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Chapter Four — Barnard’s Choice of Repertoire in the First Book

Bamard says himself, in the Preface to the First Book, that it is ‘thinner by much
of what I intended to clap into it’, and his choice to include only those composers
‘that to theire excellencie were in time formost’ is well documented. Morehen
notes that the choice of repertoire would have been influenced by financial
considerations, to ensure that purchase of the First Book would be viable for the
many cathedral choirs with limited resources,’ and the fact that Bamnard included
only eleven verse anthems and a small number of verse services is indicative of
both the First Book’s conservatism and its practicality. To what extent, then, did
Barnard create a canon of the ‘Choycest Master-peeces’ in selecting the repertoire
to be printed, and how far was he drawing on an already existing standard?

The majority of the pieces selected for inclusion by Bamard survive in
numerous extant sources from the Elizabethan, Jacobean and Caroline periods,
and given the fragmentary, scattered and somewhat random survival of these
sources, 1t can safely be concluded that these compositions existed in sources of
far greater number than have come down to us. William Weber sees their
existence in multiple sources as ‘a traditional practice of honouring master
composers after their deaths’,” and suggests that Barnard was simply continuing
this tradition. Barnard’s Dedication describes the Elizabethan composers as
‘famous’, and this shows a strong pre-existing reverence for these men, not least

because their music was the music of the newly established Anglican tradition.

! “The Sources of English Cathedral Music, ¢.1617-c.1644°, p. 299
2 Weber: ‘The Eighteenth century origins of the musical canon’, PRMA 114 (1989), p.12
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There is also a strong element of obvious nationalism here, and already implicit
references to an Elizabethan ‘Golden Age’, which ‘brought forth a noble birth, as
of all learned men, so of Famous Composers in Church-Musick’.” However,
Barnard also states in his Dedication that one of the reasons for the First Book’s
publication 1s to save his chosen music ‘from the danger of perishing, or
corrupting 1n erronious and manuscript obscurity’, and Weber’s assertion that
Barnard did not expect his chosen music to persist in the repertoire for any longer
than a generation is therefore incorrect.* Barnard clearly saw himself as custodian
of a great tradition, even if it were only one of three generations, and by referring
to his First Book as ‘a safe bundle of perpetuall memory’,’ could see that this
tradition was under threat from the tyranny of careless manuscript copyists, and
set about attempting to preserve it. The extent to which this was hastened by the
Civil War 1s minimal, as Barnard had begun his project when such civil strife was
not predictable, but his Dedication, written in 1641, shows he may well have been
aware of the gathering clouds of revolution.” This is especially evident in the
penultimate sentence of the First Book’s Dedication, which speaks of Barnard’s

wish ‘to mitigate and civilize the rough and boystrous fancie of a Nation, that is

esteem’d of many, to be naturally somewhat of the sowrest’.

Barnard was, to a large extent, building on a pre-existent tradition, but his

First Book represents an attempt at ordering and consolidation not noticeable in

3 First Book, f. ii"

* *Origins’, p.12

* First Book, f. ii"

° By Barnard’s own admission, the First Book’s compass was less extensive than he would have
liked, and perhaps the looming Civil War and ‘root and branch’ abolition were factors in his
choice of preserving music by dead composers - music that could not be composed again.
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contemporary manuscripts. It is a departure from normal practice in that it
provides all the musical material needed for performance of divine service,
including Responses, Preces, Psalm settings and Tallis’s Litany, which no
previous manuscript can claim to do, and represents a corpus of common works
on the whole not supplemented with a mediocre ‘local’ flavour, as so many
contemporary manuscripts tended to be.

Of the Service music included by Bamard, almost all exists in earlier
manuscript sources, with particular duplication at Durham. In fact all but Byrd’s
Second and Third Services, Ward’s First Service and Woodson’s Te Deum are to
be found in partbooks at Durham dating from the 1630s. This does not necessarily
imply a connection between Durham and Bamard, although the appearance of
leaves copied by Adrian Batten in the Peterhouse manuscripts’ links him to John
Cosin and therefore Durham indirectly, but there is no evidence of direct
transmission from Durham to Bamard’s manuscripts or the First Book, and this is
confirmed by comparative readings. Rather, the unusually complete nature of the
pre-Restoration manuscripts at Durham 1s an indication that their repertoire was
probably common across the country, at least in the major cathedrals.

Ward’s First Service, consisting of the evening canticles only, survives
only in sources linked to Bamard — his own manuscripts, where 1t appears in
score, and Adrian Batten’s organ book, where Ward is described as ‘a gentill

man’. While it may not have received as wide a distribution as other pieces prior

T Batten’s Hand is found in the following works, all compositions by him: Fourth Magnificat and
Nunc Dimittis with verses; ‘Hear my prayer O God’; ‘Ponder my words O Lord’; ‘Praise the Lord

O my Soul’ (this is not the full anthem found in Lcm 1045-51); ‘O Lord thou hast searched me
out’.
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to the publication of the First Book, it may be that Ward was a composer of a
younger generation, and the years since its composition had not been enough for
his reputation to spread as far as his more illustrious predecessors. Apart from his
anthem ‘Let God Arise’, his music appears to have had little distribution outside
London before the Restoration.

While Ward’s service 1s of sufficient musical merit to warrant inclusion by
Barnard, the printing of the harmonically awkwardly and largely homophonic Te
Deum by ‘Master Woodson’ is of more than passing interest. The Te Deum by
Woodson is only found in manuscript in Lbl Add MS 29289,° but Barnard
nevertheless included 1t 1n his First Book. Morehen and subsequent scholars have
assumed that the composer 1s Leonard Woodson, a number of whose verse
anthems are found in Barnard’s manuscript collection and the organ book Ob
Tenbury MS 791. However, it 1s highly probable that this is not the case, not least
on stylistic grounds.

Several compositions are attributable without question to Leonard
Woodson, who was Master of the Choristers at Windsor from 1605 until 1633,

and Organist at Eton College Chapel from 1614/5 to 1640/1.° These are all to be

found in Ob Tenbury MS 791, the ‘Batten’ organ book, and are without exception

verse anthems or services, being as follows:

Arise, O Lord

Te Deum & Benedictus for verses
Unto thee, O Lord, lift I up
Bow down thine ear, O Lord

® This manuscript has strong connections with St. Paul’s Cathedral both before and after the

Restoration, probably representing an earlier manuscript repaired in the early 1660s (Boyer: ‘The
Cathedral, City, and the Crown’, p. 215).

? Dexter: A Good Quire of Voices, (2002) p. 344
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Thy mercy O Lord
Give the king thy judgements, O Lord

O how amiable
Glory be to God
Magnificat and Nunc Dimittis

God be merciful unto us

Have mercy upon me, O God

With the exception of ‘Anse O Lord’, the vocal parts of which are copied into
Barnard’s manuscript collection, all these pieces are entered consecutively into
the organ book and may have therefore been copied from a common source; there
is a possibility therefore that ‘Arise O Lord’ was the anthem that ‘introduced’
Woodson to a London circle. Also indicative of origins in a common manuscript
is the attribution of the Te Deum and Benedictus to ‘Mr Leo: Woodson, of
Winzor’, the subsequent attributions being given in shorthand, by means of
initials. This seems to be a common trait of Batten’s, however. Again, ‘Arise, O
Lord’ 1s singled out and i1s given the full attribution of ‘Mr Leonard Woodson’.
The readings given in Ob Tenbury MS 791 for all the anthems and services are
sparse, however, and reconstruction is not always possible, nor indeed useful.
Nevertheless, as four of the five vocal parts for ‘Arise, O Lord’ survive in Lem
MSS 1045-51, it has been possible to reconstruct this anthem, and although it
would be foolish to expect one anthem to be representative of a composer’s style,

comparison with the organ parts of the other anthems by him in Ob Tenbury MS

791 shows it is not untypical of Woodson’s output.'®

' We must be careful when establishing style on the basis of organ parts, however, as there is a
strong probability that the organ score is idiosyncratic to Batten's style, as 1s evident in his parts
for several of Byrd’s anthems (see the Byrd Edition, Vol: 11; ‘Christ rising’ and ‘Thou God’ for
example).
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A stylistic analysis of ‘Arise, O Lord’ places it firmly in the seventeenth
century. It 1s harmonically robust, and is free of modal quirks. Although not
particularly inventive or individual, it is a good example of what might be
standard fare at a contemporary cathedral service. The Te Deum in Lbl Add. MS
29289 and the First Book, on the other hand, is absolutely not of the same ilk. It
contains many weak harmonic progressions, sections for reduced scoring
remintscent of composers of Tye’s generation, and often bizarrely sparse figures
at cadences,’' and while some of these may have to do with Bamnard’s slack
editing, the overall impression 1s one of mediocrity. In addition, its composer is
referred to simply as ‘Woodson’ in Lbl Add. MS 29289, while Barnard styles him
‘Master Woodson’ in the First Book. This singles him out as the sole composer
represented 1n the First Book to have no first name attributed, with the exceptions
of the Doctors of Music, Christopher Tye, Nathaniel Giles, and John Bull. This is
made more significant when it is observed that in Barnard’s own manuscripts
Leonard Woodson is on each occasion given a first name, either in full or
abbreviated form. A further link, perhaps implying personal acquaintance, is the
phrase ‘Made for Mr. Barnard’, which is found at the end of Woodson’s “Anse, O
Lord’ in Lcm MSS 1045-51. This may suggest a dedication, such as in George
Marson’s 4-part Creed ‘made for Docter Hunt’, also in Barnard’s manuscripts,
and if this is the case, then the omission of Woodson’s first name from Barnard’s
ensuing publication is something of a conundrum. Another reason to doubt that
Bamnard’s ‘Master Woodson’ is the Windsor man is the fact that Leonard
Woodson was still alive at the time of the First Book’s publication, and Bamnard

' At bars 3940, for example.
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makes it clear that he has only included dead composers. The inclusion of ‘Master
Woodson’ has therefore led scholars to assume that Leonard Woodson died in
1641, while the First Book was in production,'? although his name appears in the
audited accounts at Eton College as late as 1647."° The writers of the New Grove
article on Woodson assume this to be a mistake, as Charles Pearce 1s named as

Eton organist in rough accounts for 1645."* However, Leonard Woodson was
given an almsplace at St. Anthony’s hospital at Easter 1642," implying he was
not in good health, but very much alive. His death is recorded in 1646, five years
after the publication of the First Book.'® Even if the date of his death had been
1641, 1t is unlikely that any music of his would have been included in Barnard’s
publication, which was being prepared for the press as early as 1639. By this time
all other composers represented had indeed died, the most recent being John Ward
and Elway Bevin, who both lived until 1638. The weight of this documentary
evidence, as well as the stylistic anomalies between the surviving manuscript
verse anthems and the printed full Te Deum, points to a conclusion that Leonard
Woodson is not the man chosen by Bamard to feature in the First Book. Who,

then, 1s ‘Master Woodson’?
Two other Woodsons from Windsor, George and John, were Gentlemen of

the Chapel Royal. John was Leonard’s younger brother, and is referred to in the

Windsor accounts as ‘Woodson jr’ to distinguish him as such.!” However, he was

'2 Boyer, op. cit.; Morehen; *‘Woodson, Leonard’ New Grove 2™ Edition

' NG2, ‘Woodson, Leonard®

'* Ibid

'* Dexter, op.cit. p.344

'* Visitation of Berkshire, Harl. Soc, Ivi, (1907), 317, which appears to confirm that his mention in
the 1647 accounts is mistaken.

'’ Dexter, op. cit. p.344
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buried on the 2™ January 1644/5 at New Windsor parish church,'® thus
discounting him from being identified as the man in the First Book. ‘George
Wooddesson’, also from Windsor, succeeded Thomas Morley at the Chapel Royal
on the 7" October 1602, and was possibly the ‘Woodson’ buried on 8" Jan
1639/40 at St. Margaret’s, Westminster.”’ If this timing is correct, he would just
possibly have qualified for inclusion by Barnard, but there was more than one
George Woodson at the Chapel Royal, judging by various entries in the records.
Another man of the same name was swomn in John Croker’s place on the 20™
November 16201.,21 and at the funeral of James I is described as one of the sacrists
of Westminster Abbey.”? This would have acquainted him with Adrian Batten,
who was also employed there at this time. In an entry made on June 30" 1628,
three Woodsons, George sen[ior], John, and George jun[ior], are listed among
those discharged from subscriptions.?’ It seems the Westminster George died on
the 24" July 1641, when he is described as ‘a tenor [who] heald both the chappell
and Westminster together’.* The date of the other George’s death is not given,
but Matthew Pearce was sworn probationer in his place on the 10" June 1640.%°
However, despite being members of the Chapel Royal, and therefore possibly
serving as the conduit for the transmission of Leonard Woodson’s music from
Windsor to London, these men (John and George senior) are not known to have

been composers themselves.

'3 Dexter, op.cit, p.343

' RECM vol 8, p.320
 BDECM, pp.1167-8
2! RECM vol.8, pp.324
2 RECM vol.3, p.4

* RECM vol.3 p.32

** RECM vol.8, p.327
> RECM vol.8 p.326
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There 1s one more possibility, and that is that Bamard’s ‘Master
Woodson’ has no Windsor connection. If we examine the contents of Lbl Add.
MS 29289, we find Woodson’s Te Deum between services by Shepherd and
Morley, 1n a section of the manuscript containing a somewhat conservative
repertoire — that a minor composer should be included among such company as
Parsons, Mundy, Shepherd, Morley and Tallis is unusual. Sarah Boyer has
suggested that the manuscript has ‘no strong cathedral flavour’,”® citing the
predominance of music by Chapel Royal musicians. However, Merricock, whose
Te Deum and evening service are included, was a St. Paul’s man, and it is my
opinion that ‘Master Woodson’ is a similar case.?’ If this is so, then the inclusion
of his Te Deum in the manuscript Lbl Add. MS 29289, and subsequently by
Bamnard 1n his First Book, does not seem so unusual, especially in view of the fact
that both transmut a largely Chapel Royal or St. Paul’s repertoire. A Thomas
Woodson was a singer at St. Paul’s and became a gentleman of the Chapel Royal
in 1581. Unlike the other Woodsons discussed previously, Thomas is known to
have composed, and twenty of his ‘wayes’ on the Miserere, layed out for
keyboard, are preserved in Lbl Add. MS 29996. These originally formed part of a

set of forty, but the succeeding twenty have been lost. He also composed the

three-part Ut re mee fa in John Baldwin's Commonplace Book (Lbl R.M.24.d.2),

** Boyer, op.cit, p. 215

%7 Merricock’s Magnificat and Nunc Dimittis also appear in the manuscript, but no other liturgical
source for his works exists. It is most likely that he is the Thomas Merricock who was a vicar of
St. Paul’s from 1535-7, and whose In Nomine in § parts is found in Ob Mus. Sch. C.212-6. His
inclusion would therefore seem to provide the ‘local flavour’ found in so many manuscripts of the
period. Admittedly, with such a hub as St. Paul’s, ‘local’ does not necessarily equate to second-
rate, as it so often does in provincial manuscripts, but the obscurity of Merricock coupled with the
lack of transmission of his work points to a local man. When a comparison is made with, for
example, Tye, who was of the same generation yet whose compositions received an extremely
wide and ongoing dissemination, this becomes clear.
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and an organ piece possibly by him, another Miserere, is preserved in Och MS
371, and although these, being keyboard works and of a somewhat didactic
nature, do not form a satisfactory basis for stylistic comparison, they bear a much
closer resemblance to the Te Deum printed by Bamard than anything by Leonard
Woodson. It is therefore most likely that the Woodson selected by Barnard is his
predecessor at St. Paul’s, Thomas Woodson, the appellation ‘Master’ perhaps
indicating a reputation as a teacher or academic; his extant compositions would
support this assertion. It i1s also, perhaps, not without significance that Thomas
Woodson sold his place at the Chapel Royal to ‘William West of Canterbury’ in
1605,%° giving a further link to Barnard’s circle. William West’s Sharp service
and two anthems are included in the earlier part of Bamard’s manuscript
collection.

All the composers represented in the First Book had strong London
connections, either through the Chapel Royal or St. Paul’s Cathedral, as would be
expected. Morehen has raised some questions about Barnard’s repertoire choices,
however, particularly the comparative neglect of Thomas Weelkes. Weelkes is
represented in Barnard’s manuscripts by twelve anthems, with his Evening
Service for verses, his ‘Great, Best, Full’ Service and a further anthem earmarked
for later inclusion. Yet in the First Book, the only instance of his composition is
the full anthem ‘O Lord grant the King’, described by Morehen as ‘second-rate’.*’
There are several reasons for this, primanly that the majonty of Weelkes’
anthems copied into Barnard’s manuscripts are for verses, and Barnard evidently

2* RECM, vol, 8 p. 321
2% «Sources’, p.300
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did not see the verse anthem as a priority. Furthermore, several of Weelkes’
anthems are secular in nature, many surviving in both secular and liturgical
sources, and these may have been seen by Barnard as stylistically inappropriate in
what is an extremely conservative published repertoire.

The neglect of Batten’s Service music can be explained by the fact that
Batten was far more successful in shorter pieces, and his compositional style more
suited to this genre. The harmonically unadventurous and strong homophonic
movement often becomes tedious in an extended piece, and in any case it was
Batten’s anthems that received a far wider dissemination than his service settings
before the Restoration.

Therefore, we can see that Barnard was rather narrow in his choice of
repertoire for the First Book, concentrating on musicians with strong London
connections and/or of an already national reputation. This probably represents
sound business sense also, as a collection of music by unknown provincial men i1s
less likely to have sold well.>® While Barnard did not create the basis of a canon
of ‘great works’, his publication served to consolidate what was already
acknowledged as a corpus of repertoire by renowned composers. The significance
of Barnard’s First Book in canonic creation was to increase after the Restoration,
as it formed the basis of many cathedrals’ collections and remained so for over
one hundred years in some cases, as discussed in the following Chapter.

The influence of the changing theology of the time must also be taken into
account when examining the reasons behind Barnard’s publication. Laudanism

3 This is of course academic, as Barnard was overtaken by political circumstance, but it was
surely part of his initial reasoning of what to select for publication.
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and the ‘beauty of holiness’ had resulted in increased provision of sacred music,
and Barnard surely had this in mind when he printed the First Book, perhaps as a
means to facilitate the distnibution of high quality cathedral music. While the
repertoire 1s stylistically conservative, and its attachment to the 1630s 1s Iimited
by its concentration on men ‘that to their excellencie were in time formost’,”’ it
can be seen nevertheless as a solidly Laudian publication, for several reasons.

Firstly, the inclusion of the Sanctus and Gloria from Tallis’s Short Service
is a strong indication of Laudanism, with its rehabilitation of music at the Holy
Communion. Settings of the Sanctus and Gloria had been very rare in the
Anglican Church after 1552 and Edward VI’s Second Prayer Book, enjoying
something of a revival during the 1630s, in line with the increased reverence of
the sacraments. It is significant that the only other pre-Civil War manuscripts to
contain these movements, with the exception of Bamard’s own manuscript
collection, are the Lambeth Palace Bass book Ms 764, Ojc Ms 180, and 056 MS
Mus. €. 40, with strong London links and closely connected with both the Chapel
Royal and William Laud.*

Secondly is the inclusion of music for almost all aspects of divine service.
How much this was a reflection of Barnard’s desire for completeness rather than a

reflection of established practice is a matter for speculation, but it is pertinent

none the less. The printing of Preces, polyphonic Psalms, Responses and the

Litany is indicative of a Laudian tradition, especially with the Psalms set to

polyphony rather than to common tones.

3 First Book, Preface, f. 1il ' .
32 See Morehen: “Sources’, pp. 390-416 for a detailed description of these manuscripts.
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Thirdly, the amount of music in triple time is striking, with both Morley’s
Second and Byrd’s Third evening services, along with Byrd’s Psalm ‘Save me O
God’, his anthem ‘Christ rising’ and Giles’ First Service, which has considerable
sections 1n triple metre. These tripla settings were disapproved of by the more
Puritanical elements in the church, but Bamard did not shrink from including
them.

We have established, therefore, some of the reasons for Barnard’s choice
of repertoire. It 1s also necessary to investigate the possible sources Barnard
consulted, and the relationship between the First Book and contemporary
manuscripts he may have used as copy sources. Most obvious is his own set of

manuscripts, Lcm Mss 1045-51.

The ‘Barnard’ manuscripts as copy-source for the First Book

There can be no doubt that Lem Mss 1045-51 were used in part as printer’s copy
in the preparation of his First Book. Various annotations are found throughout the
books, and it 1s evident from these that a number of items have been either revised
or expressly copied in preparation for the print. As described above, in Chapter
Two, all these revisions and annotations are in the same hand — that of the main
copyist whom I have shown is most likely to have been Barnard himself.

The items that show signs of use as printer’s copy are given in the Table

below, and it is noted whether they were expressly copied or revised:
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Table IV/1: Items in Lcm MSS 1045-51 copied or revised in preparation for

made my days
Revised

Revised

104a-1
117

Tallis
Weelkes
king a long life

I will praise the Revised

164 Ward

printing
6 | Tye | Iwillexaltthee |  Copied
9 |  Hooper | OthouGod |  Copied |
B I i~
sSins
offences
14 | Byrd | Christrising |  Copied
not
29 | Byd | Hearmy prayer
wretch
31 | Byd | ThouGod
Gibbons Behold thou hast
e

O T
3

g‘ .

2 Blow

- 5
5

Revised

Revised
Copied

168a-¢ Morle

708a-b Ward

5
o

The items copied for inclusion in the printed books occur without
exception in the latest state of Hand 1, and are among the most scattered across
various leaves of the manuscript partbooks. This shows that Barnard had probably
formed his idea of the First Book’s repertoire prior to copying these items, and

also that the final items copied into the manuscripts were always intended for
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printing. Of all the items common to both sources, it is only those entered last into
the manuscripts that bear no signs of revision or later annotation, supporting this
theory. Their late entry into the books is also supported by the marginal note on
folio 3 of MS 1048, where the words ‘A pray / er for / the King’ are entered hard
against the edge of the page. On subsequent and previous leaves, the edges of
marginal words have been lost to trimming, but these have not, the splitting of the
word ‘pray-er’ showing it was always inserted into a small space. The layout of
the Indexes also confirms that the works copied for inclusion in the First Book
were all part of the final layer of copying. It is probable, therefore, that the books
had been bound before the later pieces were entered, but after the initial copying
began, supporting the theory outlined in Chapter Two.

The above Table shows, therefore, that the majority of the music in the
manuscripts which was subsequently printed by Barnard was copied by him with
printing firmly in mind. For example, Batten’s verse anthem ‘Out of the deep’, on
folio 219v of MS 1045, is laid out exactly as in the First Book, with rests, text,
indications of repeated text and double bars all agreeing with the printed version.
The only differences are that the print omits fermatas except at the last note, slurs
are omitted, as this was something Barnard’s printers could not accommodate in
setting up music from movable type, and the printed version includes text at “the

voice of my complaint’ on the second line of the manuscript.
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Figure IV/1: Batten’s ‘Out of the deep’, copied expressly for the press — MS

1045, f. 219v

Likewise, in MS 1046, the Primus Contratenor Decani book, Mundy’s ‘O Lord
the maker’ transmits both Decani and Cantoris parts on folio 3v; the Cantoris part

being copied at the bottom of the page, and supplying only the section of the piece
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where the two sides become antiphonal. It is obvious therefore that the
Contratenor parts in all relevant printed books were prepared from this single
volume. The piece has not been copied into the other extant Contratenor partbook,
MS 1049, although it 1s listed, without a folio number, in the contents. This
anthem has been arranged in the same way in the Tenor Decani partbook also.
Most interest lies, however, in the pieces revised by Bamard in
preparation for the print, and it is significant that all but two, Gibbons’ ‘Behold
thou hast made my days’ and Ward’s ‘I will praise the Lord’, were not originally
copied by Barnard. Weelkes’ ‘O Lord Grant the King’ and Morley’s First Service
are both in Hand 3,,,33 and the remainder in Hand 2. Where the original copyist was
Bamard himself, there has been no amendment of the musical text, and this is
most evident in Gibbons’ anthem in its incarnation on folio 53v of MS 1045. The
words ‘thou hast made my days’ have been added to the title, which originally
simply read ‘Behold’, and the number of rests have been given, along with the
text of the verse section, printed in the First Book in brevier type. The vocal
designation ‘a Countertenor alone’ has also been added, and the text source has

been extended — the original ‘Psal. 39.” has been supplemented with ‘6. 7. 8. 13.

[1]4 & 15. verses’.

* Morley’s First Service has been completed by Hand 2 in some partbooks — see above, Chapter
Two, Table 11/4.
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Figure IV/2: Added information in preparation for printing — MS 1045, f.

S3v

a) Top of page”’

b) ‘Brevier’ text at bottom of page

* Note that ‘alone’ has been written as two words. It is printed also as ‘a lone’, confirming that
this was indeed used as printer’s copy.
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Similar information has been added to Ward’s ‘I will praise the Lord’ on folio 229
of the same partbook, as has the instruction ‘look in the other side for the brevier’.
This does not refer to the Cantors side, rather the other side of folio 229, and
indeed the verso carries, at the foot of the page, all the brevier text as printed in
the First Book. Where a verse anthem has been expressly copied for the press, it
will often have been done so in detail in one part, with the text to be set with the
brevier type fount, the rests, text source, voicing and so on, while the other parts
will simply consist of the ‘singing parts’, with the annotation ‘The brevier and
rests 1n all parts alike’, as on folio 16 of MS 1046. This was evidently to save
Barnard time in preparing these anthems for the printer. What is notable here is
the increase 1n legibility of Bamard’s text hand in preparing these works for the
press. Obviously, ease of interpretation was paramount for the compositor,
especially one who had never dealt with complex music before.

Several examples of express instructions to the printer have already been
given,”” but it is worth giving all such annotations at this point, and they are as

follows.>®

Medius Decani [MS 1045]:

f. 148: “The fol: both sides alike, 122.”; ‘This for Dec; side’
f. 148v: ‘Here must end the full Anthems’
f. 229; ‘Looke 1n the other side for the brevier’

Contratenor Decani [MS 1046]:

f.16: ‘brevier and rests in all parts alike’

*> See above in the present chapter, also Chapter Two . _
* Those listed here are unambiguous instructions to the printer, rather than instances of a piece

simply having been prepared for the press.
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f. 16v: “The brevier and the rests over them are all one’
f. 17: “The brevier as before and rests’

f. 18v: ‘The brevier & rests as in the other parts &c’

f. 19: ‘the same rests that was before’

Tenor Decani [MS 1047]:
f. 6v: ‘[D]ec[a]nt [s1]de must [b]e folio [1]11°; [C]anto: [si]de must [b]e

fol: [1]09’

f. 17. ‘begin at the stroke”’
f. 210: ‘begin here for the 55.page.’*"
f.211v: ‘stet’”

Medius Cantonis [MS 1048]:

f. 4: ‘begin at this stroke for decani. 128’; ‘begin at the stroke for the
128°
f. 234: ‘page first’*

Contratenor Cantoris [MS 1049]:*!

f. 6: “This Count: must be the pri: Count: for both sids’
f. 53: ‘begin a[t] the str[oke]’*

f. 229v: ‘begin at the stroke’®

f. 233: ‘come in***

*7 This refers to a new line at the words ‘[and] | he shall redeem Israel’

*% ¢[when thou hadst over] | come’ in Morley’s Te Deum

*® Here, an alteration has been made and later retracted — the term ‘stet” means ‘as it [originally]
stands’

“O Before the last three notes of the first chorus to Morley’s Te Deum

*! Ward’s verse service, in score at the reverse of this partbook, is dealt with separately below
*? In the verse section, at ‘[now Lord, what is my] | hope’

* Second chorus, “[thou hast maintained]) | my cause’



259

Tenor Cantoris [MS 1050]:
f. 225: ‘page the 55. first pag[e]’
Bassus Cantoris [MS 1051]:

f. 230: marginal cross and stroke, analogous to MS 1049, f. 233

There are also examples, where Barnard was not the original copyist, in
which alterations to the musical text have been made. These occur with most
regularity in Morley’s First Service, copied by Hands 2 and 3, as described in
Chapter Two. Verse and Chorus indications, where omitted by the original scribe,
have been added, as have rests and several cautionary accidentals. Such
amendments, along with those described above in the inventory of instructions to
the printer, can be viewed as preparation for printing, but this service presents
several difficulties in regard to this hypothesis. While many of the amendments
made by Barnard are transmitted in the printed parts, such as the added flat
printed in the Secundus Contratenor Decani book, folio 55v, system 8 item 9,
others are not, and it seems that although Barnard had a hand in revising this
service, it was not necessarily in setting it up for the press. The most obvious
difference between the manuscripts and the First Book 1s in the distribution of the

Contratenor parts. The confusion over these parts, particularly in Morley’s First

Service, has been discussed in Chapter Three, but it seems unlikely the

* This is a caret marking, and the ‘come In’ refers to an insertioq of the text omitted by Morley
(the goodly fellowship.... Martyrs praise thee). The missing text 1s not given in any of _Ba.mard's
manuscripts, so it is possible that the printer was in possession .of a separate copy of this. Morehen
(‘Thomas Morley: Services’, EECM 41, p. 106) sees this as ev:denfe that the First Book was not
set up directly from Barnard’s manuscripts. This missing text as printed by Barnard does not sit

easily stylistically with the rest of the piece.
* At ‘[mercy promised] | to our fathers’
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manuscripts formed the basis for the print. In the Venite, for example, the Primus
Contratenor Decani manuscript begins by transmitting the chorus parts printed in
the Secundus Contratenor Decani partbook, but at the verse ‘the sea 1s his’,
switches to the printed text from the Primus Contratenor Decani book. There are
also slight differences in underlay in all the parts, and the manuscripts lack the
brevier text provided by Bamard in the verse anthems. In addition, as described in
note 44 above, the missing text as printed in the First Book is not included
anywhere in Barnard’s manuscripts, and it is possible that the markings indicating
the insertion of this text were for a copyist using these manuscripts to prepare a
second copy to be used as the basis for the print.

While it appears, therefore, that Morley’s Service was not set up in type
from these manuscripts, it is also probable that the other services common to both
the manuscripts and the printed books were provided from another source. The
services which fall into this category are those of Gibbons, Mundy, Byrd, Bevin
and Tallis, all of which were copied by Adrian Batten. The short services of
Gibbons, Byrd and Bevin are copied with text cues only, and as a result are not
easily interpreted by an unmusical compositor. Additionally, the First Book
deviates from the manuscript readings on many occasions, adding accidentals and
creating unanimity in the alignment of parts, as noted by Monson.*® However, this
supposed unanimity is often more to do with the lack of slurs in the print and the
use of standing type for underlay in certain pieces, as noted in the previous
Chapter. It would seem, therefore, that simply the presence of a piece in Barnard’s
manuscripts does not necessarily correspond with its having been used as printer’s

% Monson, ed. (1980): The Byrd Edition, vol. 10a ‘The English Services®, p.174
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copy. Where an item has been used as printer’s copy, this is obvious after a
comparison of the manuscripts and the print. For example, in Byrd’s ‘O Lord
make thy servant’, the Contratenor and Medius parts agree exactly, down to the
large portions of textless music, the placing of accidentals and the spacing of text.
The only mistake made by the compositor has been to omit a minim rest in the
Tenor parts, after the fourth note of the third system on the relevant pages.*’ The
ensuing underlay to the next six notes also deviates from the manuscript. On the
whole, however, the compositor has followed Barnard’s manuscript to the letter,
and this indicates again that only those items expressly copied with copious
annotations by Barnard were used as printer’s copy. Any revisions made to
already copied items appear to have been in order to prepare new manuscripts to
act as printer’s copy, the exception to this being the three anthems - Weelkes’ ‘O
Lord grant the King’, Ward’s ‘I will praise the Lord’ and Gibbons’ ‘Behold thou
hast made my days’.

John Ward’s First Service has already been mentioned, and this more than
any other part of Barnard’s manuscripts illustrates their relationship with the First
Book and the method by which the latter was printed. Set up in score, it 1s littered
with instructions to the compositor concerning the use of different type founts and
folio numbers. The two type founts referred to are ‘brevier’ and ‘matter’, and the
instruction ‘brevier. 2:’ is often employed in the contratenor parts, indicating that
while the text is sung by the Primus part, and therefore set in regular, or ‘matter’

type, the Secundus must carry the same text but in the brevier type fount.

*’ Folio 111 in the Decani book, and 109 in Cantoris, as Barnard has noted in the margin of the
manuscript part
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Figure IV/3: Type in the First Book

a) ‘Matter’ type

PorHiso o(z C o

b) ‘Brevier’ type

when your Fa-
thers tc'mnc;l me
proved m« and
faw my workes:

N

It also appears that these parts of the text had been prepared in brevier type in
advance, and 1n long verse sections, the silent parts have references to 1. brevier.
2. brevier, 3. brevier and 4. brevier; these are arranged in the printed books with
colons between the groups of rests. The score carries a strong correlation with the
printed parts, and there are indications that the compositor might not have been as
unmusical as previously supposed — two semibreve rests are often conflated to
become one breve rest in the print, and likewise, the two breves printed on folio
71, system 4, notes 1-2 of the Primus Contratenor partbook are in fact given as a
longa in the manuscript. An inventory of variants between the manuscript score

and printed books are given below, for ease of reference.*

* References are to the First Book, using the folio/system/item system explained in Appendix D.
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Medius Decani:

68v/6/2: ‘all ://:’ 1s aligned with note 4 in the manuscript
69/5/16: # in MS, although the accidental has been partially
obscured by text

Medius Cantoris:

No differences

Primus Contratenor Decani:

7175/ 10: one ‘Amen’ only, extending until the end in the manuscript
Secundus Contratenor Decani:

68/3/5: # to both notes in MS (as 1CC)

69/21/5: accidental in MS

69 /3 / before 1: sb rest short in print (as 1CC)

69v/1/2: accidental in MS (as 1CC)

69v/6/2-3: !l in MS (as 1CC)

Primus Contratenor Cantoris:

69/4/2-3: # to both notes in MS

69v/1/7: dotted sb in MS

69v/2/4: no dot in MS

69v /7 /before 1:  sbrest missing in print

70/8/5: accidental in MS

70v/8/11: ‘with m out m end (cc) A sb men sb’ in MS

7174/ 2: [ in MS
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Secundus Contratenor Cantoris:

No differences
Tenor Decana:
66/8/1:
66/8/13:
Tenor Cantoris:
65v/1/1-6:

65v/7/1:

67 /2 / before 1:

67/6/8-10:
Bassus Decani:

68v/2/11:
69/2/4:

69/2/09:

only

Bassus Cantorns:

66/7/21:

66/8/1-2:

67/8/4:

‘all ://:’ printed here, in error

‘all ://:’ in MS

These notes are duplicated from folio 65. A printing error.
‘Cho:’ indication missing in print
b rest too short

two tied breves in MS, one ‘Amen’ only

misplaced # in print
inverted piece in print

‘A’ misplaced — begins at 10 in MS, with a single ‘Amen’

incorrectly printed as F. It is G in MS, with a fermata.

MS is unclear at this point, but has been incorrectly
aligned. The printed rests follow this error, but have been
subsequently corrected in the printing shop in all but the
Lbl copy. The MS has also been corrected by Barnard, but
the compositor may not have been able to interpret this.

inverted piece printed; corrected in all but Lbl copy
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67/8/9: ‘A’ misplaced — begins at 10 in MS, with a single ‘Amen’

only

The instance of error in the printed version is relatively slight, and most usually
concerns the placing of accidentals, which are not always clear in MS 1049. The
text is ordinarily only given in one part of the score, with the instruction ‘looke
down’ or ‘looke up’ to direct the compositor to the relevant words to be set, at
Chorus entries, for example. These instructions are also used to differentiate
between Decani and Cantoris verse sections, where a part splits. The annotation
‘To this [stroke] 1s printed for 2. Con: Can: begin here for 2. Con: Can: fol. 67.’
appears in the score, and this is particularly relevant because folio 67 of all the
partbooks is the first folio of a new gathering, as illustrated in the previous
Chapter. This shows that a piece was set up in type one gathering at a time, rather
than a whole piece being set regardless of where it appeared in the books. This,
discussed in Chapter Three, can account for the numerous lacunae between
gatherings.

The conclusion to be drawn from this evidence, therefore, is that Ward’s
First Service is the only service in Bamard’s manuscripts to have served as
printer’s copy, although the others were consulted and revised in preparation for
the print. It is perhaps this to which Barnard refers when he complains of
‘Correcting [and] revising’ in the Preface to his First Book. There are no other

examples of scores used in this way as printer’s copy in any contemporary
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manuscripts, and indeed it appears that no other manuscript used for this purpose

in printing the First Book has survived.

The ‘Batten Organ Book’: Its connection with Barnard’s manuscript
collection and his First Book

a) Barnard’s manuscripts

As descnibed 1n Chapter Two, the organ book Ob Tenbury MS 791 was copied in
its entirety by Adnan Batten, Barnard’s colleague and collaborator at St. Paul’s. It
has been suggested on numerous occasions that this book, unparalleled in terms of
scale, was meant as a companion to Bamard’s manuscript collection Lem MSS
1045-51%" and even that it was ‘written to be used with John Barnard’s First Book
of Selected Church Music’.>® We will first examine the connection with Barnard’s
mManuscripts.

In Chapter Two the connection was illustrated in terms of the same hand
appearing in both the organ book and Bamard’s manuscripts, and the Indexes
linking the two. However, when individual readings are examined, it becomes
clearer that the organ book was not prepared expressly for use with Lem MSS
1045-51, rather that certain repertoire is duplicated largely because of the volume

of pieces included in Ob Tenbury MS 791, and perhaps because of their prior
inclusion in either the organ book or the vocal partbooks. Despite this duplication,

it does not necessarily follow that both were part of a homogenous copying

49 Bunker Clark: Colleagues and Collaborators, p.217-8 and Willetts: ‘Barnard’s Collections’.
Also Shore, ed., introduction to Ward’s 1* service (Novello)

50 Bunker Clark, op. cit p. 217. His suggestion that the organ book ‘may have been written to be
printed shortly after the voice parts” is clearly mistaken, as the chronology does not tally.
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project instigated by Bamard at St. Paul’s — a conclusion reached by Bunker
Clark.’! What is more likely is that Bamard was engaged on copying his
collection, Batten on his, and pieces were shared between them.

The pieces appearing in both the organ book and Bamard’s manuscripts are as

follows:

Table IV/2: Correlation between Ob Tenbury MS 791 and Lem MSS 1045-51

Composer | Title Chronology in | Reference
Ob Tenbury MS | number in Lcm
791 Mss 1045-51°

Giles | FirstService =~ |1 ~~~ ~ J200
Morley ~ [FirstService =~ |2 |18
Byrd ~ |SecondService |3 0 203 |
Byrd ~ |OLordmakethyservant |5 )25
Giles | Whatchildwashe |9 195
Giles | Exceptthelord |10 ~ f94
Giless ~ |OLordmyGod |11 497
Giles ~ |Outofthedeep |12 196 |
Giles ~ |Olordtumnotaway |14 ~~  J98 |
Heath | WhenlIsraelcameout |16 |51
Dering  [UntotheeOLord |17  j161 |
Cranford | OLord makethyservant (18 2 =~
Tozar _ |Olordletmeknow |19 f41 |
Bull ~ [Deliverme |26 35 @
Bass
Basses

Pysing | Iwillmagnifythee 35 165
Ward | IwillpraisethelLord {36  [164
Byrd | Thou God that guid’st
> Op. cit

*2 These numbers refer to the Table of contents in Appendix B



Composer | Title Chronology in
Ob Tenbury MS
1
Give the King thy
judgments

Out of the deer
O Jesu meek
O Lord in thee
O Lord turn not awa
O God of gods
Hearken ye nations
‘Bull | Inthee O Lord
Second Service

O pray for the peace

O Lord let me know mine
end

mKins Almighty and everlasting
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First Service
Second Service

Christ rising

Tomkins
To ns

Hooper
Portman

Ward
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Lor who sall dwell

Praise the Lord O my | 125
soul

Hear O Lord

Plead thou my cause
If the Lord himself
M and N

First Service
Second Service
M&N

M&N

M&N

Second Service
Christ rising
Blessed art thou
John Holmes | I will give laud
Weelkes Service to the organs

Weelkes All laud and praise

Woodson
Weelkes
Gibbs
Heath
Ward
Ward
Hilton
Gibbs
Farrant
Giles
Tucker

John Mund 67

** These numbers refer to the Table of contents in Appendix B
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Composer | Title

Chronology in | Reference
Ob Tenbury MS | number in Lcm
791 Mss 1045-51°*

205 115
211 172
Christ rising 214 157
Holy holy hol 217 176

Shepherd Service for trebles

soul

What jov so true
Let my complaint

Weelkes
Morle
Juxon

This total of 69 out of a total 255 pieces in the organ book represents a
correspondence of just over 27%, a not inconsiderable ratio. However, this should
not be taken at face value, as 14 of these appear in name only, in the indexes of
the vocal partbooks. It has been shown that these indexes represent a probable
continued scheme for copying, and it is possible that Bamard was using the
repertoire of the organ book to as a basis for expansion of his own partbooks, it
having certainly been completed by 1637, the year of Batten’s death.

There are, however, notable aspects of consistency between the ordering
of the pieces common to both the organ and vocal books, made clear from the
above table. This primarily concemns the grouping of certain anthems, particularly
those of Nathaniel Giles (9-12 & 14 1n the organ book) and Edmund Hooper (62-4
& 68). That these same anthems appear almost side by side 1n both sources points
to simultaneous copying, and it might be presumed that the source for these
anthems was made available to both Batten and Barnard at the same time. At what

time, then, was this? We have seen that Lcm MSS 1045-51 were copied over a

considerable period, commencing circa 1625. The group of anthems by Giles

** These numbers refer to the Table of contents in Appendix B
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occupies the same folio numbers across the set of vocal partbooks, and can
therefore be assumed to be among the earliest pieces copied. However, Ob
Tenbury MS 791, which seems to have been copied through from beginning to
end,”® was most probably being compiled from 1633.°° This is something of a
discrepancy, and does not necessarily support the hypothesis that these pieces
were entered into the two sources at the same time, It 1s more likely that there was
some degree of symbiosis between Batten and Barnard in the compilation of their
respective manuscripts, with Batten perhaps taking the earlier items in the organ
book to coincide, at least in part, with the scheme employed by Bamard. In this
regard 1t 1s significant that of the first 70 1items 1n the organ book, thirty-five,
exactly 50%, are also in Barnard’s manuscripts. It is here also that the correlations
in terms of the ordering of repertoire occur, supporting the theory that Batten was
using Barmard’s books as his inspiration.”” Towards the end of the organ book,
however, it is Batten whose choices provide the catalyst for Barnard’s
continuation of his scheme, and the majority of the pieces entered into Barmard’s

Indexes for presumed later inclusion occur in the latter part of Batten’s organ

book.

>> Le Huray: ‘Towards a Definitive study of Pre-Restoration Anglican Service Music’, Musica
Disciplina 14 (1960), p.175 and Morehen, ‘Sources’, p.236

>¢ Folio 40 has the annotation ‘Mr John Heath Organest of the Cathedrall Church of Rochester :
1633°. This is most likely to represent a copying date, rather than a date of composition from the
manuscript Batten was using as his source, as the same piece appears early on in Barnard’s
manuscripts, as part of the ‘first stage’ of copying. While Barnard, in his copying activity, can be
shown to have appended dates he came across in the manuscripts from which he was copying,
Batten cannot, and he seems to have had more of a predilection for adding copying dates, judging
sb_,y the ‘1635’ added to Tallis’ Short Service in Lem MS 1045.

Note especially the grouping of Gibbons’ and Tomkins” anthems in this section of the
manuscripts.
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While there is evidently a relationship of sorts between these two sources,
when the actual readings are investigated, further discrepancies are evident, which
further cloud the extent of collaboration between Batten and Barnard, and the
consistency of their copying. Taking as examples two verse anthems, Woodson’s
‘Arise O Lord’ and Pisinge’s ‘I will magnify thee’,”® we can see how the musical
texts do not always agree.

Pisinge’s anthem, with verses for two means and the usual five-part chorus
in which the contratenor parts are split, has a typically bare organ part, never
exceeding four parts and staying generally in just two voices with the verse lines
doubled. However, even within such a sparse texture there are some severe

clashes between the vocal and organ parts. These occur at the following points:59

Bar 35, beat 2: F sharp i1n the organ part; F natural in the Medius part

Bar 60, beats 1-2:  E naturals in the organ part against E flats in the vocal
parts

Bar 65, beat 3: As above

Bar 84, beats 1-2:  F naturals in the organ part against F sharps in the vocal

parts

Bar 94, beat4: - B flatin the organ part; B natural in the Medius Decani
part

Bar 93, beat 4: B flat in the organ part; B natural in the Medius
Cantoris part

*% Both of which are included among the Transcriptions, provided as Volume Three of this thesis.
*? Bar numbers refer to the Transcription.
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These would have made performance of this anthem extremely unsatisfactory,
and although Bamard’s manuscripts were not used for such a purpose, the fact
remains that Batten may not have used the same source as Barnard in his copying.
It 1s not possible, in the absence of any other extant sources for this anthem, to
establish an order of precedence, and while Barmard’s is the more satisfactory
version, especially in the light of Batten discordant F# in bar 35, there is an
argument for Batten’s version claiming precedence. This concerns the doubling of
vocal parts in the verse sections, and particularly bar 95. Here Batten has an
interval of a fourth between a minim g’ and semibreve ¢’’, while Barnard has ¢ g’
g 2’ q b’ in place of the minim. This indicates an elaboration of the vocal parts
perhaps pointing to a later, ‘improved’ version. However, it may equally be that
Batten is simplifying the vocal line, and in this case, Bamard can still be seen to
be the precursor to Batten’s organ pa.rt.'50

Similar examples occur in Woodson’s ‘Arise O Lord’, which is set for
solo Bass verse and the same MCCTB choral distribution. Bars 72-82 are a case
in point where the vocal line does not agree with either the rhythm or the placing
of accidentals 1n the organ part. Bars 104 and 119 also have discrepancies in
terms of accidentals between the verse and organ lines. The omission or inclusion

of rogue accidentals can often be ascribed to carelessness on the part of the

copyist, and the evident speed at which Batten was copying was not, it would

* Herrissone has shown the use of this practice of simplifying vocal lines in Restoration organ
music in 7To fill, forbear, or adorne (2006), pp. 48-53, and while such lines tend to be more
virtuosic and complex in Restoration verse anthems, it is probable that similar practice abounded

in the Jacobean and Caroline repertoire. In Pisinge’s anthem, Batten has also replaced some
repeated notes with longer notes (in bars 95-6 for example), a trait also common to later organ

books (Herrissone, op. cit. p. 48).
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seem, conducive to a high level of accuracy. Nevertheless, there are differences
here which appear to stem from more than a lack of attention and implicitly
undermine the relationship between Batten’s organ book and Barnard’s partbooks.
In Barnard’s manuscripts, Woodson’s ‘Arise O Lord’ 1s marked both ‘Made for
Mr Bamard’ and ‘the second coppies’. This latter appellation probably means that
these were copies made from Woodson’s autograph, or a manuscript closely
associated with him, and ‘made for Mr Barnard’ is likely to be a dedication of
sorts as described in Chapter 2. It can reasonably be assumed, then, that the
readings provided by Bamard hold a good degree of reliability and accuracy. It
would therefore be 1n his interest, 1f indeed he was the dedicatee of this anthem,
and if his and Batten’s manuscripts were complementary, to ensure that the organ
part was relatively error free. The reading adopted by Batten, however, is far from
this, most obviously in the rhythms of bar 81-2, where Batten has transposed the
note lengths of the minim F and semibreve G. With the large number of
disagreeing accidentals preceding this, both in the doubling of the vocal part and
in the independent material inserted by Batten (cf. bars 72-4)°' it is apparent that
the sources do not sit easily side by side.

Given the extremely narrow distnbution of music by the composers
discussed above, along with the fact that neither of these anthems appear in any
other extant source, it secems unusual that the vocal and organ parts should
disagree on this scale. This is especially unusual when one considers the close

personal links Barnard probably had with Pisinge and perhaps also Woodson, and

°! It may be that Batten’s (mis)copying of the vocal line in adding a b natural and f sharp at this
point has had a knock-on effect on the independent parts, necessitating major modes in these bars
which are at odds with both the vocal line here and the overall harmonic language of the piece.
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certainly had with Batten, and that these anthems probably only ever survived in
manuscripts at Canterbury and Windsor respectively.

In light of this, it becomes apparent that although Barnard and Batten’s
manuscripts are closely linked in terms of repertoire, this is perhaps the extent of
the sources’ relationship. Batten did copy items into Barnard’s partbooks, and
Barnard added an annotation to Batten’s organ book, but they were not part of an
integrated copying project, as evidenced by the divergent readings described
above. What 1s more likely 1s that music was copied by both as manuscripts came
to hand, and that Barnard’s existing repertoire formed, in part, the basis for
Batten’s collection. Batten can be seen as something of a careless copyist, and his
work bears the hallmarks of a man in a hurry in terms of avoidable errors and

legibility.

b) The First Book

Bunker Clark proposed that Batten’s Organ Book ‘may have been written
to be printed shortly after the voice parts [of the First Book] ... or to be available
for making manuscript copies to be used with the printed partbooks’.>® While this
first suggestion is clearly incorrect, there is something of a relationship between
Batten’s book and Barnard’s printed First Book. The services and anthems in the

First Book which require organ accompaniment comprise the following:**

%2 pisinge’s verse anthem ‘I will hear thee’ survives in Och Music MSS 62-6, copied by Thomas
Myriell, which shows his music did have some circulation in London, but he remains
unrepresented in any other extant source.

® ¢«Colleagues and Collaborators’, p.217 | '
* All music, full or verse, would have been performed accompanied, but only the verse settings

are listed here.
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Morley: First Service

Giles: First Service

Ward: First Service

Byrd: Second Service

Gibbons: Second Service

Byrd: Second Preces and Psalm (Third psalm - ‘Let my complaint’ -
only)

Byrd: O Lord rebuke me not

Byrd: Hear my prayer

Mundy: Ah helpless wretch

Morley: Out of the deep

Gibbons: Behold thou hast made my days

Batten: Out of the deep

Ward: I will praise the Lord

Byrd: Thou God

Byrd: Christ rising

Bull: Deliver me O God

Ward: Let God arise

Of these, all but Batten’s own ‘Out of the deep’, Byrd’s ‘Let my complaint’ and
‘O Lord rebuke me not’, and the Te Deum, Jubilate, Kyries and Creed of
Gibbons’ Second Service are in Batten’s organ book.

Taking two of the verse anthems as examples, we can examine the
correlation between the Organ Book and Barnard’s print. Mundy’s ‘Ah helpless
wretch’, with its short choral interjections and triple time section, is notated a fifth
higher in Batten’s manuscript, and the first, repeated, section, 1s only written out
once, followed by the instruction ‘begine all againe and then goe forward’. The
accompaniment given by Batten i1s almost entirely in two parts, with the
occasional excursion into three, and the vocal line is not doubled for the duration
of the piece. It is therefore no surprise that the reading of this in Batten’s organ
book largely agrees with the printed parts. However, there are some

disagreements over accidentals, and note lengths do not always correspond with
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the printed parts. The same can be said of Ward’s ‘I will praise the Lord’, the
reading of which in the organ book is a close match to the printed parts, which
were set up in type from Bamard’s manuscripts. There are still, however,
occasions where accidentals do not agree. There is no evidence to show that the
‘Batten’ Organ Book had an accompanying set of partbooks, and we have seen
that although there are definite similarities between the repertoire in Barnard’s
manuscripts and the organ book, readings do not tend to have a great deal of
consistency across these sources. The same can be said of the relationship
between the organ book and Barnard’s printed parts; any similarity in repertoire is
simply in these terms. Barnard had no intention of issuing an organ part to
complement his First Book — the labour required in setting an organ part in
movable type was immense, presenting far greater complexity than setting
individual parts, which we have seen was on occasion beyond the capabilities of
Barnard’s compositors. The only organ book printed in the seventeenth century is
the Pars Organica of Thomas Tomkins’ Musica Deo Sacra, and as editor,
Nathaniel Tomkins probably only included it because he was himself a highly
accomplished organist. Musica Deo Sacra was printed by William Godbid, a
renowned printer of music, and Nathaniel Tomkins was engaged in proof-reading

%5 even so, an errata list has been added

for at least three years before publication;
at the end of each printed part. It is little wonder, therefore, that Barnard, working

with an inexperienced printer, was largely unsuccessful in eradicating error from

his First Book. Barnard was, by all accounts, not an organist, and as his printers

® Stevens, D (2005): ‘The Music of Thomas Tomkins’ in Boden, ed.: Thomas Tomkins: The Last
Elizabethan. p. 199
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were unused to setting music anyway, it is probable that neither Barnard nor
Griffin’s compositors had the first idea of how to approach creating an organ part
from movable type. Furthermore, the type Barnard had had specially cast was too
large to be used for an organ part, and the Griffin printing house does not seem to
have been possessed of any other music type larger than the smallest size, used in
psalters and other such publications.®® Therefore, despite some similarities in
repertoire between the Batten organ book and Barnard’s First Book, there were
most probably never any plans to produce a printed organ part. Barnard’s choice
of verse anthems and services may have been influenced by the fact that he knew
organ parts were readily available, and in any case, most organists were able to
make their own parts from a set of vocal partbooks, although this was not
common practice.®’ The discrepancies in surviving organ parts to the same pieces
are testament to this, and there are often high degrees of variation and
idiosyncrasy between any two organists.®®

We have seen, therefore, that Barnard’s choice of repertoire was
influenced by a desire to preserve the greatest music of the renowned Elizabethan,
Jacobean and Caroline composers, as well as including some less well-known St.

Paul’s works. In doing so, he began to consolidate what was to become a canon of

% In all known Griffin publications where music type is used, which consist only of simple and
often highly inaccurate settings of the psalms, the type fount is the same; too small to set an organ
Eart that would be legible.

7 In Drc MS A4, the copyist, Alexander Shaw, clearly did not have recourse to a pre-existing
organ part for Richard Portman’s ‘Rejoice in the Lord’, and while his version follows the vocal
parts in the verse sections, his harmonies are clumsy, awkward and most unlike Portman’s
originals. There are no accompanying vocal partbooks surviving at Durham to this manuscript.
See Bamford: ‘Three Verse Anthems by Richard Portman: Sources and Editions’, unpublished
MA diss. University of York (2004).
®® This is demonstrated in the divergent organ parts to Byrd’s verse anthems (see the Byrd edition,
vol. 11), and also in the verse anthems of Richard Portman, discussed in Bamford: Op cit.
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great composers and compositions for the Anglican Cathedrals. This was to be
strengthened further at the Restoration, and it is at this time that the First Book
saw 1ts importance grow immeasurably, becoming the basis for rebuilding the
repertoire at numerous cathedrals throughout England, and it is the use of

Bamard’s books at the Restoration that is discussed in the following Chapter.
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Chapter Five — The First Book at the Restoration

While Barnard must have been understandably distraught to see the potential
success of the First Book thwarted by political events at its publication in 1641,
it was political circumstances once more that were to thrust it into the
limelight at the Restoration and make it a necess<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>