants of the Lord Chamberlain and the
Treasurer of the Chamber that Hingeston bought several for the King’s
Musick. In 1662 he spent £155 on organs and a harpsichord for the King’s
chapel at Hampton Court and an organ for the Queen’s private chapel.
Such purchases were not confined to keyboard instruments, for he also
procured violins, viols, sackbuts and cornets.85

From 10 June 1673, Hingeston, then in his late sixties, was assisted in
these duties by an apprentice, Henry Purcell, who was appointed ‘without
fee’86 and served throughout the ten years until his master’s death, when he
received the patent referred to earlier.

Hingeston’s total income from his various appointments and duties is
difficult to estimate. We know that he left the service of the Cliffords with
few possessions, and that he died a man of considerable substance, owning
many instruments and several properties, including the Crown and Sceptre
in Piccadilly, and with over £350 due to him from the King’s Musick. His
annual income from appointments, £100 under Cromwell and at least £110
after the Restoration, may have been supplemented out of payments for the
work he superintended.

He clearly did not himself suffer from the impecuniousness which he
said was afflicting other musicians. The Lord Chamberlain’s accounts
contain at least two instances of his lending money to members of the
Kings Musick:

[32] in October 167 1 eight of them requested that ‘our Talleys and Order
on the Fee Farmes for one yeares Liverie Due att St Andrewe, 1669’ be
delivered to John Hingeston, a total of £129.87 The previous year, Theodor
Steffkin agreed to pay out of his next salary an £8 debt owing to
Hingeston.88

Hingeston had publicly addressed the problem of ‘professors of music
dying in want’ in the petition to the Council for the Advancement of
Musick in 1657, and reverted to it during the Restoration. His old
acquaintance, Samuel Pepys, recorded a conversation with Hingeston in his
diary for 19 December 1666:

Then to talk of the King’s family. He says many of the musique are ready to
starve, they being five years behindhand for their wages; nay, Evens, the
famous man upon the Harp, having not his equal in the world, did the other
day die from mere want, and was fain to be buried at the alms of the parish,
and carried to his grave in the dark at night without one linke, but that Mr.
Hingston met it by chance, and did give 12d to buy two or three links. He
says all must come to ruin at this rate, and I believe him ...89

85 PRO E351,/546, f. 25r and L.C. 5/l37, p. 209; L.C. 5/141, pp. 354-5; E351/546,
ff. 11r and 64r, L.C. 5/137, p. 217; L.C. 5/140, p. 236.

86 PRO L.C. 5/140, p. 309.
87 PRO L.C. 9/258, f. 7r.
88 PRO L.C. 9/341, p. 7.
89 R. Latham and W. Matthews (ed.): op. cit ., vol VII (1972) In the same entry,

Pepys first records
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Like other members of the royal household, musicians suffered from
Charles II’s chronic lack of money: they endured arrears of pay, late
reimbursement of their expenses; and in 1668, they were compelled to lend
the King a year’s salary or more at 6% (interest per annum.90) According to
the Enrolements of Registers of Issues, Hingeston gave or more probably
postponed dues of £271, most of which were repaid by December 1672.91

He also suffered from the slow settling of his debts, which is apparent not
only from the arrears due from the Crown at his death, but also from the
suit which the organ maker, Bernard Smyth, brought against him in June
1676.92 Hingeston was sometimes forced to wait for as long as three years
after his account for repairs was submitted, and this delay was evidently
transmitted to his own creditors.

Two aspects of Hingeston’s role during the Restoration remain to be
discussed: his contribution to the formation and administration of the
Westminster Corporation of Music, and his teaching. The Corporation
received its charter from Charles I in 1635, although there is no surviving
record of the company having met until it was revived in October 1661.93

Nicholas Lanier, Master of the King’s Musick, who had been appointed as
Marshall in 1635, was re-appointed in 1661. Given the interest which
Hingeston expressed in his petition of 1657, he is likely to have been active
in its revival. He was a member throughout the period to 1679 for which
minutes survive,94 serving as a Warden in 1662-4 and 1674-5, and as Deputy
Marshall between February and June 1672. Nothing is said of his personal
contribution to the activities of the Corporation, beyond the fact that he
satisfactorily fulfilled the duties of his various offices, though there is
evidence that he supported the largely unsuccessful attempts to exercise the
Corporation’s powers, which were theoretically extensive.95

At the end of his life, Hingeston was still teaching, having attached to
him a °scholar’, John Blagrave, besides two apprentices: his nephew, Peter
Hingeston, and Henry Purcell.96 Hawkins believed that John Blow was also

Thence going away met Mr. Hingston the organist (my old acquaintance) in the Court, and
I took h i m t o the Dog Taverne and got him to set me a bass to my ‘It is decreed’, which I
think will go well-but he commends the song not knowing the words, but says the ayre is
good, and believes the words are plainly expressed. He is of my mind against having of 8ths
unnecessarily in composition. This did all please me mightily.

A copy of this song is contained in GB- C Pepys Library MS 2803, ff. 108v-111r.
90 PRO E403/2610, ff. 142v-143r; see A. Ashbee (ed.): op. cit., p. xii.
91 PRO E403/1777, f. 273r; E403/1778, f. 153r. E403/1779 ff. 32a and 247r;

E403/1781, f.112r.
92 PRO L.C. 5/190, f. 151r.
93 see PRO S.P. 29/96, p. 12 for a copy of the Corporation’s powers.
94 GB- Lbl Harl. MS 1911.
95 The history of the Westminster Corporation of Music is discussed in J. Harley:

Music in Purcell’s London (London, 1968), pp. 16-20 and in H.A.P. Crewdson: The
Worshipful Company of Musicians (London, 1950).

96 Both John Blagrave and Peter Hingeston were beneficiaries of Hingeston’s
will.
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a pupil for a time, although he gives no sources for this information and
admitted that Blow did not acknowledge it.97

Hingeston died on 17 December 1683 and was carried from his home on
the east side of Great St. Anne’s Lane98 to a funeral service in St.
Margaret’s, Westminster, and to burial in St. Margaret’s New Chapel yard
beside Stretton Ground.99

Hingeston’s Music

Although it is beyond the scope of this article to analyse Hingeston’s
music in any detail, it will be useful to survey the range of his compositions,
and offer tentative suggestions for dating some of them.

Most of Hingeston’s compositions are contained in a set of seven part--
books which he presented to the Music School at Oxford some time before
1682 (GB-Ob Mus. Sch. MSS D 205-11).100 These manuscripts are dedicated
to Edward Lowe who became Heather Professor in 1661:

This set of Bookes & works of mine I freely give to ye Musique School
at Oxon whereto I was ye more incouraged from what I have heard &
seene of ye care, Diligence & industry, of ye present proffessor therof
in ye Universitie, Mr. Edward Lowe, my ever honored frind and fellow
servant.

The organ score is a holograph, and the remaining parts were copied under
Hingeston’s direction. Christopher Field has noted that Lowe indexed and
wrote titles for a number of pieces.101 This source contains thirty-seven
fantasy-suites for two to six viols, fifteen fantasy-suites for one or two
violins and bass viol, and a single fantasia in B flat major for one bass and
two trebles; most are with organ. A further holograph source, Mus. Sch. MS
E 382, was acquired by the Bodleian Library after Hingeston’s death, and
contains a keyboard reduction of several suites found in the presentation
set of manuscripts, as well as six fantasy-suites for one treble and two bass
viols, one in C major for treble, tenor and bass viols, one for two trebles
and two bass viols, and two variants of the fantasy-suite in D minor for
violin and bass viol found in the Music School part-books.

Hingeston’s remaining compositions for viols consist of fantasias and
airs for three bass viols, the bass part of ‘Mr Hingston’s Consort for the
Virginall or Organ & treble & base Violls’, and an incomplete set of solo
divisions for bass viol; they are found in GB-Lbl Add. MSS 31436 and
62152A and GB-Lcm Pr. book II.F.10. A detailed list of Hingeston’s string

97 Hawkins: op. cit ., p. 578.
98 Westminster City Archives (‘WCA’): Overseer’s accounts nos. 184-190 (1671 -7);

nos. 195-6 (1682-3), and Overseer’s Rate for relief of the poor , nos. 293-7 (1673-4, 1678-9
and 1682).

99 St. Margaret’s Westminster Register of Burials 1681- 1709, WCA E64, ‘Accompt of
Mr Richard Fisher and Mr William Jacob Churchwardens in the Yeare of our Lord
God 1683’, p. 15.

100 Hingeston’s manuscripts are first recorded in ‘A Catalogue of All the Books
wch belong now to ye Musick Schoole’ compiled after Lowe’s death in 1682, and are
described as ‘A set of Mr. Hingeston’s works for 4, 5 & 6 Parts 7 [books].

101 C. Field: The English Consort Suite of the Seventeenth Century (Ph , D. thesis,
Oxford, New College, 1971).
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music can be found in the VdGS’s Thematic Index of Music for Viols,
compiled by Gordon Dodd.102 Hingeston’s other compositions comprise:

(i) three sacred works, an organ voluntary (GB-Och MSS 1176 and
‘I7) and two verse anthems (text only contained in Clifford’s Divine Services
and Anthems, etc., 2/1664);

(ii) two fantasy-suites for one and two cornetts, sackbut and organ,
unique among English fantasy-suites in calling for brass instruments (Mus.
Sch. MSS D 205-11); and,

(iii) a collection of dance and fantasy-suites which survive in an
incomplete [34] set of part-books in the possession of the Victoria and
Albert Museum (Clements TT14-15). They are also thought to be scored
for cornetts and sackbuts.

Because of his eclectic style and the absence of dates in contemporary
sources, the chronology of Hingeston’s compositions is difficult to
ascertain. Like many of his contemporaries, Hingeston modelled his own
compositions on the threemovement fantasy-suites of Coprario, which he
must have encountered when studying with Orlando Gibbons. Although
much of his music for viols and violins is composed in this form, in thirty-
seven of his sixty-two fantasy-suites he made use of Jenkins’s device (not
found in Coprario) of pairing a fantasia and an almand in a single fantasy-
suite. Lawes and Locke were sources for the harmonic innovations that
Hingeston often juxtaposed with more backward-looking features.
Therefore in dating his works, some reliance must be placed on
circumstantial evidence.

Little documentary evidence exists to enable us to ascertain which, if
any, of Hingeston’s compositions date from the period during which he
served the Cliffords. If we are to believe Hawkins, however, an autograph
manuscript did exist in the eighteenth century containing six-part fantasias
dating from the time of his employment at Skipton. Unfortunately we
cannot prove that Hawkins’s source contained any of the six-part fantasy-
suites found in the Oxford manuscripts. We know that the Cliffords
possessed sufficient instruments in Yorkshire to perform them, and their
stylistic features - long opening note values and intensely polyphonic
texture - are compatible with such a dating.

It is also possible that his three-part fantasy-suites for one bass and two
trebles, and for treble, tenor and bass viols, which are stylistically more
advanced than the six-part fantasia/almand pairs for viols, were composed
before the Protectorate: Hingeston included several dances from these
works in his dance suites, which can be attributed with reasonable certainty
to about 1654.

In contrast, the fantasy-suites for one or two violins, bass viol and organ
are considerably more daring in style. They incorporate devices typical of
the ‘foreign music’ which influenced English composition during the
middle decades of the seventeenth century, devices such as dynamic and

102 G. Dodd: Thematic Index of Music for Viols, 1st instalment (VdGS, 1980), pp.
51-8.
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tempo indications; they also recall Locke in employing rapid modulations
by chromatic alteration, and diminished and augmented intervals. The latter
device is clearly apparent in the opening subject of Hingeston’s eighth suite
in D minor for violin, bass viol and organ:103

[35] Hingeston, like Jenkins, experimentally combines movements in related
keys in one fantasy-suite; in the ninth suite for violin, bass viol and organ,104

for example, the fantasia in D major is followed by an almand which
concludes in the relative minor. This key is retained at the beginning of the
ayre (a galliard) which eventually modulates back to the tonic. On the basis
of this stylistic evidence, Christopher Field has dated these compositions to
the Commonwealth period.105

Clements TT14-15 is an incomplete set of holograph bass part-books
dating from the same period. Bassus I is erroneously entitled ‘Cornet
Booke’ (surely this is for sackbut ?) and is almost identical in content to its
companion, Bassus II. Both manuscripts contain nearly two hundred
dances composed by Hingeston and ordered by key into multi-movement
suites. The binding bears Cromwell’s coat-of-arms.106 Hobson has suggested
that this stamp was used only for books in Cromwell’s personal library,107 so
it is likely that the music was composed or arranged specifically for his
band. It is perhaps confirmation of the status of the band as personal
servants to Cromwell that the binding should not bear the official
Commonwealth bookstamp. Further confirmation of the dating of the
manuscript lies in the inclusion of over twenty dances which Hingeston
acknowledged to be composed by ‘Dr. C[harles] Colman’: Coleman did not
receive his doctorate until July 1651.

The manuscript containing the bass part of ‘Mr. Hingston’s Consort’ is
believed to have belonged to Sir William Boteler IV, a staunch
Parliamentarian who died in 1656.108 There is no concrete evidence to
support this contention, but circumstantial evidence suggests that the
manuscript was in the possession of the Boteler family during the
Commonwealth:

103 Mus. Sch. MSS D205-11, no. 31 and MS E382, no. 60.
104 Mus. Sch. MSS D205-11, nos. 33-34 and MS E382, nos. 64-5.
105 C. Field: op. c it.
106 For a discussion of the binding see J. Harthan: ‘Armorial Bookbindings from

the Clements Collection’, pt. 3, 1650-1700, Apollo, lxxv, (December, 1961 ), pp. 165-
6.

107 C .D. Hobson: English Bindings 1480- 1940 in the Library of J.R. Abbey (1940),
no. 37.

108 MT, cxxiii (Sept., 1982), p. 616.
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(i) It was donated with three other manuscripts to the Bedfordshire
County Record Office by Mrs. Trevor Wingfield whose family had
purchased the Boteler estates. One of these manuscripts included
handwriting attributable to Sir William Boteler IV;

(ii) Boteler was a member of Parliament and a strong supporter of
Cromwell, and is very likely to have come into contact with Hingeston as a
result; and

(iii) The watermark of Add. MS 62152A, a pot with the initials GRO, has
been dated by Heawood as 1654.109

Stylistic features reinforce this dating. The pieces in ‘Mr. Hingston’s
Consort’, unlike any other of the composer’s string consorts, comprise
three four-movement dance suites - pavin, allmaine, corant and sarabande -
identical in form to Locke’s Little Consort, composed in 1651, which
Hingeston would have known and probably imitated. Furthermore, eleven
of its twelve dances are taken from Clements TT14-15, which can be
attributed with reasonable certainty to the Commonwealth period.

Locke’s influence is also apparent in the music for two and three bass
viols. The fantasy-suites for two basses are similar in style to Locke’s Duos
of 1652, and contain many devices - dynamic and tempo indications and
concertante writing typical of the Italian trio-sonata - found in the suites for
one or two [36] violins, bass viol and organ. They may, therefore, have been
composed at about the same time. Hingeston’s fantasias and airs for three
bass viols are unusual in seventeenth-century English consort music in their
scoring for three equal instruments. Some of the movements manifest
stylistic features which became current only late in Hingeston’s life. He
introduces fast repeated notes, for instance, akin to the orchestral tremolo
in Locke’s ‘Curtain Theme’ from The Tempest of 1674:

The application of such a theatrical device to viol writing would coincide
with the dating of Hingeston’s employment in the Private Musick as a viol
player. Hingeston’s sacred compositions can also be dated to the
Restoration. The verse anthems would have been too elaborate for
performance in the Clifford family chapel, and Cromwell would certainly
not have commissioned them. Their composition probably coincides with

109 E. Heawood: Watermarks of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (1950), no.
3627.
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Hingeston’s service in the Chapel Royal as a member of the Private Musick.
Similar considerations apply to the organ voluntary.

Conclusion

It is appropriate to conclude by offering some reflections on Hingeston’s
character and an estimation of his contribution to seventeenth-century
English music.

The first notable trait of his character was the apparent adroitness with
which he moved from church to noble household, then to the Mastership
of Cromwell’s Music and finally to membership of Charles II’s Private
Musick. Although such mobility was not unprecedented for musicians and
servants, Hingeston was evidently something of a favourite under
Cromwell; his subsequent transition to the service of Charles II must have
required not only musical pre-eminence but also diplomatic skill, probably
allied to a lack of political or religious conviction (witness the paucity of his
religious compositions). Pepys’s apparently derogatory testimony that
Hingeston ‘can no more give an intelligible answer to a man that is not a
great master in his art, than another [37] man’,110 must therefore be
interpreted as applicable only to the art of music; it does not mean that Pepys
thought Hingeston lacked intelligence or capacity. Hingeston’s resilience
must have owed much to his dedication to and his known mastery of the art
of music. But secondly, he must also have benefited from a reputation for
loyal service and the reciprocal favour this brought him from patrons, with
whom he seems to have remained on good terms after leaving their service.
At his death, for instance, he bequeathed to Elizabeth Boyle (granddaughter
of Francis Clifford) no less than five portraits of her family including one of
Edward, 2nd Earl of Sandwich, her son-in-law,111 which he can have received
only during the Restoration; no other extant sources indicate that he was
associated with the Cliffords after leaving Skipton. Similarly, he seems to
have obtained the protection of General Mountagu (created 1st Earl of
Sandwich shortly after the return of Charles II), who arranged his
remuneration and lodgings, served on the Council for the Advancement of
Musick, and may have spoken up for Hingeston at the Restoration.
Coincidentally, Pepys too was a protegé of Mountagu, and the Mountagu and
Clifford families were later united by marriage.

A third trait of Hingeston’s character was his administrative and financial
ability. His organisation of Cromwell’s band and Charles II’s wind
instruments, and his ambitions for a Corporation of Music have already been
discussed. His success in amassing wealth is apparent from the estate he left
at his death: bequests are made in money of at least £555; in goods of six
portraits, eleven stringed instruments, an organ and various books; and in
property of at least four houses, a public house and various tenements
(proceeds from the sale of which should partially be offset against the
bequests of money). Although one or two English musicians such as

110 R. Latham and W. Matthews (eds.): op. cit., vol. VIII (197-1), 10 December
1667.

111 Edward, Earl of Sandwich is erroneously described in Hingeston’s will as
‘brother-in-law’.
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Ferrabosco II achieved considerable wealth, Hingeston appears to have been
among the most successful in financial terms.

The final trait of his character, which should be emphasised to offset any
impression that he used his positions under the Protectorate and Restoration
for personal gain, was his concern for the well-being of his fellow musicians
and his evident willingness to lend them money and speak on their behalf
during times of hardship. To this end, we have the evidence of Pepys’s
comments, the recorded debt repayments, and the petition to the Council for
the Advancement of Musick.

In assessing his contribution to seventeenth-century English music, we
should distinguish between performance and composition. All the available
evidence indicates that Hingeston was a skilled practitioner of the organ and
viol - witness again Pepys’s description of him as a master of the art, his
appointment to the most notable musical posts of the period, and the
compliments of various impartial observers such as Playford, James Heath
and Anthony a Wood.

With regard to his composition, the only explicit contemporary
assessment is Wood’s description of him as an ‘able composer’. Roger North,
a lover of consort music, writing in the eighteenth century, ignored him;
Hawkins, later in the century, offers no critique of his compositions. It may
be countered that [38] Hingeston’s association with Cromwell might have
led to some neglect, but no positive evidence supports such a view. Perhaps
Hingeston was aware that his achievements might be forgotten; his
donation to the Oxford Music School of a presentation set of manuscripts,
and various other bequests in his will, could be interpreted as unsuccessful
attempts to secure remembrance. In the present revival of interest in music
of the period, he is worth remembering; for, even if his compositions are
sometimes uneven in quality and do not achieve the heights of his master
Orlando Gibbons, or of his contemporaries Lawes, Jenkins and Locke,
there is much pleasure and interest to be derived from them.
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Eighteenth-Century Manuscript Transcriptions
for Viols of Music by Corelli and Marais in the

Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris: Sonatas and
Pièces de Viole

HAZELLE MILORADOVITCH

(This article is gratefully dedicated to the Department of Music of the
Bibliothèque Nationale.)

[47] Arcangelo Corelli (d. 1713) and Marin Marais (d. 1728) had a
tremendous impact upon European musical life. Roger North tells us of the
English enthusiasm for Corelli:

It [is] wonderful to observe what a skratching of Correlli there is everywhere -
nothing will relish but Corelli .... (sic.)1

North later adds:
then came over [from Italy] Corelly’s first consort [sonata or trio-sonata?]
which cleared the ground of all other sorts of music whatsoever. By degrees the
rest of his consorts, and at last the concertos came, all which are to the
musicians like the bread of life ...2

North continues:
But that which contributed much to an establishment of the Italian manner
here was the travelling of divers young gentlemen into Italy, and after having
learnt of the best violin masters, particularly Corelli, [they] returned with
flourishing hands; and for their delicate contour of graces in the slow parts, and
the stocatta, and spirit in other kinds of movements, they were admired and
imitated.3

Later eighteenth-century French writers such as Daquin and De La Borde
extol the merits of Corelli’s music and tell of its widespread fame. Daquin
says:

Les premières sonates qu’on ait entendues en France, sont celles de Corelly, on
peut 1’appeller a cet égard le Lully de 1’Italie.

The first sonatas heard in France were those of Corelli. One can call him in this
respect the Lully of Italy.4

De La Borde later writes:

Corelli (Archange), da Fusignano, dit la Bolognese. Son gnie, sa science et son
gout, ainsi que ses découvertes dans l’art, lui ont assuré a jamais une des places
les plus distinguées parmi les genies qui ont influé sur les progrès des beaux
arts. Rien de si grand, de si majestueux que ses pensées, rien de si riche que ses
accompagnemens. Ses ouvrages sont entre les mains de tout le monde ... Sa
rènomée n’a pas de bornes.

1 J. Wilson, ed: Roger North on Music (London, 1959), p. xx
2 North: op. cit., p. 310f.
3 North: op. cit., p. 310 (footnote)
4 [Pierre-Louis Daquin]: Siècle Litteraire de Louis XV ou Lettres sur les Hommes celebres (Amsterdam,
1754), p. 128. The translations are mine unless signalled to the contrary.
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Corelli [... ] his genius, his skill and his taste, as well as his discoveries in the art
[of music], have assured him forever one of the most distinguished places
among the geniuses who have influenced the progress of the fine arts. There is
nothing as serious or majestic as his thoughts, nothing as rich as his
accompaniments. His works are in the hands of everyone ... His fame has no
limits.5

Whereas the reputation of Marais as a p layer of the basse de viole and as a
composer was more confined to his own country than that of Corelli, in
France Marais was revered, in his own time and later. Of Marais’s playing, his
contemporary [48] Jean Rousseau tells us:

la science et la belle exécution le distinguent de tous les autres, et le font
admirer avec justice de tous ceux qui 1’entendent.

the skill and beauty of his performances distinguish him from all others, and
make him justly admired by all who hear him.6

Fifty years later, Titon du Tillet writes of Marais’s playing and also of his
compositions:

On peut dire que Marais a porté la Viole a son plus haut dégré de perfection, et
qu’il est le premier qui en a fait connoitre toute 1’étendue et toute la beauté par
le grand nombre d’excellents Pieces qu’il a composées sur cet Instrument, et
par la manière admirable dont il les exécutoit.

One may say that Marais carried the viol to its highest degree of perfection,
and that he was the first to make known all its possibilities and its beauty, by
the large number of exfcellent pieces which he composed for this instrument,
and by the admirable way in which he performed them.7

However, the fact that Marais did enjoy a reputation outside France is
illustrated by the following, from Walther’s Lexikon of 1732:

Marais, ein unvergleichlicher Französicher Violdigambist zu Paris, dessen
Werke in ganz Europa bebannt sind ...

Marais, a French viola da gamba player from Paris [who is] without equal, [and]
whose compositions are known throughout Europe ...8

The music of both Corelli and Marais was played, admired, copied, imitated,
and transcribed. The numerous eighteenth-century manuscript copies of their
works, above and beyond the circulation of the published editions of their
music, attest to the popularity of these composers. Within their own
lifetimes, the influence of their styles on other music was pronounced. The
violin sonatas of Corelli influenced the writing of the major part of the violin
music composed in France in the first part of the eighteenth century (for
example that of Mascitti, Duval, and Senallié) and of the viol music of the
North German School, including that of Schenck and Höffler. The viol
music of Marais left its impact upon most of the eighteenth century French
viol player-composers who followed in his wake, such as his own son,

5 Jean-Benjamin De La Bottle: Essai sur la Musique Ancienne et Moderne (Paris, 1780) Tome III, p.
182
6 Jean Rousseau: Traité de la viole.. (Paris, 1687), p. 25
7 Titon du Tillet: Le Parnasse François (Paris, 1732), p. 624
8 Johann Gottfried Walther: Musicalisches Lexicon oder Musicalische Bibliotheca (Leipzig, 1732), p.
382
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Roland Marais, and others such as Morel, Cappus, de Caix d’Hervelois, and
Dollé. Moreover if, as Tillet states (cf. footnote 7), Marais was the first to
develop the bass viol in a solo idiom, then his influence may be felt in a
diffused form in the development of the solo bass viol in the North German
School. As the century progressed, numerous transcriptions of many kinds
appeared. RISM BII lists forty-four entries under Corelli and fourteen entries
under Marais in the form of transcriptions of their music into songs and
pieces for harpsichord, organ, harp, violin, guitar, and German flute.9

Members of the Viola da Gamba Society of Great Britain are already familiar
with the anonymous transcriptions of Corelli’s violin sonatas, op. 5, nos. 6
and 11 for solo bass viol, dating probably from about 1713 and issued as the
Society’s Supplementary Publication no. 136. They were edited by Gordon
Dodd from the engravings by T. Cross which are bound into some copies of
the first and third [49] editions of Simpson’s The Division Viol. I have recently
uncovered another anonymous transcription in manuscript of all of Corelli’s
op. 5 in the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris: F-Pn Vm7 6308 [Recueil sans
titre]. The manuscript is in oblong format, in a simple old brown leather
binding with gold trimming, and measures about 23 x 34 cm. The paper is
yellowed and rather heavy. There are eighty-five un-numbered pages, each of
which has ten prepared staves. (Two pages, each of ten staves, remain blank at
the end of the book.) The staves are enclosed by two red vertical lines, leaving
a blank margin on both sides of each page. The hand (only one throughout the
manuscript) is apparently professional and as a rule the notes are handsome
and generously spaced. The manuscript is in excellent condition and no
markings have been made on it by subsequent players. The flyleaf contains the
following pencilled note in another hand: ‘Sonates pr. violoncelle et basse, par
Corelli, op. 5’. This marking has led to the classification of the manuscript
under works for violoncello in the present catalogue of the Bibliothèque
Nationale, even though, in view of the tessitura of the music (the octave
between d’ and d” is in almost constant use) and in view of the chords used
(see Example 1), this appears to be solo bass viol music. How did this
classification under music for violoncello come about?

Paul Louis Roualle de Boisgelou (1734-1806), was a retired army officer and
former violin prodigy, who undertook, about 1780, to catalogue the holdings
of the Bibliothèque Nationale, including the Bibliothèque Royale and the
collections of Brossard. He lists Vm7 6308, under the old number Vm. 2751, as
the first entry under Basse de Violon, ou Violoncello: ‘Corelli op.a V arrangé pr le
Violoncello et Basse oblong beaubrun I’ in his manuscript Division du Catalogue
de la musique pratique of 1803 (F-Pn Rés. Vm8 23). This is probably a catalogue

9 François Lesure, director: RISM (Répertoire Internationale des Sources Musicales) B II
Recueils Imprimes - XVIIIe Siècle (Munich, 1964). Index under Corelli and Marais.
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begun in the latter part of the eighteenth century, because his Catalogue des
Livres de la Bibliothèque Nationale qui traitent de la Musique of 1787 (manuscript F-
Pn Rés. Vm 26), already contains higher numbers than 2751. Hugo Riemann in
his Dictionnaire de Musique (Paris, 1936), p. 153, states that Boisgelou’s opinions
on works that he catalogued show ‘une incompréhension grossière’ of different
epochs and tastes:

ce travail, resté ms. et conservé dans cette bibliothèque [F-Pn], manque, pour
ce qui est de la partie critique, de connaissances historiques suffisantes. Les
opinions de Boisgelou sur les ouvrages qu’il catalogue, manifestées avec
abondance, témoigne d’une incomprehension grossière des diverses èpoques
et des divers goûts anciens.

this work, still in manuscript [in F-Pn], lacks, in a critica l sense, sufficient
historical knowledge. The abundant opinions of Boisgelou on the works
which he catalogues, show a gross incomprehension of the different periods
and of their varied tastes.10

[50] In view of this adverse judgment of Boisgelou’s opinions, his listing of
the transcription Vm7 6308 as for violoncello is understandable, since even
by 1780 the bass viol would have been very rarely heard in France, and
Boisgelou was perhaps unfamiliar with the instrument.11

Vm7 6308 contains all eleven sonatas of Corelli’s op. 5 in score (the solo part
above the bass line, as in the original violin version of 1700).12 The solo line is
in the alto clef and moved down an octave. After the eleven sonatas there
follows an unchanged version of La Follia in the violin octave, probably
intended to be played down an octave on the bass viol without other
modification; the piece was probably considered sufficiently elaborate in its
original form. The two transcriptions of the Sonatas nos. 6 and 11 of op. 5,
as published in Viola da Gamba Society SP no. 136, are the same as in Vm7

6308, except for a few very minor differences: a bass figure is omitted in Vm7

6308 compared with the original Corelli edition of 1700; a slur is changed in
the Cross engravings. It is impossible to say which is the older transcription.
Perhaps both the transcriptions bound into the copies of Simpson’s The
Division Viol and Vm7 6308 come from a third, as yet unknown, source.

Four sonatas, including nos. 6 and 11, have been transposed to keys other
than the original. The transpositions are, in three cases, down a whole tone
and, in one case, down a fourth: Sonata no. 1 is transposed from D Major to
C Major, a key which has its tonic chord on three open strings of the bass
viol; no. 5 is transposed from G minor to D minor, no. 6 from A Major to G
Major, and no. 11 from E Major to D Major (see Appendix, Table I). In the
transcription of Sonata no. 1, D Major was probably abandoned in favour of
C Major because the sonata has rather a high tessitura and therefore the low

10 P. L. R. de Boisgelou: Table alphabetique de la musique (F-Pn Res. Vm8 24 - manuscript without
date). See also lists under Corelli: ‘Sonates de Violon Ve oeuvre mis en Sonates pr. le
Violoncelle msc. 1 obl. 2751.’.
11 J.-B. De La Borde: op. cit. Though La Borde speaks generally of the bass viol in the past
tense (Tome 1, p. 306f.), he does say, when writing of the pardessus de viole, that the bass viol
and the pardessus are the only [viols] which are still sometimes used. (Tome L, p. 308):
La Basse de Viole et le Par-dessus sont les seuls dont on se sert encore quelquefois.
12 Arcangelo Corelli: Sonate a Violino e Violone o Cimbalo, Opera Quinta (Rome, 1700).
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D string of the bass viol would be of no advantage. C Major has the
advantage that the notes of the tonic triad, c, e, and g, are present in the
standard tuning of the bass viol. D minor, D Major, and G Major are also
resonant keys on the bass viol, because of the open strings d, g, and a, and
the overtones produced by them.13

13 Mention should be made of another transcription of Corelli’s op. 5 at F-Pn. Although
not for viol, it shows an interesting contrast in keys and transcription technique with
Vm7 6308. Vm7 2513 [Corelli] manuscript includes transcriptions for violoncello of
Corelli’s first-violin parts to the Concerti Grossi op. 6, nos. 9, 10, and 11, and Corelli’s
op. 5, Sonatas nos. 7-11, all lowered by an octave and a fifth to accommodate the tuning
of the violoncello which is an octave and a fifth lower than the violin. By contrast, in
Vm7 6308, when keys are changed, they are never transferred to the same ke ys as those
of the ‘cello version (Vm7 2513). (See Appendix, Table I.) Senaillié, Vivaldi, and Handel
are among the other composers whose works are transcribed in the manuscript. The
transcriptions of Corelli are exact, with no chords added.
The free transcription for viola da gamba of the Sarabande from op. 5 no. 6 in the
library of the University of Lund, Sweden, (MS Wenster 36), pointed out to me by Dr.
M. I. J. Urquhart, seems of entirely different authorship from that of the transcriptions
in Vm7 6308. The notes in the Swedish manuscript have been partially rearranged and
the system of marking the ornaments is idiosyncratic.
Vm7 678 (listed by Boisgelou in his Catalogue des livres... under the number Vm. 1449B),
is a folio manuscript copy of the original violin version of Corelli’s op. 5 (f700), except
for a few small errors or omissions; but it bears no mention of the violin. The title is:
Sonata da Camera del Sig.r Arcangelo Corelli. Opera Quinta. At the top of the title-page is the
name (an autograph signature, perhaps, in another hand from that of the music) of M.
de la Marquise de Vibraye. Since there is no mention of the violin, it is not impossible
that Madame de Vibraye played the opera quinta of Corelli on the five-string pardessus
or on the quinton (which has the same tuning as the five -string pardessus). In the
eighteenth century it was not common practice for women to play violin sonatas of this
difficulty on the violin, but rather to play them on the pardessus or quinton. Michel
Corrette writes in his Methode pour apprendre facilement i jouer du Pardessus de Viole a 5 et a 6
Cordes.... Paris, [circa 1750] p. 3:
Par example les Dames joüent du Pardessus a 5. Cordes, et ne joüerent jamais du
Violon, par ce que la position de ce dernier ne leur convient point, outre qu’elles ont la
main trop petite pour le tenir,elles ont encore une peine infinie a monter sur la
chanterelle pour faire I’ut ou le re etc. Ce qui se fait sans démancher sur la Ire corde du
Quinton, ainsi qu’au Pardessus a 5 cordes.
For example, ladies play the five-string pardessus and never the violin, because the
[playing] position of the latter is entirely unsuitable for them. Beside the fact that their
hands are too small to hold it, they also have difficulty in shifting [to the higher
positions] on the top string to play the c’ or d” etc. This can be done without shifting
on the top string of the quinton, as well as on the five-string pardessus.
Boisgelou (Division du Catalogue de la Musique Pratique, 1803, under ‘Dessus et
Pardessus de Viole’, 2746f.) later writes, following the demise of the viol in France:
Les Basses de Violes abandonées a la Poussière des greniers, des Vieux Partisans de
fancienne musique, tentérent un dernier effort et voulurent perpétuer leur goût en
inspirant à leurs enfans, et surtout aux jeunes Demoiselles, de préférer par decence le
Pardessus de Viole aux autres instruments, comme s’il était moins honneste (dit un
observateur plaisant) de mettre un violon sur 1’épaule qu’un Pardessus entre les jambes.
The bass viol being abandoned in dusty attics, the old partisans of the earlier style of
music made a final °effort to perpetuate their tastes by persuading their children, and
particularly the young ladies, to play, for the sake of decency, the pardessus rather than
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In the untransposed sonatas in Vm7 6308, the bass part is copied from the
original version, except that the bass sometimes descends an octave to
exploit the lower tessitura of the solo gamba part. (For example, at the
beginning of Sonata no. 1 and the end of Sonata no. 3, first movement.)
However, the bass never descends lower than low C. In Sonata no. 6 in the
original key of A Major, the bass part has a low C; whereas in the transposed
version of Vm7 6308 (G Major), the bass part in bar 38 of the second
movement remains on B for two crotchets rather than dropping down an
octave as in the original key. This example perhaps indicates that the bass
part was intended to be played on the ‘cello, since a bass viol with seven
strings would easily be able to drop down to B an octave lower. The lack of
the lower B may also indicate an accompaniment for a small-range keyboard
instrument, as well as for a six-string viol with the bottom string tuned to C.

No extra ornamentation is added to the slow movements of Vm7 6308.
According to Roger’s catalogue of 1716, an edition of Corelli ’s op. 5 with [51]
ornamented slow movements was published by Estienne Roger in
Amsterdam in 1710.14 The transcription for viol may have been made before
the ornamented edition of 1710 was widely circulated. Of five editions of op.
5 listed in Roger’s catalogue of 1716, only two have added ornamentation,
indicating that perhaps only a relatively small percentage of musicians in the
eighteenth century were playing Corelli’s op. 5 from an ornamented edition.
This would not, of course, exclude the possibility of improvised
ornamentation. Indeed, I have transferred the ornamentation from the slow
movements of Sonata no. 1 from the Roger edition of 1710 to the slow
movements of Sonata no. 1 in Vm7 6308 (in C Major!) and find that these
ornamented versions lie well and sound well on the viol.

By comparison with the original edition of 1700, the viol transcription shows
the frequent omission of slurs. For example, in the last movement of Sonata
no. 5, all slurs are omitted in the viol transcription. Nearly all the other
sonatas show an omission of slurs, to some extent, possibly because string
crossings on the viol occur in different places from on the violin, as a result
of the viol’s tuning in fourths and a third instead of in fifths. Other reasons
could be hasty copying by a transcriber or the fact that slurs on a bass viol,

other instrurpenrs, as if it were less honourable (as a joking observer says) to put a
violin on the shoulder than to put a pardessus between the legs.
Boisgelou’s account is slightly elaborated from the original in Ancelet s Observations sur
la Musique, les Musicaes, et let Instrumens (Amsterdam, 1757), p. 23.
14 François Lesure: Bibliographie des Editions Musicales Publiées par Estienne Roger et
Michel-Charles Le Cène (Amsterdam, 1696-1743) (Paris, 1969), p. 64.
Catalogue de 1716: ... Corelli opera quinta, nouvelle edition gravée du même format que
les 4 premiere ouvrages de Corelli, avec les agrémens marquez pour les adagio, comme
Mr. Corelli vent qu’un les joue, et ceux qui seront curieux de voir ( ‘original de Mr.
Corelli avec ses lettres écrittes à ce sujet, les peuvent voir chez Estienne Roger ... Date
de lere Edition - 1710. No. de Corage - 40.
Catalogue of 1716: ... Corelli opus five, new edition engraved in the same format as the
first four publications [57] of Corelli, with the ornaments marked for the adagio in the
manner in which Mr. Corelli wants them to be played; and those who are curious to see the
original of Mr. Corelli, with his letters on the subject, can see them at Estienne Roger’s. ... Date
of the first edition - 1710. List No. - 40.
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particularly in a fast tempo, tend to result in a lack of clarity. This last reason
may account for slurs being omitted even when the string crossings are easy
to execute on the viol.

Since the Corelli transcription Vm 7 6308 is in Paris, a comparison has been
made of it with the Paris edition of Corelli’s op. 5 of 1719 which shows fewer
similarities with the viol transcription than does the original edition of 1700.15

Though the Paris edition, like the viol transcription Vm7 6308, has slurs
omitted at times, when there are slurs in the viol transcription, they are like
those of the original edition. In any case, it is unlikely that the Paris edition
was the inspiration for the transcription in Vm7 6308, since their style is too
unlike French writing for solo bass viol in the first quarter of the eighteenth
century. Aside from the use of the seven-string bass viol in France, a French
eighteenth-century composer for the viol would be very unusual indeed if he
did not include at least a few bowing or fingering indications. In Vm7 6308
there are no fingerings or indications of bow direction and there are no low
notes requiring a seven-string viol in the solo part. To be sure, the tessitura
of all the transcriptions is fairly high, since the lowest note of the original
violin version is inevitably the open g string which has been lowered an
octave for the viol. The low D string of the bass viol is, therefore, generally
not used in the transcriptions of the solo part. In Sonatas 4, 7, and 10, the
low D string is used to fill out the harmony of the F Major chord. In Sonata
11 the transposition down a tone from E Major to D Major carries an
occasional low G sharp on the violin down to the low F sharp on the low D
string of the bass viol. In Sonatas 5 and 7, the D minor chord is spread over
six strings (see Example 1) in the most conclusively ‘viol-over-violoncello’
chord of the transcriptions!

Viol music of the early eighteenth century requiring a six-string bass viol and
bearing no fingerings or indications of bow direction brings to mind the
North German school of viol playing and composition. Christopher
Hogwood suggested [52] in the course of a broadcast on BBC radio in
August 1981 of the transcription of Corelli’s op 5 no. 6, that Godfrey Finger
might be the author of the viol transcriptions of Corelli’s op. 5. (The work,
presumably from SP 136, was played on the bass viol by Christophe Coin.) It
is true that Finger’s style of composition in his sonatas for viola da gamba
does show some similarities with that of the Italian sonata da chiesa as practised
in Corelli’s op. 5. For example, Finger’s Sonatas nos. 1, 2, and 5 for viola da
gamba all begin with a slow movement alternating cadenza-like passages in
arpeggios with more cantabile passages, as in Corelli’s Sonata no. 1 of op. 5.
The long passage of arpeggiated chords in the third movement of Finger’s
Sonata no. 5 is even similar to some passages in Corelli’s Sonata no. 1 of op.
5. Also, since the first Corelli transcriptions for viol to be made public were
the Cross engravings bound into the copies of Simpson, Finger’s English
residency, and thereby his possible authorship of the viol transcriptions,
naturally come to mind. However, real virtuoso demands are made by the
viol transcriptions of Corelli, especially the transcription of his Sonata no. 1
mentioned above, which abounds in difficult arpeggios and in unrelenting
chains of chordal sequences in the fast movements. See Example 2:

15 Opera Quinta da Arcangelo Corelli ... Parte la [e Parte Ila] (Paris, Foucault ..., 1719)
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Godfrey Finger’s Sonata no. 5 comes closest in its technical demands to
those made by the viol transcription of Corelli’s Sonata no. 1 of op. 5. Yet, in
my opinion, since I have performed and recorded the Finger Sonata no. 5
and also have performed the transcription of Corelli’s Sonata no. 1, the
Finger Sonata no. 5 is considerably less difficult to play than the transcription
of Corelli’s Sonata no. 1. Now that a set of transcriptions for viol of Corelli’s
op. 5 has been discovered on the Continent, perhaps the circumstance of
Finger’s stay in England may be put aside and some other composer of the
North German school considered. I am tempted to look rather to the Johann
Schenck of L’Echo du Danube, op. 9 (1703-1704),16 particularly to the chordal
sequences in the high positions in the second movement. of Sonata no. 4, to
find passages on the same level of technical demands as the viol transcription
of Corelli’s Soniita no. 1. Boisgelou, in his Table Biographique des Auteurs et
compositeurs de Musique dont les Ouvrages sont a la Bibliothèque-Nationale (manuscript,
about 1800, F-Pn Rés. Vm8 22) states under ‘Corelli’ that in 1680 Corelli
made a trip to Germany and was attached to the elector of Bavaria.
Knowledge of Corelli’s sonatas and of their style of composition may have
spread from southern to northern Germany before 1700, since Corelli may
have been playing his sonatas, or others similar to them, before his op. 5 was
published; and manuscript copies may have been circulated before the actual
publication of op. 5. The dates of Roger’s first publications of Corelli’s op. 5
in Amsterdam are unknown, but Schenck could have been familiar with [53]
them before writing L’Echo du Danube, which shows by its title and often by
its music, the influence of Corelli. Conrad Hoeffler, whose Primitiae Chelicae
of 1695 shows the strong influence of Corelli’s op. 5, could also have been
familiar with Corelli’s sonatas before 1700.

If indeed the viol transcriptions of Corelli’s op. 5 have an origin in the North
German School of viol composition or in a region inhabited by one of its
members, we may ask how copies of these transcriptions found their way to
France and England in the early eighteenth century. Of this we cannot be sure,
but considering the extent of Corelli’s fame throughout Europe, as illustrated
by Roger North and by the later writings of Daquin, De La Borde, and
Boisgelou on the subject of Corelli (in the case of Boisgelou, on the
widespread reputation of Corelli’s op. 5 in particular!)17 it is not difficult to

16 Dated in the Roger catalogue of 1716: cf. Lesure: op. cit.

17 [P. L. R. de Boisgelou]: Table Biographique des Auteurs ... (manuscript s.d.) under Corelli: Corelli,
Arcangelo ... on estime surtout son 5e oeuvre. La belle gigue de la [sic] sonate a été gravée
sur son tombeau et lui sert pour ainsi dire d’épitaphe; c’est le louer d’une manière digne de
son talent ... son caractère, ainsi que son jeu, étoit doux et aimable.
Above all Corelli’s op. 5 is highly regarded. The beautiful gigue from the [?] sonata was
carved on his tombstone and serves as an epitaph; this is to praise him in a manner worthy
of his talent... his character, like his playing, was sweet and likeable.
cf. footnotes 1-5 for quotations by North, Daquin, and De La Borde.
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imagine that many musicians, viol players included, were eager to play the
music of this fascinating composer in the Italian style who was so attractive in
northern Europe, and that an existing transcription might be circulated by
travelling musicians or teachers.

It is not generally realised that violin sonatas were often played on the bass viol
in the eighteenth century. This interesting practice was apparently closely
associated with the viol virtuoso Antoine Forqueray. Daquin says of him:

Forquerai parut dans le monde au moment que les Italiens exciterent en France
une émulation étonnante vers 1’annee 1698. Il tenta de faire sur la viole tout ce
qu’ils faisoient sur leur violon, et il vint a bout de son entreprise. Les cordes
singulières et les traits les plus frappans des bons Auteurs d’Italie, lui étoient
tellement familiers ...

Forqueray appeared at the time (about 1698) that the Italians were provoking
an astonishing imitation [of the Italian style] in France. He tried to do on the
viol all that the Italians could do on their violins and he succeeded. Unusual
chords and the most striking passages of the good Italian composers were very
familiar to him.18

Hubert Le Blanc tells us of Forqueray’s performances on the viol of the violin
sonatas of Michele Mascitti, an Italian violinist who established himself in Paris
in 1704:

On convient donc que si une des plus belles choses a entendre, emit un Adagio de
Corelly joué à la Geminiani, rendant justice a qui elle emit due, on etoit forcé de
tomber d’accord que jamais homme au monde n’avoit joué d’un aussi grand goût
aussi put, aussi correct, les Sonates de Mr. Michel, que Forcroi le Père et d’un nature
de son le plus dégagé de bois, il sembloit entendre la lyre d’or qu’Achylle gagna au
pillage de Lyrnesse.

Thus one acknowledges that if hearing an adagio by Corelli played by Geminiani
was one of the most beautiful experiences - giving justice where it is due - one
would [still] be forced to conclude that no one in the world had played the sonatas
of M. Michel with such great taste - so pure, so correct - as Forcroi senior, and of a
sound more unconfined by wood. He seemed to know the golden Lyre which
Achilles seized in the plundering of Lyrnesse.’19

Of Mascitti, Michael Talbot writes:

Mascitti became a figurehead of Italian instrumental music in France and was
regarded as the peer of Corelli and Albinoni ... Mascitti enjoyed enormous
popularity with the French public, to whom he was affectionately known by his
first name, Michele, in various gallicized forms ... Mascitti’s published works offer
a competent reproduction of Corelli’s style lightly retouched to conform to the
French taste.20

and Le Blanc further states:

[54] On ne se lasse jamais de rejouer les troisième et deuxième Livres de Mr.
Michel, incomparables Sonates ...

18 [Daquin]: op. cit., p. 142.
19 Hubert Le Blanc: Défense de la Basse de Viole contre les entreprises du violon et les prétentions du
violoncelle (Amsterdam, 1740) p. 103. All translations of Le Blanc are by Barbara Garvey Jackson
in the Journal of the Viola da Gamba Society of America, x and xi (1973 and 1974).
20 Michael Talbot in Stanley Sadie (ed.): The New Grove (London, 1980) xi, p. 746.
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One never grows weary of playing the second and third books of M. Michel -
incomparable sonatas - ...21

(These would be the publications of 1706 and 1707 which contain sonate da camera
very much in the style of Corelli.)

Of Mascitti’s violin sonatas, Lionel de La Laurencie says:

Ces sonates sont à une écriture correcte et aisée et rélèvant que leur auteur,
ainsi que nous pourrons nous en convaincre plus loin, un diligent imitateur de
Corelli.

These sonatas [of Mascitti] are correctly and fluently written and reveal their
author to be (judging from this later time) a diligent imitator of Corelli?22

La Laurencie gives a very thorough stylistic analysis and discussion of
Mascitti’s sonatas compared with those of Corelli. He even shows that
Mascittis op. 5 has similarity of themes with those of Corelli.

While there is no known report of Forqueray’s playing Corelli’s violin
sonatas on the viol, he might conceivably have done so, if he so much
admired the Italian style of composition and particularly the style of Corelli
as reflected in the violin sonatas of Mascitti. Though outside the scope of this
article, a speculation arises from reading the above quotations from Le Blanc:
perhaps one reason why so few pieces by the senior Forqueray are found
today is that much of his time and interest were spent in the playing of Italian
violin sonatas by other composers!

Italian violin sonatas were made up of abstract movements of contrasting
tempi, whereas French suites usually consisted of a slow prélude followed by
dance-like or ‘character’ pieces. Forqueray’s playing of Italian or Italian-style
violin sonatas reflects a contemporary tendency towards the Italian style and
away from the French style of pièces for the viol. According to Le Blanc, this
was Forqueray’s aim:
Forcroi le Pere, apres avoir écouté le Pere Marais, s’étant donc formé un beau stile
... [il] fonda une autre Ecole d’un jeu de Sonates le plus correct, oû l’on tire un son
petillant d’un goût persillé, conciliant 1’Harmonie Françoise de resonance a la
Mélodie Italienne de la voix.

As a result of having heard Marais senior, Forcroi senior created a beautiful style ...
He then founded another school of playing sonatas in the most correct manner, in
which a sparkling sound resulted from a mature taste, reconciling French harmony
with the resonance of Italian vocal melody.23

Le Blanc himself clearly preferred the sonata to the pièce:

Table des Matières ... Sonate ... Combien la manière de jouer à la sonate est plus
propre à la variété et noblesse du jeu que celle de jouer des Pièces par les coups
d’archet enlevés et tout en l’air.

Table of Contents ... Sonatas ... How the style of playing sonatas is more
suitable for variety and nobility of playing than the style of playing pieces, by
raised bowstrokes, all in the air.

21 Le Blanc: op. cit., p. 15.
22 Lionel de La Laurencie: L’Ecole Française du Violon de Lully à Viotti (Paris, 1922-24), i, p. 137.
23 Le Blanc: op. cit., p. 25.
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Les Pièces, pour s’attirer 1’admiration et une espèce de vénération, sont
réduites a ne paroître que peu souvent, et peu de terns, recourant comme les
Réliques, à ne se faire voir que par un trou. Mais avec les Sonates on éprouve
combien le rôle est plus gracieux ... D’ailleurs a 1’égard des Pièces, trop
d’artifice nuit dans un assemblage de beautés, trop de recherche fatigue dans le
train ordinaire: ...

[55]

Pieces still appear occasionally, and for a short time win admiration and a kind of
veneration, coming back like holy relics, to be seen only through a peep-hole.
With sonatas, however, how much more agreeable is the role ... Furthermore
with regard to Pieces, too much artifice is a hindrance as in a group of beautiful
ladies; too much refinement wearies in the ordinary course of life ...

En place des Pièces ont done été adoptées les Sonates, comme humanisant par
lent stile.

Sonatas have been adopted in place of pièces because their style is more
humanizing.

On concevra plus aisément combien la manière de jouer à la Sonate (tirant un
son continué comme la voix ...) est plus propre à la variété et noblesse du jeu,
que celle de jouer les Pièces, tic-tac par les coups d’archet enlevés et tout en fair,
qui tiennent si fort du pincé du luth et de la Guitarre, sur le modèle de quoi le
Père Marais a composé les Pièces ... tels que ceux a 1’Italienne, où 1’Archet par
le tiré et le poussé, unis et liés, sans qu’on apperçoive lent succession, produit
des roulades et Sons multipliés a 1’infini, qui n’in paroissent qu’une continuité.

It is very easy to see how the style of playing a sonata (drawing forth a continuous
sound, like the voice..) is more suitable 16r variety and mobility of playing than the
style of playing pieces - tick-tock [a probable reference to the piece by Marin Marais
‘Le tic-tac’ in his Book V of the Pieces de Viole] ... by raised bow-strokes, all in the
air. These resemble the plucking of the lute or the guitar (on vehose model Marais
senior composed his pieces) ... In the Italian style however, the bow by downbows,
uniform and connected, without their succession being perceptible, produces
cascades of notes, multiplied infinitely, which only appear as a continuity.24

In preferring the sonata to the pièce, Le Blanc actually endorsed a form of
composition identified with violin music, even though the purpose of his
book was, by its title, the Defense de la Basse de Viole contre les Entreprises du Violon
-..! One might rather have expected him to have upheld the old French form
of pièces, so characteristic of French viol music.

Part II Pièces de Viole

Pieces by both Corelli and Marin Marais were made the subjects of transcrip-
tions for the five-string pardessus in the mid-eighteenth century by a certain M.
de Villeneuve. They are contained in the following manuscripts: F-Pn Vm7

6275: Pieces de Viole Ajustées pour le Pardessus de Viole a cinq cordes par Mr. de
Villeneuve 1759; and F-Pn Vm7 1107: Trio de Corelli et Pieces de Marais a deux et
Trois Violes En Partition 1762 (manuscript without author’s name).25 The

24 Le Blanc: op. cit., Table des Matières, pp. 14, 15, 22.
25 Because of the inconsistencies in the spelling of the word piece by late seventeenth-century
and eighteenth-century musicians and engravers of printed music (with or without accent grave
over the ‘e’), I have decided to use the older form (without accent) when the word is used in
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handwriting in these two manuscripts is identical and it imitates beautifully the
engraving in most of the Pieces de Viole of Marais. Both volumes were in the
Bilbiothèque Royale (Bibliothèque Imperiale) in the eighteenth century,
according to the stamps on the first pages, and both have been known to the
musical world for some time. Vm7 1107 is mentioned in Boisgelou’s Catalogue
and Vm7 6275 in MGG.26 Terry Pratt mentions both volumes and discusses
Vm7 6275 with musical insight.27 No full discussion of the implications of both
these manuscripts has been made until now.

The author of Vm7 6275 is probably Jean-Pierre de Villeneuve, whose
escutcheon is shown on the Ex Libris label in a copy of the fifth volume of the
Pieces de Viole (1725) of Marin Marais in F-Pn Rés. 764: ‘Ex Libris Johannis
Petri de Villeneuve’. It is clear that he was a player of the bass viol and of the
[58] pardessus, judging by his thorough knowledge of all five volumes of
Marais’s Pieces de Viole, as well as Marais’s other instrumental works and at
least one of his operas. This is evident from the selections chosen for
transcription in his two volumes. His familiarity with the two instruments is
further shown by his ability to adapt Marais’s pieces for the five-string
pardessus in even more complex form. He was perhaps even a student of
Marais, since Marais wrote a Rondeau entitled La Villeneuve (piece no. 89 in
the same fifth volume of the Pieces de Viole). Research based on Villeneuve’s
armorials as shown in the Ex Libris of Rés. 764 and in public archives has so
far failed to yield more concrete information about M. de Villeneuve’s life.
There is no evidence that he might have been related to other eighteenth-
century French musicians of this name such as Alexandre or Josse de
Villeneuve, French composer and writer respectively; or to Mercier de
Villeneuve, Nicolas, Parisian musician; or to Andre-Jacque Villeneuve,
composer. I disagree with Terry Pratt on this small point.28 Villeneuve or de
Villeneuve are very common names, making research very difficult when
archives are often lacking in Paris (owing to the burning of the Hôte1 de
Ville in 1871) or when there is no mention of such a musician in published
accounts of eighteenth-century French musical activities. He was probably an
aristocratic amateur, not a professional performer. Judging from the technical
complexity and difficulty of the transcriptions, he certainly was a player of
great technical accomplishment on the five-string pardessus about the middle
of the eighteenth century, the period of greatest musical activity on this
instrument.

a specific title of a volume by Marais or by Villeneuve. No accent is used by Villeneuve in
the titles of his volumes nor by most of Marais’s engravers.
I have employed the modern form (with accent) when the word is used generically. I have also
followed the practice, as did Marais’s engravers, of using the word Violes instead of Viole when
speaking of Marais’s volumes I and IV, which contain pieces for two4and three viols. When
speaking generally of the five books of Marais’s viol pieces, I use the form Pieces de Viole.
26 Boisgelou: Catalogue ... op. cit.
Jean Bonfils and Henri-André Durand in Die Musik in Geschichte and Gegenwart (Kassel, 1966),
xiii, p. 1642.
27 Terry Pratt: The Dessus and Pardessus de Viole in France from the Sixteenth to the Eighteenth Centuries
(Basel, 1977), pp. 29-31, 36, 47.
28 Pratt: op. cit., p. 36.
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The first manuscript, Pieces de Viole Ajustées ... is in oblong format, in a
simple brown leather binding of the period, trimmed in gold and with a
decorated spine lettered PIECES DE MARAIS* TOM* II*. The volume
measures 201/2 x 26 cm. The paper is rather heavy and somewhat yellowed.
There are eight prepared staves on each page. The manuscript contains 262
pages, the last thirty-two pages left blank, but numbered by Villeneuve.
Pieces from the five books of Pieces de Viole by Marin Marais of 1686, 1701,
1711, 1717, and 1725 are transcribed. The pieces are selected by key from the
different books of Marais, and arranged into seventeen suites for five-string
pardessus. Any one suite may contain pieces from all five books. Some suites
are entirely from one book if the given key occurs only in one book; for
example Suitte XII in C Major is taken from the fourth book of Marais, and
Suitte XIII in E Major is taken entirely from the second book. Following
these seventeen suites, two additional suites from the Pieces a Trois Violes of
the fourth book of Marais are transcribed (the second dessus part only). Next
come transcriptions of the Sujet et 20 couplets (Diversités) from the first
Marais volume of basse continuë; the Chaconne for two viols from the Suite in G
Major of the first book (again the second dessus part only); then finally a
transcription of the violin part of the Sonnerie de Sainte Genevieve du Mont from
La Gamme et autres morceaux de Simphonie of Marais (1723). Altogether there are
about 210 pieces, all of which can be identified except for a few doubles, a piece
entitled ‘La Siamoise’ (about which more will be said later) and some
ornamented versions of pieces (‘La Même Avec les Agremens’). There [59] are
no bass parts in this volume of Villeneuve, but all the pieces except for ‘La
Siamoise’, for which no bass part exists, can be played with the original bass
parts of Marais. Thus it seems doubtful that Villeneuve copied another, as yet
undiscovered volume of bass parts to accompany Vm7 6275.

Pages i - vii of Vm7 6275 comprise a Table in Villeneuve’s hand. In this Table
Villeneuve lists in the first column the number of the pieces in his volume; in
the second column are the names of the pieces in each of the suites; and in
the third column the number of the volume of Marais’s Pieces de Viole from
which each piece is taken. Table II of the Appendix of this article reproduces
this Table, with the following changes and emendations: (1) I have corrected
the mistakes which Villeneuve sometimes made in identifying the volume of
his source; (2) I have added the name of the original piece in Marais’s Pieces de
Viole when different from the name given by Villeneuve; (3) To facilitate
modern performance of Villeneuve’s arrangements, I have added a list of the
volume and page number (in the case of Marais’s first volume) or piece
number (in the case of the other four volumes of Marais) where the
corresponding bass parts may be found for each piece arranged by
Villeneuve.

Nearly all the pieces without identification in Vm7 6275, the doubles as well as
‘La Siamoise’, were perhaps unpublished pieces by Marais given to Villeneuve
in the course of his putative studies with Marais. The double was an earlier
style of writing for the viol, used by the French Maîtres de Luth of the
seventeenth century, as well as by the earlier seventeenth-century French
composers for the viol, such as Du Buisson (1666) and De Machy (1685). No
doubles are found in the eighteenth-century compositions for viol by
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Boismortier, Dollé, and Forqueray, and very few doubles were composed by
Cappus, Roland Marais and Morel. It is interesting that the five books of De
Caix d’Hervelois contain six doubles. De Caix, a student of Marais, perhaps
admired the earlier style of his master. Although Marais published around
forty doubles, in his last two volumes of the Pieces de Viole (1717 and 1725) the
doubles are often not only variations of the solo viol part (as in the case of the
unidentified doubles in Villeneuve’s volume) but of the continuo bass line as
well. The French Maitres de Clavecin also wrote fewer doubles after 1700.29

Manuscripts 9465, 9466, and 9467 in the National Library of Scotland
(Edinburgh), dating from before 1686 and pointed out to me by Dr. M. I. J.
Urquhart, contain works of Marin Marais, including unpublished pieces
(presumably by Marais) and also unpublished doubles to published pieces by
Marais. These doubles in GB-En MSS 9465-7 are presumably also by Marais,
or at least in the style of the doubles which Marais did publish in his first
volumes. The manuscripts in the National Library of Scotland show that
Marais perhaps did not publish all the doubles to the pieces included in his first
volume. This perhaps indicates that the double was already declining in
popularity as a musical form by 1686. It seems unlikely that Villeneuve would
write doubles to Marais’s pieces as late as the 1750’s. As for the ornamented
versions of pieces called by Villeneuve ‘La même avec les agremens’, these
may be by Villeneuve himself, since the style of ornamentation is consistent
with his ornamentation [60] of the other pieces by Marais.

Villeneuve’s manuscript Vm7 6275 is a wonderful document of changing
tastes in ornamentation. A comparison of all the identifiable transcriptions
with the original pieces of Marais shows first of all that the enflé or swell,
marked by an ‘e’ over the note by both Marais and Villeneuve, and marked by
Marais only from the third book onwards (i.e., from 1711), is used much
more extensively by Villeneuve in nearly every piece, including the pieces
transcribed from the first and second books of Marais where no enflé is
marked. One may speculate whether Marais himself ever played his pieces
from the first two books with enflés, even though they are not indicated in the
music. The pincé, like Christopher Simpson’s close shake and marked by Marais
as a wavy line, is replaced by Villeneuve with the plainte, or one-finger
vibrato, marked, because of the impracticability of squeezing the fingers
together for the two-finger vibrato on the small fingerboard of the pardessus.
Chords have also been changed and simplified in Vm7 6275 to accommodate
the tuning of the five-string pardessus (g d’ a’ d” g”). Italian-style ornaments
have also been added to most of the pieces, to a greater or lesser extent,
depending upon the piece; that is, intervals are filled-in with scale passages
and some notes have conjunct elaborations around them, such as a singer
might perform. Examples of the pieces in Vm7 6275 which are specially rich
in these Italian-style ornaments are Villeneuve’s nos. 36, 38, 51, and 161.
Many others could also be cited. Both the increase in the amount of enflés and
the addition of Italian vocal-style passagi show the more extensive assimilation
of the Italian operatic and instrumental styles in France as the eighteenth

29 Johan Hendrik Daniel Bol: La Basse de Viole du Temps de Marin Marais et d Antoine Forqueray
(Bilthoven, 1973), pp. 66f, 82.
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century progressed.30 Example 3 shows a bar (out of many!) from an
allemande in the first volume of Marais’s Pieces de Viole and the contrasting
bar from Villeneuve’s version, with enflés and Italian ornaments added.

Villeneuve’s piece no. 170, ‘La Siamoise’, not included in Marais’s Pieces de
Viole, is one of the most interesting in the entire volume o£ transcriptions,
because of the markings placed above many of the notes as indications of
performance-practice (Example 4).

[61] These markings bear some resemblance to the handwritten markings
above many of the notes in an engraved copy of the second volume of
Marais’s Pieces de Viole (1701) in the Sibley Music Library of the Eastman
School of Music in Rochester, New York.31 In the Sibley volume of Marais,
there are about thirty different indications marked over the notes, in addition
to the usual ‘e’ for enflé, ‘p’ and ‘t’ for pousser and tirer, a vertical wavy line and a
horizontal wavy line for the two types of vibrato, dots or the word
‘egalement’ for notes of equal length, and doux for soft passages. In ‘La
Siamoise’ the handwriting of the added markings appears to be different
from that in the Sibley volume but some of the indications are the same,
especially the frequent use of ‘b’. Mary Elliott suggests that this ‘b’ may mean
brève or short note.32 Since in ‘La Siamoise’ this ‘b’ marking is found
frequently over long notes, one is puzzled, unless the shortness of the note
thus marked is due to the fact that the sonority diminishes rather quickly, as a
contrast to the enflé. When both the ‘b’ and ‘e’ are found above the same
note, the combination may mean that the note diminishes in volume and
then swells again, i.e. the opposite of an enflé! The markings ‘sout’ (soutenue or

30 The taste for Italian music is certainly reflected in Villeneuve’s transcriptions. By his
addition of many Italian-style ornaments to Marais’s Pieces de Viole, Villeneuve has in effect
rendered Marais’s music more Italian, coincidentally fulfilling Daquin ’s wish about this
music expressed in 1754, five years before the dating of Villeneuve’s manuscript:
[Daquin]: op. cit. p. 142
Enfin Marais parut: ... il porta la viole aussi loin qu’elle pouvoit aller. Peut être serait-il
devenu encore plus grand s’il s’étoit familiarisé avec la Musique Italienne: mais quand ce
goût vint en France, il étoit trop tard pour lui.
Finally Marais appeared [on the musical scene] ... he developed [the art of] the viol to its limits.
Perhaps he would have become even greater had he familiarised himself with Italian music, but
when this taste [for Italian music] came to France, it was too late for him.
31 Mary Elliott: Technique and Style in the performance of Marais: An Examination of Eighteenth-Century
Handwritten Markings in Livre IIème (M.A. thesis, Stanford University, 1979).
32 Elliott: op. cit.
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sustained) are found in both the Villeneuve manuscript and the Sibley
volume, as are ‘enl’ (enlevée or bow raised from the string), ‘file’ (legato or
spun) and jetté, (the note thus marked is ‘thrown away’ by raising the bow off
the string so that the next note begins with the bow coming down upon the
string from above). ‘La Siamoise’ is the only piece out of some 200 pieces in
the Villeneuve manuscript which bears these unusual markings in any
profusion33 and it is also the only titled piece (other than doubles) not found in
Marais’s Pieces de Viole. Perhaps it was one of Marais’s unpublished pieces for
bass viol, which was given to Villeneuve already marked for his study (if
indeed Villeneuve was a pupil of the great master). Perhaps ‘La Siamoise’ was
a favourite of Villeneuve, prompting him to include it recopied in his volume
of transcriptions, or perhaps he included it because of the very interesting
markings.34 It is to be hoped that a bass part will be found for this fascinating
piece.

Twelve pieces in the Villeneuve volume are transcriptions of twelve of the
twenty-six pieces marked in handwriting in the Sibley volume of Marais.35 A
comparison of the enflés (e) marked by Villeneuve in his transcriptions with
the enflés marked in the Sibley volume shows that the placement of the enflés is
more often the same than different in the two volumes. In two of the pieces
common to the two volumes, the placements of the enflés are identical except
in one instance.36 In the other pieces in common, with the exception of one
short piece where no similarities are found, long lists of identical placements
of enflés may be made. In view of the different authors of the markings and a
possible wide space of time between the markings of the Sibley volume37 and
the transcriptions of Villeneuve, such similarity is astonishing and suggests a
common pedagogical tradition behind the placement of the enflés in the two
volumes. As for the other markings found in the Sibley volume, these must
have been markings commonly used by viol teachers of the eighteenth
century. Since the variety of markings exhibited in the Sibley volume is
greater than in the Villeneuve [62] manuscript, one supposes that two
different teachers, using a common vocabulary of markings, had marked the
Sibley volume and the original copy of ‘La Siamoise’. Though the Sibley
volume bears more pieces marked with a variety of markings, the Villeneuve
volume contains a much greater number of Marais’s pieces with additional
enfles and Italian ornaments. Both these volumes provide an invaluable aid in
the study of the performance-practice of eighteenth-century viol music.

33 Piece no. 15 of the Villeneuve Vm7 6275 (Allemande, a transcription of no. 85 of Marais’s
second volume) also has several of the ‘b’ markings. As in ‘La Siamoise’, these markings also
suggest notes which diminish in volume, with possibly even a space between the notes.
34 In ‘La Siamoise’ some of the unusual indications (‘b’, ‘enl’, ‘file’) as well as fingerings, seem
robe in lighter ink than the more usual markings (‘e’,’+’ for mordantor battement). Barlines
and clef signs are also very light (in fine pen). In the first bar, and in several other bars, the
‘b’s are definitely of a different colour from the ‘e’s. In another bar, however, they are the
same colour. The varying amounts of ink in the quill may account for these differences. It is
not conclusive that the markings were added later than 1759, by Villeneuve or anyone else.
35 cf. Villeneuve, Vm7 6275, nos. 9, 30, 31, 33,41, 90, 121, 123, 129, 135, 146 and 169; Marais
nos. 56, 32, 37, 19, 65, 14, 124, 127, 137, 128, 38 and 64 of Book II.
36 Villeneuve, nos. 90 and 123; Marais nos. 14 and 127 of Book II.
37 Mary Elliott suggests that the Sibley volume was marked in the first quarter of the eighteenth
century.
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8. Elliott: op. cit.

9. Piece no. 15 of the Villeneuve Vm7 6275 (Allemande, a transcription of no. 85 of Marais’s
second volume) also has several of the ‘b’ markings. As in ‘La Siamoise’, these markings also
suggest notes which diminish in volume, with possibly even a space between the notes.

10. In ‘La Siamoise’ some of the unusual indications (‘b’, ‘enl’, ‘file’) as well as fingerings,
seem robe in lighter ink than the more usual markings (‘e’,’+’ for mordantor battement).
Barlines and clef signs are also very light (in fine pen). In the first bar, and in several other
bars, the ‘b’s are definitely of a different colour from the ‘e’s. In another bar, however, they
are the same colour. The varying amounts of ink in the quill may account for these
differences. It is not conclusive that the markings were added later than 1759, by Villeneuve
or anyone else.

Part III Sonatas and Pièces de Viole

The other Villeneuve manuscript mentioned at the beginning of Part II of
this article, Vm7 1107, Trio de Corelli et Pieces de Marais a deux et trois Violes En
Partition 1762, bears no author’s name. It may be ascribed to Villeneuve,
however, as the handwriting is identical with that of Vm7 6275. Since
Villeneuve was probably an amateur musician, as stated earlier, we may
assume that both these volumes are autograph and that no copyist is
involved.

The volume is bound in a simple old green leather binding, with TRIO DE
CORELLI stamped in gold letters on the front cover, and is 26 cm. high.
The paper is rather heavy and yellowed at the edges, but still somewhat
thinner than the paper of Vm7 6275. There are sixteen prepared staves on
each page. The ink, like that of the Corelli transcriptions and of Villeneuve’s
volume Vm 6275, is of vegetal origin, and has turned from black to dark
brown with age.

The entire volume of Vm7 1107 consists of 217 pages (plus three blank pages
at the end of the volume) in score for two treble and one bass instrument or
instruments. No instruments are specified on the title page, but judging by
the chords in the Marais transcriptions of this volume, the two treble
instruments are undoubtedly two five-string pardessus, tuned, as in Vm7

6275, to g, d’, a’, d”, g’ (Example 5).

The volume was probably intended as a reference rather than as a playing
score, since the notes are small and an awkward page turn occurs on p. 189.38

38 This score would not have been the first step in arranging separate playing parts, since the
early editions of Corelli’s Suonate a tre are already printed in separate part-books (cf. editions of
Rome, 1689; Roger, Amsterdam; 1697 and 1698). A reference score would have been useful
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The transcriptions are literal, without changes other than clef and chord
adjustments from bass viol to pardessus in the pièces of Marais. No extra
ornamentation or elaboration has been added, as was the case in Vm7 6275;
and therefore Vm7 1107 appears at first glance to be a less interesting
volume. It is possible that Villeneuve was nearing the end of his life in 1762,
if he had been a pupil of Marais. To have been still active around 1760,
Villeneuve would have [64] had to be a pupil of Marais’s later years, perhaps
accounting for the inclusion of ‘La Villeneuve’ in Marais’s fifth book of the
Pieces de Viole, rather than in an earlier one. No other manuscripts by
Villeneuve have been found, or indeed any transcriptions by Villeneuve of
viol music by composers other than Marais, giving further evidence of
Villeneuve’s definite retrospective preference for the music of Marais rather
than that of later well-known composers for the viol, such as the Forquerays
or de Caix d’Hervelois.39 Advancing age may have been responsible for the
less ornamental nature of Villeneuve’s later volume, aside from the fact that it
was probably intended as a reference. The volume is nevertheless interesting
as a reflection of tastes in music in the mid-eighteenth century, as will be
shown, and as an important addition to the duet literature for two pardessus.

Despite the use of the word Trio instead of Trios in the title, all Corelli’s
forty-eight trio-sonatas for two violins and continuo (Corelli’s first four opera,
each of which contains twelve sonatas) are transcribed. Next follows Pieces de
Marais a trois Violes: the two suites for three viols in D Major and in G Major
from the fourth volume of Marais’s Pieces de Viole. The section Pieces de Marais
a deux Violes contains the Suite in G Major for two viols from Marais’s first
volume of the Pieces de Viole, followed by Gavotte and Menuet from the Suite
in D Minor for two viols (also from Marais’s first volume). A transcription of
the two violin parts and the bass part of the ‘Tempête d’Alcyone’ from
Marais’s opera Alcione (1705) concludes the volume.

The ‘transcriptions’ of the Corelli trio-sonatas are really copies, since single--
line violin parts may be played without alteration on the five-string pardessus.
The editions of Corelli’s trio-sonatas which have been examined show that
no changes have been made in the upper parts in transcribing from the
original, except for the addition of some few cadential trills (+) and some
arbitrary changes in slurs (a few added, a few omitted).40 There are small

for coordinating the players. By the mid-eighteenth century, chamber music was usually
printed in score in France, rather than in separate playing parts.
39 The distribution of the number of pieces transcribed by Villeneuve from Marais’s five
volumes of Pieces de Viole in Vm7 6275 (Vol. I, 31; Vol. 11, 66; Vol. III, 28; Vol. IV, 44; Vol. V,
48) and in Vm7 1107 (largely from Vol. I) does not show a conclusive preference by Villeneuve
for either Marais’s earlier or later style, but rather a general knowledge of Marais’s music. My
count of the various pieces chosen by Villeneuve from each of the five volumes differs
noticeably from that of Terry Pratt (Pratt: op. cit. p. 30) owing to my correction of some of the
numbering in Villeneuve’s Table.
40 Arcangelo Corelli: Suonate da Camera a Tre ... Opera Seconda (Venetia, 1705)
A. Corelli: Suonate a tre ... Opera terza (1689)
A. Corelli: Sonate a tre ... Nouvelle Edition (Amsterdam, chez Roger, 1706)
A. Corelli: Sonate a tre ... Derniere Edition (Amsterdam, chez Roger ... et ...

Le Cene, 1706)
A. Corelli: Suonate a tre ... Opera Prima [and Opera Seconda] (Paris, chez Ribou,

between 1710 and 1720).
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differences in the figured bass, with some indications of ‘7’ or sometimes
even a ‘9’ at cadences, showing an interesting development in harmonization
from that of the 1680’s. From page 26 to the end of the Corelli section, the
figures are omitted from the bass line, though they are again included in the
Marais section. Later, the notes of the bass part are not copied at all from
pages 201 to 215, though provision is made for them in staff form and the
bar-lines are marked for the missing bass part. Three explanations may be
proposed for this omission: (1) The volume is unfinished, suggesting
Villeneuve’s advancing age; (2) The transcriber perhaps decided to play the
Corelli trios on three viols without a harpsichord; (3) The figures were
perhaps considered unnecessary in a reference score. In fact, the bass lines
could be considered entirely unnecessary, since they could be played from the
original bass parts. As in the Vm7 6308 viol transcriptions of Corelli sonatas,
no Italian-style ornamental passagi are added to the slow movements of the
trio-sonatas, despite Villeneuve’s fluency in adding Italian ornaments to
Marais’s pieces in Vm7 6275. It is also possible that Villeneuve was not
familiar with the Roger edition of 1710 of Corelli’s op. 5.41 Again, it was
perhaps not [65] considered necessary to mark extensive ornamentation (in
even smaller notes) in a reference score.

A comparison of the Pieces de Marais transcribed in Vm7 1107 with the original
Marais Pieces de Violes and with the transcriptions in Vm7 6275 shows some
small, unimportant differences among the three. In general, one of the same
deviations from the original appears in both Vm7 1107 and in Vm7 6275;
namely, the sign in the original Marais (pincé, flattement, i.e. two-finger vibrato)
is omitted in the Villeneuve transcriptions in favour of the one-finger vibrato
sign (a vertical wavy line) (plainte, usually for the fourth finger in Marais, but
sometimes also for other fingers). This accommodation for the five-string
pardessus explained in Part II of this article seems further evidence that
Villeneuve was the author of Vm7 1107. Vm7 1107 is different from Vm7

6275 and the original Marais, in that the Petite Reprise, the dynamic markings
Doux and Fort, and the bowing indications ‘p’ and ‘t’ are omitted. Whether or
not the omissions are intentional is difficult to say, since, as indicated earlier,
the manuscript is incomplete. Some titles of movements and tempo
indications are also slightly different from the original. The dynamics,
bowings and Petites Reprises could have been considered unnecessary in a
reference score.

In general Vm7 1107 is slightly further from the original Marais in small
details than is Vm7 6275, which is to be expected, since it is dated later. The
Pieces a deux et trois Violes of Marais are faithfully transcribed in Vm7 1107. The
score of these Marais pieces is useful to us today, even with the upper viol
parts transposed up an octave, because no score of the pieces from the
fourth volume of Marais’s Pieces de Viole has so far appeared in print. The
transcription of the ‘Tempête d’Alcyone’, faithful in nearly all details, would
have been useful as a bowing exercise for pardessus, with its fast runs and
repeated notes, and it would also have been easier for a pardessus player of

There are many resemblances between Vm7 1107 and the Ribou edition, but also other
similarities in Vm7 1107 to the Roger edition of 1706.
41 F. Lesure (ed.): Bibliographie des Editions Musicales ... (op. cit., p. 64).
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the mid-eighteenth century to play it from the Vm7 1107 transcription in the
Italian violin clef (g’ second line) in place of the earlier French violin clef (g’
first line) of the Marais opera.

Perhaps the most important feature of Vm7 1107 lies in its role as a reflection
of mid-eighteenth century musical tastes. Despite the prevalent enthusiasm
for the Italian style of music in France in the eighteenth century (an
enthusiasm which gained momentum as the century progressed) there were
French viol players in the mid-eighteenth century who apparently still had
not lost interest in the older French style of viol music as represented by
Marin Marais and his Pieces de Viole, some dating from the seventeenth
century. This is clear from the two Villeneuve volumes discussed above.
Though Hubert Le Blanc seems to predict the eclipse of the pièce de viole by
the sonata, M. de Villeneuve, one of the last French viol enthusiasts of the
eighteenth century, shows by the choice of pieces which he transcribed,
particularly in Vm7 1107, that both the styles of pièces and of sonatas, as well
as the music of Marais and Corelli, were still popular among French viol
players.42

* * * * * * * * *
[67] ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am grateful to François Lesure, Conservateur-Chef of the Département de la Musique,
Bibliothèque Nationale, for his enthusiastic encouragement and guidance; to Jean-Claude
Malgoire, who made possible my period of research in Paris; to Jerôme Hantai and Herbert
Myers, who cheerfully checked some library references, and to Jane Troy Johnson and
Gordon Dodd, whose expert advice in matters of style helped turn chaos into some
semblance of order.

42 Adrian Rose has drawn my attention to F-Pn Res. Vmc. Ms. 85 (Ex Libris Le Blanc) which
contains transcriptions of pièces by Marin Marais, Roland Marais, Couperin, de Caix
d’Hervelois, Forqueray, Boismortier, Le Cler [Leclair], as well as songs arranged in duos for
two dessus de viole, for two basses de viole, and for dessus and base de viole. Many of the pieces for
two treble viols are easy and would be very useful for study. Two pieces by Marin Marais are
marked ‘2 Dessus par M° Roland’. One can only speculate whether or not the volume
belonged to Hubert Le Blanc or to a member of his family and whether or not Roland Marais
was the teacher of the author of the manuscript, adding a second part to his father’s music for
use by a student.

Mention should be made of another interesting manuscript volume of transcriptions for
the five-string pardessus, Recueil d’Airs (Nevers, 1763), in private hands in Geneva. Although I
was only permitted a brief glance at this volume, there was time to note the following: The
hand is different from the hand of the two Villeneuve volumes. The manuscript comprises 209
pages and contains not only transcriptions of pieces by Bordet, Marais, Arnoult, Mondonville,
Colless, Lavaux and others, but also a section entitled Principes de Musique pour le Pardessus de
Viole which gives the same tuning for the five-string pardessus as is given in Michel Corrette’s
Méthode pour apprendre facilement à joue rdu pardessus de viole... (Paris, c. 1750): g d’ a’ d” g” (see Part
I, footnote 12). The Geneva volume shows again, as does Vm7 1107, that Marais’s music was
still interesting to viol players in the 1760’s, though there was not time to note from which
volume of Marais the pieces are taken. The volume also shows that violin music was played on
the five-string pardessus. It is earnestly to be hoped that more information about this
interesting source of transcriptions will eventually be made available.
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[74] REVIEWS

Orlando Gibbons: Consort music.
Transcribed and edited by John Harper.

Musica Britannica, XLVIIL Stainer & Bell, 1982. £30.50

Six fantasies for viols in six parts.
Edited by Michael Hobbs.

Faber Music Ltd, _ 1982. £8.95

Six-part consort music.
Edited by George Hunter. Northwood Music, 1980.

$16.50 ($6.25 airmail or $2.50 surface mail)

Nine 3-part fantasies.
[Edited by Richard Nicholson.] (English Consort Series, 19.)

Brian Jordan, 1981. £3.75

No wonder viol consorts seem to be playing Gibbons so often these days:
there is such a wealth of editions! John Harper's complete collection of the
consort music has been eagerly awaited, and our appetite was whetted by
his excellent survey of the sources and editorial problems at the Viola da
Gamba Society's Gibbons Day in March 1982. The handsome volume
contains forty-two pieces, eleven of which have no ascription to Gibbons
in the sources. All except two of the ascribed pieces have been published
previously in some form or other, seven of them in volume IX of Musica
Britannica; but the duplication is clearly justified by the convenience and
superiority of the new volume. Only one feature will annoy players: the
barring in semibreves rather than breves.

Harper gives his pieces no numbering other than a consecutive one
throughout his edition (except for the set of nine a3, which are also
numbered as a group). This prevents one easily identifying works by the
means normal for the consort repertoire. I hope that anyone needing to
refer precisely to individual works (for catalogues, concert programmes,
etc.) will use the form adopted by the Society's Index. First come the
fantasies a2, nos. 1-6, for two trebles - not generally the most beautiful of
combinations! Then (nos. 7-15) we have the set of fantasies a3, nos. 1-9,
originally published c.1620, and the first examples of the repertoire to gain
a modern edition (in 1843). They were also the first music for viols which
I encountered, struggling through them at school as string trios from
Feilowes's parts, thus meeting early in life these supreme examples of
contrapuntal conciseness and rhythmic subtlety. The possibility of nos. 5-9
being for two violins, and needing organ or theorbo or both, should be
remembered. The Fellowes parts, incidentally, were succeeded by the
'Blue and green wallpaper books'- parts authentically without bar-lines, but
with bar numbers added, sometimes unhelpfully floating over syncopated
notes, and in at least one place wrong. The new set produced by Richard
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Nicholson is easier to play and cheap. There is no score, but the Musica
Britannica volume makes that unnecessary.

There follows (nos. 16-22) a group of fantasies a3 with the great double
bass, nos. 1-7. The first four are well authenticated; the remaining three
appear with them in a copy by Narcissus Marsh, and were generally
thought sufficiently similar for Gibbons to be the likely composer. But the
recent discovery of an [75] ascription to Coprario for no. 7 must make one
more sceptical. No. 23, the Galliard a3, and nos. 24-25, fantasies a4 nos. 1
and 2, also require the great double bass (though they do not need it to be
mentioned in their title). This instrument appears to be tuned a fourth
below the normal bass viol, so the parts are thus manageable on a seven-
string instrument. Several of these works have odd extra parts, particularly
at openings, which seem to be cues for organ - one source is headed
'Fantazies to the Organ'. Harper does not construct an organ part; any
organist will have problems deciding what to do with his-left hand when it
wanders off the bottom of the keyboard. The clearest models for the
sectional form of these compositions are the six-part fantasies of William
Byrd.

No. 26, the In nomine a4, and nos. 27-29, In nomine a5, nos. 1-3, need no
comment; but I do not understand the note to no. 28: 'the In Nomine
requires no accompaniment'; why less so than the six-part fantasies? To
form no. 30, Harper convincingly reconstructs the two missing parts of the
Pavan De le Roye.

Next (nos. 31-36) come the fantasies a6 nos. 1-6, which have been
circulating in a variety of manuscript copies for the last decade or so, but
which have recently received rival editions. Only one fantasy has a source
ascription. The Society Index calls that no. 1; but since it is the second of a
sequence, and since all editions agree in preserving the source order, I
suspect that the numbering of the editions will prevail over that of the
catalogue. Francis Baines has pointed out the close resemblance of a few
bars in no. 5 to In nomine a5, no. 1. What worries me about the attribution
is that in only one place do these fantasies remind me of genuine Gibbons;
every time I play them through, that passage in no. 5 recalls not so much
the In nomine, but Gibbons's madrigal style. I am happy to accept that the
set is by one composer - a very fine one; but the lack of identifiable
stylistic traits is odd. Harper prints another three fantasies (nos. 37-39), not
included in the Society Index, which we may, for easy identification, call
fantasies a6 nos. 7-9. The third has sections marked verse and chorus,
while the other two have clear vocal characteristics, though the vocal
distribution is odd: high-clef pieces should not include bottom Gs. But the
opening of no. 7 seems to cry out for the words, as does the chordal
section of no. 8. Does the Society have any poets who would care to
concoct texts?

The ten variations of Go from my window (no. 40) are also anonymous,
and seem to me remote from Gibbons's style. Nos. 41-42 are the Pavan
and Galliard a6, similar to Byrd's pair for the same combination, but a
little odd; when I played them through, one of the consort wondered if
they were jokes!
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The Musica Britannica edition is in score only, which is invaluable for
the scholar but frustrating for the player. Fortunately, other editions of the
least accessible part of the repertory have appeared. It is probably thanks
to Michael Hobbs's meticulous edition that any consort which can muster
six players has been playing the six fantasies a6 so much for the last year.
Faber have sensibly (knowing that the Musica Britannica version was
imminent) issued parts only (including an organ part which fulfils some of
the functions of a score). They are clearly printed and barred in breves.
George Hunter's edition also includes the [76] Variations, Pavan and
Galliard. Had it been available here more quickly, it would have found an
open market and sold well. Now its merits have to be compared with other
editions. On the credit side, it offers score (though omitting organ) as well
as parts, and the extra pieces. But most players will prefer reading the
Faber parts, and are likely to want to play the extra pieces more rarely than
the fantasies. I hope that a few people will buy it, so that parts of the extra
pieces are in circulation. Those who bought the earlier version, without a
textual commentary, should send to the editor for this and an errata sheet
(1108 W. Stoughton, Urbana, II, 61801, U.S.A.)

Returning to Musica Britannica, the apparatus is quite brief (Hobbs
lists more variants) but textual problems are few. A couple of points of
transcription deserve comment. In the eighth fantasy a3, most players are
accustomed to triple crotchets against minims at the end; Harper's notation
of minims as dotted minims, unaccompanied by a minim-equals-dotted-
minim sign, introduces an unnecessary ambiguity. It is also odd that he
suppresses the repeat mark that two of the three parts have for this section.
In bar eighty-nine of no. 19, no accidental appears in the treble part before
the second C, which therefore by modern convention stays sharp. Since
Musica Britannica, IX has a natural here, the critical reader or player will
look in vain for guidance to the textual commentary. The source I have
checked (GB-Och 21) does not repeat the sharp; so I presume that it is
editorial. It may be right - but carrying the efficacy of a sharp across a rest
is not so certain that it can be accepted without editorial comment.

So often, when an editor collects the works of a composer, he omits
those of dubious authenticity; such works are therefore not available for
others to check the editor's conclusions. It is thus excellent that the Musica
Britannica volume is so comprehensive, although I should have preferred
some indication of dubious ascriptions above the musical text.
Congratulations to editor and publisher for so fine a collection. I have not
said how good the music is, but I hope readers will not need to have it
recommended to them. Some of the finest pieces in the repertoire are here.
It is most gratifying to have the complete collection in score, and so wide a
selection in parts.

CLIFFORD BARTLETT
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John Coprario:
The Six-part Consorts and Madrigals.

Edited by Richard Charteris. Boethius Press, 1982. Score £16.80; parts and
organ book £15.80; score, parts and organ complete £27.80 (late 1982)
The appearance of a complete playing- and singing-edition of Coprario's
six-part works is welcome. Of the eight pieces now published we
originally knew the six listed by Meyer; to these are added Su Quella
Labra and Udite Lagrimosi Spirti. As page COPRARIO-10 of our Index
shows, two fantasies were published in Musica Britannica, IX and two
others in our SP no. 22. The numbering in the [77] edition is the same as
that in our Index.
The score is in a good hard Boethius binding; six string parts and an organ
part, each paper-backed, come in a stiff envelope which, after several
extractions and reinsertions, has begun to tear at the weak points. Score
and part-books can be had separately; so also can the two texted pieces
03.60 plus p & p the pair), nos. 6 and 8. Those texted pieces are set in
vocal clefs in the score and in instrumental clefs in the parts; underlaid
words, and translations, appear in the score. These arrangements should
satisfy all parties.
As the editor suggests, Italian titles to six pieces, and complete words to
two, denote madrigalian origins. The sound of the music - mainly clean,
pure and sweet - confirms this. There are successions of brief episodes of
the kind that result when short lines of verse control the structure; the
more extended fugal working that is typical of fully instrumental fantasies
is not there. For much of the time it is like singing Morley; in the serious
madrigal, Udite Lagrimosi Spirti, the deeper harmonic feeling is nearer to
that of Ward. By 1600 the teacher of Lawes had not yet shown his ultimate
hand, though the 3/2 suspension in bar 52 of no. 4 sounds portentous! Is it
a waste of time to be playing madrigalian pieces? Our predecessors
thought not; music of this sort was accepted as being 'apt for voices and
viols', and the principal manuscript part-books for viols included a
selection of madrigals or madrigalian pieces, usually Italian. We can
therefore recapture the pleasure that they took in the playing as well as the
singing.
The edition, as we have learned to expect from Dr Charteris, is sound. The
score is clear, though the barring is in semibreves rather than the breves
which players prefer nowadays. Several clef groupings are found in the
sources; in this edition a standard set of instrumental clefs has been arrived
at: G2 G2 C3 C3 C3 F4, a practical and acceptable choice, suitable for two
trebles, three tenors and a bass. The top tenor can be taken on an alto, and
the bottom tenor on a bass.
The Introduction and List of Sources are short and adequate, and cover
practically everything that is worth knowing about the works and sources.
The earliest source is the set of part-books in the Huntingdon Library
(c.1600) which contains five of the pieces; the editor justifiably regards
that as their primary source.
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The Textual Commentary is in the familiar 'knitting-pattern' form. For no.
4, bars 29-32, a radical variant affecting four parts is given in a code which
took f me eleven minutes to crack; this could have been better
presented in score. Generally the editorial decisions are uncontroversial,
but there are a few matters of particular interest to players:
No. 2, bars 88-102: One source uses repeat marks to allow this lovely 'bell'
ending to be played again.
No. 3, bars 35-6, bass: F's both sharp in one source, both natural in
another; either seems better than the 'one-of-each' in the text.
No. 3, bar 65, Tr 2: Tregian gives a minim b' natural and a rest, making a
major close in the top trio which is instantly repudiated by a flat chord in
the bottom [78] trio - a striking madrigalian effect.

No. 4, bars 45-7: the first triple-time interjection by a trio - two sources
set it for a quartet.
No. 7, bars 36-7: 'two unlawfull fifts' between altus and bass can be
avoided by Lestrange's variant.
The calligraphy, throughout, is clear and legible, except for a few

blackish minim noteheads.
The Curate's Egg was 'excellent in parts', but excellence, here, is

confined to the score. Unhappily, the publisher has developed the parts by
slicing up and remounting the score, so that four bars of semibreve rests
need as much space in the parts as four bars of quavers (although a few
sequences of rests have been telescoped and recopied). Moreover, on the
A4 page, a shortened type area leaves margins of 25 mm at the top and 45
mm at the bottom. the waste of space is prodigal, since no fantasy parts
can be presented on a single side. Every piece requires a double spread,
the long no. 8 over-spilling, with a page-turn, onto a third page in five of
the parts. The extremes involved are illustrated by the following:
Nos. 3 and 4, Tr 1 part: sixteen and seventeen staves respectively; the
same parts in our SP no. 22 (compressed, admittedly, but not illegible)
take six staves each, with both on a single side.
No. 6, Tenor 2: double spread, ten staves on the left, one staff and much
blank paper on the right.

The player, looking at this odd (though legible) and lavish presentation,
is likely to feel that his money would have been better spent on the
copying of tailor-made parts than on all the extra high-quality paper and
print-runs that the present scheme has necessitated.

Organ parts survive for only three pieces; only three organ parts,
accordingly, are given. This may be a disadvantage when an organist is
invited to attend; the production of editorial organ parts for the other five
pieces, on the lines of those produced by Andrew Ashbee for the
VdGS/Faber edition of Jenkins's consort music, might have been worth
considering.

This venture by a publisher, along the boundary between English and
Italian music, and between fantasies and madrigals, is much tq be
welcomed. It is a good practical edition for viol players and singers, except
only for the oddly-planned (but legible and usable) string parts. We look
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forward with interest to further publications of consort music by Boethius
Press.

GORDON DODD

[79]
Richard Charteris: A Catalogue of the Printed Books on Music, Printed
Music and Music Manuscripts in Archbishop Marsh's Library, Dublin.
Clarabricken, Boethius Press Limited, 1982. (£18.60 in late 1982).

Dr Charteris is best known to us for his Coprario scholarship; before
undertaking it, however, he completed a first-degree thesis on the
consort manuscripts in Archbishop Marsh's Library, and the present
catalogue is a by-product of that work.

In the Introduction, the author comments that 'when Archbishop
Marsh (1638-1713) saw the completion of his library ... he is unlikely
to have foreseen that within several centuries its rich collection of
25,000 books and 300 manuscripts would be relatively unknown in the
scholarly world ... the absence of a published catalogue is large to
blame for its neglect today. The present catalogue ... is some attempt to
reme y this situation in respect of a very small part of the collection'.

Pages 3 to 66 are devoted to listings of printed books on music and of
printed music. Morley's Introduction is there, but not Butler's Principles.
Playford's Brief Introduction is there, but not his many editions of music (a
couple of items are later listed as missing). A few books are declared unique
to the library.

Pagef to 126 list the manuscripts, with individual pieces identified after
the manner of the author's lists in Royal Musical Association Research
Chronicle, xiii. Whereas RMARC, xiii gave only consort works, the present
catalogue includes vocal and lyra-viol manuscripts as well. Our own records
were developed from Meyer, and were greatly amplified and confirmed
from detailed inspections by Layton Ring and Andrew Robinson, and they
agree in all significant respects with the author's lists.

Members will recognise, however, one slight handicap which results
from the early date (1979) of printing of the catalogue. Because the
catalogue antedates our Thematic Index, all the consort works have had to
be identified by Meyer numbers, or, failing those, by the list of incipits in
RMARC, xiii. However, holders of our Index should have no difficulty in
recognising the cases where our numbers differ from those of Meyer. Even
so, we shall not be listing the many anonymous items until the Third
Instalment of our Index; so, desirable as it might have been to allow the
present catalogue to supersede the lists in RMARC, that has not been
possible.

Pages 127-133 list books and music which were once held but are now
missing. This tantalising section includes the names Coleman, Mico,
Gibbons, Ives, Ferrabosco, Lawes, Jenkins and Simpson (lyra consorts).

All through the catalogue appear facsimiles of title pages and music. Of
particular interest are pages 83 (part of a Great Dooble Base fantasy by
Gibbons) and 122 (a lightly-figured page of Lupo from the thorough-bass
book Z4.2.16.).
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Two small points. Coprario's claim to some of the Great Dooble Base
fantasies (see Chelys, xi (1982), pages 16-17) is reflected in the list of
contents of MS Z2.1.13. The Alfonso Ferrabosco In Nomine on page
123: the misattribution to [80] Cranford went unnoticed by all previous
inspectors of the manuscript, including the author and myself, until Peter
Watts, during his study of Cranford, was obliged to disclaim that
composer's interest.

The catalogue is set in good legible typescript and is respectably
bound; it clearly sets out the musical contents of Marsh's Library, and,
thanks to Dr Charteris whose declared aim is attained, it usefully earns
its place on our shelves.

GORDON DODD

THOMAS GAINSBOROUGH, R.A.

"Gainsborough's profession was painting, and music was his amusement;
yet there were times when music seemed to be his employment, and
painting his diversion ... When I first knew him he lived at Bath, where
Giardini had been exhibiting his then unrivalled powers on the violin. His
excellent performances made Gainsborough enamoured of that instrument,
and conceiving, like the servant-maid in the Spectator, that the music lay in
the fiddle, he was frantic until he possessed the very instrument which had
given him so much pleasure, but seemed much surprised that the music of it
remained with Giardini. He had scarcely recovered this shock (for it was a
great one to him) when he heard Abel on the viol-di-gamba. The violin was
hung on the willow - Abel's viol-di-gamba was purchased, and the house
resounded with melodious thirds and fifths from morn to dewy eve! Many
an adagio and many a minuet were begun, but none completed. This was
wonderful, for it was Abel's own instrument, and therefore ought to have
produced Abel's own music! Fortunately my friend's passion had now a
fresh object - Fischer's hautboy; but I do not recollect that he deprived
Fischer of his instrument, and though he procured a hautboy, I never heard
him make the least attempt on it ... The next time I saw Gainsborough it was
in the character of King David. He had heard a harper at Bath; the performer
was soon left harpless; and now Fischer, Abel, and Giardini were As Harper
all forgotten - there was nothing like chords and arpeggios! He really stuck
to the harp long enough to play several airs with variations, and in a little
time would nearly have exhausted all the pieces usually performed on an
instrument incapable of modulation (this was not a pedal harp), when
another visit from Abel brought him back to the viol-digamba. He now saw
the imperfection of sudden sounds that instantly die away - if you wanted a
staccato, it was to be had by a proper management of the bow, and you
might also have notes as long as you please. The viol-di-gamba is the only
instrument, and Abel the prince of musicians ... In this manner he fluttered
away his musical talents; and though possessed of ear, taste, and genius, he
never had application enough to learn his notes. He scorned to take the first
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step, the second was of course out of his reach, and the summit became
unattainable."

Extracts from: A.E. Fletcher Thomas Gainsborough, R.A.
(London, 1904)
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[81] LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

Dear Madam,

It was with some amazement that I read the article 'The Gambino' by Dr.
Catch within Chelys, xi (1982) - I was particularly perturbed by the fact that
it was published within what I have always considered a level-headed and
right-thinking journal. Dr. Catch has, it seems, taken upon himself to make
up an instrument which is not in any way a simple answer to the shortage of
inexpensive viols. He makes reference to the £21 school fiddle (violin)
outfit now available, but fails to inform us that such instruments are in great
demand and that they are heavily subsidised by the country from which they
come.

I should like to sum up some past attempts to answer the problem of
trying to produce an acceptable instrument at a commercially acceptable
price for the enthusiastic beginner. My own experience dates from about
1967, when, in the employ of Arnold Dolmetsch Ltd. I designed a treble
viol based upon an existing cornerless (figure-of-eight) design of Arnold
Dolmetsch, dated 29th. March, 1928. This new design of mine also had, as
Dr. Catch proposes, the guitar-like outline at the junction between the heel
and the neck. The only difference from the 'gimbino' was that the belly was
of carved form. These trebles were made within the Dolmetsch workshops,
and later I was making them within my own workshops (on a contract with
A.D. Ltd.) at a wholesale price of £28! They were made with solid ribs and
backs; the idea of a lamination was tried, but was found to be too long-
winded and unacceptable. Most of these viols were made of cherry wood,
although plum would be just as good (or any other fruit-tree wood), since
these timbers without flame produce no problems in preparation and
thicknessing.

At that time the demand for these viols was not great enough to pursue
the exercise, and production ceased. However, by 1974 I felt there to be a
need for such instruments to be tried upon the market again, and started the
manufacture of a similar instrument, including tenor and bass models.
However, the bass proved impracticable since the length of rib needed was
too great and it had inherent weakness. The treble and tenor models were
continued however, and many readers will be familiar with them. However,
the problem of cost in the manufacture, plus the quantity demanded resulted
in a wholesale price which was £120 for trebles and £127 for tenors in order
to be economic. As demand dwindled so the price went up, because only a
constant flow and greater production would bring the price down. I believe
that this was one of the problems experienced by 'Progress' who of late have
made viols using plastic bodies with some degree of success.

In about 1975 1 did approach the German firm Framus with the idea that
they might make cheaper viols under my direction, since at the time they
were making a very acceptable 'Frank' fiddle in kit- and completed form.
This instrument had a two-piece belly of angular shape, pre-glued, and
soundholes rut, with all other parts prepared for assembly. It did have metal
strings but I found that gut worked
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[82] better for tonal nearness to the true viol. Unfortunately I found little
interest in these instruments at the time. 'Frank' fiddles at the time cost
approximately £40 in completed form, and £28 in kit form, including a
carrying bag and an acceptable bow.

It seems then, that however hard the maker tries to produce a cheap but
acceptable instrument (if indeed the demand is as great as is often
suggested) this cannot be achieved unless sales are speedy and constant. In
addition, the professional maker of worth must devote the major part of his
time and talent to the making and restoration of 'real' viols.

However, for those readers who may wish to construct Dr. Catch's
'gambino', I should like to suggest the following modifications. The fitting
of the bass-bar is not the difficult task that he suggests. One should take
the batten of prepared pine for the purpose, and with a light hold give it up
to the 4nderside of the belly. Then with a pair of compasses, of the type
which holds a pencil, one should extend these to the greatest gap between
belly and bar and describe an accurate line on both sides of the bar. With a
well-sharpened-chisel next pare the bass-bar to a neat fit, and with long-
jawed 'Clemssia' clamps hold the bar in place for gluing. The purchase of
such clamps, even for the amateur, would be a good investment, since they
are very useful in other aspects of viol-making. The bending of ribs, to the
amateur with whom I have had contact, seems to present no problem; and
a simple bending iron for the purpose, which I have used for many years,
can be made from a piece of iron guttering set in a block of hard wood and
carefully heated on the gas stove or ring. The block of wood holding the
gutter is then clamped to the bench top. Linings of wood are not the easiest
for the amateur: linen of fine sacking appearance is perfect, and tucks in
and around very easily in a 3/4" strip. Linings at the belly are not really
needed, as many antique examples show. The beginner will not need violin
clamps to secure back and belly to the ribs, since sellotape does the job
admirably. To release it cleanly later, apply hot water with a brush. An
important tip is that the secret of easy work is to use sharp tools!

Finally, I should like to suggest the holding of a seminar for any
persuaded to venture upon the making of a viol, at which these and other
such working methods might be divulged.

Michael Heale,
Market Street, Guildford, Surrey.

Reply:
Dear Madam,

If Mr. Heale will do me the courtesy of reading my paper with attention
- for it is manifest that he has not done so - he will perceive that a great
part of his prolix letter fully substantiates my summary in Chelys, xi
(1982), p.12.
His other fault-finding, when not just irrelevant, arises in the same way
from [83] failure to read and comprehend exactly what I wrote. If he
thinks that the class of home-woodworker for whom I have written
(once again, let him read what I wrote) does not exist or is negligible,
he is wrong. Readers of Chelys may judge for themselves.
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A carefully-organised meeting on the subject could indeed be
interesting and valuable. I would suggest as the subject 'Cheap Viols:
Prospects of Demand and Supply'.

John Catch,
'Wreyland', Broombarn Lane,

Great Missenden, Bucks.


