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Please send your comments and your contributions to info@harpsichord.org.uk  

 

 

We thank our President, Professor Sir Barry Ife and his colleague, Jasper 

van der Klis for agreeing to be Guest Editors for this edition of Sounding 

Board and for sharing with us the process and findings of their recent 

research into the music of Domenico Scarlatti. This ground-breaking 

project, known collectively as Texting Scarlatti, involved many international 

experts; we thank them all and are honoured to be the first to publish the 

results in this edition of Sounding Board. 

 

In contrast – and to prove the harpsichord is still very much ‘alive’, articles 

submitted by BHS members together with a review of a book about the 

harpsichord in the 21st-century.  We thank the authors of these articles 

and for their patience; we sincerely apologise for the very long delay in 

their publication. 

 

We thank the proof readers and all those who have in any way contributed 

to this the 23rd Edition of Sounding Board. We hope you enjoy it and find 

much of interest. Your letters, comments, and suggestions are always 

welcome – your feedback on the Scarlatti project will be especially 

welcome.  

mailto:info@harpsichord.org.uk
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INTRODUCTION 
 

••• From our Guest Editors,  
                        Barry Ife and Jasper van der Klis ••• 
 

When we were first approached about guest-editing this number of Sounding Board we 

thought it would be a good opportunity to share with members of the BHS something about 

the ‘Texting Scarlatti’ research project that we have been working on since January 2023. 

Hence this bumper ‘Scarlatti Special’, where we’ve tried to represent as many aspects of the 

project as possible and preview some contents of the website that will go live later this 

autumn. For us, this is a chance to take the words ‘sounding board’ at face value and get as 

much feedback as possible before we go fully public. 
 

In what follows, we tell you something about the project – what we have been doing and 

why, and how we have gone about it. Then we focus on a small selection of major collections 

to illustrate how we have gone about trying to understand better how they were compiled 

and how they sit within the wider network. Marco Moiraghi, who is a member of the core 

project team, returns to the Essercizi that he edited for Ricordi; Jasper delves into the Münster 

collection and we welcome Giulio Biddau as a guest to share his work on the Vienna 

manuscripts. 
 

Then we focus on two aspects of performance: another guest contributor, Glen Wilson, whose 

edition of 60 Scarlatti sonatas will be published by Bärenreiter next year, discusses ways of 

programming single sonatas into longer sequences; and Luisa Morales, another member of 

the core research team, brings us up to date about the instruments that might have been 

available to Scarlatti’s contemporaries. 
 

Finally, we take a look at how Scarlatti’s work was received in Sweden, a country that has not 

hitherto featured at all in accounts of his reputation outside Spain, and conclude with some 

work that we have been doing recently to sweep up the considerable number of sonatas (78 

at the last count) that have been attributed to Scarlatti at some point but which are not in 

Kirkpatrick’s catalogue. We would particularly welcome comments on and corrections to this 

work, which we hope will form the basis of a standard ‘Kirkpatrick Supplement’ that can be 

added to as more instances come to light. But NB: we do not vouch for the authenticity of any 

of these pieces, we simply record what we find! 
 

For those readers who feel that that’s enough Scarlatti for one issue, thank you very much, 

we have three completely different contributions that have been held over from Sounding 

Board 22: Chris Benton introduces some long overdue chromatically inverted Bach and Janet 

Oates reports on a fascinating project to create and promote new music for the solo 

harpsichord. And like all good journals we end with a book review: Robin Bigwood welcomes 

Harpsichord Reimagined, Resonances in Contemporary Music, an important book of essays on 

avant-garde harpsichord repertoire and its interpreters edited by Jane Chapman and John 

Palmer.  
 

Vivi felice! 

                                                                                 Barry Ife and Jasper van der Klis 
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FEATURE 

About ‘Texting Scarlatti:                  

      composition, reception, performance’ 
 

'Texting Scarlatti' is the first comprehensive study of Domenico Scarlatti's keyboard sonatas based on 

analysis of nearly 3300 contemporary manuscripts and printed copies. The project aims to understand 

better his approach to composition, trace the reception of his music beyond Spain and across Europe, and 

apply the findings to modern performance practices. This pioneering work offers a new model for 

musicological research, combining traditional textual scholarship with cutting-edge technology and 

collaborative crowdsourcing methods. In this brief overview of the project, Barry Ife outlines what we have 

been doing, how we have been doing it, and why.1 

 

First, the why. 
 

Domenico Scarlatti (b. Naples 1685; d. Madrid 1757) was one of the leading figures of eighteenth-

century music. He revolutionised keyboard playing, became a central point of reference for many 

generations of keyboard composers, and remains extremely popular with performers and 

audiences alike. But he is something of an enigma. He worked for nearly forty years in the courts 

of Portugal and Spain, yet we have very little hard evidence about his personal and professional 

life there—none of the autograph scores, sketches, notebooks, diaries and letters that would 

normally help to contextualise a composer’s music. 

 

‘Texting Scarlatti’ has therefore focused on the evidence we do have: the sonatas themselves, and 

the huge number of copies that circulated across Europe during the eighteenth century.2 A 

detailed and comprehensive textual study of these witnesses is an essential first step to answering 

a key question: how did the music of a man who apparently led such a quiet life escape the 

confines of the royal music room and go viral across Europe? 

The textual challenges surrounding the 555 sonatas in Kirkpatrick’s catalogue are both complex 

and straightforward. The complexity arises from his popularity as a composer, resulting in 3290 

surviving witnesses across 211 collections held in 55 libraries worldwide, ranging from 

presentation volumes to pirated editions. 

Editors of Scarlatti have largely relied on the three most authoritative collections: the Essercizi per 

gravicembalo (30 sonatas printed in London, 1738/39), and two manuscript sets in Venice and 

Parma compiled between 1742 and 1757. That much is straightforward. But while these sources 

have impeccable provenance—the Venice and Parma manuscripts were owned by Queen Maria 

Bárbara, Scarlatti's patron, and Scarlatti himself had a firm hand in selecting and preparing the 

Essercizi for publication—they represent less than a third of surviving eighteenth-century 

witnesses, leaving the question of how the other 2300 fit in. What do they tell us? 

 
1 A more detailed account of our rationale and methodology can be accessed here. 
2 By ‘eighteenth century’ we mean the ‘long eighteenth century’, that is, everything that can reasonably be dated 

up to but not including Carl Czerny’s first collected edition published in 1839. From that point on, textual 

transmission is a lot easier to trace. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09298215.2024.2408266
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Rather than use textual criticism to produce another critical edition, we use it to focus 

‘downstream’ from composition to reception and performance. Taking Kenneth Gilbert's widely-

used complete edition as a baseline, we employ a range of digital tools for detailed comparative 

analysis. We record all variants in machine-readable code to establish kinship between witnesses, 

trace circulation patterns and try to understand how eighteenth-century performance practice can 

inform performance in our time. 

This methodology reflects musicology's ‘performative turn’, viewing music as performance rather 

than static text. The witnesses reveal as much about reception, interpretation, and collection 

practices as about composition itself. By making the scores the beginning rather than the end of 

scholarly conversation, we aim to illuminate the social and cultural contexts that have shaped 

Scarlatti's enduring legacy. 

The work has been funded by the Leverhulme Trust (RPG-2022-338) and a Research England 

‘Participatory Research’ grant. It has been undertaken by a core team of 4/5 researchers3 and up to 

35 paid volunteer ‘citizen scientists’ over a period of 32 months from January 2023 to August 

2025. 

The work can be divided into three broad but overlapping phases: Compilation, Collation and 

Analysis. 

Compilation 

Compilation is an important concept in Scarlatti studies, because the vast majority of eighteenth-

century copies survive not in single copies but in collections, and that fact alone can tell us a great 

deal about the collectors’ tastes and preferences. With few exceptions, the contents of no two 

collections are identical, which means that those contents have been assembled from smaller 

groups of witnesses, often referred to as fascicles or booklets. Hence the 3290 witnesses that we 

have identified survive in 211 collections, an average of 15.6 sonatas per collection. We have 

tracked down these witnesses by carefully reviewing and correcting a range of published sources, 

library catalogues and RISM. 

The relationship between sonatas and collections—which sonatas appear in which collections in 

which order—is therefore fundamental to managing the corpus and understanding potential 

relationships between sources. We do this by means of a large spreadsheet which we call the Great 

Table. This consists of 211 columns and 555 rows4 and is available to consult and download in two 

formats: Microsoft Excel and a bespoke HTML version, both of which can be accessed here.  

 

 
3 Professor Barry Ife (Director and Principal Investigator, Guildhall School), Dr Jasper van der Klis (Guildhall 

School), Professor Marco Moiraghi (Conservatorio G. Verdi, Turin) and Dr Luisa Morales (FIMTE and Lleida 

University). Professor Jérémie Lumbroso (University of Pennsylvania) played a key role in the early stages but 

left the project in June 2024. 
4 We identify the 555 individual sonatas in Ralph Kirkpatrick’s catalogue by their K numbers because they are 

the industry standard and we urge other scholars to follow our example. There is nothing to be gained, and 

much to be lost, by proliferating cataloguing systems. There are some 60 attributed and attributable sonatas 

that are not in Kirkpatrick’s catalogue and one of the outputs from our project will be a ‘Kirkpatrick Supplement’ 

(KS numbers) that will aim to sweep these up and make sure they can be clearly identified in future. 

https://pure.gsmd.ac.uk/en/projects/texting-scarlatti-composition-reception-performance
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Figure 1 is a screenshot of a section of the Great Table. The table can be sorted on any of the 

columns, which allows the corpus to be viewed from the perspective of that particular collection. 

 

Figure 1 – extract from the Great Table showing the order of K15-30 (from the Essercizi) in eight 

different manuscript sources 

As soon as we have identified and accounted for a collection we obtain a copy, index it and save 

the individual sonatas to folders in a private SharePoint site at the Guildhall School and on a 

Google Drive. We are greatly indebted to the very large number of libraries and archives that have 

collaborated with us by making their collections available and allowing us to use them in this way. 

A very few collections have remained inaccessible to us for reasons ranging from force majeure to 

outright refusal. These are tinted red in the Great Table. Wherever possible, the principal 

collections have been examined in person by one of the core team. 

Collation and validation 

 

Collation involves the detailed note-by-note comparison of nearly 329,000 bars of music.5 To 

ensure that we are always comparing like with like, we collate all witnesses against a common 

baseline, which we call the ‘control’. The control is usually the version that Kenneth Gilbert chose 

as the ‘copy text’ for his complete edition.6 This is, for the most part, the Essercizi for K1-30, and 

Venice, occasionally Parma, for the remainder. It is important to emphasize that we do not collate 

against Gilbert’s published text itself, but against the witness he used as the basis for that text. 

 
Wherever possible, each collation is done twice by two colleagues working independently and is 

then checked and corrected by a third, a process we call ‘validation’. This labour-intensive 

 
5 The average number of bars in a Scarlatti sonata is 99.944 bars x 3290 witnesses = 328,815 bars, each of 

which has to be collated at least twice (see below).  
6 Kenneth Gilbert (ed.), D. Scarlatti. Sonates. 11 volumes, Paris: Heugel, 1971-84. 
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approach is necessary because current Optical Music Recognition (OMR) technology cannot 

accurately process manuscript variants of the complexity that we find in Scarlatti sources. Figure 

2, for example, shows 22 variants in a single bar that no software can reliably identify without 

excessive pre-processing. 

 
 

 

 
Figure 2 – K109, bar 5 and part of bar 6, selected comparisons with Venice 1749, variants circled. 

Note how New York Cary adjusts the soprano line to avoid top d'''. 
 

In order to get the work done in the time available we have therefore relied on a team of some 35 

paid volunteer research assistants, many of them postgrads and performers, working entirely 

online and in their own time. This part of the work has been supported from Research England 

‘Participatory Research’ funds. Jasper van der Klis, who managed the process, provides a short 

report on this part of the operation, including feedback from volunteers, at Appendix A. 
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  Figure 3 – Example of notation:  

  control reading before the square bracket, 

  variant reading after the square bracket 

  

Variants between each witness and the control are recorded on Google Sheets using a notation 

system of our own devising. This is documented in a comprehensive User Manual which is revised 

and updated as new situations arise. At the time of writing we have recorded nearly 187,000 

variants in this way. 

 

Each Google Sheet has two main sections: Header and Bars. The Header section records, column 

by column, a range of basic information about each witness of each sonata (tempo, key and time 

signatures, number of bars, range, types of ornamentation, etc.) that allows longitudinal 

comparisons to be made. The top row of the Header also includes links to images of each witness 

for that particular sonata, both for the convenience of those collating and for anyone who wishes 

to check our work for themselves—a wise precaution that we strongly recommend. 

 

In the Bars section we record, row by row, 61 types of variant in 16 categories (see Appendix B). 

The code we have devised is designed to be quick and easy to use, is predominantly alphanumeric, 

does not use musical notation, and is therefore machine-readable as well as legible by human 

beings. It consists of the two main elements common to all types of critical apparatus: the lemma 

and the reading, separated by a closing square bracket.  
 

In this example the 4 indicates the position/vertical 

sound event of the note and the a indicates the 

pitch (the a below middle c using the LilyPond 

convention); c' indicates the pitch of the variant, in 

this case, middle c. So, taken together, this short 

piece of code means ‘the fourth note in the bar in 

question, which is an a below middle c in the 

control, is middle c in the witness’. 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4 – K109, bars 5-6, variants coded (cf Figure 2). 

 

More examples of how the code works can be found in Appendix B, and the full user manual will 

be available in due course via the project website 

 

 

→ 
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Figure 5a shows a screenshot of part of the Google Sheet Header for K48, and Figure 5b shows a 

section of the Bars. The full interactive sheet for K48 can be accessed here.  

 

 
 

Figure 5a – part of the Header section of K48. Note the differing numbers of bars in three of the six 

witnesses shown here. 

 

 
 

Figure 5b – part of the Bars section of K48 (bars 48-58). Empty cells indicate that the witness agrees 

with the control for that bar. Hence all the cells in column B are empty because the control, by 

definition, agrees with itself. 

 

Analysis 
 

We take it as a given that data alone cannot answer questions, but that data can certainly point us 

to the questions that we might want to ask. Inspection of tables such as those illustrated in Figure 

5 will stimulate numerous insights about particular sonatas, but for larger-scale analysis across 

the complete corpus, further processing of the data is required. We do this either by using some of 

the tools available within Excel (in the case of metadata within the Great Table) or by extracting 

the data from the Google Sheets in the form of JSON (JavaScript Object Notation) files which can 

then be interrogated using a range of applications. 

 

https://bit.ly/TextingScarlattiK48
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Figure 7 – K1-555, highest and lowest notes. 

 

Figure 6 is a simple Excel bar chart showing the variation in the number of witnesses per sonata in 

the Essercizi (K1-30) – what we call their relative ‘salience’. 
 

 
 

Figure 6 – relative salience of sonatas K1-30. 
 

 

What is surprising here, perhaps—and might prompt the question why—is the fact that the 

Essercizi are Scarlatti’s first published collection of sonatas and, as such, might be expected to 

have circulated as a homogeneous set. In fact, as the chart shows, their salience ranges from 15 

witnesses for K20 to 28 for K30, the ‘Cat’s Fugue’. Yet, as Figure 1 suggests and further analysis 

confirms, only 4 (3 manuscript, 1 printed) of the 67 collections that transmit at least one of the 

Essercizi do so complete and in the order in which they were published. In the main, contemporary 

admirers of Scarlatti preferred to pick ‘n’ mix. In many ways this is hardly surprising, given the 

price of the first edition (2 guineas, or about £400 in today’s money), the inconvenience of having 

to copy out sonatas by hand, or the cost of using a professional copyist.  
  

Figure 7, also generated within Excel, tracks the highest and lowest notes in each sonata across 

the corpus. It shows a perceptible trend towards a larger compass, especially in the upper register, 

but there is considerable variation in both the bass and the treble, especially in the treble from 

about K360 onwards. While this chart illustrates the general trend, similar charts for smaller 

groups of sonatas, combined with other data, can raise interesting questions about the 

homogeneity of particular collections, especially Venice and Parma. 
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At the level of the individual sonata, our coding system for variants makes possible a number of 

forms of analysis, from comparison of variants across witnesses to family trees and Neighbor-Net 

diagrams, using techniques commonly used in phylogenetics. 
 

Figure 8 shows an extract from a typical summary table of variants, in this case for K48: 

 
Figure 8 – extract from a variant summary table for K48. Note the relatively high number of pitch 

differences between the control (Venice 1742) and several of the witnesses. 
 

Figure 9 shows an extract from a detailed listing of complete matches between two of the 

witnesses for K48, in this case Barcelona 1964 and Boivin 5. 
 

  
Figure 9 – extract from a table of complete and partial matches between Barcelona and Boivin 5. 



12 

 

This level of detail, when replicated across all witnesses of each sonata, shows the benefit of 

developing a machine-readable coding system without which it would be virtually impossible to 

process the extremely high number of potential relationships in question. As with genetics, so too 

with textual variants: variants in common between different witnesses can be a marker of kinship 

and that kinship can be illustrated in different ways. Figure 10 shows a traditional ‘family tree’ for 

K48, based on the variant analysis illustrated above.7 

 
Figure 10 – family tree showing probable relationships between all nine witnesses. Small numbers 

indicate the number of changes/variants between successive generations. 

 
7 Although this project is not the first to apply phylogenetic analysis to musical texts, we know of no other 

project that has used it at scale. We are extremely grateful to Heather Windram and Christopher Howe at the 

University of Cambridge for their advice and guidance in this field. See Heather F. Windram, Terence Charlston 

and Christopher J. Howe, ‘A phylogenetic analysis of Orlando Gibbons’s Prelude in G’, Early Music, 42.4 

(November 2014), 515-526 https://doi.org/10.1093/em/cau100 and Heather F. Windram, Terence Charlston, Yo 

Tomita and Christopher J. Howe, ‘A phylogenetic analysis of two preludes from J.S. Bach’s Well-Tempered Clavier 

II, Early Music, 50.3 (August 2022), 373-393. https://doi.org/10.1093/em/caac027. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/em/cau100
https://doi.org/10.1093/em/caac027
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Although family trees are useful visual aids, partly because we are so familiar with them from 

genetics, they can be misleading if taken too literally. Because we compare all witnesses to a 

single control (to ensure that we are comparing like with like) the software will treat the control  

as the common ancestor, will always bifurcate and cannot recognise a single parent-child 

relationship (such as when we know from external evidence that a particular witness was copied or 

reprinted directly from another). For these reasons, the Neighbor-Net method (Figure 11) paints a 

more accurate, non-hierarchical picture of the degrees of ‘consanguinity’ between witnesses.8 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11 – N-Net diagram of relationships between witnesses for K48. London Tyson is a clear 

outlier, exacerbated by the fact that the witness ends at bar 85, making it 39 bars shorter than the 

control (Venice 1742). 
 

 

 

 
8 David Bryant and Vincent Moulton, ‘Neighbor-Net: An Agglomerative Method for the Construction of 

Phylogenetic Networks’, Molecular Biology and Evolution, 21. 2 (February 2004), 255–265. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msh018 

 

https://doi.org/10.1093/molbev/msh018
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Once again, it is important to remember that even the most sophisticated computer analysis of 

data cannot be relied on to supply answers to questions that might arise. In the case of Figure 11, 

for example, it is notable that the two published witnesses, London Tyson and Boivin, have 

features in common that they do not share with the bulk of the manuscripts; while Venice 1742 

and Parma 2 show more differences than might be expected from two collections that emerged 

from the same royal stable. For answers to these and many other questions posed by the data we 

require the skill and judgment of the practitioner/researcher. 

Barry Ife 
 

Professor Sir Barry Ife is a cultural historian specialising in the literature and music of Spain and Spanish 

America from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries. He held the Cervantes Chair of Spanish at King’s 

College London from 1988-2004, and was Principal of the Guildhall School of Music & Drama from 2004 to 

2017, where he is now a Research Professor. Since January 2023 he has been directing the Leverhulme 

Trust ‘Texting Scarlatti’ project. He was appointed CBE in the 2000 Queen’s Birthday Honours for services to 

Hispanic Studies and received a knighthood in the 2017 New Year Honours for services to performing arts 

education. 

 

 

Appendix A - Report from volunteers 
As part of our approach to the collation and validation process, we worked together with up to 35 

freelance research assistants. Named after the many-eyed giant in Greek mythology, the 

participation of the Argos group was instrumental to the ambitious aims of this project.  
 

The Argos group was tasked with collating the extant witnesses of Scarlatti’s keyboard sonatas. 

This meant comparing the witness of a sonata to the same baseline control each time, recording 

the variants in a bespoke notation system. While the notation definitely took some time to learn – 

early collations could take up to 3 hours – once you got the hang of it you could reliably collate a 

witness in around 1 hour on average. Several volunteers made useful contributions to the notation 

system, which allowed us not only to save time but also to be even more accurate while recording 

variants. 
 

During the particularly productive summer of 2023, the team collated nearly 6 sonatas per day 

over a period of 78 days. As a sonata has on average 5 collations, and as two members of the team 

independently completed those collations, that translates to roughly 420 collations a week. As the 

work cannot be automated, this is a significant time investment, and well beyond what anyone 

could hope to do by themselves. 
 

Even with their immense efforts, the task nevertheless remained almost Sisyphean – and, we 

suppose, with Scarlatti copies being discovered every so often, the task truly is. As we are nearing 

the end of the project, and having validated almost 100% of the witnesses available to us, we have 

certainly put in some effort. To date, we estimate that the data collection process has taken 

somewhere between 10,000 and 20,000 hours. 
 

But enough from us: what did the participants actually make of the whole experience? Some of our 

most experienced and trusted participants have shared their thoughts, which are summarised 

below. 
 

Among the volunteers, there was definitely a shared sense of responsibility. Laia Martín notes that 

the more collations she completed, the more aware she became of the importance of the work. It 

has reinforced her opinion that the more information you have available to you, the freer you 
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become in performance. She further thinks it is essential that performers know how the Scarlatti 

sonatas spread and which options they have for an informed performance. 

  

For Alvaro Ibarra, the most significant aspect was the sheer number of witnesses for a single 

sonata: he mentions, among other things, the number of witnesses for sonatas like K4 and K27 (20 

and 19 respectively), and what this means for performance. As a lutenist and guitarist who 

performs arrangements of the sonatas, he is excited about the possibility of applying the same 

methodology we used to collate (for instance) the works of Santiago de Murcia. 
  

Idil Turgut found participating exciting: it felt like a collective act of discovery and detective work, 

as if the participants were contributing the pieces to a larger puzzle. She felt a strong connection 

to the other participants and a sense of camaraderie: on our shared Slack chat, every question was 

valued and taken seriously, and the observations by all participants were truly welcomed as 

contributions. 

  

Christine Whiffen shares how she enjoyed seeing the variety in the notation of different copyists 

and in spotting significant variants. Working on this project has enhanced her knowledge of 

different forms of notation and made her think about the performance implications of certain 

aspects. She especially appreciated being able to work at her own pace, and found the coding 

system easy to learn despite not having much prior experience with data entry. 
  

Several participants developed significant skills during the project. Idil re-invented her approach 

to the work a number of times to keep things fresh: sometimes working bar-by-bar, other times 

using colour-coded markings to highlight variants on hard copies. This detailed, systematic 

approach allowed for precise work – but it did take a huge amount of time and patience!  

  

Alvaro went as far as developing a bespoke formula for how difficult certain sonatas were going to 

be based on a number of aspects. The aggregate value of the parameters informed his workload 

and how he was going to approach the most difficult pieces. This allowed him to maintain his 

exemplary accuracy over an extended period of time no matter how difficult the collation. 

  

Idil astutely mentions that the project helped her see the score not as a fixed text but as a living 

document. She found herself wondering about the people behind the ink: the copyists who may 

have been rushed or out of paper, or those who were adding their own touch to the score.  

  

In some cases, that human context added quite a bit of value to the process. Learning more about 

certain figures involved in the spread of Scarlatti’s music during the eighteenth century was very 

exciting. Of course, most of us already knew that Brahms was fond of Scarlatti’s works as he 

owned several volumes of manuscript copies and printed editions which he cherished – but did 

you know that one of the Founding Fathers of the United States of America, Francis Hopkinson, 

copied three Scarlatti sonatas into a personal volume of assorted keyboard works? One of them, a 

copy of K1, contains a variant which appears in just one other extant score: the copy belonging to 

Richard Fitzwilliam now in the Fitzwilliam Museum in Cambridge. Were the two distinguished 

gentlemen perhaps acquaintances, connected by their fascination with Scarlatti? 

  

On the whole, the participants unanimously feel that it was enriching to have been involved in the 

project. Participation has led to new approaches to the score and performance, a deeper 

consideration and understanding of notational practice, and the shared sense of accomplishment 

and solidarity meant the work was something to look forward to.  
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It helped, of course, that we paid a decent fee for every completed collation. While we are sure no 

one has grown rich as a result of their interest in Scarlatti’s keyboard works, excellent work 

deserves fair compensation. We hope that our results will convince you that this was indeed 

money well spent. 
 

We are grateful to Laia Martín, Idil Turgut, Alvaro Ibarra, and Christine Whiffen for their 

observations and insights. All of our participants will be credited for their contributions on our 

website.                                                                                     
 

Appendix B – Notation of variants 

Our variant code is concise and mostly alphanumeric: this makes it machine-readable in ways that 

conventional critical apparatus is not. An example of a typical variant is given in Figure 1: 

 
 

Figure 1. A typical variant: in this case, the a on position 4 in the control is a middle c' in the witness 
 

Variant position 

The first step to notating a variant is identifying its position in the bar. We count the notes (NB: 

not the beats) from the start of the bar, irrespective of voice, stave or hands. We treat ornaments 

(including grace notes) as part of the main note, tied notes as two separate notes and include rests 

as if they were notes. Effectively, we aim to count each separate vertical sound event in a bar. In 

some cases, vertical alignment of the notes may not be clear. If so, we consult the Gilbert edition, 

as in the following example: 

 

Figure 2. K109, bar 5 
  

In this case Gilbert has adopted modern conventions for the notation of the ‘alto’ part, but the two 

bars will sound the same and the notes can be counted in the same way. 
 

Variant categories 

To date, we have recorded 61 types of variants in 16 categories: 

Accents Hand signs 

Articulation Ornaments 

Bars: absent or added Other indications (e.g. mutandi = change fingers) 

Duration Pitch 

Dynamics Rests 

Expression Slurs and ties (presence or absence) 

Fermatas Stems (only when a stem is added or removed) 

Grace notes Tuplet signs (triplets, sextuplets) 



17 

 

Where applicable, most categories are subdivided in the following manner: 

-   Added variant (for example: witness has note not present in control) 

-   Changed variant (for example: witness has different pitch from control) 

-   Two types of variant removal (for example: pitch in control not present in witness) 
 

The two types of removal may appear to be superfluous but are in fact essential to other 

categories. For instance, if two ornaments are given on position 1 the notation 1trill] 0 

would not make it clear which of the two is absent; the notation 1c] -trill is much clearer. In 

cases where ambiguity is not an issue, the first notation is generally preferred. For consistency 

across the board, we follow the above notation style for all categories, with a few exceptions. 

Thus, for instance, the rests category has four possible variants:  
 

Type of variant Notation Meaning 

Rests: added 2]  +r4 
A crotchet rest has been added on the second position of 

the bar. 

Rests: changed 2r]  8 
The rest on position 2 in the control is now a quaver rest in 

the witness. 

Rests: removal (0) 2r]  0 
The rest on position 2 in the control is absent in the 

witness. 

Rests: removal (-) 3]  -r4 

There are multiple rests on position 3 in the control: one of 

these, specifically one of the crotchet rests, is absent in the 

witness. 

Table 1. The rests category 

 
 

Table 2 shows some of the most common variants in the Texting Scarlatti project 
 

Notation Meaning 

9c] c, Witness note is different from control. 

9] +c,4 Crotchet c present in witness but not in control. 

9c] 0 or 9] -c 

Note in control is not present in witness (NB: the second 

form may be preferred when the same note appears in both 

staves in the control, but only one is absent in the witness). 

9c] -tr or 9tr] 0 
Trill in control is not present in witness (NB: Only use the 

second form if there is no chance of confusion). 

9c] 2 
The c in the control is a minim in the witness (NB: You do 

not have to specify the value of the c in the control). 

1c] c, ; 2d] d, ; 3e] e, 
Run of three notes in witness different from control (note 

the spaces on either side of the semicolons). 

1c] -tie or 1tie] 0 

Tie in control is not present in witness (NB: The same forms 

may also be used for slurs; only use the second form if there is 

no chance of confusion). 

Table 2. Some of the most common variants in our project and their notation. 

 

                                                                                              Jasper van der Klis 
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FEATURE 

Scarlatti and the dissemination of variants:  
              the exemplary case of the‘ Essercizi’                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
An earlier version of this paper was read on 18th July 2025 at the 21st Biennial International Conference on 

Baroque Music held at the Royal Birmingham Conservatoire. I am grateful to my colleagues on the ‘Texting 

Scarlatti’ project, Luisa Morales, Jasper van der Klis and Barry Ife, for their encouragement and support. M.M 

How did Domenico Scarlatti compose? Were the texts of his Sonatas a record of performance 

practice? Were there various and different versions of the Sonatas? Did Scarlatti write them ‘off 

the cuff’? Or was composition for him a slower and more thoughtful process, such as to make him 

return to what he had written in order to correct or perfect it? Are there traces of a compositional 

process in the manuscript and printed sources of the eighteenth century? Can philology, with its 

systematic critical comparison between witnesses, help us understand how Scarlatti conceived the 

Sonatas as a way of writing for the harpsichord? 

These are some of the questions that Scarlatti performers and scholars have asked themselves 

many times, and whose answers or solutions always seem very difficult. The obstacles to 

understanding also lie in the well-known scarcity of autograph sources: we have little, very little 

‘decisive’ evidence of the composer's working methods. However, some answers can be gleaned 

from the many non-autograph witnesses: in the folds of the many variants, in the details of the 

numerous copies with their slight differences, important, illuminating details are sometimes 

hidden, details that can offer a glimpse of Scarlatti's compositional process, his way of 

constructing the Sonatas, or tout court, his way of thinking about music. 

In Scarlatti's Essercizi per gravicembalo1 (datable to the end of the 1730s) there are certainly 

various traces and clues of primary importance. It should be remembered that the Essercizi are a 

collection of fundamental importance, the only one published during the composer’s lifetime that 

was, in all probability, edited under his control and supervision. For Scarlatti it is a central and 

truly important collection, with the characteristics of an exemplary and authoritative text, 

somewhat like Bach's Das Wohltemperirte Clavier. For once in Scarlatti one glimpses an intention 

to synthesise, a desire to summarise the essential characteristics of his style, condensed into 

thirty pieces that best exemplify his ‘state of the art’ at the height of the 1730s.2  The Essercizi are 

also at the centre of a philological question of great importance: the thirty Sonatas that make up 

the collection appear in an enormous number of manuscripts and publications of the eighteenth 

century, often with many variants of different typologies. Careful evaluation of these variants is 

 
1 A terminological curiosity: in itself, Essercizi is an incorrect Italian word, having one ‘s’ too many; it is not, as 

has been thought, an archaic term. The correct spelling is Esercizi. The double ‘s’ reflects the southern Italian 

pronunciation, and could testify to the anomalous pronunciation of the author himself: indeed, Scarlatti was 

Neapolitan. 
2 I have developed this point in detail in my essay ‘Essercizi’ di riscrittura: il laboratorio creativo di Scarlatti / 

Rewriting the ‘Essercizi’: Scarlatti's Creative Workshop, in Domenico Scarlatti, Sonate per clavicembalo, vol. 10, 

Ricordi, Milan 2021, pp. xiii-liii. 
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fundamental to understanding Scarlatti’s compositional process. In this brief article I will examine 

some exemplary cases of variants, in order of increasing complexity. In particular, two different 

typologies of variants will be examined here. 

At a simpler level—but not easy to interpret—are the variants that I would call accidental. These 

are variants that apparently do not have great relevance to the compositional style; they are 

superficial variants, such as slight rhythmic changes, individual melodic details, features that 

seem to have little bearing on the composition (at least at first sight). However, this type of 

variant can prove to be significant and symptomatic: it could reveal a corrective will, a general 

tendency, a way of proceeding. An example of this can be found in the famous ‘Cat’s Fugue’ (K30), 

the last of the Essercizi. In the sources I list here, all of which are authoritative and of primary 

importance, there are many of these variants which we can also define as ‘non-structural’: they do 

not alter the fundamental structure of the music but mainly affect its ‘surface’. It is a very varied 

and complex case study. Meanwhile one can note that between Essercizi, Boivin 1, Roseingrave, 

Bologna 1, Bologna 2 and Barcelona Orfeó there are, for example, many different tempo 

indications: 

 
 

Figure 1: Sonata K30, incipit in Essercizi 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Sonata K30, incipit in Boivin 1 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Sonata K30, incipit in Roseingrave 
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Figure 4: Sonata K30, incipit in Bologna 1 

 

 
 

Figure 5: Sonata K30, incipit in Bologna 2 

 

 
 

Figure 6: Sonata K30, incipit in Barcelona Orfeó 

Based on the presumed dating of these sources, it can be assumed that Scarlatti initially called this 

piece simply ‘Fuga’ (in the 1720s?); this first stage of the compositional process is evidenced in 

the Bologna sources. Later (in the 1730s?) Scarlatti might have decided to add the indication 

‘Allegro’ (or did the copyists decide?); this second stage can be seen in Boivin and Roseingrave. 

Still later, for the official edition of the Essercizi, the composer might have opted for a ‘Moderato’ 

that seems almost to dampen or temper the previous, more radical agogic indication. But here the 

indication ‘Sonata’, not previously found, also appears to mark its inclusion within the thirty 

Sonatas of the Essercizi. So here, in the official edition of the Essercizi, Scarlatti gives us three 

different pieces of information regarding the title: the piece is a Fuga (in terms of form and 

compositional style), but also a Sonata (as a typology of a ‘short piece’) and also an Esercizio (as 

part of a larger collection). At that point (late 1730s/early 1740s) the Barcelona Orfeó source 

seems to certify above all the typology of the ‘short piece’, leaving only the indication Sonata and 

nothing more. All this could constitute an important first clue to Scarlatti’s fluctuating 

compositional choices: in K30 he seems to demonstrate a desire to modify the very title of his 

piece (unless such variants are to be attributed to other agents: to copyists, for example). 
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In the excerpts shown, however, differences in small details of writing should also be observed. I 

will mention just one of many: in bars 6 and 12 only Boivin and Roseingrave have a quaver rest 

instead of a tie. In my ‘Critical Apparatus’ to volume 10 of the Ricordi edition, I report all these 

minute variants, of which there are very many. In summary, it can be said that in the eighteenth-

century sources of K30 at least two different lines of writing can be discerned: the first tends to 

simplify and lighten the contrapuntal texture, while the second tends to complicate it, adding 

greater detail and making it denser. 

There is no conclusive evidence in this regard, but all this seems to point to the composer's will, as 

he appears to have revised his G minor Fugue several times, adding or removing compositional 

elements concerning rhythm, contrapuntal conduct, the relationship between the voices, and 

different polyphonic density. Even if these are minor details, which ultimately do not affect the 

structure of the composition, Scarlatti's corrective will is evident: this is enough to make us 

understand the presence of a compositional process consisting of various phases, with retouching, 

adjustments and various modifications. We could also say that here Scarlatti shows himself to be 

meticulous, as if he had particular attention for the smallest details; a ‘chiselling’ Scarlatti, in 

search of a better focus or definition of the smallest features. 

Very different is the case of the variants found in other Sonatas, for example in the Sonata in A 

major K24. Here the greater level of complexity seems evident in the presence of variants that can 

be defined as structural, that is, capable of altering and modifying the very structure of the piece, 

its overall shape. A representative selection of manuscript sources and editions, also from the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries, allows us in this case to discern some difficulties in the very 

reconstruction of the musical text. The Essercizi has a notable case of a presumed error here, a bar 

that seems wrong, unduly long: 

 
 

Figure 7: Sonata K24, bars 37-43 in Essercizi 

Is this really an error? At first sight, one would say so. In a Sonata in 4/4, this is the only bar in 6/4: 

it is an incongruity that at first glance would appear to be caused by the line break. Passing from 

one system to another, the engraver would have temporarily lost track of the exact number of 

beats and placed the first bar line of the second system two crotchets later. However, this 'simple' 

interpretation does not seem to stand up to scrutiny. If the editor and engraver of the Essercizi 

were working on Scarlatti's manuscripts, how could they not have noticed that from that point on 

the bar lines in the manuscripts were all mis-aligned? Indeed, if one assumes that the composer 

placed the bar lines ‘correctly’, always in 4/4, from that point on the bar lines would all have 

appeared in different places from those in the engraving of Essercizi. 

Much more plausible, then, is that the incongruity (whether or not it is a real error) was present in 

the Scarlatti manuscripts themselves, and that the engraving of the Essercizi certifies such original 
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writing. Could Scarlatti not have noticed that he had placed many bar lines in the wrong position? 

I think it is rather a different case, namely a 'false' 4/4 bar and an ‘actual’ 2/4 bar: whether the bar 

lines are moved half a bar forward or backward, the substance of the writing does not change. This 

also seems entirely plausible based on a phraseological comparison between the first and second 

parts of the Sonata itself. 

But by far the most interesting aspect here are the ‘reactions’ of the various copyists and editors in 

the other manuscript and printed sources of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. It is truly 

surprising to see that many have literally ‘reacted’ to Scarlatti's presumed error, seeking different 

possible solutions. Münster has, so to speak, put the bar lines back in place, but in doing so the 

ending is not compatible with a three-beat bar suitable for the ritornello: 

 

Figure 8: Sonata K24, bars 37-42 in Münster 

 

Figure 9: Sonata K24, final bars in Essercizi (left) and in Münster 

Roseingrave may have devised a decidedly more ingenious solution: after also moving the 

bar lines, he seems to have actually invented an additional half bar, consisting of a pure 

and simple repetition of the musical material (highlighted in blue in Figure 10 below); in 

this way, he may have thought he had remedied a possible metrical error (such as the one 

present in Münster) and had made the metrical ’numbers add up’ at the end: 

 
 

Figure 10: Sonata K24, bars 37-44 in Roseingrave 
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Witvogel also addressed the problem, and resolved it in a similar way by adding a half bar of 

repetition right from the start: 

 

Figure 11: Sonata K24, bars 37-43 in Witvogel 

The Czerny edition, in the nineteenth century, does the same as Witvogel but first invents a half 

bar in a different style: 

 

Figure 12: Sonata K24, bars 37-42 in Czerny’s edition 

But a higher (more serious, one might say) degree of tampering is achieved by Alessandro Longo 

at the beginning of the twentieth century. Longo invents a completely new half bar out of thin air: 

 
 

Figure 13: Sonata K24, bars 37-42 in Longo’s edition 

This is certainly the least acceptable solution, the most forced, so it is surprising to find that even 

Gilbert, at the end of the twentieth century, adopted Longo's solution! 
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Figure 14: Sonata K24, bars 37-42 in Gilbert’s edition 

The case of Sonata K24 is very instructive: it shows that in reading and interpreting musical texts 

one must never take anything for granted. It also teaches us that eighteenth-century sources are 

very inconsistent, and that behind small variants there may lie complex reasoning, particular 

interpretations, and personal choices. It teaches us, moreover, to handle the various editions with 

care and consider them with caution, as they may contain incongruities, oversights or decisions 

that are not always entirely acceptable. But returning to the question of variants: K24 contains, in 

the eighteenth-century sources, a macroscopic case of a structural variant, which seems to raise 

profound questions about how to conceive the musical phrase in Scarlatti. Possibly, this case 

could also indicate a certain indifference or Scarlattian 'lightness' regarding the metrical 

consistency of a bar of music.  
 

There are many other examples, but they all raise the same question: how did Scarlatti work? How 

did he conceive musical writing? When, how and why did he make changes to the texts of the 

Sonatas? I believe that the many variants observable in the eighteenth-century sources of the 

Essercizi provide valuable clues, if not to answer such difficult questions, at least to give us a 

general sense of his modus operandi. What seems to emerge (as in the case of K30, but one could 

also cite K4, K8, K9, K11 and others) is the presence of a complex creative workshop, which 

includes a clear will to return to the musical texts and to rewrite them, retouch them, redefine 

them with slight additions or modifications that are significant for us: not marginal in the 

slightest. On the other hand, there also seems to emerge an attitude to composition that is casual 

or at least eccentric, as the case of Sonata K24 would suggest. In short, the in-depth study of 

variants serves to open interpretative perspectives on Scarlatti’s conception of music itself. 

Is the text of the Essercizi linked to the two closest sources (Boivin 1 and Roseingrave) in a direct 

and logical way? What relationships are there between them? While not forgetting the presence of 

older sources (Bologna, Turin), the bi-univocal relationship between the sources must be 

emphasised: they certainly influence each other, in a convoluted, non-linear way. Furthermore, 

there are other factors that make the eventual map more complex and not straightforward. What 

is certain is that one cannot think in terms of a true, classic 'stemma', of a straight and 

consequential line of copying, but instead we must think of more divergent and disordered 

relationships, which form ‘galaxies’ of textual interconnections.                         

                                                                                                            Marco Moiraghi 

Marco Moiraghi is a Professor at the Conservatorio Statale di Musica Giuseppe Verdi in Turin and a member 

of the research team of the ‘Texting Scarlatti’ project. He specialises in both Baroque music and the history 

of contemporary music. He has devoted particular attention to the music of Domenico Scarlatti: the 

relationship between vocal and instrumental music in Scarlatti's compositional corpus and the history and 

aesthetics of the Scarlatti sonata. He was joint editor with Emilia Fadini of volume 9, and sole editor of 

volume 10 (Essercizi per cembalo), of the critical edition of Scarlatti’s sonatas for Ricordi. 
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FEATURE 

Compiling Scarlatti:   
the Münster volumes in the Santini collection 
Several of the major manuscript collections of Scarlatti sonatas are 'fair copies' bound in several volumes. 

One of the principal aims of the Texting Scarlatti project is to delve behind their smooth, consistent surface 

to understand the rich hinterland and complex processes by which these collections were put together. In 

this article on the Münster volumes in the Santini collection, Jasper van der Klis shows how careful 

inspection of the physical copies can reveal so much more than working from even the best digitised 

versions. 
 

After the Venice and Parma collections, the most important extant manuscript witnesses of 

Scarlatti’s keyboard music are the five volumes in the Santini collection.1 In his 1970 dissertation, 

Sheveloff stated that what we call Münster 1-5 was the work of nine copyists: M1 to M9.2 In 

Sounding Board issue 4 (May 2011), Anthony Hart summarised his findings on the role of 

Monsignor Antonino Reggio regarding the Münster volumes.3 During cataloguing work it had been 

noticed that the handwriting in compositions by Antonino Reggio matched that of Sheveloff’s M2: 

the person responsible for Münster 4 and a large part of Münster 5.4 This was a valuable discovery 

made even more valuable by the knowledge that Reggio had died in Rome in 1780.5 
 

Sheveloff 19706 Shelfmark Texting Scarlatti 

MÜNSTER I SANT Hs 3966 Münster 1 

MÜNSTER II SANT Hs 3965 Münster 2 

MÜNSTER III SANT Hs 3968 Münster 3 

MÜNSTER IV SANT Hs 3967 Münster 4 

MÜNSTER V SANT Hs 3964 Münster 5 

Table 1. Sigla used by Sheveloff in his 1970 dissertation, their corresponding shelfmarks, and the version 

we have adopted in our project (also used in this article) 
 

 
1 Diözesanbibliothek Münster, Germany; D-MÜs SANT Hs 3964-8. One is able to consult high-quality 

digitisations (including Münster 1, 3, and 4) of some of the material in the Santini collection on the website of 

the Diözesanbibliothek: <https://www.dioezesanbibliothek-muenster.de/dioezesanbibliothek-muenster/santini-

sammlung/digitalisate/gesamtansicht/>. Accessed 26 May 2025. While the Vienna A-G and Q volumes contain 

more pieces in total, volumes A-F are a direct copy of the Münster volumes made by Fortunato Santini and a 

close associate. 
2 Joel Leonard Sheveloff, ‘The Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti: A Re-Evaluation of the Present State of 

Knowledge in the Light of the Sources’, unpublished PhD dissertation, Brandeis University (1970), 5, 53-69. 
3 Anthony Hart, ‘New Findings on the possible origins of the Scarlatti sonatas in Münster: the role of Antonino 

Reggio’. Sounding Board Issue No. 4 (May 2011): 12-14. This article is an overview of two articles published 

earlier in 2011 in Early Music 39:1 (February 2011): 57-64, and Studi musicali 2:1 (2011): 49-66. 
4 Hart, ‘New Findings’, 12. 
5 Anthony Hart, ‘Forgotten Sicilian composer’s music comes home to Sicily after 270 years’. Online newspaper 

article, Times of Sicily, 30 September 2016. <https://www.timesofsicily.com/forgotten-sicilian-composers-music-

comes-home-sicily-270-years/>. Accessed 24 May 2025. 
6 Sheveloff, Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti, 53-69. 

https://www.dioezesanbibliothek-muenster.de/dioezesanbibliothek-muenster/santini-sammlung/digitalisate/gesamtansicht/
https://www.dioezesanbibliothek-muenster.de/dioezesanbibliothek-muenster/santini-sammlung/digitalisate/gesamtansicht/
https://www.timesofsicily.com/forgotten-sicilian-composers-music-comes-home-sicily-270-years/
https://www.timesofsicily.com/forgotten-sicilian-composers-music-comes-home-sicily-270-years/
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In his 2011 article in Early Music, Hart states that the identity of the main copyist of the Münster 

volumes, M1, is ‘still a mystery: it would appear that this scribe was not a professional copyist. 

There are many errors and it appears that his volumes were copied in haste’.7 On the other hand, 

Chris Hail was convinced that M1 was Scarlatti himself.8 My work on these volumes and their 

copyists over the last two years has led to the (disappointing) conclusion that both of these 

assumptions are incorrect – M1 was a professional copyist who was very likely based in Rome at 

the time that he copied the Münster volumes, and he produced copies until at least 1781.9 On top 

of that, as will be shown below, he clearly had a close relationship with Monsignor Antonino 

Reggio. 

As I found out during my visit to the Diözesanbibliothek in January 2025, the compilation process 

was messier and more involved than has been assumed to date. Certain physical aspects of the 

volumes have, to my knowledge, never been discussed in print before, yet are instrumental to the 

actual sequence of events.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

Figure 1. From top to bottom: spine of Münster 2; comparison of handwriting on the spine with the 

title page of Münster 4; Sonata I in Münster 2 and title page of Münster 1; title page of Antonino 

Reggio’s Sonate per Cembalo / Opera terza (SANT Hs 3391) 

 
7 Anthony Hart, ‘New findings on the possible copyists and owners of the Scarlatti sonata manuscripts in 

Münster: the role of Antonino Reggio’, Early Music Vol. 39, No. 1 (February 2011): 57-64 (57). 
8 Chris Hail, Card games and Collections files: ‘If I am right that Scarlatti himself is the musical scribe of M3, 2 & 

1…’; ‘The explanation that makes the most sense (to me) is that Scarlatti himself is the scribe of both Bologna 1 

[FF 232] and Münster volumes 1 to 3’. 

<https://web.archive.org/web/20141204100310/http://www.chrishail.net/>. Accessed 25 May 2025. 
9 This is based on evidence from watermarks, repertoire copied, and other metadata. To be covered in more 

detail in future articles, as well as my July 2025 paper for the 21st Biennial International Conference on Baroque 

Music in Birmingham as part of our ‘Texting Scarlatti’ round table: ‘Copying Scarlatti: the provenance of the 

Santini collection’. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20141204100310/http:/www.chrishail.net/
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The original bindings of the first four Münster volumes all feature Reggio’s handwriting on the 

spine: ‘Scarlatti / Sonate per / Cembalo’. This provides us with a terminus ante quem of 1780. The 

handwriting on the spine of the fifth volume, which has a different binding, does not appear to be 

that of Reggio; still, based on the original sonata numbering in the volume, it is apparent that 

Reggio was the owner as well as compiler of all five volumes. 

 

The first four volumes today contain 90, 60, 70, and 70 sonatas respectively. Earlier researchers 

such as Sheveloff already noticed that Münster 1 actually consists of ‘two volumes of fifty and 

forty respectively; the original numbers of the last forty pieces stand side by side with the newer 

ones’.10 Like volume 1, Münster 2 and 3 were also separate gatherings at first, which can be 

deduced from the presence of intermediate title pages in both volumes: after sonata 26 (K260) in 

volume 2 and after sonata 32 (K299) in volume 3.11 What has apparently gone unnoticed all these 

years is that in the margins of these title pages Reggio added the total number of sonatas in each 

part before they were bound together: 

 

 
 

Figure 2. First title page of volume 2. Reggio’s numbering in the left margin: T.3 / 27  

(= T[omo] 3, 27 [Sonate])  

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 Sheveloff, Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti, 53. 
11 Sheveloff, Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti, 56-60. 
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Vol. 2, first title page second title page Vol. 3, first title page second title page 

 

  

(no T[omo] number - 

presumed T1) 

 
 

    
 

 

Table 2. Margin markings by Reggio on intermediate title pages 

 

What is immediately apparent from the number of sonatas provided by Reggio on the title pages 

(see Table 2 above) is that they do not add up to the total number of sonatas in the current 

volumes: Münster 2 should have 61 instead of 60 sonatas, and Münster 3 should have 66 instead of 

70 sonatas. Based on the T[omo] numbering of the separate parts of Münster 2 and 3, volume 3 

likely predates volume 2. The original quire numbering (in the hand of the main copyist, M1) was 

also corrected by Reggio in the second parts of these volumes to reflect their new order (see Figure 

3 below). This raises two questions: firstly, where did the missing sonata in volume 2 go; and 

secondly, where did the extra sonatas in volume 3 come from? 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3. Quire number 13 of volume 2 with its old numbering (6, partly cut off) crossed out 

 

In quire 6 of Münster 2, I noticed that the verso of the last page of sonata 22 (K241) and the recto 

of the first page of sonata 23 (K256) are stuck together. Examination with a light sheet revealed 

the presence of handwriting on these pages. 
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Figure 4. Detail of Münster 2: the final page of sonata 22 and the first page of sonata 23  

are stuck together12 

 

Through the use of image editing software, I established that these pages actually contain sonata 

K231, which also appears as sonata 70 in Münster 3. This is striking, as there are no duplications 

elsewhere in the Münster volumes. In both cases it was copied by the same copyist (M1). It 

appears that the middle folio, which contains pages 2 and 3 of the now hidden sonata, was excised 

at some point: as far as I can tell, only material from the first and last pages of this sonata  

is visible. 

 

 
Figure 5. Top: a computer-edited photograph of the hidden pages in Münster 2. One can make out the 

tempo marking Allegro, the time signature 3/8 as well as the first four bars.  

Bottom: the same sonata, number 70 in Münster 3 

 

 
12 A later hand accidentally pencilled in the first part of the foliation: this folio should have been 48, but actually 

the foliation continues from 48 on the second page of sonata 23. 
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Figure 6. Top: a computer-edited photograph of the hidden pages in Münster 2 showing the bottom  

of page 1 of K231. Bottom: the exact same bars in Münster 3 

 

Additionally, there is something curious about the original sonata numbering by Reggio. While 

sonatas 1-22 show no signs of correction (a different hand has duplicated Reggio’s numbering), all 

sonata numbers following 22 are corrected in several ways as the following table demonstrates: 

 

Current order in Münster 2 Image example and description 

 

Sonata 1 

 
The only sonata to be marked ‘Sonata’ 

followed by a Roman number. 

 

Sonata 2 

 
The original number ‘2’ in Reggio’s hand  

has been replaced by a larger 2 in a different 

hand. 

 

Sonatas 22/23 

  
While number 22 is untouched, the ink of the 

number ‘3’ in ‘23’ is slightly darker than the 

‘2’ suggesting a correction, likely from an 

earlier ‘24’. This is the first sonata following 

the excised K231 (the original 23). 
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Sonata 25 

     
The ink for the original ‘6’ of ‘26’ is still  

visible (darker figure for clarity). 

 

Sonata 29 

    
The number ‘2’ here has replaced a ‘3’ which 

has been scraped away, while the stem of  

the ‘9’ is drawn on top of the original ‘0’. 

 

Sonata 36 

   
The original ‘7’ of 37 is here incorporated 

into the ‘6’ (the added curve highlighted). 

 

Table 3. Corrected sonata numberings in Münster 2 

 
 

It is evident that Reggio was aiming for anthologies with multiples of ten sonatas. Münster 3 

originally consisted of only 66 sonatas, with sonatas 67-69 being later additions. Sonatas 67-69 

are copied mostly on an inserted quire: the only quire in Münster 1-3 to have ten staves per page 

instead of eight. He just needed that final piece, and he could kill two birds with one stone by 

moving K231 from one volume to the other. 

 

The sequence thus appears to be as follows: 
 

1. Reggio commissions M1 to copy out the sonatas now in Münster 3, one gathering at a 

time. The exemplars he provides to M1 are mostly unknown. Our detailed variant 

analysis suggests that M1 copied from high-quality witnesses which were remarkably 

similar to the Parma volumes; however, as a whole it is impossible that Münster came 

directly from Parma. As far as we know these models are now lost. M1 produces two 

gatherings of 8 quires (Tomo 1: Sonatas 1-32; Tomo 2: Sonatas 33-66). 
 

2. Reggio then commissions M1 to copy out Münster 2, again one gathering at a time. M1 

produces two further gatherings: one of 7 quires (T3: Sonatas 1-27) and one of 9 quires 

(T4: Sonatas 28-61). 
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3. Reggio decides to combine these four gatherings into two volumes, but at some point 

while organising the sonatas he realises he is able to compile volumes consisting of 

very neat multiples of 10. Unfortunately, at this point he has already numbered the 

sonatas in volume 2 (1 to 61), which will need correcting. 
 

4. Before getting the volumes (re-)bound, he asks M1 to copy out four more sonatas for 

what is now volume 3. One of these is a new copy of K231 taken from volume 2:  

K231 was in an odd spot, sandwiched between two pairs of sonatas (K240-1 and K256-

7). The other three sonatas came from the printed edition Libro de XII Sonatas 

Modernas para Clavicordio (Johnson 1752), of which Reggio must have recently 

obtained a copy.13 Though these sonatas appear in Parma, the Münster copies contain 

variants which are only found in Johnson 1752. These four sonatas are added to volume 

3 as sonatas 67-70. 
 

5. At this point Reggio corrects all of the sonata numbers in volume 2 from 24-61 to 23-60 

and asks M1 to create the indices for both volumes: 60 pieces in volume 2, and 70 

pieces in volume 3. 
 

As is shown, the compilation process of even a seemingly coherent set of volumes such as Münster 

was actually surprisingly complicated. And that is before considering volume 5, which is even 

more complex: it is a compilation of the work of eight different copyists of highly varied quality.14 

It appears to me that this volume may have been a work in progress at the time of Reggio’s death, 

or he may have abandoned the work altogether after the completion of his own five volumes of 

keyboard works in 1774.15 Nevertheless, aspects of it may prove to be important to the provenance 

of the collection as a whole, and further research may lead to the necessary breakthrough clues. 

 

The index of Münster 5 is in a later hand which is possibly that of the intermediate collector who 

owned the volumes after Reggio’s death and before Santini acquired them.16 Establishing the 

identity of this person could help us understand more about the transmission of the Münster 

volumes, as Santini was just three years old when Reggio died. This intermediate collector clearly  

 
13 Besides the variant analysis clearly pointing to Johnson 1752 as the model for sonatas 67-69 (K55, 44, 53) 

there is a very strong piece of circumstantial evidence which supports this hypothesis. A manuscript copy of the 

indices to the five Münster volumes survives as the final quire of B-Bc 15136, a collection of seven keyboard 

pieces (one of which is K30) in the Conservatoire royal de Bruxelles, Belgium. The indices of the five volumes 

are followed by an index to a ‘Libro VI / Stampato in Londra’: the 12 sonatas found in Johnson 1752. This 

manuscript copy, in the hand of Fortunato Santini, was likely prepared for a collector or publisher interested in 

the contents of the Münster volumes. It is not known what happened to Reggio’s (later Santini’s) copy of 

Johnson 1752, as it is not present in the collection of the Diözesanbibliothek in Münster. 
14 In the opening paragraph, I mentioned that Sheveloff noted that nine copyists were responsible for volume 5. 

Based on handwriting analysis I have found that M2 and M7 are in fact the same person (Antonino Reggio). 
15 This date can be found on the title page of Opera Quinta di XXIV. Sonatine. / A[nno] 1774 / Originale di Ant.o 

Reggio (SANT Hs 3388). 
16 A very similar hand appears in the index to a collection of 30 Arias; many of the arias were copied by Reggio 

(SANT Hs 180). Having consulted this collection in person, I believe the information on RISM for this collection, 

which states that Reggio supplied the index, to be incorrect. The numbering appears to be identical to that 

which appears throughout the Münster volumes, specifically the numbers that duplicate or override Reggio’s 

own, as illustrated in Table 3. <https://rism.online/sources/451002288>. Accessed 26 May 2025. 

https://rism.online/sources/451002288
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had little knowledge of the form of the Scarlatti sonata, as some of the sonata incipits are not 

included in the index to volume 5. They were considered to be part of multi-movement works, 

despite Reggio’s original numbering clearly showing they were not.17 

 

The index also states that there are 59 sonatas in this volume, whereas at the time of his death 

Reggio had included, as expected, yet another multiple of ten sonatas for this volume: 70 to be 

precise. To get to this total, Reggio resorted to his usual tricks, and stuck both K32 and K33b (an 

incomplete fragment of the version without introduction) to the title page of the following quire 

to be able to get to this round number.18  

 

The presence of these sonatas was unknown until very recently. This is evident from the fact that 

the microfilm from which Sheveloff worked cannot have included these sonatas: he neither 

mentions their presence nor that of the title page they were stuck to.19 The Münster librarians 

have since separated these pages. It is hard for us to imagine why someone would choose to hide 

these sonatas, but perhaps Reggio had other plans for them. 

 

Due to damage to the page it is no longer possible to read the number originally assigned to K32, 

but K33b was clearly numbered 57. After obscuring these two sonatas, to get to 70 Reggio had to 

adjust the numbering of the later sonatas down by 2. 

 

   
 

Figure 7. An example of the original numbering in Münster 5: K33b is sonata 57, while K16 is  

sonata 60 in original numbering, 58 in corrected numbering, and 47 in today’s numbering 

 

As is evident, Reggio and M1 clearly had a solid professional relationship. The presence of a large 

number of additions and changes to the Münster copies shows at once Reggio’s deep knowledge of 

Scarlatti’s keyboard works as well as evidence of contemporary performance practice. While 

consulting the five volumes of works for keyboard by Reggio, one encounters many aspects of 

notation that are clearly inspired by Scarlatti. Of course, the 72 sonatas are original works, and we  

 
17 Incidentally, there were actually ten sonatas in the now missing quire(s) of Münster 5, and not seven as 

Sheveloff reports in his dissertation (Sheveloff, Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti, 63). This is apparent from 

Reggio’s original numbering: we jump from sonata 14 (K265) to sonata 24 (K177). 
18 It is highly likely that the final folio of this quire (containing the rest of K33b) was also excised. Again, both 

pieces had been copied by M1, likely from Roseingrave’s edition (1739) or a copy of that edition. 
19 As part of our work on the Texting Scarlatti project, in December 2023 Barry Ife and I examined the contents 

of the microfilms belonging to Sheveloff in the Mugar Memorial Library (Boston University). Unfortunately, none 

of the 11 boxes of film we received contained any of the Münster volumes; still, we believe it is safe to assume 

that Sheveloff would not have missed these two pages. 
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can confidently attribute almost all of the work to Reggio himself – except, it seems, a part of the 

tempo marking in Reggio’s seventh sonata in E-flat major, which was expanded by M1. 

 

 

   
 

Figure 8. Left: Reggio’s Sonata sesta, with ‘moderato’ added later (Opera seconda, SANT Hs 3390). 

Centre: Reggio’s Sonata settima (Opera prima, SANT Hs 3389).  

Right: tempo marking for Scarlatti’s Sonata K466 copied by M1 (Münster 1) 

 

The examination of the Münster volumes reveals a compilation process far more complex than 

previously understood. The first four Münster volumes look deceptively neat and coherent: to get 

to this point we can assume that Reggio spent a lot of time organising the material and acquiring 

new sonatas for his collection. His many alterations and additions to the musical text, are valuable 

evidence of musical practice around 1765. On top of that, his association with the professional 

copyist M1 was far more collaborative than what we might expect. 

  

The Münster volumes are thus not only some of the most important extant witnesses of Domenico 

Scarlatti’s keyboard sonatas, but also great examples of eighteenth-century collecting and 

performance practices. Understanding the complexity of the compilation process may help us to 

appreciate these copies even more when we sit down to play from them. 

     
 

                                                                                              Jasper van der Klis 
 

 

 

Jasper van der Klis studied piano performance at the Utrecht Conservatoire and the Guildhall 

School of Music & Drama. He has performed across Europe as a recitalist and chamber musician. 

Interested in historical piano performance, particularly that of eighteenth-century repertoire, he 

recently completed a doctorate on Busoni’s interpretative editions of Bach’s keyboard works 

(Guildhall School, 2022). Jasper currently works as a postdoctoral researcher on the Leverhulme 

Trust ‘Texting Scarlatti’ project and has been awarded a DISKAH (Digital Skills for the Arts and 

Humanities) fellowship to explore potential applications of high performance computing to 

historical musicology. 
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FEATURE 

Inside Vienna G 
‘Texting Scarlatti’ takes it as axiomatic that the vast majority of Scarlatti collections are anthologies 

assembled from a number of different texts or exemplars. Some show their disparate origins more obviously 

than others. The manuscript we know as ‘Vienna G’ (A-Wgm VII 28011 G) is one of these. In this article 

Giulio Biddau disaggregates this compilation into its constituent parts and poses some fascinating 

questions about the origins of those components, their shifting configurations over time and how this 

manuscript came to be in the Vienna library in the first place. 
 

Introduction: the Viennese sources of Scarlatti’s sonatas 

Among the numerous transmission centres of Scarlatti’s sonatas, Vienna holds a particularly 

prominent place—both in terms of manuscript circulation and the history of their editorial 

reception. The early dissemination of Scarlatti sources in Vienna can be attributed to a 

concurrence of historical factors: the presence of Giuseppe Scarlatti, the composer’s nephew, at 

the Habsburg court; the dynastic connections binding the Spanish and the Austro-Hungarian 

monarchies together; the cultural networks that linked influential figures such as Farinelli to the 

community of Italian musicians active in Austria.  
 

Contemporary accounts point to the circulation of manuscript sources already in the eighteenth 

century, although many of these sources are no longer traceable. Notably, the copies reportedly 

held by Empress Maria Theresa’s physician, Alexander Ludwig L’Augier (1719-1774),1 or those 

once preserved in the library of Franz Joseph Reichsritter von Heß (1739–1804)2—collections that 

no longer exist. Other materials still survive today and bear witness to the legacy of other private 

collectors: one such case is the Baron du Beine3 whose extensive music library included several 

Scarlatti manuscripts. Some of these sources likely entered Archduke Rudolph’s possession 

following the auction of du Beine’s library by his son in 1813. Today, they are preserved in the 

archive of the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde in Vienna—from now on Wgm—as part of the former 

collection of Archduke Rudolph,4 the inventory of whose music library [fig. 1] provides the most 

detailed early record of Scarlatti sources in Vienna. Among the items listed in Rudolph’s library, 

five manuscripts can plausibly be traced back to the collection of Baron du Beine, as indicated by 

dedications bearing his name on their title pages. 

 
1 See Charles Burney, The Present State of Music in Germany, the Netherlands, and United Provinces : Or, the Journal 

of a Tour through Those Countries, Undertaken to Collect Materials for a General History of Music. By Charles Burney 

... In Two Volumes. .., The 2nd ed., corrected, Eighteenth Century Collections Online (London: Printed for T. 

Becket, 1775), 252. 
2 See Carl Czerny, ‘Erinnerungen aus meinem Leben’, ed. Walter Kolneder, Collection d’Études Musicologiques – 

Sammlung musikwissenschaftlicher Abhandlungen 46, no. Heitz (1968): 16. This autobiographical testimony had 

previously appeared in English, translated by Ernest Sanders as ‘Recollections from my life’ in The Musical 

Quarterly 42.3 (July 1956), 302-317:  ‘At that time (1802 ff.) I made the very useful acquaintance of Government 

Councillor Hess (a friend of Mozart’s and Clementi’s), who not only owned a valuable library of music by the old 

classical composers, but allowed me to copy from it anything I wanted. In this way I acquired Sebastian Bach’s 

fugues, Scarlatti’s sonatas, and many another work that was hard to get at the time’ (307-308). 
3 For a historical account of Baron du Beine and his collection, see Seunghyun Choi, Newly Found Eighteenth 

Century Manuscripts of Domenico Scarlatti’s Sonatas and Their Relationship to Other Eighteenth and Early Nineteenth 

Century Sources (Unpublished PhD Dissertation, University of Wisconsin, 1974), 103–7. 
4 The manuscripts are currently held under the shelf marks [A-Wgm] VII 15404 (Q15111), VII 15424-15132 

(Q15112–Q15120). Choi refers only to [A-Wgm] Q15112–Q15120, omitting [A-Wgm] Q15111, which likewise 

originates from Rudolph’s collection and contains a single item: the so-called Cat’s Fugue (K30). See also: Choi, 

191. 
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Figure 1   

Index of Scarlatti’s sources in the library of Archduke Rudolph.  A-

Wgm, Erzherzog Rudolph, Katalog der Musikaliensammlung, 1268-

33, S, p. 139 
 

These manuscripts circulated among editors during the 19th 

century and served as sources both for the Bureau d’Arts 

edition (1803–05)5 and, later, for Carl Czerny’s edition (1838–

40).6 In contrast, they remained beyond the purview of early 

20th-century Scarlatti scholarship and only resurfaced in the 

early 1970s. They were rediscovered by Eva Badura-Skoda,7 

who entrusted their examination to her student Seunghyun 

Choi.8 Choi conducted a meticulous analysis of the musical 

text, aiming to reconstruct the interrelationship among the 

sources and to suggest a possible chronology.  
 

Alongside the manuscripts from Archduke Rudolph’s 

collection, Choi also examined a lavishly produced volume 

containing 72 sonatas,9 divided into twelve sections, today 

known as the Raccolta (Vienna Q11432). While its provenance 

remains uncertain, she suggested that the volume was 

originally intended to become part of the imperial collection.10 

In addition to these, Choi included another source in her 

survey: a manuscript now referred to as Diverse Sonate (Vienna 

Q15126),11 after the title found on its front page. This 

particular item entered the holdings of the Wgm through the 

Brahms estate.  
 

Following the rediscovery of these materials, Badura-Skoda 

proposed a distinction that would become standard in 

subsequent Scarlatti scholarship. To differentiate the group of 

manuscripts that had remained unknown until the 1970s from 

another, already well-documented set, she introduced the 

labels ‘Vienna 2’ (W2) and ‘Vienna 1’ (W1). The W2 group thus 

includes the sources described by Choi, while the W1 group 

refers to an earlier known set of seven volumes, now identified 

by the letters A–G, which had long been referred to simply as 

the ‘Vienna manuscripts’.  

 

 
5 Domenico Scarlatti, Oeuvres de Dominique Scarlatti : Pour Le Clavecin Ou Pianoforte, 8 vols (Vienna: Bureau d’Arts 

et d’Industrie, 1803). 
6 Domenico Scarlatti, Sämmtliche Werke für das Piano-forte, ed. Carl Czerny, 25 vols (Vienna: Tobias Haslinger, 

1838). 
7 Eva Badura-Skoda, ‘Il significato dei manoscritti scarlattiani recentemente scoperti a Vienna’, Chigiana Vol. XL 

Nuova Serie N.20 (1985): 45–56. 
8 Choi 1974, [A-Wgm] VII 38081 (Q11432) 
9 Scarlatti, Domenico Raccolta di tutti Sonate per il Clavicembalo [A-Wgm] Q11432 / VII 38081 
10 Choi 1974, 65. 
11 Scarlatti, Domenico Diverse Sonate per il Cembalo [A-Wgm] VII 48746 (Q 15126) (Slg. Brahms) 
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These manuscripts were previously mentioned by Edward Dent12 and received more extensive 

discussion in Gerstenberg’s monograph on Scarlatti;13 his statements on the matter were later 

adopted almost verbatim by Kirkpatrick. The German musicologist claimed that the seven volumes 

(A–G) originated from the Santini collection, had been largely copied by Santini himself, and that 

they had been sent to Czerny in connection with the preparation of his edition—an account first 

reported by Vladimir Stasov.14 However, significant discrepancies between volumes A–F and 

volume G were already underscored by Gerstenberg and later examined in greater depth by 

Sheveloff, who regarded volume G as ‘a collection of originally unrelated fascicles similar to 

Münster V’.15 Despite this, none of these scholars suggested a different origin for volume G. This 

possibility was first raised by Choi and is now widely accepted; only volumes A–F are considered 

to have been sent by Santini. Further evidence supporting this hypothesis will be presented in the 

next section.  

 
All seven W1 volumes entered the archive of the Wgm in 1893 through a donation by Brahms, 

accompanied by the note: ‘Scarlatti, Dom. Sonatas. 7 volumes, old Italian manuscript copies, from 

which C. Czerny already made his selection’.16 Choi suggests that Brahms may have acquired these 

manuscripts from either Haslinger or Czerny;17 however, this theory lacks convincing supporting 

evidence. 

 
Although precisely how these volumes might have passed from Czerny to Brahms remains 

unclear, further evidence can still be presented. An intriguing clue is provided by the catalogue of 

Scarlatti sources compiled by the distinguished Beethoven scholar Gustav Nottebohm (1817-

1882), preserved in the archive of the Wgm among a collection of his notes on Scarlatti.18 

Nottebohm drew up this list while preparing his edition of sixty sonatas for Breitkopf (1865–67).19 

This document reveals that: (1) the sonatas are here grouped in volumes not identified by letters, 

yet designated by the title provided by the copyist on the first leaf,20 followed by the indication 

‘Ital. Handschrift’ (Italian manuscript); (2) only six volumes are listed in the catalogue (later 

identified as A–F), with no record of volume G. This discrepancy is reflected in the fact that, 

unlike  the  first  six volumes whose cover titles correspond to a  slightly modified version  of  their  

 

 
12 Edward Joseph Dent, ‘Randbemerkungen Zu Domenico Scarlatti’, Der Auftakt II 12 (1922): 327. 
13 Walter Gerstenberg, Klavierkompositionen Domenico Scarlattis (Regensburg: Bosse, 1933), 9. 
14 [Published as] Wladimir Stassoff, L’abbé Santini et sa collection musicale à Rome (Florence: F. le Monnier, 1854), 

20 fn. 
15 Joel Sheveloff, The Keyboard Music of Domenico Scarlatti (Unpublished PhD Dissertation, Brandeis University, 

1970), 70. 
16 ‘Dr. Brahms Wien | Scarlatti Dom. Sonaten. 7 Bände, alte italienische Abschrift, aus welcher schon C. Czerny 

seine Auswahl traf.’ In [A-Wgm] Geschenkbuch 1832-1922. 
17 Choi 1974, 123. 
18 Materialien zur Biographie und zum Katalog der Werke von Domenico Scarlatti [A-Wgm] 10774-135B (Slg. Brahms). 
19 Nottebohm’s preparation and editorial work on the Breitkopf edition of sixty sonatas, as well as his wider 

research on Scarlatti, have yet to be the subject of dedicated study. This will be addressed in a forthcoming 

article. The present article, however, focuses exclusively on Nottebohm’s catalogues of the Scarlatti sources. 
20 Sonate 45 di Domenico Scarlatti [later Vol. C]; Sonate Dieciotto di Domenico Scarlatti [F]; Sonate XXXXVII di 

Domenico Scarlatti [E]; Sonate 42 di Domenico Scarlatti [A]; Sonate quaranta composte da Domenico Scarlatti [D]; 

Sonate 65 / di Domenico Scarlatti [B]. 
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first leaf titles, volume G bears the title ‘58 Son. von Domenico Scarlatti’21 only on its outer cover 

and not on the internal leaves.   

 
These observations strongly support the hypothesis that it was Brahms himself who assigned the 

letters now used to distinguish the volumes, a theory further confirmed by the fact that the 

alphabetical labels appear in Brahms’s handwriting and with his unmistakable blue pencil (both 

on the cover of each volume and inside). The first six volumes were bound with similar covers, 

while the binding of volume G, although similar to those of volumes A–F, is not only in a different 

colour but is appreciably larger than the other six volumes.22 Furthermore, whereas the thematic 

indices prepared by Brahms are pasted into volumes A–F on the verso of the cover, in volume G 

they are bound within the volume.  

 
Another piece of evidence supporting the later addition of volume G by Brahms is an annotation 

in his library notebook.23 While listing his Scarlatti sources, Brahms noted six volumes alongside 

the description ‘Sonaten in alten italienischen Abschriften,’ followed by the specification ‘Hefte 

A–G’ [fig. 2]. The evidence suggests a later addition of the seventh volume and may imply an 

intention to associate it with the other six. It is plausible that Brahms not only added this volume 

to the existing collection but also oversaw its current configuration, the latest of many.  

 
 

 
 

Fig. 2 ~ Johannes Brahms: Bücher-, Handschriften- und Notenverzeichnis sowie eh. Verzeichnis von 

entliehenen Werken. o.O., [ohne Jahresangabe]., detail.  A-Wst, H.I.N.-67452, 

https://resolver.obvsg.at/urn:nbn:at:AT-WBR-1565422 

 
The four groups of Vienna G 

As currently configured, the volume A-Wgm VII 28011 G, hereinafter Vienna G, takes the form of 

a heterogeneous compilation of leaves of different origin and format, later regularised through 

binding. The majority of the sonatas were copied carelessly: they display numerous corrections 

and erasures and appear to be the work of more than one hand—contrary to Sheveloff’s claim of a 

single copyist.24 Neither the present assemblage nor its earlier stages reflect a sequence based on 

scribal affinities or shared patterns of transmission. Nonetheless, through the identification of 

recurring features among sonatas dispersed across the volume, attempts have been made to 

reconstruct groupings that point to a possible common origin.  

 

 

 

 

 
21 Although the title refers to 58 sonatas, the volume in fact comprises a total of 59 pieces, including three by 

Alessandro Scarlatti, one by Thomas Roseingrave, and two sonatas by Domenico Scarlatti that appear twice. 

Roseingrave’s Introduction is not counted in this total. See fn. 26 and 30. 
22 Volume G measures 250x322 mm while volumes A-F are 235x300 mm. Information kindly supplied by Dr 

Jasper van der Klis. 
23 Brahms, Johannes: Bücher-, Handschriften- und Notenverzeichnis sowie eh. Verzeichnis von entliehenen Werken. s.d., 

s.l. [A-Wst] H.I.N. – 67452.  
24 Sheveloff 1970, 81. Choi 1974, however, does mention the possibility of multiple copyists (121). 

https://resolver.obvsg.at/urn:nbn:at:AT-WBR-1565422
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Vienna 
G 
 

Kirkpatrick 
 

Groups and subgroups Numberings Deutsche 
Abschrift 

1 1.1 1.2 1.3 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 *) 

1 260      √  III 8 9 √     

2 206      √  V 12 13 √     

3 37 √  5     II 9 10 √     

4 54      √  IV  8 √     

5 39 √  8     VI 13 14 √     

6 40 √  9     XXI  15 √     

7 115 √  12     VII 15 19 √     

8 216 √  16     VIII 16 23 √     

9 119 √  19     IX 19 26 √     

10 469 √  23     X 23 30 √     

11 Roseingrave 
Introduction 

√ √         √     

12 31 √ 1      XI 1 1 √     

13 33 √ 2      XVIII 2 2 √     

14 35 √ 3      XVI 3 3 √     

15 36 √ 4      XIX 4 4 √     

16 112 √  10     XXIII 14 18 √     

17 211 √  13     XXIV  20 √     

18 124 √  14     XXV  21 √     

19 34 √  15     XVII  22 √     

20 462 √  17     XXVI 17 24 √     

21 463 √  18     XXVII 18 25 √     

22 299 √       XXX 11 24 √     

23 32 √   √    XXXI  30 √     

24 42 √   √    XXXII  31 √     

25 298 √       XXXIII 18 34 √     

26 475 √       XXXIV 19 35 √     

27 366 √       XXXV 17 33 √     

28 458      √    9  √    

29 483      √    10  √    

30 468      √    11  √    

31 482      √    12  √    

32 481      √    13  √    

33 101 √        2 14  √    

34 244 √        3 15  √    

35 116      √   4 16  √    

36 132      √   5 17  √    

37 135      √   6 18  √    

38 215 √        9 22  √    

39 247 √        10 23  √    
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Vienna 
G 
 

Kirkpatrick 
 

Groups and subgroups Numberings Deutsche 
Abschrift 

1 1.1 1.2 1.3 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 *) 

40 95 √        12 25 √     

41 66 √         26 √     

42 120 √        13 27  √    

43 180 √        14 28  √    

44 45 √        15 29  √    

45 490 √  25      20 36  √    

46 474      √    37  √    

47 428 √         38  √    

48 Alessandro fugue √        5 5     √ 

49 Alessandro fugue √        6 6     √ 

50 38 √  7     XX 7 7 √     

51 41 √   √           √ 

52 and 
52a 

Alessandro fugue √   √           √ 

53 8       √       √  

54 1     I     1  √    

55 54     II     2  √    

56 31     III     3  √    

57 41     IV     4  √    

58 3     V     5  √    

59 16     VI     6  √    
 

  *) meine deutsche Abschrift / deutsche Abschrift bei mir 

 
Table 1 – Vienna G, internal structures and likely provenance of contents 

 

A first group of sonatas—by far the most numerous within the volume—is characterised by a 

consistent notation of the bass clef on the third line and by common scribal features indicating 

the work of a single scribe, almost certainly from a German-speaking area.25 This scribe frequently 

makes errors and slips (e.g. Domenico/Dommenico, allegro/allgro), writes with a hurried and 

irregular hand, and occasionally has to insert omitted bars (as in G10) or extend the final stave to 

fit the last bar within the page (G13). These features suggest that the manuscript was not 

produced on commission for an affluent patron, but rather was a working copy intended for 

practical use—most likely in connection with performance or private study. It is also clear that the 

scribe aimed to economise on paper: many sonatas begin on the same page—or even on the same 

stave—as the preceding one. The scribe copied from a variety of sources, including both printed 

and manuscript exemplars.  

 

 

 
25 This attribution is supported by the scribe’s use of German-language elements and shorthand: the abbreviation 

‘3 mahl’ (G50; G33), the heading Andante moderato von Roseingrave (G11), and occasional instances of letter-name 

notation added above the notes, including the German letter-name H (G39; G45; G47). 
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Within this group, a coherent subgroup (G11–G15) can be identified: it opens with Roseingrave’s 

Introduction26 and includes several sonatas from the English edition not featured in 

the Essercizi (K31; K33; K35–36). This subset bears its own pagination and numbering, both added 

by the scribe himself. A separate sequence of numbering is found in another subgroup of sonatas, 

likewise attributable to the same scribe (G03; G05-10; G16–21; G45; G50). This numbering was 

likely reproduced from the exemplar, which also seems to be the source of the year indications 

found in some of these sonatas.  

 

The same scribe was also likely responsible for copying the three fugues by Alessandro Scarlatti 

included in the volume (G48–49; G52); the composer’s name appears twice as Allessandro, 

consistent with its spelling in the W2 manuscript sources. Closer inspection of the Fugue in F 

minor (G52) reveals certain inconsistencies with the other two, such as a generally more accurate 

notation and the frequent use of separate bar lines for the two staves.27 However, the handwriting, 

the consistency in the size of the script, and the use of the bass clef on the third line—as 

elsewhere in the first group—may support the inclusion of G52 in that group, together with other 

sonatas sharing the same features.  

 

A second group of sonatas (G54–59), written in a hand not dissimilar to that of Group 1 and 

displaying the same manner of notating the bass clef, appears at the end of Vienna G. In this case, 

however, a different scribe should probably be assumed: the smaller size of the script and a 

generally higher degree of accuracy set this group apart from the first. The copying strategy again 

reflects an economy of space: the handwriting is notably more compact, and each sonata begins 

on the same page as the one preceding it—sometimes even on the same stave. No copying errors 

are visible; occasional mistakes appear to have been corrected through abrasion of the paper. This 

group has its own internal numbering and pagination, and is preceded by a title page, already 

discussed by Sheveloff.28  

 

A third group of sonatas stands out more distinctly from the two previously described: the bass 

clef is notated on the fourth line, the handwriting is markedly different, and the overall copying 

appears accurate, with few cancellations—most of them by abrasion. The composer’s surname 

appears in several variant spellings (Scarlati, Scarlatty, Scarlaty); although this orthographic 

variation might suggest the presence of more than one scribe, the handwriting across this group is 

remarkably homogeneous. It therefore seems more likely that the copyist reproduced spelling 

variants already present in the exemplars. As in the first group, some sonatas in this group (G01-

02; G04; G09; G36-37) also include numbering and a date—both likely transcribed from the 

exemplar—and the handwriting again suggests that the copyist was from a German-speaking 

area.29 The tendency to economise on paper is also observable in this group: unusually, sonatas 

G35 and G36 both end on the same page, where each conclusion is preceded by its own drawn 

catchword, matching a symbol placed earlier at the bottom of the respective stave; the end of G35 

was later erased and recopied on a new page, which also contains earlier jottings of vocal music. 

 
26 I refer throughout to the numbering system established by Sheveloff (1970, 83-84), who counts Roseingrave’s 

introduction as G11. The Wgm, however, does not include this item in its internal numbering, in order to preserve 

alignment with the manuscript title “58 Sonate di Domenico Scarlatti”. As a result, from G11 onwards, their 

numbering diverges from Sheveloff’s by one. See also fn 30 for further discussion. 
27 The same features are found in the Fugue in D minor by Domenico, which precedes it (G51), and in two other 

sonatas (G23–24). 
28 Sheveloff 1970, 81. 
29 In sonata G30, the copyist corrects the notes of a scale by adding letter-name notation above each note. 
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None of the previously outlined groups can account for the sonata G53 (K8), which stands as a 

case apart within the volume. This sonata is copied on leaves of smaller format than the others 

and is written in a completely different and highly accurate hand. The bass clef is placed on the 

fourth line. The tempo indication reads Con expressione / Allegro, and the composer’s name is 

written as ‘D: Sig. Scharlatÿ’; the handwriting bears a striking resemblance to that of the Diverse 

Sonate (Vienna Q15126), raising the possibility that the same scribe was responsible for both. 
 

Numbering systems 

Most of the numbering sequences that help associate the sonatas with a particular group do not 

correspond to the current configuration, which was imposed by the blue pencil pagination 

unmistakably added by Brahms on the odd-numbered pages of the volume [figs 3 and 3a].  

 
 

Fig. 3 ~ Domenico Scarlatti, Sonata VIII, from volume W1.G [K.216] 

A-Wgm, Domenico Scarlatti, VII 28011 (Slg. Brahms), Bd. G, 58 Sonaten per il Cembalo, p.27 

 

    Fig. 3a ~ Detail of Brahms’ pagination, from Fig. 3 
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In the handwriting and character of the pencil annotations it is not difficult to recognise Brahms’s 

hand: on the margin of the first page of G01 he notes ‘NB / S.[eite] 1 / G’, thereby instructing the 

binder to begin precisely with that sonata, and underlining the importance of the volume’s label—

perhaps the one he devised himself. The pagination was later completed after Brahms’s donation 

to the Wgm: even-numbered pages, along with partial numbering of the sonatas,30 were added in 

pencil and are consistent with the practices of the conservators. 

  

Fig. 3b ~ Detail of numbering deriving from exemplar, from Fig. 3 

Alongside these paginations and those derived from the 

exemplar [fig. 3b], additional numbering systems were 

introduced over time, offering tangible evidence of successive stages in the collation.  

 

A first numbering system [fig. 3c], using Roman numerals, spans 27 sonatas belonging to the 

aforementioned Groups 1 and 4 of the Vienna G volume; this numbering 

runs from II to XXXV, with no duplicates. The absence of several Roman 

numerals in the volume—alongside other evidence to be discussed shortly—

suggests that a number of leaves have been lost over time.   

Fig. 3c ~ Detail of Roman numbering, from Fig. 3 

The numbers are written in black ink consistent with that used for the copying of some sonatas, 

and they appear either at the bottom edge of the first page or, when two sonatas begin on the 

same leaf, at the end of the first sonata. The distinctive placement of this numbering suggests that 

it may have been intended to signal correspondence with another source, and that the scribe may 

have deliberately positioned it at the lower margin to avoid confusion with any numbering derived 

from the exemplar.  

 

A second numbering system [fig. 3d], written in red pencil, appears on 35 of the sonatas 

currently contained in the volume. This numbering does not follow a progressive 

sequence and includes 13 duplicates (no number occurs more than twice). 

Checkmarks and other symbols, written with the same type of pencil and in a 

compatible hand, are found either in place of the numbering or alongside it. 

Fig. 3d ~ Detail of red-pencil numbering, from Fig. 3 

 Taking into account the numbers, checkmarks, and symbols, red-pencil annotations appear on 

each of the sonatas currently contained in the volume, with the exception of G53 (K8) and the two 

fugues (G51–52), which may suggest that these pieces were added at a later stage.  

 

A third numbering, written in graphite pencil [fig. 3e], appears on one of the fugues by 

Alessandro (G49), as well as on several sonatas from Group 1 and 

Group 3. Most of these sonatas already carried a numbering traceable 

to the exemplar—except for G37 and G46. This graphite numbering was 

inscribed by Gustav Nottebohm.  
 

Fig. 3e ~ Detail of Nottebohm’s pencil numbering, from Fig. 3 

 

 
30 The numbering of the sonatas stops at Roseingrave’s Introduction, whose presence likely caused uncertainty for 

the person who had begun this task. 
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Fig. 3g ~ Nottebohm’s annotation explaining Roman 

numbering system, from Fig. 3 

 

Nottebohm’s numbering was later repeated—or in some cases carefully traced over—in a 

distinctive pink ink [fig. 3f], which matches entries found in Nottebohm’s Scarlatti catalogue.31 

  Fig. 3f ~ Detail of pink-ink numbering, from Fig. 3 

However, this pink numbering seems less compatible with his handwriting. The pink numbering is 

later than the red-pencil entries, as the latter were in some cases carefully traced over in pink ink. 

All sonatas in the volume are annotated with pink numbers, except for G53/K8 and three fugues. 

As with the red-pencil system, the pink numbering includes several duplicates. The highest 

number recorded is 38, and the highest duplicate is 25: taken together, these elements suggest 

that the number of sonatas surveyed by Nottebohm was higher than the 59 pieces currently 

preserved in Vienna G.  
 

Nottebohm’s handwriting recurs in other places throughout the manuscript and helps make sense 

of the various numbering systems.  
 

A first piece of evidence is found in sonata G08, where Nottebohm precedes the Roman numeral 

‘VIII’ with the pencil annotation ‘35 Sonate N’ [fig. 3g]. This annotation appears to refer to the 

title of the source to which the Roman 

numerals correspond.  The same title is found 

in one of the indexes in Nottebohm’s source 

catalogue: in a dedicated list, Nottebohm 

records the complete contents of the 35 

Sonate,32 providing the incipits of the sonatas 

and recording the corresponding sources 

alongside each entry. No major 20th-century study of Domenico Scarlatti has documented a 

volume bearing this title or containing the sonatas listed in that index.  
 

The deutsche Abschrift 

A second piece of evidence, which helps to elucidate the remaining numberings, points to a 

second, unknown source identified as ‘deutsche Abschrift’. This source is not described in 

Nottebohm’s catalogue by means of a dedicated index, but may be inferred only indirectly, 

through references embedded within his cross-referencing system among the principal sources. In 

the heading of the index for the 35 Sonaten, Nottebohm further adds that all 35 sonatas were 

included in the first section of this mysterious source.  
  

From a systematic analysis of the correspondences referring to this source, it emerges that it was 

divided into four sections, identified by Roman numerals I–IV that Nottebohm inscribed next to 

the label deutsche Abschrift. In addition to these four labels, a fifth appears in two variants: meine 

deutsche Abschrift or deutsche Abschrift bei mir. These are associated with the three fugues by 

Alessandro Scarlatti33 and the one in D minor by Domenico, and may suggest that these copies 

were physically in Nottebohm’s possession—or, less likely, that he was himself responsible for the 

copy. 

 

 
31 See footnotes 18 and 19. 
32 The sonatas recorded by Nottebohm as contained in this source are: K56; K37; K260; K54; K206; K39; K115; 

K216; K119; K469; K31; K487; K398; K477; K446; K35; K34; K33v; K36; K38; K40; K430; K112; K211; K124; 

K462; K463; K159; K476; K299; K32; K42; K298; K475; K366. 
33 However, the fugues in G major and A minor also bear red pencil numbering, which casts doubt on the actual 

meaning of the references meine and bei mir. 
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Section I appears to have included at least 37 sonatas,34 28 of which are preserved in Vienna G.35 

By cross-referencing the red pencil numbering with the contents of these sonatas, the number of 

red duplications can be reduced, and a fairly consistent sequence emerges. Sonata K31 appears as 

number 1; given that it is preceded on the same page by Roseingrave’s Introduzione, it seems 

plausible that this sonata opened the first section of the deutsche Abschrift. Moreover, the 

condition of the inner margin suggests that it may once have been preceded by a now-lost title 

page. 
 

Section II appears to have comprised no fewer than 25 sonatas, of which 17 are currently found in 

Vienna G.36 Other sonatas in Vienna G may also have been part of this section, but no 

corresponding references have been found in the other sources listed in the catalogue. For 

example, sonata G57 is clearly part of this section, as it shares a page with both the preceding and 

following sonatas, which Nottebohm attributed to Section II of the source. The final group of six 

sonatas in Vienna G is the most plausible starting point for this section: on the title page 

preceding G54,37 one finds the Roman numeral ‘II’, which may mark the start of Section II. 
 

Section III contained no fewer than nine sonatas, none of which is found in Vienna G. However, 

the content described in Nottebohm’s notes is broadly compatible with Diverse Sonate: nine of the 

eleven sonatas currently included in Diverse Sonate are recorded by Nottebohm as belonging to the 

third section of deutsche Abschrift.38 Furthermore, a close inspection of the title page of Diverse 

Sonate reveals a Roman numeral, ‘III’, pencilled in a hand consistent with Nottebohm’s. Finally, a 

‘25’ written in the same distinctive pink ink is also visible upon close examination of the 

manuscript.39 Diverse Sonate entered the Wgm collection as part of Brahms’s estate. Since the 

volume displays its own structure, Brahms may well have chosen to exclude it from the collation 

of Vienna G, and it therefore joined the Wgm collection not with his 1893 donation, but through 

his posthumous bequest.  
 

The content of Section IV appears to consist of a single sonata: G53 (K8). On the recto of the leaf 

where this sonata is copied, a pencil annotation in Nottebohm’s hand serves as a title-page. The 

inscription—identical in style to that found in Section III—reads: ‘IV / Scarlatti’.  
 

In some cases, Nottebohm’s catalogue provides further detail regarding the correspondences with 

the deutsche Abschrift. In eight instances, a numerical marker—written in pencil—is added next to 

‘deutsche Abschrift II’. This numbering matches the red pencil numbering found in Vienna G. 
 

With due caution, it may be hypothesised that the red numbering reflects the sequence of the 

sonatas  in  the  pre-Nottebohm  configuration,  while  the  pink numbering  documents  the  order  

 
34 This total has been inferred by counting the sonatas attributed by Nottebohm to Section I. 
35 G01-G27; G40; G50. It is important to keep in mind, however, that the sequence of red-pencil numbers does 

not match the pagination currently found in Vienna G. 
36 G28-G29; G31-32; G34; G36; G38-39; G42-43; G45; G47; G54-G56; G58-59.  
37 See footnote 28. 
38 K2; K5; K7; K9; K13; K15; K16; K25; K26. While the exclusion of the final sonata in Diverse Sonate from the list 

is consistent—since this piece was not included in the source to which the list refers (ESS/Ed.W)—the omission of 

Sonata No. 5 (K6) is less easily explained. 
39 In this case, rather than imposing a new numbering, the pink annotation seems to have been added to 

establish a correspondence with the numbering of the Essercizi (the first sonata in Diverse Sonate corresponds to 

K25). 
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resulting from his sequencing choices. The rationale underlying the new numbering has yet to be 

clarified. 
 

Nevertheless, it appears reasonably clear that the source identified by Nottebohm as deutsche 

Abschrift is a heterogeneous collection of copied sonatas, encompassing both Vienna G and 

Diverse Sonate (Vienna Q15126). These sources share the designation ‘deutsche’ and the fact of 

having been copied (abgeschrieben) from other exemplars.  

 

While Nottebohm refers to the six volumes from the Santini library (Vienna A–F) using the more 

generic term ‘Handschrift’ (manuscript), in this case he adopts the designation ‘Abschrift’ 

(handwritten copy), reflecting his awareness that the source was not an autograph. This may have 

been based on the generally poor editorial quality of Vienna G, as well as the traceability of several 

sonatas to early printed sources, or perhaps an awareness of a copying process carried out in 

recent years.  

 

The term deutsche, by contrast, calls for various interpretative hypotheses that require further 

investigation. One possibility is that Nottebohm was referring to the numerous annotations in 

German made by the copyists; another is that he meant to indicate a possible provenance from the 

German states. In this regard, it is worth noting that Nottebohm spent some time in Berlin 

studying the local library collections in the years preceding his Scarlatti edition for Breitkopf. 

Moreover, in a letter to Robert Volkmann dated 10 August 1861, he wrote: ‘On my journey here, I 

spent four days in Berlin in order to familiarise myself with the library there. […] The Berlin library 

is very rich; […] but I have good prospects of obtaining everything I want in Vienna.’40 This remark 

confirms his direct knowledge of the holdings in Berlin and his confidence in being able to access 

their contents from Vienna.  

 

It is therefore not unlikely that the deutsche Abschrift may have some connection with the Scarlatti 

sources preserved at the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin.41 However, only a detailed watermark study 

and a systematic comparison between the contents of these sources can offer further insight into 

this matter. 

                                                                                                        
                                                                                                      Giulio Biddau 
 

Giulio Biddau was born in Cagliari and studied the piano at the Cagliari Conservatoire, later 

becoming a professor and head of the piano department. He is currently studying for a doctorate 

on the reception of Scarlatti’s sonatas during the nineteenth century. As an award-winning concert 

artist he performs on both modern piano and period instruments, and with modern and period 

orchestras, under conductors such as Lawrence Foster, François-Xavier Roth and Tan Dun. His 

discography includes the complete Barcarolles of Fauré, the piano works of Respighi and an album 

'Scarlatti to Scarlatti' (Aparté 2022). 

 
40 ‘Ich war auf meiner Herreise vier Tage in Berlin, um die dortige Bibliothek kennenzulernen. […] Die Berliner 

Bibliothek ist sehr reichhaltig; […] Ich habe aber Aussicht, Alles, was ich will, nach Wien zu bekommen.’ In Gustav 

Nottebohm, Gustav Nottebohms Briefe an Robert Volkmann : mit biografischer Einführung, Erläuterungen und 

anderen zeitgenössischen Zeugnissen, ed. Hans Clauss, Beiträge zur westfälischen Musikgeschichte; Heft 1 

(Lüdenscheid: Kommissionsverlag Rudolf Beucker, 1967), 25–26. 
41 [D-B] Mus.ms 10051; 19680; 19681(1); 19681(2); 19681(3); 19683/2; 19683/8; 30304. 
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