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PREFACE

Although there is a fairly extensive secondary literature on what composers have said or written about Bach’s music, less attention has been devoted to the forms that their responses have taken in works of music. The present volume is designed to help fill that gap. These essays focus for the most part on compositional reception, but the title’s “creative responses” is to be understood to include music-theoretical and biographical materials as well.

With the exception of William Kinderman’s article, the contents of this volume stem from the April 1996 meeting of the American Bach Society at the University of California at Berkeley. By the generosity of the executive and advisory boards of the American Bach Society, and in particular of its president at the time, Don O. Franklin, I was granted considerable leeway in organizing the lectures for the conference. Hoping to make those lectures, and thereby this volume, appealing not only to Bach specialists but also to non-specialists, I worked to secure leading scholars with special expertise on figures responding to Bach after his death in 1750. The contributions by Ludwig Finscher, Walter Frisch, Stephen Hinton, and Robert Marshall were delivered in a session of invited papers; the essay by Thomas Christensen stems from a free session.

In an introductory article, Ludwig Finscher offers a broad, succinct survey of much of the terrain. Thomas Christensen shows that Bach’s first disciples each claimed authority from their master for their opposing assessments of music in general, and that it is in fact difficult to pin down Bach’s place among the music theorists. In an area as rich as Bach’s music, there seems to have been something for every theorist. Robert Marshall argues that Mozart’s deep involvement with Bach’s music probably stems from a much earlier period than the usually cited interaction of the 1780s in Vienna and Leipzig. William Kinderman shows that Beethoven, too, probably came to know and assimilate Bach’s music earlier than is generally thought, and that all aspects of Beethoven’s mature style are heavily indebted to Bach. Walter Frisch compares an older sort of historicism in Brahms’s Bach reception with the development of musical modernism in succeeding generations. And, finally, Stephen Hinton  traces Hindemith’s apparently changing yet essentially consistent images of Bach.

I would like to thank Stephen Crist, Daniel Melamed, and Joshua Rifkin for advice and encouragement in the early stages of this project. In addition, I am extremely grateful to the American Bach Society and its presidents, Don O. Franklin and, now, George B. Stauffer, for their support.


Michael Marissen

Swarthmore, Pennsylvania






ABBREVIATIONS







	BDOK
	Werner Neumann and Hans-Joachim Schulze, eds. 4 vols. Bach-Dokumente. Kassel: Bärenreiter; Leipzig: VEB Deutsche Verlag für Musik, 1963–78.



	BR
	Hans T. David and Arthur Mendel, eds. The Bach Reader: A Life of Johann Sebastian Bach in Letters and Documents. Rev. ed. New York: W. W. Norton, 1966.



	BWV
	Wolfgang Schmieder, ed. Thematisch-systematisches Verzeichnis der musikalischen Werke von Johann Sebastian Bach (Bach-Werke-Verzeichnis). Rev. ed. Wiesbaden: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1990.



	HWV
	[Händel-Werke-Verzeichnis.] Bernd Baselt. Thematisch-systematisches Verzeichnis: Instrumentalmusik, Pasticci und Fragmente. Händel-Handbuch, vol.3. Kassel: Bärenreiter, 1986.



	P
	Partitur. [Music score, abbreviation used by the SBB.]



	SBB
	Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—Stiftung Preussischer Kulturberitz.



	WOO
	Werk ohne Opuszahl. [Work without opus number.]







BACH PERSPECTIVES

VOLUME 3

Creative Responses to Bachfrom Mozart to Hindemith




Bach’s Posthumous Role in Music History

Ludwig Finscher

On 21 March 1985 a Berlin radio station celebrated Bach’s three hundredth birthday with an all-night program featuring Bach’s music.

The highlight of this program was an open-air performance, around midnight, of “Jesu meine Freude.” The choir stood on a rostrum, at the foot of the Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gedächtniskirche ruins, surrounded by the still-raging traffic. It was an unforgettable moment when they sang the lines “tobe, Welt, und springe; ich steh hier und singe in gar sich’rer Ruh” against the traffic noise, the truly raging world. For one moment, the work of art had found a new place in everyday life, and text and music were transformed from a masterpiece in the Imaginary Museum of Musical Works into something quite different: a strong and vital voice of cultural identity in a hostile world.1 The extraordinary effect of this event, of course, was largely due to the jarring clash between the external circumstances and the sheer quality of the work of art. But there were also some other factors. The effect would not have been the same with a hypothetical motet by Telemann on the same text, even if the musical difference between the two motets would not have been as substantial as we customarily take for granted when comparing Bach with any other composer of his time. No German radio station would have cared to stage an all-night tricentennial Telemann program on 14 March 1981: Bach is generally considered a rather special composer, if not the greatest composer of all time.

This attitude is rooted not only in fact but in fiction, not only in the special quality of Bach’s music but also in a history of reception that in Germany from its beginnings combined genuine admiration of the composer with political aspirations: to set him above all foreign composers, to make him a symbol of German Art (whatever that was taken to be at a given historical moment), and to turn him into an icon of cultural identity for a nation that—around the time of Bach’s death—for the first time began consciously to suffer from its lack of political unity and power.

The facts are well known. Already in 1737, Lorenz Mizler held Bach to be a keyboard virtuoso who, together with Handel, had lifted German musicianship to the highest rank, exceeding all French and Italian keyboard players.2 Even Johann Adolph Scheibe saw in Bach a master (again primarily a keyboard master) “by whom we can certainly defy all foreigners,” extolling the Italian Concerto as a masterpiece that foreign composers would strive only in vain to imitate.3 In 1751 Friedrich Wilhelm Marpurg wrote that, just as Greece had but one Homer and Rome but one Virgil, so Germany had but one Bach; in 1778 Johann Nikolaus Forkel called Corelli, Scarlatti, Caldara, and Rameau mere schoolboys when compared with his hero.4

The first peak in this development was, of course, Forkel’s biography of 1802, dedicated “to all patriotic admirers of true musical art.”5 By now Bach had become the greatest composer of all times and places, the glory of the German nation, someone whose towering genius would take centuries to understand fully. Still, very little of Bach’s oeuvre was known, and less yet outside of the limited circles of connoisseurs and professional musicians. But the highly ideological Bach Image became further developed in a burgeoning theoretical discourse, something that, after the turn of the century, was even more widely disseminated, and popularized, by music journalism. General tendencies helped: the Romantic discovery of History (and Bach had by now become an old master), the Romantic ideology of instrumental music as formulated by E. T. A. Hoffmann (himself a Bach admirer, who allowed his Kapellmeister Kreisler to experience Bach’s keyboard music practically as a drug), and the renewal of Protestant Pietism.6 Goethe’s famous statement on Bach must be seen in this highly complicated context—and, when seen in this context, it loses something of its purported originality and profundity.7

Time and again, political overtones can be heard. The famous 1829 revival of the St. Matthew Passion in Berlin was hailed by Adolf Bernhard Marx as the discovery of the “greatest and best work of the greatest tone poet,” and even as the “greatest and holiest work of musical art,” an act that would inaugurate a new epoch of mankind.8 The performance—in the concert hall of the Singakademie (i.e., in secular surroundings)—was likened to a religious ceremony, and Fanny Mendelssohn reports that people felt as if they were taking part in a church service, the audience having responded in profoundest silence and most solemn piety. At the same time, however, the performance formed part of Marx’s battle for German music and against the Prussian Generalmusikdirektor Spontini—a war that was, beyond its artistic purposes, a surrogate for the political and even military war that was impossible to wage under the conditions of the Restoration era.

To put it bluntly: the early history of Bach reception, up to the point in the early nineteenth century when the composers took over, is in large part the history of the shaping of an ideology, albeit an ideology buttressed by the incomparable quality of Bach’s music. Likewise, it is the history of an almost exclusively theoretical reception, a discourse that has the advantage of being delivered in print (affecting the way historical evidence is presented) but the disadvantage of being separated from the contemporary history of musical composition. It is not by happenstance that most studies of the history of Bach reception center on this verbal evidence, and that one of the earliest and most comprehensive of these, Friedrich Blume’s Two Centuries of Bach, has very little—and nothing illuminating—to say on the way Bach was received by later composers.9 This state of affairs has to be kept in mind. When we now turn to the composers’ reception of Bach, we turn to a virtually unwritten history.10

The composers’ response to Bach and his oeuvre runs along its own lines, mostly independent of the theorists’ reception. Nevertheless, there is a theorists’ branch among the composers themselves, consisting of what the composers said (or allegedly said) about Bach and what Bach meant to them. There is little reason to think that composers talk differently from other people and that they are blessedly untainted by ideology, and so it comes as no surprise to find a number of statements from them that approach Bach ideology. To quote a few examples: Richard Wagner said that Bach is “the history of the German spirit’s innermost life during the abominable century of the German nation’s total eclipse.”11 The political overtones can be heard distinctly, and there is once again the time-honored counterpoint of the dichotomy between the greatness of the German spirit and the misery of German reality. Brahms said that the loss of all other music would grieve him but that the loss of Bach’s music would make him inconsolable.12 He also said that the three greatest experiences in his life had been his acquaintance with Schumann, the “year 70” (i.e., the French-German war and the subsequent foundation of the German Reich), and the production of the Bach-Ausgabe.13

Fortunately, there are various statements besides Beethoven’s rather feeble pun “not brook [in German, Bach], but ocean should be his name.”14 What some of the younger composers had to say—and only a few can be quoted here—can be divided into two sharply different ways of thinking and speaking: one creating an altogether mythological, cosmological, superhuman Bach (in this respect following Beethoven’s metaphor from nature), and the other speaking soberly in terms of musical craft. The protagonist of the first approach is—not surprisingly—Wagner, who not only spoke of the counterpoint in the Meistersinger prelude as “applied Bach” and of the assembly of the Meistersingers (act 1, scene 3) as a “continuation of Bach,” but also associated Bach’s music, especially the Well-Tempered Clavier, with a sphinx, with rotating planets, and with a world before the dawn of mankind.15 In a telling comparison to his fully conscious stylization of his own creative process (especially in his report on the Rheingold prelude’s conception), he even imagined Bach’s creative process as subconscious.16 In the wake of Wagner’s mythological event, and in the shadow of his dream image of Bach, stands Max Reger; behind his attempts to describe the indescribable—the beginning and end of all music, omnipotent father Bach, godfather of music, father of harmony—looms the subconscious quest for a father figure.17 At the other end of the spectrum stands Schoenberg’s sober claim that he had learned his craft above all from Mozart and Bach. What he said he had learned from Bach was contrapuntal thinking (i.e., the art of inventing configurations that can accompany themselves), the art of developing everything from a single entity and developing configurations from each other, and independence from the beat.18 Finally, standing entirely by itself, in Hindemith’s memorable lecture of 1950, is the image of Bach as a moral force.19

There is yet another point where composers came into contact with Bach: teaching. The Well-Tempered Clavier had become a fairly common vehicle for teaching piano and counterpoint already in the eighteenth century, at least in North and Central Germany, and the tradition continued and expanded considerably in the nineteenth century.20 In this process, the boundaries between using the Well-Tempered Clavier as a tool for teaching and for demonstrating “erudite” virtuosity were not always clearly defined, and again moral or metaphysical ideas might enter into the proceedings. Christian Gottlob Neefe encouraged his piano pupil, the thirteen-year-old Ludwig van Beethoven, to play large parts of the collection, and this was considered quite exceptional.21 Similarly, the eight-year-old Brahms was brought to the pieces by his first piano teacher, Otto F. W. Cossel.22 And the sixteen-year-old Clara Wieck played “every fugue by Bach, in any key one wished,” much to the admiration of Carl Loewe.23 When she married Robert Schumann, two Bach enthusiasts were matched up. With Schumann, the reception process was exalted to an ethical level; he believed that Bach’s music would have a morally empowering effect.24

By the turn of the century, Bach had become ubiquitous. The historian and writer on music Karl Storck, in his proposed ideal private music library, named as a foundation for every music-loving piano player the works of Bach and especially the Well-Tempered Clavier—something toward which, however, one had gradually to work one’s way.25 (In my own family, a typical German middle-class household without exaggerated cultural ambitions, but with three piano-playing daughters, it was just like that.) And inevitably, we are reminded of Max Weber’s essay on the sociology of music, with its penetrating interpretation of the history of equal temperament as part of the occidental process of rationalization, with its description of the piano as a bourgeois piece of furniture—and with its clear love of Bach.26

When we finally come to our central concern, namely, reflections of and on Bach in the music of later composers, a vastly different picture emerges—once again demonstrating that the histories of musical ideology, theory, and composition are quite different. Whereas the theoretical and ideological discourse on Bach was dominated by Northern and Middle German authors, and whereas the composers’ reactions in the nineteenth century constitute a German chapter of compositional history to such a degree that we can leave out French, Italian, English, Russian, and other reactions (and not only because our time is short), the first chapters were written (as everybody knows) in Vienna. Only on the surface were they linked with the German discussion; they were connected with a specific Habsburgian tradition of counterpoint in church music and instrumental music, as well as with a specific Habsburgian reception not of Bach but Handel.27

The connecting link between North Germany and Vienna was (again, as everybody knows) Baron Gottfried van Swieten, who had come to Vienna from Berlin with a lively interest in Handel and Bach and an apparently solid knowledge of both. He is to be credited for creating Austrian interest in Bach, and he promoted the already growing Austrian interest in Handel, an interest sparked by the comparatively widespread transmission of Handel’s harpsichord fugues, and an interest that eventually centered on his oratorios, these latter works having come to Vienna from London via Florence.28 In this process, the typical differences between North or Middle German and Viennese musical culture emerged once again. As far as we know, it did not provoke theoretical discussion, let alone a discussion with political overtones, and it did not lead to ideological images of Bach or Handel.29 But it did elicit creative response from the greatest composer in Vienna, something made possible by the sheer coincidence that Van Swieten’s Sunday concerts were already in full swing when Mozart settled in the imperial city.

Although Van Swieten was, apart from being a major political figure of his time, a man of many different talents (three of his symphonies even had the honor of being attributed to Haydn), he characteristically made no attempt to infuse his music with elements of Bachian or Handelian counterpoint. Judging from his relatively modest compositional skills, he would scarcely have been able to arrive at a stylistic reorientation via Bach and Handel, even if he tried to do so. On the other hand, quite a number of respectable composers did write in the Austrian church style (heavily fraught not with Bachian or Handelian but Fuxian counterpoint) when necessary, and they did compose instrumental fugues, well aware of the emperor’s and his inner circle’s strong interest in this kind of music. Mozart could and probably would have done the like. In a letter of 24 March 1781 to his father, he expressed the wish to do so once he was admitted to the emperor: “Well, my main purpose here is to get into the emperor’s presence in some becoming way, for I am determined that he shall get to know me. I would love to give him a quick run-through of my opera [Idomeneo], and then definitely play fugues, for that is what he likes.”30 But this was a year before Mozart was admitted to the Van Swieten circle. We must assume that he, presumably not knowing any better, would have played “Austrian” fugues for the emperor. But the moment Mozart became acquainted with the Well-Tempered Clavier and the Art of Fugue, he stepped out of the Austrian tradition. What was significant about this was not so much Mozart’s study of Bach and Handel but that he incorporated their elements into his own works—that is, how his style was affected in the process. The important artistic documents are not his arrangements of Bachian fugues, but the great fugal or quasi-fugal compositions of 1782–83 and those that followed: the finale of the G-major string quartet K.387, the first and last movements of the string quartet K.464, the C-minor fugue for two pianos K.426, and so on.

Both before and after (and independent of) Mozart’s encounters with Bach’s and Handel’s music in the early 1780s, there was an established Viennese tradition—though marginal—of copying and arranging Bach fugues: by 1778 Johann Georg Albrechtsberger had copied sixteen fugues from the Well-Tempered Clavier; later came a great number of anonymous arrangements for string ensembles, the forty-eight arrangements by Emanuel Aloys Förster, and of course Beethoven’s 1801 and 1817 arrangements of the B♭ minor and B-minor fugues from the first part of the Well-Tempered Clavier. But there were, as far as we know, only a few attempts to write new music in relation to Bach’s. A prominent example comes again from Albrechtsberger: his undated fugue on B-A-C-H. Conspicuously, the compositional principle of this work is the exact opposite of Mozart’s: it is an attempt at imitation, not adaptation, let alone emulation.

Still more important than the fact that Mozart incorporated elements of Bach and Handel into his own style is the fact that he found a different means of synthesis in each new work. The last movement of the G-major string quartet is a staggeringly complicated and virtuoso combination of sonata and fugue, ancient and modern, Bachian and Austrian counterpoint, modern yet highly personal chromaticism and popular tunefulness. The first and last movements of the A-major quartet involve, even for Mozart, a unique fusion of sonata and freely chromaticized counterpoint. The C-minor fugue for two pianos is a monumental essay in what one could call “dissonant counterpoint,” a piece that starts out as a demonstrably archaic fugue but ends with the dissolution of all fugal elements into a modern, thematic coda. There are still other aspects in subsequent works: the solemn and festive counterpoint of the “Jupiter” Symphony, the Bachian chorale setting as one facet of the stylistic universe of The Magic Flute, and—a probably unconscious synthesis—the Bachian gigue on a Handelian theme K.574, written in Leipzig in 1789. Time forbids our going more deeply into the matter and citing other examples of this inexhaustable creative fantasy, one that finds ever new ways of developing its own style by adapting Bach’s instrumental counterpoint. It is a token, among many, of Mozart’s singularity that no subsequent composer found so many ways of infusing an already fully developed personal style with elements of Bachian counterpoint—from the dramatic and symbolic use of a baroque form associated with Bach in K.387’s manifest coincidentia oppositorum (in which opposite stylistic traits keep their identities), to the chorale setting in The Magic Flute, to the different avenues toward complete amalgamation of styles in K.464 and the “Jupiter” Symphony.

There is yet another aspect of Mozart’s Bach and Handel reception that has perhaps received too little attention: the differences in functional uses of either Bachian or Handelian elements. As he was for most musicians of the latter eighteenth and the early nineteenth centuries, Bach seems to have been for Mozart a composer of complex, demanding, highly sophisticated instrumental music, whereas Handel was seen as a composer of monumental vocal music tending toward simple and massive effects; Bach a composer for the chamber and for connoisseurs, Handel a composer for the concert hall, the general public, and the representative public occasion. Apparently unique was Mozart’s assimilation of both paradigms: there are very few Handelian traits in Mozart’s mature instrumental music, but there is a great deal of Handel in the large vocal works, from the C-Minor Mass (with its modeling of the “Qui tollis” on “The people shall hear” from Israel in Egypt) to the Requiem (with its borrowings from Handel’s Funeral Anthem for Queen Caroline, “The ways of Zion do mourn”; and his Dettingen Anthem, “The king shall rejoyce” in the Introit and Kyrie).31 Again, these examples demonstrate quite different ways of dealing with their models: the choir in the C-Minor Mass reflects the idea, the style, and perhaps the poetic imagery of Handel’s work without quoting a single measure; the Requiem’s Introit takes some thematic ideas, especially the chorale soggetto, from Handel’s setting and remodels them in a new and original piece; the Kyrie fugue quotes Handel’s two subjects but develops them independently. Maximilian Stadler, so intimately associated with the history of Mozart’s Requiem, was the first to discover its connections to Handel’s works; likewise, he was the first to suggest that Mozart had studied Handel’s music—as he put it—“constantly” and had taken him as his model in composing serious vocal music.32 Stadler was also one of the first to explain Mozart’s mature classical style as a synthesis of influences from Bach, Handel, and Haydn, stating that “in Vienna, in all of Germany, and in all of Europe, he was acknowledged to be the greatest master, someone who had combined Sebastian Bach’s art, Handel’s strength, and Haydn’s most witty clarity and charm.”33

We know very little about Haydn’s relation to Bach, apart from the fact that in his later years he owned Nägeli’s edition of the Well-Tempered Clavier together with a manuscript copy of the same work, Breitkopf’s edition of the motets, and a manuscript copy of the B-Minor Mass (which he probably acquired from Johann Traeg’s copy shop).34 But there are no traces of Bach in Haydn’s music. We can only wonder why this is so. Perhaps the best explanation is that—in his own famous words—“[in the seclusion at Esterhaza] there was nobody … to confuse and annoy” him in his creative development, and that by the time he would have had the opportunity to encounter Bach’s music, his own style was fully and self-sufficiently developed.35 It is also worth mentioning that although he knew and played the Well-Tempered Clavier, he had not grown up with it (as his pupil Beethoven had).

Beethoven is a much more difficult case. Fortunately, his relationship with Bach has been discussed frequently, and therefore not much need be said here.36 On the other hand, perhaps we should devote more thought to the fact that there are only faint traces of Bach in Beethoven’s early and middle periods, in spite of the fact that he grew up with the Well-Tempered Clavier. Here, as with most later composers, Bach’s collection was used as a tool in piano and counterpoint lessons, and although something of its musical essence must have been internalized through the process of learning, apparently an entirely different impulse was necessary for Beethoven—as it was for the later composers—before Bach’s music could become an object of creative interest. With Beethoven, this happened most clearly in his late works, beginning around 1815, immediately taking the form of an extremely complicated process of amalgamation on different levels—from more or less obvious imitation of details in the musical language, as for example in parts of op.101, to the fugal style of the opening of the String Quartet in C♯ Minor (a style at once Bachian and extremely modern, pointing well into the future and to Tristan and Ring polyphony) and the String Quartet in Bb, op.130 (which has recently been interpreted as a gigantic prelude-and-fugue form).37 In all these inexhaustably rich and enigmatic reconceptions and reworkings of Bach, a kind of double leitmotif seems to emerge: a preoccupation with variation and fugue. This leads us back to the earlier work that appears to represent Beethoven’s first creative adaptation of Bachian elements: the “Eroica” Variations, op.35.38 This was the first widely known set of its time to close and crown a variation cycle with a fugue; and it seems to have been the seminal work in this cyclic form, a form that became so very important in the course of the century—and a form that in itself became closely associated with Bach. The first to follow in Beethoven’s footsteps were the variations on a theme of Beethoven by Archduke Rudolph, a set that ends with a resounding fugue of enormous dimensions—in every sense, a classical case of intertextuality à la Harold Bloom.39 In his late works Beethoven, in typically dialectic fashion, at the same time fulfilled and revoked the idea of the apotheosis-like finale fugue: the one is found in the “Hammerklavier” Sonata, op.106, as well as in the fugue for string quartet op.133, with its fulfillment of Beethoven’s ideal of the “poetic” fugue (“tantôt libre, tantôt recherchée”); and the other in the “Diabelli” Variations (which are so closely related to Bach’s Goldberg cycle), where Beethoven leads from the apparently finale- and apotheosis-like triple fugue to a finale minuet, one archaic form mirroring and refracting the other (and at the same time opening a subtle dialogue with Archduke Rudolph’s set, which ends with a tempo di Minuetto and a fugue).40 The poetic fugue had already been anticipated to a certain degree in Muzio Clementi’s keyboard fugues of 1780/81, and—in a radical fashion that was harshly criticized by Beethoven—in Anton Reicha’s thirty-six fugues (published in Vienna, 1803).41 Here were two more composers who had grown up with the Well-Tempered Clavier.

However venerated and even popular the Viennese Classics were in the early nineteenth century, their Bach reception bore no fruit for the next generation. The most interesting case in point is the young Mendelssohn.42 The twelve symphonies for strings (1821–23) were student exercises in the classical tradition, even in their fugal movements, turning back especially to Mozart’s “Jupiter” Symphony. They do not reflect a conscious attempt at genuine or original Bach reception. As Mendelssohn approached maturity, the situation became much more complicated. In 1827 he worked with three different paradigms simultaneously: the late Beethoven quartets (String Quartet, op.13), the Palestrina tradition (Tu es Petrus, Te Deum, Hora est), and Bach (the two fugues from the seven Charakterstücke, op.7). But there are traces of Bach in the Palestrinian motets and forebodings of the mature Mendelssohn in the piano fugues. And the string quartet is undoubtedly an original masterpiece: all wrought in one, there is imitation, emulation, and a very demanding sort of intertextuality and originality. Mendelssohn’s later development brings clarification through separation of styles (aided by a growing stylistic knowledge of specific genres), and a conversion of the Bach and Beethoven paradigms into a substratum of the now fully developed, highly individual style of the mature composer.

But although Mendelssohn was (as we all know) instrumental in bringing about the celebrated Berlin performances of the St. Matthew Passion, and although he was easily the most influential composer in the generation after Beethoven, the strongest force in Bach reception was not Mendelssohn but Schumann—in his double capacity as composer and highly influential music journalist. Schumann seems to have been the first to formulate clearly a thought that had already marked the Berlin Bach reception around the time of Reichardt and Zelter and that seems to have lurked behind Goethe’s famous dictum: Bach’s music as something inscrutable and primordial, while Handel seems at once more human and sublime.43 In exactly the same spirit, Wagner was to compare Bach’s music with a prehuman world (see above).

Especially in his formative years, Schumann frequently studied and played Bach’s music. In March 1838 he wrote to Clara that Bach was “his daily bread,” and in the same year he prepared a copy of the Art of Fugue.44 In 1838 he also composed Kinderszenen, Kreisleriana (reflecting E. T. A. Hoffmann’s Kapellmeister Kreisler, the Bach addict), and Noveletten. This marks the beginning of a new stage of Bach reception in composition. Again to Clara, he wrote: “Above all it is strange how I concoct nearly everything as canon but only afterwards discover the imitating voices, frequently even with inversions, retrograde rhythms etc.”45 But as the compositions of 1838 and later show, Bach’s influence goes much further and deeper: the whole style of writing is saturated with a Bach experience where the real music has been transformed into a poetic image even before the process of composing has begun. As Georg von Dadelsen put it, the emotional experience and the resulting image are much more important than the real (i.e., technical) influence of the model. Bach’s counterpoint has been transformed into poetic counterpoint.46

The transformation was so complete that it proves rather difficult to reconstruct the model by analysis, but the influence of Schumann’s poetic counterpoint—a kind of meta-Bachian influence—is obvious in Brahms as well as in Wagner. This does not mean, of course, that the two composers did not go beyond Schumann and did not pursue divergent paths in their Bach reception: examples include the specific Brahmsian form of variations and fugue (taken up, made more complicated, and monumentalized by Max Reger), and Wagner’s Meistersinger prelude, which the composer called “applied Bach” (applied Bach it is, but with a vengeance). Wagner’s Tristan counterpoint had still been firmly rooted in Schumann’s poetic adaptation of Bach. His Meistersinger counterpoint is differentiated into a highly complex system: counterpoint as craft, parodistic counterpoint, and meditative or affective (emotional) counterpoint. At the same time, one can view this system as an unfolding of the potential embodied in creative Bach reception after Schumann.47 In its turn, Wagner’s Meistersinger counterpoint has deeply influenced even those composers who had no direct and intimate dealings with Bach’s music—we have only to think of Strauss’s Also sprach Zarathustra or Sinfonia domestica.

If what I have sketched so far can be understood as a more or less one-directional process arising with the second wave in Bach reception (Mendelssohn and Schumann), a quite different situation develops around and after the turn of the century—now no longer a gradual progression but a constellation of bewildering complexity. Perhaps this is a direct outcome of the general situation around 1900, characterized by a multiplicity of styles and tendencies as well as by general feelings of insecurity and disorientation. This time marks the virtual end of tonality in art music on the one hand, and on the other (since contemporary music became more and more difficult to play and to understand) a steadily expanding market for “early” repertory in music publishing and concert life. It also marks the completion of the Bach-Ausgabe and various activities of the Neue Bach-Gesellschaft that were aimed at making Bach a popular composer in public and private musical life. Ever since the last contrapunctus of the Art of Fugue, there had been compositions on Bach’s name, but now they began to abound. There had been a wide spectrum of stylistic means to absorb Bach’s music, but now the whole gamut, from the simple quotation of the name B-A-C-H to the most sophisticated techniques of stylistic integration, was being explored. At the same time, these very techniques of integration became more refined the more the spectrum of stylistic and technical possibilities grew. This situation became possible the more Bach’s music was seen as meta-historical on the one hand, while on the other hand historical consciousness was growing and the process of, and especially the teaching of, composition was increasingly historicized.

It may be sufficient to name the two composers who around and shortly after the turn of the century were most deeply involved in the problem of coming to terms with Bach and who, prior to Schoenberg, Berg, and Webern, found the most original and radical answers: Max Reger and Ferruccio Busoni.

The case of Reger is especially complicated because he—much more consistently than any earlier composer—wrote music at different levels of complexity and in different grades of approximation to Bach, all the while never renouncing the claim of producing artworks of the highest order.48 His whole output is saturated by contrapuntal thinking, but there is a clear distinction between forms and genres coming from the Viennese classics via Brahms (symphonic pieces and solo concertos or overtures) and those coming from Bach (chorale cantatas, solo sonatas, and most of the organ music).

There is a further distinction within the latter group. Reger’s large, mostly hypertrophied organ works are a curious and nearly unique blend of neo-Bachian counterpoint, Bach allusions, and an excessively chromatic harmonic language just bordering on atonality—a style prefigured only in some of Liszt’s organ works and in the monumental organ sonata of Julius Reubke. The style of Reger’s chorale cantatas is radically different. These are small, unpretentious works which, with quite subtle means, reflect an attempt to transform the Bachian cantata type, which at the time (around 1900) was considered the most advanced and venerable type, into decidedly modern music; in addition, he aimed in these works to reconcile Protestant worship and contemporary music. The cantatas show, in other words, Reger’s effort to become a modern Thomas-Cantor, just as in his organ works he had aspired to become a modern Thomas-Organist. Different again are the solo pieces for violin, viola, or violoncello. Whereas the early sonatas of op.42 and 91 are comparatively close to Bach and are much less complicated or modern than the chamber music of the same years, the preludes and fugues of op.117 and op.131a are much more modern, especially in their harmonic language. They also—more important—feature not general and atmospheric quasi-Bachian language but demonstrably Bachian fugal subjects or even subjects from specific Bach works (as in op.117, no.5, for example). In both cases, the subjects undergo thoroughly modern chromatic treatment, so that the points of departure and arrival in each work, so to speak, span the whole compositional development from the early eighteenth to the early twentieth centuries. Or to put it more aptly: Regers’s is a kind of music that no longer aims, as earlier Bach reception had done, either at imitation or stylistic synthesis but rather toys with the coincidentia oppositorum. The procedure is not far from Busoni’s Fantasia contrappuntistica. Similarly, Busoni’s second violin sonata of 1898, the spiritual and architectonic center of which is a Bach chorale that becomes the theme for a set of variations, points to the Bach chorale in Alban Berg’s violin concerto.49

Taking everything together and allowing for some inevitable oversimplification, it should not be difficult to arrive at a typology. At one end of the spectrum stand the arrangements of which I have not spoken: the late romantic and post-romantic ones scored for the instrumental combinations and forces of their time (Busoni, Schoenberg, Stokowski, and Robert Franz) and the analytical ones that can turn into great works of art of their own kind (Webern). The next step is the quotation of or composition on the name B-A-C-H, a secular—or perhaps not quite secular—rite that seems to be connected, at least subconsciously, with the ritual pronouncement of the name of a divine being. Obviously the B-A-C-H subject can serve well in quite different stylistic environments and at quite different levels of sophistication and craftsmanship, from the unassuming fugue by Albrechtsberger to the fugues and fantasias of Liszt, Reger, and Busoni. Logically the next step, but technically altogether a different matter, is quotation from Bach’s actual compositions, which one encounters, for example, in Busoni’s violin sonata and Berg’s violin concerto. This is a technique that could work only in a time of highest stylistic refinement and historical consciousness. A still further step is the free fantasy upon a specific work or group of works by Bach (as opposed to the simpler and usually not very interesting fantasy upon a Bach theme), which, again, requires a certain level of refinement and a late stage of development; here Busoni’s Fantasia after Bach of 1909 and the Fantasia contrappuntistica (four versions 1910/1922) come to mind, pieces the composer called “Nachdichtungen” (poetic paraphrases). The few significant and many insignificant cycles of preludes and fugues modeled on the Well-Tempered Clavier represent an extreme point, where surface relations to Bach’s music have been reduced to a minimum while spiritual ones are still very strong. The most significant of these cycles include Chopin’s preludes of 1836/39, Shostakovich’s preludes and fugues of 1950/51, and Hindemith’s Ludus tonalis of 1942.

In a different sequence, one could arrange the historical evidence according to stylistic criteria. Here the line would lead from conscious attempts at imitation (e.g., some of the fugue fragments by Mozart and the two fugues from Mendelssohn’s op.7). It would move on to intermediate stages of juxtaposition or style quotation in a stylistically foreign context (again, Mozart K.387), then to amalgamation and synthesis (once again Mozart, the “Jupiter” Symphony and the overture to The Magic Flute). And what seem to be final stages of the development would involve three types of transformation: fugue that is derived from Bach is still a fugue, but it is stylistically completely unrelated to his music (Beethoven, Grosse Fuge op.133); counterpoint that is derived from Bach but is something new and for its time quite modern, with no remaining traces of the Bach idiom (Mozart, K.464); and music that is not even contrapuntal in the traditional sense but is in some mysterious, poetic way quite close to Bach (Schumann).

But beyond all factual evidence and all typologies, the most important point is rather simple: there is no composer other than Bach who has had such an influence on his colleagues, in so many different ways, and over such a long stretch of time—at least until the end of compositional history in the traditional, Eurocentric sense (i.e., the death of Anton von Webern in 1945). There is no composer who has written music history so long after his death. It is time to begin to reconstruct this history.
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Bach among the Theorists

Thomas Christensen

One of the most striking ironies about Bach’s musical legacy to the second half of the eighteenth century was the number of theoretically active students he bequeathed. For one who was supposedly uninterested in—not to say antipathetic to—matters of speculative music theory, Bach taught a surprisingly large number of pupils who went on to publish important theoretical and pedagogical works: Johann Philipp Kirnberger, Christoph Nichelmann, Lorenz Mizler, Johann Friedrich Agricola, Johann Christian Kittel, and of course his own son, Carl Philipp Emanuel Bach. Indeed, it is hard to think of any other composer to this day who has produced such a bevy of loquacious music pedants.1 And if we widen the circle a bit, we can identify still more theorists who, although not direct students of Bach, nonetheless claimed some degree of filiation to his musical circle or otherwise strongly identifed themselves with his legacy. Such “associative” pupils of Bach include Wilhelm Friedrich Marpurg, Ernst Friedrich Wolf, Christoph Gottlieb Schröter, Christian Reichardt, Johann A. P. Schulz, and August F. C. Kollmann.

There are certainly good reasons to doubt that Bach himself would have encouraged any scholarly inclinations among his students. Mizler put it mildly when he lamented in 1751 that “our late departed Bach did not, it is true, occupy himself with deep theoretical or speculative matters in music,” consoling himself that Bach thereby “was all the stronger in the practice of the art.”2 Taking a more dogmatic stance, Carl Philipp Emanuel told Forkel emphatically that his father “like myself or any true musician was no lover of dry mathematical stuff.”3 Scheibe, who we know was certainly not hesitant to criticize any deficiencies he might discern in Bach’s music, nonetheless strongly defended Bach from the charge of being a composer who could be incriminated by any association with mathematically based musica theoria.4

Indeed, there is no evidence to suggest Bach was ever interested in speculative music theory, despite his having joined Mizler’s musical society in 1747, an organization dedicated precisely to the kinds of abstract theorizing so scorned by Philipp Emanuel.5 The only documents we know from Bach’s atelier that could be at all classified as theoretical are some notes on realizing a figured bass: “Vorschriften und Grundsätze zum vierstimmigen spielen des General-Bass oder Accompagnement.”6

But as Spitta long ago recognized, these “Precepts” are largely cribbed passages from the first nine chapters of Friederich Niedt’s Die Musicalische Handleitung (Hamburg, 1700), with supplementary illustrations and exercises provided as an addendum.7 It is not clear how firmly these notes and supplements can be tied to Bach.8 In any event, there is little in them that bespeaks any intellectual interest in music theory beyond rendering a practical, condensed pedagogical guide to the realization of figured-bass signatures.

To be sure, Bach was an active teacher of keyboard and composition.9 Yet as a pedagogue, Bach had an approach that seems to have been purely empirical, one that owed little to the methods or theories of any of his predecessors (with the possible exception of Niedt). C. P. E. Bach accounted for this by the simple explanation that, “since he himself had composed the most instructive pieces for the clavier, he brought up his pupils on them.”10 From everything we know, J. S. Bach’s “theory” was entirely applied and dispensed with contemporary strategies—to offer four representative examples—for organizing and explaining figured-bass signatures using varieties of inversional theory (as employed, for example, by Heinichen, Sorge, Kellner), classifying types of fugal subject and answer (Mattheson, Walther), systematically laying down principles of dissonance employment in simple counterpoint (Fux, Scheibe), or calculating the interval ratios of various kinds of mean-tone temperaments (Neidhardt, Sinn, Sorge).11 Still less is there any evidence of the kinds of speculative or abstract theorizing found in the writings of Werckmeister, Murschauser, or Fuhrmann.12

Whatever indifference Bach may have evinced when it came to matters of music theory, it did not stop any of his opinionated disciples from calling upon his authority when it came to staking their own points of view. Over and over we find Bach’s name and music drawn into heated polemics during the eighteenth century in order to support the widest spectrum of theoretical positions—and often by opposing sides. Bach’s name became something of a rhetorical talisman to these theorists, cited with the same piety as was Newton’s by English philosophers in their battles over sensationalist epistemology and latitudinarianism.

For all their pedantry and penchant for polemic, these theorists deserve credit for the maintenance of Bach’s music in the second half of the eighteenth century. In fact, virtually every published citation or discussion of Bach’s music between the appearance of the Art of Fugue in 1752 and the first edition of the Well-Tempered Clavier in 1801 occurred in a theory treatise or article—and, more typically than not, in the context of some theoretical dispute. Even the appearance of Bach’s chorales in the editions of Birnstiel and Kirnberger—the only autonomous publications of Bach’s music in this period—was part of a pedagogical agenda rooted in an ongoing argument, one with important theoretical implications, as we will see.

The contributions of these theorists go beyond custodial roles, though; their writings reveal the real enigma Bach the man posed after midcentury, and the difficulty in interpreting the significance of his compositional legacy. Having written almost nothing but a few aphoristic comments concerning his views on music to guide them, it remained for theorists to interpret Bach for themselves. Yet this proved to be not an easy task, for Bach seemed to be many things to each observer. It was possible to find something in his compositions to justify nearly any point of view.

Perhaps the most dramatic illustration of this situation can be seen in the respective positions of Lorenz Mizler and Johann Mattheson. No two individuals seemed to represent more opposing world views than did these—Mizler, the parochial, academic schoolmaster possessing unbounded faith in the power of mathematics and reason to unlock the mysteries of music; and Mattheson, the blustery, vain, and worldly music critic, possessing an equally adamant empirical and pragmatic view of music. For Mizler, the heir to the great tradition of ancient harmonic theory, music represented a venerable science of number and cosmic truth, one demanding of the pious observer deep philosophical contemplation and diligent, rational analysis. It was of course for just this purpose that he founded his “Korrespondierende Sozietät der Musicalischen Wissenschaften.”13

For Mattheson, the numerical mysticism and rationalist jargon spouted by Mizler and his society represented just the kind of nonsense he had been campaigning against since his very first publications. Music must always be judged by the ear, not the mind, Mattheson would continually reprove. Mathematics has as little to do with understanding music as does hydraulics with sailing.14 Such an empirical bias, naturally, was anathema to Mizler. He felt that the unreflective criticism of Mattheson doomed music to the function of mere entertainment and licentious epicurianism, rather than providing the profound spiritual and ethical edification of which it was capable.

Yet both authors saw Bach as an ally to their respective positions. For Mizler, Bach was the learned master of double counterpoint and harmony, whose intricate compositions both challenged and vindicated the careful, disciplined kinds of mathematical investigation to which Mizler dedicated his society.15 Mattheson saw Bach in a completely different light: as the sober church Kantor, virtuosic organist, and diligent Musikant who had neither the time nor need for the kinds of sterile speculations and abstractions of Mizler.16 Compounding the irony, both men cited similar works of Bach for their positions: Mizler hailed the canonic variations Vom Himmel hoch—the work, we will recall, Bach submitted to Mizler’s society upon his joining in 1747—as the most profound example of musical science.17 Yet Mattheson could cite just five years later the Art of Fugue as symbolizing a quite different achievement: the culmination of a venerable German compositional genre by its most talented and industrious practitioner.18

To be sure, it is easy to overdraw these polarities. Neither Mizler nor Mattheson can be accused of constancy when it came to their opinions. Mizler, after all, composed some of the most pedestrian odes in the galant style published in the eighteenth century, while Mattheson was capable of writing extended Pietistic reveries about music’s ethical and spiritual powers, not to mention some astoundingly convoluted academic counterpoint of his own.19 Nor were Mizler and Mattheson necessarily always at odds. As a student in Leipzig, Mizler saw fit to dedicate his profoundly scholastic music dissertation of 1731 to both Mattheson and Bach.20 And Mizler promoted and excerpted many of Mattheson’s writings in his journal.21

Still, the essential positions of Mizler and Mattheson on questions of musica speculativa do capture a familiar tension in Bach’s music. As a composer, Bach could be both sublime and worldly; his astonishing varieties of music seem to run the gamut from the profoundly rational to the profanely practical. It is not hard to see how Mizler and Mattheson found confirmation for their respective views when they turned to his music.

However, it was not just rarified ontological questions about music and its speculative grounding into which Bach’s music was drawn. Pressing concerns about changing musical styles were also at issue. As a response to this, Christoph Nichelmann issued his spirited critique of galant stylisms and aesthetics, boldly claiming for support the music of J. S. Bach.22 By demonstrating how the harmonic richness evinced in the best of Bach’s music enhanced and supported all his melodies, Nichelmann hoped to resolve the smoldering debate over the relative merits of harmony and melody recently ignited in France by Rousseau and Rameau.23 As seen in example 1, Nichelmann revealed the harmonic richness of Bach’s music by invoking an analytic tool newly arrived in Germany: Rameau’s fundamental bass. In the analysis of the E-Major Sarabande, BWV 817/3, the bottom system shows the idealized harmonic structure that he claims underlies its melodic realization in the top system. Despite the fact that he understood Rameau’s theory imperfectly, Nichelmann’s analysis makes two important claims about Bach’s music, one not at all controversial, the other decidedly so. First, Bach’s compositional art could be seen as a harmonk achievement. This, as we will soon see, was a widely accepted proposition among musicians in the eighteenth century. It was Nichelmann’s second claim that in fact was the most incendiary: that this harmonic practice could be best explained using an analytic theory imported from France.

EX.1. Christoph Nichelmann’s fundamental-bass analysis of BWV 817 (from Nichelmann, Die Melodie, 1755)
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Of course it was Friedrich Wilhelm Marpurg—the prolific journalist and critic on the River Spree—who claimed to be Rameau’s faithful exegete in Germany. And for better or worse, it was Marpurg who was responsible for presenting Rameau’s theories in Germany during the 1750s, even though Marpurg’s interpretation, like Nichelmann’s, was flawed.24 At the same time, Marpurg also believed himself to be a faithful partisan of Bach’s compositional legacy. While Marpurg never enjoyed formal tutelage with the Master himself, he claimed to have discussed musical issues with Bach on numerous occasions and to have enjoyed his confidence25 It was Marpurg, after all, who aided C. P. E. Bach in the publication of the Art of Fugue—and for whose second edition he provided a preface26 Most critically, it was Marpurg who published two years later the most detailed study of the tonal fugue to appear in Germany during the eighteenth century—the Abhandlung von der Fuge (Berlin, 1753). Marpurg saw the fugue as salutary for composers at midcentury, a genre that could help clear away, as he put it, “the spreading rubbish of effeminate song” then plaguing Germany.27 Again, it would be too much to demand of Marpurg consistency in practice, since he composed and promoted in his journals the very kind of lightweight minuettes, marches, and odes that have given the galant such a malodorous name. His few attempts at fugal writing—as with Mattheson—are so inept and academically stilted that it is a wonder historians have not treated the Abhandlung with a bit more circumspection and skepticism.

Still, Marpurg’s attempt to rehabilitate the fugue along Bachian lines was unlikely to succeed. For most composers in the second half of the eighteenth century, the fugue was an antiquated, if venerable, genre.28 What fugal pedagogy there was consisted of revisions within the paradigm of Fuxian strict counterpoint.29 Bach’s fugal art, while selectively appreciated by a few connoisseurs (such as Kirnberger’s pupil Princess Anna Amalia and Mozart’s patron, van Swieten), was hardly seen as a viable compositional model.30 The issue, though, was really not one of genre cultivation—that is, whether the fugue (or for that matter, the canon or chorale) was still a vital genre to composers after midcentury. Clearly, given the popular musical tastes of the day, this could not be. The challenge posed by Bach’s music was a different one, touching on a broader conception of compositional theory and pedagogy. Put simply: Was there some common compositional basis that underlay all of Bach’s music regardless of style or genre? And could this basis be identified and explicated by theorists in such a way as to have value for contemporaneous composers?

For Johann Philipp Kirnberger, such a common structural basis existed in Reiner Satz—pure four-part composition. All of Bach’s music, Kirnberger believed, was structured by the model of four-part harmony, regardless of the particular Schreibart or Gattung. It was precisely to elucidate and codify this harmonic underpinning that Kirnberger wrote his monumental Die Kunst des reinen Satzes, claiming that it faithfully reflected Bach’s own pedagogy of composition.31 On this point, we do have some rare corroborating testimony. C. P. E. Bach confirmed to Forkel that his father would begin with the harmonization of figured basses and chorale melodies when instructing his students, and only then move on to two- and three-part textures and the fugue: “His pupils had to begin their studies by learning pure four-part thorough bass. From this he went to chorales; first he added the basses to them himself, and they had to invent the alto and tenor. Then he taught them to devise the basses themselves. He particularly insisted on the writing out of the thorough bass in [four real] parts.”32

In our own pedagogical tradition, in which harmony and counterpoint are strongly demarcated (Schenkerian theory notwithstanding), Kirnberger’s identification of Bach as harmonist might strike us as odd. But it was hardly considered so in the eighteenth century. When critics and theorists in Bach’s day praised his music, it was almost always in terms of harmony, not contrapuntal texture or the genre of the fugue. Reichardt thought Bach to have been the “greatest harmonist of all time and of all people,” while Marpurg thought the virtue of Bach’s Art of Fugue was precisely its potential to restore the “dignity of harmony.”33 Of course, when these theorists made reference to harmony, few of them were thinking exclusively of vertical chords or their succession. The exigencies of dissonance treatment and the need to create and sustain flowing, independent voices to shape chords—today we would call it voice-leading—was an indispensable element in all harmonic pedagogy. Still, there was an indisputable chordal element to these theorists’ views on harmony that should not be obscured on account of any twentieth-century ideology. Nichelmann’s commentary on the first eight measures of BWV 817 reproduced in example 1 illustrates well this harmonic prejudice: “Within a period of just eight measures, this composition not only displays a sufficient quantity and variety of chords such that the most natural desires of the soul are satisfied by a sufficient diversity of harmony, thereby fulfilling the primary and most universal function of music, but these differing harmonies are also ideally suited to the specific nature of the music.”34

Over and over we find eighteenth-century critics singling out Bach’s astonishing harmonic inventiveness as his crowning compositional legacy.35 To place emphasis upon Bach’s harmonic inventiveness at the expense of his contrapuntal mastery would in no way lessen his image as a “learned” composer. Nor was Bach’s harmonic art seen in any way less susceptible to pedagogical study and emulation. This is surely the reason that, of all of Bach’s many compositions awaiting publication in the later eighteenth century, it was his four-part chorales that were issued first. Kirnberger’s determination—one might better say, obsession—to see the chorales published in his lifetime was driven by his conviction that they represented the richest pedagogical models of harmonic art ever conceived. And it also explains the horror and sense of ethical betrayal Kirnberger and C. P. E. Bach expressed at the appearance of Birnstiel’s corrupt edition of the chorales.36

Throughout the eighteenth century, it was Bach’s chorales that received the most attention and praise from theorists, not his instrumental music or larger vocal pieces.37 Early on, theorists recognized—as they do today—that Bach’s chorales offer an unparalleled compendium of harmonic vocabulary and voicing with inexhaustible pedagogical value. Agricola—who at one point was asked by Kirnberger to help edit the chorales—marveled with “what art and harmonic genius” these chorales were composed. “While his melodies may not be as charming and touching as others, they are all controlled by the richest harmonies in such a natural and unconstrained manner, one would break into quite a sweat trying to write something of their equal.”38 In 1785, Schulz thought that the chorales might constitute by themselves an “enduring handbook of practical harmony.”39

Not all theorists were unanimous in endorsing Bach’s chorales, however. Johann Christoph Kuhnau, a student of Kirnberger’s, admitted that Bach’s four-part chorales were great pedagogical models, but he thought that they worked poorly as actual hymns to be sung in church.40 The Abbé Vogler was an even stronger critic, believing Bach’s chorales to be filled with crude part writing, obscure modal identities, and gross violations of harmonic syntax. (Vogler claimed to rectify these “problems” in his own notorious recomposition [Verbesserung] of a dozen of Bach’s chorales.)41 But Vogler’s opinion was really the exception, as was made plain by the deluge of ridicule and sarcasm that rained down upon his Choral System. For virtually every other observer in the second half of the eighteenth century, Bach’s chorales were models of harmonic pedagogy to be studied and emulated.42

Kirnberger was keen to show that the same harmonic logic that is so perfectly manifested in the four-part chorale in fact underlies all of Bach’s music. To do this, he began with the received practice of the thorough bass. According to Bach’s well-known definition (borrowed from Niedt), the thorough bass was the “most perfect foundation of music … [resulting in] a full-sounding Harmonie to the Honour of God and the permissible delight of the soul.”43 Extrapolating from this, Kirnberger deduced that all music is derived from four-part harmonic backgrounds that could be elucidated through the thorough bass.44 But Kirnberger wanted to go one step further and show how this harmonic background within the thorough bass was itself reducible to an even more simplified construction. And this is where Rameau’s fundamental bass proved so useful. It was not so much the generative elements of Rameau’s theory that was of interest to Kirnberger, as it was to Marpurg; rather, it was the reductive element. Rameau’s theory proved uniquely suited to showing how all tonal music could be reduced to a small number of logically related harmonic entities whose succession was controlled by an underlying fundamental bass.45 It is certainly true that Kirnberger was no slavish disciple of Rameau. Indeed, for various political reasons to be discussed later, he tried to distance himself from Rameau’s specter. Still, Rameau’s harmonic emphasis was ultimately compatible with Kirnberger’s outlook, for through it Bach’s most elevated contrapuntal art could be accounted for within the analytic paradigm of Reiner Satz.

Kirnberger inadvertently underscored this point when he argued that “all the things Bach worked out, as complex as some of them may at first appear, can be traced to a fundamental bass composed of natural progressions, and to two simple basic chords: the triad and the essential seventh-chord; and no one will find, in all his doublings, that he ever took any other chord as a basis.”46 The reduction of all harmony to two basic chord types was a central feature of Rameau’s theory, and one entirely obscured in Marpurg’s writings, whose self-avowed “eclectic” system relied on the independent generation and classification of several dissonant chord types, including all untergeschobene chords of the 9th, 11th, and 13th.47

We can see a vivid illustration of Kirnberger’s application of the fundamental bass in his analysis of the B-Minor Fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier. Two sections of this analysis are reproduced in example 2—in 2a the opening of the fugue, and in 2b a restatement of the fugue subject (in the bass voice towards the end).48 One can scarcely imagine a more difficult and arguably inappropriate piece to analyze from a Rameauian perspective than the B-Minor Fugue, with its gnarly, twisting subject, dense chromatic writing, and its labyrinthine maze of sharp keys. (The A-Minor Prelude from Well-Tempered Clavier 11, which is also analyzed by Kirnberger in this work, is not much more tractable on this account.) Yet it is just for these reasons that Kirnberger must have chosen this monumental piece. Where else could Kirnberger more strikingly display the virtues and insights afforded by his harmonic perspective than in a fugue whose texture is arguably one of the most densely chromatic that Bach ever conceived?

EX.2. Johann Kirnberger’s “continuo” and fundamental-bass analysis of BWV 869/2 (from Kirnberger, Die Wahren Grundsätze, 1773)
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The following fugue by Johann Sebastian Bach, which to this day has seemed insoluble even to great men of our time, [is here presented] with the basic chords naturally derived from it according to our principles, [and] may serve as evidence for all that we have stated above. We believe that our reasoning is based on the nature of the matter itself, when we assert that these principles of harmony are not only the true ones but also the only ones by which this fugue, as well as all the other apparent difficulties in the works of this greatest harmonist of all times, are solved and made understandable.49



Kirnberger is able to subdue the linear chromaticism by first composing in the second system a hypothetical thorough-bass realization of the harmonies he hears underlying the music. Note incidentally how the bass line of this continuo part does not follow strictly the bass voice of the fugue. In Kirnberger’s pedagogy, the continuo part forms the essential harmonic skeleton of the music, which is then elaborated thematically by use of diminution. This continuo harmony is itself generated and controlled by the logic of the fundamental bass. In the fifth staff of the analysis, the fundamental bass of the continuo part is revealed, reflecting the use of his so-called incidental dissonances—that is, chords with added ninths and suspensions. In the very bottom system, these dissonances are suppressed, leaving a pure succession of fundamental triads and “essential” seventh chords that proceed almost entirely by falling fifths, with occasional motion by ascending second.

The sufficiency of this analysis suggests why Kirnberger never got around to writing a pedagogy of the fugue, despite his repeated promises to do so.50 The harmonic pedagogy in his Kunst was arguably the sufficient foundation for the fugue—as it was for any kind of composition. Ironically, it was Marpurg—the paragon of a galant critic and self-avowed disciple of Rameau—who wrote the most comprehensive and influential study of the fugue related to Bach’s practice. But Marpurg’s interpretation of the fugue differed profoundly from Kirnberger’s, despite his overt acceptance of Rameau’s theory. As I have already suggested, it may well have been due to his myopic obsession with Rameau’s theory of harmonic generation that he was hindered from interpreting Bach’s fugues as harmonic entities in the way Kirnberger did. (Tellingly, there is not a single use of Rameau’s fundamental bass in all the pages of Marpurg’s Abhandlung.)51 Marpurg drew a greater demarcation between counterpoint and harmony. The concerns of Marpurg in his Abhandlung were more geared to the nature of the fugue subject and answer, the kinds of manipulations that may be applied to the subject, and general questions of procedure and form in fugal writings. We can see an illustration of this in his analysis (Be-(schreibung) of the two-part E-Minor Fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier. Whereas Kirnberger is obviously concerned with the harmonic background to Bach’s fugues, Marpurg is concerned with a descriptive taxonomy of each fugal entry, the key in which it occurs, and any transformation by inversion or double counterpoint that may be found.


The fugue is in e minor and is forty-two measures long in three-four time. The first two measures contain the subject of the exposition. There then follows in measures three and four the answer at whose second beat there appears a countersubject that is very different from the subject. In the fifth measure, the countersubject which first appeared in the upper voice is repeated in the lower one but provided with a new upper part and, by means of a transposition—in fact a clever transposition—together with two additional measures (an even cleverer procedure), it is led into G major. In this key at measure 11 the upper voice thereupon takes up the subject and has the invertible and here inverted countersubject under it. Immediately thereafter the answer appears in the bass in D major as is appropriate to a subject in G major. After this we have a free episode which is also inverted.52



The fugue for Marpurg and most of his compatriots was an artful, demanding, and venerable genre. But above all, it was one requiring proper “plan” and “procedure.”

To be sure, Marpurg was concerned with “harmonic” factors, or at least those that lay within his pseudo-Rameauian paradigm. In their dispute over the fugue, Marpurg heavily criticized some of Kirnberger’s own fugal compositions for inattention to harmonic detail. But the harmonic details that worried Marpurg were based on a blinkered, chord-by-chord notion of tonality.53 One of Marpurg’s harshest criticisms of Kirnberger—the improper use of double counterpoint—was based on his entirely harmonic conception of double counterpoint as representing (and generating) chordal inversions. Kirnberger tried to rebut Marpurg’s criticisms by that tried and true method—citing the practice of Sebastian Bach.54 But at the time of this dispute (1759), Kirnberger was still a young composer and theorist, and he had not yet developed his own thoughts on these questions in any detail. Hence, he was unable to refute effectively any of Marpurg’s charges. But with the completion of his Kunst some twenty years later, Kirnberger had in fact worked out a system that could accommodate Marpurg’s objections through the synthesis he made of Rameau’s fundamental bass with thorough-bass practice. Indeed, this synthesis allowed him not only to incorporate Bach’s elevated art within the paradigm of four-part harmony, but also music that was manifestly more galant in style. This is why Kirnberger would not have seen any inconsistencies between his reverence for Bach’s music and his own activities as a composer and pedagogue of sentimental odes, keyboard dances, and other lightweight genres. (Perhaps the most striking manifestation of this can be seen in Kirnberger’s first and last publications, each consisting of a short-cut “method” for generating compositions through, respectively, ars combinatoria and compositional troping.)55 Whatever aesthetic distance there may have been between the techniques of strict counterpoint and the kinds of polonaises and sonatas one could concoct with his games, Kirnberger believed all of them to be rooted in pure four-part harmony, even though the overt texture of the music may not reflect this.56

There remains, finally, the paradox that Kirnberger adopted almost completely Rameau’s fundamental bass while simultaneously assuming the role of Rameau’s most energetic critic in Germany. Conversely, Marpurg—who claimed to be promoting this very theory—proved to be an unreliable ambassador. This problem might seem to be only an issue for a historian of music theory. But it is important in the present context since Kirnberger—and subsequent generations of scholars—firmly believed that Rameau’s theory was fundamentally incompatible with Bach’s compositional practice. A specious but tenacious polarization is thus created, with Rameau and “harmony” on one side and Bach and “counterpoint” on the other, when in reality these components symbiotically interact in Rameau’s theory, as they do, of course, in Bach’s music.

There seem to be two parts to this story that need to be briefly told. The first concerns the mistransmission of Rameau’s theory via Marpurg’s translation of d’Alembert’s resumé; the second concerns the hostility with which French ideas and culture were received by certain circles of German “patriots” at midcentury. As concerns the first part, let it be noted that Rameau’s advocates did not often serve him well. D’Alembert did his best to summarize Rameau’s music theory in his widely read redaction, the Elémens de musique théorique et pratique suivant lesprincipes de M. Rameau (Paris, 1752), but he failed to grasp the more subtle features of that theory. His redaction, for all its clarity, concision, and logic, offered a rather mechanistic and overly deductive picture of Rameau’s thought.57 Unfortunately, this is the picture that was conveyed to German readers when Marpurg undertook to translate d’Alembert’s book into German: Systematische Einleitung in die musicalische Setzkunst, nach den Lehrsädtzen des Herrn Rameau (Leipzig, 1757). This book, combined with Marpurg’s own revisions and additions (being a part of his “eclectic” system) ensured that no German reader without access to the French originals would gain an accurate view of the music theory of Herr Rameau.

Thus, when German readers were confronted with the combined “Rameau-Marpurg system,” they found an incoherent muddle of acoustical arguments for chord generation, musically insensitive analyses of dissonant suspensions and other nonchord tones, and artificially mechanistic definitions of mode and modulation. It hardly mattered that this “system” perverted Rameau’s own views; for many German musicians of the time, it was enough that it was a theory with Rameau’s name on it. And because there was a strong prejudice against matters French among many Berlin musicians who chafed under the suffocating domination of French culture (if not repertoire) at Frederick’s court, “Rameau’s” theory may have been received as one more cultural insult.

We can now understand that when Kirnberger and Marpurg became embroiled once again in the 1770s, this time debating issues related to tuning and Rameau’s theory, Bach’s name was once again drawn into the fray as much for political reasons as for genuine artistic ones. If for the cosmopolitan Marpurg there was little problem in reconciling his enthusiasm for Rameau with his proclaimed admiration for Bach, for the more provincial Kirnberger no reconciliation was possible. Believing Bach’s compositions to represent the greatest repertoire of true, indigenous German music, Kirnberger (and Carl Philipp Emanuel) simply could not tolerate some French author or his surrogate presuming to explain the theoretical basis of this music.58 Marpurg tried vainly to keep Bach out of the debate, perhaps sensing that he would have trouble competing with Kirnberger’s authority when it came to matters of Bach’s compositional pedagogy:


Great Heavens! Why must old Bach be drawn by main force into a dispute in which, if he were still alive, he certainly would have taken no part. I believe that this great man made use of more than one single method in his teaching, fitting the method to the capacities of each head with which he had to deal, according to whether he found it equipped with greater or smaller natural gifts, stiffer or more flexible, wooden or full of spirit. But I am also assured that if there exist anywhere any manuscript introductions to harmony by this man, certain things will be sought in vain among them which Mr. Kirnberger wants to sell us as Bach’s teaching principles. His famous son in Hamburg ought to know something about this, too.59



This was obviously a strategic error by Marpurg, for Carl Philipp Emanuel had not too much earlier completed a similar polemic with Christoph Nichelmann—his former colleague and harpsichord rival in Berlin—in which Rameau’s theory also had played a central role. While the arguments between Nichelmann and Carl Philipp Emanuel were not as overtly theoretical as were those between Kirnberger and Marpurg, they did engage the two issues relevant here: the value of Rameau’s fundamental bass as an analytic explanation (this time as interpreted by Nichelmann), and the authority to speak about J. S. Bach’s music. Reacting partly to the kind of analysis illustrated in example 1, but more strongly to Nichelmann’s undiplomatic penchant to criticize and rewrite the music of others (including compositions by both C. P. E. and his father), C. P. E. issued a strongly worded pamphlet attacking Nichelmann’s treatise.60 While it would take us far afield here to discuss the specific issues of the polemic, suffice it to say that political reasons were equally at play. Nichelmann’s close association with Rameau’s theory must have exacerbated in C. P. E.’s mind the polarity between the Frenchman and J. S. Bach. Thus, when Kirnberger called upon C. P. E. to respond to Marpurg’s challenge, the results were predictable: “Moreover, what Mr. Bach, Capellmeister in Hamburg, thinks of the excellent work of Mr. Marpurg, is shown by some passages from a letter that this famous man has written me: ’The behavior of Mr. Marpurg towards you is execrable.’ Further: ’That my basic principles and those of my late father are anti-Rameau you may loudly proclaim.’”61

But there is nothing in Rameau’s theory that is intrinsically and irredeemably opposed to Bach’s music, as Kirnberger’s own analyses powerfully demonstrate. It was Marpurg’s perversion of that theory against which C. P. E. and Kirnberger were really fighting. But by this point, the real origins of the various positions held by each combatant had become hopelessly obscured.

* * *

It is tempting for us today to speculate what Bach would have said in response to the arguments of his quarrelsome disciples. Where would the statue have stood? Bach’s apparent silence on questions of music theory did not mean he lacked distinct points of view, nor the spleen to express them when he felt it important to do so. We need only recall the pugnacity and stubbornness with which he carried on his arguments with Ernesti, or for that matter, the obvious covert support he gave to writers like Birnbaum and Schröter when they wrote on his behalf.

Lacking any secure documentary evidence, a natural place for us to look is the music itself. If we recall that theoria in its most fundamental sense means to “contemplate” fully and completely, then Bach’s approach to composition is arguably “theoretical.” Since Forkel, observers have noted how Bach takes some thematic or harmonic idea in his compositions and systematically develops it—whether it be through fugal invention, canonic art, or diminution. This is why many nineteenth-century theorists dubbed his late instrumental cycles like the Goldberg Variations and the Art of Fugue “learned,” “speculative,” and finally, “theoretical.”62 From a historical perspective, they represent a kind of encyclopedic summa in the tradition of seventeenth-century scholastic inquiry; they constitute an implicit Matthesis of technique and potential that bespeaks far more than any overtly didactic treatise could of the author’s grasp of music’s material, formal, and efficient causes (to express this in the Aristotelian terminology that would have been familiar to so many music theorists of Bach’s day). Perhaps, then, Bach was a theorist after all. But to paraphrase Leibniz, if music is the counting of numbers by the mind unaware it is doing so, we can say that Bach was a composer who was theorizing yet unaware of doing so.

Of course, this still does not tell us Bach’s view on the more mundane (or perhaps, rarified) theoretical issues that so vexed and divided his followers. Like the scriptures of Luther’s Bible, Bach’s compositions were not open to easy exegesis. Bach’s music invites conflicting interpretations, being a quodlibet of different styles and functions, and all theorists who cite his music in their arguments—in the eighteenth century as well as today—can find justification somewhere. However, rather than agonize over a resolution to this question, though, perhaps we can find consolation in Jaroslav Pelikan’s wise monograph published a decade ago—and whose title I have borrowed for the present study.63 As to the question whether Bach’s theological convictions were orthodox or Pietist, or for that matter, his world view that of the Aufklärung or the Reformation, Pelikan concluded that no fixed answer was possible, since Bach seemed to offer evidence suggestive to all sides. But maybe it is the question that is wrong, Pelikan averred. Perhaps we have set up a polarity between two irreconcilable extremes, when in fact there is only a continuum. If Bach’s position among the theologians is Delphic, so it is with his place among the theorists. His music constitutes a spectrum—really a whole musical ocean, to paraphrase Beethoven—that is large enough to accommodate all the harmonic theories, theological catechisms, and numerological encodings his listeners have found in it over the ages. It is also large enough to accommodate our concerns today, our own peculiar postmodern urges to project upon it differing hermeneutic readings, political allegories, and social or gender hierarchies. That is perhaps Bach’s most tenacious theoretical legacy, and one that promises not to exhaust itself any time soon.

For their helpful suggestions and critical comments on an earlier version of this paper, I would like to thank David Schulenberg, Daniel Melamed, and Jeanne Swack. Special gratitude is owed to my colleague and fellow Bach enthusiast Delbert Disselhorst, to whom, in celebration of twenty-five years of inspirational teaching and performing on the organ at the University of Iowa, I respectfully dedicate this essay.
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Bach and Mozart’s Artistic Maturity

Robert L.Marshall

In the annals of musicological writing, few questions have been rehearsed so often, or for so long, as that of Mozart’s relationship to Bach and the significance of that relationship for subsequent music history. The traditional, and still predominant, understanding of Mozart’s relationship with Bach, reduced to its essentials, runs as follows. About a year after he had settled in Vienna, and by early 1782 at the latest, Mozart came to know the music of J. S. Bach during the course of his weekly Sunday musical matinees at the home of Baron Gottfried van Swieten. This exposure and confrontation, this Auseinandersetzung with the music of Bach profoundly and permanently influenced, indeed virtually transformed, Mozart’s style and even reshaped his fundamental understanding of the nature and potential of music. The result was a major aesthetic and stylistic breakthrough—one that effected a synthesis of the “learned” and the “galant,” of Bachian counterpoint and complexity and rococo “naturalness” and immediacy. The result was nothing less than the creation of the Viennese Classical Style.

This familiar argument, a virtual truism not only of Mozart biography but of music history and still by far the prevailing view, has in fact been challenged—and by some distinguished authorities. Sides have been taken. Since the question has become controversial, a brief review of the history of the historiography is in order. The first attempt to assess the larger historical importance of Mozart’s Bach reception—as opposed simply to noting that Mozart knew and admired Bach’s music—was offered by one of Mozart’s own acquaintances, the Abbé Maximilian Stadler (1748–1843). In his Materialien zu einer Geschichte der Musik, compiled between 1815 and 1829, Stadler remarks: “Owing especially to those works of his written during the last ten years in Vienna, Mozart propelled himself to such heights that he was acknowledged, not only in Vienna but throughout Germany, indeed throughout all of Europe, as the greatest master, one who united within himself Sebastian Bach’s art, Handel’s strength, Haydn’s most witty clarity and charm” (emphasis added).1 Since then, all has been Variations on the Theme. For example, Constanze Mozart’s second husband, Georg Nikolaus Nissen, clearly appropriating Stadler’s insight, wrote the following in the Anhang to the first full-length biography of Mozart (published in 1828):


After [composers], with the exception of but a few masters, and in the interest of achieving a light, popular, sentimental style had distanced themselves ever more from the thoroughness of old Sebastian Bach, Mozart appeared, who, filled with deep admiration for Bach, combined in his own compositions Italian charm, German strength, and most notably Bachian art (specifically with respect to richness of harmony, melodically informed bass lines, and contrapuntal treatment, altogether); and along with Joseph Haydn he founded a new epoch in the art of music, the one with which the modern style began.2



In this century, Hermann Abert devoted an entire chapter of his monumental Mozart biography to demonstrating the same proposition. The chapter is entitled “Die groβe Stilwandlung unter dem Einfluβ Seb. Bachs, Händels und Ph. E. Bachs.”3 The thesis attained its classic—or perhaps one should say, its Romantic—formulation in Alfred Einstein’s Mozart: His Character, His Work, in a chapter entitled “Mozart and Counterpoint.” Einstein writes: “For Mozart the encounter with [Bach’s] compositions resulted in a revolution and a crisis in his creative activity.” He continues: “Mozart was never completely finished with this experience, but it enriched his imagination and resulted in more and more perfect works.”4

In recent years the theme has been echoed and developed further by, among others, Charles Rosen, Ludwig Finscher, and Robert Marshall. Early in The Classical Style, Charles Rosen observes: “In spite of Mozart’s acquaintance with later composers who tried to continue the contrapuntal tradition, a remarkable development comes over his work from the moment he begins to know the music of Johann Sebastian Bach.”5

According to Ludwig Finscher,


Mozart’s decisive breakthrough to the classical style, his contribution to the elaboration of this style as a synthesis which one can, with some justification, describe as a Universal style, one in which the historically older idea of a synthesis of national styles was lifted, this breakthrough took place not in the symphony, indeed not really in any particular genre, but primarily in the context of a biographical situation, in which Mozart’s lifelong practice of coming to terms with various stylistic models culminated in the confrontation, practically simultaneously, with two artistically overwhelming impressions: the encounter with Bach and Handel in the house of Baron van Swieten and the encounter with Haydn’s String Quartets, Opus 33.6



Elsewhere Finscher puts it more cogently: “The year 1782 [thanks to the encounter with Bach, Händel, and Haydn’s op.33 string quartets] thus becomes an epochal year, indeed the year in which the classical style was born—and presiding over the birth are Bach and Händel.”7

As for Marshall, a 1991 essay, “Bach and Mozart: Styles of Musical Genius,” opens with this form of the conventional wisdom: “It is well known that Mozart was profoundly impressed by, and influenced by, the music of Johann Sebastian Bach. Indeed, his mature style is unimaginable without it.”8

This view, although it is the prevailing opinion, is not unanimous. Several eminent Mozarteans have questioned the ultimate importance of Mozart’s Bach experience. The challenge was apparently first issued by Stanley Sadie in a brief article, “Mozart, Bach and Counterpoint.”9 Sadie asks: “Did Mozart’s contact with Bach, as Einstein claimed, really cause a ’revolution and a crisis in his creative activity’?” After considering the well-known fugal examples, Sadie concludes that “Mozart undoubtedly had the utmost reverence for Bach as a supreme master of his craft; but I fancy he would have been amused, or perhaps mildly offended, at the notion of anyone so absurdly out of date affecting his music in anything more than the most superficial ways.”10

There is at least a trace of debunking skepticism, too, in Neal Zaslaw’s comment, early in his magisterial study of Mozart’s symphonies: “Much has been made of Wolfgang’s encounter in the early 1780s with J. S. Bach’s contrapuntal style, but sufficient recognition has not always been given to the fact that Wolfgang grew up surrounded by composers who prided themselves on their command of the stile antico.”11 This comment, by the way, is in effect the only substantial reference at all to J. S. Bach in Zaslaw’s massive volume. Finally, Ulrich Konrad, in his recent comprehensive investigation of the Mozart sketches, cites and essentially endorses Sadie’s position: “Let the opinion at the least be voiced that the constant emphasis on both Constanze Mozart’s alleged passion for fugues, which is supposed to have stimulated her husband, as well as the encounter of the composer with the music of Johann Sebastian Bach—which, especially in the German-language literature has virtually taken on the aura of a mythos—that these observations do not essentially advance the goal of an objective assessment of the historical and, above all, the musical implications of Mozart’s contrapuntal thought.”12

Despite such recent doubts, however, the familiar, traditional understanding, at least in this writer’s opinion, still retains its validity. However, as the reservations that have been raised concerning the “mythos” (in Konrad’s characterization) make clear, a number of qualifications are called for.

In the first place, it is, at best, misleading to draw a close parallel between Mozart’s confrontation with the music of Bach and Handel, and J. S. Bach’s encounter with sixteenth-century polyphony. When Bach embarked on his serious investigation of the stile antico in the mid-1730s, Palestrina had been dead for close to 150 years; when Mozart began his extensive study of J. S. Bach, Bach had been dead for just over thirty. The relation between Bach and Mozart, in short, is not at all analogous to that between Bach and Palestrina. Bach belonged to the generation of Mozart’s grandparents and was the father of one of Mozart’s mentors, Johann Christian Bach. By the same token, Bach’s music, for Mozart, was not representative of a historical style (not yet) nor part of a historicizing movement—as it was to be for Beethoven. Bach’s music represented a stile antico for Mozart no more, perhaps, than the music of Bartók or Stravinsky represents a stile antico for us.

* * *

Johann Sebastian Bach’s name appears in the Mozart family correspondence for the first time in Wolfgang’s famous letter to Nannerl from Vienna, dated 10 April 1782: “I go every Sunday at 12 o’clock to the Baron van Swieten, where nothing is played but Händel and Bach. I am collecting at the moment the fugues of Bach—not only of Sebastian but also of Emanuel and Friedemann.”13

It is hard not to get the impression from the standard biographical literature that these Sunday matinees at the Baron van Swieten’s marked the beginning of Mozart’s serious encounter with the music of Bach. But it seems clear from the way Mozart introduces the names of Bach—father and sons—that they were not unfamiliar to Nannerl and needed no particular identification or further description. Indeed, Mozart’s knowledge of Bach’s music most likely antedated the Van Swieten sessions by decades.

The constellation of evidence for this contention begins, not surprisingly, with Leopold Mozart. In the early 1750s, Leopold Mozart had connections with at least one important member of the Berlin Bach circle: Friedrich Wilhelm Marpurg (1718–95). Marpurg’s connections with Bach are well known. Most notably, he was the author of the preface to the second edition of the Art of Fugue (published in 1752), and in his Abhandlung von der Fuge (1753/54) he drew extensively on the music of J. S. Bach for his examples. As for Leopold Mozart’s connections with Marpurg, in 1756 Marpurg had published a favorable review of Leopold’s violin treatise in his Historisch-Kritische Beyträge zur Aufnahme der Musik; in the following year, and in the same journal, he printed Leopold’s “Report on the Present State of the Musical Establishment at the Court of His Serene Highness the Archbishop of Salzburg in the Year 1757.” It seems safe to assume that Marpurg had commissioned the contribution from Leopold a year or so earlier.14

Whether or not Leopold’s connections with Marpurg involved the music of J. S. Bach is not known. But it is certainly a good possibility. Be that as it may, it is more than likely that Leopold had become aware of Bach’s music considerably earlier than the 1750s, namely, as a student in his native Augsburg. During Leopold’s youth, the cantor of the Protestant church in Augsburg, St. Anne’s, was Philipp David Kräuter (1690–1741). Kräuter, a native of Augsburg, had been a pupil of Johann Sebastian Bach’s in Weimar in 1712 and 1713.15 As several scholars have suggested, Leopold “doubtless” heard performances by Kräuter in Augsburg in his youth and they “probably” included music by J. S. Bach.16

Finally, in addition to Marpurg in Berlin and Kräuter in Augsburg, Leopold had also had some contact with one of Bach’s leading champions in Leipzig: Lorenz Christoph Mizler (1711–78). As is well known, Mizler, in the year 1747, inducted J. S. Bach (whom he described as his “good friend and patron”) into his Korrespondierende Sozietät der Musicalischen Wissenschaften as its fourteenth member. Considerably less well known is the fact that in 1753 Mizler had extended an invitation of membership into his prestigious society to Leopold Mozart. (Whether Leopold ever accepted the invitation is not clear.)17

As for Wolfgang, it seems reasonable to assume, in light of Leopold’s likely acquaintance with J. S. Bach’s music, that he had exposed Wolfgang to it as a young child. And if not Leopold in Salzburg, then surely Johann Christian Bach in London. Indeed, our suspicions concerning an early Wolfgang Mozart-Sebastian Bach connection rise above the level of circumstantial evidence and assume something resembling documented verification in the following passage from Franz Niemetschek’s 1798 Life of Mozart. Referring to the Mozarts’ grand tour to Paris and London in 1764 and 1765, Niemetschek reports: “In Paris and London, pieces by Händel and Bach were placed before him [Wolfgang], which to the astonishment of all experts he was immediately able to perform with accuracy and with proper expression.”18 We may be reasonably sure that by the late 1790s the “Bach” Niemetschek had in mind with his conjunction of the names of Handel and Bach was Johann Sebastian.

Finally, evidence of a more tangible, and audible, sort is provided by a musical composition: Mozart’s fragmentary (i.e., almost finished) Fugue in G Minor for “Clavier,” K.401/375e.19 Whether this piece is for organ or piano or harpsichord, for two hands or four hands, has been a matter of dispute. What has never been in dispute is the manifest Bachian influence to be seen and heard in it (ex.1).

EX.1. Mozart, Fugue in G Minor, K. 401, opening
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EX.2. a, BWV 867/2, subject.b, BWV 1080/1, subject
[image: EX.2. a, BWV 867/2, subject. b, BWV 1080/1, subject]
It is hard to imagine how Mozart could have composed, or even have imagined composing, such an atypical piece—moreover, a contrapuntal tour de force of the first order: a counter-double fugue, that is, a double fugue whose two subjects are inversions of one another—if he had remained in sublime ignorance of the Art of Fugue or the Well-Tempered Clavier. The idea is even more inconceivable, given the frequently observed and, indeed, impossible-to-overlook similarities between Mozart’s subject and those of both the Bb-minor fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier and the Art of Fugue (ex.2).

The connection is especially strong with the Art of Fugue, since, in addition to the family resemblance of the subjects, the same compositional techniques are explored. Indeed, it seems to have been Mozart’s objective to “trump” his model, insofar as his fugue unites within a single composition the “agendas” of no fewer than three of Bach’s pieces from the Art of Fugue: two of the simple fugues based, respectively, on the rectus and inversus forms of the subject, along with the Contrapunctus No. 5 (in the numbering of the original edition) in which both forms are combined (see ex.3).20 So “Bachian” is this fugue, and so impressive, if admittedly rather dry and “academic” in its technical mastery, that it has been confidently dated by all commentators (until fairly recently) to Mozart’s Vienna period and specifically to Mozart’s “Bach year,” 1782. It is now known, however, that the work was composed a full decade earlier than that. Wolfgang Plath demonstrated some twenty years ago, on the basis of the handwriting in the autograph, that the composition was in all likelihood composed a full ten years earlier than has been universally assumed, namely, in the late summer of 1772.21

Mozart scholarship, it seems, has not yet fully come to terms with the implications of this discovery, the most significant of which, clearly, is that Mozart not only knew, but had already begun his Auseinanderesetzung with J. S. Bach’s most significant and challenging contrapuntal keyboard music by the early 1770s. This, of course, again raises the question as to the source of this exposure. If it was not the good Baron van Swieten, then who? Evidence already presented above strongly suggests both Leopold and J. C. Bach as plausible intermediaries. But an even more likely candidate is worth consideration.

It is known that Padre Martini, who among other things was the teacher of Johann Christian Bach in the late 1750s and an admirer of Johann Sebastian Bach during the composer’s lifetime, owned a fragmentary but musically complete copy of a print of the Musical Offering as early as April 1750. He also possessed a manuscript copy of much of the E-minor Partita, from Clavierübung I,22 and most likely Clavierübung III as well. (At all events he quotes the opening of Dies sind die heilgen zehn Gebot, BWV 678, in his Storia della Musica.)23 Therefore, it would have been altogether consistent with his interests as a contrapuntist (and with his passion as a bibliophile) for him also to have acquired a copy of the Art of Fugue—through J. C. Bach or others—well before the visit of the Mozarts to Bologna in 1770.

It is important to keep in mind that Mozart’s involvement with the fugue in the early and mid-1770s, while, on the one hand, remarkable and perhaps unique with respect to its specific evocation of J. S. Bach and in its breathtaking display of the most sophisticated contrapuntal virtuosity, was, on the other hand, symptomatic of the newly kindled infatuation with traditional fugal procedures among Austrian composers at the time. Hitherto largely a specialized stylistic device, mainly identified with music for the church and ritualistically associated with a few traditional moments in the mass and elsewhere, the new phenomenon, as is well known, now introduced contrapuntal and fugal procedures into secular instrumental ensemble music as well. It also had aesthetic and ideological connections with the so-called Sturm und Drang episode of the mid-1770s. Its full dimensions, at least for the chamber music of the period, have been copiously documented by Warren Kirkendale.24

Among the best-known manifestations of this trendy contrapuntal fashion are the “learned,” and not a little pretentious, fugal finales in three of Haydn’s op.20 string quartets (composed 1771) and, in emulation of them, Mozart’s String Quartets in F Major and D Minor, K.168 and K.173 respectively, composed in late summer 1773. These compositions, however, for all their fugal expositions, stretti, inversions, and retrogrades, have essentially little, if anything, to do with J. S. Bach. They reflect, rather, textbook models and are more than a little dependent on stereotypical thematic and contrapuntal formulas, such as the descending chromatic soggetto of Mozart’s K.173 or the venerable falling fifth, falling diminished seventh, subject of Haydn’s F-minor quartet finale (ex.4). (The latter archetype is clearly discernible as well, to a greater or lesser degree, in the subjects of Bach’s Musical Offering, Art of Fugue, and Mozart’s K.401.)

However, one important literary source, technically and ideologically, for this renewed interest in the venerable, if nearly moribund (but not yet quite extinct), strict, or learned, style in composition does exhibit specific connections to J. S. Bach: the writings of the Berlin theorists Marpurg and, especially, Johann Philipp Kirnberger, whose advocacy of the Kunst des Reinen Satzes caught fire during the 1770s in Vienna. There was, then, in this respect, a transmission to Mozart, along with other Austrian composers, of what we may describe as a specifically Bachian ethos, regarding “serious” or “strict” composition.

EX.3. a, BWV 1080, Opening of Contrapunctus 1, 3, and 5.b, K.401, mm.1–3, 46–48, 81–84
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EX.4. Haydn, String Quartet, op.20/5, finale, opening theme
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Most important and obvious is the fact that the more imaginative composers of the time recognized the aesthetic potential of transforming a textbook thematic stereotype—such as the tonic-to-dominant-plus-diminished-seventh leap, for example—if one were to remove it from the domain of the merely pedagogical and aim to release its inherently powerful expressive properties. Doing so could introduce into the sphere of the hitherto innocuous symphony, for example, in place of the routine major-mode arpeggio fanfares in the opening allegros that passed for “themes,” a more serious, more intense, more personal thematic statement. An example that comes readily to mind is the opening of Mozart’s Symphony in G Minor, K.183/173dB, composed by 5 October 1773 (ex.5).

We owe, then, to this retrospective return to late Baroque melodic convention the invention of something quite new in symphonic writing: what we may call the “Passionate Allegro Theme.” There was also the recognition of the dramatic, even heroic, potential, of such an academic contrapuntal device as stretto, if strategically introduced (perhaps in the course of a development section). An example can be found in the same movement (ex.6).

Broadly speaking, these symptoms of the Sturm und Drang phenomenon are perhaps best understood as part of a general reaction against (even disgust with) the facile, galant/rococo, minimalist aesthetic that had permeated and dominated European musical culture for some fifty years, since the 1720s. It is easy to see how this style would not wear well in the long run, and could not satisfy any truly formidably equipped composer—a Haydn or a Mozart. By the 1770s, the complex, intellectually challenging, deeply expressive music of Bach was literally waiting to be (re)discovered. Its (re)discovery was perhaps as inevitable as anything in history, or at least in art history, can ever be: the most gifted composers of the 1770s and 1780s were underchallenged and undernourished, and they were thirsting for such nourishment and challenge as the music of Johann Sebastian Bach could provide. This was true, too, of course, not only for composers, but also for the most thoughtful connoisseurs: a Baron van Swieten, for example.

EX.5. Mozart: Symphony in G Minor, K. 183/1 opening theme
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* * *

All of the foregoing notwithstanding, I do not wish to disavow the conventional wisdom proclaiming the signal importance of the year 1782 and of the weekly performances at the home of Baron van Swieten. The conventional wisdom is correct: the significance of those sessions cannot be overestimated; they were of decisive importance for Mozart’s later artistic development. But our understanding of the precise nature of their significance, and of the ways in which Mozart henceforth approached and appropriated the music of Bach needs to be, if not altogether reevaluated, nonetheless modified.

The year 1782 does indeed represent the period, if not of Mozart’s first encounter, then of his first extended, intensive, and systematic study of the keyboard music of J. S. Bach, along with the oratorios of Handel. Mozart wrote to his sister on 20 April 1782 that “The Baron van Swieten … gave me all the works of Handel and Sebastian Bach to take home with me (after I had played them to him).”25

Van Swieten had served as Habsburg “ambassador extraordinary” at the Prussian court from 1770 to 1777. While in Berlin he belonged to the circle of Princess Anna Amalia. Like the Princess he was a pupil of Kirnberger’s, through whom—and also through none other than Frederick the Great himself—van Swieten became a fervent admirer of the music of J. S. Bach. He later became close to C. P. E. Bach in Hamburg. We know that the works in the Baron’s possession included the Two- and Three-Part Inventions, the French and English Suites, the Partitas, a copy containing the fugues of the Well-Tempered Clavier, the Musical Offering, Part III of the Clavierübung, the six organ sonatas, BWV 525–30, arranged for two claviers—even a copy of the Magnificat that had been prepared from the original autograph, which had been in C. P. E. Bach’s possession.26

EX.6. K.183/1, mm.87–93
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Mozart’s confrontation with the music of J. S. Bach under the aegis of Van Swieten passed through at least three—possibly four—distinct phases that may be characterized as transcription, imitation, assimilation and synthesis, and transcendence.

Stage 1: Conscientious, indeed reverential, transcription. This consisted of making arrangements of Bach’s fugues, taken mainly from the Well-Tempered Clavier (but from other sources as well), for strings: quartet and probably trio (perhaps also string quintet), K. 405, which survives in Mozart’s autograph, consists of five four-part fugues from Book 2 of the Well-Tempered Clavier, arranged for string quartet.27 Another series, K.404a (whose authenticity has been challenged but is largely accepted), consists of six three-part fugues arranged for string trio. This time they are all provided with newly composed preludes, most of them presumably by Mozart.28

Stage 2: After faithful transcription, Mozart proceeded to stylistic imitation. The best-known example, and the only Bachian composition of this period that Mozart managed to complete, is the Prelude and Fugue in C Major, K. 394/383a. This is the work that is accompanied by the famous letter to Nannerl, in which Mozart relates: “My dear Constanze is really the cause of this fugue’s coming into the world. … Well, as she had often heard me play fugues out of my head, she asked me if I had ever written any down, and when I said I had not, she scolded me roundly for not recording some of my compositions in this most artistic and beautiful of all musical forms, and never ceased to entreat me until I wrote down a fugue for her.”29

Two points are worth noting about this passage. First, Mozart claims that while he had “often” played “fugues out of my head,” he had never “written any down.” Apparently he had completely forgotten about K.401. Second, the fact that Mozart wrote this composition to please his wife has been taken by Stanley Sadie as an indication that Mozart himself was not particularly enthusiastic about fugal writing. Sadie comments: “It would … seem that the prospect of pleasing his fiancée and paying his respects to Van Swieten rather than any profound impact made by the music of Bach or Handel, lay behind the countless fugues which he started during 1782—started, but did not finish; for to Mozart these were nearer to technical experiments than to genuine artistic expression, so the spur to complete them was absent. (Almost everything he wrote for Constanze, incidentally, was left unfinished.)”30

It is worth remembering, however, that in his letter to Nannerl Mozart refers to fugue as “this most artistic and beautiful of all musical forms” (“das künstlichste und schönste in der Musick”)—a characterization implying that the composition of K. 394 represented more than merely a wish to oblige Constanze or Van Swieten.

EX.7. a, K.394/2, subject.b, BWV 846/2, subject
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As for Mozart’s fugue, it is clear that he derived the subject from the C-major fugue of the Well-Tempered Clavier, Book 1. In effect Mozart detached the four opening notes from the beginning of Bach’s subject and appended them to the end (ex.7).

The fugue is an imitation; but perhaps it should more properly be considered an homage to J. S. Bach. As a composition, the work is less than altogether successful. Apart from the rather wooden, regular two-measure phrases throughout (a point already observed by Edward Lowinsky), the appoggiaturas of the countersubject are unprepared and unmotivated; they seem to have been introduced only for the sake of creating a dissonant “Bachian” effect.31 Similarly, the later sequential chain of fourths, especially in the strettos in diminution, is quite awkward. In effect, while Mozart may have managed to capture the surface of Bach’s fugue, he missed its essence.

Stage 3: Assimilation and synthesis. The ultimate artistic accomplishment of Mozart’s 1782 encounter with Bach was to find a way to incorporate the stylistic vocabulary and technical complexity of Bach’s music into the framework of his own personal instrumental idiom. This Mozart achieved by the end of 1782. He knew that he had made a decisive advance. On 28 December 1782 Mozart wrote to his father: “I should like to write a book, a short introduction to music, illustrated by examples.”32 At just that time he was putting the finishing touches on the first of the six string quartets he would eventually publish and dedicate to Joseph Haydn: the Quartet in G, K.387, which bears the date “li 31 de decembre 1782” at the top of the autograph score. The G-major quartet is Mozart’s first mature masterpiece in the genre of the string quartet. Within the previous six months Mozart had completed two other “watershed” masterpieces in his career: the Piano Concerto in A, K.414/385P, the first of the mature Viennese piano concerti, and Die Entfiihrung aus dem Serail, the work that had preoccupied him for an entire year (from 30 July 1781). It is easy to imagine that when Mozart reflected on what he had achieved in these works he concluded that he had something of value to say on the subject of music. (So why not write a book?!)

EX.8. Mozart, String Quartet, K.387, finale, opening
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What he had achieved in the G-major quartet—most spectacularly and famously so, in the last movement—was a reconciliation, a rapprochement, of the antithetical polyphonic and homophonic principles of the fugue and the sonata. I deliberately refrain from calling it a “synthesis”—it is not, strictly speaking, a synthesis, since the two idioms appear programmatically in stark alternation from section to section throughout the movement. But by introducing the two idioms into the same movement, Mozart demonstrated the effectiveness, the viability, the validity, of strict fugal procedure for the contemporary, classical style (ex.8).

The principal lesson for Mozart of the encounter with the music of Bach through the stages of transcription, imitation, and assimilation was not only that it made available an enormous expansion of stylistic and technical resources. Most important, all of this Bachian armory was in the service of a profoundly deepened understanding of the nature of musical expression. Finally, as the G-major quartet had at least suggested, these resources had the capacity of being effectively subsumed within the prevailing contemporary instrumental idiom.

After 1782 Mozart made ever more natural, more self-confident use of the compositional resources he had appropriated from Bach. Contrapuntal sophistication and harmonic subtlety were henceforth eine Selbstverständlichkeit. The transparent and kaleidoscopically changing textures of even the most modest pieces, such as the miniature Divertimenti for Three Bassett Horns, K.439b, are so exquisite and refined that they could, and should, serve as late-eighteenth-century instructive counterparts to Bach’s three-part inventions, that is, as models of the Classical-era ideal of strict part writing (ex.9).

Another striking example of what could be termed “classical counterpoint” is the opening theme of the Serenade in E-flat for Wind Instruments, K.375, again with its iridescent transparency and understated, ever-changing, quasipolyphonic dialog taking place below the theme (ex.10).

Mozart continued to imitate Bach, that is, to challenge—and, if possible, surpass—J. S. Bach on his own terms: to indulge his own propensity (no doubt acquired from the example of Bach) for overt exhibitions of compositional bravado. The two most spectacular, no doubt, are the Dance Scene from the First Act finale of Don Giovanni, in which three orchestras play three dances simultaneously in three different meters, and the coda of the fourth movement of the “Jupiter” Symphony, in which five themes are presented in mutually invertible counterpoint. It is tempting to suggest that Mozart consciously derived the “Jupiter coda” from the example of Bach’s permutation fugue. But I have not found any evidence that Mozart was familiar with any of Bach’s strict permutation fugues. As for the Dance Scene from Don Giovanni, I know of no such tour de force involving conflicting meters in the music of Bach. What is most miraculous is that both escapades—the Dance Scene and the symphony coda—while challenging the technical and aesthetic limits and no doubt the intellectual capacities of the contemporary audience, manage nonetheless to remain within the basic stylistic context of the late eighteenth century.

That the stages of Mozart’s Bach “reception”—transcription, imitation, assimilation/synthesis, and (if one is willing to accept my gloss on the “Jupiter” and Don Giovanni examples) transcendance—represent a conceptual, not a chronological, progression, is made clear by Mozart’s journey to Leipzig in 1789. The visit precipitated a second systematic phase of largely derivative stylistic imitation. It was during this visit that Mozart heard Bach’s motets: Singet dem Herrn for certain, probably Jesu meine Freude, and perhaps others as well. According to a famous anecdote reported by Friedrich Rochlitz in 1799:


On the initiative of the late Doles, then cantor of the Thomas-Schule at Leipzig, the choir surprised Mozart with the performance of the double-chorus motet Singet dem Herrn ein neues Lied [BWV 225], by Sebastian Bach. … He was told that this School … possessed the complete collection of his motets and preserved them as a sort of sacred relic. “That’s the spirit! That’s fine!” he cried. “Let’s see them!” There was, however, no score of these songs; so he had the parts given to him; and … Mozart sat himself down, with the parts all around him … and, forgetting everything else, did not get up again until he had looked through everything of Sebastian Bach’s that was there. He requested a copy, valued it very highly, and, if I am not very much mistaken, no one who knows Bach’s compositions and Mozart’s Requiem will fail to recognize … the study, the esteem, and the full comprehension of the spirit of the old contrapuntist achieved by Mozart’s versatile and unlimited genius.33



EX.9. Mozart, Divertimento No. “3” for Three Bassett Horns, K.439b: Minuet
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EX.10. Mozart, Serenade in E-flat for Wind Instruments, K.375, Movement 1, opening
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Bach’s immediate influence upon Mozart’s late vocal music is evident not only in the fugal choruses of the Requiem but most notably, as is well known, in the episode for the “armed men” from the Act 2 finale of Die Zauberflöte. The music for this scene is set in the style of a Bach chorale prelude and even uses the melody of the Lutheran chorale Ach Gott vom Himmel sieh darein as a cantus firmus. Moreover, as Reinhold Hammerstein has observed, its counterpoints closely resemble elements from the movement “Gute Nacht, o Wesen” from Bach’s motet Jesu Meine Freude, BWV 227 (ex.11).34

I suspect that Mozart was inspired to set the scene in this fashion after studying those parts for the “complete collection of [Bach’s] motets” mentioned by Rochlitz that were preserved in the Thomasschule; for among them were not only the sources of Singet dem Herrn and Jesu meine Freude but also a set of parts for Bach’s chorale cantata Ach Gott vom Himmel sieh darein, BWV 2, whose opening movement is set in motet style.

It was, in fact, not unusual at the time for motet-style choruses from Bach’s cantatas to be preserved together with the manuscripts of the motets proper. Particularly pertinent in this respect is a mid-eighteenth-century score manuscript miscellany (SBB Am. B. 12–14), copied in Berlin and belonging to the collection of the Princess Anna Amalia—and thus surely available to Baron van Swieten, too—that unites the opening chorus of Ach, Gott vom Himmel with the equally motet-style opening chorus of Aus tiefer Not schrei ich zu dir, BWV 38, and the motet Jesu meine Freude, BWV 227.35

EX.11. a, Mozart, Die Zauberflöte, Act 2: Scene of the Armed Men, opening.b BWV 227/9. Jesu meine Freude: Gute Nacht, opening
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At the end of Mozart’s life the example and provocation of J. S. Bach make their appearance not only in the context of such major compositions as Die Zauberflöte and the Requiem, but even in the unlikely arena of a piece for a mechanical clock. The so-called Fantasy in F Minor, K.608, composed in March 1791, is in many respects Mozart’s boldest effort at unabashed Bachian style imitation.36 The piece’s ritornello, with its heavy downbeat chords and contrasting dotted figures, seems to contain an allusion to the E-flat prelude from Clavierübung III, published in 1739, which Mozart surely got to know through Van Swieten (ex.12).

EX.12. a, BWV 552/1, opening.b, K.608, opening 
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The ritornello alternates here with a number of episodes, two of which are complete fugues that are based on the same theme and are studded with inversions, stretti, and harmonic, indeed, enharmonic audacities that propel the first fugue of this F-minor composition into the key of F♯ minor, whereupon the ritornello reappears in that key. Complementing the reference of the ritornello theme to that of Bach’s Clavierübung prelude, Mozart’s fugue theme, for all the Bachian artifice of its ensuing treatment, has in fact been borrowed from George Frideric Handel. It is effectively a condensation (or reduction) of the double subject of the opening fugue from Handel’s only authentic, published collection of such pieces, the Six Fugues or Voluntarys for the Organ or Harpsichord (ex.13).37

EX.13. a, Handel, Fugue in G Minor, HWV 605, opening.b, K. 608, mm.13–15
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More important than his witty thematic allusions to both Bach and Handel is the fact that Mozart seems to have striven here not only to emulate, but to trump, the structural conception underlying the prelude and fugue from the Clavierübung. Bach’s prelude and fugue are, typically, autonomous, self-contained compositions: in fact, in the original edition of the Clavierübung they are placed, respectively, at the beginning and end of the compilation, and thus emphatically separated from each other by no fewer than twenty-five intervening compositions. Mozart, in contrast, by inserting the fugues as episodes between the ritornelli of his Fantasy, has managed to combine the major premises of Bach’s prelude—the ritornello form and regal character—with the idea of a multisectional fugue that is the central premise, and the hallmark, of Bach’s grandiose concluding work into a single continuous composition.

The Fantasy, then, not unlike the finale of the G-major string quartet K.387, programmatically unites within a single movement two contrasting compositional models or principles—this time both intimately associated with the figure of Johann Sebastian Bach, and both, at least since Bach, traditionally regarded as polar antitheses: those of prelude and fugue. That Mozart saw fit to do this by means of a fugue theme stolen from Handel is all the more piquant.

Of course, the whole notion of such combinatorial virtuosity—the synthesis and unification of opposites, the idea of a universal music as constituting a musical universe—all this, too, is an essential part of Johann Sebastian Bach’s legacy to Wolfgang Amade Mozart.38

* * *

Mozart’s encounter with Johann Sebastian Bach was, in the end, energized not so much by the sense of discovery—of the archaic, the alien, the Other—as by a sense of recognition: the recognition in Bach’s music of the successful fulfillment and embodiment of many of his own artistic impulses. In the uncompromising, intricate stylistic and expressive musical idiom of Johann Sebastian Bach, Mozart had not discovered the Other; he had come to recognize a hitherto largely unacknowledged and undeveloped part of his own musical personality. It was a matter, if anything, of self-discovery.
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Bachian Affinities in Beethoven

William Kinderman

The very first printed notice about Beethoven, from C. F. Cramer’s Magazin der Musik in 1783, stresses the importance of J. S. Bach’s music for the young musician at Bonn:


Louis van Betthoven, son of the tenor singer mentioned, a boy of eleven years and of most promising talent. He plays the clavier very skillfully and with power, reads at sight very well, and—to put it in a nutshell—he plays chiefly The Well-Tempered Clavier of Sebastian Bach, which Herr Neefe has put into his hands. Whoever knows this collection of preludes and fugues in all the keys—which might almost be called the non plus ultra of our art—will know what this means.… This youthful genius is deserving of help to enable him to travel. He would surely become a second Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart were he to continue as he has begun.1



This description, penned by Beethoven’s teacher in Bonn, Christian Gottlob Neefe, points to the formative influence of Bach’s music on Neefe’s brilliant pupil. Like Haydn and Mozart before him, Beethoven was to be exposed during his first Vienna years to works of Händel and J. S. Bach at the musical gatherings of the venerable connoisseur Baron Gottfried van Swieten, who had developed his taste for Bach in Berlin before moving to the Austrian capital. Unlike his predecessors, however, the young Beethoven pursued a musical direction that was already shaped by the Leipzig master. From an early stage Bach’s music counterbalanced for Beethoven the pervasive presence of the galant, that elegant but superficial manner that had threatened to submerge Mozart’s originality during the 1770s. So thorough was Beethoven’s assimilation of Bach, in fact, that Erwin Ratz was able to base an illuminating study of musical form precisely on the comparison of Bach’s inventions and fugues with Beethoven’s sonatas and quartets.2

Studies of J. S. Bach’s influence on Beethoven have emphasized the later periods of his career, after 1813, in connection with Beethoven’s growing interest in fugue and other aspects of Baroque style.3 However, Beethoven’s early acquaintance with Bach’s celebrated work for Frederick the Great of Prussia, the Musical Offering of 1747, seems to be reflected in his 2 Präludien durch die 12 Dur-Tonarten für Klavier oder Orgel, pieces stemming from the 1780s and revised in 1789, although published only in 1803 as op.39.4 Beethoven’s cyclical plan of modulations rises through the circle of fifths from C major to C♯ major and then falls through the flat keys, reaching Db major before returning to C major. There were, to be sure, various historical models for such modulating preludes “per tonus”; the best known was probably Bach’s perpetual canon, in the Musical Offering, on the royal theme “Ascendente Modulatione ascendat Gloria Regis,” in which continual ascent of the canon symbolizes the endlessly rising glory of the king. The modulations in Bach’s canon proceed not by fifths but by rising whole steps; after six repetitions the original key is thus reattained an octave higher. In his stimulating 1979 study Gödel, Escher, Bach: An Eternal Golden Braid, Douglas R. Hofstadter described this “endlessly rising canon” as one model for M. C. Escher’s paradoxical depictions of the infinite in his graphic prints from the 1960s.5 The young Beethoven was not unaffected by this esoteric side of Bach’s legacy, although its full impact surfaces only much later, in works of his last decade.

If Beethoven’s interest in Bach ultimately centered on counterpoint and fugue, his Bachian affinities are also reflected in aspects of his rhythm, figuration, musical character, and formal procedures, as is perhaps most clearly seen in some of his piano sonatas. After his arrival in Vienna in 1792, Beethoven gained access to a wide selection of J. S. Bach’s keyboard, chamber, and vocal music, which was then available in the form of copies as well as a few printed scores. He himself actively encouraged the growing dissemination of Bach’s music through publication of new editions. The emergence of new music publications at the turn of the nineteenth century coincided with both the rediscovery of Bach and the rising fame of Beethoven. Early issues of the Intelligenz-Blatt of the Allgemeine musikalische Zeitung, published by Breitkopf and Härtel beginning in 1798, included appeals for funds to assist Regina Susanna Bach, J. S. Bach’s last surviving child. In his letter to the firm dated 22 April 1801, Beethoven expressed disappointment at the amount of money raised and offered to publish a work for her benefit.6 In 1800 another of Beethoven’s publishers, the Bureau de Musique in Leipzig, a partnership of Hoff-meister and Kühnel, began to issue the Oeuvre complettes de Jean Sebastien Bach, an edition that Beethoven possessed and from which he copied extracts from the Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue in 1810, to be discussed below.

Bach’s music was also disseminated through such publications as Johann Philipp Kirnberger’s Die Kunst des Reinen Satzes and Friedrich Wilhelm Marpurg’s Abhandlung von der Fuge, treatises that Beethoven possessed in editions from 1793 and 1801 respectively. As Ratz has observed, one challenge to assessing the impact of Bach’s works on Beethoven lies in their role as models of compositional technique, a role to which Bach himself alluded in the preface to the 1723 manuscript of his inventions: “An Upright Guide … whereby good inventions are not only offered, but also are to be properly executed … to convey in addition a strong foretaste for composition” (“Auffrichtige Anleitung… Anbey auch zugleich gute Inventiones nicht alleine zu bekommen, sondern auch selbige wohl durchzuführen … und darneben einen starken Vorschmack von der Composition zu überkommen”). In Bach’s three-part Sinfonias, Ratz finds models for Beethoven’s development procedures in his sonata forms, arguing that “it was not only the unique synthesis of polyphonic and harmonic thought that Beethoven so admired in Bach’s music. He also found essential homophonic formal principles in Bach. Inasmuch as Beethoven drew on precisely these formal elements and, recognizing their special viability, developed them further—rather than adopting various other formal tendencies in Haydn and Mozart, which were later cultivated above all by Brahms—we can speak in this regard of a direct continution of the Bachian legacy.”7

The parallel formal principles discussed by Ratz remind us of the magnitude of the subject of Beethoven’s Bach reception, and of the difficulty of doing justice to the topic in a single essay. One might distinguish here between procedural or structural assimilation on the one hand, and stylistic influence on the other. As Ratz observes, the former category involves the specific means of artistic realization of the otherwise vague goal of organic unity: a coherent elaboration of musical ideas through motivic, rhythmic, harmonic, and tonal means, while balance is maintained between repose and movement, exposition and development. A fundamental means of such musical development lies in a compression of structural units, so that for instance what had occupied one full measure is telescoped into half-measures or quarter-measures, thereby generating forward drive and an increasing concentration of motivic content. This procedure is clearly demonstrated in the opening section of Bach’s ingenious Two-Part Invention in C Major, BWV 772, among many other examples. In Beethoven, this crucial resource of structural compression is sometimes called “fragmentation”—Alfred Brendel has more suitably termed it “foreshortening” and described it as “the driving force of his sonata forms and a basic principle of his musical thought.”8 The almost obsessive use of such foreshortening in a work like the opening Allegro of Beethoven’s first Sonata in F Minor, op.2, no.1 (1795) bears a debt to Bach, although the actual thematic material owes nothing to him.

In so internalizing Bach’s “solidity” or “Festigkeit,” as he put it in his letter of July 1819, cited below, Beethoven enriched and fortified the dramatic music idiom of the late eighteenth century. Harold Bloom’s concept of “anxiety of influence” seems hardly appropriate here.9 It seems rather that Bach took on an important enabling function for the young Beethoven, helping him to distinguish his architectural approach to composition from the powerful, potentially overwhelming models of Haydn and Mozart. Striking nevertheless, in view of Bloom’s theory of artistic competition, is Beethoven’s lifelong tendency to verbally extol Handel and Mozart more than Bach and Haydn. In its deterministic, goal-directed aesthetic, Beethoven’s music is often closer in spirit to the latter than the former, yet this very closeness may have discouraged conscious acknowledgment.

The stylistic influence of Bach on Beethoven is felt particularly in the latter’s works for piano. Often we can discern a relation to that Bachian masterpiece, the playing of which established Beethoven’s reputation as a prodigy: the Well-Tempered Clavier, especially Book 1. Jürgen Uhde observed, for instance, that Beethoven’s Sonata in F♯ Major, op.78 (1809) displays an intimately lyrical character reminiscent of Bach’s pieces in this key in the Well-Tempered Clavier.10 In the “Grande Sonate” in E♭ Major, op.7 (1797), on the other hand, a kinship with Bach surfaces in the central episode of the gracious rondo finale. The main theme of this rondo unfolds with expressive appoggiaturas above a pedal point on the dominant, conveying an intimately lyrical, heartfelt character. Whereas the first and third episodes of the form transform motives from this main theme into animated dialogue, the central episode releases a drastic contrast—a loud and turbulent C-minor idiom recalling Bach’s prelude in this key from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier (ex.1a and 1b). The similarity of these passages derives from their use of a relentless ostinato figure in duple time, with the figuration in Beethoven’s sonata notated in thirty-second notes instead of sixteenths. Like Bach, Beethoven stresses turn-figures in his figuration, but he also superimposes heavy chords and syncopated accents on the toccata-like texture in C minor.

Beethoven incorporates this stylistic allusion as a dramatic element within his sonata. The role of the C-minor episode goes beyond its immediate context, since this is precisely the passage that Beethoven resolves into graceful accents in the very last moments of the rondo (ex.1c). Beethoven prepares the coda with an ethereal vision of the main rondo theme lifted into E major. In his ensuing farewell to the listener, he then resolves the turbulent C minor idiom reminiscent of Bach’s prelude into a gently understated, transparent E♭ major, transforming strife into grace.

EX.1. a, J. S. Bach, Prelude in C Minor, Well-Tempered Clavier, Book 1.b, Beethoven, Sonata in E♭ Major, op.7, beginning of central episode in finale.c, Beethoven, Sonata in E♭ Major, op.7, coda of finale
[image: EX.1. a, J. S. Bach, Prelude in C Minor, Well-Tempered Clavier, Book 1. b, Beethoven, Sonata in E♭ Major, op.7, beginning of central episode in finale. c, Beethoven, Sonata in E♭ Major, op.7, coda of finale]
In the finale of a later piano sonata—the Sonata in F Major, op.54 (1804)—Beethoven expanded this kind of stylistic allusion to Bach to an entire movement. Here, as in op.7, the reference is to a toccata-like idiom employing a perpetuum mobile rhythm of sixteenth notes. The texture is confined to two voices in imitative counterpoint; the main subject begins with an arpeggiation through the octave followed by a linear, sequential pattern, consisting in Beethoven’s case of a chain of rising sixths. Ratz compares this movement to Bach’s larger organ works and solo suites, but a closer point of reference is to the E-minor fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier—the only fugue in the entire collection in two voices.11 Characteristically, Beethoven transforms his model. Whereas Bach’s subject descends, Beethoven’s ascends; and Beethoven’s subject replaces the chromaticism of Bach’s with a configuration of smooth diatonic rising sixths, marked dolce.

This frequently underestimated sonata shows a remarkable assimilation of Bach’s style into the more dramatic context of Beethoven’s classical musical language. Opus 54 is the first of Beethoven’s larger sonatas to compress the formal plan into a pair of movements. Its sonata-form finale unfolds with an irrestible momentum in long ascending lines punctuated by syncopated pedal notes. If the two-voice texture is reminiscent of Bach, the dramatic power is unmistakably Beethovenian. In the development, Beethoven inverts the ascending linear motion so that it sinks chromatically into the depths of the bass, preparing a modulation into C minor. The coda accelerates the perpetual motion in a furious piu allegro that sweeps all before it. We can discern in this rhythmic drive a key to the relation between the two strongly contrasting movements of op.54. The minuet with which the first movement began had proceeded in halting fashion, stopping every two or four measures in cadences set off by rests, but the assertive contrasting theme of that movement infused the music with an energy that in the finale becomes an all-encompassing force. The discovery, integration, and celebration of this rhythmic energy is a guiding idea of the sonata as a whole. In op.54, as in the finale of op.7, Beethoven’s stylistic transformation of Bach affects the culmination of the work as a whole.

* * *

Assessing compositional influence as manifested in thematic similarities between works is more intricate. One striking example is the kinship between Bach’s setting of “Es ist vollbracht” in the St. John Passion and Beethoven’s paired phrases in F♯ minor for piano and cello near the beginning of the development of the first movement of his Cello Sonata in A Major, op.69, composed in 1807–8. To be sure, these phrases in op.69 are related to the second half of the initial phrase of the movement, heard in the unaccompanied cello, whereas Beethoven’s acquaintance with the St. John Passion, then still unpublished, is not documented. Still, as Peter Schleuning and others have observed, this thematic similarity has a broader context and also calls to mind the head of the Arioso dolente in the finale of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in Ab Major, op.110 (1821).12 It is striking how Beethoven assigns in op.69 one of Bach’s best-known melodies for the gamba to its historical successor: the cello. In the cello sonata, the thematic allusion remains latent until the isolation of the Bachian phrase in the minor mode in the development. This passage may be heard as deepening the expressive context of the entire movement, although perhaps not so unequivocally as in the piano sonata, in which a relation to baroque style is more strongly felt.

Another somewhat elusive area of influence concerns the use of formal types, such as the sarabande-like themes Beethoven employed for his variation movements in the “Archduke” Trio in B♭ Major, op.97 (1811), and in the Piano Sonata in E Major, op.109 (1820).13 One model for these themes may have been the Aria from Bach’s “Goldberg” Variations, but the relation remains generalized rather than specific. On the other hand, in his Variations in C Minor for Piano, WoO 80 (1806), Beethoven came very close to the Baroque chaconne. But while Bach may have exerted influence, other composers, especially Handel, may have been even more influential. This work employs a short, eight-measure theme with a chromatically descending ground bass. Its clear kinship to Baroque practice may have seemed a defect rather than a virtue to Beethoven, who seriously underrated the work, referred to it disparagingly, and failed to assign it an opus number.

The influence of Bach on Beethoven generally coincides, as it had with Mozart, with an enhanced contrapuntal density of the musical language. In Beethoven’s case this tendency can be traced over decades of his life, especially after 1810. In the “Quartetto Serioso” in F Minor, op.95 (1810), he incorporates a slow movement in D major, marked Allegretto ma non troppo, which contains extended fugal passages based on a chromatic subject. In the “Archduke” Trio in B♭ Major, written the following year, he places an uncanny chromatic canon at the beginning of the trio—a passage exploring those spaces between steps of the diatonic major scale that were passed over lightly by the scherzo. In a recent study of the sketches for the trio contained in the Landsberg 11 sketchbook (housed in Kraków, Poland), Seow-Chin Ong associates the “fluid and meandering chromaticism … and its attendant harmonic ambiguities … with Beethoven’s apparent renewed interest in Bach, for Landsberg 11 contains extensive excerpts from the Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue that he had copied out, apparently from a slightly corrupt print.”14 Not only did Beethoven copy out parts of the fantasy written in dissonant free arpeggios; he also wrote down the fugue’s entire exposition. His interest in this Bachian work may have been connected to his preoccupation with keyboard cadenzas and fantasies around 1809 as well as to an enhanced interest in fugue and fugato. It is in the sonatas from 1814 and after, however, that the expanded contrapuntal dimension becomes a mainstay of Beethoven’s art. This contrapuntal density is an essential ingredient of his late style, which absorbs the polyphonic richness characteristic of Bach into a dramatic, contrast-laden idiom, more progressive than archaic in cast.

In accordance with this stylistic synthesis, Beethoven’s later use of such counterpoint is often innovative and exploratory, standing in flexible relation to the musical form. Canon and fugue are treated less as ends in themselves than as means to an end. A good example of this practice is the canonic passage leading to the recapitulation of the first movement from the Piano Sonata in E Minor, op.90. The second half of the development (mm.113ff.) employs an accompanimental texture outlining broken chords in the right hand, while a figure drawn from the opening theme is intensified with sforzandi in the left hand (ex.2). Especially fascinating is how the musical content of m.130—where Beethoven changes the key signature to one sharp, indicating E minor—is treated in the ensuing canonic passage to allow the recapitulation to emerge. This measure already contains the essence of the recapitulation in its second and third beats, in particular in the third descent from G to E in the high register. After three repetitions (m.131) this figure is isolated and stressed dynamically in the next measure, with an imitation an octave lower. Then a series of canonic mutations elongates the figure in three successive rhythmic augmentations, and its relationship with the principal theme gradually becomes clear. The close stretto at the unison (mm.138–41) stresses the pitch level of the imminent recapitulation; in performance, these measures are difficult to bring out effectively, on account of their dense texture, as the motif continues to turn onto itself. Finally, the stretto expands across other registers and yields to the recapitulation (m.144). There is no cadence; harmonically, this entire static passage has remained on the tonic. The rapid sixteenth-note figuration of the development has proven against all expectations to belong to the head of the principal theme. Instead of defining a single structural moment, the recapitulation represents a process that extends over the eighteen measures preceding the literal point of recapitulation.

This example illustrates the dynamic use of contrapuntal process that is so characteristic of the later Beethoven, and in relation to which he defined his posture vis-à-vis Bach. In a letter of 29 July 1819 to his patron and student the Archduke Rudolph, he characteristically praised the superior “solidity” (Festigkeit) of the older art of Handel and Sebastian Bach, while also stressing both the “refinement of our [modern] virtues that has advanced matters” and the need for “freedom and progress … in the world of art as in the whole of creation.”15 There is abundant evidence that Beethoven went against the grain of public taste in his cultivation of fugue in his later years. In particular, the fugal finales of works like the Cello Sonata in D Major, op.102, no.2 (1815) and the “Hammerklavier” Sonata in B♭ Major, op.106 (1818) came under criticism for being overly intricate or labored. An 1824 reviewer of the Cello Sonata, probably Adolf Bernhard Marx, complained about the fugue: “How much we would rather have heard another movement—a Beethovenian finale!—in place of this fugue. It would be therefore desirable that Beethoven not exploit fugue in such a willful manner, since his great genius is naturally lifted above every form.”16 Another reviewer compared Beethoven’s accessible and popular Septet, op.20, to the difficult “Hammerklavier” Sonata, to the detriment of the latter, stating: “It is strange, that Beethoven declared this work [the septet op.20] to be one of his least successful. For even if its dimensions are somewhat broad, it is infinitely richer in true beauty than many of his later works, for instance the grand sonata, op.106.”17

EX.2. Beethoven, Sonata in E Minor, op.90, end of development to recapitulation of first movement, mm.124–46
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More evidence of negative response from Beethoven’s contemporaries comes in relation to the Groβe Fuge, op.133, the original finale of the Quartet in B♭ Major, op.130—a colossal movement from 1825 that Anton Schindler dubbed “the greatest monster of all quartet music” (“das Monstrum aller Quartett-Musik”).

This complex, multisectional finale combines rigorous fugal procedures with aspects of variation technique and incorporates an elaborate preface or “Ouverture,” which presents the main themes in reverse order. For all its audacious originality, the Groβe Fuge was described by Warren Kirkendale as Beethoven’s Art of Fugue, as a compendium of fugal devices indebted to J. S. Bach and also inspired in part by one of Beethoven’s teachers from his early Vienna years, Johann Georg Albrechtsberger.18 The technical and interpretive difficulties of the Groβe Fuge equal or exceed those of Beethoven’s other ambitious fugal finales: as is well known, in the end he decided, at the urgings of Karl Holz and the publisher Matthias Artaria, to write a substitute finale for the quartet. Noteworthy in this respect is Beethoven’s lifelong high respect for Bach’s fugues, which were not always so well regarded in the early nineteenth century, but which were often cultivated in the same milieu where Beethoven’s music was performed. In 1809 Johann Friedrich Reichardt wrote about the role of Bach and Handel in the musical circle of the Baroness Dorothea von Ertmann and her occasional instructor Wilhelm Karl Rust; both keyboard players were appreciated by Beethoven, who once enthusiastically described Ertmann as his “dear, valued Dorothea-Cäcilia.” During the following years, Ertmann received special praise for her performances of Beethoven’s Sonata in E Minor, op.90; she also received the dedication of Beethoven’s Sonata in A Major, op.101. In a letter from 1810, Rust commented about the performances of the Baroness: “She always makes music entirely as I imagine it. Either she plays me a Beethoven sonata that I select, or I play her favorite fugues by Handel and Bach.”19

In this connection we may consider a discussion between Beethoven and his violinist friend Karl Holz from the end of December 1825, in which the topic turned to fugues. Only Holz’s comments have been preserved, but the gist of Beethoven’s replies may be surmised from the flow of the conversation:


A fugue seems to me like a building that is constructed symmetrically according to all the rules of architecture; I admire it, but it will never delight me.

 

I mean here the normal fugues.

 

Ordinarily they are treated in a dry fashion; I’m speaking about these [fugues]; I can’t stand them.

 

I still haven’t heard a fugue by S. Bach well played.20



It seems clear from the context that Beethoven took issue with Holz’s dismissal of fugue as a dry and sterile affair and cited J. S. Bach’s fugues as a counterexample. In his own use of fugue in his later works, Beethoven undertook to infuse this rich compositional resource with new poetic meaning and dramatic significance. As he put it on another occasion: “It is no challenge to write a fugue; in my student days I wrote dozens of them. But fantasy must also receive its due, and nowadays a different and really poetic aspect must be brought to the venerable form.”21

How did the aging Beethoven distinguish his own fugal idioms from the Baroque models offered above all by Handel and Bach? In the letter from July 1819 to the Archduke Rudolph, he coins the term “artistic unification” (Kunstvereinigung) in connection with his intensive assimilation of these predecessors. Interesting in this respect is Beethoven’s Fugue in D Major for String Quintet, op.137 (1817), sketches for which are juxtaposed with excerpts drawn from Marpurg’s Abhandlung von der Fuge (Berlin, 1753–54), and two passages each copied from Bach’s Art of Fugue and from the Bb-minor fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier. As Richard Kramer has observed, the sketches for op.137 are found in association with fugal entries in D minor that are related to the Ninth Symphony, as well as with work on an arrangement for string quartet of the B-minor fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier.22

The intensity of Beethoven’s engagement with Bach during this period even surpasses Mozart’s preoccupation with the Leipzig master beginning in 1782, when Baron van Swieten engaged Mozart to arrange Bach’s keyboard fugues for strings. Beethoven’s assimilation of Bach after 1814 represents a climactic development in the reception of the Baroque master’s music: it is a process centered not on historical revival and emulation, as is often the case with Mendelssohn or Schumann, but involves a new stylistic synthesis. In his best works, Beethoven achieves a rare balance between the “direct continuation of the Bachian legacy” identified by Ratz and the self-conscious striving for artistic innovation characteristic of Romanticism.

Immediately after composing op.137, Beethoven tackled the largest of all his piano sonatas, the “Hammerklavier” in B♭ Major, op.106. As in two of his sonatas of preceding years, the Cello Sonata in C Major, op.102, no.1, and the Piano Sonata in A Major, op.101, he incorporates here an elaborate transition to the finale—a transition suggesting a mysterious search for a viable continuation to the narrative sequence of movements. In both sonatas, this quest involves a Rückblick, a reminiscence of the opening movement, seen in a new light. Such fantasy-like transitions enhance the impact of the finale, which now often becomes the most extended and weighty movement of the cycle. Polyphony is conspicuous in these finales: in op.101, fugue comprises the development section of the sonata form, whereas in op.102, no.2, it shapes the entire movement, giving the finale the weight needed to balance the earlier movements.

In the “Hammerklavier,” Beethoven crowns the narrative sequence of movements with a grand fugue that is exhaustive in developing the main subject—a subject linked in turn to the principal theme of the first movement and to the motivic descending thirds so important throughout the sonata. Before unveiling the fugue subject, he incorporates a largo transition offering glimpses of possible musical continuations, each of which are presented parenthetically and then abruptly discontinued. In this slow introduction to the finale, Beethoven first distills the intervallic basis of the whole sonata, reducing the music to a fundamental, underlying level of content consisting solely of the chain of falling thirds in the bass, accompanied by soft, hesitant chords in the treble. The chain of thirds is interrupted three times by brief visions of contrapuntal music, the last of which is most obviously Bachian in character (ex.3). This allegro excerpt, with its driving syncopated rhythm, imitative counterpoint, and spidery figuration, suggests an energetic, toccata-like idiom, but the passage is broken off after five measures. As in the transition to the choral finale of the Ninth Symphony, there is a search towards new compositional possibilities, with the clear implication that Baroque counterpoint is transcended by the creation of a new contrapuntal style embodied in the revolutionary fugal finale of the sonata. Nevertheless, there is evidence that the Bb-major fugue from Book 2 of the Well-Tempered Clavier was connected to the genesis of the fugal finale from op.106.

Martin Zenck has suggested that “the reconciled stylistic antithesis of fantasy and fugue” embodied in Beethoven’s largo transition and fugal finale in op.106 is indebted to Bach’s Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue, BWV 903, parts of which, as we have noted, Beethoven copied out in 1810.23 This parallel should not, however, be overstated. The chain of falling motivic thirds or fugal excerpts in the transition of the “Hammerklavier” has no counterpart in the Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue. These parenthetical excerpts rather seem “to evoke some imaginary fugal moment from the past,” in the words of Richard Kramer.24 It is characteristic of Beethoven’s evocations of Bach and other earlier styles that such references are assimilated into a progressive context, whereby older procedures are infused with “a different and really poetic aspect.”

EX.3. Beethoven, Sonata in B♭ Major, op.106, transition to finale
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An outstanding example of this process is offered by Beethoven’s penultimate sonata, op.110 in Ab major. A. B. Marx, in his laudatory review of the sonata in 1824, observed that the fugue in the finale “has to be studied next to the richest by Bach and Händel.” Marx also recognized how Beethoven’s treatment departed from that of his predecessors and concluded: “This is a Beethovenian fugue. Look here, how one learns art and then leaves it behind through a liberated spiritual striving.”25 The dualistic finale contains an unusual double pairing of Arioso dolente and fugue, involving a tension-filled relation of complementary yet diametrically opposed modalities. Whereas the lament is laden with an expression of suffering reminiscent of the Agnus Dei from the Missa solemnis, the fugue is promising and affirmative, suggesting a kinship with the Dona nobis pacem, with which it shares a similar thematic outline of rising perfect fourths. The first fugue cannot be sustained, however; it is broken off on the dominant of Ab, before Beethoven reinterprets this pivotal sonority as a German augmented-sixth chord, casting the music into the remote key of G minor for the second and most despairing presentation of the Arioso dolente.

The interweaving of Baroque forms in op.110 offers one of Beethoven’s most fascinating essays in which an evocation of older styles is assimilated into a narrative design with modernistic connotations. The beginning of the arioso theme has been compared to “Es ist vollbracht” from Bach’s St. John Passion, as noted earlier; and Paul Badura-Skoda has recently identified an apparent “unconscious reminiscence” near the end of the first arioso of Bach’s Eb-minor prelude from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier.26 The second arioso, on the other hand, recalls in its thematic outline and character the famous G-minor aria of Pamina, “Ach, ich fühl’s,” in The Magic Flute, a piece similarly associated with despair and death; this Mozartian precedent may have influenced Beethoven’s unusual choice of key at this advanced stage of the finale. As in The Magic Flute, the subjective despair of the lament is relieved seemingly through an outside agency. Only after an astonishing reinterpretation of the cadence of the lament in G major instead of G minor, marked by ten swelling chords, and movement through a kind of fugal labyrinth marked “nach u. nach sich neu belebend” (“gradually coming anew to life”) does the continuation reach the tonic key of Ab major, ultimately dispensing with the fugal texture in the closing passages of lyric euphoria.

We should consider here the implications of Beethoven’s Kunstvereingigung in op.110 and its narrative structure. According to Martin Cooper’s interpretation of the fugal sections, “Beethoven’s reply to the human grief and distress of the two arioso stanzas is the contemplation of a harmonious world whose laws are absolute and objective, neither subject to human passion nor concerned with anything beyond themselves.”27 Yet this judgment would seem to apply far more to the first fugue, which, as Cooper points out, is “almost immaculately traditional in form,” than to the second, whose freedoms go well beyond Baroque models. Indeed, Beethoven’s “nach u. nach sich neu belebend” and the related progression from una corda to tutte le corde with a slowing down in tempo—leading subsequently to a restoration of both the basic tempo and the tonic Ab major when the fugal subject appears in octaves in the bass—imply that “contemplation of a harmonious world whose laws are absolute and objective” is insufficient to hold the balance against the despair of the arioso stanzas. Rather, the contrapuntal matrix of the second fugue, beginning in inversion and una corda, with its detached, remote quality, needs to be infused with a new energy, an energy that arises not naturally through traditional fugal procedures but only through an exertion of will that strains those processes to their limits and ends by overthrowing the self-contained texture of fugue altogether.

In this connection, Donald Francis Tovey stresses that in the closing fugue Beethoven eschewed an “organ-like climax” with its ascetic connotations as a “negation of the world”: “Like all Beethoven’s visions, this fugue absorbs and transcends the world.”28 This open, comprehensive quality of op.110 is conveyed through Beethoven’s incorporation of the comic, scherzo-like second movement, with its use of two folk songs, as well as through his apparent allusion to that movement during the double diminution passage of the fugue, marked “Meno Allegro” (ex.4a, b, and c).29 The rhythmic and registral correspondence between these passages renders the beginning of the double-diminution passage transparent to the second folk-song quotation, “Ich bin lüderlich, du bist lüderlich,” reinforcing Tovey’s sense of an absorption of the “world”; the parallel is clearly audible, in part because Beethoven alters the fugal subject structurally at this point by deleting the second of the three rising fourths. Both motives stress the fourths spanning Ab to E♭ and C to G, which are inverted in the fugue, and the placement of faster note values is parallel.

The rhythmic developments that point the way out of Beethoven’s fugal labyrinth distort the subject, compressing it almost beyond recognition while simultaneously opening a means of connection to the earlier movements of the cycle through what Carl Dahlhaus calls “subthematic figuration.”30 In this sense, the Meno Allegro marks a crucial stage of emancipation from the apparent self-sufficiency of the fugue, with the rhythmic energy introduced through its double diminution becoming autonomous as it “bursts into flame,” to quote Tovey.31 What remains of the fugal texture after the return to Ab major is a sequence of entries of the main subject in the bass, alto, and soprano in turn, followed by an extension based on the syncopated passage from the middle of the first fugue (mm.40–46). The work concludes in lyric euphoria, capped by an expanded unfolding of the subject beginning in the higher register. After surmounting two diminished-seventh chords, the music finds its resolution in the arpeggiation of an emphatic and widely spaced Ab major chord.

EX.4. a, Popular song “Ich bin lüderlich, du bist lüderlich” (from Cooper, Beethoven: The Last Decade).b, Piano Sonata, op.110, Allegro molto.c, Piano Sonata, op.110, double diminution passage in fugue
[image: EX.4. a, Popular song “Ich bin lüderlich, du bist lüderlich” (from Cooper, Beethoven: The Last Decade). b, Piano Sonata, op.110, Allegro molto. c, Piano Sonata, op.110, double diminution passage in fugue]
The entire second fugue in op.110 is thus subsumed into a larger transitional process whose symbolic assocations are identified in Beethoven’s inscription “nach u. nach sich neu belebend.” Here, as elsewhere in his later music, Beethoven does not employ fugue as an independent entity but merges it into an encompassing narrative design. The same tendency can be observed in other fugues of these years, which typically culminate in a climactic sonority after which the fugal texture is discontinued. The second section of the Credo fugue in the Missa solemnis peaks and is discontinued at the vast E♭ chord set to saeculi, whereas the analogous sonority in the penultimate “Diabelli” variation—also a two-part fugue—is the massive dissonant diminished-seventh chord over a pedal arpeggiated across the entire keyboard and which then serves as the transitional bridge to the final variation. Only within the circumscribed confines of a single earlier “Diabelli” variation—the sublime Fughetta, variation 24—does Beethoven allow himself to indulge in a rounded, lyrical fugal essay reminiscent of some of the organ pieces in Bach’s Clavierübung III; but even here, dramatic contrast is supplied by the ensuing variation 25, with its comic reincarnation of Diabelli’s commonplace waltz.

Two other “Diabelli” variations respond to the music of Bach, but neither is fugal. In variation 29, Beethoven writes a sort of Baroque lament on a very simple harmonic scheme, in which each measure of the first half alternates between tonic and dominant. Once again, a relation to the Eb-minor prelude from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier can be observed, a piece that in texture and sentiment is strikingly parallel to the Adagio ma non troppo in the Variations. This extensive reference to Bach seems fitting in light of the fact that the only variation cycle comparable to op.120, in scale and magnificence, is the “Goldberg” Variations.

The great Largo, variation 31, again shows the influence of Bach. Charles Rosen has characterized this variation as “an imitation of the ornamented minor variation of the Goldberg”32 That Beethoven knew the “Goldberg” Variations has not been documented, but Diabelli’s announcement of the publication of op.120 invokes the comparison: he proclaimed these Variations “a great and important masterpiece worthy to be ranked with the imperishable creations of the Classics,” entitled “to a place beside Sebastian Bach’s masterpiece in the same form.” Melodic and textural similarities also imply Beethoven’s acquaintance with Bach’s “Goldberg” set, though of course the relationship suggests less an imitation than an homage to Bach. The beginning of each variation (Bach’s variation 25 and Beethoven’s variation 31), for example, is based on a melodic descending minor sixth (ex.5a and b). At the end of each variation half, Beethoven’s descending closing motive bears a striking resemblance to Bach’s (ex.6a and b). Moreover, Beethoven follows Bach in his florid texture within which important melody notes are stressed by an upward leap, usually of an octave. In the face of this evidence, it is difficult not to assume Beethoven’s familiarity with the “Goldbergs.” In the “Diabelli” Variations, the references to Bach and particularly to the “Goldberg” Variations also form part of a fascinating series of stylistic allusions to other composers—a directional sequence that culminates in Beethoven’s self-reference, in the coda of the final variation, to the finale from his last sonata, the variations on the Arietta of op.111.33

EX.5. a, Beethoven, “Diabelli” Variations, Var.31, opening.b, Bach, “Goldberg” Variations, Var. 25, opening
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Two of the monumental achievements of Beethoven’s later years—the “Diabelli” Variations and the Missa solemnis—may represent on one level his conscious attempt to match the legacy of Bach, an endeavor reminiscent of Beethoven’s earlier struggle during his first Vienna decade to establish his claim on the string quartet and symphony, genres then dominated by Haydn and Mozart. In the publisher’s announcement of 1818 for the publication of Bach’s B Minor Mass, Hans Georg Nägeli described that work as the “greatest musical work of art of all times and peoples.” Soon after, by 1819, Beethoven began to compose his great Mass in D, the main labors on which continued until 1822, filling four large-formal sketchbooks and many pocket sketchbooks and loose leaves. Specific parallels between the Missa solemnis and B Minor Mass are hard to identify, and Händel’s influence is sometimes more tangible. Still, the reputation of Bach’s work may have helped shape Beethoven’s attitude toward this magnum opus of his last decade. He was generally disinclined to describe any particular work as his greatest, but the Missa solemnis is an exception, a circumstance perhaps understandable as a response to Hans Georg Nägeli’s well-publicized claim for Bach’s Mass, as Marianne Helms has suggested.34 On 5 June 1822, Beethoven wrote to the Leipzig publisher Carl Friedrich Peters, claiming that “the greatest work that I have so far composed is a large Mass with chorus and four solo voices and large orchestra,” and to Schott in Mainz he reiterated the same claim: “So I indeed regard it as my greatest work.”

EX.6. a, Beethoven, “Diabelli” Variations, Var.31, bar 5a.b, Bach, “Goldberg” Variations, Var. 25, bar 31
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* * *

Discussions of Beethoven’s late style have often invoked Bach’s later music not only as a compositional influence but as a parallel situation. Dahlhaus claims that the concept of composers’ “late works” stems essentially from the oeuvres of Bach, Beethoven, and Liszt: “ ’Late works’ do not belong, in terms of either cultural or musical history, to the eras in which chronology has placed them, yet they do not find spiritual homes in other eras. Bach’s Kunst der Fuge and Musikalisches Opfer seem just as awkward and out of place in the age of Empfindsamkeit as Beethoven’s late string quartets in the Romantic era or Liszt’s late piano works in the ’neo-Romantic’”35

This quality of “homelessness,” in Dahlhaus’s view, signals an anticipatory modernity but not a progressive role in generating an immediate ongoing tradition. Noteworthy here is Adorno’s argument that the aging Beethoven “sees through” the classical style as classicism, exposing its affirmative or festive aspects to a critique that puts into question that unity of subjectivity and objectivity that sustained his own earlier style.36 An expansion of artistic range is furthered in part by the heightened contrasts and discontinuities of Beethoven’s late style, and there may be at least a limited analogy here to Bach. An enhanced historical consciousness is characteristic of the later music of both composers. Robert Marshall, for instance, has drawn attention to modern elements in Bach’s later music that rub shoulders with the conservative stile antico.37 Thus a modern, sonorous Italianate style in the “Christe eleison” is juxtaposed with a stern stile antico in the second “Kyrie eleison” in the B-Minor Mass, while archaic styles in some late keyboard works, such as the vocal, ricercar-like E-Major Fugue in Book 2 of the Well-Tempered Clavier, coexist with an up-to-date, virtuoso keyboard figuration in the “Goldberg” Variations (suggesting Domenico Scarlatti’s influence).

Beethoven’s use of older styles included the assimilation of Gregorian and other conscious archaisms into several of the most ambitious pieces from the last decade of his life. The Missa solemnis, in particular, shows his indebtedness to sacred composition from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and his assimilation of the traditional rhetoric of Mass composition. The greatest historical  strokes in the Mass, however, rely not on assimilation of tradition but on the bold juxtaposition of different idioms. For his setting of the “Incarnatus est,” Beethoven revived the Dorian mode, yet moments later, at the words “et homo factus est,” the music shifts into D major, with the warmth of modern tonality. This passage derives power not only from the remote ethos of the distant past but from our sense that the later idiom is actually an advance, that the birth of tonality is itself capable of dramatizing the birth (or rebirth) of humankind. An equally startling throwback to earlier music in the Credo is the setting of “Et resurrexit tertia die secondum scripturas” as unaccompanied vocal polyphony in the Mixolydian mode.

In other archaizing passages in the Mass, and in the G-major section of the Ninth Symphony finale, there is often no sense that these historical references are superseded, as they are in the Credo of the Mass. In the Ninth Symphony, the archaism of expression surfacing at “Seid umschlungen Millionen” and at “Bruder, über’m Sternenzelt muss ein lieber Vater wohnen” is embodied in modal inflections as well as in the unison voices and trombones.38 The aweinspiring solemnity of such passages owes much to the archaic juxtaposition of adjacent triads, such as the lurch from a B♭ major chord at “Schöpfer” (“Creator”) to the C-major sonority with “Welt?” (“world?”) at “Ahnest du den Schöpfer, Welt?” (“Do you sense the Creator, world?”) (ex.7). Beethoven’s anticipation of the shift to the C-major chord in the orchestra emphasizes the implied transcendental presence, while also opening the sonorous path to the ensuing dominant-seventh of D and therewith to the impressive deceptive shift to the monolithic climax on the high E♭ major chord at “Über Sternen muB er wohnen”—the registral ceiling and sublime endpoint of this collective gaze into the infinite.

While such passages rely vitally upon an assimilation of older musical techniques, their aesthetic significance seems more modernistic than antiquarian. This brings us back to Dahlhaus’s apparently paradoxical point about “late style” as a modern and yet not immediately progressive phenomenon. The issue was addressed in different terms by Donald Francis Tovey: “The same spirit of truthfulness that makes Sebastian Bach hold himself aloof from the progressive art which he encourages in his sons, drives Beethoven to invent new forms and new means of expression in every work he writes.”39 In other words, what sustains the late style of these composers is no passive response to current trends but a strong conviction about artistic synthesis—Kunstvereinigung, in Beethoven’s phrase—whereby older forms assume new shapes. Here may lie the deepest roots of connection between what we have described as Beethoven’s procedural or structural assimilation and his stylistic assimilation of Bach’s music. In a broad sense, Beethoven’s music combines the art of dramatic symmetries perfected by Haydn and Mozart with another, older tradition, whose Festigkeit was embodied above all in the works of Bach. On the one hand, this solidity was reflected in a growing contrapuntal density, culminating in Beethoven’s claim as reported by Karl Holz of “a new type of voice-leading” (“eine neue Art der Stimmführung”) in the last quartets.

EX.7. Beethoven, Ninth Symphony, finale
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At the same time, the quality of Festigkeit also had to do with a strength or consistency of musical character. Beethoven’s highly integrated and even deterministic aesthetic stands in contrast to the art of colorful juxtaposition that was brought to its highest development by Mozart. The compelling force of the dramatic narrative continuity in Beethoven owes much to the older Baroque aesthetic of a unity of character; in this sense, his entire artistic enterprise rested on a synthesis of stylistic traditions that seemed to be independent of or even antagonistic to one another. The merging of Bachian solidity and continuity with the dramatic contrasts and discontinuities of the Classical style lends to Beethoven’s art a unique richness and power. And in this context, his lifelong interest in Bach seems to have assumed an enabling role in the ongoing development of his style, sustaining his drive “to invent new forms and new means of expression,” in Tovey’s words. Since Beethoven, Bach’s music has of course assumed an enabling role in the stylistic development of generations of composers. Chopin assimilated Bach’s language into an aesthetic of pianistic brilliance and operatic lyricism; Wagner absorbed it into the ritualized diatonic polyphony of Die Meistersinger and Parsifal; Mahler’s study of Bach lent weight to the third and fifth movements of the Fifth Symphony and to subsequent works as well. Yet there is no other composer for whom the influence of Bach was more important than for Beethoven.

A longer, German version of this study appears in Bach und die Nachwelt, ed. Michael Heine-mann and Hans-Joachim Hinrichsen (Laaber: Laaber, 1997).
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Bach, Brahms, and the Emergence of Musical Modernism

Walter Frisch

In the spring of 1879, upon the death of Ernst Friedrich Richter, Johannes Brahms was offered the post of Thomaskantor at Leipzig. He was intrigued enough to make a few inquiries, especially among his friends the Herzogenbergs. But despite the possible attraction of stepping almost literally into the shoes of Johann Sebastian Bach, Brahms could not envision giving up his independence as a freischaffender composer. He declined, recommending instead Wilhelm Rust from Berlin.1

Taking Bach’s old job would have represented only the most superficial gesture of homage or identification for someone whose involvement with the music of Bach—as editor, arranger, performer, conductor, collector, advisor, and, of course, as composer—was probably the most profound and extensive of any major figure of the nineteenth century.

The purpose of the following essay is not to survey Brahms’s Bach reception, a task that has in any case been managed effectively, and from many different angles, by a number of scholars.2 Instead, I wish to suggest that Brahms’s relationship to the music of Bach represented a special moment in Bach reception of the Romantic era. A generation or two later, especially in the works of Max Reger and other composers writing around 1900, a very different image of Bach became characteristic of, and perhaps a catalyst to, early musical modernism.

* * *

The aesthetics of Bach in nineteenth-century Germany and Austria can be said to have two main streams, which converge or mingle at many points. One stream, beginning at the very outset of the century, is dominated by the image of Bach as absolute musician. Known mainly for and through his keyboard works, especially the Well-Tempered Clavier and Art of Fugue, Bach was seen by early Romantics like Tieck, Wackenroder, and E. T. A. Hoffmann as an embodiment of pure instrumental music.3 “The ‘true’ Bach of the nineteenth century,” says Carl Dahlhaus, our most trenchant commentator on the metaphysics of autonomous instrumental music, “was the instrumental composer: a ’composer’s composer’ whose works were held up as paradigms of absolute music.”4 Needless to say this was also understood as a tradition of purely German music; from the very beginning, reception of Bach’s instrumental music is bound up with nationalistic sentiment.

The second principal stream of Bach reception involves his sacred music, and here the key date is, of course, the “rediscovery” of the St. Matthew Passion in 1829.5 The image and reputation of Bach as Protestant church musician developed across the nineteenth century from that point and, as Friedrich Blume has suggested, loomed especially large after midcentury. Among the testimony adduced by Blume for this aspect of Bach reception are the cantata volumes of the Gesamtausgabe of the Bach-Gesellschaft, the attempts to restore Lutheran church music, the Bach biographies of C. H. Bitter and Philipp Spitta, and the aesthetic-philosophical musings of Wilhelm Dilthey.6

Bach as absolute musician, as German, as Lutheran composer: all these images are refracted onto Brahms’s reception. It might even be said that, in an instance of ontogeny recapitulating phylogeny, Brahms’s early career reflects the nineteenth-century evolution of Bach reception. He began in the early 1850s as a composer of “absolute” or abstract keyboard works. Then, beginning in the later 1850s, he turned his attention to vocal works that, while not liturgical, are clearly imbued with Protestant religious spirit: the high points are the motets of opp.29 and 74; the German Requiem, op.45; and the Triumphlied, op.55.7

* * *

Many composers begin their careers modeling their works after those of time-honored masters. Brahms seems to have taken a somewhat different route. By the middle of 1854 Schumann’s “young eagle,” then only twenty-one, had already published boldly original works, including three piano sonatas (opp.1, 2, 5), a scherzo (op.4) and a set of variations also for piano (op.9), some Lieder (opp.3, 6, 7), and an expansive piano trio (op.8). Although this series of works clearly owes something to Beethoven, Schubert, Schumann, and Chopin, the music is anything but epigonic.8

Brahms’s was then an impressive start for any composer. But he was not satisfied. By late 1854 he stopped composing larger works and entered into a kind of self-imposed study period in which the music of Bach played a critical role. Among the fruits of the years 1854–55 are a group of dance movements for piano, catalogued as WoO 3–5 in the Brahms Werkverzeichnis:


WOO 3: Two Gavottes, A minor and A major

WOO 4: Two Gigues, A minor and B minor

WOO 5: Two Sarabandes, A minor and B minor



These movements appear to have been intended as part of complete keyboard suites modeled directly on the those of Bach.9 If he had not encountered them in his Hamburg period, Brahms would have studied the French and English Suites and the Partitas in the library of Robert Schumann, in whose house he was living, after the elder composer had been moved to the asylum in Endenich.

An examination of Brahms’s Sarabande in A Minor (ex.1a), which he was later to rework for the middle movement of his Quintet, op.88, shows how impressively Brahms absorbed elements of the Bach style into his own developing romantic idiom. Undoubtedly sources of inspiration for this piece can be found among many different movements of Bach’s dance suites, but I think the closest model in many respects is the Sarabande of the Third English Suite in G minor (ex.2a). Some of the similarities are quite striking:


	Like the Bach, the Brahms unfolds over a tonic pedal for six (in Bach, seven) of the eight measures of the first half.

	Both pieces begin with a characteristic, and motivically significant, downward eighth-note figure moving to a sustained note on the second beat. (The stressed second beat is a characteristic of the sarabande as a genre, of course.)

	In the first measure of both Bach and Brahms, the tenor voice moves up (in contrary motion to the upper part) by a half-step from the fifth degree to the minor sixth.

	At the opening of the second half of both pieces, the melodic eighth-note figure is inverted and leads to a higher register. The flourish or roulade that Brahms places on the third beat in mm.9–10 seems very like the “agrément” that Bach places on his third beat of m.9 in the decorated version of the Sarabande (ex.2b).

	Both pieces settle in the key of VI (F major in Brahms, m.12; E-flat in Bach, m.16) in the middle of their second sections, before the return to the tonic. This is an unusual tonal goal in Bach’s small binary forms in the minor key; Brahms clearly noticed and admired Bach’s strategy. (In the Bach, the E-flat arises as the relative major of the C minor reached in m.12.)



EX.1. a, Brahms, Sarabande, WoO 5, no.1 (prob.1854).b, Recomposition of mm.9–13
[image: EX.1. a, Brahms, Sarabande, WoO 5, no.1 (prob.1854). b, Recomposition of mm.9–13]
EX.2. a, Bach, Sarabande from English Suite No.3 (BWV 808).b, Bach, “les agréments” for mm.9–10
[image: EX.2. a, Bach, Sarabande from English Suite No.3 (BWV 808). b, Bach, “les agréments” for mm.9–10]
[image: EX.2. a, Bach, Sarabande from English Suite No.3 (BWV 808). b, Bach, “les agréments” for mm.9–10]
Despite the many points of contact, Brahms’s little Sarabande is far from a mere imitation of Bach’s. The triplet rhythms, with their implication of 3 against 2, the delicate modal shifts, and the fluctuation between A major and minor—these Brahmsian features penetrate the Bach veneer.

Brahms writes his Sarabande more clearly in a rounded binary form; the return, actually to the second phrase, comes at m.13 (cf. m.5). In Bach the return is more disguised; when a melodic gesture resembling the opening arrives at m.17, just after the VI chord, he is still far away from the tonic, which is in fact reached only in the very last measure.

The way in which Brahms approaches his tonic is less complex, but nonetheless very elegant. After m.10, Brahms abandons the sequence at the opening of the second half in order to lead toward F major, which is reached on the last beat of m.12 (without its fifth). This chord, wonderfully ambiguous in its context, moves directly to the A minor that begins the return. Brahms has managed to arrive at the tonic directly from the sixth degree, bypassing the dominant altogether. It is a strategy he would use again many times in his instrumental works.

A lesser composer might have opted for a more conventional return at this point, as in example 1b, where I have recomposed the passage to continue the sequence for one more measure, leading directly to the dominant in m.12. This mundane, much cruder version simply composes out across four measures the A-G-F-E motion in the bass. Brahms’s solution, which makes F the goal and avoids the E, is infinitely more sophisticated and suggestive.

Almost forty years after completing this piece, when asked one day by his friend Theodor Billroth to describe the signs of “beauty” in a melody, Brahms adduced the sarabandes of the French Suites as models. Billroth reported Brahms’s thoughts in a passage that merits citation because it counts as Brahms’s most extended surviving reflection on Bach:


Vienna, 19 November 1893

Sunday morning at Brahms’s place. I wanted to hear from him something about the shaping of melody, about marks of “beauty” in a melody. [There follows an account of Brahms’s analysis of Goethe’s poem “Über alien Gipfeln.”] For a similar analysis Brahms used some sarabandes from the French Suites of Bach. The articulation of the whole, the ascent of the melody. Question and answer. The endings of the individual periods (cadences). The contrary motion of the upper voice and the bass to and from one another: the principal means for a beautiful effect—[for] the harmonic. The half cadences and bold turns of the cadence to a dissonance that leads to a distant key. The melodic-harmonic surprise, the skillful transposition of chords to soften a dissonance. The skillful return to the original key, gentler and harsher sounds, their connections. Longer final cadences. — In the second parts: insertion of longer cadences, longer lingering in the more distant keys. Beautiful preparations of the return to the original key.

Now the leading of the middle voices, their groupings and relation to bass and soprano. (In contrast to this: empty, ugly, clumsy melodies, distorted motions, poor-sounding or empty basses.)

In the repetitions, changes that with good composers are always intensifications and improvements.

In the doubles, “veiling” of the melody.

“The more an artwork is chewed up, the tastier it will be.”10



These analytical comments about phrase structure, harmonic motion and modulation, counterpoint, voice-leading, and formal processes all reflect basic musical values, stemming largely from Bach, that were held by Brahms throughout his life. I would argue that the Bach sarabandes taught Brahms principles that he applied not only in the smaller dimensions of his early dance pieces, his waltzes (the op.39 and Liebeslieder sets, opp.52 and 65), and his late piano pieces, but also on the much larger scale of the sonata form. Many of the retransitions in his first movements, for example, show the same “beautiful preparations of the return to the original key” that he admired in Bach and also displayed in his own early Sarabande.

In 1892, just a year before making his remarks on the French Suites, Brahms displayed in the Intermezzo op.116, no.2 how large a role the tradition of the Bach sarabande continued to play for him (ex.3). As William Horne has suggested, there is in the Intermezzo “an astonishingly close affinity” to Brahms’s early sarabandes.11 The Intermezzo is in triple meter, begins on the downbeat with an eighth-note figure that leads to a sustained second beat, exploits the two-against-three rhythms, now explicitly between the hands, and consists of four-measure phrases (with an extra “cadential reiteration,” as Horne calls it). The diminished-seventh chord over the tonic pedal in m.2 of the Intermezzo is precisely the same chord as in mm. 1–2 of the earlier Sarabande.

EX.3. Brahms, Intermezzo, op.116, no.2 (1892)
[image: EX.3. Brahms, Intermezzo, op.116, no.2 (1892)]
As in the Sarabande, there is a fluctuation between minor and major, involving both the tonic and the subdominant, and now it is even more sophisticated. In m.5, the first measure of the second phrase or consequent, the two forms of the tonic are juxtaposed in a single measure: the A-minor chord of beat 1 moves to A major in beat 2. This is less a change of mode, however, than it is a harmonic move from the tonic minor to the dominant of IV; the ambiguity is fully characteristic of Brahms. The next measure repeats but transforms the process on the subdominant: D minor moves not to D major, but to a diminished-seventh chord on D♯ that has the major third of D, F♯, within it.

With this Intermezzo, any Bach influence may be said to be completely absorbed into Brahms’s mature style. Although he was no longer poring over it in Schumann’s study, no longer performing it in public, and no longer actively teaching it to students like Eugenie Schumann and Florence May, Brahms obviously retained a passionate involvement with Bach’s keyboard music to the end of his life.

* * *

I do not interpret either the Sarabande or the Intermezzo as a case of Bloomian “misreading” of the kind that some commentators, notably Kevin Korsyn, have detected in works by Brahms, including the Quintet movement based on the Sarabande.12 To my ear, there is little evidence for a kind of agonistic struggle with a powerful precursor that characterizes the “anxiety of influence.” Indeed, I think it would be difficult to posit this kind of a model for the relationship of any of Brahms’s works to those of Bach. The Bloom scenario may work better for Brahms’s relationship with Beethoven, as manifested in works like Brahms’s First Piano Concerto and First Symphony.13 Beethoven, closer to Brahms in chronological time and in compositional tradition, is in this sense more of a threatening father figure than Bach.

A more useful path for understanding, or at least probing, the Brahms-Bach relationship is opened up by the concept of historicism. This is a term with an almost infinite variety of nuances and usages. In its most general meaning historicism, or Historismus in German, indicates an awareness and knowledge of, and usually respect for, the past, as well as an attempt to incorporate it into one’s artistic language. In its most blatant form the historicist impulse can lead to eclecticism or pastiche; an egregious example from the music of the earlier nineteenth century is Louis Spohr’s “Historical Symphony” of 1839, in which each movement is written in a different style ranging from Bach to the (then) present.14 A somewhat analogous phenomenon in architecture is Vienna’s Ringstrasse of the 1870s, in which each monumental building was created in an individual historical style.15 At the opposite end of the spectrum are works like Brahms’s little Intermezzo, or perhaps the finale of his Fourth Symphony, where historicism really becomes indistinguishable from a composer’s or artist’s own style.

Historicism implies, but is not identical to, historical awareness or situatedness. Adorno claimed that music was “historical through and through,” that history is a defining aspect of music’s identity.16 Many commentators, ranging from Dilthey and Gadamer to, within the profession of musicology, Dahlhaus and Treitler, have sought to reinforce that not only for creators, but also for listeners, viewers, and scholars, historicity—being “historical”—is a fundamental condition.17

Historicism is slightly different, an attitude or a stance rather than an inescapable given. For Dahlhaus, historicism implies “a conviction or feeling that past things form an essential part of the present precisely in being from the past, and not because of some substance within them that has withstood all change.”18 In this view historicism is not conservatism; it seeks not to resist change, but to acknowledge and even embrace it. For the historicist, “past and present form an indissoluble alloy.”19

Within this conceptual framework, Brahms emerges as the great historicist among nineteenth-century composers, and his reception of Bach stands as perhaps the finest example of the “indissoluble alloy” kind of historicism. With very rare exceptions, Brahms did not wear Bach on his sleeve or seek to exaggerate the distance between himself and Bach. He was not prone to write fugues on B-A-C-H, like Schumann and Liszt—he preferred to encode the names of Clara or Robert Schumann into his compositions—or to end instrumental compositions with stirring chorales, like Mendelssohn.

* * *

Brahms’s historicism, as manifested in his Bach reception, is not especially anxious or troubled. But that he may have been the last major composer within the Austro-German tradition for whom this was true is suggested by a comparison of chorale preludes for organ by Brahms and Max Reger, a composer born in 1874, and thus almost two generations Brahms’s junior.

Brahms’s prelude based on the Passion chorale, “O Traurigkeit, o Herzeleid” (WoO 7), was composed in the 1850s, then published in slightly revised form in 1882, together with a fugue on the same chorale, as a supplement to an issue of the Musikalisches Wochenblatt in Leipzig (ex.4 gives the revised version). This work is less well known, but no less beautiful, than the group of Eleven Chorale Preludes for Organ, op.122, that Brahms composed in the spring of 1896 and that were to be his final works.

In “O Traurigkeit,” as in the later set, op.122, the models are the chorale preludes of Bach’s Orgelbüchlein, those “symphonic poems in miniature” (as Reger called them), in which the chorale melody is normally present in the top line.20 As in the A-minor Sarabande, Brahms’s own style comes through quite clearly, especially in the two-against-three rhythms, the subtle juxtaposition of major and minor, especially in mm. 1–2, and the splendid path that this juxtaposition allows Brahms to follow from the tonic of m.1 to the dominant of m.3. Also Brahmsian is the way in which, after the densest chromaticism of the prelude, at the climax in mm. 9–11, the harmonic air is suddenly cleared by the A-minor [image: image] chord that initiates the “recapitulation” in m.12 (not shown in the example).

EX.4. Brahms, Chorale Prelude on “O Traurigkeit, o Herzeleid,” WoO 7 (comp. by 1858; revision pub. 1882), mm. 1–6
[image: EX.4. Brahms, Chorale Prelude on “O Traurigkeit, o Herzeleid,” WoO 7 (comp. by 1858; revision pub. 1882), mm. 1–6]
There would be many ways to “chew up” this piece analytically. But its achievement is perhaps best captured in the words of Brahms’s friend Spitta. In 1873, not long after Spitta had sent Brahms the first volume of his Bach biography, the composer replied with a kind of thank-you note, a manuscript of a fugue based on “O Traurigkeit.” Spitta replied: “In artistry and depth of feeling, in intimacy, I find it fully worthy of the models of the great Sebastian Bach, from which, however, it is distinguished by a certain subjective refinement, as occasioned by the present situation of music and the tendency of our time. I’m thereby implying that this organ piece seems to me in no way a mere copy [bloße Nachahmung], but an independent modeling [selbständige Nachbildung], which would be only to be expected from you.”21 These comments would certainly apply to the prelude as well.

In 1893, almost forty years after Brahms had composed the “O Traurigkeit” prelude, and about a decade after it was published in the Musikalisches Wochenblatt, the young Max Reger wrote a prelude for organ based on the same chorale, in the same key. It was published without opus number a year later, in 1894, in the Allgemeine Musik-Zeitung. At the time of composition, Reger was only nineteen, thus a few years younger—but in the same phase of early maturity—as Brahms had been when writing the Sarabande and “O Traurigkeit” prelude. The first half of Reger’s work is given as example 5; the chorale melody is in the upper of the two pedal parts.22

This prelude is just one drop in the vast ocean of Reger’s Bach-related musical activity, which encompassed not only many original works for organ, piano, and orchestra, but also hundreds of transcriptions, arrangements, and editions of Bach’s music. There seems little question that quantitatively Reger had the greatest involvement with Bach of any composer since Bach himself.23

From this prelude we can detect a very different kind of Bach reception from that of Brahms, and a much more modern one, in many senses of that word. In Reger the chorale is overwhelmed by a tangle of polyphonic voices that seem to have grown out of control, like the tendrils of some aggressive vine. This prelude is inspired by the vision of Bach the Polyphonist that would feed into the twentieth-century concepts of the polyphonic “Bach culture” described by August Halm in 1913, and of “linear counterpoint,” the term coined by Ernst Kurth in 1917 to characterize Bach’s melodic style.24

EX.5. Max Reger, Chorale Prelude on “O Traurigkeit, o Herzeleid,” without opus number (1893)
[image: EX.5. Max Reger, Chorale Prelude on “O Traurigkeit, o Herzeleid,” without opus number (1893)]
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What we have in Reger’s prelude, I would suggest, is a genuinely anxious attitude toward Bach. There is a sense of a loss the composer is seeking to recover, or a distance he is trying to bridge, by overdetermining the counterpoint. Here we might return to Dahlhaus, who makes a distinction between two different kinds of historicism, “tradition” and “restoration.” For Dahlhaus, tradition implies an unbroken and often unquestioning continuity with the past, while restoration implies the acknowledgement of a gulf, a gap, that must be bridged in an act of historicist understanding.25

Reger’s is an almost desperate act of restoration, while in the Brahms—at least to my ear—there is much more of a sense of tradition, although it is never unquestioning. In these ways Brahms’s historicism, and perhaps especially his Bach reception, differ radically from that of the generation that followed him. If Brahms’s prelude reflects, as Spitta implied, a “certain subjective refinement” that somehow captured the “present situation of music and the tendency of our time” in 1873, Reger’s seems to capture a very different situation and tendency two decades later.

* * *

Something of this newer context is reflected by a survey or Rundfrage conducted in 1905 by the editors of the journal Die Musik in Berlin. They invited over two hundred composers, performers, scholars, critics, writers, and even poets to respond to the question “What does Johann Sebastian Bach mean to me and what is his importance for our time?” (“Was ist mir Johann Sebastian Bach und was bedeutet er für unsere Zeit?”). Apparently no major living figure in music was omitted in the survey. The editors did not restrict themselves to German-speaking lands: Mahler, Nikisch, and Guido Adler were among those approached, but also Sibelius, Glazunov, Debussy, Puccini, Grieg, MacDowell, and Elgar.

The very idea of taking such a poll and then devoting seventy-five pages to reporting the results reveals a kind of radical historicism, one that acknowledges the loss, or at least the slipping away, of a tradition. This much seems to be acknowledged by the editors, who note: “The stimulus for our survey came from our readers. From numerous communications we have formed the impression that the ’Bach of Bachs’ still represents a ’problem’ today, whose solution many a mind is assiduously working to find.”26 The editors go on to say that all the historical, editorial, and philological work on Bach—and here they must mean the Bach Gesellschaft edition, completed in 1900, as well as the monumental biography of Spitta—has not pointed the way to the “Castalian source” from which Bach’s “god-filled” soul sprang. The search for origins is a telltale sign of historicist thinking.

Approximately half of those people contacted responded, with comments ranging from a few phrases to a substantial essay. One is struck that among the responses, the idea of Bach as healer—as healing fountain or physician—in sick, troubled, or “hypernervous” times comes up repeatedly, often with specific medical terminology. Table 1 gives a sampling of these remarks.

For Max Reger, Bach was “a never-failing medicine or drug” (nie versiegende Heilmittel) that would be good not only for musicians but for everyone who “suffers from spinal problems of any kind” (die an Rückenmarksschwindsucht jeder Art leiden).27 Reger referred to his age as erkrankt, diseased, from “misunderstood Wagner,” and in need of such a cure. For Theodor Müller-Reuter, Bach is “a restorative spring into which I step when my musical soul has suffered some kind of damage. … Bach is like a physician to me.”

The image of Bach as healer was in fact nothing new in the nineteenth century. The Bachian counterpoint in Beethoven’s last sonatas and quartets—and let us even throw in here the more Palestrinian “Heiliger Dankgesang” from the A-minor Quartet op.132—clearly suggests a restorative, a cure. In the summer and fall of 1845 Robert Schumann, suffering from a bad bout of mental illness, turned to an intensive study of counterpoint, and especially Bach’s music, which seems to have had a therapeutic effect.28 The mortally ill Brahms also found Bach comforting. His biographer Max Kalbeck reported, concerning his last visit with Brahms in March 1897: “He [Brahms] complained about his situation and said: ’It’s lasting so long.’ He also told me that he was not able to listen to any music. The piano remained closed; he could only read Bach, that was all. He pointed to the piano, where on the music stand, which stood on top of the closed cover, lay a score of Bach.”29

Table 1 Sample of Responses to Rundfrage from Die Musik 5/1 (October 1905): 3–78 “Was ist mir Johann Sebastian Bach und was bedeutet er für unsere Zeit?” (arranged in order of composers’ ages, from oldest to youngest)






	FELIX DRAESEKE: “Bach ist gesund und natürlich, unsere gegenwärtige Zeit ungesund und unnatürlich.” (p. 12)



	ALEXANDRE GUILMANT: “La musique de Bach est reposante, satisfait le coeur et l’esprit; elle le rend meilleur!” (p. 13)



	ALEXIS HOLLAENDER: “Für die Musik der Gegenwart bedeutet oder vielmehr sollte Bachs Musik ein Heilbad bedeuten, in dem sie sich aus dem Sport der sich überbietenden Sensationen reinigen, stärken und auf sich selber besinnen könnte.” (pp. 18–19)



	FRITZ STEINBACH: “Was Sebastian Bach für unsere Zeit bedeutet? … frische Gesundheit in unserer Zeit drohender Verweichlichung …” (p. 39)



	THEODOR MÜLLER-REUTER: “Bach ist mir ein Gesundbrunnen, in den ich steige, wenn meine musikalische Seele irgend Schaden erlitten hat, ein Gesundbrunnen von stärkender und reinigender Wirkung, Kräfte des Widerstands gegen alle seichte, hypernervöse und ungesunde Musik gebend.—Bach ist mir ein Artzt, der durch seine Werke väterlich warnend zu mir spricht, der mir das Gewissen schärft und der mich heilt, wenn musikalische Exzesse die Gesundheit der Phantasie und Kunstübung gefährdet haben.” (p. 46)



	FRANK VAN DER STUCKEN: “Für unsere neurasthenische Generation ist Bachs kerngesunde Kunst die segenbringende Nahrung der Musiker. … Ein gutes Heilmittel gegen Über- oder Unterschätzung eines Komponisten ist das Studium Bachscher Musik.” (p. 47)



	WILHELM BERGER: “Bach ist der Urquell alles Gesunden in der Musik.” (p. 61)



	LUDWIG THUILLE: “Wer den Geist Bachscher Musik voll zu erfassen imstande ist, der hat sich einen Gesundbrunnen gewonnen, den er zeitlebens nicht auszuschöpfen vermag.” (p. 62)



	WALDEMAR VON BAUSSNERN: “Ohne Bach gibt es für uns keine Gesundheit…” (p-70)



	MAX SCHILLINGS: “In unserem ’reizsamen’ Zeitalter sollte keiner unterlassen, aus dem Gesundbrunnen Bach zu trinken, der der Stärkung für Herz und Hirn bedarf.” (p.71)



	MAX REGER: “Ein gar kräftigliches, nie versiegendes Heilmittel nicht nur für alle jene Komponisten und Musiker, die an ’missverstandenem Wagner’ erkrankt sind, sondern für alle jene ’Zeitgenossen,’ die an Rückenmarksschwindsucht jeder Art leiden.” (p.74)




One could probably multiply such examples from other nineteenth-century composers. Yet there is, I think, a difference between the highly personal view of Bach as healer revealed in these earlier cases and the broader social implications of the remarks cited from the 1905 survey in Die Musik. In 1905 most of the figures quoted were presumably in good health; for them, Bach is a balm for a culture that is seen as degenerate, perverted, effeminate, and unhealthy. Degeneration (Entartung) was, of course, the title of Max Nordau’s notorious best-seller of 1893 on this topic; in its wake came many tracts diagnosing different aspects of modern culture and society.30 Might Reger’s “O Traurigkeit” prelude of the same year, 1893, be read as a statement on degeneration in musical culture, with an extra-heavy dose of Bachian polyphony proposed as cure? (Or is the piece rather, as conservative critics would have argued, a symptom of that degeneration?)

The Bach number of Die Musik was followed within two months, in December 1905, by the premiere of Strauss’s Salome, the great succès de scandale of German modernism. The temporal proximity to the Bach survey is telling. The responses to that survey cited in table 1 are, if not the first reactions, then major catalytic elements, in the explosive debate about degeneracy in Austro–German music. This much is acknowledged by Suzanne Shigihara, who has called the Rundfrage comments a “preliminary skirmish” (Vorgeplankel) in a dispute over musical and cultural values that would stretch over a decade to the beginning of World War I and would include polemical statements in musical journals and newspapers by Reger, Felix Draeseke, Hugo Riemann, and Richard Strauss, among others.31

Even Albert Schweitzer put in his two pfennig. In the German edition of his Bach study, published in 1908, Schweitzer added at the very end the plea that “Bach help our age to attain the spiritual unity and fervour of which it so sorely stands in need.”32 This sentence does not appear in the original French edition of 1905.

The crusty old Riemann, who entered the fray in 1908, saw the only hope for modern music in the study of earlier composers, including Bach. And here he took Brahms as the paradigm for how to assimilate the past. Composers should not seek to imitate Brahms’s style, Riemann says: “Rather, following Brahms’s path of a thorough study of the past is in fact the way that will lead us out of the present-day confusion of aesthetic ideas. The works of the past must be retrieved not only for their intrinsic worth, but for the healing of our decadent and degenerate creations, and also for the regeneration of our entire musical sensibility.”33

That Riemann takes Brahms as a model shows how far musical culture had changed in the decade since the composer’s death in 1897. In one sense, Riemann’s position puts Bach and Brahms firmly into the same category: they become, in Dahlhaus’s definition of historicism, “one indissoluble alloy.” I would argue that this alloy—or at least the perception of it—dissolves with the arrival of modernism.

The case could also be made that the arguments of Reger, Riemann, and the respondents to the Die Musik survey constitute some of the first manifestations of the neoclassical impulse. Their views anticipate by well over a decade the ways in which Hindemith, Stravinsky, and others would advocate the “purity,” the “sanity” of Bach as an antidote to much that was deemed unhealthy in the culture of Europe after World War I.34 These attitudes bring us face to face with what Richard Taruskin has called the “darker side” of modernism, which includes an all-too-close dalliance with anti-Semitism, misogyny, and fascism.35 The descriptions of physical and mental weakness or sickness in table 1 are indeed typical of the coded anti-Semitic discourse around 1900.36

These are important issues for historians of Bach reception to confront, but they take us beyond the immediate scope of this essay. My point has been to suggest that although Brahms’s reception of Bach was hardly free of cultural and political ideology, the Bach reception of succeeding generations differed in ways that reflect—and, more significantly, may even have contributed to—the rise of musical modernism.
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Hindemith, Bach, and the Melancholy of Obligation

Stephen Hinton

In the middle of preparing for the Hindemith Centenary Celebrations in 1995, I received a letter from a member of a well-known American symphony orchestra who, in the course of announcing his orchestra’s own minifestival, boldly apostrophized Hindemith as the “Bach of the Twentieth Century.” I had to look no further. Here was vindication, if ever it was needed, for this paper’s topic. Not only had Hindemith been affected or influenced by Bach (with or without anxiety), he had actually become Bach! Yet the boldness of the phrase also begged a huge question. What does it mean to be Bach in the twentieth century? How had Hindemith achieved this feat of reincarnation?

As Hans Heinrich Eggebrecht pointed out in his paper “Bach—wer ist das?” no composer has been more prone to the image, or Bild, syndrome than Bach.1 Compared to Bilder of other composers, the Bach-Bilder are legion. What, in other words, was my correspondent’s image of Bach, and how did it manage, with the aid of time-traveling, to merge with his image of Hindemith? In my reply, I eagerly included a query about the provenance of the phrase, but to no avail. It was up to me to get to the bottom of this remarkable piece of reception history. I make no apologies to my correspondent for misconstruing his meaning. He had his opportunity for exegesis, and squandered it.

Hindemith had his opportunities too, of course. Yet he hardly squandered them. In fact, they could seem, even on the briefest inspection, to have been so numerous that their actual enumeration begins to look like the outline for a large book rather than a paper. How would such a book-length study be organized? Somewhere one would be obliged to find room for what would count, chronologically, as the first substantial exhibit in a rich documentation of Hindemith’s Bach reception, namely, the posthumously published orchestral piece Ragtime wohltemperiert, also available in an arrangement for piano duet. In a note appended to the score, Hindemith wastes no time in introducing the reincarnation idea, albeit in the hypothetical: “Do you suppose Bach is turning in his grave? He wouldn’t think of it! If Bach were alive today, perhaps he would have invented the shimmy or at least introduced it into decent music. Perhaps he would have also drawn on a theme from the Well-Tempered Clavier by the kind of composer who would have represented Bach for him.”

In other words, if Bach were alive when Hindemith wrote those words (in 1921), he would be Hindemith. Granted, Hindemith didn’t invent the shimmy either, but he did introduce popular dance music into the sphere of so-called decent music, most famously in the final movement of his Kammermusik no. 1, into which he inserts a fox-trot by Wilm Wilm.2 And here in the Ragtime —both aesthetically and stylistically a kind of companion piece to the first Kammermusik, also written in 1921—he stages a similar confrontation between modish dance music and “decent” music. As far as the musical material is concerned, the confrontation amounts to a kind of synthesis: Hindemith takes the theme of the C-minor fugue from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier and, by simply dotting the first note of the first three eighth-note pairs, deftly transforms the theme into a ragtime—or what he thought was a rag (see ex.1).3 But the overall effect can hardly be called one of synthesis. The origin of the theme and its new, rather raucous, context are too incongruous for that. It is rather as though Hindemith were painting a moustache on an old master, even if the obverse is actually the case: apart from grafting the fugue theme onto his orchestral ragtime, Hindemith also interpolates the B-A-C-H motto just before the end, albeit not at proper pitch, at least initially; it begins as G-F♯-A-G♯ (or G-Fis-A-Gis), whatever that might signify beyond Bach, only to become B-A-C-H a few measures later (see ex.2). The gesture, however construed, seems intentionally impertinent. Had the Ragtime been given its first performance when it was written, instead of in 1987, some of the more conservative critics might well have reacted with the kind of blimpish outrage with which they greeted the first Kammermusik and suggested that Bach should indeed be turning in his grave.4 Hindemith was at least right to broach the question, however ironically.

EX.1. Paul Hindemith, Ragtime (wohltemperiert) for piano, four hands (1921), Schott ED 7325, Mainz: B Schotts Söhne, 1986, mm. 24–27
[image: EX.1. Paul Hindemith, Ragtime (wohltemperiert) for piano, four hands (1921), Schott ED 7325, Mainz: B Schotts Söhne, 1986, mm. 24–27]
EX.2. Hindemith, Ragtime, mm. 123–26
[image: EX.2. Hindemith, Ragtime, mm. 123–26]
Those familiar with the fox-trot finale of the first Kammermusik will appreciate the family resemblance: especially the high-energy Fortspinnung of Hindemith’s triplets juxtaposed with the dotted rhythms of the theme, which is not so much integrated into the texture as pasted in as one of several elements in a montage, suggesting a superficial connection to Stravinsky (see ex.3). Hindemith’s Bach reception, as documented here, goes hand in hand with his jazz reception. As such, it belongs in the broader context of a whole group of early works in which he seems to be testing the limits of “decent music” and its putative opposites. A year before composing Ragtime, he wrote to his publisher with the following question: “Can you use foxtrots, bostons, rags and other kitsch? I always write such stuff when no more decent music occurs to me. They turn out very well, and I’d imagine you can do better business with such a piece than with my best chamber music. (Good kitsch is something quite rare.)”5 Kitsch, then, is not bad music, if it is done well, but for Hindemith it is not “decent music” either. If in Ragtime Bach epitomizes the height of decency, which I believe he (or it) does, then the piece’s principal point is one of provocation, represented by the rude union of decent music and kitsch—an enterprise of Dadaist pedigree, analogous to the appearance of the fox-trot and siren in a piece given the “decent” title of “Kammermusik.” The well-known Suite 1922 belongs to this group of works too.

EX.3. Hindemith, Ragtime, mm.35–37
[image: EX.3. Hindemith, Ragtime, mm.35–37]
Hindemith’s Dadaist tendencies, soon to disappear from his compositions but not from his drawings, would come back to haunt him in the 1930s, as is well known.6 Furtwängler, in his sincere but wrongheaded defense of Hindemith against Nazi slander, would try to excuse them as “sins of youth”—a phrase that curiously resurfaces in Hindemith’s own assessment of the Suite from 1940. Recently arrived in the United States, he wrote to Schott’s in London concerning the firm’s plan to reissue the piece, which had originally been published with the composer’s own George Grosz-like drawing. “I think,” he said, “it is not necessary to reprint that awful Suite 1922, [n]either with picture [n]or without. The piece is really not an honorable ornament in the music-history of our time, and it depresses an old man rather seriously [Hindemith was 45!] to see that just the sins of his youth impress the people more than his better creations.”7

In a sense, then, Hindemith came to disapprove of the “sin” he had knowingly committed against the “decent music” represented by Bach. This makes the role of Bach in his early music somewhat complicated. In Ragtime wohltemperiert he invokes with Bach’s help a set of cultural values, not ones he embraces unequivocally so much as the whole tradition of German art music whose virtues are being held up to lighthearted scrutiny. In that sense, too, I would qualify, and suggest a refinement to, Hermann Danuser’s reading of Ragtime as presented in his 1985 Hindemith-Jahrbuch article on “Der Klassiker als Janus.” Danuser’s purpose in that article is to compare Hindemith’s early image of Bach with his later one. His findings present changes (Wand-lungen) in that image, based on the historical dichotomy of fundamentally opposed aesthetic viewpoints. The dichotomy in question is the one elucidated by the musicologist Heinrich Besseler, which became central to music aesthetics in the Weimar Republic, as I have outlined elsewhere.8 (In that sense, I am partly responsible for Danuser’s reading.) Based on his studies of early music and Heideggerian phenomenology, Besseler contrasted music presented in concerts for the purposes of what he calls aesthetic listening with the more primordial approach of active involvement. The former approach, which he identifies as belonging to a historically relatively late stage, Besseler called eigenständige Musik (autonomous music); the latter type he called Gebrauchs-musik or umgangsmäβige Musik (utility or vernacular music), which he associates with earlier music as well as with contemporary popular music, including jazz.9 Later, retaining the conceptual dualism, Besseler changed the terms to Darbietungsmusik (literally, presentation music) and Umgangsmusik.10 Invoking Besseler’s distinction between these two fundamental types, and using the later terminology, Danuser asserts that “for Hindemith in 1921 Bach is a model for ’Umgangsmusik,’ not for ’Darbietungsmusik.’” Seen in this way, Bach becomes a prototype for a general trend in 1920s aesthetics, one that has frequently been encapsulated in the slogan “Back to Bach,” and that is synonymous in Danuser’s reading with “Back to ’Umgangsmusik.’” The equation, I would argue, is too neat to reflect the complexities of Bach reception, whether in Hindemith’s own case or a fortiori in that of other composers at the time.

In the first place, there are really two Bachs in Hindemith’s introductory words to Ragtime: the hypothetical reincarnation figure and the composer of the fugue theme whom the reincarnation figure might, if he existed, see as a Bach-like figure. It is the latter figure, the Bach-like figure, who interests us in the composition itself, for he is in fact the real Bach, or at least Hindemith’s version of him. He stands for the whole sphere of “decent music” and its attendant values. Yet they are hardly the values that Besseler would associate with Umgangsmusik; if anything, quite the contrary. It is the world of ragtime, not the original fugue theme, that is Umgangsmusik, invoked at a remove from aesthetic immediacy. This is not to say that Bach’s music cannot have that significance as well, but that it does not do so in this piece.

Hindemith’s choice of theme—a fugue—also means something quite different from what it would mean later in his career. Fugue as a compositional technique might be the height of “decent” art, but it also stands in the early works, somewhat pejoratively, for dry, even soulless academicism. If, as Giselher Schubert has suggested, fugues and fugatos in early Hindemith serve a “programmatic purpose,” it is a purpose pursued with characteristic humor of the schoolboyish kind, balancing academic facility with nose-thumbing — something quite at odds with the later demonstrations of prodigious craftsmanship such as in Ludus tonalis.11 The earlier display, balancing academic facility with nose-thumbing, is perfectly captured in the “Note for the listener and the reader of the score” that introduces the third of the three dance pieces from the 1920 one-act opera Das Nusch-Nuschi: “The following ’choral fugue’ (with every luxury: augmentations, diminutions, strettos, bass ostinato) owes its existence merely to an unhappy circumstance: it occurred to the composer. Its purpose is nothing other than this: to fit stylishly into the scene and to afford all cognoscenti the opportunity to yap about the creator’s monstrous lack of taste. Hallelujah! The piece, for the main part, has to be danced (or wabbled) by two monstrously fat naked bellies.”12

Chronologically, it is a short step from such programmatic nose-thumbing at the traditions of decent music to the full-blown neobaroque character of Hindemith’s middle-Weimar years, beginning with the Kammermusik no.2 of 1924 and continuing through the remaining five of the set, which (excluding the first) have been dubbed Hindemith’s “Brandenburg Concertos.”13 Not that there are too many obvious parallels to Bach’s concertos themselves, although the six pieces are all concertos. The first movement of the second, for example, seems closely modeled on the theme of Bach’s Bb-major Two-Part Invention, projected through “the acoustic equivalent of a distorting mirror,” as Franz Willms aptly put it in 1925.14 It is rather that the music’s overall effect invokes many of the gestures generally associated with Baroque concerto style—the switching between ripieno and concertino; the homogeneity of texture and basic pulse, or Einheitsablauf, as Besseler called it; the progression by sequence; the linear counterpoint (the contemporaneous term coined by Ernst Kurth to describe Bach’s music); and so forth.

Aesthetically, on the other hand, the step from the spirit of the Kammermusik no.1 to no.2 is potentially huge. If the earlier work derives its impact from a willful confrontation between the cultural practices of Umgangs- and Darbietungsmusik, popular dance music and cerebral Bach, then the slightly later music is hardly Umgangsmusik in Besseler’s strict sense of the term either. If anything, the reverse is the case. Besseler’s conceptual dualism defines, in essence, the phenomenological dimension of the music: how do we approach it, what is our relationship to it? In that sense, the music still belongs to the sphere of Darbietungsmusik, not Umgangsmusik. And yet, although it hardly signals a return to the earlier model, as Hindemith’s amateur music assuredly would, the invocation of the alternative approach is nonetheless essential. The aesthetic program is rather one of postromanticism, even postexpressionism, which defines itself as much negatively as it does positively. Seen in this negative way, the “Back-to-Bach” neobaroqueisms of the Kammermusiken are, broadly speaking, antisymphonic. The linear Einheitsablauf of the concerto style, with its sequentially repeated figurations, represents a form of abstinence: from functional harmony, from complex syntax, from developing variation and motivic refinement—in short, from late-Romantic expressivity and metaphysics. While challenging the traditions of Darbietungsmusik, the music is, positively defined, umgangsmäßig only in the sense that, like much of Stravinsky’s music from this time, it is performative, ostentatiously putting the performer and the act of music-making on display. Yet, for this very reason, the sonic patterns that the performer weaves enjoy a kind of musical autonomy greater than that of the late-Romantic Weltanschauungsmusik that they specifically oppose.15 In other words, after music has tasted the fruits of autonomy, understood as a historical practice, there can be no literal going-back to Bach or to Umgangsmusik in the philosophical or cultural sense of Besseler’s term. Any allusion or borrowing is highly artificial: a protest within the aesthetic sphere rather than from without. To sum up: Bach in early Hindemith has a polemical function.

As mentioned, Hindemith pursues the Umgangsmusik ideal most rigorously in his compositions for amateur music-making circles. He was not alone here, of course, nor indeed was Bach the sole prototype. But the Gebrauchsmusik movement does furnish the context for a Bach reception in the late Weimar Republic that emphasizes what Wilibald Gurlitt, himself a Besseler pupil, would have called cultural Gebundenheit (connectedness).16 Bach’s example as cantata composer plays a central role here. Such a reception finds its most succinct expression in Kurt Weill’s 1930 response to a questionnaire entitled “Commitment to Bach” (Bekenntis zu Bach): “Whenever we say today ‘Art must be useful. But it must also uphold its standards,’ then Bach provides the best evidence for the validity of this demand. For him these two concepts are inseparable. His work possesses the highest degree of purposefulness [Zweckmäβigkeit]. For (and not despite) this reason, it upholds a unique standard.”17 (Weill, incidentally, also cited Bach’s recitatives as an example of gestic music.)18 Compositionally, Brecht’s “Lehrstücke,” most obviously those written in collaboration with Hanns Eisler, but also those with Weill and Hindemith, draw on Bach’s cantatas as prototypes of community-building polyphony—a sociological perspective suggested as early as 1916 by the critic Paul Bekker.19

The study of Hindemith and Bach being outlined here has scarcely got under way. Hindemith is about thirty; there are another thirty-eight years to go in his multifaceted career as composer, performer, and pedagogue. Compositionally, one could trace many allusions of varying degrees of specificity; relevant work here has been done by Günther Metz, David Neumeyer, Rudolf Stephan, and Richard Taruskin.20 As a string player, Hindemith frequently performed Bach, though to my knowledge none of the major Hindemith collections possesses a single recording of any such performance. From the pedagogical angle, there are the analyses of Bach that Hindemith prepared for his theory book Unterweisung im Tonsatz—the one eventually included in the book (Three-Part Invention in F Minor) and the one that was not (Fugue in D Major from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier).21 (See ex.4.)

EX.4. J. S. Bach, Fugue in D Major from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier, unpublished harmonic analysis by Paul Hindemith, ca.1935, prepared for but not included in the 1937 theory book Unterweisung im Tonsatz. Reproduced by permission of the Paul Hindemith Institute (Frankfurt/Main).
[image: EX.4. J. S. Bach, Fugue in D Major from Book 1 of the Well-Tempered Clavier, unpublished harmonic analysis by Paul Hindemith, ca.1935, prepared for but not included in the 1937 theory book Unterweisung im Tonsatz. Reproduced by permission of the Paul Hindemith Institute (Frankfurt/Main).]
Constraints of space require me to skip to 1950, to my other principal document, the speech entitled “Johann Sebastian Bach: Ein verpflichtendes Erbe” (Johann Sebastian Bach and the obligation of heritage), which Hindemith gave in Hamburg on 12 September 1950 as part of the anniversary festivities.22 The speech came in the middle of the program, rather than acting as a preamble to it, appearing after Bach’s Prelude and Fugue in C Major for Organ and Hindemith’s own Apparebit repentina dies for mixed chorus and winds and before Bach’s Magnificat. Hindemith also conducted. Wherever the speech finds mention in our hypothetical large-scale study, whether at the outset or in the chronologically correct position in his career at the beginning of his so-called late period, it would presumably have to be discussed in terms of the radical contrast it presents with the composer’s earlier Bach reception. Such, as suggested, is Danuser’s approach in his Hindemith-Jahrbuch article, in which the relationship to Bach figures as the mirror or mouthpiece of Hindemith’s own compositional aesthetic. The job of doing reception history would naturally tend towards such an interpretation—to view the Bach speech principally, if not exclusively, as what Danuser calls Hindemith’s “attempt at defining his own position” (Versuch einer eigenen Standortbestimmung).23 How could it not be so? Yet at the opening of his speech, seemingly mindful of such a potential charge, Hindemith addresses the issue head on. This is the paradox that emerges: If he is defining his own position, he is doing so expressly with the intention of cutting through the layers of reception history and, as far as possible, transcending even his own perspective—an intention with which many Bach researchers can presumably sympathize, even if they must ultimately find the goal a chimerical one. Like Eggebrecht thirty-five years later, Hindemith finds himself searching for an answer to the question: “Bach—wer ist das?” My question is this: In his search for the “real Bach,” as he calls him—“the true figure of the man Bach and his work”—is Hindemith unveiling just another image of Bach among many or something more essential and lasting than that?

Although the distance he adopts from the hypothetical reincarnation of the Ragtime note could scarcely be greater, his opening strategy in his Bach speech is curiously similar. He wonders how Bach might have reacted to his most recent reception, were he still around. As a response Hindemith suggests that Bach would, by now, have ceased being startled: “What further strange things could confront him, his having been turned fifteen years ago as an anti-church composer into a pillar of brown Germany and only recently, with the help of the Chinese minister of culture, into a pioneer for red internationalism? With, in the two hundred years since his death, each generation wanting to see him transformed; pulling, analyzing, explaining and commenting on him hither and thither in his works; incorporating him into every household in books, pictures and plaster busts; in short, with his becoming a monument.”24

There are various ways Hindemith proposes to dismantle the monument and get back to “the true figure of the man Bach and his works.” One is a practical suggestion: that performers make use of Bach’s autographs, presented in facsimile alongside the engraved edited version. Other aspects of his approach to performance are similarly informed by a desire to return to origins. Hindemith, like Joshua Rifkin and others, argues for an appreciation of the small-scale forces used to perform Bach’s choral works.25 “We can be certain,” he says, “that Bach felt quite comfortable with the vocal and stylistic means at his disposal, and if we aim to present his music as he envisaged it, then we must reconstruct the performance conditions of the time.”26 For Hindemith, this also meant restringing the string instruments, using wind instruments of a size comparable to the ones originally used, and also reconstructing the appropriate tuning. Here, then, is an early voice propagating—dare I say it?—authenticity.

His efforts were not always appreciated unequivocally, even by his admirers. Here is Arthur Mendel, the translator of the Unterweisung im Tonsatz, recalling Hindemith’s approach:


Hindemith had particularly strong convictions about the subordination of the role of the performer to that of the composer, and he made it a point to emphasize this in every way he could. [Mendel later describes Hindemith’s insistence on using the viola d’amore and the gamba in the St. John Passion, even with players unfamiliar with these instruments.] Sometimes I thought that he exaggerated this, as, for example, when I heard him conduct the B-minor Mass in Düsseldorf in 1956. He had always particularly belittled conductors and conducting, and he seemed bent on this occasion, too, on proving that all you had to do was get the right notes sounded at the right time and everything else would take care of itself—or had been taken care of by the composer. The performance was painfully “straight,” and seemed to me to succeed in suppressing almost all that sensitivity to the subtlest inflections which, from long acquaintance, I knew Hindemith had in superlative degree.27



One could argue that it is as much Hindemith the performer as Hindemith the composer who favored such subordination. At any rate, the contrast with the approach to the performance of Bach’s music by other modern composers such as Mahler, Busoni, and the Second Viennese School could scarcely be more pronounced. All of these last favored some kind of creative intervention. Mahler and Schoenberg both prepared, to greater and lesser degrees, instrumental retouchings, or Retuschen.28 And Busoni, both as arranger and composer, with his essentially Romantic approach, predicated as it was on the notion of an always sonically absent Urmusik, intentionally blurs any precise distinction between edition, arrangement, and Nachdichtung.29

It is in this connection that Adorno’s characteristically titled piece “Bach Defended against his Devotees” should be mentioned. In it, from his Second Viennese perspective, Adorno passed scathing judgment on Hindemith’s Hamburg speech of a year earlier. By way of an apology for Webern’s orchestral arrangements, Adorno ends by summarizing his position vis-à-vis our obligation to Bach’s heritage in radical contrast to Hindemith’s position: “Perhaps Bach as transmitted has actually become uninterpretable. In which case his heritage falls to the act of composing, which remains faithful to him by being unfaithful, and identifies that heritage’s content by recreating it for itself.”30 But it is Hindemith’s view of Bach’s late style in particular that Adorno lambasts, describing it as “a grotesque misunderstanding” (grotesk verkannt).31 This is not the place to take issue with Adorno’s own anachronisms, instructive though such an inquiry might be. Hindemith’s will have to suffice. For Bach scholars, Hindemith’s view of Bach could seem not so much anachronistic in the precise sense of that term (although it is that too) as almost prophetic, anticipating the “new picture” of Bach outlined by Friedrich Blume over a decade later.32 When he gave the speech (in 1950), Hindemith would not have had the benefit of the new chronology of Bach’s works that emerged during the next decade, establishing earlier dates for some of the compositions previously included among the late works. It is the results of this research, Blume argued, that led him to talk of the final decade in terms of Bach’s “collecting and preserving and also of transmitting the tradition which he had received, of [continuing] a tradition of consummate contrapuntal skill.” All of this Blume described in terms of an “esoteric activity.”33

Hindemith goes further, with less evidence, than Blume. For his part, perhaps he needed no more than the writings of Birnbaum and Scheibe to reach his conclusions. But the parallel between Blume’s and Hindemith’s interpretations does raise a prickly question where biographical interpretation enters the picture. How much did the findings of the new research produce a new image of Bach, and how much, conversely, did the image of Bach produce the findings?

There can be no simple answer here; the process is necessarily two-sided. It is an issue that admits of no easy resolution, involving as it does matters to do with influence and reception. How much was Hindemith influenced by Bach? Or conversely: How much, in his reception, did he construct his picture of Bach, so to speak, in his own image? In other words, was Blume’s esoteric picture of Bach one that suited postwar German Bach reception in the same way that it suited Hindemith—and suited him to the extent that, for all his professed desire to get to the “real” Bach (or perhaps even because, like Blume, he is presenting a biographical interpretation), he ends up giving us a mirror image of Hindemith? The matter of wishful construction seems especially blatant and rich at the point in the 1950 speech that provides my title, that is, where Hindemith introduces the concept of melancholy. He does so with the help of Nietzsche, transforming the maliciously negative expression Nietzsche used to describe Brahms into a positive one to describe late Bach. Where Nietzsche, in the second addendum to Der Fall Wagner, had described Brahms’s melancholy as a melancholy of inability, incapacity, or even poverty (Melancholie des Unvermögens), Hindemith adapts the phrase to describe Bach’s last decade in terms of a “melancholy of ability.”34 How much Hindemith was playing on Nietzsche’s lengthy explanation of the phrase, which amounts to a negative feminization of Brahms (he calls him “a musician of the unsatisfied women type”), and how much he intended a slight against a composer about whom he had little good to say, remains unclear.35 But insofar as his explanation of Bach’s melancholy readily applies in its specifics to his own situation, Hindemith is implicity casting himself not only as an antipode to Brahms but also as the satisfied and capable male.

What does he mean by “melancholy of ability” in Bach’s case, a concept he describes as the “answer to all mysteries?” It has to be seen in the context of the idea introduced at the beginning of the speech, where Bach, he says, “creates a world of the work of art completely independent of [his petit-bourgeois environment].”36 The dropping off in Bach’s productivity, Hindemith argues, is the result of having achieved perfection. The idea of perfection is hardly new, of course. It is a quality already acknowledged by Birnbaum. In his discussion of Birnbaum in the final chapter of his Bach essays, Christoph Wolff aptly describes psychological questions concerning artistic impulse and creativity as belonging to a “nebulous sphere,” especially in the case of Bach, given the paucity of relevant documentation.37 Hindemith’s interpretation of Bach’s perfection necessarily enters this sphere, particularly where he describes Bach’s late period in terms of “the melancholy, the sadness, of having lost all previous imperfections and with them the possibility of further progress.”38 Thus Bach and his music become for Hindemith a symbol of “all that is noble” (für alles Edle). It is not hard to draw parallels with how Hindemith felt about his own situation —how he, in contrast to his youthful self, had created works of art “completely independent of his environment.” In fact, the very language of the ending of the Bach speech is almost identical to that of his foreword, written two years earlier, to the revised edition of Das Marienleben. The vision that informed the revision was “an ideal of noble music, as perfect as possible.” Whereas for Bach the melancholy is described primarily in personal psychological terms, for Hindemith the kind of consolidation he seeks relates to the general historical situation. “Since Beethoven’s death,” he writes in the foreword, “we have experienced an uninterrupted ars nova”—an ars nova which cast Hindemith in the 1950s in the role of archconservative. In other words, the melancholy of late Hindemith has what Reinhold Brinkmann has called, fittingly enough in relation to Brahms, a historical “signature”39—a signature of anxiety about the place of his own works as, to use Hindemith’s own phrase, “ornaments in the music-history of our time.”40 So perhaps the use of Nietzsche’s malicious phrase is more complex than it might at first seem. Historically, the not-so-obvious parallel with Brahms is more appropriate than the all-too-obvious one with Bach.

In conclusion, I return to the phrase that got me started: “The Bach of the Twentieth Century.” This brief investigation has presented material that accounts for the phrase but that also helps us qualify it. Yet for all the obvious differences between early and late Hindemith, his attitude toward Bach remains remarkably consistent. In Ragtime wohltemperiert of 1921, Bach symbolizes the sphere of “decent music,” however equivocal Hindemith may have felt about it. In the 1950 Bach speech, “decent music” becomes “noble” and “perfect” music, toward which the composer now openly aspires. Admittedly from quite different standpoints—the one openly provocative, the other conservatively self-defensive—the two documents reveal another consistency in Hindemith’s Bach reception as well. This great symbol of European music, as Hindemith saw Bach, is pressed into service as part of a more or less overt cultural polemic. The act of historicization is itself historically specific.

I would like to thank Giselher Schubert, director of the Paul Hindemith Institute (Frankfurt/Main), for generously sharing his expert knowledge of Hindemith’s oeuvre and supplying materials from the Institute archive for the preparation of this essay.
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BWV 855/2: Fugue in E Minor, 39, 87

BWV 858: Prelude and Fugue in F♯ Major, 85

BWV 867/2: Fugue in B♭ Minor, 11, 39 n.52, 55, 94

BWV 869/2: Fugue in B Minor, 11, 25 n.11, 36–37, 94

BWV 871/2: Fugue in C Minor, 63 n.27

BWV 874/2: Fugue in D Major, 63 n.27

BWV 876/2: Fugue in E♭ Major, 63 n.27

BWV 877/2: Fugue in D♯ Minor, 63 n.27

BWV 878/2: Fugue in E Major, 63 n.27, 104

BWV 882: Prelude and Fugue in F♯ Major, 85

BWV 882/2: Fugue in F♯ Major, 63 n.28

BWV 883/2: Fugue in F♯ Minor, 63 n.28

BWV 889/1: Prelude in A Minor, 36

BWV 890/2: Fugue in B♭ Major, 95

BWV 903: Chromatic Fantasy and Fugue, 83, 89, 95

BWV 971: Italian Concerto in F Major, 2

BWV 988: “Goldberg” Variations, 3 n.6, 15, 45, 89, 101–4

CONCERTOS

BWV 1046–51: Brandenburg Concertos, 139

CANONS, MUSICAL OFFERING, ART OF FUGUE

BWV 1076: Canon triplex a 6 Voc., 28 n.17

BWV 1079: Musical Offering, 56–57, 63, 82, 104

BWV 1080: Art of Fugue, 10, 17–18, 26, 28, 31, 33, 45, 55, 57, 92, 94, 104, 110

BWV 1080/1: Contrapunctus 1, 55, 58

BWV 1080/3: Contrapunctus 3, 58

BWV 1080/5: Contrapunctus 5, 55, 58

BWV 1080/8: Contrapunctus 8, 63 n.28
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