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The reception and reputation of Antonio Vivaldi’s music have benefited as well as
suffered from linking the Venetian composer with Johann Sebastian Bach. In the later
nineteenth century Bach scholarship contributed a great deal toward rescuing Vivaldi
from oblivion. His works, together with those of other Baroque composers, such as
Heinrich Schitz and Dieterich Buxtehude, were studied and looked upon primarily from
the perspective of their influence on Bach. This practice in turn often prevented the
reception, evaluation, and estimation of the musical contributions of those so-called

forerunners as art of its own kind and in its own right.

In Vivaldi’s case, Bach-oriented scholarship and practice can clearly be held
responsible for placing emphasis, eventually overemphasis, on the concerto
compositions at the expense of other genres and repertoires in which Vivaldi had
written extensively as well.  Of course, concerto production dominates Vivaldi’s
output, but if the concerto style is primarily looked from the viewpoint of Bach’s
transcriptions, it will only fix existing misconceptions and result in further
misunderstandings of the music of both composers. A more comprehensive
style-critical examination of the instrumental and vocal repertoires outside the
concerto realm has hardly begun, and the recently published monumental work and
source catalogue demonstrates how nearly insurmountable any pertinent large-scale

analytical undertaking might be.



