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Mozart’s Boswell?
Paul Corneilson

A few years ago I was heavily involved with the early Mozart 
Biographies project, which includes many of the biographies 
of Mozart from the end of the eighteenth century through 
the first two decades of the nineteenth century. I began to 
wonder what it would be like for us today if Mozart had had 
his own James Boswell? After all, Boswell’s Life of Johnson 
appeared in 1791, the year of Mozart’s death, though samuel 
Johnson himself had died in 1784. what if Boswell had cho-
sen to devote his life’s work to Mozart, instead of Johnson? 
or better yet, what if Thomas Attwood had written down 
everything Mozart said and did, not only the two years he 
studied with him, but from, say, 1781 through his death in 
1791? would we revel in his pithy observations and opinions, 
or complain about the mind-numbing tedium of day-to-day 
life? Given his overall productivity in those years, Mozart 
must have spent a fair amount of time by himself with a quill 
pen and bottle of ink. But there were also practical concerns 
and distractions: private lessons; concert organizing, rehears-
ing, and performing; trips to Prague, Berlin, leipzig, frank-
furt; socializing and raising children. If Attwood had written 
a life of Mozart, we’d know a lot more about his thoughts 
and activities; but then we wouldn’t have the fun of trying to 
figure him out ourselves.

The new oxford Classics edition of the Life of Johnson 
(2008) is almost 1,500 pages long, basically the same length 
as the recent translation of hermann Abert’s biography of 
Mozart (originally published in 1923–24; translated by stew-
art spenser with additional editorial material by Cliff eisen, 
published by Yale University Press, 2007). It’s not really a fair 
comparison, since Boswell’s biography is a primary source, 
while Abert’s biography is based on otto Jahn’s biography of 
1860, which in turn was based on Georg Nissen’s biography 
of 1828, which incorporated material from Niemetschek and 
schlichtegroll, along with a substantial selection of the family 
correspondence. Indeed, we are fortunate to have so much 
documentary evidence in the form of letters and personal 
reminiscences of Mozart, both by his wife Constanze and his 
sister Nannerl. even as late as 1829, Vincent and Mary No-
vello were able to interview both women in salzburg, where 
they lived a few blocks away from each other.

Nissen cites some fifty sources in his biography, some of 
which are included on the MsA website. (The recent edition 
of Abert has more than fifty pages of bibliography, or approx-
imately 1,500 citations.) what you discover as you read the 
early biographies before Nissen, is how much material is re-
peated from schlichtegroll’s obituary, which concentrates on 
a few anecdotes of Mozart’s youth. Naturally, such mythical 
tales are too good not to tell: the three-year-old boy finding 
consonant thirds on a keyboard; writing his first composi-
tions at the age of six, including a concerto that was too dif-
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A Message from the Editor

At the MsA meeting in Novem-
ber, Paul Corneilson asked attend-
ees to reflect on the importance of 
the society, particularly what dis-
tinguishes it from the society for 
eighteenth-Century Music and the haydn society of North 
America. one attendee volunteered that he has heard others 
express skepticism about the society because Mozart does 
not need a champion. Mozart is everywhere, after all. we en-
counter him in the concert hall and the opera house, fields 
like medicine and psychology are fascinated with him and his 
music, and his name even graces the cover of a recent issue 
of Sports Illustrated. Matthew leone conceded that no, Mo-
zart does not need a champion. But, as he eloquently opined, 
Mozart does need storytellers.

The Mozart society of America—and by extension this 
newsletter—is uniquely situated to share, analyze, and cri-
tique stories about Mozart for its readers, from the scholar 
to the Liebhaber. This issue is a testament to Mozart’s influ-
ence throughout history. Ian woodfield furthers our under-
standing of the early reception of Figaro and Don Giovanni, 
renowned scholars evaluate the significance of the recently 
published facsimiles of Mozart’s “seven great operas,” and 
seattle-based poet leszek Chudziński offers a fantasia on 
Mozart’s own words. less obviously, this issue is the first ed-
ited by me—a scholar of opera in the twentieth century who’s 
currently writing a book on the production of Mozart’s op-
eras at the Metropolitan opera house in the 1940s and ’50s. I 
would argue that it is precisely because of the omnipresence 
of Mozart and his music that the MsA is important. As this 
issue demonstrates, Mozart is indeed everywhere and does 
not need a champion. But the MsA offers us an opportunity 
to consider why.

You’ll notice some changes in this issue—a new design 
(thanks to Dean Bornstein and the Packard humanities Insti-
tute)—but I think you’ll also find that the stories we’re telling 
about Mozart are the same types of stories that the Newsletter 
has always told, and I thank my predecessor stephen fisher, 
Paul Corneilson, and the members of the Publications Com-
mittee for their guidance during this transitional period. Go-
ing forward, I hope that you will consider helping us tell Mo-
zart’s stories. we welcome feature articles of 1,000 to 3,000 
words and shorter reviews of books, recordings, scores, and 
performances. I invite you to consult the new bibliographic 
abbreviations and guidelines for contributors, which can be 
found on the MsA website, and to send submissions directly 
to me at clynch@fandm.edu.

—Christopher lynch, editor

Announcements

MsA will once again sponsor a session at lincoln Center 
for the Performing Arts during the Mostly Mozart festival 
on saturday, August 6. A call for papers will be issued in 
early March.

The next meeting of the Mozart society of America will be 
held at the Annual Meeting of the American Musicological 
society in Vancouver in November 2016. This year marks 
the 20th anniversary of the founding of the society, and we 
are planning some special events. Please mark your calen-
dars and look for further information on the MsA website 
later this year.

This year’s Marjorie weston emerson Award went to Mat-
thew riley for his book The Viennese Minor-Key Symphony 
in the Age of Haydn and Mozart (oxford University Press, 
2014).

The MsA is pleased to announce the publication of Anti- 
Da Ponte, translated with commentary by lisa de Alwis. 
Copies were mailed to members in December; if you have 
not received your copy, please contact suzanne forsberg at 
the business office.

Correction
In the August 2015 issue, the Newsletter failed to credit 
ethan lacey as the compiler of the bibliographies of Mo-
zart scholarship. we appreciate his good work, and we 
apologize for our oversight.
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Introducing Matthew Leone, MSA’s New Student 
Representative

The Mozart society of America is pleased 
to announce that Matthew leone has 
joined the Board of Directors as a student 
representative. leone is a Doctoral Can-
didate and Visiting lecturer in Musicol-
ogy at Indiana University’s Jacobs school 
of Music, where he completed his Masters 

in Musicology in 2010. his research interests include his-
torical constructs and reception, the genesis and meanings 
of musicians and musical works, and musicians and com-
positions as cultural icons. he has presented papers at the 

Crane school of Music’s Academic forum, Indiana Univer-
sity’s Musicology Colloquium, North American Conference 
on Nineteenth-Century Music, and the Mozart society of 
America. he has given guest lectures on rossini’s Italian Girl 
in Algiers, The Barber of Seville, and Puccini’s La Bohème at 
IU opera and Ballet Theater, and has also written numerous 
program notes and live blogs for IU opera and other Jacobs 
school ensembles since 2010. Additionally, from 2010 to 2011, 
he assisted J. Peter Burkholder in researching and drafting 
the latest edition of A History of Western Music. Currently, 
he is working on his dissertation, which explores the histor- 
iography and reception of the pianist composer Jan ladislav 
Dussek (1760–1812) in relation to the formation of the “great 
composer canon” of the nineteenth century.

ficult for him to play; attempting to play the second violin in 
a string quartet with his father’s friends; sight reading and 
improvising for royalty throughout europe; writing a full-
length Italian opera at the age of twelve; copying out Allegri’s 
famous Miserere at the sistine Chapel after only two hear-
ings. “true genius sees no obstacles,” as Thomas Busby writes 
in his short “life of Mozart,” and he includes all of these an-
ecdotes. These are still among the most memorable images 
of Mozart, and have shaped the myths of the “eternal Child” 
and “wunderkind” in the popular imagination. of course, 
his abilities were scientifically attested by Daines Barrington 
in his report to the london Philosophical society. 

If Mozart had lived a little bit longer, perhaps Attwood or 
one of his other pupils would have attempted to write a bi-
ography. or perhaps it would have been better if one of the 
early biographers had interviewed one of Mozart’s servants. 
(I refer to Johnson’s famous dictum that a biographer might 
gain more knowledge “of a man’s real character, by short con-
versation with one of his servants, than from a formal and 
studied narrative, begun with his pedigree, and ended with 
his funeral.”) on the other hand, we can be grateful for Mo-
zart’s sake that he didn’t meet someone like Anton schindler, 
Beethoven’s factotum, who was happy to alter or forge doc-
uments when it suited his purposes. Biographers are never 
entirely objective, disinterested writers; there are financial 
considerations involved in these ventures, part of the same 
impulse that sells People magazine today. samuel Johnson, 
after all, was already famous for his english Dictionary when 
he attracted Boswell. Goethe, too, was a famous old man 

when Johann Peter eckermann had his Conversations. At 
thirty-five, Mozart wasn’t quite famous enough to warrant 
the attention that Johnson and Goethe did, or even Joseph 
haydn in the final decade of his life. Nevertheless, the fact 
that the entry on Mozart went from two columns in Ger-
ber’s Lexikon der Tonkünstler in 1790 to almost two-dozen 
columns in the Neue Lexikon in 1810 indicates how quickly 
Mozart’s reputation grew in the first decades after his death. 

The point is, our view of Mozart has been shaped by the 
early accounts of his life. These early biographies trace the 
trajectory of Mozart reception and continue to inform and 
inspire us today. I invite you to read some of these biogra-
phies on the MsA website at http://mozartsocietyofamerica.
org/embp/.

while you are at the MsA website, you will see many 
other improvements instituted by Adeline Mueller, chair of 
the website committee. we would like to add quotes by and 
about Mozart on the home page, so please feel free to share 
your personal favorites. If you are interested in doing book 
or concert reviews, please get in touch with Adeline. This is 
a way that you can contribute to Mozart studies and the so- 
ciety, in addition to giving papers at conferences and teach-
ing or publishing on Mozart’s life and music.

Paul Corneilson is president of MSA. He has been managing 
editor of Carl Philipp emanuel Bach: The Complete works 
since its inauguration in 1999, at the editorial office in Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts.

continued from page 1
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Christian Gottlob Neefe and the Early Reception
of Le nozze di Figaro and Don Giovanni
Ian Woodfield

when he became elector of Bonn in 1784, Joseph II’s young-
est brother, the music-loving Maximilian franz, inherited a 
financial crisis as a result of which he had to close the stage.1 
During the five-year theatrical hiatus that ensued, Bonn 
missed out on public productions of the new wave of pop-
ular Viennese operas by salieri, Martín y soler, Mozart, and 
Dittersdorf. The delay was merely temporary; once the stage 
reopened at the start of 1789, this repertoire dominated the 
schedules. In the meantime, the commercial dissemination 
of Viennese opera was entirely unaffected, the local retailer 
Nikolaus simrock having active links with copyists such as 
sukowaty and lausch. The range of what he had on offer is 
very clear from the advertisement he published in Münster, 
where Maximilian franz was Prince-Bishop, late in 1786.2 By 
the start of 1787, he was already at work on Le nozze di Figaro. 

on May 14, 1787, he reported in a letter to his erstwhile col-
league Gustav friedrich wilhelm Großmann that a score he 
had been preparing was almost ready.3 The opera was com-
plete, but he was now engaged in making a further copy.4 

In preparing Singspiel versions of popular Viennese opere 
buffe for sale, simrock worked closely with Christian Got-
tlob Neefe, who had been music director until the closure 
of the stage. his activities as an arranger mirror changing 
tastes in Bonn. In 1786, he was still preoccupied with orig-
inal Singspiele and arrangements of opéras comiques, but the 
following year, he turned his attention to Mozart. Neefe’s first 
mention of Figaro came in a letter of November 13, 1787 in 
which he wrote that after much prompting he was thinking 
about making an arrangement of “Nozze di figaro”—he usu-
ally omitted the article—and he asked whether Großmann 
yet had the work. If that were the case, then he proposed a 
swap.5 The timing is significant; almost exactly one month 
after the festive performance in Prague on october 14, Neefe 
in Bonn felt himself coming under pressure to begin work 
on a German version. Großmann was also interested in Mo-
zart’s new opera, but there was a significant delay because 

MSA at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Society for Eighteenth-Century Studies 

The Mozart society of America is sponsoring a session titled 
“Mozart and the Promise of the stage” at the annual meet-
ing of the American society for eighteenth-Century studies, 
which will be held from March 31 through April 3 in Pitts-
burgh. The session, chaired by edmund Goehring, will in-
clude the following papers:

“silent Poetry, epic opera”
Katharina Clausius, Cambridge University

“The senses in Mozart’s Da Ponte operas”
laurel e. Zeiss, Baylor University

“rage and restraint in Mozart’s turkish  scenarios: Not only 
the Abduction, but also Zaide”  
larry wolff, New York University

Abstracts for the MsA session are posted on the MsA web-
site.

Conferences and events

“Mozart and Prague” Exhibit at the Klementinum

from April 14 through May 23, 2016 an exhibit of twen-
ty-seven works of art by Mark Podwal, entitled “Mozart and 
Prague,” will be on display in the Klementinum Gallery at 
the Klementinum in Prague. The exhibit depicts events in 
Mozart’s life as well as legends about the composer in the Bo-
hemian city. we are pleased to reproduce the eighth work in 
the series, titled “‘Prague’ symphony.” According to the artist, 
the image represents how Mozart’s symphony in D Major, K. 
504 “highlighted the talents for which the wind musicians of 
Bohemia were famous.”

“‘Prague’ symphony” by Mark Podwal. Colored pencil on 
paper.
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the translation he had decided to use was still not finished. 
In the event, it was not given in hanover until May 18, 1789.6 
Neefe asked about its progress on December 18, 1787.7 At the 
same time, he felt obliged to pass on a message from simrock 
apologizing for the inaccuracy of the score supplied, the re-
sult, he explained, of a faulty original.8 when he replied on 
December 31, Großmann pointed out, reasonably enough, 
“le nozze di figaro is still not ready; it is a difficult piece 
of work.”9 with progress on Figaro on hold pending the re-
ceipt of material from Großmann, Neefe’s main priority in 
1788 was to prepare German versions of other festive works 
certain to be requested by Maximilian franz once the stage 
reopened. Martín y soler’s new opera L’arbore di Diana natu-
rally took precedence, as it had been presented at the Vienna 
gala. Its transmission time to Bonn was very fast. only two 
months after the première on october 1, 1787, Neefe was al-
ready at work.10 simrock acquired the score, listing it among 
the new operas he now had in stock on November 21, 1788, 
just six weeks before it received its first Bonn performance.11 

In late 1788, Neefe turned his attention to Don Giovanni, 
commissioned as a festive work for the arrival of Archduke 
leopold’s daughter Maria Theresia in Prague, although not 
ready in time. Although the Vienna performance run was 
underway, he acquired a score of the Prague version.12 By the 
end of November, simrock was able to include Don Giovanni 
in a list of recent operas now available: “A quite new [opera] 
by Mozart, Don Juan or the stone Guest, which was yesterday 
ready with the setting; it is also very large, yet still more beau-
tiful than Nozze di figaro.”13 his evaluation of the two works 
in favor of the latter—perhaps the earliest such comparison 
on record—clearly reflects the views of his colleague, who 
was one of the first musicians in Germany to engage seriously 
with the new work. on December 21, Neefe offered a copy 
of his new setting to Großmann, accompanied with a clear 
expression of his high esteem for Mozart’s music: “I have an 
opera Don Giovanni with excellent music by Mozart, and 
perhaps not unhappily set. I offer you the manuscript of the 
setting for four ducats.”14 he felt it necessary to explain that 
the reason for its high price was the prevalence of pilfering 
(i.e., copyright theft). A bookseller in Cologne had recently 
been pleased to print his version of salieri’s La grotta di Tro-
fonio entitled Zauberhöle des Trofonio. while not formally a 
festive work, this opera had been given its premiere on the 
name day of Maximilian franz during his visit to Vienna. 
how the rogue trader came by the manuscript, Neefe did not 
know, but there was little to be done.15 The only effective re-
sponse to the certainty of losses through piracy was to recoup 
costs upfront. 

while Neefe displayed unusual perception in his early 
enthusiasm for Mozart’s operas, it is nonetheless clear that 

his intensive engagement with Le nozze di Figaro, L’arbore di 
Diana and Don Giovanni was prompted by the anticipated 
reopening of the Bonn stage, after which Maximilian franz 
would expect performances of the festive works. when the 
inaugural season of the Bonn National Theatre finally got 
underway in 1789, it was split into two sections beginning 
in January and october, and with obvious symbolism, each 
was headed by one of the works commissioned by the em-
peror for the wedding festivities for Maria Theresia. The re-
ception accorded to Martín y soler’s new work, given first to 
preserve its higher festive status as the Vienna commission, 
was good.16 Comparisons with Una cosa rara were inevitable. 
In view of the success of the earlier work, much was expected 
of Der Baum der Diana, but while certainly far from a fail-
ure, it did not enjoy quite the reception of its predecessor. 
Großmann was already aware of this, writing on the last day 
of 1787, “Una cosa rara is supposed to be even better than L’ar-
bore di Diana.”17 The Bonn premiere of Mozart’s most recent 
opera marked the reopening of the theatre after the summer 
pause. Although short on detail, a long review rated the new 
work a triumph.18 

Ian Woodfield teaches early repertoire and notation courses at 
Queen’s University Belfast, where he is also an active member of 
the viol consort. His ongoing research project, a detailed study 
of the early sources of the Da Ponte operas, has recently broad-
ened to include the political context influencing the reception of 
Mozart’s late comedies in Vienna. A chapter on figaro sources 
entitled “The trouble with Cherubino …” has just appeared 
in Mozart studies 2 (Cambridge, 2015). In his spare time, he 
enjoys playing chess in the local leagues and walking.

notes
 1. A research project into the operatic scores of Maximilian 

franz, currently being undertaken at the University of Vienna, 
is entitled “The Music library of Maximilian franz, elector 
of Cologne: An Identification and Analysis of its surviving  
Music-dramatic sources.”

 2. “Beym hofmusikus simrock in Bonn … . ferner kann man von 
den besten und neuesten opern den Klavierauszug haben, als 
Mozarth, die entführung aus dem serail, und die Dorfdeputirten 
[by teyber], gestochen, geschrieben und mit deutschem oder 
italienischem text. salieri, la Grotta di trifonio [sic]. Paisiello, 
der König Theodor, und den Barbier von sevilien. la Conda-
tina [sic] di spirito. salieri, Il ricco d’un giorno. sarti, fra due 
littigandi il terzzo gode. Cimaroso [sic], il Cittore [sic] Varigino 
[sic]. Mozart, la [sic] Nozza [sic] di figaro. storace, gli sposi 
malcontenti. Dittersdorf, der Apotheker und der Doktor. Von 
allen diesen opern ist der Preiß verschieden.” Münsterisches  
Intelligenzblatt, December 15, 1786.

 3. The Großmann correspondence is discussed in Michael rüp-
pel, Gustav Friedrich Wilhelm Großmann 1743-1796: Eine Epoche 
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deutscher Theater- und Kulturgeschichte (hanover: wehrhahn, 
2010).

 4. “le Nozze di figaro ist bald fertig, und wird sogleich abgeschickt 
werden … . la nozza di figaro ist bereits fertig, ich müß aber 
solche auch für mich noch einmal abschreiben lassen.” simrock 
to Großmann, May 14, 1787, leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, 
sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C III 118. on the first 
occasion, the spelling Le seems to have been altered from La. 
As amply demonstrated in the Münster advertisement, simrock 
was prone to misspell Italian titles such as La condatina in corte 
[sic]. This letter is reproduced in Ian woodfield, “Christian Got-
tlob Neefe and the Bonn National Theatre, with new light on the 
Beethoven family,” Music & Letters 93, no. 3 (2012): 304.

 5. “Jetzt denk ich mich auf vieler Aufforderung an Nozze di figaro 
zu machen. solten sie aber schon eine Ubersetzung davon ha-
ben, so senden sir mir sie, ich schick Ihnen eine andre dagegen.” 
Neefe to Großmann, November 13, 1787, leipzig, Universitäts-
bibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C II 283. 

 6. for clarification of the muddled interpretations in the litera-
ture concerning this performance, see Dexter edge, “Figaro in 
lübeck (spurious document),” Mozart: New Documents, edited 
by Dexter edge and David Black, first published June 12, 2014, 
accessed July 30, 2015, https://sites.google.com/site/mozartdoc-
uments/documents/1788-05-18.

 7. “Ist Nozze di figaro noch nicht fertig?” Neefe to Großmann, 
December 18, 1787, leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, sonder-
sammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C II 283. 

 8. “simrock entschuldigt seine fehlerhafte Kopie mit ähnlichen 
originalien. Adieu, Ihr ergeben Neefe.” Ibid. This seems to have 
been a common problem as on several occasions simrock be-
came aware of the large number of errors in his source copy 
from Vienna. he began his letter of May 14, 1787 with the ad-
mission that the score of Der Apotheker by Dittersdorf was inac-
curate in many places, something he claimed to have discovered 
only after it had been sold. Großmann would be well advised to 
have it checked before the parts were copied. “Den Doktor und 
Apotheker habe ich bereits abgeschickt und sie werden solchen 
nun schon erhalten haben. Ich finde in der Partitur woraus ich 
solchen abcopiren lies viele fehler. lassen sie also die Partitur 
vorher Corigiren, sonst werden die ausgeschriebene stimmen 
unkorrect.” simrock to Großmann, May 14, 1787, leipzig, Uni-
versitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I 
C II 385. Perhaps the accuracy of Viennese commercial copies 
was no better or worse than the average, but the demand for 
them was so acute that checking procedures seem sometimes to 
have been omitted in the interests of rapid transmission. 

 9. “Nozze di figaro sind noch nicht fertig. es ist ein schwer stück 
Arbeits.” Großmann to Neefe, hanover, December 31, 1787, 
leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, samm-
lung Kestner, I C III 118.

 10. “Ich übersetze izt die neuester oper von Martini: l’arbore di Di-
ana.” Neefe to Großmann, December 18, 1787, leipzig, Univer-
sitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C II 
283. 

 11. “Neue opern habe ich … L’arbore di Diana von Martin der 
Verfasser des Cosa rara, von Neefe übersetzt.” simrock to 
Großmann, November 21, 1788, leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, 
sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C II 385.

 12. Possibly he was influenced by Großmann who informed him 
that he had established a cheaper conduit (“ein wohlfeilern 
Kanal”) with Prague than he had with simrock. Großmann to 
Neefe, hanover, December 31, 1787, leipzig, Universitätsbiblio-
thek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I C III 118. 

 13. “ein ganz neue von Mozart Dom Juan, oder das steinerne Gast-
mahl, welche[s]r Gestern mit der Ubersezung fertig geworden, 
sie ist aber auch sehr groß, aber noch schöner als Nozze di 
figaro.” simrock to Großmann, November 21, 1788, leipzig, 
Universitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kest-
ner, I C II 385. 

 14. “Ich habe wieder eine oper Don Giovanni nach der vortreflichen 
Mozartischen Musik, und vielleicht nicht unglüklich übersetzt. 
Ich bitte Ihnen das Manuscript die Ubersetzung für Vier Du-
katen an.” Neefe to Großmann, December  21, [1788], leipzig, 
Universitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kest-
ner, I C II 283. he also sold his translation of Don Giovanni to 
Mannheim, where the opera was given on september 27, 1789. 
MDB, 352.

 15. “Die Diebereien zwingen mich zur erhöhung des Preißes. es 
hat einen Buchhändler in Kölln beliebt, meine Zauberhöle des 
trofonius zu drücken. wie er zu der handschrift gekommen 
ist, mag ich nicht untersuchen, weil ich doch nun den Drück 
nicht ungedrückt machen kann … Vielleicht aber ist er auch 
unschuldig u. hat dieses M[anu]s[cri]pt bona fide gedrückt—
Denn mag er mir verzeihen.” Neefe to Großmann, December 
21, [1788], leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, 
sammlung Kestner, I C II 283.

 16. “hier on a representé ici … . une pièce intitulée: l’ArBre De 
DIANe, traduite de l’italien en allemand, musique du célèbre 
Martin. l’affluence de spectateurs, & le coup d’oeil de la nouvelle 
deposition de la salle, ont rendu ce spectacle très brilliant.” Ga-
zette de Bonn, January 4, 1789 (no. 3).

 17. “Una cosa rara soll noch besser seyn als L’arbore di Diana.” 
Großmann to Neefe, hanover, December 31, 1787, leipzig, Uni-
versitätsbibliothek, sondersammlungen, sammlung Kestner, I 
C III 118. Along with this rare letter from Großmann to Neefe 
are two lengthy accounts of the Berlin performances of Una cosa 
rara (lilla) and L’arbore di Diana (Der Baum der Diana), sent 
by severin romersberg to Madame Viktoria Großmann on De-
cember 22 and 29, 1789.

 18. “Ce seroit assez faire l’éloge de cette musique de nommer son au-
teur, si l’on ne devoit ajouter, qu’il a employé toutes les ressources 
de son art et de son génie pour faire de cette pièce, la plus riche 
et la plus brillante composition de musique, qui soit au theatre 
… . la partie de la musique, quoique du genre le plus difficil et 
le plus compliqué, n’a surtout rien laissé à desirer, tant de la part 
des acteurs, que du côté de l’orchestre; le tout a été executé avec 
autant de brilliant que de justesse et de précision.” Gazette de 
Bonn, october 15, 1789.
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reviews

Facsimile Editions of Mozart’s 
Autograph Scores

Mozart, w. A. Idomeneo K. 366, Ballet 
K. 367. 3 vols. Introductory essay 
by hans Joachim Kreutzer. Musico-
logical Introduction by Bruce Alan 
Brown. translated by J. Bradford 
robinson. los Altos: The Packard 
humanities Institute, 2006.

when Nikolaus harnoncourt—argu-
ably the most important european 
conductor of Idomeneo during the 
last three decades—prepared his latest 
production of Mozart’s Munich mas-
terpiece in Graz in 2008, he had the 
facsimile edition lying on a table in the 
hall, so that each musician could have 
a look at Mozart’s autograph, if neces-
sary. he even told the singers to study 
the original score in order to be sure of 
Mozart’s intentions. Could there be any 
better acknowledgment of the inestim- 
able value of a facsimile edition? 
 since its first performance in Mu-
nich’s Cuvilliés Theatre on January 29, 
1781 Idomeneo has burdened posterity 
with an almost irresolvable puzzle of 
source problems. Many of these ques-
tions can now be freshly evaluated with 
the help of the beautiful facsimile of 
Mozart’s autograph score, including 
all the necessary additions and some 
quite unexpected treasures. The edi-
tion includes the two libretti printed 
for Munich in 1781, the alternative be-
ginning of act 2 (K. 490) and the duet 
from act 3 (K. 489) from the 1786 Vi-
ennese version, the complete ballet mu-
sic with several dances that were never 
performed, the four different versions 
of the oracle from act 3, and even two 
sketches for the grand Quartet. 
 The wealth of additional insight 
provided by the graphically outstand-

ing reproduction of all this material is 
overwhelming. even music students 
without specific musicological knowl-
edge can easily discern the different pa-
per qualities in the score or the two lay-
ers of Mozart’s composing process (the 
major parts in dark ink, the instrumen-
tation added later in light brown ink). 
for performers, the musical details are 
more important. when Ilia in the very 
first scene has arrived at the height of 
her bewilderment, her recitativo con 
stromenti ends with a highly emotional 
bar of Adagio (“sbranate, sì, quest’infe-
lice core”; vol. 1, p. 28). Mozart wrote 
the new tempo not only in the strings 
as usual, but also on top of the sopra-
no’s line, which seems to be almost the 
equivalent of a romantic “molto espres-
sivo.” In the next bar the G-minor aria 
“Padre, Germani, Addio!” starts prac-
tically without warning: no double bar 
line, no inscription like “Aria,” only a 
smooth transition to the new tempo 
“Andante con moto.” Mozart’s way of 
writing this passage demonstrates his 
constant shifting between recitativo, 
arioso, and aria, transcending the bor-
der lines between the different compo-
nents of a classical opera seria, which 
Idomeneo in fact was never meant to be. 
 As Daniel heartz, the editor of the 
opera in NMA, never failed to point 
out, Idomeneo was planned as a highly 
sophisticated synthesis between opera 
seria and tragédie lyrique, alternating 
between stormy choruses and ballet 
scenes in the french style and tradi-
tional arias and ensembles in the Italian 
style. even the latter were transformed 
by young Mozart into a new kind of 
musical drama, especially through 
his constant use of the “recitativo con 
stromenti.” In the history of Munich’s 
Cuvilliés Theatre, which had been a 
traditional opera seria stage up to 1778, 
this was quite a revolution and an ideal 
vehicle for the taste of the new elector 
Carl Theodor, who had brought his 
Mannheim orchestra and singers with 

him to Munich. Bruce Alan Brown, in 
his musicological introduction to the 
facsimile edition, gives a brilliant sum-
mary of all those factors that favored 
Mozart’s stroke of genius. he also fo-
cuses on the most important findings of 
Mozart scholarship concerning Idome-
neo and on the source critical questions.
 The latter are manifold, but can now 
be quietly studied by comparing the 
facsimile with NMA. Just to pick out 
one example: the bass line underlying 
Ilia’s first entry in her G-minor aria 
was written as a legato over two bars 
by Mozart (vol. 1, p. 29), whereas it is 
divided in two bows in the NMA (p. 
26). when Daniel heartz finished his 
groundbreaking edition in 1972, the au-
tographs of acts 1 and 2 were inacces-
sible in Kraków; neither could he use 
the Munich score copies for those two 
acts, which were only rediscovered by 
robert Münster in 1980 in the archive 
of the Bavarian state opera. Bringing 
together all the material that heartz 
might have dreamt of in his meticulous 
scholarly work, the facsimile is a revel- 
ation and an indispensable addition to 
his edition. Back then he sometimes 
had to make daring editorial choices. 
one of these occurs at the very center 
of the dénouement, when Ilia offers 
herself instead of her beloved Idamante 
as a sacrifice to Neptune in the temple. 
At that point, immediately preceding 
the sudden entry of the oracle, Mozart 
cut out forty-one bars of a highly emo-
tional dialogue between the two lovers. 
Ilia’s last words before the oracle, the 
short phrase “orsù mi svena” (NMA, 
p. 471) remained unchanged as a bro-
ken B-flat seventh cord resolved into 
e-flat. heartz found this awkward and 
changed it into an unresolved dimin-
ished chord leading to C minor, which 
can be heard in almost all recordings of 
Idomeneo since then. reading the fac-
simile of the autograph (vol. 2, p. 163), 
Mozart’s intentions seem quite clear. 
 In this instance as in many others 
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performers will now be able to make 
their own choices. And they will hope-
fully be more determined to obey Mo-
zart’s cuts—as cruel as they might seem 
on some of the most beautiful pages 
of the score. Nevertheless, his artistic 
decisions in order to avoid an exces-
sively long third act should be taken 
seriously—like all the other details of 
his score: his sforzati, crescendi, artic-
ulation signs, and phrasing. Idomeneo 
lovers will never get tired of studying 
these details in a score overabundant in 
musical inspiration.

—Karl Böhmer



Mozart, w. A. Die Entführung aus dem 
Serail K. 384. 2 vols. Introductory 
essay by hendrik Birus. Musicolog-
ical Introduction by Ulrich Konrad. 
translated by J. Bradford robinson. 
los Altos: The Packard humanities 
Institute, 2008.

The facsimile of the autograph score 
of Die Entführung aus dem Serail is es-
pecially welcome. This is evidently the 
first complete reproduction, making 
available a work whose original mu-
sical sources have hardly been known 
even as its libretto and other textual 
source materials have appeared in fac-
simile (for example, Gerhard Croll and 
Ulrich Müller, eds., Die Entführung 
aus dem Serail. Faksimile-Ausgabe zur 
Geschichte des Librettos [Anif/salzburg: 
Ursula Müller-speiser, 1993]). It also 
belongs to a group of Mozart sources 
split between two libraries, the result of 
the return of materials after world war 
II to different places after their dispersal 
from Berlin. (In the case of Abduction, 
the first and third acts ended up in the 
Jagiellonian library in Kraków, the sec-
ond in the Berlin staatsbibliothek.) 

And this is a work whose genesis has 
long been a subject of particular fasci-
nation, thanks largely to Mozart’s letters 

about his work (on the first portion, at 
least), where he is more explicit about 
his technical and esthetic choices in 
opera composition than anywhere else. 
The composer made substantial revi-
sions in a couple of numbers, having 
given “free rein to [his] ideas” then cut-
ting long numbers down to size before 
the work was produced; these changes 
offer a further glimpse into his work-
shop. All this has produced a particu-
lar fascination with the opera’s genesis, 
though until recently little attention has 
been paid to the documentation of the 
process in musical sources.

The two volumes published here 
(a big one reproducing the autograph 
score and a smaller one with essays 
and supplemental materials) present a 
somewhat contradictory picture. The 
accompanying volume presents an es-
say on the work’s source and genesis; 
a reproduction of the original Vienna 
libretto; facsimiles of pages removed 
from the autograph and now in private 
hands; images of sketches, drafts, dis-
carded numbers, a handwritten libretto 
fragment and an autograph page of a 
keyboard reduction; information on 
the papers Mozart used; and a diagram 
of the manuscript’s physical structure. 
All this is very musicological, providing 
a basis for study.

The main facsimile volume is very 
different. It contains no modern ti-
tle page or other material pointing to 
its status as a reproduction (though it 
self-evidently is one), nor any mention 
of the libraries that hold the sources—
or that there are two of them. The only 
modern touch is a typeset table of con-
tents at the end. The binding is luxuri-
ous, with a raised spine and gold letter-
ing; an American dealer describes the 
volume as “hardbound in quarter dark 
brown leather, with beige linen boards” 
(http://www.omifacsimiles.com/bro-
chures/images/moz_ope.pdf, accessed 
November 24, 2015). This represents 
the language and values of book collect-

ing, and indeed the volume is arguably 
presented not as a scholarly facsimile 
but rather as something for a collector. 
It can stand in for the autograph itself, 
easily allowing the fantasy that each 
owner is a Pauline Viardot, the reverent 
nineteenth-century owner of the Don 
Giovanni autograph—the possessor and 
guardian of a treasure. (This is pretty 
harmless as fantasies go, to be fair.)

The beauty of the facsimile (excel-
lently photographed) speaks for itself, 
but there are two puzzles in the accom-
panying volume. The first is the intro-
ductory essay by a literary scholar in a 
long tradition of evaluations of the En-
tführung libretto in its eighteenth-cen-
tury context. This one offers a new 
perspective in considering the work in 
relation to Goethe’s operatic projects, 
but it is about the opera (mostly its li-
bretto), not the source, and one won-
ders what the essay is doing in a facsim-
ile of the autograph score.

The second puzzle concerns the ed-
itor’s musicological introduction. Its 
focus on the genesis of the opera in 
relation to the autograph score makes 
sense, but its handling of earlier work 
on the subject raises questions. The ed-
itor discusses the genesis of the work 
in outline, particularly in relation to 
Mozart’s letters; refers (among other 
details) to a sketch leaf with numeri-
cal calculations that turn out to be the 
length of movements in Abduction; and 
examines Mozart’s work on the opera 
in relation to paper types and correc-
tions in the autograph score. All this is 
presented as though it were commonly 
known, without citation, much in the 
manner of a critical edition in a com-
poser’s complete works. But it rests on 
the work of others: the fundamental re-
search on the opera’s genesis, drawing 
on the letters, is Thomas Bauman’s; the 
deciphering of those numbers in the 
sketch belongs to Gerhard Croll (along 
with a lot of other things that stem from 
his NMA edition, with a later critical 
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report by faye ferguson); and the ma-
terial on the autograph’s structure and 
paper is, in fact, mine. The underlying 
literature is listed in the bibliography 
but not cited in the discussion, which 
proceeds as though from a blank slate, 
not distinguishing results borrowed 
from past research from the editor’s 
own insights. I find that choice puzzling 
at the least, and wish that the volume 
had taken a different approach in mak-
ing its own contributions to the history 
of scholarship on the opera.

—Daniel r. Melamed



Mozart, w. A. Le nozze di Figaro K. 492. 
3 vols. Introductory essay by Nor-
bert Miller. Musicological Introduc-
tion by Dexter edge. translated by J. 
Bradford robinson. los Altos: The 
Packard humanities Institute, 2007.

There is no doubt that Le nozze di 
Figaro—together with Idomeneo—is 
Mozart’s greatest work with respect to 
the sheer number of pages the composer 
filled with his hasty but precise and al-
most error-free handwriting. This exu-
berant creativity is the more remarkable 
since large portions of the work were 
written within no more than six weeks 
in the fall of 1785. The facsimile edition 
published at the initiative and under the 
auspices of the Packard humanities In-
stitute consists of three heavy and lav-
ishly equipped volumes, two containing 
624 consecutively numbered facsimile 
pages to which a table of contents has 
been added in either volume, while the 
third provides several essays as well as 
illustrations and explanatory material.  
In the present review, all references 
relate to the page numbers in the fac-
simile edition. There are differences in 
the numbering of scenes and musical 
numbers between the main sources and 
editions (for a concordance see NMA 
II/5/16, Critical report, 321–4).

The edition combines the two large 
sections of the autograph—acts 1 and 
2 housed at the Berlin state library – 
Prussian Cultural heritage, and acts 3 
and 4 preserved at the Jagiellonian li-
brary in Kraków—in excellent repro-
ductions with additional autograph 
material now preserved at the Juilliard 
school of Music and at stanford Univer-
sity; the illustrations in volume 3 cover 
some, but not all, autograph sketches 
and drafts that happen to have survived. 
The autograph score of Le nozze di 
Figaro was not in Mozart’s estate; it re-
surfaced only in the 1860s in Aue, sax-
ony. It finally came to the Berlin state 
library in 1901, but acts 3 and 4 could 
no longer be retrieved after they had 
been sent for safekeeping during world 
war II to depositories in silesia. only in 
1979, several years after the publication 
of the respective volume of the NMA, 
did they become accessible again at the 
Jagiellonian library.

Those who are not used to dealing 
with Mozart autographs will be sur-
prised that the opera does not contain 
a title page or an autograph header re-
vealing the composer’s name. (Unfor-
tunately the original binding has not 
been documented in the edition.) The 
work opens with a sinfonia, not with 
an overture. The score order deviates 
from modern practice throughout the 
opera insofar as the violins and viola 
are written on the top staves while the 
vocal parts are placed directly above the 
instrumental bass. The use of 12-staff 
(sometimes 10-staff) paper in oblong 
format forced the composer to write 
some of the instruments into an extra 
score in ensembles, particularly the 
finales of the second and fourth acts. 
Mozart hesitated to write more than 
absolutely needed and often indicated 
mere duplication between various in-
struments by verbal indications such as 
“unis.” or “col Basso.” Performance in-
dications such as dynamics, slurs, dots 
or strokes were usually entered in all 

systems and leave little doubt about the 
composer’s intentions. revealing are 
the changes of slurring “beyond the bar 
line” in figaro’s famous “Non più and-
rai” (vol. 1, pp. 143ff.). In the late 1770s 
Mozart had developed a highly efficient 
compositional method by writing down 
the main parts first (these include the 
vocal parts and the bass and the “obb-
ligato” portions of the instrumental 
parts), while the secondary parts were 
notated in a second step. Usually the 
main parts appear darker and the sec-
ondary parts paler.

with few exceptions the entire man-
uscript is in Mozart’s hand. Notable ex-
ceptions are a consecutive pagination 
as well as a numbering of the arias and 
ensembles in red chalk, most likely re-
lating to the premiere performances in 
1786. small gaps in the numbering can 
be observed and point toward changes 
that were made only after the piece had 
been finished. sometime after 1800 a 
German text underlay for a singspiel 
version was added to the arias and  
ensembles (which strangely is nowhere 
mentioned in the commentary vol-
ume). The hand of a copyist can also be 
observed in some references (e.g., the 
headers in vol. 1, p. 183, or vol. 2, p. 477) 
as well as in act 2, scene 3 (vol. 1, p. 214) 
and in act 3, scene 10 (vol. 2, p. 416); fur-
ther a replacement copy for the recita-
tivo strumentato “tutto è disposto” be-
fore no. 27 (now at stanford) was bound 
into the autograph score at some point. 

Although Mozart composed with 
astonishing ease, a number of changes, 
small and large, can be observed. Most 
of them are minor and result from ad-
hoc corrections, but substantial revi-
sions are found, e.g., in volume 1 on 
pages 12, 80–1, and 171, or in volume 
2 on pages 370, 372, 388, 519, and 591. 
strikingly the entire instrumentation of 
susanna’s “Deh vieni non tardar” was 
altered (vol. 2, pp. 515ff.). 

The autograph thus enables us to 
study in close detail Mozart’s compo-
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sitional intentions. The quality of the 
photography and its reproduction is 
superb, making access to the original 
manuscripts obsolete for almost all 
scholarly purposes. while the literary 
part of the introduction gives a vivid 
survey of the genesis of the opera, the 
musicological introduction does not 
fulfill all expectations. Instead of in-
troducing the reader to the facsimile 
by pointing out peculiarities of the  
autograph score, the focus is instead on 
the early reception history of the opera 
and a broad discussion of those ele-
ments that are not documented in the 
autograph but can only be derived from 
the original performing parts, some of 
which have been preserved in the Aus-
trian National library.  

The puristic presentation of the ma-
terial in the facsimile volume requires 
a great deal of familiarity with Mozart 
autographs and musical expertise on 
behalf of the reader. In my opinion, it 
would not have hurt to indicate the ex-
act movement and measure numbers in 
a footer on every single page of the fac-
simile volumes. The well-intentioned 
reconstruction of the autograph in its 
“original state” proves to be problem-
atic for lack of documentation: while it 
makes sense to “correct” a binding er-
ror (the leaf containing pages 19 and 20 
was erroneously bound with the verso 
side up front), the reordering of nos. 27 
and 28 (in accordance with the printed 
libretto and the movement numbers) 
or the partial, but not entirely consis-
tent rearrangement of the woodwind 
particellas for acts 3 and 4 has only in-
sufficiently been described in the com-
mentary. The facsimile is thus no longer 
an exact reproduction of the sources in 
their current state, but a somewhat ar-
tificial conglomerate drawn from vari-
ous sources. These shortcomings have, 
however, little impact on the quality 
and usefulness of the facsimile edition.

—Ulrich leisinger



Mozart, w. A. Don Giovanni K. 527, 
540a, 540c. 3 vols. Introductory essay 
by hans Joachim Kreutzer. Musico-
logical Introduction by wolfgang 
rehm. translated by J. Bradford 
robinson. los Altos: The Packard 
humanities Institute, 2009.

with the majority of the offerings in 
the series Mozart operas in facsimile, 
the greatest practical service the Pack-
ard humanities Institute renders is of 
presenting under one cover facsimi-
les of autographs whose parts are not 
under one roof. one exception is Don 
Giovanni (the other is the Magic Flute). 
Not only has its autograph stayed intact 
but, further, it has already appeared 
in facsimile (in the lesure edition, 
from 1967). Beyond its superior qual-
ity as a reproduction, the Packard Don 
Giovanni possesses other virtues that 
make it far from redundant. supple-
menting the autograph of the two acts 
(reproduced, respectively, in volumes 
1 and 2) is a third volume containing a 
wealth of documentation that will en-
lighten everyone from the scholar to 
the wider public. some of that involves 
information about the status of the text, 
including tracings of watermarks, as 
well as a description of the autograph’s 
foliation. some of it supplements the 
autograph with other texts, most nota-
bly two librettos for the opera: one for 
the Prague premiere in 1787, the other 
for the much-debated Viennese version 
from the following May. Giving a lucid 
account of what this source material 
can tell us is wolfgang rehm’s musico-
logical introduction. It chronicles the 
genesis of the opera, provides a his-
tory of the autograph itself, describes 
some of the opera’s later reception as 
expressed through other works (espe-
cially Beethoven, who adapted some of 
its melodies for his own use) or produc-
tions (especially wagner’s staging), and 

furnishes an abridged critical apparatus 
based on the NMA. There are also items 
that belong in their own class—super-
erogations like Giacomo Casanova’s 
reworking of leporello’s act 2 scena, or 
photographs of the box that the singer 
Pauline Viardot had had made to house 
Mozart’s autograph (which she pur-
chased in 1855). 
 Preceding all of this in the third vol-
ume is hans Joachim Kreutzer’s “Don 
Juan—from Play to opera” (translated, 
as with rehm’s essay, by J. Bradford 
robinson). even going by the sheer 
number of topics it addresses, Kreut-
zer’s historical/critical account bears 
witness to the range of ways Mozart’s 
opera has fascinated his contemporar-
ies and posterity, whether in its text/
music relations; its treatment of time 
(in the opera, “time is ever-present—as 
a warning, if not a threat, and hence as a 
symbol” [p. 9]); its romantic reception 
(“hoffmann’s Don Juan is a self-portrait 
of its author, not an exegesis of Mozart’s 
opera” [p. 3]); the operations of its so-
cial world; or the ethical challenge the 
opera poses in linking its ravishing 
music to questionable actions. even so 
basic a question as identifying the op-
era’s genre resists a univocal answer. on 
the one hand, Kreutzer argues that Don 
Giovanni’s “misdeed—the event that set 
the plot in motion—guides him to his 
doom. It is an idea truly worthy of trag-
edy” (p. 8). shortly after that, however, 
he contends, with equal credibility, that 
“the hero’s demise is not tragic, nor is it 
cathartic; it is a warning that the others 
promptly spell out in the final scene” 
(p. 10). Indeed, Don Giovanni’s damna-
tion does not seem to elicit that other 
all-but-obligatory response to tragedy, 
pity (unless the object of pity is meant 
to be someone else, like Donna elvira). 
Don Giovanni expresses no remorse. 
he does not even feel the fatigue that 
can oppress other tyrannical souls—
Macbeth’s sigh from act 5, scene 5, “I 
‘gin to be aweary of the sun, / And wish 
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th’ estate o’ th’ world were now undone,” 
is not a thought that occurs to him. Yet 
if Mozart’s opera departs from some 
conventions of tragedy, it conforms to 
others, especially in the pattern that its 
denouement follows. Just as Thebes was 
delivered from pollution by the expul-
sion of oedipus, so, too, is the social 
world of Don Giovanni cleansed by the 
expulsion of the libertine.
 one other virtue of Kreutzer’s essay 

can be found in its beginning, which 
develops the idea of the Don Juan tale 
as an instance of myth. That might seem 
too obvious a point to make, or, con-
trariwise, one might want more clarity 
on what is meant by myth as opposed to 
legend, history, or fable. (for example, 
we tend to think of myths as having hazy 
origins and corporate authors, whereas 
Don Juan lore has in tirso more or less 
a point of origin in an author.) even so, 

merely by taking the opera seriously as 
an instance of myth, Kreutzer implic-
itly resists a current, running strongly 
in recent Don Giovanni interpretation 
and production, that uses logos to erode 
mythos. A case in point comes in Dmitri 
tcherniakov’s production for the Cana-
dian opera Company (2015), the most 
ill-conceived Don Giovanni I have ever 
seen. tcherniakov meticulously scrubs 
from the opera every bit of improbabil-
ity, at every level: there is no sublimity 
(neither the Commendatore nor Don 
Giovanni dies) nor any humor (in large 
part because there are almost no dis-
guises: this Don Giovanni is nothing if 
not transparent).
 Don Juans made unheroic have been 
around at least since Goldoni. The  
Venetian cast the demise of his liber-
tine in theological despair: “what can I 
hope from deaf heaven? long ago I lost 
the ability to speak with the gods” (act 
5, scene 8).1 The Canadian Don Juan is, 
in contrast, merely a drunkard. tcher-
niakov has used allegory to make Don 
Giovanni safe from myth. The grand 
drama of heaven and hell is miniatur-
ized, packed up, and relocated in limbo, 
where, in a highly modernist conceit, 
all the richness of social and interior 
life is distilled into one emotional con-
dition, that of trauma. Against such ra-
tionalizations, Kreutzer’s essay reminds 
us that, however difficult it is for us to 
wrap our minds around Mozart’s Don 
Giovanni, we can be sure that its eerie 
authority comes not from denying but 
from giving musical vision to the power 
that eros and thanatos continue to wield 
over the psyche.

—edmund Goehring



Casanova’s reworking of a scena from Don Giovanni 

 1. “Che sperare poss’io dal sordo Cielo? / Già 
per lunga stagion perduto ho l’uso / Di favel-
lar coi Numi.”



12

Mozart, w. A. Così fan tutte K. 588. 3 
vols. Introductory essay by Norbert 
Miller. Musicological Introduction 
by John A. rice. translated by J. 
Bradford robinson. los Altos: The 
Packard humanities Institute, 2007.

Anyone who has had the privilege of ex-
amining a composer’s autograph, espe-
cially of an enduring masterpiece, will 
attest that it is a memorable experience. 
A holograph letter may convey a strong 
sense of its writer’s personality, but 
nothing places one in closer proximity 
to the act of musical creation itself than 
a score in the hand of its author. shortly 
after the fall of the Iron Curtain, I was 
able to spend a month in company with 
the manuscript of Così fan tutte. The 
prospect of reliving the experience with 
a facsimile of the highest quality was an 
inviting one indeed. The commentary 
volume, following the pattern of the se-
ries, contains essays by Norbert Miller 
(on the background to the opera) and 
John rice (on the sources themselves). 
Both are expertly done.

The basic facts of the autograph’s re-
cent history can be summarized quite 
quickly. Act 2 was returned to Berlin af-
ter the end of world war II, whereas act 
1 remained out of sight for decades be-
fore eventually reappearing in Kraków. 
A small section of act 2, detached from 
the main autograph early on, is now in 
frankfurt. Very little of substance is 
missing: only the act 2 duet and chorus 
“secondate” and the recitatives leading 
into “Per pietà” and “fra gli amplessi.” 
In comparison with the autograph of 
Figaro, disfigured some might say by 
the later addition of German text, Così 
is beautifully clean with remarkably 
few additions in other hands. several 
sketches and drafts are also reproduced. 
one fragment containing material from 
Guglielmo’s act 2 aria is an excellent 
example of what a pristine particella 
must have looked like. It also affords 
insights into compositional history as 

it combines the text of “Donne mie” 
with a recognizable fragment of music 
from the discarded act 1 aria “rivolgete 
à lui.” In the facsimile, the complete 
score of this splendid piece immedi-
ately precedes its replacement “Non 
siate ritrosi.” for all the uncertainties 
over the genesis of Da Ponte’s libretto, 
its physical state is unproblematic. two 
versions exist, a draft (reproduced in 
the facsimile) and a final text. A tiny red 
crayon mark in the draft identifies Des- 
pina’s saucy words “ed io niente di lei” 
(act 1, scene 10) which were amended 
in the final version to something less 
provocative.

The quality of the reproduction is 
outstanding. In order to evaluate this, 
I checked systematically for signs of an 
important compositional technique. 
especially at the particella stage, Mo-
zart tended to work in paragraph-sized 
units as defined by various characteris-
tics: a stanza of text; an area of tonality; 
an instrumental sonority; a thematic 
exploration.  At the junction with the 
ensuing paragraph, one often encoun-
ters very subtle revisions to the end of 
the previous section in order to ensure 
that the transition is made with com-
plete clarity. All such minor revisions 
are easily identifiable in the facsimile.

some things no reproduction can 
convey. watermarks naturally remain 
invisible, and tyson’s findings are thus 
reproduced in the commentary vol-
ume. The qualities (as opposed to the 
color) of the papers—thick or see-
through, crumpled or smooth, rough 
or wax-surfaced—are also difficult to 
capture. Pages of the autograph are fully 
reproduced, that is to say complete with 
their edges, while fragments and ex-
tracts from early copyists’ scores (which 
supply elements missing from the au-
tograph) are cropped. easily the most 
noticeable difference between the auto-
graph itself and its reproduction in the 
facsimile is the appearance of the inks. 
In my study of Così, I reported just how 

useful it had been to look at ink colors 
in a range of lighting conditions. By its 
very nature, a facsimile fixes colors in 
(presumably) a controlled and uniform 
state of ambient lighting. Nonetheless, 
fine distinctions in tone are beautifully 
reproduced. on the first side of the act 
1 duetto “Al fato dan legge,” one can dis-
tinguish at a glance the fine black (and 
very slightly scratchy) quality of the ink 
of the particella, the faded (and slightly 
fuzzier) grey of the string parts, and the 
warmer color of the wind lines, the dis-
tinctions especially evident in the part 
labels. But the first side of fiordiligi’s 
great aria of resistance “Come scoglio” 
shows what can be lost. Its dramatic ap-
pearance in the autograph comes from 
the component in the black ink—possi-
bly blotting sand—that glistens; it im-
parts a three-dimensional effect to the 
note-heads, which glint as the angle of 
vision is altered, a quality that cannot be 
reproduced.

having spent more time than I care 
to remember carting around the bulky 
and invariably filthy volumes that con-
stitute the earliest copyists’ scores, it is 
gratifying to see how well the facsimile 
affords insights into the challenges of 
working with these indispensable ma-
terials. even when obviously later ele-
ments are disregarded, it can be extraor-
dinarily difficult to account for what 
one sees. A copyist wrote out “ei parte,” 
fiordiligi’s accompanied recitative lead-
ing into “Per pieta,” which cadences in e 
major. someone else (presumably) later 
scrawled at the end “segue amor un 
ladroncello,” making a connection with 
the B flat aria sung by the other sister 
later in the opera. (The same implausi-
ble tonal connection links the copyist’s 
recitative leading into Dorabella’s aria 
itself.) some exchanging appears to 
have gone on, but when, why and upon 
whose authority? tyson suggested that 
some of these early theatre scores con-
tain additions in the composer’s hand. 
It was a reasonable decision to omit this 
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category of evidence as there is rarely 
any certainty. In the rehearsal room, 
Mozart may sometimes have picked up 
a red crayon to add a stray “pia” or cross 
out a section, but who is to say for sure? 
The facsimile reproduces perfectly the 
subtle variations in the color and tex-
ture of the crayons, the dark reds, reds, 
off-reds and oranges that so tease the 
investigator. A cautionary example 
comes in the recitative “l’abito di fer-
rando.” Immediately before fiordiligi’s 
final entry (“di tornar”) is a heavy red 
crayon line with two large exes, the 
preceding bars being cancelled with a 
wavy red line. Above, and in apparent 
contradiction, though not with an ob-
viously different crayon, is the single 
word “bleibt” (remains [in]). The ex-
planation probably has nothing at all 
to do with opera. Court Theatre scores 
were occasionally used as exemplars for 
the generation of single pieces. A copy-
ist instructed to replicate the duet “fra 
gli amplessi” appears to have identified 
a short chunk of recitative to serve as 
a lead-in, and someone else, or per-
haps the same individual, cancelled the 
marks after the job was done. such are 
the enjoyable conundrums posed by the 
original sources of Mozart’s operas.

—Ian woodfield



Mozart, w. A. Die Zauberflöte K. 620. 
3 vols. Introductory essay by hans 
Joachim Kreutzer. Musicological 
Introduction by Christoph wolff. 
translated by J. Bradford robinson. 
los Altos: The Packard humanities 
Institute, 2009.

Compared to Mozart’s other late op-
eras, Die Zauberflöte had a relatively 
straightforward gestation. As Christoph 
wolff explains in his insightful intro-
ductory essay to this volume of Mozart 
Operas in Facsimile, most of the work 
was probably composed in the spring 

of 1791 and finished in July of that year, 
with the two instrumental movements 
that open each act added shortly before 
the premiere in late september. In his 
introduction, wolff also briefly traces 
the fascinating history of the autograph 
as it moved from Constanze Mozart 
to the music publisher Johann Anton 
André, to the Dresden banker eduard 
sputch, to the royal library in Berlin 
(later Prussian state library), to various 
hiding places in silesia during world 
war II, to the Jagiellonian library in 
Kraków, and finally back to the Berlin 
staatsbibliothek. 

The facsimile edition keeps with the 
twentieth-century binding that sepa-
rates the autograph (originally consist-
ing of loose fascicles) into two volumes, 
each corresponding to one act. A third 
volume is appended to the facsimile. 
This supplemental volume opens with 
two introductory essays. The first, by 
hans Joachim Kreutzer, places the op-
era in the cultural context of the late 
eighteenth century. The author some-
times gets lost in the overwhelming 
number of stage works that have been 
viewed either as influencing or influ-
enced by Die Zauberflöte. for example, 
he lists Das Sonnenfest der Braminen 
and Das unterbrochene Opferfest, two 
Viennese exotic operas from the 1790s 
that mostly avoid references to the su-
pernatural, as belonging to a group 
of works he calls “Zauberopern.” At 
another point, he claims that a trium-
phal war song of the Incas in Das un-
terbrochene Opferfest was intended as 
comical, simply because it contains the 
image of devouring one’s human ene-
mies; the chorus in question is in fact a 
rather serious representation of the In-
cas’ pride at (temporarily) defeating the 
spanish invasion. Kreutzer also raises 
the specter of doubt about the authen-
ticity of the autograph’s text when he 
gives partial credence to Michael frey-
han’s “conspiracy theory” (thus referred 
to by Paul Corneilson in a 2009 issue 

of this newsletter), according to which 
Mozart’s preferred text for the opera ap-
pears not in his own autograph but in 
the 1814 simrock first edition of the full 
score. By contrast, the ensuing essay by 
wolff is a concise and erudite introduc-
tion into the major musicological issues 
surrounding Mozart’s final Singspiel. 
similar to Kreutzer, wolff devotes a 
portion of his essay to Die Zauberflöte’s 
cultural context; he traces Mozart’s re-
lationship to schikaneder and discusses 
three important sources of the opera’s 
plot: the contemporary fascination 
with fairy tales, egyptian cults, and the 
power of music.

The two essays (presented in an en-
glish translation by J. Bradford robin-
son and in the original German) are 
followed by a series of additional fac-
similes. The first is a facsimile of the 
first edition of the libretto (published in 
Vienna by Alberti in 1791). This is fol-
lowed by an extra facsimile of the op-
era’s overture. In the autograph score of 
the overture, the ink was so faded that 
the editors of the facsimile found in vol-
ume 1 used digital methods to make it 
clearer; the more faded original manu-
script is reproduced in the supplemen-
tary volume. Also included are several 
sketches for the opera: a page with the 
fugato subject from the overture, and 
the two sides of a folio with the conti-
nuity draft for the opening sections of 
the first-act finale, the conclusion to the 
Duet no. 11, an earlier and the final ver-
sions of the melody for the song of the 
Armed Men, and the flute march from 
the second-act finale. The supplemental 
volume concludes with a note on water-
marks, and a table about the pagination 
and structure of the folios that make up 
the autograph.

The autograph score is an extremely 
important source of information about 
the opera’s inception, especially because 
so little is known about the exact nature 
of Mozart and schikeneder’s collabora-
tion on the work. for example, schika- 
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neder’s initial commission for the opera 
from Mozart for the wiednertheater 
has not survived and neither have any 
of the musical materials used during 
early performances, with the possible 
exception of some instrumental parts 
discovered by David Buch in the Aus-
trian National library. wolff points out 
numerous traces of the compositional 
process in the autograph score. The 
facsimiles of the sketches demonstrate 
that Mozart needed to “map out” cer-
tain passages (particularly the song 
of the Armed Men in the second-act 
finale and the speaker’s scene in the 
first-act finale) independently from the 
autograph and that he conceived other 
passages differently at first (the overture 
was probably more conventional). one 
confusing part of wolff ’s essay is that in 
his discussion of the speaker’s scene, he 
misattributes tamino’s maxims to the 
speaker (similarly, at another point, Pa-
pageno’s phrase is mistakenly attributed 
to Pamina). The introductory essay also 
evaluates some of the discrepancies 
between the first edition libretto and 
the autograph text that illustrate Mo-
zart’s unusually strong commitment to 
word-music relations. 

In an engaging way, wolff also de-
scribes how the autograph gradually 
materialized, with Mozart first writing 
out a two-part vocal-instrumental skel-
eton of each number in one type of ink 
(darker) and later orchestrating it in 
lighter ink. The autograph also makes 
obvious various small-scale deletions 
and revisions, and makes it possible 
to see whether they were done before 
or after orchestration. wolff presents 
a particularly clear-cut account of the 
rebarring in the duet “Bei Männern, 
welche liebe fühlen.” In general, the 
easily approachable facsimile of the au-
tograph and its introductory material 
represent a welcome and low-cost al-
ternative to the critical edition for any 
Zauberflöte enthusiast. 

—Martin Nedbal



Mozart, w. A. La clemenza di Tito K. 
621. 2 vols. Introductory essay by 
hans Joachim Kreutzer. Musicolog-
ical Introduction by sergio Durante. 
translated by J. Bradford robinson. 
los Altos: The Packard humanities 
Institute, 2008.

In mid-July 1791, Mozart received an 
important commission from Prague 
impresario Domenico Guardasoni to 
write “a grand opera seria” based on 
“Metastasio’s tito” for the coronation 
of emperor leopold II as King of Bo-
hemia. Mozart and librettist Caterino 
Mazzolà refashioned the great poet’s 
fifty-year old text and consequently 
altered many of its musical and dra-
matic structures. Mozart finished La 
clemenza di Tito on september 5, 1791. 
The work premiered a day later, as part 
of an elaborate series of festivities cel-
ebrating leopold’s ascension to the 
habsburg throne. Critical appraisals of 
the opera have waxed and waned since 
its initial performances, partly due to 
changing perceptions of opera seria. 
Mozart, though, evidently was pleased 
with the work. when he entered it in his 
personal catalogue he commented, “ri-
dotta à vera opera” (reduced to a true 
opera)—the only remark of this kind 
his catalogue contains.  

The composer died three months af-
ter the work’s premiere. The autograph 
score, which probably was never bound, 
became part of his estate. Portions of 
the opera became separated from the 
main body early in the manuscript’s 
history; for instance, when Mozart’s 
widow sold the score in 1799 the duet 
“Deh prendi” was already missing from 
its contents. The Packard humanities 
Institute’s handsome facsimile edition 
reunites manuscripts that now reside in 
Berlin, Kraków, and london.

A companion volume includes two 
thoughtful essays that place the opera 

into a broader context. one titled “Mo-
zart’s opera of the future: La clemenza 
di Tito” by hans Joachim Kreutzer ex-
plores the opera’s intellectual and polit-
ical underpinnings. Kreutzer admirably 
shows that “a wide range of political 
views could be found among the spec-
tators” at the opera’s premiere (vol. 2,  
p. 9) and explicates how competing po-
litical agendas influenced the opera’s 
reception from the outset.

The second essay, a musicological 
introduction by sergio Durante, cov-
ers the opera’s genesis, circumstances 
surrounding the first performance, its 
dramatic and musical construction, 
and posthumous reputation. Durante 
stresses that the visual aspect of the pro-
duction was central to the work’s incep-
tion. The impresario’s original contract 
stipulates that “two new decorations 
[stage designs] expressly for this perfor-
mance” and new costumes for the main 
characters be prepared (vol. 2, p. 31). 
(In the end, four new designs were cre-
ated.) Durante argues that the librettist, 
composer, and stage designer Pietro 
travaglia must have worked closely to-
gether, particularly on the work’s scenic 
requirements and stage effects. earlier 
operatic settings of Metastasio’s libretto 
briefly describe the attempted coup 
against the emperor tito. Mozart and 
Mazzolà’s adaptation, in contrast, de-
picts the rebellion onstage. A set change 
precedes this crucial point in the story; 
the libretto calls for fire to break out in 
the capitol and gradually spread. other 
adjustments and late additions to the 
score also attest to the creative team’s 
concern for the coordination of text, 
music, and stage action.

Therefore it is fitting that the facsim-
ile brings to light a stage direction in 
one the opera’s most praised scenes that 
is not included in the NMA and other 
modern scores. The “Quintetto con 
coro” that closes act 1 weaves together 
dramatic action, solos and ensemble 
singing by the principal characters, 
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passages of accompagnato, choral in-
terjections, and sharp musical contrasts 
to vividly portray the consequences of 
the rebellion. After a turbulent Allegro 
(mm. 1–121), the number concludes 
with a solemn Andante that features 
interlocking statements for the soloists 
and chorus. The stage direction “Coro 
in distanza” (Chorus in the distance) 
appears before their first entry at bar 
47. traditionally this has been inter-
preted as the chorus should be offstage 
during the Allegro and then enter as 
the Andante commences. however, 
the autograph contains an additional 
stage direction: the phrase “Coro in 
lontananza” (which also means Cho-
rus in the distance) appears immedi-
ately prior to the Andante. how should 
these directions be interpreted? should 
the chorus be offstage or on? Durante 
believes the notations indicate the cho-
rus should be at the rear of the stage, 
not offstage, throughout the scene. A 
collection of travaglia’s set designs, 
which was rediscovered in 1994 (after 

the publication of the NMA), seems to 
support his assertion (sergio Durante, 
“le scenografie di Pietro travaglia per 
La clemenza di Tito [Praga, 1791]: Prob-
lemi di identificazione ed implicazioni,” 
Mozart Jahrbuch [1994]: 157–69). 

what else does this facsimile edi-
tion reveal about the opera? readers 
can now readily see what is in Mozart’s 
hand and what is not. only a few bars 
of simple recitative survive in the auto-
graph. who wrote the rest of the sim-
ple recitatives for La clemenza di Tito 
remains a mystery to this day. Various 
eighteenth-century and early nine-
teenth-century accounts claim that, 
due to time constraints, Mozart en-
trusted their composition to one of his 
students. Durante’s essay retraces the 
evidence (vol. 2, pp. 24–5) and the com-
panion volume reproduces the opera’s 
simple recitatives, but from a different 
manuscript than the one employed by 
the NMA: a copyist’s score that is the 
“only secondary source that numbers 
the musical items exactly as in Mozart’s 

score” (vol. 2, p. 89). Therefore the fac-
simile edition makes another source for 
the simple recitatives widely available.

The companion volume also in-
cludes a facsimile of the libretto printed 
for the opera’s premiere (with Mozart 
and Mazzolà’s names conspicuously 
absent), a transcription and an english 
translation of the original contract be-
tween the impresario and Bohemian of-
ficials, facsimiles of sketches and drafts, 
and information about the structure 
and paper types of the autograph. The 
latter shows that some music must have 
been composed after Mozart arrived in 
Prague on August 28.  

The quality of the images, the paper, 
and the binding of the facsimile and 
the companion volume are all superb. 
Durante’s musicological introduction 
is very readable and comprehensive, 
the essay by Kreutzer less so, but both 
provide thoughtful and thought-pro-
voking commentary on one of Mozart’s 
last works.

—laurel e. Zeiss

Stage directions (“Coro in lontananza”) in la clemenza di tito
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Mozart’s starling
leszek Chudziński

how just a bird, if nothing else,
Could steal herr Mozart’s high romance
sweetly perched up on his shoulder,
Clearly not to be a scolder.
 
to whistle into Mozart’s ear
A tune before it disappeared
And take concerto for a spin
Around the room or on a whim.
 
Just to mimic, to entertain,
A starling can be pretty vain,
And to avoid a disaster
Must be cast in alabaster.

It’d like a poem now and then
exacted in herr Mozart’s pen,
And be his dear Vogel staar,
either up close or from afar.

And in return ein Vogel staar
will praise his master’s every bar
And each concerto he composed—
either unfinished or supposed.
 
Leszek Chudziński is a Seattle-based writer currently seeking a 
publisher for his collection of fifty-five “humorous and whim-
sical” poems, titled Mr. Mozart and his orchestra. The News-
letter is pleased to print the opening poem, which borrows the 
phrase “ein Vogel Staar” from a poem Mozart wrote for his pet 
starling’s funeral in 1787.


