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und aus harmonischen Gründen revi-
diert. T 59 folgte ursprünglich der Se-
quenz von T 57–58; die differenziertere 
chromatische Färbung erfolgte in T 60–
61, und aller Wahrscheinlichkeit nach 
dehnte Bach seine Idee später auch auf 
T 59 aus. T 67 ist wieder die frühere 
Lesart, da unser Haupttext [B] sich 
stärker auf die Melodie konzentriert. 
Anscheinend wurden alle Änderungen, 
wahrscheinlich zwischen 1742 und 
1744, in [B] vorgenommen.

B1 enthält einige Korrekturen und 
notationstechnische Verbesserungen. 
Von diesen ist die bemerkenswerteste 
die zusätzliche Verzierung in T 1 o.

Zu Bachs Notation
Bachs Notation von T 7 o auf vier 

 ist ungenau: Er meinte wahr-

scheinlich  und nicht , 

wie in A als revidierte Lesart angege-
ben. Es handelt sich hierbei um eine 
Eintragung, die höchstwahrscheinlich 
von Kirnberger aus den frühen 1780er 
Jahren stammt.

Fuge XXI B-dur

Die Quellenlage ist ähnlich wie beim da-
zugehörigen Präludium. Abgesehen von 
T 32, der nur in der Schreibweise ab-
weicht, bieten alle Lesarten, die unten 
aufgelistet sind, die ursprünglichen 
kompositorischen Lösungen.

Frühe Lesarten in [B]

19 o: 

22 o: Alt, letzte Note c2.
32 o: v V V
38 u: A statt Es.
A ist eine Reinschrift: Bach überarbeite-
te die oben erwähnten Stellen vermut-
lich während der Niederschrift. Unter 
den anderen Revisionen sind die zusätz-
lichen Bögen in T 3–4 zu nennen. Die 
Tonhöhe in T 78 o scheint ein nachträg-
licher Einfall gewesen zu sein: Sie än-
dert sich von c2 zu b1 und wandelt da-
durch die ‚reale‘ Beantwortung in eine 
‚tonale‘ um.

Einige fortgeschrittenere Lesarten in 
[B] deuten darauf hin, dass Bach zwi-
schen 1742 und 1744 auf [B] zurück-
griff und weitere Revisionen in den fol-
genden Passagen durchführte:

Frühe Lesarten in A
T 5–6 o: 

T 86: Alt 
T 88–90 o: 

Die Tatsache, dass B4 die beiden Lesar-
ten in T 5 f. vermischt, lässt erahnen, 
wie unleserlich [B] zu diesem Zeitpunkt 
durch die Revision geworden war. Die 
übrigen Änderungen betreffen lediglich 
die Schreibweise; die letzte zeigt zum 
Beispiel, wie das Arpeggio genau ausge-
führt werden soll.

Bach trug 1744 oder kurz danach 
weitere Änderungen in B1 ein. Darun-
ter finden sich der hinzugefügte  in 
T 26 u, die Bögen in T 29 u f. sowie die 
Änderung von V in T 88 o im Sopran, 
3. Zz.

Präludium XXII b-moll

Die Quellen zeigen nicht klar, ob [B] vor 
A entstanden ist. Obwohl die enharmo-
nische Notation in T 19 in A (ges1–a–
as–c2; [B] und B1 wurden allerdings 
1744 an die Lesart von A angepasst) 
dafür spricht, dass [B] eine frühere Ver-
sion darstellt, gehen A und [B] unab-
hängig voneinander wohl auf einen in 
dorisch mit vier b notierten inzwischen 
verschollenen Entwurf zurück. Dies 
würde auch erklären, warum A und [B] 
das h vor g an unterschiedlichen Stellen 
weglassen: A in T 15 o und [B] (B1 und 
B2) in T 8 o.

In ähnlicher Weise sind die späteren 
Lesarten gleichmäßig auf A und [B] 
verteilt. In A findet sich eine spätere 
Änderung in T 16 u, ein Wechsel von g 
zu ges, während [B] eine ausgeschmück-
te Version der Lesart von A in T 81 o 
(v f 2 statt R) bietet.

Fuge XXII b-moll

[B] ist die frühe Fassung, im 4 -Metrum 
und kirchentonal (mit vier b oder viel-
leicht sogar nur drei) notiert. Der nota-
tionstechnische Wechsel zu 1, der das 
Tempo verlangsamt und somit die ge-
tragene Stimmung verstärkt, wurde bei 
der Niederschrift von A, B1 und B2 vor-
genommen. Die zahlreichen Spuren von 
Nachbesserungen resultieren aus diesem 
mühsamen Prozess. B4 und B5 behalten 
das 4-Metrum bei. Nur in B5 findet sich 
die Tempobezeichnung adagio.

A war ein Revisionsexemplar. An-
scheinend hat Bach sein Augenmerk 
hauptsächlich darauf gerichtet, Noten-
werte umzuwandeln und die richtige 
Platzierung der Akzidentien sicherzu-
stellen. Zusätzlich konnte er den Text 
an vielen Stellen in [B] verbessern.

Frühe Lesarten in [B]
21 u: Tenor, 1. Zz h
31 o: Sopran, 1. Zz h
33 u: Tenor, 1. Zz des1 h (in A Anzei-

chen von Unsicherheit).
41 o: Alt, 1. Zz v s f 1–g1–as1.

Bei den beiden ersten Lesarten handelt 
es sich um einfache Fälle von Verbesse-
rungen von zuvor ungenauer Notation. 
T 33 füllt das Quartintervall mit einer 
Skala aus, wie bereits andeutungsweise 
in A vorgegeben. Ähnlich scheint die 
Lesart in T 41 als Vorlage für A (unse-
ren Haupttext) gedient zu haben. Sie 
bekräftigt die harmonische Überleitung, 
die auf den Beginn der Themenumkeh-
rung vorbereitet.

[B] scheint eine von A unabhängige 
Revision durchlaufen zu haben.

Frühe Lesarten in A
T 22 u: Tenor, 4. Note b.
T 76 o: Sopran, 2.–3. Note v c2 (später 

– in den frühen 1780er Jahren – von 
Kirnberger revidiert?).

T 77 u: Tenor, 2. Note f.

T 22 und 77 sind sowohl in melodischer 
als auch in harmonischer Hinsicht 
wichtig. Sie stehen am Beginn der Zwi-
schenspiele im Tenor, was darauf hin-
deuten könnte, dass sie unmittelbar 
aufeinander folgend überarbeitet 
wurden.
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B1 entstand unter Bachs genauer An-
leitung, und einige dieser Revisionen 
könnten von seiner Hand sein. Zu nen-
nen sind die Stakkatozeichen in T 1, 13 
und 19 und das zusätzliche h in T 92 im 
Tenor, 3. Zz, wodurch eine durchgehen-
de chromatische Linie von b nach f in 
T 92–94 erzeugt wird:

Diese Edition übernimmt die Passage 
nicht, da diese Lesart auf einen Notati-
onsfehler Altnickols zurückgeht. Er hat-
te zuvor nämlich vergessen, den Halte-
bogen vom ersten as über den Takt-
strich zum zweiten zu setzen.

Präludium XXIII H-dur

[B] war höchstwahrscheinlich ein gro-
ber Entwurf. Die Notation von T 2 im 
Bass, Zz 3, als l ist weniger präzise 
(A = a Ss); die ausführliche Verzierung 
auf der vorhergehenden Zählzeit in B1 

 deutet sehr darauf hin, dass diese 
ursprünglich als v notiert war (vgl. Prä-
ludium in cis-moll, T 27–29).

A ist eine Reinschrift, allerdings mit 
Korrekturen; aber die folgenden, von 
der Art her frühen Lesarten legen den 
Schluss nahe, dass Bach wieder auf [B] 
zurückkam und die Lesarten überarbei-
tete:

Lesarten in A

35 u: Tenor, 1. Note a gis.
45 u: Fis–E–Dis–Ais.

Zusätzlich ergänzte Bach in [B] einen 
Bogen in T 27 im Alt sowie ein E -Zei-
chen in T 43 u. Es fällt auf, dass sich al-
le Änderungen in der zweiten Hälfte des 
Stücks finden.

Fuge XXIII H-dur

[B] ist die frühere Niederschrift. Sie 
wurde in C notiert und bildete die Vor-
lage für die Reinschrift A. Anders als in 
anderen Sätzen wurde in diesem Stadi-
um keine größere Änderung im musika-
lischen Text vorgenommen.

Einige Zeit nach 1740 änderte Bach 
einige Stellen in A. Er tilgte die Halte-
bögen über den Taktstrichen zwischen 
T 51–52 h1 und 52–53 a1 und verbes-
serte dabei in T 59, Sopran, 2. Note, 
von gis1 zu a1.

Lesart

70 o: Alt, 2. Note: cisis2 (B2); e2 (B3).

B2 macht zwar den Eindruck einer Ver-
besserung. Aber die Lesart dieser Stelle 
in B3 legt nahe, dass der Text der ge-
meinsamen Quelle möglicherweise unle-
serlich war und es dadurch zu Konjek-
turen kam.

Präludium XXIV h-moll

[B] war die frühere beider Versionen, in 
halben Notenwerten im C-Metrum ohne 
Tempobezeichnung Allegro notiert, und 
höchstwahrscheinlich als roher Ent-
wurf, weitgehend ohne aufführungsrele-
vante Differenzierungen (vielleicht mit 
Ausnahme der Bögen in T 26–27). Die 
Ausnotierung erfolgte, als A und B1 ko-
piert wurden; B2–5 behalten die alte 
Notationsform bei.

A scheint eine Reinschrift zu sein, in 
die Bach viele aufführungsrelevante Zu-
sätze eintrug wie etwa Bögen in T 8, 28, 
58, 62–63, Stakkato-Zeichen in T 59–
60 und Verzierungen in T 31–36 (T 32 
im Bass ausgenommen). Möglicherweise 
überarbeitete Bach während der Ab-
schrift auch die folgenden Stellen:

Frühe Lesarten in [B] (in der Notations-
form von A und B1)

8 o: Auf 2. Zz 

 (B2, B3), 

 (B4), 

 (B5).

24 o: Auf 2. Zz 

53 o: Auf 2. Zz  

(in B3–B5 fehlt r).

56 f. o: 

Die verwirrende Ansammlung von Les-
arten in T 8 könnte durch einen unle-
serlichen Abschnitt im Entwurf entstan-
den sein.

B1 enthält spätere Revisionen, die 
vermutlich von Bach stammen. Darun-
ter finden sich der e auf der 2. Note der 
Vorhaltfiguren in T 8, 24 und 32, die 
Bögen in T 21–24 und 59–60; die 
Stakkato-Zeichen in T 64 sowie der ge-
änderte Rhythmus von s zu l in 
T 53 o, 4.–5. Note.

Fuge XXIV h-moll

Wie schon beim Präludium scheint [B] 
die frühere beider Versionen zu sein. 
Der Alt ist hier in T 82 als v A notiert. 
Die beiden letzten Takte waren ur-
sprünglich weniger dramatisch:

A ist eine Reinschrift, die ca. 1739 
angefertigt wurde. Aus den vielen Ver-
besserungen dieses Stadiums sind die 
eindrucksvolle Schlusswendung – jetzt 
mit extrem tiefer Lage im Bass und mit 
Picardischer Terz – sowie der ergänzte 
Vorhalt in T 46 herauszuheben.

Lesarten

16 o:  [B]

21 o:  (A)

T 16 bietet gleichwertige Lösungen. 
Weder A (Haupttext) noch [B] sind so 
überzeugend, dass die Bevorzugung ei-
ner Lesart gerechtfertigt wäre (abgese-
hen von der klareren Textur in A). Was 
T 21 anbelangt, wird der Alt in [B] in 
der früheren Form wiedergegeben (v A). 
Die Art, wie Bach in A, 1. Zz, sowohl im 
Sopran als auch im Alt a schrieb, deu-
tet darauf hin, dass in beiden Stimmen 
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vorher v stand. Die Richtigkeit dieser 
Beobachtung unterstellt, ist die Sopran-
ausformung in unserem Haupttext [B] 
die zweite revidierte Lesart, die Bach 
nach 1742 vorgenommen hat.

B1 enthält einige wichtige spätere Er-
gänzungen, die höchstwahrscheinlich 
ca. 1744 von Bach eingefügt wurden. 
Die zusätzlichen Erhöhungszeichen in 
T 52/94 u auf der ersten Zählzeit korri-
gieren ungeschickte harmonische Wen-
dungen. Den Doppelvorhalt, der in der 
Schlusskadenz hinzugefügt wurde, kann 
man als Bachs erweiterte Überarbeitung 
seiner Revision von A (T 46) einige Jah-
re zuvor ansehen.

Belfast, Frühjahr 2007
Yo Tomita

Comments

u = upper staff; l = lower staff; 
Pr. = Prelude; F. = Fuge; 
M = measure(s); WTC = Well-Tempered 
Clavier

Sources

It seems that Bach never produced a fi-
nal definitive text of the second part of 
the Well-Tempered Clavier. In fact, a 
detailed study of all the extant sources 
paints a picture of the composer con-
tinuing to improve it whenever opportu-
nities arose. The work was, effectively, 
left in a state of near-completion at the 
time of his death in 1750. This present 
edition attempts to bring together Bach’s 
latest thoughts as found in several 
sources.
The principal sources for this edition 
are as follows: 

A Add. MS 35021 (The British Li-
brary, London): partially Bach’s 
autograph and partially a copy in 
the hand of his second wife, Anna 
Magdalena, written between 1739 

and 1742. Each prelude-fugue 
pair was copied out on a separate 
bifolium (except for Ab which oc-
cupies two bifolia). These can be 
classified into three distinct stages 
of compilation: (1) c, d, Eb, E, e, 
F, fk, G, g, A, a, b; (2) Ck, ck, D, 
dk, f, Fk, gk, Bb, bb and B ; (3) C 
and Ab. This source lacks three 
pairs (ck, D and f) as well as a 
title-page, but the text of the 
missing movements can be recon-
structed from the following cop-
ies:

A1 M B/1974 (Staats- und Univer-
sitätsbibliothek Hamburg): a fair 
copy made in the second half of the 
18th century (most likely in Dres-
den) by two scribes, the first using 
a model derived from the state of 
A c.1740 (i.e. before the stage 
3 movements were written), and 
the second providing the missing 
movements using B1 or a source 
closely related to it. This source 
later became the principal source 
for the first complete edition pub-
lished by N. Simrock in 1801.

A2 Mus. ms. Bach P 416 (Staatsbib-
liothek zu Berlin): a section of a 
once complete copy made directly 
from A in 1742 by a member of 
Bach’s family (Elisabeth Juliana 
Friederica?), consisting of the Ck, 
ck, D, d, f, g and A pairs; preludes 
in Bb and B; and fugue in Ab. This 
somewhat inexperienced copyist 
also inadvertently copied a five-
measure sketch of the prelude 
in Eb, only the second half of 
M 44 of the fugue in dk and the 
final portion of the fugue in bb 
(M 83,3–end) under the title 
‘Appendix Fuga’.

[B] Another set in Bach’s autograph 
(now lost) presumably consisted 
of a mixture of earlier drafts (pre-
1739) and revised, post-1742 
versions of selected movements 
on loose leaves (cf. Preface for de-
tailed information). Its text can 
be reconstructed by carefully 
studying the following sources 
which stem independently of each 
other:

B1 Mus. ms. Bach P 430 (Staatsbib-
liothek zu Berlin): a fair copy of 
[B] in the hand of Johann Chris-
toph Altnickol (1719–1759), 
made under Bach’s supervision in 
1744. Numerous revisions were 
entered by several hands, includ-
ing Bach’s. Many copies made 
from this manuscript survive.

B2 Mus. ms. Bach P 402 (Staatsbibli-
othek zu Berlin): another fair copy 
made by Altnickol in 1755, not 
from B1, but from another set in a 
copy derived independently from 
[B] which Altnickol presumably 
acquired during his stay in Leip-
zig. It contains variants not found 
in B1, some of which are clearly of 
earlier origin than A. However, 
there are others which are likely to 
be post-1744 readings.

B3 Ms. 743 (Royal College of Music, 
London): a distant copy of [B] in 
the hand of James William Wind-
sor (1776–1853) made in 1801 
in Bath, England. It contains trac-
es of earlier readings not found in 
other copies of [B].

B4 Poelitz 33/2 (Stadtbibliothek 
Leipzig): a copy in the hand of 
Johann Christoph Georg Bach 
(1747–1814) of Ohrdruf written 
in 1767. While it contains numer-
ous scribal errors, it appears to 
reflect closely how its model 
looked. 

B5 PM 5697 (Stadtbibliothek Leip-
zig): a fair copy in the hand of 
Michael Gotthard Fischer (1773–
1829) of Erfurt, a pupil of one of 
Bach’s last pupils, Johann Chris-
tian Kittel (1732–1809). The title-
page bears the year of its produc-
tion, 1789.

Ultimately, we are dealing with two man-
uscript traditions that stemmed from 
Bach’s two sets of autographs, A and 
[B]. But since Bach sometimes entered 
revisions in his pupils’ copies (often 
without changing the text of his auto-
graph subsequently), any sources that 
appear to contain such alterations have 
been studied carefully when making de-
cisions for this edition. These include 
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performance-related marks, invaluable 
as evidence of how Bach instructed his 
pupils: what, for example, he communi-
cated to pupils during lessons, as to how 
they should interpret and execute a par-
ticular passage. Since these marks were 
added neither systematically nor con-
sistently, additional marks are provided 
by the editor in parentheses where ap-
propriate.

Notes on the text

The following notes provide a brief his-
torical account of each movement, and 
are intended to give the performer, as 
far as it is possible to reconstruct it, an 
idea of how Bach composed and revised 
each movement as opportunities arose. 
The aim is to identify the decisions he 
took on specific aspects of his composi-
tions and to consider why Bach thought 
them in need of improvement. 

As a general guide, variant readings 
are listed here only if, in the editor’s view, 
they represent alternative readings sanc-
tioned by Bach. In binary movements 
(e.g. Pr. D, Pr. e and Pr. f) it would be 
possible to perform the earlier readings 
(which are often simpler and more the-
matic) the first time round, reserving the 
more developed readings given in the 
main text for the repeats. Those readings 
that were clearly discarded by the com-
poser are not fully described here.

Prelude I  in C major

An early version of this movement 
(BWV 870a/1, 17 bars) – written in 
c.1720 and thus possibly predating 
the WTC I – survives through his pu-
pils’ copies (e.g. Staatsbibliothek zu 
Berlin, Mus. ms. Bach P 1089). 

Based on this, Bach produced a new 
version (A) in 1742. While improving 
the textural coherence of the four-part 
writing, Bach doubled the length of the 
movement by transplanting a large sec-
tion (M 5,3–14,1) in the key of the sub-
dominant (M 20–28,3) and composing 
two new bridges (M 14–19 and 29–31) 
and a coda (M 32–34). This version 
was revised several times: much of the 
chromatic detail was gradually worked 
out at this stage. 

Bach revisited the piece when writing 
out [B], and he added many of the z 
flourishes and refined the clarity of 
voice-leading in the bridge sections. Alt-
nickol was possibly the first pupil to 
copy this version in 1744 (B1). Accord-
ingly, this is the basis of this edition. 
The slur in the bass in M 21 is a later 
addition, presumably made during one 
of Altnickol’s lessons.

Variant Reading

31 u: Soprano, beat 1 s c2–b1 (A), 
a written-out appoggiatura, which 
was present in early versions but ap-
parently removed when source [B] 
was copied.

Fugue I  in C major

As is the case in the accompanying prel-
ude, an early version (BWV 870a/2) 
survives in pupils’ copies. It was written 
in X (2) and was 34 measures in length. 
When writing A in 1742, Bach decided 
to change the metrical character of the 
piece by halving the measure length us-
ing 5 metre. Bach initially planned to 
end the piece at M 68, but he changed 
his mind and extended it for a further 
16 measures, which effectively became 
the final section of this fugue. A was then 
regarded as the fair copy: the e to M 8, 
Alto, and M 21, Soprano, are found here 
exclusively.

Bach subsequently copied out the 
piece afresh [B], before Altnickol made 
a fair copy B1 in 1744. The newly-added 
section received a further layer of polish. 
The E in M 10, Bass, was added at this 
stage.

In B1, two further E were subsequent-
ly added to M 48 and 52, presumably 
during a lesson with Bach in 1744.

This edition depends on B1 with the 
following exception: B1 gives a  M 13 
c1, Alto, (instead of v g1 in A).This vari-
ant of B1, which progresses more natu-
rally than the harmonically-conceived 
reading of A, is derived from an earlier 
version: it crept into [B] as Bach worked 
out the revised version by not referring 
to A but an early version presumably 
kept in the folder for [B].

Prelude II  in c minor

Bach’s autograph [B] – from which all 
the extant copies of this movement (in-
cluding A in the hand of Anna Magdale-
na) derive – is lost, hence no manuscript 
is known to reflect an early form of the 
movement. The lack of h to a1 in A (viz. 
M 3 and 14, Soprano) implies that this 
movement was originally notated in the 
modal key-signature of two flats, and 
that Bach corrected these errors after A 
was made.

There is a minor variant in B1, M 12 
Alto, beat 1 as R eb1–c2– f 1: this ap-
pears to have originated in a scribal er-
ror by Altnickol and a subsequent cor-
rection.

Fugue II  in c minor

The source situation is similar to that of 
the accompanying prelude except that 
there survives an early version in the 
hand of J. F. Agricola (Staatsbibliothek 
zu Berlin, Mus. ms. Bach P 595) who 
began his studies with Bach in 1738. 
This version differs from the final ver-
sion in minor details only (mainly in the 
voice leading at the ends of phrases). 
Our edition follows the later version 
transmitted to A and B1.

Variant Reading

In the early version, the upper chord at 
the final cadence is given as a tierce de 
Picardie without arpeggio:

28 u: 

As this reading is also found in B2, B4 
and B5, it is possible that Bach reverted 
to the earlier reading at a later date.

Prelude III  in Ck major

An early version – written in C major, 
the first half of which (M 1–24) is writ-
ten in plain chords in minims – is known 
through a copy in the hand of Anna 
Magdalena made c.1739 (Staatsbibli-
othek zu Berlin, Mus. ms. Bach P 226). 
Bach appears to have written out this 
movement twice, A and [B], predictably 
in this order, judging from the less ex-
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pressive nature of the variants in the 
former: 

Early Variants in A

1 l: Tenor, a 3–6, given as
ek –ek –gk –gk.

4 l: Tenor, a 3–4, 7 dk –dk, gk.
6 l: Tenor, a 2–3 dk –dk.
7 l: Tenor, a 3–4 ek –cK.
9 l: Tenor, a 2–3 bk –bk.
10 l: Tenor, a 3–4, 7–8

ck1–ck1, dk1–dk1.
18 l: Tenor, a 7 ck.
19 l: Tenor, a 3–4 ck –ck.
20 l: Tenor, a 2–3 Gk –Gk.
21 l: Tenor, a 2–4 dk –dk –dk.
34 u: Alto given as 

However, [B] lacked some performance-
related marks that Bach supplied in A, 
such as the tempo mark Allegro at M 25 
(missing from B1 but present in B2–5, 
indicating that it was added to [B] after 
1744) and the appoggiatura at M 30.

Variant Reading

24 u:  [B]

While it is certainly possible that the alto 
was shaped in the way following the 
pattern established at the 4th beat, it is 
more likely to be a slip of Bach’s pen. 
(B4 writes the last note ambiguously.)

Fugue III   in Ck major

Two early versions, both in C major, 
survive through copies; the earlier of the 
two lasts for 19 bars only, and its fugal 
discourse and texture are still in their 
infancy. The latter – transmitted in the 
hand of Agricola – is expanded to 30 
measures and represents significant 
progress towards the WTC II version 
(A), although it still lacks M 25–29 of A 
or [B] where the entries of the augment-
ed subject are located. It includes the 
climactic z passages on the expanded 
dominant pedal. 

In writing A, Bach transposed this 
version into Ck major while improving 
the voice-leading and other minor de-
tails. He also added the 5-measure sec-
tion missing in the previous version. This 
strengthened the tonal structure since it 

extended the final dominant pedal. The 
other important change was the addi-

tion of thirty-seconds,  becom-

ing  from M 30, which subse-
quently prompted him to revise all the 
related passages from M 8 onwards. 

When writing [B] between 1742 and 
1744, Bach continued to furnish the 
movement with further thirty-second 
flourishes. While there is no doubt that 
[B] is the later version, the editor be-
lieves that Bach forgot to write the tenor 
part in M 32, beat 3–4 (A av f K –gk) 
found in A. 

The slurs in M 19 are only given in 
B1; they most likely originate from Bach 
who presumably added them when in-
structing Altnickol at the keyboard. The 
same probably applies to the corre-
sponding passages in the following 
measure.

Prelude IV  in ck minor

No early version survives, but there are 
various traces of one in the copies stem-
ming from [B]. The following variants 
in [B] can be considered as early read-
ings:

Early Variants in [B]

4 u: Beat 2–3 

36 u: Beat 3 

37 l: Beat 2 

38 u: Soprano, beat 2, given as b

49 l: Beat 2–3 
51 l: First note given as b in B1, B2 and 

B4; as v A in B3 and B5.

The revision to the first two variants 
concerns the appoggiatura, one of the 
core motifs in this prelude which con-
trols the strength of the organic growth 
in individual phrases. As will be shown, 
Bach continued to pay attention to this 
point when revising this movement for 
many years to come.

The presence in the copies of [B] of E 
in M 27–31, 2nd beat, suggests that 
Bach initially conceived the entries of 

the theme as v a rather than  
as here. Presumably to clarify this pseudo 
stretto, Bach spelt out this ornament in 
[B] as a revision, but did not delete the 
now redundant E sign. 

A is a revised version based on [B]. It 
seems that Bach originally conceived 
the left hand part in the penultimate 
bar in a single voice, as the hesitant no-
tation of A2 suggests, which was thick-

ened thus:  

(In [B], this passage received a more 
elaborate revision at a still later stage.) 
The ornaments found exclusively in A 
are: E in M 23, 24, 44 Bass, beat 2, and 
M 31 Bass, beat 3; e in the Soprano of 
M 42, beat 2 and M 61, beat 3; appog-
giatura in the Soprano M 47, beat 2, 
M 50 and 59, beat 1. The sharps in 
M 20 u and 22 l were later additions 
in A.

Sometime after 1742, Bach returned 
to [B] and revised it independently, 
which complicates the assessments of its 
variants. On this occasion Bach spelt 

out many of the  figures to 

 from M 16 onwards (though he 

did not write out the slur consistently, 
supplied in parentheses by the editor of 
this edition where required). Bach also 
revisited the shape of the left hand part 
at the final cadence (see above) as well 
as the next major cadence at the bars 
16–17 from the following: 

Other revisions presumably include 
the following: M 10 and 56 Soprano, 
beat 1 (changed from v A ); added ap-
poggiatura in M 55 u; slur in M 61, 
Alto; e in M 4 u; E in M 37 u, M 42 l, 
M 48 l, beat 2, and M 53 l.

B1 contains some added ornaments 
that can be ascribed to Bach: E in M 8 u, 
M 12 u, M 48 l, beat 3, M 49 l, M 57 u 
and appoggiatura in M 58 l.

After 1744, Bach apparently added a 
k to M 28, Alto, beat 2, which is reflected 
in B2, B4 and B5.
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Fugue IV  in ck minor

The source situation is very similar to 
the accompanying prelude.

Early Variants in [B]

26 u: a2 instead of a1 in the Soprano.
45 l: Alto, note 6, given as dk1.

A was the later copy. However, the ab-
sence of k from both a1 and a in M 42 re-
quires some considerations, for [B] gave 
k to the latter only, and the parallel in 
M 11–12 (its compositional model) sug-
gests that both notes should have re-
ceived k. The editor believes that Bach 
inadvertently failed to write k at the so-
prano in [B]; when writing A, Bach con-
sidered that the alto should be a, not re-
membering that he had failed to write k 
at the soprano on the previous occasion. 
Still, the fact remains that it was Bach 
who arrived at this reading in A as a re-
vision, where the alto comes to possess a 
chromatic shade a–ak: 

Variant Reading in A

42 f.: 

Sometime after 1742 Bach apparently 
returned to [B] to enter some improve-
ments on the following readings of A:

Early Variants in A

26 l: 

54, beat 3–4: 

While the former is a mere notational 
clarification (spelling out the ornament), 
the latter is a major revision, adding 
melodic eloquence at this important 
structural juncture.

Prelude V  in D major

No known early version survives, but 
there are some traces of one in the copies 
stemming from [B].

Early Variants in [B]

20 l: 

27 u, beat 3: g1 instead of gk1.

36 l, beat 4: 

40 u: Without b on beat 1.

56 l, beat 3–4: 

Evidently, these readings adhere more 
strictly to the original form of the com-
positional concept, before its later, more 
imaginative treatment.

A appears as the later copy, on which 
the improvements to all the above pas-
sages were presumably carried out. The 
ornaments found exclusively in A are: E 
in M 14 l; e M 23 u; w M 40 l. Still, the 
following reading requires some consid-
eration:

Variant Reading in A

12 l: 

When compared to the reading of our 
main text [B], this appears as a sponta-
neously worked-out cadential gesture, 
and therefore is probably the earlier 
reading. Bach presumably revised it 
sometime between 1742 and 1744 so as 
to tighten its compositional fabric (cf. 
M 52).

B1 contains some notable revisions 
that can be ascribed to Bach: E in M 45 l 
(but not in the following measure; the 
implied ornament is provided here in 
parentheses) and M 52 l, antepenulti-
mate note, the change of pitch from 
a to g.

On Bach’s notation

All the f and l rhythms in this prel-
ude should be rendered as v a

Fugue V  in D major

The source situation is similar to the ac-
companying prelude. [B] contains some 
variants that clearly demonstrate its 
earlier origin.

Early Variants in [B]

5 u: Alto, beat 2 s v e1–d1–g1.

22 l: Tenor, beat 2 s v dk – f k –ek.
44 u: Alto, beat 1 v v d1–e1.
49 l: Tenor, beat 2 s v ck –B–A.

A, the later version, contains a few minor 
errors: at M 45 l, the sharp of gk was 
overlooked as this section temporarily 
modulates to A major; the sharp was also 
missing at M 22 l, s ek (added to A2 
subsequently).

After 1744, Bach apparently added 
an eighth note in M 12 l, Tenor, beat 1 
(from v g to s) in B1, achieving a 
smoother progression.

Prelude VI  in d minor

No autograph survives for this move-
ment, but three versions of different 
lengths are known in copies. The short-
est, which is transmitted in J. C. Vogler’s 
copy (1729), is only 43 measures in 
length. 

For WTC II Bach produced the 53-
measure version [B]; the ten extra meas-
ures are M 5–9 and 30–34 of our main 
text – clearly intended to expand the 
tonal dimensions of the two main sec-
tions. Referring to this heavily revised 
score, Anna made a fair copy (A) under 
Bach’s supervision. All the mordents (E) 
except that of M 1 are found exclusively 
in A.

Between 1742 and 1744 Bach decided 
to revise the movement once more: while 
revisiting aspects of its structural balance 
(M 10–17 replacing M 10–11 of the 
early version

 

which challenges the stable tonal focus 
of the extended opening section by way 
of a deliberate tonal excursion), as well 
as inserting M 37–38 to enhance the ex-
citement in this harmonic bridge retur-
ning from a minor, he introduced elabo-
rate figurations and brilliant passage-
work to M 18–25 u as well as to M 40, 
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43–45 l to bring out the metrical cha-
racter of 4, placing extra weight on the 
first beat.

While transferring all these readings 
to [B] (except those in M 18–25 and 
40), Bach worked out a sequence of ex-
citing leaps by changing M 38 u, beat 3 
from f 2 to bb2. 

The amendment of an accidental in A 
from b to h on the third note bh1 in M 11 u 
presumably belongs to yet another layer 
of later revision.

Fugue VI  in d minor

The early version of this fugue is known 
through Agricola’s copy (c.1738). Al-
though the same length as the WTC II 
version, it contains many traces of read-
ings yet to be developed: for example 
Soprano M 17, beat 4 to M 18, beat 2 
has an ascending sequence of arpeggios 
in s notes (modelled loosely on the 
countersubject of M 14–15), and Alto 
M 19–20 has descending scales rather 
than large zigzag leaps. 

Another important aspect for him 
was the subtle control of chromatic 
shades. M 21 l, note 15, is a debatable 
case: while A and B4 do not give an ac-
cidental (= c), B1–3 and B5 give k (= ck). 
Musically speaking, the former seems 
the more advanced reading. This can be 
justified by the hypothesis that Bach 
crossed this k out insufficiently clearly 
in [B], with the result that some copy-
ists erroneously reproduced the reading 
ante correcturam.

This state of the autograph [B] be-
came the model for Anna Magdalena, 
who copied A in c.1739. 

Sometime between 1742 and 1744, 
Bach revised in both A and [B] the short 
episode in M 13–14 from the following: 

This raised the musical tension where 
the fugue begins a new section in stretto.

Prelude VII  in Eb major

An early sketch of five measures in 
length survives in A2. This already con-
tained all the essential ingredients of 

this sonorous duet, which makes abun-
dant use of written-out tenues. 

A was a composing score in which 
numerous traces of refinements are 
found. Among these is the addition of 
the pedals in M 5–8 and 13–16. 

That many advanced readings are 
found in the copies stemming from [B] 
suggests that [B] was the later copy 
written between 1742 and 1744.

Early Variants in A
30 u: a 6–7 c1–a b1.
46 u: Beat 1 Q f k2–a2–d 2

49 u: a 7–8 c1– f k1.
66 l: d instead of d b.

[B], however, gives a thinner and plain-
er texture when compared to that of A 
at the following: 

Variant Readings in [B]
1 u: No v in Alto, beat 3 (B1 updated).
3 u: No b in Alto, beat 3 (B1 updated).
70 l: G (instead of b V. V.).

While the nature of these variants could 
suggest that they belong to an earlier 
version, it is also possible that they are 
later readings, a manifestation of Bach’s 
tighter control of texture.

The addition of both an extra part (Al-
to in M 5 in B1) and E in M 71 was possi-
bly Bach’s final touch to this movement.

Fugue VII  in E b major

An early version, transmitted in the hand 
of Agricola (c.1738), was written in 
D major. It shows that the episode 
(M 43–53) was originally written using 
the figure v s v v taken from the sub-
ject, which was later modified in the 
WTC II version to a florid form in 
eighth notes. The modified shape of the 
subject in stretto at M 30 was also intro-
duced at this time. 

The only significant difference be-
tween A and [B] is the added chromatic 
shade given in A to d in the bass of 
M 58–59. This edition follows A.

Prelude VIII  in dk minor

No early version survives for this move-
ment, but [B] was written earlier than A 

as it contains readings which are both 
less elaborate and closer to their original 
compositional form. 

Early Variants in [B]

5 u: s 13–16 ck2–e2– f k1–e2.
9 u: s 7 gk1.
14 u: s 11 gK1.
17 u: Note 1 ak2 (B1 updated).

20 u:  placing ties im-

precisely on beat 2–3, causing fur-
ther variants in its copies.

21 u: s 9 ak1 (B1 updated; B2–3 and 
B5 giving the revised reading).

23 u: Beat 4 s
In addition, E in M 21–23 are found in 
A exclusively.

But then [B] appears to have received 
separate revision from A sometime be-
tween 1742 and 1744 at the cadential 
point of each section, clarifying the no-

tation from  (A) to  [B].

Fugue VIII  in dk minor

The source situation is similar to the ac-
companying prelude. A was the later 
copy of the two. When writing A, Bach 
appears to have refined many passages 
of non-thematic part-writing in [B], im-
proving the contrapuntal fabric and the 
harmonic eloquence.

Early Variants in [B]

11 u: Alto, beat 4 R ek1– fK1–gk1.
18 l: Bass, note 5 dk.
34 u: Soprano, note 4 bk1 (B1 and B5 

only).
36 u: Alto, beat 1 and 2 V dk1–

eh1–dk1–ck1.
43 l: Tenor, beat 2 v gk.
45 u: Alto, beat 4 g

Variant Readings

14 u: Soprano, beat 2 R gk1–b1–ak1 
[B]).

33 l: Bass, note 4 ek  (A).

M 14 may appear to be a more elabo-
rate, later reading, but in the editor’s 
view it is uninspiring. It may be that it 
was an intermediate reading, developed 
for example from a hypothetical initial 
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reading such as: 

M 33 is possibly an oversight caused by 
Bach’s failure to write a h.

Prelude IX  in E major

No early version survives. A was copied 
by Anna Magdalena, apparently using 
[B] as her model. It contains several un-
corrected errors, but the reading of 
M 40 u (Alto, beat 2–3: v V ; h in [B]) 
was introduced by Bach when correct-
ing the errors Anna had left in. 

One aspect that Bach reviewed care-
fully was the thickening of the texture 
towards the end of the piece: the sophis-
ticated texture of M 50 u, beat 3 appears 
to have been developed in several stages. 
Our text is the revised final form reached 
by Bach after 1744 in B1 as a revision. 
The way Anna copied suggests that this 
passage was originally conceived in two 
parts, which was increased to three (be-
fore Anna wrote A) as follows: 
M 50 u, beat 3:

Likewise, the final chord of the piece 
was originally conceived in four parts in 
the pre-1744 version, the upper part 

playing a single note 

With regards to ornaments, E in M 40 
and e in M 43 were most likely later ad-
ditions in [B].

Variant Readings

39 u: Soprano, beat 2–3 av a
50 l: Bass, beat 1 b–gk –e [B]; b–a–gk 

(A initially); gk – f k –e (A after revi-
sion).

Due to the absence from all the principal 
sources of a tie in M 39 Soprano, beat 
2–3, it is difficult to establish whether 
this tie was left out deliberately or acci-
dentally, as a result of the system change 
which occurred between the second and 
third beats of M 39 in both A and [B]. 
Musically, the sequential pattern in the 
soprano seems to warrant the tie, but 
the altered pattern in the alto comforta-
bly accommodates the modified pattern 

at this point. M 50 was modelled com-
positionally on M 23, but was realised 
in a different harmonic context. The in-
itial reading of A is uninspiring, partic-
ularly from a harmonic angle. [B] thus 
appears to be the revised reading, clear-
ly strengthening the harmonic function 
of this passage at the expense of its mo-
tivic identity. The later revision entered 
into A was probably not by Bach: apart 
from the fact that it leaves the effect of 
the parallel 8ves between two outer 
parts (a –gk), the pattern of revised 
readings reflected in the sources indi-
cates that it was worked out by Kirn-
berger in the early 1780s. The reading 
adopted in this edition follows the text 
given in an early group of manuscripts 
from Kirnberger’s circle, for it satisfies 
both motivic consistency and harmonic 
logic. The fact that Kirnberger studied 
with Bach around the time of the mak-
ing of A gives further credibility to the 
belief that this could have originated 
from Bach.

Fugue IX  in E major

The source situation is similar to but 
less problematical than that of the ac-
companying prelude. The fact that B5 
and the copies circulating in Kirnberg-
er’s circle give this fugue in 2 time may 
attest to its early shape. (Bach’s model, 
J. C. F. Fischer’s fugue in E major in Ari-
adne Musica, is also written in 2 time.) 
The broadening of the metrical dimen-
sion to  was surely meant to strengthen 
the serene character of its stile antico. 
In A and B4 there are sporadic instances 
of small half-measure markers, hinting 
that Bach inserted them during keyboard 
lessons, perhaps desiring extra stress on 
the third beat of the bar.

A, copied by Anna Magdalena, was a 
straight copy of [B], with a minor error 
(the omission of a tie in the soprano be-
tween M 19–20). The tr in M 15 in A 
looks as if it was a later addition by 
Bach.

All the copies derived from [B] trans-
mit a basically identical text, except for 
the elaborate variants shown below:

Variant Readings

12 l:  (B2)

21 f.:

 (B5)

On musical grounds, it is possible to ar-
gue that they stemmed from the com-
poser himself and were entered into pu-
pils’ copies during lessons.

Prelude X  in e minor

The pattern of errors in B1–5 indicates 
that [B] was a rough composition score. 
A, on the contrary, is a fair copy into 
which Bach supplied many additional 
ornaments and cautionary accidentals. 
The latter is a positive sign of Bach’s 
consciousness of the need to control the 
finer shades of melodic contour. The 
reading in [B] of M 30 u, s 4, g1, is the 
earlier reading, while M 50 l, s 4, d1, 
in A (cf. the corresponding passage in 
M 78) must have been Bach’s oversight.

Some revisions entered in B1 reflect 
Bach’s latest thoughts: they include the 
insertion of a z passing note in U fig-
ure in M 3, 4, 12 and 22, a slur and trill 
in M 52, and an elaborate ornament in 
M 71.

Fugue X  in e minor

As is the case in the accompanying prel-
ude, [B] was most likely a composition 
score and A intended as a fair copy. 
When copying, Bach corrected some 
errors. He added a E in M 25, and en-
hanced the melodic contour of M 68 u, 
beat 4 (from f k1–e1–dk1). At this point, 
the fugue was 71 measures in length, 
ending thus: 

Between 1742 and 1744 Bach ap-
pears to have carried out a major revi-
sion of [B] (the older version of the two 
at that point in time), modifying M 70 
and adding the extension that we now 
see in M 71–83. The pitch of M 30 l, 
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note 7 (b to a) was also modified at this 
stage. Whether the tie in the tenor of 
M 69 f. was removed at this stage or 
was originally missing cannot be estab-
lished. 

B1 contains many subsequent revi-
sions. Some of these were presumably 
added by Bach during a lesson with Alt-
nickol. They include the added orna-
ments (E in M 1 and 7; e in M 10) and 
slurs in M 82 f., the revised melody in 
M 27 l, Tenor, last note (from g) and 
chord in M 83 l, beat 3 (from a/f k/B).

Prelude XI  in F major

No early version survives. [B] was ap-
parently a rough draft. To produce a 
fair copy (A), Bach made use of Anna 
Magdalena who started copying using 
[B] as model up to M 19, beat 2. Bach 
finished copying the score, during 
which time he improved the text in mi-
nor details.

Early Variants in [B]

32 u: Chord without a1.
50 l: V V instead of h a (B1 updated).
63 l: Tenor, beat 1, h

There are many slurs added subse-
quently to the four-note figure  
in A, hinting that Bach used this score 
to instruct his pupils. 

B1 contains a number of corrections 
and further improvements that were 
presumably entered under Bach’s direc-
tion. The notational update of M 49 u, 
a e1 instead of v is one of these. 

Variant Readings

11 l:  

(B1, revised)

28 u:  (B1, revised)

63 u:  (A)

Notationally, M 11 is an improvement. 
However, it loses its melodic reference 
(cf. M 67). The thickened chord of M 28 
was triggered by the pitch error c2 in-
stead of b b1, and its subsequent correc-
tion. From the pattern of variants in the 

sources, M 63, Soprano, beat 2, appears 
as the later reading, but on both compo-
sitional and notational grounds it is in-
ferior to the text presented in [B], our 
main text.

Fugue XI  in F major

As is the case in the accompanying prel-
ude, [B] was the earlier version of the 
two. In writing A, Bach made a few im-
provements, the most notable of which 
was the thickened chord in M 87 u (orig-
inally lacking b b1 and f 1). 

In B1 we find several revisions, pre-
sumably by Bach, all in the alto part in 
the final section of the fugue: the added 
slurs in M 90–92 and the sharpened 
rhythmic notation in M 93 (from sSS ) 
all perhaps emanating from Bach’s me-
ticulous attention to detail as a teacher.

Prelude XII  in f minor

The source transmission of the f-minor 
pair is unique. Its early version is trans-
mitted exclusively in copies in the circle 
of Kirnberger, who possibly obtained it 
from Bach when studying with him in 
the late 1730s. This version is charac-
terised by plain, less elaborate variants 
at the following points:

Early Variants in Kirnberger-Circle 
manuscripts

21–23 l: Tenor given as  

instead of 

39 u: Beat 2 

50 l: 

57 f. u: 

59 f.: No inner voice.
63–65 l: 

The fact that one of its sources calls this 
movement ‘Fantasia’ (Staatsbibliothek 
zu Berlin, Mus. ms. Bach P 591) is of 
some interest and suggests that it may 
have originated from Bach.

All our principal sources transmit 
more developed texts. The fact that 
somewhat different versions are given in 
A1 and A2 suggests that the leaf con-
taining PrFg. f was replaced in about 
1742. A1 differs from A2 in minor de-
tails only, however:

Variant Readings in A1
37 u: S instead of s a1.
55 u: s note 4 g1.
64 l: Tenor, a note 2 c.

Our edition follows the version trans-
mitted in A2 and [B]. It includes the lat-
er additions in B1 that were most likely 
by Bach: e in M 1–2, 13 f.; slur in M 11 
and 57 f. (and tie in the alto). The slur 
in M 60 was given in both A2 and B2.

Two specific points merit further 
comment: the b to g1 of M 32 u was 
added later in A2 and B1 ( b absent in 
B2–4); B1 and B4 subsequently restored 
the early variant in M 50 (see above). 
Whether the resulting thematic rigidity 
or harmonic clarity should be preferred 
is unclear.

Fugue XII  in f minor

The source situation is somewhat differ-
ent from its accompanying prelude. 
This time, the Mss of Kirnberger give a 
text much closer to A1, while A2 and 
[B] are based on the same, later version.

Variant Readings in A1

22 u: 

38 u: Soprano, beat 2 a A
53 u: s 1–2 e2–c2.
57 u: Alto, a 1 e b1.
60 u: Alto, s f 1–e1 instead of a f 1.
61 u: Alto, beat 1 g b b1–a b1.
78 l: s 1 C.
83 u: Alto, beat 1 v eh1.

Of these, the first two are more devel-
oped readings notationally. For some 
reason they were not taken into the next 
version (A2 and [B]).

B1 contains one important revision in 
Bach’s hand: M 50 l, alto, beat 2 (from 
s b b –c1), which strengthens the sense 
of preparation harmonically for the sub-
ject entry in the alto. 

œ œ œ œ

?

b

Ó
˙ ˙Œ

.˙ ˙

.˙ œ ˙

&
b

w
ww

w

˙
œ
œ
œ

Œ

Œ

&
b œ

œ œ œ

‰
j

œ œb ˙

J

œ
œ

Œ
Œ

‰

J

œ˙ ˙
˙

j

œ œ

j

œ

œ œ
‰

j

œ

&
b

b

b
b

œ

œ

œ

œn

?

b
b

b
b

œ
‰

j

œœ œn
‰

J

œb

&
b

b

b
b

‰
j

œ
‰

J

œn

œ œ

œn

?

b
b

b
b

œ

œ œ
œ

œ

œ œ
œ

œ

œ œn
œ

&
b

b

b
b

j

œ

‰ ≈

œ œ
œ

œ œ œ œ

·

œ

≈ ‰

HN 16-1_Bemerkungen.fm  Seite 157  Montag, 20. Dezember 2010  11:36 11



158

Prelude XIII  in Fk major

No known early version survives. Some 
variants in [B] indicate that it was writ-
ten earlier than A:

Early Variants in [B]

19 l: Last note ck1.
22 u: Last note f k2.
69 l: Note 3 ck1 (except B2).
71 l: Note 2 f k (except B2, B4 and B5; 

B1 revised from ek to f k).

73 u:  (except B2 and B5).

The first four appear to suggest that 
originally the accompaniment was con-
ceived in strictly harmonic terms. When 
writing A, Bach softened its character 
and injected more melodic interest. 
However, the revision made to M 71 of 
B1 is not consistent with this theory. It 
can be explained in either of the follow-
ing ways: (1) this note was ambiguously 
written in [B] and the pitch was later 
amended by Altnickol without Bach’s 
approval; or (2) Bach decided to reverse 
his earlier view about the role of this 
voice for the sake of establishing a more 
powerful conclusion to the piece.

One important aspect that Bach con-
sidered in writing A was the addition 
of embellishments: three appoggiaturas 
(M 15, 41 and 43) and one e (M 22) 
were added at this stage. The thickening 
of the important dominant chord in 
M 67 l, beat 3, was another improve-
ment.

Sometime between 1742 and 1744, 
Bach appears to have returned to [B] on 
which he worked out improvements to 
the following readings in A:

Variant Readings in A
9 l: Note 3 b (no accidental).

44 u: Ornament 
49 l: Beat 3 Gk –ck –B–Ak.
67 u: Ornament 

The fact that further embellishments are 
added to B1 (viz. M 1 Soprano, beat 2 
and M 74 Soprano, beat 3) seems to 
capture Bach’s determination, even af-
ter 1744, to pursue the galant character 
of this overture prelude.

On Bach’s Notation

In Bach’s notation,  is the same 

as ; M 67 u  should be 

executed as  in this context. Bach’s 

rhythmic notation of M 66 u  
(also B3 and B5) is erroneous, and our 

sources give it in various ways:  

(B1);  (B2);  (B4). 
Notationally, only the latter two are val-
id, and the editor believes Bach meant 
B2 here.

Fugue XIII  in Fk major

The source situation is similar to the ac-
companying prelude. While no early 
version is known, a strange reading in A 
(M 42 l, note 6 b h) hints that this fugue 
was originally composed in F major. 
When writing A in c.1740, Bach appears 
to have updated the following readings 
of [B]:

Early Variants in [B]
14 l: Note 4 ck (no accidental, 

except B2–5).
16 u: Note 6 f k1 (no accidental).

52 f. l:  b.

Note that the last on the list merely con-
cerns the issue of playability, so that the 
subject entry in the alto can be played 
with the left hand. The ornaments that 
are found exclusively in A are those in 
M 29, 30, 68 and 69.

B1 contains many revisions that can 
be attributed to Bach. These were pre-
sumably entered while instructing Alt-
nickol in 1744 or soon thereafter. While 
many early readings from [B] were up-
dated to those of A, some significant 
changes were introduced. Many slurs 
were added to the ‘sigh’ motif 

  (Note that those 

in parentheses were not given in B1 but 
provided in its closely-related copies.) 
In one instance, e was added in M 80 
instead. Doubtless the expressive treat-
ment of this motif was one aspect that 

dominated discussion at the time. The 
alteration of pitch from ek to ck recorded 
in B1 at M 80 l, last note, was another. 
A records Bach’s correction at this point 
from eh to ek, which was in all likelihood 
an aborted revision, as this flattened 
seventh did not add much to the estab-
lishment of the quick and powerful suc-
cession of cadential chords in the coda.

Prelude XIV  in fk minor

Although A was penned in Bach’s calli-
graphic handwriting, it records many 
traces of his compositional activities, in-
dicating that he did not use a fully-writ-
ten model. Still, the copies deriving from 
[B] contain a large number of earlier 
readings that point to the existence of 
an earlier version [B]. 

Early Variants in [B]

7 u: Beat 1 

7 l: Beat 1  

(B1 gives )

8 u: Beat 1 

8 l: Alto, last note 

9 l: Bass, beat 2–3 
11 l: Alto, beat 1 v
13 l: e instead of A

15 l: 

18 l: Beat 3 

20 u:  only.

25 l: 

(exept B3).
27 u: Note 10 e2 (B1–3 only).
29 u: No slur.
33 u: Note 9 and 11 g h2.
35 u: Note 6 d 2.

42 l: Beat 3 

43 u: Alto given as a.

Although many of these variants appear 
as subtle changes in notation, the finer 
detail in which rhythm and texture are 
worked out in A paints a consistent pic-
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ture of a composer who knew exactly 
what he was writing. In particular, the 
way he postponed the Neapolitan chord 
until M 34 to achieve a greater dramatic 
effect, and his handling of the chromatic 
shades in the melody elsewhere all point 
clearly to the advanced stage of compo-
sition he was at. The additional orna-
ments present in A (viz. M 9, 23 and 25) 
also indicate that this score was intend-
ed as the definitive version at the time.

This edition follows A with a single 
exception: an appoggiatura in M 38 So-
prano was added subsequently to B1, 
presumably by Bach.

Fugue XIV  in fk minor

Basically the source situation is the same 
as the accompanying prelude, but the 
textual difference between A and [B] is 
minimal. In writing A Bach added many 
ornaments up to M 16 as well as cor-
recting some obvious notational errors 
found in his model [B]. The only notable 
changes at this stage were as follows:

Early Readings in [B]
39 l: v f k instead of a 
70 u: B1 gives a instead of f k, B4 gives 

a superimposed reading a/f k, suggest-
ing that [B] was updated shortly after 
1744.

Sometime after 1742, it would seem 
that Bach returned to make important 
changes in [B]: 

Post-1742 changes made in [B]
61 l: Alto, beat 3–4 , modified 

from 
68 l: Bass, beat 1–2 , modi-

fied from 
The change of rhythm here involves 
the opening of the first subsidiary 
subject, appearing together with the 
other subjects for the second and 
third time (but not for the first time 
in M 56) in the fugue. The reason for 
the revision seems to be to ensure that 
the principal subject is heard clearly 
at this highest peak. (This is an im-
portant issue when performing fugues 
on early instruments such as the harp-
sichord; when played on the modern 

piano, such textual modifications 
may be unnecessary.)

Variant Readings in [B]

15 l: Alto, beat 4, A c d1–ck1 
(B2 developed from a pitch error 
a d1; B5, too, d1).

23 l: Gk instead of B (B2 revised from B).

The most intriguing of these two variants 
is the latter: it progresses unnaturally 
and sounds very harsh under the sus-
pended note. Yet it assumes its supposed 
harmonic role at the very moment that 
the suspension is resolved – a very effec-
tive interrupted cadence.

B1 received fairly systematic updates 
after 1744. Among these are trills (e) 
added to the first subsidiary subject from 
M 20 onwards, further stressing the 
poignancy of this descending motif.

Prelude XV  in G major

An early version of this prelude is known 
through a distant copy made in the 
1780s. It tells us that the left hand pas-
sages in M 23 f. and 43 were all written 
in a, whereas the bass line in M 46 was 
originally given in a less audacious form: 
E–G–B b –d–ck –A.

A was copied in c.1739 by Anna Mag-
dalena, apparently using [B] as her 
model. Some ornaments not present in 
[B] (viz. M 13, 20 and 45) may have 
been supplied here by Bach.

This edition basically follows A, but it 
also gives e in M 42 found in B1, which 
is likely to have been Bach’s final touch 
to this movement.

Fugue XV  in G major

An early version (BWV 902/2) survives 
through pupils’ copies from the 1720s. 
It was only 60 measures long, and al-
though the fugal structure is basically 
identical until M 52, it lacks much of its 
current charm and brightness, as it then 
used a different countersubject that was 
uncharacteristically plain and chordal.

As is the case in the accompanying 
prelude, Anna copied A using [B] as her 
model; several ornaments were also pro-
vided here in M 10, 12 and 62.

Variant Reading in A

60 l: 

The omission of a b from the first b may 
be deliberate, as Bach often introduced 
chromatic progressions at revision. Yet 
it is more likely, in the editor’s view, that 
this was Anna’s oversight in an unusual-
ly crowded moment in the score. This 
view is supported by the fact that quite 
a number of simple notational errors re-
main uncorrected.

Prelude XVI  in g minor

There survives no early version of this 
movement. [B] was an early draft: the 

opening figure , for example, 

was written imprecisely as 

When Bach wrote A in c.1739, he 
certainly meant this score to be a fair 
copy. Besides various notational up-
dates, we find there the tempo mark 
Largo and many trills (viz. in M 1, 2, 8 
and 15) that were not present in [B].

Yet there are some variant readings, 
possessing different qualities and merits.

Variant Readings
9 l: Tenor, note 3 g and note 6 bb [B].
12 l: Tenor, note 1 d [B].

13:  (A)

21 l: Tenor, note 4 B h (B1 and B4); 
d (B2–3 and B5).

Aesthetically, M 9 can be considered su-
perior in terms of its harmonic clarity 
and motivic conformity, but our main 
text (A) permits the tenor to have inde-
pendence within the texture, while al-
lowing the upper parts to focus on their 

dialogue with the  motif (which 
had been given prominence up to this 
point). M 12 seems more fluent melodi-
cally, and it has a parallel elsewhere 
(e.g. M 9). Still, the larger leap of our 
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main text can be considered more fitting 
in the harmonic context of this first-in-
version chord. Our main text in M 13 
combines two updates made in two sep-
arate sources: in A, Bach updated bass, 

beats 1–2 from  to , a more 

precise form of notation. The inner 
parts of this measure were then modi-
fied in B1 in 1744 (and subsequently in 
[B] as well) so as to maintain the integ-
rity of the four-part texture. (In A the 
alto becomes the tenor at the 4th beat.) 
M 21 may have been developed inde-
pendently of our main text. In terms of 
aesthetic appeal, B h is consistent with 
the variant in M 9, while a more smooth-
ly progressing d (consecutive octaves 
with the soprano) could have been the 
reading Bach initially conceived.

On Bach’s Notation

In this prelude, the  figure should

be executed as ; likewise  in

M 20 l, Tenor, beat 3 as  in this 

context.

Fugue XVI  in g minor

As with the accompanying prelude, [B] 
was a rough draft. When writing A, 
Bach worked on revising the piece, im-
proving rhythmic thrusts and spelling 
out melodic lines more imaginatively.

Early Variants in [B]

12 f.:

(B1 and B2 correct the notation at 
voice-crossing at M 13, beat 1; B3 
and B4 give un-crossed reading.)

16 u: Alto, beat 1  f 1–e1.

35 l: Note 6 bb.
42 u: Alto, note 3 bb1 (B1 updated).
44 l: Beat 1–2 l l (B1 updated).

48 u: Soprano 
77 u: Soprano, beat 3 v c2.

82 u: Soprano  
(except B5; B1 updated).

83 u: 

There are some errors in A: Bach appar-
ently forgot to write accidentals at M 9 
u, Alto, note 3 and M 64 u, Alto, note 9; 
and at M 35 u, Soprano, where the sys-
tem changes occur, Bach wrote the tie 
at the end of one system but not at the 
beginning of the next system, leaving 
doubt whether it was truly intended or 
not. (No tie is found in the sources de-
rived from [B].)

There are also other minor variants 
in [B] that can be considered as alterna-
tive readings.

Variant Readings in [B]
45 l: Beat 1, s c–C.
46 u: Soprano, note 2 b b1.
47 u: Soprano, note 2 a1.
72 u: Alto, note 1 c1.
82 u: Alto, beat 3 s e b1–e b1.

B1 contains wide-ranging revisions, 
partially updating the old readings of 
[B] to A, and partially adding further 
enhancements. The latter are of partic-
ular interest, as they pursue freer, more 
expressive fugal discourse.

Later Readings introduced to B1 
by Bach
24 u: Tenor, beat 3, tie added.
25 u: Soprano, beat 3, tie added.
26 u: Tenor, beat 3, tie added.

49 u: Changed from 

63 u: Beat 2, changed from s to l
70 l: Bass, note 5, h added.
79 l: Changed from

Of these, the last revision merits further 
comment. The reading before revision 
(d) is already a modified form (original-
ly B b, cf. M 1), made so that this pas-
sage can be played with left hand. The 
revised reading, which brings forward 
the modified element of the subject 
SW (first worked out in M 80–81 in 
order to maintain the sixteenth-note 
drive), reverses Bach’s previous view of 

the passage’s playability, now requiring 
M 79 l, tenor, d1 to be taken by right 
hand.

Prelude XVII  in Ab major

A is written in c. 1741, based on a now 
lost draft. [B] is clearly the later ver-
sion, presumably written between 1742 
and 1744. Their length is identical. The 
former displays many common features 
of Bach’s early version, such as the less 
elaborate melodies (M 53–57), fewer 
ornaments (M 55–57, 75–76) and less 
precise notation of suspended chords 
(M 25, 27, 29, 59 and 70).

The only notable disagreement be-
tween the sources is the slurs given to 

M 62 u, beat 3. Our main text  
was represented by B2, while A gives 

 here. No slurs are found in the 

other copies originating from [B].

Fugue XVII in Ab major

An early version of this movement 
(BWV 901/2, written in c.1720) sur-
vives through pupils’ copies. It was 24 
measures long, and was written in 
F major.

Bach wrote A in 1742 from a draft 
that was still in F major. It would seem 
that by that time much of the revision 
had already been carried out in the latter, 
including the new extension (M 24–50) 
and the more effective contrapuntal 
workings in the first episode (M 10–12). 
A few little amendments that we find in 
A, such as in M 6 u, Soprano, beat 1 
(modified from v c2) and M 15 u, Alto, 
beat 2 (from v d b1), attest to Bach’s 
continued pursuit of perfection.

There survives another autograph 
(Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, Mus. ms. 
Bach P 274). It appears that this score 
was written from the same draft, and not 
from A. Musically it is essentially the 
same version as A, but Bach made care-
ful attempts to clarify the contrapuntal 
texture: the top line of M 8 is rendered 
as the soprano (instead of alto); a new 
voice exchange from tenor to alto is in-
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troduced in M 10; and in M 16, there is 
another voice exchange from the sopra-
no to alto. 

When Bach decided to write another 
copy [B] sometime between 1742 and 
1744, he did not turn to P 274 but to A: 
to this new version, he introduced some 
variants and treated melodic lines with 
more freedom in M 14 and 19, while 
refining the texture and contrapuntal 
clarity in M 32 and 34 f.

Early Readings in A / P 274
14 u: Soprano, beat 3–4 

18 u: Soprano, beat 3, v g1.
19 l: Two last notes Bb –Ab.
32 u: Soprano, beat 1–2 h bb1.
34 f. u: Alto M 34, beat 4, M 35 

beat 1 V V
50 u: Final chord without a b.

Bach overlooked two b in M 38–39; 
editorial additions in parentheses.

Prelude XVIII  in gk minor

No known early version survives. [B] 
was most likely a rough draft: it not on-
ly contained melodic variants that were 
both unimaginative (M 14/15 l, note 2 
dk/Ak – both producing hidden fifths 
with right hand) and rhythmically stale 

(M 20 Alto, beat 3, as  gk1– f k1) 

but also had a passage made illegible as 
a result of repeated revisions (M 44 and 
45 u).

A was not written in one of Bach’s 
calligraphic hands, yet it was intended 
as a fair copy, for it received careful no-
tational updates by way of many of the 
required rests and accidentals that were 
still lacking in [B]. When writing A, 
Bach appears to have reworked the 
piece as well. Among the new additions 
are performance-related marks such as 
slurs to the sigh motif and the appoggia-
turas in M 42.

Sometime after 1742 it seems that 
Bach returned to [B] and re-examined a 
specific aspect of the piece relating to 
the opening motif. In M 1 u, for exam-

ple, he added a natural to e1 which re-
acts against f K1 , the augmented second, 
and he filled the vacant space at the end 
of the phrase with rests (S A). The extra 
chromatic shades introduced to the mel-
ody in M 27 u, note 7 a h1 and note 11 
ak1 were probably worked out during 
this phase of revision. M 20 u, Alto, beat 
3 also received another layer of polish 
(from the variant reading listed below), 
gaining from it more commanding me-
lodic interest.

B1, produced under Bach’s guidance 
in 1744, received numerous updates 
that were not reflected in the other copies 
of [B]. Most notable of these are the ad-
dition of e in M 19 u and two caution-
ary accidentals to the melody in M 27/
29 u, note 4 . The latter indicates Bach’s 
continuing interest in this notational 
question.

Variant Readings
6 l: Note 5, 7 ek ([B]; A before revision).

20 u: Alto, beat 3  gk1– f k1 

(A, B1 and B3).
22 l: Note 5, 7 Bk (A).

40 l:  [B]

The way the variants in M 6 and 22 ap-
pear differently in A and [B] is baffling: 
if the revision in A was indeed entered 
by Bach, why did he leave uncorrected 
the corresponding passage in M 22? 
Was it Bach’s intention to have a differ-
ent harmonic flavour in these two pas-
sages, and if so, was it deliberate that 
these variants were distributed differ-
ently between A and [B]? The editor 
tends to believe that the revision in M 6 
in A was by Bach, but that he did not 
pursue it rigorously, leaving us this in-
consistency.

Fugue XVIII  in gk minor

In contrast to its accompanying prelude, 
this fugue is transmitted with virtually 
no variants in A and [B]. Still, the evi-
dence in the notation suggests that [B] 
was the earlier score, and A the fair copy.

The only notable variant is the shape 
of ornament added in M 60 l: w (A)/  

(B1 and B2). This edition follows the 
latter, the more sophisticated ornament, 
which additionally instructs how to end 
the trill.

Prelude XIX  in A major

No early version is known; A and [B] 
give essentially an identical text, though 
A was the later fair copy made from [B].

This edition follows A. Note that al-
though the tie in M 8 l is absent in A 
(present in B2 only), it is included in the 
main text because it is an integral part 
of the cadential figure, appearing fre-
quently thereafter.

Fugue XIX  in A major

The source situation is a little more 
complex than that for the accompany-
ing prelude. The following variants 
show that [B] was written before A.

Early Variants in [B]

13 u: Soprano, beat 1–2 

16 l: Bass, beat 1–2 

Bach transformed these passages into 
the shape of our main text, presumably 
when writing A in c.1739. His aim was 
to loosen the bounds of thematic writing, 
so that the fugal discourse unfolded more 
naturally and powerfully. The addition 
of the e in M 29 u was one of many no-
tational updates made at this stage. 

A was also subsequently revised, with 
the focus on the clarification of the chro-
matic shade of the motif that was first 
introduced in the episode in M 4. The 
accidental in M 21 u, Soprano, note 4 
was corrected from h to k; in M 28, the 
two accidentals k and h were newly sup-
plied.

[B] appears to have been revised sep-
arately. While the last-mentioned acci-
dentals were absent, virtually the same 
revision was made to M 8 l (h to g) and 
M 9 l (k to g). (A does not give acciden-
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tals here.) This also supports the view 
that the following reading in A was the 
earlier reading of the two:

Variant reading in A

3 l: Note 7 a dk1 (without note 8 b).

The reason for such a revision was a 
harmonic consideration, which is com-
patible with Bach’s usual direction of 
later revision (cf. Fugue in f, M 50).

Prelude XX  in a minor

A and [B] transmit an essentially identi-
cal version. A contains some corrections 
of a compositional nature, indicating 
that Bach possibly wrote it from a short 
sketch. But as Bach’s neat handwriting 
suggests, together with an elaborate form 
of ornament in M 16 l, beat 2 (cf. [B] 
simply gives tr), it was most likely in-
tended as a fair copy.

[B] looks like a later copy: the nota-
tion of M 16 l z e is more precise (A 
gives a). The E of M 32 u is absent, 
however.

B1 contains important revisions in 
the second half of the piece:

Early Readings in A / [B]

24: 

30 l: Note 7–8 e–dk.

Both of these were revised on composi-
tional grounds, as the respective passages 
refer back to M 23 and M 17 l. The re-
vised readings tighten the contrapuntal 
coherence without losing the harmonic 
logic.

This present edition includes two fur-
ther ornaments that are given in B2: 
M 16 l e and M 32 l E.

Fugue XX  in a minor

[B] was the early version of the piece, 
which was at one time called Fugetta as 
recorded by B1 and B5. It features less 
dramatic part-writing in non-thematic 
passages.

Early Variants in [B]

6 u: 

6 l:  (B1 updated)

15 l: 

17 u: Alto, note 3 e1.
26 u: Soprano, beat 3 s S A

28: ([A1] is added later
to B1).

A is a fair copy, but Bach’s somewhat 
rough handwriting suggests that he re-
vised the piece as he copied from [B] in 
c. 1739.

B1 contains many subsequent correc-
tions. Some merely update the score to 
the version in A, but there are others that 
seem to attest to Bach’s latest thoughts: 
they include the staccato marks placed 
on the eighth-note figures (the diminu-
tion of the head motif) in M 2–5, the 
slur in M 4 l, the ornaments at M 12 l 
(Alto) and M 28 l, and the lowest note 
of the final cadence, which increases the 
thickness of the final chord from four to 
five parts. Note that the last-mentioned 
revision is not taken into our main text, 
as it could be considered a less careful 
improvement than was usual with Bach. 

Variant Reading in [B]

27 u: Alto, note 2 ck1.

This variant imitates the Soprano, beat 
1–2 more faithfully than what appears 
to be the chromatically ‘enhanced’ ver-
sion (A: our main text). The possibility 
remains, however remote, that Bach 
failed to write the k.

Prelude XXI  in Bb major

No early version survives. [B] appears 
to have been the earlier copy, as the fol-
lowing variants suggest:

Early Variants in [B] 

34 u: 

45 l: Beat 3–4 single voice W W

63: 

64 u: 

70 l: Alto, note 4 g1.
74 u: Tie and note b b1 lacking.

A is a fair copy, which Bach made circa 
1740. It contains traces of revision as 
may be seen in the variant in M 63 that 
temporarily darkens the harmony in or-
der to articulate this important structur-
al juncture. The remaining variants 
were presumably worked out during the 
making of A. The fact that most con-
cern the clarity of texture and notation 
is worth noting. 

As for ornaments, e in M 28 l is only 
found in A. The shape of the ornament in 
M 26 l is difficult to determine, as it was 
partially effaced in A (leaving E only). 
B1 gives an ambiguous shape as either 

 or , while B2 gives . The edi-
tor is of the opinion that Bach initially 
wrote  in A, but that the first ele-
ment was subsequently removed when 
the stem of the alto collided with the or-
nament.

There are several other variants in A 
that require consideration:

Early Variants in A
27 u: Beat 2 d
36 l: Note 3 a.
46 l: Bass, note 6 d.
59 l: Bass, note 3 eb (also B2–3).
67 u: Soprano, note 4 bb1 (no acciden-

tal).
83 u: Alto, note 1 a

M 36 was modelled on M 34. Our main 
text [B] follows the latter exactly and 
logically, while the variant (A) follows 
M 35, which breaks this sequence. It is 
unclear whether Bach made this change 
deliberately or accidentally, for al-
though the variant creates fewer disso-
nants, the repetition of the same note 
pattern (b–a–b) in two consecutive 
bars also suggests copying error. M 46 
was modelled on M 22, which was re-
vised on harmonic grounds. M 59 origi-
nally followed the sequence from M 57–
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58; the more sophisticated chromatic 
colour was explored in M 60–61, and in 
all likelihood, Bach later returned to ex-
tend this idea here. M 67 is again the 
earlier reading, as our main text [B] 
gives a more sharply focused melody. It 
would seem that they were all revised in 
[B], possibly between 1742 and 1744.

B1 contains some corrections and no-
tational updates. Of these the most sig-
nificant is the added ornament in M 1 u.

On Bach’s Notation

Bach’s notation of M 7 u, beat 4 
is inaccurate: what he probably meant 

was , and not  given in A 

as the revised reading, which was in all 
likelihood entered here by Kirnberger in 
the early 1780s.

Fugue XXI  in Bb major

The source situation is similar to that of 
the accompanying prelude. Apart from 
M 32, which is merely of notational sig-
nificance, all the variants listed below 
preserve the original compositional form.

Early Variants in [B]

19 u: 

22 u: Alto, last note c2.
32 u: v V V
38 l: A instead of E b.

A is a fair copy: Bach presumably revised 
the above-mentioned passages during 
the writing of it. The other revisions in-
clude the addition of slurs in M 3–4. 
The pitch correction to M 78 u appears 
to have been an afterthought: it changes 
from c2 to b b1, turning the shape of the 
answer from ‘real’ to ‘tonal’.

Some advanced readings in [B] indi-
cate that between 1742 and 1744 Bach 
returned to it, carrying out further revi-
sions to the following passages:

Early Variants in A
M 5–6 u: 

M 86: Alto 

M 88–90 u: 

The fact that B4 juxtaposes the two read-
ings in M 5 f. suggests the extent to which 
the score was obliterated by the revision 
at this point. The remaining revisions 
were merely notational; the last one, in 
particular, spells out precisely how to 
execute the arpeggio.

Bach entered further revisions into 
B1 in or shortly after 1744. They in-
clude the added  in M 26 l, the slurs 
in M 29 l f., and M 88 u, Soprano, 
beat 3 changed from V

Prelude XXII  in bb minor

The sources fail to paint a clear picture 
as to whether or not [B] was written be-
fore A. Although the enharmonic nota-
tion in M 19 A (gb1–ah –ab –c2 but [B] 
and B1 were updated in 1744 to the 
reading of A) suggests [B] to be an ear-
lier version, it is probable that A and 
[B] originated separately from the now-
lost draft that was notated in the modal 
key-signature of four flats. This would 
explain why A and [B] omit the h on g in 
different places: A at M 15 u, and [B] 
(B1 and B2) at M 8 u.

Similarly, the later readings were dis-
tributed evenly. A received a later revi-
sion for M 16 l, changing from gh to gb, 
while [B] gives an embellished version 
of the reading of A at M 81 u (v f 2 in-
stead of R).

Fugue XXII  in bb minor

[B] was the early version. It was written 
in 4 metre using the modal key-signa-
ture of four flats (or possibly even three). 
The notational conversion to 1 – which 
slows down the pulse and hence increas-
es the gravity of mood – was made at 
the stage of copying A, B1 and B2, which 
contain numerous traces of amendments 
relating to this frustrating process. B4 
and B5 remain in 4. Only in B5 we find 
the tempo mark adagio.

A was a revision score. It appears that 
Bach’s attention was mainly directed at 

converting note-values and ensuring the 
correct application of accidentals. Still, 
there were several places where he man-
aged to improve the text in [B]:

Early Variants in [B]
21 l: Tenor, beat 1 h
31 u: Soprano, beat 1 h
33 l: Tenor, beat 1 h d b1 

(A has evidence of hesitation.)
41 u: Alto, beat 1 v s f 1–g h1–ab1.

The first two are straightforward cases 
of revision from less precise forms of no-
tation. M 33 fills out the interval of 
fourth with a scale, which was tenta-
tively elaborated in A. Likewise, M 41 
appears to have been the model of the 
reading in A (our main text), clarifying 
the harmonic transition that prepares 
for the entry of the inverted subject.

It would seem that [B] received a 
separate layer of revision from A. 

Early Variants in A
M 22 l: Tenor, note 4 bb.
M 76 u: Soprano, notes 2–3 v c2 (Re-
vised later by Kirnberger in the early 
1780s?).
M 77 l: Tenor, note 2 f.

M 22 and 77 are significant in terms 
both of melody and harmony; they are 
located at the beginning of the episodes 
in the tenor, hinting that they were re-
vised chain-reactively.

B1 was written under Bach’s specific 
guidance, and some of the revisions 
therein may be in his hand. They in-
clude the staccato marks in M 1, 13 and 
19, and the addition of h to M 92, Tenor, 
beat 3 which creates an unbroken chro-
matic line from bb to f in M 92–94:

This edition does not give the latter in 
the main text, as this reading was borne 
out of notational error, viz. Altnickol’s 
failure to write the tie on a b in the first 
place. 

Prelude XXIII  in B major

[B] was most likely a rough draft. The 
notation of M 2, Bass, beat 3 as l is 

œ œ œ œ

œ œ œ œ œ œ œ œ

&
b

b

œ
2

œ œ œ œ œn.˙

&
b

b
‰ œ œ œ œ

œ

œ œ œ

œ
œ œ œ œ

œ

œ œ œ

œ
Œ Œ

&
b

b œ
2

œ œ œ œ
œ

J

œ
œ
œg

g
‰ Œ Œ

˙

Œ

‰

œ œ œ œ
œ

œ

 

 mM  

?

b
b

b
b

b

˙ ˙n

Œ

œ

œ œn œ
˙b ˙n ˙b
œn

œ
œ œb œ œ

w

œn
œ

HN 16-1_Bemerkungen.fm  Seite 163  Montag, 20. Dezember 2010  11:36 11



164

less precise (A = a S s); the elaborate 
ornament placed in the previous beat in 
B1  strongly suggests that this beat 
was originally notated as v (cf. Prelude 
in c k, M 27–29).

A is an untidy fair copy, but the fol-
lowing variants in A (which are compo-
sitionally earlier readings) suggest that 
Bach returned to [B] and revised them:

Variant Readings in A
35 l: Tenor, note 1 a gk.
45 l: F k –E–Dk –Ak.

In addition to these, Bach added to [B] 
a slur in M 27, Alto, and E in M 43 l. It 
is striking that all the revisions are in 
the second half of the piece.

Fugue XXIII  in B major

[B] was the early score, notated in C, 
from which A was made as a fair copy. 
Unlike other movements, no major 
change was made to the musical text 
at this stage.

Sometime after 1740 Bach made a few 
changes to the text of A, erasing the ties 
over the bar lines between M 51–52 b1 
and 52–53 a1 while modifying the pitch 
in M 59, Soprano, note 2 from gk1 to ah1.

Variant Reading
70 u: Alto, note 2: cK2 (B2); e2 (B3).

While B2 looks like an improvement, 
another variant in B3 at this point sug-
gests the possibility that the text of their 
common source was illegible, which re-
sulted in conjectural readings.

Prelude XXIV  in b minor

[B] was the early version of the two: it 
was notated in half note-values in C 
without the tempo mark Allegro, and 
was most likely a very rough draft, vir-
tually without performance-related 

marks (except perhaps the slurs in 
M 26–27). The notational conversion 
was made at the stage of copying A and 
B1; B2–5 remained in the old notation-
al form.

A appears to be a fair copy in which 
Bach supplied many performance-related 
marks such as slurs in M 8, 28, 58, 
62– 63, staccato marks in M 59–60 and 
ornaments in M 31–36 (except that of 
M 32, Bass). It is possible that while 
copying it Bach also reworked the fol-
lowing passages:

Early Variants in [B] (in the notational 
form of A and B1)

8 u: Beat 2  

(B2 and B3)

 (B4)

 (B5)

24 u: Beat 2 

53 u: Beat 2  

(B3–5 lacked r)

56 f. u: 

A perplexing array of variants in M 8 
may have originated from an illegible 
part of the draft score.

B1 contains later revisions presuma-
bly by Bach. They include the e placed 
on the second note of the appoggiatura 
figures in M 8, 24 and 32; the slurs in 
M 21–24 and 59–60; the staccato 
marks in M 64, and the revised rhythm 
in M 53 u, note 4–5 from s to l

Fugue XXIV  in b minor

As is the case with the accompanying 
prelude, [B] appears to have been the 

earlier version of the two. It notated 
M 82, Alto, as v A , and the final two 
measures were originally less dramatic: 

A is a fair copy produced in c.1739. 
The mighty cadence – now exploring 
the extreme low register in the bass with 
a tierce de Picardie – and the appoggiat-
ura added to M 46 were among several 
improvements made at this stage. 

Variant Readings

16 u: [B]

21 u:  (A)

M 16 appears as a genuine alternative, 
as neither A (main text) nor [B] seems to 
possess particular strengths that merit 
revision to the other reading, except that 
A has a clearer texture. As for M 21, the 
alto was given in [B] in the earlier form  
(v A ); in fact, the way Bach wrote a on 
both soprano and alto, beat 1 in A sug-
gests that he revised from v in both 
parts. If this observation is correct, then 
the soprano line of our main text [B] 
was the second revised reading Bach 
made after 1742.

B1 contains some important later ad-
ditions, which were most likely entered 
by Bach in c.1744. The added sharps to 
beat 1 of M 52/94 l correct awkward 
harmonic twists. The double-appoggiat-
ura added to the final cadence can be 
seen as Bach’s extended revision to what 
he had made in A (M 46) several years 
previously.

Belfast, spring 2007
Yo Tomita
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