Serif neva gelincik ~ muhammes
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Gelincik (*livde bride, davghter-in-law’; also ‘poppy” (and, but presunably irrelevantly, *weasel”)) is
added afier the name of the composer, i.c. as if it were a Turther part of it: but that il should be
construcd as the title of the picce is confirmed by the indexes.



The wanscription of H3 simply gives the text as written, adding up therefore to (wo and a half cycles
of muhammes. Assuming the omission of hall a cycle (by haplography) such could readily be
supplicd, the most obvious point of inscriion being not at the end but rather after 2 (adding, say,

—.E;‘“—"_r:“-_{"_:_lr_—,:i:_‘—-___*— ). leaving d as the cadence note (as in H2) leading smoothly back to

the repeat of the mikizime. (An alicmative assumption, that afier the final half cycle there is a repeat
of cartier matesial, may be excluded without hesitation, on the grounds that these is both no symbol 10
indicate such a repeat and, decisively, no identity between the half cycle given and any such matenial,
<o that it cannot have had the function, which incomplete cycles precisely have elsewhere, of
pinpointing the material 1o be repcated.) The main reason for resisting the obvious conclusion that the
text as supplicd is incomplete, and thercfore not supplying hall a cycle of *missing’ matcrial, is that
the samc phenomenon is Lo be observed in three other picces in muhammes (66, 70, and 221), far 100
high a proportion to be accounted for by coincidence, especially when for onc of these (70) the ‘loss’
of half a cycle is confirmed by the *Ali Ufki version, which also makes it clear thal we arc not
confronted here with (unmarked) primal/seconda volta variants. In searching for an answer to the
problcm clsewhere one solution would be lo suggest that the muhammes cycle (or a variant of it)
consicted of 8 rather than 16 time units. But Cantemir's theoretical treatise is guite clear, and the
existence of variants othee than the 16 time unit fer’-i mukammes is nowhere noted; furthcrmore, in
the three additional pieces in puthammcs (274, 344, and 349), where the nolational symhols are
cxiended 10 include the equivalent of a bar line (properly speaking a cycle line), the length of each
cycle is uncquivocally 16, Dismissing as extremely unlikely the possibility that there may have been
a pause in the melody cquivalent (o half a cycle, two other solutions might be entertained. One is that
the notation of 65 (and the other picces in which the same phcnomenon occurs) exhibits an
gnannounced change of convention whereby the duration symbol 1 indicatcs not onc but two time
units: it should accordingly be transcribed as ) rather than M, and the apparently amputated half
cycle will be made whole, But while Canterir will later employ the symbol 1 1o represent a fraction
of a tinie unit, he nowhere else uses it to represent a multiple; and as this hypothesis suffers from the
further disadvantage of reseling in a melodic line sufficicntly sfow moving 1o be thought quitc
unidiomatic, that is, onc marked by an excessively high proportion of extremely long note values, it
must be rejected as unconvincing. The other solution - that adopted here - is simply ta believe what
Cantemir tells us, and accept the texl as it stands. The necessary conscquence of having a repeat stant
in mid-cycle, 113 consisting thercfore of a total of five cycles, may be thought less startling when we
observe that melodic patterns in muhammes cycles are ofien readily divisiblc into 8 + B halves, and
that such symmctrical halancing is particutarly cvident tn H3, so that no significant dislocation in the
mapping of the melodic shape on 1o that of the rhythmic cycle results if a given R lime unit block is
shifted {rem one hall of the cycic 1o the other.



