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RICHARD SHERR

PRIMA la musica e poi le parole. According to Friedrich Blume, part of the
‘genesis of modern historical musicology’ itself is due to the music of
Josquin des Prez. He tells a charming little story of how a ‘very young

man’ came up to him one day in 1927 full of enthusiasm (more strongly, actual
‘love’) for the Missa Pange lingua, the Wrst mass by Josquin des Prez to appear in
modern edition (in volume 5 of Ambros’s Geschichte der Musik). The young man
begged Blume to allow his students to sing the work, which he had ‘copied and
mimeographed’, that is, copied by hand onto those purple-Wnger-staining
sheets that some of us still remember, in a true ‘labour of love’ (emphasis on the
labour).1 That performance, born of youthful enthusiasm for the music, was,
according to Blume, the fons et origo of the torrent of words and editions that has
appeared in the seventy years since, not merely about Josquin but about all of
‘early music’. The effect of singing the 400-year-old work was such that it 
awakened in Blume and his students a burning desire to know more, to hear
more, to sing more of the music not only by Josquin but by his contemporaries.
As a direct result of his experience with bringing the music of Josquin to life,
Blume founded the series Das Chorwerk, to allow more Renaissance music to
be brought to life in modern edition. Countless editions and scholarly studies
have followed, intending to bring more music and even the composers of that
music to ‘life’. The Xow is now subsiding under postmodern pressure, but it still
has not been completely stiXed. And all because a very young man fell in love
with the Missa Pange lingua.2

Blume’s remarks came at the opening session of The International Josquin
Festival-Conference, a historic and highly successful meeting of scholars and

1 Friedrich Blume, ‘Josquin des Prez: The Man and the Music’, in Josquin Proceedings (1971), 18–27.
2 Blume is, of course, exaggerating. The beginning of modern interest in Josquin’s music is more likely

to be tied to the publication of Smijers’s complete edition, commencing in 1921.



performers that took place in New York City in 1971, the 450th anniversary of
the composer’s death.3 His address was entitled ‘Josquin des Prez: The Man and
his Music’; however, as Blume admitted, even almost Wfty years after his emo-
tional experience with the Missa Pange lingua there still was almost nothing to
be known about the man, and myriads of problems beset knowledge of the
music; indeed, the Wnal volume of the Complete Works begun by Albert 
Smijers in the 1920s had appeared only two years before the Conference.

Our knowledge of Josquin’s works—the meticulous research of the last decades
notwithstanding—is weak on all points; whether on the catalogue of his authentic com-
positions or on the large body of dubious and spurious works, on their chronology or on
their problems of style, and equally weak on all three sections of his oeuvre: the Masses,
the motets, and the secular compositions.4

That the music was somehow transcendent was agreed by everybody. As
Helmuth Osthoff stated in the introduction to his two-volume life and works
biography of 1962–5, the Wrst and still the only serious book-length scholarly
study by one author on the subject of the composer, on the point of Josquin’s
greatness there was and always had been a ‘consensus omnium’.5 This consensus
had its beginnings in Josquin’s own time. For the sixteenth-century Swiss
humanist Henricus Glareanus, Josquin was the equivalent of Vergil, and there
could be no higher praise. Luther famously stated that Josquin could make the
notes do as he willed, unlike other composers who were the slaves of the notes.
Earlier, in Italy in 1502, the Duke of Ferrara was informed that Josquin was a
better composer than Heinrich Isaac, and also that he was a difWcult person and
wanted too much money (he hired Josquin nevertheless). An erroneous ascrip-
tion to Josquin was enough to convince the papal singers in 1515 about the
worth of a motet they had been singing (they quickly changed their minds once
they found out who the real composer was—a young man called Adrian
Willaert). A Florentine in 1567 (Cosimo Bartoli in his Raggionamenti accade-
mici) compared Josquin in music to Michelangelo in the arts; and from a Flo-
rentine that was something (by 1567, Michelangelo had been dead for three
years, Josquin for forty-six). The number of sources containing pieces ascribed
to Josquin is greater than that for any composer of the period (over 300 manu-
scripts and prints). The Wrst volume of polyphonic masses ever printed was
devoted entirely to Josquin (Liber primus missarum Josquin, printed in Venice by
Petrucci in 1502). Two more volumes followed in 1505 and 1514, and the
whole set was reprinted by Giunta in Rome in 1526; there is no other composer
of the period who has a similar publication history. The Wrst motet collections

2 Richard Sherr

3 See Josquin Proceedings (1971). 4 Blume, ‘Josquin des Prez’, 26.
5 Josquin Desprez, i, p. ix.



to be printed (Petrucci’s Motetti A of 1502, his Motetti C of 1504, his Motetti
libro quarto of 1505) all begin with a motet not only ascribed to Josquin, but, as
far as we can tell, actually composed by him. Further, there is real evidence that
Josquin’s music continued to sustain practical (and theoretical) interest for
many years after his death; he may be the Wrst composer for whom this was true.
His name was so important to the reception of works in the sixteenth century
that a German publisher quipped that Josquin had composed more works after
his death than he had during his life. In modern times, all scholars from Ambros
on have enthused about the music of Josquin; there is no standard history of
music in which he is not the ‘greatest’ of the composers of his generation.

Now it is possible to argue (as in a following chapter) that we should take all
these encomiums with a large grain of salt. But for the moment, let us take them
at face value. Here is Glareanus writing in 1547, twenty-six years after the com-
poser’s death, on the effects that the music of Josquin had on him, and on
Josquin as a person:
If this man, besides that native bent and strength of character by which he was distin-
guished, had had an understanding of the twelve modes and of the truth of musical the-
ory, nature could have brought forth nothing more majestic and magniWcent in this art;
so versatile was his temperament in every respect, so armed with natural acumen and
force, that there is nothing he could not have done in this profession. But moderation
was wanting for the most part and, with learning, judgment; thus in certain places in his
compositions he did not, as he should have, soberly repress the violent impulses of his
unbridled temperament. Yet let this petty fault be condoned in view of the man’s other
incomparable gifts.

No one has more effectively expressed the passions of the soul in music than this sym-
phonist, no one has more felicitously begun, no one has been able to compete in grace
and facility on an equal footing with him, just as there is no Latin poet superior in the epic
to Maro [Vergil]. For just as Maro, with his natural facility, was accustomed to adapt his
poem to his subject so as to set weighty matters before the eyes of his readers with close-
packed spondees, Xeeting ones with unmixed dactyls, to use words suited to his every
subject, in short, to undertake nothing inappropriately, as Flaccus says of Homer, so our
Josquin, where his matter requires it, now advances with impetuous and precipitate
notes, now intones his subject in long-drawn tones, and, to sum up, has brought forth
nothing that was not delightful to the ear and approved as ingenious by the learned, noth-
ing, in short, that was not acceptable and pleasing, even when it seemed less erudite, to
those who listened to it with judgment. In most of his works he is the magniWcent virtu-
oso, as in the Missa super voces musicales and the Missa Ad fugam; in some he is the mocker,
as in the Missa La sol fa re mi; in some he extends himself in rivalry, as in the Missa de Beata
Virgine; although others have also frequently attempted all these things, they have not
with the same felicity met with a corresponding success in their undertakings.

This was for us the reason why in this, the consummation of our work, we have by
preference cited examples by this man. And although his talent is beyond description,
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more easily admired than properly explained, he still seems preferable to others, not only
for his talent, but also for his diligence in emending his works. For those who have
known him say that he brought his things forth with much hesitation and with correc-
tions of all sorts, and that he gave no composition to the public unless he had kept it by
him for several years, the opposite of what we said Jacob Obrecht is reported to have
done. Hence some not inappropriately maintain that the one may be justly compared to
Virgil, the other to Ovid.6

Here we have a sixteenth-century discussion of ‘Josquin des Prez: The Man and
his Music’. According to Glareanus, Josquin is violently impetuous and he lacks
‘gravitas’, but this is because he is not educated and does not know how to mod-
erate his passions; but he is to be forgiven this fault because of his music. His
music is great because it stimulates the emotions more effectively than the
music of any other composer. Glareanus thinks so highly of this that Josquin in
music is likened to Vergil in the epic. As Vergil responded to his ‘subject’ (res) in
choosing the poetic metre that best expressed it, so Josquin responds to his in
the choice of fast or slow note-values of the musical setting. This has usually
been taken to mean that Glareanus thought that Josquin was a master at
expressing the meaning of the texts he set, particularly in motets, but that is not
exactly what he says; in fact, the works he actually refers to next are all masses,
where the text was always the same. The ‘subject’ in these cases turns out to be
not the meaning of the words, but music as an expression of personality. We are
told that Josquin is a ‘magniWcent virtuoso’ (or should we interpret the Latin
ostentator as ‘show-off ’?). As examples, Glareanus cites the Missa L’homme armé
super voces musicales, a show-off piece if there ever was one, and a Missa Ad
fugam, that is, a totally canonic mass.7 Not content to show off, Josquin can also
be musically sarcastic; here Glareanus mentions the Missa La sol fa re mi, think-
ing perhaps of the story he tells later in his treatise whereby this mass is said to
have been written to mock a niggardly patron who always said ‘leave it to me’
(‘laise faire moy’), and of course never did anything. Josquin also is competitive,
as evidenced by the Missa de beata Virgine; we are told later how he and Antoine
Brumel both composed Glorias de beata Virgine (Glareanus does not in fact say
that it was the entire mass), in a musical rivalry that Josquin wins. To top it off,
Josquin is not a fast or facile worker, unlike Obrecht, who is Ovid to Josquin’s
Vergil. Josquin was clearly quite a character, or at least Glareanus thought so.
He dazzles, he mocks, he Wghts, he thinks, he reaches people like no one else

4 Richard Sherr

6 Henricus Glareanus, Dodekachordon (Basle, 1547), 362–3. Translation from Oliver Strunk, Source
Readings in Music History (New York, 1950), 220–1.

7 It is not clear which of the two masses that could have been called ‘ad fugam’ he means. The Missa Ad
fugam we think of is the canonic mass ascribed to Josquin in Petrucci’s second book of Josquin’s masses,
but the Missa Sine nomine in Petrucci’s third book of Josquin masses was also occasionally known as Missa
Ad fugam.



can. But while we can see that Glareanus believes this, he does not provide
much illumination of what it actually is in Josquin’s music that leads him to his
conclusions; as he says, Josquin is more easily admired than explained.

We, of course, want to explain, and there has been no dearth of attempts to
describe exactly what it is about Josquin’s music that so captivated his contem-
poraries and still captivates us today: that is, what makes him ‘great’. These
descriptions, interestingly, usually tend to hark back to the very things that
attracted Glareanus in the sixteenth century: virtuosity, and an ability to ‘move
the passions’, what we more dispassionately describe as ‘interpreting the text’.
Here is the editor of the last volumes of the Wrst Josquin edition, Myroslaw
Antonowycz, writing in 1961 about Josquin’s style. Expanding on Osthoff, he
summarizes the salient characteristics of Josquin’s music in the context of the
‘three styles’ periodization that has afXicted the history of music ever since
Beethoven.8 He describes the ‘three periods’ in the following way:

[1] . . . the works which can be included in the Wrst group are characterized by
dynamism of the melodic lines with their extended diatonic runs, melismatic ornamen-
tations occasionally at the cost of harmonic suavity (expression of the words even at the
cost of the textural transparence and balance)—and all this in most cases combined with
rationalistically motivated canonic complications by which the composer’s creative tal-
ent and technical mastery are shown in the best possible light. The most complicated
canonic devices are nevertheless surrounded by fresh, expansive melodic lines which
lend liveliness to the work and often a strong emotional undercurrent as well. Along
with all these attachments to the cantus Wrmus tradition and the constructional tech-
niques of the older generation of composers, there are always found in Josquin’s early
works some elements revealing the master’s progressiveness and delight in experimenta-
tion, elements which are employed in greater variety in the master’s other (later) works.
He is an ingenious experimenter who abundantly employs the old techniques but who,
at a given moment, revolts against them in order to give free play to his creative fantasy.

[2]. Characteristic of the second or middle group of Josquin’s compositions is the
variety of melodic invention and the diversity of contrapuntal constructive means.
Dynamism of the melodic lines is combined with the play of color of the contrasting
voice-groups. Canonic combinations are combined with ever more careful interpreta-
tion of the text and a clearly outlined constructional scheme. Increasing fondness for
effects of contrast between higher and lower voice-groups; between chordal passages
and those tending to counterpoint; between many-voiced passages and those with a
small number of voices; almost extravagant employment of melodic richness; and above
all, the multitudinous details within one and the same composition—these are the most
striking characteristics of this group.

Introduction 5

8 Myroslaw Antonowycz, ‘The Present State of Josquin Research’, in Jan LaRue (ed.), Report of the
Eighth Congress of the International Musicological Society (Kassel, 1961), i. 53–65. Antonowycz refers to
Osthoff ’s article ‘Zur Echtheitsfrage und Chronologie bei Josquins Werken’, in Société Internationale de
Musicologie: Cinquième congrès, Utrecht, 3–7 juillet 1952: Compte Rendu (Amsterdam, 1953), 303–9.



[3]. Characteristic for the third group are a more restrained handling of the melodic
material and the technical means, together with a well-calculated stability in the use of
contrapuntal principles of construction. The perfection of form—based on equality of
voices (Durchimitation), on clearly-balanced melodic phraseology, and on symmetric
distribution of the dynamic culminations—is combined with expression of the text and
syllabic setting of the words. Here Josquin appears as a brilliant thinker, a splendid archi-
tect and colorist in sound, and a profound interpreter of the text. The melodic element is
subordinated to the tectonic element. It is not dynamization of the various melodic lines
(as in the Wrst group), but the architecture of dynamics carried through to the smaller
details of the several sections which is characteristic of the works of this group.9

This might be considered still to be the standard if somewhat impressionistic
description of Josquin’s style, even if we ignore the attitude that sees the ‘three
periods’ as a chronological continuum ever ‘progressing’ until Josquin emerges
at its culmination as a ‘profound interpreter of the text’. We might add to this a
more recent, more sophisticated, and less impressionistic attempt to grasp what
is distinctive in Josquin through the application of Joshua Rifkin’s concept of
‘motivicity’:

We might deWne motivicity informally as the maximum permeation of a polyphonic
complex by a single linear denominator or set of denominators. By ‘linear denominator,’
I understand a unit of music characterized not just diastemmatically but rhythmically as
well. This would seem to coincide—and in fact often does coincide—with what we con-
ventionally call ‘motive’; hence my terminological bow to familiar coinage. Neverthe-
less, I must distinguish what I have in mind here from our common conceptions of
motive and motivic treatment as we inherit them from the analysis of eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century music. For one thing, the units to which I refer do not—or not, for
the most part, in any structurally meaningful sense—undergo the kind of evolution and
transformation that we consider part and parcel of tonal composition since the Classic
era. On the contrary, in the earlier stages of Renaissance motivicity at least, they remain
essentially Wxed, altering their shape in detail only as local contrapuntal exigency
demands. Moreover, these units do not invariably partake of certain characteristics that
we associate with motives: they do not necessarily have a distinctive proWle, nor, even
more important, do they necessarily initiate events or otherwise function as incises—
they can occur without any articulative individuation within the middle of a longer
melodic span. In this respect, we may better liken them to modules, or to ‘segments’ in
twelve-tone theory. But in regard to this last comparison, I must make two signiWcant
distinctions: as already emphasized, the denominators of my motivicity include rhythm
as well as pitch; and they do not presuppose the embracing context of the larger set.10

6 Richard Sherr

9 Antonowycz, ‘The Present State of Josquin Research’, 57.
10 See Joshua Rifkin, ‘Miracles, Motivicity, and Mannerism: Adrian Willaert’s Videns Dominus flentes

sorores Lazari and Some Aspects of Motet Composition in the 1520s’, in Dolores Pesce (ed.), Hearing the
Motet: Essays on the Motet of the Middle Ages and Renaissance (New York, 1997), 243–64 at 244.



For Rifkin, it is Josquin’s ingenious and idiosyncratic use of motivicity that sets
him off from his contemporaries and sets later composers off from him.11

The main points made by Glareanus, Antonowycz, and Rifkin come down to
this: Josquin is remarkably versatile and inventive, more than any other com-
poser of his time, and his inventiveness is to be found in all the genres in which
he composed, from the constructive world of the cantus-Wrmus mass to the
freer world of motets and chansons and even instrumental pieces. Further, this
inventiveness is to be found at all levels of his musical output, from large-scale
structure to the surface elements of counterpoint and melodic invention, down
to the details of motivicity, yet all this inventiveness does not overwhelm the
actual aural event of the music itself, which delights and moves us on its own
terms.12 At the same time, the composer was capable on occasion of extraordi-
nary insight into the way musical materials could be manipulated to express the
syntax and meaning of the text (and even its ‘passion’). Similar points are made
by Jeremy Noble in what is perhaps the best overview of Josquin’s music to
date,13 and they will be found in every description and analysis of the com-
poser’s works that has appeared over the years, including practically every dis-
cussion in this volume. The sense of wonder that we Wnd as early as Glareanus
often fuels these discussions; sometimes you just have to sit back, shake your
head, and think: ‘how did he come up with that just out of his own head?’

But in fact, Antonowycz’s three-stage style description was not offered as an
attempt to explain our sense of wonder at Josquin’s music; it actually appears in
a section of his article entitled: ‘The Authenticity of the Various Works Attrib-
uted to Josquin’. The stylistic characteristics turn out not to be primarily a way
of understanding Josquin’s genius, but are to be utilized in the never-ending
quest to purge the composer’s oeuvre of impurities. For it has long been known
(and was known even in the sixteenth century) that Josquin could not have
composed a large number of the works that people attributed to him either by
mistake or to take advantage of his reputation (what John Milsom later in this
volume calls ‘forgery’). Musicologists have generally felt it to be their duty to
root out these imposters and banish them from the ‘Josquin canon’, which effec-
tively meant banishing them from any consideration whatsoever. This is done,
of course, in service of our desire to consider Josquin in the time-honoured way

Introduction 7

11 ‘In Josquin’s hands, such procedures and others related to them become the foundation for an ingen-
ious and carefully ordered exploitation of ambiguities between surface and scaffold, identity and non-
identity, repetition and non-repetition, symmetry and asymmetry.’ Joshua Rifkin, ‘Josquin’s Chansons for
Five Voices: Problems of Authenticity and Style’, unpublished paper read at the Colloquium on European
Secular Music of the 16th Century (Rutgers University, 1984), 8. I am grateful to Professor Rifkin for shar-
ing this paper with me.

12 Remember that Blume, who presumably had learned something about Josquin’s inventiveness from
reading about him, was in fact overwhelmed simply by the music.

13 See Gustave Reese and Jeremy Noble, ‘Josquin’ (NGHRM), 1–90.



of writing about composers since the nineteenth century. To quote Blume
again: ‘The essence of a great artist lies in his creative accomplishments, and the
assessment of the oeuvre depends on the knowledge of its evolution, i.e. on the
knowledge of its chronology and stylistic growth.’14 How can we approach
such knowledge if we do not actually know what he wrote and when he wrote
it? Or a more modern question: how can we judge the effect of his music on his
contemporaries or its place in the ‘discourse’ of the times if we do not also know
where he composed his works and for what audiences? Added to these histor-
ical questions, quite frankly, is a sense of protectionism of the great man; we
simply do not want to believe that occasionally he could have had a really bad
day and produced a mediocre work. So we Wnd that many discussions of
Josquin’s music have taken place in the context of attempts to establish the
‘canon’ by rejecting works ascribed to the composer but now thought either
through source studies to be misattributed or through the test of musical analy-
sis to be so inferior that they could not have been composed by him, or, on the
other hand, defending works that have been questioned by claiming that they
are so superior or distinctive that they have to have been composed by him. The
editors of the New Josquin Edition, established almost as soon as the Smijers
edition was completed, are required to test the authenticity of all the works
assigned to them and have been given the following instructions under the
rubric ‘Authorship’:

Any evidence that raises questions about the authorship of a given work should be dis-
cussed under this rubric in a brief and concise essay. Included among the issues to be con-
sidered might be: the general reliability of the sources of the work with respect to their
attributions; the proximity to Josquin of the sources that ascribe it to him; conXicting
attributions and the arguments for the relative weight that should be assigned them;
external sources (e.g., theoretical treatises) that mention the work and its composer; and
the relative compatibility of the work with our unfolding view of Josquin’s style. Dis-
cussion of musical style will normally be a component of the treatment of authenticity,
unless speciWc reference can be made to existing literature on the subject.15

The edition proposes to list works that are determined to be unauthentic, but
not to publish them.

Yet, as Rob C. Wegman points out in a following chapter, all this is danger-
ously circular since the general stylistic characteristics that are invoked to
authenticate works actually come from examining a collection of pieces that
may in itself contain inauthentic works. Further, while these characteristics
seem good for negative purposes (removal) they never seem to be good enough
to be used positively to allow us to add previously unattributed works to the

8 Richard Sherr

14 ‘Josquin des Prez: The Man and the Music’, 26.
15 Willem Elders et al., The New Josquin Edition: Guidelines for Editors (rev. edn., 1995), 50–1.



canon. One begins to wonder if we really know anything about the music of
Josquin des Prez. Joshua Rifkin presented the sceptical view in remarks deliv-
ered at a conference devoted precisely to problems of authenticity:

I wish to question whether we have in fact done the hard groundwork on the Josquin
canon that alone would enable us to tackle in anything more than a scattershot manner
such recalcitrant problems of authorship as many under review here. Indeed, I wish to
question whether we even have anything that, under any deWnition but that of scholarly
Rezeptionsgeschichte, we can properly label a Josquin canon. I think not. We have instead,
I would suggest, a scholarly consensus, a vaguely constituted set of assumptions fash-
ioned by our evolving collective unconscious from a bit of Ambros here, some Osthoff
there, lots of Smijers throughout and smatterings of individual observations. Particu-
larly in the last twenty years, this consensus has undergone considerable reWnement as
scholars have proposed the elimination of one work or the other from the commonly
accepted corpus; but its status as point of departure and touchstone of judgement has
remained unchanged and unchallenged. For a particularly eloquent illustration of this,
we need turn no further than the early history of the New Josquin Edition. As one of its
Wrst public acts, the edition published a provisional list of contents, on which it asked the
scholarly community to comment—not, however, concerning the actual selection of
works, but merely on the ordering of the compositions.16

He then went on, of course, to disattribute one of Josquin’s most famous
motets, not, however, by invoking stylistic analysis to bolster his conclusion.
One might even posit that his later notion of motivicity is offered as a kind of
‘Morellian earlobe’, a distinctive and totally personal marker that can be used to
separate authentic from inauthentic works.17

Authenticity is still very much a modern subject of debate; in fact, along with
the details of Josquin’s early biography, it sometimes appears to be the only sub-
ject of debate. The complete list of works changes very frequently, particularly
with regard to motets and chansons. The reader of this Companion will soon be
made aware of this major trend in Josquin studies and the discomfort it can
cause; practically every chapter will contain some remarks about the unaccept-
ability of certain works (sometimes famous works) that have hitherto been
thought to be part of the canon, and sometimes the defence of other works that
have been questioned will be offered. It is expected that there will be disagree-
ment about some of these pronouncements; indeed there is disagreement
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16 Joshua Rifkin, ‘Problems of Authorship in Josquin: Some Impolitic Observations; with a Postscript
on Absalon, Wli mi ’, in Josquin Proceedings (1986), 45–52.

17 See Giovanni Morelli, Italian Painters: Critical Studies of their Works by Giovanni Morelli (Ivan 
Lermolieff ), trans. Constance Jocelyn Ffoulkes, with an introduction by the Right Hon. Sir A. H. Layard,
2 vols. (London, 1900–7). The dangers of this sort of enterprise were made obvious when at the 1971
Josquin Conference Edgar Sparks used a contrapuntal detail that Osthoff thought of as a distinguishing
marker of authenticity and turned it into a marker of the exact opposite. See Edgar H. Sparks, ‘Problems
of Authenticity in Josquin’s Motets’, in Josquin Proceedings (1971), 345–59.



within this volume that the editor has deliberately not tried to excise or smooth
over.18 The deWnitive word on these matters has not yet been spoken and indeed
may never be spoken.

Luckily for Josquin lovers, Josquin can survive even the most ruthless win-
nowing of his output. First, most of these arguments, it turns out, concern
works that are unique (like Absalon, Wli mi) or are on the chronological periph-
eries, either said to be ‘very early’ or ‘late’, composed before a style had been
established or at a time when the style could have been transforming itself into
something cut short by the composer’s death—in a word, precisely the type of
works that are largely of purely historical interest. This is true of most of the
masses about which there are questions, and for most of the Wve- and more-
voiced motets and chansons that have been challenged, for instance (it is less
true of the four-voice motets). Second and more important, even if all the works
that people want to discard were removed and all that was left was the smaller
repertory of works, those works would be enough to justify his contemporary
and posthumous reputation; indeed, these works form the bulk of the discus-
sion in the following pages. In my opinion, the Missa de beata Virgine alone
would be enough. Josquin can survive a redeWnition of his canon, as he can sur-
vive the re-evaluation of the assumption of his absolute pre-eminence that is
long overdue, just as we will survive the fact that twenty years of his early career,
the ‘Milanese years’ to which some of the following chapters will refer, have
suddenly disappeared from under our very noses. Josquin will survive because
his best music really is as magniWcent as everybody has always said it was. Prima
la musica.

10 Richard Sherr

18 See e.g. the views of Milsom and Elders in Chapters 15 and 17 regarding the twelve-voice Inviolata,
integra et casta es ascribed to Josquin. The various authors did not in general consult with one another
when writing their chapters.


