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Constantin Floros, professor emeritus of 
musicology at the University of Hamburg, 
doctor honoris causa of Athens University 
(1999), member of the European Academy 
of Sciences and Arts (2002), who was quite 
recently awarded the golden honorary diplo­
ma from the University of Vienna (2005), is 
one of the most distinguished scholars in the 
field of medieval musicology. The publica­
tion of his three-volume book Universale 
Neumenkunde (1970) and its short version, 
the Einfiihrung in die Neumenkunde (1980; 
enlarged 2d edition, 2000), was one of the 
turning points in the research on early me­
dieval notations, and medieval chant, respec­
tively. The books rank not only among the 
most often used scholarly literature in mu­
sicology, but they also became an impor­
tant reference tool on the history, theory, 
and palaeography of neume studies. The 
English translation of the Einfiihrung in its 
2d enlarged edition is to be welcomed con­
sidering the spread of the English language 
and the increase of the interest in medieval 
chant traditions. 

The importance of Floros's book lies in 
the fact that it opened new horizons in the 
field of medieval chant and launched new 

research initiatives in general and in the field 
of early Bulgarian Orthodox chant in par­
ticular. First of all, the author relies on a 
rich material basis, representative of the three 
major early chant traditions that developed 
notational systems and are preserved in nu­
merous musical (neumated) sources - By­
zantine, Slavonic, and Latin. The approach 
to this material is quite innovative: the au­
thor insists on the thorough study of the 
neume repertories based on an interdisci­
plinary and comparative methodology. Prob­
lems from the fields of history, theory and 
palaeography of music, liturgy, linguistics, 
theology, archeology and cultural anthro­
pology are outlined clearly. The systemati-
zation and classification of the neumatic 
notations are based on a series of objective 
criteria. It is always the musical text and the 
historical evidence that validate research and 
conclusions. Floros showed that the con­
nections between early Byzantine church 
music and the music of the Western church 
are much closer than was usually assumed. 
Thus new perspectives on the study of me­
dieval music in East and West were opened. 

The book is based primarily on research 
in the field of neumatic notations. The clas-
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sification of the stages of Palaeobyzantine 
notation was recognized as the standard clas­
sification in 1992. The conception of the so-
called great hypostases as fixing whole tonal 
formulas stenographically has also been wi­
dely accepted. With the intensive study of 
these signs and with the help of a combined 
methodology, Floros defends his decipher­
ing of the Old Slavonic kondakarian nota­
tion, which was considered to be enigmatic 
for a long time. 

Floros undertakes a comparative study of 
Byzantine, Slavonic, and Gregorian melo­
dies, phrases, cadences, formulas, and figu­
res, as well as a detailed comparison of the 
names, forms, and meanings of the corre­
sponding early Byzantine and Latin neumes. 
The theory of neumes is considered not sim­
ply as a palaeographical discipline, but as a 
theory of musical figures. The object of this 
discipline is a written symbol and its musi­
cal meaning: the notational signs have both 
a graphic form and a musical meaning, a 
statement, that is proven time and again 
throughout the entire book. Considering me­
dieval music theory, the author argues that 
the modal system of the Middle Ages origi­
nally consisted of 12 modes: four authentic, 
four plagal, and four additional medial mo­
des, mentioned in some treatises. For the 
first time attention was paid to the medial 
modes and it could be shown that numer­
ous chants belonged to these modes: the me-
sos deuteros and the mesos tetartos. The au­
thor also pointed out that each echos had its 
own final tone and main tones, its own ca­
dences, martyriai (key witnesses), as well as 
one or several echemata (intonational for­
mulas). 

The neume notations are discussed in three 
major chapters, devoted to Byzantine, Sla­
vonic, and Latin notation. The innovative as­
pects of the research will be outlined be­
low. 

The development of the В у z a n t i n в 
notations from the 10th to the 19th centu­
ries is divided into four stages: 1) early or 
Palaeobyzantine notation - from the begin­
nings to the late 12th century; 2) middle By­
zantine notation - from about 1150 to 1400; 
3) late and post-Byzantine notation - from 

1400 to about 1818; and 4) Chrysanthine no­
tation - from 1818 to the present. 

The focus of the book is on early nota­
tions. It is stressed that several notational 
systems existed side by side in the oldest pe­
riod when two principal forms of expres­
sion coexisted in Byzantine church music: 
liturgical recitation and pure song. As a con­
sequence there were two types of notation: 
the ekphonetic notation in the lectionaries 
for solemn recitation and chant notation. 

The ekphonetic notation is considered to 
have developed out of the prosodic signs of 
the Alexandrian accent system: it is much 
closer to prosody than neumatic chant nota­
tion. The ekphonetic notation had in all 15 
signs listed in three tables: MSS Leimon 38, 
Sinai 217, and Sinai 8 (in the latter the lec-
tionary formulas are converted into Palaeo­
byzantine neumes). Floros defends J. B. 
Thibaut's view that the early Byzantine no­
tations arose from ekphonetic semeiography'. 
He compares ekphonetic and Palaeobyzan­
tine notation and shows that they had no 
less than 13 signs in common. 

Among his greatest achievements are the 
classification of early Palaeobyzantine nota­
tions and the characterization of the stages 
of development. Until 1970 almost nothing 
was known about the classes of Palaeoby­
zantine and Old Slavonic signs discussed in 
the book. Most of these signs were first stu­
died onomasiologically, palaeographically, 
and semasiologically by Floros. 

In the oldest sources two notational sys­
tems appear at almost the same time (10th 
century): the Chartres (after MS Chartres 
1754) and the Coislin (after MS Coislin 220) 
notation. Both notations are adiastematic and 
go back to a common original notation 
which has been lost. Both had a parallel de­
velopment until the mid-11th century. Then 
the Chartres notation declined. The author 
separates the stages of the Chartres and Cois­
lin notations by a series of criteria. The most 

' T h i b a u t, J. B. Monuments de la notation 
ekphonetique et hagiopolite de l'eglise grecque. 
St. Petersburg, 1913 (reprint, Hildesheim, 1976). 
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important of them are: 1) the number of syl­
lables remaining without neumes in the older 
manuscripts and the frequency with which 
the oligon-episem is used; 2) both of the no­
tations use different signs for a repetition of 
the tone: Chartres uses the straight ison, Cois­
lin - the ison with a hook; 3) though both 
notations have a considerable number of 
neumes in common, Chartres is rich in "great 
signs", whereas the Coislin system is poor in 
this respect; 4) the number of letter neumes 
used in both systems differs; 5) the form and 
manner of writing the neumes; and 6) cer­
tain technical changes in the notation. Using 
criteria like these, the author determines four 
stages of Chartres and six stages of Coislin. 
The essence of their characteristics is the fol­
lowing. 

Chartres I: Numerous syllables remain 
without neumes; the Chartres ison and oligon 
do not appear; the kouphisma and the combi­
nation of apostrophos and duo kentemata are 
unknown; mega kratema and xeron klasma 
are written as conjunctures; points function 
as signs for punctuation or repetitions of to­
nes; most of the "great signs" are already 
present. The most important source is MS 
Lavra B.32. 

Chartres II: Numerous syllables remain 
without neumes; the Chartres ison and oligon 
are introduced as innovations; the kouphisma 
is still unknown. The most representative 
sources here are Lavra Г.12, Г.72, and Г.74. 

Chartres III: The kouphisma is introduced 
as the third hemitonon; several letter neumes 
appear for the first time; certain neumes and 
combinations attain higher frequency of use; 
a new way of writing several signs is appar­
ent. Representative of this stage is MS Lavra 
Г.67. 

Chartres IV: Almost all syllables are mar­
ked by signs; the oligon-episem is used al­
most excessively. The representative MSS are 
Vatopedi 1488 and Sinai 1219. 

Coislin I: The stage has several features in 
common with Chartres I: numerous syllables 
remain without neumes; signs for the ison 
and oligon do not appear; the kouphisma and 
the combination of apostrophos and duo ken­
temata are unknown; mega kratema andxe-
ron klasma are written as conjunctures; 

points function as signs for punctuation and 
tonal repetitions; in contrast to Chartres let­
ter neumes rarely appear and the many 
"great signs" of Chartres are unknown in the 
Coislin system right from the beginning. Pat-
mos 55, Esphigmenou 54, and the Coislin 
fascicle of Lavra B.32 are the most represen­
tative sources for this stage. 

Coislin II: The коя with a hook appears 
as a concluding neume of the notation. The 
representative texts for this stage are the eight 
stichera from the menaia from Carbone in 
MSS Cryptenses Д.а.ХИ to A.a.XVII. 

Coislin III: All syllables without neumes 
are provided with the apostrophos at this sta­
ge; the latter has a multiple meaning: it de­
signates not only a descending movement, 
but also a repetition or an ascent. 27 stichera 
from the menaia from Carbone document 
this stage. 

Coislin IV: The oligon is used for the first 
time; the ison is used exclusively as a sign 
for a tonal repetition; for the first time the 
hypotaxis-praxis is observed; also, the kou­
phisma is used for the first time; the thema­
tismos is still written in a stenographic man­
ner. All these characteristics are evident in 
the regular notation of the Calabrian menaia. 

Coislin V-VI: The "analytical" manner of 
writing the thematismos; the diastematic 
boundaries of certain conjunctures and liga­
tures. The development in these two stages 
leads directly to the development of Middle 
Byzantine notation. 

The best introduction to the oldest Byzan­
tine and Slavonic systems of neumatic nota­
tion is provided by a study of the neume 
repertory according to its classification in By­
zantine treatises. Two different typologies of 
neumes are discussed: 

1) According to the Hagiopolites treatise, 
which is thought to transmit the repertory 
practiced in Jerusalem (the Holy City). The 
treatise goes back to the 12th century and is 
a reflection of the system in the later stages 
oiCoislin {Coislin IV to VI). It encompasses 
almost none of the numerous signs of the 
Chartres notation. The repertory of the Ha­
giopolites comprises the chants of four diffe­
rent styles, which are represented in the four 
chant books used by the Byzantine church 
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at the time: the heirmologion, sticherarion, 
psaltikon, and asmatikon. Floros confirmed 
the statements of the theorists that the reper­
tory of the Hagiopolites was sung in 10 mo­
des. 

2) The Middle and Late Byzantine classifi­
cation: it reflects the relationships within 
Middle and Late Byzantine notations and 
groups the "great signs" together in one class. 
It is of great relevance for the study of 
Chartres notation. The Middle Byzantine 
notation, which developed out of Coislin 
during the 12th century, is diastematic (the 
signs have an exact interval value) and can 
be compared with the notation in the West. 

The next step in the study is toward a sys­
tematic classification of the neume reper­
tory. Floros encompasses the entire neume 
repertory and takes into consideration the 
historical development of Byzantine se-
meiography. The signs of the Paleobyzantine 
notational systems are divided into seven 
classes: 

1) Tonoi haploi - basic or simple signs. 
Most of them are common to all Palaeo-
byzantine and Old Slavonic notations. With 
the exception of the ison and oligon these 
signs belong to the oldest neume repertory. 

2) Hemitona (half tonoi) or hemiphona 
(half-voiced signs) - they indicate a semivo-
cal manner of performance. 

3) Grammata - letter neumes. These are 
abbreviations of certain Greek words with a 
musical meaning intended to improve the 
accuracy of the diastematic values or to de­
fine more clearly the rhythmic relationships. 

4) Tonoi synthetoi - composite signs. They 
arise from the tonoi haploi through doubling 
or through various combinations. Some in­
dicate a single long tone but most of them 
indicate differently-structured figures of two 
to six or even more tones and they, in turn, 
are grouped in 7 classes. 

5) Ornamental neumes - for some of them 
remarkable parallels with Latin ornamental 
neumes are pointed out. 

6) Thetas or themata - signs composed of 
an uncial theta and interval signs in several 
constellations. In the notation of the 
heirmologion and the sticherarion the thetas 
appear at the end of colons only but in the 

notation of the asmatikon they can, in con­
trast, appear midway through a colon. The 
thetas indicate very graphically the stenogra-
phical principle of Palaeobyzantine semeio-
graphy. Starting from the thetas the continu­
ous development of the purely analytical sys­
tem developed can be followed. 

7) Martyriai (witnesses) and phtorai (signs 
for modulation). 

In contrast to the above classes, the signs 
of the Middle Byzantine notation are divided 
into three classes according to numerous 
treatises from the 15th to the 17th centuries: 

1) Emphona (voiced signs) for an upward 
and downward interval movement. 

2) Argiai - rhythmic signs or signs for rest. 
3) Aphona - the "great signs" or great hy­

postases. Modern research has interpreted 
most of the hypostases as signs for perfor­
mance2. Floros's research proves the oppo­
site, namely, that the aphona are in large 
part Palaeobyzantine signs which served as 
stenographic symbols for the indication of 
figures of two or more tones, and only later 
- as a result of the introduction of an "ana­
lytical" manner of writing down the melo­
dies - were they broken up into individual 
signs. In this way these signs gradually for­
feited their original meanings, and degene­
rated frequently into performance signs. In 
Middle Byzantine notation a few of these 
signs were retained as supports while others 
were found unnecessary and eliminated. 
Middle Byzantine notation of the 13th cen­
tury exhibits relatively few hypostases. In the 
14th century, in contrast, there are more 
hypostases and from the 15th century on 
hypostases appear very frequently and they 
form the most obvious characteristic of the 
notation. 

The discussion of the SI a v о п i с nota­
tions starts with the correct statement that 
the South Slavs (Bulgarians and Serbians) 
and the Eastern Slavs (Russians) took over 
the Byzantine liturgy as well as Greek litur-

2 See for instance С о n о m о s, D. Byzantine 
Trisagia and Cheroubika of the Fourteenth and 
Fifteenth Centuries. Thessaloniki, 1974. 
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gical texts translated into Old Church 
Slavonic (Old Bulgarian) and the system of 
the eight modes when they were Christian­
ized in the 9th and 1 Oth centuries. A decisive 
question is whether the Slavs adapted Greek 
liturgical melodies together with Greek texts, 
a question which has remained controver­
sial. Answers range from the opinion that 
the Byzantine melodic heritage was faithfully 
adapted to the theory of the transformation 
of these melodies by the Slavs, right up to 
the opinion that Old Russian Church music 
represents a new creation. The old Slavonic 
notations in Russian sources - znamennaya 
or sematic notation and kondakarnaya -
were thought to be indecipherable. Floros 
considers these two notations as indepen­
dent systems. He stresses that, although they 
draw on a wellspring of common signs, there 
are two fundamental differences between 
them with respect to both their neume re­
pertories and the arrangement of signs: in 
sematic notation all the signs are arranged 
in one single row; in kondakarian notation 
the "small signs" are written on the lower 
row with the "great signs" in a row above 
them. The sematic notation, which survived 
in many MSS, is considered similar to Cois-
lin notation: it has a relatively poor stock of 
"great signs"; the kondakarian notation 
(known from the 11th to the 13th centuries 
according to quite a few MSS; it appears to 
have fallen out of use in the 14th century) is 
considered to be similar to Chartres nota­
tion: it has a large number of "great signs". 

One of the most important questions dis­
cussed in this chapter is about the adapta­
tion of Church Slavonic texts to original 
Greek melodies. The author asks the ques­
tion what methods were used to adapt the 
Old Church Slavonic texts to the original 
melodies. According to the study, four tech­
niques may be distinguished: the epenthesis, 
apheresis, dieresis, and syneresis. These tech­
niques are explained in the following way: 
the extra syllables were introduced into the 
translation in certain sections and were fur­
nished as a rule with stopica (epenthesis); if 
the translation has fewer syllables than the 
original, the extra syllables of the originals 
were omitted (apheresis); some signs were 

divided up in terms to fix the different num­
ber of syllables (dieresis); and some were 
combined to form one syllable (syneresis). 

On the ground of a thorough study of the 
various notations (Chartres, Coislin, and Sla­
vonic), the author suggests a key for deci­
phering the Slavonic notations. The graphics 
of the signs, their positions within neumatic 
contexts, and their functions within the vari­
ous stages of the notations are investigated 
in a comparative manner. All the various 
signs of the notations as well as their combi­
nations are systematically identified and clas­
sified. For the first time the meaning of the 
Palaeobyzantine and Slavonic signs (many 
of which indicate stereotypical tone figures) 
and sign combinations are explained. In terms 
of the sematic notation the author concludes 
that the Byzantine and Slavonic versions, 
except for minor variants, transmit the same 
melody. 

In the section on the kondakarian nota­
tion the Didactic Poem (the Teaching Song) 
of the great medieval master John Koukou-
zeles, written around 1300, was included. The 
Poem is considered to be of high value for 
the study of all Byzantine notations. Research 
has established that it transmits not only 
regular figures and formulas of Coislin and 
Middle Byzantine notations, but also the fi­
gures of nearly all the hypostases of Chartres 
notation, and most particularly those hypos­
tases, which were either inadequately des­
cribed or just omitted in Byzantine treatises 
of later periods. Therefore the Didactic Poem 
of Koukouzeles proved to be probably the 
most important aid for Floros in decipher­
ing the Chartres notation, and thus also the 
kondakarian notation. In this way it was pos­
sible to systematically register, classify, and 
name the kondakarian signs and to reconst­
ruct their meanings. It is pointed out that 
many Chartres signs and many Late Byzanti­
ne great hypostases had the same meaning. 

The results of the comparative investiga­
tion of the Byzantine and Slavonic notations 
are as follows: 1) the Slavs, and in particular 
the Russians, took over the melodies of the 
chants almost without changes when they 
were Christianized; 2) the occasional varia­
tions could be attributed to the coexistence 
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of different branches of tradition, firstly, and 
secondly to the method of adaptation; 3) the 
Old Slavonic kondakarian notation repre­
sents an archaic system of notation of Byzan­
tine provenance; 4) the kondakarian signs 
are mostly identical semeiographically and 
semasiologically with Chartres signs; 5) the 
main distinction between kondakarian and 
Chartres notation is that Chartres does not 
systematically arrange the neumes in two 
rows and thus does not have the resulting 
rich possibilities of combining the great hy-
postases and the small signs. 

In addition to this, Floras paid attention 
to two methods of transcription: parallel and 
applied campo aperto transcription. The 
method of parallel transcription is used when 
corresponding Middle Byzantine versions 
exist for the Paleobyzantine and Old Slavonic 
neumatic notations. The method of campo 
aperto is applied when Middle Byzantine (dia-
stematic) parallel versions for the versions 
in Paleobyzantine or Old Slavonic notations 
do not exist and one has to depend on other 
aids like parallel passages with repeating 
series of neumes. 

The method of transcription suggested by 
Floras is defended on the basis of a tho­
rough study of the functions of signs in all 
their constellations along with the study of 
their intrinsic meaning. 

In the same broad comparative way the 
author discusses the Latin neumes. 

Considering the earliest surviving examples 
of neumes stemming from the German-Ale-
mannic, French, Breton, and Palaeofrankish 
regions Floras concludes that notations al­
ready seem to be fully developed at the time 
of appearance of neumated sources. He as­
sumes that if all the neumatic types derive 
from a common original notation, it would 
be evident that the period of the develop­
ment of this notation must lie at least one 
or two centuries before the earliest docu­
ments. Discussing the musical treatises of 
Western authors like Alcuin, Aurelian, Pseu-
do-Huckbald, Berno, Hermann of Reiche-
nau, as well the Musica enhiriades, the au­
thor pointed out an astonishing number of 
Greek terms for the designation of Gregorian 
modes (protus, deuterus, etc.), intonation for­

mulas, and the system of the oktoechos. On 
the basis of this it is argued that the Western 
theory of the modes was adopted from By­
zantium. 

The transcription of adiastematic neumatic 
chants for which parallel diastematic or "li­
ned" versions are not known poses a parti­
cularly difficult task. Several facts are taken 
into consideration. They are outlined in the 
following statements. Gregorian chant con­
sists of a large number of stereotypical repe­
titive melodic phrases, formulas, figures, and 
embellishments (the cento technique); each 
mode has its own characteristic formulas and 
figures; the singers knew these formulas and 
figures by heart; the interval values of many 
signs was recognizable from their position 
within a colon or within a series of neumes; 
many signs gave preference to certain immu­
table tone levels. Also, the names of the Latin 
neumes are analyzed onomasiologically. The 
study shows that the nomenclature originated 
in the first half of the 9th century at the lat­
est. The terminology of the tabula prolixior 
must have been developed in the first half 
of the 11th century. 

In terms of the classification of the Latin 
neumes, Floras stresses that the numerous 
modern systematic typologies differ sharply 
from each other. For an objective classifica­
tion of the Latin neumatic repertory both 
historical and systematic aspects should be 
taken into consideration. In addition the re­
sults of the typology of the Palaeobyzantine 
signs should be taken into consideration as 
well. The author describes five classes of La­
tin neume signs, comparing them with their 
Palaeobyzantine counterparts: 1) neumae 
simplices (=tonoi haploi); 2) neumae com-
positae (=tonoi synthetoi); 3) ornamental neu­
mes (=omamental neumes); 4) notae semi-
locales (=hemiphona); and 5) litterae signi-
ficativae (=grammata). The most important 
neumes of these five categories are discussed 
and the correspondences between Latin and 
Palaeobyzantine neumes are outlined. On 
the basis of the latter comparison, it is pointed 
out that Latin neumes and their Palaeoby­
zantine parallels are closely related sema­
siologically, which means that they fix the 
same tonal figures. With respect to this it is 
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stressed that most of the Palaeobyzantine 
grammata were completely unknown prior 
to 1970: for the first time they were described 
in Floros's research. 

This chapter also poses the problem of 
the three families of neumes as defined by 
P. Ferretti in 19253: "accent" neumes, "point" 
neumes, and "mixed" neumes, which are 
grouped on the basis of the German-Ale-
mannic, Palaeofrankish, Breton, Aquitanian 
(South French), Lorraine (Metz), Central 
French, English, Spanish (Toledan, Moza-
rabic, and Catalan), and Italian regional no-
tational scripts. Most of them indicate the 
same melody, but each reveals characteris­
tic peculiarities. Concerning the theories 
about the relationship between the three 
families, Floras defends the opinion that the 
"accent neumes" are older and the "point 
neumes" and "mixed neumes" derive from 
them. 

The problems of the topography of neu­
mes and the characteristics of various regio­
nal notations are also posed in this chapter. 
The topography of neumes is considered as 
a separate discipline in the theory of neumes. 
According to the author its most important 
tasks are to clarify the historical and eccle­
siastical prerequisites for the appearance of 
the various neumatic notations. The charac­
teristics of various regional notations should 
be taken into consideration when one makes 
use of series criteria. The most important 
among these criteria are: the adiastematic 
character or diastematic arrangement of the 
neumes; the attribution of a notation to the 
family of "accent", "point", or "mixed" neu­
mes; the direction of the writing; the shape 
and the repertory of the neumes. According 
to these criteria the characteristics of 14 fami­
lies of neumes are shown: German-Alema-
nnic (especially the St. Gall neumes), Pa­
laeofrankish, Breton, Lorraine (Metz neu­
mes), Aquitanian, Central French, English, 
Mozarabic (Visigothic), Toledan, Catalan, 

3 F e r r e 11 i, P. Etude sur la notation Aquitaine 
d'apres le gradual de Saint-Yrieix. - Paleographie 
musicale, 13, 1925,54-211. 

neumes from Novalesa, Bolognese, Nonan-
tolan, and Beneventan neumes. 

At the end the author poses the question 
of the origin of the neumes. Four theories 
concerning the origin of neumes are discu­
ssed: 1) neumes developed out of the tonic 
accents of ancient Greek"; 2) the neumes are 
traced back to the system of Alexandrian 
prosody5; 3) neumes derive from Hebraic 
scripts; and 4) neumes derive from Byzan­
tine ekphonetic notation or the West ado­
pted chant notation from Byzantium6. Ac­
cording to Floros's comparative investiga­
tions of the theory of neumes the last hypo­
thesis is confirmed: the closest connections 
exist between Palaeobyzantine and Latin 
neumes. 

In general, detailed onomasiological, se-
meiographical, and semasiological compari­
sons between corresponding neumes lead the 
author to the following conclusions: 1) the 
classification worked out for Latin neumes 
corresponds extensively to the typology of 
Palaeobyzantine signs; 2) the terms used to 
designate Latin neumes and the significative 
letters are mostly borrowed words or loan 
translations from Middle Greek; only a few 
of the standard names can be said to be origi­
nal Latin; the nomenclatures made up of 
borrowed words or loan translations from 
Middle Greek provide conclusive proof for 
the Byzantine origin of Latin chant notation; 
3) the Latin "accent neumes" share the same 
repertory of basic neumes with Palaeoby­
zantine sources (especially with the signs of 
Chartres notation); also, most of the com­
pound neumes can be shown to have Byzan­
tine parallels; 4) the synonymous, or ono-
masiologically related and graphically identi-

4Coussemaker , C.-E.-H. de. Histoire de 
l'harmonie au moyen age. Paris, 1852. 

' J a m m e r a s , E. Studien zur Neumen-
schriften, Neumenhandschriften und neumierter 
Musik. - Bibliothek und Wissenschaft, 2,1965, 
85-161. 

6 R i e m a n n, H. Studien zur Geschichte der 
Notenschrift. Leipzig, 1878; F 1 e i s с h e r, O. 
Neumenstudien. Vol. 1. Leipzig, 1895; T h i-
b a u t, J. B. Op. cit. 
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cal, Palaeobyzantine and Latin neumes are 
often also semasiologically related or equiva­
lent; and 5) the corresponding Palaeoby­
zantine and Latin semata often serve to in­
dicate the same or similar figures, formulas, 
and phrases. The conclusion of the author 
is that Rome took over chant notation di­
rectly from Byzantium, albeit with certain 
changes. 

The last chapter of the book is an investiga­
tion on Cheironomy and Music Notation by 
Neil K. Moran7. The chapter is directly con­
nected to statements in the book and con­
firms that cheironomy was a very precise 
science, indicating specific intervals and mu­
sical figures. The author discusses the rela­
tionship between cheironomy and musical 
notation. He publishes 9 illustrations with 
singers from MSS and frescos from the 12th 
to the 16th centuries that offer some clues 
regarding this complicated problem. Accord­
ing to Moran, the illustrations suggest con­
crete evidence for the way in which music 
was notated. We all agree with his statement 
that reconstructing cheironomy is a very diffi­
cult task, especially as the practice seems to 
have disappeared in the Byzantine Church 
by the middle of the 17th century. 

Considering the book Introduction to Early 
Medieval Notation as a whole, I would say, 
in conclusion, that the author, С Floros, 
goes far beyond the title. The book is signi­
ficant in that it gives an introduction not only 
to the theory of neumes but also to the histo­
ry of monodic music of Byzantine, Slavonic, 
and Latin churches as a whole and the nota­
tions used by them: among the remarkable 
variety of the three basic medieval chant tra­
ditions numerous connections between the 
neumes are revealed. 

The book is significant for Bulgarian cultu­
ral history in particular as well. The author 
argues that the early Slavonic books were 
translated from Greek into Old Bulgarian 

7 N. Moran defended his Ph.D. in musicology 
at the University in Hamburg and is the author of 
numerous studies on European cultural history in 
Antiquity and the Middle Ages. 

and that this was the language that was the 
basis of the early Old Russian musical manu­
scripts. Also, for the first time the great im­
portance of the Didactic Poem of Koukouzeles 
for Byzantine and Slavonic music is revealed. 
Floros's study on this Poem enriches our 
knowledge about the great medieval compo­
ser whose mother was Bulgarian, a fact pro­
ved on the basis of the Vita of Koukouzeles 
not only by Bulgarian scholars but also by 
the American musicologist E. Williams8. Fur­
thermore, traces of South Slavonic (Bulga­
rian) archaisms can be found in the language 
of some of the kondakarian sources from 
the 11th to the 13th century. Of great impor­
tance for Bulgarian musicology are the four 
techniques of the adaptation of Old Slavonic 
texts to existing melodies outlined in the 
book. Finally, some of the studies on Bul­
garian music by the Bulgarian musicologists 
R. Palikarova-Verdeil, E. Toncheva, and S. 
Kujumdzieva are cited with understanding 
of the problems of this particular music. 

Floros's research clearly shows that it is 
not sufficient to collect the facts only, but 
equally important, to systematize and to ex­
plain them. The issues of the theory of neu­
mes are discussed on the basis of extremely 
rich material from comprehensive samples 
of MSS, some of which are published for 
the first time. We should be very grateful to 
the publisher who allowed many compli­
cated tables with neumes, musical examples, 
and facsimiles to be printed within the ac­
tual text. They will serve as an invaluable 
tool for comparative studies. 

There is a lot we can gain from the in­
sights of Floros's research. And we do: in 
almost every single publication on early me­
dieval notation during the last 30 years scho­
lars from different generations make use of 
his methodology, systematizations, and clas­
sifications (it is enough to take a look, for 

8 W i 1 1 i a m s, E. Koukouzeles' Reform of 
Byzantine Chanting for Great Vespers in the Four­
teenth Century. Ph.D., Yale University, 1968. 
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instance, at the last two volumes on Palaeo- dations he laid in the field of the theory of 
byzantine notations published recently)9. Flo- neumes are solid and reliable, 
ros's research has provoked new studies, There is no doubt that the new English 
initiated new ideas, and fascinated various translation of the book, done by N. Moran 
musicologists-medievalists to continue his with a deep knowledge of the problems dis-
work. This is probably the main achievement cussed, will be read with great interest by a 
of the great scholar: it confirms that the foun- broad auditorium. 

9 Palaeobyzantine Notations II. Ed. by C. Troel-
sgaard in collaboration with G. Wolfram. Hernen, 
1999; Palaeobyzantine Notations III. Ed. by G. 
Wolfram. Leuven-Paris-Dudley, MA, 2004. 
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