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1 INTRODUCTION

It is known that in the early nineteenth century in Constantinople, the “Three
Teachers”! were protagonists of a musical reformation of the so-called “Byzantine
Music”. A new notational system — called “The New Method” — was established,
through which the intervals of the melodies and the time expressed in beats were
well defined. At the same time, chanters of that era observed that the melody of
a given old piece known through oral tradition had many more notes than those
indicated by the interval signs? of the previous notational system, known as “The
Old Method”. Since they believed that the hymns had always the same melody,
they were led to the conclusion that the old notational system was diachronically
stenographic.

The New Method reformation was closely connected to the process of exegesis,
which literally means “interpretation”. Through this process, a nineteenth century
exegetes (i.e. interpreter), using the new notational system, wrote down the way
in which the chanters of his era used to perform compositions notated in the old

1 Chrysanthos Bishop of Madyta (appr. 1770-1846), Gregorios the Protopsaltis (1778-1821), Chourmouzios
Chartofylax (appr. 1765-1840).
2 The signs of the Old Notation are classified in two main categories: the interval signs (pwvntixa

onuadia) and the subsidiary signs (dpwva or peydadec vnootaocelc or yetpovouiec). The former indicated the
melodic contour in a relative way, while the latter were responsible for extra musical information, the exact
meaning of each of which remains obscure.
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system. The result of this process — also called exegesis — can help us to see
clearly the contrast regarding the number of notes indicated by the two systems
(see Ex. 1).

EXAMPLE 1: The end-phrase of the sticheron of Triodion “@avuacti To0 ZwTipos” notated in
the Old Method and its exegesis in the New Method
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The belief of the invariability of Byzantine melodies is implied by Chrysanthos
in his theoretical treatise’, while Constantinos Psachos* and later Gregorios
Stathis® developed and transformed this idea into a scientific position. Since the
term exegesis was widely used by post-Byzantine composers from the seventeenth
century onwards, these scholars claimed that this term had diachronically the very
same meaning as a process of transcribing a single invariable melody in a more
analytical way.

Great Doxologies form a group of compositions that belong to the papadic
genre. Their current compositional style was established in the early seventeenth
century by Melchizedek, Bishop of Raidestos.® Until the New Method era, many
Great Doxologies were composed by various chanters, who wrote them down in
the old system. Some of them were “interpreted” in the new system by various
exegetes.

According to the previous position, the melody indicated by the exegeses of the
old Doxologies should be identical to their original melody, which would remain
unchanged. In order to examine this theory, we compared two old Doxologies
recorded in Partes notation” in the mid-eighteenth century (coming from Sinai
1477), with their nineteenth century exegeses in the New Method. Their melody
should be identical. Surprisingly, we observed that the two versions of both the
Doxologies show marked differences. Furthermore, we observed that even other
old Doxologies, when transcribed by different nineteenth century exegetes, show
notable differences, particularly regarding the time duration of syllables and
ornamentation.

These observations led us to the general suspicion that the interpretation of
the old notation was evolved through time and acquired more than one possible
variations. In our research, we attempt to examine thoroughly these observations in
order to interpret the ambiguity of the Old Method in the early nineteenth century,
focusing exclusively to the development of how the Great Doxologies were sung
from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century.

3 “Ecclesiastical musicians [...] composed theses of musical neumes in order to write the synopsis of
the piece to be chanted and deliver methodically their work to their students. [...] If one wishes to understand
the melos written in the fifteen neumes mentioned and the hypostaseis enumerated, he may accomplish this by
comparison.” XovoavOoc, Ocwpntixov Méya tne Movoiknc (Trieste: Michele Weis, 1832), 1% Part, §400: “So,
today music is offered to music lovers as it was initiated by Ioannes Damascenos and improved up to our
days. It preserves the first and ancient mele but approaches also the more recent mele; it applies among the old
neumes those that are efficient, but has also acquired some new neumes, that were necessary. So, what is it, old
or new? It is neither old or new. It is one and the same perfected in the course of time.” Ibid., 2" Part, §81.

4 “[Byzantine Ecclesiastical Music,] the beginning of which dates back to the times of the Apostles,
and which reached its highest degree of perfection during Byzantine times, was preserved unchanged until
our time, through the occasional analyses and exegeses of its stenographic notational system.” Kwvotavtivog
Waxog, H napacnuavtikn tne BvCavtvic povoiknc (Athens: XokeAapiov, 1917), 236.

5 “The original - old - notation is a method that combines optical and sound symbols with memorized
melodies. You see a graphical-optical presentation and you must “interpret” and sing what the presentation
indicates. You need many phonetic signs [of The New Method] in order to write down the melody you sing by
using the old notation. The melody is exactly the same; it remains unchanged. What is changed is the garment
[i.e. how it is presented].” T'onydoloc Ltabng, Epwtamnokpioeic xat Axpipoloynuata tne YaAtikne Téxvne
ev étet owtnpiw, Pif’ (Athens: Toovpa Bulavtiviic MovowkoAoyiag, 2015), 66-7. See also I'onyootog ZtaOng,
Ta Ipwtoypaga tnc E&nynoewc eic v Néav MéBodov Enuetoypadiac (Athens: Toovpa Bulavrtivig
MovowkoAoylag, 2016), 122.

6 See I'onydotog Ltadng, Mopdéc kar Mopopéc tnc WaAtiknic Téxvne (Athens: Togupa Bulavtivig
MovaowoAoyiag, 2011), 42. For further information about the Great Doxologies tradition, see Anurtotog
MnaAayewoyog, “H mowtodavéowon tov péAovg e MeyaAng AofoAoyiag otig xepdyoadeg mnyEg tov
' av”, in ZvupoAn otn pvaun Fewpyiov Xt. Auapyravaxn (1936-2003), ed. University of Athens (Athens,
2013), 110-28.

7 Partes is an eighteenth-century five-line notation used in Russia for writing down polyphonic partes
church music.
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2 OUR SAMPLE

Old Great Doxologies transcribed in the New Method by various exegetes or recorded
in partes notation in the eighteenth century, make up the corpus from which we took
our sample. In particularl, we compare different nineteenth century exegeses of four
old Doxologies, and then we compare the nineteenth century exegeses of two other

Doxologies with their mid-eighteenth century versions (see Table 1).

TABLE 1: Our sample of six old Doxologies and their versions on which we based our analysis

o0

composer mode version of... MS
I ¢Di tes (2 Dion. 680,
oasaf Dionysiates (?) £ 235v-238v
Germanos bishop Doch. 360,
1st [plagal i iari
of New Patras st [plagal] | Nikolaos Docheiarites (. 423v-428r
Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 704,
fylax ff. 237r-238r
I Di tes (2 Dion. 681,
oasaf Dionysiates (?) £ 278r-283r
. . Doch. 360,
4th Nikolaos Docheiarites (. 418-403v
Bal the Priest Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 704,
alases the Tries fylax ff. 244r-245v
. BKX 175,
Gregorios Protopsalt . 93r-96v
varys
Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 704,
fylax ff. 250v-251v
. .. Doch. 360,
Nikolaos Docheiarites £ 405r-411v
NLG-MPT 744
1 1 . 4
Petros Bereketes | 1st [plagal] | Gregorios Protopsalt £ 136v-139r
Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 712,
fylax ff. 45v-47r
Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 704,
Melchizedek fylax (19th c.) ff. 229r-230r
bishop of Raides- | 1st plagal
tos Unknown (mid-18th c.) Sinai 1477,
ff. 84r-88r
Chourmouzios Charto- | NLG-MPT 704,
Panayiotes 4t plagal fylax (19th c.) ff. 231r-232r
Chrysaphes Gt
Unknown (mid-18th c.) Sinai 1477,
ff. 88r-90r
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3 THE VORLAGE ISSUE

Embarking on our research, the first question we had to deal with was whether the
differences between the various versions of each Doxology are due to the usage of
a different Vorlage® by the exegetes. Hence, we checked at least five manuscripts of
each of the six Doxologies.

On the one hand, we observed that all the copies of each Doxology are almost
identical regarding the Interval signs, i.e. their melodic skeleton (metrophonia). On
the other hand, we noticed some differences regarding the use of the subsidiary
signs: In the various Mss, a given intervallic figure would be accompanied with
either different subsidiary signs or the same subsidiary sign but with different a
colour (red instead of black and vice versa) or no subsidiary sign. Nevertheless, our
general impression is that the flexibility in the use of the subsidiary signs does not
correspond to the differences between the various versions of Doxologies (see Exx.
2 and 3). The entire subject needs further, more systematic research.

EXAMPLE 2: The first part of the 1+t verse of the Bereketes’ Doxology, notated in the Old Notation
(10 MSS) and its exegesis by three various exegetes. (Note that Doch. 341 is written by Doche-
iarites himself.)

Old Method
Z NLG
893, f. 133v-
S e R 894, f. 2281
> Ay T ool Tw Sm Tew T O dug 921, 50v-
> 925, f 33
P
(o mi ® o - ® o ' P ’
D Doch. 341,
Ao xa si to oi xan di to fos f 167r
I T T T - I~y NLG 936,
ot $us f 109
s G .:_.1 e e e 2T = NLG 2216,
Pus J-93v
—— e— 3 e — & e \2 — NLG 2301,
8 Vorlage is a technical term that refers to the original manuscript on which a scribe based his copy.
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EXAMPLE 3: The last part of the 13" verse of Bereketes’s Doxology, notated in the Old Notation

(10 MSS) and its exegesis by three various exegetes
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4 NINETEENTH-CENTURY VARIATIONS

When we compare the exegeses of the nineteenth century, we observe three main
types of variation: a) addition of extra melismata, b) different starting points of
neumatization, and c) differences concerning the distribution of the beats per syllable
(texture). We shall now analyse each type of variation separately.

4.1. EXTRA MELISMATA

In some cases, we see that exegetes from Athos add melismata at the end of some
phrases with no interval signs to suggest this.” What is even more striking is that
when Dochiareites, who added extra melismata at the end of some phrases, uses
the Old method to record the same Doxology, does not indicate any of these extra

9 One could argue that some specific cadential subsidiary signs (such as apoderma or kratema) are responsible
for these extra melismata. The point is that the exegetes do not add extra melisma every time they see such a sign,
and this is precisely what illustrates the ambiguity the old notation had at that time.
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melismata (see Ex. 2 and 4). Therefore, we can see clearly that we are not dealing
with Vorlage. A further observation is that exegetes often use as extra melismata
cadential phrases that are indicated through the interval signs in other parts of the
composition (see Ex. 4).

EXAMPLE 4: The third part of the 1st verse and the penultimate part of the 5% verse of the
Germanos’ Doxology notated in the Old Notation and their exegeses by three various exegetes.
(You can see that the extra melisma added at the 1+t verse by both Athonite exegetes, is similar to
a cadential phrase found in the middle of the 5% verse of the original composition.)
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4.2 STARTING NEUMATIZATION AT DIFFERENT POINTS

The melody of a verse can be morphologically divided into a number of individual
phrases. On many occasions, the initial part of a melodic phrase is syllabic (a beat per
syllable) while the rest part is neumatic (two-four beats per syllable). We observed
that very often the various exegetes start their neumatization at different points of a

given phrase.

In order to deal with this, we split the various exegeses of the Doxologies into
phrases. We then juxtaposed each phrase of each exegesis and compared them by
two. Finally, we counted the number of times the starting points of neumatization
coincided (see Table 2). The deviation between the various exegeses suggests that
there is no exact indication in the Old Notation for starting neumatization. Exegetes

choose their starting point intuitively and subjectively.
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TABLE 2: The percentage of phrases per
exegesis of each old Doxology, of which
the starting point of neumatization coin-
cides. Here we have highlighted the com-
parisons that showed a percentage of coinci-
dence lower than 70%. It is impressive that
Gregorios’ and Chourmouzios’ exegeses of
Balases’” Doxology in varys mode show a
65.9% deviation.

4.3 DIFFERENT TEXTURE

The third type of variation is found in
the texture of the Doxologies” exegeses;
that is the ratio of beats per syllable.
For the purposes of our project, we
compared the texture of various
exegeses of the same Doxology in both
a general and a more specific way. We
excluded from our examination the
final syllable of each phrase of all the
exegeses. This was necessary firstly to
be able to examine the exegeses without
any extra melismata, and secondly
because exegetes often determine the

duration of the final syllable without taking into consideration the rhythmic context

of the phrases.

Our general comparison was based on the two well-known statistical methods,
ANOVA and T-test, through which we concluded that the differences between the
general textures of the various exegeses are not statistically significant. As may be
seen in Table 3, the average ratio for all the exegetes is about two beats per syllable.
That means that all the exegetes consider old Doxologies having a general neumatic
character clearly distinct from that of the syllabic Doxologies (usually called syntomes,

i.e. short) composed in their time.

TABLE 3: The average ratio of beats per syllable for each old Doxology according to the various

exegeses

Germanos, 1st [plagal] mode

Ioasaf - Docheiarites 59/69 (85.5 %)
Ioasaf - Chourmouzios 48/69 (69.6%)
Docheiarites - Chour- 53/69 (76.8%)

mouzios

Balases, 4t mode

Ioasaf - Docheiarites 56/70 (80.0 %)
Ioasaf - Chourmouzios 56/70 (80.0 %)
Docheiarites - Chour-

65/70 (92.9%)

mouzios

Balases, varys mode

Gregorios - Chourmouzios 30/68 (44.1 %)

Bereketes, 1t [plagal] mode

Gregorios - Chourmouzios 35/73 (47.9 %)
Gregorios - Docheiarites 45/73 (61.6%)
Docheiarites - Chour- 61/73 (83.6%)

mouzios

Mean (Right-trimmed)

mloasaf  mNikolaos

26

24

Germanos 1st plagal Balases 4th

m Gregorios Chourmouzios

22 21

Balases varys Bereketis 1st
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Furthermore, we estimated the similarity of the texture of the various exegeses in a
more specific way. In particular, we firstly counted the duration (i.e. the number of
beats) of each syllable of a given exegesis. Then, we juxtaposed our results with the
syllable duration of another exegesis of the same Doxology. Finally, we counted how
many syllables share the same duration (see Ex. 5).

EXAMPLE 5: The process of estimating in a more specific way the similarity of texture between the
Gregorios” and Docheiarites’ exegesis of the 1st phrase of the 1+ verse of Bereketes’ Doxology

T PEEERN

now o
‘1> bo Zo eed

Gregorios| =[1, 1, 1, 1
1, 1

[Nikolsos|- [1, 2, L, 1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 10]
;
— = = = - = y
Ty e=n — <= — < N2 \—;“"Z_)"‘; ;
Bow 24 zo o .
0\150 ., e TR SR = 3 different syllables to 9
aesg XX 2
= s = 3

As may be seen in Table 4, the percentage of similarity shown is between 72-90% in
all cases. The minimum 10% of differentiation indicates that exegetes are to a small
extent based on their intuition and subjectivity in order to give specific duration to
the old signs or group of signs.

TABLE 4: The percentage of syllables per exegesis of each old Doxology (except the final syllables
of phrases), of which the number of beats coincides

Germanos, 1st [plagal] mode

loasaf - Docheiarites 367/419 (87.6%)
Ioasaf - Chourmouzios 338/419 (80.7%)
Docheiarites - Chourmouzios | 347/419 (82.8%)

Balases, 4t mode

Ioasaf - Docheiarites 349/418 (83.5%)
Ioasaf - Chourmouzios 344/418 (82.3%)
Docheiarites - Chourmouzios | 378/418 (90.4%)

Balases, varys mode

Gregorios - Chourmouzios

304/420 (72.4%)

Bereketes, 1t [plagal] mode

Gregorios - Chourmouzios 323/415 (77.8%)
Gregorios - Docheiarites 320/415 (77.1%)
Docheiarites - Chourmouzios | 364/415 (87.7%)

303



JISOCM VoL. 4 (2), 293-322

5 EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY DIFFERENTIATION

Moving now to the eighteenth century, we repeated the whole process but only
selected the Doxologies for which we have both transcriptions from the eighteenth
century and exegeses from the nineteenth century. Our source for eighteenth century
is Ms Sinai 1477, where we found Melchizedek’s and Chrysaphes’s Doxologies
recorded in partes notation. This way of interpreting this system sparked an
interesting discussion between some scholars and us after the publication of our
announcement, and thus we will dedicate the following subsection to developing
our interpretive approach.

5.1 INTERPRETING MS SINAI 1477 VERSIONS

Ms Sinai 1477 is notated in partes notation, which is a specific version of Kievan
notation, a system developed in late sixteenth century in Ukraine and Belarus.
Gregorios Stathis'’, based on the contents of the manuscript, dates it between
1700-60, while Irina Chudinova'' connects it to the spiritual movement of Paisius
Velichkovsky, which occurred during the second half of the eighteenth century.
Combining the two scholars, we can place the manuscript between 1750-60.

During the analysis of Sinai 1477, we found some melodic movements very
different from those indicated by the tradition of the old manuscripts'?, as well as
some strange mistakes in the texts. These observations led us to the conclusion
that this manuscript is the result of a record by the scribe of a chanter singing (at
least some of) the pieces by heart, including the Doxologies." Since Velichkovsky
had close relations with the Holy Mountain', the source of the scribe could be an
Athonite monk.

Doxologies from Sinai 1477 will be compared to their New Method exegeses made
by Chourmouzios. Hence, we had the idea of transcribing the partes versions into
the New Method in order to make the comparison more tangible. To carry out our
transcription, we have taken into account previous transcriptions of Kievan scores
into modern staff notation, the way current chanters interpret Kievan notation
in actual performance, as well as some theoretical approaches from the previous
centuries.

Firstly, we checked transcriptions made by eight different scholars. Five of
them transcribe the Kievan tactus as a minim (Pichura'®, Simons", Sibiryakova',

10 See Tonyodoloc XtdOng, “To povoud xewoyoadpo Liva 1477,” in Tiun npog tov Abaokadov, ed.
AxAAéac XaAdaidkng (Athens: AvatoArg to ITeoujxnua, 2001), 473-5.
11 See Irina Chudinova, “Greek Chant in the Russian North,” in Crossroads. Greece as an intercultural pole

of musical thought and creativity, ed. Evi Nika-Sampson, Giorgos Sakallieros, Maria Alexandru, Giorgos Kitsios &
Emmanouil Giannopoulos (Thessaloniki, 2013), 255.

12 See e.g. the beginning of the phrase “ikat aylov mvevpa” of the 3 verse of the Chrysaphes’s Doxology
or the phrase “o kaOnuevog” of the 5% verse of the same Doxology.
13 In the 2nd verse of Melchizedek’s Doxology, the scribe omits the phrase “dofoAoyovuev col”, the

melody of which is found investing the next phrase, “cvxaoiotovpev oot”, the melody of which is missing. See
also in the 4t verse of Chrysaphes’s Doxology, where instead of “tnv apaotiov” we have “tac apaotiac” (see

Ex. 7).

14 Therefore, we excluded the possibility that MS Sinai 1477 may be a transnotation from the Old Method
to partes notation, where some parts could be transcribed “analytically” and some others “stenographically”.
15 See Chudinova, “Greek Chant”, 254.

16 Gabriel Pichura, “The Podobny Texts and Chants of the Suprasl Irmologion of 1601,” The Journal of
Belarusian Studies 11, no. 2 (1970): 192-221.

17 Nikita Simmons, “A Primer of Kievan Square-note (Quadratic or Synodal) Musical Notation” (2004).
Accessed 21 May 2020. http://www.synaxis.info/psalom/research/simmons/Kievan_notation.pdf.

18 Nun Judif (Sibiryakova), “Great Polyeleos of Multan (by the Heirmologion of the Suprasl Monastery,

XVI century),” Becmuux ITCTTY V: Mysvikaivtioe uckyccmeo xpucmuarickozo mupa II, no. 3 (2008): 163-216.
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Ignatenko', Kachmar®), while the rest transcribe it as a crotchet (Dragoumis?,
Rolando?, Makris?) (see Table 5). Even the same Ms is found transcribed in both
ways by different scholars.*

TABLE 5: Transcriptions from Kievan to Western staff notation made by eight scholars from the
20* and 21+ century

Scholar Transcriptional approach
The Suprasl Irmologion comprises the following notes:
1 = takt or breve
= vV = J Cetverty or
minim
Pichura = = @ polutakt or - polucerverty  or
semibreve - crotchet
pol-polucetverty
v o= V or quaver
g N E d =E$
Aanu_a8i_a, Aaan a8 i_a, A aan_aS_ i___ a.
Simons Al ~
o—tl
N Y I O T
A\ O S A O > I 1
o 7 o
A-lle-lu-i- a, a-lle-lu-i- a, a- - lle-lu-1 - - a.
pp—) . 2
'U apuio cﬂoﬁ;(
AL~ f
Sibiryakova . .
G Lo N
\._JI & J & () e = C) -5}'- J .I .‘T- o © [~} [~ J i & J = 1
Pa - &, pA-&R 18 - oo - Ad.
(Suprasl Heirmologion, 1598-1601)
19 Evgeniya Ignatenko, “Griechisch-byzantinische Quallen der Oktoechos 1769 von Kallistrat aus

Kiew” in Theorie und Geschichte der Monodie Bericht der Internationalen Tagung 2014, ed. Martin Czernin & Maria
Pischloger (Brno, 2016), 245-93.

20 Mapisa Kaumap, “Crmxnpa Ha Pisaso Xpucrose Anecs Xpucroc so Budaeemi (Mysuano-aHaaiTirani
crioctepeskenns:),” in Karogonis: Haywosuii 30ipnuk 3 icmopii yepkostoi morodii ma zummozpadii, ed. Mapis
Kaumap (2016), 67-79.

21 Madokoc Apayovune, “Ot Metayoadéc e MeyaAng AofoAoyiag tov MeAxioedéx,” in H
Iapadooiaxn uac Movowkn 11, ed. Maproc Apayovunc (Athens: Kévtoo Mikoaoiatikov Lmovdwv Pidot
Movokot Aaoypaducot Agxelov MéATwg MepAié, 2009), 31-61.

22 Sloan Rolando, “Uncovering the Place and Origin of Carpatho-Rusyn Chant,” (2010). Accessed 21
May 21 2020. http://www.synaxis.info/psalom/research/rolando/CRChantFullArt. PDF.
23 Evotd0ioc Maxong, “XegouvPucov  «moAitucov». Mix moiun  «petayoadt)»  eAANvucon

exkAnoxotikov péAovg,” in Psaltike. Neue Studien zur Byzantinischen Musik: Festschrift fiir Gerda Wolfram, ed.
Nina-Maria Wanek (Wien: Praesens, 2011), 205-18.

24 Compare the transcriptions of the Suprasl Heirmologion made by Sibiryakova and Kachmar with
those of Makris.
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Dragoumis &. §- ,FoJT gwg L g!' e
(based on A ' '
Anto-
nowycz)
(Sinai 1477, 1750-60)
r.: o ..":'_"::-” v
e n TRt
(VB o, pa vpmmAr @R YN, 1Y
Rolando o e
o =z |
Mo - pst uepM Ha - 10 My - YH__- HY
(L"vov Irmologion, 1709)
Makris
(Suprasl Heirmologion, 1598-1601)
@?&:ﬂgﬁ 1 - =
- o« ki a‘\ 7 -y
Rt 0 o oo mactel BENB 1 pnalT
Ignatenko - ‘
I/} . L
e e E T [ T re—r
V3 B3 AHec npe L)’ wecr seH  Ha o pax 42 ‘ er
(Octoechos of Kallistrat, 1769)
Kachmar ———— i —
Il 1 Il | ] Il
~ T~ T~ I 1
de_ ne Xpn_ro ko Budp_ae_e_ me
(Suprasl Heirmologion, 1598-1601)

Beyond this, we discovered that some pieces are found recorded in some
Heirmologia with durations double those in some other Heirmologia of the same
period (see Ex. 6). This leads to the conclusion that Kievan notation itself shows
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ambiguity as to its tactus. The question is whether this ambiguity is related to a
differentiation in performance or whether it consists a pure notational convention.

EXAMPLE 6: The second mode dogmatic “IIpeude cronv sakonnasn” (gr. IlapnA@ev 1 okid Tov
vouov) recorded in four different Heirmologia in Kievan notation®

. . = WY U ) L 4
Heirmologion P Seares by

of Lviv MB 50 43—-‘—3—1—#-&3 T t_a-‘ﬁl—j;.j:w‘ w—Tpa i)
doubled tac- - - -
(doubled tac n“ uﬁT

tus)

late 16" c. :___”;“:-_—:: :? e
Heirmologion — -
of Supraslg {0‘/“4"'“ |/|d b
(single tactus) g J —J _[_t

'y

Kanchuzky’s
Heirmologion

(single tactus)

17t ¢,

o it Ta :_.sf
(doubled tac- — 7 —— o
o fou gyl " —

Nikita Simmons (ibid., 2) informs us that “the values of the Kievan notes are
double their equivalents in the modern system, so we should sing all the chants as
if they were given a time signature of ‘cut time” (¢)”. This statement implies that
transcriptions having the minim as their tactus follow a mere notational convention,
a suspicion confirmed by contemporary chanting practices. If one surfs the
YouTube channel “CarpathoRuthenica”?, one may see several videos displaying
Kievan scores accompanied by recordings of the corresponding pieces performed
by various chanters. In their interpretation, the chanters keep a conventional tactus
that is identical to a typical crotchet of a Western score in 4/4, following various
tempi.

Beyond current approaches, we also took into account elements from the
theoretical treatise “Music Grammar” written in 1677 by Nikolay Diletsky”, where
the sign El is described as “the tactus” that needs “two ‘calmly” hand movements
(one up, one down)”, thus corresponding to one minim with a relatively slow
tempo. This information is repeated two centuries later by Nikolai Mikhailovich
Potulov®*®, who makes a further distinction between “the tactus of the beginners”,

25 From Maria Kachmar, “Oco6amBocTi My3sn4HOTO TEKCTy AOTMaTMKa APYTOTro IAacy B HOTOAIHiMHIX
Ipmoaorionax XVI-XVIII ct. (a0 nuranns sanucy myranii),” Vipaincoxa Mysuxa I, no. 27 (2018), 5-10).

26 See https://www.youtube.com/user/CarpathoRuthenica (17 May 2020).

27 See Huxoaas Auaenkaro, Mycuxiuckas I'pammamuica, ITocmeprusit Tpyas C.B. Cmoaenckaro (1910),
56-7.

28 See Huxoaait Muxaitaosnu Iloryaos, Pyxosodcmso Kv IIpaxmuueckomy Wsyuenito (Moscow:

CvHOZaAbHOM Tmnorpa(1)'1'm, 1888).
307


https://www.youtube.com/user/CarpathoRuthenica

JISOCM Vor. 4 (2), 293-322

which has four movements for educational purposes, in contrast to the actual “tactus
of the chanters”, which includes only two movements.

Moving on to the transcription of the Doxologies recorded in Sinai 1477, we
had two options: either to follow a double tactus and somehow indicate a ‘cut
time” (which is actually a very quick tempo), or to keep a single tactus and keep
a normal or relatively slow tempo (according to Diletsky). The first option is very
unusual in current New Method tradition, appearing exclusively in kratemata and
in some chants for the Liturgy of St Basil, and never in Doxologies. A doubled-tactus
score would also tempted a modern chanter to “analyse” the durations, adding
ornamentations, and thus totally changing the original melodies. Furthermore,
we observed that several excerpts from the Sinai versions are almost identical to
Chourmouzios’s exegesis, and so a double-duration transcription in New Method
would be misleading (see Ex. 7).

EXAMPLE 7: The 4" verse of Chrysaphes’s Doxology from Sinai 1477 version and its two possible
New Method transcriptions, and Chourmouzios’s exegesis

Sinai 1477, ff. 84v, 85r
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New Method transcription in double tactus
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Chourmouzios’s version, NLG-MPT 704, f. 231r
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Our final decision was to transcribe Doxologies in a single tactus. In order to confirm
our decision, we asked chanter and researcher Irina Starikova to chant and record
for us the first verse of Melchizedek’s Doxology as notated in Sinai 1477. The result
was exactly what we expected: she sang it as having a normal crotchet tactus, but
keeping a slow tempo of about 73 bpm, which if transcribed in double tactus in the
New Method would be sung in the unusual, unnatural and non-traditional tempo of
146 bpm?! After all, this is the way Chrysanthos himself transcribes a cut time score
into the New Method in his treatise (see Fig. 1). Let us now move on to our analysis.

FIGURE 1: The way in which Chrysanthos (ibid, p. 222) transcribes into the New Method a Western
score in cut time

Faux = bourdons. . .
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‘M rery ‘_" 8 |
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5.2 COMPARING THE SINAI 1477 VERSIONS WITH CHOURMOUZIOS’ EXEGESES

Our initial observations are the same as in the previous comparison: in eighteenth-
century versions extra melismata, different neumatizing points and different texture
may be observed.

Extra melismata are found exclusively in seven phrase-endings of Melchizedek’s
Doxology, some of which are similar to melismata written elsewhere in the original
Old Method manuscript (see Ex. 8).

29 The extreme case of the hymn for the Liturgy of St Basil, “Tnv yap onv pufjtoav” is chanted by the
Protopsaltis Thrasyvoulos Stanitsas (1910-1987) in a tempo of about 138 bpm (see https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=BXO9yCwNTHA).
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EXAMPLE 8: The last part of the first verse and the end of the first phrase of the fifth verse of
Melchizedek’s Doxology notated in the Old Notation and its 18 and 19% c. versions. One can see
that the extra melisma added at the first verse in the 18 c. version, is similar to a cadential phrase
at the beginning of the fifth verse of the original composition.

A.

Old Method

Bucharest 52, f. 105r
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e ® bd > - ® ©
ev 50 ki a
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: T —
N P R e e P T

early 19th c. version
Chourmouzios, NLG-MPT 704, f. 229r
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Old Method

Bucharest 52, f. 105v
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The two versions of Melchizedek’s Doxology coincides in 66.2 % regarding their
starting point of neumatization, while the two versions of Chrysaphes’s Doxology
coincides in 60%. The deviation again suggests the absence of any indication in the
old notation for starting neumatization.

The most obvious difference between the two versions is found in their texture.
While in Chourmouzios’s exegeses all the phrases are mainly neumatic, Sinai 1477
versions have many purely syllabic phrases (see Ex. 9). Specifically, 25.3% of the
phrases in Melchizedek’s Doxology and 13.3% in Chrysaphes’s Doxology are syllabic.

313



JISOCM Vor. 4 (2), 293-322

The textural differentiation of the two versions is displayed in Tables 5 and 6, the
horizontal line of which presents the number of beats, while the vertical one presents
the number of syllables.

EXAMPLE 9: The difference in texture between the two versions of the 3™ verse of Melchizedek’s
Doxology. The syllabic parts of the Sinai version are in frames.
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mid-18th c. version
Sinai 1477, f. 88r, 88v
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early 19th ¢, version
Chourmouzios, NLG-MPT 704, f. 229r
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TABLE 5: The texture of the two versions of Melchizedek’s Doxology
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TABLE 6: The texture of the two versions of Chrysaphes’s Doxology
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Applying the Hypothesis Testing to the two different versions of the Doxologies,
we found them considered non-similar. Specifically, the probability of the Sinai
versions being similar to Chourmouzios’s exegeses is less than 0.001! Counting now
the similarities between the two versions of the Doxologies, we found deviation of
63.3% for Melchizedek’s Doxology and 55.1% for that by Chrysaphes. Combining
our observations with the statistical results, we arrived at the general idea of a
distinct mixed syllabo-neumatic texture in the eighteenth-century versions of the
old Doxologies.

6 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the analysis of our sample, we came to the following conclusions:

1. There is no indication for beginning neumatization in the Old Method.

2. Moving from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century, we observe a
development from a mixed syllabo-neumatic to a mainly neumatic style in the way
of chanting Doxologies based on the same Old Method score.*® This development
most likely led to the creation of the two distinct styles of chanting and, consequently,
composing Doxologies (as well as of other genres): the syllabic style called syntomon
(i.e. short) and the neumatic style called argon (i.e. slow).

3. In our analysis of the various versions of the Doxologies, we spot three
different features, the flexibility of which determines the whole temperament of
each version:

a. the interchangeability between syllabic and neumatic approach,

b. the addition of extra melismata at the end of some phrases,

c. the choice of the point where neumatization starts. The mid-eighteenth century
chanter of Sinai 1477 is flexible in all features. Early-nineteenth century Athonite
exegetes follow this tradition except for the interchangeability, while Gregorios and
Chourmouzios, attempting to be more systematic and faithful to the Old Method
score, show flexibility exclusively in starting neumatization.

30 We should also take into account the existence of local traditions in different chanting centers. Probably
this process had already begun in Constantinople, while on Mount Athos an older practice is preserved.
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It can be reasonably assumed that a semantic shifting of the term exegesis occurred
at the end of the eighteenth or the beginning of nineteenth century. For the hypothetical
Athonite chanter of Sinai 1477, practicing exegesis seems to mean a kind of musical
elaboration of the indicated by the old notation melody, based on subjective aesthetic
criteria, perhaps in combination with local traditional techniques, or vice versa. This
elaboration includes partial neumatizations and addition of extra melismata at the
end of some verses. Nineteenth-century exegetes from Athos seem to maintain the old
concept, being more intent on a mainly neumatic temperament. In contrast, Gregorios
and Chourmouzios try to give as much objectivity and as much of a “scientific
approach” as possible to the process of exegesis. Hence, they re-conceptualize the term
as a process that has much more to do with the transcription from what is considered
as a more synoptic notation to a more analytical one, with the very melody remaining
unchanged.”

In addition, during our research, we developed two ideas that need further
examination: Firstly, we suspect that in eighteenth century, some syllabic or mixed
syllabo-neumatic pieces were chanted very slowly. This gradually led to re-analysis of
their tempo, and thus a very slow tactus became two very fast tacti. This new very fast
tempo became normal and gave space to the development of ornamentation. Thus, a
new style of interpreting the old pieces emerged. This can be detected in a few chants
that are found recorded in New Method in both syllabic and neumatic way by different
scribes/editors (see Ex. 10). Note that a similar process happened during this period in
Ottoman secular music from Constantinople® (see Ex.11), with which the Rum chanters
had close relationships. Hence, an Ottoman influence can be considered very likely.

31 Schartau & Troelsgard claim that even the New Method teachers used the term exegesis to describe “a
variety of different procedures of embellished performance or re-composition in the later Byzantine repertories”,
distinguishing it to the process of transcribing late Byzantine chants from the old into the new notation, for which
they used the term metafrasis (i.e. translation) (see Bjarne Schartau & Christian Troelsgard, “The Translation of
Byzantine Chants into the “New Method”: Joasaph Pantokratorinos - Composer and Scribe of Musical Manuscripts,”
Acta Musicologica 69, No 2 (July-December 1997): 138.

32 See Owen Wright, “Aspects of Historical Change in the Turkish Classical Repertoire,” Musica Asiatica 5
(1988), 1-109; Jacob Olley, “Rhythmic Augmentation and the Transformation of the Ottoman Pesrev, 18th — 19t
Centuries,” in Rhythmic Cycles and Structures in the Art Music of the Middle East, ed. Zeynep Helvaci, Jacob Olley &
Ralf Martin Jager (Wiirzburg: Orient-Institut Istanbul, 2017), 177-87.

318



JISOCM Vor. 4 (2), 293-322

EXAMPLE 10: A. The common melody of the troparion of the East “Xpi070¢ avéotn” notated both

syllabically and neumatically®
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33 Farlekas characterizes this version as “the commonly chanted by the people”.
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B. The beginning of the sticheron prosomoion of the Annuncation “®@aivn por wg avOpwmnog”
notated in simple syllabic, ornamented syllabic and neumatic way

simple syllabic version

Chourmouzios, BKY, folder I', 18267, p. 23
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syllabic version with ornamentation
Stefanos Lampadarios, Movotkn KvpéAn A' (1883), 325
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neumatic version
Mattheos Vatopedinos (1774-1849), I[Tavnyyvpikn A" (Athos: Vatopedi, 1997), 335
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EXAMPLE 11: The beginning of “Bestenigar berefsan” recorded by Dimitrie Cantemir (Collec-
tion no. 281) in the late 17t c. and by Charles Fonton in 1751. You can see how the simple melody

of 16/4 rhythm became ornamented in the doubled 32/4 rhythm.**

Cantemir version

G e

Fonton version

®

34 From Walter Feldman, Music of the Ottoman Court (Berlin: VWB, 1996), 445.
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We also observed that Sinai 1477 versions are written in a kind of free sense
of time. Someone had partly to change several of the durations of the notes in
order to chant the melodies in a strict mensuralist way. There are two possible
explanations for this feature: either the scribe had a bad sense of tempo, or the
chanter sang in a freer rhythm, i.e. rubato. However, it seems reasonable that a
mensuralist performance could be easily recorded, even by someone having a bad
sense of tempo. The presence of rubato interpretation in many musical idioms
originating from old Byzantine music (e.g. Italo-Albanian®, the tradition of the
Ionian Islands®*, Kievan Chant”, Cuntana Chant®, Znamenny Chant®, Rizitiko
song® etc.) supports the hypothesis of a freer interpretation of Byzantine pieces
before the mid-eighteenth century. Possible influences of Ottoman secular and
Sufi music (in which rhythm plays an important role as a mnemotechnical and
denaturational tool, respectively) may led to a more mensuralist chanting. Thus,
traditional (free) ornamentations possibly connected to particular subsidiary
signs acquired a specific melodic form within the strict tempo. In addition, quick
syllabic beginnings also stretched in order to fit the beat. Inevitably, this led to
an increase in the duration of pieces, and paved the way for the development of
a distinct neumatic style in which Great Doxologies came to be sung in the early
nineteenth century.

35 See Giuseppe Sanfratello, “Oral performances in a (post-)literate society,” M&STE - elektronisk
tidskrift for konferensen musik & samhille, no 1 (2016): 78.

36 See Ywtrjong Aeomotng, “H IHapadoowaxr) Kegkvoaiiry WaAtwkr) Téxvn,” I'onyodotog TlaAaudg,
vol. 812 (Thessaloniki 2006): 1034.

37 According to Dimitri Razumovskij, Kievan notation never had a mensuralist interpretation (see
Anmvutpuir Bacuavesia Pazymosckuit, Lozocayxedrnoe nenue Ilpasocaasnoir I'pexo-Poccuiickot Lepxkeu. - M.
(1886): 30.

38 See Costin Moisil, ““You have to sing them correctly!” Notation and Performance in Cuntana Chant,”
Musicology Today 19 (2014).

39 See Alfred Swan, “The Znamenny Chant of the Russian Church,” The Musical Quarterly 26, no. 2
(April 1940): 15.

40 See Tewpylog XatlnOeodwoov, “Ta Pulitka Toayovdwx g Korjmne wxat n Bulavtivn
ExrAnowotucy Movowr),” MeAovpyia I (Thessaloniki, 2008): 346.
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	Rakenteen kirjanmerkit
	The New Method reformation was closely connected to the process of exegesis, which literally means “interpretation”. Through this process, a nineteenth century exegetes (i.e. interpreter), using the new notational system, wrote down the way in which the chanters of his era used to perform compositions notated in the old
	system. The result of this process – also called exegesis – can help us to see clearly the contrast regarding the number of notes indicated by the two systems                                (see Ex. 1).
	The belief of the invariability of Byzantine melodies is implied by Chrysanthos in his theoretical treatise, while Constantinos Psachos and later Gregorios Stathis developed and transformed this idea into a scientific position. Since the term exegesis was widely used by post-Byzantine composers from the seventeenth century onwards, these scholars claimed that this term had diachronically the very same meaning as a process of transcribing a single invariable melody in a more analytical way.
	Great Doxologies form a group of compositions that belong to the papadic genre. Their current compositional style was established in the early seventeenth century by Melchizedek, Bishop of Raidestos. Until the New Method era, many Great Doxologies were composed by various chanters, who wrote them down in the old system. Some of them were “interpreted” in the new system by various exegetes.
	According to the previous position, the melody indicated by the exegeses of the old Doxologies should be identical to their original melody, which would remain unchanged. In order to examine this theory, we compared two old Doxologies recorded in Partes notation in the mid-eighteenth century (coming from Sinai 1477), with their nineteenth century exegeses in the New Method. Their melody should be identical. Surprisingly, we observed that the two versions of both the Doxologies show marked differences. Furth
	These observations led us to the general suspicion that the interpretation of the old notation was evolved through time and acquired more than one possible variations. In our research, we attempt to examine thoroughly these observations in order to interpret the ambiguity of the Old Method in the early nineteenth century, focusing exclusively to the development of how the Great Doxologies were sung from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century.
	On the one hand, we observed that all the copies of each Doxology are almost identical regarding the Interval signs, i.e. their melodic skeleton (metrophonia). On the other hand, we noticed some differences regarding the use of the subsidiary signs: In the various Mss, a given intervallic figure would be accompanied with either different subsidiary signs or the same subsidiary sign but with different a colour (red instead of black and vice versa) or no subsidiary sign. Nevertheless, our general impression i
	In order to deal with this, we split the various exegeses of the Doxologies into phrases. We then juxtaposed each phrase of each exegesis and compared them by two. Finally, we counted the number of times the starting points of neumatization coincided (see Table 2). The deviation between the various exegeses suggests that there is no exact indication in the Old Notation for starting neumatization. Exegetes choose their starting point intuitively and subjectively.
	Our general comparison was based on the two well-known statistical methods, ANOVA and T-test, through which we concluded that the differences between the general textures of the various exegeses are not statistically significant. As may be seen in Table 3, the average ratio for all the exegetes is about two beats per syllable. That means that all the exegetes consider old Doxologies having a general neumatic character clearly distinct from that of the syllabic Doxologies (usually called syntomes, i.e. short
	During the analysis of Sinai 1477, we found some melodic movements very different from those indicated by the tradition of the old manuscripts, as well as some strange mistakes in the texts. These observations led us to the conclusion that this manuscript is the result of a record by the scribe of a chanter singing (at least some of) the pieces by heart, including the Doxologies. Since Velichkovsky had close relations with the Holy Mountain, the source of the scribe could be an Athonite monk.
	Doxologies from Sinai 1477 will be compared to their New Method exegeses made by Chourmouzios. Hence, we had the idea of transcribing the partes versions into the New Method in order to make the comparison more tangible. To carry out our transcription, we have taken into account previous transcriptions of Kievan scores into modern staff notation, the way current chanters interpret Kievan notation in actual performance, as well as some theoretical approaches from the previous centuries.
	Firstly, we checked transcriptions made by eight different scholars. Five of them transcribe the Kievan tactus as a minim (Pichura, Simons, Sibiryakova, 
	Ignatenko, Kachmar), while the rest transcribe it as a crotchet (Dragoumis, Rolando, Makris) (see Table 5). Even the same Ms is found transcribed in both ways by different scholars. 
	Beyond current approaches, we also took into account elements from the theoretical treatise “Music Grammar” written in 1677 by Nikolay Diletsky, where the sign  is described as “the tactus” that needs “two ‘calmly’ hand movements (one up, one down)”, thus corresponding to one minim with a relatively slow tempo. This information is repeated two centuries later by Nikolai Mikhailovich Potulov, who makes a further distinction between “the tactus of the beginners”, 
	which has four movements for educational purposes, in contrast to the actual “tactus of the chanters”, which includes only two movements.
	Moving on to the transcription of the Doxologies recorded in Sinai 1477, we had two options: either to follow a double tactus and somehow indicate a ‘cut time’ (which is actually a very quick tempo), or to keep a single tactus and keep a normal or relatively slow tempo (according to Diletsky). The first option is very unusual in current New Method tradition, appearing exclusively in kratemata and in some chants for the Liturgy of St Basil, and never in Doxologies. A doubled-tactus score would also tempted a
	Extra melismata are found exclusively in seven phrase-endings of Melchizedek’s Doxology, some of which are similar to melismata written elsewhere in the original Old Method manuscript (see Εx. 8). 
	The most obvious difference between the two versions is found in their texture. While in Chourmouzios’s exegeses all the phrases are mainly neumatic, Sinai 1477 versions have many purely syllabic phrases (see Ex. 9). Specifically, 25.3% of the phrases in Melchizedek’s Doxology and 13.3% in Chrysaphes’s Doxology are syllabic. 
	The textural differentiation of the two versions is displayed in Tables 5 and 6, the horizontal line of which presents the number of beats, while the vertical one presents the number of syllables.
	1. There is no indication for beginning neumatization in the Old Method. 
	2. Moving from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century, we observe a development from a mixed syllabo-neumatic to a mainly neumatic style in the way of chanting Doxologies based on the same Old Method score. This development most likely led to the creation of the two distinct styles of chanting and, consequently, composing Doxologies (as well as of other genres): the syllabic style called syntomon (i.e. short) and the neumatic style called argon (i.e. slow). 
	3. In our analysis of the various versions of the Doxologies, we spot three different features, the flexibility of which determines the whole temperament of each version: 
	a. the interchangeability between syllabic and neumatic approach, 
	b. the addition of extra melismata at the end of some phrases, 
	c. the choice of the point where neumatization starts. The mid-eighteenth century chanter of Sinai 1477 is flexible in all features. Early-nineteenth century Athonite exegetes follow this tradition except for the interchangeability, while Gregorios and Chourmouzios, attempting to be more systematic and faithful to the Old Method score, show flexibility exclusively in starting neumatization. 
	It can be reasonably assumed that a semantic shifting of the term exegesis occurred at the end of the eighteenth or the beginning of nineteenth century. For the hypothetical Athonite chanter of Sinai 1477, practicing exegesis seems to mean a kind of musical elaboration of the indicated by the old notation melody, based on subjective aesthetic criteria, perhaps in combination with local traditional techniques, or vice versa. This elaboration includes partial neumatizations and addition of extra melismata at 
	In addition, during our research, we developed two ideas that need further examination: Firstly, we suspect that in eighteenth century, some syllabic or mixed syllabo-neumatic pieces were chanted very slowly. This gradually led to re-analysis of their tempo, and thus a very slow tactus became two very fast tacti. This new very fast tempo became normal and gave space to the development of ornamentation. Thus, a new style of interpreting the old pieces emerged. This can be detected in a few chants that are fo




