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Ita est Clemens no papa
Observations on an Ave Maria in Leiden?

No fewer than 349 compositions are brought together in the Leiden Choir Books?, 197 of them are
provided with composers’ names. The names of the composers of the rest of the masses and motets
were apparently unknown to the Leiden singers. At the tops of pages space was left open to enter
their names. In some cases the index of the manuscript confirms the uncertainty as to the author’s
identity, by ascribing a piece to “incertus auctor.” Attributions in concordant sources have allowed
us however to assign many of those works to known composers.

Where the Leiden Choir books do supply the author’s name, there are sometimes conflicting
attributions in another source. This is true of 32 works, slightly less than ten per cent of the Leiden
repertoire. In more than half of those cases, 18 to be exact, the Leiden attributions appear to be
correct. Twelve of the other attributions that are contradicted by other sources appear to be erroneous.
The two remaining conflicts are still awaiting evaluation.

The upshot of these statistics is this: when the Leiden Choir books supply attributions, these have
turned out to be accurate in about 94 per cent of the cases. In this regard they compare very well with
other contemporary manuscripts, and it seems fair to rank them among the more reliable sources of
the period®.

There are, however, two curious cases in which the Leiden Choir books contradict themselves,
namely, when they transmit the same motet twice, but with different attributions. The index of Codex
D gives Thomas Crecquillon as the author of a motet named Domine non est exaltatum. Yet in the
main body of the manuscript it is Clemens to whom the piece is ascribed. There can be little doubt
that the latter is indeed the composer, since all concordant sources ascribe it to him as well. It is
perhaps not surprising that a motet by Clemens should have been mistaken for one by Crequillon.
The close commonality between their styles was, in fact, the subject of a conference held at Utrecht
in 2003, under the title Beyond contemporary fame®.

The second case of conflicting attributions within the Leiden Choir books internally is a genuine
oddity. It concerns the Ave Maria found in Codex E, on folios 65v-66r. (Illustration 1) These folios
bear witness to what appears to have been continued disagreement as to the authorship of the piece -
with different names being entered, crossed out, replaced by other names, and sometimes re-entered
once more. From left to right the names are Crecquillon, Clemens, non est [Clemens], crossed out;
Gheerkin, and finally, on the next page, Clemens again - now with an emphatic “ita est” as if to close
the discussion for good. Evidently it mattered a great deal to the Leiden singers to securely establish
the authorship of this piece. But did they succeed in identifying the true author?

Unfortunately, the Ave Maria is a unicum. And in the absence of concordant sources, we have no
independent attestation to shed light on the matter. | have always been intrigued by this prolonged
battle, fought so ardently on the pages of the Leiden Choir books, partly because the style and
architecture of the piece are of particular interest. Let’s have a closer look at the contested Ave Maria.

1 This article is based on a paper given at Boston University, 6-7 November 2015, on the International Conference:
Valorizing Clemens non Papa: Towards a Polycentric Model for Renaissance Music.

2 Erfgoed Leiden, Ms 1438: ‘Codex A’ (1549), Ms 1439: Codex B (1559), Museun De Lakenhal Leiden, Ms 1440: Codex
C (1559), Erfgoed Leiden Ms 1441: Codex D (c1565), Ms 1442: Codex E (c1567), Ms. 1443: Codex F (1565/66)

3 Eric Jas: De koorboeken van de Pieterskerk te Leiden. Het zestiende-eeuwse muzikale erfgoed van een Hollands
getijdencollege (Ph.D. diss. Universiteit Utrecht 1997)

4 Conference held at the University of Utrecht from 24-26 April 2003, see: Eric Jas (ed): Beyond contemporary fame.
Reassesing the Art of Clemens non Papa and Thomas Crecquillon. Colloquium Proceedings, Brepols 2005



AVE MARIA
We begin with the text. Ave Maria consists of three parts.

la Ave Maria, gratia plena,
b Dominus tecum,
c Benedicta tu in mulieribus,
d Et benedictus fructus ventris tui, lesus.

] Sancta Maria, Mater Dei,
Ora pro nobis peccatoribus,

I Nunc et in hora mortis nostrae.
Amen.

The first conflates two Gospel quotations, both from Saint Luke®. The second and third part are later
additions that did not actually become standard parts until the final text for Ave Maria was approved
by the Council of Trent in 1566. As Daniel Freeman pointed out®, an alternative version of the Ave
Maria text came into vogue as of 1522; the “Josquin version”. But he observes rightly that this version
has a very strong association with Italy.

Originally the first text part of Ave Maria was the offertory for the fourth Sunday in Advent, later
finding widespread use as an Annunciation antiphon. A survey of polyphonic settings from the
Renaissance shows that composers in Southern and North Europe adopted different textual formats.
(Appendix 1)

It will be immediately obvious that Ave Maria was not widely set to polyphony until the third and
fourth generations, roughly from the 1480s to 1550s. In the third layer, all composers but Josquin set
only the first part of the Ave Maria text, in some cases even just one or two lines from that part, to be
followed by other texts.

In the fourth generation, thirteen (Flemish/French and German) composers continued this tradition.
The textual novelty introduced by Josquin was mainly followed by Italy-associated composers. The
final, three-part form of the Ave Maria, as ratified by the Council of Trent, is found only in three
polyphonic settings, those by Jean Lheritier, Jacobus Gallus and Ferdinando di Lasso.

One would expect that the final three-part version of the Ave Maria was the only one adopted by
composers after the Council of Trent, but as the survey shows, mainly the I(a-d) and the ‘Josquin
version” were in vogue. Polyphonic employment of an Ave Maria with only the first text part,
followed by an alleluia, as in the choir book of Leiden, is ... unique’.

5 Luke, I: 28 with addition of the name Mary, Luke, I: 42 with addition of the name Jesus
® On the Origins of the "Pater noster-Ave Maria" of Josquin Des Prez: Daniel E. Freeman. Musica Disciplina, Vol. 45
(1991), pp. 169-219

Freeman gives two sources where this text variant can be found: f. 98 of MS HM 1135, a sixteenth-century Italian book
of hours, and f. 50 of MS HM 1162, a sixteenth-century Flemish book of hours, both preserved in the Huntington Library
collection. Here, the antiphon is used at Lauds. Later on he refers to RegT76 as another source where this Ave Maria
version is used, but to my inquiry this manuscript contains only plainchant, and the text itself is not set to music. | have
to thank Eric Jas who draw the attention to an occurrence of a similar Ave Maria in the antiphonary of St. Bavo, Gent
(1471-1481): f. 12v of Ms. lib.ugent.be/catalog/rug01:000781999



THE LEIDEN AVE MARIA

The Leiden Ave Maria survives in a choir book that was bound together towards the end of the 1560s,
around 1567 to be more exact. But most of the layers of this manuscript were copied on older paper,
almost all of it dating from the 1550s. The choir book as we have it is really a compilation, assembling
a variety of different gatherings, and clusters of gatherings, between its covers. Accordingly, there is
just as wide a variety of composers represented in the manuscript, ranging from Josquin and Mouton,
then, successively, Appenzeller and Willaert, Jacotin and Gascogne, Clemens and Crecquillon,
Potoletus and Joachimus de Monte, all the way to the inevitable Johannes Flamingus. This is the
motley repertory in which we encounter the contested Ave Maria.

As said before, the Leiden Ave Maria adopts only the first part of the text, and only one line at that -
Luke, chapter 28 verse 1 - then followed by an alleluia.

This is however in accordance with the Roman Breviary, as part of Lauds on the Feast of the
Annunciation of the Blessed Virgin, 25 March, at which it serves as an antiphon. The additional
alleluia exclamations suggest a connection with Easter, and would have been quite inappropriate for
the season of Lent. This is curious, as the feast of the Annunciation almost always falls before Easter.
In the entire sixteenth century, the feast fell in Eastertime in only three years: 1503, 1516, and 1573.
The first two predate the Leiden Choir books by several decades. The third, 1573, marks the second
year of the reformation, by which time the Seven Hours were no longer sung in St Peter, and the choir
books fell out of use.

One question worth raising at this point is whether the style of the Leiden Ave Maria might be
consistent with a date as early as 1516, or even 1503. This is a question to which | will return later.

ARCHITECTURE (Appendix 2)

First, let us turn to the architecture of the piece, which is quite peculiar. One unusual trait, compared
to other settings of the text, is the limited use of imitation®. After the Gregorian incipit, there are three
self-contained text segments, scarcely involving imitation at all, and ending after just 6 to 9 breves
with a fermata. The second of these concludes with a noéma on the final words of the given antiphon-
text, that is, “in mulieribus”, after which the alleluia invocations commence.

This uncommon segmented form bears resemblance only to the five-part setting of the Ave Maria by
Richafort, which was printed by Attaingnant in 1534°. It also features a double bar after each discrete
text phrase. I’ll return to this motet shortly.

The Leiden Ave Maria in Leiden follows the original chant melody quite faithfully, albeit with
ornamentation, presenting it in alternation between superius and tenor. The alleluia is conceived more
freely.

A SIMILAR AVE MARIA

Oddly enough, the Leiden Ave Maria happens to share the same resemblance with another setting,
one that precedes it in manuscript E (Illustration 2). Of this latter motet there are two copies in the
Leiden choir books, for it appears also in Codex D (Illustration 3), copied by the same scribe - a scribe
different from the one who copied the contested Ave Maria. According to Eric Jas, this scribe was
active in Leiden between 1549-1559. The paper he used takes up large parts of manuscripts D and E.

8 Prof. Joshua Rifkin made a remark on this, stating that to his view, in this case, we could hardly speak of a classic motet
in the strict sense of the word, but one should look at it as para-liturgical ‘Gebrauchsmusik”.
® Liber octavus xx musicales motetos quatuor/quinque vel sex vocum modlos habet, Paris 1534. RISM 1534/10



The second Ave Maria in Leiden motet is strikingly similar in conception and architecture to the one
whose authorship was contested. But paradoxically, no one appears to have been especially concerned
about the correct attribution of this piece. Neither of the two copies in the Leiden Choir books bears
an attribution. Their appearance is also strikingly different from that of the contested Ave Maria. The
scribe is clearly less experienced, and his clumsy ornaments on final longa’s and voice signatures
almost strike one as naive.

STYLISTIC OBSERVATIONS

Let us now consider questions of contrapuntal style. Is there anything about the music that could
account for the conflicting attributions within the Leiden Choir book?

As noted before, the styles of Crecquillon and Clemens non Papa can be almost indistinguishable.
What are their distinctive characteristics? According to Thomas Schmidt-Beste there are at least ten,
I have summarized them and added some of the most relevant characteristics of Clemens’ style
according to Bernet-Kempers and Reese (Appendix 3).

Does the contested Leiden Ave Maria share any of these characteristics? | have added some approval
or negative signs behind the characteristics. And the final upshot is: the Leiden Ave Maria features
most of stylistics traits associated with Clemens. But does that make it a typical Clemens motet?
There may be room for doubt on this point, because it remains nevertheless a very untypical piece.
Bernet-Kempers once qualified the Ave Maria as “no more than mediocre schoolwork™ and “the only
case in which Clemens presented himself in such a clumsy way”°. This verdict strikes me as a touch
harsh. The piece is far from clumsy, and certainly not “mediocre.”

GHEERKIN?

So, what about Gheerkin then? Veronique Roelvink itemized the main characteristics of his style
(Appendix 3)!*. The picture could scarcely be more unambiguous: the Leiden Ave Maria fails to meet
the majority of the criteria that might indicate Gheerkin’s authorship. Accordingly, Dr. Roelvink
concluded that, “although the Ave Maria reminds us of Gheerkin’s work because of the clear divisions
in text lines, this piece of music is probably not his.”

Yet perhaps we should look at the issue the other way around. What are the positive characteristics
of the piece itself, are there settings to match them? I’ll set the distinctive and to my view important
issues in bold:

1 Distribution: Five voices.

2 It starts with an intonation given in the superius®2.

3 It has a segmented architecture, with clear divisions by the use of double bar lines.
4 Motives are strongly chant related, with an exception for the alleluia.

10 ph. Bernet Kempers: Jacobus Clemens non Papa und seine Motetten, Dr. Benno Filser Verlag, Augsburg, 1928, p. 53.
In a footnote he mentions furthermore that the use of incipits, apart from the Magnificats, is absent in the work of Clemens
11 Véronique Roelvink: Gheerkin de Hondt. A singer-composer in the sixteenth-century Low Countries. Utrecht:
Donaas Projecten 2015

12 br. Hendrik Vanden Abeele explained to me that in general the use of different intonations (compare the one used in
Leiden with the one indicated by Richafort) is not chronologically affected but geographically; one could say that the
intonation going up to c is more or less typical for the right hand side of the Rhine, and that the one going to b-flat was
used more frequently left of the Rhine. But there are apparently many deviations from this general custom and cannot be
taken as an indication.



5 Imitation is only to be found in the upper 4 voices, in the first two segments.

6 The bass, in all of the segments, takes care of countermotion and harmonic support.

7 In the first two segments the head of the motives is followed by distinct, though stereotype
melismatic writing.

8 In the last segment melisma’s are less florid, and a more syllabic character takes over.
From then on imitation is almost absent until the alleluia starts and only to be found in S1
and T, the rest of the voices move in free counterpoint.

9 The Alleluia segment is preceded by a concluding homophonic emphasis (noéma).

10 The use of dissonance is mainly restricted to idiomatic suspensions and dissonance ‘de

passage’ thus creating a rich, compact sound.,

11 Occasionally there are unexpected leaps or movements occurring once in a single
voice, reaching out beyond the motivic material, to draw attention from the listener.
(T bar 9-10, S2 bar 15-16)

12 It has a plagal cadence at the end of the piece.

RICHAFORT

As said before, apart from the second Leiden Ave Maria, there is only one other setting that features
a segmented structure, composed by Richafort (Appendix 4). Remarkably, all but two the of the
eleven distinctive features of the Leiden Ave Maria are shared by the Richafort version of 1534.

It differs from Leiden only in texture and the absence of a little style-feature:

1) Texture: Richaforts motet is, as opposed to the Leiden Ave Maria, totally superius focused, it’s
this line that leads the others, whereas the tessituras of the Leiden Ave are closer to each other and
much more intertwined. The Leiden composition is less “lead-centered”, immediately causing that
more monumental and compact sound.

2) Style-feature: There are no unexpected ear-catching leaps or movement in Richafort.

There’s also a slight difference in text. Whereas the Leiden Ave Maria is limited to Luke I: 28 (I a-
¢), the Richafort setting is going up to “fructus ventris tui” (including Luke 1:42, T a-d) though
refraining from the usual addition “Jesus”, and, significantly, with no alleluia added. This longer text
is surprising because the motivic material used in Richafort’s Ave Maria is also based on the antiphon
for the Feast of the Annunciation. And as we have seen this antiphon contains only I(a-c)*°.

THE FOURTH GENERATION

Why have | spent so much time writing about Richafort? And why are the two differences | have just
pointed out so crucial to me? It has to do with a trait that professional singers share with George W.
Bush and Steven Colbert: sometimes we think with our gut.

Jean Richafort belonged to the same generation of composers as Benedictus Appenzeller, who was
just about five years older. And with mentioning this name we come to my ‘gut-feeling’ as a singer.
Agreed, this is far from empiric musicology, but to me the ‘sound’ of the Ave Maria in question is
very close to the typical sound Appenzeller achieves in his 5 and 6 part writing, so different from his
4 part writing. This was also observed by Thomas Schmidt-Beste in his MGG lemma on Appenzeller:

13 The answer may sought in the fact that the Ave Maria, or salutation angelica, so prominently labeled above the
Richafort setting in Attaingnant, seems so to have been a prayer more of private devotion than of liturgical rule; it has no
fixed occasion. It could also be used as part of the preces or secreta.



“(...) in den funf- und sechsstimigen [wird] der dichte Kontrapunkt oft zum Vehikel vollstimmiger
Klangwirkungen, und der Bassus iibernimmt immer starker harmonische Stiitzfunktionen.#”

Another feature that, to my experience with Appenzeller, is very typical for him, are the sudden non-
motivic leaps and movements; the employment of obvious “ear-catchers”. As we have seen there are
two of them in the Leiden Ave Maria. One should compare for instance the alleluia-part of the Leiden
Ave Maria with the last segment of Appenzeller’s Salve Regina (also to be found in the same Leiden
Choir book by the way, where it is the preceding piece!) to understand what | mean®.

SUMMARY

Now let’s summarize my observations leading to my personal presumption that the heavily contested
Leiden Ave Maria is neither by Crecquillon, nor Gheerkin, nor Clemens.

1: The use of only the first text segment of the Ave Maria was standard in the Low countries, France
and Germany. The of the second segment (Sancta Maria etc) was mainly used by composers
associated to Italy.

2: The addition of an alleluia to the 3d line of Ave Maria, as Leiden, is unique and makes a liturgical
use likely. If so, both text and used antiphon material are referring to the feast of the Annunciation
BMV during Eastertime. In pre-reformatory times taking place only in 1503 and 1516. (Clemens was
a either a just born or a young child at that time)

3: The strongly segmented architecture of the Ave Maria is very a-typical. We have only one example
of similar architecture and compositional treatment, the one by Richafort, a man born in the eighties
of the 15" century, a generation-fellow of Appenzeller.

4: Characterizations of Clemens’ style are more or less applicable on the Ave Maria but because the
piece is so short, the characteristics are so general, and the fact that it is so unlike anything else by
Clemens, it is a dead-end to try to inforce those characteristics to it. (Everything that goes for Clemens
here is also valid for Crecquillon.)

5: Most of the characteristics of Gheerkin’s style are indeed not applicable to the Leiden Ave Maria.
6: The ‘sound-scape’ of the Leiden Ave Maria resembles the ‘sound-scape’ of Appenzellers 5- and 6
part writing.

7: The Appenzellerian style feature of “ear-catchers” is present in the Leiden Ave Maria.

8: The bassus treatment in the Leiden Ave Maria is very much like the bassus treatment and function
in Appenzeller’s 5- and 6 part compositions.

The bottom line of this paper is not why the Leiden singers were arguing about the authorship of
Crecquillon, Gheerkin or Clemens, but rather: why was Benedictus not mentioned?

14 MGG 1994-2008, Gheerkin de Hondt lemma.
15 Both compositions are recorded on ‘The Leiden Choir Books’ volume 5, Egidius Kwartet & College, CD 1 track 1
(Salve Regina — Appenzeller) and track 8 (Ave Maria — Clemens non Papa), Et’cetera KTC 1411, 2014



Illustration 1; Leiden Ms 1442/Codex E f. 65v-66r
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Ilustration 2: Leiden Ms 1442/Codex E f. 64v-65r
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Illustration 2: Leiden Ms 1441/Codex D f. 38r-39v




Appendix 1: Output of AVE MARIA GRATIA PLENA’s by five generations composers in

Franco-Flemish tradition, in order of appearance.

1st generation (till 1470)

No Ave Maria’s by : Du Fay'®, Binchois, A de Lantins, H de Lantins, Joh. de Limburgia,

2d generation (till 1495)
No Ave Maria’s by : Busnois, Martini, Ghizeghem, Barbireau

OCKEGHEM
REGIS

(c1410/20 ?-1497)

(c1430-c1485)

3d generation (till c1520)
No Ave Maria’s by : Obrecht, De la Rue, Agricola, Divitis, Fevin, Tinctoris, Weerbecke, Danckerts, Ghiselin,
Gascogne, Bauldeweyn, Craen

1498-1503 chigicVviliz34 4vv

1503 Petrucci

1 part
3w 1 part

AM-| a-d
AM-I a-d virgo serena

JOSQUIN (c1450-1521) 1484 Mun 3154 4vv 1 part AM-1 a-b Virgo serena
COMPERE (c1445-1518) 1498-1503 chigicviiz34 4vv 2 parts AM-1 a-b + kyrie/litany
BRUMEL (c1460-c1515) before 1500 Bol Q17  3wv 1 part AM-l a

ORTO (c1460-1529) 1501 Odh. Petrucci 4vv 1 part - (no text)
CRISPINv St  (c1470-1532) 1503 Petrucci 4vv 1 part AM-| a-d (without Jesus)
PIPELAERE (c1450-c1515) 1508 Petrucci Swv 6 parts AM-| a+, b+ virgo serena
MOUTON (bef 1459-1522) c1518 Bol Q19 4vv 1 part AM-I a-c, (Il +/-)
MOUTON (bef 1459-1522) c1518 Bol Q19 Swv 2 parts AM-| a-d + latin poem
JOSQUIN (c1450-1521) 1522 PadBC A17 6VV 2 partof PN  AMJOSQUIN
PRIORIS (c1460-1512/14) 1520 Antico 8wv 1 part AM-| a-d

DULOT first half 16" ¢ 1525 CopKB 1848 - (no text)

MOUTON (bef 1459-1522) 1541/2 Petreius 3wv 1 part AM-| a-d

FINCK (c1445-1527) 1550 Bud0S22 incompl AM | a-d

ISAAC (1450-1517) 1555 Formschneider AM | a +++

PRIORIS (c1460-1512/14) 1760 Pepys 3wv 1 part AM-| a

4th generation (till c1560/65)

No Ave Maria’s by : Maistre Jhan, Rore, Payen, Manchicourt, Vaet, Buus, Arcadelt, Baston, Courtois, Lupi,
Janequin, Maessens, Larchier, Canis, Vinders, Moulu, Patoulet, Jacotin, DM Ferrabosco, Ducis, De Latre, De

Villiers, Le Heurteur, Werrecore(?), Crecquillon ?, Gheerkin(?)

SENFL (1486-1543) 1523-25 Munch Mss12 6vv 2 parts AM-1a-b virgo serena
VERDELOT (c1480-bef1552) 1527 US-cn C middle  5wv ? ?

VERDELOT (c1480-bef1552) 1530 E 11 33-60 Rome  6wv 2d part of PN AM JOSQUIN
WILLAERT (c1490-1562) 1532 Moderne 2d part of PN AM JOSQUIN

1 Du Fay’s Ave Maria is lost. | am grateful to Prof. Alejandro Planchart who gave me the following information: “It was
probably a setting of the prose Ave Maria . . . virgo serena (AH 54, 337). We know it existed because it was copied into
the choirbooks of Cambrai in 1473-74 (the fiscal year went from St. John Baptist’s day in 1473 to the same day in 1474).
The entry in the accounts of the fabric is as follows: Archives Départémentales du Nord, 4G 4681, fol. 21v : Item domino
Simoni Mellet magno vicario pro scribendo et notulando in novis libris unam missam super Ave regina caelorum/ ac pro
prosa Ave Maria necnon novum factum / et tractus desiderium / soluti fuerunt pro dictis partibus in quadam cedula
declaratis signata G du Fay 53 s 4 d. The mass in question is Du Fay’s last mass.”



SERMISY
HESDIN
RICHAFORT
DE BERCHEM
BRUCK
WILLAERT
FESTA
GOMBERT
DE MANTUA
HELLINCK
LAYOLLE
WILLAERT
CERTON
CERTON

DE MANTUA
WILLAERT

(c1490-1562)
(d 21 aug 1538)
(c1480-c1547)
(1505-1567)
(1500-1551)
(c1490-1562)
(1495-1545)
(c1495-c1560)
(1483-1559)
(c1496-1541)
(1492-1540)
(c1490-1562)
(c1510-1572)
(c1510-1572
1483-1559
(c1490-1562)

APPENZELLER/ (c1485-1558)
Werrecore (d after 1574)

ZARLINO
CLEMENS(?)
MORALES
PHINOT
VAN WILDER
CLEMENS
GUERRERO
LHERITIER
NASCO
MAILLARD
GUERRERO
HOLLANDER

5th generation (till c1590/1600)

(1517-1590)
(c1510?-1555?)
(c1500-1553)
(1510-1556)
(1500-1554)
(c1510-1555?
(1528-1599)
(c1480-a1552)
(1520-1560)
(c1510-1570)
(1528-1599)
(c1510-1568/69)

1534 Attaingnant
1534 Attaingnant
1534 Attaingnant
1534 Scotto

1538 Montanus
1539 Gardano
1539 VatS 20
1539 Scotto
1539 Scotto
1540 Petreius
1541/42 Rhaw
1542 Gardano
1542 Attaingnant
1542 Attaingnant
1543 Gardano
1545 gardano
1547 Susato

1549 Gardano

1549-59 Leiden cod. E

1550-63 VatS 38
1554 Cesano
1554 Susato

1554 Scotto

1555 Montesdoca
1555 Scotto
1556-69 TrevBC8
1565 Le Roy

1570 Gardano
??

4vv
Swv
Swv
Swv
4vv

S5wv
S5wv

3vv
6vv
3vv
3vv

4vv
4vv

5vv

4vv

4vv
4vv

1 part

2 parts

1 part

2d part of PN
2d part of PN
1 part

2d part of PN
2d part of PN
2d part of PN
2d part of PN
2d part of PN
1 part

1 part

2d part of PN
1 part

2d part of PN
2d part of

O magnum

1 part

1 part

2d part of PN
2d part of PN
2d part of PN
2d part of BM
2d part of PN
1 part

1 part

2d part of PN

AMIa

AM-I a-b + latin poem
AM-I| a-d

AM JOSQUIN
AM-I| a-d

AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN
AM 1 a-d
AM- | a-d
AM JOSQUIN
AM-| a-c

AM | a-d

AM | a-d

AM JOSQUIN
AM l-a-b +

AM JOSQUIN

AM | a-c + alleluia
AM JOSQUIN

AM JOSQUIN

AM JOSQUIN

AM | a-c + genuisti etc
AM JOSQUIN

AM TRENTE

AM I-1|

AM | a-d
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No Ave Maria’s by : De Monte, De Wert, Utendal, Regnart, De Vento, Hoyoul, De Fossa, Turnhout,
De la Hele, Kerle, Rogier, Castro, Sales, Waelrant, Pevernage, Cleeff, A.Ferrabosco’s

SCHRAMM

PALESTRINA
PALESTRINA
PALESTRINA
PALESTRINA

(1553-1619)
(1525-1594)
(1525-1594)
(1525-1594)
(1525-1594)

GALLUS/HANDL 1550-1591
GALLUS/HANDL 1550-1591
GALLUS/HANDL 1550-1591

F. DI LASSO
PALESTRINA
LASSUS

(1560-1609)
(1525-1594)
(c1532-1594)

1569-78 Reg 786-837

1564 Gardano
1572 Scotto

1583 Gardano
1593 Gardano
1586-91 Opus Mus
1586-91 Opus Mus
1586-91 Opus Mus
1586 Bogardi

1600 Gardano
1604 Heinrich

S5wv

4vwv
5wv
5wv
8vv
6vv
4vv
5w

1 part
2d part of PN
2d part of PN
1 part
1 part
1 part
1 part
1 part
2d part of PN
2d part of PN

Ala-d

AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN
AM | (a-d)
AM-l a-d

AM TRENTE
AM-l a-d

AM TRENTE
AM JOSQUIN
AM JOSQUIN



Appendix 2: Ave Maria — Clemens? Score. CMM 4
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Appendix 3: CHARACTERISTICS CLEMENS (CRECQUILLON) & GHEERKIN

SCHMIDT-BESTE (2003/2005)

N

NOoO U b~ w

0o

10
11

Pieces of considerable length

Selection of comparatively short passages of texts

vgl Bernet Kempers: Bevorziigung im allgemeinen kiirzere Prosatexte
Dense imitative counterpoint with few rests

Not too much melismatic writing

The motivic principle (Rifkin’s “motivicy”)

Clemens prefers responsory form in text and declamation.

Vgl Reese: Respond motets

Crecquillon loves to open with motives that contain large intervals.
Clemens prefers a somewhat looser texture.

Crecquillon writes more motets with homophonic passages
Clemens’ phrases tend to be shorter, more concise than those by Crecquillon
Clemens has a predilection for motives, declamation and melismas in
isochronic, equal rhythmical values (Crecquillon prefers sharply
delineated motives with variable, particularly dotted rhythms.

BERNET KEMPERS (1928) on Clemens

12

13
14

Wiederholung eines themas in einer stimme, am liebsten in der oberstimme,
ist ein lieblingsverfahren Clements

Vorliebe fir aufeinanderfolge von sext-akkorden

Algemeine abneigung von homphonie (Reese: Spare use of chordal writing)

REESE (1954/59) on Clemens

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Rhythmic movement mostly minims with few long notes and rapid melismas
Motives draw less on plainsong than f.i. Gombert

Motives have more tone repetition than Gombert

Melodies often leap up and then return stepwise

Favors the superius

Generally note-against-note counterpoint with much parallel motion
Archaic faux-bourdon writing

Spare use of canon

Authentic cadence with greater effect of finality than had been
customary in the past

Rare use of dissonance as an expressive device

Melodic intervals as use of expressive device (minor sixth)

Sonorous texture

Frequently faulty text declamation

Tendency toward lengthiness

Penchant for repetition, ostinato and melodic sequences

Ostinato often in the highest voice

GHEERKIN CHARACTERISTICS (Véronique Roelvink, 2015)

1.

sw

Gheerkin prefers to make obvious sections, respecting the lines
of the texts, even making divisions and subsections.

Overlaps between phrases are rare. Full stops in the music

do not occur frequently either.

Gheerkin relinquishes imitation after four or five notes.
Preference for creating voice pairs.

A liking for the rising leap of a fourth, sometimes

in a persistant sequal.

Hardly any chant references in his motets.
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