
















Critical Commentary

1) This  sign  might  denote  the  mi  under  the  fa  of  be  molle.  It  might  also  be  a  misplaced

reminder to sharpen the f at the following cadence, being written a third too high might be

explained in the light that the clef sign in the  Cantus  was misplaced in the course of this

piece, suggesting a later addition of it.

2) From here on up to the second  Amen  the  Cantus  is wrongly notated with a c-clef on the

second line. Replacing it with the initial clef on the first line makes everything fall neatly

into place.

3) The sign of be molle is placed a step to low between the lines.

4) This rest was added to emendate the alignment of the voices.

5) The semibreve is written without a punctum additionis, which is required to allign the voices

at the cadence.1 

6) This rest was missing possibly through scribal error.

7) The text was originally written like this: ẏhu xpe.2

8) This note was originally written as a breve with following semibreve rest. Either the breve

had to be reduced to a semibreve or the rest would have had to be omitted. Since a wrong

addition is less likely than an error in note shape the latter version was chosen. 

9) This rest was probably forgotten through scribal error.

10)  This note was written wrongly as a breve.

11)  Probably this rest was also forgotten through an error of the scribe.

1 There are different readings of this passage in other sources. I have to stress the fact that it is the goal of this edition 
to give defendable readings of this particular source. Musicians of the Middle Ages and the Renaissance would have
been obliged to do the same. In times where there was no Internet it was in most cases impossible to gain immediate
access to different sources of a piece. Practically they had to work with the things available to them and this must be
kept in mind when reconstructing practices of the past. In an edition of a piece in light of a Gesamtausgabe, the 
workflow would be different. Here one would reconstruct the most likely „original“ as faithful as possible.

2 See footnote 2) to Dufay's Et in terra from his Missa Sancti Jacobi in the present edition.



12)  This was written as a minima rest, though it it must be a semibreve rest.

13)  This was written as an e. It must have been an error since such strong a dissonance at a

cadence point seems unlikely.

14)  Here the semibreve was written as g which seems less likely than a b flat.

15)  The rest was missing. It had to be added to allign the voices correctly.

16)  Idem.

17)  The rest was written as a semibreve rest, although it must be a minima rest.

18)  The semibreve was written a third too high.

19)  See 7).

20)  This semibreve was written as g but f seems to be implied.

21)  This semibreve was written as a breve. Through change the voices were alligned correctly.

22)  Here the minima rest was corrected to a semibreve rest.

23)  The longa is only written in the tenor. Normally the two other voices would have overruled

it,  but because of the fact that it  makes more sense in light of the following semibreve

resulting in a imperfectio ad partem remotam instead of one and a half breve units and also

accounting  for  the  substitute  version  with  diminutions  in  the  cantus,  this  reading  was

chosen.

24)  See 23).

25)  This is possibly a substitue version with diminutions of the preceding Amen. 

26)  This was written as a breve, probably to make it equal in duration to the  paenultima  on

-men. But since this note does not coincide temporally with this note in the plain version it



seemed reasonable to reduce it to a written semibreve sounding through proportio dupla as a

minim.


