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~ ABSTRACT

J. S. Bach's Well-tempered Clavier, Book Il (WTC 1l) is one of his works whose authoritative
text is yet to be established. For this kind of popular composition one may find it particularly strange
that no two editions give identical texts. Apart from the interest of publishers, there has been no
further exhaustive survey of this issue since the work of Franz Kroll (1866) and Hans Bischoff
(1884) in their respective editions.

it appears that Bach's autograph in the British Library, Add.35021 does not contain Bach's final
authoritative text in every detail. From the evidence in some of Bach's students' copies, it has been
generally assumed that Bach made a subsequent fair copy, which is now lost. ;

My study of the manuscript copies, printed editions and other scholars' treatises in the past
suggests that the lack of our understanding could be ascribed partly to the complexity in Bach's
compiling and copying process, but especia!ly to the lack of thorough and objective scholarship in
manuscript study. : o :

_ This study focuses on Add. 35021. The aim was to reconstruct Bach's oomposmonal activities
and habits, how he drew his staves with a rastrum based on his plan of layout, how he repeatedly
revised his original text, and how, when he found it impossible to make further revisions on the
same sheet, he prepared a new sheet and made out his revision on it. This process went on until he
was satisfied or until he thought he would leave it for the time for future amendments. It is
especially important to distinguish Bach's initial entries from his later additions, because this is
normally the only evidence of the previous state of the work. One way of doing this is to classify the
types of ink and pen used by Bach at the time. The other possible method is to note the calligraphic
distinction between Bach's fair copies and his composing scores, and also the way Bach planned
his layout with care from the beginning or he compressed his notations into smaller spaces when he
came towards the end.

When compared with Add.35021, some of the non-autograph ﬁ'oeugeessem a unique reading of
Add.35021 at a particular moment in time. By referring to such secondary sources, we can see
clearly Bach's continuous revision activities on Add.35021. In other words, we can reconstruct a
time-table of the order of compositions in the compilation and the multiple layers of later revisions.
From the study, | have found that long before the presumed lost authoritative version would have
been completed, Bach had already shown to his pupils his continually revised autograph as if it
were the final revision.
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INTRODUCTION

Among more than ten thousand scholarly works oénceming the compositions and the life
of Johann Sebastian Bach (1685-1750), there are few which seriously inquire into the historical
aspects of WTC IL.1 Itis certainly a strange truth for as famous and important a work as WTC I,
which had been exceptionally cherished among musicians, right through Bach's students,
Beethoven, and Chopin until 'now. The reason for our scholars' reluctance to undertake
historical research was not that they already knew sufficient details about it. Since they could
not obtain conclusive, significant results from the information they had, they felt that serious
work in this area was not justified. Nonetheless, this state of historical research became, for
some time in the past, the basis of interpreting other aspects of the work. But recently, the
situation has improved. Dehnhard, in his Wiener Urtext Edition (1983), showed a significant
advance on previous Bach research. He contributed especially to our historical understanding
of WTC |l, showing how one version is related to othérs. Due to the space limit, his study could
not fully justify certain hypotheses with sufficient arguments. Presently, therefore, we look
forward to the publication of the critical edition of NBA V/6ii by Alfred Dirr, which is due to
appear within a couple of years' time.

In the past, WTC Il was frequently regarded less highly, or was thought less attractive,
than WTC |. This may still be true. As a result, we have seen significantly fewer esoteric
approaches to the work than to WTC 1.2 This attitude of our scholars was often related directly
to Bach's supposed attitude to the work. This was sometimes supported historically:
considering that there survives neither the authentic title of WTC |l nor a complete bound
volume, scholars such as Fuller-Maitland and Dickinson tended to think that WTC Il was written
with no very strong motive beyond a possible use as teaching material.3 Ittenberg goes so far
as to say that a "rhaicr creative impulse is not found in the second book".4 It is hardly
conceivable, however, that while composing several important large scale works, viz., CU3 (-
1739), CU4 (-1742) and the Art of Fugue (ca.1740-), Bach would allow himself a significant

11 have been compiling for some years a bibliography related to Bach literature, printed
editions and research, which now includes just above 10,000 references. It may be
surprising, if | put in this way, that | have so far managed to include in it 38 references only
specifically for WTC Il, and this is only about 10% of WTC references as a whole.

2 Werker (1924) and Hahn (1973) approached WTC | from numerological and theological
view. On WTC |1, Nissen (1952) is the only work, but his theological approach is
unfortunately neither as thorough as those schelgs' of WTC |, nor based on reliable
scholarly ground.

8 Fuller-Maitland (1948), p. 3; Dickinson (1950), p. 42. Gray (1938) p. 5, says Bach
designated the title as "Twenty-four new Preludes and Fugues”. | find no such title in the
extant MSS, and suspect that he mistook the Ms. Am.B.57 as Bach's autograph.

4  Ittenberg's arguments are on pp. 167-169.



amount of time in compiling such a large scale composition as WTC Il without a "major creative
impulse”. We should also remember that WTC i was not a commissioned work, with no
payment or attached obligation. In addition, it is dangerous to assume that the lack of a title
page or a binding were the evidence of Bach's low spirit towards WTC Il. Those could have
existed and be now missing; or Bach could have asked his copyist to write a title page. At any
rate, it is reasonable to assume that in preparing WTC Il Bach needed no incentive in
advertising a conoept of employmg all twenty-four keys, for this was no longer innovatwe by
17405 '

Another unfavourable attack on WTC Il was made against its structure as a collection of
pieces. It is said more or less unanimously that as a collection WTC Il is "less unified than WTC
I".6 The unity to which we refer is about three factors of relations between the collection as a
whole and the individual piéceSwithin, viz., sequence, size and style. The first factor Gray
describes as follows: | |

. the keys moreover, are sometimes felt to be arbitrary in comparison with those of
the first book - one can perfectly well imagine some of them in other keys than those in

which they appear. Transposition does not affect their essence; the sequence of
moods, t0o, has not the same logic and necessity as in the earlier collection.”

Related to this are discussions about the stylistic diversity in the preludes and the use of
diverse fugal techniques (fairly free to extremely elaborate). Thns was regarded parlly as a
result of the re-use of older composmons

Such apparent lack of unity is normally attributed to the wéy the work was compiled.
Knrkpatrick assumes it to be accidental, and compares the inconsistent order and sequence of
WTC Il to that of excerpts from a poet's diary or an artist's sketch-book, put in postenor order"
He explains further:

Yet there are no duplications, and the massive, scarcely assimilable impact of the
collection confronted as a whole reveals the variety and richness of its contents.®

5 There are at least three compositions of WTC fashion by other composers which predate
WTC II: 1) Johann Gottfried Kirchhoff: L'A.B.C.-musical: Préludia und Fugen aus allen
Ténen (Amsterdam?, 17387); 2) Georg Andreas Sorge: Clavier Ubung, in sich haltend das
I. und ll. habe Detzend Von 24. melodieusen, volistimmigen und nach modernen Gustu
durch den gantzen Circulum Modorum Musicorum gesetzten Praeludiis (NUrnberg,
ca.1738) - this composition continued towards the completion of 24 pieces, and the third
part was dedicated to Bach. See BDok 11/526 and BR, p. 2351.; 3) Georg von Bertuch:
XXIV Sonates composée par le Canons, Fugues, Cantre points & parties, selon le sisteme
de 24 modes & les preceptes du fameux Musicien, componiste & Polihistor Jean
Mattheson, a3, auec la Basse continde par George de Bertouch. See BDok 1/421.

€  Wolff (1980) pp. 153-154.
7 Gray, pp. 5-6.
8  Kirkpatrick (1984), p.14. See also Gray, pp. 5-6.



Spitta, while recognizing a lack of unified structure in WTC I, justifies Bach's strategy of
compilation by emphasising the significant advance of formative power and rich imagination in
the individual pieces.? If our commentators were correct, we should come to the following
conclusion: that Bach intended to write 24 individual pieces, and made no concession at a
musical level to unify them as a part of the whole. | suspect that the true answer is something
different. For if we turn to recent studies on Bach's contemporary large-scale works, viz., CU3,
CU4, Musical Offering and the Art of Fugue, they all indicate that in these works the structural,
unifying element was the central pillar.10 Is there any undiscovered aspect of WTC Il which
unifies the work as a whole? ‘

Finding the unknown is adventure. To bring any adventure to success, one needs two
basic things - wisdom and inspiration, or in our case, historical knowledge about WTC Il and
relevant hypothetical insight into the work. Originally, this thesis was aimed to cover both, and
divided my argument into three parts. In Part One, | studied the stylistic aspects of individual
pieces and the biographical details of Bach's activity in 1730-1745; in Part Two, | concentrated
on the source studies - inception of the piece, compilation, and the revision of the work; and in
Part Three, | explored the question of the unifying power behind the structure of WTC Ii. Of
course, | had the "inspiration” first. What | considered as possible unifying agents in WTC |l
were: 1) a numerological link; and 2) key characteristics and affections. In either case, the unity
will not be musical but symbolic and monumental.

One way to link the movements of WTC might be by number symbolism, as is the case
with CU3. To begin with, the number "24" was considered as one of the special numbers for
Bach. Werker held this view, and showed an interesting numerical analysis of WTGC .1t
Prautzsch explains it as the sacred number of elders at the throne of God.12 Hirsch, however,
links the number with the hours of a day.!3 In any case it may not simply be a coincidence that
when Bach compiled a Genealogy of the Bach Family in 1735, he placed himself as twenty-
fourth.4 In proving the hypothetical numerological foundation of a piece of music, scholars

9 Spittalll, p. 185

10 CU3 - G. A. Trumpff: "Der Rahmen zu Bachs drittem Teil der Klavierdbung. NZsfM CXXIV
(1963) 466-470; David Humphreys: The Esoteric Structure of Bach's Clavierdbung lil
(1983); CU4 - David Humphreys: "More on the Cosmological Allegory in Bach's Goldberg
Variations" Soundings Vol.12 (1984); Ursula Kirkendale: "The Source for Bach's Musical
Offering: The institutio Oratoria of Quintilian. JAMSoc XXXIll (1980) 88-141; Alan Street:
"The Rhetorico-Musical structure of the ‘Goldberg' Variations: Bach's Clavierubung IV and
the INSTITUTIO ORATORIA of Quintilian. MAnalysis. VI/1-2 (1987) 89-131; Musical
Offering - Rudolf, Gerber: Sinn und Ordnung in Bachs ‘Musikalischem Opfer': Musikieben |
(1948) 65-72; The Art of Fugue - Bernhard Martin: Untersuchungen zur Struktur der 'Kunst
der Fuge' Bachs. (diss K&In 1940; Regensburg 1941). :

11 Werker (1922), pp.5-15, 215, 228 ff.
12 Prautzsch (1984), p. 12. ‘

13 Hirsch (1986), p. 54.

14 See BR, p. 208.



usually count number of bars or notes. But to do this for WTC I, we encoumer great problems
for we do not have Bach's final text. Moreover there are sometimes four daﬂerent versions of a
single movement. Had he such a concept, Bach would have revised his compositions solely to
adjust the number of notes or bars according to the number symbolism. There is another level
of number symbohsm however: the number of the pcece within the cycle-order. Here | give two
posssble examples showing the relations between a Psalm and a prelude.!® The twenty-second
prelude, Pr.bb, can be considered as the musical depiction of Psalm 2216 This rarely-used key,
Bb minor, is also used where Psalm 22 was qubted by Jesus in the St. Matthew Passion
(recitative 61a Adagio), "Eli, Eli, lama, lama asabthani!”.17 More significant perhaps is the close
resemblance in melodic structure between the theme of Pr.b? and the recitative just mentioned.
This can be made clear if we look into them with a J.N.David-style synoptic approach.8
Another example is found in the following twenty-third prelude, Pr.B, where Bach seems to
have translated Psalm 23 into music verse by verse in his symbolic language.®

Another way to unite the twenty-four pieces may be to exhaust the possible ways of
expressing individual key characteristics, a method which was not accomplished thoroughly in
WTC . Some keys certainly give rise to similar motives in the two volumes of WTC (in the B®
minor preludes, for instance), whereas others show quite different Affekten (such as those of
the A minor preludes). This seems to indicate that Bach replaced his earlier image of the key
with a later one. An interesting example is Pr.g, which in many respects resembles the opening
movement of the St. John Passion.20 But to prove this kind of hypothesis, we require a huge
statistical and chronological survey of Bach's use of keys and motives.

To proceed with these hypotheses, | needed to study the historical evidence of Bach's
incentive as well as his activity in the compilation and revision of WTC [l. Therefore it was
essential to exhaust the historical study of each individual movement first - i.e., to decide when
each movement was first composed, how it was used and how it was repeatedly revised - all in
the light of the particular historical position Bach held in his time. During my research into this

15 Prautzsch (1984), p. 13, considers certain number symbols can be related to Psalms. He
lists 22, 23, 24, 35, 51, 69, 89 and 97.

16 Nissen (1951-52), p. 76, describes the prelude as "the death of Jesus" although he does
not mention the relation to Psalm 22. He assigns to the tune of the prelude an interesting
text "Jesus starb am Kreuz fOr mich den Tod".

17 This numbering is NBA's. BWV gives number 71,

18 See my unpublished MMus dissertation The Well-Tempered Clavier Il and Pianoforte
Performance. Appreciation of Bach's Profound Compositional Level - Theological and
Philosophical Speculation (Leeds University, 1986), esp. performance note, p. 6.

19 bid, performance note, pp. 6-7. However, Nissen (1851-52), p. 78, says that the prelude
depicts "Resurrection and Ascension” and that it is related with Psalm 46, coinciding with
the number of bars in the prelude.

20  jbid, p. 27 ff.



not
part of the project, it became apparent that the initial plan of the thesis couldvbe accomplished
within the time available. Thus for this thesis, I shall present Part Two of my project only.

Our present discussion is divided into four chapters for this pufpose: Chapter 1 - Early
Models for WTC If, where | discuss how these models were used, revised and developed;
Chapter 2 - The London Autograph, where 1 discuss how Bach compiled WTC II; Chapter 3 -
Evidence for the Completed Compilation of WTC il, where | view the compilation of WTC i
outside the autograph, and discuss the origin of variant readings and the possible existence
and state of lost autographs; and Chapter 4 - Revision Process of The London Autograph,
where | discuss Bach's revision activity by projecting it into larger historical perspective.



CHAPTER 1
EARLY MODELS FOR WTC Il

INTRODUCTION

The genesis of WTC Il was first fully examined by Breckoff in 1965.21 Among sixty-eight
MS sources he examined, Breckoff classified and described briefly the twelve MSS as early
model tradition. These MSS contain, among various other pieces, the early versions of WTC Ii,
which were not originaltyiinterided for WTC Il, but which later found their way into it. In his
study, however, Breckoff did not go beyond the basic description of the MSS. 1t is twenty years
later that its historical éignificance s brought into light by Brokaw.22 He, in addition to already
known twelve, also examined newly discovered MS.N.104390 and increased our understanding
of these early models.

The aim of this chapter is to pursue certain important aspects of the MSS which our
previous scholars did not touch: the background of the MSS, how they were made, and what
they were made for. To do this, it will be essential to look in detail at each MS.

In discussing the early models of WTC I, one has to bear in mind the limitation of the
study: the whole argument will be based on a hypothesis that cannot be proved but can only be
deduced from a limited amount of evidence. For example, all the sources which are to be deait
with are not holographs, but copies, or maybe copies of copies, from lost autographs of Bach's.
It is assumed that there must be many MSS, lost or still undiscovered, which would assist our -
study greatly or will possibly give us a different picture from what we are now going to see.

- Unlike Breckoff, | shall concentrate my discussion on those MSS seen the most authentic
in the sense that they are thought to derive - - directly from the autographs. The majority of
other MSS, which were evidently made after Bach's death, and are clearly of secondary
importance, are not dealt with in detail here.

21 Breckoff (1965).

22 Brokaw (1985). According to Brokaw, Klaus Hofmann studied the certain MSS of the early
models and read his paper *Finf Praiudien und fant Fugen? Uber ein unbeachtetes
Sammelwerk Johann Sebastian Bach," at the 1985 Bach Conference at Leipzig. | have so
far been unsuccessful to obtain this article.



DESCRIPTION OF MSS IN TWO INDEPENDENT MOVEMENTS

In some pieces of WTC |l the origin of the musical ideas can be traced as far as back &3
Bach's Céthen years (1717-1723). The re-use of musical materials from his old works is not
unusual for Bach, but is a part of his normal working procedure. The same process can be
seen, for instance, in WTC |, which was derived from Cb-WFB, the collection made for Wilhelm
Friedemann. By contrast with the case of WTC |, however, we know very little about the original
form and purpose of the early models of WTC I, for Bach's autographs of these early models
are not extant. Thus we have to rely on the copies made by Bach's pupils to see how they were
made and used. These copies are found to have been made at two different times, and-
probably used for a specific purpose as WTC |. When we explore these questions, we shall see
for what Bach's pupils' copies were meant in historical terms and how they contributed to the
motivation and the compilation of WTC Il in Bach's late years.

Table 1: Early models of WTC Il classified in two stages
according to the approximate date of origin of primary-sources.

Sources Origin of text Hand Date
Embryonic stage ,

P 804 from lost autograph? J.P.Kellner23 1725-50
MS.Nr4 copy of P 804 unknown 1st half 18¢
P 1089 . from lost autograph? J.C.Vogler.24 1729

P 575 from same exemplar as P 1089 Kaufmann? late 18¢
MS. Nr.8 related with P 1089 J.G.Preller  1780s?
Go.S.19 from same exemplar as P 1089 unknown 1750-6025
P 561 copy of P 1089 unknown mid 19¢
N.10490 from lost autograph? Michel 1780s?

P 563* from lost autograph? Michel 1780s7
Pupal stage

P 595 from lost autograph? J.F.Agricola ca.1738

P 549 copy of P 595 ' F.A.Grasnick early 19¢
P 226 from lost autograph? A.M.Bach ca.1738

P 550 copy of P 226 Michel 1780

N8, Sources in BOLD are primary source to distinguish them from the secondary sources.
* . P 563 can be listed in SECONDARY level.

From the way the MSS were made and used, it can be deduced that the earliest models

were perhaps prepared to meet the specific demand for teaching materials for his less
advanced pupils in Bachs early Leipzig period (1723-1730). These MSS are listed in Table 1 as

23 NBAKB V/5, pp24 .
24  Schulze Goldpapier, p. 31.
25 Schulze (!9




the "Embryonic Stage".vAll the pieces are written in commonly-used keys, are fairly short, are
less demanding in technical skills, and are less complex compositional structures. |

The other models (see the pieces listed in the 'MSS in Table 1, Pupal Stage) were perhaps
related to the positive attitude Bach began to'adopt in the late 1730s - the revision work of his
earlier pieces. It is this trend itself which may have caused the compilation of WTC II. In the
following sections, | shall refer to these two parts respectively 'Ias THE HERALD and THE
PROLOGUE. | | | 7

THE HERALD: WTC Il IN EMBRYO

Among nine extant sources In this group, | shall concentrate on the four most important
primary source MSS (see Table 1, Embryonic Stage, Primary Source), which, | think, present
the earliest historical records in relation to the compilation of WTC II. The first two MSS, P 804
and P 1089, are Bach-circle copies from ca.1725-1730. The third and fourth, N.10480 and
P 563, were made ca.1780 by C. P. E. Bach's copyist but are thought to be copied directly from
Bach's autograph. It is deemed by some scholars that all four were based on autograph now
lost but formerly in the possession of C. P. E. Bach in Hamburg.26

These early models of Bach's were considered to be made much earlier than Bach's
pupils' copies. Brokau considers that these early models even pre-date WTC |, as early as
before 1713.27 | shall return to this point after | have discussed individual MSS.

P 804

MS P 804, generally known as Kellner's miscellaneous volume, is a large, 5 cm thick,
bound manuscript composed of 396 pages in 57 fascicles.2® Partly due to its impractical huge
size, the MS is damaged considerably. This can be confirmed from many pages restored with
gauzing. Most of the pages contains J. S. Bach's keyboard music. Fascicle 5 (pp. 21-24),
fascicle 11 (pp. 57-60) and fascicle 38 (pp. 233-244) are our main interest in the present study.

No firm date has yet been assigned to this manuscript, and no one has so far made any
serious attempt to examine the watermarks. Breckotf reported that it does not bear watermarks
at all. W. Plath, hovirever. gives the date of the MS as between 1725 and 1750, for there he
finds several pages giving original dates, viz., fascicle 22 (1726), fascicle 29 (1725) and

26 Brokaw (1985), p.25, agrees with this hypothesis.
27 BrokaW(1986) p.310. '

28 This MS contains penciled fascicle number as well as page number. That of fascicle
number is incompletely given: thus it does not give the same number as the actual. As
Plath has made careful study of the MS, | shall maintain the number confirming to his.
Plath assumes that the binding was carried out after Kellner's death considering its
impractically huge size. See NBA KB V/5, pp. 24-34.



fascicle 41 (1725).29 The dates given here seem to be quite reliable, for they appear not as the
date reference for the composition, but that for the copy of the copyist, Keliner, by whom these
pieces were entirely copied.30 Although no date reference is found in fascicles 5, 11 and 38,
with which we are concerned here, some scholars assume that they are from the same
period.31

The scribe of the greater part of the MS is attested as Johann Peter Kellner (1705-1782).32
The other known scribe, who has written a clear signature, is Wo'h‘gang Nicolaus Mey. There
are, however, many unidentified scribes: Plath counts as many as sixteen.®®

FASCICLE 5: PP.21-24

Fascicle 5 is a single bifolium, measured 32.7 x 20 cm.34 Staves were prepared with a
rastrum 8.5 mm = . (-1-8-2.2-23=2.2-) high.35 With this rastrum the first three pages were
formatted in seven piano systems, the last page in four. This unique layout must have been well
planned in advance; however we find that the scribe could not fit the last bar of the piece (BWV
953) within the room pre-prepared. A thin brown ink was used for ruling staves, in contrast to
the ink used for notes in darker brown. The music listed below was copied by Kellner:
CONTENTS: o :

Page BWV _Keyts __Bars Movement heading and Description

21 902a G 34 33 Pregludium. di J.S.B. The surface is gauzed. It ends
: with Verte Fuga.3¢

22 8022 G 38 60 Fugetta. The early model of Fg. G.¥7

23-24 953 c C 36 Fuga. Whole surface of p. 24 is gauzed.

29 |n fascicle 22 (p.121, title page for BWV 1001, 1003-1006) we find Scripts. Johann Peter
Kellner Anno 1726. Frankenhayn, and in the end of the fascicle (p.146), we find
Frankenhayn. den 3. Juli 1726. In fascicle 29 (p.175, title page for BWV 894) we find
Scripts: Johann Peter Keliner. Anno 1725. And in fascicle 41 (p.308, at the end of the
fascicle for BWV 722-801) we find Johann Peter Kellner 1725.

30 Compare KB V/5, p.25.
31 Breckoff, p.17-18
32 | sftler (1953), p. 16. No.32.

33 More recently Dietrich Kilian identifies some of those unknown scripts: J. G. Wal&r? (p.25-
- 32), J. N. Mempell (p.46-56; after TBSt 2/3 and NBA KB V/5, p.31: unknown script Xll),
von L. Frischmuth (Possessor, p.37-39), W. N. Mey (p.341-344, 389-392 ff), J. Ringk
(p.365-372; after TBSt 2/3 and NBA KB V/5, p.33: J. P. Keliner), letters 'CA’ signed by the
copyist (p.14-18, 393-396; after TBSt 2/3 and NBA KB V/5, p.26-31: unknown scribe 2).
See NBA KB IV/5+6 (1), p.195. Unfortunately none of these concems our immediate
interest.

34 335x21.5by NBAKB V/5,p. 25

85 Number is the width of space in millimetres, working from bottom to top; - and = show
thickness of the pen for each line, viz., ca. 0.4 mm and ca. 0.6 mm respectively. This
detailed measurement of rastrum is given only to primary source MSS.

38  Printed music is found in Bischoff, p.124-125.
37  Printed music is found in Bischoff, p.126-127; BG XXXVI, p.116-117.
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The Fugettain G is an early model of Fg.G. Kellner's copy shows the trace of amendments
entered with black ink as well as with pencil. There are as many as six corrections of pitch by
lettering, e.g., °¢g, “fis’, etc, and less frequently the addition of sharps. These amendments have
not yet been attributed to a particular hand. g |

Another interesting feature of this piece is the accompanying Praeludium (BWV 902a),
which is markedly a different piece from the one presented in P 1089 and N.10490 (BWV
902,1).38 From this evidence alone, we may speculate that within ca. 1725-29 Bach changed
the partner for the G major fughetta. It is significant that for WTC |l Bach rearranges the pair,
for the second time, by making a new prelude, which inherited features from both of the eariier
preludes. , ’ :

Breckoff considers that this copy may be dated in the region of ca.1725-1729;%° but it
possibly pre-dates the copy of the same piece contained in P 1089, discussed on p. 14 below.

FASCICLE 11: PP.57-60

Fascicle 11 is also a single bifolium. The folded sheet measures 32.4 x 20 cm. The
watermark and paper type are still to be studied. Staves were prepared with a rastrum 8.5 mm
high (-2.0=2.2=2.2=2.2-), the same height as that of fascicle 5 but in a different composition in
gauges. They are arranged in eight piano systems per page. Sta@es are in brown ink, giving
good contrast with the black ink used for notes. The music was copied by unknown scribe V1.4
CONTENTS:

Page BWV Key t-s . : and C i {fe
57 8732 ¢ 1216 T Fuga a 3. [bb. 1-28,3] The whole surface of paper is

Movement heading and Descriptio

gauzed.
58 cont. [bb.28,4-56]
59 cont. [bb.57-71] Three systems left unused.
60 unused. Some keyboard music was written in the first

system, but carefully crossed out with pen. Only pedal’
in b.1 is visible. The whole surface of paper is gauzed.

The Fuga a 3is the only known early copy of Fg.c#. The upper staff of the score is written
in the treble clef rather than in the soprano clef. | found no particular later amendments to the
text. The score is well written, with steady, neat calligraphic features. From the way the scribe
started copying, i.e., started from page 1 of the fascicle, we can be sure of the copyist's tactics

38 BWV 902a is a 33 bar toccata style movement in 3/4 time; BWV 802,1 is a 56 bar dance
movement in binary structure. '

39 Breckoff, pp.17-18.
40 NBAKB V/5, p. 28.
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in the layout of the fugue: he obviously preferred to use his music in paginated format rather
than in open format as will be seen in L.41

An exceptional quality of the piece among all the other early models is its maturity; in fact,
its musical text is almost identical with Altnikol's version (A), though the Altnikol version is in C#
minor.42 In this score we find no evidence which indicates the creation date of the MS. For this
we still need to invéstigate further into watermarks and rastra.43 As far as the dating of the
piece is concerned, | suggest a period very close to the actual compilation of WTC II, i.e., 1735-
1738.

FASCICLE 38: PP.233-244

Fascicle 38 is a ternio. The sheets in its folded state are measured 32.7 x 20.5 cm.
Watermark is not known. Staves were prepared with a rastum 8.2 mm high (-2.1=2.0-
2.1-2.0-). They were certainly arranged for keyboard music, but arranged in varying layouts as
shown below: ‘

233

Fig. 1: Fascicle structure of P 804, fascicle 38

STAVE LAYOUT:

12 staves (6 systems) - pp. 236-237.44
14 staves (7 systems) - pp. 235, 238-239, 241-242,
16 staves (8 systems) - pp. 240, 243.

Staves were drawn with thin brown ink, while notes and other symbols were written in
thicker brown ink. Music was copied by Johann Peter Keliner. Some symbols appearing in dark
black ink and in red pencil are thought to have been added at a later date.

41 In L the most of leaves started from page 2 of Unio fascicle. There Is, however, one
exceptional instance in L, which follows the format used in this fuga a 3. This is Fg.AR
(f.14). See Chapter 2, pp. 56 ff and 94 ff for more details.

42 The detailed textual differences are listed in Supplement B under Fg.c#.
43 Kast, p.49, considers it vaguely as the first half of the 18th century.

44 Inp.236, however, an additional system was drawn freehand to accommodate the last two
bars.
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CONTENTS:
Title page: p. 233

Praeludia, und Fugen.

Zum Nutzen und Gebrauch
der Lehrbegierigen Musicalischen
Jugend, als auch derer in diesem

Studio schon habil seyenden
Besondemn Zeit Vertreib
aufgesetzet und verfertiget
Von
Johann Sebastian Bachen.

(J.P.Kellner.)
Page BWV  Kevts  Bars Movement heading and Description
234 Blank.

235 870a1 C ¢ 17 Preslude. At the end, we find: Volti/ Fugetta in C4 The
o expected fughetta, however, does not appear until
- " page 238. Entire page is gauzed.
236 8991 d 3/4 27 Preelude. in D. b.
237 8992 d 38 55 Fugetta.

2389 870a2 C ¢ = 34 Fugetta. Entire pages are gauzed. At the end of
' p. 239, we find Seglue], Preelud: in D.b. The
suggested sequence of piece does not follow,

- however.
240 9001 e C 18 Presludium.
241 Unused. «
242-3 9002 e 3/4 104  Fuga. Entire page of p.242 and part of p. 243 are
' gauzed.
244 ~ Blank. Entire page is gauzed.

From the marginal instructions on pages 235 and 239,45 the intention of the copyist is
clear: the order of the pieces is to be followed in the Way implied by the WTC style title page.
Then why were these marginal instructions necessary? Why did not Keliner copy the piece in
his desired sequence from the outset? It seems the “arrangement of pieces was not an
afterthought. | tend to consider that Keliner planned the fascicle for practical use, i.e., for
performance. It can be seen that in two-page movements, viz., the Fugelta in C major and the
Fuga in E minor, Kellner deliberately avoided making a page turn within the movement. This
can be the only reason why p. 241 is unused. Furthermore, he exercised three different stave
layouts probably according to the length of each movement: in this, however, he failed to get
much out of its concept. It is possible to see that Keliner was ambitious. He might have

45 This kind of marginal instruction Is only found here in the entire MS. Due to the gauzing
carried out on pp. 235 and 238, | could not distinguish the shade of the ink used either the
notation or for the instructions.
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intended to compile a cycle of pieces similar to WTC | in its early form as seen in Cb-WFB,
though Keliner's case is much too small scale. From the uniform short lengths of these
movements, and from the less demanding technical difficulties in both performance and
éompositional structures, one may assume that Kellner's collection, arranged in this way, was a
sensible production for a member of the Bach circle. The last page, p. 244, remains blank: it
can be assumed that the obpyist had the intention to continue a small cycle here.48 If so, it is
likely to be the pair of F 'major (BWV 801) and G major (BWV 902) which have found their way
into the other fascicles and MSS. It is significant to observe the order of arrangement in the
newly-disoovered N.10490, discussed on pp. 22 ff. .

 The musical text represented in this fascicle is also of interest. Here we find the early"
models of PrFg.C. Both movements were written in ¢ metre and are considerably shorter than
the WTC |l versions.47 The Praelude in C major (BWV 870a,1) contains several variant readings
thét are likely to be orthographic errors by Kellner. | list them in Table 2 below.

Table 2: Prelude in C major (BWV 870a,1) - Errors contained in the MS copy of P 804

Location Description of errors

b.3:A/T,3-4 Note-value of ¢'/g was in dotted minims. These notes should be minims
without dots.

b.11:5,211 a semiquaver rest is missing.

b.15.T,3/4 - The pitch ¢’ was falsely written as ¢’.

b.16:A1/A24  These two voices were exchanged, probably caused by the shortage of
’ S room to write A1 stemmed up.

Ancther éxciting finding is the presence of two different C clefs, shown in Fig. 2 below,
which is used in p. 235 in a unique manner: the type (a) is used three times at odd number
systems (1st, 3rd and 5th), while the type (b) is used for the rest (2nd, 4th, 6th and 7th).

F 7

(a) 15t system (b) 2nd system

Fig 2: P 804 - Two distinguishable C-clefs in p. 235

Clef (a) is not found elsewhere in fascicle 38, but it does occur in fascicle 5. On the other hand,
clef (b) was used throughout in fascicle 38, while never found in fascicle 5. Both must be of
Keline's handwriting, for we find the identical bass clef for both cases. This can be the

46 Compare Breckoff, p 17.

47 Printed music in Bischoff, p.122 (prelude only), and in BG XXXVI, p.224-225, xciv, give C
metre, however. These editions are not precisely the same.
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transition of his clef type during the years; but to understand it better, we need further studies of
Kellner's habit and copying practice. |

MS. Nr.4

Unfortunately, the reproduction of MS. Nr.4 of MB Lpz., Scheibner Sammiung, was not
available for my study. According to P. Krause, the MS. Nr. 4 is unbound and has 32 leaves in
13 fascicles.48 This MS is said to be a miscellaneous volume containing a wide range of pieces
by various composers, including Bach, Handel, J. P. Kellner and J. L. Krebs. The early model of
PrFg.C (BWV 870a) is found on pp. 5-6.

CONTENTS: } .

Page BWV __ Key Movement heading and Description

5? 870a1 C Preelude. At the end, we find an instructici Volti.
6? 870a2 C Fugetta.

The scribe is not known. Breckoff suggests that the piece is copied from P 804,
fascicle 38, and that the MS dates from the first half of the eighteenth century.

P 1089

MS. P 1089 from the "Hauser Collectiors® is a miscellaneous collection consisting of two
fascicles. The MS was once thought to be in Bach's hand.5° According to Schulze, Dadelsen
was the first person to show that it is not an autograph.5! Walter Emery assumed that it was
"probably written by Keliner or some member of his circle*.52 More recently, H.-J. Schulze
identified the scribe of the MS as Johann Caspar Vogler, who was Bach's finest pupil in his
Weimar period, ca.1710.5% Schulze relates the creation of the manuscript to the occasion of
Voglers visit to Leipzig at Christmas 1729.54

48 Krause (1964), pp. 27-28. See also Brokaw (1985), p. 27.

49 BG, XXXVI, p.ii; Further information may be acquired from - Kobayashi, Yoshitake: Franz
Hauser und seine Bach-Handschritensammiung. (G&ttingen, 1973) PhD dissertation.

50 it originates from Friedrich Konrad Griepenkerl, who edited the first edition of the Preludes
in D minor and E minor (BWV 899 and 900) in 1843. Further information can be obtained
from - Kinsky, Georg: "Verzeichnis der bis 1850 gedrickten Werke Joh. Seb. Bachs.”
BachJb Il (1906). Compare Schulze 18c p.64. ’

51 Schulze 18c. p. 64,

52 Emery (1953), p. 119.

53  Loffler,p. 7.

54 Schulze Goldpapier, p. 31. See also Léffler, p. 7, for more detail about Vogler's visit.
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FASCICLE 1: PP.1-16

Fascicle 1 is a quaternio (IV x 1), as illustrated in Fig. 3 below.

Fig. 3: Fascicle Structure of P 10889, fascicle 1

The paper used in fascicle 1 is brownish, thin and flexible. Its watermark is "MA middle
form' and dates between 1727 and 1731.55 The folded sheet is measured 34.5 x 22.3 cm. lts
top and bottom sides appear to have been trimmed. The paper itself is in good condition;
unfortunately, however, it has suffered from the acid contained in the ink. This chemical
reaction made almost every page full of ink stains from the other side of the paper. In this
fascicle | find four distinguishable qualities of ink: 1) Brown ink - for staves; 2) Darker black ink -
titles, notes, t-s, k-s, clefs; 3) light brown ink with thin pen - fingering and omaments on pp. 8-9.;
4) Lighter black ink with thin pen - 1.5 bars sketch of A major piece found following the cadence
of the C major Fugettainp. 9.

Staves were ruled with a rastrum 8.9 mm high (-2.3:2.3=2.1-2.3-), and arranged in two
types of format: seven piano systems (pp.2-10, 12, 14-15) and eight (pp. 11 and 13).
CONTENTS: ‘

Title page: p. 1

Praeludia et Fugen. ex D. moll. E.moll. C.dur
et F.dur. item Trio. a 2 Clavier
. et Pedal. ex D.moll
di J. Sebast: Bach.

2 899,1 3/4
3 899,2 3/8 585  Fugetta.
4 900,1 Cc 18 Presludium

8 870a1 C ¢ 17 Prelude composeé par J.S.Bach ends at 6th system.

8-9 870a,2 ¢ 34 Fugetta immediately foliows the prelude on the same
system and ends in the 6th system of the next page.

d
d
e
5-7 9002 - e 3/4 104  Fugetta.
C
Cc

55 Durr Chr, p. 138f., 172. See also Schulze 18c, p. 65.
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9 77? b no 1.5 Untitled fragment follows immediately after the fugue
in C major. see Example 1 below. The last (7th)
system is left unused. ‘

10 901,1 12/8 16 Preeludium 56

11 9012 F ¢ 24 Fuga.57 The last (8th) system is left unused.

12-14 527 d 24 112  Organ Sonata Trio & 2 Clav: ex Pedal. di J. S. Bach.
This is the only piece which uses the treble clef for
R.H. staff. The rest use soprano clef. At the end, Da
Capo. is found.

1415 875a d 3/4 43 Prasambulum starnts from the 5th system.58 In p. 15,
four systems left unused.

16 blank.

-n

When we look into how the gathering was formed, we may find that the C major pair
located in the inner-most pages (pp. 8-9) coukl have been initially made independently as a
smgle brfoluum This side of the sheet comains several unusual features, such as extensive
appbcatron of ornamentation, fingering and draft material, which will be discussed shortly. From
these facts | tend to belueve that the present fascicle (quaternso) was made after Vogler had
copled the C major pair, and that the bifolium was placed into the centre of the fascicle to avoid
separatmg the Prelude-Fughetta parr. This would explain the arrangement of pieces in an
inconsistent key-order, viz, d - e - C - F, rather than the order found in P 804,C-d-e(-F).5®
Another aspect of the fascicle which sUppons my hypothetical reconstruction is Voglers
inclusion of "di. J. 8. Bach" in certain movement headmgs Among the prelude-fughetta parrs
Vogler wrote the movement-tities wrth Bach's name at the initial movement only (i.e.,
prelude in D mmor) and not for the following ones, i.e., in E minor (pp. 4-7) and in F major
(pp. 10-11). The C major pair, which contains a fully written movement heading in rather
extravagant 1asnion, is located between these last two. Its title vrould have been redundant if
the C maijor pair had been copied with the others in this page orrjer The rest of the pieces, a
Trio movement 1rom Bach's organ sonata (BWV 527) and the Prmambulum in D minor, were
probably copied so as to fill the remaining empty pages '
~ Now let us come back to examine the C major pair (BWV 870a). As mentioned earher one
interesting feature of P 1089 is the inclusion of fingering and the rather excessive applrcatoon of
ornamentation in the C major pair (BWV 870a). Probably all this was done by Vogler. Judging
by the different types of Ink used, the ﬁngering and omamentation were entered on a later

5 Printed music is found in Bischoff p.132-133; BG, XXXVI, p.112.
57  Printed music Is found in BG XXXVI, p.113. ‘

58 Printed music is found in BG XXXV, p.226.

59 Brokaw (1986), p. 128, takes the same view. -
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occasion after the copying was done.5% Noteworthy is the fact that fingering is found only here.
Also curious is the 1.5-bar sketch in B minor, copied after the fugetta on p.9, which |
reconstruct in Example 1 below:

Exémple 1: Untitled fragment in B minor found in P 1089, p. 9

This is an addition, judging from the different ink colour. This musical text, the source of which |
have so far failed to identify, shows a strong motivic relationship to the prelude in C major.
Thereis a possibility that Vogler copied this draft material from Bach's autograph.

These peculiar features of pp. 8-9 suggest that the C major pair could have been copied
and used in practice much earlier than the rest of the pieces in the fascicle. Contrary to this, the
identity of the rastrum used in stave-ruling throughout the 16-page fascicle suggests that all
pieces in this fascicle could have been prepared within a very short period of time. But there are
some elements which reduce the significance of rastrology in this particular respect. Among the
most important is the fact that neither the stave-ruling nor the planning of the stave layout was
carefully done: thé use of 7- por 8- system layouts does not reflect a consistent or carefully-
considered copying policy. :

The Fuga (not Fughetta)® in F is the early model for Fg.Ab. It is in ¢ metre and only 24
bars long, but for WTC |l Bach extended it to 50 bars, and adopted the C metre.

The last and yet probably the most imporfant piece in this fascicle, the Praeambulum in D
minor (BWV 875a,1), represents the earliest known model of Pr.d. it consists of 43 bars only,
which Bach expanded into 53 bars for WTC |l and to 61 bars for his later revisions. We cannot
ignore the possibility that the inclusion of this piece in this fascicle Is accidental. This is the only
movement in the fascicle which did not start from a fresh page as a single piece. Since Vogler
squeezed in the Prasambulum, it is possible that he planned to include another piece after the
Presambulum in the four unused systems on p.15 and on p. 16. This suggests that the

60 Lindley (1989) in his most severe criticism of recent printed editions takes Vogler's
ornamentations and fingering so seriously that he seems to disregard the authenticity of
the reading given by P 804 and other MSS, which simply leave out such arbitrary ideas. in
my view, the application of ornamentation in those days was largely left to the decision of
the performer, who would have to adjust or adapt his performance to the various factors
which presented themselves, e.g., instrument, resonance of hall, tempi, etc. | am therefore
inclined to believe that Voglers fingering and ornamentation were for his own personal
reference in a particular performing environment.

61 Brokaw(1985), p. 28, is incorrect in this account.
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Preeambulum was not part of the early model cycle. There is even room to doubt the 6rigiri and
authenticity of the work in this particular version. '

FASCICLE 2: PP.17-20

Fascicle 2 is a single bifolium. it measures approximately 33.5 x 20.4 cm, but is not
precisely rectangular. The watermark is the letters "MKW", believed to be from the
Brankenburg's paper-mill.62 The brownish paper used in fascicle 2 is much thinner than that of
fascicle 1. Like the latter, it has suffered from ink-acid. The ink is basically brown, but the shade
varies considerably with every page.83 This could be caused by the storage environment,
combined factor of acid and moisture damage.

Staves were drawn with a rastrum - 9.9 mm high (-2.3-2.55-2.55-2.5-), and arranged in
uniform seven piano system format on pp.18-20. The first page, p.17, is unruled.

CONTENTS: '
Title page: p. 17 -

Praeludium 1. con Fuga,

-ex Qdur,
manualiter
di
Bach.
Page BWV _Keyts  Bars Movement heading and Description

18-19 9021 G C 56 Preeludium 1. con Fuga. di Bach.54 At the end, we find
a catch word Fuga 3/8, for the following movement,
located on the other side of the leaf.

20 9022 G 38 60 Fuga

The most unexpected finding in the title page is perhaps the number "1’ given to the title of
this G major pair. Among many possible interpretations, it seems to me that the number ‘1'.
probably designated the first piece for a pupil to study: for, in my view as a performer, this piece
demands the least technical ability among the entire "48'.€5 This idea is not invalidated by how
it was copied, at least, for the piece was not placed somewhere in the middie, bundied together
with other pieces.

Taking both fascicles Into account, we find a significant overlap in the selection of pieces
with Kellner's MS (P 804): here we find not only the four preludes and fughettas (C major (BWV
870a), D minor (BWV 899), E minor (BWV 900) and G major (BWV 902)) already discussed in

62 Schulze 18¢, pp. 61, bb.

63 In p.18, the movement heading and the beginning of the first clef is dark black, while the
rest in brown; In p. 19, notes are a dark brown shade while clefs and k-s are light brown; In
p-20, all parts of notation but staff-colour are very dark brown shade.

64  BG XXXVI, p.114-116; Bischoff, p.128-129.

65 Béla Bart6k rearranged the entire '48' in order of technical difficulty, this PrFg.G coming
first. (Budapest: Editio Musica, 1908).
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P 804, but also the F major pair (BWV 901). Thus P 1089 has all of the five tonalities from C to
G inclusive. It is significant, too, that in both MSS the G major pair forms a separate entity. This
seems to suggest that the G major pair was distinguished by Bach from the rest of the set for
the benefit of the learners who, under his systematic instruction, studied his pieces in a certain
order. ' '

Unlike Keliner, Vogler did not specify the succession of keys, e.g., C-d-e..., neither in the
title page, nor by marginal instruction. But as has been discussed, it is significant that Vogler
seems 10 have recognised the four prelude-fughetta pairs in C, d, e and F as a group, following
that order in his copying. |

P 575

MS. P 575 is a single bifolium containing a single movement only, the prelude in G major
(BWV 902,1) which is paired with the early model of Fg.G. The brownish paper is flexible, and
is in good condition. The MS measures 34.8 x 22.7 cm. Staves were drawn with a rastrum of
9.2 mm high, and arranged in seven piano systems on pp. 2-3. The ink used for the staves
appear in thin dark brown, while that for notes Is thick and very dark brown, almost black. Very
taintly one can see the ink come through from the other side. The scribe of this MS is thought to
be Kauffmann as stated in the title page. Kast considers P 596, P 605 and P 686 are also in his
hand, but no firm dating is yet to be assigned.66 Breckoff suggests, however, that it is from the
late eighteenth century.67
CONTENTS:

Title page: p. 1
. Prelude
pour

le

Clavecin
par
J. S. Bach

N¢ 346.
Kauffmanrf®

Page BWV _ Keyts Wmmmmmm
2-3 9021 G C 56 Prelude. (bb. 1 - 30)

3 _ cont. (bb. 31 - 56)
4 blank.
66 Kast, p. 135.

67  Breckoff, p. 20. This statement by Breckoff is doubtful as he confused the contents of the
MS.

68  Title page'(p. 1) is written in thin dark brown colour ink except "N& 346" which is written in
much darker shade of ink. Breckoff (1965), p. 20, and Brokaw (1985), p. 27-28, describe
this title page totally wrongly. | assume that they confused it with that of some other MS.
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The piece was very neatly presented as a fair copy, in which | found two amendments
only.69 Breckoff says that the MS was copied from the same exemplar as used by Keliner for
P 804. But his statement is‘invalid. because the piece is not found in P 804. | suspect that
Breckoff in fact meant P 1089, for if we compare the format of the score between these MSS,
we would find a close resemblance between them.

MS. Nr.8

MS. Nt.8 of MB Lpz., Mempell-Prelier Sammiung, is also one of the MSS which was not
available for my study. According to Brokal, it is a large miscellany of 294 pages in 30 fascicles
of various sizes. ‘

CONTENTS:

Page BWV _ Key Movement heading and Description
1879 87a C Prasludium con Fuga ex C dur
255-7 901 F Prelude and Fugue in F major

Breckoff thinks that the scribe was Johann Gottlieb Preller.70 He considers that BWV 870a
is copied from the same model as P 1089.71

Go.S.19

MS Go.S.19 of Bach-Archiv, Leipzig, is also one of the MSS which was not available for
my study. According to Brokau, it is a biﬁio fascicle. It contains the title page (p.1):
"PRELUDES / pour le clavecin par Mr. / Jean Sebastien / Bach.” It contains the following works:
CONTENTS:

Page BWV _ Key Movement heading and Description

2-3 875a1 d Prelude |

34 8841 G Prelude Il

6 9886 G Prelude Il

7 -emme G Polonaise. 14 bars. Not by Bach: composer anonymous.

69 - The one in p. 2 locates in b.22 (L6,b.1), S,2/2-4, where three N-Hs were sunk in 3rds, from
abgto f# g e; the other in p. 3 locates in b.36,4- (R2,b.2-), where a tie on ¢’ in the soprano
is scraped off from the score. This tie is retained in P 1089. -

70 He is a Bach student described by Loffler (1953) as No.14.
71 Breckoff, p.19. -
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The scribe of the MS is unknown. Schulze considers that the date of this MS falls in the
period of 1750-1760.72 Breckoff considers that D minor prelude was modelled from the same
exemplar as was used for P 1089.73

P 561

MS P 561 is a twenty-page MS, generally considered to be “a. copy of P 1089.74 The
pages measure 32.5 x 25.9 cm, and are structured in two binios plus a unio, as illustrated in
Fig. 4 below. The MS is in very good condition: flexible, thick paper does not show the trace of
ink coming from the other side. The long edges have been affected by moisture, and have
crinkled slightly. The paper is light grey, the two outermost pages (i.e, pp. 1 and 20) being
browned by exposure to ultraviolet rays from sunlight. The paper could have been trimmed at
the top and bottom.

The staves were prepared neatly with a ruler, the rastum being 9.4 mm high, and
arranged in uniform twelve-staff format in equal spacing; there is no specific provision for

keyboard music to copy.
/\6 o/\ nm o

Fig. 4: Fascicle structure of P 561

CONTENTS:
Title page: p. 1

Preludes et Fugues de
J. S. Bach.

followed by the list of contents with musical examples of a few bars.

Page BWV _ Keyts  Bars Movement heading and Description

2-3 8991 d 3/4 27 Pralude. It ends on the second system of p. 3, and

: _ from the 3rd system, we find.

3-4 8992 d 38 55 Fugetta. it ends on the 4th system of p. 4, with two

unused systems below.

56 . 9001 e C 18 Presludium. It ends on the 2nd system of p. 6, and
T from the 3rd system, we find:

€-9 8002 - e 3/2 104  Fugetta. It ends exactly at the end of p. 9.

72 Schulze (1977), p. 17; Brokaw(1985), p. 29.
73 Breckoff, p. 20.
74 Breckoff, p. 20.
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10-11 8011 F 12/8 16 Preeludium. 1t ends on the 1st system of p. 11, and
from the 2nd system, we find:

1112 9012 F ¢ 24 Fuga. It ends on the 3rd system of p. 12, and from the
4th system, we find:

1215 9021 G C 56 Preeludium. It ends on the 4th system of p. 15, with

two unused systems below.
16 ' 12 staves unused.
17 ~870a1 C ¢ 17 Prelude. J. S. Bach. There follow the catch words
Fugetta ze [sic).
18-19 870a2 C ¢ 34 Fugetta. It ends on the 5th system of p.19, leaving one
‘ unused system below.

20 9022 G 38 60 Fuga

The MS was made by Anton Werner, the copyist of Joseph Fiscihof, Professor at the
Conservatoire in Vienna in the mid-nineteenth century.” It was organized and copied in an
unusual manner. In fact, closer examination of how the fascicle was organized suggests that it
was made quite in the same way as P 1089. The C major pair was, as in P 1089, probably
written as a separate bifolium, and the three prelude-fughetta pairs in d, e and F were copied
into two binio fascicles continuously. At this stage, | find no evidence which suggests that these
two groups of copies were to be put together. Such an intention becomes plausible only when
the remaining G major pair was copied into two unused pages, one page each from the two
originally separate entities - the prelude into the end of the latter (tho binios), and the fugue into
the end of the former (single unio). Since this was the most probable background of the MS
making, the scribe must have used an exemplar which distinguished three separate groups of
prelude-fughetta pairs: 1) C major; 2) D minor, E minor and F major; and 3) G major.

The musical text was edited with blue pencil, mainly for pitch emendation and the addition
of ties. With little doubt, it wasderived from P 1089, for it not only retains many unique qualities
of P 1089 (such as identical fingering for the C major pair), but also many other variant readings
and errors that can be traced back to P 1089.76

N.10490

The recently unearthed MS N.10490 is a single quaternio fascicle manuscript, measuring
33.9 x 20.8.77 The paper is thick, and not very flexible. lts colour is cream or light brown. The
MS is in good condition, but the outermost leaves have been reinforced along the centre fold.

75 Breckoff, p. 20 and NBA KB IV/2, p. 45.

76 The best example is the correction of incorrectly supplied bar lines in b.16 of the Prelude in
C major, which is located at the change of system in P 1089. See Supplement B for
musical variants.

77 It is acquired by SPK from the Spitta estate in 1981. It was first described by Hotfmann in
60 Bachfest in Leipzig 1985. The fascicle structure of a quaternio fascicle is the same as
the fascicle 1 of P 1089. See Fig. 3, p. 15.
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Staves were carefully drawn on pp. 2-15 with a rastrum 9.6 mm high (-2.4-2.3-2.3-2.6-),
and arranged in seven piano systems per page. They were written with light watery ink of
brown shade, giving good contrast with the black ink used for notes and other symbols. The
music was copied by Michel, one of C. P. E. Bach's copyists at Hamburg in the second half of
the eighteenth century. Although it appears to be only a secondary source, the MS is important
for interpreting the development of the music it contains. It is however possible that this MS was
copied directly from Bach's autographs that might have gone into C. P. E. Bach's estate. If so,
this MS, which should therefore be regarded as a primary source, may contain some revised
texts that show an intermediate stage between the pre-1730 copies and WTC Il

Here for the first time we have the five prelude-fughetta pairs arranged in a complete
modal succession in ascending order C-d-e-F-G, although part of this arangement (C-d-e) was
seen in Keliner's copy (P 804).

CONTENTS
Title page: p. 1 ‘
V. Presludien
und
V. Fugen von
J. S. Bach.
Page BWV _ Key ts Bars _Movement heading and Description
2 870a1 C C 17 Preeludio con Fuga.
23 ..870a2 C C 31! Fuga begins from the 6th system, directly below the
end of the prelude.
4 8991 d 34 27 Pragludio con Fuga.
5 8992 d 3/8 55 Fuga
6 9001 e C 18 Preeludio con Fuga.
7-9 9002 e 34 104  Fuga. Atthe end of p. 7, we find the instruction V.S.
10 9011 F 12/8 16 Presludio con Fuga.
11 901,2 F C 24 Fuga
1214 9021 G C 56 Presludio con Fuga. At the end of the prelude, we find
the instruction V.S.
14-15 98022 G 38 591 Fuga. At the end, we find Volti, but in the following
page, we find no music.
16 biank.

From the way in which the fascicle was organized, we may deduce that the copyist
intended from the outset that the five pairs be arranged in this way: there is however no
mention of such a plan in the title page. One interesting discovery Is the page turn instruction
"Volt? in the last piece (p.15). It is suggestive of one or more pieces to be added to complete a
cycle of pieces similar to Cb-WFB.

Some musical texts represented in N.10490 are, however, not exactly identical with those
we have examined so far. In fact a closer examination suggests that many variant readings are
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either orthographic errors or revisions carried out by Bach after the creation of P 804 and
P 1089.

The Preeludio in C major (BWV 8703a,1) is written in C metre, instead of the ¢ found in both
P 804 and P 1089. Unlike Vogler's copy, Michel's has virtually no embellishments in the text.”8
For this reason we may say that it is related to P 804. But the musical text itself represents its
own unique reading. Most outstanding is perhaps the frequent omission of ties: it has 13 fewer,
listed in Table 3 below, than the other two.

Table 3: Variant texts in N.10490 of BWV 870a,1 (1) . Application of ties

Location Position Location Position
bb.1-2:B semibreve ¢ b.12:8,1- crotchet c#”
bb.2-3.B semibreve ¢ : b.12:A 3- crotcheta’
bb.3-4:S semibreve e’ b.12:S,4- Quavere”
b.6:A3- minim a b.12:B,4- quavera
b.6:T,4/2- quaver d b.14:5,3- crotchet a”
b.7.B8,1- crotchetG - b.16:A,2- crotchet g°
b.10:T,3- semiquaver g '

N8 The position indicates the note preceding the missing tie.

This can be, in some instances, considered as deliberate when we notice that most of the
omitted ties are associated with long held notes. This alteration can be effective if the music is
played on the harpsichord (see Example 2).

78  The only ornament, a mordent, is found in b.5 in the alto. In comrast Vogler's version
(P 1089) gives altogether 16 of these. _
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Example 2: Prelude (BWV 870a,1),bb. 1-4,2.
Variant interpretations among MSS P 804, P 1089 and N.10490

(b) Praeludio (BWV 870a) in N.10480

There are several other minor textual differences between N.10490 and the other two MSS,
listed in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Variant Texts in N.10490 of BWV 870a,1 (2)
Pitch and note-value

Location Variant of N.10490 Text in P 804, P 1089 Status
283 semiquaver g b E?
25,4 4 semiquavers bd’ e’ f gfed E?
3:B,1 crotchetc - minim |
5:B,4/4 semiquaver F? E E
6B4 = 2quavers F# crotchet F# E?
8:B,4/2 quaver gb L] E
TA2 quaverg crotchet |

12:B . dotted minim + quaver A A semibreve A !
15:T,2 crotchet g quaver + quaver rest E?

Status: E - error; | - later improvement by Bach.

While some of these can be seriously considered as orthographic errors, three of them
(indicated as "I" in the Status column of Table 4 above) seem to be related to Bach's later
revision as they are the readings of Pr.C.

The Fugain C major is not quite the same version as in the two earlier copies. It is written
in C metre, instead of ¢. The most significant difference is the inclusion of a new reading, whicrl

79 The R. H. staff of the original is written in soprano clef. It is interesting to note that both
P 804 and P 1089 have the same error in note-value in the bass, b. 3,1. The orthographic
error in P 804 that is not reconstructed here is the note-value of the altotenor at b.3,3. In
P 804 the minims are written as dotted minims All the ﬁngermg found in P 1089 is likewise
not included here,
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is one of a few changes made in the compilation of WTC II. This is 4 semiquavers g f# g e
instead of 2 quavers a g in the alto, b. 21,3. This seems to suggest that the exemplar Michel
used could have been Bach's autograph, containing his revised text. Another such difference is
the inclusion of the text which is a variant reading found only in the version of L and K in WTC
Il. This is located in the cadence at the end of the exposition, b. 7,1 in the alto. N.10490, L and
K give a crotchet g*, while all the other MSS give a quaver ¢’ plus a quaver rest.80 These two
variants are not errors. But this copy seems to contain many errors elsewhere. For example,
three ties are consecutively omitted in the alto, b. 20. And among the most strange and
fascinating is a complete structural collapse, which gives the musical text as: bb. 1-7,2; 10,3-
13.2; 7,3-10,2; 16,3-34. Since bb. 13,3;16.2 is missing, the fugetta is 31 bars long, three bars
short.81 This structural clutter can hardly be intentional. And because the clutter occurs at
regular, three-bar passage (or rather chunk), this must have been an accident. The most
suitable explanation would be that having copied one complete system at a time (probably staff
by staff), Michel resumed copying a new line at a wrong system. This Michel's activity can be
summarised in Table 5 below.

Table 5: The format of Michel's exemplar BWV 870a,2 and his copying order

System bars Michel's copying order
1 bb.1-3,2 1

2 bb.3,3-7,2 2

3 bb.7,3-10,2 4

4 bb.10,3-13,2 3

5 bb.13,3-16,2 skipped

6 bb.16,3-.. , , 5 "

This sort of accident is certainly possible, for this fugue is built on limited motivic ideas resulting
in confusing resemblance of musical texture in these sections. .

The Fuga in F major is also written in C metre instead of ¢. As in the other pieces in the
MS, there are many variant readings, shown in Table 6 below.

80  One exception, No.543 gives e’. This reading is suspicious, since the text is heavily
corrupted.

81 it seems strange that this error had never been rectified. The clean appearance of this MS
seems to suggest that it was never used in practice by a professional musician.



Table 6 Variant Texts in N.10480 of BWV 901,2

Bar Variant of N.10490 Text in P 1089 Status
3:A,1/4 semiquaver b(b) b E?
6:A,2/1 semiquaver a?’ f 1?
7:A3/1 quaverg’ ey E?
8.5,2-4 corrupted crotchet rest only E
9:A3/2 corrupted crotchet ¢’ E
11:B,3/1 semiquaver g f E
12.A4 corrupted crotchet rest E
13:A4 2 semiq.+ quaver f'e’ f’ crotchet f* |
13.T4 corrupted crotchet ¢’ E
14:T,2 corrupted crotchet b? E
14:A4/4 semiquaver eb’ f E?
15:A,1 quaver e(b)’ e E
16:T,1-2 corrupted minim b E
16:.T,3-4 quaver f’ only quav+quav.rest+crotrest E
17:8,4/3 semiquaver B(®) BY E?
18:B,2-3 no tie on Bb tie E
19:B,4/3 semiquaver A® G E
20:A,3/4 semiquaver el b E
22:A1 crotchet e’ only dotted crotchet E
22:A,3-4 corrupted crot.+quav.rest+quav. eb’ f' E
23:A1 quaver rest only crotchet f’ E
23:8,2 corrupted crotchet dP E

Status: E - error; | - later improvement by Bach.

NB. Accidentals given in brackets are not specified by accidentals but implied in the key
sigr)atxtJre. }his manner is only used where the appu’éation of accidentals causes an error or a
variant reading. .

Among 'twemy—two variant readings, only one at b.13:A,4 is positively identified as a later
revision, which is taken into WTC II. All the others seem to be errors. Among the most common
are the omission of notes themselves, among which three are in countersubjects. As in the C
major prelude and fugué. no amendment was made in the MS. | ,

The Fuga in G major (BWV 902,2) Is also very poorly represented, due to the numerous
orthographic errors, listed in Table 7 below. \ |
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Table 7: Varnant Texts in N.10490 of BWV 802,2

Bar Variant of N.10490 Textin P 804 + P 1089 Status
12-13:S tie corruptedone” tie in (P 804 only) E?
17:A11 quavera’ b’ ' E
20:A 3quavs.e'd’d’ fA'e’e E
21:A2 semiquaverc’ c#’ E
22:A/2 quaverc’ c#’ E
24:A173 quaver f#" d- E/O?
27:A/2-3 corrupted 2 quav.rests E
28:A/1 corrupted quaver rest E
29:A11 corrupted semiquaver e” E
30:B/1 corrupted “quaver rest E
31:A2-3 corrupted 2 quav.rests E
32:A/1 corrupted quaver rest E
34:A2/2 quaverc” b’ ‘ E?
37:851 quaver f#” 2 semiquavers d#" e" o?
40:B/2 semiquaverc’ c#’ E
44:5/4 semiquavere” ch” E
48:5/6 semiquavere’ a’ E/O?
52/3 semiquaver G A E
53.8/2 quaver f(#)" 8" E
56° R.H. corrupted see below E
57* (56) L.H. corrupted see below E
58:A2" (57) quaverb crotchet+q.rest E?

Status: E - error; O - old reading

N8 *  missing text in bb. 56-57 causes one bar shortage: bar number in bracket indicates that
of N.10480. ‘ ' '

The errors are probably caused by similar musical textures in neighbouring bars, for most of the
errors represent the text of the following bars. This is most clearly seen in bb. 17-20 where we
find the pitch emendations, which are the only example in the whole MS where errors were
rectified. This Fuga is one bar shorter than the version represented by P 804 and P 1089. This
is because the R.H. part of b. 56 and the L.H. part of b.57 are omitted. There are, hoWever,
three places where one might consider the version to predate that of P 1089 or P 804.

On the whole, even limiting our examination to the early models of WTC Il, N.10480 isin a
fairly confused state. On the one hand, the MS may present Bach's revisions of text (the C
major pair and the F major fugue) found in two earlier MSS (P 804 and P 1089). On the other
hand, it may also contain an even older version, viz., the G major fugue. This fact may appear
to be significant when we compare this particular feature of N.10490 with the fascicle division in
P 1089, where the prelude-fugue pairs in C major (BWV 870a) and F major (BWV 901) were
copied in the same fascicle, while the G major pair (BWV 902) was copied in a separate
fascicle. Assembling these facts, we may be permitted to deduce that the early model cycle
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was gathered by Bach in two separate collections in the same group as those of P 1089, i.e., 1)
prelude-fughetta pairs in C, d, e and F and 2) prelude-fughetta in G. And because in N.10490
the only corrections are made in the fugue in G major, we may speculate that the circle of C.
P. E. Bach knew that the G major fugue required corrective revision. If it be true, this G major
piece could have been copied from an unauthentic exemplar.

P 563

MS P 563 is a miscellaneous collection of pieces. It consists of a single fascicle of 6
pages, organized by a bifolium interposing a single sheet in its fold. The MS measures 33.8 x
21.2 cm. The light brown paper is thick yet flexible; the watermark is yet to be examined.
Staves were drawn with a rastrum 9.6 mm high (2.45-2.3-2.35-2.5), possibly the same
instrument as we have just seen. The staves were arranged in seven piano systems for p. 1
and in six piano systems for pp. 2-5. The ink used for drawing staves was the same black ink
as for notes. ‘ ‘

The MS is in the hand of Michel, as N.10490 described above. As with so much that
seems obviously true about the inheritance of Bach's autographs by C. P. E. Bach, we can be
reasonably sure that the musical text presented here in P 563 was based on authentic copies of
Bach's, though the other aspects in the presentation of the MS, i.e., selection of pieces and the
order of arrangement, are to be re-examined in our present discussion. -

CONTENTS:

Page BWV Key s Bars __Movement heading and Description

1 844a e 214 42  Scherzzo Suite pour le Clavecin parJ S. Bach8 RH.
- was written in the treble clef. »

2 933 C C 16 Prasludium. The first of Six ‘kleinen Praeludien'.83 it

ends on the 5th system, and directly below starts:
2-3 872a2 C C 19 Fugetta. (the earliest model of Fg.C#)8 It ends at 5th
, : system of p. 3, leaving one unused system below.
4-5 9011 F 128 16 PreeludiumPBS It ends on the 1st system of p.5, and
' directly below starts:

5 wqi11 C 34 44 Menuet C. P. E. Bach. This is another example the
R.H. staff of which was written on the treble clef
instead of the soprano clef. At the end, we find written
the total number of bars "44".

6 | S blank.

From the particular way in which the five pieces are chosen and arranged, we may well
wonder how it is_possible-that those five pieces, including a minuet by C. P. E. Bach, are

82 See printed music BG XLVII, p.281

" 83 See printed music BG XXXVI, p.128
84  See printed music BG XXXVI, p.225
85 See printed music BG XXXVI, p.112
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considered as a set. Our first approach to such selection and arrangement éhould be not to
seek a strained interpretation of such plans, but rather, to look into the plausible requirement of
such Qopies in the environment ih which Bach and his sons had lived and taken an active part.
Based on this view, Breckoff's explanation that ‘the pieces werel selected at random for
teaching purpose’ seems likely to be correct.®6 It should be added, however, that such selection
must have been based on cenam criteria, l.e., the level of learners’ skills. Let us see a clear
example from one of Bach's weu-known‘works - the second book of Cb-AMB (1725). Here Bach
not only considered the selection of the pieces with the view to the technical skills of his new
wife, but also the stylistic features of the work (dance, songs, efc.). For the sake of the latter,
Bach cited the works of various composers including C. P. E. Bach.87

Taking this step, the succession of the C major prelude (BWV 933) and fughetta (BWV
872a,2) should perhaps be considered coincidental, and not as a pairing intended by Bach.
However there is no ﬁrrn evidence to prove this hypothesis. Indeed, the difficulty of our question
resides largely in the léck of evidence, and the only reference to the early model of Fg.C#,
presented here, stands against our main stream hypothesis. The musical text of the C major
fugetta (BWV 872a,2) represents th'e earliest known model (19 bars) for the Fg.C# 6f WTC Il
Apart from a minor re\}ision in the final bar with blue pencil, there is no marked revision or
addition found in the text.68 |

The F major prelude (BWV 901,1) is also considered fo have been influenced by random
selection: it appears as a pair with the accompanying fughetta in both P 1089 and N.10430.
The missing fughetta is, as has already been mentioned under P 1089, later re-worked,
transposed, extended and included as Fg.A? in WTC Il |

The chronological reference to the origin of those pieces cannot be established, for we
cannot know whether the arrangement is Bach's or his son's. If the former, we may perhaps
consider the plausible historical position of this arrangement against Cb-AMB2, and, most
importantly, against the origin of the "6 small preludes".8® But it is at least possible that the
collection was developed by C. P. E. Bach.

Summary
Injlong history of Bach's keyboard teaching = . existed the embryo of WTC Ii, quite

independent from that of WTC I. From the discussion of the above MSS, it becomes clear that
the constant appearance of the five prelude-fughetta pairs in C major (BWV 870a), D minor

8  Breckoff, p. 22.
87 See NBAKB V/4,p.67.
88  This is an addition of a tie on f at b.19,2- in the alto.

8 Breckoff assumes that the "6 small preludes® were developed during Bach's Cothen
period. See BG, XXXVI, p.128. NBA KB is planning to publish it in vol. V/ix in the near
future.
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(BWV 899), E minor (BWV 900), F major (BWV 901) and G major (BWV 902) was suggestive
of the pieces as an authentic set prepared for the purpose of teaching. The inconsistent
arrangement of those pieces in various MSS might have originated from the state of the lost
holograph and from the way these pieces were used: the lost holograph was probably
preserved by Bach in an unbound state, and given to his pupils leaf by leaf.

The other three pieces for clavier, i.e., the C major fugue (BWV 953), the C minor Fugue

(BWV 873,2) and the D minor preeambulum (BWV 875e.), may also be teaching materials.
However, it is doubtful that Bach intended to make them part of the pedagogical collection, for
none of them appeared regularly in other MSS.
' Apart from the demand for teaching purposes, the selection of pieces was perhaps
influenced by Bach's aspiration of structural beauty and coherence in the arrangement as a set
of pieces. This wés first clearly reflected in N.10430, in which the five preludes and fugues were
arranged in the ascending order of modes, C-d-e-F-G. This method of arrangement is also
found in Cb-WFB. In Cb-WFB, however, there are more than the succession of five pieces: the
Prazsambula and Fantasias (early versions of inventions and Sinfonias) were organized in an
ascending order of modes: C d e F G a b, then descending from B2 A g f E E® D to ¢. Also
Preeludia (early versions of Preludes in WTC I) were initially'arranged according to the same
principle, but in a slightly varied order: C ¢ d D e E F C# c# e f. Here Bach began with pieces
in both major and minor keys on the scale from C to F while the priority of major/minor was
given to the 'mode applied to the pitch on the scale. After F, when Bach was perhaps
enlightened by the idea of a new systematic arrangement for WTC, the scheme was
abandoned to bring in chromatic keys.

If we consider in general historical perspective the fact that the arrangement in our five
preludes and fugues is incomplete and less mature, an answer to the problem of dating these
pieces may be found. The original date is likely to be before Cb-WFB and therefore before
1720.

Among' these five pairs of preludes and fughettas, the separation of a pair should be seen
as a significant event in the compiling process of WTC Il In two such pairs, viz., F major (BWV
901) and G major (BWV 902), the fugues are re-written as Fg.A® and Fg.G in WTC i
respectively, while the preludes were abandoned. This event has to be evaluated historically
and musically in terms of the changing taste and the function of ‘Prelude’ as a form. Though
every pair of prelude and fugue was bound to be re-evaluated according to the new criteria,
there is a survivor - the C major pair (BWV 870a). This appeared to be the most significant, as
this piece has been the most favourite among members of the Bach circle.®0

0 | appears in five MSS, while the others do four at most. The affection can be felt through
Vogler's exuberant application of ornamentat'on and ﬂngenng he only does it in this piece
in P 1089.
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THE PROLOGUE: WTC Il IN THE PUPAL STAGE

The later cycle among these early models of WTC Il seems to come from four known
sources. Two of them, however, aré of secondary importance and | shall describe them only
briefly. What | will do here is to concentrate on the two MSS, P 595 and P 226, which appear to
me to be more authentic. They have one significant feature in common: the date of their
creation is estimated to be very close indeed to the actual compilation of WTC |l. And if it
should prove to be so, we can probably Vdecide the importance of Anna Magdalena's role as
copyist at two crucial stages: the early model cycle and the compilation of WTC Il |

P 595, 4 an

MS. P 585 is a miscellaneous collection of pieces comprised of ten fascicles. | found no
particular order or arrangement in this manuscript. All pieces for our interest are found in
Fascicle 5 (pp. 41-44), a brownish single bifolium, which is now folded and stitched down the
middle with other fascicles. it measures 32.3 x 20.2 cm. Dirr identified its watermark as: a)
Letters WGR or WCR, b) small coat of arms.®1 :

Fascicle 5 contains four fughettas copied entirely by Johann Friedrich Agricola (1720-
1774), all entitied "Fugetta del S. Giov. Seb. Bach". Each of them is neatly copied within a
single page of eight piano systems, prepared by a rastrum 9.1 mm high (-2.1 -2.5-2.6-2.0-).
This fascicle was heavily edited obviously later to judge from the evidence of ink shade, and
presumably by one or more successive owners. The MS probably dates from the earliest years
of Agricola's lessons with Bach - ¢a.1738.92
CONTENTS:

Page BWV _ Kevtls Bars _ Movement heading and Description

41 87522 d C 27 Fugetta del S. Giov. Seb: Bach. v _

42 872p2 C C 30 Fugetta del S. Giov. Seb. Bach. (transposed to C#.
Major in WTC Il)

43 8712 ¢ C 28 Fugetta del S. Giov. S. Bach.

44 8762 D ¢ 70  Fugetta del S. Giov. Seb. Bach. (transposed to Eb

Major in WTC 1)
This MS presents one of the most important variant readings of the four fugues of WTC Il
It is therefore strange that the musical text represented in this MS was little known.83 Atthough
the textual differences with L and various amendments are described in detail in
Supplement ~ Bunder P 595, | shall summarise them here.

81 Ddrr (1970), p. 49.
92 Agricola was a student of Bach from Easter 1738 to 1741. See Loffler (1953), No.57, p.22.

83 | found no printed edition which gives these variant versions. | believe this will be surely
included in the forthcoming publication by Ddrr, NBA [V/6ii.
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The Fugetta in D minor (BWV 875a,2)%¢ appears as the oldest known sketch of Fg.d.
Though the length of this piece is the same as that of the later version (27 bars), there are
several noteworthy differences between them in detailed figuration, especially in the use of
triplets in the soprano, bb. 17-18.95 Traces of red crayon or pencil marks can be seen in places
where improvements are found in later versions such as L.

The Fugetta in C Major (BWV 872b,2),%6 which is transposed to C# major in WTC I,
expands the nineteen-bar earliest version, found in P 563, to thirty bars. Yet bb. 25-29 of the
later versions, where two augmentations of the initial figure are found in L and A, are absent
from this version. In fact this version is likely to be the one used by Bach for the exemplar of L.
As it would be quite impossible here to give an adequate account of the revision process inL, |
shall come back to this topic on pp. 224 ff.

The Fugettain C minor (BWV 871,2) is the only known early model of Fg.c. In contrast to
the Fugetta in C, there is no marked structural overhaul in the later version found in L and
elsewhere. The revisions are all minor improvements, such as the refining of the rhythm in
cadential passages (bb. 9 and 10) and the colouring of melodic interest by employing a
chromatic scale (b. 21).97 The analysis of the revision process, which | shall discuss in
p. 222 ff., will provide us an evidence that the piece had aiready come to its maturity.

The Fugetta in D major, transposed to E® major in WTC |i, shows a number of interesting
details in comparison with L. For one thing, it appears that Agricola originally gave it the time-
signature "C', and not “¢' as it now is.%8 The text is structurally maintained in L. The later
revision is, as in the ¢ minor Fugetta, apparently intended as an aesthetic improvement. The
revision had mainly occurred in a concentrated area - bb. 47-563, where Bach decided to
replace the thematic element with thematically unrelated flowing quaver figuration.

The most unusual finding in this piece is the pedal/manual instructions for the bass written
in pencil, red and dark black ink, which occurs five times (bb. 1, 7, 31, 38 and 60). Dark black
ink is used to overlay the pencil marking "Ped.” (bb.1, see Fig 5, and 60) and "-tas.” (bb. 7
and 60), although in one instance the original pencil annotation *-tas [7]" (b.38) is left
untouched.9® Red ink was used for the instruction "Pedale” (b.31, see Fig 5) which was

84 There is no entry of this version in Schmieder's BWV. Since this is the earliest version of
all, we may distinguish it by variant a. And another intermediate reading, the ante
correcturam of L, can be called variant b. '

95 See Supplement B under Fg.d for detailed listing of variant reading.

9  There is no entry of this version in Schmieder's BWV. Hence the shortest version (19 bars
as in P 563) is called BWV 87532, let us assume that this version here is a variant b, and
the version represented in L as ¢. | consider that the version represented in Altnikol's
tradition is the final reading. See p. 229 ff.

97 See Supplement B forthe details.
98  Breckoff observed the same.

9 | interpret this "tas.” as "keyboard" from fasto (ltalian) or Taste (German), but not certain
why a hyphen precede the instruction.
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probably added later by a different hand to supplement the overlooked instruction. One may
judge from the calligraphic features of these instructions that those in dark black or red ink are
neither Agricola's nor Bach's.

Ryt Sl
b.1 b7 b3t

Fig. 5: P 595,p.44 - Pedal/Manual instructions in two later hands.

The authenticity of these instructions must therefore remain doubtful.

To evaluate this fascicle as a set of pieces, we may have to consider several other factors
in conjunction with the role played by Agricola in the transmission of the pieces. Among the
most important of those is the discussion of how the selection of pieces was made. The four
pieces, which Agricola was perhaps learning at the time, share certain common features: all are
written in common-time and are fairly uniformly short - all are accommodated within a single
page. To these simple distinctions, we can add that all four pieces were written in commonly-
used keys, yet without duplication. The selection of the four keys, d, C, ¢ and D, may also
appear significant when we notice that they can be grouped as two tonic major/minor pairs, and
that these two tonic keys come very early in WTC's order. For this reason, | consider that the
original order of the four pieces might have been C - ¢ - D - d, the order obtained if the fascicle
is considered as a single (double-column) sheet. S -

Another important question yet to be discussed, of course, is how we should interpret the
four pieces against the compilation of WTC Il. A vital piece of evidence in this argument is the
title the four pieces bear - "Fugetta® not "Fuga". And of course, the numbering system found in
WTC Il is totally absent in P 595. This seems to show that the pieces had not yet come to their
maturity, and Bach had not decided to incorporate them in WTC |l. Indeed, as we shall see,
examination of L indicates that Bach made further revisions when these fughettas were
seriously considered as a part of WTC II. And this study will show that all four pieces contained
in the sheet are related directly to the early compilation of WTC Il. Within this single sheet, we
also find a unique, self-contained, systematic selection of pieces, being suggestive of WTC.
And it might well be the case that the compilation of the work was already In progress.

P 549

MS P 549 is a single bifolum, measuring 34.5 x 22.8 cm. The brownish paper is thick and
hard. Along side the centre fold the paper is crinkled. The MS itself is kept in good condition,
and the paper has sutfered little from the acid contained in the ink of brown shade: only very
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faintly the ink penetrates to the other side of paper. Staves were ruled with a rastrum . 7.25
mm high, and arranged uniformly in eight piano systems, just like P 595.

The bifolium is a replica of P 595 made by Friedrich August Grasnick (d. 1877).1%0
CONTENTS: ‘
BWV__Keyts  Bars Movement heading and Description
87522 d C 27 Fugetta del Sigl Giov. Seb. Bach.
872p,2 C C 30 Fugetta del Sigl Giov. Seb. Bach.

8712 ¢ C 28 Fugetta del Sigl Giov. Seb. Bach.
8762 D ¢ 70 Fugetta del Sigr Giov. Seb. Bach.

Musical text is aimost ldentncal in most significant details with that of P 595 including the
pedal instructions in Fughetta in D major.

&QN-‘E

P 226

The so-called "Bickeburger Bach Manuscript” is a 68-page miscellaneous volume.101 It is
rather special among other MSS that we have so far dealt with from a number of points. For
one thing, the MS contains two autographic scores of Bach, viz., the six part Ricercar from the
Musical Offering (BWV 1079) on pp. 1 - 4 and the Sonata for Viola da Gamba in G major (BWV
1027) on pp. 5 - 17.102 '

The pieces of our interest are found next to these autographs. The early versnons of Pr.C#
and the earlier version of PrFg.d are put together with two pieces by W. F. Bach. Another
unique feature is the way in which the fascicle is organized: three sheets are not aranged in
Ternio but in unio x 3 as illustrated in Fig. 6 below. The reason for such arrangement or
organisation seems to hold the key to the original purpose of the MS. However, | will come back
to this point after detailed discussion of individual musical texts.

The fascicle measures 33 x 20.2 cm. According to WeiB, the watermark of this fascicle is
"Large heraldic Schdnburg coat of arms~,193 which is identical with WM-Ii of L.104 Staves were
ruled with the rastrum of 9.5 mm high (-2.4-2.5-2.4-2.4), which is possibly the same instrument
as R-Ca in L.195 The staves are arranged in seven piano systems on pp. 21-32. If WeiB's

100 Breckoff, p. 24. ,
101 Brokaw (1985) says it is 60-page MS, btut he is incorrect.

102 Because BWV 1027, including part score, was bound regardiess of original pagination, |
cannot regard this as a fascicle. Therefore | shall not number each gathering in P 226.

103 NBA KB IX, p.72 and Kobayashi (1988) pp.45-46. However, Breckoff, p.21, says it is the
“letters. ‘MA' in straps”. | tend to believe that WeiB's identification is more likely to be
correct, because the work of Wei8 and Kobayashi elsewhere is ciearly a thorough and
systematic study that seems credible. ‘

104 See p. 59 ff.
105 Sge p. 72 1f.
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identification of the watermark is correct, then it is significant that the leaves of P 226 and L that
share this watermark also share the rastrum used to draw their staves.106

The copyist of this fascicle has beeq identified in various ways. Spitta claims that the
music was copied by Johann Christoptpv;%'a%h as it is written so by C. P. E. Bach on the title
page of the fascicle (p. 19).197 Hermann Keller says the scribe was (J. P.) Kellner.198 it is only
recently that the scribe has been identified as Anna Magdalena Bach.1%® She copied the music
on pp. 21-29. Interestingly, the last piece by W. F. Bach in the same fascicle (pp.30-31) was
copied by Johann Friedrich Agricola, whom we have already seen in P 595.110 The co-
operation of these two copyists is not in fact unexpected. During Agricola's period of study in
Leipzig between 1738 and 1741, he also made a copy of WTC | (P 202) in partnership with
Anna Magdalena.111

19 | 20 21§ R2 R3 | 24 RS I8 27 120 20 [}32

Fig. 6: Fascicle structure of P 226, pp.21-32.

CONTENTS:
Title page: p. 19 (written by C. P. E. Bach)
Einiger Klaviersticke und Fugen
von
J. S. Bach

u.
W. F. Bach

von der Hand der Biickeburger Bach.

108 The discussion related with the usage of Rastrum Is given in greater detail in p. 65 ff.
107 gpitta lil. p.184 footnote 347; BG X1V, p.xviil (Nr.17); Carrell, p.46.

108 Keller (1976), p.141 (The original edition is in German, published in 1965).

108 Dadelsen, TBSV1, p.35; Breckoff, p.21.

110 F.Blume, MGG Bd.1, p.160; Breckoff, p.21.

111 According to Dadelsen, TBSV1, p.34, Anna Magdalena's hand is found in pp. 13-63
(Fg.c#, b.50,2 to Fg.a, b.68). Kast, p. 12, says, however, Anna Magdalena copied pp. 13-
64, and Agricola did p.65-75 (to the end of Fg.b). The pp. 1-12, which is in the hand of
Maller, an organist at Braunschweig in the end of 18th century - 19th century, was
obviously supplemented. This part could have originally been copied by Anna Magdalena.
See Dehnhard (1977), p. xvil.
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Page BWV _Keyts Bars Movement heading and Description

20 blank (a notice faintly written in pencil is illegible.)

21 872a1 € C SO Prevludium [von J. S. Bach). (Transposed to C# maijor
in WTC 11)112

2223 Fk27 C ¢ 39 Reveille [von W. F, Bach]. At the end of p. 23, we find
the instruction Volti cito.

2425 Fk28 G 68 60  Gigue.

26-28 875b,1 d 34 S3  Praludium|vonJ. S. B.]''3 Atthe end of p.27, we find
the instruction volti cito. it ends at the first system of
p. 28, and immediately below follows

28-29 8752 d C 2T  Fuga

30-31 Fk26 C 2/4 59 L'Imitation de la Chase[von W. F. Bach}.

32 ) unused.

NB,{] - later added words with light brown ink with a thick pen.

~ Found in the first page of the fascicle (p.21) is the Pragludium in C major, which is the only
surviving early model of Pr.C#. Though the length of the piece ‘is the same as the later version,
the first half of the piece is writfen in the form of a succession of chords with the instruction
*Arpeggio’. 114 From its solid resemblance with the first prelude of WTC |, we may learn two
things: firstly, because its texture closely resembles that of the earlier piece, this C major
prelude would seem to date from Bach's Cothen years; secondly, from the role that the Prelude
No.1 of WTC | had playéd, we may assume that this prelude could also be intended as the first
piece to be played or studied in the collection, and that all the pieces in this fascicle could
have therefore been specially intended for educational purposes.
~ The other Early Model of WTC I, Preeludium and Fuga in D minoy,is the earlier version of
PrFg.d. This model provides us with further crucial information in interpreting the purpose of this
fascicle and the stage of progress in the compilation of WTC I1.115

First of all, both movements (i.e., PrFg.d) are the identical musical text with the ante
correcturam of L copied by the same assistant copyist - Anna Magdalena. Predecessors of
these movements have been, in fact, described under P 1089 (the prelude) and P 595 (the
fugue). The earlier prelude is a shorter version (43 bars) than the present version (53 bars). We
can, therefore, say that Bach probably revised the prelude in the period ca.1730 - 1738. The
same can be said for the fugue: The earlier version appearing in P 595 is the same length (27
bars) as the present version, but is seen to be in an under-developed form as far as musical

112 See printed music in BG, XIV, p.243; Bischoff, p.123. The title reconstructed in Breckoff,
p.21, as "Prael.v.J.S.Bach" and Brokaw (1985), p. 29, as "Prae.v.J.S.Bach" is inaccurate.

113 See Footnote 112. : .

114 This Is written with thinner tip of the pen, and certainly not with music pen that used for
musical notation.- However, the shade of ink, brownish colour, does not show any
distinctive disparity with general appearance of the manuscript.

115 The detailed description of D minor pair, including the amendments, is described in the
Supplement . Bunder PrFg.d



38

details are concerned. From this, we may also deduce that, P 595 dating from after 1738, Bach
probably revised the fugue soon after he gave it to Agricola. We can, therefore fairly conclude
that both of the movements had already been brought to their maturity by Bach's intensive
revision work when Anna Magdalena copied PrFg.d into P 226.

The next thing to note is a marked change in the presentation of the title in these two
movements (PrFg.d). The earlier model of the prelude in P 1089 was previously designated as
Preeambulum, while the fugue in P 595 as Fugetta. In P 226, they are entitled Praeludium and
Fuga. This seems to be significant in terms of the extended length of the pieces, which have
now acquired the identical designations given to themin L. -

it is interesting to find that the musical text of the fugue in this fascicle is modified
according to Bach's revisions in L (viz., soprano, bb. 13,3 - 14,1), whereas that of the prelude is
left intact from such revisions apart from minor comrections. 116 The updated minor modifications
found in the fugue, however, appear to have been entered by an unsure hand, displaying its
unskillfulness and its unfamiliarity with musical notations. It is therefore sensible to assume that
Bach did not enter these revisions here himself as he did in L, and the updated entries were
perhaps made by someone else at a later date.

From the obvious close relationship PrFg.d holds with L in its musical text and the titie with
L, though one may suggest to the contrary that the opposite could be true as there is neither
the numbering system of the work order in WTC Il, nor any suggestion of its quotation from
WTC II, the manuscript may be a draft or even an unsuccessfully produced fair copy of L
because it contains an excessive number of Anna Magdalena‘s slips of the pen and also
unacceptably i'ough practices for a fair copy.117

A study of the organization of this fascicle shows its real purpose. Suppose that this
PrFg.d were the copy unsdocessfully made for L. The prelude, for instance, violates "the single
side of a bifolium for a single movement” policy of L, which | shall discuss in greater detail on
pp. 65 ff. This may seem to support the hypothesis that Anna Magdalena failed to squeeze the
movement into the two pages she allocated to it, which she did successfully in L. But this fragile
hypothesis will immediately be shaken when we look Ihto the fugue. Here Anna Magdalena had
to copy the movement into a two-page space, which she did. But instead of copying it all down
into the other side of the bifolium as she would have done in L, she only made use of one side
of the bifolium, and did the remaining part onto a fresh sheet. If we put together all the
evidences considered so far, it is most natural to oonélude that all 1dur pieces were intended as
a set of works; and the present pagination, i.e., the organization of the fascicle, seems to reflect
the intended sequence of the copyist.

116 P 550, the copy of P 226 by Michel, also gives pdsf correcturam. From this fact, we can
set the date of revision between the correction took place on L (ca.1742?) and 1780.

117 Among the most outstanding is the crossed out system for about 2 ¢cm containing 4
semiquavers at RS,b.1 (orthographic error).
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Yet so far we have no conclusive evidence to judge that the D minor pair was written prior
to the fair copy in L.118 In fact, it is possible to pursue an antithetical approach. For this we have
two clues. Firstly, the sheet and rastrum were dated after the fair copy of the same piece in L,
which shall be discussed in detail on pp. 60 ff. Secondly, we cannot ignore the possibility that
pieces in this fascicle were so ordered as to comply with the plan for a specific purpose, e.g.,
for the preparation of a textbook, and therefore, there should be no particular reason that such
an order should be affected one way or the other by the compilation of WTC II.

Considering all the possibilities discussed above, we can still see that PrFg.d in P 226, at
least, was made after Anna Magdalena's fair copy in L, however unlikely it may seem. We may
therefore conclude that the date of creation of the fascicle falls between late 1738 and 1740,
from right after the creation of P 595 and before the PrFg.C# of WTC II.

P 550

MS P 550 is a single fascicle in 14 pages. The paper is thick and hard, and in good order.
The sheets appears to have been trimmed probably after the fascicle was formed in a unique
fashion, which | illustrate in Fig. 7 below. It now measures 30.8 x 19.8 cm. The paper
unfortunately suffers slightly from ink acid: despite the thickness of paper, note-heads and
beams, where ink was placed on paper in large amount, show on the other side of the paper
clearly.

Staves were prepared with a rastrum 8 mm high, and arranged in six piano systems
(Pp. 2-7,10-11) and seven (pp. 8-9,12-13). The staves were written in thin ink of dark brown
shade. With this ink the title page was possibly written also. Main notation appears in different
shade - relatively thick ink of very dark brown shade.

The scribe is Michel, the scribe of C. P. E. Bach in Hamburg. From the close resemblance
of title and selection of pieces, one can judge that Michel probably copied from P 226 directly.

centre fold

Fig. 7: Fascicle Structure of P 550

118 Breckoff claims from the evidence as no numbering system of WTC Il found here that this
fascicle was therefore made before L. This, in my view, cannot be used as evidence to see
the absence of WTC II, for we can find the example in French Suites which was included
without any reference to the previous use in the MSS from when it was first seen in Cb-
AMB1 to when it was compiled as the final.
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Title page: p. 1
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108

Einige Klavierstticke und Fugen

von

J. S. Bach
und

W. F. Bach

x8. The number “108' appearing above title was amended with dark black ink from *118".

Page BWV Keyts

23 g72a1 C €
35 k27 ¢ ¢

6-7 Fk28 & 6%
89  875a1 d 3y
10-11 8752 d ¢
1213 Fk26 C 12/
14 :

Bars Movement heading and Description

§o Preeludium von J. S. Bach. it ends on the 1st system
of p.3. From directly below begins:

39  Reveille von W. F. Bach. At the end of p.3, we are
reminded by the instruction V. subito.

60  Gigue. At the end of p.7, one system left unused.

¢c3  Preeludiumvon J. S. Bach. :

27 Fuga : : .

5 Q L'Imitation de la Chasse von W. F. Bach.
blank.

Musical texts give almost identical with those in P 226. The only noteworthy amendment
made to P 550 is the replacement of a tie from the soprano to the alto, b.27,1-2. It is originated
from the ambiguous notation in the exemplar, P 226, as well as L.

INDIRECT SOURCES

Apart from the plainly recognisable musical sources for the models of WTC I, Roger
Gustafson extended his survey to find out the potential musical identity in all 74 minor clavier
pieces listed in BWV 894-962, most of which in this group are thought to have been composed
before 1720.11® His significant contribution is the discovery of the general trend of Bach's early
clavier pieces and the reasons he gave to establish some disregarded as candidates for WTC
ll. He concluded that most of them do not meet the requirements of sutficient quality and
suitable size in WTC II. His observations can be summarised as follows:

1)  Structure - Many fugues are mostly monothematic, lacking musical interest.

2) Style - Many fugues are freely constructed. Many reflect the older toccata-like form
used by Buxtehude and his contemporaries.

3) Size - Most of them are 00 short, but some good ones are too large and se/f-

subsistent in a collection.120

119 See Gustafson, pp17{.

120 jtalics is by Geiringer (1966) p.216.
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Nonetheless he finds BWV 896, the Prelude in A major, as one of the possible drafts or
models for Pr.G of WTC 11.121 |n the successful candidates, the F major fugetta (BWV 901) and
the G major fugetta (BWV 902), Gustafson finds latent, inherent sufficient potential. it would be
more interesting if one could explore such systematic analyses. This type of investigation has
yet to be carried out in all Bach's works to give a clearer idea of Bach's working strategy and its
historical significance.

SUMMARY

We have looked through two main streams in the genesis of WTC Il. One of the most
significant points in light of practical use of the work is that those models were used for teaching
purposes, as with WTC |, which was developed from Cb-WFB. The order of piecés in the extant
MSS appears authentic in the sense that both main streams are suggestive of WTC: In the
Herald, we have seen that BWV 870a was perhaps placed in the important position of
representing the first piece of the set; in the Prologue, we have seen in P 226 that the quality of
the prelude in C major of WTC 1, which is inherited in Pr.C# of WTC II, was represented in the
same way. Thus one may proceed from here to give an account of the genesis of WTC I
already present in those MSS. But the total absence of Bach's holographs as well as the lack of
intermediate sources to fill the gap between the two main streams offer us a subject for much
more involved studies in future.

121 Gustafson, p. 19.
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'CHAPTER 2
-THE LONDON AUTOGRAPH: ADD.MS 35021

INTRODUCTION

Among over sixty extant MSS of WTC Il, only two are aﬁtographs. Add.MS 35021 in the
BL, London (abbreviated as L), is one of these, containing twenty-one preludes and fugues.
The three pairs missing from this collection are PrFg.C#, PrFg.D and PrFg.tf. These missing
movements once existed, for they are included in F, the direct copy of L.122 The other known
autograph of WTC Il is P 274 (abbreviated as Bn) in SPK, containing Fg.A® only.123 Thus the
importance of L is self-evident. ‘ 7 _‘ :

The MS consists of twenty-two sheets of paper. Originally each sheet was folded vertically
down the centre, i.e., between two columns, to form a single bifolium. There is sometimes
extensive damage along this centre line as well as at the edge of the sheet. Most of these
damaged sheets are now restored with something like glue-based filler to prevent them from
falling apart. The method of restoration is discussed in more detail on pp. 56 ff.

Twenty of the sheets accommodate a single prelude-fugue pair each; these sheets are
bound by the BM. The other two sheets are occupied by PrFg.A%. That containing the prelude
is numbered as f.13, and that containing the fugue as f.14. These sheets are not bound with the
others, hov\)ever. They were pasted together, probably by Bach and probably for a particular
reason. | shall explore this aspect further on pp. 56 ff, 93 ff.

This MS bears no title page. Instead, each individual movement bears its own title. In the
case of a prelude the title usually consists of the movement name with the work order number
of WTC li together with "di J. S. Bach™: for example "Prelude i8 di J. S. Bach" (1.15r). The
numberé are arranged in the same way as in WTC | by keys in ascending chromatic order from
C to B, while each note of the chromatic scale oontaiﬁs the piece in major and minor in fixed
order. Judging by the ink and calligraphy, most of these superscriptions were written by Bach
himself when the music was being copied or soon after the copy was completed.124 So there is

122 See pp. 115 1.
123 See pp. 111 1.

124 There are 3 obvious exceptions associated with the numbering: 1) the numbering of Pr.C
(1) was possibly added later; 2) the numbering of PrFg.d, 6, was originally written as 5 and
later modified to 6 on both sides (see Fig. 12, p. 82); and 3) in some pieces the numbering
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no doubt about Bach's intention to make another set of twenty four preludes and fugues when
they were being copied. ,

The earlier MSS that contain the movéments from WTC II, viz., P 595 and P 226 (see
pp. 32 and 35 ff, respectively) are dated ca. 1738, and they do not bear numbers as part of their
individual titles. Thus so far as we know, the numbering system is ﬁrst found in L. There are,
however, quite distinct variations in titles in L, as listed and classified into three groups in Table
8. This is discussed in more detail on pp. 45 ff. ‘
~ Each sheet of the MS is approximately A3 size. The sizes of the sheets vary slightly,
however: this | will discuss in detalil in the subsection "Paper Size", p. 64.

Each open leaf is ruled on both sides by a rastrum in two columns of fourteen staves.
There are a few exceptions which have sixteen staves. This information can also be found in
Table 8, p. 45. A detailed description of the rastrum and staff ruling is given under "Rastra”,
pp. 65 ff. : v
On each sheet is accommodated one complete piece of music, i.e., one prelude with its
accompanying fugue Zexcept in the case of the PrFg.A®, already mentioned). On one side in
most cases is copied a complete prelude (pages 4 + 1 of the sheet as originally folded), while
on the other side is the accompanying fugue (pages 2 + 3).125 This enables a player to perform
a single movement without turning a page.'2é There are some exceptions, however. Most of
these are cases where the fugue is too long to be accommodated on the side provided for it.
The usual solution is to copy the remaining part into staves drawn at the bottom of the sheet.
When this extra space was insufficient, Bach was obliged to go to the other side to find any
unused staves or to draw a further stave in the bottom margin. In two instances, F major and B?
major, it is the prelude that is too long, so the preludes go over to the other side of the sheet,
occupying page 2 of the bifolium. The fugues then have to be accommodated within the other

is probably not Bach's. In such a case, the different quality of ink shows that a part of the
titlte was added or changed after a long time interval. In the case of Fg.F#, B®, b?, and B,
the numbers are thought to have been made by Wilhelm Friedemann (see Fig. 8, p. 47
and Footnote 144). See also the detailed discussion under individual pieces in Chapter 4
"Outlines of Revision Process", pp. 208 ff, and Supplement A.

125 See Prout (1896), p. 50. Prout testified that the prelude was written on the two outside
pages of the sheet, and the fugue on the two Inside ones. My examination of the MS
confirms that all but £.12 fold in this direction, though it was not always obvious. The
exception, 1.12 (PrFg.g), appears to be quite different - the fugue occupies pages 4 + 1 +
2, and the prelude occupies page 3 + the bottom system of page 2: thus this sheet seems
to be folded the other way. Bach perhaps stored the sheets in his library in a folded state,
with the page containing the superscriptions (page 4 except 1.12) uppermost. The different
folding of 1.12 might have been decided for this reason so as to have the title of the
prelude facing upwards (f.12r, L.H.col [page 1]). Thus Dehnhard's comment (the prelude
on pages 2 + 3, the fugue pages 1 + 4) is considered to be incorrect In this case. See
Dehnhard (1983) p. xxii.

126 See Prout (1896), p. 50.
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half of the sheet (i.e., page 3) with the addition of a few more staves drawn in the margins.
Thus some scores were unsuitable for use in performance because of a page-turn.

In L we find two copyists: J. S. Bach himself for the mapnty, and hls second wife, Anna
Magdalena 127 The following are the Anna Magdalenas hand: PrFg.c, d (before revision), E
(except perhaps the last bars of the Prelude), G and Pr.F (first page only).128

According to Werner Breckoff,12® D. Frankiin and S. Daw'30 and Kobayashi,!3! the
creation date of this MS falls in the period from late 1738 to 1742. This matter will be discussed
on pp. 60 ff. »

Some features of thé MS seem to point to scribal variations over a period of time. Because
the classifiable variations of the title designation (e.g., Preeludium and Pfelude) coincide with
those of watermarks and rastra, one may be tempted to interpret L as the gathering of pieces
copied at different times. Table 8(a) and (b), below, shows the grouping of leaves according to
watermarks, rastra and Bach's notational conventions, so that one can at a glance recognize
three distinctive groups in L. |

127 See Emery (1953), pp. 114 ff, esp. 118. Emery is the first scholar to testify with evidence
the participation of Anna Magdalena in making this MS. He classifies L into two groups as
A (for Anna Magdalena's copies) and B (for Bach's). Actually in the issue of MLetters
before Emery's article appeared, there is an article by Constance Richardson, who
suggests, "As well as Mendelssohn, Sterndale Bennett declared the writing to be Bach's;
but it is well known that Anna Magdalena wrote a script hardly distinguishable from her
husband's.” See C. Richardson: "The London Autograph of ‘The 48", MLetters 34 (1953),
p. 39.

128 Emery (1953), p. 120.

129 Breckoff, pp. 26 ff.

10 FrankiirvDaw, p. v.

131 Kobayashi (1988), pp. 45 ff.
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Table 8 (a): Three positive groups in L: Group 1 according to scribal variations in watermarks,
rastra, titles and other notational indications

Fol Hd Ky WM R Title Additional Instruction FM AddStaves 16
2r AM ¢ | Bt Praludum®.  diJ.S.Bach U

2v ' Fuga T

&r AM d | B1 Praludum®  diJ.S.Bach U R39.2/ev
av Fuga “6. uv

22r AM E | Bl Praludumf. diJSBach U  H:8Scop
22v Fuga 9 U  H:580cop
1r AM G | Bt PreoludiumfB.  diJ.S.Bach U

11v Fuga. & UV

8r AW F | Bt Preludumf. diJSBach  (Finalzurfoigend. Fuga) U  H:27.2/cop
8v JS FugaW (Volti) U  H:19.5/copx2
7t JS e | Bi Prsludumf  diJS.Bach U  H:26/op
v Fuga ] : u

1r JS f 1| B1 Prasludum44 - diJ.S.Bach v : :
10ov Fuga 14 (NB) U  H:35.6/c0p
12rJS g | Bl Preludum#  diJSBach  (NB) u

12v Fuga % U

6 JS A | Bl Prasludum4. diJSBach

16v Fuga ® U

177 JS a | Bl Prasludum”20  di J.S.Bach v

17v Fuga 20 v

2r JS b | B1 Praeludum”24 i J.S.Bach v

21y Fuga 24 (Fine) - large v

5r JS EP | Bt  Prmludium”/?. diJoh.Seb: Bach U H:15.3/c0p
v _ Fuga? v

Hand: JS Johann Sebastian; AM - Anna Magdalena
Title variation: I~ wave mark on number ; « - dot on number;

talics: Emendation or addition [by Bach or WFB] - See Supplement A for detail.

Watermark: See Table 11, p. 59 for detail.
Rastrum: " Sae Table 14, p. 72 for detail.

Fermata: U- - normal round symbol; V- - wedge shaped symbol.
Add.System:  <Rastrum, Hand, Liners:<measurement in centimetre>/<at Ravision, at Copying>
16: ¢ indicates_ 16 staves format instead of usual 14.

The distinguishing feature of Group 1 is its clearly distinguishable titles. Preludes are
written as Praludium [works order number] di J. S. Bach with the exception of 1.5, where Bach's
name is written as Joh. Seb: Bach.132 All fugues are titled in the same manner, as Fuga [works
order number]. Also notable is the constant use of a fermata at the end of a movement. Neither
the page-tum instruction, Voffi, at the end of a prelude nor Fine at the end of a fugue is found
except in Fg.b, placed at the very end of the collection. This exception | tend to regard as a
special case, for it seems to refer not to end of the movement but to that of the entire
collection.133 Again, in Group 1 the manner of using additional systems Is different from that of
Group 2. Six movements in Group 1 are concerned: none of these six was drawn by rastrum,

132 Bach perhaps used his numerical signature 70 [JOH.SEB:BACH] because this fugue is 70
bars long. In the commentary of the prelude in E® major of WTC |, Hamy Hahn speculates .
that the same number of bars (70) is related to the name of JESUS. See Hahn (1973),
p. 137.

133 This Fine in Fg.b (f.21v) Is exceptionally large - 4.5 cm. The largest one in other groups,
the one in Fg.C# (£.3v), is only 2.7 cm wide.
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but free-hand, line by line. Finally, the unique instance of two sets of fermatas, found in two
fugues of this group, is restricted to the copies made by Anna Magdalena.134

Table 8 (b): Three positive groups in L: Group 2 - Group 3. with missing pieces (P 416)
according to scribal vanations in watermarks, rastra, titles and other notational indications

Fo Hd Ky WM R Title Additional Instruction FM AddStaves 16
Group 2
200 JS B VI B2 Prelude’23. diJ.S.Bach (volti seq. la Fuga)
20v Fugad 4.23 ’ {NB) {fine - trimmed?} H:42/cop
3r JS C# Il Ca Prelude”. didJ:S.Bach - (Voiti) v
3v Fuga (Fine) v
o JS F# I Ca Preludef3 diJ.S.Bach + (Volti) H: 7.5/cop
ov Fuga a3.>3 (Fine) U
19r S bb I  Ca  Prelude/2-2 di J.S.Bach (Appendix Fuga) (NB) U L:38.2/cop
19v Fugad4.22 © (Volt) v .
6r JS df¥ NIl Cb Prelude’B diJ.S.Bach (Volt)) U H:50/kop
év Fuga. a3
18r JS BP I cd Prelude2i diJS.Bach (Appendix Fuga) (Fine) U  R:35.5/cop
18v - Fuga 27 ~ : R:39.6/cop
15r JS g# V Cc Preludei8. diJ.S.Bach (Fuga) v .
15v Fuga. (NB) (Fine) H:38.6/cop *
missing  c# Prelude”4 diJ.S.Bach
Fuga (Fine)

missing D Prelude’S. di J.S.Bach

« Fuga uv
Uncertaln (replaced)13° ,
missing  f Prelude/i2ex Fb.+ o v

Fuga u

Group 3

Prelude i7 & Fugue par J.S.Bach

- Praslude et Fugue . par J.S.Bach (V S: volti)
v Fugad 3 (Fine)
Fuga. exAs dur./.7. di J.S.Bach

see Table 8 (a) for keys.

Group 2 differs greatly from Group 1 in its use of titles and other instructions. All preludes
of Group 2 are entitied Prelude [works order] di J. S. Bach instead of Prasludium.... The titles
of the fugues are also different, written as Fuga & [number of voices] instead of Fuga [works
order]. It should be noted however that works order numbers occasionally found after the title of

134 |t is plausible that the second set of fermatas, of which one in L.H. staff is wedge shaped,
are added by Bach when, after Anna Magdalena completed copying, he proot read the
score.

135 See Chapter 4, pp. 258 fi.
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a fugue (see Fig.8 below) were entered by Wilhelm Friedemann after the MS was in his
possession.136

‘ ﬂ'k;a.; .g%’t&r.’n % e 44 éc".‘ar/.
Fge < -2 /ﬁf NP S

{.9v 1.18v
f.14r
f.19v f.20v

Fig. 8: Wilhelm Friedemann’s Addition of Works Order Number

Also common is the page turn instruction *Voit! after the end of preludes, which is absent
from the Pragludium group. Further, * Fine' after the end of fugues occurs as many as six times,
in contrast fo the single instance in the Prwludium group marking the end of WTC Il. However it
may be noticed generally that many such features in Group 2 are not well-established. For
example, the last part of the title, viz., voice specification, is often omitted from the title, and
likewise Fine and Volti are often omitted. ,

Group 3 shows similar features to Group 2 in its usage of Voiti and Fine, but there are
observable differences between them. Titles given to the movements in this group vary much
more widely than in Group 2. Also, no fermata is found in Group 3. Perhaps the most
remarkable dissimilarity is the clef for R.H. staves. In Group 3 treble (G) clefs are employed
instead of sopraho (C) clefs. All the evidence for this grouping will be reconsidered together
with other elements to reconstruct the compilation of WTC Il in the sub-section "Process and
Distinctive stages in compilation®, pp. 81 ff. '

Most of the scores are generally described as fair copies by commentators. For example,
Prout says,

"I am perfectly convinced that the manuscript | have seen is not only autograph, but
also that it is a fair copy, and not a first draft."137 «

Emery says,

136 See Footnote 144.
137 Prout (1896), p. 50.
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"these manuscripts [that were wﬁtten by Bach himself] show all the characteristics of
fair copies."138 :

This view was considerably modified by Breckoff, who made a clear distinction between
Bach's writing in his Group A (my Group 1) and Group B (= my Group 2 and 3). Of Group A he
noted that "the papers do not bear the calligraphic features of a fair copy as the remaining
sheets [Group B = my Group 2 and 3] do,” whereas, he said, "the items in Group B bear the
characteristics of calligraphic, well-rounded fair copy.”139

Franklin goes one step further by classifying L into three "layers"®, a term which he prefers
to Groups. His layers are almost identical with my classification of groups shown in Table 8.140
Franklin's interpretation of MSS in terms of both handwriting and composing criteria is,
however, acutely dissimilar from those of Breckoff. Frankiin's classificatibn of the three groups
is as follows: | |

Group 1 - Fair copies and revising scores, the most calligraphic.
Group2 -  Revising scores and intermediate copies :
Group3 -  Composing score and copies of drafts.141

These terms used by Franklin are, however, only to describe some general characteristics of
scores in L. And, as he states, the purpose of such classification by Bach was to distinguish the
working stages of his compilation, which | shall discuss below. It is apparent that this particular
issue has been discussed too generally to make any contributions to our understanding of the
compilation of WTC Il. | shall, therefore, cover this issue fully on pp. 196 ff. '

From the evidence in WTC |, one may speculate that Bach also compiled WTC Il in the
same way, in three distinct stages:142

1) set of composing scores and drafts;
2) intermediate copies on which the composer made revisions until the work came to
maturity [Urpartitur; and
3) final authoritative text (preferably made for binding) with the addution of a title page
:,nd ng]\ay be also the inscription "S. D G." at the end of the collection [Fassung letzter
a .

138 Emery (1953), p. 114. Also see Footnote 127. Dehnhard (1983, p. xxii) gives a similar
interpretation. He says, "Most of the sheets collected in A [Add.MS 35021] appear to be
fair copies, although there is evidence of emendations.”

139 Breckoff, p. 27. It should be noted that Emery's Groups A and B are not the same as
Breckoff's, the groups being identified on different criteria. (see footnote 127).

140 The only difference s the interpretation of PrFg.f, one of the missing pairs from L. While
Franklin maintains all the three missing pairs from L to be in Group 2, | place PrFg.f in
specific independent.place between Groups 2 and 3. See p. 94.

141 Franklin (1989), pp. 252-254.

142 gee DOrr (1984)'. pp. 10-13. In WTC |, 3 layers can be seen in the following MSS: 1) Cb-
WFB; 2) P 401; and 3) P 415,
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Franklin concludes that L was mostly in the second stage, Urpartitur, and that within that stage
Bach further distinguished the scores by assigning the titles differently.

Group 1 - bears the title Presludiumfor an intermediate copy, but the text is finalised,
ready to be written in complete bound copy (though some of them go
though extensive revision later)

Group 2 - bears the title Prelude for "working-scores” in an intermediate copy, which
: require further refinement (though some of them appear to be the final text
. and in good calligraphy)

Group 3 - bears titles in various forms (which originated from the exemplars) not in
intermediate stage, but in primary working stage.143 -

lnevilably this theory raises some difficulties due to the complex source situation of
WTC Il. For example there is neither a Bach autograph nor any manuscript copy which
exclusively contains oomposlng scores or Fassung letzter Hand, and which can therefore be
used to ldemlly lhese types of score in L. The only examples are found in limited parts of a
collecllon in Bach's puplls copies or his assistant copyists'. Thelr musical texts are so varied
that a thorough genealoglcal study is essential. For the composing scores, the possable state of
the exemplar of L is fairly clearly reflected in P 595 and P 226, already discussed on pp. 32 #f
and 35ff. A careful comparison of the text of those historically related MSS and L reveals
various degrees of progress ranglng from vlrmally no difference to structural overhauls of the
piece, which | shall discuss in detail on pp. 224 ff and 233 ff.

One of the most neglected yet the most powerful tools is the study of L itself. The scrutiny
of this MS enabled me to reconstruct Bach's compositional activities and habits, how he drew
his staves aooordlng to a specific plan of layout, how he repeatedly revised his original text, and
how, when he found it imposslble‘ to make further revisions on the same sheet, he probably
prepared a new sheet and made out his improved revision on it. it is especially important, in
relation to any particular prelude-fugue pair, to isolate Bach's initial entries from his later
amendments. This provides our only real information (unless more sources can be discovered)
on the state of the composition as represented by L and by its exemplar. The preparation of
layout is covered under "Rastra”, pp. 65 #f. The revision process is discussed in Chapter 4,
*Outline of Revision Process”, pp. 208 ff.

ASSOCIATED INFORMATION

The history of L

H.-J. Schulze considers that the MS may have been inherited by Wilhelm Friedemann on
Bach's death in July 1750. He ascribes to Wilheim Friedemann particular additional notations

143 Franklin (1989), pp. 261-273.
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which appear on many sheets, mainly around the titles.144 Ownership of the MS has not been
definitely established until it came into the possession of Muzio Clementi.!45 Clementi included
‘Two Masterly Fugues of Sebastian Bach’(i.e., Fg.C and c#, pp. 120-125) in his Second Part of
Clementi's Introduction to the Art of playing on the Piano Forte, published c.1820-1821.146
Clementi's possession of the MS can be confirmed by the heading of Fg.C in his publication:
*Fuga / by J.S.Bach; / from an Origi- / nal MS: / of the author. The text given by Clementi
agrees with that of L in almost all details.147

Though the authenticity of text represented in Fg.c# in Clementi's book cannot be fully
established until we discover Bach's copy itself, it can still be estimated to some degree from
various approaches. One way of doing this is to compare the text with that in F.148 Another way
of proceeding may be to compare Clementi's presentation of the piece with that of Fg.C in the
same book. This immediately reveals a striking fact, namely that he does not offer
authentication by reference to the autograph: he merely writes "Fuga by J. S. BACH'149

This is important, for it suggests strongly that the C# minor pair was already missing from
the collection c. 1821. Otherwise, the first indication of the absence of any pairs is 1879.

After this MS came into Emett's hand, most of the information about the history of the MS
can be obtained from Add.MS 35022, a series of letters and memoranda put together by Eliza

144 Quoted in FranklirvDaw, p. v. | have not found the primary source of information. See also
Footnote 124 and Fig. 8, p. 47. Because these numbers are not found in subsequent
copies of L (e.g., F), Frankli’Daw consider that such additions were entered after L had
been in Withelm Friedemann's possession following Bach's death. See also Franklin
(1989), p. 267, footnote 49.

145 See Franklin (1989), p. 240, footnote 1. Franklin assumes that Clementi may have
received the MS from his father-in-law, Johann Gottfried Lehmann (1745/46 - 1816), who
was a cantor in Berlin. Lehmann may have had a close contact with Bach's student,
Agricola, and also with Wilhelm Friedemann. Both were active musicians in Berlin during
the period. See also Schulze 18c¢, pp. 59, 150-151.

146 This approximate dating is given by Frankii/Daw, p. v. According to Emery (1953), the
imprint of this book (Clementi, Collard, Davis and Collard) implies a date between 1819
and 1823 (Frank Kidson: British Music Publishers (1900), p. 19); and the watermark date
of the Sarah H. Emett copy of Clementi's work (the BL h.319.e) is 1822. See
Add.MS 35022, 1.25.

147 The fingering penciled in L also resembles very closely to Clementi's publication cited in
Footnote 146. The only difference | have found is bars 43-44 (R.H.) and 75 (L.H.), which is
too little to be significant among the great majority of matching fingering. Emery (1953)
also confirms that "the English fingering that has been penciled into the MS may well be
his.” and "Clementi's text agrees with that of 35021 [L] in every significant detail®, p. 108.

148 See pp. 115 f, 23211,

" 149 See Emery (1953), p. 108, esp. footnote 2. Emery also agrees with this by saying "its
source is not specified, and will not be easy to determine. ...". Franklin (1989, p. 240,
footnote 1) assumes on the contrary that Clementi possessed the three pairs missing from
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Wesley,150 which were bequeathed by her to the BM together with Bach's autograph (L).15¢
From this document we leam that Emett bought the MS at the sale of Clememi‘é effects without
knowing that it was the autograph, though, significantly, Clementi himself knew it. The truth
about its authenticity came to the knowledge of Emett only ten years after its purchase. It was
then in June 1842 that he took the MS to Mendelssohn for evaluation.152 -

Change of ownership of the MS probably took place six times after Emett's death in 1847.
The whole procedure of ownership was tangled due to the complexily of Emett's family
structure, friendship and family affairs. To clarify the situation, | show in Table 9 below part of
the Emett family tree, with all the events up to the time when the MS was bequeathed to the
BM. '

150 See Emery (1953), p. 109. Eliza Wesley was a daughter of Samuel Wesley, the Bach
specialist, and sister of Samuel Sebastian Wesley. The Emen family and the Wesley
family are said to have been in a very close relationship.

151 See Emery (1853), pp. 107-112. This MS reveals many different stories about the history
of the autograph due to what Emery calls "agreeable bit of scandal” (p. 110). Some pages
- of MS is torn, and Emery assumes that it was the result of such an affair.

152 Add.MS 35022, 1.3-6 and 1.16-19. Sarah Emett's copy of Clementi's book in the BL
(h.319.¢) Is marked in ink to draw attention to the heading of Fg.C together with pencil
mark at bar €6, the different reading from Wesley-Hom edition. See Emett's authentifying
remarks of these additions in her letter in Add.MS 35022, #f.14-15.
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Table 9: History of Bach's autograph from Emett family to the BM

Date Owners of the Autograph Episodes -~ -
«gvents relative to the owner»
=== 15t Wife John George EMETT 2nd Wife npe

(1787-1847)

1832 «bought» ‘ Bought at the sale of Clementi's effects.
Eliza WESLEY '
(1819-14 May 1895)

¢.1835? «given?» : see Footnote 156.

J.G. EMETT

«tomporary returneds» Temporary retumed for Emett's visit to
Mendelssohn?

June 1842 ' , Took the MS to Mendelssohn for

' "| evaluation.
c.18437? «permanently retumeds

Permanently returned after visit to
John Sebastian Wilmot EMETT . Mendelssohn. See Footnote 156
(1838-7) ' )
1847 «inherited»
4 F
Cierissa Sarah CLARKE
L : -9
c.1861-62 ‘ «bought [£5]»
\ Sold at Christie's. 154
| She promised S.H.EMETT not to part with
it without letting her know.
Sarsh Harrlet EMETT
(18227 - 18917)

19 June 1879 «bought [£8]»

. : CLARKE said she would sell it for the
same price that she had paid: but she
made the condition that she should retain
one piece.

Eliza WESLEY undertook to buy and
. Elize WESLEY _ keep the MS on behatf of Emett, as Emett
¢.18917 -boqmiathed- ) : was then in Torquay
: . BM (20 PrFg)
§ May 1896 «bequeathed»
‘ BM (1 Png&
§ Oct 1896 «boughts1

183 ~Bequeathed by / Miss Eliza Wesley, / 5 May, 1896. / (except f.22 purchased of / Mrs.
Clarissa Sarah Clarke / 5. Oct. 1896)." This remark, written in ink, is found in one of the
additional sheets inserted at the front of the bound MS.

154 Gee Emery (1953), p. 110, esp. footnote 5. According to Sarah Emett's account of the
history of the MS. See MS. 35022, ff. 3-6. Emery, however, says it was not at Christie’s.

155 NB. W. 8. Rockstro, who went to Mendelssohn with J. G. Emett for the evaluation of Bach
MS (L) in 1842, lived in Torquay from early 1860s until 1891. There may be connection
between him and Sarah Emett.
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It may be noted that while Eliza Wesley, who probably happened to possess the Bach
autograph twice in her life time,156 always acted humbly and generously, Clarissa Clarke
showed her covetousness throughout. Clarke's action at the auction of c.1861 and her plan of
subsequent re-sale of Bach autograph in early 1879 must have enraged Sarah Emett, since
she believed she should have inherited the MS herself.157

It is mysterious, however, that the actual number of folia in the collection was not noted at
all in the extant contemporary documents until the receipt of the sale of twenty preludes and
fugues by Clarissa Clarke to Sarah Emett dated 19 June 1879.158 In 1892, Eliza Wesley, who
acted a mediator for the transaction between them, stated; |

Unfortunately when they came into Miss Emett['s] possession Numbers 4-5- and 12

were missing[,] also a letter from Mendelssohn vouching for their authe[nlticity - this
letter | have seen during Mr Emett's life time. 159

~ This statement bf Eliza Wesley together with her other remark (see footnote 156) implies
that the missing pieces were present when Eliza Wesley possessed them ldr the first time, and
lost or likely to have been sold by either Clarissa Clarke or John Sebastian Wilmot Emett
without any notice to Sarah Emett. This suggests that the missing pairs were lost during the
period 1847 - 1879.160,

156 See Add.MS 35022, 1.25.; Transcribed in Emery (1953), p. 113. According to Eliza Wesley,
she was once given the Bach scores by J. G. Emett, but she returned it, for she says
"Mendelssohn's un-hesitating opinion of their authenticity rendered them no longer mine.”

-~ This statement by Eliza is the only evidence for her first possession of the MS upto 1842.
Also see Table 9.

157 See Sarah's letter to Eliza dated 15 June 1879 in Add.MS 35022, 1.8; transcribed in Emery
(1953), p. 111. This feud was perhaps the reason for Sarah Emett’s paying £8 instead of
the £5 that Clarke had paid. The purchase of the MS at £5 by Clarke was attested by
Samuel Sebastian Wesley, who was at the Emett sale. See Emery (1953), p. 113.

158 Add.MS 35022, 1.10. See Emery (1953), p. 111.

159 Add.MS 35022, 1.7. Transcribed in Emery (1953), p. 110. Bracketed amendments are
Emery's. Eliza Wesley's remark Is slightly incorrect, as Emery says, because No.9 (E
major), which Mrs. Clarke *stipulated on retaining" was also missing.

160 This date is controversial, as Eliza Wesley's remarks could have been inﬂuenced
emotionally by Sarah Emett. There are two further remarks to my present knowledge
about the state of Bach's autograph in different times. W. S. Rockstro, who accompanied
J. G. Emett to visit Mendelssohn for the evaluation of the Bach MS in 1842, recalls the
occasion (in 1886 according to Emery (1953), p. 112) and says of the MS that "it was
complete, or nearly so". See Add.MS 35022, f1.16-19. In 1926, C. W. Pearce, who was a
friend of Eliza Wesley, writes to MTimes (Vol.67, No.1000 (June, 1926), p. 544) that "Miss
Wesley had in her possession Bach's autograph MS. of the whole of the second volume of
the "48". ... Early in the eighties of the last century this precious Bach MS. was exhibited by
my old friend and R. C. O. predecessor, Mr. Matthias Wesley...". If the latter remark was
true, we have no choice but to think that Eliza Wesley secreted the missing pieces in the
1830s when the MS was first given to her, however unlikely it seems.
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The musical contents of the MS containing twenty-one pairs (including PrFg.E in Clarke's
possession) was first examined by Frederick Westlake for Grove's Dictionary in 1887.181 During
the time when the MS was promised to be bequeathed by Eliza Wesley, Ebenezer Prout
scrutinized the MS for the last time before it was bound by the BM. He examined, however, only
the twenty prelude-fugue pairs in Wesley's possession. Though his article shows excellent
textual comparison with BG edition, it contains several incomrect remarks about the history of
the acquisition of the MS. 162

The history of the MS in the care of the BM and BL is listed in Table 10 below.

Table 10: L's History of Binding and Restoration under the BM.

Date of events Remarks

5 May 1896 20 Preludes and Fugues in 21 folia were bequeathed by Eliza Wesley.

5 Oct.1896 1 leaf, E major Prelude and Fugue, was purchased from Clarissa Clarke.

27 Oct.1896 All folia from Wesley's part were sent to the binder for volume bound as
oblong open demy folio 1/2 morocco corners, inlaying, etc.

24 Dec.1896 Returned to the BM.

3 Feb.1897 The leaf acquired later from Clarke was sent to the binder together with the
bound 21 leaves to be inserted as f.22. The volume was lettered.

8 Feb.1897 Returned to the BM.

26 Jan.1906 Folia 13-14 were removed from the binding for exhibition.

30 Oct.1910 The G n:ggor prelude-fugue pair (Add.MS 38068) was presented by Clara
Morton.

16 Jan.1911 Bound part of 35021 and 38068 were sent to the binder to have the latter

: : inserled into the volume.

24 Jan.1911 Returned to the BM.

30 Jun.1953 Sent to binder for minor repairs with gauze, and put on guard (38068).

3 Jul.1953 Returned to the BM.

24 Sep.1953 F.8 was taken for internal exhibition in the King's Library, the BM.164

13 Nov.1853 F.8 was re-inserted into the volume.

Jun, 1962 The BM made an archival negative microfilm of L. (Subsequent copies are

reproduced from this copy).

1Jul1973 Transfemred, with all the BM MSS, to the BL, Reference Division.

1980 The BL published the facsimile of L.
Apr.1985 1.13v was laminated (lined with lamatec).165

161

162

163
184

165

His letter is contained in Add.MS 35022, 1.24, which is dated 30 July 1887. Also see his
article "Das Wohltemperierte Klavier" in A Dictionary of Music and Musicians, ed. G. Grove
(London, 18393), Vol. 4, pp. 482-485.

Prout (1896) [Monthly Musical Record, XXV! (1896), pp. 49-52, 73-76.] See also Emery
(1953), p. 113.

See pp. 119 1,

This exhibition, held in October 1953, was to commemorate the bicentenary of the
foundation of the Museum. F.8 of L was catalogued as no. 142 in the exhibition.

I am grateful to Mr. J. Conway, the Superintendent of Students’ Room, Department of MS
of the BL, and Miss Janet Benoy of the Binding and Exhibitions section in the BL, who
kindly provided me with the information of the history of L under the care of the BM and the
BL. .
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Currently the bound part of the MS is sound in comparison with Bn or P 416. However, the
separate leaves, f1.13 and 14, are not in such good condition, and the gauzing on f.13v had
made it almost impossible to read the musical text on that side.166 o

The evaluation of L by Pg_t_)lishegrg

In the past, the evaluation of this MS tended to be overiooked by many editors of printed
editions. It was unfortunate that Franz Kroll (1866) and Hans Bischoff (1884) did not know of
the presence of Bach's autograph in England at the time when they carried out most exhaustive
surveys of the text of WTC |l and made their respective editions.

Even after L was publicly recognized, scholars changed their attitude very little. This can
perhaps be ascribed to the fact that L was not considered to contain Bach's final authoritative
text in every detail.'87 From the evidence in some of Bach's students' copies, it has been
generally thought that Bach made'a subsequent complete fair copy. now lost. As far as | have
managed to trace, only a single printed edition of WTC II reflected the text of L exclusively in
the past.168 Only récently (1983), Walter Dehnhard published an excellent edition of WTC I,
which includes extensive research onthe compilation and hypothetical links between various
MSS.162 There are, however, bound to bethree problematic facts in establishing Bach's final
version that always confuse the issue:

1) The difficulty in identifying Bach's final versions as they seem to be mixed fairly
randomly in various MSS;

2) The difficulty in determining Bach's final version as each version has its own aesthetic
emphasis. It is possible that Bach pursued revision work on each score
independently, which made several equally valid final readings among various MSS;

3) The texts which differ from autographs can neither be thoroughly trusted nor proved
as Bach's, though they might have been copied from authentic autographs.

The true value of L lies in the fact that it reflects the history of Bach himself in the most
important process of such a large scale work, i.e., the compilation and revision. The information
packed within L is so vast and complex that it must be discussed in great depth. By scrutinizing
the revision process of L in Chapter 4, | hope that a firmer basis for judging the authenticity of
various readings may be established.

166 The texts given in the facsimile are better presented than one can see from the original.
The microfilm provided by the BL gives even better quality, for it was made much earlier
(see Table 10).

167 Franklin (1989) points out two more reasons for this trend: 1) Inciuding no dated title page;
2) S.D.G. [Soli Deo Gioria], which Bach uses to indicate for the completion of a work, is not
found.

168 MORGAN (1926). This edition, however, seems to be little known.
169 See Dehnhard (1983), "Critical Notes", pp. xx ff.
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in the following sub-sections, | am first going to proceed with further detailed examination
of each physical element: "Binding Method", "Watermarks", "Paper Size" and "Rastra". Next |
shall move on to "The Process and Distinctive Stages in Compilation", where | deal with the
various factors at work in the compilation of WTC Il

PHYSICAL APPEARANCE OF THE MS

BINDING METHOD

The originally separate leaves of L are, as has been mentioned above, bound by the BM
(see Table 10). As is apparent from the appearance of the MS, the binding was extremely
carefully done: the MS currently shows that extensive repair work has been done on most of
the leaves. Physically damaged parts were resiored with glue-based filler for several layers.
The way in which the repair was carried out tells us something about the previous state of the
MS: most leaves must have been partly damaged or had become too fragile, and there was
perhaps anxiety that leaves would be tom into halves due to the constant handling of the
sheets in a folded manner.

In order to bind together those sheets in this condition, the BM decided to mount them in
open state onto flexible paper frames. Each sheet is now mounted on a large sheet of carefully
measured paper frame, so that the music can be read from both sides without any of Bach's
writing being obscured. The frame extends approximately 3 mm inwards from all the four edges
of the verso of the sheet. Only 1.20 is mounted with the frame attached to the recto.17° Though
the measurement of the frame and its subsequent adjustment must have been done extremely
carefully, the binders could not avoid concealing some part of Bach's notation. In order to see
what is hidden, one would have to remove the paper frame or else use sophisticated
radiographic equipment.171

170 On this sheet Bach used extreme sides of the verso which would then be concealed by the
frame mounting.

171 Those hidden parts are, however, still indistinctly recognizable through the paper frames
on the original though it is no longer possible through the facsimile edition.



Repair work was carried out either subsequently or simultaneously. Due to the method of
restoration chosen, the sheet is no longer folded. All leaves were thus preséwed in a format
accessible from both sides, protected from further deterioration due to the original method of
storing them in a folded manner. The mounting frames themselves were then bound together
on the left hand side of the preludes, while an extra thin, blank sheet was inserted between the
folia so that the facing pages can be prevented from further deterioration caused by acid
reaction of ink. Thus all preludes become the recto of the folio and the accompanying fugues
become the verso. The method of binding chosen by the BM must have been considered to be
the best way not only to prevent such fragile MSS from further deterioration without gauzing the
surface, but also to preserve the sequence of pagination as it was originally intended by
Bach.172 |

Now let us come back to ff. 13-14, containing PrFg.Ab. The BM's decision to remove the
two leaves from the bound volume was perhaps due to the way they were originally pasted,
shown in Fig. 9 below.

folio #ide fascicle page no

Fig 9: Fascicle structure of ff.13-14 viewing from the bottom edge.

CONTENTS:

Page Folio Column Movement heading and Description

1 f.14r rh. *Fuga. ex As dur.1.7. di J.S.Bach’

2 f.14v Lh. cont.

3 r.h. cont. Only 3 systems were prepared, the amount that were
required by the movement. Large space below is left blank.

(nioden) f.14r Lh. Glued page. Sheet is blank.

(nidden) 1.13v r.h. Glued page. 14 staves were ruled out, but no music is

written.

4  143r Lh. *Prelude i7 & Fugue par J.S.Bach. 14 stave format.

5 r.h. cont.

6 f.13v Lh. cont. Last system is unused.

As can be seen in the pasting and different size of these two sheets, they could not be
bound individually to the volume unless the glued pages were separated. And from the present

172 For example, F, the duplicate of L, is bound in folded state, which violates originally
intended pagination. See pp. 115 ff.
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appearance of these folia, | consider that they had never been separated. According to the BL,
these folia were initially bound with the rest of folia (see Table 10). The hardened, darker
brown-coloured edges of f.14 suggest that they were affected as a result of glueing the paper
frame to f.14v.173 F.13 was not bound to a frame, but hung loose from its centre fold. This
insecure state of binding was perhaps the chief reason for its selection for exhibition from 1906
onwards.

Each movement of PrFg.A® occupies three pages of a single bifolium. In L, the same i
true of three other movements, viz., Pr.F, Pr.B® and Fg.g. In those cases Bach wrote the
remaining movements with smaller notation so as to copy them onto the remaining page. But
as a pair, PrFg.A? is exceptional, for the movements occupy three pages each. And they were
written at different times. 74 The two sheets were then glued together, possibly by Bach, on the
unused pages, i.e., page 1 of the prelude and page 4 of the fugue.!75 Due to the way in which
the glueing was done and the direction of the fold was decided, the fugue became pages 1 - 3,
and the prelude became pages 4 - 6 in this unique gathering.176

This method of glueing is, to my knowledge, exceptional. I it really was done by Bach, one
can perhaps fathom his firm, consistent philosophy in compiling WTC Il. Can it be the case that
each prelude and fugue was to be put together, while each pair of mvehents was to be a
separate entity? Further discussion of this matter is on pp. 94 ff. '

WATERMARKS

in any study of MSS, the watermarks are a most important factor, for they give information
on the dating of the papers manufacture. By identifying watermarks, it is often possible to
classify the MSS into chronological order irrespective of their present condition or the musical
contents.

Due to the thickness of the paper in L, the identification of watermarks was extremely
difficult.177 The task was virtually impossible by simply holding the MSS to the light or by using_

173 These edges are not included in the facsimile edition, probably due to the use of a frame
so as to hold the sides of loose folia in the process of photography.

174 See pp. 60 ff, 94 ff for chronological data.

175 Franklin (1989), p. 250, assumes, contrary to my interpretation, that they were pasted in
the late 19th century to avoid being lost or separated. The earliest record which confirms
the gluing in my knowledge is Prout (1896), p. 50, who says, "... [PrFg.A®] required an
additional half-sheet ..."

176 See Emery (1953), p. 107, footnote 1. Emery explains how this pagination can be
understood by re-assigning page numbers: "..write the prelude on pp. 2-4, and the fugue
on pp. 5-7°. Unfortunately his explanation may be confusing, for it seems to suggest that
the gluing preceded the copying of the music.

177 See Emery (1953), p. 107.; Breckoff, p. 26. Emery could only vaguely distmguush 4
watermarks, but he suspected that there may be more. Breckoff could only tentatively
identify two types. In my examination | found that the paper bearing Franklin/Daw's Wm-|
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an infra-red based watermark reader. Some of them were only recently identified by WeiB and
Kobayashi using radio-graphic equipment.178 It appears that the watermarks in L are of various
types: there are six different watermarks as shown in Table 11 below.17®

Table 11: Six types of watermark in L

WM Wel Description folia
| 105 Hammer and anvil 2,4-5,7-8,10-12,16-17,21-22
] 72 ~ Schénburg coat of arms 3,6,9,18-19
] 67 Two-headed eagle 1,14
v 17 Three heraldic lilies 13
" 70 Two-headed eagle with sceptre 15
Vi 60 Two-headed eagle with "HR' 20 _
Wm-I (WeiB} 105) wm-ll (WeiBl 72) Wm-lil (WeiB3 67)

t MY
Qé’
e

JD)

-——--------\‘J

SO

and Wm-IV Is relatively thin, and therefore the watermark is easily identified, while the
paper bearing Wm-ll is too thick to look through.

178 See NBA KB IX, p. 86 (1[105)), p. 721 (11 [72]), p. 60 (11 [67)), p. 36 (IV [17)), p. 61 (V [70)),
p. 56 (VI [60]). Numbers in square brackets are WeiB's watermark catalogue numbers.
See also Franklin/Daw, p. v.

172 Roman numbering is given by Franklin/Daw in this order. The priority of order is probably
basically given to the number of folia and folio number regardless of chronological order.
WeiB's numbering classified by the types of various patterns of watermarks.
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wm-IV (WeiB 17) Wm-V (WeiB 70) - Wm-VI (WeiB 60) -

5)1

The classification of folia by watermark immediately reveals that the number of folia using
paper bearing certain types of watermark seems to vary greatly. Wm-l (Hammer and anvil)
stands out most, with 12 leaves oui of the 22. Wm-II (Schdnburg coat of arms) appears 5 times.
The rest of the watermarks account for only a small proportion of the folia.

‘Though the dating of all the watermarks has not yet been given conclusively, the extent of
evidence may be sufficient for us to reconstruct the order of 3 groups in L.

_ WeiB and Kobayashi give Wm-I (WeiB 105) the earliest dating among the six, in the region
of 1738-1740.180 As the number of Bach's other works that made use of this type of sheet is
limited, '8! the dating Is established on a firm basis. The sheets bearing Wm-l in L constitute
Group 1 (entitied Preeludium [work order] di J. S. Bach and Fuga [work order] (see Table 8 (a),
pp. 451). |

The rest of the folia, which bear the titles Prelude (or Praglude [f.1 only]) [work order] diJ.
S. Bach and Fuga a [voice spec.], are usually dated later, between 1740 and 1742.182 The
dating of paper bearing Wm-Il has not been firmly established, for there are many MSS bearing
Wm-Il which are thought to have been produced over the whole of Bach's Leipzig period (1723-
1750).183

180 See NBA KB IX/1. p. 86.; Kobayashi (1988), p. 11. Kobayashi, more recently, specifies the
dating of the usage for this particular type of sheet from May 1739 to January 1740. This
type of sheet was also used by Bach for his writing of a document dated 18 January 1740
(see BDok 1/76).

181 See NBA KB IX/1, p. 86 and Kobayashi (1988), p. 11. This type of sheet was also used in
BWV 245 (P 28), BWV 1055 (Bibl. Jagiell St 127). BWV 1057 (DSt St 129) and BWV 1067
(DSt St 154) apart from L.

182 Frankli/Daw. p. v.
183 See NBAKB IX/1, p. 721.
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There are several instanées where the papers bearing Wm-I and Wm-Il were used in this
order. In the full score of the St.John Passion (P 28), which Kobayashi dated slightly earlier
than L, Bach and his principal copyist H [Hauptkopiesten H) copied music onto three types of
paper, including sheets bearing Wm-| and Wm-Il in this very order.184

The other fact suggests, however, that the order of paper usage between Wm-I and Wm-li
should not be taken too seriously. Anna Magdalena's other copies of Pr.C# (written in C) and
PrFg.d in P 226, usually considered to pre-date L, actually bear Wm-11.185 Pr.C# (copied in C
major with simple chords marked ‘arpeggio’) is particularly interesting, for Bach's own copy in L
also bears this watermark. Her copy of PrFg.d would give, surprisingly, the reverse
chronological reference to the same piece she copied for L if we interpret Wm-1 to be earlier. It
must be added that Anna Magdalena's copies in P 226 bear the title Preeludium, and not
Prelude. It seems to suggest the co-existence of these two different types of paper in 1738-
1740, and that they are possibly distinguished by Bach for a particulat reason, which | shall now
explore.

The way Bach chose sheets of distinct paper-types immediately reminds me of his
proclivity in orgénizing gatherings [Lagen] of his monumental sacred works. In such cases he
would select a different type of sheet to form a pair, which is then considered as a unit among
symmetrically organized units, i.e., gatherings.186 The purpose of this procedure is not properly
understood. | consider that it may either for practical or for theological reasons. For a practical
reason, Bach might have considered the well-balanced mixture of different types of sheet,
which would then be more durable and robust if the sheets were bound in this way. A
theological reasoning is perhaps easier to grasp for Bach, as his concept of symmetry seems to
have penetrated deeply in various levels of his works. Though there are three pieces missing
from L, we can still explore this possibility. The titles and watermarks of missing pieces
(indicated in ltalics in Table 12) were given here as a hypothesis through the study of P 416.187
One thing emerged from this study: it appeared that the MSS could be divided into two groups,
Preeludium and Prelude exactly equal in number, I.e., twelve. In Table 12 below | suggest two
possible ways in which Bach might have intended the two symmetrical gatherings in L.

184 See NBA KB II/4, p. 14; Kobayashi (1988), pp. 11, 16, 44. Wm:-l is in the second fascicle -
4 double sheets (folia 5-12 [pages 9-24]) and Wm-Il in the third fascicle - 4 quarternios + 1
sheet (folia 13-46 [pages 25-92]). Bach copied only the first 20 pages. This score was
prepared by May 1739.

185 See NBA KB IX1, p. 63. Watermark No.72 in WeiB's catalogue. *

186 See, for example, a facsimile edition of Mass in B minor (1983), p. 15 and NBA KB II/5
p. 17.

187 gee Footnotes 148 and 172, and also pp. 115 ff,
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Table 12: Symmetrical gathering in L

Title Wm Pair Title Wm Pair
Suggestion (1)

Prezlude 1 () :] Prelude 13 ()
Praeludium 2 U] Prasiudium 14 U] e
Prelude 3 ) — Praeludfum 15 {)] —_—
Prelude 4 () — Preeludium 16 () —
Prelude 5 (m — Prelude 17 (V) —
kg 7 0 ] Pabdumte ()
reeludium reeludium :
Prelude 8 ({1)] Preeludium 20 (] —_
Presludium 9 mny — Prelude 21 (1 ——
Pr&lud§um 10 n — Prelude 22 () —_—
Preeludium 11 n — Prelude 23 (Vi) —_—
Prelude 12 (n Preeludium 24 1)

Suggestion (2)

Preelude 1 (1 ' Prelude 13 (n
Preeludium 2 1] :l Preeludium 14 (" j
Prelude 3 (1) —— Preeludium 15 (1) —_
Prelude 4 ({l)} : Preeludium 16 ) ‘

Prelude 5 (1) Prelude 17 (V) :]
Preeludium 6 () j Prelude 18 (V)
Preeludium 7 ()] :I Preeludium19 (1) —_—
Prelude 8 (1) Presludium 20 ( :l
Presludium 9 mn — Prelude 21 (1
Preeludium 10 n — Prelude 22 (1) —_—
Preeludium 11 )] Prelude 23 (V1) :|
Prelude 12 (" :l Preeludium 24 ()

halics - missing pieces from L.
() indicates watermark

In contrast to the eXpiicit symmetrical form shown in the second half of the 24 pieces
(nos.13-24), | found no comparable positive symmetrical gatherings in the first half. There are,
however, a few possible ways to form perhaps acceptable “symmetrical gatherings™. One Is to
exclude nos. 7 and 12 from the first half as is shown in Table 12 (1), for they are distinguished
from the rest by their titles, Prasludium 7 di Joh. Seb. Bach and Prelude G2exFb+ (cited
from P 416) respectively. So the gatherings form a fairly credibly symmetrical form. The second
possibility is to include them in the analysis by changing my tactics to see the smaller
organization of gatherings. This would give very unusual, but perfectly symmetrical gatherings
as is shown in Table 12 (2).
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~ From these fascinating results, we cannot dismiss the possibility that Bach intended his
arrangement of pieces from the outset to be symmetrical.188

~ The dating of Wm-lil was affirmed only recently by Kobayashi - ca.1742.18% He found
Bach's usage of this type‘ot sheets in a limited period including the Art of Fugue.'%0 An
interesting overlap of watermarks with the previous groups is found in Bach's instrumental
music. The part score of the concerto in A major for a Clavier and Orchestra (BWV 1055), Bibl.
Jagiell $t.127, shares Wm-I and Wm-lll with L. Another interesting overlap is found in P 226
between Wm-li (early models of WTC Il copied by AMB) and Wm-lll (BWV 1027).191 But the
most important, though the MS is not in Bach's hand, is P 416, whicl'; uses Wm-il1.192 This
dupiicate of L serves as evidence o judge the particular reading of L at the time when this MS
was made. 7 '

The type of sheet bearing Wm-IV is also convincingly registered by Kobayashi - in the
period January' to August 1741. Apart from its use in L, this paper was used in the Bach
household dnly for letters: and it is the dated drafts of letters written by Bach's personal
secretary, Johann Elias Bach.193 Concerning Wm-V and Wm-VI, we know of no use of this
paper in other works by Bach. ‘ ‘

From the evidence that the sheets bearing Wm-I, Wm-Il and Wm-Ill were commonly used
in this order, we may glso apply the order to L, though the mystery concerning Wm-Ii still
remains. Wm-1V, Wm-V and Wm-VI are o far not found in other works of Bach (although Wm-
IVis datable),194 and therefore no definite conclusion can be drawn from a study of watermarks
alone.

188 One point has to be noted however. As far as the full score of the St. John Passion (P 28)
is concemed, papers bearing Wm-l and Wm-Il are not specially arranged to show
symmetric gatherings. See Footnote 184.

189 See Kobayashi (1988), p. 11. Kobayashi's strongest reason for his conclusion the date
written in Bach's testimonial for Johann Georg Heinrich (BDok I/79). It gives the date "den
13 Maji 1744", but Kobayashi showed that the date was subsequently changed from the
original "1742",

190 See Kobayashi (1988), p. 11. In P 200 there are six known watermarks, and Wm-lil is
found in first 24 pages. The same paper Is aiso found in St 110 (BWV 185), P 13, adn.1
(BWV 240), P 226 (BWV 1027), St 127 (BWV 1055) and P 195 (BWV Anh.30).

191 See Chapter 1, "P 226", p. 35 . Although their occurrences in the MS were reversed, this
fact cannot be used as a reliable evidence, for this MS appears 10 be a collection of
fascicles presumably bound after Bach's death.

182 While Dehnhard (1983, p. xxii) says P 416 bears Wm-V, Franklin (1989, p. 251) says It i
wm-lll with whom Kobayashi (1988, p. 30) agrees. | consider that Dehnhard confused it
due to the close resemblance of watermarks between Wm-lll and Wm-V,

193 See Kobayashi (1988), p. 12.
194 See Footnote 192.



PAPER SIZE

As with all handmade paper, the sheets of L are not precisely rectangular: in some cases
the deviation is quite visible. It is not easy to know how to measure a large and slightly irregular
sheet: | measured the height and width in threé places each - top edge, centre, bottom edge;
and left edge, centke, right edge respectively. The comparison between the watermarks and the
size and irregularity of the paper reveals certain physical features of the leaves as shown in
Table 13 below.

Table 13: Paper Width - Height: Sorted by Watermarks, Width and Height

Fouo WM WORDWS HOrRD HS WMax HMax M-T M-B M-L M-R HTRIR WTRIM

8r | W2 > HI7 A~ 399 3388 -03 -0.3 0.3 0.2
22r | W3 > HiI5 4 402 338 . 04 -0.3 05 0.5
4r | W3 / His A 402 33.7 0.1 0.5 04 0.5
11r | W3 / H19 » 402 33.9 0.1 -0.7 0.4 0.5
16r | W3 > H22 \ 402 343 0.2 02 03 0.2
5 | W7 > H9 ~ 403 333 -03 -0.2 0.3 0.3
1or | W7 > Hi2 \ 403 335 -0.1 0.4 0 0.3
7r 1 W7 \ H17 » 403 338 -0.1 0 0.1 0.2
17r | Wit > H3 \ 404 32 - .02 0.3 0 0.1 «
2r | W13 > Hi2 » 406 35 -02 -0.6 0.7 0.7 trim
21 | Wi3 > H19 \ 406 339 -03 -0.5 0 0.1 :
12r | W17\ H3 \ 407 32 -0.3 0 0.2 0.1
oa N W12 >  H12 \ 405 335 -02 03 02 0.1
19r |l Wi3 > H6 *» 406 a3 -0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 trim .
3 W13\ ‘H10 v 406 34 04 0.1 0.1 0.1
18 |l W17 > H8 v 407 332 -0.1 02 0.1 -0.1
ér N W20\ H7 \ 409 33.1 -04 05 01 0
ir - WIs\ H2 v 408 3183 05 04 02 -01 trim
14r | w21 / H5 \ 414 327 n/a - n/a ==
13r IV W1 > H1 /s 384 286 -0.1 -0.2 01 03 tr.B
15r V W7 > H21 v 403 341 -01 03 06 01 trim
20v VI W22 | H10 v 417 334 0 0 02 -03 trim

Measurement is given in centimetres.
WORDER - Width in ascending order; HOnnea Hsight in ascending order; (e.g., f.13 is shortest and narrowest (W1, H1)

WSHARE: pointing the widest HSHAPE: pointing the longest !
\ top \ left side
> top & bottom o middie
/ bottom / right side
| equal ‘ v edges
IRREGULARITY RATE «» Widith IRREGULARITY RATE - Height
M-t: Mid - Top M-I: Mid - Left

M-b: Mid - Btm g . MJ:M&d-FﬁQM

For example the leaves bearing Wm-I can be described as increasing in height (from the
bottom upwards) but shrunken in width (from the "spine” outwards). The result of the study
does not particularly coincide with the watermarks, probably because the sheets are so close to
each other in size, and perhaps also because some of the sheets were timmed off.196
Therefore our study of paper size cannot be used for establishing chronological criteria. it
should be noted,‘ however, that the study can provide vital Information for other purposes. For

195 This can be judged from the notation cut off from the sides. The obvious cases in L are
ff.1, 2, 13 and 20.
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example, when combined with the careful identification of watermarks, it may provide evidence
to identify its paper mould, and subsequently the original size of the sheets. The comect
estimate of thé original size may also provide vital information when we reconstruct Bach's
copying process, especially Bach's peculiar way of using sides. Without knowing it, we would
have few clues by which to judge the background of Bach's notation cut off from the edge of the
sheet, such asf.20vinL.

RASTRA

The first impression, good or bad, which one receives from any MS would predominantly
depend on its degree of neatness. We seem to respond aesthetically to two major factors, viz.,
calligraphic clarity and staff layout. |

it seemed extremely important that'each MS was made and handled with great care in
Bach's time, not only because the price of paper was relativelyf&epenslve than in the present
day, 96 but also because copy production by hand was laborious and time-consuming.187

At the first stage of composing or making fair or revision copies, the musician in those
days would either have to prepére staves himsell or have them prepared by someone else.198
No matter how vexatious the task may appear to us, it could sometimes give him greater
freedom in achieving a varied format while using the available space economically.

It is well-known émong Bach scholars that Bach used two distinctive calligraphic hands,
usually depehding on the purpose of the MS.199 It should be noted, however, that the
distinction is not so apparent that anyone could tell the difference at a glance. His
unceremonious writing was not as slovenly, for example, as that of Beethoven's sketches.
Being a busy teacher as well as Director musices of the town, Bach presumably paid great

196 |n Bach's Weimar period, the price of 480 thick sheets (1 Ries Doppel-Papier) was 2 fl. 6
gr. See BDok II/71. This figure may be compared to Bach's basic salary 250 fl. per annum
at the time.

197 From letters written by Johann Elias Bach (who was at the time Bach's private secretary)
dated 2nd and 28th January 1741, we learn that Bach was unwilling to lend his scores to
his good friend J. W. Koch, for fear of their accidental loss or damage. See BDok 11/484.

198 There Is no definite proof that Bach prepared all his music sheets himself. Bach’s own
stave ruling Is only apparent in the MSS which reflect his explicit plan of layout. Instead, It
is probably the case that one of Bach's assistants was responsible for this duty especially
when a bulk of sheets was to be ruled in uniform layout. On the contrary, it is possible that
paper makers or dealers in Bach's time provided such service as ruling staves. This
conjecture may be strengthened if staves of the same size can be found in the MSS of
other contemporary musicians in Leipzig. But we know from certain watermarks that Bach
used the same paper for writing both music and letters (e.g., Wm-Ill is found in testimonial
for J.G.Heinrich dated 13 May 1744. See BDok 79). Thus It is more likely that Bach
purchased plain paper. In the following discussion, | assume that all staves were prepared
by Bach or his assistant in order to avoid repetitive explanation of these possibilities and
hypotheses.

199 See pp. 199 ff.



attention to his handwriting so that his scores could at least be of ready use in practice. His fair
copy, however, differed greatly from his composing scores. The difference lies not only in even
more careful planning of his notational presentation, but also in sheer calligraphic beauty
emanating from his love and respect for the art he created.

The layout of staves follows the same principle. On Bach's composing sheets, both the
neatness of calligraphy and pleasantness of stave layout were less important matters. What
was more important to him at this stage was perhaps to exhaust his aristic desire without
constraint. A pile of pre-ruled sheets should have been at hand, so that the composer was not
restricted in any way In putting down his gushing musical ideas, while simultaneously
expanding them. Any unnecessary tasks, such as the ruling of staves, should not occur in the
midst of this main pursuit. That being the case, the composing scores may not, therefore,
reflect too particular a concemn with the proper arrangement of staves specifying the number of
voices and instrumentations in the piece.200

For the fair copies, on the other hand, the composer was not only aware of the features
that might affect the look of the whole piece, but also took into account the length of the work to
be copied. The choice of the rastrum, which might affect the stave-heights and the spaces
between the staves, would, therefore, have to be thought out carefully in advance. Between the
planning of a fair copy and its execution, the lining of the staves became a major operation.

The staves in L, like those of other MSS so far dealt with, were prepared with rastra. But
occasionally there were reduced-height staves found in foot margins which, apart from a few,
were drawn by hand extemporaneously during the copying process. | will not go into details
about these reduced-height staves at this stage as my basic concern is with staves pre-
prepared by rastra. (

We could probably say that Bach's rastra were only capable of lining one staff at a time
;udgmg from the fact that adjacent staves are not usually exactly parallel. There Is little
evidence to show that the rastra were used together with other instruments, such as a ruler, to
make a staff absolutely straight. Some staves seemed to have been prepared quite hastily.
Even within a pair of staves, one may be as much as 3 mm longer than the other.201 In those
unusual cases one can often detect certain elements which disclose the copyists’ psychology
and also the purpose of making such a copy.

200 See, for example, Bach's Magnificat in E® major BWV 243a (P 38) [non-calligraphic score]
dated Dec. 1723 and the D major version BWV 243 (P 39) [calligraphic fair copy] dated in
the period 1728-1731. See Marshall (1972) pp. 16, 47 ft.

201 For example, see 10th and 11th staves of the first column of £.5r.
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The arrangement of the staves also reveals Bach's initial plans. One can see, at a glance,
that every first two staves are found to be closer to each other than to the third staff: it is thus
evident that the sheet was specially prepared for keyboard music, and possibly for a keyboard
piece which was about to be copied on to it. For those who are more used to the short-height
staves in Bach's full scores, the rastra used may seem to be fairly high. It is possible that the
score was designed to enable one to read it comfortably when it was placed on the clavier.

From a general survey of the MSS 1| also found other aspects which are relevant to my
investigations: e.g., 1) types of ink used, 2) number of staves in a sheet, 3) extra staves in
margins, and 4) heights of the staves. | shall come back to these issues in detail later on.

Rastrology in General

The aim of rastrology is to deduce from certain evidence left by the use of rastra the
historical events and environments in which the scores were made. It is usually concerned with
three separate aspects: 1) the time when staves were drawn; 2) possible places where they
were drawn and; 3) the psychology behind the choice of particular rastra and of a specific
layout. - '

TEMPORAL FACTORS

The examination of various Bach MSS reveals that the staves drawn by rastra were of
various heights, though the range of the variation appeared to be very small: it is often within
the region of 7.25-10.5 mm. The variation is not limited to the height of a staff, however, but
extends to that of each space and line, each of which Is respectively affected mainly by the
gauge of the individual pen mounted on the body of the apparatus and by the characteristics of
individual pen tips. From the evidence of the frequent replacement of rastra, it may be
estimated that the apparatus was not accurately mass-produced by machinery, but possibly
hand-made (or home-made?) and less durable. But, on the contrary, when a particular batch of
MSS that bears the same watermark Is examined, the discovery of a continuous use of a
particular rastrum is not uncommon. In fact | become aware after observation that mismatches
between watermarks and rastra are infrequent. ‘ '

Hence one would expect that a statistical approach to rastrology could contribute to the
chronological study of Bach's MSS. For example, if change of rastrum s detected in an
apparently continuous working process, or if any change of gauge in Bach's rastrum be
successfully traced, it might possibly serve as evidence to tell the order of MS production. This
was not possible within the study of watermarks alone. ;

Rastrology s, regréttably, one of the least explored areas in .Bach MS studies due to
" certain difficulties surrounding it. Altred Darr explains that the accurate measurement of staves
is difficult, for it can be influenced by various factors, such as the flow of ink, disposition of
hand, the surface on which the paper is placed, pressure, direction and the condition of the



sheets.202 The most difficult task is probably to find out the points where one CAN measure
The spot, which is normally the centre of the drawing pen tip, is particularly vague under normal
circumstances. There is no easy way to prove that the centre measured from the width of a
drawn line is that of the pen tip, for information about the tip of the pen is seldom recorded on
paper. Therefore my temporary solution is to find a healthy part of a staff, to define the centre of
lines with the supposition that they are the centre of the pen tips, to measure them, and finally
to make a descriptive model of the rastrum for further testing on various places of the MS.

Such information has to be cited with caution, because the data cannot be established
unequivocally: they merely consist of figures in limited variations that are at the same time likely
to have been influenced by various unknown factors. They should never be treated as ultimate
proof of any kind. An enthusiastic exploration without caution would easily lead to
misinterpretation. The number of such potential errors and risks would be significantly reduced
if one could introduce a Hi-tec electronic Rastrum Reader to this study for the purpose of fuller
statistical analysis. Even with such a Rastrum Reader, we cannot expect rastrology alone to
yield as powerful results as other chronoloéical studies, such as the studies of watermarks and
calligraphy. Rastrology should remain a branch of a systematic MS study to provide an
additional temporal evidence within a small period of time pre-defined by the study of
watermarks.

LOCATIONAL POSSIBILITIES

Some musicologists, especially those studying the works of unidentified composers, have
employed rastrology to find out the places (cities and countries) where MSS were made. This is
normally done by examining the characteristic features of the lines and staves left by the
apparatus on paper.203 |n those cases, staves were usually drawn by the paper maker or the
dealer, and they were often drawn with rastra capable of lining more than one staff at a time.

In Bach's MSS, on the contrary, the rastra employed for the purpose seemed, as far as |
can gather, to be capable of lining only one staff at a time. And all the tasks of preparing music
sheets probably fell on the shoulder of the musicians. Moreover, as we usually know the crucial
attributions to the MSS, such as the hame of the copyists, the dating and the place of making
the MSS, etc., there is no need to pin down where they were made from the study of rastrology.
When this is the case, rastrology seems to be of no help to us. Yet in my opinion it is stil
desirable to identify the location of stave ruling, in Bach's house or in the town's paper dealer's.
Some musical sheets, especially those for general purpose scores, do not reflect the plan of

202 gee NBA KB II/5, p. 23. "Eine genaue Bestimmung der Rastrale lieBe sich hdchstens mit
feinen MefBgeraten durchfdhren und bliebe selbst dann noch unsicher, da TintenfluB,
Handhaltung, Unterlage, Druck, Zugrichtung, Papierbeschaffenheit, Restaurierung der Hs.
und &hnliche Umstande die Rastralbreite beeinflussen kdnnen."

203 gee Jander, Owen: Staff-liner Identification, A Technique for the Age of Microfilm. JAMSoc
20 (1967) pp. 113 1.
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layout, and could have been prepared in advance by anyone. In order to identify locational
factors, rastrology has to be approached from two remote observations of the staves: 1) the
habits of a particular user and; 2) the characteristic features of the instrument. The habits of the
user can be seen in the following seven aspects: | ‘

1) direction of lining

2) left [beginning] margin

3) manner of setting down a rastrum
4) speed of lining

5) pressure of lining

6) lifting of the apparatus

7) right [ending] margins

The features of the instrument can be seen in the following three aspects:

1) thickness of pens and widths of gauges
2) failure of lining
3) wobble found in particular pens

From the nature of the observations, the former study can be fairly easily attained by a simple
method cataloguing of staves,2%4 while the latter has to be done with a specially designed
Rastrum Reader. The study has also to be extended to the MSS of Bach's fellow musicians so
as to authenticate the location of staff ruling.

PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS

Decisions concerning the plan of a layout and its execution are governed by the copyists’
psychological factors in the earliest stage of MS making. Two important factors were: 1) the
purpose for which the MS was intended and; 2) the types of music which were about to be
copied. Based on these factors, every MS production, like any other product, has its own
practical and aesthetic emphases, though they are not always apparent. For example, in
composing scores, ‘some staves are often left unused, giving an untidy impression to the whole
MS. That is precisely because the composer, from the outset, had the need for more flexibility
as his practical consideration, and did not want to be confined to a limited space when writing a
piece of music. His aesthetic concern was not with the appearance of the MS but the musical
contents. Again, with a view to improving the musical contents on an original score, practicality
may be found in an easy, effective revision process at the expense of practicality for
performance. The aesthetic consideration will be, as in a composing score, transferred from the,
look of the score to the musical contents. Therefore, both practicél and aesthetic emphases will
not disappear but be transformed from visual virtue into invisible musical quality. Therefore we
may understand that any visual appeal vwe receive from a MS, pleasant or not, originates from

204 gge Jander, p. 1141,
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Bach's wholehearted artistry. And as musical content is the most important of all for Bach, it is
often the case that Bach's emphasis is on the invisible. In such cases we may have to discover
it by identifying the sacrificed visible aspects. This particular argument is, in fact, not restricted
to rastrology:; it is also valid in the study of calligraphy. Though the theory is clear and logical,
the complexity of these emphases in Bach's MS making at work is not always grasped as
manifestly as the relationship between light and shadow. Such activity is often seen as a cyclic
process from fair copy to revision copy - an endless cycle towards ultimate perfection. Bearing
this in mind, we can still apply this explicit logic to understand the complex state of Bach's MS.

in general the following seven elements may have to be taken into consideration before
kning staves:

1) width of each staff (psychological / strategical);

2) colour of ink for staves (casual, but can be psychological / strategical).
3) length of each staff (habitual, but can be psychological);

4) margins (as above);

5) spacing of each staff (as above);

6) number of staves in a sheet (strategical); and

7) length of the pieces and number of sheets (strategical)

As far as Bach's MSS of his late Leipzig period are concerned, they were made by Bach in
a certain consistent way where one may find his general tactics in planning. Amid many
possible sequences in planning layout, | believe Bach would normally begin with selecting a
suitable staff for the particular piece to be copied. The choice of rastra was not as flexible as
one might imagine. As far as | can gather, he basically distinguished only two sizes, a small
rastrum (ca. 7.5 mm) and a large rastrum (ca. 10 mm). The small one is normally used only in a
carefully prepared full score where more than twenty staves were to be drawn. Under such
circumstances, the top priority may be given to deciding the number of staves. The large one is
preferred in most cases if at all possible. It was best suited for him to write and read with
comfort.295 In some pieces, two sizes of staves were deliberately mixed. For example, in
Bach's meticulous fair copy of the St. Matthew Passion (P 25), he frequently altemated the two,
using narrow staves for orchestral music and wider staves for recitatives. Under such
circumstances, Bach used wider staves for important part writing, while he used the device as
aesthetic accentuation to the layout.2% In many other cases, however, we find no definite
reason for Bach's choice of a particular size of rastrum. We often fail to pin down the aesthetic
element in layout which was sacrificed not for the sake of practical consideration, but for non-

205 See Marshall (1972) p. 47. Marshall suggests that Bach could have been near-sighted and
therefore preferred the larger staff for the sake of legibility.

206 Not only by the layout, but also by using red ink Bach distinguished the verse sung by
Evangelist.
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apparent reasons.207 It appears to me that the particular size of rastrum, especially the small
one, was sometimes not available to Bach when he needed it, and therefore unnecessary
sacrifice was often inevitable. In one instance in L (f.19r), Bach was obliged to use a ruler to
prepare small-height staves line by line in the foot margin.

The order that is to be considered among all other elements of layout, e.g., length,
spacing, margins of staves, etc., is strictly dependent on the types of scores, fair copies or
otherwise. For composing and revising scores, Bach generally prepared many sheets at once.
But for keyboard music in general, spacing of staves is often calculated within the planned
number of staves in a page. For other works in which more than four staves were to be braced,
the order of consideration can be reversed. For those pieces where a change of
instrumentation is expected, e.g., large scale vocal works with orchestra such as the B minor
Mass (P 180), Bach kept the largest number of staves.208

Even for fair copies, an intricate design, such as that of the St. Matthew Passion (P 25), is
exceptional. Such a diligent stave-ruling policy - where each individual sheet is prepared with its
own layout - is impractical. This requires much patience, allocating extra time for non-mu‘sical
purpose. For another, it was sometimes not so easy to diagnose the length of the piece and
number of sheets. Especially for keyboard music, where occasionally more than 50 bars are
estimated within a page, accurate prognosis was often not realistic. In such cases it is assumed
that Bach did not take it too seriously, for he must have known it was by all means possible to
re-adjust the length of it by careful distribution of note-spacing. It is, however, often the case in
L that Bach spoiled his plan in this very process. He could not help deviating from such a
simple task, and preferred to spend his time for more exhilarating musical purposes.

Human psychology Is not all the time simple and permanent. Especially in Bach's MSS,
which record a long history of a highly inventive artist, it is perhaps wrong for us to expect such
rigidity in them. However complex it may be, the most important point in rastrology is neither
impossible nor invalidated. We are only to reveal the single historical moment, viz., the moment
just before the initial entry was made. At this point, a significant stage is marked in the history of
aMsS.

Observation of Various Rastra in Usage

VARIOUS WIDTHS OF RASTRA

In L are found seven ditferent heights of staff drawn with rastra as listed in Table 14 below.
Classification Is considered in the following three levels:

207 Alfred Dirr gives his opinion that the choice and use of various rastra is not always
supported by a conclusive reason. NBA KB II/5, p. 23 1.

208 See, for example, Agnus Del, the last fascicle of P 180, (1.96r-£.99v). From 1. 97r onwards,
Bach left the bottom four staves unused. Staves were prepared with 18 system format
beforehand.
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The height of rastra, given as upper-case alphabet, A-F, was measured in the usual -
way between the outermost lines, from the centre of the 1st line to that of the 5th line.
Larger rastra, viz., A-D, were used for main notation and smaller rastra, viz., E and F,

for marginal use.209

The accurate measurement of gauge is extremely difficult and delicate, yet desirable
and the most crucial. This enabled me to validate attributable features in identifying

several groups of rastra within 9.5 mm instruments. The result of this grouping is

indicated by Arabic numerals.

Still further | ventured to isolate the habitual use of rastra by the appearance of drawn

staves, viz., thickness of ink, thickness of pen, features of lining failure, pressure,
speed, etc. This level of grouping is indicated by lower-case letters.

Table 14: Rastra in L and Classification

R  Size = GauGe (1/100 mm) FAILURE PRESSUREINK FOLIA - WM HAND
Standard Size
A 1025 =267-269-262-227- 2,(3) - thin 1,14  A?
Bt 975 «250-246-243-234- 2 >-< dark 2,45,78,10-12,16,17,21,221 A
B2 0976 -238-244-250-244- 2,(4) - thin 20 Vi B
Ca 950 -234-245-245-233- (2)4 »>-< dark 3,9,19 n A
Cb 950 -233-240-243-236- none  -— thin 6 I B
Cc 950 -237=234-246-234- 2 .- dark 15 .V B
Cd 950 -236-236\241\236\ 2 -~ thin 18 i B
D 900 -226=221=234=218-none  --* thin 13 v C
Reduced size
E 750 -197-188-193-182- none  -- thin 18r (f.m.) I B
F 725 =193-187-176-171= none - thin 4r (f.m.) I B
Gauge: Thickness of pen is represented as:

\thin line. (< 0.4 mm); - normal line. (> 0.4 and < 0.5 mm); = thick line. (> 0.6 mm)
Fail: lines frequently missing from a staff. () - less frequent.
Pressure: indicated in three areas of a line; beginning, middie and ending by the following symbols:210

= even; » decreasing; < increasing; * acute bend is found where the apparatus was lifted.
Ink: dark: same darkness (black) as the rest of notation; thin: thinner ink, or lighter than the rest of symbols.
Hand: see discussion of *Classification of Habitual Features®, p.75 , and *Conclusive Remarks on Stave

Layout®, pp. 79 ff.

209 The reference, A-D, follows FranklirvDaw, arranged by the stave-height.

210 The criteria for the judgement is my general impression. Due to many factors involved (see

footnote 202), | was unable to make them more scientifically rational.
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R-A (10.25 mm) is the tallest rastrum of all. it is marked by a noticeably narrower fourth
(top) space. The thickness of the first (bottom) pen is also outstanding. The second line, and
less often, the third line tended to be missed out when staves were drawn.2! Apart from a few
exceptional cases, staves seem to have been lined with care, with fairly even pressure
throughout the drawing procedure. With this rastrum is always used thinner brownish ink.
Evidence found in both ff.1 and 14 suggests that their staff-ruling was closely related in time.

Until now the distinction among 9.75 mm rastra has not been discussed.2'2 A systematic
study of rastra enabled me to classify these into two distinct rastra by examining their structural
features and habitual usage.

R-B1 (9.75 mm) has similar structural features to R-A: a narrow 1ourth space,213 thick
outer lines, especially the 1st, and common lining failure with the second line.214 its habitual
usage, however, gives clear contraﬁ between R-A and R-Bi. In the case of the latter, the
pressure, and perhaps speed, of lining given to the apparatus is not constant. From the
appearance of the staves, it seems that the user of the rastrum R-B1 set down slowly and
heavily, then speeded up and released the pressure in the middle, and finally siowed down with
increasing pressure before he lifled it up. With this rastrum is always used black thick ink, a
similar ink used for clefs and notes.

R-B2 is almost the same height (9.76 mm) as R-B1, but the gauges among the five pens
are different. They are arranged fairly symmetrically: the outer spaces (1 and 4) are fractionally
narrower than the inner ones (2 and 3). All five pens are of fairly equal thickness. Occasionally
the second, and less often the fourth line, tended to be missed out as with R-B1.25 The
habitual features of the user are ditferent from those of R-B1. Pressure to the apparatus is
given fairly evenly throughout the lining, and the ink used for lining is thinner than the rest of the
notation. - »

The R-C (9.5 mm) group look, at a glance, all alike as If they are of a single identity, a well
spaced out symmetric instrument. The third pen is placed almost exactly in the middie, 4.8 mm
from the outermost pens. A closer examination suggests, however, that R-C can be divided into
four dissimilar rastra. From the habitual point of view, only R-Ca is handled in a similar way to
R-B1, showing variable pressure in lining. All the other three, viz., R-Cb, R-Cc and R-Cd, are

211 Seef.1r-1L7,R6;f.1v- L3, L5,L6, R2, R6;1.14v- L7, R3.

212 gee FrankliyDaw, p.vi. Frankiin (1989) p. 247, however, gives ? mark with his
classification B.

213 Among the sheets which are drawn by this rastrum, f.4v is the only instance that the sheet
was turned around after staves are drawn. it is unlikely that staves are drawn from right to
left. See further discussion under "Direction of Staff-lining", p. 76.’

- 214 {2y - R4, R7; 1.4v (4th line as the rastrum was held wrong way around 10 draw staves or
sheet was turned around after the recto had been ruled out) R2; 1.5r - L1, 1.7v - L4;1.8v -
L6, R6;1.10v - L4, R6; f.12r - L4;1.17r - L3,1.17v - R7,L5; 1.21 - L5, R7;1.22v - R7.

215 120r - L5, R1, R7;1.20v - L3, L5 and R4.
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handled with greater care and with steady even pressure. Only R-Cb and R-Cd are used with
thinner ink than the rest of the notation. R-Cc has a unique structural defect with the second
pen, which produced so thick a line that the ink held in the pen was often depleted before it had
reached the finishing point. ‘

- R-D (9.0 mm) has an unique structural feature: two of the inner pens draw thicker lines
than the outer ones do. It should be noted that f. 13, which is ruled out with R-D, was
apparently first lined with the rastrum from lef to right on both sides, and then turned upside
down before the music was copied. But it is also possible that the rastrum was handled with the
left hand to draw staves from right to left. Thus from the appearance, the second and third lines
are the thickest: but if the former hypothesis is correct, it should be third and fourth lines. Again
the third space appears the widest, but it should be the second. The rastrum was hekl steadily
without missing any line, and the pressure was even when it was in motion. One prominent
habitual feature is found in the manner in which the apparatus was lifted up from the sheet. The
right margin, which appears as left margin, is not only far from aligned, but also shows an acute
bend where the apparatus was lifted.

In the bottom margin are found two narrow rastra. They have similar structural as well as
habitual features. In both R-E (7.5 mm) and R-F (7.25 mm) the fourth space is the narrowest.
The thickness of the five lines in R-E is fairly equal on the one hand, that in R-F is unequal.
They are both handied with a steady hand and used with thin ink.

TEMPORAL AND HABITUAL FACTORS IN L

The comparisons between rastra and watermarks (see Table 8, p. 45 and Table 14, p. 72)
suggest two of the probably most powerful facts to assist the chronological study of MS
production. The first finding lies in the match between them. The matches R-A = Wm-lll, R-B1 =
Wm-1,216 R-B2 = Wm-VI, R-Cabd = Wm-il,2'7 R-Cc = Wm-V and R-D = Wm-IV are perhaps
evidence of wide spacing in time between those MS productions. The second finding lies in the
various features found in R-C, which spans Wm-ll and Wm-V. Should R-C be truly the only
standard-size instrument used on these papers, the evidence may be interpreted as meaning
that the dating of Wm-ll and Wm-V will be very close in comparison with the rest. At the same
time, the usage of sheets bearing Wm-ll can be seen as a careful preparation of sheets, but
only when R-Cb and R-Cd are used. This gives a clear contrast to the use of R-B1 and possibly
R-Ca, where mass-pre-preparation of the sheets seems to be the case.

216 This combination is also found in St. 129 (BWV 1057) and St. 154 (BWV 1067) according
to Franklin (1989), pp. 247-248.

217 This combination is also found in St. 76,1 and 7 (BWV 210) dated 1738-40 by Dadelsen-
TBSt 4/5. p.110. Franklin (1989, p.249) says “show the same handwriting
characteristics”.
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With Bach'é rastrum was used an ordinary ink. In some sheets staves appear to be drawn
with the similar typé of ink as other symbols such as clefs and notes. But in others they are
drawn in distinctively different shades of ink from the rest. In such cases, staves are prepared
with thinner ink. This type of ink was used among R-A, R-B2, R-Cb, R-Cd, R-D, R-E and R-F,
and ordinary thicker ink was among R-B1, R-Ca and R-Cc. Further discussion of ink associated
with strategical purpose will be found in Chapter 4 "The Cholce of Ink", pp. 201 ff.

Associated with the choice of ink, the habitual features can be closely identified in a similar
line of study. From this we can identify three distinctive habits of the user. For the time being |
shall refer to them as Hand A, B and C from the manner they handled the apparatus. Their
handing of rastra varies in the following two aspects: 1) the speed and pressure of lining; 2) the
manner of lifting the apparatus; and 3) the manner of taking margins.

The speed and pressure of staff-lining can be identified by looking into the difference in
darkness and thickness of individual lines within a staff. The edges of each staff being darker
and thicker (coded as >-< in Table 14) are the common features of Hand A. R-B1 and R-Ca,
and less obviously R-A, are most likely his. The cause of such features can be thought of in two
ways. In one, the rastrum was at first handled slowly and heavily, then the pressure was
released as he speeded it up, and when he was reaching the finishing point, sliowed down with
increased pressure. In the other way, these rastra could have been more sensitive in pressure
than the rest of the rastra for structural reasons. From the reasons stated above, the twelve
sheets prepared with R-B1 are likely to have been prepared by a single person, Hand A,
though we know two hands, Bach and his wife, who copied the music on to them.

The rest of the folia were most likely ruled by different hands, which we may call Hands B
and C. These two hands draw the staves with even pressure throughout (coded as --- in Table
14). The fact that thinner ink was mostly used by them appears to be prominent.

The distinction between Hands B and C Is found most clearly in their manner of lifting the
apparatus. While Hand B lifts it smbothly. Hand C leaves a trail of unskilfuiness in sharply
bending lines at the lifting points’ (R-D). From these features, one may possibly séy that Hand B
was the most skilful hand in preparing staves. o

The examination of the margin, i.e., maximum width of the margin and its variation, shows
quite similar results to that of the previous enquiries (see Table 15 below).
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Table 15: Stave ruling and Margin taking Showing Maximum Width and its Variation

Foulo HaNnD WM Ra LM-1 RM-1 LM-2 RM-2 NoTES

2 A ! B1 5 (4) 1(0) 2 (0) 724 '

12 A | B1 7(2 1(1 2 (0) 6 (2

4 A B1 7(3 3(1 20; 2 (1

1 A | B1 7(3 2(1 2(1 4(4 trim: RM SYS,2
8 A | B1 7(3 2(2) 3(2 5(4

21 A | B1 8(1 2(1 - 3(2 7(4

10 A | -B1 8(2 1(0 2(1 7(2

22 A | Bt . 8(2 3(2 3(2) - 5(4

17 A i B1 8(7 3(3 3(2 71; '

5 A | B1  9( 2(0 2(0 7(4 ,

7 A | B1 9 (2 2(1) 3(1 5(3 damage: centre fold
16 A | B1 9(2 3(3 2(2 6 (3 :
3 A i Ca 7(2) .0(0 1(0 3(1

9 A 1 Ca 7(4 2(1 3(2 6 (5

19 A i Ca 10(4 2(1 2(1 5(4

20 B Vi B2 5(4 1(0 3(2 7(2 damage: centre fold
6 B I Cb 9(3 2(2 1(0)  3(2

15 B 3 Cc 9 (4 2(2 2(1 21;

18 B ] Cd 7(6 2(0 2(0 6 (3

1 B m A 4(1) 2(0) 1(0 5(2)

14 B ] A na na 1‘1; 5 4;

13 Cc v D 7(7) 5 5(5 7(5

LM - Left Margin; RM - Right Margin; 1 - 18t column; 2- 2nd column; () - variation
Measurement (mm) is carried out from recto.

This shows that Hand A and Hand B have similar features in setting margins, and that
Hand C has its own unique feature. The Hands A and Hand B distinguish equally wider
margins (ca. 7 mm with variation of 3 mm) towards the edges of sheets on the one hand, they
use narrower margins towards the centre fold (ca. 2 mm with variation of 1 mm) on the other.
Hand C does not seem to have such a policy at all: it gives a general impression that margins
are not considered as one of the important factors in stave ruling. -

Other features left by the staff-lining can be critical if one looks into certain aspects of
rastrology. Occasional failure in lining a perfect staff, leaving one or a few lines undrawn, is one
of such findings. Those missed out lines are, in most cases, re-drawn by free hand. In those
cases, it is important to observe whether it happened before the music was copled, or when
once the written notation was revised. From the former case, we often also learn the direction
of staff-lining and the copyists’ psychological reflection from such results.

From a number of unsuccessful linings of staves may be deduced the particular
circumstances in which the apparatus was used. In most instances staves were lined from let
to right with the right hand.218 Three observations testify to this. Fig. 10 (a) tells us that staff-

218 Bach did not draw staves from right to left to my knowledge. One exceptional case among
contemporary MSS suggests an occurrence in the autograph of the St. Matthew Passion
(P 25). The reversed direction of lining staves is observed only in even numbered pages of
2-24 [verso side of f.1v-12v]. In the beginning section of once complete bound MS,
extensive damage on the outer edge led Bach to trim off the section and supply unused
sheets by glueing onto the existing ones. The closer analysis of this case, however,
reveals that the staves were drawn from left to right in the usual way, but the sheet is
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lining was once halted when the missing line became obvious, then resumed right after. Fig. 10
(b) tells us the reversed situation that too much ink spills onto the spaces between lines and
dragged until the user noticed the mess. Fig. 10 (c) tells us that an empty pen can scratch the
surface of paper for only a few millimetres. |

() 1.1r: R6 )15 L (¢) 1.3r: R7
" Hand A Hand A Hand B

Fig. 10: Unsuccessful staff drawing with rastra

Based on the preceding observations, let us take a closer look at the habitual feature
Hand B in 1.6 where he decided to use thinner ink for drawing staves. In the majority of cases,
the right-most side of the staves is darker: it tells us that the rastrum was released at this point
and resulted in dripping superfluous ink on the paper (See Fig. 11 (a) below). Furthermore, in
some instances the slight sideways lifting of this instrument causes small off-centre collections
of ink (Fig. 11 (b)). At the left-edge of the staves, on the contrary, there is not even a trace of
such a shade (Fig. 11 (c)).

 (a)f.6r:L2,end (b) 1.6v: R5,end (c) 1.6r: L1,top

Fig. 11: Habitual factors of using Rastra left on the sheet

From the facts above, we can reconstruct the lining of a staff to a certain degree: Hand B
started lining while the rastrum was in motion before it touched the paper. When the lining was
completed, the rastrum was lifted fairly vertically up, and the Instrument was no longer in
motion. '

- turned around top to bottom for even numbered pages. This could be the only position
where he could comfortably begin to draw extensions to the existing staves if he was using
his right hand in the usual manner.
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PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS IN L

The last issue, the psychological aspect, is perhaps of the most grave concem in our
present study, because it holds the key to disclose the order of compilation which is not clearly
understood through the study of watermarks. In this discussion, |1 shall concentrate on two
specific aspects that are closely related to Bach's change of tactics in MS making.

The premise of the layout in L seems to accommodate every movement in a single side of
an open bifolium, while each prelude-fugue pair has to be found on a single sheet. This layout
was perhaps best suited for an early stage of compilation, for any leaves can easily be replaced
by new ones if necessary. Or it could have been decided in this way to enable him to penorm a
piece by simply placing it on the clavier, requiring no page turn.219

That Bach's psychology reflects on stave ruling is no better understood than looking into
the facts in stave layout. The most important observation is perhaps to examine any trace of a
plan and the execution of such a plan on a sheet, whether the staves were designed to be for
the very movement or otherwise within the space available. In L staves are usually ruled seven
systems (14 staves) per column. .

In Group 1, seven system layout is pre-fixed. There is no influence from the length of
piece. When Bach copied a short piece (viz., 1.2', f.5v, 1.16 and {.17v), he sometimes left more
than three systems unused. And when the pieces were too long (viz., 1.5r, f.6r, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9r,
1.10v, f.15v, £.20v, 1.22), he made extra staves in the margins, always free-hand.220

It is significant that exceptions are found only in Group 2 and Group 3. For long
movements, the sheets were prepared in 8 systems (16 staves). The examples are restricted in
Group 2, 1.19v (Fg.b® and 1.15 (PrFg.g#). For shorter ones, unnecessary staves were not
lined, and a large empty space was left below. This is found only in Group 3, f.14v, 2nd
column. Among these three exceptional cases, two cases are of Hand B (.14 and 1.15) and
one case Is of Hand A (.19v). |

Another important aspect in designing the layout of a musical score is the selection of a
rastrum in terms of the stave height. Despite the use of six (or possibly seven) different rastra in
L, | found no particular evidence that Bach had deliberately selected one out of the many
available, apart from the two types, I.e., standard size and reduced size, which | have already
discussed on pp. 70 ff. ‘ :

The usage of narrower rastra, viz., R-E and R-F, can also be seen as significant when
after examining all the features that have been discussed so far, we discover Bach's two
distinctive tactics of preparation between the two large groups in L, Praeludium (Group 1) and
Prelude (Group 2). in the two groups there are an equal number of cases (6 each) where extra
systems were needed at the initial copying stage (See Table 8, p. 45). In Group 1 Bach and

219 See Footnote 126.

220 See Emery (1953), p. 119. Only 1.22v, the additional system was probably made by Anna
Magdalena.
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Anna Magdalena made all of them by free-hand.22! In Group 2 Bach halved the usage of
hand-written staves in mérgins. Instead, in one instance, he employed the namow rastra (f.18r +
v) at the initial copying stage. And, when it was not available, he ruled reduced height staves
with a ruler line by line (f.19r). From this general tendency, one may assume that in Group 1
Bach was making copies more hastily than in Group 2.

| tend t0o conclude that Hand A was perhaps not Bach, considering the task too
mechanical. If Bach knew how mechanical the task would be, he must certainly have asked his
assistant (one of his students) to do such a task, or perhaps Anna Magdalena. But Hand B
could well be Bach, because it was only he who could anticipate the length of the piece by
taking his note distribution into account (see R-A, {.14). The fact that the narrower rastra were
handled by Hand B could also stand as evidence for this. And finally Hand C was perhaps still
another person who was less experienced in lining staves.222

To reconstruct the sequence of events conceming the preparation of sheet, | describe
three groups separately. Group 2 and Group 3 | divide into several further layers. However |
imply no chronological order among them at this stage.

Group 1

Bach decided to copy out many preludes and fugues entitied "Praeludium...." with the help
of Anna Magdalena, and either instructed one of his assistants (Hand A) to prepare a lot of
clavier scores (at least 12) in seven systems on both sides, or fetched a pile of sheets pre-
prepared for keyboard music. Thus we can see a general trend in Bach's WOﬂddg method from
the outset, namely that Bach was well prepared for making copies in a non-perfect yet
reasonable layout. This policy was still effective when, after running out of space on the sheet,
Bach found himself obliged to draw extra systems by free-hand. This particular event can be
interpreted in either or both of the following two ways. The answer, correct or not, would
depend on how we interpret Bach's psychology.

1) I Bach regretted drawing staves free-hand: he was at the time either so genuinely
impulsive to complete the compilation or not so concemed about the final copy that
he did not search for a small-height rastrum to do the task.

2) If Bach preferred to do so: he did not mind at all facing a slight predicament at the end
of the piece. More important still was therefore to complete the piece with already
well-developed ideas as quickly as he could.

221 gee Footnote 220. The only extra system, which was prepared with the narrower rastra,
was the case when the piece (f.4r) was later revised and an extra system was thus
needed.

222 From the identity of watermarks (see pp. 63 ff), one may naturally suspect that Hand C
can be Johann Elias Bach.
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When we look at f.4r, where Bach used R-F to prepare a system for a newly written
extension, we notice that Bach allowed himself the time lapse only here. It is indeed Bach's
musical activity that is to be progressive. We may quote ananecdote showing Bach's peculiar

disposition:

Johann Sebastian Bach once came into a large company while a musical amateur was
sitting and improvising at a harpsichord. The moment the latter became aware of the
presence of the great master, he sprang up and left off with a dissonant chord. Bach,
who heard it, was so offended by this musical unpleasantness that he passed right by
his host, who was coming to meet him, rushed to the harpsichord, resolved the
dissonant chord, and made an appropriate cadence. Only then did he approach his
host and make him his bow of greeting.223

Group 2

There are several different layers at the initial stage of preparing music score in this group.

LAYER 1

LAYER 2

LAYER3

Bach decided to copy out the pieces entitied "Prelude ..” and obtained the
music paper in the same way as for Group 1, for 1.3 and 1.9. It is also
possible that these sheets are pre-ruled, for we find the same layout,
watermark and rastrum which was used most likely by Hand A in P 226.

Bach ééked his assistant (Hand A) to prepare music sheets specially for
PrFg.b ® (1.19), one side 7 systems and the other side 8.

Bach decided to copy out pieces one by one, and accordingly Bach
prepared or had the staves prepared by Hand B. Each sheet is ruled with a
slightly ditferent rastrum. In this group, we have 1.6, {.15, {.18 and 1.20.

In Group 2, Bach allows himself a time-lapse for preparing extra systems with a rastrum
(f.18) or with a liner (f.19r). This particular decision was possibly made under the following two

conditions;

1) There was no need to prepare extra systems hastily, for each movement in this group

2)

Group 3

LAYER 1

LAYER 2

was prepared slowly, leaf by leal. Fine at the end of each Fugue may be related with
this trend. o
As Bach was still in the very act of intensive composing or revising activity, he
required cleanly prepared systems to allow his musical idea to run smoothly.

Bach asked his less skilful assistant (Hand C) to prepa're music sheets for
Pr.Ab (1.13). This was done with thin ink.

Bach asked another'assistam or himself (Hand B) to prepare the ‘rgst of the
sheets (1.1 and f.14). Note that 1.14 was designed specially for the piece.

223 Johann Friedrich Reichardt: Musikalischer Almanach, Berlin, 1796. Anecdote No.6.
English translation in: BR, pp. 290-291.
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PROCESS AND DISTINCTIVE STAGES IN COMPILATION

The principal problem of this MS is to decide when and how the selection of individual
pieces was made. To this | shall devote the final part of this chapter. In order to pursue this, we
shall assemble the following evidence discussed so far to reconstruct Bach's process of
compiling WTC Il

1) various designations in the tities of the individual movements and other instructions.

2) Six types of watermark

3) Seven types of rastrum and usage.

4) a varied working pace

5) Preparation of sheets

Since the early part of this chapter, | gave the three groups in L (see Table 8, p. 45) as my
hypothetical chronological order. Now | shall examine each in tumn according to the following
further variety of historical approaches, and give them historical perspectives in Bach's overall

compiling tactics:

a) Biographical approach

b) Philological approach

¢) Structural and stylistic approach
d) Size of individual movement

e) Bach's clef usage

f)  Calligraphic approach

Note that the last approach, calligraphic approach, will not be used in this chapter due to the
complexity of the subject. This, however, | shall cover on pp. 199 ff.

GROUP 1: "PRALUDIUM"

it Is fortunate that the dating of paper marks the chronological placement of this group very
firmly among all the others, and places it the earliest of all. And here in the first stage of the
compilation of WTC 11, a dozen scores (see Tabile 8, p. 45, Group 1) are produced. The titlesof
these movements begin uniformly with Presludium. And because Fine is found only after the
final fugue, all the scores can be considered to have been prepared as parts of a complete
collection of WTC Il. From these, we Ieém Bach's passionate intent to produce a complete set.

No piece appears in any earlier MSS with the heading and numbering of L's titles. They
may well be the first version specifically for WTC Il apart from their exemplars. For example,
Pr.d first appears in P 1089 entitled Presambulum, which was then modified as Praeludium in
P 226 (ca. 1738), and appeared in L as Praeludium 6 di J. S. Bach. Interestingly this numbering
on both movements in the ‘pair was originally written as "5, then the error was rectified in
several layers with a thick pen and a sharp pen as shown in Fig. 12 below.
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Prelude (f.4r)  Fugue (f.4v)

Fig. 12: Magnified reconstruct model of numeration '6' showing the trace of sharp pen-stroke.

This emendation strengthens the hypothesis that the compilation was at this time still in a
primary stage when the numbering system had not yet been firmly established. Brokau and
Franklin speculate that this original number ‘5’ came from WTC's intermediate stage of
arrangement as seen in P 401 (WTC ), where Bach, while arranging the majority of
movements in a conventional order (C ¢ C# c#, etc. / 1 2 3 4, etc.), gave preference to the keys
with non-raised or natural thirds, as opposed to the keys which require chromatically raised
thirds (d D, e E, a A/ 5 6, 9 10, 19 20).224 This unique manner of ordering, in fact, originates
from the pre-finalized stage of WTC |, viz., Cb-WFB, and also the early models of WTC |l (see
p. 31). This is, however, the order when the systematic, crudely mechanical order of WTC | had
not yet come into Bach's mind. Therefore it was perhaps not specially intended to be different
from the final order. it would be unrealistic indeed, if Bach had risked confusing himself by
preparing WTC I in such an order. If Bach really wished, giving a different title to the movement
heading, e.g., Preeludium and Prelude, would alone be sutficient for the purpose. My conclusion
of this issue is that, because the emendation is made on number 6 alone, and not 10 or 20 of
the same group, the numbering *5' was likely to be an error, and not intended from the outset to
be different from the final order of WTC.

Anna Magdalena's Assistance

The assistance given by Bach's wife also suggests the background of the compiling
process. We know from many of her copies one outstanding feature: her calligraphy was so
similar to Bach's that some of her coples were long thought to be Bach's autograph.225 In many

224 Brokaw (1985), endnote 47 and Frankiin (1989), pp. 256 ff, 260. Frankiin, in his Table 7,
Stage I, shows the exchange of order also applying to G/g, but this Is likely to be a mis-
print, and not what he intended.

225 From the period of the Mid 1730s to Bach's last years, Anna Magdalena collaborated in
making three MSS apart from L, viz.,, St. 7 (BWV 6) [ca. 2nd half of 1730s], P 25/St 110
(BWV 244) [for the performance on 30 March 1736) and P 65/St 12 (BWV 195) [after
August 1748]. See Kobayashi (1988), pp. 28, 36 ff. See also Footnote 127.



instances in L it may appear that she contributed successfully to her husband's work. Closer
examination of L suggests, however, that Anna Magdalena in fact made so many errors, apart
from ruining the quality of the copy (£.8r) due to her lack of insight into the economic use of
space on sheets, that Bach often spent some time correcting her mistakes. And when it was too
serious, he had to accept its outcome. This is where it becomes important to grasp why Bach
asked Anna Magdalena to copy out some of the pieces for L. For Breckoff this fact could be
one of the premier factors that dominated his decision to designate Group 1 as non-fair
copies.226 ,

Notably in this period, Bach had various talented music students who could assist him in
the same way as Anna Magdalena did or possibly even better in some respects. For example,
Agricola, who succeeded to her place in copying P 226 and P 202, might be one of the first
candidates.227

There are two ways to interpret Bach's decision to work with Anna Magdalena. Firstly, L
could have been regarded at this stage as a semi-final stage in the process of compilation
where Bach would normally ask his copyist to do the copying task. This trend may explain the
bulk preparation of sheets, shown in the ruling of the staves, Fine at the end of the collection
(instead of S[oli}.D{eo].Glloria).), and the assistance of his wife. It is, therefore, reasonable to
suppose that the musical text of those pieces had already been finalized. At least those pieces
which were copied by Anna Magdalena must have existed beforehand in a complete state, for
she obviously needed eXemplars to copy from. All movements copied by Anna Magdalena were
checked by Bach.228 -

Secondly, it Is possible that Bach did not want to ask his pupils or other copyists to do the
task.229 it can be speculated further that Bach might have wished his pupils not to see so
private, yet monumental work as WTC Il before it was in a satisfactory state. The four fugues
cdpied by Agricola (P 595) may be, in this way, interpreted as the attestation of the compilation
already in progress, which was passed to his pupils at this early stage, but the plan itself was
undisclosed. '

Question of Fair Copy

Another important issue is the question of fair copies. Knowing to what extent Bach
intended these scores as fair copies may help us to speculate on some important questions,
such as the purpose of the copies. From various considerations, the majority of movements

226 See pA48,
227 These MSS are described in Chapter 1 under "P 226", pp. 35 ff.

228 Though there would be little doubt that Bach must have checked his copyists’ work, there
is evidence that Bach did not proof-read Pr.E thoroughly. The detalled discussion is found
in Chapter 4, under "Pr.E".

229 This reasoning would also apply to the drawing of staves in specific keyboard layouts. See
above, p. 79, for a suggestion be Anna Magdalena's.
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were made as fair copies. Out of twenty four movements in this group, only three are possibly
copied without exemplars, viz., Pr.Eb, f# and a, and four revision copies, viz., Fg.Eb, g, A and
a.230 The copies made by Anna Magdalena are all supposed to be fair copies, though {.8
appears to be far from such.

But uniike other fair copies, such as of WTC | (P 415), Bach did not plan L to be a bound
MS but as a collection of separate bifolia, each bifolium containing a prelude-fugue pair, while
keeping one movement on one Side of the sheet as strictly as he could.23! In this way, the
layout is suited to its use, viz., performance, teaching and revision, rather than for publication or
archival purposes. H

Develo from Pre-Existent Pieces

There seem to be certain reasons why Bach started copying from the pieces in Group 1.
The most natural is the pre-existence of models to work on. Bach's habit of composition
described by Pitchel is the best explanation.232 In these instances, Anna Magdalena was
responsible for most of these pieces (see Table 16, Group 1). ’

Table 16: Number of Years between known Early Models and L

Key Origin WM (=Group) Hand Dating Resplte
Fg.G pre 1725/26 | AMB 1739 13-
Prd 1726/307 | AMB 1739 9-137
Fgd pre 17387 | AMB 1739 17
Fg.c pre 17387 | AMB 1739 1?
Fg.E® (D) pre 17387 | JSB 1739 1?
Pr.C# (C) pre 17337 ] JSB 1740 79
Fg.C# (C) pre 17387 I JSB 1740 2-47
Fg.c# (c) pre 17387 n? JSB? 17407 1-3?
PrC pre 1725/26 ] JsB 1742 1417
Fg.C pre 1725/26 1l JSB 1742 14-17
Fg.AL (F) pre 1726/30 i JsB 1742 10-16

Key () - key of original conception; ltalics - piece missing from L

" 230 Detailed discussion is found in Chapter 4 under each movement.

231 |n Chapter 4, | shall show how Bach struggled to accommodate a long movement by
carefully calculating the available space.

232 Seq BDoK I1/499; BR, p. 290.
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Some exceptions to the relation between early compilation and the existence of the model,
i.e., PrFg.C, C# and AP (see Table 16, Groups 2 and 3), are not altogether inexplicable. This |
shall come back to discuss shortly.

Common keys

One of the other factors lying behind the selection of pieces in Grou;i 1 is associated with
a particular feature that they have in common. Bach started the compilation by assembling the
pieces which are written in commonly used keys of fewer than four sharps or flats.233 Notably it
includes all the keys found in the early models (C d e F G) except C major (the reasons will be
discussed shortly). The average number of #s or Bs in these key-signatures is 2 (see Table
17(a)).234 By comparison, the same inquiry into Group 2 gives 5.14 (see Table 17 (b), more
than twice that of Group 1.

Table 17 (a): All movements which belong to Group 1 ("Preeludium®) indicating the help of Anna
Magdalena, the number of #s or bs, Pre-existent pieces and the Length of piece in UNIT.

Plece AMB #/b Pre-ex. Len. Order
Pr.c ¢ 3 441 8
Fg.c * 3 * 380 5
Prd * 1 ¢ ' 623 24
Fg.d . 1 . 494 11
Pr.Eb 3 634 25
Fg.Eb 3 . 366 3
PrE ¢ 4 643 29
Fg.E * 4 373 4
Pr.e 1 649 32
Fg.e 1 796 37
Pr.F ¢ 1 861 40
Fg.F 1 598 20
Pr ti# 3 568 18
Fo.i# 3 863 41
Pr.G y 1 565 17
Fg.G y 1 . 451 9
(cont.)

233 Franklin calls them "Primary Keys". His raoonstruction of Urpartitur relies partly on these
15 "Primary Keys" (Cc D d EP E e F t# G g A a BY b) which Bach used in the Inventions
and Sinfonias. It is significant that this order, though not complete, Is also found in Cb-
WFB. But following the order of some 20 years old practice, | do not see equivalent
systematic working policy in L as were in Bach's early works. Sa Franklin (1989), . 255-2¢0.

234 Atthough Bach notates many #s and bs which are duplicated at the octave, | excluded the
duplicated signs from my discussion for several reasons. The most apparent problem was
his inconsistent manner in notating key-signatures. In some staves, duplicated #s or bs at
the octaves in the key-signatures were occasionally omitted, especially in common keys
such as F# minor. The detailed description is found in Supplement A under General
Eeatures for each movement.
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Table 17 (a): (cont.)

Plece AMB #/b Pre-ex. Len. Order
Pr.g 2 348 2
Fg.g 2 904 44
Pr.A 3 397 6
Pr.a 0 600 21
Fg.a 0 561 16
Prb 2 646 30
Fg.b 2 585 19
Average: 2 570

Table 17 (b): All movements which belong to Gmup 2 ("Prelude”) and Intermediate one
(PrFg. ¢ ) indicating the number of #s or bs, Pre-existent pieces and the Length of piece in

UNIT.
Title #/b WM Pre-ex. Len. Order
Pr.C# 7 i * 526 12
Fg.C# 7 Hl * 526 12
Pr.o# 6 ] 620 23
Fg.o# 6 i 526 ' 12
Pr.F# 6 Il 875 . 42
Fg.F# 6 ] 638 27
Pr.B® 2 I 1043 47
Fg.B® 2 i : 556 15
Pr.b? 5 ] 646 31
Fg.bb 5 [ ’ 917 45
Pr.g# 5 Vv 798 . 38
Fg.g# 5 v 893 43
Pr.B 5 Vi 730 34
Fg.B 5 i 785 43
Pr.c# 4 "n? 635 26
Fg.c# 4 e | I 843 39
Pe.D 2 7 - 965 46
Fg.D 2 n? 400 7
Prf 4 n? 484 10
Fgf 4 n? 673 33
Average: 5.14 T119.93

Average is calculated without taking missing pieces into account,

Table 17 (c): All movements which belong to Group 3 indicating the number of #s orts, Pre-
existent pieces and the Length of piece in UNIT.

Plece " WM Pre-ex. Len. Order
Pr.C 0 i o 615 22
Fg.C 0 i . 640 28
Fg.Ab 4 1] ¢ 753 35

(cont.)
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Pr.Ab 4 v 111 48

Average: 2 ' 779.75

C major: Enigmatic exclusion

Now let us come back to discuss the key of C major. This key Is, in fact, so special that
without considering its unique nature no reason can be sought for the exclusion of PrFg.C from
Group 1. Traditionally it was the fundamental key on which every other key was defined, and
practically it was probably the most commonly used key. it held one of the most important roles
in WTC's architecture as an opening key. To select the right piece for this important position,
Bach must have considered the pair initially in Group 1: it was perhaps the prelude we have
seen in P 226 and the fugue in P 595, both eventually transposed a semitone up and included
into Group 2.235 It is significant enough that both movements appeared at historically the right
time: it was most likely within a year of the creation of these MSS that Bach started copying
Group 1 of L. It appears strategic, too, that the Prelude resembles Pr.C of WTC I. But Bach,
perhaps after considéring it, decided not to use them as PrFg.C of WTC II, but as Png.C# by
transposing them a semitone up. This explains why PrFg.C# is the only pair in Group 2 which
was based on older models, and why PrFg.C, which is found in Group 3, was arrived at last in
the final group. The decision to transpose the pieces in the compilation was perhaps one of the
prevailing thoughts at the time when Bach was writing up Group 1. We can find another such
example: the fugue in D major in P 595 was also transposed ImokFg.Eb in Group 1. This
explains also why another commonly used key, D majof, which is included in Group 2, was 10
be found later since the originally planned piece vacated the position. This chain of thoughts
can be extended perhaps to B® major - B major, since, if we persist in pursuing our logic, B®
major is a far more commonly used key than any others in Group 2, using only two flats in the
key signature (see Table 17 (b)).

Shonter Pieces

Ancther interesting feature of Group 1 is the inclusion of the nine shortest movements,
viz., PrFg.c, A, Pr.g, Fg.d, Eb, E and G, aniong the 42 movements In L.238 |t cannot be said,
however, that all pieces in Group 1 are short. Three pieces, viz., Pr.F, Fg. # and g, are among
the longest, ranked from 5th to 3th on the list. Nonetheless, the pattern of movement-lengths in
this group points towards an intention on Bach's part to Include the shortest pieces.

235 See Franklin (1989), pp. 262-263. -

23 The measurement is made by the total of UNIT. The definition of terms and the method of
investigation is given on pp. 206 ff, while a list in full is found in Supplement C - Density of
Writing. .
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interestingly, at least three out of those eight shortest movements are known to have been
derived from an éariy model. In addition, we may note that the one of those shortest nine, Fg.E,
also has a model, although it is not by Bach: the movement is based on the E major fugue of
Johann Kasper Ferdinand Fischer's Ariadne Musica 237

Historical Perspective

The study of Bach's biography suggests that the compilation of WTC 1l was closely related
with the copy production of WTC | (P 202) endeavoured first by Anna Magdalena and
completed by Agricola.238 And not a few pieces from Group 1 of WTC Il had already been
finalized by the end of 1738 taking the teid of P 226 and P 595 as evidence. At this stage, some
pieces, €.g., in C and D, were written in provisional keys, and their later transposition was not
perhaps envisaged. Bach, however, suspended the task of copying WTC |l seriously until CU3
was ready to be published. CU3 was published on 30 September 1739, so it might well have
been ready by Easter. But at the same time Bach was also working on St. John Passion, which
was to be ready by Easter of the same year. We know that Bach gave up copying the full score
himself after copying 20 pages, and gave the task to his copyist to continue.239 This could be
the right time for Bach to turn his attention to WTC Il. He then thoughtfully copied at a great
pace, with Anna Magdalena, to produce a semi-final fair copy.240 While the already well-
prepared ones are simply reproduced onto new sheets, some pieces were written down to
papers without exemplars, and others were revised as he copied.24!

Concerning the selection and trend of compiling Group 1, Bach, on the one hand, tended
to consider first the common keys and the short length of the piece, as he did on former
occasions such as Cb-WFB and WTC I. On the other hand, he also considered the other types
of pieces that were longer or written in difficult keys. And this was perhaps the stage where
transposition was considered, and where Group 2 was defined.

237 This Is stated in Kimberger circle MSS of WTC i (e.g., Am.B.57, P 1182 and P 513). N.
Carrell, p. 234, quotes that S. W. Dehn says this theme originates from Froberger. The
unspecified book by Carrell is perhaps Analyse dreier Fugen aus dem Wohltemperierte
Kilavier (Leipzig, 1858), but | found no such information from the book.

238 gee Dehnhard (1977), p. xvil.

239 See Footnote 184. This event was perhaps related with the sudden notice by the council to
cancel Passion performance in March 1739. See Bach Reader, p. 162 f. and BDok 1/439.
Chafe (1989), pp. 76 ff, considers the reason as Bach's theological presentation of text in
the St. John Passion which caused certain contlict with Leipzig town council.

240 See Breckoff, p. 90; See also Footnote 180.
241 gee Chapter 4, "Outline of Revision Process”, pp. 208 ff.



89
GROUP 2: "PRELUDE"

Problems on its Historical Implication

Due to the lack of evidence, chronological assessment of Group 2 is difficult: yet it is the
most important issue to be probed. One must proceed with great care, however. Implanting a
forcible chronological order into the group in the past tended to overrule many historical factors.
This can result in re-interpretation of such factors, turning them into pseudo-evidence
supporting an arbitrarily reconstructed compilation of WTC Il. The danger of such an approach
seems quite unavoidable in our case, because a few historical facts often point to a certain
date, and perhaps also because such historical facts often seem to make sense as soon as
they are fixed on a particular date. Let us see first how Breckoff and Franklin differ in explaining
the origin of Group 2.

Breckoff, whose interpretation is premised on secure biographical data, assumes that
Group 2 was completed by 1742, after three years of interruption of the work on Group 1.242
He assumes that the reason for Bach's change in copying tactics (e.g., titles, page turn, etc.) is
merely the time-lapse and the influence from a trip to Berlin and Dresden in the early 1740s. He
strengthens his interpretation by adding that he has found no original MSS by Bach for Clavier
or Organ which bear the title "Prelude”.243 Thus Breckoff sees Bach's notation merely as
historical fact, not to be treated as significant evidence of an intention to separate layers within
one category of Urpartitur. Notably, as Breckoff did not know the dating of watermarks except
WM-I, he assumes that the ‘falsely written style - Praslude’ title of Pr.C (Group 3) was
developed in the transition between two stages, viz., from Praeludium to Prelude.244 In his
interpretation of the MS, he also maintains that the order of non-fair copy (Presludium) and fair
copy (Prelude) serves as evidence for his chronological placement, coinciding with musical
maturity in the compilation.

Franklin, whose interpretation is enriched by the result of recent Bach research and also
based on philological data, assumes that Group 1 and Group 2 were generally written closely
in this order.245 His unique study of Bach's calligraphy in the titles entities him to say further

242 gee Breckoff pp.90-91. Breckoff lists Bach's renewed involvement with the collegium
musicum as the reason. -

243 See Breckoff pp. 26-28, 85-86.
244 gee Breckoff, p. 28.

245 See Franklin (1989), p. 248, who says, "Bach went back and forth between the various
layers [i.e., between Group 1 and Group 2] over a period of several months and perhaps
several years, filing in missing preludes or fugues, or substituting an entire folio.” But
because he shows little concrete evidence (e.g., no example is given to show changing
formula of clet or minim from sheet to sheet), this invites much inspiration as well as
scepticism. Also refer to my discussion of "Dating of Watermarks: Wm-1 and Wm-Il", p. 60.



that a portion of Group 2 was written at the same time as parts of Group 1.246 Franklin
hypothesizes that Bach planned the compilation by dividing 24 pairs into two groups, 15
primary keys (CcDd EPE ¢ F1# G g A a B? b) and 9 secondary keys (C# c# d# f F# Ab g# bb
B), however incomplete it appears in L.247 About the major puzzie on the titles, Frankliin
explains that Bach distinguished the maturity of musical text by titles. Franklin in fact raised this
very question in 1976 and hypothesized that Bach was replacing the composing scores entitied
Prelude with the fair copies entitled Prapludium.248 His hypothesis must surely be based on the
fact that Bach used the title Prasludium for his tair copy of WTC | (P 415), and that he judges
the majority of the "Praeludiunt group in L to be fair copies. The most vital and yet controversial
part of his hypothesis is the evidence he relies on, i.e., his chronological placement of text given
in F and H in this order, because H gives three pairs more preludes that bear the title
Preeludium than L or F.248 But as | shall show in the discussion of F and H in the following
chapter, that their textual relation must be reversed.250 There are several more controversial
pieces of evidence misused by Franklin for his "Prelude-Preeludium replacement” theory. One
of these is his definition of the status of scores, already discussed on p.49 {. The other is his
interpretation of A1.251 This MS by Altnikol gives the title as "Prelude [key]", wﬁich is certainly
very similar to that of Group 2. But since A1, which contains the version of movements earlier
as well as later than that of L, does not give such a variation of titles as L does, it is equally
possible that Franklin's hypothesis can be reversed. Considering these aspects of his evidence,
I cannot support his basic hypothesis. Instead, | begin to think that Bach's title distinction could
have been for the particular piece or time, regardless of Bach's grading of its compositional
state.

What is left unexplained by Franklin among many other questions is the reason why Bach
used different paper and rastrum in Group 1 and Group 2 if they were processed in paraliel.
This question is indeed most difficult to answer, for, as has been repeatedly said, we have no
proof from Bach's own account, while other factors can be interpreted in many ways.

One of the possible ways to understand Bach's distinctive use of paper is found from non-
musical considerations: it may simply be the plan of symmetrical gathering as shown in Table
12. If this was the case, it should have been simple for Bach to separate two types of sheet. But
this does not explain why Bach needed still to differentiate the titles between Preeludium and
Prelude, page turn instructions, fermatas.‘ etc. And if we consider these, a more practical

246 Gee Franklin (1989), p. 267.

247 See Frankiin (1989), p. 255 ff. These groups are closely related to the 16 keys described
by Mattheson in Das neue-erdtfnete Orchesterof 1713 (dgaec FDGciBP EP AEDb t#)
and by Niedt in his Musikalische Handleitung of 1710 (CdDeE1FgGaAbPB® b B).

248 Frankiin (1976), quoted from Brokaw, p. 20.; also Frankiin (1989), p. 274.

" 249 Franklin (1989), p. 274. They are Pr.f (not L but in F), Pr.b® and Pr.B. See pp. 133 i,
250 See pp. 133 1f.

251 Frankiin (1989), p. 263.
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reason emerges. It is probable that Bach separated between Group 1 and Group 2 for a
different purpose: that is, Group 2 was not merely intended as a part of the collection that is
aimed at in Group 1, but rather as a gathering of independent preludes and fugues. It is
confirmed that many preludes end with Volti, while the accompanying fugue ends with Fine.
Also the musical content is quite different from Group 1. Our attention is drawn almost instantly
to the stylistic variety of the preludes and contrapuntal intricacy of the fugues. Thus from these,
one may argue that the scores in Group 2 were assembled for Bach's own performance or
teaching his advanced pupils.252 The fact that the type of paper was distinguished by Bach may
be vital evidence to support this theory. In my examination of the original MS, | confirmed that
the paper bearing Wm-Il is much thicker and less damaged in comparison with the paper
bearing other types of watermark.253 Thus one can say that Bach considered the assembly of
Group 2 for such purposes as teaching, performance, etc., where he desired a durable type of
sheet, knowing that the constant handling of the MS would cause wear and tear.

Contrary to the puzzle concerning Bach's distinction of titles, there is no particular problem
in comprehending Bach's selection of pieces for Group 2. There is a potent logical sequence in
the suggested order of compilation. One of the most characteristic features is the use of rarely
used keys as - is shown in Table 17 (b), p. 85. The order of compilation can be expected
biographically and most naturally as we have already discussed pach's earlier example, Cb-
WFB.254

Sub-Groups

In this Group 2, there are five distinguishable sub-groups which are isolated by the
chronology given by the studies of watermarks and rastra. Unfortunately, we cannot find from
these any reliable evidence to reconstruct the order of events. And because there is a
possibility that several of them could have been replaced with a revised copy, it is perhaps
wrong to examine their chronological implications together on the same ground. However, | am
going to classify seven pairs into five sub-groups which can be reasonably established as valid.

The study of watermarks suggests that Bach picked up the paper bearing Wm-Il slightly
atter Wm-l. The other two watermarks in this group, l.e., Wm-V and Wm-VI, are not known.
Therefore, as far as this study is concerned, we know nothing whatsoever about these two
watermarks when they were used by Bach.

The study of rastra indicates that there Is a continuation of the compiling process between
Group 1 and Group 2. The hint is reflected in the manner in which Bach's assistant (Hand A)
prepared the sheet for him..Thus the first batch of Group 2 consists of PrFg.C# and F#. It is

252 Bach resumed his activity with collegium musicum as a conductor from October 1739, and
it is also possible that he played the clavier there. See BDok 11/457.

253 gee Footnote 177.
254 Seep. 31.
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significant and certainly not coincidental that these are the keys furthest removed from C major.
The idea could have originated from the very process of Group 1 when Bach became suddenly
aware of the needs of such remote keys, and transposed the C major model for this purpose.

, The next piece was most likely PrFg.b?, This sheet was the last one in L prepared by
Hand A. The only reason to isolate this leaf from the previous sub-group is the way the sheet
was ruled. From Group 1 up to the previous sub-group, all sheets were mass-pre-prepared by
him. And in PrFg.b®, the number of systems, 8, in the fugue side was specified by Bach for this
long movement. A remarkably close key relation to the pieces in the previbus group also shows
that Bach was aimost certainly working from the keys distant to C major. |

There are two other pieces PrFg.o# and B® which bear Wm-Il. Except that they were both
ruled with thinner ink and drawn by Hand B, there is no conclusive evidence by which to judge
their chronologiéal placement.

There is no clue to place the chronological position for PrFg.g# and B within L as far as the
identity of watermark and rastrology are concerned. The fact that these were copied onto a
single type of paper may be related to his frequent trips between late 1739 and early 1741.255

From the textual evidence at the final cadence of Fg.B, there appear to be certain length of
time-lapse between L and F 1o allow the edge of 1.20 to crumbie.256 Indeed when we look into
calligraphic feature of crotchet rest, we may find possible time-span from other piece.257
Furthermore, the revision camied out on the MS, L.e., b.59 in the soprano, is taken into F on the
one hand, the copy leading to H does not contain the new reading. It indicates that Bach
revised the very fugue between those copies if the text in H was truly linked directly with L. I we
make the same textual comparison with PrFg.g#, we have more evidences of possible time-
lapse between the inception of the piece and F though none of them contributes 1o vital proof to
quality the historical order. It is also possible to interpret that these leaves were the
replacement of revision copy bearing Wm-Il. : . :

Historical Perspective

It is difficult to say when, relative to the progress of Group 1, PrFg.C# was transposed and
revised accordingly. However, the identity of sheets with P 226 (Wm-Il) can suggest the time
from as early as pre-dating Group 1 to the end of Group 1 period, totally depending on how we
interpret the historical placement of P 226.

255 To my knowledge Bach went to the following towns during this period: Ronneburg (12
September 1739); Altenburg (26 Oct 1739); WeiBenfels (7-14 November 1739); Halle (17
April 1740); Berlin (July - August 1741).

256 See Chapter 3 for detalils,
257 See Supplement A under "Crotchet Rest".
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GROUP 3: FRENCH TITLES FROM EARLY MODELS

The most obvious reason for the last delivery was to fill the gaps and to mark the
completion of compiling 48 movements 258 The pieces included in Group 3 are therefore rather
special in several aspects. As the latest addition, the most predominant Is the immature musical
status. 1.1, which contains PngC is a very interesting score, because we can observe
composing and up to three layers of revising processes on a single sheet.25® One of the factors
in its late compilation might have been either a delay or a difficulty in revising process. This
struggle of Bach's can invite some speculative interpretation of Bach's compositional
practice.260

Independent Revision and Philological Interest

The pieces bearing Wm-lll, l.e., f.1 and .14, are very important in philological approaches.
Both leaves were not ready when H was ‘made. These pieces were also independently revused
am|ater stage and some of the revised text was not taken into the direct descendant copres (K
and F). Thus the wide range of variations found among these movements can serve as
evidence o reconstruct Bach's revision process. At a still later stage, these scores are also
considered to have been replaced with much more elaborate versions which are included in
the track ’t-cn A and Gmup H MSS.

Distinctive Titles for Early Versions

Another prominent distinction is the movement title given to the pieces of Group 3. They
appear at first sight to be very close to those of Group 2, but it is certainly worth examining the
details of their differences. The title of Pr.C could be derived directly from the old model (BWV
870a) which was also entitled as Praslude.2®! Interestingly, Fg.A® was also found in an early
cycle (P 1089) but in F major (BWV 801,2). Together with Pr.Ab, the titles of both preludes are’
similarly written in French convention: the word par was most likely overwritten on di262 The
French litles were also in common in P 1089. Therefore it may be worth considering these two
pieces as the direct descendants of the early cycle, and that Bach kept the tities of the models
at this pre-finalizing stage. It was perhaps the time when Bach mn out of original ideas for
writing a suitable movement for these keys. |

258 See Franklin (1989), pp. 270 f1.
259 See pp. 209 ff.

260 See J.Barnes: "Bach's keyboard temperament: Intemal evidence from the Well-tempered
Clavier". Early Music, Vol.7, (1979) 236-249. Barnes demonstrates how Bach perceived
his temperament through the composing activity.

261 P 804 - Praelude. / Fugetta; P 1089 - Prelude composed par J.S.Bach. | Fugetta.

262 See Franklin (1989), p. 271. Franklin suspects that the modification of "par” in Pr.C may be
in the hand of Wilhelm Friedemann. Also see pp. 209 ff.



Using French conventions was not the only way to distinguish the pieces. In many other
cases, it can be assumed that Bach used "[movement] ex [key]" for the early versions.263 For
instance from the model of Group 1 we leam that Bach distinguished the draft of Pr.E?
contained in P 416 as Prelude ex es +. And Pr.f in F, which is possibly classified between
Groups 2 and 3 (missing from L), gives similar title as Prelude 12 ex F b +.264 Finally Fg.Ab in
P 274 (possibly the earlier copy of Fg.AP of Group 3) and the same piece in L give the title
Fuga originally with music pen. There was a time-lapse when the additions to the title ex gis
dur. di J. S. Bach was made 1o them. These particular additions were, therefore, possibly made
at the time when it became apparent to Bach that the version had lost its status as the latest
version. '

Dating

Under *Dating of Watermarks: Wm-IV", p. 63, we have already discussed that the paper
bearing Wm-IV was uséd in January to August 1741, and so far no other music by Bach has
been found written on the same type of paper. The fact that this particular type of paper was
only found (apart from 1.13 of L) among a dratt of letters by Bach's personal secretary, Johann
Elias Bach, suggests that, when the stock of paper (chiefly the paper bearing Wm-ll) was
exhausted from Bach's workshop at the time Pr.A was being written, the paper was obtained
from Johann Elias. This biographical assumption begin to make sense when we look into
Bach's usage of paper bearing Wm-Ill. This type of paper, used here by PrFg.C and Fg.A®%, is
found in many pther works of Bach's as well as for other purposes, and dated ca. 1742 by
Kobayashi. Thus the paper bearing Wm-lll may well be the next batch of paper Bach
purchaséd. Thus it is probably the case that Pr.Ab (bearing Wm-IV) was written slightly earlier_
than PrFg.C and Fg.AP (both bearing Wm-lll). |

Background of Glueing of A® Major Pair

The composing state of the two leaves containing the two movements of PrFg.AP shows a
complete contrast: the prelude is possibly a composing score on the one hand, the fugue is
possibly the second attempt to copy out.265 Though there is no other chronological evidence
éxcept that of watermarks, we may deduce from the unusual format of the fugue that the fugue
in L was written after the prelude.

263 While this "ex" (in Latin) must mean "in", | suspect Bach possibly distinguished its stylistic
usage, for it may also mean "previous" as a prefix, marking that the version on the score
was the old one. :

264 From this evidence in F (P 416), my interpretation of the missing leaf of PrFg. is classified
not in Group 2 as has proposed by Frankiin.

265 See Frankiin (1989), p. 271. The detailed evaluation of each movement is discussed under
Chapter 4, on 1p. 271 §.
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The prelude was, as has already mentioned, thoughtfully written down without using
exemplar on pre-ruled music sheet. Bach started, as usual, from the second page (i.e.. Lh.col.
of an open bifolium) of the four-page unio fascicle. The music occupied three pages, leaving
only one page for the fugue to copy. Bach found no way to copy the accompanying fugue,
which would occupy twice as much space as was available on the sheet. Bach thus solved the
problem by using an extra sheet for the fugue.

But before copying out the fugue, Bach might have already considered gluing the extra
sheet on to the unused page, i.e., f.13r r.h.col. This plan of Bach's can only be deduced from
the unique stave-layout of .14, which | shall now explain. ‘

It is reasonable at least, for there is no other example in L, that such a plan of layout must
have been made initially. it is the only example in L that the number of staves prepared was
smaller than 14 and exactly what the length of the movement required. And the most important
point to observe is the location of a four-page fascicle where Bach planned to start ruling the
stave, i.e., the starting point of the music. He did so from the second column of an open sheet,
so that he can glue two sheets together on unused pages (see Fig.9, p. 57), and consequently
PrFg.AP would conform with Bach's ideals of the purpose of this MS - a single pair in a single
fascicle. :

'We can also see why the emendation of the title of Fg.A? became necessary, because it
was not necessary under the circumstances when the fugue was initially written. The title of the
fugue was originally written as Fuga with the pen which copied the music. It was much later that
he added ex gis dur. di J. S. Bach apparently with a thinner pen with darker ink. The further
modification to the title was not made by Bach, but possibly by Wilhelm Friedemann.27 The
additions to the first given title were perhaps desired when Bach decided how to fold the sheet
for archival purpose as the first page of the fugue became page 1 of the six page fascicle (see
Fig.9).268 . :

Historical Perspective

There Is still an unexplained characteristic of Group 3 - the use of the treble clef. But to
cover this aspect, a much broader historical perspective has to be given, for this is the topic
where the chronological implication of the particular symbol must be understood as a premise
In order to lhterb“ret the decision taken by Bach.

It is Pmbably,George Stautfer who first offered a possible chronological approach into
Bach's keyboard music by studying his clef usage for the R.H. part. In his study, Stauffer
concludes broadly that the year 1723 was the time Bach changed his basic usage of the clefs:
the earlier works were codsistently written in the soprano clef, and the later in the treble clef.269

267 See Supplement A:1.14r, Title for detail.
268 See my different interpretation of this addition, p. 94.
269 Stauffer (1980), pp. 14 ff.
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This generalization was probably based on the fact that all parts of Bach's Clavierlibungmused
the treble clef for R.H. part. He also suggests that the transposition work was one of the
reasons why the treble clef became useful. In such a case, the key originally written with the
soprano clef was raised a third.270 But recently Stinson challenges the theory presented by
Stauffer. Stinson claims that Bach used the tfreble clef most frequently before 1720 in
transcribing orchestral and chamber music, but he tended to write non-German music on it
directly.271

In the case of Fg.Ab, it was probably the case where the old model written in the soprano
clef was transposed, revised and transmitted in the treble clef.272 But it was not done on the
version in L, but probably on P 274, or its exemplar if at all.273 Thus it was most likely that the
treble clef was first used on an earlier occasion in the fugue, and that the Pr.Ab was written
after the fugue to conform to the clef usage. It is not very clear why Bach needed the second
copy of Fg.A? except that Bach had planned Fg.Ab of L specially for gluing.

The history of PrFg.C is different from that of PrFg.A®, The early model of PrFg.C was
likely to have been written on the soprano clef on the evidence of P 804 and P 1089. If it was
the case, Bach must have transmitted the piece into the treble clef without transposing. It is not
exceptional, as Stinson explains, for Bach to make extra work for himself during the 1726 -
ca.1733 period by altering the clef of a work from soprano 1o treble as he revised it.274 But if it
was a case of repeating a decade old practice, we have one serious omission - i.e., how do we
understand the lack of conformity with regard to the usage of soprano clef in Group 1 and
Group 27 Conformity was indeed a grave matter for Bach. The use of the soprano clef in these
groups was probably linked with WTC 1.275 The conclusion: Bach's usage of the treble clef
originated from the revision / transposition of Fg.A?, and the other pieces of Group 3 followed
the convention so that he could easily distinguish them as a group, the group of the latest
additions, which required further revisions.

SUMMARY OF GROUPINGS

Our discussion so far reveals that Bach's changing tactics in handling three individual
groups are deliberately made apparent in the tities, viz., Group 1 - "Praeludium®; Group 2 -

270 gee Stauffer (1980), pp. 14 ff; See also Stinson (1989), pp. 442 ff, esp. 450-452. Stinson
points out with many examples that Bach did exactly the reverse as well (treble - soprano
clefs transposition).

271 gee Stinson (1989), pp. 448-449.

272 gee Stinson (1989), p. 452. Stinson also points out that the flute sonata (BWV 1030) was
also proceeded in the same way. See also Marshall (1979), pp. 463 f{.

T 273 See pp. 111 fi.
274 See Stinson (1989), p. 450.
275 See Stinson (1989), p. 452.
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"Prelude” and; Group 3 - the use of French "par instead of Ralian "d. Interestingly, such
distinction in Group 3 was made as an afterthought. In all the preludes of the group, “par" was
overwritten on "dr". Thus it is possible to interpret that the purpose of such distinction in Group
3 was 1o strengthen the initial action taken by the usage of treble clef.

Further one may deduce that Bach distinguished the titles for two distinct purposes in L.
The distinction between "Prasludiunt and "Prelude” groups Is plausibly decided by the technical
demands of the individual pieces as apparent from the use of black keys and structural
complexity. The other distinction associated with the third type, such as "par", "Prelude (Fuga)
ex [key]" can be deduced from the degree of musical maturity judged by the composer.

Finally let us focus our attention to the question of the whole gathering. It is clear that L's
unique characteristic was the presence of three distinctive groups. And our study so far
suggests that this unique feature is unaltered, even after the careful revision work as seen in
f.1r in Group 3. However, I' should make the point clear that the replacement of scores in
Group 2 might have Eeen carried out. But once all the 48 movementswere compiled, the ba_sic
status as the Urpartitur was unchanged. Instead, Bach made the rep!acement‘in another set of
MS, which is inextant, but can be reconstructed as the text seems to be mirrored in the Altnikol
tradition. This MS should inciude the replacement of many revised movements from the first
two groups (e.g., Pr.EP, Fg.e, PrFg.b?) and the entire Group 3. This totally new historical
movement was planned aﬁer the complete copies of 1742 version attested in H and F.

Our discussioh is so far based on the extrapolation of evidence mostly found within the
observation of L. In next chapter, | shall explore more about the question the compilation and
completion from outside L. |
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CHAPTER 3
EVIDENCE FOR THE COMPLETED COMPILATION OF WTC |l

SOURCE SITUATION OF WTC Il AND THE TRADITIONS
(GENEALOGICAL BRANCHES)

in the previous Chapter, we have seen through the study of L Bach's unique st(ategy in
compiling WTC‘ il. In the present Chapter, we shall be looking into the stages when Bach had
primarily accomplished the compilation and decided to impart the work to his pupils or o hand it
over 1o copyists. Our prime aimis to éstablish additional evidence concerning thg compilation of
WTC |l which has not been confirmed within the study of L. At the samé time, We shall also
consider questions about the completion of the work, Fassung letzter Hand. To satisty these
objectives, we are now to broaden the study by considering all relevant MSS. Here | shall
discuss fifty-seven MSS, containing either all or some of the WTC Il pieces.

In discussing such an extensive array of MSS, the most immediate task is to arrange them
in an explicit order. This enables one to evaluate each MS In clear historical perspective. It may
seem that by covering both physical and musical aspects of chronology one can organise the
MSS in an final order - stemmata, or genealogical diagrams. However ideal the concept may
be, thié really is a formidable task, for considerable difficulties are caused by the loss of primary
and intermediate sources. What might be considered an easier alternative is to examine the
extam principal sources only. This method has been the basis of interpretation In the past.
was widely known among the editors of the late nineteenth century in Germany that the source
situation of WTC Il was complex and imperfect. The most remarkable achievement at the time
was the publication of a critical edition by Hans Bischoff, for which he examined the textual
details of the then known seventeen MSS and four editions.278 In his edition he distinguished,
for the first time, several important MSS and groups, viz., Firstenau, Kirnberger and Altnikol,
and considered that none of these entirely represented Bach's final version.277 The question of
ultimate importance was about how many copies of WTC Il Bach wrote himself, and how each

276 Bischof!, pp.3-5. The MSS discussed by Bischolf are: P 274, P 213, P 416, Furstenau,
P 210, P 402 (= Altnikol 1), P 430 (Altnikol 1l), P 207, P212 (= Forkel), Am.B.57 (=
Exemplar Kirnbergers), Am.B.49, P 211, P 206, Mus 2407 T7 (Dresdener MS), P 209,
P 226 and P 804 (Kellner's MS); The editions: NAGELI, SIMROCK, HOFFMEISTER and KROLL,

277 Bischoff, p. 3. The Farstenau MS in Bischolf's time refers only to P 416 and the part
discovered by Moritz Firstenau. See p. 120 ff. The Kimberger MS was represented by
Am.B.57, and Altnikol by P 402.
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of the important MSS was related to the autographs. This line of enquiry was unfortunately not
viable for Bischoff, who did not know of L. In introducing L to the world in 1896, Ebenezer Prout
established the relationship of the important MSS. Here he noted that "Bach must have made at
least two and very probably three copies of the whole work,"278

A major breakthrough in approach was made by Werner Breckoff in 1965. He made the
first attempt to classify the then known forty-three MSS, dividing them into three groups: the
London manuscript (L), the cycle of Kirnberger, and the Altnikol tradition (apart from his
distinction of the early models, already discussed in Chapter 1). Breckoff placed each source in
the arrangement according to the degree of its consanguinity [Verwandtschaftsgrad] within a
group.279 His work is unfortunately untrustworthy in places, for | find some of the evidence for
his interpretation invalid.280 The most serious omission in his part was the general lack of
evidence to support his decision on the grouping and arranging of the MSS. It seems that his
classification of the MSS is not concerned with their genealogy as a factor of importance, but
rather introduces the most basic features of the MSS and seldom looks beyond them. Within
this scope of study, Breckoff demonstrates the particular historical significance of these gfoups.
He agrees with the two points suggested by Bischoff - viz., that none of the three groups
represents Bach's latest reading as Fassung letzter Hand, and that the two groups stemming
from Bach's students Kimberger and Altnikol are based on entirely different models.28! While
he recognizes the close kinship between L and the Kirnberger group, Breckoff finds that
Altnikol's models are now largely missing. From this, Breckoff hypothesizes that Bach had two
sets of complete copies of WTC |l - L as a fair copy and the other set (now lost) as a gathering
of composing scores or the corrected exemplars [Korrekturexemplare].282 He considers that
these two sets of autographs were completed at different times, in 1742 and 1744 respectively,
and that Altnikol used the second model for his text.283 The last hypothesis invites many
questions. Among the most important would be the following: Why did the Altnikol group include
movements representing not only later versions but also earlier ones? Breckoff's answer is this:”
since all the movements in the two sets of WTC |l were written in loose bifolia, the sheets could
have been carelessly exchanged. This happened in the situation where the frequent revision of
individual sheets made the distinction between a fair copy and a corrected exemplar very
unclear.284 It is frustrating to find that this assumption of Breckoff's is substantiated neither by

278 Prout (1896), p. 49. This contradicts Spitta's earlier remark, "We possess not a single copy
of the second part [of WTC] made by the composer; hardly more than one will therefore
ever have existed". See Spitta, Il, p. 663.

27 Breckoff, p.16.

280 See, for example, Footnote 381 below.

281 Breckoff, p.63.

282 Breckoff, p.65. This lost set of autograph is referred as the source 'S' in my discussion.
283 Breckoff, pp.86-92.

284 Breckoff, p.65.
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the evidence nor by logical argument, however. More recently Dehnhard, whose approach

seems to be more firmly genealogical, finds an interesting answer to the same question:
Altnikol was Bach's pupil from 1744 onwards. The beginning of his lessons was
undoubtedly the reason for the copies which he made. The movements which were
used during his private lessons were possibly collected in an initial (and still very
incomplete) pupil's copy. ... When Altnikol then embarked on the fair copy he will
probably have had widely divergent manuscripts - some of them in two versions to work
from: recent fair copies, corrected and uncorrected sheets ~, and his own pupil's copy. It

is possible that Altnikol was not up to the task of reliably reproducing Bach's final
revisions.285

Thus Dehnhard suggests that the confusion of the whole matter was due to Altnikol's.
incompetence. Again, Dehnhard gives no Vital evidence for this statement, but says only, "This
would at least explain why D [P 430] juxtaposes older readings made redundant by A [L] and
more recent versions which A does not contain", 286 |

Also understood only vaguely was the origin of readings for the MSS of the Kirnberger's
cycle. Breckoff, while saying that the musical text made gradual editorial improvements starting
with Am.B.57, gives no evidence or references to specify what the improvements are and how
they were made.287 A more serious matter left unanswered by Breckoff was Kirnberger's
process of assembling the models for his personal MS, Am.B.57. Dehnhard, on the other hand,
claims, "Kirnberger derives his readings partly from B [= F), partly from C [= H] but for the most
part from no longer extant intermediate manuscripts based on A [= L)."288 In this case, t00, he
gives no evidence for his interpretation.

It is now clear that the arrangement of the MSS into three groups was interpreted in
various ways, and that none of these is supported with sufficient evidence. it would seem that it
was the restricted approach of our scholars - studying the principal sources only . that limited
the extent of our information. Among the most severely restricted areas of information is the
historical detail about individual sources. To procure this knowledge, | expand the study into the
examination of all the available extant MSS including secondary source MSS, concentrating
particularly on the aspects of their history and genealogical relations and the development of
variant readings. The result of the study is Supplement B, where the MSS are listed in groups,
with full details including the analysis of the errors and variant readings. The validity and the
method of the study is explained on pp. 101 ff below. This study shows that the MSS are
indeed distinguishable in the three groups. It also indicates that there were some critical
sources, now missing, which linked the separate groups to a possible single origin. This study
also results in the revision of Breckoff's classification of the MSS. | refer to my three groups as

285 Dehnhard (1983), pp. xxii-xxill.
286 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxii.

287 Breckoff, p.64.

288 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxiii.
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traditions, distinguishing them by a single letter B (Bach), K (Kimberger) and A (Altnikol),
respectively. Under each tradition, recognisable sub-divisions are defined as groups. The
listings of MSS are given under each division - tradition B in Table 19, p. 110, tradition K in
Table 24, p. 149 and tradition A in Table 25, p. 175. it must be noted, however, that the way in
which | treat these three groups equally as ‘traditions’ should not mean that they are of equal
importance in every respect. Within the limits of this study they mean only that each group
contains unique characteristics in its readings, the origin of which cannot be attributed to the
others. And since the historical emphasis on its textual origin is eliminated from the definition of
grouping, the genealogical significance can vary greatly among these. In tradition B, our study
mainly concerns the chronology of several layersof revisions on the autographs. In tradition K, it
concerns the textual origin as well as the gradual process of perfecting WTC I as a result of
Kirnberger's eclectic view of editorial work. In tradition A, it concemns the historical significance
of the text presented by Altnikol with regard to tradition B. In describing individual MS, | intend
to display the evidence for its genealogical relationships.

INTERPRETATION OF _ VARIANT READINGS

It is a daunting task to ascertain the cause or the origin of individual errors and variant
readings in every single MS. To accomplish this, only a thorough systematic study seems
workable. All the work must then be reviewed from the larger historical perspective to confirm
whether or not the results of the study indeed apply to the genealogical system inherent in the
MSS.

As in any types of detective work, our study also requires a valid hypothesis to evaluate
and analyse the facts, i.e., variant readings. In our case, the hypothesis is 1o be qualified
systematically by the basic two phases - absolute and relative - the angles from which is viewed
the position of an individual MS in a particular genealogical system. in the "absolute” phase |
shall study the autonomous type of information from a particular MS, indifferent to genealogical
significance. This covers two categories of information: 1) the physical features of the MSS,
such as paper, watermarks, rastra, ink and pen, and 2) all the information about the scribe,
such as his disposition, skills, the diplomatic policy and the notational convention. These
features are particularly capable of identifying the chronological and typographical factors of the
MSS. The "relative” phase, on the contrary, concerns the type of information intelligible only
when it is interpreted in relation to the other equivalent data in the genealogical system. As
already mentioned, this study has been widely neglected. The chief predicament in the study
seems to have been due to missing primary and intermediate sources at the cruclal junction in
the genealogical system. Among the most important is the interpretation of historical
background and genealogical juncture between S and A, which | shall discuss in detail on
pp. 175 ff. ‘
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Criteria for the Evaluation of Variant Readings

V‘L/et us image how one may interpret vanant readings without being deeply invoived in
manuscript study. The criterion on which one can rely is perhaps little short of a general
knowledge of music theory. Under such circumstances emors may be distinguished from valid
readings and evaluated accordingly. But for our purpose this approach is very unsatistactory,
for, in order to resolve a difficult problem, we must make the best use of the evidence. Itis
essential that evéry variant reading be interpreted legitimately and classified systematically. In
this way the resultant statistics may be used as evidence for proving the hypothesis. Thus for
this purpose we must define legitimate criteria from all the possible angles that the manuscript
studies can offer. | | '

in shont, the criteria are the systematic branches of the hypothesis. They are, of course,
polarized into the two phases of the hypothesis, already discussed. Here | shall explain in detail
three criteria only, viz., diplomatic policies, notational conventions, and variant readings from
different versions.

DIPLOMATIC POLICIES

In evaluating the variant readingé. one of the most powerful tools is to assess the
diplomatic policy of the individua! copyists. it will be seen shortly that some copyists aimed to
produce a literal copy of the exemplar; and that others allowed themselves a little freedom in
omitting some non-gssential symbols, re-formatting the layout and modifying various notational
symbols or wordings, as well as improving the master's work in various musical aspects in
accordance with their musical understanding, taste, style and the particular duty under which
they worked. v

The most unusual, yet effective, contribution to the statistical study is the examination of
the format, especially the change of systems and pages. The careless omission of ties, for_
example. is often caused at the change of system, where the continuous rnusicalv agtivity of
copying is temporarily interrupted. |

NOTATIONAL CONVENTIONS

Another related factor is the confusion about new and transitional notational conventions in
Bach's time. This seems 1o have affected the use of musical notation in preparing a new MS:
that is, the scribe made a decision to maintain the notational convention of the exemplar or not
10 do 0. In L we find Bach in conflict with the following traditional notational conventions:

1) An accidental was basically valid only on the note to which it was attached, regardless
of bar lines, unless the same pitch was immediately repeated.

2) Adouble sharp was notated as a single sharp (#) provided that the note was already
raised a semitone by the k-s.

3) A double flat was notated as a single flat provided that the note was already flattened
a semitone by the k-s.
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With regard to (1), we find that Bach sometimes omitted the accidentals necessary under
the old notational conventions, or rather tended to overlook them. It is interesting to find that
this advanced notational practice can often be seen at an early stage of manuscript making, for
many accidentals appear to have been added later.289 This means that Bach began to extend
the valid duration of an accidental, which required another accidental to cancel its effect.2%
This manner of extending the rule necessitated further expansion in another direction: the use
of an accidental neither to alter the pitch nor to restore, but to remind the performer of the
absolute pitch of the note. The main purpose is probably to reduce the risk of being confused
by the complex tonality or subtle shade of harmony.281 It is interesting to note that in changing
the conventions of his notation Bach was trying to avoid ambiguity by using notation more
precisely. v

Let us then consider a strange case where Bach seems to have omitted an essential
accidental by mistake in Fg.g, b.64 (f.12r,L.2,b.2) as shown in Fig. 13 below.

Fig 13 Fg.g, b.63,2 - b.65,1 (f.12rL1,b.1-3)

It is fairly obvious that the two a’s on b.64,3/1,3 were intended as ab’s, for otherwise, the natural
on a’ on b.65,1 cannot be justified under the key-signature of G minor. It is problematic,
however, to suppose that the natural was truly intended as a reminder in effect: for, if that were

289 This Is particularly strongly perceived in Fg.b, where precise pitch can be assumed
confidently from stereotyped motivic treatment of figures. See for example, b.20: A/4
(f.21v, L3,b.3) and b.30: B/4 (L4,b.6).

20 See, for example, Pr.C#, b.47:B/6 (1.3r,R6,b.2) and Pr.g#, b.19:B,4/1 (£.15r,L7,b.1). In
these cases, the accidentals were double sharps, and Bach used naturals to cancel them.

201 There are plenty of such instances, but it is especially notable in pieces written in rarely

used keys. See, for example, Pr.g#, bb.41 and 43 (f.15r,R5,b.1,3). The naturals givento e,

~ the sub-mediant, was to clarify the use of harmonic minor scale which alter the leading

note on the scale only. Another interesting and controversial instance is the natural in Pr.a,

b.25:S,4/3 (f.17r:R3,b.2), which Dehnhard (1983), p. xxx, thinks is due to Bach's confusion:

*An accidental is indeed needed here, but the natural does not change the note, and a

sharp sign ought to be written”. But, as | have pointed out, Bach did use accidentals for a
reminder. | consider Dehnhard's argument unsatisfactory and inconclusive.
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the case, there should have been an antecedent, i.e., an accidental flats to a’ on b.64,3/1,3.
Thus it is likely that Bach was temporarily confused by the shift of harmony at this point, and
wrote as if there were an flat on a’ in the key-signature.292 '

All this was the result of an increasingly elaborate exploration of harmony and keys. And
this necessitated the introduction of a strict definition of accidentals, viz., natural, single
sharp/fiat, and double sharp/fiat. Double sharps were becoming increasingly common, and in L
there are many corrections from single sharps to double sharps. The double flat used by Bach
was not the same as ours: Bach's was written like a single flat, but emboidened and enlarged.

These personal rules qt Bach's were not explained in treatises. Thus it is to be expected
that misinterpretation of Bach's accidentals will occur. Many double sharps, written as single
sharps by Bach or Anna Magdalena (e.g., Pr.E, bb.29-31), are interpreted as unnecessary
symbols - sharps placed on notes already sharpened by the key-signature - and were therefore
later omitted by copyists of group H MSS.

Attempts to modemize notational conventions became the common practice among
copyists of the Bach manuscripts made or edited from ca. 1760 onwards. The conversion of
notational convention was perhaps the most important aspect to maintain the MSS readable if
they were to be used in practice. Among many successful modifications to the convention, we
may list the following principles: '

1) The conversion of the natural, which was employed as a reminder to cancel the effect
of the double sharp. Each symbol was either converted to a single sharp (e.g., P 212)
or to a natural and a sharp juxtaposed, often by squeezing in a sharp beside the
existing natural (e.g., group H1 MSS).

2) The omission of accidentals which were merely employed as a reminder in a specific
harmonic context, and of which the effect was to duplicate the k-s.

3) The omission of an accidental if the same accidental was previously employed on the
same pitch within the bar (e.g., group K4 MSS). v

Caielessness in carmrying out these conversions, on the other hand, resulted in the
introduction of variant readings or errors. An error associated with principle (2) has already
been described in the example found in the copy of Pr.E by Anna Magdalena. Situation (3)
caused a number of errors in group K4 MSS. When the cancellation of an accidental was
required for the second or subsequent appearance of a particular pitch within the bar, a
cancelling accidental was not needed under the old convention. Under the new convention,
however, the cancellation had to be written in: but this demanded that the copyist be aware of
the music itself, and could not be effected by a purely mechanical conversion of the notation.
The result of this could be the omission of the necessary cancellation of the altered pitch,
apparently leaving the note still governed by the previous accidental. Most of the accidentals

292 A similar instance Is found in Fg.D, b.45: T,3 (autograph missing).
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required in this context are not supplied in Group K4 MSS, while the omission of superfluous
symbols is faithfully done. This made the state of the reading very confusing.293

The majority of extant MSS which were made under the old notational convention were
modernized to a greater or lesser extent. This particular act of editing seems to have decided
the question whether the MSS could or should be edited more generally. We often find several
layers of later additions onto MSS, possibly by the successive owners, even to an extent that
alters the basic musical text for various reasons.'e.g:, the personal incentive to revision,
comparison with the other MS tradition, etc. '

VARIANT READINGS FROM DIFFERENT VERSIONS

The evaluation of variant readings can also be strictly operated on a genealogical basis.
This approach allows us to decide the relative merits of different versions of a piece. Due to the
incomplete source situation, however, the decision can sometimes be made with more
confidence than at other times. In some parts of the genealogical system, the origin of the
readings can be ascertained in one of the following four forms: 1) unrelated, 2) identical, 3) ante
correcturam and 4) post correcturam. In other cases, due to the missing intermediate sources,
the origin of the variant readings cannot be ascertained. On the other hand, the variant
readings can be used to construct the hypothetical text of an exemplar. In this manner, the
state of a missing source may be demonstrated. ' '

The terminology "genealogical system” | have used so far may have implied the model tree
structure in which any branch is rela!edtgnother branch in only one way. The real source
situation of WTC Il is not as simple as this. Due to the eclectic editing activity among various
versions or readings by either the scribe or the later owners of the MSS, branches of various
levels are intertwined with each other. Fortunately this activity can be ascertained in many
cases, since the initial eclectic activity is mostly recorded in the form of later revisions to the
score. The result is that new genealogical branches arise in the system.294

283 Gee p. 172ff.

2%4 For example Schwenke's MS, P 204, is descended from P 430 (A1) after the latter's
editing by reference to Am.B.57 (K1). Thus the ancestry of P 204 is not a simple one, and
P 204 can be regarded as the first member of a new genealogical branch. See p.|78 and
181 below. Bischoff regards the choice of movements in P 206 (Group H1) as the result of
eclectic editing: but | consider it to result from the method of compilation of the exemplar,
not to any eclectic editing in it. See pp. 130 ff.
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Forms of Variant readings

The errors or variant readings appear in the following three forms; the omission,
superfluous presence, or alteration of parts of the musical text. The gmission of text can involve
anything from complete systems to, bars, individual voices, notes, rests, dots, beams, stems,
flags, necessary additicnu| clefs, accidentals, ties, embellishments, and bar lines. This happens
most often in the scores that were made by copyists of poor skill, and in this case we may
regard the reading as an error. Errors are, of course, caused by lack of attention, but certain
types of error are also associated particularly with environmental, technical and diplomatic
factors. This is seen in the cases where certain types of symbol tend to be corrupted fairly
constantly. For example, the omission of a dot from a note-head is always found in large
numbers in pieces written in compound time, the more complex environment for notation.225 No
doubt this is caused by the copyists’ lack of experience with the particular metre. Again, the
omission of ties can be seriously affected by the sequence of notation, where a tie can be
written at various moments: right after the copying of the first of two note-heads to be joined, or
after the second of the pair is written. For this reason, ties can easily be overlooked either when
the notes are of large value or at the change of a system. lt is easy to forget that the omission
of parts can a!so be variant readings stemming from the composer. A limited use of rests (e.g.,
fewer than are strictly required by part-writing) and embellishments is often characteristic of an
earlier version.

The superfluous presence of text can involve any symbols listed above. This happens
normally with the copyists who do not 1ollow the music as they copy it. In this case, it is an
error, and is often found in F. It can also happen when the scribe attempts to improve a
consistent or extended use of embellishments, or to make a fuller treatment of the voice
texture. This is often found in P 204 and Group K4 MSS.

The glteration of text can be anything from a simple orthographic error to the result of
inspired editorial work. In all cases it is essential to analyse the events according to the MS's
genealogical position. Errors in pitch have basically two causes. If the error was at an interval of
a second, the origin can sometimes be traced from the ambiguous notation in its exemplar.
There are numerous such examples in group F MSS. If the error was at an interval of a third,
the cause could be the lapse of attention of the copyist leading to the misallocation of notes in
relation to the lines and spaces. In special circumstances, such as the variant of pitch between
¢’ and a, the variant reading could be caused by ambiguous note-head positioning between the

295 In discussing this particular issue, one must be careful about the fiexibility of notation, and
the errors from valid readings. In Pr.D, where Bach uses t-s ¢ 12/8, Bach often
distinguishes the duple notation from the triple according to the most influential motivic
development in respective sections. See also Rastall (1983), pp.216-220.
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staves.29 Errors of rhythmic notation seem often to have been caused either by ambiguity of
the notation itself where a staff camouflages the beams of the rhythmic notation or by crowded
notation on staves.

Ormaments and embellishments are most vulnerable to careless alteration. It is well known
that Bach specified and distinguished more than half a dozen carefully defined ornaments in
Cb-WFB. These can also be found in L. It is surprising to find that in the majority of later MSS
most of these are changed to either a simple trill or to a mordent. it appears that there was
even an interchange of these two basic forms. The transformation of trill into mordent perhaps
occurred as follows: in some instances Bach wrote trill (~~~) on top of a stem, making it appear
as if the trill has a vertical stroke, as a mordent does.297 The opposite process could have
occurred in this way: many copyists wrote trill (~~~) as simply "t/ or "f" so untidily that some of
them became hardly distinguishable from a genuine mordent (~/~).

Another problem concerns the notation of appoggiaturas.

(a) (b) () (d)

d ! ol J‘ & d
’ [ 3
- ) ’ _— *‘0
1 T
f3rrR3b.2 f.15r:L2b.1 £.5r: R7,b.1
Pr.C#,b.4 Pr.g#, b.26 Pr.Eb, b.62

Fig 14: Bach's Appoggiaturas in L - accent steigend (a & b) and accent fallend (c & d)

As shown in Fig. 14 above, Bach's appoggiaturas appear basically in two different forms, the
hook - see (a), (b) and (c) - and the small note - see (d). Both can be with or without a slur.-
Though the reason for such distinction by Bach leaves much room for debate, it may be agreed
that Bach used the former more frequently.2%8 What appears to be problematic about the
symbol is the ambiguous, subtie shape itself.2%9 For example, the distinction between accent
steigend and accent fallend is established by either the position of the symbol itself or the
shape of the hook, but it is not unusual for the distinction to be made by the musical context.

2% See Fg.F, b.86 (f.8v, R btm,b.7), for example. This is because the note written in mid-
system with one leger line can be either pitch in a soprano / bass clef system, while in our
present piano system they are both ¢’.

297 See Emery Ormaments, p. 20.

298 Emery (Ornaments, p. 77) observes that Bach preferred the latter to the former when an
appoggiatura required an accidental. Emery also discusses the possibility of Bach's
distinction between appoggiaturas and Nachslags in notational form. Such argument is yet
to be substantiated, however.

299 |n extreme instances, appoggiaturas in hook form are interpreted merely as slurs in P 210.
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This appears to be an inherent problem with the symbol, for it requires considerable knowledge
to interpret it correctly. Thus a desirable solution is to spell out such instructions clearly, and the
only way to achieve this is to convert a hook to a small note.300 This is where the problem
occurs: it lies in the process of pitch-interpretation by copyists who do not understand Bach's
precise intention. While some hooks are converted appropriately, others are not. Often met with
are the copyists who write one of the two hooks as a quaver-like symbol for various reasons 301
In extreme case, the resultant pitch was wrongly converted as much as a fourth high (e.g.,
Pr.c#, b.30:S,1 among group K4 MSS). This kind of notational conversion affected Pr.c# most
severely. ' v

The final and yet the most important alteration is that of accidentals, especially naturals.
There are two causes of variant readings with accidentals: 1) the transition between notational
conventions; and 2) possiblé later revisions by Bach. The use of a later notational convention
enabled musicians to write naturals for a specific purpose - viz., naturalizing the effect of either
sharp or flat - in contexts where they would formerly have written flats or sharps.302 It was
perhaps related to the fact that the shape of a natural was so close 10 a flat - a natural can be
formed by the addition of one simple vertical stroke to an existing flat - and that a natural
ciosely resembles a sharp also. Thus a natural can be made from either sharp or flat, or vice
versa, with a fairly simple amendment, without removing the entire symbol. For this reason the
naturals were exposed to both inadvertent and judicious modiﬁcation; Apart from the shape of
the symbol, the confusion was extended to the effect of the symbol under various notational
conventions in later generation MSS, as has already discussed on pp. 102 ff. The second
cause of variant readings associated with accidentals could have stemmed from Bach. Among
the most outstanding features of Bach's later revisions is the discreet control of applied
accidentals with a view to melodic revision.303 In such cases, Bach would either modify the
existing accidental by simply timming or by overlaying, or add the new one in the space
wherever he finds it appropriate.304 This process can be interpreted by the copyists of the
descendant MSS in various ways depending on when, where and how the symbol was written
or modified.

300 There is, however, an instance where the reverse process is carried out in P 587. Such
activity is certainly motivated by the awareness of inaccurate notational form.

301 The other source of such confusions is probably not in the conversion process, but in the
reproduction of a hook in "c” form, which often becomes indistinguishable from a small
down-stemmed quaver. in many cases, however, one may perceive that irresponsible or
unmotivated copyists would exploit the inherent ambiguous quality of the symbol. In such
cases, we could witness only a certain proportion of the symbols being written positively
for specific pitch.

302 That is, under the old convention, a flat or a sharp was used to naturalize a note raised or
flattened by the k-s.

303 See Chapter 4, pp. 230 ff.
304  See my definition of amendment types in Chapter 4, pp. 193 ff.
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The analysis of individual errors or variant readings shows that there are classifiable

categories of causes. | shall summarise them in Tablé 18 below.

Table 18: Classified Cause of Errors / Variant Readings

Causes Description of the causes

Convention Happens when notational convention confuses the revisor.

Disposition 1 Happens when the copyist does not follow music as he goes on copying.

Disposition 2 Happens when the copyist's writing skill is poor.

Interpretation 1 Happens as the part or the symbol is not regarded as a significant part of
' the music .

Interpretation2  Happens when the revisor thinks the alternative reading is better for

whatever reasons

Orthography Happens irrespective of musical understanding of the copyist

Source1 = Happens when the exemplar was poorly (ambiguously) written

Source 2 Happens where the notation is affected by change of system or page.

Source 3 Happens when the symbol was mis-interpreted or mis-read.

Source 4 Happens when part of the exemplar is lost A

Version Proves the version of the piece, earlier or later




110

TRADITION B (BACH'S AUTOGRAPH)

In the Autograph Tradition, | am going to discuss the MSS of which the texts are based on
either L or Bn (P 274, the so-called "Berlin Autograph”), as listed in Table 19 below.

Table 19: MSS belonging to Tradition B

Abbr. MS Origin of text Scribe Date
Bh P274 autograph J.S.Bach 1735-1746
P 213 Bn - unknown 2nd half 18¢
Vil 45 237 P213 unknown 2nd half 18¢
P304 Vil 45 237 unknown 2nd half 18¢
DD 70 Bn+lbL W.F.Bach ca.1750
L Add.35021 autograph JSBach& 1738-1742
A.M.Bach
F P 416 m.c., L Anon.Vr ca. 1742
Add.38068
MS6A 72
FURSTENAU (lost during the war 1945.)
Go.S8.312 F unknown last 3rd 18¢
P 210 F?/Go.8.312 unknown ca. 1760s
H inextant ac,lL unknown 1740?
H1  MB/1974 H(a.c,L) Gestewiz & last 3rd 18¢
Anon.H1
P 206 M B/1974 P.G. 2nd half 18¢
P8i18 H? Anon.300 ca.1760
P 589 m.c., M B/1974 Anon. K4 unknown
H2 P 209 (la) H? Kirnberger ca.1760
P 209 (Ib) H? Sut. ca.1760
P 209 (lc) H? /P 209 (la) Anon.302 ca.1760
P 209 (Id1) K Su2 ca.1760
P 208 (id2) H? Anon.Kic €a.1760
P 209 (ld3) H? Su4 ca.1760
P 209 (Id4) p.c., H? Sub ca.1760
P 209 (Il) K1? Anon.302 ca.1760
P 631 P 209 (la) unknown 2nd half 18¢
P 632 P 209 (la) unknown unknown
P 588 P 209 (la) Anon. H2 unknown
P 584 P 209 (ic) Anon, H2 unknown
P 593 P 209 (ic) Anon. K3 2nd half 18¢
P 634 P 209 (id1) unknown 2nd half 18¢
Mus.2405 T 7805
(cont..

305 According to Dehnhard (1983), p. xxii., Mus.2405 T 7 is identical with H1. Though | have
not examined the MS, Bischoff's study enables me to say that the MS contains variants
which often coincide with P 209.
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Table 19 (cont.)

Abbr. MS : Origin of text Scribe Date

Other
P 587 L unknown unknown
P 594 L unknown  unknown
P 590 pc.,L Anon. K2 unknown
P592 L Anon, K2 unknown
No.543 ac.,l? Kp. 1771

key: K-ex - exemplar compiled under Kimberger for Am.B.57

a.C. - ante correcturam

m.c. - medius corracturam
p.c. - post correcturam
{talics - unexamined source.

Since | have already discussed L in Chapter 2, | shall begin with Bn in the following
subsection. The more imbortant MS is L, however, from which at least two MSS are considered
to have been reproducéd faithfully - the sources H and F - at different times. Previously their
musical texts have been considered identical, but | shall explain that H dates from slightly
earlier than F.306 Both sources are extremely important in tracing the order of revisions found in
L, and provide vital evidence for my discussion of Bach's revision process. Kimnbergers MS,
P 209, is included in this group instead of tradition K on the evidence of its clear textual
characteristics. Other MSS, relatively less prominent in the tradition, will be discussed last.

THE BERLIN AUTOGRAPH

P 274: The rce Bn

The other autograph of Bach's, containing Fg.A® only, appears as pp. 29-30 of MS P 274.
in the early part of this miscellaneous volume are contained preludes and tugues for organ
which were copied in collaboration between Bach and J. P. Keliner307 Bn was already
deposited in the Kénigiichen Bibliothek when Kroll prepared the BG edition.3%8 The Fg.A? was
known as an autograph by Kroll and Spitta, and its beautiful calligraphic appearance did not
allow any doubt of its authenticity. It is now kept in SPK. The music Is contained in a single
sheet, neatly accommodated in eight piano systems per page. The brownish paper is hard. The
uneven oblong sheet measures roughly 33.5 x 20.5 cm. It bears no watermark.3%® The staves

308 Breckoff (1965), p.81, however, notes in this trend under the examination of individual
movement, Dehnhard (1983) avoids to touch upon this issue, while Franklin (1989), p.274,
claims that H was later than F.

307 BWV 547 (J. P. Keliner: pp. 2-11); BWV 548 (J. S. Bach: pp.10-14, J. P. Kellner: pp.15-
20); BWV 531,1 (J. P. Keliner: pp.23-25). See Kast, p.18.

308 BG XIV, source number 14b., p.xviii, | find no earlier history of the MS. ~
309 Breckoff, p.31; NBAKB IX, p. 112.
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are ruled with a single-staff rastrum measured 10.2 mm (-2.5-2.5-2.6-2.6=). The fifth line tends
to be thevthickest. The rastrum was presumably held in R.H., since the staves were drawn from
right to left.310 The ink for staves is dark brown, whereas that used for the notation is uniformly
black. There is no variation of ink shade between the original notation and the revised part.
Thus itis likely that the amendments are only immediate corrections.311

The Fg.Ab was entitled Fuga ex Gis dur di J. S. Bach. Closer examination shows that
Fuga was written with the same ink and pen as the music, and ex Gis dur di J. S. Bach was
added afterwards since it was written in brownish ink with a thin pen.

The musical text is similar to that of L. it is the semi-final version of Fg.AP, But the textual
details appear as if it was the improved version of L, for we can find a few inspired variant
readings in pitch and note values which are neither found in early models written in F major
(e.g., P 1089) nor L.312 We may also find that the treatment of voice-leading in Bn is more
convihcing than that of L, for we find a more specific voice exchange based on the inherent
voice ranges of the individual lines. For example, the soprano at b.11, which includes b®*, could
only be accepted as the alto line if it was still in F major. Similarly, in Bn Bach carefully specifies
the voice exchange between inner voices in b.10 as shown in Fig. 15 below, which he ignores
inL. '

| FHHH

" Bn ‘ ' L
Fig. 15: Fg.Ab, b.10. Voice exchange specified in the autographs

This kind of improvement was not carried out consistently, however. In three instances (the
tenor, b.13,3; the soprano, b.31,4; the bass, b.32,3-4) Bach omitted the rests necessary to
make the pan-Wﬁting clear. This seems to indicate a change of mind, perhaps caused by a
problem inherent in the fugue. As we can see in much of the first half (that section modelled
fairly closely on the earty; as-bar version), the fugue Is in three voices, except for the last entry
starting in b.22. In view of the fact that the later version in A was based on L, it seems that Bach

310 | tend to believe the sheet was tumned around after staves were drawn in usual manner as
L. - :

311 The amendments are listed and described in Supplement A under Fg.Al,
312 See Supplement B under "Fg.A" for listing of variant readings.
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at some stage found this kind of improvement inadequate and according!y stopped
implementing his plan.

Such analysis of the text, however, does not contribute very much to the chronological
order of events between Bn and L. In Bn, there are in fact fewer errors caused by lapse of
attention. Also there are no traces of revision linking directly from an early model, while we do
find such links in L. Conclusion on this aspect cannot be reached without examining L itseff. |
shall come back to the issue on pp. 272 ff.

P2133an .

MS P 213 is a collection of seven MSS in 128 pages. In the fourth, P 213 3 an, pp. 27-56,
we find Fg.A? as one of six 1ugues 313 This gathering has a title page (p.29) which reads "VI.
Fuge / per il Cembalo / del / Sigr: Giov: Sebast Bach.”. The MS is organized as single +Vi+
1.314 The cream coloured paper, which is probably trimmed on the top, measures approximately
35 x 23 cm. The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 9.5 mm high, and arranged in
ten uniform staves spaced fairly equally.

The six fugues were copied continuously, and no consideration was given to starting a
piece on a fresh page. All the pieces are uniformly entitled "Fuga [sequence number]". Thus
Fg.A? is introduced as "Fuga 3.". Page tums are required, two of them in Fg.Ab, The scribe is
not known. Kast classifies him as Su 3, suggesting a date in the second half of the eighteenth
century.315

The musical text is derived most faithfully from Bn. There are two special places which
caused a variant text in the later source. One is the stemming In the tenor, b.23,1/1 db’. The
stem is so ambiguously written, touching both the tenor and the bass, that the pitch can be
equally read as db’ or f. In VIl 45 327 and P 304, the place was unfortunately incorrectly read as
f. The second is the reading of the alto, b.37,1-2. This place Is also transmitted in the two later,
MSS. ~ o

Vii 45 327

MS Vil 45327 (SB Q 11500) in the Geselischaft der Musikfreunde, Vienna, has not
previously been studied in relation to WTC Il. The source has only been examined through a

313 The selection of pieces is as follows: BWV 944,2 (pp. 27; [p.28 blank p.29 title] 30-36),
Anh.177,2 (pp. 37-39), Fg AP (pp. 39-42), 951a (pp. 42-46), 951 (pp.46-51), 539,2
(pp. 52-56).

314 Note that the first single leaf was most likely attached to the MS at a later stage, for we find
the title page at the beginning of the gathering VI.

315 Considering the fact that the MS belonged to Graf v. Voss-Buch (end.18¢ - mid.19¢), who
also possessed P 210, etc., the date of the copy cannot be later than mid. 19th century.
Breckoff, p.32, considers on the evidence of Johann Heinrich Jakob Westphal's
handwriting in P 213 and his possible involvement in administering the Estate of the late C.
P. E. Bach that Bn could have been inherited by C. P. E. Bach.



114

microfilm containing part of the MS, however. In ff.6r-7v is contained Fg.Ab. The movement is
also entitled "Fuga 3.". The movement is likely to be one of six, the collection of P 213.316 The
staves were prepared with single staff rastrum and arranged in five piano systems, just like
P213. '

The musical text is in fact thought to have derived from P 213. The quality of text appears
to be rather poor, however, for we find about ten omitted rests and three missing ties. Some
errors go so far as to modify the contour of the counter-subject (b.36). The later revision mainly
concerns the accidentals to modify pitches. We find two such unique revisions of pitch. The one
is the correction of pitch at b.31:S,1/2, the error of which originated in Bn. The other is probably
an attempt to improve the original pitch at b.25:B,1/2. All the variant readings discussed so far
are taken into later MSS, such as P 304. There is, however, one revision which is not taken into
later MSS. This revision, found in b.44:A,1/2, is concemed with the note-head itself.

P 304

MS P 304 is a collection of various pieces in 152 pages. On pp.101-151, we find the same
contents as P 213 3 an. It begins with the following title page: "VI/ Fuge / per il / Clavi Cembalo
/ del: Sigre: Giov: Seb: Bach."317 The cream coloured paper is trimmed, and measures 30 x
21.7 cm. The staves were ruled absolutely straight with the rastrum which was capable of
drawing two staves at a time, and were ar?anged in four piano systems per page. Each staff is
9.8 mm high.

On pp.119-123 is found _Fg.Ab, which Is entitled "Fuga. / Ili". There are two page turns in
the movement, and in both cases we are reminded with *v; s (volti subito).

The musical text is considered to have stemmed from post correcturam, Vil 45 327. The
quality of text is unfortunately much poorer than its model. The major cause was poor copying
skill, which is reflected in the overlooking of ties. | counted twelve instances more than in
Vil 45 327. Apant from this, the omission of rests, and errors of note value may also be listed.

DD 70

MS DD 70 in the Civico Museo Bibliografico Musicale, Bologna, has not previously been
studied in relation to WTC Il. The MS is examined from microfilm only. It consists of two bifolia
measuring 42 x 32 cm, and contains four movements from WTC.218 They were all copied by

318 The only evidence Is the fragment of the surrounding movements, Anh.177,2 and 951a. it
appears in the film that the MS was copied from back to front. These points have to be
clarified when the original MS is examined in future.

317 with a thick quill, "Fuga" was modified to "Fughe”.

- 318 Claudio Santini: "Diciotio anni di ricerche per scoprire un manoscritto del primogenito di J.
S. Bach." Carlino-Sera, 4 Maggio 1964, p. 3. | am particularly grateful to Prof. Giorgio
Piombini for the information of this article.
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Wilhelm Friedemann, which Santini believes that the copy was made ca. 1740.31% Two of the
four are from WTC Il - Pr.C and Fg.Ab.320 They are entitied "Preludio di Bach" and "Fuga. di
Bach™ respectively. It is interesting to notice that Wilhelm Friedemann avoided ascribing the
work to be overtly to his father.

The musical text of Pr.C is thought to derive from L. it contains many unique variant
readings, and most of them are highly inspired improvements by Wilthelm Friedemann.32! The
extent of such modification indicates that the version of L appeared to him to leave much room
for improvement. , |

. The musical text of Fg.A® is thought to derive directly from Bn, and not from L. The quality

of text is extremely good, as we can see that two rests missing in Bn are provided here. The
most interesting feature of Wilhelm Friedemann's improvement to the work is the use of accent
steigend to the longest note of the subject (a crotchet db” in the initial entry). This does not
occur at every entry, but only in bb.2,4,7,9,14,17 and 42, where its application Iis technically
feasible and effective.

What seems to be a variant text presented by Wilhelm Friedemann, however, contains
extremely valuable information for our source study of WTC Il. Firstly the selection of two
movements, Pr.C and Fg.Ab, which are the latest additions in Bach's compilation of the work in
ca. 1742, have been revised and virtually transformed by 1744. Secondly, two movements are
copied not from a'single source, but from two, l.e., L and Bn. There are two most probable
backgrounds for this. The one is that Wilhelm Friedemann made these two copies on visiting
Leipzig when Bach had only recently completed these two MSS. The other is that Wilhelm
Friedemann inherited both L and Bn and made these copies after 1750. In the future,
examination of the original MS is required, especially to ascertain the watermark of thé MS, so
as to establish the date of the paper.

THE SOURCE F

The MSS which we are going to discuss shortly are thought to have been a single set of
MS, which made up a complete copy of L. At some stage in the past, the complete set was
divided into four. Through private estates, each of them was finally acquired by public
institutions: they are SPK (P 416); the Newbery Library, Chicago (MS 6A 72); the BL (Add.
MS 38068) and Sachsische Landesbibliothek, Dresden (so-called °Flrstenau MS", now
considered lost).322 These four sources are considered here as a single source, F (for
Firstenau).

319 ibid.

320 It appears that they are not contained in the same leaf. Fg.AP is copied on the back of the
fugue in Bb minor (WTC 1), and Pr.C is paired with the fugue in C major (WTC I).

321 See Supplement B for listing.
322 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxi.
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All the extant parts of F were copied by a single hand, Anon. Vr.323 From the study of his
handwriting and the watermarks of his MSS, Kobayashi deduces that F belongs to one of the
earliest copies he made under Bach.324 More importantly, they are said to bear the same
watermark - Wm-lll (WeiB 67) of L.325 As Wm-lll was found only among the presumed latest
additions in L, it is most probable that F was made as soon as WTC Il became complete, ca.
1742.328 This suggests that the purpose of the commission 1o make F was to have a duplicate
of L as soon as Bach considered it desirable. The early history of the ownership of F is not
c!eaﬂy known. The MS was probably retained in Bach's possession until his death, for there is
evidence that at least some of F came Into the possession of Witheim Friedemann, who gave
away parts of it possibly at various times.327 .

The set orginally consisted of many separate bifolia and, in one known instance,
accompanied with an additional single sheet (PrFg.c#), so as to accommodate this unusually
long pair of movements. In principle, each prelude-fugue pair was designed and copied as a
single bifolium, each movement being copied on one open side, just as in L. But some of the
long movements, which occupied three pages of a four-page fascicle, were not copied together
with their accomf)anying movements. This is partly because all the sheets in F were ruled in
fourteen uniform staves regardless of the length of individual movements, and also because the
scribe did not compress his notation as Bach did. This is why, in five instances, prelude-fugue
pairs are now separate, and some of them survive without their accompanying movements. The
decision to use two bifolia for a pair appears to be an afterthought, for in the earlier cycle of the
collection, we find different tactics to solve this inherent problem. As mentioned, PrFg.c# uses
an additional sihgle sheet to avoid separating the pair. Two fugues, viz.,, Fg.c# and Fg.D, stant
from somewhere in the middle of the page, immediately following the final bar of the preceding
movement. Contrary to these tactics, the separation of a pair by using two bifolia for each
movement is found only In the later part of the WTC Il cycle, i.e., PrFg.g#, AP, Bb, bb and B.
This transition in copying tactics seems to point to the chronological\'order of events. In Table
20 below, | describe the physical and notational features of the extant portion of F,

323 Kobayashi (1988), pp. 29-31. This copyist is called by Kast as Anon.12.
. 324 Kobayashi (1988), p. 30.

325 Kobayashi (1988), p. 30.

326 Kobayashi (1988), p. 30.

327 Hill (1950), p. 377.
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Table 20: Description of notational features in F
arranged according to MS, folio and original sequence of page order

BWV Key Rast Page Description

P 416

872 C# Ab 64 Prelude /.3 di Ji: S. Bach.
65 (Volti)
66 Fuga
63 (Fine)

8731 c# A 70 Prelude /4 di J. S. Bach
71 cont.

8772 d# 721  b.44,3-4 of Fg.d# is accidentally copied in.
8731 c# 72.1  Pr.c# cont. -
873,2 722  Fuga

- 69 cont.

68 cont. (Fine)

67 blank. pp. 67-68 is an additional single sheet. It was )
presumably a separate leaf, but presently it appears as if it
was attached to the centre fold of a double sheet from the

fugue side.
874 D Ala 74 Prelude /5. diJ. S. Bach.
75 cont.
76.4 Fuga

- 73 cont. (Fine)

875 d Ala 78 Pregludium /.6 di J. S. Bach.

79 cont.
80 Fuga. /6.
77 cont.
8811 f B 82 Prelude /12 ex F b. +
83 cont.
881,2 83.5  The last 3 bars of the fugue (there are 4 bars, but the  penult
imate bar Is repeated)
84 Fuga

81 cont. ltis possible that the last three bars of the fugue was
‘ originally planned to be copied in the foot margin of page 81
- where we find a narrow system prepared unsuccessfully.

885 g A2 88 Pregludium /i6 di J. S. Bach_.

85 Fuga /16
86 unused.
87 unused.

8871 g# A2 90 Prelude i8. diJ. S. Bach_

9 cont.
92 cont.
89 unused
888 A A2 96 Presludium /9. di J. S. Bach_
93 cont.
94 Fuga /19
95 cont.

(cont.)
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890,1 B¢ A2 98 - Prelude 2i diJ. S. Bach_.
99 cont.
100 cont.
87 - cont. (Fuga))
8911 bb A2 102 Prelude /2.2 di J. S. Bach.
103 cont. The last 3 bars are found in foot margin.
876,1 Eb 104.1 &egégs ex dis +. bb. 1-5,1 sketch. This is crossed out with
891,1 bb 104.2  The last three bars of Pr.b? reproduced.
8912 104.3 Appendix Fuga. bb.83,3 - end. This is crossed out with ink.
101 unused
8s21 B A2 106 ~ Prelude /23. di J. S Bach_
107 cont.
108 cont. (Voiti / Fuga)
105 unused.
8862 Ab A2 110 Fuga. ex Gisic!) dur. di J. S. Bach_
A RA cont.
112 cont.
109 unused
MS 6A 72 ;
8922 B A27? recto Fuga & 4.
) cont.
verso cont.
unused?
Add. MS 38068
884 G 7 recto Pregludium 15. di J. S. Bach.
cont.
verso Fuga.
cont.
—_— Presumable physical separation in the original state of the MS before binding.
Rastrum A1a: 105 mm (= 2.7 « 2.7 = 2.6 = 2.4 -); drawn left to right
A1b: 105 mm (- 2.4 = 2.6 2.7 = 2.7 =). drawn right to left
A2: 104 mm (= 2.7- 2.7 - 2.5 - 2.4 -): drawn left 1o right
B: 10.1mm (=28 «26=25-2.1-) drawn left to right
P416 3an

MS P 416 3 an is the largest part of F, archived in SPK. It consists of seven prelude-fugue
pairs, four preludes and one fugue, together with some minor bits from other movements, such
as a sketch of Pr.E®, the last part of Fg.b®, and less than a half bar only from Fg.d#. These

fragments were obviously copied by mistake. No title page is attached 1o the MS.

328 Frankiin (1989), p. 263, says the fragment of Pr.E®, together with other parts of PrFg.bb, is

written in a single sheet. This is incorrect, as my consultation with P 416 cleaﬂy showed

that pp. 103 and 104 were one side of the leat of the other.
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The earliest record of its ownership ascribes it to "Prof. Bach in Berlin".32% In 1866, when
Kroll made the Bach-Geselischaft edition, he declared that the MS was Bach's autograph. The
MS was shortly afterwards acquired by Guido Richard Wagener (1822 - 1896), a famous
private collector in Marburg. It was most likely under him that, together with other unrelated
Bach MS, the MS was bound along the centre-fold of the bifolia. In 1874, the MS was in this
state presented to the Berliner Bibliothek.330 The method of binding caused some problems: it
made the originally intended sequence of pagination very confusing. A more serious
consequence is that some notation written close to the centre-folds is now hidden.

The MS is preseévéd as it was, except for some minor repairs to reinforce corners and
edges. The cream/light-brown paper is very thin and flexible. it suffers slightly from ink acid: in
some places ink from the other side of the paper shows through noticeably.

CHICAGO (MS 6A 72)

MS 6A 72 in the Newberry Library, Chicago, contains Fg.B only. The MS is said to have
been in the estate of Wilhelm Friedemann's favourite pupil, Sarah Levy.331 The MS was
probably brought to the U.S.A. by Justus Amadeus Lecerf, who noted this interesting remark
into the MS. The MS was long believed to be Bach's autograph, and it was Hill's main
contribution to clarify its true authenticity. In doing so, he found that CHICAGO is related to
P 416 which was by that time known not to be a Bach autograph.332

The MS was originally a bifolium, but it iIs now separated at the centre-fold into two
leaves.333 | have examined the source only from the photocopy.

Add.MS 38068

Add.MS 38068 in the BL Is a bifolium containing PrfFg.G. The earliest known history of the
MS's ownership began in England. It was reported as the discovery of a Bach autograph in’
April 1902.334 The MS then came into the possession of Mr.W. Westley Manning. It was
presented to the BM on 30 October 1910 by the wife of Mr. Alfred Morton. The transaction or
sale between Morton and Manning Is yet to be uncovered. | have so far been unsuccessful in
finding out who declared it not to be autograph, and when.

329 BG IX, p. xviil. Hill (1950), p. 383, suggests that it was August Wilhelm Bach (1796-1869)
who had been made a Royal Professor in 1858.

Hill (1950), p. 383.

Hill (1950), p. 377.

Hill (1950), p. 377 fi.

Hill (1950), p. 384.

See an anonymously published article in MTimes 43 (May 1) (1802), p. 315.

g8 REEE
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Add.MS 38068 is the newest addition to the bound volume of L (see Table 10). It is
préserved as an open sheet. To preserve the fragile MS, the BM restored it with gauzing in
1953. '

The Firstenau MS

The remaining pieces, PrFg.C, ¢, E®, d#, {#, E, e, F, F#, a, b; PrAY, Fg.g#, B? and bb,
were discovered by Moritz Firstenau (1824 - 1889) in 1876.335 They were available to the
inspection of Hans Bischoff, who considered the collection as a non-h'ologr:«lph.336 He and
Spitta regarded it as a part of a complete copy of WTC Il in affiliation with P 416.337 Afterwards
it is said that the MS was in the possession of the Sachsische Landesbibliothek. We cannot
trace the MS further on. It is believed to have been lost in 1945 during the war 338

GENERAL FEATURES OF F

F contains various unique information: from the general appearance of the MS, we learn
the policy of the scribe, or the instruction by the master, such as format, pagination, tities and,
most importantly, the presumed state of the exemplar; and from the musical notation in
particular, we learn thé scribe's technical skills in copying music, his peculiar copying habits and
the level of his musical understanding during the copying process. Also important is the time
when the MS was made, as mentioned earlier. This information is exiremely valuable in any
philological approach in establishing the chronological order of revision work carried out in L.
While most of the movements represent a text identical with that of L, only a few movements
give the ante correcturam. It is significant that the process of such deviation is clearly recorded
in L as revision, e.g., PrFg.d. Some texts in F, however, suggest a temporal distance from L.
For example, a unique reconstruction work in F is found at the end of Fg.B where the musical
text was trimmed off from the autograph.339

Another evidence of their genealogical relation is the manner in which the scribe of F
copied the music: he copied as literally as possible, even reproducing Bach's orthographic
errors as well as extremely subtie pen slips. One of several such examples may be quoted from

Fg.g. b.80, reproduced in Fig.16.

335 Hill (1950), p. 383.

336 J. S. Bachs Clavierwerke Vol. 6. (Leipzig: Steingraber, 1884).
337 Bischoft, p. 4.

338 pehnhard (1983), p. xxi.

339 Hill (1950), p. 378.
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L (f.12r, L5,b.4) P 416 (p.87, sys 7,b.2)

- Fig. 16: Genealogical relation shown in Fg.g, b.80.

In this example, we can see how heedlessly the copyist reproduced the dual-hump tie.340
Also important to observe is that the crossed out crotchet in L, located on the 3rd beat of the
soprano, is not reproduced in F. These two observations suggest that the copyist was partly
concerned to write an error-free copy. As the result of his copying work being far from perfect,
the significance of such calligraphic features in Bach's score is now entirely lost, and the
reproduced effect is meaningless and confusing. Likewise in many other movements, revisions
found in L are often reproduced as if the same revisions were carried out in F. This point is
often crucial in our philological approach, for Bach appears to have made melodic revisions into
L after Group H MSS were made. In such instances, revisions were sometimes only to add
accidentals. For example, in Pr.A Bach added a sharp above the note head a in the bass,
b.28,2/3. Anon.Vr reproduced the sharp somewhat unconfidently in an ambiguous way. it was
written very small, positioned top-left - between the correct place for a# and the place where
Bach positioned it. This type of unsureness does not always occur. In many other such cases,
accidentals added in L were placed in just the same position in F.

This half-conscious and half-mechanical working manner of Anon.Vr normally results in a
faithful copying proéess but does indeed go beyond it on occasions. In Pr.g, b.6, and Fg.g,
bb.11 and 63, for example, he wrote some bass notes an octave lower. This was probably done
for the sake bf legibility, for there was no room left for the bass to be copied neatly in its proper
place, which was already occupied with other voices.24! His technical ability is also reflected
not only in numerous traces of the simple slip of the pen in the text, but also in several serious
orthographic errors that originated in the mechanical wpiking method from note to note and "not

340 My reconstruction of Bach's order of corrections in the soprano is as follows: 1) Bach first
wrote a minim and a crotchet; 2) added a tie between the notes; 3) extended the tie when
he decided to join the note over the bar line; 4) Bach then had to cross out the crotchet
and added a dot to the minim. Thus the dual-hump tie is the result of a two-stroke process.

341 The other possibility, i.e., improving the musical text itself, is unlikely to be the case
considering the usual poor quality of his practice.
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understanding what he was copying”.342 This becomes a prominent characteristic of F. As in
most cases he was extrerﬁely faithful and yet did not always think what he was doing, whatever
was done by him, successfully or unsuccessfully, is valuable in that one can ascertain some
unknown aspects of Bach's revisions carried out in the missing autographs, viz., PrFg.c#, D and
f_ . . .

The taithful yet unreliable work of Anon.Vr is also seen in the format of the copy, though
not in significant detail. Only Pr.A is formatted extremely closely to L. It is obvious that, by
keeping the same format, the copyist should be able 1o work easily. But it appears that Anon.Vr
did not or perhaps could not for some reason keep the same format. Instead, he used “pointers’
to ease his copying task. The pointers he used merely marked unique symbols on the exemplar
(i.e., L), often appearing as "=' or '#', some being removed physically from the paper. | list in
Table 21 below those which | identified the pointers written on L used at either page tums or
system changes in the extant part of F.

Table 21: Anon.Vr's pointing marks on L

ff. MS-Pos Bar Mark St Positionon L F Positionin F
3r Ri1,b1 20,3 - R Above S. P 416 Page turn
4v R1b.2 18,3 = Above system P 416 Page turn
11r R2,b2-3 30 = Above system, | Add.38068 Page turn
14r vL5b.1 34,4 = B. above semiquaverg P 416 System change
15r L8,b.1-2 2 @ = Above system, | - P 416 Page turn
18r L7,b.3-4 27 = R Upper staff, | P 416 Page turn
18r R7,b.1 55,12 7 R Sop. P 416 Page turn
18r R3b.2 39,2-3 =? R Sop. P 416 System change
19r L7,b4-5 41 = R Above system, | P 416 Page turn
20r L7,b.2 21,4 # S. above semiquavere' P 416 Page turn
20r R6b.2-3 42 # Above system, | P 416 Page turn
20v L7,b.2-3 42 - R Abovethe system,| = CHICAGO Pageturn
20v Ri,end 52,1 - Below system 6A 72 Page turn

NB. Status - Removed or (unremoved); Position - *{" indicates pointer being written on the bar line

The fact that Anon.Vr was permitted to write these symbols into L may be significant in the way
we Iinterpret the background of MS making. Though there are presumably many such pointers
unaccounted for in the missing Firstenau MS, we may probably say within the scope of this
study that the copyist tended to write such pointers more frequently in the later part of the WTC
Il cycle. ’

The bifolium for Pr.b® (pp. 101-104) tells us much about the copyist as well as the state of
his exemplar. The five-bar sketch of Pr.Eb on p. 104 Is very interesting. It is located in the top
lett column of the verso. The musical contents are reproduced In Fig. 17 below.

342 Hjil, p.383.
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Fig 17: The fragment of Pr.Eb in P 416, p. 104.

While Breckoff claims this fragment as an improved version of L,343 Franklin regards it as a
preliminary draft for the movement on the evidence of the titie and the length of the version 344
A closer examination of Fig. 17 reveals several facts relevant to their assessments. Firstly,
Anon. Vr did not give the time-signature '9/8'. Secondly, the musical join in bb. 4-5,1 Is not
related to any of the full-length versions. These facts support Franklin's interpretation of the
fragment as a draft. Some variants or errors in the text, however, could have originated with the
copyist: the missing note-heads (shown here as diamond-shaped note-heads), the doubled
note in the bass on b.3,2 and the pitch 4’ in the soprano on b.3,2/3, which is given as b’ in all
the other known MSS. On the other hand, there is evidence to support Breckoff's interpretation.
The voice-split in the soprano / alto, b.3,2, suggests that this text can be considered as an
authentic interpretation in our scholars' view.345 Considering all the aspects of this draft
material as well as Anon.Vr's usual copying practice, | consider that these five bars were all that
existed of the piece in the exemplar, and that Anon.Vr did not notice that it was a fragment
when he copied it. It is not certain when the text was crossed out with pen in dark brown, which
appears to be the same ink as for the musical text. The most probable time is when he set up
copying Pr.b® from the other side of follo, (probably unknowing that Pr.E® was previously
copied) and turned the sheet around to continue the last three bars. The error must have been
noticed at this moment. Another interesting thing is found immediately after it: the Appendix
Fuga of the same fugue, which is also crossed out with pen. What Anon.Vr might have thought
initially is that Appendix Fuga is an extension of the prelude, since in L Bach wrote the final
cadence of Prb® and Appendix Fuga on the same system. This type of error Is hardly
conceivable for a good musician who understands what he Is writing. The full-length version of

343 Breckoff, p. 29. This interpretation is probably based on his understanding of L's title,
Preeludium and Prelude. See pp. 48 1.

344 Franklin (1989), p. 263.

345 None of the extant MSS | have examined except P 416 has this voice split. Without
referring to P 416, Bischoff considers this point to be Bach's later revision target. Later
editions generally follow Bischoff's view, including Tovey, MORGAN, BusON! and HENLE. it
was not taken into WIEN, however.
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Pr.E® (71 bars) was once present in F, in the lost Firstenau MS. This fact does not contribute
significantly to proving the copying order of these two versions, however. All that we know is
that Anon.Vr copied two versions of Pr.E? possibly accidentally, and crossed out the shorter

one.

THE THREE PRELUDE-FUGUE PAIRS MISSING FROM L

Of particular interest are the three prelude-fugue pairs missing from L (viz., PrFg.c#, D and
f), for we have already learned that we can expect these scores to reflect the history of L in
specific details, however indirectly. Since their titles are all written as Prelude..., it is possible to
consider that the exemplar, i.e., the scores in L, belonged to Group 2.345 On the other hand, it
is also possible that the last pair, PrFg.f, could be categorized in Group 3, for it contains the
characteristics of Grdup 3 in its movement heading, i.e., “.. ex [key]..". The musical text of
PrFg.f is, however, quite different from those of other movements in Group 3. In the case of
PrFg.C and Ab in L, the musical texts represent the semi-final version. In contrast, PrFg{ in F
represents the final version; which is closely allied with A, while the version of H is not at all
close to F, but an intermediate version developed from K. From these observations, | conclude
that Bach carried out an extensive revision on these movements between H and F. There is no
positive clue to say, however, that the revision was carried out on the score which served as
exemplar for both H and F.347 it is the title of Group 3 that may be the evidence for such
activity. As we know in the state of pieces in Group 3, they required further attention in Bach's
mind. It suggests that the revision might have been carried out on the score missing from L.
Therefore, | tend to regard this pair as rather special, and | place it as an intermediate stage
between Group 2 and Group 3. ‘

346 Franklin (1989), p. 258 ff.

347 A stricter study of F may reveal some sort of evidence for Bach's later revision, especially
the effect from the added symbols, such as the direction of stem, position of accidentals,
etc. We may also rely on the presence of cancelled symbols from the earlier reading
juxtaposed with the later reading. This is testified in Pr.E? (not F, but in P 210).
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ABOUT THE C CLEF

A prominent feature of Anon.Vr's calligraphy is the range of shapes of his C clefs, as
shown in Fig. 18 below.348

bbb koL R R

a b c d . e f g h
66,5 70,2 82,5 102,2 96,7 94,5 94,6 78,2

Numbers indicate the position of Page, Systemof P 416.
Fig. 18: Eight types of C clef used by Anon. Vr

Among eight forms of C clef, we can distinguish four groups:

1) ais a 3-form' single-stroke symbol (i.e., taking the two vertical strokes for granted,
the far right-hand element consists of a single pen-stroke).

2) b, ¢, dand e are "hook-form' single-stroke symbols, and are sometimes joined to the
vertical lines: The distinction among this group is made by the direction and number
of small distinguishable curves in various directions within a stroke.

3) fand g are "K-form' two-stroke symbols, and the lower half of the symbols resembles
that of group (2), esp. band c.

4) his also a "K-form' symbol, but this s disjointed, there being four strokes rather than
one or two.

The variety of Anon.Vr's C clefs is really confusing. To clarify the situation, let us analyse

them according to when, where and how they were used. In Table 22 below, | list all the
occurrences of his C clefs in F system by system.

348 Dadelsen, TBSY1, p. 16; Kobayashi (1988), p. 30.



Table 22: Various shape of C clef in F
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Page BWV key

Sys1

Sys2

Sys3

Sys4

SysS

Sysé

P 416

64
65

110
"
112
109

872 C#

374' D
875 d
881 f
885 g
886,2Ab
887,1g#
888 A

890,18%

891,100

89218

oo

[+

| OO0 O0~00O0

I ~»0

~w==o o0ocoo
=

- - -

- e == oy

c?

-0

ttoo

€ > = e

{var?)

fo0o~ajta~0o

{ ft o0

o ~oo0

M

-

s B -

- " . —.

- UoO

-ty wp - -

[ ] ~

{t t oo

| =~y -

a(da)
f(abf)

1t 100

| === - .0

- o wn o

{

f ===0 | o=~ ftao | a {1100

11 0a

1 =10

tn

-0 1 O

PR

t 1 ~v~a g =—~—~ te 1 a t 100

ti1mo

(cont.)



127

Table 22 (cont.)
Page BWV key Syst Sys2 Sys3 Sys4 Sys5 Sys6 Sys7
CHICAGO
1 892,2B d d 8 a a a a
2 d a a a a a a
3 d a a s a a -
Add. MS 38068
tir 884 G f f t t f f t
t f t f t - -
f.1v f f t f f f f
f f t t - - -
() accidental change of clef
- unused staff -
-> revised to

== troble clef is used instead of C cle!

The analysis above shows that ais rarely found. it appears in 6 pages only - viz., pp. 66,
98 and 107 from P 416 and all the three pages of CHICAGO. In some instances, a was also
used in revisions as shown in Fig. 19 below. ‘

L)

(a) " | (b)
99,4 . 110,2

Fig. 19: C Clef ‘a’ used for revision in P 416

These observations about clef-type a seem to point to scribal varation during the
production of F. f so, type a later became customary in Anon.Vr's work. By changing our
observing angle, i.e., locational usage of clef type a, we also encounter a very interesting
aspect of his copying manner. We find that type a was never used in the initial system of the
piece, but was found only in places where he could not copy it from the exemplar because the
format of the text had become different from that of L. One extreme instance Iis seen in
CHICAGO. Thus all the evidence leads us to believe that a became Anon.Vrs natural clet
shape towards the end of his copying of F.

The remaining clef-types except h all share the same calligraphic feature in the final
stroke. | found no particular strategy, however, in which Anon. Vr distinguished the hook-form
symbols (l.e., b, ¢, d and ) from that of the "K' form (i.e., f and g). | may only suggest that he
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preferred to use c for the initial system of each prelude-fugue pair. There are nine such
instances out of thirteen. This may be related to his oopying policy in general, in that Anon. Vr
initially tried to imitate Bach's handwriting: for this type of clef, ¢, resembles Bach's most
cbsely. Equally interesting is that the most elaborate symbols from both, i.e., e and g, are used
together in only a limited number of movements, concentrated on pp. 94-100 of P 416. This
also seems to point to a certain chronological order of events. Kobayashi claims that, toward
the end of Bach's life, Anon. Vr used a C clef in jagged-form.349 This clef form is the closest to
g, the lower part in particular. It is thus possible to see that his clef went through changes
towards this direction. ,

The last type, h, was probably not written by Anon. Vr, judging from its remote calligraphic
feature. It is only found in PrFg.d (pp. 78-80 of P 416).

LATER MODIFICATION TO THE TEXT

Modifications to the text of F by later hands are mostly minor. Some errors, even eccentric
ones such as the repetition of the penultimate bar (Fg.f), remained uncorrected. But revisions
are certainly found, though their concentration and type vary greatly. The most common
revision target is omamentation. In Pr.c#, almost every appoggiatura was modified from the
simple hook form used by Bach to a more specific notation, I.e., a quaver in reduced size. Also
many mordents (~/~) were added in Pr.c#, Fg.f. Another minor modification is the addition of
accidentals. Some of these are merely for supplemental purposes (e.g., Fg.C#, b.13:B,4/2), and
unrelated to the revision in L. Significant revisions, on the other hand, were caused by
comparison withaMSef A. It ranges from the addition of ornaments and accidentals to the
emendation of pitch and note values. In most cases, new additions are calligraphically
distinguishable. The ink used for this is dark black, probably made of soot: this can be easily
distinguished from the dark brownish ink used previously.

We have so far examined selected aspects of F. It revealed important historical
information: Anon.Vr was not commissioned to produce a beautiful fair copy in a bound state,
but merely a duplicate of L. It also revealed that the texts are quite unreliable, full of errors. Yet
the point has to be emphasised that such errors mostly originated from the scribe's mechanical
working method, without following the music; and many of them, especially errors of pitch, can
be rectified by a good musician. The study of the later generation MSS, which we are about to
discuss, will show that the errors mostly remained unrectified. it may be said even further that
the untidy state of F probably made it very ditlicult for scribes to make good copies from it.

349 Kobayashi (1988), p. 30. The example Is given in his article as Abb.9.
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Go.S.312

Manfred Gorke Collection, MS.312, of the Bach-Archiv, Leipzig (abbreviated as Go.5.312),
is known to be the close descendant of F, dated in the last third of the eighteenth century.3%0
The watermark is not known. It was copied by Herr Cand. Phil. Klaus Enger.351 It consists of 22
ioose unbound bifolia (88 pages): missing pieces from the collection are PrFg.ELb, Pr.Ab, g#,
bP and B.352 Thus the movements missing from both F and Go.S.312 are PrFg.E®, b, Pr.A®
and B.

~ According to Breckoff, the musical text contains numerous slips of the pen. | assume that
these might be related to the poor notational practice of F, the presumed exemplar of this
MS.353 According to Frankiin, its title designation also varies from L or F in the following pairs:

BWV  Key Movement headings
870,1 C Praeludium 1di J. S. Bach

890,1 Bb Praeludium 21 di J. S. Bach

880,1 F Praelude 11 di J. S. Bach

881 f - Praelude 12di J. S. Bach - Fuga 4 3354

It is interesting to note that these deviations of \tma from L and F directly link to those of
P 210 which | shall discuss next.

P210

MS P 210 in SPK is a copy of the first half of WTC Il (nos. 1-12). It begins with the
following title page: "XIl. / Prelude con Fuge di / J. S. Bach”. The MS was copied from the
outset as a bound MS sewn in gatherings, gathered as IV x 3 + V. The paper size is 34 x 21
cm. The light brown paper is very hard and of good quality. Nothing about the watermark and
the scribe is known. The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 8.7 mm high. They
are arranged in six uniform piano systems on each page. The ink used for ruling staves is thin,
dark brown in colour. By contrast, the ink used for the notation is very thick, dark black ink.
There is little evidence of repair, corrections or additions.

Since the copy was made as a bound book, all the movement headings were written
without *di J. S. Bach". Similarly, the numerical order of WTC 1l for the fugues Is entirely
éﬁminated. The other minor deviation of title designation from L and F is as follows:

350 Unfortunately the reproduction of the MS has not been made available to me despite my
repeated requests to the Bach-Archiv.

351 Breckoff, p.35. Frankiin (1989), p. 246, dates lt ca. 1750s, and describes the copyist asa
"Leipzig copyist”.

352 Breckoff, p.35; Dehnhard (1983), p. xxi.
353 Dehnhard (1983), xxii, is possibly the first scholar to identify the genealogical link with F.
354 Franklin (1989), p.246.
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BWY Key Movement Header
870,1 C Praeludium |,

8711 c Preeludium .

877 .1 dit Praelude 8

878.1 E Preelude 9./

8801 F Preslude. 11.

881,1 f Preelude /12.

The musical text is, as in Go.S.312, known to contain numerous errors. Many of them are,
however, traceable to F. In addition, many bizarre errors in F are reproduced here.355
Especially noteworthy is the trace of occasional attempts to rectify such 'en'ors in F, which often
result in variant readings.356 Probably related with such attempts, many time-signatures are
different from those in L or F. There are altogether six instances, viz., Pr.C, Fg.C#, Pr.D, Fg.E®,
Fg.E and Fg.e. In all cases, the change is made to either common time (C) or alla breve (¢),
interchanging between the two. It is possible, however, that such changes could have been
influenced by other MSS, such as H2, A, and K4, though no single MS contains such wide
variation as P 210.

The most valuable information obtainable from P 210 may result from the presence of
PrFg.C and E®, which were missing from both F and Go.S.312. They are expected o contain
readings of a possible intermediate stage of L that was transmitted to F.

THE SOURCE H

Classified under this section are the MSS which can be considered to have stemmed from,
or to have some sort of relation with, the inextant copy in C. P. E; Bach's estate, H (for
Hamburg). Here we have twelve MSS, listed in Table 19, pp. 110{. above. It is also possible to
include the Hering MS here.357 | categorize them further into two divisions, H1 and H2, with the
view to their genealogical origin. Their musical origin is considered to be direct from ante
correcturam of L, and earlier than F.

M B/1974: Th rce Hi

MS M B/1974 in the Universitits- und Staatsbibliothek in Hamburg consists of two bound
volumes containing the complete WTC. The volume for WTC |l (abbreviated as H1) contains all

355 See e.g., Prc#, b.47:A33; Fg.c#, b5:S4; Fg.5, b.50:T,3-4; Prd, b.33 (b.27 in ante
correcturam version),S,2/2 in Supplement B.

3% See Pr.D, b.25:A,1; b.52:A,3-; Fg.D, b.28:B,1-2 in Supplement B. These, however, may
have been literally copied from Go.S.312, which | have not yet examined.

357 This was the product of S. Hering. According to Franklin (1989), p. 278, it bears the
following title page: "XXIV / Preludium und Fugen / Durch alle Ton Arten / sowohl mit den
kieinen als grossen Terz / verfertigt / von Johann Sebastian Bach / zweiter Theil: Anno
1742". This MS is from the Erich Prieger estate. t was sold at auction at Lempertz, 17 July
1924. This privately owned MS is currently not available for inspaction.
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twenty-four prelude-fugue pairs.358 The volume was from the outset designed as a bound MS
sewn in gatherings (Il x 7 + Il x 1). Each movement starts from the left top corner, and is
accommodated within two pages of an open score: thus page tums are entirely eliminated in
the middie of a movement. The size of a page is approx. 30 x 44 cm. It bears the following
watermark; ’

a) Fleur de Lis with three-notched crown, and below it we find lettars "PCB"

b) letter "B".359
The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 9.9 mm high (-2.2-2.2-2.7-2.3-), arranged in
four uniform piano systems per page. Wherever a movement is longer than the prepared
space, a harrow addmonal system is written free-hand in the foot margin.360 Titles for individual
movements are written in the top margin asinL and F. The indwidual titles genara!ly follow the
convention of L. Slight but significant variations will be discussed shomy.

One uniqUe feature of the MS is the inclusion of a title page with the date of the work,
Book Il begins with the following title page:

Des Wohitemperirten Claviers
Erster Theil

bestehend in
- Preludien und Fugen
durch
alle
Tone und Semitonien
verfertiget
, von ,
Johann Sebastian Bach
Kéniglich Pohinisch und Churflirstl: Sdchsischen
Hoff Compositeur, Capellmeister und Directom
-+ Chori Musici in Leipzig.

Gestewiz.
Anno. 1742,

It may appear that the copyist wrote this titie page on the wrong volume, for we find volume one
entitled "... Zwejter Theil..." without the date of work and the name of scribe. This error is also

358 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxi, says Pr.a is missing from the MS, as was the case with the
microfilm supplied by the Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek, Hamburg. But the MS
contains all the movements, including Pr.a. | am particularly grateful to Dr.B. Stockmann of
the Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek, Hamburg, who at my request made the oomplete
reproduction available to me.

" 359 Breckoff, p. 33.

360 The extra system is found in both scribes. In this case, Gestewiz's hand is less tidy than
the others'. It is interesting to note that in the volume of WTC |, we find the use of narrower
rastrum (7.8 mm (2.0, 1.9, 2.0 and 2,0 mm)) for Fg.a and b.



132

reproduced in its copy, i.e., P 206, as shall be discussed shortly. it is most probable that the title
pages of the two volumes were mixed up by the scribe, Gestewiz. There are several places of
evidence to support this hypothesis, if we study the calligraphy and its imblication. rastra, ink,
etc. if this is not what happened, the date "1742' could be interpreted in one of Lthe following
three ways: 1) for WTC |; 2) for WTC Il or: 3) for both volumes of WTC.

This MS is made by two copyists: the first is probably Gestewiz, whose name is found in
the title page. The name of the other copyist is unknown. Gestewiz, whose calligraphy is
elaborate and decorative, was responsible for the title pages of both volumes. For the musical
text, he was responsible for a part of WTC Il only, viz., the entire PrFg.C and AP, and minor
additions to Pr.d and Fg.e. All the rest, including all the forty-eight movements ot WTC |, was
copied by the single hand of unknown identity, which | shall call Anon. H1. His calligraphy is
neat and Ieés elaborate than that of Gestewiz. From the musical notation in general, both
copyists must have been top rated professionals.

It has been considered that H1 is a secondary source copy originating from L, and that it
dates from the last third of the eighteenth century.38! From the evidence of its past and present
location in Hamburg and its resemblance of title, it seems likely that the exemplar belonged to
C. P. E. Bach (referred as source H).362 A closer study reveals, however, that the MS
demonstrates special qualities of a primary source copy. It is probably the case that, unlike F,
H1 and H were extremely carefully copied and checked by good copyists.363

The musical text of H1 originates from two different sources: Gestewiz's from A, and
Anon. H1’s from some early stages of L. From the order of entries in Pr.d and Fg.e, it can be
considered safely that Anon. H1 started and brought the volumes almost to completion, and
that subsequently, for some reason, Gestewiz took over the task by supplementing the missing
parts (PrFg.C & Ab), additions (Pr.d & Fg.e) and the title page. The most natural way to
interpret this change of hand Is this: the exemplar used by Anon. H1 lacked two complete
movements, viz., PrFg.C and Ab, despite the clear plan of its scribe to make a two-volume
bound MS. These two pairs were, as discussed in the previous Chapter, the latest additions to
L. This suggests that the exemplar used by Anon. H1 was the copy which was made when
these two pairs in L were yet to be composed. The same historical perspective can be obtained

361 Breckoff, p.34; Dehnhard (1983), p. xxil.

362 According to the Nachlass of C. P. E. Bach (1790), the MS bears the following title: "Des
wohl temperirten Claviers zweyter Theil, bestehend in 24 Praludien und 24 Fugen durch
alle Téne und Semiton. Eingebunden.” See BDok |1/957. This MS and the Bach autograph
quoted by Hilgenfeldt (1850), p. 123, in C. P. E. Bach's estate may well be of the same
identity. Hilgenfeldt says this MS gives the date 1740. See also Footnote 385 and Franklin
(1989), pp. 273, 277. The origin of H1 was not clearly known, but as far as | can trace, this
MS was in the possession of Fr. Chrysander, Bach scholar in Hamburg in the earliest
1900s. Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek Hamburg acquired the MS from his Nachlass in
1956. | am grateful to Dr. Bernhard Stockmann, the director of the music section of the
library, for this information.

363 See Footnotes 362 and 385.
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from detailed examination of variant readings. The musical text in the work of Anon. H1 shows
that a great many revisions of minor details carried out in almost every leaf of L, which were
taken into F, had not been carried out when H was made.%4 The quality of text is, however,
notably good. Although we occasionally find a few ties in a movement being overlooked, we
rarely encounter serious errors such as pitch, note values, rhythm and so on. It is worth noting
that most of Bach's appoggiaturas are correctly reproduced, while in MSS descended from the
H1 sources, such as P 206, these are transmitted incorrectly.

The movement headings written by Anon. H1 also show a tolerable identity with those in L
and F. The individual movement headers of L and F, such as the distinction between
Prevludium and Preluds, are generally maintained. There are, however, certain systematic and
classifiable differences between the two as follows:

1) Movement headings for the first two pairs copied by Anon. H1 (i.e., PrFg.c and C#)
were not given, but supplied later by Gestewiz.

2) Thettitles of the twelve fugues which belong to Group 1 of L do not include the work
number of WTC. .

3) The titles of the following preludes vary the presentation of Bach's name:

_ Pregludium /6. without di. J. S. Bach.
Prezludium /7. di J. 8. Bach. instead of di. Joh. Seb. Bach.

4) The titles of the following preludes have variation of style between Pragludium and
Prelude:

Praéludium /2 Instead of Prelude /12 ex F b. + (in F)
Preeludium. 22. di J. S. Bach. instead of Prelude ....
Presludium /23. di J. S. Bach. instead of Prelude ....

The analysis of such classified variations suggests that these variations stem from Anon.
H1, who had the task of changing the nature of the MSS: L was grouped by Bach into three as
a collection of loose bifolia, and | speculate that H was also in loose folia since the collection
was not complete. H1 did not carry such significance as three groups and was bound in a
unified single MS. So the justification for (2) may be to acquire a solid conformity in styles
among headings. The reason for (1) may be that he did not initially know how to make the
various titles consistent, and started off copying the music without giving the movement
headings. The variation in (3) could have also been generated by Anon. H1 in the same chain
of policy. Therefore it is dangerous to consider that the variation (4) was originated from
Bach.365

364 Full detail is listed in Supplement B, and this evidence Is used in the following Chapter to
reconstruct the order of revision in L. This fact was considered differently by thé previous
scholars. Dehnhard (1983), xxi, says H1 contains additions. This Is, however, not precise
enough and somewhat misleading. The additions found in H1 are only in Gestewiz's part,
and this does not affect the state of the exemplar used by Anon. H1. Franklin (1989),
p.274, says H1 gives a later text than F or A. His evidence for this statement is invalid as |
shall show below,

365 Frankiin (1989), p.274, uses these variations in movement headings as evidence for his
interpretation of musical maturity, and Bach's replacement of scores for PrFg.f,b® and B.



134

The musical interpretation by Anon. H1 suggests the same diplomatic decision. In Pr.E, for
example, Anon. H1 omits all sharps between b.29 and b.31 given to f#, interpreting that they
were superfluous symbols.366 But the fact was that these were intended by Anna Magdalena in
L as double sharps. Likewise the complex ormaments found in L, such as doppelt-cadence or
accent und trillo, are transmitted here as simple trills.

The text by Gestewiz differs in many respects from that of Anon. H1. The movement
headings by him closely resemble those of P 430 - "Prelude (work order number)” and "Fuga
[a (voice spec.)]".367 The examination of variant text aiso suggests its origin in A however
difficult it is to verify the exemplar used by Gestewiz. The fashion of movement headers and the
error in b.19 of Fg.C suggest that the exemplar was P 430. On the other hand, the use of
ornaments and fuller notation of rests points to the link with P 204 made by the Hamburg
organist, Schwenke. The variants found in Gestewiz's text also include unique and yet quite
authentic enhancements. For example, a tempo marking "Allegro™ in b.83-84 in Fg.e and a
voice split in b.62 in Pr.A® are found only in Gestewiz's text.368

There are numerous later additions which can be classified into three by a study of the ink.
Watery ink of a dark brown shade (Ink1) is generally used for the addition of accidentals. in
most cases, this is to modemize the notational convention to our modern convention. Watery
ink of a black/grey shade is used for similar purposes, but it occurs more rarely. Pencil is used
probably at a much later date. It is used more widely than two later ink-types used for
annotations. Detailed study of such later additions suggests various interesting historical facts,
e.g., how it was later compared with other MSS, how it was used, which piece was most liable
to later annotations, etc.

P 206

MS P 206 is a bound copy of WTC II. The MS measures 22.5 x 35 ¢cm, and consists of 86,
pages organized in signature as in H1 (IV x 4 + Ill x 1), and is the one of two volumes of an
entire *48',369

The MS begins with the following title page:

Since he does not discuss the diplomatic policy of the copyists of H1, | can say here only
that the possibility of this being good evidence is greatly diminished.

368 This Is less likely to be derived from the copyist who presumably copied the text from L in
ca. 1740 under Bach's supervision, since this error is caused by the changing notational
convention of the day.

367 Hg) enters voice specification only to the copies for which he was responsible (Fg.C and
AP),

368 See Footnote 364.
369 P 205, which is also a bound MS of 64 pages, contains WTC 1.
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Des Wohitemperirten Claviers
2er
Ereter Theil
bestehend
in :

Praeludien und Fugen durch alle Tone
und Semitonen verfertiget von

‘Johann Sebastian Bach,

gewesenen Koniglich Pohlnisch und Churfirstl. Sachsischen
Hoff Compositeur, Capellmeister und Directore

Chori Musici in Leipzig. P.G. -

wixxl

From the initial stroke up to "P.G." the title was writlen in brownish ink with a badly worn
out quill. The calligraphy of this part is identical with the movement headers of the music. Thus
it can be considered that the initial, P.G., was the scribe of the MS. At the bottom of the page,
we find W.+ xx|: this can be considered L one ot the ezmer possessors of the MS.370 |t was
probably he who made the correction of the error on "Erster”, which has its origin in H1, for we
find the identity of ink and pen (thinner ink with light brown shade and a sharp tip of pen)
between the correction and W.+ xx|.

The MS also bears a name and a date in the left top of the back of top cover, read G
Pdelcau Dresden 1796'. This may mean the completion of ‘copy, but more plausibly the
acquisition date and place of the MS by Georg Poelcau (1773 1836) a famous Bach scholar of
the day.371

The paper bears the watefmark. crossed sword in oval shield, ca. 5 cm.372 The rastrum is
of a sing!e-étaﬂ type measming 8.5 mm high. The staves were ruled out in five plano systems
from pp.3-86 indiscriminately. On three occasions narrow rastra were used in the foot margins.
viz., 5.7 mm (Pr.2 and Fg.9), 5.4 mm (Pr.6). Unlike H1, P 206 does not restrict itself to
accommodate Individual movementsin a uniform format. Out of 48 movements, six movements
do not start from a fresh page, viz., Pr.c, Fg.d,Pr.E®, Fg.f#, Pr.G, Fg.G. On the contrary, two
unused pages within the sequence of WTC I, i.e., pp.29, 53, suggest that the scribe also
ensured to eliminale possible page tums for the two long movements, viz., Pr.e and Fg.g.

370 BG XIV, p. xv

371 Accordang to vOgt (1988), p.21, Poelcau acquired a great portion of Bach MSS when c P.
E. Bach died in 1788. The inscﬁphon by Poelcau to MS P 206 suggests, however, no
relationship with C. P. E. Bach with this MS. ‘

372 Breckoff, p. 34.
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‘The musical text of P 206 was taken from post correcturam of H1 by Gestewiz. In the case
of Pr.d, the scribe copied the revised text of H1 so carelessly that the text of P 206 may appear
as if it went through the same revision process.

The handwriting of the scribe is less neat, careful and pleasant than that of Hi. His
carelessness is reflected most clearly in subtle places, such as the pitch implied by
appoggiaturas. The score is unfortunately heavily annotated later by unidentified hands in
several layers. Especially noteworthy is the abundant supplement of accidentals. This was done
a little too far, as it made the score quite confusing. In some instances, the supplements go to
the extent that the cancellation of accidentals can be found at two bars distance or more.

Closer Inspection of the MS shows several distinguishable shades of ink for later
corrections and annotations. The numerous added accidentals, already mentioned, are usually
dark black. Many ties and -appoggiaturas were added with thin brownish ink with a sharp pen.
With the same ink and pen, we aliso find the supplement of many overlooked rests which should
have been written in the initial copying stage. Later revision of the text in general has its origin
in either P 204 or P 237.373 It may be noteworthy that the both MSS are made ca. 1780 by
Hamburg organists, Schwenke and Borsch in Hamburg, suggesting the extent of the active use
and modification of the text of WTC Hl in the region.

P 818

MS P 818 has not previously been studied in relation to WTC Il. It is a single sheet
containing two pieces on each side. The brownish paper Is hand and of medium thick. It was
trimmed on the top and bottom sides, giving measurement of 32.2 x 21.3 cm.

In the first page is accommodated Pr.c, entitled "Prel." Kast considers that it was made by
Anon.300, a copyist of C. P. E. Bach in the years ca. 1755-1760s.374 The musical text is
believed to have stemmed from H from C. P. E. Bach's estate. The unique manner of accidental
applications resembles in detail with H1. The piece contains unique pitch errors at b.4:S,31
and b.25:S,3/2, of which the former is also found among the MSS of K. The fact that it contains
full fingering suggests the practical usage of the MS. '

P 589

MS. P 589 is a single bifolium containing PrFg.d only. The thick, light brown paper Is in
good condition, but the centre-fold is reinforced from the back. The folded sheet measures 35.2
x 21.8 cm, and in the inner fold (pp. 2-3) is contained the prelude, entitied "Praludium 6. J: S.
Bach.” Just abo‘}e the heading, we find the original page number "84.". The other side of the
. leave (pp. 4 and 1) is contained the fugue, entitled "Fuga". '

373 In some places, however, the later modification to the text has no traceable origin. See,
for example, the revision of bb.40-41 in Pr.A? in Supplement B.

374 Kast, p. 50.
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The staves were prepared with a single-statf rastrum 9.0 mm high, and are arranged
uniformly in six piano systems.375 They are written with dark brown ink, possibly the same ink
as for notes. In places some symbols such as naturals and stems appear in light brown shade.

The musical text is presented less impressively, judging from general calligraphic neatness
and the nature of orthographic error in b.13 of the prelude. The prelude is possibly copied from
medius correcturam of H1 if we are permitted to distinguish such layers of revisions by
Gestewiz. The only outstanding difference from H1's final reading lies in bb.43-49, where P 589
gives ante correcturam of H1. The fugue is also copied from H1, for we find the reproduction of
H1's unique errors, such as the omission of ties (bb.10, 21, 27). There are further minor
corruptions of symbols. ' ‘

P 209: The Source H2

MS P 209 is a gathering of twenty-four loose bifolia including almost complete WTC Il
cycle, containing thirty-nine movements out of forty-eight. Missing movements from the MS are
PrFg.c#, Pr.f, PrFg.F#,G and b?. Among the thity-nine, we find two duplicated prelude-fugue
pairs, viz., Prig.E® and F, though the latter can be ascertained to have been copied by a
different scribe from the other. The last two leaves accommodate the opening and the closing
preludes of WTC |. It was perhaps appended to the volume as a second thought.

The sheets for WTC |l were arranged in quite a reverse order of WTC II: the cycle begins
with PrFg.B, moves towards PrFg.C, but concludes with PrFg.b. The only exception to this rule
is PrFg.d which is placed bétween C# and ¢. Two duplicate pairs are placed adjacent in its
place in the cycle. _

Each single movement is contained within the open sheet, and its accompanying
movement, wherever applicable, is found in the other side. Thus the idea of the layout is very
similar to L. Movement heading, which Is always found in the top margin, is of great interest
here, as it seems to reflect fairly clear distinction of its genealogical origin. The preparation for
an individual music sheet appears to have been carried out with some careful thoughts.
According to the length of an individual movement is decided the system format ranging from
six to nine, eliminating the awkward situation as to write an extra free-hand system in the
margins, or even worse, page turns in the middle of.the movement. Thus the philosophy of
bifolia format is based on its practical usage.

The MS, now bound, consists of various types of paper: atthough the watermark of
individual paper was not studied, a classifiable paper sizes, which are preserved untrimmed,
may be seen as evidence of their physical varations. Such distinction of paper types is
probably related closely to the various rastra and the six classifiable scribes. A closer
examination of the musical text and the movement heading provide us with further evidence to
classify the origin of individual sheets into two large groups with subdivisions.

375 See also Fig.22, p. 166.
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The Group | is has its origin entirely in H, or more precisely, in the particular reading of L at
the time when H was made. Its unique variants among H, however, often coincide with those of
Mus 2405 T7, suggesting the two classifiable subdivision within H.376 This group is discussed in
turther divided four subdivisions (a, b, ¢ and d) according to the scribe.

Table 23 (a): Group la, P 209: copies by Kirnberger

page Mwt Hand Ra Compus Movement header (catch word)
34 PFBd Kimb 85 46.6x35.6 Preeludium 2i. del Sigre J S. Bach. (Fuga)
PG| Fuga -

9-10 PFg# Kirnb 85 47.1x35.1 Preeludium 18. J. S. Bach. (Fuga) |PG| Fuga

11-12 PFAP Kimb 83 47.0x35.0 Preeludium 17. J S. Bach. |pG| Fuga a 4.

15-16 PFf# Kimb 84 485x35.2 Preeludium 14 J: S. Bach. PG| Fuga.

21-22 PF.F Kimb 83 45.7x34.2 Praeludium 11. del Sigre J. S. Bach. |PG|
Fuga -

27-28 PFd# Kimb 85 45.6x345 Praeludium 8 J. S. Bach. (Fuga.) |PG| Fuga
a4

33-34 PF.D Kimb 85 46.0x345 Preeludium 5. J. S. Bach. (Fuga.) |PG| Fuga

35-36 PF.C# Kinnb 85 45.1x34.0 Prasludium 3. J. S. Bach. (Fuga.) PG|
Fuga

NB: Ra - Rastrum; Corpus width x height; Movement header: the words in italics are later
addition

|PG| - Turn the page, and we find:

The Group la is the largest portion in the MSS. The scribe is said to be Kimnberger, which is
remarked by Georg Poelcau written in the MS as well as many later scholars.377 The unique
movement heading is the mixture of Latin and Htalian, however lacking a unified style. The
detailed examination of the musical text here reveals that it contains a large number of errors
consisting mainly of the omission of ties, rests and notes, confusion between sharps and
double sharp, and the interchange of trill with mordent.378 Such quality of text is normally
caused by severe lack of skills in copyists’ part. The fact may also be interpreted otherwise that
all the errors originated from inextant intermediate scores between the authority of L or H and
P 209. it may be worth noting that the musical text of this group is scarcely related with
Kirnberger's personal copy, Am.B.57.379 '

376 Though | have excluded the inspection of Mus 2405 T7 from the present study, the
evidence of its reading is quoted from Bischoff (1884), which | included into Supplement B..

377 G.Poelicau's remark, “Von Kimbergers Hand. GP." is found in the foot margin of page 47,
Pr.b of WTC |. This copy was made by the same hand as the scribe this Group. See also
TBSt I, pp.22-23.

378 See Supplement B for detailed listings.
378 One of the rare relation Is found in the cadence of Pr.D.
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Table 23 (b): Group Ib, P 209: copies by unknown scribe 1 (Su 1)

page Mwt Hand Ra Compus Movement header (catch word)

1-2 PF.B Sut 83 47.0x35.0 Preeludium 23. J. S. Bach. (Volti) |PG| [no -
title)

13-14 PFg Sut 85 46.6x35.8 Preeludium 16. del Sigr Giov: Bas: Bach
(Volti) ipG| unused, (volti) |pgj [no title)

3132 PFEP Sul 85 46.4x34.3 Preeludium 7 J. S. Bach. |PG| Fuga.
43-44 PFDb Sut 85 468x35.2 Preeludium 24. J S Bach |PG| Fuga.

Nb_seo abbreviation in Table 23 (a)

The Group Ib contains the copies by unknown scribe 1 (Su 1) only.380 The scores of this group
resembles very closely to Group la, viz., rastra, paper size, movement header and the origin of
the musical text including the number and the types of errors. All these suggest the possibility
that the copies in Group la and Ib were made at the same time.

Table 23 (c): Group I, P 208: copies by Anon. 302 based on H

page  Mwt Hand Ra Corpus Movement header (catch word)

7-8 PF.A An302 79 40.7x33.5 Praeludium. Del Sigl. J. S. Bach. (Fuga) |PG|
Fuga.

19-20 PF.F An302 79 40.6x32.8 Preeludium 11 Del. Sigl. J. S. Bach. PG|
Fuga. :

25-26 PF.E An302 79 41.0x323 Praeludium Del Sigl. J. S. Bach. PG| Fuga.

41-42 PF.C An302 78 41.1x33.2 Praeludium. 1 Del Sigl. Bach. / Fuga

NB. see abbreviation in Table 23 (a)

These copies of Group lc, consisting of copies by Anon. 302, have the same unlque movement
headings as Group la. It is fascinating to find that some of the headings were amended later to.
maintain its consistency. The identity in the rastrum and paper size suggest that all the four
copies could have been made within a short period of time. A close examination of text reveals,
however, that they represent the movements the least faithful and careful copy stemmed from
H. Among the most outstanding is the numerous omission of ties and rests. Also noticeable is
the unique notation of the trill, which is simbty written as "1.", This modification of ornamentation
is probably directly linked to the variation, as has already discussed on pp. 107 ff. One
important fact is that one of the duplicated pair, PrFg.F, is considered to be stemmed from ante
correcturam of the other copy by Kirnberger (pp.21-22) judging from the generation of errors.381

380 The reference of scribe, Su 1, is Kast's.

381 Both copies lacks certain symbols at so unique place and in so large number that are little
room to doubt their relations. The examination, of which the resutt is listed in Supplement
B, reveals the fact that the copy by Anon. 302 has much greater number of errors. From
this reason, | cannot agree with Breckotf (p.39), who considers their genealogical relation
the other way around.
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it is said that Anon. 302 is one of C.P.E. Bach's copyist.382 This suggests that Kinberger's
copy, which contained many errors, went to C. P. E. Bach's circle in Hamburg for some reason.
Strangely, the later correction was only made to Kimbergers text, however incomplete.
Considering many errors contained in these copies, the purpose of their use was perhaps not a
very importént one. ’ -

Table 23 (d): Group Id, P 209: copies by unknown scribe 2,3,4 and 5 (Su 1)

page  Mwt Hand Ra . Corpus Movement header (catch word)

5-6 PF.a Su2 8.3 43.6x33.8 Preeludium |PG| Fuga.

17 Fgf  AnKic 7.1 43.7x35.4 Fuga. 12 J.S. Bach.

2324 PFe Su4d 79 428x348 Preeludium |PG) Fuga.

3940 PFc Su5 88 43.6x35.2 Preeludium & Fuga 2. di J. S. Bach. (Votti
Fuga.) PG| Fuga 2.

Ng. see abbreviation in Table 23 (a)

Group Id is a collection of copies by various scribe In single occurrence. They, however, are
similar in paper width, and movement headers. Prg.a is not based on H, but K, with the same
later modification to the text as in Am.B.57. Fg.t is from H.383 PrFg.e is stemmed from H with
many corruptions. And finally PrFg.c is probably from post correcturam of H, for the extent of
variation and errors are very similar among them. The interchange between trill and mordent is
also found in PrFg.a and Pr.e.

Table 23 (e): Group Il, P 209: copies by Anon. 302 based on K.

page Mwt Hand R Compus Movement header (catch word)

29-30 PF.Ed An302 93 41.3x354 Preludio. dell Sigl: Sebastian Bach.
(Seque Fuga) |PG| Fuga./a. 4. (Fine)

37-38  PFd An302 9.0 45.3x35.5 Preludio 6 dell Sigl: Sebastian Bach. |PG|
Fuga./a. 3. (Fine)

NB, see abbreviation in Table 23 (a)

Despite the same identity of scribe, Anon. 302, with Group la, Group Il is marked with its unique
movement header in ltalian, rastra and paper size. The musical text is based on K. Pr.Eb is
fairly closely related to Am.B.57. Fg.ED is closest to Am.B.49 or MU MS 161. Thus the pair,
PrFg.ED, is not related to the other copy made by unknown scribe 1 (see Table 23 (b)). Pr.d is
either from ante comrecturam of Am.B.57 or from post correcturam of L. And finally Fg.d is the

382 Breckoff, p.39.

383 The scribe Anon.K1c, whose hand also found in Am.B.49 and P 633, is described by Kast
as Sud.
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closest to P 211, the copy of Am.B.57. The transformation of ornamentation is also found here.
In Pr.d, mordent is changed to trill. In Fg.d and Pr.E, trills were notated as "t".

Though Breckoff considers this MS as Kirnbergers corrected exemplar for his personal
complete copy of WTC ll, Am.B.57, specially obtained from C. P. E. Bach for this purpose, | find
no conclusive evidence to link between these two MSS except Group Il and PrFg.a of Group
Id.384 I Breckoff's hypothesis is correct, we would have to conclude that Kirnberger hardly
referred the text of P 209 for the compilation of his part. k is also difficult to consider P 209
within the genealogical branch of H, since P 209 contains many further variants and errors. On
the other hand, it is possible to link between the Kinbergers copy in P 209 and H with the
unique historical position, ca. 1740, where lays two possible interpretations that smartly explain
the question: 1) H and P 209 were copied in the same period from the same state of L; and 2)
Kirnberger, whose musical knowledge was less than that of in his late years, did not copy from
L but from H for whatever reasons when he had studied under Bach.385 These interpretations
are also supported by my genealogical order of copying from Kirnberger to Anon. 302. These
hypotheses, however, lack vital evidence: we know very little about Kirnberger's study on WTC
It under Bach; and we know almost nothing about the paper of P 209 where it was made.386
The foremost task in the future study is to inspect Mus 2405 T7 to establish genealogical link
between them. ‘

P63

MS P 631 is a bifolium, containing Pr.f# only. The brownish paper is hard. It was trimmed
on all the sides, and measures 35.5 x 25 cm. The sheet Is restored with gauzing on the sides
fas well as cemre-told from unused side. The paper sutfers badly from ink acid also. In the Inner
yside of 'the bifolium (pp. 2-3) is found the prelude, entitied "Prasludium 14. J. S. Bach". The
staves were drawn with a single-staff rastrum 9.4 mm high, and were arranged in seven piano
systems on all these unused pages, and in eight piano systems on unused pages of the other
side of the leaf. This 'manner of layout suggests that the leaf was originally designed to
accommodate the fugue as well. The Ink used for staves appears In light brown colour, while
that for notes is very dark brown, aimost black. The musical text is stemmed from ante
correcturam of P 209, Group la. It contain several further errors that are not shared with P 209,
let alone P 632.

384 Breckoff, pp. 39-40.

385 The later interpretation may be related to the state of H at the time. From Hilgenfeldt,
pp.123-124, we learn that H (see Footnote 362) contained many amendments in black ink
as well as red ink. Thus If Kirnberger made copy from H in those years in Leipzig, he was
most likely copied from ante correcturam, and this shall explain the reason why P 209
contains so many errors.

386  Breckoff, p. 40. finds only that the paper is Inot among the Leipzig paper.
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P 632

MS P 632 is also a single bifolium, containing PrFg.#. The brownish paper is of medium
thickness, and probably trimmed at top and bottom edges, which gives the measurement of
35.5 x 22.5 cm. Though the centre-fold is repaired, paper Is still in good, flexible quality. it
suffers, however, from ink acid quite badly. The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum
8.1 mm high, and were arranged in eight piano systems in all the four pages. They are drawn
with watery dark brown ink, giving good contrast with thick black or very dark brown ink for
notes. In the outer side of the bifolium (pp. 4 and 1) is found the prelude, entitied "Pra’ludium di
J. S. Bach". On the otner side of the leaf, pp. 2-3, Is placed its accompanying fugue, entitied
*Fuga’. Both movements are copied from ante correcturam of P 209, Group la. The Pr.f#
contains two further emors. These are shared neither in P 209 nor in P 631.

P 588

MS P 588 is a single bifolium containing PrFg.D only. The light brownish coloured paper is
of a medium thick, and its sides as well as the centre-fold is repaired with gauzing. The sheet is
untrimmed, and measures 34.4 x 21 cm. In the inner side (pp. 2-3) is contained the prelude
entitled "Preeludium. 5.". After the catch word "Seg Fuga® at the dght' bottom comer, we find the
fugue, entitled "Fuga”, in the other side of the open sheet (pp. 4 and 1). The fugue has no other
instruction. The sheet is given a page number, "111" on the left top corner of the prelude.

The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 8.5 mm high. They were written less
carefully, and were arranged in eight and nine piano systems for the prelude and the fugue
respectively. They were drawn with thin dark brown ink, giving good contrast with very dark
brown ink for notes. The scribe is unknown. But its calligraphic feature we find an identical hand
in P 584 which is discussed next. o

The musical origin is P 209, Group la. Beside over ten its own errors, P 588 inherited
about twenty unique errors/variants from P 209 in two movements. In the fugue, we find the
most clear evidence for their genealogical relation, such as the false interpretation of rests
(b.37) and of voice textures (bb.12 and 15). At some late stage, pedal instruction was added to
the fugue in red ink. It appears twice, bb.6 and 18, both as "Pedal.

P 584

MS P 584 Is a single bifolilum containing PrFg.C. The brownish paper is of a fairly thick,
flexible type, and its sides are reinforced with gauze. The centre fokd is also reinforced from the
back with paper. The sheet is untimmed (sides are crumpled), and rmeasures 35.0 x 21.5 cm..
. In the outer side (pp.4 and 1) is contained the prelude, entitled "Presludium. 1., The
accompanying fugue, entitied "Fuga®, is found in the other side of open sheet (pp. 2-3). No
other instruction is given except that the original page number "112." written in left top cofner of
the prelude. This suggests that the leaf was originally stored next to P 588 discussed above.
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The staves were probably prepared with the same rastrum and hand as P 588. They are,
however, arranged in seven uniform piano systems per page.

The musical origin is closely related with P 209, Group Ic. in contrast to P 588, the relation
with P 209 must remain vague, for P 584 lacks positive quality as being the second generation
of P 209. Beside matching corruptions, viz., eighteen ties and six rests, we find almost equal
number of unique corruptions in either side. In one instance, b.15:A,2 of the prelude, we may
even doubt that the relation is other way around.387 As in P 588, red ink is also used for later
annotation. This time, it was found in prelude for the addition of tie (b.19:S,1/2-) and of a flat
(b.24:A,1/2). ‘ _

P 593

MS P 593 is also a single bifolium. It contains PrFg.A. The light brown paper is flexible,
and apart from the reinforcement to the back of the centre-fold, the MS is in good condition.
The sheet is Unuimméd. and measures 34.8 x 21.4 cm. In the inner side (pp. 2-3) is found the
prelude, entitled "Praeludium 19. d. Sigl. J. S. Bach.". The accompanying fugue, entitled
'Fugaf', is found on he other side of the open sheet (pp. 4 and 1). No other instruction is given
. except the original page number "89.” written in left top corner of the prelude (p.2). The staves
were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 9.5 mm high, drawn neally by free-hand, and were
arranged in six piano systems in all the four pages. The ink used for staves is distinguished by
thin, dark brown colour from that for notes in very dark brown. The scribe is unknown, whom |
refer to as Anon. K3. The same hand is also found in P 585 and P 586 of Group K1.

The musical text is related very closely to P 209, Group Ic, and shares the significant
details in variant readings.388 There are, however, certain number of readings suggesting their
distance in their relation.38® These are minor, and all of these can be caused by accident, and
equally they cah be re-supplied without much deeper consideration, for they are the part of
thematic characteristics of the piece. One interesting finding is that the trills are written correctly
as "~~~*, which Is written differently in P 209 as "t.". -

387 The controversial note, quaver b’ plus quaver rest in P 430, and other MSS Is given in
P 584 as quaver only, while P 209 gives it crotchet. This Is the question of probability that
the error of generation is less likely from P 209 to P 584 in such a case.

383 The errors that are shared between them are: missing ties (Pr.A: b.5:A,2-; b.32:B, 1 : Fg. A
' b.13:B,3-) missing rests (Fg.A: bb.1-2, A), the error of rest-value (PrA b.30 84) and
variant rhythm (Fg.A: b.20, B.2).

389 The errors unique to P 209 are three missing ties only, viz., b.7:A.2-; b. 1281 and
b.16:A,1-. The errors unique to P 593 is equal in number, but spread out in two
movements: viz., missing ties (Pr.A:b.15,8,3-;b.28:A,1- )and missing rest (Fg.A:b.16:A,3-
4).
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P 634

MS P 634 ié also a single bifolium, oontaining Png.a. The brownish paper is hard and of
medium thickness. It is trimmed on the top and bottom edges, measures 35 6 x 24 cm. The
sheet once suffered from moisture damage on the top down to the centre fold, and
subsequently, quite extensive restoration was carried out: the repair is concentrated on gauzing
on the sides and reinforcing the centre fold. The staves were prepared with a single-staff
rastrum 9.4 mm high, and were arranged in eight uniform piano systems per page. They are
drawn with watery black ink, giving reasonable contrast with thick, black ink for the notes. In the
outer side of bifolium Is contained the prelude, entitled "Praeludium”. On the other side is the
fugue, entitled "Fuga". The scribe is unknown, but his calligraphy, especially large crotchet rest,
resembles 1o that of its presumed exemplar, Sui of P 209, Group Id. 3%0 The only variant
readmg it did not inherit from P 209 is the sharp in b.3:5,4/3 of the pre!ude. which was later
added 10 the text of P 209.

OTHER MINOR GROUPS FROM L

The following are the MSS which do not form themselves in major branch stemmed from
L. it does not mean that they are unimportant. in fact, the MSS numbered P 500s' of this group
can be seriously considered to have stemmed directly from L. Moreover, this is the only
possible extant MSS, which might have provided Kimberger with the reading of post
correcturam of L so as to compile WTC il, Am.B.57.

P587and P §94

MSS P 587 and P 594 are both single bifolium each containing one prelude-fugue pair
only. Both MSS are made by the same unknown scribe. It séems that he used L as the model.
The paper appears also to be of the same type: thick, brownish paper Is in good order, and no
trace of ink acid damage is found. The examination of its watermark should be included in the
future study. The size of paper varies due to the fact each sheet was trimmed separately.

P 587 contains PrFg.c#. The paper Is probably tdmmed on three sides, and measures
35.6 x 21.8 cm. Only repair Is the reinforcement to the centre-fold from the back. In the inner
side of the bifolium is found the prelude, entitled "Prelude %4 di J. S. Bach." Above this
heading Is found original page number "88," Following the catch word "Volti." at the end of the
movement, we are led to the other side of bifolium. And here Is found the fugue, entitied "Fuga.”
The movement terminate with *Fine.". The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 8.8 mm.
high. They were neaﬂy drawn by free-hand, and were arranged in eight plano systems on all
the pages.

390 Breckoff, p. 54, relates the text of P 634 with that of P 594. | found no firm evidence to link
these two however, ‘
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The music is based on inextant copy of L, judging from the generation of errors. Text critic
study shows that neither the unique errors of F nor that of K1 are found here.3%1 Yet the most
significant is the fact that the textual detail is closest to F. This suggests that the text of P 587
reflects the text of L faithfully, without errors. One noteworthy vadant is the form of
ormamentation the scribe confused in the earlier part of the prelude: in bb.1-18, all the mordent
was consistently converted to “t/". Later revision, which is mainly caried out on appoggiaturas,
is done with dark black ink with slight grey element. The modification is a fairly thorough one: |
found without special equipment almost twenty instances. In most cases, the later hand was to
restore the form of notation from small downstemmed quavers to hooks.

P 594 contains PrFg.a. The paper is apparently trimmed much, and cut the most off
original page number written on the left top corner of the prelude side. As a result, the size of
paper is slightly shorter than that of P 587, measures 35.1 x 21.9. In the outer side of the
bifolium (pp. 4 and 1) is found the prelude, entitled "Pragludium %20 di J. S. Bach.". The fugue
is on the inner side of the bifolium (pp. 2-3), which is entitled "Fuga 20". The staves were
prepared with the same rastrum as P 587, but arranged in six piano systems instead of eight.
This suggeststhat the scribe was aware of the necessity to vary page format according to the
length of individual movements.

The musical text is considered to have stemmed directly from L despite  its unique errors
and variants. The difference from L can be attributed to the scribe in two-fold factors: 1) copying
errors at the change of system, and 2) attempt to rectify errors in L. The first factor was
probably responsible for the error of the tugue, b.28,B,4. The second was for the rest, including
the change of note-value (Pr.a, b.16:B,3), fuller supplement of trills (Fg.a, b.12:A,2) and the
change of rhythmic notation (Fg.a, b.28:B,1). Other interesting things to find are the later
modification to the text, not only supplementing the reading, but also rectifying the errors made
by the scribe at his initial attempt. These are: addition of natural (Pr.a, b.19:5,4/2) and the
correction of rhythm (Fg.a, b.28,b.1). It is significant that the same process of these '
amendments is found in P 211, This strongly suggests that they are together possessed by the
same person. From a different angle, we may aiso find certain credibility that the ante
correcturam of P 594 served the model for K1, and together with them revision was made to the
both.

381 The errors of F (P 416) are: Pr.c# - missing rest, missing ties, missing note, the error of
note-value (b.53 and 54), the error of voice texture (b.61); Fg.c# - missing tie, the error of
note-value and accidentals. The errors of K1 (Am.B.57) are: Pr.c# - missing ties (b.8,
b.48:S,3-; b.60:B,2-) and the error of note-value.
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P 590 and P 592

MSS P 590 and P 592 were predictably made by the same scribe, whom | refer to as
Anon. K2, who also made P 591.392 Each of these three MSS consist of a single bifolium. Also
the same is the paper type: they are all thick and hard in brown colour. In them we find neither
repair nor reinforcement. They are obviously preserved in excellent condition. The sheets are
probably trimmed, which measure 35.4 x 21.8 cm. The staves were prepared with a single-staft
rastrum 8.7 mm high, and were arranged in seven piano systems. They were drawn with thin
dark brown ink, giving sharp contrast with the black ink for notes.

MS P 590 contains PrFFg.d. In the outer leaf is contained the prelude, which is emitled _
"Preludium. 6. di J. S. Bacl". Inthe other side of the leaf is contained the fugue, which is
entitled "Fuga. 6.". It is WOrth noting that these headings are identical with L. At the end of the
fugue, we find "/l Fine". This is found in all leaves in this hypothetical group of MSS (P 590,
P 591 and P 592) by the same scribe.

MS P 592 contains PrFg.G. Two movements are respectively entitled "Preeludium 15. di J.
S. Bach.” and "Fuga 15", identical with L. it has the same layout, format and pagination as
those of P 590. . _

The musical text bf PrFg.d may have been from post correcturam of L, the score initially
made by Anna Magdalena, and later revised by Bach.383 The quality of text represented in
PrFg.d is good. There are only two variants/errors in the prelude. The first, b.29:B,2/3, is ante
correcturam of L. The second is the final chord modified to a minor chord ending. This could
have been unintended omission of an accidental, a sharp on f. In the both sides of the leaf we
find two layers of addition of symbols - mainly accidentals. These are aimed partly to preserve
old notational conventions as used in L, and partly to suppiement the extra accidentals to expel
ambiguity from the text. Such addition can be classified by the shade of ink used between two
occasions: 1) thin pen with thinner brown ink; 2) fat pen with dark greyish ink.

The clearest genealogical relation is shown in Pr.G in the notation of the soprano, b.4, and
in the false interpretation of repeat marking, which is reproduced as a cadence on S,2/1, b.20.
In Fg.G, on the other hand, we can confirm several unique attempt by the copyist to rectify
Anna Magdalena's errors on note (rest) values.3%4

392 Though Breckoff put these three MSS as a single group, | separated them in tradjtions B
and K on the evtdenoe of text critic study. See also Footnote 419.

393 1t js interesting to note that in L these movements were copied by Anna Magdalena. This
fact raises a probabmty that Png finl (which ls found nP 591) was also copied by her

3%4 There are altogether three instances: b. 15, soprano; b.39, ano. and b.59, alto. See
Supplement B for details.
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No.543

MS No.543 of Riemenschneider Bach Institute, Baldwin Wallace College, Ohio, contains
only the twenty-four fugues of WTC 1395 The bound MSS consists of 110 pages (55 leaves)
organized in five gatherings (VI + V + VIl + V + HI}). White, medium thick paper measures 22 x
30 cm. Watermark of the paper consists of three parallel, crescent-shaped "C's" underneath
which are the letters, "REAL.” Jan La Rue identified this mark as that of an ltalian paper
maker.396 The volume was originally part of a ten-volume set of copies of keyboard works by
"Sebastian Bach," scribed by the copyist known as "Kp.I" for the Prefect of the Imperial Library,
Baron Gottfried van Swieten (1734-1803).397 Warren Kirkendale considers that it has a link with
the fugue amanged for string quartet by Mozart.398 The volume has no title page. Each
movement heading is written generally in the following tashion: JWTC work order number in
Latin]. & [no. of voice] tro. / Fuga/ In [key in German] [major/minor in italian]” - e.g., Fg.c as "N2
Il & 4tro. / Fuga / In C Minore.”

The origin of its musical text is extremely difficult to ascertain. Let us look at from three
different angles. Firstly, from the broadest observation of its genealogical origin, we find that all
the movements except Fg.C and Fg.AP are related somehow to the reading of L. The two
exceptions are related with the new reading in A. From this unique arrangement we may have
to consider the possibility of the relation with H. What | say as relation with H here should not
convey the implication to the extent that they are genealogically linked. Such link appears to be
quite irrelevant, for the text in No.543 can be to some extent ascertained to have stemmed from
much earlier versions, either the earliest state of text in L or its exemplar. What | precisely
mean in relation is the selection of movement in No.543 itself, which might have been
influenced by the acknowledged existence of H or vice versa.

Secondly, from the observation of the quality of text, we would find that the text is poorly
represented indeed. There we find numerous omissions of rests, ties and corrupted notes in
every movement. There are also many unique variant readings in melody, rhythm and voice
texture. In one sense, we may find that they could have been made deliberately. What | see as
the most curious and outstanding is the variant readings in voice texture. They tend to occur
where the voice texture is reduced. From such observation, one may have limited choice to
interpret the event: it could be the result of the attempt either to enrich the piece, or to restore

385 This was referred as Ma M5 by Breckoff, p.41. This MS Is reproduced as a facsimile
edition contained in Book HiI-1V of Riemenschneider Bach Facsimiles, Volume 1, (1985). |
have only examined the source from the facsimile.

3% Jan La Rue, "Watermarks and Musicology" Acta Musicologica XXXIIl (1961), pp.138-139,
397 bid., pp.35-37.

398 Warren Kirkendale, "More Slow Introduction by Mozart 1o Fugues of J. S. Bach?" JAMSoc
XVIil, 1 (1964), pp.45-64. See also Gerhard Herz "Bach-Quellen in Amerika”" in Bachliana
et alla musicologica (1983), p.105.
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the reading based on the assumption that his exemplar was corrupted. It seems significant that
the variant readings in melody and rhythm can also be caused by the sarr;e motivation.

Thirdly, from the observation of its genealogical relation in its variant readings, we would
find an interesting fact is that there are certain agreeable kinship with the readings of K4 MSS.
It Is truly difficult to have‘:o make a conclusion within the extent of this study, but 1| would
consider the origin of its text in complex, chaotic state of poorly written exemplar, which
stemmed from the eaﬂiest Bach's score and aiso had an indirect link to K4 MSS. Many other
variant readings and the unique integration of new version in Fg.C and Fg.A%, | tend to ascﬁbe
to the result of scribe's restoring, eclectic editorial work. What appeasto be an unique text in
No.543 is nonetheless invaluable. Better understanding of its background of MS making would
surely enable us to unvell an entirely new perspective into Bach's compiling and revising
activities of WTC Il.
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TRADITION K (KIRNBERGER'S COPY)

In the Kimberger tradition, | am going to discuss the MSS of which the origin of their texts
is related to Am.B.57, the complete copy of WTC Il compiled by J. P. Kimberger. In this section,
the following MSS are dealt with: :

Table 24: MSS belonging to Tradition K

Abbr MS Origin of text Scribe Date
K1 Am.B.57 K-ex Anon, K1 ca. 1760
P211 a.c., AmB.57 Anon. K1 ca. 1760
Am.B.49 p.c., AmBS57 “Anon.Kic ca. 1770
P 626 P 211 Anon. 402  2nd half 18¢
P5972an p.c., Am.B.57 Fr.C. 2nd half 18¢
P 591 p.c., Am.B.57 Anon. K2 2nd half 18¢
P 585 ac.P430/S Anon. K3 2nd half 18¢
P 586 from P 209 Anon. K3 2nd half 18¢
Am.B.55 a.c., Am.B.57 Anon. K1 ca. 1760
Am.B.79 Am.B57 Anon. K1 ca. 1760
P 633 p.c., Am.B.57 Anon. Kic  ca 17707?
K2 P84 K-ex unknown 2nd half 18¢
‘P1182 K-ex unknown 2nd half 18¢
P513 P 11827 Moehring?  2nd half 18¢
MU MS 161 early K-ex Fkwiliam 1772
P 580 early K-ex unknown 2nd half 18¢
P 582 K-ex/a.c.K1 Anon. K4 unknown
K3 30386 early K-ex Sulv last 3rd 18¢
' P414 ~ {rom 30 3867 Su lv? ¢a.1800
P 608 corrected K-ex unknown unknown
K4 P 237 modified K-ex J.S.Borsch ca. 1780
RM 21 a9 as P 237 unknown ca. 1780
LM 4837 as P 237 unknown 2nd half 18¢
30332 as P 237 Hossbach 1778
excluded from the study
P 298 unknown 1st half 19¢
key: K-ex - examplar compiled under Kimberger for Am.B.57

a.c. - ante correcturam
p.C. - post corracturam

As shown in the Table 24 above, | classified the MSS into four groups, viz., K1, K2, K3 and
K4, from the characteristics of their genealogical relation with Am.B.57.

GROUP K1

been
Group K1 is Am.B.57 itself and the MSS which are considered to have|copied directly from

Am.B.57.

NAR3, AmB49] wnknown, whnknowh
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Am.B.57

MS Am.B57 (Nr.57 of Amalienbibliothek) has been known as ‘"Kirnberger's
Handexemplar" for some time, and regarded as one of the most important first source MSS.3%
It consists of two bound volume MSS containing complete WTC | and Il in each volurﬁe. Book |l
(Am.B.57.2) is in the corpus of 36.1 x 23 cm, and on its cover, the volume is labelled with
Kirmnberger's handwriting, "24 Kiavier Praludia und Fugen / Zweiter Theil / von / Joh: Seb.
Bact.4% The watermark of this light brownish paper has not been studied, but Breckoft
considers that the MS dates in the period of 1760 - 1780 from his philoiogical interpretation of
the MS. The volume consists of 98 pages, and is originally paginated.40! The title page is found
in page 1, and at the top of the page, we find the volume title by Kirnberger in a similar fashion:

24 Praludia und Fugen
von J S. Bach
zweyter Theil.

Kirnberger.402

The music was not in the hand of Kirnberger, however, but that of his copyist, who is
referred to by Plath as Anon. 2, whose handwriting Is also found in many other MSS of traditfon
K1.403 | shall refer to him in this study as Anon. K1. He uses ltalian for titles and instructions,
which becomes the prevailing feature of K tradition. The movement headings are given as
*Preludio [work order]" and "Fuga & [number of voice]".4%4 They are not written in the top
margin, but on the left most part of the initial system, immediately followed by the music

399 BG X1V, p. xiv. Kroll describes this as Nr.2 in his listing of MSS.
400 Breckoff, p.46.

401 page number is found in the top margin, close to the centre-fold. The numbering is,
however, confusing: page 1, where Pr.C begins, is given to page 2 ot our convention. In
the following discussion, | shall maintain the reference of page humber to our convention,
and not the actually written number.

402 There is a strange abbreviation "r. s*, or "a. 8" in the middle of the page. | have been
_ - 8o far unsuccessful in decoding its meaning.

403 From Breckoff, p.46. Piath's publication is not cited by Breckoff. | assume this is NBA KB
V/5, p. 23, where Am.B.478 is discussed. Plath does not say the scribe as Anon. 2,
however.

404 Work order number of WTC Il was most likely added at a later stage. There is twd reasons_
1o believe this. For one, in almost every page, we find a work order number in the top left
comner of the open page written in pencil. This is totally unnecessary it the work order
number is included in the heading from the outset. For another, the work order number in
the header was not written in line with "Preludio”, but below it. This reduces the credibility
that the work number was initially written as a part of the heading. These observations
may be applied to interpret the heading of Pr.F#, where the work number is not given in
the heading, but we find 13" in pendil on the left top comer of the page.
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itself.405 Also at the page turns within a movement, *Volti Subito.” is given (pp. 19, 63, 73 and
83). At the very end of the cycle, "Fing" is found (p. 97). Kirnberger's handwriting is found in
added annotations, located above the headings of every fugue in red ink as "Donisch",
"Aeolisch™, etc. They signify the character of the fugue subject with reference to the church

The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 9.1 (-2.5-2.2-2.2-2.2-) mm high. They
appear in dark brown shade, and are clearly distinguished from that for notes which are in
black. The music score was prepared with some thought.. It can be seen that the copyist tried
to accommodate a single movement in the open pages so as to avoid page turns within a
movement. Main tactics for this was to plan the number of systems in a page according to the
length of a movement. There are four variations, ranging from six to nine.407 Failing to begin
from a fresh page are the four movements, Fg.D, Fg.g, Pr.A and Fg.Bb, Except Fg.g, they are
the result of having been placed after extremely long movements in WTC |l cycle that inevitably
flew over to the next open page (viz., Pr.D, Fg.g# and Pr.B?). Fg.g was, on the contrary,
affected by extremely short movement in the preceding order, i.e., Pr.g, in the cycle.

The musical text was based on the intermediate MSS (inextant) in Kirnbergers
possession. And it is possible that this source had already served as an exemplar for Group K2.
The general survey of the tradition K serves to show that each movement from this MS
contained many minor errors, ranging from a few omission of ties, corrupted symbols, notes or
rests in incorrect note value or pitch in 2nd or 3rd, misinterpreted rhythm and accidentals, and
though rarely, the misinterpreted voice texture. This resulted in generating identical errors to
various groups within K, even some did not stem from Am.B.57.

The origin of this model could have been taken and assembled from various sources, and
that in some pieces Kirnberger could have afforded to chose a version out of several.
Remembering that Kirnberger was one of Bach's students in the years 1739-1741, the time
WTC Il was in the process of compilation, he could have had opportunities to make copies'
straight from Bach's composing scores. From this background, are originated PrFg.c and
PrFg.f, which currently represents the earliest version of the movement.408 And there will be
little doubt that he had made some copies from L also. The fact that a great majority of

405 Exception to this rule is Fg.e, and the header is found in top margin. it was due to the
extreme length of the movement that this space for the header has to be used by the
music. '

406 Breckoff, p.46. See also Spitta lll, p. 133. The character is explained by Spitta as "a certain
form of modulation in the style of the ecclesiastical modes". The list of Kimbergers
definitions is to be found in Supplement B under "sub-title".

407 The statistics of such distinctions is as follows: six system format = 5, seven = 24, eight =
13, and nine = 6. Note that pp.1 and 98 is not ruled.

408 We do not count the movement represented in the early models, e.g., P 595. The version
of PrFg.c (ante correcturam of Am.B.57) is identical with that in tradition A. The version of
PrFg.tis only found in K and P 1076.



152

movements in K were indeed related closely to L does not mean however that the model of K
were copied from it directly. The closer philological study suggest that most movements in K
stemmed from post correcturam of L, which is less likely for Kimnberger 1o access during his
period of study in Leipzig. Also important to remember is that only extant copies in his hand are
P 209, which gives ante correcturam of L. One of the possible answers to this query seems to
be found in the relation with other group of MSS - F. It is certainly strange enough that the text
of PrFg.C, and less positively, PrFg.d# and PrFg.A® are closest to F, for in these movement
some unique errors are reproduced, very curious indeed. It seems significant that the
movements which Kimberger has to hunt for were among the latest additions to Bach's
compilation of WTC II. These were the movements which Kirnberger did not possess for some
reasons - possibly because he gathered his text from P 209 or other related MSS, or because
he left Leipzig before these movements became available to him. it may, however, seem
somewhat strange to notice the fact that in his compilation Kimberger took the reading of
PrFg.C and AP from F, the simpler version, despite the strong probability that Kirnberger
possessed P 209 at the time, which could have included the new version of PrFg.C and AP as
is now. This question cannot be answered at least until we understand P 209 better.

The primary belief to Kirnberger's compilation would be summarised as this: he came to
possess an almost complete set of MSS which was based on post comecturam of L, which
lacked a few movements, and looked fortminF. The MSS of this unique feature ¥& not known to
have existed, however. One the other hand, we only know part of the cycle in many bifolia
stemmed directly from post correcturam of L, such as P 587, P 590, P 592 and P §94. The
textual link between these and K1 is, however, not well established. Another possible way to
make such MSS for such a good musician as Kirnberger himself is to pursue the editorial work
based on F and H or P 209, which are currently the only certain sources. As the link with F and
H is the only known and credible sources, the model of K can be made by rectifying numerous
errors of F against the reading of H. This type of editorial activity Is, In fact, confired in Fg.e.
This movement in Am.B.87 is an extended version (86 bars), but retains all the unique errors of
his shorter version (71 bars) given in MU MS 161. This suggest that Kimberger originally had a
shorter version with several unique errors, and only supplemented the extended part of the new
copy which was obtained later. This type of eclectic editorial work can therefore be seen as a
prevailing feature of this MS. Much of such editorial work by Kirnberger is, however, found after
the MS was once completed. For example, the mixture of tradition L and A (earlier version) for
Fg.a was probably first carried out on Am.B.57. The first layer of Kimberger's reading was the
version of L, but he later modified the final cadence from three-voiced major cadence a'chH’' AA
to five-voiced minora’e’ ¢’ A AA.4%% The result of such work on the MS necessitated some sort
of personal reference to distinguish his from the Bach's authentic readings. This, | speculate, Is

409 |n the earlier version, represented in P 402 and ante correcturam P 430, the final cadence
is 4-voiced minor chord a’ e’ ¢’ A. In P 430, it was probably Grasnick who added the fifth
note to the chord when he was editing P 430 with Am.B.57. See p.178 below.
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given in "X" or "+" in red ink, placed before the movement headings of Fg.c, Fg.D, Fg.d, FgE,
Pr.e, Prf, Pr.G, Pr.a, Fg.a and Fg.bb.410 In most cases, later added or modified symbols were
written in lighter coloured brownish ink.

Another type of reference mark, "X", is found in the musical text in dark black ink with thin
pen tip. This is considered to have been written by F. A. Grasnick, who scrutinized the text of
Am.B.57 against P 430.411 In Fg.E® only, the "X" mark is written in green ink (bb. 41 and 43).
This was probably given when the MS was compared with No.543 or its related MS. Another
unique finding is the number "8", *10" and "12" placed at the entry of the counter subject in Fg.g
and Fg.Binredink412 - ’ '

Verily Am.B.57 is one of the most important MSS in our source study of WTC Il. However
may it seem to contain certain amount of non-original ideas of Bach's, we should not
underestimate its factual value. The essence of its value lies in Kimberger's understandings,
preference and inspired improvement to the work seen in the compilation of his part. As a
cherished Bach student, Kirnberger's such pursuit can be affected by or originated from certain
unknown factors in Bach's part. To this direction we should continue to delve for much
unearthed worth in the MS.

P211

MS P 211 is a bound MSS of fifty pages, containing twelve preludes and fugues from WTC
Il. The MS is in the corpus of 35.5 x 22 cm, and its light brown paper has smooth edges, but not
trimmed, and certainly in very good condition. In the title page (page 1), we find a title to the
volume, or rather the table of contents: "Joh. Seb. Bach. / Das wohltemperirte Klavier. / Il Theil,
Préludia und Fugen: / N® 1. 2. 4. 6. 9. 10. 12. 13. 15. 19. 20 und 22." Since this is in the
different hand from the scribe who copied the music, it may be considered to have been added
by Cne cf the loter cwaers of the MS.

The music was probably copied by the same scribe as Am.B.57, Anon. K1. Movement
headings are also very similar to Am.B.57, except that the headings of the prelude are simply
"Preludio” without the work order number of WTC I, and that the page turn instruction Iis simply

410 |n the case of first three movements, | found later modifications in their accompanying
preludes, and not in fugues themselves. In Pr.e, | find no marked later revisions. The
reference mark "x" to its heading means possibly that the unique rhythmic figure of bb.3,4,
12 and 22, which are not found in any other tradition, are of Kirnberger's.

411 Breckoff, p.46; BG X1V, p. xiv. The result of this work of Grasnick Is summarized in P 1146.

412 Fgg - b.12: "8"; b.28: "12"; b.32: "10"; b.36: "12"; b.45: "10"; b.51: "10"; b.59: "10": b.67:
"12"; b.80: *10". Fg.B - b.28: "12"; b.36: "12"; b.43: "12"; b.49: "12"; b.86: "12"; b.94: "12",
This is also taken into Am.B.49 (in black ink) and in P 430. In the case of the latter, the
addition was made by Grasnick when he compared P 430 with Am.B.57.
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written as "Volti".413 Also noteworthy is that there is no extra headings in P 211 such as
*Donisch” or "Aeolisch”.’ ' '

The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 9.2 mm, very similar to that in Am.B.57.
They were drawn with thin ink of dark brown shade, making clear contrast with thick, black ink
for the notes. The music score was prepared with the same carefulness as Am.B.57. But unlike
Am.B.57, no page turns during the movement is found, for the long movements which caused
the page turn problem in Am.B.57 were not included in P 211. This being the case, every
movement is perfectly accommodated within the two pages of the open volume. Format for the
individual pieces in P 211 is probably better, for there is smaller number of bar splits over two
systems. ‘

"~ The musical text is basically taken from ante correcturam of Am.B.57. There are, of
course, number of unique errors or variant readings. The corruption of notes are found in Pr.C
and Fg.F#, and other minor errors are also found in Pr.C, PrFg.c#, Fg.E, Fgf, PrFg.A and
Fg.bP. Some emors in Am.B.57, mainly missing ties, are not inherted in the following
movements: Fg.c, Fg.c#, Pr.E Pr.F#, Fg.G and Pr.A. The most unique feature of P 211 is the
revision to the text. it appears in four movements, viz,, Pr.c, Pr.f and PrFg.a, that the identical
revision is found in Am.B.57. In Pr.G, unique addition of accidentals is related with P 209.

All the features of the text suggest that the MS was made for partial duplicate of Am.B.57
at the time before Am.B.57 was confronted with further revisions.

Am.B.49

MS Am.B.49 is a large bound MS containing beth volumes of WTC in thér entiety. The cream
coloured paper is obviously frimmed. and in the corpus of 37.6 x 24.5 cm. The paper is very
hard, and in many pages we find cracks in the paper alongside long straight strokes of ink, e.g.,
stave, stems and beams. The volume has a title page: "Das / wohltemperirte Klavier / oder /
Praludien und Fugen / durch alle Tonaner’. Between WTC | and I, we also find a short
introduction to the second volume:

Der
Zweyte Theil.
J. Seb: Bach.

This title page as weli as the music was copied probably by the same scribe as Am.B.57,
but appears to have been copied extremely neatly. Thus | shall distinguish this hand as
Anon. K1c (for “calligraphic”) from Anon.K1. Movement headings are Idertical with post
correcturam of Am.B.57, except that none of reference to church mode is found here.

413 As already mentioned, the work order number in Am.B.57 was added afterwards, and the
title of P 211 is taken from ante correcturam of Am.B.57. The page turn instruction in
P 211 is slightly ditferent from those in Am.B.57 in the sense that these are placed at the
end of the prelude, while those are placed within the movement.



155

The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 8.9 mm high. They were drawn with dark
brown ink. The ink for notes are much darker brown. Page layout basically follows the same
principle as Am.B.57, but instead of making a crowded format, or of compromising the
beginning of the piece not from the fresh page, long movements in Am.B.49 are not restricted
within two page of an open volume, but in four pages of specious layout. In such
circumstances, page tums within a movement is carefully placed. For example, Pr.D is copied
into four pages, divided at the double bar of this binary structured movement, despite the fact
that each section is of far from equal lengths, 16 and 40 bars respectively. This explains
nothing but how beautiful the MS was made out to be - the édition de luxe for Princess Amalia.

The musical text is basically taken from post correcturam of Am.B.57. As a result of the
greater involvement into the calligraphic beauty and neatness, the copyist was predestined to
make some errors of serious types, such as conuption of notes (Pr.Eb, Fg.Ab and Fg.bb),
errors in pitch notation (Pr.C#, Pr.d, Fgt, Fg.A®, Pr.g#, PrFg.a, Pr.B® and PrFg.bb) and errors
in rhythmic notation (Pr.d#, Pr.f# and Prb.). Nonetheless, Kimberger's continuing revision
activities in the compilation of his part is cleary reflected in the improved details, which were
found neither in Am.B.57 nor in P 211. The common finding is the missing ties in Am.B.57,
which are not inherited in Am.B.49. The most extraordinary Is the relation of the text with the
post correcturam of L, which overrides some unique reading prevailing in tradition K. PrFg.C is,
for example, clearly revised according to the text of L. This is probably because Kimberger
thought the source of the text had to be re-ascertained, since he must have aware of the
unreliable nature of the exemplar he used for the movements. Equally for PrFg.c#, Pr.E, PrFg.g
and Pr.B® a similar revision process could have been considered.414 In some places, we also
find later revision clearly distinguished by the black shade of ink.

» Although Breckoff considers that Am.B.49 was made ca. 1758, before Am.B.57, the order
of their dates must be other way around.4!5 That Am.B.49 contains not only the post
correcturam of Am.B.57 but also the latest reading revised only here suggests that Am.B.49
must have acquired the status as being the most important MS in Kimberger's mind.

N.10483

MS N.10483 has not previously been studied in relation to WTC II. The twenty page MS
consists of two fascicles, ternio + binio. The cream paper is hard and of medium thick, but the
quality of paper ditfers between the fascicles. | find fascicle 2 slightly thicker than fascicle 1. in
the former, together with the first page of the latter, are accommodated six preludes from WTC
Il, and in the rest are used by two pieces by Kimberger. The entire music was copied by the

414 One extraordinary evidence of such activity Is most clearly reflected in the revisions camied
out in Pr.E, b.50:B,1, where is found the same revision in L. This raises the possibility that
Am.B.49 and L were compared directly and modified at the same time. There Is no other
MSS which gives such reading.

415 Breckoff, p. 48.
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same unknown scribe. The first page (p. 1) is the title page, which reads: "Preludia / von /
Johann Sebastian Bach™.

‘ The staves in fascicle 1 were prepared with the rastrum 8.5 mm high, written in thin dark
brown ink, while that in fascicle 2 were prepared with 7.6 mm instrument with thin light brown
ink. They were carefully arranged according to the length of each individual piece so as o avoid
unnecessary page turns: five system format is found on pp. 2-3,11,14-15; six system format on
pp. 4,6-10,16-17; seven on pp.5.12-13.18-19.

The preludes of WTC Il are as follows: Pr.c (pp. 2-3); Pr.e (pp. 4-5); Prt (pp. 6-7); Pr.G
(pp. 8-9); Pr.a(pp. 10-11); and Prb (pp.12-13). All piece bearns the movement heading
"Preludio”. Except the last piece, only the half of which was copied in fascicle 1, all the preludes
share a same feature - short binary stmcture. Thus it is most likely that the last prelude, Pr.b
and two pieces by Kirnberger were added afterthought. This explains the differences between
the two fascicles, such as the quality of paper and the size of rastra.

The musical text resembles in detail with Am.B.49. Despite the profound attention paid in
the stave layout, the musical text contains several orthographic errors, the type normally found
in less skilful copyists, e.g., rhythmic notation (Pr.e: b.22:S,1) and frequent omission of
accidentals and ties. The error in Pr.b, viz., the pitch error of b.62:B,2/2, also suggests the link
with P 1182 and P 513. It is possible fo think from this evidence that when the scribe
considered to add Pr.b, he referred a MS of Group K2. The MS was later revised. In Pr.e and
Pr.a some oorredions were entered with very dark brown ink.

P 626

MS P 626 consists of two bifolia each containing a single movement, Pre and Pr.F
respectively. Both leaves are light brown, thick and yet flexible. Their watermarks are unknown.
They suffers slightly from ink acid. They were originally part of large gathering, for it appears
that the first leaf was numbered "Nro:i4", and the latter "Nro: i5."416 The first leaf was ruled with
rastrum 9.2 mm high, and the second leaf with the instrument of 7.8 mm high. In both sheets
the staves were arranged in seven piano systems. And in both scores, R. H. was transmitted on
the treble clef, which is the only instance in the MSS of K. The scribe is known as Anon.402.418

The musical text of Pr.e is identical with P 211 in most significant details. That of Fg.F can
be partly identified with Am.B.57 and Am.B.49 in generation of errors: but the pitch error of
b.86, the characteristic reading of F and H, must have been stemmed from the other source,
possibly from the models used by Kirnberger. Another interesting feature is the manner it
avoids using clef change normally found in the reading of L, H, K1 and K2. Only K4 and A does.
the same aa i 626. Considering these contrasting elements in reédings. these two movements
could have|copled from different sources at different times.

418 Plath considers the link with MS Mus. ms Joh. Ph. Kimberger 11632. See NBA KB V/5,
p. 36.
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P5372an

MS P 597 is a miscellaneous collection of four MSS by different scribesin twenty-four
pages. In the third section, pp. 13-16, we find a single bifolium containing Pr.f only. The light
brown paper is thick and hard, and the centre fold tends to be torn off. The sheet is trimmed,
and measures 34.4 x 21 cm. It suffers slightly from ink acid: the ink not only comes through the
paper, but also affects the surface of the facing pages. The first page, p.13, Is a title page on
blank background, readi*Preludio. / Joh: Seb: Bach. . / Fr. C:.17 In the inner side, pp. 14-
15, is found the prelude. Its movement header was unfortunately timmed off from the paper.
The last page, p.16, is left blank. The staves were prepared on pp.14-15 with a 9.5 mm
rastrum, which was probably capable of drawing only one staff at a time. They were neatly
drawn by free-hand, and were arranged in seven piano systems.

The musical text is based on the post correcturam of Am.B.57. The only difference is the
accidental in b.32:A,1/2. While P 597 gives a natural to g*, Am.B.57 later adds a flat here. Since
the errors associated with these two types of symbol is so common, it is too dangerous to
interpret their relation on this evidence alone.

P 591

MS P 591 is a single bifolium containing PrFg.f only. The unknown scribe of the MS may
be considered to be Anon. K2, the scribe who also made P 590 and P 592, for we find the close
resemblance not only in calligraphic features but also in diplomatic features, such as stave
layout and catch words. lts physical aspect has already been described on pp. 146 1. In the
outer side (pp. 4 and 1) is contained the prelude entitied “Fantasie del Signore Giov: Seb: Bach.
12, At the end of the prelude, we find 'mrfmdfohs: *Segue la Fuga. / volti” The fugue is found
in the inner side of the folio, and is entitled "Fuga. 12.° The piece terminates with the word *//°
Fine".

The musical text of the prelude Is not related with these MS.419 It is taken either from post
correcturam of Am.B.57 or P 211, or from their model that did not contain the pitch error of

417 The name of the scribe, Fr.C, was also found in P 579 (BWV 848,1) and P 601 (BWV
582).

418 Kast, pp.39 and 139. His handwriting is also found in P 289 9 an (BWV 1007-1009) and
P 1085 (BWV 906,1).

419 Note that the philological evidence | manipulate here leaves much to be desired, for it is
very hard to judge their genealogical position since they are isolated leaves. It is, however,
not impossible to give a hypothesis that the three MSS, P 590, P 591 and P 592, could
have been a part of the set of MS. If it is the case, this would be the MS which links the
post correcturam of L and Am.B.57, the MS that is considered to have served as exemplar
for Am.B.57. This exciting speculation is slightly obliterated by the fact that, by comparing
with H, the text in P 591 originated from the earlier text of L, and that of P 590 and P 592,
post correcturam of L, is from later text of L.
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b.55:S,1/4. That of the fugue is from the text closely related to ante correcturam of Am.B.57.
Revision was only made to the fugue possibly twice - mainly supplying missing accidentals and
rests: the first amendment was to rectify the errors contained in the text of K by referring to the
text of B/A. From this state, the reading of the fugue perhaps served as model for P 1076;420
the second émendment was made to the similar point, but not in great deal. Most interesting
finding perhaps is the reading of b.60:A,1/2, which is obviously taken from either Group H MSS
or Am.B.49. Another evidence, trill on b.84:5,2/1, supports the point further that the model
could have been P 209.

P 585 and P 586

MSS P 585 and P 586 are both single bifolium each containing one prelude-fugue pair
only. Both of them are made by the same unknown scribe, whom 1 refer to as Anon. K3.421
They both show the similar features in physical aspect, stave layout and the musical text. Both
folia are reinforced with thin piece of paper from the back alongside the centre-fold. They suffer
slightly from ink acid. As a result, we can see the ink faintly coming through to the other side of
the sheets. The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 9.6 mm high, arranged in seven
piano systems in all the pages. The music and the staves were probably written with the same
black ink. . |
MS P 585 contains PrFg.c. Untrimmed brownish paper measures 36 x 21.5 cm at its
folded state. In the inner side (pp. 2-3) is found the prelude, entitled "Preludio 2.". Just above
the heading, on the left top corner of the page, is found the original page number "114,". Its
accompanying fugue, entitied "Fuga & 4" is found in the outer side (pp.4 and 1).

The musical text of P 585 . stemmed possibly directly from ante correcturam of P 211,
judging from the generation of errors.422 The most noteworthy unique errors that were shared
between these are the invalid tie (slur) in b.8:5,4/2- and the incorrect alignment of a flat in

420 Among the most convincing pieces of evidence are the following: the revision of an
accidental in b.37:8,2/4; the addition of a tie in b.37:A,2/2; and an addition of a rest in
b.71:A,2/2. These are originally present in P 1076. Thus It is not impossible to say that
their relation is other way around. But that is most unlikely, since P 1076 contains far more
number of errors as well as large scale corruptions. The same observation to the prelude,
on the contrary, suggest little about their relation. From all the evidence, | suspect there
was an intermediate MS which linked these two.

421 From the close resemblance in calligraphy and the size of rastrum, we may consider that
the same scribe made P 593 also. Breckoff, p. 43, classifies these three MSS In the same
group for this reason. | do not follow his idea. | find in P 593 many features which do not
share with P 585 and P 588, such as layout of staves, ink and textual origin.

42 The only difference between P 211 and Am.B.57 Is the reading of the fugue, b.19:A,1/2,
: which is an error in Am.B.57's part. This suggests that Am.B.57 and P 211 was not related
as parent - child, and that P 585 stemmed from the model of P 211.
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b.18:T,3/3 in the fugue. The text of P 585 contains further unique errors in both movements that
their genealogical relation is undoubtedly irreversible 423 ‘

MS P 586 contains PrFg.C#. The brownish paper is trimmed at the bottom, which
measures 35.5 x 21.5 cm, slightly shorter than P 585 as a result. In the inner side (pp. 2-3) is
contained the prelude, entitled "Preludio 3.". The original page number "145." is also found in
the same place as P 585. lts accompanying fugue, entitied "Fuga” is found in the outer side
(pp.4 and 1). ’

The musical text of P 586 is stemmed from ante correcturam of Am.B.57 or its model. In
two Instances, the errors in P 586 are shared only with Am.B.49.

Am.B.55

MS Am.B.55 has not previously been studied in relation to WTC Il. It is a collection of
MSS, measuring 32.5 x 20.2. Our interest is the second fascicle, pp. 37-44, where two fugues
in full score from WTC Il is located. The title page, p. 37, is read "2 Fugen./ vom / Joh: Seb:
Bach.”. On pp.38-41 is found Fg.E, entitled "Fuga & 4, and on pp.42-44 is found Fg.A, entitled
*Fuga.". The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 8.2 mm high. For Fg.E, they are
arranged in four systems, each containing four staves with appropriate margins. For Fg.A, on
the other hand, they are arranged in five systems, each containing three staves with
appropriate margins. The staves were written with watery brown ink, giving decent contrast with
very dark brown ink for notes. The scribe is possibly Anon. K1,

The musical text is considered to have copied directly from Am.B.57, ante correcturam.
The format of system change are also faithfully followed. Apart from supplementing rests for
absent part, the score appears to have made quite mechanically. One of the unfortunate result
of such is reflected in the error of note value in Fg.E, b.30:B,1.

Am.B.79

MS Am.B.79 is a single binio fascicle. The timmed paper measures 33.4 x 21.3 cm. The
first page is the title page of which the contents, calligraphy Is identical with that in Am.B.55. On
pp.2-5 Is found the Fg.B®, entitled "Fuga & 3.", and transmitted in full score. The staves were
ruled with the same rastrum as Am.B.55, and were arranged in exactly same manner as for
Fg.A of the same MS. The scribe is Anon. K1, identical with Am.B.55.424

423 The unique errors of P 585 are of the following: the prelude - missing tie (b.12, A2,1-2),
missing accidental (b.20:S,4/4), pitch error (b.27:S,1/1); the fugue - variant rhythm
(b.19:T,1) and pitch (b.19:T,2/1).

424 Breckoff says Am.B.79 also contains Fg B, but he is incorrect in this account. On pp.6-8 is
found Fg.C of WTC I.
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The musical text probably copied directly from Am.B.57. As expected, the rests required
for absent voice are supplied here in full. Unlike the fugues in Am.B.55, Pr.B? here does not
follow the system changes of Am.B.57.

P 633

MS P 633 is a single binio fascicle containing Fg.g copied in full score. The light brown
paper Is thick and hard. Despite the sheet Is reinforced to the part of the centre-fold from the
outmost leaf, it is otherwise in good condition. Currently ink acid does not cause too grave
concem. The staves were prepared with a rastrum 6 mm high on pp.2-8, and were arranged
thoughtfully in three systems, each gathering four staves with pienty of margins in between
systems. The first page is left blank, where, with some illustrations of flowers, we find the
original title to the fascicle, read "Preludio NB Fuge/ Largo / von Herren. J. S. Bach.425 From
the next page to the last is copied Fg.g, with the heading, "Rreisdie / FuQg / Largo.”. Note that
the "£uga” was added by later hand. The scribe is unknown, but appear to be identical with that
of Am.B.49, Anon. K1c. '

The musical text probably stemmed directly from post correcturam of Am.B.57. It not only
inherited all the unique variant readings and errors, but also the layout of the movement, such
as system breaks. Since the music is copied in four stave score, resting voice are fully
specified, which is not the case with Am.B.57 or any other MSS. Probably during the copying
process, a crotchet rest from Am.B.57 in b.13:B,1, could have been added, which was originally
missing from the K1 MSS.426 ‘

GROUP K2

The group K2 MSS has its origin in either ante correcturam of Am.B.57 or its closest
model. Their musical text is thus fairly close to K1. Unique feature of their text is two foid: it
generally contains fairly large number of errors, and occasionally their reading varies slightly,
the variation of which can be Identified in the process of Kimberger's compilation of Am.B.57.
The MSS of this group are all selection of pieces from WTC Il. The first two, P 814 + P 1182
and P 513, are allied very closely with each other. MU MS 161, on the other hand, contains two
movements only that are overlapped with the other MSS of K2, and cannot be ascertained fully
that the MS is grouped together. But as far as its characteristics of reading is concerned, it
possesses the same quality as being K2. The rest, P 580 and P 582, contains the quality that
possibly link traditions B and K. ‘

425 The part, NB Fuge,is added with pencil.
426 The added rest in Am.B.57 is calligraphically quite remote from the one in P 633, however.
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P814and P 1182

MSS P 814 and P 1182 are considered to have belonged to a single volume, judging from
the unique continuation of movements and the other physical features in the two MSS. In both
MSS the staves were ruled with the same rastrum 9.7 mm high, and drawn with thin ink in dark
brown shade. Notes were written in thick, black ink in contrast in the hand of an unknown
scribe. _ )
MS P 814 consists of a single sheet, probably the broken half of a bifolium. The sheet is

flexible paper of medium thickness, and has many creases suggesting that it had been
diagonally foided in several places. Thus it is likely that in this manner the damage to the first .
part was made, which lead to the loss and the separation of the MS. The paper is timmed, and
sized 34 x 23 cm. The paper is light brown colour, but the top 10 cm of the sheet from the recto
is dark brown in colour, probably affected by the sun light.

~MSP 1182 is a bound MSS of 26 pages. The trimmed sheet measures 35 x 235a.The
~ paper is light brown, fairly thin and flexible. The MS consists of a large gathering (VI x 1) with a

. single leaf attached to it. Thus it is likely that the original state of the MS was formed as shown
in Fig.20 below:

P 814 |P 1182

i 1)2

The sheet in grey shade indicating the lost part.

Fig.20: Gathering of P814 and P 1182

CONTENTS:
Page Movement Movement headings, & description.

P 814

1 Pr.c bb.17-28 only, presumably the second page of the two page movement.
2 Fg.c ‘Fuga. containing bb.1-15. :
P 1182

1 Fg.c continuing from P 814, p.2,, bb.16-28.

23 Prb Preludio. / Allegro.

4-5 Prd Preludio. + [added with pencil].

6-7 Fg.d Fugas & 3. Donisch. (Kirnberger)

8-9 PrE Preludio. -
10-11 Fg.E Fuga. 4 4. Tonisch. Von J. C. F. Fischer musikalische

Thema. (Kirnberger)

12-13 Pre Preludio.
14-15 Fg.F Fuga. Tonisch mit Lydisch vermischt. (Kirnb.) Beside it we

find another large ki rnberger written in pencil.
16-17  PrF# Preludio.
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18-19 Pr.t# Preludio.
20-21 Fg.G Fuga. bonisch. (Kirnberger)
22-23 Pr.A Preludio.
24-25 Fg.A Fuga./a 3 Donisch. (Kirnb.)

NB. courier - added with dark black ink unless specified otherwise.

From the way the MS was made, we may consider that the original plan of the MS was
only a gathering of a large portion, and a small portion was subsequently added In front. If this

is the comect background the scribe initially wrote the pieces from Py. d upto Fg.A in the order
»of WTC Il and aﬂerwards added a single sheet where the tttle and Pr C were wntten

The musical text is not descended directly from Am.B.57, Vbut probably from its model for
some of the unique errors found in K1 is absent, such as an omitted accidental in Pr.f#,
b.6:5S,3/4. The text also contains certain types of error susceptible to poor notation, such as the
error of rhythmic notation, pitch notation in seconds and the confusion of accidentals between
naturals and flats. Another interesting feature of its reading is the later revision. In PrFg.d, we
find later revisions identical with those in Am.B.57. Such amendments were, however, not
entered by the same hand.

P 513

MS P 513 is a bound MSS of sixteen bifolia gathered in two fascicles (!l + V). it contains
three prelude-fugue pairs, four preludes and three fugues. Apart from these, it also contains two
movements fromfﬁanita for lute in C minor (BWV 997,4-5). The light brownish paper is
untrimmed judging from its crumpled edges, and Is In the corpus of 36.5 x 21.5 cm. The
volumes bears no title page, but at the bottom of the opening blank page, we find "Herr
Moering.”, which is believed to be the scribe of the MS.

CONTENTS:

Page Movement Movement headings

1&32 blank.

2-3 Prd Preludium

4-5 Fg.d Fuga. bonisch. (Kirnb)

6-7 Fg.F Fuga. Tonisch mit Lydisch vermischt.

8-11 BWV 997,4-5

12-13 Fg.c Fuga. bonisch. (Kirnberger.)

14-15 Prb Preludio. | Allegro.

16-17 PrE Preludio. Tonisch. Vvon This addition was mistaken for the fugue, and
interrupted on the half way.

18-19 Fg.E Fuga.! & 4. Tonisch., Von J. C. F, Fischer musikalisches
[{?] Thema., (Kirnberger)

20-21 Pre Preludio.

22-23 Pr.F# Preludio.
24-25 Pr.ti# Preludio.
26-27 Fg.G Fuga. Tonisch, (Kirnb.)
28-29 PrA Preludio.
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30-31 Fg.A Fuga.

NB. Courier - the addition to the headings probably by Grasnick.427

it is significant that while the selection of pieces are almost identical with that in P 1182,
the arrangement of the pieces vary slightly. A striking finding is that the cycle here starts from
Pr.d, which in P 1182 could have also the starting point of its cycle. It is strange, however, that
in P 513 the cycle was interrupted by the two movements from the partita for kute, and from the
way resuining the cycle is resumed unceremonious'y from the last page of the first gathering,
as if the second gathering as an afterthought. For this reason, the distinction of movement
headings "Preludiunt and "Preludio™ made in two gathering appears 10 be significant.

 Despite such observations, all the pieces of WTC |l are stemmed from the identical source
- ante correcturam of P 1182. Aparnt from the errors and variants found in P 1182, we find
serious errors in every movement, such as the comuption of notes and the omission of ties and
rests in large numbers.

MU MS 161

The MU MS 161 (also called 32.G.18) in Fitzwiliam Museum, Cambridge, is the first time
to be discussed in the source study of WTC 11.428 The MS consists of eleven separate volumes,
labelled A to K, and in volume A are found the twelve fugues from WTC II. The volume consists
of sixteen folia, measuring 35.0 x 22.2 cm.42? The gathering is organized by eight bifolia in unio
(I x 8). The light brownish paper is not trimmed, and edges are uneven and crumpled. In such
places the edges were often reinforced with gauzing. The MS was originally paginated by the
scribe, not in our convention, but starting from f.1v as many other eighteenth century MSS. The
original pagination is overridden by folio number which was penciled in later.

The staves were ruled very neatly wﬂhfrastmm 9.5 mm high, and were arranged in uniform
interval of fourteen staves on all the pages (f.1r - .16v). This manner of stave layout caused
some ditficully in reading music, and indeed In copying it. Many copying errors, which were
mostly corrected, are considered to have caused by this. Very thin, light brown coloured ink
was used for staves. It gives good contrast with thicker brown ink for notes. o

The title page (f.1r) is read as follows: '

427 Breckoff, p.49.

| 428 gee J. A. Fuller Maltland and A. H. Mann: Catalogue of the Music in the Fitzwiliam
Museum, Cambridge (London, 1893), p. 96.

42 |n Catalogue of the Music in the Fitzwiliam Museum, Cambridge, the number of folia was
stated as eighteen. This is incorrect.
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R. Fitzwilliam

1772
Fugue 1/2\
Seb :
dell’ Sigli ~ Bach.4%

The néme and date written to the upper right of the title could be the scribe and the date of the

copy.
CONTENTS:

foliono Movement Movement headings and description

1v-2r Fg.C Fugue

ov-&r  Fgc#  Fugue 2 Atthe end of p.5 we find page tum instruction Volti Subito, and
at the end of p.7, we find an instruction Siegue Fuga

4v-5r FaE® Fugue 3] At the end of p.9, we find an instructicn Siegue Fuga

Sv-6r Fg.D Fugue 4. Note that "4" was overwritten on "3",

6v-7r  Fg.E® Fugue 5.

7v-8v  Fge Fugue 6. At the end of p.15 we find Volti/ Subito.
or-10r = Fg.E Fugue 7. At the end of p.15 we find Volti Subito.
10v-11r  Fg.F Fugue 8.

11v-12r FgF#  Fugue B
12v-13v  Fg.f# Fugue 0.

14r-15r Fgg Fugue ii.
15v-16r Fgb Fugue 42,
16v unused. 14 staves ruled.

NB. Actuai page number written in the MS stans dounﬁng from page 2.

‘The musical text is considered to have originated from the Kirnberger's model. This can be
deduced from the fact that MU MS 161 contains some unique errors and variants found in K1,
as well as the earlier text than K1. For the former, it may be sufficient to quote the corruption of
the alto in Fg.t#, b.44, and unique barring of Fg.E. For the latter, the most interesting is the
version of Fg.e, which Is already discussed on p. 152. Also interesting would be the
appoggiaturas to the final chord of Fg.b, which Is found in K1, and not contained in here. These
observations point towards certain probability that Klmpemer‘é deep involvement in refining the
text for Am.B.57 was true, and that the model of MU MS 161 originated from Kimberger's
earlier set of ‘MSS. The quality of the musical text in general is unfortunately rather poor. Apart
from the error from its model, we find many missing ties, minor corruption of notes, pitch errors,
and other occasional errors in note values and rhythm.

430 The parts shownin Courier are added later with pencil.
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P 580

MS P 680 is a bifolium. The sheet is trimmed on top and bottom, which measures 33.5 x
21.8 cm. The brownish paper is thin and flexible. The staves were prepared with & single
rastrum 9.6 mm high, and were arranged in seven uniform piano systems on all sides. Both
staves and notes are written with dark brown ink. The note-heads are generally blurred, while
the sharps and the mordents appear in lighter colour. The ink contains acid, and paper sutfers
most crudely from it. ‘ - -

Inthe inner fold (pp. 2-3) is contained Pr.c#, entitied "Preludio 4." With thinner brownish ink
is added "J. S. Bach. aus d. / wohltemp. Klavier". Further addition "/l / ()" was made in pencil.
Ascertaining the musical origin is formidable, for we currently know virtually nothing about the
scribe and the date of copy. From the text critic study alone, | consider the text to be or to have
stemmed from ante correcturam of the model for K1, While the text shares the characteristics of
K4 in minor details, such as ornamentation (bb.23, 30, 37 and 50), it also contains important
prevailing errors in group K MSS: these are missing ties (b.8 = H/K MSS; b.34 = Am.B.49 only;
b.48 = K MSS) and the error of note value (b.38 = Am.B.49 only). The most striking evidence
for my judgement of its genealogical position placing earlier than K1 is the reading of the
cadence in G# minor at bb.16-17, which is given in Fig.21 below. '

gt Ly gpielEll o

J R S I J LB
p—Flef ﬁ’— 322 —
F/H/P 580 | | K1/K4

Fig.21: Variant reading of Pr.c#, bb.16-17431 "

The reading of first can be considered an error, 8ve by a similar motion between the aito and
the bass. This is probably what Kirnberger thought and accordingly changed the part writing.

P 582

MS P 582 is also a single bifolium. The light brown paper is flexible and in good condition.
_ The sheet was most likely trimmed on the sides, which measures 34 x 21.5 cm. In the inner fold
is contained Fg.c only, while the other side s blank. The unknown scribe, whom | refer to as
Anon.K4, may be identified with the scribe of P 589 from number of observations, eg., his

431 Note that the text of first example is modelled from P 580. While F has supertiuous
crotchet in b.18,2 in the alto, H lacks the tie in b.18,1-2 in the alto. These errors are most
likely affected by the appearance of the missing leaf in L, which | consider to have been
the revised from the text of A. Further discussion of this aspect is found on pp. 230 .
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unique featuies in his calligraphy, diplomatic policy such as stave layout and the quality of the
copy. It is thus fascinating to find that the rastrum used in these MSS partly shares the
characteristics of the instrument as shown in Fig.22 below.

b —————
:% - T
P 582 . P 589
7.7 mm ‘ 9.0 mm

~_Fig. 22: The Rastrum used in P 582 and P 589

The different widths in gauges in the lowest two spaces and the aimost identical widths in the
rest serves to show that the two instruments could be in fact of a single identity, and that the
some of the gauges changed during the years of its usage. The ink used for the copy ditfers
considerably from P 589. The staves were written with very thin, watery ink in brown shade,
while notes are written with much thicker dark brownish ink.

The musical origin is identified with the earlier version of the fugue, which is reflected in
P 402, ante correcturam of P 430 and the mode! which related closely to Am.B.57. The quality
of the copy is not very good, however. We find several corruption of symbols - three ties and 2
essential rests. This perhaps tﬁggered the later modification of the text was later modified
thrice. Dark black ink was used for various purposes: it is used for the addition of pedal
instruction "Ped.” in bb.7 & 19, of accidentals to make unique variant in b.5.7,3/1 & 4/1 and of
leger line for the same purpose (pitch is raised from b to ¢’) in b.21:T,1/1; and for correction of
error in rhythm (beaming) in b.9:A,1 & 3. Pendil is used for filling other part of pedal instructions
elsewhere. Finally, thin brown ink was used for the addition of accidentals inb.18:A,1/4 & A,4/1.
It is interesting to note that thé last amendment is also found in P 204 in similar type of ink.
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GROUP K3

The group K3 MSS probably originates in the ear_aest state of model which Kirnberger later
modified and inoorporated into his compilation of WTC 1. In this group, we are going to discuss
three MSS only, MS 30 386, P 414 and P 608.

MS 30 386

MS 30 386 (formerly P 625) is a bound 76 page MS. The first 32 pages are entirely
allocated for WTC i, while in the second half is found Bach's Fantasy in G major (BWV 572)
followed by the pieces by W.F. Bach and Goldberg. And in this first half, we find three preludé-
fugue pairs, three preludes and two fugues in three distinctive fascicles (I + 1 + IV).

'Page  Movement Movement headings and description

Fascicle 1: 33.3 x 20.9 cm

1 Page unruled. Nro: /. is written.

2-3 Fg.c# Npoii/ Fuga a 3. Donisch (Kirnb) Fingering is penciled inthe text.
4 ‘ blank

Fascicle 2: 34.1 x21.3¢cm

5 Page unruled. Nro: i8is written.
6-7 Pra Nro: i8. / Preludio’
8 ~ blank
Fascicle 3: 34.5 x 21.1 cm
9 Page unruled. Title page:
Cing Preludes et quatre Fugues
composees
par
Jean Sebastian Bach.

10-1 (-2 Pr.C Preludium
12-3(34) Pr.c Preludio Sciolto - added in pencil.
14-5 (s-6) Fg.c Fuga a 4 bonisch. (Kirnb.)
16-7 (¢ Fg.d Fugaa 3Donisch. (Kirnberger.)
18-9 (9-10) Pr.f Preludium
20-3 (1-4) Fgf Fuga/a 3. Reolisch. (Kirnberg)
24-5 (1se) Prg Preludium | Largo

26-9 (17-20) Pr.Bb Preludium 21.
30-1 (219 Fg.Bb Fuga21. / & 3. Donisch (Kirnb.)
32 blank.

NB. page in () is the original, written in ink, which was later crossed out. New page number system ls written in pencil.
Courier - added annotations at a later stage in dark black ink

The staves were ruled with single staff rastrum, measuring 7.8 mm (for fascicle 1 and 2)
and 7.0 mm (for fascicle 3). This suggestsclose relation between fascicle 1 and 2. Scribe of this
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MS is described by Kast as Su IV, an unknown scribe who worked in Vienna around the turn of
the 18-19th centuries.432

" The musical text is originated not from Am.B.57 directly, but predictably from one of its
models.433 This is ascertained statistically by examining number of variant readings in K. This
shows that some unique variants of K1 are certainly inherited into MS 30 386, but others are
not, which are mostly coincide with that of L or A. This indicates that the errors must have
occurred at some later stage, i.e., during the time when Kirnberger was compiling the models
for Am.B.57. The direct link to Am.B.57 did exist, however, but only at much later date, for we
find several remarks, which was clearly added to the score, referring to the variant readings
found only in K1.434 Later correction to the text was also made against the post correcturam of
Am.B.57. At this stage, the unique sub-heading of the fugues were entered with distinctive dark
black ink.

Other unique aspect of the text represented by K3 MSS is its thorough specification voice
texture at the commencement of fugues by supplementing rests for the forthcoming entries of
voices. Also in Fg.B® we find the application of siurs extended beyond the range specified in
K1. Some errors are unique 1o K3. Though less errors it inherited from K, it inherited more
errors from other sources. The mininvsemibreve rests are so poorly written that one can hardly
tell from their appearance what they are. The error on rhythmic notation, voice texture and note
value are prevailing feature in K3.

P4i4

MS P 414 is a gathering of many different pieces from WTC |, |l, other preludes and
fugues by Bach, the pieces by C. P. E. Bach, Goldberg, and incerta, all mixed and arranged in
the order of WTC to fb_rm a unique volume. It has no title page. The timmed light brown sheet
measures 23.9 (H) x 32.5 cm (W). The Staves are ruled with single staff rastrum, measuring 6.4
mm.435

432 Kast, pp. 95 and 139.
433 Breckoff, p. 50, firmly believes its origin in Am.B.57, however.

434 See b.27 of Pr.C and b.64 of Fg.f in Supplement B. Note that the variant reading of Fg.f
was added here in marginal space.

435 The measurement of other page qives the size 6.6 mm. The further examination is
required in future study.
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CONTENTS:

Page Movement Movement headings Stave Layout
8-9 PrC Preludium 6

44-45 Prd Preludium 5

46-47 Fgt Fuga 6

62-63 ' Pr.G Preludium 5

76-77 Prg Preludium 6

88-89 Fg.Bb Fuga 6

Except Pr.G, all movements are found in fascicle 3 of MS 30 386. It is not surprising,
therefore, to find that from the ante correcturam of MS 30 386 the text can be seriously
considered to have stemmed directly. Most of the emors in MS 30 386, including the poor
notation of minimvVsemibreve rests, are aiso found here. We may say even that the quality of the
text in P 414 is poorer than MS 30 386, for it contains many minor errors that are not found in
MS 30 386, but seldom other way around.

The scribe of this volume is not known. Kast classifies the scribe as Su, um 1800.43€ From
the calligraphic identity and the musical text, | think that the scribe is identical with Su.lV who
made MS.30 386.

P 608

MS P 608 has not previously been studied in relation to WTC II. The MS consists of two
bifolia, and in two inner pages of the second leaf (pp. 6-7) is contained Fg.AP. The light brown
paper is hard, yet in good condition. No repair to the paper is found. The sheet is trimmed, and
measures 36.5 x 24.5 cm. The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 6.1 mm high,
and were arranged in nine piano systems on all the four pages. They are drawn with thin, light
brown ink, giving good contrast with very dark brown ink used for notes. The scribe Is unknown.

The Fg.Ab has a movement header "Fuga.", as well as the name of the composer, most of
which is trimmed off the paper. Just Eeiow the place, we find the later addition *J. S. Bach". The
genealogical origin of its musical text seems to be somewhere in between K1 and ’K4. While it
contains the unique errors found in K1, such as the chord texture of b.46, R.H.,1, the variant
pitches In bb.44-45 in the alto, it also contains the unique error of K4, such as supertluous tie in
bb.22-23:A,4/1-,1/1. On the other hand, some of the unique errors In either K1 or K4 are not
inherited.437 Also seems significant is that the errors shared between K1 and K4 such as the
position of accidentals in b.49:B,4/3 is not reproduced here.438 This unique state of text seems

436 Kast, pp. 29 and 141. .

437 The rectified errors in K1 are: accidentals of b.35:A 4, slur of b.37:S 4- (the error originated
inL). That in K4 are numerous, and | do not list here. See supplement B for details.

433 |t may be of worth noting that the error is originated in the squeezed addition of the symbol
in L, which was interpreted in K1 and K4 as if the symbol was for the next note-head db,
already flattened by the k-s. It is obvious for a musically conscious scribe that the such
presence of flat was insignificant, and if it was to be a double flat, it is harmonically wrong.
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to suggest that the piece was revised at some stage of the branches in K. The precise
genealogical location of P 608 cannot be ascertained fully without further study into physical
investigation of papers, the owners and the scribe. Its notational convention, which uses the
new convention as K4, suggest that the MS was made in the late eighteenth century. Our text
critic study suggests only that the text of P 608 stemmed out from the link between K1 and K4,
but then it was independently corrected. '

GROUP K4

The Group K4 MSS are the farthest relation in tradition K, and characterised partly by
unique mixture of features found in K1 and K3. The most unique feature is, however, the
unusual types and the nature of variant readings, which shall be explained shortly. We have
four MSS in this broup. vii.. P 237, RM 21 a9, LM 4837 and MS. 30 302, of which the first two
contain WTC Il in complete.

P 237

MS P 237 is two volume MSS, each containing respective part of complete WTC. The
volume for WTC Il (P 237, Il) is a thick, bound MS of 140 pages. The paper is trimmed, and
measures 31.9 x 22.7 cm.439 The title page is found in page 1 given in the following fashion:

Praeludia und Fugen
fiir Clavier durch alle Téne
2er Theil
Joh: Seb: Bach.

This page as well as the music itsell was copied by Johann Stephan Borsch (ca. 1744-1804),
known as "Butcher's master and Organist® in Hamburg, who became a sexton and organist at
Holy Spirit Church, Hamburg, in 1778.440 "

The movement headings differ slightly from other MSS of K. The headings in P 237 are
written in unified fashion: *Praeludium [work order] [key in German]” and "Fuga [work order] &
[no. of voice]". Thus PrFg.C will be *Praludium 1 C dur and "Fuga 1 & 3". Page turn within a
movement is fairly common, probably due to the fact that the stave layout was prefixed to
seven piano systems. There are twenty instances, and in all the instances we are reminded
with "Volti Subito”. And with the word “Finis” the volume terminates. It is noteworthy that the style
of such, instructiong ‘Amgms with those in Am.B.57. One unique convention s the Indication of

439 The measurement of the volume by Kast (p.16) and Breckoff (p.49) gives 32.5 x 23 cm,
but this Is the size of the cover, slightly larger than the paper inside.

440 TBSt 1, p. 21, esp. footnote 2. Breckoff, p. 49.
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nurhber of bars in a movement, or wherever applicable, in a distinctive section within a
movement. _ _ . ,

~ The staves were ruled with a rastrum 9.4 mm high. The rastrum was probably capable of
drawing two staves at a time.441 The staves were drawn absolutely straight. and were arranged
at equal interval of fourteen staves In all the pages of the MS. From this one may think the
music score could have been prepared professionally for multiple purposes. The staves were
drawn with thin brownish ink, and notes appear in much darker brown ink.

The musical text is probably originated from the model of K, and partly identified in K3. The
testimony is found in itself. There is no doubt that the text can be linked to Am.B.57, but the
relation remains in distance. When we examine PrFg.C#, PrFg.Eb, Fg.A® and Fg.g#, we will
find that the errors of Am.B.57 are not present in P 237. On the other hand, the relation to K3 is
strongly perceived in Pr.C, PrFg.c, Fg.d, PrFg.f and PrFg.B®. The full voice specification at the
commencement of fugues are the shared features in K3 and K4. In some unique cases, the
variant reading associated with the application of ties is considered t0 have relation with
No.543.442 | -

When one examines the quality of text as it stands, he or she will be stunned to find how
many errors it contains. Errors are everywhere. They range from missing bars and parts,
incorrect re-interpretation of voice texture, note value, pitch and rhythm to missing ties which
can often be counted well over ten instances in a single movement. And yet one most
distinctive characteristics in the MS of K4 is the notational convention it uses, and caused the
mis-interpretation of pitch. This issue has already been dealt with on pp. 105 fi.

Later correction to the text was entered In several occasions. It is possible to classify the
amended parts according to the distinction in the colour of ink. Some of the them are done with
thin ink, resembling to the one used for the stave ruling; others appears in dark black; but the
most unusual, but the majority of corrections, mainly the addition of corrupted symbols, are
done with the dark black ink with gold flicks appearing on the surface. The closer examination '
of variant readings and corrected parts reveals that the model for such amendment was not a
single MSS, but at !east two - one from K1 and other is from A1,

441 The only evidence for my judgement is the slight misalignment at the right edge of staves,
which are sometimes indented in pair. This, | think, requires further study to reassure the
judgement.

442 The relation is found in Fg.F# and Fg.g. In the case of Fg.F#, while No.543 fundamentally
disagrees with any other MSS in the application of tie in counter-subject of the fugue, K4
MSS partially takes its unique interpretation of the phrase, though not used in thematically

- gignificant part. :
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RM 21 a9

MS RM 21 a9 (formery KL 21) in BL, London, is a large bound volume of 196 folia,
containino WTC | (121 p + 3 p unused), WTC Il (140 P) and CU3 (126 p + 2 p unused). The
thick, cream coloured paper is trimmed after the music was copied, and measures 23.5 . X
29.9 cm. :, The MS was completed by 1788, for we find at the first page the volume, "This
Volume belongs / to The Queen. / 1788”443 This remark is said to be in the hand of Mrs.
Papendiek, who had close relationship with Johann Christian Bach.444 Her further involvement,
such as undertaking the copying task in the MS, is not well established. What is certain from
the calligraphic featureé is that each of three sections of RM 21 a9 was copied by different
scribes whose names are yet to be ascertained. In my opinion, the scribe of WTC Il has the
most beautiful and cénfident calligraphy among the three copyists.

The section of WTC Il is marked with an elaborate title page read:

XX:IV,
Preludien und Fugen
durch
Alle Ton-Arten.
so wohl
mit der groszen als kleinen

- Terz
verfertigen.
von
Johann Sebastian Bach
2.1 Theil.

Movement headings are entirely eliminated except for that of the initial movement, which
reads: "Preludiunt. Page turn instruction Is also commonly found as in P 237. In twenty cases,
we find "V: S*, and In two cases, "Siegue Volt". Ahd with the word “Fine" the section of WTC Il
terminates. Still further, bar total number is found, as in P 237, at the end of each
distinguishable saction. .

The layout and copying convention is also very similar to P 237 in principle. The staves
seem to have been ruled with a rastrum 10.4 mm high, but since they were arranged so perfect,
i.e., lines are absolutely straight, evenly spaced and indented, that the staves could have been

443 This remark is on the first sheet of the three unruled additional sheets. They were inserted
infront of 1.1 probably when the volume was bound.

444 Stanley Godman: "Mrs. Oom and “the 48", Music and Letters, Vol. 32, No.3 (1951), .29,
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prepared by different means. Stave layout is ten uniform staves per page, from the title page
through to the end of WTC 11,445 |

The musical text probably originated from the same exemplar as P 237. This conclusion is
Iéad by the following two facts: 1) most of exclusive variants and errors in P 237 are
reproduced; 2) both P 237 and RM 21 a9 omit many ties in unshared places that neither can be
generated from the other. Remembering that both P 237 and RM 21 a9 were made by able
musicians, judging from their notational habits and calligraphies, the most probable historical
background would be this: the exemplar which was used by the two MSS in question was made
by the person whose notational habit was so poor t'hat the scribe of these MSS boutd not
reproduce some symbols such as ties, which are the most vulnerable.446 ‘

The only major diﬂerencé of text between P 237 and RM 21 a9 seems to lie in the fact that
these copyists held their principles slightly differently from each other. As seen in the reduction
of movement headings, the copyist of RM 21 a9 tends to omit what seems to be a non-
essential symbols. This may well be the reason for not omitting considerable number of
ornaments from the text.

LM 4837

MS LM 4837 from the Lowell-Mason collection in Yale University, New Haven, is an
incomplete copy of WTC Ii. | have examined the MS from a microfiim only.

The volume was probably aimed to be the complete WTC II, but ends at b.20 of Fg.g. The
text was copied by two scribes: the first scribe was responsible for first five movements (Pr.C -
Pr.C#) and the last piece (Fg.g), while the second scribe did the middle pant. The score is best
described as scribble: There are numerous instances where ties were omitted, text was
corrupted, and so on, The illegibility is also endowed by the lack of note-alignment habit as well
as poorly formed individual symbols. The musical text was closely related with P 237,

Breckoff considers that the MS is from the second half of the eighteenth century.447

445 The same staves are also found in the section of WTC |, but not in that of CU3, which uses
slightly narrower staves.

446 |f it were the case, the unique improvement to the text, such as fuller notation of rests,
could have been added by a different person who has better understanding in music. This
assumption is not entirely satisfactory when we find some of added rests were in fact
invalid ones. For example, Pr.E? (b.71), Fg.b? (bb.72, 85-86) and Fg.B (b.29) clearly show
the additions as the result of poor understanding of linear progression.

447 Breckoff, p. 37.
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MS 30 332

MS 30 332 (formerly P 757) is a forty-eight page MS, measuring 32.3 x 20,1 cm. The
volume has a title page, entitled "Sammiung einiger Fugen” where we also find the table of
contents as well as the name of scribe J. C. Hossbach. / 1778 Amongst the pieces by C. P,
E. Bach, Handel, Kimberger, Graun, and others is contained Fg.d on pp. 26-27, entitled
*Praeludium én Fuga a deva fujets turle Credo di Sebastian Bach a la Contrapunct in 80." [7).

The musical text contains some unique features. The text s in most part identified with the
rest of K4 MSS, except two instances of ka identity. Apart from this, several ties are missing
which are partly identified among K4 MSS. Yet most unusual is the tempo marking "Allegretto”
and the pedal instruction "Pedale doppio” at the entry of the bass, b.6.
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TRADITION A (ALTNIKOL'S COPY)

In the Altnikol tradition, | am going to discuss the MSS of which the origin of their texts is
related to either P 430 or P 402, the copies made by Altniko!. In this section, the following MSS

are dealt with:
Table 25: MSS belonging to Tradition A
Abbr. MS Origin of text Scribe Date
S inextant autograph? J.S.Bach? 1738-1744
At P430 S Altnikol 1744 ’
P 1076 P 4307/87 Homilius ca.17507
P 204 p.c., P430 Schwenke 1781
P 207 a.c., P430 unknown 1791
P 1078 a.c., P 430 Kahnel late 18¢
P1137 a.c., P430 Kahnel - late 18¢
p212 P 430 Forkel late 18¢C
P 222 P 430 Forkel late 18¢
P 546 P 430 Grashick 1st half 19¢
P 828 P 4307 unknown 1st half 19¢
Konwitschny  a.c., P 430? unknown unknown
A2 PA402 S Altniko! 1755
: M8.33,2 P 402? unknown - unknown
P 4027 unknown unknown

FPM 6597

NB. Sources in ltalics are unexamined.

P 430: The Source A1

MS P 430 is a complete copy of WTC Il in sixty folia made by Bach's later son-in-law,
Johann Christoph Altnikol (1719 - 1759). His name and the date of completion is found at the
end of Fg.b - 'Scr[ipsit]. Altnickol / gnnjo. 1744448 The year, 1744, was Alinikol's first year
under Bach, and the making this MS might have been one of the duties for Altnikol to fulfil. It
must be noted that this s the only extant MS that is complete and made in Bach's lifetime. The
title given to the volume, reproduced in the frontisplece, s the earliest record of the title of WTC
It among extant MSS. '

The paper, which is in light brown or cream, is medium thick and hard, measuring 31.0 x
22.8 cm. The MS s initially designed to be a bound volume. As in Am.B.57, stave ruling of the
open pages Is carefully thought out. The staves were manually but carefully prepared with a
single-staff rastrum 9.8 mm high (-2.6-2.5-2.7-2.0-). According to the length of each movement,

448 The supplement to the wording Is by Dehnhard (1983), p. xxil. Two lines were In fact
written at different times, judging from the distinction of pen and ink. The first line "Scr.
Altnikol” was written in brownish ink with thin pen, while "ao. 1744 is In black ink.
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number of systems is decided ranging from five to seven. This fact enables us to say that the
music was copied from Pr.C to Fg.b in absolute succession.44® The tactical and stylistic
principles are thus similar to those of Am.B.57. Nonetheless the subtle difference between them
is certainly noteworthy. The movement headings are, as in Am.B.57, found in the same line as
the fnitial system of each movement. But instead of being written on the stave, it is done on
blank background created by indented system. Each prelude starts from a fresh page of an
either side of the open volume, and the accompanying fugue generally does the same. In some
instances where the prelude appears to leave too wide space below, the following fugue can
begin from a fresh indented system directly below the end of the prelude. Our observations so
far suggest that Altnikol was extremely careful to prepare staves, and that he considered little to
avoid page tums within a movement.

Altnikol's movement headings fundamentally disagree from what we have seen so far. He
gives consistent two-line wording "Prelude / [key in German] [# (major) or & (minon)]" and "Fuga
/@ [no of voice]". Exception to the rule is Fg.a, which Is entitled "Fugetta/ @ 3. | ‘

In all the movements, P 430 gives a different text from that in traditions B and K. The
range of differences varies from only a slightest variation, e.g., clefs (Fg.E®, b, etc)
ornamentations (Pr.e, etc.) and accidentals (Pr.e, a, etc.), to the complete overhaul of the piece
(PrFg.C, C# and Ab). The reason for such difference one may ask - how did it come to be
different? The answer has to be sought both internally and externally. The internal induest
would be dealing with the examination of text and its analysis in conjunction with Bach's
compositional activities. The external inquest, on the other hand, would be dealing with the
historical fact about the MS who and how it was made and used over the generations. Let us
begin with the internal inquest. When we look into the text of P 430, we find that the majority of
movements can be considered seriously as authentic, the verdict of which is to be ascribed to
Bach, the composer. Such consideration Is, of course, based on the probability linking with
Bach's general compositional and revising activities the evidence of textual difference between
the text of P 430 and that of other traditions.450 On this gfound we may say that P 430 may be
the evidence for the presence of Bach's second set of scores, which we shall call the source
‘S,

The inquest also reveals several other aspects of P 430 or S. The first, it is the state of the
selection of pieces which is a mixture of earlier version of movements and revised ones. This
can be interpreted that S was initially distinguished by Bach as a collection of scores of
secondary importance (e.g., gathering of draft and composing scores), and when the collection
L was complete, Bach tumed his attention to complete S by replacing some movermients with
the revised scores. If it be, Bach's intention will become clear: Bach turned his attention to

449 The page sequence of P 430 was corrupted probably when the MS was re-bound at some
stage. Two continuous folia.~ 50-51ar inserted in wrong place between folia. 37 and 38.

450 This argument for individual movement is found under Chapter 4, "Outline of Revision
Process”, pp. 208 ft. o
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perfect S for some reason, while L was left aside. Our study of L, H and F also point to this
being the case.

The second aspect of S is about the textual status of the version within a movement in
which we find partially earlier reading and partially later reading. But some readings cannot
simply be classified by these two clear terms. For example, the variant in the use of extreme
low registers can be interpreted as being both authentic, valid version for a particular
instrument.45! One of the reasons must be that both L and S were the MSS which were used in
practice, exposed themselves for possible corrections and improvements. Another common
reason may be that, when Bach was copying a piece onto a separate sheet, he could have
revised the piece instantly without modifying the text of the exemplar. One of the other reasons
would be that Altnikol added his own improvement to Bach's text.452

The third aspect of S is about the quality of text dubious to attribute its origin to S, i.e., to
Bach. For example, the poor, incorrect rhythmic notation in Pr.f# and Pr.g is such that it is very
unlikely 1o have derived from either Bach or Altnikol directly.453 These movements were likely
to have been excluded from S, and the exemplars Altnikol used here were probably the copies
made by one of Bach's pupils during their lessons. The most possible reason for such unusual
cases would be that Bach wrote some movements in L without exemplar.454

The chain of observations seems to reveal a probable reason for the first inquest - the
unique mixture of versions in S. That is: the movements represented as later versions in S was
to fill the place which was originally either vacant or included provisional scores of draft
material. Bach's decision to complete the collection S was certainly for one step towards his
Fassung letzter Hand, the third and a bound fair copy.

Altnikol's task in 1744 is thus revealed to have been a fairly arbitrary one, for P 430 cannot
be attributed fully to S. The arbitrariness is possibly extended to further confusing introduction
of source situation in P 430. In some instances, we may find that some movements in P 430
represents the mixed reading of S and L. This aspect shall be debated further in our discussion -
later under P 402. At any rate, the likelihood that Altnikol obtained Bach’s exclusive permission
to use S instead of L suggests Bach's intense concentration on improving collection S at the
time. This is most significant.

451 One of the best examples would be the use of the lowest note in WTC II, contra A, in b.16
of Fg.A. But as Durr (1978), pp.73 ff, points out, such variant may also be linked to the
chronological order of the version.

452 |t is generally considered that Altnikol seems to have practised the addition an enharmonic
note in semiquavers to a plain scalic passage in quavers. See, for example, Fg.f, b.50 and
Fg.A, b.3 in Supplement B.

453 The error in Pr.t# is not only attested in incorrect note values, but also in many notes in
pitch being corrected on the MS.

454 In Chapter 4, pp. 261 ff, | shall show that the version of L for Pr.t# was represented as a
kind of composing score, and there would be no entry for this prelude in S.
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The text of P 430 was later modified several times by later possessors. The common
amendment is the addition of ornaments, mostly against the other traditions. One of the most
outstanding was made when the MS was obviously compared with fhe text of Am.B.57. Though
only in two ipstances (Pr.d#, b.13 and Fg.F#, b.80), we find numerous later annotations which
can be positively attributed to the MS of Kirnberger. The annotation is fairly thorough, and
mostly written in sharp pen in dark black ink. The variant readings between the traditions
appealed to the editors as more authentic than those in P 430 were entered here as
amendments. Similarly, the readings that arouse less such interest were simply marked "X"
above. Some of the editorial work was believed to have carried out by F. A. Grasnick (? - 1877),
who made P 546 and P 1146.455 This, however, contradicts to the fact that majority of such
amendments had aiready been taken place before Grasnick was bomn.

P 430 is undoubtedly one of the most invaluable MSS, and yet not explored in great detail.
The future study should include the thorough evaluation of individual movement in order 1o
ascertain various aspects of its origin. At the same time, the study should be extended to the
stark classification of later amendments. This may rew! many fascinating relations among the
MSS of traditions A and K.

P 1076

MS P 1076 is an incomplete copy of WTC Il. The scribe is Gottfried August Homilius
(1714-1785), whom Hiller describes, "the only still living Bach's student*.456 The brownish
paper is of medium thick, and suffered fairly heavily from the acid contained in the ink. The
paper, which is timmed on the top and bottom, measures 33.5 x 20.6 cm. The present state of
eighty-page MS appears to be irregular (see Fig.23 (a) below), but originally it was possibly
organized as IV x 5 (see Fig.23 (b) below):

NJ\/\ /\/ﬂ\ 'ﬂ

a) present 9athenng possibly reorganized or affected by glueing process.

- b) possible original gathering. Large number written in ink indicating fascicle number.
' Fig. 3: The gathering of P 1076

455 Breckoff, pp.49 and 56, assumes that the addition of sub-titles to the fugue, the reference
of church modes to the subject, was in his hand. He also links the same additionto P 513.

456 BDok 111/895. Though the exact episode about Homilius's study with Bach Is not known,
Loffler, p. 21, considers that Homilius possibly studied under Bach during his study in
Leipzig University, which began 1735.
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Title: (p.1)
Das Wohl,,temperirte Klavier.
Zweyter Theil,
oder:
Praeludia und Fugen durch alle Tone,
und Semitonia So wohl Tertiam
Majorem oder ut Re Mi anlangend,
als auch Tetiam minorem oder Re
Mi Fa betreffend,
zum
Gebrauch der Lehrbegierigen Musika=
lischen Jugend, als auch der in diesen
Audio schon habit,, seyenden besonde=
rem Zeitvertreib, aufgesetzet und ver=
fertiget von
Johann Sebastian Bach.
CONTENTS:
Page Movement Headings; (instruction )n - page number
2-3 Pr.C Prelude C #. (Cegue / Fuga)3
45 Fg.C Fugaa. 3.
6-7 Prc Prelude C. b. (Ciegue Fuga.)?
8-9 Fg.c Fuga a. 4.
10-12 Pr.C# Prelude Cis. #.
13-15 Fg.C# Fuga a. 3. (v. Prelude)1s
16-19 Prc#  Prelude Cish The symbol ' was corrected from *¥,
20-25 Fg.c# Fugaa. 3. (V. 8.)21
26-30 Pr.D Preludio D dur.
31-32 Fg.D Fuga a 4. (V/ 8)31. The fugue was interrupted at b.33.
33-35 Pr.E Preludio E. dur.
36-38 Fg.E ~ Fugaaas.
39-48 unused pages. 7 systems were ruled.
49-51 Pr.f Preludio F. moll. (V. S.)49
52-55 Fgt Fuga.
56-59 Pr.F# Preludio. Fis dur. (V. S.)s9
60-63 Fg.F# Fuga. a. 3.
64 unused page. 7 systems were ruled.
65-69 Pr.A® Preludio Gis. dur (V. S.)e9
70-73 Fg.Ab . Fuga. a. 4. .

74-80 unused pages. 7 systems were ruled.
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Obvious from the presence and the contents of the title page, this MS was originally
designed to accommodate the entire WTC Il cycle. The large portion of unused pages on
pp. 39-48 was for PrFg.e and PrFg.F, but they were not copied for some reason. At a later date,
the MS was reduced in thickness, either by damage or by intention possibly to utilize some
unused sheets for other purposes. The second single sheet, pp.31-32, is most interesting in this
respect. As gathering is expected 1o be either temio or quarternio, this sheet is probably the
broken half of a bifolium, the first part of the gathering of ternio or quarternio which most likely
contained the rest of Fg.D (bb.34-50) and PrFg.d, E® and d#.457 However, it is likely that the
last three prelude-fugue pairs were not copied. Between pp.64-65 there might have been
another gathering of quarternio, allocated for Prig.ft#, G and g. And after p.80, the same
assumption can be made for PrFg.g# to the end of the cycle. ‘

The staves were ruled with single stalf rastra by free hand. The size of rastra differs in
places: on pp. 2-19: 8.1 mm; pp.20-80 except p.21: 9.2 mm; p.21: 8.8 mm. The staves were
arranged in seven uniform piano systems. They were drawn with thinned dark brown shade of
ink in contrast to black ink used for notes. .

Except Png.l, all the movements were related with ante correcturam of P 430. They
contain numerous errors, however. The most common errors are the omission of ties, but there
are several corruption of parts and bars. The only exception, PrFg., is related with the MSS of
K, especially P 591. It is interesting to find that from P, D  onwards Homilius changes the
movement héadings from Altnikol-style "Prelude” to Kimberger-style "Preludio™. Despite the fact
that the scribe is a Bach student of the period when WTC Il was compiled, the musical text
seems o beLgezondary-éource nature.

P 204

MS P 204 is a bound MSS of 142 pages containing WTC | in complete, and is the product
of Christian Friedrich Gottlieb Schwenke (1767-1822), who was the student of Kimberger, and
later successor of C. P. E. Bach in Hamburg.458 The volume begins with the following title

page:

457 1t is also equally possible to think that the torn sheet was originally joined with the other
single shest, pp.1-2. This would make the loss of one complete gathering easier.

458 Breckoff, p. 58. Schwenke became the music director of Hamburg In 1 October 1789. The
MS is paired with P 203 (212 p). This volume contains CU4 (pp. 5-50), WTC | (pp. 58:
145), and the pieces by Kuhnau and Handel. At the end of WTC |, we find the date "Ao
1783". This is an very interesting volume, for we find not only the hand of Schwenke, but
also J. S. Borsch on pp.154-189. The volume was probably completed by G.Pdichau, who
completed the table of contents (p.1). The whole volume tells us many fascinating
activities among Hamburg organists.
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Des Wohltemperirten Claviers
Zuweiter Theil
bestehend
in
Praeludien und Fugen
durch
alle
Tone und Semitonien

verfertigt
von
Johann Sebastian Bach

Kbénigl. Pohlnisch und Churfirstl Séchs.
Hoff Compositeur Capellmeister und
Directore Chori f!!usici '
| Lez}urzi::,r'.z Im Jahre
1744.

It is interesting to find the date of work "1744" in the title page, which is the only known
instance in extant MSS. At the end of Fg.b, p.119, we find the date of the copy probably in
Schwenke's hand, "/l / Fine. / 1781". From page 120 onwards were included a fugue by Graun,
Toccata in C minor (BWV 911) and other organ pieces by Bach: These were likely to have
found themselves as an afterthought in the pages left unused by WTC I, assuming from the
way the MS was made.

The MS was bound in gatherings. The sheets are found to be gathered mostly in
quarternios. The paper is light brown in colour, and kept in good condition, though not very
flexible. The staves were carefully ruled with single staff rastra. The rastrum 6.8 mm high was
used on pp.2-83, while that in 8.4 mm high was used from this point onwards. The staves were
distinguished by thin, dark brown ink, from the black or very deep brown ink used for notes. The
music was beautifully copied and formatted into carefully calculated space.

The musical text was stemmed directly from post correcturam, P 430. This enables us to
say that the date of work given In the title page was probably taken from the completion date of
P 430. The quality of its text is good. We can hardly find common errors such as overlooked
ties. However rare, we can find several unique errors, some of which serve as evidence for its
relation with the exemplar.459 Pgrhaps most Interesting is the later amendments to the text,
which can be classified into four judging from the shade of ink - grey, dark black, brown and
thinned brown.460 Most commonly found places are the addition of ornaments and the
modification of accidentals. The former s aimed to fill in all the implied ornaments. The latter is

459 The error which stemmed from the copying process itself is the first beat in the bass, b.37
of Pr.e. The pitch in P 204 is qiven as E#, the shatp being mistaken as accidentals, which
- is the key signature in P 430, P

460 In supplement B, the listing of variant readings and amendments, | have specified the
shade of ink, wherever identified.
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to change notational conventions in the use of naturals to cancel the effect of double
sharps. Some amendments, such as b.46 and b.48 of Pr.E, must be attributed to the musician
who thought he understood the music better than the composer. In these instances,
amendments are entered with dark black ink. Probably the same hand also entered such
amendments as referring to the reading of other traditions 461

P 207

MS P 207 is a collection of pieces in 236 pages by an unknown sctibe. The cream colour
paper measures 34.5 x 21.5 cm. In the back cover of the MS, we find the owner's name with
date, "G. Poelcau / Jena 1792". In the first 78 pages is contained WTC |. It Is in incomplete,
arranged in quite corrupted manner. And on p.1 is found the title to the volume:

Des
Wohltemperirten Claviers
oder
Praeludia und Fugen
durch alle Tonarten
Erster Theil
von
Herrn Johann Sebastian Bach,
Kénigl. Pohin: und Churfirstl.
SéchBl. Hof=Componisten
Capellmeister und Director der
Musik
in
Leipzig. +

Below this is found, "Poelchau”, the possessor, in different calligraphy. At the end of the
first piece (BWV 846,2) Is found a date "d. 21. Aug. 1791, the date possibly when the MS was
made. The section of WTC Il is found on pp. 79-159. Again, the collection is incomplete,
consisting of six prelude-tugué pairs and fifteen fugues only.462 Missing preludes are: c- e, f -
G, Ab-g#, a, B and b; missing fugues are: 1, G and a. The pieces are arranged in ordinary way
except Pr.B® which Is inserted between Fg.d and Fg.E®. There is no spedial title page for WTC
Il, but instead, "Zweyter Theil' was written above Pr.C, p. 79. Movement headings are given in
a uniform fashion - "Preludiunt and "Fuga a [no. of voice] 2". Note that "2" at the end of the
heading for fugues implies WTC Il.

The staves were ruled with a single-staff rastrum 8.7 mm high, and were arranged in
seven piano systems throughout. They were written with black ink, indistinguishable from that
for notes. A

461 See, for example, Fg.D, bb.5 and 44, in Supplement B.

462 Breckoff, p. 58, says P 207 contains complete two volumes of WTC, but he is incorrect in
this account.
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The musical text is related to P 430. The quality of text is rather poor. We find many
careless errors, such as incorrect' pitch, misinterpreted or omitted accidentals and overlooked
ties. Most extraordinary finding yet is the unique variant readings. They are clearly the
simplified text for specific purposes such as the versions for less advanced performer.463 The
most extensively affected are Fg.C# and Pr.B®. Fg.c is less processed. There is no MS which
stemmed from P 207,

Pi1078 and P 1137

MSS P 1078 and P 1137 have once been gathered in a same collection in the possession
of Ambrosius Kahnel (ca. 1770 - 1813), who has referred only as a Leipzig organist.464

MS P 1078 Is a single bifollum. The brownish paper is medium thick and hard, and
reinforced alongside the centre fold from the outside. The sheet is timmed along the top and
bottom, and measures 31.9 x 23 c¢m. The title page, p.1, reads: "N$.36. / Praeludium / von /
Sebast. Bach. / Kihnel." The staves were prepared on pp. -4 with é single-staff rastrum 9.0
mm high, and were arranged in seven uniform systems. The staves were written in dark brown
coloured ink. Notes were probably written with the same quality of ink, but generally appears in
much darker colour. In this space Is contained Pr.D, of which the movement header is read
"Praeludium Sebast: Bach". *Volti subita is found at the page turn. The musical text originated
from P 430. There are some evidence to show the immediate correction of errors. The scribe is
unknown.

MS P 1137 is also a single bifolium. The light brown coloured paper Is thin and hard, and
the same reinforcement was made from the back of the folio. The sheet, which was trimmed
after music had been written, and measures 30.9 x 23.2 cm. The title page, p.1, reads, "N.0
38, / Fuga in D# / Seb. Bach. / Kihnel'. The staves were prepared on pp. 2-3 with a single-
staff rastrum 8.1 mm high, and were arranged in 6 systems. The staves were written with thin
brown ink, while notes were with very dark brown ink. In this space Is contained Fg.D, which
has the movement header "Fuga Sebastian Bach." The text Is stemmed from P 430. No
amendment to the text is found. Kast considers the scribe as Kihnel, the possessor of the MS.

The musical text of Pr.D is derived from ante correcturam P 430. It contains many
orthographic errors, such as pitch errors and overlooked rests. Many trills (~~~) were modified
into mordents (~/~). The text of Fg.D is also from the same origin, and, again, the

483 From the way the text is simplified, one may be confused that the text of P 207 reflects
Bach's earlier version. Indeed there are many readings identical with those of Bach's
earlier version, especially in Fg.c and Fg.C#. In these cases, reduction is made on
rhythmic aspect. However there are many unique reading of A which give advanced
reading remaining in P 207, such as Fg.C#, b.28:S,1. Thus we may conclude that it is
coincidental that many simplified readings in P 207 are often identical with those of Bach's
earlier version. it may be added that reduction of melodic intricacy, such as in Pr.B® are
represented as unique readings.

464 Kast, p. 145; Breckoff, p. 58; Schulze 18¢, p. 49.
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representation is rather poor. In addition to the abundant omission of ties, the voices were
carelessly interchanged at the crossing points at bb. 12, 23 and 41.

P212

MS P 212 is a collection of various compositions in 188 pages. It is this MS which Bischoff
refers as "Forkel", The "little handbook" type volume measures 17 x 21 cm, and on its cover is
labelled a volume title in the hand of Johann Nikolaus Forkel (1749 - 1818). It reads, "Auswah/
einiger vorzdglicher / Clavier-Kompositionen / von / Johann Sebastian - Wilhelm Friedemann
und / Carl Phil. Emanuel / Bach.". The first page (f.1r) is a title page.465 It reads:

Sammlung
einiger auserlesener Claviercompositionen

aus den groflern Werken
von

Johann Sebastian, Wilhelm Friedemann und Carl
Bhil. Emanuel Bach gezogen.

The yellowiéh paper is untrimmed, and the edges are often crumpled. The size of the
sheets are thus not ‘even, and often attached smaller sheets of various sizes for long
movements to avoid page turns. '

The section of WTC [l starts from p.25 with Fg.C. Beside the movement header of Fg.Cis
found an introductory note to WTC I, which added with thin ink. It reads, "Aus dem 2ten Theil
der Wohltemperirten Claviers v. J. 8. Bach." ‘

CONTENTS:

Page Movement Movement Headings
25-26 Fg.C Fuga, & 3.

27-28 Prd Prelude.

29-30 Fgd Fuga, a 3.

31-32 Pr.E Prelude,

33-34 Fg.E Fuga, a 4.

35-36 Pre Prelude.

37-39 Fg.e Fuga a 3. A small sheet (16.1 x 19.9cm), ruled in 5 piano systems, was

originally pasted onto p.38, which is now detached. The other side of the
sheet is blank. This sheet is counted as one page.

40-41 Pr.Fi# Prelude.

42-43 Fg.F# Fuga, a 3.

44-45 Pr.t# Prelude.

46-47  Fgt# Fuga, & 3. An small sheet (10.5 x 18.9 cm), ruled in 3 piano systems, Is
attached to p.47. The other side of the sheet ls blank. This sheet is not

. counted as one page.
48-49 Pr.G Prelude.
50-51 Fg.G Fuga a 3.

465 This page is not called p.1, though it is in our convention. Kast maintains his with the
penciled pagination written on the MSS. | follow this accordingly.
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52-53 Pr.a Prelude.
54-55 Fg.a Fughetta & 3.

The staves were prepared with a single-staff rastrum 7.9 mm high, and were arranged in
five piano systems, except additional small sheets, which have already been described above.
It is strange, however, that the first line of every staff appears in thin brown ink, while the rest of
the lines are dark brown. The notes appear to have been written in the same colour of ink as
these lines.

All the movements for WTC |l are written by Forkel, all stemmed from P 430. Forkel makes
minor changes on notational conventions at initial stage of copying, concerning the cancellation
of double sharps. Instead of using naturals, Forkel uses single sharps.

P 2222 an

MS P 222 is a gathering of seven separate fascicles containing various pieces. The piece
of WTC Il is contained in P 222, 2 an, pp. 13-16, where we find Fg.F# only. The paper
measures 35.1 x 20.5 cm, and was originally a single bifolium. The staves were ruled on all
sides with single rastrum 9 mm high, and were arranged in eight piano systems. They were
drawn freehand. The ink is of dark brown shade. Outstandingly thick among the five lines of a
staff is the first line. The title page, p. 13, was written by Forkel on this ruled page. It reads:

No 34, LL.
Fuga
per il Cembalo
composta
da
J. 8. Bach

In next two open pages (pp.14-15) is contained Fg.F# with the header "£uga & 3." The last
page (p.16) is unused. The music was based on post correcturam P 430.

P 546

MS P 546 is a collection of fugues by various composers including Bach, Froberger and
Pitsch. The MS consists of 24 pages organized by three binio fascicles (Il x 3). The yellowish
coloured paper, measuring 31.7 x 24.8 cm, Is flexible, and has very sharp edges. In page 1 is
found the table of contents written in pencil. Apart from this the volume is entirely written by
Friedrich August Grasnick (? - 1877). Kast considers the date of MS to be ca. 1820.

The MS was perhaps dedicated for the fugues from WTC, which occupies just over the
first half of the volume.
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CONTENTS:

Page Movement Movement Headings

23 - Fg.D Fuga a 4 Voci Joh. Seb. Bach.
4-5 Fg.E Fuga a 4 Voci Joh. Seb. Bach
89 Fg.EP Fuga a 4 Voci Joh. Seb. Bach.

All the three fugues uses treble clefs for R.H. instead of soprano clef. The musical
contents themselves are, however, identical with P 430, which Grasnick himself possessed.

P 828

MS P 828 is a single bifolium. The paper Is trimmed on three sides and measures 23.6 x
34.7 cm. It is hard and medium thick; its colour of inner folio is greyish, whereas that of outer
folio is brownish. it was reinforced along the centre fold from inner folio (pp.2-3). The ink used
for the MS is black, probably containing soot. The acid in the ink erodes the paper to visible
extent, appearing as blotches to the other side. Kast dates it in the first half of the 19th century.

The first page Is the title page. It reads:

' J. S. Bach.
FugainC.
(Wohltemperiertes Klaviers I1,1)
Stellung = Kroll (Peters) und Bischoff (Steingrdber)
 Aus dem Rechtenbachschen Nachlaf.
umfallen Januar 1885.
Th. Borsdorf.

An unknown scribe wrote the first two lines only. All the others were added later, probably by
later owner of the MS, Th. Borsdorf. In two inner pages (pp.2-3) the staves were ruled
extremely neatly with ‘a rastrum 8.4 mm high, and were arranged In four piano systems. On
this space is found Fg.C, entitled "Fugue." it was extremely neatly prepared. Unlike the other
MSS of A, this Is the only instance in which the R.H. staff uses the treble clef.

The scribe used the version of A as a model, using the notational convention of later
annotators of H.466 The musical text contains only a few minor error, such as the omission of tie
in b.22:S,2-. All the mordents were written Initially as "t", and later annotator, possibly Borsdort
could have referred it with the editions of Kroll and Bischoff, made varlous annotations -

468 Brockoff, p.43, lists this P 828 among Kimberger circle MSS. He aiso claims that the MS
was modelled from Kroll's edition (Peter). These two interpretations disagrees each other,
because Kroll's version is not K, but A. Moreover | do not think that the annotation in the
title page about the Kroll's edition means the direct relation between them.
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including bar numbers, modifications of ornamentations and comments related to the
annotations.

P 402: The Source A2

MS P 402, often referred as Altnikol | by previous scholais, is a large volume of 320 pages
containing both volumes of WTC, . It is, however, divided in two clear sections, WTC
| and WTC I, paginating them separately. The front cover is labelled as "W. Steifensand /
Seddin bei Stolpr, the name of the possessor Wilhelm Steitfensand (1820 - ca 1900).467 The
volume is currently heavily damaged alongside the binding line, and may be re-bound in near
future. The MS was the assembly of quarternios.468

The title page (p.1), written in the same hand as the cover label, is read: "Das
wohltemperirte Klavier / oder Praeludien und Fugen von / Johann Sebastian Bach / 1str Thell /
geschrieben von Johann Christov Friedrich Bach / Ano 1740 Professor.” It was written in thin
brownish ink, while “1ster Theil' was in much darker shade. This remark is considered false.469
At the end of the WTC | (p.112), we find the original remark by the scribe, "Scrip|si]t: Altnicol
1755".

WTC Il is introduced by a simple remark "2ter Theil' on blank background on p.1 of the
second section of the MS. The staves were ruled carefully with a single-staff rastrum 9.7 mm
high (gauges 2.1, 2.6, 2.6 and 2.6 mm from 1 - 4 spaces). They were drawn with very thin, light
brown coloured ink, giving clear contrast with the notes in dark brown shade. And they were
arranged such in seven uniform piano systems per page that we find no such thought here as
P 430 to plan a special layout for individual movements. Movement headings are thus written
on the left most part of the system. They appear in uniform style "Prelude” and "Fugue / a. [no
of voice]". Thus we can see that in every non-musical aspect of the MS Altnikol preferred less
elaborate fashion than his previous pursuit. Nonetheless, his calligraphy is extremely careful
and beautiful, full of respect to the work.

The musical text, which is fortunately mostly preserved intact, is certainly related closely to
P 430. But occasionally found significant differences in reading raises a possibility that the
scribe, Altnikol, copied from a different exemplar, or perhaps, intended to make the MS in
slightly different characteristics from his previous attempt. P 430. The analysis of these
readmgs often leads to the same answer: it reveals that the part of the text of P 402 gives
certainly earlier text than P 430, the verdict suggesting the evidence of Bach's composing and
revising processes. This Is clear especially in the touowing movements: Prg#, Fg.a and
possibly Prfg.b also. On the contrary, possible later text in minor detail can be confirmed in

467 Kast, p.148.
458 Breckoff, p. 62.
469 Breckoff, p. 62; Kast, p. 28.
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Fg.f. | must stress, however, that in this case the text in P 430 was represented as clear error.
Likewise, Pr.g and Pr.f# contains less errors than those in P 430.

From these facts | contemplate that Altnikol did not or could not use P 430 as models.47°
The most probable reason for this would be that P 430 could have been dedicated to Bach at
its completion.471 And in return, Altnikol might have received S, the second set of autograph.
This would be one of the possible reasons why the text of S was known through Altnikol
exclusively, and why P 402 reflects the older reading more faithfully. To validate or invalidate
such speculation, we require immediate work on investigating the history of owners of P 430.

CONCLUSION

Let us now consider how our aims of this chapter are accomplished. Firstly, we have found
the additional proofs of the compilation of WTC Il in three aspects - chronology, maturity of the
pieces and the selectioh of pieces according to the demand of individuals. Clearly reflected by
the chronological factors is the separation of Group 3, as seen in source H. The same group of
pieces seems to have lacked‘muslcal maturity, for it appears that Wilhelm Friedemann (DD 70)
made his own revision to these movements only. A similar, but certainly different consideration
was also made in the selection of individual pieces. For example, in P 513 we find the selection
of thirteen movements of which all but one is Group 1 of L. This may be decided by the less
technical demand in the pieces. Other copyists also made free selection of pieces for various
purposes, however not directly "related to our discussion. Fugue only selections, such as
No.543, MU MS 161, are particularly attracted by those who appreciated the ingenuity of the
musical form itself. The reduction of cycles, due to the huge size, is also common: we find in
P 210 (first half), P 211 (fairly random selection). |

The other issués. such as the origin of variant readings, ar¢ aiso clarified as being either
from the reading of a different version or the emors made by the copyists. Of the foremost
importance is to ascertain the origin of the errors, for If it was ascertained not to be the error, it

470 1t is interesting that the chronological order of these two MSS by Alnikol gives reverse
reference to actual chronological order of text. This fact caused unique and rather
confusing references to these MSS by Bischoff and Tovey: they refer to P 430 as Altnikol
Il, and P 402 as Altnikol .

471 The only piece of evidence for this hypothesis is that Schwenke, who was the successor of
C. P. E. Bach in Hamburg, made the copy P 204 from the post correcturam of P 430 in°
1781. This is the earliest record of correcturam among the MSS of well established dates.
It is also noteworthy that, according to Dehnhard (1983, p. xxiii), the MS In Konwitschny
state, which survives only in microfilm in Bach-Archiv, Leipzig, is said to be originated from
ante correcturam of P 430. Pity is that the source has not yet been made available to my
inspection despite my requests twice in writing, and that | could not confirm the remark by
Dehnhard myself for this study.
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must be otherwise a variant reading. | have tried two tools for the analysis - the study on the
diplomatic policy of individual scribes and their notational convention: the evaluation of the
variants is to be strengthened further by statistical analysis laid out in hypothetical genealogical
relations of the MSS carried out in Supplement B. Such analysis often enabled us to judge
some of the variant readings as the result of improving the original, or of unsuccessful
restoration of the errors. This very manner of procedure in the study also revealed very
complex editorial activities within and outside the tradition.

The third issue, the oﬂgin of variant tradition, showed many interesting phases in individual
traditions. The tradition B, the most orthodox of all, reflected Bach's revision activity in clear
chronological order, since it is originated from the constantly revised autograph. This shows
that Bach allowed to make copy out of his still incomplete state of work. The tradition K showed
how eager Kimberger was to compile an error free complete work. His ceaseless pursuit seems
to have caused adding more inspired reading of his new age. Thus it seems that Kirnberger
began this work out of insufficient resources, and at a later date, he seems to have succeeded
in accessing L directly. His quest for improvement was made in such a thorough and systematic
manner that one may feel Bach's intention of the work at the time, which was much imperfect
and unsatisfactory for publication. The study also indicates that what seem to be valid
variant reédings contained in tradition K were mostly Kimbergers afterthoughts, which are
considered io have been accumulated during Kimberger's own compilation and the perfection
of the work. Finally the tradition A reflected the different type of activity by Bach - making an
incomplete, second set of MSS to a oomplefe state. It is éigniﬁcam that all the traditions share
the same feature, i.e., aiming toward the perfection. All the extant MSS so far indicate that the
final task, Fassung letzter Hand, was never done by Bach.

Due to the hmnauon Imposed on my study. | was obliged to leave out some lmponant
research work. Immedsate future study should include the following two research topics: first,
the study should cover all the known MSS, since | could not do 5o within the scope of this "
study. This should enable us to establish more solid génealogical relation of the MSS, and on
this basis, we shall be able to'lnte:pret the'odqin of variant readings more confidently; second,
all the MSS should be accurately dated by scrutinizing the physical aspects (e.g., watérmark.
rastrum, ink) to the chronology of the scribe and the owners of the MS.
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CHAPTER 4
REVISION PROCESS OF THE LONDON AUTOGRAPH

Forkel wrote:

"I confess that | have often felt both surprise and delight at the means which he
employed to make, little by little, the faulty good, the good better, and the better perfect.
Nothing can be more instructive than such comparisons, for a connoisseur as well as
for everyone who is eager in the study of his art."472

Though the outcome of his study itself may not always be accurate, the study project offered by |
Forkel remains valid and is most fascinating.473 It is especially so in our case, since Forkel's
observations included the pieces of WTC Il. The study is valuable, especially when it helps to
give various perspectives to the image of Bach the composer. Taking an example from the
study of variant or alternative readings, we may learn at least three aspects reflecting the
purpose of revision:

1) aconsideration for a particular instrument in terms of its resonance and register;
2) atechnical consideration for less or more advanced pupils.
3) a stylistic consideration in the performance;

Yet, in my view, it would contribule nothing more significantly and effectively than to the
chronology of Bach's revision techniques. This can ultimately lead to the dating of various
versions if such study can be substantially authenticated by other approaches. One of these is
the study of Bach's biography. This can give a clue for us to determine the purposts of revision,
whichare normally restricted to four, i.e., performance, teaching, copy making, and publication.

One may find it strange why such an important study as this has not yet been explored
exclusively for Bach's keyboard music, let alone WTC II. There is no doubt that the study must
have been fettered mainly by our source situation, where we know very few autographs,
especially composing scores. Apparently the ideal of our study is to be able to access a set of
autographs showing the advancement from its conception to perfection. in the case of WTC I,
the situation is far from ideal: we have autographs which cover only a very limited part of the
process of betterment; and as is shown in Chapters 1 and 3, we have to ey for i rest on the
copies. In many cases, even these copies do not exist; and if they do exist, some of them are
found only to be of a spurious origin.

On this background, Brokay (1986) recently made & significant step forward towards our
understanding of Bach's revision process in the pieces of WTC Il. He focuses his attention
particularly on the harmonic structure between the early models and the autographs,
endeavouring to show us the composer's deep insight into improving the original harmonic plan,

472 Forkel (1802), Chapter X. English translation in BR, p. 348.
473 BR, p. 348; Stauffer (1985), p. 185,
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it was his prerogative that he was able to integrate the discussion with manuscript studies.474
Nonetheless he makes no significant attempt to establish the chronology of Bach's revision
techniques which he classifies into nine types.47S Nor does he make use in his discussion of
the precise order of events taking place in Bach's revision process. It is apparent that more
involvement into the study of chronology is the immediate task. This undoubtedly enlightens the
approach that Brokau has taken.

- ANALYSIS OF AMENDMENTS

Signiﬁcaht amounts of information about Bach's copying and revising processes contained
in the London Autograph (L) have never been thoroughly disclosed.478 One of the chief
reasons for this seems to have been our doubt over whether such an undertaking would be
useful in the study of Bach's revisions and whether it would contribute towards the elucidation
of the 'mystery about Bach's Fassung letzter Hand. But, as | shall show, the detailed study of
this aspect of L is indispensabie in any kind of systematic approach to Bach's compiling and
Vrevising procédures of WTC Il. it can provide a vital piece of evidence which enable us to re-
construct a fairly authoritative historical image of the work at the time when Bach might have
considered or perhaps written an inextant copy of Fassung letzter Hand.

The method of my approach is not innovative, though there are presently some pioneering,
sophisticated technologies such as radiography or infra-red available to our other industries.
The method | use Is in fact virtually unchanged since Bischoff's time. But it is a major advance
from his time, apart from the public recognition of L, that | am permitted to spend more time and
much freedom with the MS owing to the recent publication of a high quality facsimile edition.

Another important advance from my predecessors’ is the manner of interpreting the order
of events. Unlke my predecessors, who were merely to point out the different readings
between various MSS, my chief task Is to re-construct the history of L exclusively from Bach's
working method and conventions identified in the process itself. The earlier part of the MS's
history, i.e., Bach's copying process and corrections, can be partly ascertained by the precise
identification and classification of various types of amendments found in the autograph.
Unfortunately this Is insufficient for the ultimate purpose | intend to pursue, however: the cause

474 Though his manuscript study is largely the translation of Breckoff (1965), it describes for
the first time some unknown, and yet significant aspects of MSS P 1089 and N.10490. His-
studyf te autograph is, however, premature; his observation is often incorrect, which
inevitably reduces the credibility " of his work.

475 Brokaw(1986), p. 4.

476 There are only a few articlesabout one of the movements: Pr.C - Brokaw (1989), Pr.d -
Stauffer (1985).
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or necessity of amendments made by Bach are still not appai'ent from the visual evidence
alone. In order to discuss the psychological as well as strategical aspects of Bach's copying
process, | shall introduce to the study a rather controversial topic of research on Bach's "density
of writing". By combining these two diverse approaches, it seems for the first time feasible to
visualize the evidence in Bach's working process at this particular stage of MS making. The
later part of the history, i.e., later revisions, can be ascertained by the types of ink, calligraphic
distinctions and the comparison with its "offspring MSS" which often represents the reading
before revisions. = - :

VISUAL EVIDENCE OF THE REVISION PROCESS

_In the following discussion, | shall use two terms for categorizing amendments in the light
of Bach's working methods. "Correction” is the act of correcting a demonstrable error.
"Revislor is an act of improvement, where the original reading was grammatically correct and
was originally intended by the composer. Therefore the term "Amendment is used here as a
cover term for "change”, implying either correction or revision or even both.

Classification of Visual Evidgncg

Establishing the reasons for amendments can be criteria for the analysis of revision
process. They are assessed mainly by the appearance of the amendments. Amendments made
on the MSS are of various types. They can be classified in two ways: one is by the method of
amendment, and the other is by moments or events.

THE MANNER OF AMENDMENTS

In order to analyse what was actually involved in amendments and why such amendments .
were necessary, we have to first identify what was written at an initial layer, and what types of
action were followed. Analysis can then be made based on such compositional / revision
procedures. In my study, | shall distinguish such procedures in four groups of eight types of
methods: :
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Table 26: Classification of amendments by method

A. Pen Emendation

1. amended (symbol): one symbol is amended by pen to the same type of symbol.

2. gv]erlaid (symbol A) by (symbol B): [Symbol B must be a different type of symbo! from

3. cancelled (symbol): symbol is crossed out by pen.

4. amended by lettering: letters are used to specify the reading.
B. Scraping Emendation

5. trimmed (symbol): part of a symbol is removed by scraping.

6. removed (symbol): an entire symbol is removed by scraping the surface of paper.477

C. Scraping and Re-notation

7. replaced (symbol A) with (symbol B): the original symbol is removed by scraping from
the surface, and a new one, which Is not necessarily the same type of symbol, is
written on the top

D. Later Addition

8. added (symbol): without erasure, a new symbol is added, most often squeezed into
insufficient space or written over the top.

A statistical study of this classification shows that the particular types of amendment often
arise from similar causes, e.g., the disposition and skills of a copyist, the degree of maturity in
musical inspiration and ideas, or fixed revision criteria.

THE HYPOTHETICAL MOMENTS

The amendments can also be classified by &iﬂerent means. According to the hypothetical
moment when they were entered on the score, they can be categorised into three different
types. Marshall assigns into the following three types: 1) “immediate”, 2) “later”, and 3) “chain-
reactive” amendments.478 | shall explain each intumn.

IMMEDIATE AMENDMENTS

The "immediate” amendments are specifically identified visually as having been made by
the composer without delay. In other words, no further music had been written before the
compiletion of the amendments For example, the emendation of a note-head in pitch can only
be an immediate amendment if the stemming and beaming belonged to the amended readmg
From the nature of amendment, the immediate amendments are usually corrections. They are
more often identified in composing scores where Bach was working from thematic material, and
found poor voice-leading, such as consecutive 8ves, before stemming and beaming. in fair

477 In L | have not discovered the removal of ink by blotting, which is believed to be very
common.

478 Those three types of correction are classified and discussed in Marshall, p.34 {. My
classification and designation slightly ditfers: those will be explained in due course.
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copies, this type of amendment is generally restricted to half drawn symbols and the immediate
discovery of clef errors.

LATER AMENDMENTS

"Later" amendments,47 as a purely linguistic term, should inciude all the remaining types
of amendment. However, for the benefit of obtaining deeper historical and analytical insights
into the study, | shall restrict the semantic implication of the term. By the restricted designation
as "later” amendments, | mean amendments which were entered on an already completed
texture. Therefore, the later amendment could be carried out at a separate sitling: either a
proot-reading of the original with necessary corrections, or inspired revisions. In addition, the
use of a different shade of ink and thickness of pen will distinguish later amendments. These
are the clearest proof of a time-lapse between copying and later amendment.

CHAIN-REACTIVE AMENDMENTS

The third type of amendments, which | shall call "chain-reactive”, is very special.430 For
one thing, this type of amendment must, by definition, consist of at least two amendments. For
another, one of the pair (or more) of the amendments does not necessarily look like an
amendment on the score. In fact, we can sometimes also count initial entries as results of
*chain-reactive amendments" if we can establish firm grounds for séying that in that particular
instance the composer had amended his originally p!anned- notation before setting it down on
paper. Therefore, we can say that this type of amendment is a revision. And the amendments
must be seen to have been carried out in chain-reactions. This type of amendment is mostly
found in thematically or motivically related passages.

Because the "chain-reactive” amendments cover both immediate amendment and later
amendment, | shall distinguish the two. The first type Is called "immediate chain-reactive
amendment”. it must meet the following special conditions: An antecedent amendment appears
later than its consequences. The identifiable chain involves an immediate amendment or a
complete "new" reading which necessitated correction of an earlier passage or passages (the
consequent amendment). The second type Is called "later chain-reactive amendment”, This has
a clear condition: all the motivically related amendments must appear in the form of later
amendments. |

Let us quote an example of "immediate chain-reactive amendments.” In Pr.d# (1.6r), the
revision was deployed in the characterization of a minor scale by later added accidentals Imo

470 See Marshall (1972), p. 34 1. Marshall calls it as "subsequent” or "delayed™ corrections. His
_ designation slightly differs to my concept of this type of emendation.

480 Marshall's term "chain-reaction correction” ditfers essentially from my designation. His
designation Includes wider hypothetical moments including "proof-reading”, which |
included In “later” amendments.
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the descending scale passage in b.1 (R.H.). This can be observed as an immediate chain-
reactive revision if we compare with that of L.H. in b.2, which includes those accidentals at the
initial copying. In all probability, Bach might have had an exemplar, which gave a plain minor
scale syntax for both instances, which he amended it instantly at bar 2 at copying stage, then
came back to bar 1 to enter the same revision.

By interpreting the visual evidence as the notation of consecutive compositional
processes, it is possible to reconstruct the order of events in a series of revisions following the
initial composition. At this stage, the several layers of compositional activity can be
distinguished, from the initial copying stage to the final revision.

However, some types of amendments481 can occur at almost any moment. Not only the
types of mistake but also certain features of camgraphy can be affected by unknown
biographical factors.

MS TYPE__S_‘LAND THE TYPES OF AMENDMENTS

First Layer of the Score

Distinguishing the first layer of a score Is the most vital task in our study, for this provides
various pieces of evidence to re-construct many unknown factors, such as the state of the
exemplar, compositional progress and the initial purpose of the score. The first layer of the
score can be a temporary stage or the final state of the piece. This stage may begin with
planning and executing stave-layout, through writing music, and may be completed with the
final double bar or fermata. Scores are generally described by conventional terms, i.e.,
composing scores. revision copies and fair copies. But these terms often do not convey
sufficient and precise information about the initial state of the scores due to the loose definition
of the terms. Thus | shall re-define the terms below One of the factors that necessitated my re-
definition is that under the traditional methodLare sometimes defined without much evidence or
strict criteria. Such terms can lead one to describe a score from either the final appearance of
the copy or the amount of amendments left on the score. These are often inconclusive, and
dangerous. These criteria do not justify the composer's initial aim of the score. For example, in
the genre of “fair copy’, we may have to include, apart from a genuine fair copy, the score on
which a piece was composed smoothly and the score on which a pre-improvised piece was
merely copied. Again, under ‘composing écore' we may include the score on which heavy
revlsion was carried out, sometimes in several layers, as well as sketches or memoranda.
Another type of confusion aﬂsas from ftexibitﬂy of this oonvent&onal terminology when the terms

481 ¢.g., 1) obvious from melodic as well has harmonic scheme. 2) change of note-head at
change of system in the middle of bar, 3) wrong clef was in mind assuming from the
melodic interval and harmony.
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imply a judgement on the implication of the maturity of the composition, or of a particular
version of it. ‘

At this first layer of the score, | shall place the composers activity among one of the
following four types according to the initial purpose of the score, or the composer's attitude at
this stage - sketching, working out, improving some details and making fair copy. | shall refer to
the score, in the four types, as the first record or a draft, a composing score, a revising score
and a fair copy respectively.482 Thus these terms are only used to describe the first layer of the
score. ’ ‘

- This strict definition of the initial stage of the score prevents one from judging the status of
a copy by its the general appearance. The terms has definite specific meaning. In order to
gather sufficient evidence to be able to define them, we have to first examine and analyse the
initial copying process. This can be done by distinguishing the initial amendments from later
ones, analysing them in the light of Bach's musical activity, and finally giving insight into the
density of his notation.

FIRST RECORD

By definition, a first record is the score on which the composer was basically transferring
his musical ideas to notational form on paper for the first time, without altering or developing the
basic musical idea on the paper. Its purpose Is simply to record a new musical idea. From the
degree of musical maturity, we can classify this type of score into two sub-types.
Underdeveloped ones we may call ‘primitive records’, “drafts’ or ‘'memoranda’. They were often
less than eight bars long. Well-developed ones we may call *‘mature records'. This second type
is a unique score, and probably only found in Bach's keyboard music. Under such cases the
scores may contain complete pieces of music, which could have been developed in his
improvisation on the clavier. From the final appearance, such a score can only with difficulty be
distinguished from a smoothly processed composing score or an uninspired fair copy, not only
because all three could just produce copies in similar appearance, but also because the most
vital evidence, i.e., the presence of exemplars, may not easily be ascertained. Careful study on
Bach's amendments and his density of writing could suggest, however, that Bach's emphasis is
laid on the recording rather than the improvement of musical details or calligraphic beauty.

COMPOSING SCORE

By definition, a composing score is the score on which a composer worked out his musical
ideas based on the first primitive record. Such ideas are not distinguished by length, but must
contain workable musical figures that display imerent basic, clear musical characteristics, e.g.,

482 See DUrr (1984} p. xvil. DOrr's four terms, viz., Sketch [Entwurfsschrift), Working out score
[Ausarbeitungsschrift], revising score, [Umarbeitungsschrift] and a fair copy [Reinschritt],
are equivalent to my terms, except that the definition of the first two terms 1is different.
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melodic contour, rhythmic velocity, etc. The most important evidence on the composing score is
the presence of such characteristics being worked out on the score. '

A feature of the composing scores Is the presence of numerous amendments as the result
of extensive work involved in the early stage of compositional activity. The scores often contain
large scale revisions of a “formative™483 nature as well as the traces of primitive compositional
process such as figured bass working principle, harmonic skeletons and grammatical errors. In
some instances, Bach leaves sketches or drafts with the worked out version in the same sheet.
But these features cannot serve as evidence to judge the initial layer as they are often the
result of later revising activities. The most important task is to isolate strictly the layers of
revision activities and to analyse each layer accordingly, so that we may find out which aspect
of compositional activities was more predominant or less 80 at the initial layer of the
compositions. From the result of this kind of analysis, we may be able to ascertain the state of
the exemplar and Bach's general compositional methods and the order of compositional
procedures. ’ '

REVISION SCORE

A revision score484 is, by definition, a score which is intended from the outset to revise and
copy out a composition with reference 1o an exemplar containing the old version of a complete
piece. Analysis of the amendments and copying procedure in the new score must show that the
composer copied attentively and made specific improvements. The identified revisibns must
therefore point to the incentive of making such a copy. Our most important and by far the most
difficult task is to ascertain the revision which was presumably instantaneously completed at
copying stage. This is normally the case, because the composer planned initially how the
fevised version should be. There is a way to ascertain the revision of this type to cerain
degree. Since Bach revised a piece in highly categorised and logical fashion, there appears not .
a few places where Bach had to readjust the initially entered revision according to the feature in
the various parts of the piece. it would therefore be extremely helpful to know the version on
which the new revision is based. ‘ '

The revision which is not planned initially but arisen during the copying activity also reflects
another aspect of the revision score. However does this type of revision atfect the definition of
the score type, it is often associated with the activity and the process of revision itself. The
chain reaction revision is the best example. In addition, we may consider amendments made at
a later stage, which were most likely anticipated from the outset. ‘

There are basically two types of revision technique in revision scores in WTC I, viz,,
structural overhaul and detailed improvement. Usually structural overhaul can be seen in either

483 Marshall uses this term when the contour, character, and structure of the musical ideas
have been basically altered for purely aesthetic reasons. See Marshall (1972), p.34.

484 See Marshall (1972), pp13 and 18.
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the expansion of the cadential section alone (e.g. Fg.C and Fg.Ab) or the expansion of multiple
small sections (e.g. Pr.C, Pr.d and Fg.C#). Detailed improvement, on the other hand, can be
seen in many aspects of musical compositions. it can include the revision of the theme itself,
which is to alter the basic musical idioms and the character of composition such as Pr.C.

Apart from the one described above, several other attempts to perfect the initial aim of the

score can be considered as criteria for “revision':
1) voice-leading in the light of clearer and fuller voice texture.

2) maintenance of rhythmic consistency in continuous flows of minimum note value
(often semiquavers) attained by the synthesis of multiple voice texture.

3) melodic refinement in scalic passages by revising accidentals.
4) harmonic improvement in bridge passages.

§) addition of diminutions, grace notes, trills.

6) addition of extra voices, doubling for cadential sections.

7) slight departure from fixed thematic, contrapuntal development for purely aesthetic
reasons. :

The final appearance of the revision score may be partly that of a composing score and
partly that of a fair copy. The appearance of the score is totally dependent on the specific ideas
of revision involved. The characteristics of the composing score are usually found in
concentrated areas in a piece where the composing process met with critical difficulties. As
could be expected, Bach's general method of composition is also confirmed in these areas.

The dating of revisions is in some cases possible by comparing the identified revisions and
the dating of other extant MSS, such as the sources A, F, H and K. From the assembled pieces
of evidence, it becomes apparent that Bach worked out from simple to complex, seldom in vice
versa.

FAIR coOPY

By definition, a fair copy Is a score on which the composer intended to reproduce the
reading of the exemplar in order that the text matured through his previous revisions Is
accessible from a clean and pleasant score, free from errors. At the first layer of the score, the

text is supposed to be the final authoritative reading, though it may be altered at a later stage.
Equally Important is an aesthetically pleasing calligraphic appearance. This criterion can be
isolated into two further aesthetic elements as calligraphic handwriting and well-planned stave
layout. ‘ '

But in reality, few scores that meet the definition in the strict sense. There are normally
more than a few corrections, though they are often restricted to slips of the pen. This does not
mean that Bach was incapable of writing flawless copies. It has been thought that in his late
years Bach did not have the patience or inclination merely to copy out a piece mechanically.485

485 Marshall (1972), p.15,quotes that only one exception exists - a fair copy of St.Matthew
passion (P 25) which Is dated slightly earlier than L. But he admits that some part of the 83
folios copy were heavily revised.
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In my observation of L, | found that his copying process tended to be no less than a fresh
musical activity, giving him an opportunity to revise the composition at the same time. Thus
there can be several "later” or "chain-reactive” amendments, such as improvement of melodic
character by controliing the application of accidentals, but hardly the types of revision that alter
the fundamental idea of the composition.

Final Stage of the M

The ﬁhal stage of the MS, in my definition, is the stage where Bach finished WOrking with a
score. This is the state we see it as the MS. The distinctions made at the initial stages of the
score, such as composing, revising, etc., were not important for Bach at this stage. More
important were the musical maturity and the calligraphic neatness.

What is important for us, then is to measure Bach's commitment to the score during his
revision process. The reason for doing this is to establish a firm background to judge Bach's
psychology at the time Bach completed his editing of the score. Here we find two possible steps
of some importance that Bach has taken:

1) The music is complete and the score is final, and no further improvement could be
made for the time being.

2) The music is incomplete, and has to be transferred onto a new score for a variety of
reasons.

How can we measure such abstract idea as "Bach's commttmertt" and "psychology"?
There are at least the following methods of evaluation:

1) initial state of the copy.

2) number and types of amendments and appearance of the score.
3) number of revision layers and appearance of the score.

4) comparative study of other extant versions of the same movement

INTERPRETATION OF BACH'S CALLIGRAPHY

The aim of interpreting Bach's calligraphy Is to reveal two factors resident in MS making -
the chronology of his calligraphy and the types of calligraphy distinguished by him for certain
purpdses. Recent studies by Kobayashi on the former aspect show that such a study can
provide a vital piece of evidence in the classification of Bach autographs in a certain
chronological order.486 But when it comes to identifying such a MS as L which spans within a
couple of years only, it seems impossible to make chronological distinction between them.487
On the other hand, siightly outdated yet still legitimate and Important studies by Dadelsen and

485 Kobayashi (1988), pp7 it and NBA KB IX,2, pp191 f1.

487 |n Supplement A, | have included the detailed examination of crotchet rests and down-
stemmed minims.

%
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Marshall include the latter aspect as well as the former: they show that Bach indeed
distinguished between what they defined as "non-calligraphic” and "calligraphic® hands 488 The
criterion for judging Bach's two types of handwriting is the shape of various musical symbols. In
fact, handwriting can be affected by many factors: the degree of commitment to make scores
neat, the composer's flow of imagination, patience in the simple mechanical process, the status
of the exemplar and so on.

In discussing Bach's revision process later on, | shall differentiate the scores basing on
these handwriting criteria, I.e., non-calligraphic and calligraphic. Here | shall briefly dwell upon
how four of the symbols are interpreted.

1) Note-heads in calligraphic hand are generally rationally spaced and equally sized
according to temporal value of the piece.

2) Stems in caliigraphic hand are vertically straight or with a slight natural curve for
upward stems. Their length is basically maintained between two and a half to three
spaces of the staff used. There is also a general trend to shorten them if they are to
be joined with a beam. Those in non-calligraphic hand are often tilted to the right.

3) The position of down stemming from a note-head is usually distinguished between
calligraphic and non-calligraphic hands. That of Bach's calligraphic hand is from the
left side of a note-head, while his non-calligraphic hand as well as that of Anna
Magdalena's is from the right side.489 |n a larger time-scale, this also indicates the
chronology of Bach's handwriting.490

4) Beams in calligraphic hand are generally running paraliel to the note-heads, and the
edges of a stroke are nicely shrunken as a result of speedy, confident writing skills.
Those in non-calligraphic hand as well as in Anna Magdalena's often do not conceal
the edge of stems, while Bach's calligraphic scores’ do.

The distinction of notational neatness is in fact not limited to judging the degree of
commitment or inspiration In writing. Precise perception of such psychological factors can also
be used as a criterion for the interpretation of the amendments of notational symbols.

Also important is it to remember Bach's order of notation: 1) note-head, 2) stem, 3) flag or
beam. For example, The amendment of a note-head alone can be interpreted differently if the
stem is already present or not. Thus the judgement of "immediate” or "later" amendment is
based on this premise.

The other important aspect of notational practice is note alignment. This practical device
was used to present music in a readable form, and Bach pursued it wherever possible. Note
alignment, however, is slightly different from and can be quite unrelated to our distinction of
calligraphic features, for it relies more on the deeper mechanical task involved in the copying
process, while calligraphic variations could also stem from free, arbitrary musical activities. This
being the case, -note-alignment can be regarded as an extended branch of the calligraphic

+ 488 Dadelsen TBSt 4/5, pp44 ff; Marshall, pp4 ff

489 Itis important to note that those untidy ones are natural to the physical movement, but also
accepted formerly in the older handwriting notational convention.

490 Emery (1953), p.117; Kobayashi (1988), pp17 ff.
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element. Wherever note-alignment fails in a score, it attests to various interesting problems
present the writing task, which can otherwise remain undetected. In Bach's composing scores,
this can be regarded as a result of his not seeming to have sufficient insight into all the voices
at the time he put down the first voice. For his non-composing scores, an unsuccessful
alignment can often point out Bach's later revisions on the MS where he added enhanced
melodic and rhythmic details in the space left on the staves. On the other hand, it can also be
caused by the constraints of space allocated for a particular piece of music that forbade him to
consume as much space as he was normally allowed. This type of misalignment is only
observed either towards the end of a piece where space shortage became apparent or due to
the occasional use of demisemiquavers which could not be made smaller than the size of a
semiquaver owing to the inherent physical size of the symbol.

THE CHOICE OF INK

In many sheets two or sometimes three different shades of ink are found. One of’the most
acclaimed contributions of this kind which leads to the re-interpretation of Bach's working
procedures in to the fact that Bach probably worked in various stages between wide spaces of
time.

In the folia prepared by Hand A, staves and notes are written with the same kind of ink,
which appears to be dark black in colour. A closer look at the drawing of staves reveals that ink
has not penetrated into the paper smoothly and this gives the staves deficient appearance in
many places. This kind of ink can be conclusively assumed to be thick. In the rest of the folia in
L, a thinner, lighter colour of ink is used for drawing staves. This choice gives much better
readability to the score. It is possibly thinned for this very purpose.

In examining the original MS, | noticed that most of the amendments associated with pitch
emendations are in the nature of immediate amendment: they normally give a distinctive light
reflection49! as well as a slightly different shade of colour from the rest. The type of ink is
generally easily distinguishable from the one which is used for later stages of revision, which
will be discussed shortly. This ink could be identical with what was used at the initial sitting. The
difference in shade seems to be caused by two factors: the c(veriaying of ink and the tempered
and softened by pen. This type of amendment also causes unexpected ink smudge and stain to
penetrate to the other side of the folio.

Another important finding in the examination of the original MS Is that Bach occasionally
used a totally different type of ink from the rest of the notation when he made amendments at a
later date. This revision ink (abbreviated as RI) is often found in proof-reading amendments. It
appears that it is normally black - the particular reflection suggesting a soot type of ink. Also
noticeable is the thin pen tip used in conjunction with this ink, thus making it possible for

491 | examined the MS under normal lighting condition. The reflection became obvious when
the angle of my observation of MS is about 45 to 60 degree.

\
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squeezing in accidentals and demisemiquavers. The pen-stroke is generally much sharper than
the rest, and there is no smudge around the edge of the notation. From this, it can be
conciuded that Rl is a thicker ink in comparison with the other types of ink used. There are,
however, some symbols of later additions which were in light brown. They were found in minor
supplements only. o

it must be also noted that there are a number of Instances in Group 1 in which the ink
seem to vary as‘well though the variations are not as distinctive as Rl. These curious varying
shades appear in th'e' notations of onamentations and in the titles in Pr.e, f#, g and b. It is
perhaps piausible to maintain our hypothesis that in Group 1 Bai:h and Anna Magdalena were
consecutively producing MSS without giving proof-reading, omamentations or the title until
scheduled number of copies was completed. At this stage, due to the lapse of time, the ink
used might have become thicker and darker, and Bach could have been revising all the pieces
continuously at one sitting with this ink. The validity of this hypothesis, however, cannot go
beyond this. Only when one is able to make an equipment which can detect the density of ink
will there be a break-through in authenticating the order of events in these particular cases.
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STRATEGY OF COPYING PROCEDURE

PSYCHOLOGY AND FAIR COPIES

As already stated, whenever Bach made fair copies, he tried to make really good ones. S.
Boorman, discussing the general procedures of making a MS, says that whether text or music
was to be copied first was a decision made on the basis of the nature of the piece.492 But for
Bach, the decision was aiso influenced by many practical reasons, arising from the purpose of
the score. For example, each movement in L was to be accommodated within a single bifolium
for the sake of various considerations, such as to save paper, to be able to replace it easily with
the revised version, to be able to handle the sheets easily in performance, and so on. His fair
copies in L were not merely conceived 1o be beautiful, but also to be practical. And in order to
pursue this ideal image of the MSS we cannot ignore one of the most vital of Bach's practices,
i.e., the calculation and consequent thoughtful distribution of musical symbols within the
available space on paper. The New Grove commentary, referring specifically to L, notes:

*J. S. Bach was both very economical and surprisingly inaccurate at this [habit of note

distribution]: many of his copies have a few extra bars squeezed on to an additional line
at the foot of a page."493

The two points made in this concise statement by Wolff can be interpreted to mean that Bach

practised some sort of paper saving method, but his inaccuracy resulted contrary to his initial

plan, in some undesired drawbacks. | assume that the economic policy that is implied in Wolif's

statement is perhaps the calculated distribution of musical symbols. But if we are to look into

the details of copying activity, we would have to analyse such activity in more detail on the

basis of individual sheet, for L is a collection of various types of MS, some having been copied -
from exemplars and others not. At the same time, it is also desired to find out what other

important aspects in MS making caused Bach to be inaccurate. In order to monitor the process

of MS making, we need a tool, and the only powerful tool is the study of Bach's density of

writing.

DENSITY OF WRITING

By "density of writing®, | mean the relative concentration of symbols written on the page.
The aim of studying the density of notation is to reveal the presence of certain psychological
influences caused by unknown events during the composing or copying process. A close study

492 Staniey Boorman: The New Grove: Sources, MS |. Introduction, p. 591 f.
493 Christoph Wollf: The New Grove, Vol.1, "Bach, J. S.", fig.8. See also Emery (1953), p.119.
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should provide us with some clues about where the composer changed his pace of writing 494
Combined with the study of other musical and non-musical factors, this will perhaps enable us
to determine the various possible reasons for such a change of density, e.g., composing
difficulties, compositional tactics, the status of the exemplar, the purpose of the copy, the
disposition of the copyist, etc.

There are, however, natural reservations about this approach. The environmental factors
that might have affected the composer's writing density could be infinite in number and
unpredictable in real life. The pursuit is only valid if the analysis can be based on a firm logical -
backgrouhd and reliable sources of information. This preparatory stage can be partly achieved
by interpreting the types and hypothetical historical moments of amendments on the MS and
examining some other aspects related to the general composing procedure.

Clearly, a great composer as Bach must have surely had a respectable experience and
skill in copying music, which would be expected to give a smooth and evenly spaced natural
appearance as the result of a relaxed hand movement. Thus the reason for the change of
density is not ofien a technical problem in copying music. it is easier to assume the existence of
a particular situation than would be the case with a copyist whose musical understanding is less
profound than Bach's. Wherever there is a large difference in writing density, there could be
certain significant changes in either psychology or the strategy of copying. By examining
various other factors in the copying process, the change of density in Bach's writing is expected
to arise from a logical, traceable factor.

Our pursuit is also encouraged by valid historical knowledge concerning the preparahon of
a musical sheet - mainly in ruling staves. All the sheets in L except a few were, as mentioned
earlier, prepared regardless of particular pieces, let alone the length of individual pieces. The
premise to the state of the score at this stage was a collection of a single bifolium, each
accommodating a single prelude-fugue pair. Thus it becomes apparent that Bach had one
psychological apprehension for a space constraint. His insights into the production of fair
copies, therefore, partly reflect the problem of how to allocate a piece within the fixed space for
those pieces.

Apart from the factors considered so far, the traceable changa of writing density can be
ascribed to four factors: : :

Any types of score

1) modulation scheme - use ot increased number of accidentals, as well as
psychological rise, fall alongsida musical progression.

494 See Emery (1953), p.116, 119. As far as WTC |l is concerned, the density of writing was
first suggested by Emery to identifying the copyist as well as the policy they had in copying
procedure. Emery's prime purpose was to explain why a change of hands took place
during the middle of copying process, and why the second scribe has to compress his or
her notation to such an outstanding degree.
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Composition Scores: without space constraints

2) compositional difficulty - working from larger note-values in the bass / soprano lines
and later working out detailed melodic characteristics

Falr coples: with space constraints

'3) gradual easing of density - tight spacing, a calculated space allotment at the initial
stage, is weakened as the copy proceeds due to the deeper involvement in musical
activities, such as revisions.

4) sudden rise of density at certain notationally significant place - can be affected by
psychological change if it occurs at a point where the music changes. When it occurs
at the turn of a fresh page, it is most likely that re-calculation could have been made
to confirm the progress in space-tight pieces.

One of the strongest arguments is the nature of revisions. If we take the logical line, the
simultaneous consideration of those two observations can often be correlated, which enables
us to re-construct historical moments authentically.

Problem of Calculation

However promising the theory may appear, the remaining problem we still have to face is
the method of calculation which could enable us to get a reliable figure to compare the rate of
increase or decrease during the course of copying. If this can be accomplished, every
psychological factor in the copying process could be legitimately estimated. Usual attempts to
estimate a writing density can give confusing results. For example, if we compare the note
spacing of a breve in b.1 (0.8 mm) of a fugue in E® major and the same note at b.60 (2.7 mm),
the iatter is three times larger than the former. Can we say that the former is three times higher
in density? Or comparing the two lines containing the minims above (L1 and R2) from the same
fugue, and counting number of units*95 placed on the stave, we find that there are 34 units in
L1496 and 44 units in R2.497 Can we now say conversely that the latter is 1.29 times higher in
density?

These two examples are, in fact, based on different criteria. The first method - spacing
according to note value - may only be effective if one has fixed note spacing for rationally
figured out individual note values - e.g., four semiquavers = crotchet. In this method, counting
the number of bars alone should show the fluctuation of density. The second method -
notational convention - may only be effective if one has fixéd note spacing for individual units
regardless of note values. From the examination of these measures, Bach's copying strategy
appears to be neither of them individually, but & combination of  both. He has a general
tendency to maintain the first method (the density of note values) with the exception of places

495 Minimum note value + accidentals occupying one vertical position on the stave.
49634 notes + no valid accidentals. See Supplement C.

497 36 notes + 8 valid accidentals. See Supplement C.
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where note values differ from the rest: in those places, he either compresses or loosens the
density either fo save space on paper or for readability: in other words, he borrows the idea
from the second criterion - the density of notation. It has been mentioned that Bach employed
rationally sized note-head in a distinctive way, and it is out of the question that Bach practised a
logical spacing of individual note value+¢ at his own rate.

It is an universal problem in musical notation which is based on the convention of the
paper saving method: notation is a conversion of equal time into irrationally compressed written
form. Taking a small example, even a flagged quaver occupies larger space than beamed
one. Bach's strategy for asslgnihg irrational raies into notation may possibly be determined by
complex, huge statistical analyses. This is, however, out of the scope of the present study.

Nonetheless | have come to the conclusion that there is an approach which can yield fairly
approximate results suitable for my purpose. This approach integrates two dissimilar methods

of calculation:
1. Density of note-spacing in terms of note-value.

2. Density of note-spacing in terms of the number of symbols present irrespectzve of
individual note-value.

These methods are then considered together in order to estimate Bach's COMPACTNESS OF
WRITING.

Method of Analysis

The analysis for the Densi X e-Valye is carried out system
by system, which | shall call LOGICAL POPULATION OF NOTE ALLOTMENT (LPNA). Calculation is
planned in the following manner:

LPNA = Number of Bars in a System / Length of System#s®

The value of LPNA is later adjusied by assigning ‘value 1' to the first datum, so that the
result of the calculation can be readily used for obtaining results indicating COMPACTNESS OF
WRITING.

The other method of the analysis, Dent

called LINE POPULATION (LP) This Is obtained from the following formula:
LP = number of units in a system / length of system.

48 This value is totally dependent on individual piece, especially on temporal value.

499 | ength of system is given in centimetre. Measurement is taken from the left edge of the
first occurring note-head (or accidentals where applicable) to the right edge where the
notation ends. There are various other considerations in measurement - e.g., inserted clef
in the middle of system, etc.
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The value given by LP depends very much on the way in which UNITS are being counted.
LP1 includes all the vertical occurrences of the note-heads of minimum note-value in a system.
LP2 adds the number of Valid Accidentals®®0 on the top of LP1. LP3 subtracts the number of
notes from LP2, on which the notes in larger note value overlap on the other for the following

reasons:
1) the smaller note values are later added as a part of revision; and,

2) the smaller note values are horizontally shifted to unused space (nomally to the left) in
order to reduce the rate of density in a particular line.

And finally COMPACTNESS OF WRITING (CW) is given in three levels by multiplying the result
of two analyses as follows: 4%

CW1 = LPNA x LP1
CW2 = LPNA x LP2
CW3 = LPNA x LP3

The COMPACTNESS OF WRITING proposed here is by no means a perfect solution The
resunam figures thus obtained do not make any sense on their own with reference to density
nor do they intend to convey a precision indicated by the numbers in a truly mathematical
sense. What the figures set out to do is to outline a general trend or tendency with a
mathematical metaphor. .

Promisingly Bach's music always proceeds In a stable manner by using the minimum unit
throughout except occasional gracing‘vnotes. This helps eliminate diverse symbols of notation
from counting as each edual unit - they are normally only observed at the cadence and at the
commencement of fugue subieci.‘ Furthermore, the simultaneous consideration of two
irreconcilable methods iustiﬁés the reason for unaccountable rise or fall of density in each
other, For example, increase of number of units may be considered together with decreased
number of bars. In the case such as the example given above where the two results give
symmetrically deviations from the previous data, the density can be equalised. On the other
hand, if both sets of data show a simalar trend we can safely assume that the change of density
is significant.

- 49%a Since in Bach's score the result of LP3 Is virtually identical with that of LP2, | do not give
this third level of variation (viz LP3 and CW3) in the Graphs in Supplement C.

500 The term is abbreviated as VAcin Tables VAC is obviously thought to have been entered
initially at composing stage and inserted between notes occupying its own vertical position
on stave. TAc (Total number of Accidentals) is also given for reference. It includes the
following:

1) those which occur at the same vertical position as the others in the other voices,

2) those added later at revision process,

3) those Inserted above the note-head deliberately for whatever reasons,

4) those inserted between note-heads where the space is already occuplied by some other
note-heads in the other voices.
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OUTLINES OF REVISION PROCESS

GENERAL PROCEDURE OF DISCUSSION

The heart of our discussion about Bach's revision process is based on the facts listed in
two supplements: the identified amendments in the autograph are methodically described in
Supplement A - The London Autograph: Critical Comments; and the full listing of variant
readings among extant MSS are tabulated in Supplement B - WTC II: Examination of varlant
reédlngs. By assun\ing that my reader would ‘possess a facsimile of the autograph, | should
reproduce the example only on a limited basis, such places as the revised part where the
information is only accessible from the original MS. These layer of activities are demonstrated
as reconstructed models, in which each activity is distinguished by the shade of colours. As a
general convention, black symbols represent the part of the reading unaffected by revision;
traced out symbols, appearing only in thé contour of the symbol (or often completely erased),
represent the symbols later adéied and were ndt present at the time when the particular
reconstructed reading was written; and the symbols in grey shade represemt what was
considered once present at the time before the revision. N

Analyses and syntheses are then made in historical, philological and musical contexts in
my argument. | shall also integrate the study of density of writing wherever appropriate though it
is not used as primary evidence. Whenever | refer to this pémcular area, the reader is
recommended fo consult the corresponding Graphs and Tables contained in Supplement C -
The London Autograph: Density of Writing. :

The order of discussion is:

1) Outiine of discussion
i) Status of this copy
] Status of possible exemplar and existence
2) First copying stage and its background
) Corrections and analysis
i) Analysis of the density of writing
3) Revision criteria and types. Analysis
4) Possible way into future reading.

PRELUDE 1 IN C MAJOR (F.1R)

The version contained in f.1r is an intermediate version of Pr.C (BWV 870,b), showing a
direct link from the earlier version (BWV 870a,1) towards the final version (BWV 870,1). The
earlier version, given in P 804 and P 1089, is 17 bars long, and will be shown that Bach used
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this as a model, and expanded the piece tentatively on to the score.50! During this process, it
becomes apparent that in his plan Bach initially divided the earlier version into two parts as 15
and 2 bars: the first part was copied on to this sheet fairly straight forwardly, the melody being
occasionally improved; the second part was reserved for a cadential section. The plan of
expansion is thus represented in Fig,24 below:

Early Modell (17 bars)

1 54 15 16-17
Al A2
Ali J' A2i A2ii
Present version in L (34 bars)
1 YA 15 16 20 29 31 33-34
Discarded part.
Newly composed part.

Ali Entry section. It consists of a single phrase, retuming to C major.

A2i Middle section. Through relative minor, and super tonic, it aims at arriving at sub-
dominant.

A2ii Transposed section of A2i from C major to F major. Planning to return to the tonic.

Bi Cadential section.

Fig. 24: Pr.C - The Plan of Expansion from Early Model to L

Unlike the other folia showing extensive revision work, | find no obvious trace for the use of
a different type of ink among the added symbols.502 This being the case, it is often difficult to
establish the correct order of events occurring in later amendments.

FIRST SECTION (Ati +A2i - bb.1-13)

The analysis of Bach's improvements on the early versions, which were probably made
instantly on this score, points to a single clear concept: the change of basic figuration, i.e., the
style of arpeggiation, reflecting a particular instrumental idiom, shown in Fig 25 below:

501 Franklin/Daw and Brokaw (1989) also supports this theory.

802 See, for example, 1.3v, 1.5r, 1.7r, f.12r (1st column) and f.13r in the use of Rwisiu: Ink. The use
of more sophisticated ink detection method may, however, reveal such distinction.
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Fig. 25: Fg.C, b.1 (L1,b.1) - Change of Instrumental Idioms from Early Model.

The melodic line is changed from the property of a delicate solo instrument - solo violin, or flute
- to that of an organ or a harpsichord. This figural change was also reinforced by adding the
pedal note, C. This new character, i.e., the falling arpeggiation inherent in two voices, appears
to be a dominant feature of the version. It can be seen that the same figuration not only
appears in the alto, b.7,3, but also replaces a unique arpeggio passage that inherits two voices,
the upper part being held on the same pitch, while the lower part being descending scale-wise.
This figure is found in the soprano, b.2, and the bass, bb.3 and 10. What appears so far is a
manner of revision so.consistent that one can perceive Bach's firm, well-planned idea of the
revision. We may, therefore, call this new figuration  ‘revision motive'. Apart from the major
change of figuration, Bach also paid attention to a detailed decoration. In three instances -
b.6,4, b.21,2 and b.22,4, demisemiquavers are inserted as being decorative elocutions to the
melodic contour of the soprano.

Such instant conversions of the figuration appear to have been abortive in some places
and require certain amendments. For example, the amendment of tie facing in b.10:T,3-4,
reconstructed in Fig.26 below, can be seen to have originated in the resultant problem in the

process.
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Early Model L
Chord: Em G7? A7 D Em G7 A7 D
Harmony: d: II IvVy7 V7 I d: II 27 V7 1

Fig. 26: Pr.c, b.10 (L4,b.2) - Improvement of voice texture and re-notation of tie in the Tenor.

503 The two existing early models (P 1089 and P 804) use soprano clef in the upper staff.
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The direct cause, however, appears to be the sequence in the notation: Bach must have written
the important conversion point, the bass line together with the emerging tenor first, before the
alto part was filled in later in the lower staff.5%4 Another amendment included in the same
example, b.10:A,1-2, is also noteworthy. It seems that this amendment to the note-value of the
alto was an afterthought. The preoccupation note, d’ in L, b.10: A 2/2, perhaps became
desirable only after the bass was converted into its new shape. This can be ascertained by the
analysis of the chord texture where the original pitch d in the bass, b.10: B,2/3 was moved in
the new reading to B, and the alto had to move out from b as a consequence.

A similar figurative modification is also found in b.13, where the abstruse arpeggiated tenor

line, in which two contrary motions are inherited, is being effectively simplified.

~ &

Early model L, ante correcturam.505

Fig.26a: Pr.C, b.13 (L5,b.2) - The Identity between Early Model and Reconstructed ante
correcturam L

The modification was concentrated on two points: one is to simplify the linear progression of the
tenor by keeping only the upper line of the two; the other is to fill in the continuous semiquaver
flow by altering the rhythm in the bass. This initial modification is, however, perceived as a fairly
mechanical alteration of the old, where one can still find the inherent abstruse quality in these
voices, perhaps due to the lack of motivic individuality. There could have been no delay when
the two voices were revised again on the 4th voice according to the rhythmic characteristics of
their 3rd beat, for we find the corresponding part of the second section, b.28:1-2, appearing in
the form of post correcturam.506 The other revision, found in the soprano and alto on the 3rd-
4th beat, is considered to have revised at a much later date, for the corresponding section in

504 1t is also significant to note that the alto must have been written in the upper staff, where
the soprano clef rather than the treble clef was used.

505 This is a re-construction of the initial reading at first copying stage based on the types of
revisions. See detailed explanation of individual observation listed in Supplement A.

506 The other possible temporal interpretation of the revision is the moment when the latter
part (b.28) was instantly modified to the new shape, and the former (b.13) was accordingly
chain-reactively revised. | find no conclusive evidence to decide which case it really was.
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the second section appears in the form of ante correcturam.597 The incentive of revision differs
also: it was merely for addmg extra rhythmic thrusl tothe texture. -

The observation on the density of the section A1 reveals a very interesting fact. The
density is gradually relaxing towards the end of the exemplar - this being the general feature of
intense musical activities. - -

FIRST BRIDGE (b.14-19)

Following the‘ énd of supply from the suggested exemplar, the score begins to show many
features of being Bach’s composing score. Having been abandoned in a crossed-out form, the
two systems (L6 - L7) clearly reflect Bach's struggle with the composition. A closer examination
reveals that this discarded reading represents the second. For the purpose of discussion, |
have separately re-constructed the initial layer and the abandoned second layer of readings in
Fig. 27 and Fig. 28 respectively.

The initial layer of reading, shown in Fig. 27 below, is clearly a sketch. In the most
uncertain joining passage, i.e., bb.18-19 (L7,b.2-3), what Bach considered was only the first
line, the bass, together with harmonic skeleton for the rest of the voices. The exclusive
evidence for the judgement is the note spacing. One may find that the bass line was clearly put
down irrespective of the length of note-value, totally being inconsiderate of the other voices to
follow. As a result, the initially entered line generally occupies a larger space, and is better-
shaped than the later filled-in parts The reconstruction of the first reading can be suggested as
follows;508

507 1t is interesting to note that Wilhelm Friedemann's revised reading (DD 70) gives post
correcturam'in this section.

508 The reconstruction of the initial reading leaves much to be desired. There are several more
. places where simpler voice-leading may be Initially written. The version given here s, In
my opinion, maximum degree that can be suggested as authentically presented judging
from the manner of correction as well as of general notation. Prout identifies the second
reading as the first, probably either because Prout might have considered the initial
reading tentative, or because he simply overiooked it. Prout (1896) p.51.
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Fig. 27: Pr.C, b.14,4-19 (L6 - L7) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The compositional proceés of this section can be divided into two small sections as bb.14,4-16
(L6) and bb.17-19 (L7), both are proceeding towards the cadence in F major. The first half, from
b.14,4 to the cadence on F major at b.16,3, Bach was principally writing from a firm harmonic

skeleton of one beat basis: ,
F major: IIa - Vic - Ia | 117 - Vb - I
(b.15,1; 3; 4; 116,1; 2; 3)

This is reflected in the amended parts: the revised note-value of a minim b® in the bass at
b.15,1 was originally a crotchet. Equally significant is the motivic construction of the section.
This is largely based on a segment contained in a one beat time-space. As a composed
section, the order of notation among various motivic segments can often be ascertained. With
the exception of the bass line, the first figure appears to be a U-shaped one observed in
succession from b.14,4 in the alto f” c#” " £ f* to the b.15,1 in the soprano a” f#" g"a" d".5% |
is then followed by a dotted rhythm figure of b.15,2-4. Towards the F major cadence, the
compositional difficulties are eased, and the bass line was confidently entered for the first time
since b.14,4. The dialogue of a four-note figure in N-shape between the alto and the soprano
succeeded the important place of motivic development. The second half (bb.17-19) is very
much the same. Apparent from the free well-formed bass line, Bach entered the bass line first.
The most significant motivic figure is the falling scale figuration, which is originated from the
previous section, b.16,1. This is maintained in the earlier half of this section. The latter part of
this section has to wait until the bass is revised in the second reading. ’

509 Stautfer (1985), p.191, esp. Ex.5, claims the figure inb.14: Ad as " c#"d" f* d" however.
This reconstruction by Stauffer would give a reasonably shaped figure without an abnormal
abrupt octave leap. Not very convincing part of his reconstruction is the crotchet f', which
was actually written by Bach, and lgnored in his discussion.
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As the first draft soon failed to satisfy the composer, the first reading was partly crossed
out, amended or overlaid by the second reading:51% in some places the new reading is
squeezed in between the existing notations, some are cancelled with a pen (L6,5.1-2), and in
other places by physically removing the ink from the paper. The finalized reading at this stage is
given in Fig. 28 below: '

W

Fig. 28: Pr.C,bb.14,4-19 (L6-L7) - Reconstruction of the second reading.

in this second reading, U-shaped figures in bb.14,4-15,1 were removed, and replaced by the
*revision motive'. Also significant is the revision of the bass line in b.19 and the motivic unity
enforced in b.18:S2. It is apparem from the score that some of the filled-in note could not be
accommodated within the space available, and surely, there was scarcely any room left for any
future revision on the existing reading. This reading was also doomed to be abandoned later.
This section was then crossed out, and the new reading was written in fresh systems, R6-R7.
This will be discussed under LATER REVISION.

The abrupt rise in the density of notation at this point can be explained by the lack of
consideration on equal distribution of symbols. Here the filling semiquavers In inner voices are
visibly crushed into the narrow space crudely aliocated for them.

SECOND SECTION (A2ii - bb.20-28,3)

After the cadence in F major at b.20 (R1,b.1), Bach's constant pace of writing appears to
be resumed for eight bars. Without littie doubt, this section was the faithfully transposed section
of the earlier, bb.5,3-13 (L2,b.2-L5,b.2). During the transposing and copying processes, Bach
made some minor errors and corrections. Included Is the misplacement of bar lines for

510 Prout gives an example of the second reading quoting as the first reading, but
unfortunately it contains numerous mistakes. See Prout (1896) p.51. Morgan's
reconstruction, quoted as the original reading, gives better reading, but still omits a tie in
the alto e’ between bars 18 and 19.
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consecutive 3 bars (R1). This can be explained by the half bar shift of the notation in the earlier
part.5'1 We also find two important revisions here. The first is the harmonic revision of b.22,
where G minor chord is changed to G major by erasing two flats on S,3/1 and B,4/2. This
revision is hard to be justified within the chord sequences at a local level. But it seems to
contribute at a higher level of linear progression to the structure of the piece as being an
effective and strategic announcement of the dominant chord in the midst of the key of
uncertainty, wafting about in flat keys of D - G minor. The second, the addition of a flat in
b.26:S,1/3, could be a chain-reactive revision activated at b.26:S,2/1, where we find the flat was
not squeezed in. This revision is significant not only melodically but also harmonically. The
extension to the revision was also chain-reactively made to the first section, i.e., b.11,3.

The density of writing shows a steady pace of note distribution. Looking at the density
graph, we find that the curves in LPNA, LP1 and CW1 (R1-R3) bear very close resemblance to
those of the previous section (R3-R5). On the other hand, CW2 and LP2 give much higher
figure and shape due to the increased number of accidentals during the course of modulation.
This supports the same interpretation: Bach was closely and strictly referring to the section A2i

so that even a note-spacing was reproduced.512

SECOND BRIDGE (b.29-31)

The final major struggle in the compositional process can be observed in the second
bridge, bb.28-29 (R4,b.1-2), which links the second transposed section to the final cadence. As
in the first bridge (bb.14-19), here are also found the most extensive tentative revisions. Since it
is hardly possible to distinguish the precise sequence of revisions, | suggest in Fig. 29 below a

possible form of reconstruction assuming the pre-finalized reading.

Fig. 29: Pr.C, bb.28-29 (R4,b.1-2) - Reconstruction of the pre-finalized reading.

511 Breckoff, p. 66. Brokaw (1989), p. 232, quotes that Franklin gives a different interpretation.
According to him, this bar misplacement was a pre-formatted bar for a 17-bar version
initially planned. | find this interpretation very difficult to accept. Besides the quotation by
Brokau is said to be Franklin/Daw, but | found no such remark by Franklin.
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What we may leam from the reconstruction is this: Bach could not work out what appears to be
a clear sequence of texture in bb.28,3-29,3 for the first time, but it was achieved after having
made tentative pursuit based on the chain of the “revision motive'. The density of writihg at R4
sharply rises as In the previous joining section (L7).5'3

TOWARDS THE CADENCE (Bi - bb.32-34)

The cadential section (b.31-) is the expanded version of the reserved last two bars of the
exemplar. Although there are a few later revisions5'4 the basic composing process is
consistently based on a firm harmonic scheme. In bb.32-34, it is obvious from four successive
equally spaced out minims c that Bach was working down from a larger harmonic scheme into a
two-beat unit: '

Cmajor: I -IVb - | Iy -1IVb~-|1I
(bb.32,1; 3; 33,1; 3; 34,1)

Thus it must be the case that the bass line was written first as a yardstick for the plan of
harmonic progression. The density of writing falls back indicating the release from the strain of
compositional diiﬁcuny:

LATER REVISION

Some time after the completion of the copy, Bach decided to come back to this MS and
gave an extensive revision to it. The major aim was to revise the first bridge, bb.14,3-19. This
was done by crossing out the second reading, L6-L7, and by writing afresh the third reading in
the space left unused, R6-R7.515 This newly added part was written in more compact and
careful handwriting. We can see that the majority of accidentals as well as note alignment are
evenly distributed regardiess of the motivic importance. As a result, the density of writing gives
a much higher figure as a result of an increased number of VAc. This new reading was,
however, possibly entered here without intermediate sketch. The origin of the reading revised in
b.15:A,3 (R6,b.2) can be traced back to the second reading.

512 The close density given by CW1 is believed to havetcaused by the order of copying - the
bass first - which has less filling notes, thus less accidentals to be considered at first place
when bar lines are drawn.

513 Because this section is a composition score, many accidentals are not placed beside their
note-heads, but squeezed in, or placed above the note-heads. Some of them are even
thought to be afterthoughts in the revision process. This is why the valid number of
accidentals is only 1, while the total indicates 8. Compare the rise of CW1 with CW2 at L7,

514 See revision of b.33 (R5,b.3) in Supplement A.

515 Prout refers to this reading as the second reading. His music example for this reading
again contains many mistakes. See Prout (1896), p.51.
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FUTURE AMENDMENTS

It would be impractical indeed if one is to make any inspired revisions in quantity on the
score where no room is left to put down the ideas. On the contrary, one may consider to enter
revision on the same score usefully if the composition is quite sufficiently matured that the
revision was hardly required except perhaps for only some minor changes in details, such as
the addition of accidentals. In this score, we find that Bach left many details unrevised, even the
required ones, such as the textual improvement of b.28:S/A,3-4 as already mentioned. Also left
out were the required rests which were to fill in the complete four-voiced texture. So we may
naturally conclude that this score was unfinished or abandoned. Yet we have a philological
evidence suggesting that the score was once regarded as authentic reading when it imparted
its text to F. Nevertheless it was eventually revised again, not on the same score, but on a new
sheet in the form of what we know as the version transmitted in A1. This version contains not
only the corrected details, but also many inspired readings - the grandeur of melodic refinement
featured in flowing demisemiquavers. It is also interesting to note that the first bridge section
was once again heavily revised.

FUGUE 1 IN C MAJOR (F.1V)

The version contained in f.1v is a semi-final version of Fg.C (BWV 870b,2). Apart from its
final version (BWV 870,2) represented in A, we also know the early version of the piece (BWV
870a,2), which is already discussed under P 1089 and P 804 in Chapter 1. This early version is
written in ¢ metre, with two bars incorporated into one, giving the total of 34 bars. Suppose that
these two versions were directly linked, i.e., the early model became the basis for revision for L,
we may reconstruct the plan of detailed amendment and structural overhaul, as shown in
Fig. 30 below.

Early Model (34 bars)
5 10 15 20 25 30 34

Present version in L (83 bars)
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 83

Modified part writing in L.
Newly Extended Section in L.

Fig. 30: Fg.C - The Plan of Expansion in two levels

The plan reveals a few interesting facts: Firstly, apart from the extending the tail section, Bach
virtually kept the model unchanged in terms of figuration. The only change which was
considered by Bach seems to be on the character of the piece: in this case a slow moving ¢
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metre was replaced with a fast moving 2/4 metre with an increased number of strong down
beats. This also affects the use of ornamentation. In the early model version, we find an
abundant use of ornaments, while in this version, these ornaments are mostly eliminated from
the texture. Secondly, the newly extended section (bb.69-83) contains a few layers of revision.
It shows nothing but the hardship he went through in composing a new section. The whole
picture suggests that the score was a revision score based on the exemplar giving virtually
identical reading to the early version.

INITIAL COPYING PROCESS (b.1-68)

The copying process seemed to have been fairly confident, in which only two apparent
amendments are found in the early part of the second half - b.45 (R1,b.3) and b.54 (R2,b.6).
While the first instance does not suggest anything other than the correction of a simple slip of
the pen, the second, the replacement of a note-head in the bass, may be considered as a result
of Bach's active revision work. Theoretically speaking, the ante correcturam e’, which might
have been entered as an improvement, was not grammatically wrong. Bach decided that the
original reading in the exemplar was, after all, perhaps artistically quite superior.

The density of writing seems to reflect a transition in Bach's psychology. Graph 2 indicates
that Bach's writing density fell very slightly in the first page, and rose again at the begiknning of
the second page. The only exceptional peak in the first page Is the third line (L3) where a
modulation towards super-tonic key seems to have affected Bach's writing density.

From the trend of Bach's fairly deeply-involved copying process, there is a cerain
likelihood that three changes - two in the alto at bb.42,1 and 54 and one in the bass at b.53 -
could have been worked out when the piece is copied on this sheet.516

COMPOSED SECTION (b.69-83)

The new extension was, as in any other fugues, largely based on the musical ideas that
have been playing a dominant part in the earier section. These are: the prevailing melodic
character in the fugue, constituting of two four-note figures - a scale-based one (figure A); and
an arpeggiated one in a zig-zag pattern (figure B). It is important to remember that, apart from
the subject itself, there is no other distinguished musical ideas based on figures. We shall
concentrate on Bach's ambitious plan as to how he extends the coda section, and how he
achieves a grand finale with such limited ideas.

' The extended part (bb.68-83) shows many features of Bach's composing score. But the
decision of this éxpans!on was not planned beforehand. This can be.learned directly from the

516 The reading in Ms.N.10490 suggests perhaps more reliable verdict on this account, for it
could have been copied directly from Bach's autograph of an early model. According to
N.10490, the reading of b.42 was already carried out; b.53 was given as an intermediate
reading; b.54 was not yet carried out. See Supplement B for detalils.
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pitch indicated by the ante correcturam c of the bass direct at b.68 (R4,end), the cadence
proper, similar to what was in the earlier version. It is therefore significant to see that the
following note at the beginning of b.69 in the bass was notated as A, like that of the new
version. Thus it may be surmised that Bach changed his plan at this point, and suddenly
decided to write a new extension. In this section, some amendments reveal features of a
tentative nature in the composing process. In most cases, two layers of reading in a particular
place can be traced from the MS with the exception of the bass at b.81 where we find a further
layer. Most of these are found in the secondary line, i.e., the counter-melody, of the
contrapuntal texture.

The plan of the extension is simple. The section consists of three consecutive entries of
the subject in Dux with the addition of the final cadence. The sequence of the entries was
decided to be from the lowest to the highest, an arrangement suitable for building up a grand
ending.

In the first part of the extended section, bb.68-71, the initial reading of the soprano was
physically scraped off from the paper. At the same place, the second reading was written. |
have re-constructed the initial layer in Fig.31 (a) below.

UK

2y

=N -

(a) b.68-70 (R5,b.1-2) (b) b.72 (R5,b.4)

Fig. 31: Fg.C, bb.68-72 - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The initial reading is strictly based on figures A and B. It is interesting to find that figure A,
employed in b.68:S,1, creates a quite unbearable parallel ninths with the subject entry in the
bass. It may be the result of uninspired activity, reflecting total lack of well-established ideas on
Bach's part. Considering the fact that this initial layer of reading was not taken into its
descendant MSS, we may safely assume that the second reading was entered without too
much delay. This new, second reading is given in the facsimile as the final reading, and is taken
into the MSS of groups F  and K. The purpose of the revision was to create a new type of
musical thrust. This can be seen as two distinctive types of revision concepts. The first
instance, b.68:S,1, is aimed to change its role in the texture, from a simple and poor passing
note to the proper status of the subject in sixth. It is important to note that such an improvement
was made at the expense of losing its identity with figure A. The second instance, bb.68:S,2
and 70:S,2, is aimed at strengthening the harmonic progression by introducing the 7th notes.
By so doing, the identity of figure B is lost from the passage also.
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In the middle of the extended section, bb.72-75, we find beneath the revision a more
adventurous tentative reading, which is reconstructed in Fig. 31 (b) above. It shows that the
original idea was to introduce the doubling of the entry in 3rds. This idea itself is indeed most
fascinating, for it is an entirely new motive in the whole fugue. It seems significant that the
revision found in b.68:S,1 could have been motivated by this, and this certainly influenced the
next entry found in b.76 which is for the first time and also for the last properly doubled. A
closer look at the revision shows that such a brilliant new idea as this did not convince Bach, for
we can see that the initial reading appears only in note-heads, without stemming and beaming.
Clearly, Bach decided to introduce this idea in the next entry.

In the final part of the extended section, bb.76-83, we can confirm that the new idea
conceived in the previous section is worked out magnificently together with the introduction of
the tonic pedal. Such is the growth of Bach's inspiration that we are hardly surprised to find the
amendments in this section being concentrated on something totally different from what we
have seen so far. The most of the revision were concentrated in the bass. Especially
noteworthy is the introduction of a scalic element to the bass towards the end of the section
(bb.80-82), where a semiquaver arpeggio, the device of harmonic as well as rhythmic foci, has
an inherent refined melodic quality. Interestingly, this revision was partly achieved by replacing

the tonic pedal notes Cs (see Fig. 32 below).

o R

Fig. 32: Fg.C, bb.80-82 (f.1v: R7, bb.1-3) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

This decision of Bach's may appear to be hesitant, when we find another trace of revision
(addition) which suggests Bach's effort to restore the lost impact on the tonic pedals. It is the
unique symbol, "P(?)" placed below C at b. 80,1, that appears as if it were the pedal instruction
on the organ to sustain the pedal note. Likewise the strange symbol found below the last
semiquaver in the bass, b. 81, can be the instruction to release the pedal.5!7 Also in the upper
staff of the same place, we find another possible revision by Bach. The crowded and addition-
like appearance of Bach's writing for part of the 4th voice (the alto) suggests that this cadential
section was initially conceived in three-part texture.

517 The shade of ink for the latter symbol (i.e., pedal release instruction) is slightly different
from that of the former. This diminishes the plausibility in this hypothesis. Still further, the
mark "P"' can also be read as 'd', the pitch of the post correcturam at b.80: B,1/2.
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It is very uniikely that this Initial reading reconstructed in Fig. 32 survived for long.
Examining the harmonic texture of bb.80,2, 81,1 and 82,1, for example, immediately reveals
poor quality in the text initially composed. How, may we raise the question, did these errors
come into being? | tend to think that there was an earlier stage than what | have suggested in
Fig. 32 abbve. Bach probably wrote the bass first, as he did in Pr.C, bb. 32-33: but there were
probably any four Cs In crotchets in bb.80-81 in order to ensure its harmonic structure in the
final cadence. He then filled in the soprano and the alto in this order. At this stage, everything
went on as planned without errors. The mistake emerged only when Bach filled in those
semiquavers in the bass fairly mechanically. It can be seen that, at the beginning of b.80, Bach
'probably filled in three semiquavers, ¢ f c, on the first beat. This Bach repeated three times, and
having completed the third time, he committed the error at b.81,1.

FUTURE AMENDMENTS

The revised reading represented In this MS still required perfecting. It is apparent that
when we compare the text of L with that of A1, we find in the latter many authentic
improvements largely concentrated on the newly extended part - such as the doubling of the
subject of b.76 and a four-voiced texture towards the ending. In addition, the improved melodic
consistency in the soprano at. bb. 67, 68 and 70 as well as the rhythmically enriched alto at
b.71 can be appreciated as Bach's confident masterly revisions, satisfying both preserved
motivic identity and strengthened musical thrust. Finally, of particular interest is the reading of
the pitch in the alto at b.13: at his final version, Bach overturned his previous revision to restore
the primary reading. ’

PRELUDE 2 IN C MINOR (F.2R)

It is generally assumed that Bach was unwilling to do the task if it is merely a mechanical
one.5'8 This applies in the case of Pr.c contained in 1.2r, the copy made by Anna Magdalena.
By the time when it was made, the piece must have been matured leaving little room for
improvement. . ‘

The first soprano clef was written by Bach.519 Anna Magdalena soon took over the quill,
for we find the common time signatures written in her hand.520 This suggests that there was a
brief session with Bach instructing how she should proceed with the copy. Her calligraphy Is
neat and steady. The only problem in her writing was the note-alignment between a pair of
staves. ‘ '

518 See Footnote 485.
519 Emery (1953), p.117.
§20 jbid., p.118.
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The study of writing density shows an unusually high level of fluctuation despite the fact
that the piece was written in unvarying, constant semiquaver figuration. This can be attributed
to an unreliable hand of an unskillful copyist. Her attention aiso lapsed regularly. This is
refiected in the correction of note heads in five places - three in the first page, viz., b.6 (L3,b.1),
b.8 (L3,b.3) and b.13 (L5,b.2), and two in the second page, viz., b.23 (R2,b.2) and b.26
(R3,b.3). These were all corrected before the text was imparted to F and H.

There are also some unique unrectified errors by Anna Magdalena that apparently
escaped Bach's attention in his proof-reading. Among the most serious errors is the omission of
a natural on g’ at b.3:5,2/4. This was reproduced in F and H. Another is the unique placement
of trills in bb.14 and 16, where trills are placed above incorrect note-heads. They are taken into
F and Am.B.49 only. And finally, the poorly corrected natural from a flat on e? at b.18:B,4/1
(L7,end) affected the reading of F (P 210) which gives ante correcturam.

FUGUE 2 IN C MINOR (F.2V)

Apart from the copy which served as an exemplar for Fg.c, we know an earlier version of
the fugue attested in P 595. In revising this early version, Bach made many improvements in
details, which shall be discussed shortly.521 it was probably to make an error free fair copy that
Anna Magdalena set on her duty. Apparent from the consistent affinity of C clef and the
formation of time signature, Anna Magdalena copied it all out without Bach's intervention,
possibly continuing from the prelude on the other side of the sheet.522 Her density of notation
was fairly steady in the first page, but began to fall from the second. She made many minor
errors, as in the prelude, such as directs at b.4 (L1,end) and b.17 (L6,end), note-alignment at
b.5 (L2,b.2) and possibly pitch at b.12 (L4,b.3). These were all corrected by scraping the paper
surface.

There is, however, one unique correction, the crossed-out note-head with the letter *f" in
b.9 (L3,b.3), marked in the ink of a distinctively different quality with a thick quill. This was
entered after the score had imparted the text to both F and H. A similar type of revision by the
letter "¢” only found in b.27 (R4,b.1), also in dark black ink but with thin pen strokes, was
entered here much earlier, for we find no errors in F and H. '

REVISION BETWEEN THE EARLY VERSION AND THE EXEMPLAR OF L

Despite the fact that the revision score itself is lost, it is to some extent possible to
reconstruct the events and Bach's background thoughts through the analysis of textual

521 This revision score in Bach's hand is unfortunately inextant. lts text can be considered to
have transmitted to K and A. This is a slightly different version from L. This version,
however, contains some unique readings that can hardly stem from any link between the
early model and L, e.g., the variant accidental on b.5:5,3/2 and the rhythm on b.26:5,2-4.

522 Emery (1953), p.118, gives the same account.
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differences between P 595 and L. Basically there are no structural differences between them. if
there are any, the differences are only minor. Depending on the quality of the variant readings
in the ‘earlier version, we may classify them into two groups. The variants of an acceptable
quality, which were improved in new readings, are concentrated on two areas. In b.éAJ and
b.10:A,1 are found the readings of which the change Qvas made 1o the style of suspensioh and
resolution. In b.19:A,3-4, b.22:A,1 and T,3-4 are found the readings of which the change was
made to the eﬁecﬁve figuration. To this group, the addition of a natural in b.21:A,2/2 and the
change of the final chord from major to minor may be included. The variants of a poorer quality,
or possibly errors in the earlier readings, are mainly related to pitch notation. In b.16:A/1 and
b.26:T,4/2 are errors, placed at the distance of 3rds. The inadequate use of accidentals causing
the pitch errors are found in b.16:8,4/1, b.21.T,2 and b.22:A,3/3. In this aspect may also include
the missing ties of b.21:T,1-2 and b.27:A2,2-3. From this study, we learn that the text of P 585
could have copied from Bach's composing score yet to be finalized, containing some
invalidated symbols. And, as any piece of unfinalized version, this early version omits all the
ornaments, e.g., trills in bb.2 and 4, and arpeggio in b.28.

PRELUDE 3 IN C# MAJOR (F.3R)

~In13ris contained the semi-final version of Pr.C#, the version linking the early model
found in P 226 and the final version found in A. Based on this knowledge, it may be reasonable
to hypothesize that on the very score Bach transposed and worked out the prelude in details.
Yet there we find a few insignificant scraped amendments only, indicating neither the revision of
music itself nor the sort of errors ¢aused by the transposition process. This can, on the other
hand, be ascribed to the fruit of Bach's weu-plahned systematic manner of revision. it can be
seen, for example, in the first half (bb.1-24) where Bach simply changed the texture from the
succession of chords in minim to a regular, systematic four-voiced arpegglation. The most
uncertain part of this task was to write a good, melodically sound tenor line, and it is understood
that Bach was not completely satisfied with this, for it was completely attered in the next
version. Again in the second half (bb.25-50) we can also find a systematic manner of
improvement to the contrapuntal texture of the fugato. The aim was chiefly to strengthen each
linear structure. One tactic was to reduce the use of long notes, e.g., b,32:A,b.37:S, b.41:S and
bb.44-46:A. Also significant is voice swapping in the two lower voices in b.36. This allows the
alto to breathg and the bass to participate in a role in the texture. The quality of the contrapuntal
structure is thus substantially improved. .

The density of writing gently talls throughout the piece except at the change of page (L7
and R1) where it rises abruptly. Such change does not seem to be governed by any
psychological reason, but by the strategy of format: Bach may well be in the hope of a neat
layout if he can start the second section from the beginning of a new line. The same
interpretation can be derived from the sharp fall of the density at R2, where Bach, conversely,
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reduced the writing density to re-adjust the landing point. The whole picture of Bach's activity is
depicted thus: Bach was not conscious at all about the neat format except at the entry of the
second section. As to his general disregard for the format, it may suffice just to quote the
unpleasant, quite disagreeable manner of bar-split at the change of system at L1 and L4 where
he splits a bar between 3rd and 4th beats. Judging from this sort of half commitment to the
neatness of the format, we may conclude that the score was a revision score aimed to look like
a fair copy. This enables me to say further that all the revisions, which have been analysed so
far, could have been carried out on this score without any more intermediate copies.

FUGUE 3 IN C# MAJOR (F.3V)

The version of Fg.C# contained in f.3v is also a semi-final. Though the exemplar of this
fugue is lost, a possible reading can be reconstructed from an extant copy made by Agricola
(P 595). This early version was written in C major in 30 bars, 5 bars shorter than the version of
L. There is, however, still an earlier version known to have existed. This is found in P 563, 19
bars in length.523 The three layers of expansion is graphically shown in Fig.33 below.

1st version (19 bars)
1 4 7 10 17 18 19

[

I

2nd version (30 bars)
1 7 11 15 18

s—L ¢l ¢c2. 1l p 1 po |

Present text in L (35 bars)
1 7 11 15 18 25 32 34 35

REC NN

(blank) closely related reading with neighbouring level

discarded reading in the 2nd level.

newly added part in the 2nd level.

extensively revised, newly added part in 3rd level.

Fig. 33: Fg.C# - Plan of revision and expansion in three levels

523 The existence of the earlier MS is currently only known from the hand of Michel, the
copyist of C. P. E. Bach. Printed version is found in BG XXXVI, p.225. This version is
found in Schmieder's catalogue as BWV 872a,2.
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The first layer of revision, the version of P 563 to P 595 | shall briefly discuss under the heading
of ‘Preliminary Revision'. But for the greater portion | shall concentrate on the revision of the
second layer, the version of P 595 to L.

PRELIMINARY REVISION

In revising the version of 19 bars, Bach expanded the piece In a quite different manner
from the method he used for other fugues, such as Fg.C, Fg.e and Fg.Ab, in which he simply
added the tail section. Instead Bach subdivided the exemplar into ﬁs)e clear parts as shown in
Fig. 33, and enlarged these individually in a systematic manner. The harmonic function of .
individual section s listed in Table 27 below.

Table 27: A Plan of Structural Revision from 1st version to 2nd version.

Sec P563 P59 Harmonic scheme and revisions
A 1-3 16 . Modulation to the dominant. Bach required an extra sub-
v section to complete the process of modulation.

A2 (3-6) ~ Bach added an extra section to modulate to the dominant.

B 46 7-10 Modulation through the super-tonic to the tonic.

Cc 7-10 11-16 Modulation through the sub-dominant, the dominant to the
tonic.

Cc2 (15-18) Bach added a section in the relative minor.

D 10-16 17-24 Long middle section through the sub-dominant.

D2 17-188 . 25-27% Principally written on the dominant key preparing for the
final cadence.

E 185-19 274-30 The final Cadence (+Coda).

In the first three sections, i.e., A, B and C, all of which were originally three bars long, Bach
basically retained the first two bars while he discarded the last bar and replaced it with a
motivically improved reading. In A and C, two further three-bar sections were added (A2 and
C2), in order to establish a better harmonically-structured whole. The middle section (D) has
completely changed its role in the structure: it is no longer marked with the beginning of a fresh
section, but the extended part of a newly added section (C2). This is a clear example of Bach's
skilful cut-and-join expanding technique where he basically maintains the musical material while
breathes into it a new life under ditferent drcumstancés. The motivic elements are better
transfigured and used more effectively in the texture. The newly expanded section (D2) Is a
complete replacement of the old. Here Bach created an opportunity to explore a little more of a
contrapuntal artistry by adding flowing demisemiquavers for the first time in the piece. Finally,
Bach added a coda (E), which was absent in the first version.

REVISIONON L

At second improvement, which was carried out on L directly, Bach only extended a single
section located at the climax of the piece. In these extended five bars are two augmented
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subject entries at b.27 and b.31, and the minor chords, the sub-mediant and the super-tonic in
succession from b.25,3. However, a more important purpose of the revision seems to improve
the piece in greater details. An aria!ysis of the locational distribution of revisions shows that
these new revisions were meant to revise the first revisions. It is interesting to find that this time
Bach did exactly in the same manner as he had done in the first revision. For example, in the
first two sections (A1 and A2), Bach basically retains the first two bars, while he discards the
last bar and replaces it with a motivically improved reading. Thus our observation seems to
suggest that Bach revised the newly constructed structure itself, particularly the joints that
troubled him most.

STATUS OF THE MS

_ From the sheer number and type of amendments it becomes clear that the score is not a
fair copy. Our knowledge about the version of P 595 immediately leads to the hypothesié that it
might have been conceived as a revision score. On the inspection of the original MS, it
becomes clear that the score was revised in at least two layers with distinguishable qualities of
ink. Bearing these thoughts and observations in mind, we shall look into the details of these
amendments. ' ‘

FIRST AMENDMENT

At the initial copying process, Bach was thoughtfully copying down the fugue from an
exemplar, while at the same time he transposed it a semitone up. He was also consciously
revising the piece, and wherever necessary, he was adding, changing and discarding ideas
until one small section was satisfactorily joined to the next section. As shown in Fig. 33, Bach
made some amendments to bb.3 and 6, both located at the tail parts of their sections. The
amendment of b.3 was successfully made without further adjustment, where the bass line was
fairly straight-forwardly lowered an octave. The amendment of b.6 was, however, not
successful Initially. There we find some amendments which can be ascribed to Bach's
insufficient insight at this initial copying stage as to how the idea was to evolve into its final
shape. In Fig. 34 below, we find two interesting amendments precisely caused by the
conditions prescribed above: '
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s ASA1

P 595

Fig. 34: Fg.C#, b.6 (L2,b.3) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The first reconstructed symbol, the amended accidental of a double-sharp from a sharp at b.6:
S,3 (L2,b.3), is best explained as having yielded to the transposition. The same instance is also
found in b.13: B,3 (L4,end). The second one, the later added semiquaver g# " at b.6: S,4/2, may
be caused by the complex transfigured rhythm between the two upper voices.

Sections B and C were copied out with no need for corrections. But towards the end of C,
i.e., C2, are found a few interesting corrections as if certain modifications were to be enforced:
an obvious instance is the correction of pitch bya 2nd at b.15: 8,4/4 (L5,b.3); a few possibly
unsuccessful attempts at revision are the amendment of accidental, from a natural to a sharp,
at b.16: A,3/2 (L5,end) and the amendment of pitch in a series of notes in 3rd at b.18: S,3
(L6,b.2).524 The density of writing here (L5 and L6) can be interpreted as being slightly rising if
one scrutinizes it closely.525

Immediately after, we find in Section D, bb.18-24, many instant textual modifications.
Among the most outstanding achievements are two revisions concentrated on a particular area:
1) in bb.18-19 in the alto and the bass, the usage of the diminution figure of the subject is
reconsidered in terms of the register and the contrapuntal texture without changing the
harmonic context; 2) in bb.21-23 in the alto, the harmonic as well as linear texture is
strengthened by an increased use of suspended notes instead of rests. There are a few other
interesting changes made to the texture. The change of figuration at b.22: B,1; S,2 is
particularly intriguing. This was the deliberate abdication of thematic element, probably to avoid
the doubling of the 7th note in the harmony; but it can also be perceived as if the alteration
contributes significantly to the firm establishment of the chord, F# in this structurally salient

524 The amendment of b.16 could have been carried out at a much later date. H and K give
the reading of ante correcturam, while F gives post correcturam.

525 Since the UNIT in this fugue varies frequently, the figure given in CW becomes very
unreliable. In any case, at L5 the highest in the region are LPNA and LP2, and at L6, LP1
and CW1.
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point. The density of writing here (L7 and R1) falls sharply. This may well testify to Bach's
intense revision activity with regard to smaller details.

Up to b.24 the copy has been made fairly smoothly. It is therefore for the first time that the
major compositional trace is found at bb.25-27 (D2) where the two augmentations of the subject
are tentatively employed. The reconstruction of the pre-revised reading is suggested in Fig. 35;
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Fig. 35 Fg.C#, b.25,2-28,1 (R2) - Reconstruction of a hypothetical reading before revision
with the suggested order of compositional sequences

It looks as if the first of the augmentation in the alto on b.25 was an afterthought, which
probably found its way into the composition after the outer voices had been entered. On the
contrary, the second appearance of the augmentation in the bass in b.27 was entered before
the other voices judging from the mis-aligned notation with the soprano. In all probability, the
former was constructed in the present shape when Bach revised the whole section. Apart from
this, we also find two other interesting traces of compositional snags. One is the amended
stemming for the semiquaver figuration at b.26,3. It clearly shows that the figure was initially
planned as being a continuing property of the soprano. The other is the amended note-value of
crotchet rest at b.27,2 and the replaced notation at b.27,4 in the alto. Théy suggest that the alto
was not considered at the initial composing process. The sudden growth shown in Bach's
writing density at R2 seems to delineate precisely what his writing habit was. This is nothing
other than the composing process, where Bach as a rule recorded from the bass line consisting
of larger note-values.

Having completed the extension, the piece enters the final section, E (bb.30-35). Though
the section is constructed upon the two chords only - the dominant and the tonic, there are
other musical ideas which were not used so far, such as the use of demisemiquaver motive and
thickened 4-voiced texture. These fresh elements are in fact present in the previous versions:
the use of demisemiquavers is first found in the 2nd version (P 595) and the thickened 4-voiced
texture was already present in the 1st version. What Bach did in the 3rd version appears to be
the revision of the previous revision, i.e., ameliorating the usage of the demisemiquaver figures
which have not yet been fully amalgamated in the texture. Bach did so in L partly by extending
their usage and partly by permeating them into the 4-voiced texture. Associated with this,
further demisemiquavers are tentatively established in b.30:B,2 (R3,end). This can, however,
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be 'seéd as a chain-reactive revision of the 4th beat (R4,b.1). From this point onwards,
demisemiquavers are regularly integrated into the melodic texture at the initial copying stage.
Similar revisions to the earlier sections were not made at this stage but at a separate sitting, for
\)ve find those in a very different shade, apparently written with a dissimilar type of ink.

SECOND REVISION

No particular evidence suggests Bach's immediate proof-reading. But it was much later,
sometime after the score was completed, that the second layer of revision followed. The
revisions are marked with distinguishable dark black, possibly soot-based ink. At this level they
show the nature of proof-reading, giving a fine touch to the melodic character and motivic
consistency. Those are found in: |

- a) all squeezed démiserriquavers before b.30.

~ b) several inserted accidentals for improving subtle melodic character as well as for
improved coherence in harmonic progression between b.28-33 (R2,end-R3).

 ¢) outlining ambiguous note-heads for clarifying purposes at b.30 (R4,b.1)

In this score is found no further scraping revision associated with any aesthetic improvement of
the text. The score had already become untidy enough: one may even consider that Bach
decided not to touch some places where no room was left for putting in further detailed
embellished readings: for example, the most probable places are b.15,4 (L5,b.3) and b.16,2-4
(LS,end) - in the former, Bach once camied out scraping revision before, and not vefy suitable
for such another; in the latter, there was no room left for squeezing notes into as the original
notation was already very much squeezed. Philological study, however, gives a different
picture. The reading of F, K and H provides an evidence that the final reading of L has served
as a final reading for some time.

FUTURE AMENDMENTS

Our overall examination of several layers of revision processes reveals that the revision
target was often related to the proposition emerged in the previous revision where the potential
of the proposition had not yet fully flourished. An interesting fact we have learned from this
study is: Bach seems to have known, when he revised a composition, precisely what was
lacking from the existing wofk, and what was still to be done. He knew by the time he had
decided to do it, the scale of the revision at hand: if it is small, he would do it on the same
score; if otherwise, he would rewrite a score afresh. The final version emerged from the latter,
which was transmitted in A. There we find the fully materialized use of demisemiquavers,
aspects of which ware found tentatively in the previous attempt.
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PRELUDE 4 IN C# MINOR

The autograph of Pr.c# is lost, but a possible state of the text can be reconstructed on the
evidence of its descendant MSS. The most vital piece of evidence is the notational
characteristics of F, especially its diplomatic aspect, which seems to reproduce the subtle
inaccurate notations in L including the symbols as a result of revisions. Here | will discuss two
points: the misplaced accidentals and the immediate revision of note-value.

The former is considered on the basis of the statistical evidence that the scribe of F,

Anon.Vr, would write the symbols as they appear in LIn Fig.36,| give three such examples
from P 416.526
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b.20 . b.22 b.47
~ Arrows indicating the symbol in question

Fig. 36: Pr.c#, bb.20,22 and 47 - Later addition of sharps in L reproduced in F

It seems significant that these accidentals are found in F, H and K, but absent from A. The most
probable reason for such variants is that these accidentals were added to L as later
amendments with a view to melodic revision.

The latter is a unique case (see Fig. 37 below), for the symbol written by Anon.Vr does not
look as a valid musical symbol.

b N ~ e Neading in 0 )
3 :'!.ﬂ — %_‘ T
- A ro—F - $
~ . -
+ . Beading 1o PN and 0 . J .
. ) &
Fig. 37: Pr.c#, b.61 (P 416) - Revision of note-value in the bass

526 There is, in fact, another such place, I.e., b.30:S,3/3. But in this case, the reading of F
does not reflect such a trace as the later addition in L does.
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A possible reason for the strange symbol in the bass, b.61,2, Is that Bach originally wrote a
crotchet here, and subsequently enlarged the note-head to the left to make it into a minim. This
process of revision by Bach appears quite possible when we compare the text of Aand L. in all
probability, Bach made instant revision of the voice texture at this cadence, dividing the bass
into two voices (see an example given in Fig. 37 above).

These two facts indicate that A was a possible earlier reading, which could have served as
the exemplar for L. If this was true, the instant revision must also include the systematic
transfiguration of appoggiatura notations, such as bb.16, 19, 21, 22 f{.

Among descendant MSS of L, there are certain sub-groups, probably due to the sooty and
unpleasant look of the revision score. This would explain unique errors and variants in all the
sub-groups of L, i.e., F, Hand K.

FUGUE 4 IN C# MINOR

As is the case with the prelude, the autograph of Fg.c# is also lost. But we may consider
that a possible text was aftested in its later generation MSS, such as F, H and K; but unlike the
prelude, there is no significant difference in their readings. This prelude is known basically in
two versions, B and A. On the evidence of the early model written in C minor, which is found in
P 804, we may say that A is the earlier version of the two, for the text between P 804 and A are
basically identical, allowing the possible errors made by copyists and minor variants revised by
Bach. The textual difference between A and B Is, however, more recognisable, yet no large
scale revision such as structural revision is found.

Our text critic study shows that the differences between the two versions are minor and
subtle: there are only three types of variant readings - 1) the nbtation of ornamentation in
b.26:B,2, 2) the use of accidentals for the subtle shade on melody in b.42:A,3/2, b.45:A,2/3 and
b.68:B,3/2, and 3) the interpretation of melody at b.54,3. |

On these grounds, | believe that the exemplar of B was not transpdsed between P 804 and
A, for otherwise, more variant readings would have been included in A; and that on L Bach
transposed as he copied. Thus B is likely to have been a revision score. Particularly interesting
is the notation in F, where we find many accidentals squeezed in above or below note-
heads.527 This particular notational feature of F may not mean perhaps that the symbols were
added on B at a later stage; instead, this suggests that Bach wrote the fugue in compact
notation, presumably trying hard to accommodate the long movement within the space
available. ' '

Finally, we will question the possible presence of the autograph at Clementi's possession
in early 1800s'. The fext in his edition Is basically stemmed from B. It is interesting to find,
however, that unlike Fg.C, his score contains some errors, such as omission of ties in bb.8 and

527 See Fg.c#, b.1 in Supplement B.
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10, incorrect note-value in b.24 and the invalid pitch in b.69. Thus its unique varant
interpretations of bb.32 and 54 become spurious In origin. Considering these facts, | tend to
conclude that Clementi did not reproduce the reading of the autograph in his edition. Thus it is
likely that Clementi did not possess the autograph of PrFg.c#.

PRELUDE 5 IN D MAJOR

The autograph of Pr.D is lost. lis text is given in later MSS, such as F, H and K. The
prelude is known in two versions, B and A. The decision on their genealogical relation is
controversial; Dehnhard and many other editors claim that A contains both the earlier and later
readings from Bach. However, | agree with Bischoff that A can be considered seriously as the
earlier version, and that B is the final, though it seems to have contained some errors.528

The text critic study shows that, on the one hand, the version of L was written in fuller
notation of ornamentation and rests as well as thicker texture. For example, ornaments in
b.14:8,2, b.23:A,2 and b.40:A,1 are only found in the descendant of L and not A. Similarly, the
following rests, which are required for clear textual writing, are missing from'A: b.18:B,3-4,
b.27:A and b.30:A,1. The thicker texture at bb.20, 40 and 56 in L can also be explained by the
same reason.

On the other hand, the controversial part is the interpretation of two figurations in the bass,
b.12,1 and b.36,4. In the former case, we recognize a certain relation with the same passage in
the recapitulatory section, b.52. Dehnhard explains from the analogy of textual relations that A
was the revised reading of L (see Example 3 below).
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The rhythmic varant reading of L is indicated in bracket

Example 3: Pr.D, bb.12 and 52 - Textual difference between L and A

It is, in my view, not a valid piece of evidence to ‘support this typical interpretation, for such
thematic deviation can often be found in inspired later revision on stereotyped writing.

The valuable part of the reading in F is gathered in the final section of the piece, where we
" find three interesting errors in the alto. Apart from the omission of rests in bb.53-54, | find the

528 Dehnhard (1983), p.xxiv. Bischoff, p. 22. Although not explained in words, Hente and
Tovry also hold the same view as Dehnhard.
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pitch error at b.52,1, given as c#’ instead of a4, highly crucial to the interpretation of the missing
autograph, for it could have\gaused by the vague pitch notation on Bach's part. Together with
the considerable length of the piece, it is feasible to think that Bach used an extra narrow
éystem at the foot margin to finish off the movement.529 This would perhaps also explain why
the final cadencesgiven in F and H are incomplete. This passage Is a revised reading of the
earlier, as already mentioned, improving its textual thickness. And here | think Bach failed to
write a crotchet on b.56,3 on d’ to complete the thickened texture.530

FUGUE 5 IN D MAJOR

Similar to the case with the prelude, the autograph of Fg.D is also lost. its text was taken
into F, H and K; but A can be considered to have stemmed from a different score, the earlier
version of the piece. The difference in the two versions Is clear: B is written on ¢ metre, while A
is on C metre. Perhaps the clearest proof of the later reading is the melodic revisions, such as
diminutions in bb.22 and 44.

Assuming from the number and the types of errors in F and H, it is difficult to believe that
the missing autograph was a fair copy.53! Unlike its accompanying prelude, space shortage
must not have been the problem for lack of legibility, for this fugue is short.532 it appears also
that this clear four-part writing is not fully clarified with the insertion of rests.533 From these
points, we may consider that the score could have been a revision score, and was not
considered as a fair copy. Thus it is possible to visualize that some of the textual differences
between B and A could have been worked out during the copying process.

PRELUDE 6 IN D MINOR (F.4R)

This Pr.d appears to have been one of the favourite pieces among Bach circle: from Forkel
we learn that he had four ditferent versions, each of which is showing some improvement.534

528 The similar pitch error is also found in the narrow hand»made system in Fg.F, b.86
(1.8v:Btm,b.7).

530 |t is interesting to note that this crotchet is given in H2 as well as K1. This suggests that
the error was noticed only by Kirnberger. In Am.B.57, someone added a tie on d’ between
3rd and 4th beat at a later date. This particular amendment is not agreeable.

531 The errors in F are: b.28 (thythmic notation); b.36 (missing tie); b.37 (missing rest) and
b.50 (pitch error). H contains a single eror on voice texture in b.6. The overlooked
accidentals, already mentioned in Footnote 292, also point to the same trend.

832 |t is clear when we compare the length with Fg.B (1.20v), the composition of a similar
texture. Fg.D (P 416) has 400 units, 53 VAc and 68 TAc, while Fg.B (L, 1.20v) has 785
units, 118 VAc and 144 TAc. This gives the length of Fg.D almost half of Fg.B.

533 See, for example, the notation of rests in bb.1-5 In the bass. It appears that K gives fuller
notation than more faithful F and H which give b.1 only.

534 Forkel (1802). English Translation is found in Bach Reader, pp. 348-349.
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The version contained in f.4r shows the text from the second stage to the final, three versions

juxtaposed, as shown in Fig. 38 below.
1st version: P 1089 (43 bars)

i S 7 15 19 20 22 33 43
mrii rrrrrrT ”';;%;; ) T IIII“I'I rrrrrnn
Il LLLbrrelnnnt LC o tnre bt b
2nd version: P 226 + L ante correcturam (53 bars)
1 3 9 12 24 28 31 42 53
TTTTTTT Ty T T T T FTrryrrrrrrrirrrrTrmnm
AN ALt et
Present text in L (61 bars)
1 5 9 18 22 26 30 34 39 43 51 61
LU FTryTrrrrrrTid T T i 1 FrrrTimn
ILl1]] llllllll#lll [ 11 IIIIWl LLLLLI

fairly extensive modification in next level.

discarded in next level, and replaced with new longer reading.
1st later revision in fine melodic detail. Taken into A

2nd later revision in fine melodic detail. Not taken into A

Fig. 38: Pr.d - Plan of revision and expansion in three levels

In revising the first version, Bach lengthened the piece from 43 bars to 53 bars. This Forkel
describes, "the transposition of theme into the bass is inserted whenever it occurs in related
keys.” It must have been true as Forkel says, "many persons enjoyed the piece even in its
original form.", and Bach must have surely thought so when he finalised the text in what we
know as the second version, presented here as ante correcturam. As a result, Anna Magdalena
was asked to copy out the piece. As in Pr.c, Bach wrote the first C clef, and Anna Magdalena
directly took over the quill and wrote the time signature.535 Judging from the notation, Anna
Magdalena copied out the entire music under Bach's constant supervision. And this intervention
by Bach is most interesting. In the piece are found five C clefs by Bach - at b.1 (L1: Upper
staff), b.22 (L5: Lower staff), b.25 (L6: L), b.29 (L7: U), b.54 (R6: U) and b.58 (R7: U).536 This
suggests that Anna Magdalena was not totally trusted by Bach with regard to this particular
piece, though it was possibly the second time for Anna Magdalena to make the copy of Pr.d. It
must be that Bach knew how poorlyshe did on the first occasion, i.e., the piece in P 226. There
she made many kinds of errors. Included was the format failure: the prelude was not
accommodated within one side of an open bifolium. If these were the correct backgrbund. we
would be able to say that Anna Magdalena used the same exemplar, which presumably

535 Emery (1953) p.117.

536 See Emery (1953), p.118. Bar numbers are of the final version. The C clef placed at the
end of L4 is suspicious to ascribe to Bach.
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contained many revisions, some of them being quite indecipherable. 1t is therefore possible to
conclude that Bach was occasionally monitoring Anna Magdalena's copying progress
particularly of note aliotment. The same conclusion can be drawn from Anna Magdalena's high
rate of writing density: CW2 stays constantly at around 3 or sometimes above, while the same
piece in P 226 indicates substantially lower figure.537

Amendments carried out on this MS can be grouped into three types according to the
possible order of events - 1) corections of errors made by Anna Magdalena; 2) the
interpolation of transient passages; and 3) revision of fine melodic details. 1 will discuss each in
turn. ‘

Corrections are partly identified by the nature of errors, the errors as a result of copying
activity without musical enterprise. Of this category are listed the pitch emendations of seconds
at b.7 (L2,b.4) and b.29 (L7,b.1). Apart from corrections, all the mordants that are absent in
P 226 could have been added at this stage, possibly during Bach's proof-reading. From this
state of the text are originated F and ante correcturam of H.

The interpolation of transient passage is made twice by Bach, bb.10-17 and bb.37-38. The
first interpolation of eight bars (bb.10-17) is a replacement of the two bars, bb.10-11 (L3,b.2-3),
which are subsequently crossed out. The second instance (bb.37-38) is an insertion of two new
bars. These appenda are notated side by side on an extemporaneously but carefully prepared
narrower stave at the foot margin.538 Bach distinguishes two distinctive jump markers: for the
former he used "F* and for the latter, he used "¥. It is interesting to notice that both
interpolations concern the sections which were lengthened at the first revision, and that their
functions within the harmonic structure are fundamentally unchanged:. both are bridge
passages, constructed by a circle of fifths. It is clear that the purpose of revision was to
strengthen the harmonic goal by means of the reinforced chain of chords. And because such
sequential phrases can be improvised, one may speculate that Bach wrote them directly
without drafting. Apart from Bach's non-calligraphic hand, we also find not a few corrections
reflecting a slight trouble in the process. Especially significant is the ditference of reading with
the version transmitted in A. There are two such important readings: the one is the pitch
affected by an accidental on b’ on b.11:5,1/3 where a natural is given in L and a flat is given in
A;5%9 the other is a pitch in b.38:5,3/2 where " Is given in L and b®* In A. | believe the version

§37 See also CW2 of Praeludium 2 in comparison.

538 This stave is prepared by a rastrum. Drawing was carried out from left edge to right edge
of an open sheet with a single stroke. it appears to be a unique size as no other of this
size is found in WTC I, Ink used to draw stave is appeared to be thin, light brown in
colour.

539 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxv, considers that the natural in L was revised from the flat.
Ascertaining this is extremely difficult from the calligraphic feature of the symbol alone, for
Bach sometimes wrote naturals by way of writing flats. Another unique speculation by
Dehnhard - the theory of transition of reading from A, L to post correcturam of Am.B.57 - is
interesting. But having already discussed the nature of Am.B.57, | tend to believe that the
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of A was the revised reading of L, possibly polished forthwith when the same interpolations
were supplemented to S.540

The revision of fine melodic details was made at the last stage, the refinement. From
philological evidence, it was thought to have been carried out in two separate sittings as shown
in Fig. 38 above. The first melodic revision was focused in the bass, bb.39-49, where two
specific character of the piece was strengthened: 1) every first beat of metric pulse in bb.43-45
was strengthened by a spelt-out mordant - a semitone passing note embroidering the dominant
notes; 2) simple broken chords at bb.46-47 and 49 are replaced with more inspired, complex
pattern of broken chords. The remaining amendment is a change of pitch at b.39: B,1/1, frome’
to e. This is, however, not quite related to the motivation of those revision criteria. | consider the
reading of ante correcturam to be something unnatural, an erroneous reading in the context. All
those revisions were also taken into A.

The second melodic revision can be considered the last and the most unique set of
amendments made by Bach; two types of revision were contained in the soprano, bb.18-25,
and one in the bass, b.40: The most orthodox type is the one in bb.18-21, 23 and 25, which can
be seen as a later chain-reactive revision of the amendment made on the previous occasion in
the bass, bb.43-45. At the same time, Bach, for the first time in this prelude, introduced the
demisemiquaver flourishes in bb.22 and 24. The most remarkable one is, however, the revised
pitch of b.40, for the revision is only appreclated when we see it in long linear hearing; it is
especially remarkable, since the modification made the passage extremely difficult to perform.
As a whole, our observation indicates that the final refinements reflect Bach's profound insight
and inspiration into the work, which was only made possible by his supreme virtuosity. The fact
that the revised reading from this sitting was not taken into A can serve as an evidence for their
chronological order of events. It is also possible, on the other hand, that Bach deliberately
reserved S as an alternative version, for he was aware that such modification would be
technically too demanding for some of his students to learn.

FUGUE 6 IN D MINOR (F.4V)

In {.4v is contained Fg.d copied by Anna Magdalena. Initially the score was intended as a
fair copy, but Bach, possibly a few years later, made certain revisions. Here we can confirm the
process of revision from the semi-final to the final version. The exemplar which Anna
Magdalena used could have been a revision score, possibly S, now Inextant. From i, in all
probability, A was stemmed. The possible revisions involved between P 535 and S can be
roughly ascertained by textual comparison between P 595 and L 54!

third reading was not Bach's revision written in the new copy, but was the inspired revision
by Kirnberger at a later date, which was necessitated by a poor reading left by the master.

540 Dehnhard (1983) gives the same interpretation. ,
541 See Supplement B under Fg.d for detailed listing of variant readings between P 595 and L.
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The score was made by Anna Magdalena obviously without Bach's intervention. The
examination of the density of writing shows a very interesting picture of Anna Magdalena's
copying policy: she, having copied with a stable and compact hand in the first page, suddenly
eased the tension from the beginning of the second page. t may be compared with her
previous copy in P 226 which gives quite a different picture. Two peaks of her writing density in
L, i.e., LS and R3, are probably the results of her lack of insight into note-alignment. In b.21
(R3,b.1) she made such a serious error, as shown in Fig. 39 below, that the part-writing
required a scraping re-notation.

)
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Fig. 39: Fg.d, b.21,2-4 (R3,b.1) - Reconstructed model of ante correcturam

The cause of error in the soprano is no more than the omission of three semiquavers, since all
the earlier copies, including P 595 and P 226, give the post correcturam.

The first later amendment to the score took place as a proof-reading. The chief purpose
was to correct the poorly written notational symbols, such as ties which had extended their
length. In the score are also found many erased symbols. Among these are the erased lines
linking two voices. These were aligning indicators between a pair of staves, to which Bach
resorted in order that the score might be more readable. Who erased and when they were
erased are uncertain. Revisions, on the other hand, are scarcely considered, except perhaps
for the addition of trill at b.16: S,4. From this state of reading are imparted F and H.

The second amendment was considered to be some time later, after having generated F
and H. It was to carry out decided melodic revision at b.13-14 (L6,b.1-2) by raising the soprano
an octave. The most probable date of the revision is between 1742 - 1744 on the evidence of A
which gives post correcturam. Another significant melodic revision was carried out in b.21:
B,3/5, the ante correcturam of which is shown in Fig. 39 above. The revision was to enhance
the nuance of a melodic passage. On the evidence of the reading in A, we may perhaps
speculate that the revision on this particular passage in D minor was carried out twice: in A, this
beat is read e d c# B c# d, both the 6th and 7th were raised a semitone up regardless of scale
ascent or descent. In ante correcturam of L, it is read e d ¢ B ¢ d, a natural minor scale. The
order of revisions between these is uncertain: however, assuming from Bach's general

procedure, A, which uses accidentals, must be the revised reading of ante correcturam of L,
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which uses no accidentals. In the final version, post correcturam of L, the passage was
changed to e d c B c# d, a melodic minor scale, distinguishing shades between ascending and
descending scales. From this state of reading is originated ante correcturam Am.B.57,

PRELUDE 7 IN E® MAJOR (F.5R)

The piece contained in £.5r is a semi-final version of Pr.Eb, From a philological view, it is
placed between the 5 bars sketch of P 416 and the final version given in A.542 Having written
the 71 bars composition, Bach came back to this score to make certain types of amendment.
This layer of activity can be distinguished by a different shade of ink.543 In the following
sections, | am going to discuss those events in chronological order: 1) initial copying process
and first amendment and 2) later revision.

INITIAL COPYING PROCESS

One may see its untidy appearance at the first glance. A more careful observation soon
unveils the fact that this was caused broadly by the type and the manner of amendment - some
symbols apparently being tentatively inserted afterwards and others boldly moditied. There are
even such sort of pitch emendation as being indicated by letters, viz., b.20 (L5,b.2) and b.56
(R5,end), the type being avoided normally.544 These amendments are clearly the result of
tentative putting down immature ideas, requiring further revisions. Thus the score was not a fair
copy, but was the score belonging 10 one of the early stages. To clarify the status of the score
further, we must examine where and to what extent the piece was revised. From a broad
structural point of view, we find no trace of extension being interpolated or appended. This
suggests that Bach wrote the whole length of the prelude at one sitting. It is significant that,
despite of many details being revised, the structure of the piece was already finalized at this
stage. From a more detailed structural analysis, on the other hand, we can see that the first
amendments occur only at structurally weak points, such as where the phrases were joined and
where new motivic ideas were introduced, as shown in Fig. 40 below.

542 Refer to Chapterd under P 416 for detalils.

" 543 From the identification in ink, the maximum layer of revisions | have suocessfully traced
was only two. The use of sophisticated ink analysis may provide an extra layer or perhaps
more.

544 Seet.2r,t.2v,1.13.
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Fig. 40: Pr.E® - Plan of revisions and motivic development types

Note that the distinction between the first and later amendments are effectively distinguished by
the type of ink. The first amendments are considered identical with the one used at the initial
copying stage. Here | discuss the amendments in five passages, viz., bb.19-20 (L5,b.1-2),
bb.34-35 (R1,b.2-3), bb.43-45 (R3,b.2-4), bb.55-56 (R5,b.5-6) and bb.64-66 (R7,b.3-5). The
hypothetical moment of the amendments can be any of the three types, i.e., immediate, later,
immediate chain-reactive, which shall be discussed in sequence.

But before discussing the amendments, it has to be made clear that the piece was based
on three fundamental motives as shown in Example 4 below.

Example 4: Pr.EY - bb.1-2: Three fundamental motives
mordant (m), scale (s) and arpeggio (a).
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The pitch emendation at bb.19-20 (L5,b.1-2) is located at the end of the section
constructed on the first motivic idea. The reconstructed model, shown in Fig. 41 below, shows
that the part wrting, i.e., controlling the thickness of texture, was identical with the

corresponding section in the previous passage, bb.16-17.
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Fig. 41: Pr.Eb, bb.19-20 (f.5r: L5,b.1-2) - Reconstructed model of the initial reading

It may appear that the amendment was required only to change the harmonic quality of the
section. Let us see the harmonic contents of the respective readings. At the initial reading the
R.H. bb.19,3/2-20,1 was harmonized as la-Vyc in C minor, leading towards the cadence in
bb.21-24. The revised reading was IV,c-¥,c, maintaining its ambiguous gesture initially given
on b.19,3/1. From this observation, we learn that, by reducing the qualitatative significance as a
cadence, the reading of post correcturam contributes to the successful transition of motivic
ideas. What might have appeared as a harmonic revision was in fact a structural revision.

The next set of amendments are found in bb.34-35 (R1,b.2-3). Here we find two distinctive
manner of amendments, addition and scraping re-notation. The ante correcturam is suggested
in Fig 42 a) below.
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Fig. 42: Pr.E? - b.34-35,1 (R1,b.2-3)
a) Reconstruction of ante correcturam
b) Outlined Symbols with Revision Ink

It is important to note that the passage work, characterised by a descending melody with fast
moving harmonic rhythm, was used for the first time in the piece. The figuration employed here
is in fact not new, but is modelled from that of b.3. But the most immediate model is the
figuration of bass (ante correcturam), a sequence of rising interval of a second, which is taken
directly from the preceding sections, shown in Example 5 below.
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Example 5: The development of a motive in the bass in Pr.E®, bb.25-33

S
b
‘!V‘H

=t
Y ¥ e—y
— A
e N gr— ~— = ~ [ e |

e s ;&@@EW =
7 =4 7 S

The motive is indicated by brackets

This shows how the motive was used in a dominant role in this section, and how the speed of
harmonic rhythm was increased towards this passage in question. The revision in the bass was
considered very soon, either immediately after completing the initial passage or after having
written the corresponding passage in bb.37-38 in a new form (chain-reactive revision). The
most probable reason for the revision was to strengthen the linear progression as pure falling
scale in a latent four-voiced texture. Interestingly, the pure chromatic scale in the latent alto was
perfected on a much later occasion (see Fig. 42 (a), b.34,3/2). It was probably triggered by the
immediate chain-reactive revision in an equivalent passage of b.41.

The motivic development type D' is the section attached to the previous section D (bb.32-
42). Its function is, by way of culminating the sequential passage developed from the circle of
fifths, to restore the original motivic development type C in G minor. In this section are found
the next arrays of amendments. | suggest the reading of ante correcturam as in Fig. 43 below.

/2
e
Fig. 43: Pr.Eb. bb.43-44 (R3,b.2-3) - Reconstructed model of a hypothetical reading before
revision.

From the viewpoint of motivic development, we may say that in D' the voice first written was the
bass (motives m + a), which was echoed by the soprano of b.42. The same conclusion can be
drawn from the observation of calligraphy, especially the quaver g“, ante correcturam, at
b.43,3/3. The two notes in the bass that were amended later in pitch were not errors, but valid,
tentative readings. The revision was based on the criteria of the motive 's', which has also been
seen in the amendment of the previous part (b.34). The heavily revised soprano is certainly
most interesting, for it has only a vague motivic identity, but plays a significant role in the entire
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structure of the piece. In terms of motivic development, it may be seen that the original motivic
material of the rejected part writing in bb.43-44, e.g., quaver + crotchet, was taken directly from
the previous section, b.34-35 in the bass. The usage of the motive was, however, entirely
different, for it is now that the crotchets are deployed on the down beats, announcing the
highest note in the piece, and that they participate in significant part of a local linear line, ¢"* b?"
a” g", or N-3-2-1 in G minor. The revision of the part writing was done chain-reactively. That of
b.45,1 was rhythmically sequenced with the previous two bars, and was harmonized in the
subdominant of the forthcoming G minor cadence at b.47. The revision was thus significant not
only in the linear progression but also in harmonic matters, for by changing the beat in the tonic
of G minor at root position a firmer cadence was achieved.

To prepare the reinstatement of the entry phrase at b.61 Bach wrote two preparatory
phrases based on the motivic development type A, i.e., A' (bb.51-54) and A" (bb.56-59).
Between these phrases is located a two-bar joining passage containing amendments. The
reading of ante correcturam is suggested in Fig. 44 a) below.

) I"

Fig. 44 Pr.E®, b.55-56 (R5,b.5-end)"
a) Reconstruction of ante correcturam
b) Outlined Symbols with Revision Ink

Among a lot of tentative writing, the most significant part of revision is seen in the co-ordination
of harmonic progression between the voices at b.56,1, where the bass arrives at the dominant
one beat earlier than the soprano.

Having written the careful preparatory passages A' and A", the reinstatement of the initial
four bars was realized from b.61 onwards. The original brief phrase was, however, modified
and extended to eleven bars making it suitable for the final cadence. In such process of
modification, Bach employed several contrasting devices: first, the motivic idea of the third bar
was modified so as to efface its cadential character. This passage was repeated four times,
forming a sequence in a descending scale (bb.63-66); second, the subsiding passage work was
interrupted abruptly by the contrasting, strong cadence formula (bb.67-68); and finally, the
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cadence was announced in the original fashion, but prolonged again, tripled in length. In writing
these ideas what caused certain difficulty was the first device. | suggest the reading of ante

correcturam as in Fig. 45 below.
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Fig. 45: Pr.E? - b.64-66 (R7,b.3-5) - Reconstructed reading of ante correcturam

From its clear motivic identity between b.3 and bb.63-66, one may consider that Bach wrote the
soprano prior to the bass. The sequential pattern in the bass, bb.63-66, was conceived after
tenable struggle. The reading of ante correcturam, suggested in Fig. 45 above, shows that the
down beat of the bass in bb.63-66 was originally an octave higher, and the detailed figuration in
each bar was tentative and dissimilar to any other figurations found in the piece - the common
character of a filling voice.

Summary: in all the five passages the amendments show significant betterment of the
original ideas. Especially noteworthy is that these are located at the sections outside the
stereotyped motivic development. Among these, the most interesting one is the new, revised
figuration introduced at b.34, which is immediately taken into the following figuration without
further amendments. This confirms Bach's intense revision activity at the time of copying out
the music. From this point of view, we may conclude that the score is not a composing score
based on the draft found in P 416, but a mature record with revisions based on the concepts
developed from the improvisation on the clavier.

The examination of Bach's writing density reveals a very interesting fact: the curves of
LP and LPNA go almost parallel to each other - it means that the density of notation is clearly
affected by certain factors. Another interesting fact is that the density of Bach's writing was not
at all affected by the application of accidentals. The only feasible explanation for this may be of
psychological factors, i.e., the increased musical apprehension at modulations made him write
the piece with more compact hand. However subtle the rate of variation may be, the same
factor may be responsible for the rise of density in the most important motivic revision found in
bb.43-45 (R3,b.2-4).

The abrupt rise of density after R5 is different. It is seen as Bach's strategic change in
copying the music, for it is the place where Bach could have already realised the space
shortage to finish off writing the piece. The turning point is b.56 (R5,end) where the dominant
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chord section predicts the recapitulation. Here Bach is evidently in the position for the first time
to be able to judge how many bars he would need to finish off the work.545 Such a decision was
apparently too late, and he was obliged to use an extra system. It is interesting to see that this
system was not long enough, and later extended for about 1.2 cm to complete the last bar.

LATER REVISIONS

A later revision on the MS is confirmed by the distinct black shade of ink. The revisions at
this stage were concentrated on proof-reading as well as certain improvement. The most typical
one is to clarify the reading of previously revised sections, such as b.20 (L5,b.2), b.34-35
(R1,b.2-3) - see Fig. 42 b), b.44 (R3,b.3), bb.55-56 (R5,b.5-6) - see Fig.44 b) and b.59
(R6,b.3). There is, however, an extraordinary instance at b.34 (R1,b.2) where a wrong note was
outlined - see Fig. 42 b) above.

Musical revision, on the contrary, is to be considered in two aspects - melodic and textual.
The former is seen in the insertion of a natural at b.43 (R3,b.2), which is shown in Fig. 43. The
more significant improvement is, however, the latter, the enrichment of voice texture by adding
pedal notes at bb.5-8 (L1,end-L2,b.4), bb.13-17 (L3,b.4-L4,b.3) and bb.57-60 (R6,b.1-R6,b.5).
In Fig. 46 below, | demonstrate the initial reading of bb.14,3-16.
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Fig. 46: Pr.EY - bb.14,3-16 (L4,b.1-3) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

It is particularly interesting to see that the inner voice in bb.15-16, which was initially the bass,
was not initially fully worked out. This figuration can be compared with the bass at b.20,1. The
revision caused further revisions. Among the most grave is the pitch emendation in the bass,
b.10,1/1, where f was lowered an octave. This was necessitated when the added tonic pedal
notes Eb became so significant in terms of linear structure.

545 The significance of this phenomenon is considerably reduced if Bach knew the total
number of bars before he set off: the calculation of the norm of copying pace (71 bars /14
system = 5.07 bars per a system) is not difficult to maintain.
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FUTURE AMENDMENTS

Having completed the revisions, Bach seem to have satisfied with the reading for some
time, and used it as a model for F and H. The later version, transmitted in A, giving many
authentic improvements, was probably made as a second copy for the collection S, for the
score in L was the first score for the piece.

FUGUE 7 IN E® MAJOR (F.5V)

The piece contained in {.5v is a final version of Fg.Eb. The existence of an early version
witnessed in P 595 strongly indicates that Bach used an exemplar for this score.546 Number of
possible backgrounds of the copy making is thus limited: one possibility, which | am going to
pursue in the following discussion, is that this early version, written in D major, was the
exemplar. This surmise is indeed feasible, for the only modification to the texture was the
section E (bb.45-54) apart from the transposition (see Fig.47 below).

5 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
B E L
| 1 T
Db Ct I Da Cs Ct/Db Ca/Ds E - Cs/Db
Sections I II I1X

Part writing revised from P 595 to L

Corrections made in L
D - Dux; C - Comes; E - episode; / - stretto
§ - soprano; a - alto; t - tenor; b - bass

Fig. 47: Fg.E® - plan of revision and amendments

It is very interesting to note that the three orthographic errors at b.28 (L4,b.5), b.52 (R1,b.4) and
b.59 (R2,b.5), all occurring on the first beat, were originally notated a second lower. In the latter
two instances, the note-heads are even tied over the bar line. Considering the use of an
exemplar and the nature of such mistakes, it can be safely assumed that Bach's exemplar was
still written in D major, and these mistakes evolved in the transposition process.

It is unfortunate that the study of Bach's writing density in this case gives little insight into
the background of copy making procedure. It is largely due to the fact that the piece was
already matured and short in length: thus space shortage had not risen as a problem. Having
considered particular aspects of the background, it is still interesting to observe the peaks of
both LP1 and LP2 at L7, bb.43,2-49,1, where non-thematic scale figure in quaver is introduced,
replacing a thematic motive.

546 See my discussion of P 595 on pp.32 ff.
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FUTURE AMENDMENTS

The observation from within L so far suggests that the transposition process and the
modification of figuration in section E took place on L. However, the reading of A, which links
the reading between P 535 and L, points to the presence of an intermediate version.547

Among the offspring MSS from L, the only noteworthy variant reading is the tenor, b® in
two minims at b.30. Being located at the change of system, some scribe, whose copy possibly
became the basis of groups H and K MSS, judged the reading of L as an error, and supplied a
tie between the minims.548

PRELUDE 8 IN D# MINOR (F.6R)

The piece contained in 1.6r is the final version of Pr.d#. The model for thig prelude is lost.
Despite its clean, fair appearance, this copy is practically made as a revision score. Here we
find revisions at least in two occasions, one at the copying stage, the other at a later stage. The
possible state of its exemplar can be reconstructed in two ways - the study of copying and
revising process in L; and the comparative study of text between L and A. Closer studies on
these aspects indicate that the relation between L and A is not a clear, one-way generation.
And, as far as the revisions in L suggesty the text of the exemplar was far more immature than
any other texts contained in extant MSS.

The first amendments are concentrated on the melody by adding accidentals. This is found
in the treble of the commencing bar, appearing as an immediate chain-reactive revision related
thematically to the passage in the bass of the following bar. The other motivically-related
revisions are not clearly ascertainable from the appearance due to the way notes were well
spaced out. But on the evidence of the text in H2, one may consider two cases, viz., b.12: B,3/4
and b.28: B,3/4, as a similar chain-reactive revision, where the accidentals could have been
added later.

There are also several orthographic errors appearing as misplaced note-heads (b.5, b.8
and b.14): these are pitch errors at the interval of a second, all occurring as large leaps of
sevenths. Also concerned is the error related with the accidentals. Double sharps are often
corrected from #, e.9., b.24: S,2/4, b.27: §,4/3 and b.32: B,1/2. Some sharps on b also tend to

547 A is written on common time (C), as is the case with ante correcturam of P 595. It also
shares the older reading with P 595, i.e., the reading of b.58: B,1/4 (see Supplement B).
Apart from these aspects, there is no marked difference in reading between A and L, and
we may say they are the same version. somie

548 |n Agricola's copy (P 595), the tenor was a [breve instead of two minims, as well as the
note-value of the following entry in the bass. So far as the rhythmic shape of the subject is-
concerned, the modification found in L is systematic, and the omission of tie in the tenor at
b.30 is likely to be intentional. it may aiso be interesting to note that the interpretation of
the tenor in question differs between A1 and A2: in A1 two minims are tied, and In A2 the
tie Is omitted. It is difficult to ascertain the link between A2 and H or K in this case, for
there is no trace in these MSS being tempered at a later stage. | consider the case as
being coincidental.
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be overlooked at the initial stage, e.g., b.12: B,1/3 and b.14: B,1/4. These errors depict the
image of a Bach who was not confident in writing: it is possible to see the picture of Bach
copying from the exemplar which was written in a different key, possibly in E minor.

A later amendment is found in b.20 (R1,b.3) where harmonic progression is decisively
changed by the application of accidentals. The reconstructed model of ante correcturam is

given in Fig.48 below.
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Fig.48: Pr.o#, bb.20-21,2 - .6r (R1,b.3-4) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

This is the only place on this sheet where a very dark black shade of ink is used. The
modification is made on the 4th beat only, changing the chord texture from the 2nd inversion of
B+, to the root position of D#,. Thus the relation to the following chord E on b.21,1 is effectively
changed from the E Major property (V4-l) to the G# Minor (V4-IV).

Surmising from these observations, Bach must have had a well worked out exemplar at
hand, while he carried out a systematic melodic improvement. Bach's writing density shows his
struggle with the space available on the sheet. In each page we find a general tendency where
the initial determination to tighten the compact writing was eased. The sudden recovery of the
compact writing at the change of page (R1) indicates the re-installation of tighter writing, where
Bach might have re-calculated the remaining space. This tight rate of writing was not
maintained, and as a result, an extra system was needed in the foot margin to copy the final
bar. The sacrificed calligraphic value of the MS is compensated for by the improved artistic
excellence through his active process of revision process and the transposition.

All revisions entered in L are taken into F and H except in one instance, a double sharp
later added on cx’ at b.23: S,3/4. A1 and A2 are basically the same version, but A2 appear 1o
be revised text of the A1. This version is, as already mentioned, different in details from that of
L. It contains many errors as well as possible later revisions by Bach or Altnikol.54® Thus the
relation between A and L can be best explained as follows: A was based on an intermediate
copy, possibly S, which was copied presumably not by Bach, referring to the partly corrected

549 Possible errors or early readings are: b.5: S.4/2; b.17: S,1/1, b.20:S,2-3; b,23: S 4;
b.29:B,3; and b.35: S,3 (A1 only). Possible later readings are: b.9:S,2/3; b.14:S,3/3;
b.18:S,4/4 (A2 only).
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version of L's exemplar. During or after the copy making, several inspired amendments to the
text were made to it alone.550

FUGUE 8 IN D# MINOR (F.6V)

The piece contained in 1.6v is also the final version of Fg.d#. But, as in the case with the
accompanying prelude, we know neither the existence of its exemplar nor the possible reading
of the exemplar attested in extant MSS. Our study will suggest, however, that the reading of A
can be considered fairly close to the exemplar, as we have seen in the prelude. The text of L
contains many interesting amendments which can be distinguished by their nature - correction
of errors and decided improvement of the original text.

The study on Bach's density of writing suggests that the copy was made very carefuuy and
strategically. The most significant is the sudden rise of density at the change of page (R1). It
indicates that Bach was from the outset aware of possible space shortage and tried to avoid
this by re-calculating and adjusting his compactness of writing.

Corrections are mostly minor and are possibly carried out as proof-reading amendments.
All the corrections appear in the form of later amendments. The most frequent and consistent
corrections are to amend accidentals. Two of these examples are found in bb.14-15 (L4,end -
L5,b.1) where double-sharps are written over sharps.55! In later part of the piece, we also find
two corrections in the alto, bb.39-40 (RS, b.2-3): the one is the adjusted length of tie in b.39,4-
and the other is a amended note-head in pitch in b.40,1.552 interestingly these two particular
instances are located in similar geometric positions on the score - the fifth of seven systems. It
is probably affected psychologically, for we witness in these places the fall of writing density.

The rest of the amendments are dominated by the revisions. On the evidence of the
reading of A, they can be classified into two types - ones taken into it and others not. While this
may be considered as the evidence of chronological order In a particular place (e.g., see p. 250
below), it cannot be entirely ruled out, and therefore no further speculation is made in this
respect.

Revisions are found in many isolated pars, suggesting Bach's attention to overall structure
of the piece. The earliest is b.19 (L6,b.3), where we find two Iinteresting revisions, ante
correcturam of which is reconstructed in Fig.49 (a) below. |

550 Dehnhard (1983), p.xxvi, agrees with this interpretation.

551 The same revision is also found in b.21: $,3/1. But in many other cases the eror was not
rectified. See, for example, b.9:A,1/2; b.39: §,3/1 and b.40: A,3/1.

552 Apart from these, we should also take into account the unrectified errors of accidentals,
already discussed in Footnote 551.
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Fig.49: Fg.0#, b.19 (f.6v: L6,b.3) and b.36 (f.6v: R4,b.3) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The squeezed in double-sharp on b.19,2/2 in the alto is a melodic revision,553 and the natural
on b.19,2/3 in the bass is a harmonic revision, enforcing the modulation towards G# minor. The
latter was most likely carried out at a later stage, for it was not entered into the other copy
(exemplar) which became the basis of A.

The next revision is concentrated on bb.29-30, the section preparing dramatically for the
relative major at b.30,2. The replaced accidental, a natural on a’ in the alto of b.29,2, was
originally a double-sharp. And this appears to have been an unsuccessful attempt to
improvement, for one may discover a specific purpose in the ante correcturam, which was
altered before it had been accomplished: the ante correcturam could contribute to the harmonic
preparation for the relative major section if the following note, b’, was sharpened also,
harmonizing as the double dominant (G# major chord) of the arrival key. This speculation is
justified by the fact that the plan was abandoned immediately, for the b’ was never sharpened.
It appears that such an attempt was prevented by the bass progression, presumably already
written down, and the use of double dominant was postponed until the end of the bar. There is
another revision made to the pitch in the tenor, b.30,1. This is an introduction of suspension at
the crucial cadence.

In the later part of the fugue are found two large scale revisions, the one in the alto at b.36
(R4,b.3) and the other at b.45 (R7,b.2). The former is a rare example where Bach reduces the
texture in revised reading. Interestingly, the ante correcturam (reconstructed in Fig. 49 (b)
above) is retained in the exemplar, which is attested in the reading of A 554 The latter is a
revision on the texture of the final cadence where the texture is increased to five voices. The
reconstruction of ante correcturam is given in Fig.50 below together with the reading given in
Altnikol's copy, A2.

553 This squeezed accidental in the alto was interpreted in F (P 210) as for c#” in the tenor,
b.19,2/2.

554 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxvi, gives slightly different reconstruction, the alto being fx’ e’ d#’ c#’
instead of my d# e’ d#’ c#’.
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Fig,50: Fg.o#, b.45-46 (f.6v: R7,b.2-3) - Altnikol (P 402) and Reconstruction of ante correcturam
t)

It appears that the revision was carried out twice on L on separate occasions: the first revision
took its reading to the Altnikol version, and the second finalized the reading.

All the revisions were carried out before F and H were made. The. other version
represented in A contains, apart from the readings of ante correcturam of L already discussed,
some errors and unaccounted-for variant readings.555 The majority of the variant readings are
obviously less inspired, but are possibly retained as alternative readings.

PRELUDE 9 IN E MAJOR (F.22R)

The piece contained in £.22r is perhaps the final version of Pr.E somewhat misrepresented
by Anna Magdalena.

The study of her writing density immediately disclosesthat Anna Magdalena was unaware
of consuming too much space till she reached the end of R5. She then had to squeeze her
notation for the last two systems, and gave herself up at the end of R7. Bach took over the quill
and made an extra system in the foot margin, and finished off the copy.

As in other Anna Magdalena's copies, many subtle symbols such as accidentals are
written in such a poor manner that it is difficult to distinguish those initially written ones from the
added ones. In one extreme example at b.17 in the alto (L.5,b.3), a sharp is placed 5 mm away
from the note-head. The sheet was also scraped off in many places, showing many additional
errors made by the copyist. Among these are four removed symbols which can be identified
tentatively. These are: a crotchet rest - b.14:A,1 (L4,b.4); a natural - b.16:A,3 (L5,b.2); a trill -
b.21:B,1 (L6,b.4) and a sharp - b.45:A3 (R6,b.3).55% There are, however, some errors
unnoticed. For example, all the double sharps on f in bb.29-31 were mistakenly written as

555 Errors are: b.7:A,4/1; b.23: T,2/2; Variant readings are: b.11: A4; b.14: S.2; b.18: B,3/2;
b.29: T,3 (A1 only); b.30: T,3; b.34: S,2/1 (A1 only); b.34: A,3 (A2 only); b.35: b,3.

5% The second case, the trill, is also missing in F and H; but it is found in K1, K2 and A.



251

single sharp, which caused misinterpretation of the reading in H.557 Some of the variant
readings between L and A could have resulted from her copying errors. Among the probable
readings are b.9,1/2 and b.48,2: in both of them there are pitch variants notated in 2nd higherin
the atto. '

The only positive trace of later amendment is located at b.50,1 in the bass (R7,0.3). The
authenticity of the revision is suspicious. While ante correcturam b a g# is taken into H and F,
post correcturam g# fi# e does not appear in any other MSS except Am.B 49 to which someone
made the same emendation.558 it may be worth noting that K gives c#° ba and A gives b g# e.

This prelude is known in three basic versions, i.e., L, K and A, though the differences are
minor. K was based closely on L; but it contains certain interesting eclectic elements in its text,
especially in grammatically suspicious readings in L, e.g., b.9:A,1/2 and b.50:B,1, in addition to
the texture at the final cadence. The faﬁt that A also shows different interpretations in these
particular readings seems to point to Lthat the exemplar used by Anna Magdalena already
contained some of these errors, especially that of b.50:B,1. A is not based on L, but possibly on
S. On the whole, it appears that Bach never went back 1o revise the score in detail. Schwenke's
revision (P 204) at bb.46 and 48 in the alto is another good example of such a state of reading.

FUGUE 9 IN E MAJOR (F.22V)

The piece contained in f.22v is the final version of Fg.E copied entirely by Anna
Magdalena. This score contains orthographic errors in a larger number. This can be partly
ascribed to the metrically inarticulate character of the plece. As we can see, there are three
instances where note aligning indicators were needed between the inner two voices at b.13,2
(L5,b.1), b.15,2 (L6,b.3) and b.41,1 (R7,b.2). More involved physical repair, such as replacing
symbols, was also carried out where the original notations were 100 bad, e.g., b.7,2 (L3,b.1),
b.27,1 (R2,b.3). Corrections were also made to a variety of errors: the direction of stemming in
b.9:A,1 (L3,end) and b.31,2 (R4,b.1); removing the invalid bar lines at b.23 (R1,b.2) and b.31
(R4,b.1); removing an unnecessary natural on b° at b.5:5,2 (L2,b.2); amended note-heads in
pitch at b.15:T,1 (L5,end) and at b.18:B,1 (L6,b.3). The most important yet difficult one to
interpret is the sharp at b.19:5,2/3 placed south-west of note-head e’. This somewhat
misplaced symbol was in fact so poorly formed that it must have been kept unnoticed when H
and F was made from L. It is quite probable that Bach entered this sharp as a later revision in
the earlier score which Anna Magdalena used as her exemplar.

The revision made to the score was only minor. There Is one instance where a voice-
leading indicator is added where the alto temporarily uses the lower staff at b.25-26 (R2,b.1-2).

557 See Footnote 558

558 It is interesting that Dehnhard (1983), p. xxvi, speculates that the reading of ante
correcturam stemmed from the error in the transposition from D major. This would also
explain why the error of double sharp emerged in bb.29-31.
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During the modulation to G# minor at b.33-34, almost all double sharps on f and ¢ were
amended from single sharps. They are all marked with thick strokes, possibly entered at the
moment of proof-reading by Bach. The "#7" in b.15:T,2/2 on d# was probably added after H was
made. .
The study of densily of notation reveals the highest compactness at the change of
columns (L7 and R1). In contrast to the prelude, we find no particular etfort being made by
Anna Magdalena to accommodate the fugue within the space prepared.

This fugue is known in three versions, i.e., L, K and A. While L, A2 and K use allabreve ¢
metre, A1 uses C metre. Allabreve is interpreted in L and A2 as 4/2 on the one hand, K halves
the bar into two, interpreting it as 2/2. Apart from this, there is no significant textual variations.

PRELUDE 10 IN E MINOR (F.7R)

The piece contained in 1.7r is, in my view, the final version of Pr.e, represented as a
calligraphic fair copy. Its exemplar does not survive, however; a text critic study suggests that
its possible reading is reflected in A. In our score are contained a few corrections as well as
minor later revisions. Apart from these, | consider Bach made a few revisions instantly as he
copied. Bach later gave it a thorough proof-reading, and made significant improvements,
attested by a distinguishable shade of ink.

This prelude, written in a binary form, is remarkably formatted in the way that each section
is contained within a single page. It goes without saying that this format gives a spedific
advantage for performers who would be otherwise in the trouble of finding where the repetition
marks lead them to. In the case of {.7r, this format was achieved by the careful p!annmg of
note-distribution, for the second section is 20% longer than the first.

The study of Bach's density of writing reveals more details about Bach's copying strategy
and its execution. It indicates that Bach calculated the norm for copying out each system: it
works out to be 7 bars/ine and 8.58 bars/ine for each page respectively. The actual copying
process followed is fairly close to this figure. The important fact is that in both pages we find
slight falls of density towards the fifth line. This suggests that at these points Bach was not
particularly concermned with this mechanical copying activity for some reasons. It is unfortunate
that in return Bach was obliged to make an additional system at the foot margin to finish off the
second section. What are the obstacles in copying? | think one of them was the musical activity,
particularly to revise the details. Here | find two sharps in the soprano, at b.30,4 g#° (L5,b.2)
and at b.74,6 c#" (R3,end), which, | believe, were added instantly, for they were missing in A.

Immediate corrections found in {.7r are found twice, at b.84 (R5,b.2) and 91 (R6,b.1): both
are amended note-heads in pitch. It is interesting to find the falling writing density at these
points.

in proof-reading, Bach made certain amendments with distinguishable dark ink. | assume
this took place on a later occasion. Surprisingly, among these Is the correction of emor at
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motivically prominent interval of the diminished 5th in the bass, b.4. But apan from this, all the
amendments are the supplement of accidentals, viz., the shamps at b.45 (L7,b.3) and at b.77
(R4,b.3), as well as the addition of embellishments, such as the addition of trills and mordents.

All the later amendments entered here were subsequently taken into descendant MSS,
such as F or H. But all the subtle distinction of accented ornamentations, viz., doppelt-cadence
and accent und trillo, are unfortunately ignored, and converted into ordinary trills.

Finally, we must touch on the reading of K1, which is regarded by the majority of editions
as the final reading of the movement. This vsfsion\gased on L, but effectively adds to the V-
shaped figures the passing notes in demisemiquavers in bb.3, 4, 12 and 24 as well as the
staccatos in the soprano on bb.18,2 and 20,2. Although they were later added to A1, there is no
evidence suggesting that Bach himself wrote them to autographs.

FUGUE 10 IN E MINOR (F.7V)

The piece contained in f.7v is a semi-final version of Fg.e in 71 bars. From the way the
score was written, we may say that the piece might have initially been intended as a fair copy
based on the exemplar, which is now lost. The final version is represented in A, which Is
lengthened into 86 bars by the addition of the coda. A text critic study suggests, however, that
this final version was worked out on the earlier copy, the possible exemplar for L. This explains
why both A and L contain a unique mixture of earlier and later readings.

This copy reflects two interesting facts in Bach's copying activity - 1) struggle with a fair
copy production; and 2) effort to make instant revisions.

The appearance of the score gives a general impression that one may find it difficult to
assume the score having been conceived as a fair copy. There are certainly many features of a
non-fair copy, such as non-calligraphic handwriting and the use of extemporaneously prepared
extra system in the foot margin. The abrupt change of note spacing between L2 and L3, in
particular, tends to show the total lack of consistent strategy in copying. it would be a very
strange case if it was really intended to make such a distinction as 1o make the fair copy of the
prelude on one side of the sheet, and the non-fair copy of the fugue on the other. ’

One answer to this unique phenomenon can be found through the study of Bach's density
of writing. The key to the answer is the dramatic sharp fall of the density at L3 which seems to
reflect some important strategic change rather than tactless outbreak. Suppose we have the
piece in 71 bars piece and want to copy it down in 14 systems, we may wish to know the
average copying space for each system. The simple calculation gives the figure 5.07 bars/iine.
If we look at the first two lines of 1.7v, i.e., L1 and L2, we will find that Bach was doing exactly

what we suppose he would do according to the plan. He suddenly gave up maintaining the
" compact writing at L3, and managed 3.5 bars/line only, the lowest density In the piece. This
attests to the fact that the initial plan was too tight and unworkable, and that Bach was obliged
to make certain amendments to the plan - to make use of an extra system in the foot margin.
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The drastic change in the plan at L3, in fact, conveys Bach's disappointment and frustration
also. And that seems to be the major reason to account for Bach's non-calligraphic handwriting.
The amended plan, 4 bars/line, was fairly faithfully observed till the end.

There are several corrections of note-heads as a result of Bach's lapse of attention
particularly at the change of the system, such as the amended note-value in the alto at b.16,1
(L3,end) and the amended pitch in the bass at b.24,2 (L6,b.1).

The other amendments can be related to the melodic revisions at a specific location. In
bb.52-54 (R5,b.4-R6,b.2) we find four amendments in non-thematic part writing. Close by it, the
amended note-head in note-value B at b.60 (R7,b.4) in the bass can also be interpreted as one
of these amendments.

FUTURE VERSION

Bach regarded this score as the final version for some time, and added many specific
ornamentations, such as staccatos, mordents, turns, etc. From this reading are originated F
and ante correcturam of H and K. K was based on a poorly written copy of L, which contained
many errors. Most of these errors remained unrectified even after the revision undertaken
under Kirnberger. Bach's next revision on the fugue took place between 1742 and 1744 on the
exemplar of L, and extended the fugue to 86 bars in length, while also improved it in minor
details.559 This version was transmitted to A. This new version coritains partly the old reading,
such as b.18: 8§,2/5. It can be explained that Bach made instant revision when he made L. Both
H and K were independently revised later by refering to the reading of A.

PRELUDE 11 IN F MAJOR (F.8R)

The piece contained in 1.8r is possibly the final version of Pr.F. The score was initially
intended as a fair copy, and after Bach's briefing Anna Magdalena started off coping the first
page of the prelude, bb.1-19,2. At the beginning of the second page Bach took over the quill,
and finished off the movement. This copy contains many errors, corrected and uncorrected, in
addition to possible revisions on several occasions, distinguished by the shades of ink. It also
contains some interesting biographic tale of Bach family involved in MS making. The exemplar
is lost. lts possible reading can be reconstructed to some extent, for it is considered to have
been reflected in A, on the evidence of text critic study.

As Walter Emery demonstrates, Anna Magdalena's spacious writing was not contributive
to the task she was to perform on this occasion. The following Bach's compact notation
indicates the serious problem of space shortage caused by Anna Magdalena's writing. It is
interesting to find that the dynamic change of density of writing on Bach's part occurred twice,
i.e., on pages 2 and 3. This indicates that Bach habitually recaiculated his note spacing at the
change of page. |

559 The possible later readings are b.30: B,2/3 and b.51:B,2/1.
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It is extremely difficult for any scribes to copy this sort of piece written in thick, five-voiced
texture. The oomp!exﬁy of the texture was even more increased by using abundant
suspensions. Thus it is expected naturally that Anna Magdalena's text contains many errors. In
her text, we find corrections of note-heads in pitch atb.3: B,1 (L1,b.3) and in note values at b.6:
T,1/2 (L2,end), b9: T,2/2 (L4,b.1) and b.18: B,1 (L7,b.2), in addition 10 many ties amended in
shape and length.560 In contrast to her unreliable hand, the text of Bach's part contains no
amendments of this sort. But probably due to his increased concentration on compact writing,
Bach overlooked many ties, most of which were added on later occasions.

" The later amendments are distinguished by the use of a different type of pen and ink. Our
text critic 'study indicates that this occurred after H was copied from L. The correction was
possibly carried out as a proof-reading which included supplementing the initially overiooked
ties, all in the tenor, viz., b.8,1- (L3,0.3), b.13,2- (L5,b.2), b.35,2- and b.70,2- (L7,b.4).581 Far
more significant is the manner of notation, wobbly in places. Many legatos were also added in
this manner. The éuthetﬁlcity of such notation is, however, doubtful. It is nonetheless possible
to visualize Bach's notating them when he was teaching one of his pupils at the clavier,
instructing the interpretation of detailed phrasing.

This final reading is taken into F and K, though K contains its unique variant readings at
b.17: 82,1 and b.55: A,2. The text of A can be best described as a different version, which |
believe stemmed fairly faithfully from the exemplar of L. it certainly contains early readings such
as the thin chord texture at b.32. But in many other cases the variants are only on notational
matters, such as the filling in of rests and the duration of notes.

FUGUE 11 IN F MAJOR (F.8V)

The piece contained in f.8v is the final version of Fg.F. The way in which this copy was
written indicates that the full length version was used as an exemplar, which Is now lost. But
text critic study may provide a clue to its possible reading in the text represented in A. Our text
is virtually absent of simple orthographic errors. On the other hand, it contains a few interesting
amendments projecting Bach's fascinating working process.

it is plain that the fugue was written after the prelude: due to the way the prelude
consumed the three pages of a four-page fascicle, the fugue has only the room of one page to
accommodate itself. As a result, this fugue Is the only instance in L which uses three extra
systems, one in the top and two in the bottom margins. From the evenly sustained high density
of writing, we have little doubt that Bach had an exemplar giving in full length, and, carefully
planned his note distribution before he set off copying. .

560 See b.2: $1,52,A(L1,b.2), b.10:A,1-3 (L4,b.2), b.12:B,3- (L5,b.1), b.13:T,2- (L5,b.2), and
~ b.16:5,1- (L6,b.3).

561 It is possible that Bach forgot to supplement some ties, also in the tenor, viz., in b.31,3-
and b.71,3-. They are present in A.
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A detailed examination of the score shows only how carefully it was written: there is no
blunt orthographic error except in two instances, 1) the crossed out soprano direct at the end of
R7, which was originally placed a 3rd below, and 2) the amended accidental in the soprano,
natural from flat, b.74,2/2. The latter is a later amendment carried out at a later date, the time
after H was made, but before F was made. The error was probably closely related to Bach's
notational convention of accidentals, for the natural on e’ might have been used
supplementarily in the exemplar under the section in F minor key. This symbol is, of course,
non-essential and may cause confusion. | consider that Bach was initially confused when he
wrote aflatin L.

Apart from corrections, Bach also carried out two decided revisions. The one is the
replacement of the counter-melody to the Comes at bb.6-7 (Top.b.6-7). In Fig.22, | suggest the
initial note-heads by grey-shade.

e

e

Fig. 51: Fg.F, bb.6-8 (f.8v: Top,b.6-8) - Suggestion of ante correcturam in Grey-shade

This revision appears to have been the immediate amendment of note-heads only, before
stemming and beaming. This revision in particular, which took place at the beginning of the
fugue, does not necessarily affect our interpretation of the state of the exemplar, especially
when this fugue does not possess a fixed counter-subject. Even after the revision, this counter-
melody remains, in my view, to be in the nature of a filling voice.

Another decided revision could have been made at the return of the subject in the tonic at
b.85 (f.8v: Bm,b.6) where this fugue becomes temporarily a four-voiced texture. From the
squeezed nature of the newly emerged tenor at b.85,2, we can consider this being added. The
same can be said for the two inner notes b’ & f’ in the R.H. chord at b.87,1, which are missing
in A, though it looks less obvious as if had been squeezed in later.

From this state of L, F is copied. But due to the way the fugue uses suspensions
abundantly, almost every later copy contains errors, such as the omission of ties. And also due
to the way Bach used squeezed notation and narrow systems, the later scribes encountered
certain difficulties in reading the score in some places. For example, the pitch of the quaver ¢’ in
the tenor, b.86,2, which is located between the staves, can be read as either ¢’ or a.562

562 F and H interpreted it a, while K interpreted it ¢’. A, which is not based on L, gives the
reading c’, which is the correct reading.
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PRELUDE 12 IN F MINOR

The autograph of Pr.{ is lost. There are basically three known versions - 1) K with P 1076;
2) H; and 3) F and A. This unusual complexity of source situation is most fascinating, for this is
the only instance where H and Fare represented so sharply apart and F and A ¢ related so
closely instead.

A closer textual study enables us to say that K is the earfiest known version. R is marked
with unique textual features at the sections using semiquavers: in this case these sections are
written in a two-part texture (i.e., bb.21-23, 38-39, 54-55, 57-60, 63-65) instead of three parts
found in other versions. Also unique is the manner in which it keeps the thematic element
arrangéd strictly in chromatic scale in b.50. In other versions, this particular phrase‘ is modified,
probably because such adherence would not be quite suitable and effective within the harmonic
scheme of the section. This is a good example reflecting Bach's process of composition and
revision.

The later readings are thus divided into two, H and F+A. Their relationship ls. hbwever.
fairly close but Unclear. From the view of fully filled-in rests clarifying the voice texture as
evidence of a later version, we may say that H is the earlier version, which has incomplete
sections outstanding in bb.0-3,10-15 in the alto. It, however, contains unique variant readings
that cannot be said to be simply an early text, viz., b.37.5,2/1 (rest instead of suspension) and
bb.55:5,1/4; 64:A,1/2 (pitch). In my view, these places are better presented in the other
versions including K.

The versions of F and A are thus possible latest readings. Ignoring the possible
orthographic errors in pitch by Anon.Vr (e.g., b.2:5,2/2 and b.21:S,2/3), we find that these two
could have stemmed from the identical score, for it contains a unique pitch error in the alto,
b.35,1, as well as a later reading of voice texture at b.54.563 | shall come back to speculate a
possible process of revision and replacement of scores after discussing Fg.!.

FUGUE 12 IN F MINOR

As is the case with the prelude, the autograph of Fg.t is lost, and sources are represented
in the three versions - 1) K with P 1076; 2) H; and 3) F and A. But uniike the prelude, K and H
are represented in a similar form, making clear contrast to the other two, F and A,

On the evidence of rest filling of bb.0-4 in the alto, we may say that K and H is based on
the older mould. The overiooked accidentals in b.60:A,1 (K only) and b.76:B,2/4 (K and H) may
also suggest the same interpretation. There are also variant readings of melody in bb.37.8,2/4,
53:5,1/1-2, 57:A,1, 60-61:A, 78:B,1, which are possibly seen as uninspired readings. The more
intricate voice exchange at b.22 Is, however, controversial, for this type of variant is normally

563 It appears that this quaver b in the alto, which is only found in F and A2, was added later
as an extension to the already divided part writing of bb.55-56 (H and A1).
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the later reading.564 The fact that H1 contains several pitch errors in 2nds and 3rds, such as
bb.9, 64 and 65 seems significant, for together with the exclusive variant readings to H in the
prelude, these could have been caused by the poor writing in the exemplar as well as on the
very copy.

From numerous textual differences, including that at a notational level (e.g., b.14:A), we
may judge that F and A were stemmed from a different score from K and H. Excluding the
orthographic errors possibly made by Anon.Vr in F (missing rest - b.23; missing tie - b.56; pitch
errors - bb.28,30,54,59,82; bar repeated twice - b.84) and a possible improvement by Altnikol of
b.50, these two were probably copied from the same copy.

When we put these pieces of information together into a single picture, we find that the
revision on the two movements took place separately - the prelude being revised prior to H, and
the fugue posterior to H. On the evidence of the movement header in H1 - "Praeludium 12, the
missing autograph in the collection L was perhaps a fair copy made by Anna Magdalena based
on a revision copy made by Bach. Within a few years' time, between 1740 and 1742, Bach
probably revised the fugue on a fresh sheet under the heading of "Prelude 12 +°. Thus the
score of PrFg.t was replaced with a new one in the L collection. The explanation of the unique
identity of reading between F and A can be given as follows: because this score was the latest
revision when F was made, Bach must have decided firmly to keep it for the final version. it
seems that towards 1744 Bach planned to compile the second collection, i.e., S, which became
the model for A. This latest version of PrFg.f only was thus moved to the collection S.

PRELUDE 13 IN F# MAJOR (F.9R)

The piece contained in £.9r can be considered as the final version of Pr.F#, despite the fact
that K1 gives a revised reading of L.565 The way in which this copy was prepared serves to
show that Bach used an exemplar, which is now lost. The text critic study indicates that the
exemplar could have been close to the version represented in A. Our text presents two
interesting phases: 1) the struggle with the fair copy production, and 2) possible instant
revisions.

This copy is made as a fair copy despite the fact that it ended in failure as we notice the
use of an extra system extemporaneously made in the foot margin. The cause of such an
unsuccesstful format is explained by space shortage. The study of Bach's density of writing

564 See Fg.B, b.45.

565 HeNLE gives some of these in brackets, such as the appoggiatura in bb.1 and 15, the
mordents in b.12 and 22. The error contained in L is the rhythmic notation of the soprano,
g.eee.a. This error caused various interpretations among later MSS. See Supplement B for

fails. o
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shows that Bach wrote it with very compact notation throughout, even to the extent that a
proper note-alignment was not always maintained.566

The amendments made to the score were all entered later. The replaced note-heads in
pitch at the interval of 3rds are found in two places, one in the bass at b.1,1/2-2/1 (L1,b.1) and
the other in the soprano at b.25,1 (L5,b.5). The former is a melodic revision, and the latter is
likely to be the correction of orthographic errors with a view to the melodic syntax used in the
surrounding areas. The variant reading of the bass, b.9,1/3, which is given as b in L and b# in
A, is controversial. This may be related to Bach's later addition of a sharp to b#’ in the soprano
at b.9,3/3, for in this key texture, i.e., D# major chord as the dominant of G# major, a sharp may
have been overlooked in Bach's notational convention.

Besides this, there are many variant readings presumably instantaneously worked out at
copying stage without affecting or being affected by the reading in the exemplar Among these
are systematically conceived harmonic r?digms:rln bb.19 and 22, whereLthe seventh notes of
the dominant replaced the root notes in | 567 There are also many amendments made in the
reprise (b.57 ff) towards the coda section (bb.68-75). Interestingly, some of these are attested
in A1 but not A2, suggestive of Bach's revision on the exemplar (S) atter 1744 based on L.568
The addition of ornaments can also be included here.5€9 There are, more strikingly, an unusual
large number of carefully removed notations among which could be once present trills, ties, or
certain symbols of musically unrelated ones.570 The authenticity of these are uncertain.57!

From its final reading are generated F, H and ante comrecturam K1. As is the case with
Pr.e, some delicate ornaments, such as accent und tnllo in bb.44 and 67 in the soprano were
converted into simple trills in later MSS.

FUGUE 13 IN F# MAJOR (F.9V)

The piece contained In 1.9v Is a final version of Fg.F#. As Is the case with the prelude, Hts
exemplar is lost; but A can be considered to have retained some of the variant readings. Our
text is a fair copy. As can be seen from fairly relaxed, evenly spaced out notations, Bach

666 |t becomes evident when we find the average figures of CW1 (3.23) and CW2 (3.5) with
other scores which have basic UNIT as semiquavers. Compare these with Pr.C# (CW1 =
2.18; CW2 = 2.43), Pr.d# (CW1 = 2.4, CW2 = 2.82), Pr.Ab (CW1 -304 CW2 = 3.34) and
Pr.B (CW1 =276, CW2=3.1)

567 The presumed ante correcturam are preserved in A - b.19: B,3/2 as c#’ instead of b, and
b.22: S,3/2 as f#" instead of e".

568 These readings preserved only in A1 are: b.58: $,end, b.61: S,3/1, b.66: §,3; b.69: B,2/1,
b.71: B.1/2, b.73: §,3. The older readings attested in both A1 and A2 are: b.67: B,3; b.73:
A3;b.74: §,2-3.

569 These are appoggiaturas atb.15: S,1; b.41: $,3; b.43: S1 andtrills at b.22:S,1;b.74: S 3.
§70 See Supplement A for listing.
571 | speculate that those were perhaps done by Anon.Vr who made F.
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planned note distribution very carefully from the outset. Copying task itself, however, appears to
have been mechanical and quite banal, for here we find a few stereotyped improvements in
isolated areas only, and instead, many errors were newly born.

In the earliest part of the copy, i.e., L1-L4,5 (bb.1-24), | believe Bach was very conscious
about what he must do. And there we find the possible readings revised instantaneously. On
the evidence of the text in A, | consider to be the case the two accidentals of b.14: B,2/2 and
b.16: A,2/2 as well as the rhythmic notation of b.21: A,1. Apart from these, many trills are added
throughout the fugue either instantly or later. ‘

After this section | tend to believe that Bach's concentration was weakened, for many
errors, irrespective of having been corrected or not, are concentrated in the middle of the piece,
i.e., between L4,b.6 and R3 (bb.25 - 60). There are all sorts of corrected errors: pitch error in
2nd (b.25: S,2/2), note-value (b.45: A,1/2), the comection of accidentals (b.29: S,2/1; b.41:
A,1/2), and the use of tie (b.52-53: S). The errors that remain in the text have to do with the
accidentals: the natural instead of sharp at b.42: B,2/2 (L.7,end); the natura! overlooked at b.55:
S,1 (R3,b.1) and the incorrect usage of double sharps at b.59: B,2/1,3 (R3,b.5). In the former
two instances, these error could have been affected by the system change.

The only trace of revision marked on the score is the removed natural from e# in the bass
at b.80,2/4 (R7,b.3). The initial reading was possibly c# on the evidence of the reading in A,
which is the fifth note of the F# major chord. The ante correcturam of L, e, would have been an
improvement on the harmonic as well as the subtle melodic shade, which resolve nicely on the
next down beat, b.81,1. The post correcturam, e#, was probably intended to remove such
device as motivic imbalance in the cadential phrase, which, otherwise, lose a higher uniformity
in the most important cadence of the piece.

A unique revision was made to the score on a much later occasion with the distinguishable
quality of dark black ink. It was probably to outline the symbols which became obscure under
certain storage condition. The amended symbols, listed in Supplement A, are all concentrated
on a particular area of the sheet - upper middie near the centre fold. The authenticity of the
hand is unaccounted for. |

PRELUDE 14 IN F# MINOR (F.10R)

The piece contained in 1.10r is the final version of Pr.i#. | consider that the score could also
have been either a composing score or a mature record.572 Through the revisions at several
stages, the score was only gradually brought to a more or less perfected form.

The clearest evidence which reflects Bach's compositional activity is perhaps the manner
in which Bach wrote the principal ﬂqure. l.e., the interval of a perfect 4th in a synoopated

572 Breckoff, p.77, claims, however, that it was made as a laif copy, and the errors were due
to the result of Bach's hesitant, instant improvement on the exemplar. Dohnhard (1983)
also supports Breckoff's basics.
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rhythmic pattern (e.g., in this case: a quaver + a crotchet). By looking into such elements as at
b.13 (L4,0.3), b.16 (L5,b.3) and b.42 (R6,b.1), given in Fig. 52 below, we can see how those
thematic elements strategically preceded the process of linear construction at the initial stage of
writing, and how, as soon as the linear construction began, Bach made immediate amendments
to his thematic elements.
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Fig. 52 Pr.t#, b.13, b.16 and b.42 - Reconstruction of ante comecturam

Having amended N-Hs or the shape of flags or beams, Bach made adjustments to the note-
values without delay. This must have been the case, for we find no further amendments in the
foliowing beats. if we consider these thematic elements were so essential as 1o be written down
irrespective of forthcoming development, we can be sure of his working policy with his theme at
this oomposi‘ng stage without referring to a properly written exemplar.

Ancther level of compositional activity Is reflected in the way grammatical errors were
rectified as immediate corrections. We find two instances in the alto, b.20,3 (L6,b.4) and b.40,3
(RS5,b.2), both were consecutive octaves. Being the middie voice, both are possibly filled in the
end. It is significant that under these similar circumstances Bach's reaction was the same. This’
fact perhaps permits us to séy that the balance between the venture and the caution at this
level of composing activity is maintained in the following principle: Bach worked out the melody
first as a succession of note-heads; he then checked the grammatical details before writing
stemming and beaming.

In particular sections of the piece, there is other evidence to suggest that Bach seemed
also to be working out a plan similar to the figured-bass principle, or harmonic skeleton. The
evidence for the employment of such a working method is only specifically found in less
thematically developed, homophonic places. There are at least three places, b.13, b.15 and
b.37. ' .

The apparent amendments of N-Hs in note-values at b.13 (L4,b.3) already given in Fig, 52
above and that in b.15 (L5,b.2) suggest that the diminutions in the bass were worked out when
Bach came back to revise these sections. The former, b.13, was not intended perhaps to be
worked out from such a principle, because the text was based on that of bb.(1)-2. Nonetheless
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the composing process seemed to have derived from the principle of figured-bass. In b.15 the
figured-bass developing method seems to havetﬁ“\ore firmly established, for the identity of the
motive (which originates from bb.1-2) now becomes more obscure due to the developmental,
episodic mood created by the introduction of a circle of Sths. And the middle voice was certainly
filled in after the treble and the bass. And it is at this stage that the rhythmic flow in L.H. was
thoroughly revised. '

The third example is found in b.37, of which | have reconstructed the ante correcturam in
Fig. 53 below.
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Fig. 53: Pr.f#, b.37 (R4,b.1) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

This must be a later amendment, because the original notation in the bass is complete, and

the shade of the ink in the amended part is of a different quality. Apparently Bach wrote the
bass first to ensure the Intricate shift of harmony in 2nd and 3rd inversions - c#: V7¢ - Ib - V7b -
I17A#. V7 - ... |. But he probably wrote it down without taking much of the soprano into account:
the misaligned notations between R.H. and L.H. must have become obvious but inevitable
when, writing the treble, Bach noticed it overfiowing the available space, due to the
unexpectedly abundant use of accidentals (seven in all).

The study of Bach's writing density also provides us with the insight into a unique phase in
his compositional tactics and ensuing consequences. Here in R4, where Bach failed to maintain
the Initial plan of note-alignment Is in the lowest density. On the contrary, the highest density is
found in R1, b.25,3-29, where Bach, in fact, used the same working method: The bass line's
simplicity, and its construction by the repetitive use of a single thematic idea rising chromatically
from d to fit, suggest that this whole section could have been written in one breath. And it is
most probable that as soon as the bass was entered, Bach drew bar lines before writing the
upper voices. This action of Bach's can probably be explained in the way that as he
approached the recapitulatory section beginning at b.30, he had foreseen it as early as at b.26
(R1,b.1), and tried to establish the most important underlying harmonic link before kneading
together and shaping the delicate melodic line in the treble.5™ Another factor, which we cannot

573 The most interesting, arid yet controversial is the Interpretation of harmonic rhythm in
bb.25-27 decided by the bass. From the bass progression alone, we may find that the
rhythm was dotted minim + a quaver, which was decided by chromatic scale in bb.26-27. if
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ignore, is the format: it can be the case, as was in Pr.C#, that Bach was planning to begin the
recapitulation from a fresh system. ‘

Having completed the composition, Bach came back to the beginning of the piece and
considered improvements. The melodic revision is found towards the end of the piece at b.39
(R4,b.3) in the soprano. The revision appears to have been carried out in two stages on the
evidence of different shades of ink. The initial reading is a plain minor scale shown in Fig. 54
(a), which was later revised to the intermediate form given in Fig. 54 (b).

bt e i it
- AR R

(@) ante correcturam (b) medius comrecturam

Fig. 54: Pr.f#, b.39 (1.10r: R4,end) - ante correcturam and medius correcturam

The final reading was probably worked out sometime later, for two further accidentals on e”s
appear to have added with a distinguishable dark shade of ink from the rest. At this state, the
passage was transfigured into a melodic minor scale.574

" There is also an interesting revision on rhythmic aspect at b.10,1 (L3,b.4) in the bass. The
original reading was c# B in plain quavers, which were later modified to a dotted rhythm. The
reason for this revision, however, seems to be quite different from that for revising bb.13 and
15, already discussed. Here the decision for the revision was made at the expense of a strict
contrapuntal echo from g# f# e d# c# In the middie voice In the preceding bar, b.9,2-3. Bach
must have weighed the relative importance of the less weighty contrapuntal device and the
rhythmic quality of the section. Obviously he decided to maintain the rhythmic virtue at the
expense of the other.

Bach made revision also to ¢ non-musical aspect of the score, i.e., the appearance and
readability of the score. There we find numerous accidentals as reminders (mainly naturals)
inserted at a later stage, e.g., b.35:5,2/4, b.38:5,3/5, b.41:5,2/2.575 like that we have seen
under melodic revision, though | do not intend 1o list them here. Also interesting is that all triplet
markings '3' are written with a darker shade of ink. There are, however, some instances

the soprano was to maintain this scheme, b.26,3/2 must be d°, and b.27,3/2 must be e".
Based on this, we may say that the reading of b.27,3/2 in L (e#") was an error, and A gives
the correct interpretation of both. it may be worth noting that K4 MSS Interpreted it
otherwise to have a minim + a crotchet as the harmonic rhythm for the soprano.

574 The text critic study suggests, however, that the sharp on e#* was entered earlier than the
natural, for the latter is not found in H1, K1, K2 and A.

575 The fact that these are not taken into H, K and A suggests their later addition.
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suggesting the revisions[jncomplete. For example, the rhythmic notation of the alto, b.12, is a
clear error.576

The text including all the amendments except the addition of reminder accidentals became
the basis for H and K.577 Having discussed the composing activity in L, we have the necessary
background to interpret the different version represented in A. This version contains many
variant readings. While some of these can be attributed to the earlier reading, such as lack of
trills and rhythmic simplicity in bb.7-8, many " harmonic and textual variants are not so easy to
be determined otherwise. And since A1 also ooraainsﬁnusua!ly large number of corrections of
orthographic errors in pitch, | tend to conclude that A is based on a copy stemmed from L made
by a copyist of poor calligraphy; the copy must have also contained interesting variant
interpretations.

FUGUE 14 IN F# MINOR (F.10V)

In contrast to the accompanying prelude, this fugue contained in £.10v is presented in a fair
copy in the final version. Though the composing score for the piece Is lost, its existence is
undoubtedly attested in the text given here.

The score contains a few corrections only, all of which are amended note-heads on either
pitch or note-value - at bb.17, 21 and 54. They are probably all slips of the pen. No revisions
are found.

The study on the density of writing indicates Bach's . steady copying process at a fairly
high, compact rate. It seems that the use of the foot margin must have been regarded as
inevitable under the circumstances in which the staves had been prepared indiscriminately well
beforehand. A slight change of copying strategy can be detected in the first bar of R2 (b.38)
slightly after the introduction of the third subject in semiquavers: from this point onwards, Bach
reduces the size of notation in general.

Probably due to deep Involvement in compact notation, Bach's copy includes inaccurate
and ambiguous symbols. For example, the pitch notation of g#* at b.37: A,3/2 is interpreted in K
as f#'. So as the rhythmic notation of b.35: 8,3, which Is interpreted incorrectly in H and K. Not
apparent, but yet most obvious is the manner in which Bach did not maintain his notation of
accidentals consistently in remote modulations such as to G# minor in bb.42-43 578
, There are basically two versions, L and A. In all probability, A Is based on the exemplar of

L, which does not contain all the trills in bb.3-16. This earlier text may have ended withF¥ a f#",

576 This emor is taken Into K1, and perhaps F, but not H. See also Footnote 573.

577 Rt is worth noting that the text of H2 may possibly be eonsida'md to have reflected the
. slightly earlier stage of L than H.

578 Bach omitted two sharps on the dominant note, d#, in this G# minor section, viz., b.42:
A3/3 and b.43: §,2/1. The similar trend also found in A indicates that the origin of the error
could have been in the exemplar.
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which was altered later into unison in L and A2. Many unique trills on the second subject in
bb.20 ff in A1 were entered by someone at a later date, and did not necessarily stem from
Bach's intention.

PRELUDE 15 IN G MAJOR (F.11R)

The piece contained in f.11r is a final version of Pr.G copied out by Anna Magdalena. No
copy made by Bach himself survives. It Is certain, however, Bach's own copy did exist at one
time which probably served as the exemplar for this score. Unlike other copies by Anna
Magdalena, we find in this copy no evidence of briefing by Bach, for there are' no clefs in Bach's
hand. |

As often found in Anna Magdalena's copies, we find many comections of errors, such as
note-alignment between voices at b.6,1 (L2,b.3) and b.36,1 (R3,b.4), the error at the change of
systems in b.4 (L1,b.4-L2,b.1) and the amended note-heads in pitch at b.5:B,1/3 (L2,b.2),
b.28:5,3/2 (R1,b.3) and b.30:5,3/2 (R2,b.2).

. The study of wiiting density shows nothing else but the unique features of Anna
Magdalena's copy: the high fluctuation rate is justified neither by logical copying policies nor by
any kind of musical reasons. It is at the mercy of the order of notation from where she may start
copying.

As in £.7r, most of the ornaments appear to have been written with a different quality of ink.
They were probably added on a later occasion.

From this reading was imparted the generation of H and F. The small tie in the soprano,
bb.3-4, could have been added after H, however. The piece is basically known only in a single
version. A, containing two variant interpretations of omamentation only, viz.,, b.13.5,3/2 and
b.45:5,3/2., is probably based on the exemplar of L.

FUGUE 15 IN G MAJOR (F.11V)

The piece contained inf.11v Is a final version of Fg.G in the hand of Anna Magdalena. As
is the case with the accompanying prelude, she copied the piece from another score, now lost,
which was probably written by Bach himsel. The obvious reason for Anna Magdalena's task Is
to make a fair copy. Her exemplar was possibly a revision score on which Bach revised the
composition of the early version in 60 bars. Since both scores are lost, the only access 10
Bach's process of revision was to study the text represented in the copies. The early version
was found in P 1089, P804 and Mus N.10490. When we compare its text and ours, it
immediately becomes apparent that the revision was systematic: while he retained the basic
structure and the subject (except that some extension to the original structure was made). Bach
completely overhauled the contrapuntal writing of secondary thematic importance (see Fig. 55
below).
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Early version: P 1089 (60 bars)
10 20 30 40 50 60

| | |
Present text in L (72 bars)

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 72

- Revised part writing based on the same thematic development
% Revised part writing based of new thematic development
Newly composed part

Fig. 55: Fg.G - Plan of expansion

In the score we can find many errors made by Anna Magdalena. There are three places
where voice aligning indicators were added to make score readable, viz., at b.15 (L3,b.1), 38
(L6,b.4) and 69 (R4,b.5). Apart from these, here we find two major corrections of orthographic
errors only, viz., a misplaced tie in the soprano, b.16,3- (L3,b.2) and a misplaced quaver flag on
a crotchet in the alto at b.44,1 (L7,b.4).

This copy of Anna Magdalena was proof-read by Bach, for the latter set of two sets of
fermatas is in Bach's hand.579

It should be the case that the text represented in the exemplar used by Anna Magdalena
and the resultant copy must be the same version. For this reason, the text of L and A are
almost identical. There are, however, some inevitable minor differences in readings. Generally,
a fair copy contains fuller embellishments, such as trills in b.10: §,2, b.12:5,2. They are absent
in A. There are also some errors in interpreting voice texture correctly. They were attributed to
Anna Magdalena, viz., b.15:5,2-3; b.31:R.H., b.39:A, b.59:A,2-3. It is interesting that F
reproduced these errors, while H rectified them. The less obvious error, such as the omitted
accidental on b.60:S,1/2, was unnoticed in all descendant MSS from L including F, H and K.

PRELUDE 16 IN G MINOR (F.12R)

The piece contained in f.12r is the final version of Pr.g represented as a fair copy. In L this
is the only example which started from the second page of an open bifolium, except for Fg.AY -
but in this case the first page was used for glueing the sheet to the other sheet (1.13). In our
case it is clear from the way the music was formatted, particularly the use of a system left by
the fugue (f.12r,L7), that the prelude was copied after the accompanying fugue had been
copied. We also learn from revision-free writing that Bach copied it from an exemplar, now lost. -

579 See the same manner at the end of {.4v.
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In this short piece two corrections of orthographic errors are found: the error of note-value
at b.3,3 (R2,b.1) in the bass was caused by the change of a system;580 the other at b.7,1
(R3,b.2) in the alto was perhaps nothing other than simple lapse of attention.581

The study of Bach's writing density indicates that the copying process was caim, without
disruption until the very last system in the space left by the fugue was reached. A significant
rise in density can be explained by space constraints alone. Despite this | tend to believe that
Bach initially worked out the plan of note distribution, for there is no possible room left on the
paper.

There are basically two versions, L and A. A is, in some sense, an earlier version, for it
contains fewer embellishments. It is, however, not an authentic version, for it contains
inconceivable errors in rhythmic notation though they were rectified in A2. its interpretation of
b.13 is more homophonic than that of L. This aspect of the version suggests particularly the
kind of piece revised through improvisation on the clavier rather than worked on the paper.

Our version is, in fact, not perfected at the notational level. | find many rests unfilied, such
as b,1:A,1, b.5:S,3, b.10:A,2/1 and b.11:T,1/2-2. It is thus interesting to find that the scribes of
later MSS made their own attempt to fill them into their copies, such as K3 and K4. For Bach's
pant, | believe, this particular aspect could have{btgasidered unproductive, since the prelude,
which looks as if it had been built on a rigid four-voiced texture, was in fact not so. If we are to
observe the strict counterpoint, for example, the bass entered at b.1 disappears altogether from
b.2 onwards. It was certainly written in four voices, but Bach's free contrapuntal writing enabled
each voice fo take part in an unfixed position in the texture after a break. This contflict of rules in
this prelude orthodox or non-orthodox counterpoint, could|be reflected any more meaningfully
thanLtﬁe tie placed on c in the bass at R2,end (b.5).582

The text of L was faithfully reflected in H and F. There are two small ties in b.21, one on ¢”
in the A,2/2 and the other on 4" in the $2,3-4, which could have been added after these MSS
had been made. It is interesting to note that these are both present in K1 and K3 except for
Am.B.49.

580 interestingly, F gives ante correcturam, while H gives post correcturam. The fact is not
necessarily the evidence for their chronological relation, since it was statistically proved to
be otherwise. It Is perhaps the case that to Anon.Vr, the careless scribe as he was, the
post correcturam, which in our case a large crotchet, might have appeared as if it were an
unsuccessfully written minim. ~

581 Though not manifest, the overlooked tie in the tenor, b.16,2-, may also be included as an
error. This was reproduced in H and F. K1 and K3 supplied this tie, while missing from K4.
Since this tie is present in A, the exemplar of L might have had it in.

582 1t was reproduced In F and H, while ignored in K.
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FUGUE 16 ING MINOR (F.12V)

Our text of Fg.g represented in {.12v and the first page of f.12r is generally considered as
the final version. The score is, however, recorded in a non-calligraphic hand: as it shows many
tentative approaches to revision. | therefore cannot régard it as a fair copy but possibly a
revision score. The revision took place at least in two stages, judging from the two
distinguishable shades of ink used. The later type, which appears in darker colour, is only found
in the third page, l.e., f.12r, L.H. col., where we notice particularly Bach's rough writing practice.
This fact can suggest various possible situations: was it the case that Bach lost concentration
after waiting for a long time for the ink to dry? Or was it the case that he composed the coda
section (bb.75-84) on this sheet?

In the first page, f.12v, L.H. col., we find a general lack of calligraphic beauty in Bach's
handwriting. Here Bach made two orthographic errors at bb.14 and 27. Except for one possible
revision which is the squeezed accidental in the bass, b.19,3/3, there is no clear evidence of
betterment. Bach's density of writing gradually falls towards the end of the page.

Something must have occurred at the top of the second page, R1, for here we find shamp
recovery of Bach's writing density. There are also noteworthy errors, the cle! error and
associated corrections of pitch in the soprano, b.31,2 (R1,b.1). These facts seem to indicate the
time lapse at the change of page. This rise of density does not seem to reflect such a usual
tactic‘ as adjusting the compactness of writing in fair copies, for the density here soon fell to the
normal level.

It seems significant that in the third page the same phenomenon is repeated. It is in this
section that many amendments are concentrated. Among these is a possib&e instant revision,
such as the four semiquavers c” b’ c* b’ in the alto squeezed in at b.62,2 (rL1,b.4). This can
be interpreted as immediate revision from ¢* b2’ In quavers. Many others are, however,
corrections on note-heads, such as the error in pitch in the tenor at b.72,2 (L4,b.1) and that in
note-value in the soprano at bb.80-81.

Later amendments, which can be Isolated from the rest by the shades of ink, are found in
the third page only. They were proot-reading amendments, mostly to clarily the ambiguous
notations by outlining the existing notations at bb.60 and 78. In one instance, this seems 10
have been used for addition of semiquavers in the two inner voices In b.77,2/3 (L5,b.1).583
this was true, it was a rhythmic revision, filling the flow of constant semiquavers.

All the amendments were carried out before the text was Imparted. The text is, however,
known in two dissimilar versions, represented by L and A. L can be subdivided into three, l.e.,
orthodox (L + F), H and K. This source situation alone seems to reflect the doubt on the

583 It is also possible to interpret that these notes were only outlined with this ink on existing
symbols.
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authority presented in this text by Bach. Apart from Bach's incompletely filled rests,584 we find
not a few serious errors which were unnoticed. For example, a necessary accidental was
overiooked in b.9: A,1/3, and a tie was omitted in b.56:A,2-3 (this was present in P 402 and
P 207). One of the most extreme example is the tie on " in the soprano, bb.35-36 (R1,end-
R2,b.1), dnly half of which was notated at the gystem change.585 The other version transmitted
in A contains numerous variant readings. Most of these are generally regarded as earlier texts.
Considering these two versions on textual grounds and from the point of view of copying
process in L, the relation between Bach's intense, instant revision activity and his uninspired
handwriting in low density seems to match logically.

PRELUDE 17 IN A® MAJOR (F.13)

The piece contained in 1.13 is the earlier version of the two. Judging from the nature of
amendments, | consider that this non-calligraphic score was either a composing score based
on a draft material or a mature record after the improvisation on the clavier. The amendments
can be classified into three types: 1) the Instam‘amendments made at the composing stage; 2)
the later amendments made at proof-reading; and 3) the reyisions carried out on at least two
separate occasions distinguished by the shade of ink.586 ‘

There are indeed scarcely any corrections of orthographic errors. The amended note-head
in b.55:8,1/2 (R7,b.3)‘ can be one of such rare examples; but even so, this was an immediate
correction. On the contrary, there are at least three immediate melodic revisions: these are the
octave sinking of a note-head ¢’ in the bass at b.16,1/2 (L4,b.4), smoothing the soprano
melody at b.35,1/4 (R2,b.3) and sinking a melodic line In the bass in 3rds at b.57,1/3-2 (R7.b.5).
Because such revisions were considered and carred out at the moment when they were
examined within the surrounding musical context, it is likely that the ante correcturam of these
never existed in a written form.

The study of writing density indicates that Bach was writing with very compact notation. it
could be due to the profuse use of demisemiquavers; but it is also possible to see that Bach
knew the length of the work before he started writing. On this basis, It is interesting to see the
sharp fall of compactness in writing at R2. it might be indicating the difficulties or breakdown of
nerves in the composing process where the music moves Into the relative minor key. The
amended pitch in b.35 (R2,b.3), aiready discussed, can be related with either possibility.
Toward the final cadence, where the piece goes through the Newpoliten' sixth key (B4 majer), the

584 See, for example, b.16:T,3 (filled in H and K1, but not in K2 and Am.B.49) and b.50:S
(filled in P 206 and P 633 only).

While F duplicated the error, the other copies of L ignored it.

585

586 1t is pity that the verso of the sheet was restored by gauzing recently which made it
impossible for me to distinguish the amendments in this particular observation. In fact now
the original MS is virtually illegible under normal lighting condition.
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density at vL5 again falls dramatically. Of course, we should take into account the change of
figuration at this point to justify the interpretation of writing density; but it can also be partly
explained in the copying process where Bach was fully aware of this exciting musical idea, and
the duty to notate accidentals very clearly.

The rest of these later amendments are identified as either proof-reading amendments or
harmonic and textual revision. The former type is included the supplement of accidentals
required at various levels to clarify the ambiguity in notational form. Here we find five such
examples, b.14:5,3/3 (L4,b.2), b.15:B,2/4 (L4,b.3), b.23:5,3/2 (L6,b.3) and b.32.B,2/4 (R1,b.3)
and b.35:S,3/4 (R2,b.3). A simple notational correction is found at b.52 (R6,b.4), the crossing
out of an irrelevant symbol, which was carried out at a later stage with distinctive dark ink.

The revisions, on the other hand, are found to be more exciting. At the retum to the tonic
at b.63-64 (vL2,b.3-4) we find a harmonic amendment, revising from the first inversion of the
chord to the root position. The reconstruction of ante correcturam is given in Fig. 56 (a) below,
in which the light grey shade indicates the ante correcturam.

11 0d g

(a) (b)
bb.63-64,1 (VL2 b.3-4) bb.69-70,1 (vL4,b.1-2)

Fig. 56: Pr.Ab, bb.63-64,1 - Reconstructed model of ante correcturam

The revision was made in a bold manner, i.e., the overlaid symbol at b.63:B,3/4 and the
crossed-out symbols at b.64:B,1/1-2. The manner is so impulsive that Bach seems to have
been revising the piece on tentative basis. The post correcturam is taken into K, but it was
again revised when Bach embarked on making a new score, which is attested in A.

Another interesting revision on the texture is made in bb.69-70 (vL4,b.1-2). In Fig 56 (b)
above, | demonstrated the later added symbols by darker grey shade. This revision must have
occurred at a later date, judging from the reading of K, which shows ante correcturam.

The majority of those revised readings were taken into F and K. According to Bischoff, the
text of F was later modified to a certain degree. | consider that it was based on the textual
comparison with A, as is often the case in other movements, and that the later amendments in
F are unrelated to Bach's intention. When we examined the textual differences between the two
versions, it may appear that the improvement made to the new version was systematic: it was
concentrated on two aspects - thickened texture at crucial juncture between tutti and solo
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motives (e.g., bb.10,1, 24,3-25,1, 26,3-27,1, 28,3-29,1) and melodic overhaul of modulatory
section, esp. bb.52-57. To prepare a new score, it seems that Bach initially tried to make
certain amendment on L, for the former revision was already made partially in b.69-70 in L.

FUGUE 17 IN A* MAJOR (F.14)

The piece contained in f.14 is a semi-final version of Fg.Ab . This is the only instance in
which the same piece was represented in two versions in Bach's own hand. The other
autograph, Bn, is basically the same version. In the following discussion | shall delve into their
relationship.

Despite the fact that our score was written in a calligraphic hand, we cannot simply identify
it with a fair copy, for there we find an unusual large number of amendments, mainly corrections
of errors. These amendments are made at various stages. From visual evidence, we can
distinguish between immediate and later amendments. But also from textual comparison with
its closest genealogical relations (i.e., F and K), we can classify later amendments roughly in
two time scales. But what we may find particularly interesting is that they occur at specific
sections of the piece (see Fig. 57 below), and that three such bunches gather in the first half of
the piece. This seems to be an indication that for this score Bach used as an exemplar the early
version of 24 bars long, written in F major. The autograph of this early version is lost, but we
can obtain its possible text from P 1089 and Ms.N.10490.

Early version: P 1089 (24 bars)
10 20 24

T

: {

Present version in L (50 bars)
10 20

-
I II III Iv

50

0

Newly written part
Later Revisions

Improved reading in next level

- Corrections

Fig. 57: Fg.Ab - Plan of Expansion

When we closely look at the locational factor of these amendments in the first half (sections |
and Il), where Bach could have had the exemplar to copy from, we will notice an interesting
point: the improved readings (shown in upper level of Fig. 57) are located very close to the
corrections (shown in lower level of Fig. 57) in three isolated places. Notably these corrections
are restricted to pitch emendation. In this type of amendments we find two distinct manners -
correction of note-heads (b.11:B,3, b.16:T,3, b.20:B,2) and accidentals (b.21:A 4). Among these
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errors, the pitch error in the alto, b.16,3, can be considered to have been directly caused by the
transposing process.

Close to these corrections, there are also revisions. In bb.14-15 we find two revised
symbols which link the readings between early model (P 1089) and the final text of L. In Fig. 58
below, | demonstrate their ante correcturam.

4
h G Z ]
L -+

b

TN & =

ot ,
b.14,1 (R4,end) b.15 (R5,b.2)

3

Fig. 58: Fg.Ab, bb.14-15 - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

Although these are later amendments, the emendation took place at a fairly early stage, for F
gives post correcturam for both. Suppose that the text represented in Ms N.10490 was correct,
the added accidental in b.23:T,2/2 (f.14v: L1,b.2) may well be one of those as well.587

In section Il (bb.27-40) the process of MS making could have changed completely, for we
find the types of errors found in this section are entirely different from those of the first two
sections. Here we find only a single type of amendment, viz., correction made to the
accidentals at b.31:5,1/2, b.31:A,4/1, b.34:S,1/2, b.34:B,3/3.588

In section IV (bb.41-50), especially b.44 tf where the music gocS through D® minor, we
witness a large number of corrections reflecting Bach's struggle with the copy making. Let us
take a closer look at the corrections packed in bb.44-45 (f.14v R1,b.1-2), of which | have

reconstructed the ante correcturam in Fig. 59 below.

- 3

Fig. 59: Fg.Ab, bb.44-45,1 Reconstruction of ante correcturam

587 In P 1089, the tenor in b.23 is corrupted.

588 It may be interesting to note that the error of b.31:S,1/2, later addition of a flat to ¢b", was
also made in Bn, but Bach did not correct it in Bn.



273

In this particular place, we find five pitch emendations, all made to the note-heads, 2nd above.
As the errors are sporadic yet progressive, one may wonder Bach might have confused the
harmonic texture in this section. It is noteworthy that similar pitch emendations are also found in
Bn. | | |

" The later cluster of amendments in bb.47 and 49 suggests possible compositional
processes. The amended note-head e? in the bass at b.47,4, changed from 3rd below, might
have been originally intended to be the entry of the subject - db ¢ f ..589 Likewise the ante
correcturam of alto in b.49,1 suggests that the alto could have been intended as the counter-
subject.590

The study of Bach's density of writing seems to reveal very exciting facts. In the first page
(bb.1-22,2) Bach's pace gradually decreases towards the end of the presumed exemplar.
Considering the types of amendments already discussed and his calligraphic hand here, we
may assess Bach's intense activity in three aspects, i.e., revision, transposition and fair copy
making. In the second page (bb.22,3-43) Bach's density of writing became not only higher, due
to the increased number of accidentals, but also became stabilized except for L5 (bb.34,3-37).
This change of hand disposition may be partly explained by the conventional compositional
process of a fugue, in which thematic elements are put down prior to the filling voice. Or it may
be the case that this section was copied from an already finalized model.

Closely associated with the density of writing is the format of staves. This is the only
instance in L in which the systems were prepared exactly for the amount needed; thus it is
highly probable that Bach knew how many systems the piece would require.

| conclude from these various observations that Bach knew the final length of the piece
when he prepared the sheet; for the first half he referred to the early model and the later half,
probably to ancther score, a finalized full-length version. Why did he work in such a curious
way? In pp. 112 ff., | have discussed in Bn the inspired, yet abandoned motives In revision. It is
possible that by placing Bn chronologically earier than L, many strange working procedures by’
Bach are logically explained. '

In L we find a few later amendments which most likely took place after F was imparted.
These are: 1) melodic revision of b.6:S,1; 2) supplement of natural to 4" at b.27:5,3/4; 3)
addition of flat on f” at b.46:A,1. They are represented as post correcturam In K.

A later version transmitted in A is developed on post correcturam of L. This new version
include many minor improvements as well as equally valid variant readings; but A1 seems to
contain a few errors which are rectified in A2. This version was probably prepared to complete
the collection S, for Pr.A® existed only in a composing score in L.

589 This entry Is found one bar later in the tenor 2 in one octave higher.
590 This part is given in newly added fifth voice in the first bass.
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PRELUDE 18 IN G# MINOR (F.15R)

The piece contained in f.15r is believed to be the final version of the Pr.g#, represented as
a calligraphic fair copy. Though this is the only extant copy made by Bach, his learned manner
of stable writing indicates that he was making a fair copy based on a full length model. The
autograph of this early version is lost, but its text seems to have been transmitted fairly faithfully
inA.

In comparison with the other binary piece of a similar size, such as 1.7r, we notice Bach
was not successful in making the copy into an idea! format - l.e., distributing each section in a
separate page. However, the study of writing denslty indicates that Bach was In fact working
very closely to this plan. It also shows that in the second halff of the piece Bach was
compressing his notation at a considerable rate. This is inexplicable as far as the prelude is
concerned; but when we look at the accompanying fugue, we immediately notice how large the
fugue was, and how, having completed the prelude, Bach struggled to copy it down within the
space available. | therefore understand that in the second half of the prelude Bach was aiming
to leave some room for the fugue to star, and that this plan was carried out successfully.

There are only several orthographic errors. Two of these are found towards the end of the
first half, at b.22:B,2/2 (L7,end) and b.24:A,2 (L8,b.3). They were most likely caused by lapse of
attention, indicating Bach's deviated attention perhaps to the format of the copy.

There are, on the other hand, many accidentals appearing to have been added later. The
added sharps at b.2:B,2/3, b.23:B,3/2&4 and b.36:8,3/3; B,4/2 (R3,b.4) might have been absent
from his exemplar, as they were missing from A1. They are all supplements, clarifying the
ambiguous notations. Two sharps at b.37.S,1 (R3,end) could have been checked at a much
later date, for they are also added in F later.591

There are two amendments which can be considered as harmonic revisions. The amended
note-head in the bass at b.17,4/1 (L6,b.2) can be the immeadiate harmonic revision of the root to
the 7th. Another such instance is located at b.6:B,2/1, aiso in the bass, where the sharponels
timmed to a natural. This is a later amendment, and no other extant MSS give the post
correcturam.592 Prout considers that the thematically related phrase at b.22:B,2 should also be
given such a correction.593 Strange is the fact that such a reading Is given only in A.

This prelude Is known basically Iin two versions, L and A. And A is, as already mentioned,
stemmed fairly faithfully from the earlier score. But their relation is not absolutely one way. For
one thing, their texts can both be valid variant versions. But perhaps most controversial Is the
inconsistent manner in which some of these variant readings were represented. Apart from

591 Because they are found among the squeezed notation at the end of a system, Bach might
have written them deliberately in this manner. it may be noteworthy that the second of the
two accidentals, the sharp written for cx” Is missing from H. It is probably omitted by the
scribe of H, for this should have been a double sharp.

592 In Am.B.57, this point is marked with "X", probably indicating the variant reading in L.
593 Prout (1896), p.75.
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such example in bb.6 and 22 in the bass, we also find in the second half variant readings
inconsistently represented between the two versions. | quote two instances, bb.27 and 29,
which | have illustrated in Example 6 below.

Example 6: Pr.g#, bb.27,29 - Variant reading between L and A

o 8
“"' -.‘J--‘ Il Na li
m -_—_-. .- +

The revision in these passages concerns a melodic aspect in a minor scale. Normally the more
intricate the change of shades imposed by the application of accidentals, the more likely it will
be the later version: thus | may suggest that the later reading of b.27 was given in A, and that of
b.29 in L. But | would rather consider that these are both valid variant readings, and that Bach
probably kept two valid versions of this prelude. That the relationship between L and A
resembles that of Pr.d#, the keys of close relation, seem to be a significant fact. In these rarely
used keys, Bach's working procedures might have been different from a piece composed of
commonly used keys.

FUGUE 18 IN G# MINOR (F.15V)

The piece contained int.15v Is the only version of Fg.g# represented in a fair copy. it was
oopied carefully from a well-written exemplar, now lost. As there is no significant variation in the
texts between L and A, we may consider that Bach was not making any attempt 1o revise the
piece. His writing density shows remarkable steadiness in disposition.

Here we find only several minor amendments. Apart from such a common error as sharp /
double sharp confusidn at notaﬁ»onal level (b.45:A,2/1), there are two pitch errors In 3rds at
b.73:A,2/2 and b.84:B,2/2.

There are a few later amendments. At b.58:A.2, a quaver rest was added with a pen stroke
of different characteristics. This was ‘lniﬁa!ty overiooked by Bach, and supplemented after H and
K had been imparted. A trill at b.69:A,2 might have also been added later, though Iin this
instance the symbol was not visibly distinguishable from the rest. This was absent from H, K
(except Am.B.57) and A, but present in F. '
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PRELUDE 19 IN A MAJOR (F.16R)

The piece contained in 1.16r is Pr.A, the only known version of the piece. The score was
written in Bach's calligraphic hand, and contains a single correction of stemming only
(b.21:5,2/2). - | ' |

Bach's writing density is fairly low, indicating relaxed note spacing. As LP2 was maintained
while LP1 goes down in between L1 - L3, we may say that Bach was carefully writing down
each symbol evenly regardless of notes or accidentals. The change of tactics may be observed
at L7, where we find that Bach kept LP1 instead of LP2. This is because from this line onwards
Bach preferred to maintain three full bars in each line until the end. There is no doubt that Bach
intended to maintain this format, and, | dare say Bach should have done this from the outset.

In this score are found two later amendments. One is the supplement of a sharp on g# at
b.27:B,1/3, which is, in fact, not required in this passage.594 The other is also the addition of a
sharp on a#, appearing as a melodic revision. As it was written with a distinguishable pen
stroke, it is likely that the sharp was added at a later date - between H and F, judging from text
critical survey. :

The text of A is identical except for the appoggiatura at b.19:S,1, which is found in B and K
only. '

FUGUE 19 IN A MAJOR (F.16V)

The piece contained in {.16v is considered to be the final version of Fg.A. The score is
written in Bach's calligraphic hand, and contains all the quality of a fair copy.

One interesting fact revealed by the study of Bach's writing density is the even, spacious
writing: here we have a fairly stable CW2, as LP2 and LPNA are given in contrasting curves.
This reflects Bach's policy in which he took into account not only the space occupied by notes
but also certain amount by accidentals. This suggests that the process of copying was always
calm.

In this score is found no correction of orthographic errors apart from the amended note-
head in alignment at b.5:5,4/3. One may find the pitch emendation of b.8:S,1/2, changed from
3rd above, as corrections; | would rather consider It as a later chain-reactive revision, for ante
correcturam is still valid reading, and post correcturam is motivically more agreeable.

All the other revisions are focused upon the subtie melodic shading at the chains of
semiquaver figurations, ideas derived from the subject. In L we find three such instances, viz.,
bb.9, 21 and 28. The first instance, In b.9:B,2/3; B,3/34, Is resolved by the addition of
accidentals. No variant interpretation Is found in other MSS. The second Instance, b.21:5,1/4
. appears to be revised twice, which | demonstrate in Fig. 60 below.

534 This supertiuous accidental is found unanimously in B, while omitted in A,
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first reading second reading

Fig. 60: Fg.A, b.21,1 (f.16v,R1,b.1) - Reconstruction of ante / medius correcturam

It seems significant that while post correcturam is found among the MSS stemmed from L, ante
correcturam is given in A1 and medius correcturam is given in A2. The third instance,
b.28:S,3/4; S,4/4, is the addition of a sharp and a natural respectively. In the later generations
of L post correcturam is given, while in A is given ante correcturam. Based on these revisions,
we can see that there were two scores in Bach's possession, L and S, and that L gave the text
later than S. The second case, i.e., b.21, is especially interesting: it suggests that Bach made
the first layer of revision after 1744, for A1 (dated 1744) gives ante correcturam. But the reading
of this section was finalized in L before 1740 on the evidence of H. This serves to show that
Bach deliberately made two valid variant readings.

Between these two versions, there are several unique textual differences. Among these is
a possible melodic revision of the above mentioned criteria - b.8:B,4/4. Strangely this was made
to S and not to L. There are also other three important variants in A (S). These are: 1) a
rhythmic diminution at b.3:B,3/1 (by Altnikol?); 2) rather conservative figuration at b.13:S,1; and
3) conservative manner of subject entry at b.16:B,1. The nature of these variant readings is
such that L is more radically presented as the later version. Especially the last variant, where
the extreme low note was attached to the point of structural importance, such as to a thematic
figure, seems to be a prevailing feature in L to preserve varant readings.595

PRELUDE 20 IN A MINOR (F.17R)

The piece contained in f.17r is usually considered as the final version of Pr.a. However,
written in a calligraphic hand, the score contains many amendments: apart from the accidentals
squeezed in or added in later, the majority of errors were carefully corrected, replacing invalid
symbols with valid ones. In this manner, the score was successfully represented as if it were a
fair copy. But as we discuss the amendments in detail, we shall see that the score was a
mature record, and not a copy from a score containing the piece in full-length.

The most striking evidence for my hypothesizing that the score was a mature record is the
way how errors were entered into a critical thematic figure, and how they were taken into the

595 This trend is found in three successive fugues from Fg.A to Fg.BY.
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subsequent contrapuntal texture. The figure in question is first represented in the soprano, b.1,
which is perhaps the second most important idea in the piece. The figures that were to be
modified occurred three times during the course of the piece, i.e., bb. 9 , 25 and 31. In Fig. 61
below, | demonstrate the ante correcturam of these points.

i

[H?

b.9,1-2 (L4,b.1) b.25,1 (R3,b.2) b.31,b.1-3 (R5,b.3)

Fig. 61: Pr.a, bb. 9,25 and 31 - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The first distortion of the figure occurred at b. 9 , where a#’ at S,2/1 was misrepresented as c#”.
In the next instance at b.25,1 (R3,b.3) we find that Bach initially wrote e’ at S,1/6 instead of the
expected fall of a perfect 4th, g’. It seems significant that the same modification to the figure
was repeated at the next entry of this figuration, b.31,1 (R5,b.3), where we get a’ instead of ¢".
Here in b.31, another pitch was also modified: it happened at S,3/1, where should have been
given the pitch a’ but c”. The error is possibly related with that in b.9 .S,2/1, however different
in the precise location of beats within the figure, for at this point the bass gives the identical
pitch, f#. From the way these errors were imparted to other places, we may judge that they
were not corrected immediately. But more important are the facts that these errors were not
disagreeable in harmonic terms, and that when Bach copied this piece, he did not have a
steadfast melodic notion of this figure.

The other types of amendments are less thematically oriented. Many accidentals, which
may appear to have been added later, are difficult to distinguish between those caused by
notational practice and those of melodic and harmonic revisions. The former type was caused
by the order of notation. In some instances, viz. b.23:B,3/5 (R2,b.3) and b.29:5,4/3-4 (R5,b.1),
we would perhaps notice that Bach wrote quaver figures prior to the semiquaver figurations.
Under these circumstances Bach often deliberately wrote these accidentals in a somewhat
misplaced manner in order to retain a clean, calligraphic writing for notes. The latter type was
caused by revisions, and | consider b.19:5,1/6 (R1,b.1), b.22:5,1/5 (R2,b.2) and perhaps
b.24:B,4/3 (R3,b.1) all belong to this case.5% Finally, one unusual correction at b.26:S,1/2 must
be discussed. From the musical texture, it may appear that it was a note-alignment error
caused by the lapse of attention.

596 1t is worth noting that in A the pitch at b.24:B,4/3, which is f#"in B, is given as f’, the ante
correcturam of L.
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The format of the piece also tells us about some important factors in copy making. Since
this short binary piece has two sections in equal length of 16 bars, it would have been a fairly
straightforward task to write each section on one side of an open bifolium. But here we find that
Bach made no effort to pursue such an aesthetic element in the format. This is strange, for he
certainly wrote the music with a careful calligraphic hand. Thus we find Bach's copying policy
rather inconsistent and discrepant.

The study of Bach's density of writing shows that in the first three lines, i.e., L1 - L3, Bach
was writing with the most compact notation. From L4 to L7, Bach eased the high compactness.
This change of tactics may serve to show that Bach tried to bring the half point double bar close
to the end of the page. Our studies on the format and the density of writing both point out that
Bach was writing a fair copy without using an exemplar.

All the amendments entered into L were faithfully taken into H and F. Basically, this
prelude is known in a single version, but there are several noteworthy variant readings among
later MSS, which enable us to classify them into three further groups, i.e., ante correcturam A,
post comrecturam A1, post correcturam K. | consider that these were not stemmed from Bach,
since they were carried out on later copies by revisions. Among these the most significant
variant reading is given to the inverted thematic figure at b.30,2/2-3: in post correcturam A are
given the pitches e d instead of e d# in L. Both readings are valid in harmonic terms; but as far
as the thematic consistency is concerned, that of L is inappropriate, and so did the reviser of A1
judge. Nonetheless, this raises again the question of Bach's notion of the second most
important figure in the prelude at the copying stage.

FUGUE 20 IN A MINOR (F.17V)

The piece contained in f.17v is possibly the final version of Fg.a. There is little evidence in
the score indicating that Bach had difficulty in copying constant changes of figuration in a wide
range of note values. This leads us to believe that the score was prepared from a properly
written exemplar, which is now lost.

- Contrary to the accompanying prelude, this fugue contains a single correction of pitch error
at b.11:A,4/1. This was probably triggered by the change of staff for this note-head.

The study of Bach's density of writing (see CW2) indicates that the score was written with
even spacing except for L4, where Bach squeezed three complete bars into a line. Also
important is the fact that at this point the number of overlaps in the spacing of note-alignment
gives the highest figure. This seems to be a strategic reason for a fair copy. Bach, however, did
not use these tactics ever again.

This fugue is known in two basic versions - L and A. The text given here in L Is fairly
faithfully transmitted into H except for a few omaments less. This can serve as evidence that
these embellishments are Bach's later additions. F is lost; but according to Bischoff, its text
must have been altered later according to the text of A. The reading of A, which is entitled as
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Fugetta, is possibly considered as an early version of the fugue, for the majority of its variant
readings are modest and less deviated from the basic thematic figurations, such as b.6:A/B and
b.17:A,2/1. While it uses fewer low registers at b.15:B,1-2 and at the final cadence, b.28.B,3-4,
the most noticeable, perhaps, is that the cadence is in a minor chord. Such a distinction in
character may be a deliberate attempt to preserve a piece in two different characteristics.
Though no trace of the transition of versions is found in L, it is certainly one of the possibilities
that Bach used it as an exemplar and revised it as he copied it on to the sheet. But as is the
case in Fg.A, where the use of AA at b.16 also distinguishes the characteristics of a version,
those variant readings may be preserved purposely for a variety of reasons.

PRELUDE 21 IN B® MAJOR (F.18R)

The piece contained in f.18r is considered to be the latest version of Pr.B®. The score is a
revision score, showing an interesting process of improvement from the early version attested
inA.

There are relatively fewer orthographic errors in this prelude considering its frequent
change of clefs for the requirement of hand crossing as a virtuoso element. Corrections are
mainly pitch emendations. There are three amended note-heads at b.14:S,2/1 (L4,b.2),
b.24:B,3/2 (L6,b.4) and b.61:A,3 (vL1,b.3), all corrected within the interval of a 2nd. From their
obvious melodic relations with neighbouring areas, they must have been corrected immediately.
The later addition of flats in b.38:S,3/2; S,4/3 is also a harmonic correction. These amendments
are all correctly taken into descendant MSS of L.

The rest of amendments are considered to be revisions. The most important harmonic
revision may have tentatively taken place in bb.62-64, the ante correcturam of which is
reconstructed in Fig. 62 below.

Fig. 62: Pr.Bb, bb.62-64 (f.18v, L1,end - L2,b.2) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The first sign of the revision is attested in b.62:B,4/3 with the introduction of a chromatic link g-
gb-f by means of a flattened 5th, gb. Because this flat is absent from A, we may consider that it
was added as an instant revision. It was, however, removed later, between the time H and F
were imparted. In b.63, where system change occurred, Bach presumably started writing the
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bass. He made the first two beats probably in dotted quavers as my reconstruction in Fig. 62
above shows, which he soon changed 1o the present reading. The introduction of tonic minor
chord at b.63,3 was an afterthought: it must have been planned after the revision of the bass
figure b.63,1-2; for, otherwise, we cannot explain why the flat at b.63,3/1 was squeezed in a
reduced size. At b.63:B,4/3, we find a vertical stroke stemming up from the note-head, f. This
was perhaps the same type of harmonic revision planned in b.62:B,4/3, but abandoned halt
way. Having completed the bass and dmwn the bar line, Bach came back to write the two upper
voices, judging from the failure in note-alignment. The flat at b.63:A,2/2 could have been either
added later as a harmonic revision or written deliberately there due to room shortage. What we
can be sure of is that the melodic revision to introduce the tonic minor was definitely finalized
before the flat at b.63:5,3/2 was written.

~ The density of notation tells of no specific events in the background of the copying
process. Nor does the format of this binary piece, of which the double bar is not at the end of a
page. One thing for sure about Bach's writing is that his note distribution was not affected by
the application of accidentals. This is why CW1 stays level on the one hand, CW2 shows
several sharp rises and falls, being affected by the number of applied accidentals.

Other revisions were later amendments. At b.26:B,2 a compound omament (idem) was
timmed, made into a simple mordant. This amendment was entered after F was made,
because F gives ante correcturam.597 The addition of natural at b.60:B,3/3 looks as if it was a
correction; but as the natural is missing in A, it is likely to have already been missing in the
exemplar (S). The same correction was made to F, while H gives ante correcturam. The source
situation within B is thus clear - H as ante correcturam and F as post correcturam. Correction of
rhythmic notation at b.7.5,4 was entered at a much later date: ante correcturam was given in H,
F and Am.B.57, while only in Am.B.49 the post correcturam is given. 598

Our discussion of Bach's copying activilty so far has led us to the believe the probable
situation that when Bach copied the piece from S, he was at the same time revising it. The
textual differences in b.34:S,3-4 and b.45:B/A,3-4 as well as the melodic details of b.59:8,2/2
and b.70:A,3/2 are important evidence of their genealogical relationship. However, some of the
other melodic details, e.g., b.36:8,1/3, b.46:B,3 and b.67:S,2/1, seem to argue 1o the contrary.
They were either copied incorrectly in L or revised later in S.599 The probability of the former
may be raised if we notice that between L and A there are very minute variant readinés of note-
values, e.g., b.27:A.2, b.28:A,2, b.83:A,1. Surely Bach did not practise verbatim copying.

587 This ornaments is missing in H. A gives post correcturam.

598 l1;his unique identity of later revision between Am.B.49 and L is also found in Pr.E,
.50:B,1.

5% Dehnhard claims that A is derived from Bach's copy of the improved reading (S) which
replaces L. This sharply disagrees with the result of my study.
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FUGUE 21 IN B> MAJOR (F.18V)

The piece contained in 1.18v is normally considered as a semi-final version of Fg.Bb. The
score was probably intended as a fair copy despite the fact that it does not look like one. This
was because having completed the prelude, Bach was left with one page only for the fugue,
and had to create two exira systems in the foot margins, one directly below and another on the
other side of the bifolium, to make up for the space shortage.

In copying out the fugue, Bach made three obvious corrections of pitch error half way, viz .,
b.47:B,3/2 (R6,b.3), b.57:B,2/2 (R7,b.4), and b.59:B.1/2 (R7,b.6). All of these are minor errors,
perhaps caused by the lapse of attention.

The revision, on the other hand, is found in one place only, viz., b.78:5,3/2 (Btm,b.17).
This was made to the significant note of the subject, deciding either DUX or COMES. All the
MSS in B except No.543 and L give ante correcturam (COMES). A gives post correcturam
(DUX).

From the even spacing, yet in compact notation, there is little doubt about Bach's
consciousness of space restriction. The most significant finding in this study is the horizontal
curve of CW2, It discloses that Bach considered the application of accidentals equal to notes.
On this evidence, we may consider further that this fugue was fairly faithfully and perhaps
mechanically reproduced from the exemplar. Interestingly, this was a policy in contrast with the
one adopted for the accompanying prelude.

The final version of the fugue is generally considered to have been transmitted in A. it has
many variant readings as a result of melodic and textual revisions on the text of L (e.g., bb.5-6,
88-90). This may mean that Bach came back 1o the exemplar of L to make revisions, probably
to preserve two valid versions. | believe this is the case, if we are to justity an interesting variant
reading in L at b.38:B,1/1, E?, for the attachment of a low note instead of a rest to the thematic
figure is one of the significant features of the variant readings in L, as has akeadyrd?‘scussed in
Fg.A. Apart from this, some of the other variant readings seem also to have their own artistic
beauties as well as theoretical strengths (see e.g., bb.19 and 22). However one cannot plainly
verify their authenticity.

PRELUDE 22 IN B® MINOR (F.19R)

The piece contained in 1.19r is possibly a final version of Pr.t. It Is not easy to determine
whether this score was written with or without an exemplar. For one thing, this piece can be
written fairly effortiessly since: 1) the form is a conventional temary form; 2) the theme Is well-
designed and fully effective, and 3) the style of writing is taken from a conventional 3 part
. Invention (Sinfonia). But the fact that the amendments were 5o scarcely found on the score
seems to speak of Bach's use of an exemplar.

The amendments found in this score can be visually classified into immediate and later
ones. There is only a single instance of an immediate amendment made at the Initial copying
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stage. This is located in the bass at b.66,2/2-3 (R4,b.6). it appears as a correction of a
grammatical error, i.e., hidden fifths with the soprano. It is significant to observe that the error
was easily removed by replacing it with an inverted motive.

The study of Bach's writing density fails to reveal evidence of Bach's aim of the score, i.e.,
to be a fair copy or otherwise. No reason so far can account for the outstanding fall of density at
L5 (bb.25,2-31,1).

The later amendment occurs only in one place, viz., an trimmed accidental on g? in the
bass, b.16,2/2 (L3,b.4). | think this was a harmonic revision, giving this passing note a harmonic
role in the texture. it was entered sometime between H and F when they were imparted. A
gives here ante correcturam.

The source situation in B is clear: while H gives ante correcturam, F and K give post
correcturam. A is probably based on another copy, possibly S. This is basically the same
version as H, but contains vital variant readings in b.81:5,2/1, which could have been added by
Bach at a later date.

FUGUE 22 IN Bt MINOR (F.18V)

The piece contained in f.19v is normally considered as a semi-final version of Fg.bb. From
the way the score made use of the space left by the prelude, it is clear that the fugue was
written after the prelude. This score contains amendments in such a large number that one may
suspect that it might be the composing score. By extrapolating various types of evidence, | shall
gently disclose the fact that in this score was recorded an early stage of the composition,
possibly the first fully worked out version of the piece ever written.

it is, however, very much doubtful if the great master of fugal composition as Bach himself
could have ever composed this tremendously complex fugue straight out of his brain. It is thus
sensible 10 make the premise that Bach worked from a skelch containing the plan of both
thematic exploration capabilities and the order of its development, which must have existed
irrespective of this particular historical moment. Without such a plan, it Is hardly conceivable
that the writing of such a masterpiece as this Fg.b®, interweaving systematic structural order
and musical intricacy, would have been possible.8%

In the early part of the piece are found sevéral corrections of grammatical errors,
presumably caused by the composing activity. Here | will concentrate on two such places, b.14
and b.25. In Fig. 63 below | give the reconstructed text of ante comecturam.

600 |n addition to the precise shape and length of the subject, the plan should also include the
number of sections, entries in each section, modulations, the type of stretto used and the
types of combination of subject (plain or inversion, with or without stretto). From this plan,

- itis not too difficult to see how many bars a fugue is going to be.
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2 ;

N
bb.14-15,1 (L3,bb.3-4) bb.24-25 (L5,bb.3-4)

Fig. 63: Fg.bb, bb.14 and 25 - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

The replaced symbol in the alto at b.14,3 appears to be a harmonic as well as a strict
contrapuntal revision. The original part writing itself is a valid melodic progression resolving
from the leading note to the tonic. This resolution is, however, against the harmony (super-
tonic) created by the other voices at this point, and also against the figuration of counter-
subject. Although the replaced symbol can be identified as a later amendment, it is difficult to
imagine that the error could have been left unnoticed for a long time. The amendment made to
the part writing in the alto at b.25,1 was a grammatical correction. It read f* 4% initially, as can
be expected from the part writing of bb.20-24. The correction was to avoid the consecutive 8ves
with the soprano resolving from e®” to d®”. These two examples show that Bach was so
concentrated on a particular part writing that he overlooked the textual validity.

In bb.67 and 81 we encounter two further corrections where the thematic identity of the
second entries in stretti were distorted rhythmically. In Fig. 64 below, | demonstrate the ante

correcturam of these errors.

[ /d-"),‘ Ny $a

p L S ] ] . ,
b.67 (R5,end) b.80-81 (R8,bb.3-4)

Fig. 64: Fg.bP, bb.67 and 80-81 - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

In both instances, the syntactic errors occurred on minims, which were erroneously split into
crotchets and crotchet rests. Such confusion in the thematic identity seems to have been
caused by certain factors, for we can identify a certain resemblance between these errors, e.g.,
stretti and note-value. One thing for sure is that Bach did not write a pair of entries in stretti.
Considering various possibilities, | would conclude that Bach wrote these sections from his
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memorandum which contained an elementary plan of the fugal structure. And although he was
fully aware of the musical progression as he went along, he did not pay a great amount of
attention to the detailed thematic identity in less salient parts (i.e., the second entry in stretti).
Instead, Bach was perhaps more deeply invoived in establishing melodic and harmonic
validities based on the rules of counterpoint and aristry, e.g., overall harmonic skeleton,
rhythmic articulation, and melodic elocution. ,

it may be interesting to point out that there is an area holding a large number of
corrections. They occur one-third of the way through the piece, and the four errors gatherin L7,
bb.33-39. Since the majority were pitch errors in 2nds, they were probably caused by
stagnation of artistic ideas. Also in two-thirds of the way through the piece, three emors are
gathered in R4-R7, bb.59-74. They were perhaps caused by the lapse of attention at the
change of the system. Those are b.59:B,1 (R4,b.1), b.68:B,2 (R6,b.1) and b.73:5,2-3 (R7,b.1),
of which two are part of the subject entries. It is noteworthy that this section contains the error
of stretti already discussed.

In one instance, we encounter a correction on voice exchange between the tenor and the
alto at b.61,3 where the texture was restored to three voices after a moment of a two-voiced
texture. Initially, the newly entered minim, f&, was specified as the tenor by the minim rest
placed in the alto; later Bach boidly cancelled the rest and added a new minim rest in the tenor,
so0 that the sounding part became the alto. We lack conclusive evidence to determine when the
correction was made. The most probable hypothetical moment was the time either when Bach
reached b.67 where a full four-voiced texture began or when he did proof-reading.601

There are many other interesting places where notations were squeezed In, or misaligned
due to the notational and compositional seqbenca. We may consider in bb.25-26 and 33 as
such instances.

The study of Bach's writing density only shows that Bach was writing with an extremely
compact notation. This is evident if we compare the CW2 with the pieces from a similar time,
e.g., Fg.EP or Fg.B. This suggests that Bach was aware how long the piece was. The format of
the staves indicates the same fact. This sheet, {.18v, was prepared in eight piano systems,
while the other side, f.18r, was in seven piano systems. From such evidence, we may say that
before writing Pr.b®? Bach knew about the length of the fugue. Thus | consider that the draft of
the fugue included minute structural plan, which gave him the idea of its length.

Sometime later, Bach decided to impart its text to H. This is why H does not contain further
amendments made into L at a later date. These later amendments consist of proof-reading
corrections and revisions. The former type, proof-reading amendment, was attested In various
forms. In b.64,2/2 (R5,b.2) in the alto, a natural was added to g’ in very thin brownish ink. The

601 From H and K1 the rest is missing, or probably omitted deliberately, since these two rests
are written so poorly that they may just as well be seen as ink stains. In A, the minim rest
was specified as the tenor (= post correcturam L).
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authenticity of this amendment is spurious, for it was taken into H, but not other sources.802 In
b.79,1/3 (R8,b.2) in the alto, we find a correction of pitch attested in the later addition of natural
to g". This was probably added at a much later date, for we find it still missing In H, K and A.
Finally in 5.91,2 (£.19r: Btm,b.6) in the soprano, Bach made a pitch emendation, changing from
bb° 1o gb’. On the evidence of H, | assume that Bach did not delete the invalid note-head,
presumably allowing it to dry before scraping it off. This note was later neatly scraped off.

A later melodic revision was considered in the soprano at b.76,1/2 (R7,b.4). Bach inserted
between crotchet c” and a?’ a passing note b®’. This note in quaver is marked with blurred ink.

What we usually consider as the final version is a unique mixture of readings between L
and A. A contains some artistically inspired readings at bb.22, 41 and 77. But since it also
contains many errors, it is doubtiul to believe that Altnikol copied it from Bach's fair copy. It is
‘sensible to speculate that a new fair copy was prepared by a copyist, on which Bach made a
few later readings but some errors eécaped unnoticed; but Bach kept L and entered a few
amendments independently.

PRELUDE 23 IN B MAJOR (F.20R)

The piece contained in £.20r is normally regarded as a semi-final version of Pr.8. The
score was a fair copy, though Bach's handwriting is considered a little rough. But it is the only
score in L that contains virtually no amendments.

Perhaps the greatest interest is located at R1, bb.23,3-27, where we find an unusual high
peak of writing density. This appears to have been deliberate. For if we take a close look at the
motivic development at a sectional level, R1 is packed with everything of the alberti-bass
development section. This strategy seems to be quite effective if a performer was to read a
score and to respond to the change of mood as instructed by the change of system.

This prelude is basically known in two versions, L and A. Between them we find only
several variant readings. Their genealogical relations are uncertain, however, for the latest
reading seems to have been distributed irregularly between two autographs, L and S. The
possible later reading in L is the bass, b.45,1. All the others are usually considered to have
been transmitted to A through S. o

FUGUE 23 IN B MAJOR (F.20V)

The piece contained in 1.20v is a final version of Fg.B, represented in a non-calligraphic fair
copy. But in sharp contrast to the prelude, Bach entered on this score later revisions in several
stages. These are attested in descendant MSS as clear chronological layers.

602 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxxi, claims that this natural was deleted. If he is right, the source
situation is logically explained.
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The score contains very few corrections. The only noteworthy orthographic error is b.37,1
in the bass, where a series of four consecutive note-heads were put down initially in 2nd higher.
They were amended in a casual manner.

The study of Bach's density of writing shows that his notation was not particularly compact
here, there being much more space between his notations than in Fg.b®. It certainly was not as
commodious and relaxed as that in Fg.EL. Generally Bach's note spacing tends to ease
gradually. It may be a reflection of Bach's deep involvement in musical progression as he
copied along. It indicates that in two places where Bach might have had a moment of pause to
check his notational spacing, and restored the compactness. The first was at the 5th system,
which coincides with the musical break of b.27. The second place is the beginning of a fresh
page, R1. It is interesting that in these locations, the music was written first in a two-voiced
texture and increased into three. From this view, the restoration of density may not be as
strategic as | have suggested. But the critical fact is that Bach did not take very seriously about
the appearance of the score. It is particularly regretful that this careless copying tactic caused
the loss of the final bar from the sheet, as Bach had to write it in the fragile edge of the sheet.
This happened as early as within a couple of years of the MS production. The sheet was
already damaged when F was made.803

The more important and valuable part of Bach's musical activities are recorded in the
revisions. Here | discuss four in all. They were all later amendments, with the new symbols
physically replacing the old readings. They are all found close to each other and located half
way through the piece. The oldest revision occurred in the bass at b.42,1 (L7,b.3). This is a
fine, aesthetically motivated melodic revision, replacing B G# A# B with B B A# G#. The ante
correcturam is taken into No.543 only. The rest of the revisions took place slightly later; but
before these were made, H had already been made from L. In bb.51-53, Bach made a very
careful revision, which could have otherwise remain unnoticed. The reconstruction is given in
Fig. 65 below.

\ L}

N\ ~

1
‘ v

Fig. 65: Fg.B, bb.51-53 (R1,end - R2,b.1-2) - Reconstruction of ante correcturam

603 Hill, R.S. (1950), p.377 ff.
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The revision was to cancel suspension, and to create accented passing notes. As it was
required to break the sequential echo from the previous bar, this revision may be seen as a
departure from conventional contrapuntal writing, often found in the last stage of improvement.
The last instance occurs in the soprano at b.59,1/2 (R3,b.2), where the original pitch g#’ was
raised a semitone and a natural was added beside the amended note-head. This is also a
melodic revision. '

It appears that the similar revisions were not entered in S, for A gives ante correcturam in
those instances. Source situation is thus classifiable in three explicit chronological orders
stemming from L throughout: 1) N0.543;2) Hand A; and 3) L and F.

PRELUDE 24 IN B MINOR (F.21R)

The piece contained In {.21r is the final version of Pr. . represented in a calligraphic fair
copy. The piece is sixty-six bars long, and was superbly copied into the allocated space on the
sheet, leaving little room unused. '

In this score we find three orthographic errors. The earliest one occurs at b.15,2 (L4,b.2) in
the bass. The note f# was originally placed a tone below, and probably amended instantly. The
error was probably triggered off by the preceding note: this was written ambiguously, and can
be read as 4 as well as c#. The other corrections are made to the rhythmic notation. At b.28,1
(L6,end) and b.34 (R1,b.1) both in the soprano quaver figures were incorrectly written as
semiquavers. The correction from the smaller note-value is the type of error which is not found
in any other scores in L. The most probable explanation for these errors Is that Bach used the
version of A2 as a exemplar.604

The study of Bach's density of writing shows that Bach kept LP2 at a fixed level except in
L6 where he squeezed the notation, particularly in the last bar of the system, b.28. This is an
interesting point, for Bach normally eases his compactness of writing around here. it seems 10
indicate that Bach was seriously trying to make a good copy with a pleasant format. And
wherever possible he tried to avoid unnecessary bar spiit. '

The text contains many detailed embellishments, consisting of staccatos, slurs, trills, a
mordent, a turn and an appoggiatura. These are a common feature of a fair copy, and could
have been added in during proof-reading. There is one possible later addition of a symbol, the
tie in the alto at bb.56,2/2-57. This symbol appears 10 have been entered with a different quill
from the one used for the rest of symbols. It s missing in H.

This prelude is known in three versions, l.e., L, A1 and A2. As already mentioned, A2 is
likely to be an early version; it is written in C metre, and it halves the note-value, while throwing
_ two bars into one. The majority of the embellishments in L are not found here. It aiso contains
several variant readings in figuration and texture. Some scholars claim that this was a later

804 Dehnhard (1983), p. xxxil, Is the first scholar to point out this probability on the evidence of
Bach's copying errors.
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version from their aesthetic point of view.805 But as seen in Fg.C, | consider that Bach revised
this lively piece from A2 to L in order té increase metric foci, and to make the piece livelier still.
A1 is an intermediate version, linking L and A2; its barring and note value were converted into
the system of L, while the majority of the unique variants in A2 were kept. A1 was written in C
metre without Allegro 606 =

FUGUE 24 IN B MINOR (F.21V)

The piece contained in f.21v is possibly the final version of Fg.b. It is represented in a fair
copy. But unlike the final fugue of WTC | in P 415, Bach did not write "S.D.G", but "Fine" to
mark the end of WTC II.

The score shows no evidence of revision undertaken. Here we find a single instance of
immediate correction of pitch at b.93,3 (Re.b.a)‘ in the alto. It may be seen that Bach also
supplemented several accidentals for clarifying his notation, eg., at b.11 (L2b.2) and b.24
(L3,end). But it was inconsistent, for we find many equivalent places left intact, e.g., b9
(L1,end), b.20 (L3,b.3) and b.22 (L3,b.5).

This fugue leaves almost three quarters of a system unused. There Is no sign of space
constraint, and his notation was not done in as strenuous manner as that in Pr.e (1.7r). The
study of Bach's density of notation shows that his note spacing takes into account the number
of accidentals (attested in LP2), the characteristics of a fair copy.

The fugue is basically known in two versions, L and A. The array of variant readings is
relatively small, but it is not easy to determine the latest reading by relying on aesthetic
judgement alone. Perhaps the most significant difference among these varants is at the
cadence, bb.99-100 in the bass. i reads BD F# BB in L and B d f# B in A. Such a difference in
the use of the low register serves to show that Bach deliberately distinguished such versions
possibly as a consequence of revision, as we have already discussed in Fg.A, Fg.a and Fg.Bb,
In all cases, Bach assembled the piece using the lower register in L. The other variants, e.g.,
bb.16 and 21, are not distinguished by register but for aesthetic reasons.

605 Prout (1896), p.76; TOVEY (1924), p.192; Keller (1876), pp. 137,199.

608 The text was unfortunately heavily edited by someone at a later date, obviously referrng
to the text of Am.B.57.
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CONCLUSION
CHRONOLOGY FOR WTC i

This is the summary of the history of WTC |l based on the discussion of the previous four

chapters. _ .
THE GENESISOF WTC I

The embryo of WTC 1l already existed probably before that of WTC 1 (i.e., Cb-WFB). It
included the early versions of seven pieces altogether, viz., PrFg.C, PrFg.C#, Pr.d, Fg.G and
Fg.Ab. However small and underdeveloped, some of them already formed a collection of
prelude-fugue pairs arranged in a particular system, the key-scheme filing a scale C-d-e-F-G.
Thus we may perhaps say that some embryos were already developed at the larval stage. The
tact is, however, that at the first stage of compilation of WTC Il Bach apparently did not attempt
to extend this restricted system into a more extensive scheme: he did however use the early G
major pieces (BWV 902), as models for the larger collection.

The pupal stage of the development (pre-1738) was partly identified with the revision of
earlier works. Pr.d (BWV 875a) is here brought from 43 bars to 53 bars (BWV 875b,1), and
Fg.C# (BWV 872a,2) from 19 bars to 30 bars (BWV 872b,2), still in C major. In both cases, the
revisions were to overhaul the structure of the works, first by segmenting them into many
sections, and second by expanding them according to the new plan of the pieces. Also the
characteristic of Bach's work at this time was the mass-production of fugues in preliminary
forms, viz., Fg.c, Fg.C#, Fg.c#, Fg,Eb. These four fugues were brought very closely to the final
shape in L, but it is significant that at this stage three of them were written in keys a semitone
below their eventual tonality.

CHRONOLOGY OF COMPILATION

Compilation took place in a pramical way, by the assembly of bifolia (Auflagebogen). This
enabled Bach to use the sobres for any practical purposes, such as for teaching, or his own
performance, while allowing him to replace any part of the collection with a new one i
necessary. In copying the pieces, Bach Initially set off making the *Praeludiunt group, which are
basically written in commonly used keys. He began with a very strong inclination to complete
the group, and so mass-prepared the sheets irrespective of a particular piece. In doing so, he
asked Anna Magdalena to prepare some of those of which the text was already finalized and
relatively short: he himself wrote the rest, some straight out from his brain (viz., Pr.E®, Pr.i#,
Pr.a) and others very long (viz., PrFg.e, Fg.t#, Fg.g). Bach aiso took charge of the pleces which
required slight revisions in the process of copying, such as to change figurations or to make
transpositions (viz., PrFg.C#, Fg.E®, Fg.g, Fg.A).

At some stage of compiling the *Preeludiunt group, Bach began preparing the "Prelude”
group, which are either long and ditficult or written in uncommon keys. Compiling this group
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was a difficult task: the physical features of L indicate that Bach was unable to copy this group
in the continuous fashion that had characterised the copying of the " Prapludiunt group.
CHRONOLOGY OF REVISIONS |

The first stage of later revision in L was carried out fairly soon. Bach used thick black ink to
revise Fg.C#, Pr.Eb, Prfg.o#, Pr.t#, Fg.g and PrFg.A.

The inclusion of a title page on the now lost MS H, together with a possible date of 1740
on that MS, suggests that it may have been in that year that Bach decided to make the
collection known. | consider that MS H was the exemplar of Ht and possibly of part of H2. At
this s:ége. PrFg.C and Prirg.A® were still to be added to the collection.

By 1742 Bach added these movements to complete WTC II. While Pr.Ab was composed
separately in the ﬁrsi half of 1741, the rest of the three movements were written possibly
together as revision scores: these three were all significantly taken from the early cycle found in
P 804 and P 1089 as if Bach had run out of original ideas and filled the gap hastily. And in the
mean time, he made minor revisions to Pr.G, Pr.A, Pr.Bb, Fg.bb and Fg.B, and replaced PrFg.f
with the most recently revised version. Immediately after the completed compilation followed
the duplication of L, i.e., F. It is likely that close to F were made some more copies, possibly for
private sale, which included the completion date "1742" in the title page. The unexamined
Hering MS may be descended from one or more MSS of this group. ‘

Even after this, Bach continued to revise the detailed text in L. Perhaps more interesting is
the fact that Bach entered the revision not only in L, but also in his second set of coples, S. This
can be confirmed in revisions to Fg.B? (b.78) and the first layer of later revisions in PrFg.d in L
and A. At some stage in doing this, Bach turned his attention solely to S. This was partly to
preserve the reading of L, which contained the most updated versions so far, and partly to bring
S (which was still far from complete) to a complete state.

By 1744, Bach had supplied some of the movements missing from S with the latest
version, viz., PrfFg.C, PrFg.A® and Pr.E®, and had also replaced drafts with newly revised fair
copies (e.g., PrFg.C#, Fg.e, Fg.Bb Fg.b?. And by this time, S gradually acquired the
importance equal or perhaps superior to that of L. In 1744 when Altnikol made A1, Bach
showed him the collection S, not L, except that he apparently showed him the L copy of PrFg.f.
This is the only evidence of Bach's inclination to the collection S at the time. But the text of A1
suggests that S at this stage was still incomplete, and that for certain pieces, such as Pr.t# and
Pr.g, Altnikol had to refer to inferior copies not authenticated by Bach.

After this, we have evidence that Bach retumed to L to add further minor improvements
into PrFg.d and Pr.g#. Many accidentals, which were only to supplement the notation, were
also added into Pr.f#. This seems to provide some information about the two collections after
1744, the year A1 was made. While we cannot confirm satisfactorly about these revisions
being entered into S, Bach nevertheless kept the characteristics of L and did not interchange
the versions between the two collections. This suggests that Bach distinguished the two with
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their own characteristics, such as the use of extreme low pitch in collection L (e.g., Fg.A, Fg.a,
Fg;B". Pr.B and Fg.b). Yet one more fact | have to mention is that Bach sometimes made
certain arbitrary minor revisions unspecific 10 either collection. This resulted in a confusing
situation in which variant readings are equally valid. t may not be a coincidence that this
problem is apparent in two preludes in rarely used minor keys, viz., d# and g#. This suggests
that for these pieces Bach did not hesitate to edit the score in either collection if the revision
was small. Indeed, the revisions Bach entered at this late stage were of two basic kinds: 1)
subtle chromatic adjustment of melodic lines; and 2) deviation from stereotyped motivic
development. Thus for the sake of increased artistic elements, Bach often sacrificed motivic
uniformity. At this level of deciding between conflicting musical interests, one can imagine how
difficult the revision could be. As has already been seen in Fg.C#, one fresh idea, such as
introducing demisemiquavers into one specific figure, can sometimes take two stages of
revision to perfect. Bach must have known this sort of trouble revisions can cause: besides,
such idea as the motivic deviation offered a real possibility of endless series of revisions.

And as far as we can trace, Wilthelm Friedemann inherited L and F, while C. P. E. Bach
inherited H and possibly A1. Nothing is known about S. The only probable place for S is in
Altnikol's possession in exchange with S. If this assumption was correct, then we can explain
the enigma of the textual relation between A1 and A2: that is, that in A1 Altnikol did not merely
reproduce S, but tried to make Fassung Letzter Hand for Bach by referring to L for certain
movements (e.g., Fg.a and PrFg.b) which he considered to be superor versions. And when he
embarked again in 1755, what Altnikol had at his possession included neither A1 nor the copies
from L, but S itself with some other copies of lesser importance. This hypothesis also explains
why Bach came back to L to revise PrFg.d after 1744,

Our discussion so far revealed no evidence suggesting that Bach himself made Fassung
Letzter Hand. Let us put the matter into a larger historical perspective. One of the reasons
would be that even excluding the autographs there had already been three coples at least in
Bach's household, viz., H, F and A1, and therefore there was no immediate need for it. But a
perhaps more influential factor seems to be that Bach could not devote himseif to WTC |l alone.
From 1746 onwards we find that he was more and more heavily involved in canon composition.
it appears that his visit to Frederick the Great in Berlin in May 1747 affirmed the way Bach
would spend the rest of his life. Only one month later he joined Mizlers Societat der
Musicalischen Wissenschaften, and followed the publication of Musical Offering among many
other canonic compositions.697 The music printing of the Musical Offering perhaps raised
another dimension into publidizing his works of a monumental scale. Surely it would be a more
exciting and rewarding project than merely to write a MS. It is possible that Bach abstained

607 The compositions of this period also include: Canon triplex a 6 (BWV 1076), Canon Trias
Harmonica a 8 (BWV 1072), Canonic variations "Vom Himmel hoch da komm ich her®
(BWV 769), Canone doppio sopril soggetto (BWV 1077) and Canon super fa mi a 7 post
tempus musicum (BWV 1078).
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from writing up a Fassung Letzter Hand of WTC Il considering that there was a real possibility
of engraving the work. If the technology in publishing business was fifty-years ahead, or if the
operations on Bach's eyes in 1750 were successful, we might have seen much different music
history.
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