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Observations on the
Tours Ludus Paschalis
Michael L. Norton

Abstract
The Ludus Paschalis preserved in Tours 927 (Tours, Bibliothèque municipale MS 927) survives in an imperfect state. Missing a bifolium, replete
with scribal errors in both text and music, and expressing what seems to
be a disordered sequence of events, the ludus has confounded efforts to
understand its structure and intent. Rather than dwelling on its flaws, this
study seeks a scenario in which the ludus makes sense. The Tours ludus is
built upon a scaffold drawn from three so-called liturgical dramas commonly found within the Norman/Angevin liturgical sphere of influence.
This scaffold in turn supports a poetic and musical overlay that has been
arranged to serve a larger exegetical purpose. While the gaps in the manu
script render certainty elusive, the ludus was likely organized to emphasize
theologically significant numbers as well, the numbers three, five, and six
in particular. Moreover, the author or compiler has gone to some lengths
to capture the variations found among the Gospel narratives of the resurrection, thus generating a form of Gospel harmony.

T

he Tours Ludus Paschalis was brought to scholarly attention in 1854 by Victor Luzarche (1805–1869), bibliophile and onetime mayor of the city of Tours.1 The manuscript preserving the ludus
arrived in Tours in 1792 by way of the nearby Benedictine monastery of
Marmoutier, which had purchased it in 1716 along with “d’autres non
moins précieux” formerly owned by the Lesdiguières family.2 For the
monks of Marmoutier, neither the Ludus Paschalis nor the Jeu d’Adam
that followed some folios later registered as particularly noteworthy. In
the catalogue of the manuscripts from the 1716 purchase (now lost), the
manuscript was described simply as “prières en vers.”3 Since its modern
debut in the 1850s, moreover, the Tours ludus has attracted less attention
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than the Old French texts that followed. Not only is the ludus itself incomplete and its provenance unknown, it is so peculiarly configured that most
modern critics have shrugged it off for more interesting, and more manageable fare.4
Karl Young, for one, noted its “fragmentary and disordered form,” a
form that was “marred by a certain confusion in the writing” that led to “a
confused amplification, [including] such ineptitudes as the repetition of
the passage [from Luke 20:5–6].”5 His verdict on the ludus as a whole was
decidedly mixed: “One gathers the impression that the writer, or compiler,
had before him a considerable variety of dramatic material, some highly
elaborated, and some very simple. These resources he seems to have used
with avidity, in a desire to incorporate everything that might enlarge and
enliven his own composition. The result is a production very imperfectly
articulated, but very generous in its range of scenes and its display of literary forms.”6
Young’s take on the ludus has been generally accepted by his successors, although not always so gently expressed. Joseph Smits van Waesberghe,
for example, comparing the Tours ludus to the ludi from Maastricht and
Egmond, confirmed the “imperfect” status bestowed by Young: “The inferiority of the Tours play derives from its irregular sequence and excessive
interpolation.”7 William Smoldon noted that the ludus “appears to be a
very careless copy of an unwieldy composition,” and that its text “contains
a number of obvious blunders and misplacements.”8 David Hughes took
the critique a step further, noting that the ludus contained “more than its
share of confusion and redundancy: both the textual and musical scribes
appear to have been unusually insensitive, not to say stupid.”9
Why, then, does the ludus exist at all? Why, if the ludus was so
imperfectly articulated, was it copied in the first place? Why, if the ludus
was plagued by such confusion and redundancy, was it not disarticulated
and its folios put to better use? It is true, as both Smoldon and Hughes
observe, that the copy we have is replete with scribal errors. The music
scribe in particular appears to have been quite hurried, leaving behind a
number of improbable, indeed impossible, melodic sweeps. Yet the ludus
has survived. Someone in the thirteenth century found the ludus worthy
enough to copy, and despite its shoddy state others saw fit to preserve it
over the decades and centuries that followed. Might its very existence belie
the declarations of its inadequacy?
Ultimately, this is a framing problem. When Luzarche brought the
ludus to light in the mid-1850s, the very notion of medieval liturgical
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drama, or of medieval religious drama in general, had yet fully to crystalize. There was a fervor to find drama where it had not been found before,
and a great many liturgical ceremonies and other works that looked
like liturgical ceremonies, works that appeared to have “characters” and
“dialogue” and “action” were framed as drama, and once so framed they
became drama for all to behold.10 But for the Tours ludus in particular,
this frame was ill-fitting. The redundancies, the multiple formulations
of the Marys’ visit to the sepulcher (one Mary, two Marys, three Marys)
made little dramatic sense. The sequencing of the episodes and the lack
of temporal balance among them also made little dramatic sense. But was
it ever necessary to view the ludus through such a dramatic frame? The
eighteenth-century monks of Marmoutier appear not to have thought so.
Perhaps their seemingly quaint characterization as “prières en vers” was
more astute that we have been inclined to admit.
If we allow at the outset that the Tours ludus may have been deliberately cast in the form that we find it, and if we allow further that the
rationale behind this form was likely as clear to its creator as it has become
murky for us, then our focus shifts from the dramatic flaws of the ludus
to the conditions under which these flaws dissolve, the conditions under
which the ludus makes sense. The Tours ludus is built upon a scaffold
drawn from three so-called liturgical dramas commonly found within the
Norman/Angevin liturgical sphere of influence. This scaffold in turn supports a poetic and musical overlay that has been arranged to serve a larger
exegetical purpose. While the gaps in the manuscript render certainty elusive, the ludus was likely organized to emphasize theologically significant
numbers as well, the numbers three, five, and six in particular. Moreover,
the author or compiler has gone to some lengths to capture the variations
found among the Gospel narratives of the resurrection, thus generating
a form of Gospel harmony. While we cannot know precisely when and
where the ludus was created, we can draw some inferences about its creator. The creator of the Tours ludus was likely a person of some sophistication and learning, a person well acquainted with the liturgical practices
of Norman/Angevin Europe, a person comfortable with the possibilities
afforded by poetic and musical structures for biblical exegesis, and a person more attuned to the ways of approaching biblical truths coming from
the schools than from the cloister—more Abelard than Bernard.
* * *
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When talking or writing about works generally considered to be drama,
there are words that take on particular meanings and that carry distinct
resonances that can be misleading when considering these works from
alternate perspectives. To the extent that I am able, I will avoid words
that imply a theatrical intent. Thus, I will talk about “sections” rather than
“acts,” “episodes” rather than “scenes,” and “speakers” rather than “characters.” I am still left with what to call the work as a whole. Because of the
ubiquitousnessness of the terms, and because these are the terms by which
this particular work is known, I will continue to use the words “ludus”
and “Ludus Paschalis” to describe the work. That said, I do not recognize
the theatrical sense of these words as applicable in this case.11 I do not use
these words to imply genre.
When referring to specific examples of works that serve as parallels
to or as source material for the Tours ludus, I stay with the labels generally
in use to describe them. I use the expression “Visitatio Sepulchri” to refer
to those liturgical ceremonies celebrated on Easter morning that recount
the visit by the Marys to the empty tomb of Christ. I use the expression
“expanded Visitatio Sepulchri” to refer to those settings of the Visitatio
Sepulchri that recount also the encounter between Mary Magdalene and
the risen Christ. I use the expressions “Type 1” and “Type 2” to differentiate between the form of the dialogue between the Marys and the
angel used largely west of the Rhine and south of the Alps (Type 1) and
the form of the dialogue used in German-speaking Europe and eastward
(Type 2).12 I use the term “Peregrinus” to refer to those liturgical ceremonies celebrated during vespers during the first part of Easter week that
recount Christ’s appearance to the apostles and to Thomas following the
resurrection. Finally, I use the word “text” to refer collectively both to a
text in the normal sense of the word and to the melody to which the text
is sung, if present.

Architectural Overview
The Tours ludus is contained on folios 1r–8v of Tours 927, taking up
the whole of the incomplete first gathering and the first two folios of the
second gathering. The manus cript is composite, its first six gatherings
containing the Ludus Paschalis (fols. 1v–8v), a set of Latin songs (fols.
8v–20r), the Jeu d’Adam (fols. 20r–40r), and Les Quinze signes du jugement dernier (fols. 40v–46v). These texts were copied on cotton paper by
a single group of text and music scribes13 and are prepended to another set
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Figure 5.1. Opening Gatherings of Tours 927.

of paper gatherings containing a vita of St. George, and Wace’s Vie de la
Vierge Marie and Vie de Saint Grégoire, among other items.14 The opening gathering is missing its outer bifolium, bringing what would have been
eight folios originally to the six folios currently extant. Figure 5.1 adapts
Eduard Krieg’s hypothetical layout for the ludus—the dotted lines represent the missing bifolium, while the numbers below the diagram represent
the current foliation.15
While the missing bifolium may have complicated the task of
understanding the structure and the intent of the ludus, scholars have
not been shy about filling the gaps. As an ostensibly dramatic work that
drew on other dramatic works that themselves drew upon the liturgy of
Holy Week and Easter and on the Gospel accounts of the resurrection,
the Tours ludus offered students of the liturgical drama few alternatives
for the events likely depicted in the interval (although the forms of their
presentation were decidedly uncertain). Seeing the Tours ludus as drama,
in fact, induced critics to consider the structure of the work in purely dramatic terms. Karl Young, for example, divided the text in his commentary
on the Tours ludus (1933) into scenes as follows:
–– Pilate and the soldiers
(including the encounter between Pilate and the Pharisees).
–– The merchants and the three Marys.
–– Marys’ visit to the tomb.
–– Soldiers report back to Pilate.
–– Christ and Mary Magdalene (central portion lost).
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–– Race of Peter and John
(likely in the missing portion of the manuscript).
–– Appearance of Christ to the disciples.
–– St. Thomas and disciples.
–– Appearance of Christ one week later.
–– Victimae paschali laudes.16
A generation later (1956), Eduard Krieg offered a similar division that
agreed in the number of scenes but varied in their disposition:
–– The Pharisees negotiate with Pilate over guards for the grave.
This scene is lost.
–– Pilate instructs the guards for the grave.
–– Merchants and the Marys (Merchants’ scene).
–– The three Marys at the grave and the angel.
–– The grave guards with Pilate.
–– Magdalene at the grave; later Jesus?
The angel, Maria Iacobi and Mary Salome.
–– Lost. Probably the race of the apostles.
–– Magdalene, Peter, the disciples and Jesus.
–– Thomas, 2 disciples, and Jesus.
–– Victimae paschali laudes: Magdalene, two apostles,
at the end all apostles.17
Two decades after that, Walther Lipphardt offered an altogether different
division for the ludus:
–– First grave guard scene.
–– Resurrection (purely mimetic presentation).
–– Merchants’ scene.
–– First Visitatio Sepulchri.
–– Second grave guard scene.
–– Second Visitatio Sepulchri.
–– Third Visitatio Sepulchri.
–– Christ appears to Mary Magdalene:
probably in the larger gap in the manuscript.
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–– Peter and Mary Magdalene.
–– Announcement of Mary Magdalene to the disciples.
–– Appearance of Jesus to the disciples.
–– Thomas scene.
–– Concluding scene at the grave.18
Such episodic divisions, however, mask the larger structural forces at work.
Rather than view the ludus as a series of discrete scenes, it is more fruitful
to view it in terms of the scaffold upon which it is built. The Tours ludus is
built upon two representational rites common to the liturgical practices of
Norman/Angevin Europe: an expanded Visitatio Sepulchri ceremony (celebrated typically at the end of Matins on Easter Sunday)19 and a Peregrinus
ceremony (celebrated as a part of the vespers procession on Easter Sunday,
Monday, or Tuesday).20
The liturgical Visitatio Sepulchri as celebrated in churches within
the Norman/Angevin sphere of influence includes at its most elaborate
the following episodes:21
–– The three Marys at the tomb, including:
–– A processional lament to the place of the sepulcher
–– The encounter between the Marys and the angel(s)
at the empty sepulcher.
–– Mary Magdalene at the tomb, including:
–– The encounter of Mary Magdalene with the risen Christ.
–– Announcement of the resurrection
–– Mary Magdalene and the apostles (typically represented by the singing
of the sequence, Victimae paschali laudes).
Settings following this template survive in liturgical manuscripts from
the convent at Barking Abby, the cathedral in Coutances, the church of
St. John the Evangelist in Dublin, the monastery of Mont-Saint-Michel,
and the cathedral in Rouen.22 Not all settings of the expanded Visitatio
Sepulchri from Norman/Angevin Europe include all of these elements.
The settings from Mont-Saint-Michel and Rouen, for example, do not
include the exchange between Mary Magdalene and the apostles that
concludes many of the others, while the settings from Dublin are missing the encounter of Mary Magdalene with the risen Christ. Simpler settings without the encounter between Mary Magdalene and Jesus survive
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< MISSING >

Pilatus Episode 1
Episode 1
Visitatio Sepulchri,
part 1

Episode 2
Episode 3

Pilatus Episode 2
Episode 1
Magdalene
(Visitatio Sepulchri,
part 2)

Episode 2
Episode 3

Episode 4/5?
Episode 1
Peregrinus

Episode 2
Episode 3

Pilate and the Soldiers
Three Marys and Merchants
Three Marys and Merchants (new)
Procession of the three Marys
Procession of the three Marys (new)
Three Marys and the Angel
Pilate and the Soldiers
First Magdalene lament
Jesus and Mary Magdalene
Mary Salome, Mary Iacobi, and the Angel
Second Magdalene Lament
Three Marys and the Angel
Angel’s announcement
< MISSING >
Mary Magdalene and Peter
Jesus and the Apostles
Thomas and Jesus (new)
Thomas and Jesus
Victimae paschali laudes

Table 5.1. Tours Ludus Paschalis Structural Overview.
(Shaded rows include items unique to Tours 927).

also in manuscripts from the monastery of Fécamp, various churches in
Jerusalem, the cathedral and Cappella Palatina in Palermo, and the monastery of Saint-Ouen in Rouen.23
Even more elaborate settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri survive in
several non-liturgical manus cripts or as appendices to—or insertions
within—otherwise liturgical manuscripts as well. These non-liturgically
situated settings are generally labeled Ludi Paschales by modern critics,
due both to their expanded poetic and musical structures and to their
missing, or ambiguous, liturgical contexts. Among settings related to the
Norman/Angevin exemplars cited above are the Ludi Paschales stemming
from Fleury,24 the cathedral in Maastricht, the monastery of St. Adelbert
in Egmond, and, of course, that of Tours.25 These add to the structure of
the Visitatio Sepulchri one or more episodes, including:
–– The encounter between the Marys and the spice merchants.
–– Mary Magdalene’s lament prior to her encounter with the risen Christ.
–– The encounter of the apostles and Christ in the days following the
resurrection.
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In addition, these settings typically amplify the texts of the liturgical
Visitationes with texts either borrowed from the liturgy or newly composed poetic/musical forms.
Settings of the Peregrinus ceremony in Norman/Angevin liturgical
manuscripts survive from the cathedral in Palermo, the Cappella Palatina
in Palermo, and the cathedral in Rouen. Three additional settings from
the cathedrals in Beauvais and Saintes and from Fleury are preserved in
non-liturgical books or in ambiguous liturgical contexts.26 Settings of the
Peregrinus typically include two episodes:27
–– The appearance of Christ as pilgrim to the apostles
on the road to Emmaus.
–– The appearance of Christ to the apostle Thomas.
The Tours ludus adapts the texts and melodies drawn from these various
medieval representations into a wholly new composition, adding two new
episodes relating Pilate’s interactions with the soldiers assigned to guard to
tomb before and after the resurrection and expanding the borrowed episodes with additional new poetry and music. Table 5.1 provides an overview of this structure.

Borrowed Material
In its use of material drawn from elsewhere, the Tours ludus is divisible
into three sections:
–– Three Marys visit the sepulcher (Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1), including:
–– The three Marys’ encounter with the merchants.
–– The Marys’ procession to the sepulcher.
–– The Marys’ encounter with the angel.
–– Mary Magdalene at the sepulcher
(Magdalene: Visitatio Sepulchri, part 2), including:
–– Mary Magdalene and Jesus
–– Mary Iacobi and Mary Salome and the angel
–– Three Marys and the angel
–– Jesus appears to the apostles (Peregrinus), including:
–– Jesus appears to the apostles.
–– Jesus appears to Thomas.
–– Conclusion (Victimae paschali laudes)
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It is conceivable that the borrowings in the Tours ludus could have been
drawn from a single source, now lost. However, given the manuscripts that
have survived, the borrowings appear to have been drawn from three distinct sources corresponding to the three sections outlined above.

Section 1. Visitatio Sepulchri
Section 1 is most closely related textually to the Ludi Paschales from
the monastery of St. Adelbert at Egmond (Egm) and the cathedral in
Maastricht (Maa)28 and to a lesser extent the Visitatio Sepulchri from the
cathedral in Palermo (Pal1), as is evident in Table 5.2.29
Section 1 is divided into three episodes. The opening episode relates
the Marys’ negotiations with a pair of spice merchants. This is followed by
a lament sung by the three Marys as they process to the place of the sepulcher. The final episode depicts the exchange between the Marys and the
angel at the empty tomb of Christ.
The exchange between the merchants and the Marys preserved in
the Tours ludus is found also in the Ludi Paschales from the cathedral
in Vich (Vic), the monastery of St. Adelbert in Egmond (Egm), and
the convent of Origny-Sainte-Benoîte (Ori).30 Several strophes are preserved within a number of German settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri as
well, including those from the collegiate churches in Braunschweig (Bra)
and Indersdorf (Ind), the Cistercian convent of Medingen bei Lüneburg
(Med), and the Latin School at Zwickau (Zwi1–2). Two strophes are
found in a ludus from the cathedral in Gerona (Ger) as well.31 Of the eight
strophes of “Omnipotens pater” contained in the Tours manuscript, seven
exist also in the manuscript from Vich and six are found in the manuscript
from Egmond. Most other settings include only the first three strophes,
and a few manuscripts include one or two strophes only (see Table 5.2).
The Ludus Paschalis from Origny, on the other hand, includes sixteen
strophes, but in Old French rather than Latin. Structurally, the melody of
“Omnipotens pater” follows an ‘aabR’ pattern, with a repeated melody (a)
for the first two phrases followed by a contrasting phrase (b) and a refrain
(R), a pattern common also to secular song.
Example 5.1 offers a comparison of the melody from the Tours ludus
for “Omnipotens pater” with those from Egmond, Braunschweig, Zwickau,
Origny-Sainte-Benoîte, and Vich. The melodies from the Egmond and
Origny settings end on G rather than F, and these are lowered a whole step
(B flat added) to facilitate the comparison. In this and the examples to fol-

×
×
×
×

Fle

Dub1-2

Pal1

Maa

Tours Texts
Three Marys and Merchants
Omnipotens pater altissime
Amisimus enim solacium
Sed eamus unguentum emere
Venite, si complacet emere
Quo si corpus pssestis ungere
Dic nobis, tu Mercator iuvenis
Mulieres michi intendite
Hoc unquentum si multum cupitis
Quid queritis
Aromata venimus emere
Dicite quid vultis?
Balsamum, thus, et mirram
Ecce jam ante vobis sunt omnia
Quasi centum libras satis habemus
Mille solidos postestis habere /
Libenter, domine
O summe rex eterne
Pilatus jussit militibus
Nil timeasti. Jesum venimus ungere.
Procession of the three Marys
Heu misera cur contigit
Heu redemptio Israel
Heu consolatio nostra
Iam, iam ecce, iam properemus

Egm
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Comments
Strophes 1–3 also in Zwi1–2,
and Pra.
Strophe 1 also in Bra and Med.
Strophe 3 also in Ind.
Strophes 3 and 5 also in Ger.
Strophes 1–3 and 5–8 also in Vic.
Ori contains 16 strophes in Old
French.
Same melody as “Quem queritis” below.

×
×

×
× × × Strophe 2 also in Bra, Klo, Mar,
×
× × × Zwi1–2. Different melody in Not1–2.
×
× × × Text transposed for Strophes 2 and
× ×
×
3 for Dub1–2 and Pal1. Text for
strophes 2 and 4 given in Lit—
strophe 4 gives notation, likely the
top voice of a polyphonic setting.

Non eget unguentum
Lamentemus tristissime
Tres venimus iam hodie
Angelorum eluquio
Ad vos dico, mulieres
Three Marys and the Angel
O Deus, quis revolvet

× × ×

Ecce lapis revolutis
Venite, venite, venite!
Quem queritis in sepulchro
Jhesum Nazarenum
Non est hic, surrexit, venite et videte
Vultum tristem iam mutate

×
×
×
×
×
×

×
×
×
×
×
×

Also in Féc. RouO. Lit provides a
musical setting for what is likely the
top voice of a polyphonic setting.

×
×
Also Cou & Mon.
× × ×
× × ×
×
× Also in Wil.

Table 5.2. Comparison of Tours Ludus Paschalis, Section 1 (Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1)
(Shaded rows are unique to Tours 927).
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low, the Tours text and melody is given in full, while those from the other
settings show only the variations from the Tours melody. Melodically, the
Tours setting corresponds most closely to that of Egmond. The Tours melody is close to the German settings and to that of Origny as well, while the
melody from Vich is distinct.

Example 5.1. Comparison of “Omnipotens pater altissime” (first strophe with refrain)

The processional lament of the three Marys given in the Tours manuscript
is common among the more elaborate Norman/Angevin settings of the
Visitatio Sepulchri. This lament consists of three short strophes that are
unified both poetically and melodically followed by a fourth strophe that
is poetically and melodically distinct.32 The second strophe is found independently in several German settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri.33 The second and fourth strophes are found also in the Shrewsbury fragment (Lit),
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although music is given only for the fourth strophe.34 The melody of the
Tours setting of the lament is closest to those of the several German settings, with that from Egmond not far behind. The melodies from Dublin
and Fleury diverge to a greater degree, particularly toward the end of the
verse. The melody of the setting from Palermo is even further removed,
while those from the convent at Nottuln are wholly different. I offer the
more widely disseminated second strophe as Example 5.2:

Example 5.2: Comparison of “Heu redemption Israel”

The encounter between the Marys and the angel at the empty tomb corresponds textually to the Ludi Paschales from Egmond and Maastricht
as well as to the Visitatio Sepulchri from the cathedral in Palermo.
Melodically, the Tours setting follows the outline of these settings as
well. The most widespread of the texts is the characteristically Norman
“O Deus, quis revolvet” that opens the Marys’ exchange with the angel at
the tomb. Melodies for this text are preserved in the Ludi Paschales from
Egmond and Maastricht and the settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri from
the cathedral in Palermo and from the monasteries of Fécamp (Féc) and
Saint-Ouen in Rouen (RouO). These are given in Example 5.3.
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Example 5.3. Comparison of “O Deus! Quis revolvet”

While there is greater melodic divergence than seen thus far, the melody
of the Tours setting remains closest to those of Egmond and Maastricht
and to a lesser extent to those of the other settings. A similar degree of correspondence is evident in the other texts from this episode as well.

Section 2. Magdalene (Visitatio Sepulchri)
The second section of borrowed material offers an unusually configured,
and abridged, setting of Mary Magdalene’s encounter with the angel and
with the risen Christ. While these texts normally follow the visit of the
three Marys directly in other expanded settings of the Norman/Angevin
Visitatio Sepulchri, those offered in the Tours ludus are separated from the
earlier episode by a new episode depicting the report to Pilate by the soldiers assigned to guard the tomb.
The Tours setting of the Magdalene section is drawn from a different
tradition from that of the earlier encounter between the three Marys and
the angel. While the texts of the earlier section are most closely related to
those of the Ludus Paschalis of Egmond, the texts of the Magdalene section
find their closest parallels in the several settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri
from the cathedral in Rouen (Rou 1–4), as is evident in Table 5.3.
Following a long and unique lament by Mary Magdalene (see the
discussion of the new material below), the Tours ludus presents a modified
version of the Rouen encounter between Mary Magdalene and the angel
at the tomb. The angel’s interrogatory “Mulier, quid ploras?” from the

Ori

Vic

Egm

Bar

Tours Texts

Rou1-4
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Comments

Mary Magdalene and Jesus
Heu! Me misere
Jhesu Christe, mundi totius gloria
O magister!
Quare pie te si
Rex cunctorum angelorum
O quam magno

First 2 lines found in Bou1–4

Jhesu Christe tu spes mea
Quid agam? Heu tristis, quid dicam?
Mulier quid ploras?

×

×

×

×

×

Quia tulerunt Dominum meum

×

×

×

×

×

Mary Iacobi, Mary Salome, and the Angel
Quem queritis?

×

×

Viventem cum mortuis

×

×

Non est hic, sed surrexit, venite et videte ×

×

Recordamini qualiter locutus est

×

×

×

× CAO 1479. Also in in Fle,
Maa, Egm (precedes “Mulier
quid ploras”) and in Lao1–2
(as “Ardens est cor nostrum”)
and Sai (precedes “Quem
queritis”).

×

Three Marys and the Angel
Tu pater, qui es in celis
Cara soror nimis langor
Ardens est cor meum

Quem queritis

×

Viventem cum mortuis

×

Nichi tibi est timendum
< MISSING >
Mary Magdalene and Peter
. . . videam
Hanc meam dolente corde
Dic mihi soror Maria, quod iter incipiam
Vade cito hanc per viam

Table 5.3. Comparison of Tours Ludus Paschalis, Section 2 (Magdalene)
(Shaded rows are unique to Tours 927).
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Rouen settings is assigned here to Jesus who is absent from the exchange
that follows. The texts of both the question (“Mulier quid ploras?”) and
answer (“Quia tulerunt Dominum meum”) are drawn from the Gospel
of John (20:13), and their melodies are consistent with those of other
Norman/Angevin settings, as Susan Rankin observed some years ago. 35
Both the Tours and Rouen settings follow this with Luke’s account of the
encounter between the Marys and the angel (Luke 24:5–6). Aside from
the Tours ludus, the Rouen Visitationes are the only others to juxtapose
Luke’s account with that of John. In the Rouen settings, the entire set of
texts (“Quem queritis,” “Viventem cum mortuis,” “Non est hic sed surrexit,” and “Recordamini qualiter locutus est”) is assigned to the angel.
The Tours version, on the other hand, divides the text, with the Marys
responding “Viventem cum mortuis” to the angel’s “Quem queritis,” and
the angel answering with “Non est hic” and “Recordamini.”
The melodies for the texts common to the Tours and Rouen settings are similar, although not to the same degree seen with the melodies
from those of Egmond in the earlier section. Example 5.4 shows settings of “Recordamini qualiter locutus est” from Tours, Rouen, Egmond,
Maastricht, and Origny. While the Tours setting of this melody shows
some divergence from that from Rouen, particularly in their finals, both
the Tours and Rouen melodies are wholly different from those of Egmond,
Maastricht, and Origny. The Rouen melody is lowered by a fifth to facilitate the comparison.
The Rouen settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri follow this with Mary
Magdalene’s recognition of Jesus: “Maria” / “Rabboni” and Jesus’ admonishment: “Noli me tangere, etc.” ( John 20:16). This is not given in the
Tours setting, however, and the account from Luke is repeated in modified
form. The repetition of the text from Luke is preceded by a short lament
consisting of two newly composed texts: the first recalling the opening of
the Lord’s Prayer (“Tu pater, qui es in celis”) and the second with words of
consolation by Mary Iacobi and Mary Salome. This is followed by the antiphon “Ardens est cor meum” (CAO 1479),36 which is found in settings of
the Visitatio Sepulchri from Laon (Lao) and Saintes (Sai) as an introduction to the exchange between the angel and the Marys at the tomb and
in the Ludi Paschales from Fleury (Fle), Maastricht (Maa), and Egmond
(Egm) as preface to Mary Magdalene’s recognition of Jesus in the garden
(see Table 5,3). While the juxtaposition of the three visits to the sepulcher
within the Magdalene section has proven problematic for many observers, the numerical ordering of the visits: one Mary (Mary Magdalene), two
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Example 5.4. Comparison of “Recordamini, qualiter locutus est.”

Marys (Mary Iacobi and Mary Salome) and finally all three Marys, may
have been intentional. Both the sum and the product of these numbers
equal six, a theologically significant number that represents the six days
of creation and more significantly the six ages of the world: from from the
creation of the world to the coming of Christ and the end of time.37
A newly composed announcement in verse follows the Marys’
“Viventem cum mortuis,” although it is cut off by the missing folio.
When the ludus continues after the gap, Mary Magdalene is speaking with
Peter. Peter responds with “Dic mihi soror Maria, quod iter incipiam,” a
text reminiscent of the line “Dic nobis Maria, quid vidisti in via” from
the sequence “Victimae paschali laudes” that concludes most expanded
Norman/Angevin settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri.38

Section 3. Peregrinus
The final section of borrowed material is drawn from the Peregrinus ceremony. The Tours ludus is not the only setting of the Ludus Paschalis to
incorporate Christ’s appearance to the apostles and to Thomas following
the resurrection. Similar pairings are found also in the Ludi Paschales from
the cathedrals in Vich (Vic) and Maastricht (Maa) and from the monastery of St. Adelbert in Egmond (Egm).39 The Tours setting, however, has
little in common with these, and it is closest textually to the settings from
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Jesu nostra redemptio

RouP2-5

Egm

SaiP

CarP

FleP

BeaP

PalP2-3

Tours Texts
Jesus and the Apostles
Tristis errant apostoli

PalP1

the cathedral in Palermo (PalP1) and from Fleury (FleP) and to a lesser
extent to that preserved in the Carmina Burana fragment as is evident in
Table 5.4.40

Comments
5th stanza, Aurora lucis:
Hymn Common of Saints,
Octave Paschae

×

×

×

×

(PalP3)

×

× Hymn for Ascension,
Pentecost, Octave Paschae.
4th stanza, Aurora lucis

Salutis iam gemitibus
Pax vobis, ego sum

×

×

×

×

×

×

CAO 4254

Videte manus meas

×

×

×

×

×

×

CAO 5400

×

×

×

×

×

×

CAO 5079 (Mode 4 version).
Widespread in Norman and
German Visitatio Sepulchri &
Peregrinus.

Ecce, Deus noster.
Surrexit Dominus de
sepulchro
Jesus and Thomas
Thomas dicor Didimus
O fallax Juda proditor
Thomas vidimus Dominum
Nisi videro in manibus

×
×

Pax vobis, ego sum

×

Thomas, mitte manum
Dominus meus et Deus

×

Quia vidisti me, Thomas

×

Misi digitum meum

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

CAO 4254

×

CAO 3782

×

CAO 4513
CAO 3783

Table 5.4. Comparison of Tours Ludus Paschalis, Section 3 (Peregrinus).
(Shaded rows are unique to Tours 927).

The Peregrinus portion of the Tours ludus is largely an abbreviation of that
from the cathedral in Palermo, with the first and final elements of Jesus’
appearance to the apostles (“Jesu nostra redemptio” and “Pax vobis, etc.” /
“Videte manus meas”) from the Palermo Peregrinus followed by nearly the
whole of the Palermo exchange between Jesus and Thomas. Melodically,
the abbreviated Peregrinus of the Tours ludus is not quite so closely bound

Observations on the Tours Ludus Paschalis  195

to any of the other Peregrinus ceremonies. Many of the melodies, in fact,
show a great deal of variation among the several sources. The setting of
“Nisi videro in manibus” is illustrative (see Example 5.5).

Example 5.5. Comparison of “Nisi videro in manibus.”

To the extent that affinities exist between the Tours ludus and other settings of the Peregrinus, the melodies for the antiphons in particular are
generally closest to those found in the settings from the cathedrals of
Palermo and Beauvais.41 The setting of “Videte manus meas” (CAO 5400)
is typical (see Example 5.6).

Example 5.6. Comparison of “Videte manus meas” (CAO 5400).
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While the texts of the borrowed portions incorporated into the Tours
ludus are clearly related to those of three independent settings of the
Ludus Paschalis, Visitatio Sepulchri, and Peregrinus, their melodies are not
so easily cast. The melodies of the opening section remain largely faithful
to those of the Ludi Paschales of Egmond and Maastricht to which this
section of the Tours ludus is textually bound. The melodies of the later sections, those associated with the Visitationes of Rouen and the Peregrinus
of Palermo, on the other hand, show a progressively greater degree of
independence. What this may mean, if anything, is unclear. Such melodic
variation among sources from differing traditions is certainly not uncommon, and we cannot know if the latter two sections were drawn from more
closely related settings now lost. While it seems improbable, particularly
considering the number of sources no longer extant and our ignorance
of the place where the ludus may have been compiled, the progression
of melodic adherence to existing musical models from largely bound to
largely unbound may have a deeper significance. Whether intentional or
not, the loosening of melodic fidelity over the course of the ludus can be
seen metaphorically as reflecting Paul’s observation in his Epistle to the
Galatians (3:23–25) that before Christ we were “kept in a law shut up,
unto that faith which was to be revealed,” but “now that this faith has
come, we are no longer under a pedagogue.”42

Newly-Composed Material
Interleaved with the texts borrowed for the Tours ludus are new texts and
melodies apparently composed for or adapted to the ludus. Forty years
ago, David Hughes outlined the motivic unity of the first of the two
Magdalene laments and he noted a similar pattern in the second shorter
lament as well.43 The motivic connections observed by Hughes extend
beyond these two laments, however. Whether the unique portions of the
ludus were borrowed from sources no longer extant or newly composed,
the composer or compiler took some pains to provide motivic unity to
the new material of the ludus as a whole.44 The added material in the Tours
ludus is contained in the two sections relating the interchange between

Example 5.7. Pilatus Motive 1 (“Venite ad me milites”).

Observations on the Tours Ludus Paschalis  197

Example 5.8. Pilatus Motive 1 Distribution.

Pilate and the soldiers before and after the resurrection as well as in the
expansions to the borrowed sections discussed above (see Tables 5.1–5.4).
The opening folio of the ludus is missing , and what has survived begins with an exchange between Pilate and the soldiers based on
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Matthew 27:65–66. Pilate’s opening speech contains two melodic motives
that recur throughout the ludus. Example 5.7 gives the opening of Pilate’s
speech, where the first Pilatus motive appears twice, both in its full form
and in a modified version.
This motive appears fifteen times in both partial and complete
forms. While the motive is not tied to any particular speaker, its greatest
concentration is in those sections where Pilate and the soldiers appear (see
Table 5.5). What these texts have in common is a focus on the sepulcher
itself. Pilate directs the soldiers to guard the sepulcher, and the soldiers
swear to do so. The angel tells the Marys that the sepulcher is empty. The
soldiers report back to Pilate that the sepulcher is empty, and Pilate reacts
to that news. Example 5.8 presents a list of the occurrences for this motive,
indicating the section of the ludus where it is found (see Table 5.1), the
text sung, and the speaker to whom the text is assigned.
The melody provided for the antiphon “Surrexit Dominus de sepulchro,” in addition to incorporating the first Pilatus motive (see Example
5.8, last row), also mirrors two of the more identifiable motives from the
opening of the angel’s “Quem queritis in sepulchro” from the Marys’ first
encounter with the angel (see Table 5.1). These are given in Example 5.9.
The words “queritis” and “Dominus” are set identically, while the words
“sepulchro” in both are set a fifth apart.45

Example 5.9. “Quem queritis in sepulchro” and “Surrexit Dominus in sepulchro.”

Example 5.10. Pilatus Motive 2 (“Venite ad me milites”).
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Example 5.11. Pilatus Motive 2 Distribution.
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More commonly found is the extended Gallican cadence that concludes
the median and final phrases of Pilate’s opening speech, a motive that Krieg
saw as derivative from the sequences “Victimae paschali laudes” (quid
vidisti in via) and “Dies irae” (opening).46 This is given in Example 5.10.
While this may be a common cadential formula, its pervasiveness in
the ludus suggests a more deliberate intent. Example 11 presents a list of
the occurrences for this motive, indicating the section of the ludus where
it is found, the text sung, and the speaker to whom the text is assigned.
A third motive is introduced in the response of the milites to Pilate’s
opening speech. This is given in Example 5.12.

Example 5.12. Milites Motive (“Ergo eamus” and “Ne forte veniant”).

This motive returns for three iterations during the second Pilatus episode.
Example 5.13 presents a list of the occurrences for this motive, indicating
the section of the ludus where it is found, the text sung, and the speaker to
whom the text is assigned. This motive is associated with the milites exclusively, whether sung by them directly or by Pilate.

Example 5.13. Milites Motive Distribution.
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In his analysis of the first Magdalene lament of the Tours ludus, David
Hughes pointed to the anticipation of melodic motives from the so-called
prosa “O quam magno” in the lament’s preceding texts and to the continuing presence of these motives in the texts that followed.47 Beyond its
appearance in the Tours ludus, “O quam magno” survives only in liturgical manuscripts from the cathedral in Bourges, where it typically serves as
introduction to the Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri.48 The Bourges setting of this
text, labeled prosa or versus in the manuscripts, consists of two strophes of
five lines each, with each strophe set to the same melody.49 The Tours ludus
includes only the first two lines of the first strophe, and its melody is a
sparse version of that found at Bourges, as is shown in Example 5.14.

Example 5.14. Comparison of “O quam magno” Melodies.

These two lines are extended in the Tours ludus by two lines not found
elsewhere. Taking a somewhat different approach than did Hughes, I focus
here on two motives present in the Tours setting of “O quam magno” that
recur not only in the lament itself, but before and after the lament as well.
Example 5.15 shows the use of the two motives within the full setting of
the Tours version of “O quam magno.”

Example 5.15. O quam Motives 1 and 2 (“O quam magno”).
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Example 5.16. O quam Motive 1 Distribution.
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Example 5.17. “Ihesu Christe, mundi tocius Gloria.”

Example 5.18. “Ihesu Christe, tu spes mea.”

Example 5.16 presents a list of the occurrences for the first of these motives,
indicating the section of the ludus where it is found, the text sung, and the
speaker to whom the text is assigned.
The second of the two motives is even more pervasive, occurring
some ninety-one times over the course of the ludus as a whole. Due to the
frequency of their occurrence I do not list these here. An overview of the
use of this and the other four motives among the melodies of the unique
texts in the Tours ludus is given in Table 5.5 below.
One aspect of the two motives not noted by Hughes is the chiasmic
structure that they show over the course of the lament. Chiasmus, one of

204   Michael L. Norton

the so-called Gorgian figures, is a form of rhetorical balance where the
second part is syntactically balanced against the first but with the parts
reversed.50 Both motives serve as the foundation for the five lines of “Ihesu
Christe mundi,” which although of irregular lengths adapt both motives
for each line in a clear foreshadowing of their appearance in “O quam
magno” several units later (see Example 5.17).
Following “O quam magno” the two motives appear again in “Ihesu
Christe, tu spes mea,” although in reverse order from that given in “Ihesu
Christe, mundi” and “O quam magno” (see Example 5.18).
Example 5.19 shows the opening lines of the three texts together.

Example 5.19. O quam Motives in the Opening Lines of “Ihesu Christe, mundi,”
“O quam magno,” and “Ihesu Christe, tu spes mea.”

The pervasive use of the second O quam motive is even more striking if
we consider it as a variation for (or an extension of ) the end of the first
Pilatus motive (f3–e3–d3; see Examples 5.7 and 5.8). In addition to the
ten times that the figure is used in the Pilatus motive and its ninety-one
iterations in the second O quam motive, the descending figure f3–e3–d3 is
found an additional fifty-three times over the course of the ludus. The frequency of the simple downward figure is also inversely proportional to that
of the second O quam motive. Indeed, as the incidences of the O quam
figure (f3–e3–d3–e3) increase, those of the simpler figure (f3–e3–d3) fall
off. Thus, the turning upward of the second O quam motive (from d3 to
e3) can also be seen as a kind of reversal that reinforces the more deliberate musical chiasmus given by the pairing of the two O quam motives.
Further rhetorical balance is provided by the repetition of motives from
“Quem queritis” (situated early in the ludus) within the antiphon “Surrexit
Dominus” (placed near its end, see Example 5.9 above). The musical chiasmus thus marks a turning point in the ludus, for which “O quam magno”
serves as pivot. Its exultation at the “joy of celebration” in the midst of the
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lament, as illogical as this might seem to be, serves effectively to signify the
reversal from the ambivalence expressed in “Ihesu Christe, mundi” and the
lines that follow to the hope of “Ihesu Christe, tu spes mea.”
Looking at the five motives over the whole of the ludus reveals
another interesting aspect of the motivic construction of the work.
Table 5.5 presents the distribution of the five motives among the unique
texts/melodies in the Tours ludus along with several pre-existing texts in
which one or more motives also appears. The numbers in the columns represent the number of times the motive appears within that particular text.
The Pilatus and Milites motives cluster in those episodes where
Pilate and the soldiers are speaking. The opening motive (Pilatus motive
1) is used also in the Visitatio Sepulchri portion of the ludus, in the procession of the Marys to the tomb and the Marys encounter with the angel,
as well as in the second Magdalene lament (“Tu pater qui es in celis”) and
the Peregrinus section (“Surrexit Dominus de Sepulchro”). The cadential
motive (Pilatus motive 2) extends beyond the episodes dealing with Pilate
and into the negotiation between the Marys and the merchants as well as
to the first Magdalene lament.
A similar pattern is evident with the O quam motives. While the
first O quam motive extends beyond the Magdalene lament itself, it
remains within the bounds of the Magdalene section as a whole (assuming
that the material following the missing folio still belongs with that preceding the gap). The second motive is more expansive. While it is used most
intensively in the Magdalene section, the motive extends from the beginning of the ludus to its close.
The motivic pattern shows a progression from the earthly concerns
of Pilate and the soldiers to the reality of the resurrection, from a focus
on the physical remains of Jesus and the tomb within which they were
enclosed to the Marys’ anguish over the missing body and to their realization that Christ is alive. Moreover, both groups of motives, those of Pilate
and the soldiers and those associated with “O quam magno” overlap at the
seam, showing that the passage from the concerns of the world to those of
heaven was both a process and a reversal. The reversal itself is underscored
by the musical chiasmus in the midst of the work, a chiasmus that invokes
both the Trinity and the cross, a chiasmus that surrounds the words “O
quam magno” with “Jesu Christe” on either end, a chiasmus that embeds
the announcement of the resurrection “Surrexit Dominus de sepulchro”
into the angel’s query at the tomb, and a chiasmus that shows both audibly
and visually the turn from lament to joy. What we have is a remarkable

Venite ad me milites (Pilatus)
Ergo eamus et quid dixit (Milites)
Ne forte veniant (Milites)

Pilatus Episode 1
2

2

1+
1
1 (end)
Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1
Three Marys and the Merchants
Aromata venimus emere (Marie)
Dicite quod vultis (Mercator)
Balsamum, thus et mirram (Marie)
1
1
Ecce iam ante vobis (Mercator)
Quasi centum libras (Marie)
2
1
Mille solidos potestis (Mercator)
Libenter, Domine (Marie)
1
O summe rex eterne (Maria Salome)
Pilatus iussit militibus (Maria Iacobi)
1
Nil temeamus (Maria Salome)
1
Procession of the Three Marys
Heu redemptio Israel
Heu consolation nostra
Iam, iam ecce
1 (end)
Non eget unguentum (Angelus)
1 (end)
Lamentemus tristissime (Maria Magdalene)
Tres venimus iam hodie (Maria Iacobi)
Angelorum eluquio (Maria Salome)
Ad vos dico, mulieres (Angelus)
1 (end)
Three Marys and the Angel
Non est hic / Venite et videte
Pilatus Episode 2
Heu miseri quid facimus (Milites)
1 (end)
Vos Romani milites (Pilatus)
2
Pro quo gentiles fuimus (Milites)
1
1
Legem non habuistis (Pilatus)
1
Nos veritatem dicumus (Milites)
1
Hec ergo volo (Pilatus)
1 (end)
2
Tunc erit (Milites)
Magdalene (Visitatio Sepulchri, part 2)
Mary Magdalene and Jesus
Heu me misera (Maria Magdalene)
1
Ihesu Christe mundi totius (Maria Magdalene)

O Quam 2

O Quam 1

Milites

Pilatus 2

Text (Speaker)

Pilatus 1
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3
1
2

1

3

1

1
1
1
1
3
4
2
2
1
1
1
1
1

2

5

3
4

Mary Magdalene and Peter
. . . videam
Hanc meam dolenti (Maria Magdalene)
Dic mihi soror Maria (Petrus)
Vade cito hanc per viam (Maria Magdalene)
Peregrinus
Pax vobis / Videte manus meas ( Jesus)
1 (end)
Surrexit Dominus de sepulchro (Discipuli)
1
Thomas dicor Didimus (Thomas)
O fallax Iuda proditor (Thomas)
15
19

1
3

O Quam 2

O Quam 1

Text (Speaker)
O magister quare pie (Maria Magdalene)
Rex cunctorum angelorum (Maria Magdalene)
O quam magno (Maria Magdalene)
Ihesu Christe tu spes mea (Maria Magdalene)
Quia tulerunt Dominum (Maria Magdalene)
Mary Iacobi, Mary Salome, and the Angel
Non est hic / Recordamini (Angelus)
1
Three Marys and the Angel
Tu pater qui es in celis (Maria Magdalene)
2 (end)
Cara soror (Maria Iacobi and Salome)
Nichil tibi est timendum (Angelus)

Milites

Pilatus 2

Pilatus 1
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5
2
9
4
1
1

2+
2 (beg.)

1
1

8
2
9

1
1
4
4
2

6

15

4
91

Table 5.5. Distribution of Motives among Unique Texts in the
Tours Ludus Paschalis. (Pre-existing texts/melodies in bold).

example of the ways in which music could be used to underscore exegetical
themes.
While we cannot know with any degree of certainty, the author or
compiler may have intended to undergird exegetical points numerically
as well. I have already spoken about the succession of the Marys in the
Magdalene section—from one to two to three—which invokes the number six as the sum and product of its terms as well as functioning as a percussive cadence driving home the reality of Christ’s resurrection. But there
are other numerological pointers as well. The division of the ludus into five
sections, the division of the Visitatio Sepulchri and Peregrinus sections into
three episodes (see Table 5.1), and the possible extension of the Magdalene
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section into five episodes with the chiasmus in its midst (assuming a new
episode depicting Christ’s appearance to Mary Magdalene in the missing
folio), strongly suggest the author or compiler’s intent to infuse number
to underscore theological points: three representing the Trinity, five the
Passion of Christ, and six the ages of the world, culminating with Christ’s
coming and final judgment.51

The Tours Ludus as Gospel Harmony
Difficulties understanding its odd structure with its several statements
of the Marys’ encounter with the angel at the empty tomb largely vanish
if the ludus is considered as exegesis rather than theater. In addition to
whatever exegetical resonance might issue from its melodic and numerical structure, the ludus functions also as Gospel harmony. Indeed, the
Tours ludus shows a remarkable affinity with the best known of the Gospel
harmonies, the Diatesseron of Tatian the Assyrian. Composed about 170
C.E, the original form of the Diatesseron has been a matter of some dispute among biblical scholars. Widely known among the Fathers of the
Church, the Diatessaron served as the standard Gospel text for some areas
of the early Church as late as the fifth century, and over the centuries
that followed, it spread as far afield as China, England, and possibly even
Iceland.52 The oldest surviving Latin translation dates from 546 C.E. and
was copied in southern Italy at the direction of Bishop Victor of Capua.
Later owned by St. Boniface, this manuscript is preserved today in the
Hessisches Landesbibliothek in Fulda.53
The use of Gospel harmonies and the Diatesseron, and its vernacular successors in particular, as sources for the settings for the Visitatio
Sepulchri has been artfully argued by Melanie Batoff in her recent doctoral dissertation on the Visitatio Sepulchri in medieval Germany,
and I am deeply indebted to her insights for much of what follows. 54
Seeking to understand the conflation of gospel accounts evident in the
Type 2 Visitationes, Dr. Batoff examined the Diatessaron of Tatian and
Augustine’s De Consensu Evangelistarum as possible sources for the Type
2 Visitationes that dominated the liturgies of German-speaking Europe,
particularly in Bavaria and Austria. She traced the Latin translation
owned by Boniface to its vernacular translations at or near Fulda into
Old High German in the early ninth century (St. Gall, Stiftsbibliothek,
MS 56), its translation into Old Saxon as the Heliand, which offered a
reduced version of the Diatessaron in nearly six thousand rhymed lines,55
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and the Old High German Evangelienbuch of Otfrid of Weißenburg later
in the ninth century. She noted the Heliand’s adaptation of the Gospel
text to Saxon expectations: “Drawing on a popular, secular style of versification as a vehicle for delivering a Christian message, was a purposeful
attempt to reach out to the Saxons, many of whom were hostile to their
new religion. In essence, the Heliand was a recasting of the Diatessaron as
a heroic epic.”56 Both the Heliand and the Evangelienbuch, moreover, were
likely performed publically and almost certainly sung.57 And it was these
that served as the inspiration, if not the model, for the Type 2 Visitatio
Sepulchri two or more centuries later.
While the western witnesses to the Diatesseron itself were concentrated in German-speaking Europe,58 the concept of a Gospel harmony
also captured the imagination of scholastics in France and England during
the twelfth century. Zacharias Chrysopolitanus (d. ca. 1155), scholasticus
at the cathedral of Besançon and later monk at the Premonstratensian
abbey of Saint-Martin in Laon, wrote a commentary ca. 1140–45 of what
he claimed to be the harmony of Ammonius of Alexandria, a precursor to
the Diatessaron.59 Peter Comestor (d. 1178), dean of the cathedral chapter
at Troyes and after 1164 the chancellor of Notre Dame de Paris where he
also held the chair of theology, included a commentary on an unknown
Gospel harmony in his Historia Scholastica (completed ca. 1173).60 Peter
the Chanter (d. 1197), cantor at Notre Dame de Paris from 1183 to
1196, also wrote a commentary on the Diatessaron that was widely dispersed, particularly among Cistercian houses.61 Clement of Llanthony (d.
after 1176), the prior of the Augustinian abbey of Llanthony in southeast Wales,62 wrote a Concordia Quatuor Evangelistarum, which survives
in a number of Norman and English manuscripts.63 The Middle-English
Pepysian Harmony, although copied ca. 1400, appears to have been based
on an Old French model, which suggests that such harmonies may have
been even more commonplace among the French than the surviving
manuscripts might suggest.64
A comparison of the episodes depicted in the ludus with the relevant portion of Tatian’s Diatesseron and their Gospel parallels is given in
Table 5.6. While the sequencing of the episodes does not agree between
the ludus and the Diatessaron, the episodes themselves show a remarkable
degree of convergence.65 The convergence is even more pronounced when
looking at this from the standpoint of the Diatesseron itself. Table 5.7 presents the episodes in the order given in the Diatessaron. Rows with grey
background and italicized text are not depicted in the ludus.
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Section
Pilatus
Episode 1

Episode

A1. Pilate
and Soldiers
B1. Three Marys
and the Merchants

Visitatio
Sepulchri,
part 1

B2. Procession of
the Three Marys
B3. Three Marys
and the Angel

Pilatus
Episode 2

Gospel Source
Diatesseron Comments
MISSING
Other than first
line (from Matt.
Matthew 27:64-66
52:40–44
27:64), free poetic
elaboration
52:37–38
Free poetic
Mark 16:1-2
52:39 &
Luke 23:56 & 24:1
elaboration
45–47

Matthew 28:5-6
Mark 16:2-6
Luke 24:3

52:48–55

Matthew 28:11–15

53:26–30

John 20:11–15
Mark 16:9

53:18–22
53:25

Luke 24:4–7

53:1–4

2 Marys
(Iacobi and Salome)

Luke 24:4–7

53:1–4

3 Marys (Modified
Setting of D2)

Magdalene
(Visitatio
Sepulchri,
part 2)

C. Pilate and
Soldiers
D1: Magdalene
and Jesus
D2: Mary Iacobi,
Mary Solome,
and the Angel
D3: Three Marys
and the Angel

John 20:18

53:31

Luke 24:36-48
John 20:21–23

54:1–14
54:15–16

Peregrinus

D4: Magdalene
and Peter (end)
E1: Jesus and the
Apostles
E2. Jesus and
Thomas

John 20:24-29

54:17–22

E3. Victimae
paschali laudes

None

N/A

Free poetic
elaboration
1 Mary
(Magdalene)

MISSING
Most of this is
missing

Table 5.6. Correspondence of the Tours Ludus with the Diatesseron
and its Gospel Sources.

Looking specifically at those verses not accounted for within
the ludus, nearly all would fit into the gaps represented by the missing
bifolium. The opening folio likely contained Pilate’s dealings with the
Pharisees given in Matthew 27:62–63 (Diatesseron 52:40–41), as nearly
all prior critics have argued.66 The other missing folio is not so easily filled.
However, it is at least conceivable that most of the missing passages could
have been given form in the space between the Marys’ final announcement
of the resurrection and the conclusion of Mary Magdalene’s encounter
with Peter. If the Magdalene section of the Tours ludus was intended as an
elaboration of the episode found in the settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri
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Gospel

Ludus Section/Episode

52:38–39

Luke 23:56 & 24:1

B1: Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1/
Three Marys and the Merchants

52:40–41

Matthew 27:62–63

52:42–44

Matthew 27:64–66

A1: Pilatus Episode 1/
Pilate and Soldiers

52:45–47

Mark 16:1–2

B1: Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1/
Three Marys and the Merchants

52:48–55

Matthew 28:3–6
Mark 16:3–5
Luke 24:3

B3: Visitatio Sepulchri, part 1/
Three Marys and the Angel

53:1–4

Luke 24:4–7

D2, D3: Magdalene/Mary Iacobi,
Mary Salome and the Angel;
Three Marys and the Angel

53:5–8

Matthew 28:7
Mark 16:8

Tell disciples
he is risen

53:9–17

John 20:2–10

Apostles Peter &
John to sepulcher

53:18–22

John 20:11–15

53:23–24

John 20:16–17

Diatesseron

53:25
53:26–30
53:31

Absent from Ludus

Pilate and the
Pharisees

D1: Magdalene/
Mary Magdalene and Jesus
Magdalene and
Jesus: Maria/Raboni

Mark 16:9

D1: Magdalene/
Mary Magdalene and Jesus

Matthew 28:11–15

C: Pilatus Episode 2/
Pilate and Soldiers 2

John 20:18

D4: Magdalene/
Mary Magdalene and Peter

53:32–38

Matthew 28:8–10
Mark 16:10–11
Luke 24:9–11

53:39–61

Mark 16:13
Luke 24:13–35

54:1–16

Luke 24:36–48
John 20:21–23

E1: Peregrinus/
Jesus and Disciples

54:17–22

John 20:24–29

E2: Peregrinus/Thomas

Jesus, Apostles,
and Marys
Jesus and Disciples
on the Road to
Emmaus

Table 5.7. Correspondence of the Diatesseron and its Gospel Sources
with the Tours Ludus.
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from Rouen and elsewhere, the reappearance of Christ to Mary Magdelene
and her recognition and his admonishment “Noli me tangere” might well
have followed, along with the announcement by Mary Magdalene to the
apostles as well.67
* * *
The Ludus Paschalis of Tours, Bibliothèque municipale, MS 927 is a multifaceted work that draws on multiple liturgical traditions from within the
Norman/Angevin milieu and combines these with an almost kaleidoscopic array of new poetry and music. It is a sophisticated work created by
a sophisticated mind probably in the last half of the twelfth century somewhere within the broad sweep of territory where the liturgical customs
of Norman and Angevin churches held sway. Its creator was conversant
with liturgical practices from the breadth of Norman/Angevin Europe.
Its creator was familiar with the use of poetic and musical structures to
underscore exegetical points. Its creator was also well aware of the trends
of scholastic scholarship that were beginning to unfold from the cathedral
schools and the newly emerging universities.
The Tours ludus weaves liturgical and non-liturgical material in a
way that elevates what could have been a standard, albeit uniquely configured, liturgical ceremony to something altogether different. The Tours
ludus interleaves liturgical ceremonial with modern poetic and musical
techniques under the cover of scholastic exegesis to bring the truth of the
resurrection alive for those readers and auditors sophisticated enough to
appreciate the offering. In drawing from multiple liturgical traditions,
the Tours ludus underscores the universality of Christian truths and the
role that liturgy plays in revealing those truths. In its use of musical chiasmus, overlapping streams of melodic motives, and rich arrays of poetic
and musical designs, the Tours ludus merges creative imagination with
the Word of God to enrich the deeper meaning of the biblical texts. In
its use of numerical structures, the Tours ludus weds the well-understood
senses of numbers, invoking the Trinity, the Cross, and the wounds of
Christ, and sets these against the history of the world that culminates with
Christ’s coming and eventual return. In its modeling of Gospel harmonies, the Tours ludus serves as a liturgical, poetic, and musical analogue to
the commentaries on the Gospel harmonies that were emerging from the
schools in the last half of the twelfth century.
To be sure, our copy of the ludus is both incomplete and imperfect.
It is missing a bifolium, and its thirteenth-century scribes were not the
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skilled practitioners of their craft that we might have hoped they could be.
It is impossible to know what the monks of Marmoutier saw in the manu
script when they purchased it in 1716. It may well have been just one tome
nestled among others of infinitely greater value. Their understanding of
the manuscript as “prières en vers” may have been a result of ignorance or
of prescience—we cannot know. What we do know is that the eighteenthcentury monks of Marmoutier, and likely the creator of the ludus itself,
were unaware that what they had before them was a theatrical work in
any form. The Tours ludus did not conform to whatever rules of dramatic
propriety that we might want to impose because it did not need to do
so. Whether the Tours ludus succeeds as a theatrical work or not is thus
irrelevant. The Tours ludus succeeds as musical and numerical exegesis, as
a commentary of the harmony of the Gospel accounts, and as a powerful,
albeit unconventional, sermon on the history of salvation.

Abbreviations and Symbols
Du Méril

Du Méril, Origines du théâtre moderne.

LH	Leisibach and Huot, Die liturgischen Handschriften des
Kantons Wallis.
LM	Linke and Mehler, Die österlichen Spiele aus der
Ratsschulbibliothek Zwickau.
LOO	Lipphardt, Lateinische Osterfeiern und Osterspiele. LOO
numbers represent the identifiers provided by Lipphardt for
the sources given in his edition.
(Altstatt) Rankin Rankin, “A New English Source of the Visitatio Sepulchri”
and Altstatt, “Re-membering the Wilton Processional.”
Young	Young, Drama of the Medieval Church.
LP

Ludus Paschalis

VP1	Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri
VP1M	Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri (expanded)
VP2	Type 2 Visitatio Sepulchri
VP2M	Type 2 Visitatio Sepulchri (expanded)
Per

Peregrinus

*

Includes musical notation (pitch)

**

Includes musical notation (unheighted neumes)
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NOTES
* I would like to thank Dr. Christophe Chaguinian for encouraging me to take
a closer look at the Tours Ludus Paschalis in the first place and for graciously parting with his microfiche of the manuscript so that I might dig into its peculiarities.
I would also like to thank Dr. Melanie Batoff for her helpful comments on earlier
drafts of this article. Not only did she provide a number of references that I might
not have otherwise encountered, she offered a number of suggestions that have
improved the thrust of my argument. Whatever errors remain are entirely my own.
1
Luzarche, Adam. He published a textual edition and facsimile of the Tours
Ludus Paschalis along with a textual edition of the Latin songs that follow two
years later in Office de Pâques. Later studies by Luzarche on portions of the same
manuscript include Vie du pape Saint Grégoire le Grand (1857), Vie de Saint
George (1858), and La vie de la vierge Marie (1859).
2
Luzarche, Adam, iii. A discussion of the Lesdiguières collection is given
by Aymard, “Collection.” A more recent treatment is given by Roger Middleton,
“Index,” 143–45.
3
Luzarche, Adam, p. iii.
4
The only studies devoted specifically to the Tours ludus since that of Luzarche
are Eduard Krieg’s dissertation, published on the centennial of Luzarche’s study:
Krieg, Das lateinische Osterspiel von Tours, Richard Stegall’s University of Iowa
dissertation from 1974: Stegall, “The Tours Easter Play,” and David G. Hughes’s
study of the first Magdalene lament in the Tours ludus: Hughes, “Magdalene
Lament.” In addition to the facsimile provided by Luzarche in Office de Pâques,
musical editions have been offered by Charles Edmond de Coussemaker, Drames
liturgique, 21–48 (in chant notation) and by Krieg, Das lateinische Osterspiel,
Anhang, 1*–29* (rendered mensurally). Stegall, “The Tours Easter Play,” provides
a facsimile (249–65) as well as two editions: a performing edition rendered mensurally (201–45) and an edition using chant notation (267–83).
5
Young, Drama, 1:438 and 1:447–48.
6
Young, Drama, 1:449.
7
Smits van Waesberghe, “A Dutch Easter Play.”
8
Smoldon, “Liturgical Drama,” 188.
9
Hughes, “Magdalene Lament,” 276.
10
The expression “liturgical drama” was coined by Charles Magnin in a series
of lectures on the history of drama given at the Sorbonne during the academic
year 1834–35. I treat the history of the expression and its applicability to medieval liturgical and other compositions in my forthcoming book, Liturgical Drama
and the Reimagining of Medieval Theater.
11
On the multiple senses of the word “ludus” or “play,” see John C. Coldeway,
“‘Plays’ and ‘Play’” and Lawrence Clopper, Drama, Play, and Game, esp. 3–19.
12
On the distinction between Type 1 and Type 2, see Norton, “Of ‘Stages’
and ‘Types’.”
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Krieg, Das lateischen Osterspiel, 26–31, noted that there were two text
scribes and a single music scribe evident in the ludus. Robert Marichal, “Paléographie latine et française,” found two text hands at work in the first fascicle. Susan
K. Rankin, The Music of the Medieval Liturgical Drama, 2:110 was unsure of the
number of music scribes involved. However, the use of two different signs for
liquescences and the limitation of flat signs to only one part of the ludus suggests
that more than one music scribe may have participated.
14
Gaston Collon, Catalogue général, 2:667–70. Luzarche, Adam, vii–viii,
was the first to suggest that the opening gatherings were distinct from those that
followed. Léopold Delisle, “Note,” argued later that the entire manuscript was
written by a single scribe. Most subsequent scholars have accepted Luzarche’s conclusion. In recent years, paleographic analyses have further confirmed this division. In 1970, Marichal, “Paléographie latine et français” identified four hands in
the manuscript as a whole, two in the first fascicle and two in the second. More
recently, Genviève Hasenohr, “Philologie romane 2003,” has offered further confirmation, suggesting further that the merger of the two fascicles did not occur
until the eighteenth century.
15
Krieg, Das lateinische Osterspiel, 10–11.
16
Young, Drama, 1:447–49. I summarize Young’s discussion here.
17
Krieg, Das lateinische Osterspiel, p. 21. My translation.
18
Lipphardt, LOO 8:810. My translation.
19
For a listing of related settings for the Visitatio Sepulchri and Ludus Paschalis from Norman/Angevin manuscripts, see Appendix A, Sections 1–3. Section
1 includes those liturgical settings limited to the encounter between the Marys
and the angel(s) at the empty tomb of Christ. Section 2 includes those liturgical settings that expand this arrangement, typically with the appearance of the
risen Christ to Mary Magdalene. Section 3 includes settings of the even larger,
and more expansive, Ludi Paschales.
20
For a listing of Peregrinus settings from Norman/Angevin manuscripts, see
Appendix A, Section 4.
21
The most thorough discussion of the Visitatio Sepulchri in Norman/Angevin
manuscripts is Rankin, The Music of the Medieval Liturgical Drama. Earlier treatments were given by Diane Dolan, Le Drame liturgique de Pâques and Edith
Wright, The Dissemination of the Liturgical Drama in France.
22
See Appendix A, Section 2.
23
See Appendix A, Section 1.
24
The so-called Fleury Playbook, preserved within Orléans, Bibl. municipale,
MS 201, 176–243, is appended to a collection of sermons for Lent. The place
of origin for the ‘playbook’ portion of the manuscript has proven difficult to
determine. Long associated with the Benedictine abbey of Saint-Benoît in Fleury,
the manuscript was assigned by Solange Corbin, “Le manuscript 201 d’Orléans”
on paleographic grounds to the monastery of Saint-Lhomer in Blois. While her
assignment was accepted by Lipphardt (LOO 5:1490–97, 6:355, and 8:703–9),
13
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other scholars have dissented. Included among those maintaining the primacy of
Fleury are Grace Frank, Medieval French Drama, p. 44, n. 1; Richard Donovan,
“Two Celebrated Centers of Medieval Liturgical Drama;” and Fletcher Collins,
“The Home of the Fleury Playbook.” In his codicological study of the manuscript,
Michel Huglo, “Analyse codicologique” argued that the plays came from Parisian
and Orléans schools. Since there is no liturgical evidence placing this collection at
any particular house, I use “Fleury” as a generic label here.
25
See Appendix A, Section 3. On the Maastricht fragment and the Egmond
manuscript, see Joseph Smits van Waesberghe, “A Dutch Easter Play,” 21–28. On
the reliance of the Maastricht and Egmond ludi on Norman exemplars specifically, see the discussion by Smits van Waesberghe, ibid., 28–29.
26
Settings of the Peregrinus from Norman/Angevin manuscripts, whether
liturgical or not, are given in Appendix A, Section 4. The setting from Fleury
is contained within the so-called Fleury Playbook. The setting from Beauvais is
included within a liturgical miscellany containing prayers, hymns, and other items
collated from various manuscripts. The setting from Saintes is included as an
appendix to the breviary that precedes it. Studies of the Peregrinus include Mary
Margaret Mahone, “Latin Liturgical Drama” and Robert G. Kurvers, Ad Facien
dum Peregrinum. The music of the Peregrinus is treated by Rankin, The Music of
the Medieval Liturgical Drama, 1:207–91 and 2:131–64.
27
The setting from the cathedral in Palermo also includes the appearance of
Christ to Mary Magdalene between the two episodes.
28
The Maastricht fragment, which served as the binding for an Evangelium, is
missing much of the opening section. It begins with the conclusion of the Marys’
processional lament (“Iam, iam ecce”) and follows the order of the Egmond setting from that point to the end of the work.
29
See Appendices A–C for the sigla and full manuscript descriptions.
Appendix A provides lists of the Norman/Angevin settings of Visitatio Sepulchri, Ludus Paschalis, and Peregrinus. Appendix B provides a listing of sources
cited from beyond the Norman/Angevin sphere of influence. Appendix C lists
all manuscripts ordered by holding library. In this and in the tables that follow,
each line gives the incipit of a textual or poetic unit, with musically related lines
grouped within the same row.
30
The refrain to Omnipotens pater common to these settings of the encounter with the merchants is found also in a fragment from a late fifteenth-century
manuscript from Delft, although the poem itself is missing. See Lipphardt, LOO
5:1701 (No. 828). While the Ludus Paschalis from Origny (Ori) does contain an
extended setting of “Omnipotens pater altissime” in Old French, the ludus is otherwise unrelated to that of Tours.
31
On the exchange between the merchants and the Marys, see Nicole
Sevestre, “Le marchand dans le théâtre liturgique.”
32
All four strophes consist of two lines each. The first three range from seventeen to twenty syllables (8/9, 9/8, 9/11) with an end-rhyme of “abb” and no
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internal rhyme. These share a common melody that has been adapted to fit the
number of syllables. The fourth strophe is also two lines but with twenty-five syllables (13/12) and with internal rhyme.
33
The second strophe is also found in a number of German Osterspiele and
Passionen. See Ernst August Schuler, Die Musik der Osterfeiern, 208–9. See also
See Peter Loewen and Robin Waugh, “Mary Magdalene Preaches through Song,”
esp. the comparative edition provided in 621–41.
34
On the music of the Shrewsbury Fragment, see Frank Ll. Harrison, “Notes”
and Rankin, “Shrewsbury School MS VI.” Rankin argues that the fragment is a
triplum part-book, carrying the top-most voice for polyphonic settings of the
melodies given there, thus confirming Harrison’s speculation from a few years
earlier (Harrison, “Notes,” 126). See also Loewen and Waugh, “Mary Magdalene
Preaches through Song.” An edition of the text is provided by Davis, Non-Cycle
Plays, 1–7. Musical editions are given by Harrison, “Notes,” 128–33 and Richard
Rastall, The Heaven Singing, 1:308–27.
35
Rankin, The Music of the Medieval Liturgical Drama, 1:80–81, melodic
comparisons on 151–52 (examples 2.01–2.02). See also Rankin, “The Mary Magdalene Scene,” 234–39 (includes melodic comparisons).
36
CAO references are to the chant identification numbers given in Hesbert,
Corpus Antiphonalium Officii.
37
Honorius Augustodunensis joins the two senses in the Hexameron, col.
159: Sex quoque dies primi designant sex aetates mundi. Prima die lux creatur, et
prima aetate homo in paradiso ad perfruendam aeternam lucem collocatur. Haec
dies vespera clauditur, quando humanum genus in diluvio mergitur. Secunda die
firmamentum intra aquas solidatur, et secunda aetate humanum genus in Arca ab
undis conservatur. Haec dies vespera finitur, dum Pentapolis cum omnibus incolis
suis incendio consumitur. Tertia die terra ab aquis separatur, et tertia aetate fidelis
populus ab infidelibus segregatur: dum Abraham et sua posteritas cicumcisione,
deinde filii Israel lege a gentibus sequestrantur. Haec dies vespera terminatur, dum
idem populus a gentibus undique vastatur. Quarta dies sole et luna illustratur, et
quarta aetas regno David et templo Salomonis decoratur. Haec dies vespera concluditur, dum destructo templo populus in Babylonem captivus ducitur. Quinta
die aves de aquis producuntur, pisces ibi relinquuntur; et quinta aetate multi de
captivitate relaxantur, plurimi in ea retentantur: Haec dies per vesperam desiit,
diem judaea gentili regi subdi promeruit. Sexta die homo de munda terra formatur, et sexta aetate Christus de Virgine generatur. Ea etiam die Deus animalia fecit, et sexta aetate fideles, animalia sua, ad pascua vitae vocavit, quae pastu
corporis sui refecit. Haec dies per vesperam complebitur, cum hic mundus igne
extremo delebitur.
See also Heinz Meyer, Die Zahlenallegorese, 129–33.
38
Among the Norman/Angevin settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri, the
sequence “Victimae paschali laudes” is used either whole or in part in settings
from Barking Abbey (Bar, LOO 770), Coutances cathedral (Cou, LOO 771), the
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church of St. John the Evangelist in Dublin (Dub1–2, LOO 772–72a), the convent of Origny-Sainte-Benoîte (Ori, LOO 825), Maastricht cathedral (Maa, LOO
826), and the monastery of St. Adelbert at Egmond (Egm, LOO 827). See Appendix A, parts 2 and 3 for manuscript details.
39
The Peregrinus from the cathedral of Palermo, conversely, includes the
appearance of Christ to Mary Magdalene between Christ’s appearance to the
Apostles and Christ’s appearance to Thomas. See Lipphardt, LOO 5:1633–38
(No. 811).
40
I omit “Victimae paschali laudes” and “Te Deum” here since these typically
conclude Norman/Angevin settings of the Visitatio Sepulchri. The settings of the
Ludus Paschalis from both Egmond and Maastricht, which also include a brief,
albeit unrelated Peregrinus, conclude with these chants as well.
41
On the antiphons used in the Peregrinus ceremony, see Clyde W. Brockett,
“Easter Monday Antiphons and the ‘Peregrinus Play’.”
42
The Holy Bible (Douai/Rheims), New Testament, 215.
43
Hughes, “Magdalene Lament,” 283, n. 16.
44
Krieg noted melodic borrowings from the sequence Victimae paschali
laudes, the Lamentations of Jeremiah, and the Dies irae, among other sources, that
pervaded the ludus as well: Krieg, Das lateinische Osterspiel, 32–59. The motives
borrowed from the Lamentations are limited largely to the first Magdalene
lament. The other motives are dispersed throughout the ludus.
45
A similar parallel reading is found in the Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri from
the Benedictine monastery of Fécamp (Féc): Rouen, Bibliothèque municipale,
MS 253, fols. 54r–55r.
46
Krieg, Das lateinische Osterfeier, 34 and 43.
47
Hughes, “Magdalene Lament,” 279 notes the earlier observation by Smoldon, “Liturgical Drama,” 189: “The text [of the Tours lament] is written in irregular verse-form and merges finally into the well-known medieval prose, ‘O quam
magno dies ista celebranda gaudio’, to its usual setting. It then becomes apparent
that the music of the rest of the verses has been founded on this tune, anticipating
and foreshadowing its appearance—an interesting and unusual device.”
48
Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 1255, fol. 151v (thirteenth-century breviary
with music, LOO 96), Bourges, Bibl. municipale, MS 18 (17), fol. 227v (fifteenth-century breviary without music—only two lines given, LOO 97), Le Bouveret (Switzerland), Monastère Saint-Benoît de Port-Valais, MS 1, fols. 159v–60r
(15th c. breviary without music, not in LOO), and Breviarium Sancte Patriarcalis et Metropolitane Bituricensis Ecclesie (Paris, 1522), 70. (1522 breviary without
music, LOO 98).
49
See the discussion by Hughes, “Magdalene Lament,” 277.
50
On the use of grammatical and rhetorical terms as metaphors in medieval
literature, see the article on “Grammatical and Technical Terms as Metaphors” in
Ernst Robert Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, 414–416.
Curtius traces the medieval usage of such devices to the twelfth century, in par-
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ticular to Alan of Lille’s Planctus Naturae. For another example of musical chiasmus, see my essay on the third of the so-called St. Nicholas plays from the Fleury
Playbook (Norton, “Sermo in Cantilena”). Here I note the use of both chiasmus
and number as symbols undergirding the structure of the work.
51
The use of number in structuring literary works during the Middle Ages
has been long studied. General works include Vincent Hopper, Medieval Number
Symbolism and Meyer, Die Zahlenallegorese, whose chapter on number symbolism
in medieval exegesis (77–108) is particularly relevant. A discussion of treatments
of medieval number symbolism published before 1988 is given by R. E. Kaske,
Medieval Christian Literary Imagery, 164–72. On the use of the numbers three
and five in the Iconia Sancti Nicolai of the Fleury Playbook, see my study: “Structure as Symbol” noted above. On Honorius’s discussion of the theological significance of the number six, see n. 37 above.
52
William L. Petersen, Tiatian’s Diatessaron, 1–2.
53
Fulda, Hessisches Landesbibliothek, MS Bonaficianus I. On the three codices believed to have been left by St. Boniface, see Christine Jakobi-Mirwald, Die
Illuminierten Handschriften, 1, 15–16, 19, and 21
54
Batoff, “Re-Envisioning the Visitatio Sepulchri,” esp. 138–181.
55
The Heliand survives in two manuscripts and three fragments dating from
the mid-ninth to the early tenth century. See Otto Behaghel, Heliand und Genesis, xv–xviii.
56
Batoff, “Re-Envisioning the Visitatio Sepulchri,” 150–51.
57
Batoff, “Re-Envisioning the Visitatio Sepulchri,” 153–59.
58
The most comprehensive recent treatment of the work is that of Petersen,
who divides his list of manuscripts between eastern sources (449–62) and western sources (463–89). He lists only a handful of manuscripts from French manu
scripts in his list of Diatesseronic witnesses in the west, and only two of these
antedate the thirteenth century. Reims, Bibl. municipale, MS A.35 is a ninthcentury copy of the Codex Fuldensis from the cathedral in Reims with numerous
twelfth-century glosses (Henri Loriquet, Reims, 41–42). Orléans, Bibl. municipale, MS 62 is a tenth century manuscript from Fleury that contains among other
items, a Concordia quatuor Evangelistarum (Ch. Cuissard, Orléans, 33).
59
Marc Vial, “Zur Funktion des Monotessaron, 50–51. Trudo Gerits, “Notes
sur la tradition” lists 102 manuscripts for this work. The text was edited in Zacharias Chrisopolotanus, De Concordia evangelistarum. See also Beryl Smalley, The
Gospels in the Schools, 30–33.
60
James M. Morey, “Peter Comestor,” 10. The text is given in Petrus Comestor,
Historia Scholastica, cols. 1538–1644. See also Smalley, The Gospels in the Schools,
4–11.
61
Smalley, The Gospels in the Schools, 7–9, 24–27, and 101. Thirteenth-century copies, for example, are found as far away as Austria, in the libraries of the
Cistercian abbey at Heiligenkreuz near Vienna (Heiligenkreuz, Stiftsbibl., MS
28) and at the Benedictine abbey at Admont in Austrian Styria (Admont, Stifts-
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bibl., MS 31). The text has not been edited. Friedrich Stegmüller and Klaus Reinhardt, Repertorium Biblicum Medii Aevi, 4: 267–69 lists 25 manuscripts.
62
G. R. Evans, “Llanthony, Clement of.”
63
See Petersen, Tatian’s Diatessaran, 469 for a list of manuscripts. Most of
the surviving witnesses are English. Two thirteenth-century manuscripts from the
Norman monastery of Jumièges are preserved in Rouen (Rouen, Bibl. municipale,
MS 137 and 138: Henri Omont, Rouen, 1:31). While the work may have had
some dependence on the Diatessaron, this appears to be a wholly new work. Aside
from a short treatment over ninety years ago ( J. Rendel Harris, “The Gospel
Harmony of Clement of Llanthony”), the harmony of Clement has seen neither
a major study nor a modern edition, this despite its having served as the source
for Wycliffe’s Middle English translation of Clement’s harmony in the fourteenth
century.
64
The Pepysian Harmony, named for its one-time owner, Samual Pepys, exists
in a single manuscript, Cambridge, Magdalene College Library, MS Pepys 2498,
fols. 1r–43r. On the Old French model for the harmony, see Margery Goates, The
Pepysian Gospel, xv–xviii. See also Petersen, Tatian’s Diatessaron, 168–69.
65
The reference numbers for the Diatesseron are drawn from Tatian, Diatessaron, 124–27.
66
See, for example, Young, Drama,1:447; Krieg, Das lateinische Osterfeiern,
12, 16, 21 and 116; and Lipphardt, LOO 8:811.
67
This is the view of Young, Drama, 1:448. Young’s view was echoed by
Helmut De Boor, Die Textgeschichte, p. 312 and by Lipphardt, LOO 8:813.

Appendix A

Visitatio Sepulchri and Peregrinus in
Norman/Angevin Liturgical Manuscripts
1. Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri
Fécamp (Benedictine Monastery)
Féc
*Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 253, fols. 54r–55r
(LOO 404, 14th c. Processional)
Jerusalem (Various churches)
Jer1
Rome, Bibl. Vaticana, MS Barberini lat. 659, fols 75v–76r
(LOO 407, ca. 1150 Ordinal)
Jer2
Barletta, Chiesa San Sepolcro, Ordinal from the Holy
Sepulcher in Jerusalem after 1230, fols. 77v–78r
(LOO 408, ca. 1250 Ordinal)
Jer3
Wrocław, Biblioteka Uniwersytecka, MS I.Q.175, fol. 45v
(LOO 409, 14th c. Ordinal)
Jer4
Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibl., MS lat. 1928, fol. 44rv
(LOO 410, 14th c. Ordinal)
Palermo (Cathedral)
Pal1
*Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS Vitr. 20/4, fols. 102v–103r
(LOO 413, 1130–54 Gradual)
Palermo (Cappella Palatina)
Pal2
**Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS 288, fols. 170v–171r
(LOO 421, ca. 1100 Troper)
Pal3
*Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS 289, fols. 115v–116r
(LOO 422, ca. 1140 Troper)
Rouen, Saint-Ouen (Benedictine Monastery)
RouO	 *Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 252, fols. 101v–102r
(LOO 414, 14th c. Antiphoner)
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2. Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri with Magdalene Amplification
Barking Abbey (Benedictine Convent)
Bar	Oxford, Univ. College, MS 169, pp. 121–24
(LOO 770, 14th c. Ordinal)
Coutances (Cathedral)
Cou
Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 1301, fols. 143v–145v
(LOO 771, ca. 1400 Ordinal)
Dublin (Church of St. John the Evangelist)
Dub1
*Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Rawl. liturg. d.4, fols.
130r–132r
(LOO 772, 14th c. [after 1352] Processional)
Dub2
*Dublin, Marsh’s Library, MS Z. 4.2.20, fols. 59r–61r
(LOO 772a, 14th c. [after 1352] Processional)
Mont-Saint-Michel (Bendictine Monastery)
Mon1 Avranches, Bibl. municipale, MS 214, pp. 236–38
(LOO 773, 14th c. Ordinal)
Mon2 Avranches, Bibl. municipale, olim no. intér. 14, extér. 2524
(LOO 774; cited by Du Méril, pp. 94–96).
Rouen (Cathedral)
Rou1
*Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 904, fols. 101v–102v
(LOO 775, 13th c. Gradual)
Rou2
Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 384, fols. 82v–83v
(LOO 776, 14th c. Ordinal)
Rou3
Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS n. a. lat. 1213, p. 86
(LOO 777, 15th c. Ordinal)
Rou4
Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 382, fols. 70v–71r
(LOO 778, late-15th c. Ordinal)
Wilton (Benedictine Convent)
Wil
*Solesmes, Abbaye-Saint-Pierre, MS 596, fols. 59r–64v
(Rankin/Altstatt, copy of 14th-c. Processional, ca. 1860)
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3. Ludus Paschalis
Egmond, St. Adelbert (Benedictine Monastery)
Egm
*Den Haag, Koninklijke Bibl., MS 71.J.70, fols. 163v–170r
(LOO 827, 15th c. Hymnal)
Fleury (Unknown Provenance)
Fle
*Orléans, Bibl. municipale, MS 201, pp. 220–25
(LOO 779, 13th c. Miscellany)
Litchfield (Cathedral)
Lit
*Shrewsbury School, MS VI, fols. 38r–42v
(Young, 2:514–23; 15th c. Processional)
Maastricht (Cathedral)
Maa
*Den Haag, Koninklijke Bibl., MS 76.F.3, fols Iv and 14r
(LOO 826, 13th c. Evangeliary)
Tours (Unknown Provenance)
Tou
*Tours, Bibl. municipale, MS 927, fols. 1r–8v
(LOO 824, 13th c. Miscellany)

4. Peregrinus
Beauvais (Cathedral)
BeaP
*Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS n. a. lat. 1064, fols. 8v–11v
(LOO 808, 12th c. Miscellany)
Fleury (Unknown Provenance)
FleP
*Orléans, Bibl. municipale, MS 201, pp. 225–30
(LOO 817, 13th c. Miscellany)
Palermo (Cathedral)
PalP1
*Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS Vitr. 20/4, fols. 105v–108r
(LOO 811, 1130–1154 Gradual)
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Palermo (Cappella Palatina)
PalP2
**Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS 288, fols. 172v–173v
(LOO 818, ca. 1100 Troper)
PalP3
*Madrid, Bibl. Nacional, MS 289, fols. 117r–118r
(LOO 819, ca. 1140 Troper)
Rouen (Cathedral)
RouP2 Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 384, fol. 86rv
(LOO 813, 14th c. Ordinal)
RouP3 Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS n. a. lat. 1213, p. 90
(LOO 815, 15th c. Ordinal)
RouP4 Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 382, fol. 73rv
(LOO 814, late-15th c. Ordinal)
RouP5 *Rouen, Bibl. municipale, MS 222, fols. 43v–45r
(LOO 812, 13th c. Processional)
Saintes (Cathedral)
SaiP
*Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 16309, fols. 604r–605v
(LOO 816, mid- to late 13th c. Breviary)

Appendix B

Other Manuscripts/Books Cited
1. Type 1 Visitatio Sepulchri
Bourges (Cathedral)
Bou1
*Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 1255, fol. 151v
(LOO 96, 13th c. Notated Breviary)
Bou2
Bourges, Bibl. municipale, MS 18 (17), fol. 227v
(LOO 97, 15th c. Breviary)
Bou3	Le Bouveret (Switzerland), Monastère Saint-Benoît
de Port-Valais, MS 1, fols. 159v–160r
(LH, pp. 129–39; 15th c. Breviary)
Bou4
Breviarium Sancte Patriarcalis et Metropolitane Bituricensis
Ecclesie (Paris, 1522), p. 70. (LOO 98, 1522 Breviary)
Laon (Cathedral)
Lao1	Laon, Bibl. municipale, MS 215, fol. 129rv
(LOO 109, 12th c. Ordinal)
Lao2
*Laon, Bibl. municipale, MS 263, fol. 145rv
(LOO 110, ca. 1187 Gradual/Troper/Hymnal)
Saintes (Cathedral)
Sai
*Paris, Bibl. nationale, MS lat. 16309, fol. 143r
(LOO 156, 13th c. Breviary)

2. Type 2 Visitatio Sepulchri
Indersdorf (Collegiate Chapter)
Ind
München, Bayerische Staatsbibl., clm 7691, pp. 120–21
(LOO 590, 1496 Breviary)
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3. Type 2 Visitatio with Magdalene Amplification
Braunschweig (Collegiate Chapter)
Bra
*Wolfenbüttel, Niedersächs. Staatsarchiv, MS VII.B.203, fol. 27rv
(LOO 780, early-14th c. Lectionary)
Marienberg bei Helmstedt (Augustinian Convent)
Mar
*Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibl., MS Novi 309, fols. 64r–65v
(LOO 791, 12th–13th c. Antiphoner)
Medingen bei Lüneburg (Cistercian Convent)
Med
**Hildesheim, Stadtarchiv, MS Best. 52, Nr. 383,
fols. 125v–127v (LOO 792, 15th c. Orational)
Nottuln (Augustinian Convent)
Not1
*München, Bayerische Staatsbibl., clm 28947, fols. 64v–65v
(LOO 794, ca. 1420 Antiphoner)
Not2
*Münster, Diözesanbibl., BAM Pfa MS 113, fols. 112r–113v
(LOO 795, late-15th c. Antiphoner)
Prague (Cathedral)
Pra
Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibl., MS lat. 13427, fol. 129rv
(LOO 806, 14th c. Breviary)
Zwickau (Latin School)
Zwi1
*Zwickau, Ratsschulbibl., MS I.XV.3, fols. 56r–65v
(LM, pp. 2–5; early-16th c. Miscellany)
Zwi2
*Zwickau, Ratsschulbibl., MS XXVI.I.24, fols. 1r–6r
(LOO 789, early-16th c. Miscellany)
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4. Ludus Paschalis
Gerona (Cathedral)
Ger
Barcelona, Bibl. de Catalunya, MS M.911, fol. 156v
(LOO 822, fragment of a Ludus Paschalis in a
13th c. Troper/Proser )
Klosterneuburg (?)
Klo
**Klosterneuburg, Stiftsbibl., CCl 574, fols. 142v–144v
(LOO 829, 13th c. Miscellany)
Origny-Sainte-Benoîte (Benedictine Convent)
Ori
*Saint-Quentin, Bibl. municipale, MS 86, pp. 609–25
(LOO 824, early 14th c. Liturgical Miscellany)
Vich (Cathedral)
Vic
*Vich, Museo Episcopal, MS 105, fols. 58v–62v
(LOO 823, 12th c. insertion into an 11th–12th c. Troper)

5. Peregrinus
Carmina Burana
CarP
**München, Bayerische Staatsbibl., clm 4660a, fol. 7rv
(LOO 820, 13th c. Song Collection)

Appendix C

Manuscripts/Books Cited
(by Holding Library)
Avranches, Bibl. municipale
MS 214, pp. 236–38 (Mon1, VP1M: LOO 773)
olim no. intér. 14, extér. 2524 (Mon2, VP1M: LOO 774;
cited by Du Méril, pp. 94–96)
Barcelona, Bibl. de Catalunya
MS M.911, fol. 156v (Ger, LP fragment: LOO 822)
Barletta, Chiesa San Sepolcro
Ordinal from the Holy Sepulcher in Jerusalem after 1230, fols. 77v–78r
( Jer2, VP1: LOO 408);
Bourges, Bibl. municipale
MS 18 (17), fol. 227v (Bou2, VP1: LOO 97)
Breviarium Sancte Patriarcalis et Metropolitane Bituricensis Ecclesie (Paris,
1522), p. 70. (Bou3, VP1:LOO 98)
Den Haag, Koninklijke Bibl.
*MS 71.J.70, fols. 163v–170r (Egm, LP: LOO 827)
*MS 76.F.3, fols Iv and 14r (Maa, LP: LOO 826)
Dublin, Marsh’s Library
*MS Z. 4.2.20, fols. 59r–61r (Dub2, VP1: LOO 772a)
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Hildesheim, Stadtarchiv
**MS Best. 52, Nr. 383, fols. 125v–127v (Med, VP2M: LOO 792)
Klosterneuburg, Stiftsbibl.
**CCl 574, fols. 142v–144v (Klo, LP: LOO 829)
Laon, Bibl. municipale
MS 215, fol. 129rv (Lao1, VP1: LOO 109)
*MS 263, fol. 145r (Lao2, VP1: LOO 110)
Le Bouveret, Monastère Saint-Benoît de Port Valais
MS 1, fols. 159v–160r (Bou3, VP1: LH, pp. 129–39)
Madrid, Bibl. Nacional
**MS 288, fols. 170v–171r / 172v–173v
(Pal2, VP1: LOO 421 / PalP2, Per: LOO 818)
*MS 289, fols. 115v–116r / 117r–118r
(Pal3, VP1: LOO 422 / PalP3, Per: LOO 819)
*MS Vitr. 20/4, fols. 102v–103r / 105v–8r
(Pal1, VP1: LOO 413 / PalP1, Per: LOO 811)
München, Bayerische Staatsbibl.
**clm 4660a, fol. 7rv (CarP, Per: LOO 820)
clm 7691, pp. 120–21 (Ind, VP2: LOO 590)
*clm 28947, fols. 64v–65v (Not1, VP2M: LOO 794)
Münster, Diözesanbibl.
*BAM Pfa MS 113, fols. 112r–113v (Not2, VP2M: LOO 795)
Orléans, Bibl. municipale
*MS 201, pp. 220–25 / 225–30
(Fle, VP1M: LOO 779 / FleP, Per: LOO 817)
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Oxford, Bodleian Library
*MS Rawl. liturg. d.4, fols. 130r–132r (Dub1, VP1: LOO 772)
Oxford, Univ. College
MS 169, pp. 121–24 (Bar, VP1M: LOO 770)
Paris, Bibl. nationale
*MS lat. 904, fols. 101v–102v (Rou1, VP1M: LOO 775)
*MS lat. 1255, fol. 151v (Bou1, VP1: LOO 96)
MS lat. 1301, fols. 143v–145v (Cou, VP1M: LOO 771)
*MS lat. 16309, fols. 143r / 604r–605v
(Sai, VP1: LOO 156; SaiP, Per: LOO 816)
*MS n. a. lat. 1064, fols. 8v–11v (BeaP, Per: LOO 808)
MS n. a. lat. 1213, p. 86 / 90 (Rou3, VP1M: LOO 777 /
Rou3P, Per: LOO 815)
Rouen, Bibl. municipale
*MS 222, fols. 43v–45r (Rou5P, Per: LOO 812)
*MS 252, fols. 101v–102r (RouO, VP1: LOO 414)
*MS 253, fols. 54r–55r (Féc, VP1: LOO 404)
MS 382, fols. 70v–71r / 73rv (Rou4, VP1M: LOO 778 /
Rou4P, Per: LOO 814)
MS 384, fols. 82v–83v / 86rv (Rou2, VP1M: LOO 776 /
Rou2P, Per: LOO 813)
Rome, Bibl. Vaticana
MS Barberini lat. 659, fols 75v–76r ( Jer1, VP1: LOO 407)
Saint-Quentin, Bibl. municipale
*MS 86, pp. 609–25 (Ori, LP: LOO 824)
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Shrewsbury School
*MS VI, fols. 38r–42v (Lit, LP: Young, 2:514–23.)
Solesmes, Abbaye-Saint-Pierre
*MS 596, fols. 59r–64v (Wil, VP1M: Rankin/Altstatt)
Vich, Museo Episcopal
*MS 105, fols. 58v–62v (Vic, LP: LOO 823)
Wien, Österreichische Nationalbibl.
MS lat. 1928, fol. 44rv ( Jer4, VP1: LOO 410)
MS lat. 13427, fol. 129rv (Pra, VP2M: LOO 806)
Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibl.
*MS Novi 309, fols. 64r–65v (Mar, VP2M: LOO 791)
Wolfenbüttel, Niedersächsische Staatsarchiv
*MS VII.B.203, fol. 27rv (Bra, VP2M: LOO 780)
Wrocław, Biblioteka Uniwersytecka
MS I.Q.175, fol. 45v ( Jer3, VP1: LOO 409)
Zwickau, Ratsschulbibl.
*MS I.XV.3, fols. 56r–65v (Zwi1, VP2M: LM, pp. 2–5).
*MS XXVI.I.24, fols. 1r–6r (Zwi2, VP2M: LOO 789)

Appendix D

Introduction to the Edition
of the Tours Ludus Paschalis

T

he following edition of the Ludus Paschalis of Tours,
Bibliothèque municipale, MS 927, fols. 1r–8v is based on a microfiche of the manuscript that was made available to me by Dr. Christophe
Chaguinian. The copy of the ludus given in the manuscript is replete with
errors, both textual and musical. To the extent possible, I have attempted
to replicate the text and notation of the manuscript faithfully, although
adapted to modern notation. Neumes representing more than a single
pitch are identified by slurs. Liquescences are represented with small noteheads. Flat signs on the staff are those provided in the manuscript. Flat
signs above the staff are editorial. Rubrics are given in italics, while sung
text is given in a standard font. Abbreviations are filled out with angle
brackets, and textual corrections are provided in the notes. I have tried to
limit the number of melodic corrections to those passages that are obviously incorrect. I have provided explanatory notes indicating the original manuscript reading when a correction has been made, and I have also
indicated those passages where I have retained original readings corrected
by others. I recognize that there are likely to be disagreements as to the
choices I have made, so I have tried to provide enough information in the
edition and in the notes that the melodies provided in the manuscript can
be reconstructed.
I have provided several references to the edition given in the Anhang
to Eduard Krieg’s published dissertation, Das lateinische Osterspiel von
Tours (Würzburg: Konrad Triltsch, 1956) as well as to notes provided in
his text. The reader can consult Krieg’s edition for errors in the earlier edition of Charles Edmond de Coussemaker, Drame liturgique du Moyen Âge
(Rennes: Vatar, 1860), 21–36.
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Ludus Paschalis
Tours, Bibliothèque municipale, MS 927, fols. 1r–8v
LACUNA
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NOTES TO THE EDITION
MS: Krieg’s edition has e3 here to match three later passages (see Example 5.8). Given as in the MS here.
2
MS: “a” of “cura”—correction by later hand.
3
Missing clef. Assuming F clef on the third line as in the staves that follow.
4
Note obscured due to damage or erasure. Assuming d3.
5
This line is a third lower in the manuscript—adjusted due to the Bb. A possible clef change is obscured due to damage or erasure.
6
MS: “lanceas”
7
MS has vertical line after “Dicite.”
8
MS: a2–b2–b2. Error in copying or missing clef change. The pitches given
in the MS would result in an improbable leap from b2 to f3. Krieg’s correction is
given here.
9
MS: “Maria”
10
MS: c3–e3. Modified to match the following 2 strophes. See Krieg, 123.
11
Corrected from “timeas” by later hand.
12
The melody of “cur contigit videre” is recast in Krieg’s edition to provide a
parallel reading with the two strophes that follow. Given as in the MS here.
13
MS: g3–f3–e3–e3–f3–f3. Likely missing clef. See Krieg, 86.
14
MS: “Maria.”
15
Krieg’s edition modifies the first two lines of this verse to provide parallel
readings to the following two strophes. These are given as in the MS here.
16
MS: “cristisime.”
17
Krieg’s edition changes the first four notes to match those of the line above.
These are given as in the MS here.
18
MS: “possed.”
19
Krieg changes this to f3–e3–d3 to match the first two lines of this verse.
These are given as in the MS here.
20
MS: “respondit.”
21
MS: “revolvit.”
22
MS: “videte,” “festinare.”
23
Veritical bar in MS before “mi” of “miseri.”
24
Krieg has g3–a3 on “dis” of “discipulil.” Given as in the MS here.
25
For “qui dixit,” Krieg has “a3–c4–b3.” Given as in the MS here.
26
MS: “eveniad.”
27
MS: “Jehu.”
28
MS: “uasci.”
29
“Quem” added by later hand.
30
MS: “magna.”
31
MS: “celebranda.”
32
MS: “ingentis.”
33
F clef added by later hand affects from “(re)-vol-vit” to “homo,” lowering
1
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this passage by a third. Krieg’s correction is given here.
34
Krieg’s edition sets the word “Deus” a third higher to match the preceding
and following statements. Given as in the MS here.
35
MS: “Jehum.”
36
Krieg’s edition has e3. Given as in the MS here.
37
MS: “ordo.”
38
MS: “respondit.”
39
Pitch not given. Krieg assumes f3.
40
MS: “essed,” “nobis.”
41
MS: “sanctificatus.”
42
“tuum” text and pitches added in the staff by the music scribe.
43
“nescio” correction by later hand.
44
MS sets “Cara” through “insidet” a third higher. Krieg’s correction is given
here.
45
MS: “coganta.”
46
MS: “gaudete.”
47
MS: “Maria” (Petrus).
48
This line and the following rubric added in bottom margin by original
scribe(s).
49
MS: “set.”
50
MS: “inveniesris.”
51
MS has vertical bar before “de nece.” Neumes appear to have been added to
“de ne,” but these have been erased.
52
MS: “dicet.”
53
“Omnes” in MS with no notation. Likely an error.
54
MS has new clef which raises “proditor” by a third. This is likely an error.
See Krieg, p. 126.
55
MS: “set.”
56
Text and music for “Alleluia” added by music scribe.

