




to bedrawnfrom this is, onceagain,thattheHumbertianversionis
alaterrevisionofanearlierDominicanreformthatwasadoptedby
the institutionfor which Ms. I I wasproduced;Humbert'sversion
adoptedthe revisionmadeby the previousreform andaddednew
ones.The Syracuseversion,then, representsan intermediatestage
of reform betweenthe original RomaniGregoriantradition and
thefinal revisionadoptedby HumbertdeRomans.

Thesethreemusicalexamplesshowcleardiscrepanciesbetween
themusicin Ms. I I andtheDominicanorder'sliturgical ideals;for,
despitethemanuscript'slatedate,theliturgy preservedthereinpre­
datesthe Humbertianrevision,adoptedby the orderas its official,
universalliturgy in 1256.

E. Conclusion

Thetheorythatbestaccountsfor the manydeviationsin Ms. I I

from theHumbertian-Dominicanliturgy is thatit representsalate­
surviving,muchrevisedform oftheDominicanliturgy thatwasin­
troducedinto Spain following the dispersionof the friars from
Toulousein 1217.It is in this periodthata liturgy with all theseel­
ementscouldmostplausiblyhavebeenassembled.To beginwith,
in light of the proliferationof octavesbetweenthe 13th and 15th
centuries,the presenceof fewer octavesin Ms. I I certainly indi­
catesanearlyorigin. Theregionalfocusofthecalendaris explained
by the fact that the original Dominicanliturgy reflectedthe cus­
toms of Toulouse.The RomanlGregorianelementsof the chant
andthe inclusionofthe Greekfathersareexplainedby the original
Toulousianliturgy havingbeenRomaniGregorian.The Mozara­
bic influence can be understoodas localizing adaptationsmade
while theorderwasestablishingitselfin Spain.

Given how rapidly the orderroseandhow decisivelyit favored
central control, the argumentthat theseelementsof the liturgy
creptin slowly, oneby one, is implausible.It is far moreprobable
that theyweretherefrom the beginning,that Humbert'srevisions
wereneveradoptedoutright, andthat reformefforts nevercaught
up with all the manuscript'sdiscrepancies.Indeed, we see the
processstill in actionduringthesixteenthcenturyin the revisionof
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Example 3: Alleluia, Iustus ut palma

•

Syracuse version, follxxxviii verso

•
----------- ia

Gregorian version

••

• ..
..
.. .. ..

-
Syracuse version

Ius --- IUS

-----.-.-

.. ~ pal --- rna

....

..... . . ..----..--

••

...

•

• 7/* .
ce -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

..
ce ----------------------------------------------------------

...
sic -ut

the chants. If revisions took two hundred fifty years to impose
themselves on these chants, it is unlikely that the liturgical discrep­
ancies were purged at a much faster rate.

Though further work is necessary before a definite conclusion
can be drawn, the musical and liturgical evidence reviewed here
supports the hypothesis that Syracuse University's Ms. I I repre­
sents a late survival ofEarly Dominican liturgy and chant.
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Example 3-continued
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