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EDITORIAL PRINCIPLES

The New Mozart Edition (NMA) provides for research

purposes a music text based on impeccable schigarsh

applied to all available sources — principally Madza
autographs — while at the same time serving thesee
of practising musicians. The NMA appears in 10 &eri
subdivided into 35 Work Groups:

I: Sacred Vocal Works (1-4)

[I:  Theatrical Works (5-7)

lll:  Songs, Part-Songs, Canons (8-10)

IV: Orchestral Works (11-13)

V: Concertos (14-15)

VI Church Sonatas (16)

VIl: Large Solo Instrument Ensembles (17-18)
VIII: Chamber Music (19-23)

IX: Keyboard Music (24-27)

X:  Supplement (28-35)

For every volume of music a Critical
Commentary (Kritischer Bericht) in German is
available, in which the source situation,
readings or Mozart’s corrections are presentedand
other special problems discussed.

Within the volumes and Work Groups the
completed works appear in their order of compasitio

Sketches, draughts and fragments are placed in an
Appendix at the end of the relevant volume. Sketche

etc. which cannot be assigned to a particular wouik,
only to a genre or group of works, generally appear
chronological order at the end of the final voluofe
the relevant Work Group. Where an identification
regarding genre is not possible, the sketchesagt.

published in Series X, Supplement (Work Group 30:

Studies, Sketches, Draughts, Fragments, Variowst L

compositions are mentioned in the relevant Critical

Commentary in German. Works of doubtful

authenticity appear in Series X (Work Group 29).
Works which are almost certainly spurious have not

been included.
Of the various versions of a work or part of
a work, that version has generally been chosemes t

basis for editing which is regarded as final and

definitive. Previous or alternative forms are rejrced
in the Appendix.

The NMA uses the numbering of the
Kdchel Catalogue (KV); those numberings which diffe
in the third and expanded edition (K\r KV3?) are
given in brackets; occasional differing numberimgs
the sixth edition (KV) are indicated.

With the exception of work titles, entries in
the score margin,
footnotes, all additions and completions in the imus
volumes are indicated, for which the following sciee

variant

dates of composition and the

applies: letters (words, dynamic markingssigns and
numbers in italics; principal notes, accidental$olee
principal notes, dashes, dots, fermatas, ornanmerds
smaller rests (half notes, quarters, etc.) in sipaiit;
slurs and crescendo marks in broken lines; grace
ornamental notes in square brackets. An exceptor
the rule for numbers is the case of those group
triplets, sextuplets, etc. together, which are gbvin
italics, those added editorially in smaller priWi¢hole
measure rests missing in the source have b
completed tacitly.

The title of each work as well as th
specification in italics of the instruments andoas at
the beginning of each piece have been normalised,
disposition of the score follows today’s practidde
wording of the original titles and score dispositiare
provided in the Critical Commentary in German. Tl
original notation for transposing instruments hagrb
retained. C-clefs used in the sources have bedacesp
by modern clefs. Mozart always notated sing
occurring sixteenth, thirty-second notes etc. adss

through, (i.e. 7 ¥ instead ofﬁ'ﬁ); the notation
therefore does not distinguish between long or tsh
realisations. The NMA generally renders these i 1

modern notatior @J ’ '5) etc.; if a grace note of this
kind should be interpreted ashort an additional

indication [& s given over the relevant grace not
Missing slurs at grace notes or grace note grogps
well as articulation signs on ornamental notes he
generally been added without comment. Dynan
markings are rendered in the modern form, eandp
instead offor: andpia:

The texts of vocal works have bee
adjusted following modern orthography. The reaidsat
of the bass continuo, in small print, is as a mutdy
provided for secco recitatives. For any editorial
departures from these guidelines refer to the aglev
Foreword and to the Critical Commentary in German

A comprehensive representation of tt
editorial guidelines for the NMA (3 version, 1962)
has been published Editionsrichtlinien musikalischer
Denkmaler und Gesamtausgabjérditorial Guidelines
for Musical Heritage and Complete Editions
Commissioned by the Gesellschaft flr Forschung ¢
edited by Georg von Dadelsen, Kassel etc., 1963,
99-129. Offprints of this as well as tBericht Gber die
Mitarbeitertagung und Kassel, 29. - 30. 198
published privately in 1984, can be obtained frdma t
Editorial Board of the NMA.

The Editorial Board
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FOREWORD

More perhaps than any other volume in the NMA,
this one requires an explanation, or even a
justification. Not that the grouping of works it
contains ought to be called into question. It is
sensible, without a doubt, to draw a line of
separation between the single works in the
keyboard notebooks (NMA [X/27/1) on the one
hand and the keyboard sonatas and variations
(NMA 1X/25 and 26) on the other. It is also
reasonable to include the works for organ,
mechanical organ, and glass harmonica; they
appear in Part 1l of this volume. In a third pavg
have chosen to include Mozart's own
arrangements for keyboard of dances and
marches. This makes the present volume more of
a thematic whole and will be of interest not only
to practical music-makers. All of this may be
obviously sensible.

More difficult and less self-evident is our
decision, departing from the otherwise standard
NMA practice, to forego an absolute separation
between completed compositions (usually
constituting the main part of a volume) and
fragments (usually in the appendix). The Suite KV
399 (389 is a fragment, or, to be more exact,
only its first three movements are complete, the
Sarabande being left fragmentary — and is
nonetheless presented in the main part of the
volume (I, No. 5). The Fantasy in D minor KV
397 (385) that follows is — in our opinion, at
least — also a fragment, even if subsequently
completed, yet it too is also to be found in the
main part of the volume (as I, No. 6). The same is
true of the Organ Fugue in G minor KV 401
(375), which is to be found here as No. 1 in Part
Il. All of these pieces are, in the form in which
they are presented here, heard regularly in
concerts all over the world. To have banned them
to an appendix and, what is more, to leave them
without their familiar non-Mozartian completions,
would be to attempt to withdraw them from
musical practice. This would simply be foolish.

Indeed, the NMA'’s otherwise rigorous practice of
excluding any non-authentic or even dubious
works from the edition has been applied heva
discrezione The D major Menuett published here
in the main part (I, No. 12) is, in our opinion, an
especially delicate case (see Remarks on
Individual Pieces below), so delicate, in factttha

! Largely taken from NMA IV/13/1@ances * Volume, |
edited by Rudolf Elvers).

the inclusion of Maximilian Stadler’s trio for it
(also a kind of completion) hardly seemed
questionable, especially since the piece would
then have to appear somewhere else in the edition,
but then out of context. It seems doubtful if the
ContredanceKV 269 (Part I, No. 5) are really
authentic arrangements by the composer himself,
and the same doubts could be raised about the
keyboard version of the Ballet Music from
Ascanio in AlbaKV 111 (KV® Appendix C
27.06), which appears in the appendix as No. 4.
Our reservations about these pieces, however, are
about the arrangements and not the pieces
themselves. The so-calledStrahover Fantasy

KV 528 (KV® Appendix C 27.03), on the other
hand, a retrospective transcription of an organ
improvisation by Mozart, is really problematical,
and in the highest degree. A spontaneous reaction
to this music is that it is bad enough to be by any
organist you might choose, but not by Mozart. Yet
the context of the source lends it more than
enough plausibility to give us pause; nor is iacle
how much of the transcription is really due to the
possibly not very competent transcriber. And
those who claim they can say something about the
fugal fragments using today’s methods of stylistic
criticism should remind himself of almost
incomprehensible fragment KV Appendix 41 (KV
375) (here No. 12 in the Appendix) before
demanding that the piece in E major (KV
Appendix C 27.10), completed by Klengel, be
removed from this volume.

It is necessary to make some special comments
about the fugue fragments in the appendix. | have
intentionally expanded the conventional definition
of the term “fugue fragment” and included several
pieces that might better be described as sketches,
since, in my opinion, they represent a particular
stage in contrapuntal thinking or experimentation
before what we would normally describe as a
“fragment.” There are, of course, plenty more of
these to be found in the corpus of Mozart's
sketches. It is not consistent, one might argue, to
take just the ones included here only because they
appear on the same leaf as a “real” fragment, and
to consign the others to NMA X/30Studies,
Sketches, Drafts, Fragments, Variousxposure

to this accusation is a price that must be paid for
our decision.

The fact that a disproportionate amount of the
material in this volume appears in print for the
first time makes it different from many others in
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the edition. These are not only the works, marked
with ‘KV deest that came to light only after the
publication of the sixth edition of the Kochel
Catalogue (= KV Wiesbaden, 1964), or, for
other reasons (this is the case with some fugue
fragments), never received a Kéchel number. In
addition, some works thatere catalogued — for
instance the Versets for Organ KV ##ppendix
109 VIII/ KV® Appendix A 61/62 or the
particularly important prelude fragment KV
624/626 Appendix I/ K\? Appendix C 15.11 —
appear here for the first time in a scholarly
edition. The reason for this is not, or is seldom,
that new sources have been discovered or that
sources believed lost have reappeared. Rather, it i
the re-examination of questions of authenticity —
and their answer in the positive — that has led to
their inclusion here. But even old material, viewed
in a new light, can reveal new aspects: the re- or
new interpretation of the so-called “Capriccio”
KV 395 as “Prelude’KV 284% (30() almost
constitutes a new discovety. Providing
commentary and explanation on such matters,
making them plausible to the reader is the
function of a foreword like this, a task that more
than fills the space available. Thus, in order to
keep what follows to a reasonable length, the
scholarly apparatus will kept as short as possible
and discussion in the footnotes will be kept to a
minimum. There are three issues in particular,
therefore, which will not be addressed in the
required detail, even though this may disappoint
the reader

1. A review of the first part of the volume reveals
that the pieces tend to fall into a number of
groups. The “Beginner’s Piece in old Style” (no.
1) is on its own. The “Commonplace-book
entries” (Nos. 7 and 11) belong together; they
contrast with the puzzling single pieces Nos. 10
and 12 (although No. 10 is really the puzzle).
What remains is, on the one hand, a large group of
“Praludien” [“Preludes”] (to use Mozart's own
term), all which belong to the genre of the free
fantasy; these can be further sub-divided into an
earlier (Nos. 2 and 3) and a later group (Nos. 4
and 6), the latter including the combination
prelude and fugue (no. 4), while number 5
represents (if the title in the autograph is
authentic) the composer’s first use of the heading
“Fantasy”. This heading in turn provides a link to

2 We thank Christoph Wolff (Harvard University) ftis
new interpretation and for permission to use tlselte of
his research here.
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the late C minor Fantasy KV 475 (printed not
here, but with the Piano Sonatas NMA 1X/25: see
below) and the yet later Fragment KV Appendix
32 (KV® 383 C = Appendix No. 2 to the present
volume). What remains is, on the other hand, a
small group of Rondos, written about the same
time and which gain even more weight if they are
considered along with the Rondo KV 494 (printed
not here, but with the Piano Sonatas NMA IX/25:
see below), originally conceived as a piece on its
own. — Each one of these groups should ideally be
interpreted from both the historical and the
sociological points of view, a procedure which
would appear particularly fruitful as far as the
early preludes are concerngd.

2. Part 1l of this volume (Single Pieces for Organ,
Mechanical Organ, Glass Harmonica) may be, as
far as instrumentation is concerned, difficult for
the modern reader to envisage. This applies not to
the organ, and not so much to the Glass
Harmonica, but more to the mechanical
instruments (clockwork flutes, automatic organs)
concealed behind ever-changing names such as
“Organ Cylinder”, “Organ Work” etc. Automatic
devices of this kind were often true masterworks
of fine mechanical craftsmanship and deserve to
appraised and described, on the one hand, as a
cultural-historical phenomenon in the century-old
tradition of artistic handiwork in clockwork and
automation, and, on the other hand, as a curiosity
in the history of musical instruments. This cannot,
of course, be attempted here. Instead, please refer
to the selection of standard literature listed Here
A further, substantially more difficult problem is
posed by the fact that the musical notation in
which such pieces are transmitted (autograph or
copy) are not intended for performing musicians,
but as a plan for the use of the instrument maker
or fine mechanical craftsman, who prepares the
organ cylinder correspondingly by inserting pins,
i.e. produces a notation-like programme for a
mechanical process. A reproduction of this music

% One would particularly like to see a second, edéeh
edition of the excellent dissertation by Peter 8ching,Die
Freie Fantasie. Ein Beitrag zur Erforschung derddeschen
Klaviermusik Phil. Diss. Freiburg/Br., 1970 G06ppinger
Akademische Beitrageol. 76, Goppingen, 1973). On this
cf. footnote 23.

* A. Chapuis et E. Gélis.,e monde des automatésvols.,
Paris, 1928 (without special mention of the music);
Alexander Buchnetlyom Glockenspiel zum Pianogla
Prague, 1959; Ernst Simadechanische Musikinstrumente
friherer Zeiten und ihre MusikViesbaden, 1960. For
further literature with special reference to Mozage
below: individual remark on Part II.
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on anything other than a mechanical flute with
cylinder would beeo ipso a misrepresenting
arrangement, and the misrepresentation is not less
grave when the piece is performed on an organ
(instead of piano, four hands or with a wind
ensemble etc.). To put it clearly: the musical text
in our edition can in all cases provide only a basi
for the next step, an arrangement — which is not
our task, but one for a subsequent practical
edition. The essential nature of automatic,
clockwork music, of which the mechanically
rigid, and sometimes, at least, unnaturally rapid
tempo serves as an examplecannot be
reproduced in personal performance, even on the
organ. From this point of view, one arrangement
may be just as valid as another.

3. In this context it is necessary to point out a
craze, observable for some time now, in which no
efforts are spared in discovering Mozart for the
organ. Not only the pieces mentioned above for
mechanical organ, but also some for piano, even
piano/violin pieces, are being re-claimed as
‘really’ for the orgar’, Some of this does sound
quite charming on an organ of suitable character,
and there is nothing to be said against experiments
of this kind. But exaggerations should be avoided
and, above all, one should not succumb to the
illusion that one is in this way offering the ‘true
Mozart'.”

*

A further word should be addressed to the pieces
not presented in this volume.

1. Some of what one might expect here does not
belong to the keyboard pieces, but should be
counted as associated with the keyboard sonatas
and is, consequently, published there (cf. NMA
IX/25: Piano Sonatgs This applies to sonata
movement fragments both large and small: KV
400 (372), Appendix 31 (569, Appendix 29
(5909), Appendix 30 (59%), Appendix 37 (599

and, naturally, KV 312 (189KV®. 590). It also

applies, however, to complete pieces or

® Anyone who has ever had the chance to hear Haydn’s
pieces for mechanical flute on one of the original
instruments will know to what | am referring.

® Cf. Hans Dennerlein and Johannes Prolgezart auf der
Orgel. Vol. I: Kleinere StickeVol. 1l: Fugen mit
Introduktionen Berlin, 1958.

" All essential arguments have been presented bgriAlb
Palm in his review of Johannes Proger’'s widkzarts
Verhéltnis zur Orgel und zur Orgelkompositi@erlin,
1965 Pie Musikforschun@?2 [1969], Issue 1, pp. 125f.). —
Cf. further bem, OrgelkompositioneMozart$, in: Archiv
fur Musikwissenschaft4 (1969), pp. 276—284.
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movements which Mozart originally published
separately, but subsequently incorporated into
keyboard sonatas: the originally independent
Rondo KV 494 is one of these, forming with a
later Allegro and Andante the Piano Sonata KV
533; it applies also conversely, then, to the C
minor Fantasy KV 475, which initially appeared
as an introduction preceding the Piano Sonata KV
457. Whoever thinks that these pieces should be
played in their original, independent form can do
this from the music text in the volume of Piano
Sonatas without any need for these keyboard
pieces to be published twice.

2. Some other pieces, listed in the 'Thematic
Categories' in KY¥ (pp. LXXXI ff.) as belonging

to NMA Work Group 27, have in fact been given
another place in the NMA. The “Theme” KV
Appendix 38 (383 KV® 383) is printed in NMA
IX/26 (Variations for Piano§. The “Tempo di
Menuetto” KV 236 (588 is an — abridged —
keyboard arrangement of an aria by Christoph
Willibald Gluck and appears therefore in NMA
X/28/Sections 3-5 [/ Volume 2 Other
Arrangements, Completions, Transcriptipnghe
fragmentary “Andante [?] for a cylinder in a small
organ” KV 618 is — contradicting KV — not a
sketch for KV 616, and the instrumentation
intended by Mozart is not at abbvious, as K\°
maintains’ the fragment can therefore not be
included in the present volume, but appears
instead in NMA X/30 $tudies, Sketches, Drafts,
Fragments, Various

3. Finally, the lost keyboard pieces must also be
mentioned. We know of only very few; nor did we
have any prior knowledge of any of the pieces
discovered in roughly the last 40 years — on this
cf. above. The real number of lost pieces, in view
of these circumstances, cannot be estimated even
only very approximately: it could be the three
dealt with below, but it could just as easily be 4
times that number. This applies, of course, only to
the time up to around 1780. — In the brief
descriptions in the catalogue of the early works by

8 Cf. the appendix there, p. 149; the accompanyaegifnile
furthermore contains the fugue fragment KV Apperiix
(383" (= No. 15 in the Appendix of the present volume),
which is notated on the same leaf.

° [Urspriinglich Anm. 8a] That KV 6F%&annot be
considered a sketch for KV 616 has already been
emphasised by Alfred Orel (dAndante fir eine Walze ...
Sekundare Quellen zu Mozarts KV 6it6 ActaMozartiana
3 [1956], Issue 4, pp. 3—-9; alsEM, Mozartiana in
Schwedenibid. 6 [1959], Issue 1, pp. 3-8).
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his son, started by Leopold Mozart in 1768, we
read of “A fugue — for the keyboard®;this work,
which certainly has nothing to do with KV %5-

is registered as KV 41 The more precise
localisation offered in the Kochel catalogue,
“composed in Salzburg in 176ihay be correct,
but is pure conjecture. Nothing further is known.

Another lost work is the Rondo KV 284written

by Mozart in Mannheim on 28 or 29 November
1777 for the nine-year-old Countess Karoline
Louise (a natural daughter of the Electoral Prince
Karl Theodor). T have written a Rondeau for the
Countess Mozart's letter to Salzburg on 29
November reporfs. From the associated
circumstances, it emerges that this must have been
a Rondo for keyboard, and certainly — if one takes
the age of the Countess into account — a very easy
one. The question of whether Mozart might not
have re-used this Rondo in another sonata is
theoretically at best admissible, but leads
nowhere. — The last place on the “lost” list is
occupied by a work for which the appropriate
designation is not clear. My conviction is that it
must be the Prelude (or Capriccio) KV 395 (300
written for his sister by Mozart in Paris around
mid-July 1778 and sent to Salzburg along with his
letter of 18/20 July. The traditional opinion (i.e.
KV and all the special literature), however, takes
the view that KV 395 (30 has come down to us,
while the lost work should be identified with the
four modulating Preludes KV 284written in
Munich at the beginning of October 1777 (also for
Nannerl). These are printed in the present volume
as Part I, No. 3. An extended discussion of the
identification question is reserved for the remarks
on individual pieces below.

Losses are to reckoned with not only amongst the
keyboard pieces, but also amongst the works for
mechanical organ. One possible lost work for this
instrument is discussed in connection with KV
594 (= Il, No. 3). Further questions of this kind
cannot be dealt with here, but must be confined to

19 Mozart. Briefe und Aufzeichnung&®omplete edition,
compiled (and elucidated) by Wilhelm A. Bauer arttbO
Erich Deutsch (4 volumes of text, hereaBauer—Deutsch
I-IV, Kassel etc., 1962/63), with commentary on theéshafs
thier previous work by Joseph Heinz Eibl (2 voluroés
commentary, hereafté&ibl V and V] Kassel etc., 1971),
Register, compiled by Joseph Heinz Eibl (heredibt VII,
Kassel etc., 1975); Bauer—Deutsch I, No. 144, p, e
60. — In the next line there is mention &f fugue —a 4
Voci' (KV 417, but this appears to refer to a sung fugue.
1 Bauer-Deutsch I, No. 381, p. 154, lines 78f. -wimat
follows, letters will be identified only by theirates.
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the Kritischer Bericht [Critical Report available
in German only].

Remarks on Individual Pieces
I. Single pieces for keyboard

No. 1 Keyboard piece in F KV 33: Brhis
composition is undated, but time and occasion for
its appearance can be deduced from the special
circumstances surrounding the manuscript itself.
Mozart wrote the piece in pencil on the reverse
side of one of the leaves containing the minutes of
a meeting of the Zurich Music Collegium and sent
as a circular letter to all members. The minutes
secretary (Actuary) of the Collegium, Hans
Conrad Ott, included in the communication an
invitation to all interested, to patrons and music
lovers, to attend two concerts, planned for 7 and 9
October and to be given by the child prodigies
Wolfgang and Maria Anna (Nannerl) Mozart. The
circular letter (Werbezirkulat¥) was phrased as
follows:*

“Since the young Mr. Mozart, a nine-year-old
virtuoso in composition and at the keyboard, who
has become known and famous at the finest courts
in Europe and praised with wonder in diverse
newspapers and journals, with his fourteen-year-
old maiden sister, who has achieved the same, and
plays the keyboard, both with their father, the
Music Director of Salzburg, arrived here a few
days ago, they have been granted, at their request
and on the grounds of the good recommendations
they have brought with them, a Worthy Collegiate
Assembly in the Music Room, on the coming
Tuesday the 7th and Thursday the 9th October,
where they will be heard publicly in the said
Music Room. The Worthy Collegium should
remember, in accordance with good manners and
obligation, to inform of this such of my highly
respected and highly honoured lords who may
already have been noted as patrons and lovers of
music, leaving to them the freedom to choose to
honour the Collegium with their presence. For
which reason house-administrator Mr. Meister is
charged to present, with suitably respectful
deference, this written invitation to our select,
highly honoured gentlemen and lovers of music.
Act of Tuesday 30th 7ber, 1766. With the
approval of Guildmaster Werdmdller and other

12 Quoted fromMozart. Die Dokumente seines Lehens
compiled and elucidated by Otto Erich Deutsch (NMA
X/34, hereafteDeutsch Dok, Kassel etc., 1961, p. 519. |
refrain from repeating in the present text the vidiial
comments made there, since they contribute notiirige
matter.
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Collegiate gentlemen, in the Music Room.

Actuary Ott.”

In one of these concerts — no programme has
come down to us — it is conceivable that Mozart
played (improvised?) this temperament-laden
movement with Murky-style elements. The
notation on the minutes leaf mentioned was
probably intended as a souvenir for the committee
of the Collegium. Otherwise, Mozart would
certainly have used the notebook belonging to his
sister Nannerl (1759) or the third sketchbook (KV
32), now lost® — The original manuscript
(Central Library, Zirich) was discovered only at a
late date (1942§ and consequently did not appear
in the 3rd edition of the Kéchel catalogue, revised
by Alfred Einstein (1937). We reproduce here the
text in the source without re-touching. Obvious
inconsistencies (such as the bass line in m. 20
compared to the correct unfolding of the sequence
in m. 6) are typical of Mozart’s carefree writing i
those early years.

No. 2 Modulating Prelude (from F major to E
minor) KV deest In the musical exchanges
between Mozart and his sister, the keyboard
prelude, especially the modulating prelude, played
a role of its own: this will become clear in detalil
in the discussion of the next piece (No. 3). There,
as in the present case, we are dealing not with a
‘composition’, not with music with ‘work
character’, but with a written-out improvisation,
written out purely for Nannerl and for her use.
The first ever publication of the autograph of this
prelude in a recent, excellent facsimile editfon
also provides us with the somewhat touching
images of a series of modulating figures bass lines
written on the reverse of the leaf in Nannerl’s
hand: here we see comparatively confused
harmonic progressions in which the limitations of

13| refer the reader to the Foreword to NMA IX/Pjano
Pieces ¢ Volume:The Notebooks

14 Cf. Max FehrDie Familie Mozart in Ziirichin: 130.
Neujahrsblatt der Allgemeinen Musikgesellschaftihir
1942(Zirich, 1942); further,dem and Leonhard Caflisch,
Der junge Mozart in Zlrich. Ein Beitrag zur Mozart-
Biographie auf Grund bisher unbekannter Dokumeinte
140. Neujahrsblatt der Allgemeinen Musikgesellschaf
Zirich 1952(Zirich, 1952), where one will also find a
facsimile.

5W. A. Mozart. Praeludium (ohne Kéchel-Nummer).
Faksimile-Ausgabe. Erstdruckerausgegeben und mit
einem Vorwort von Imre SulyoBudapest, 1977. — The
autograph, at the time still in the possessiomutl Sulyok,
is now in the National Library Széchényi, Budapest.
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Wolfgang's sister's musical gifts can be sé&n.
Mozart’s prelude, incidentally, can be most easily
understood as an improvisation founded on a
simple bass framework:

——

a3
i O o 3 ﬂ

t___ 6 6 6 6 "

3 4
This is nothing other than a variant of the so-
called 'Goldberg bass' in the three-section form
favoured by Mozart! Bass framework and (with
a pinch of salt) tonality are the only stabilising
elements of any kind in this peculiar piece; there
is no time-signature, and the melodic and
rhythmical events encountered there are
completely  without thematic  connection,
consisting entirely of pianistic figures, arpeggios
and formulae. Even the metrical relationships
between the note values in the notation are, over
long stretches, irrational or orthographically
incorrect (cf. the transition from line b to line c
and the whole of line e). All inconsistencies or
notational weaknesses have been adopted in this
edition unchanged, as typical of Mozart’s writing;
the spread of material and the line-breaks in the
autograph have also been taken over exactly.
Mozart left the piece without title or date;
calligraphy and paper, however, point
unambiguously to a genesis in 1776/1777, and
show that it was written in Salzburg and not, for
example, during his travels (this is mentioned only
to curb possible misled speculation). — Finally, we
must advance the hypothesis that the prelude in its
present form may be simply the chance
transmission of a fragment from a larger whole
(.,e. with several movements). One could
furthermore recognise in the fragment KV
Appendix C 15.11, rendered here as No. 1 in the
Appendix, the remains of a movement from the
same larger work; the striking similarities both in
surface characteristics and in content (thinking
here e.g. of how the trill figure, descending in
leaps, at the end of the Prelude K¥estrecurs at
the beginning of the fragment KV Appendix C
15.11) would at any rate support a hypothesis of
this kind'®

No. 3 Prelude in C KV 284known as Capriccio
KV 395/3008): The “Four Preludes for Piano” KV
284 are traditionally considered untraceable or

'8 These entries are reproduced in Kntischer Bericht
[Critical Report available in German only].

" This bass structure had outstanding importance for
Mozart; this cannot be expanded upon here.

18 Cf. below: remarks on Appendix No. 1.
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lost — incorrectly, | believe. Let us open the
discussion of its identity with the relevant letter
passages. In a postscript added to Leopold
Mozart's letter of 28 September 1777, Nannerl
asks her brother, at the time in Munich, for a
favour: by the way, little organ, be so kind as to
send me soon a short prelude, but this time one
from C to B, so that | can learn it by memory, bit
by bit” Mozart reacted as early as 11 October:
“For my sister | hereby send 4 Preludes. Into what
keys they lead she will see and he@m the other
hand, the passage in Mozart’s letter from Paris of
20 July 1778 which is often quoted in connection
with the Prelude (or Capriccio) KV 395 (3)0s

as follows:

“I beg forgiveness that | am coming so late to
congratulate you; — only | wanted of course to be
of service to my sister with a short prelude — the
performance style | leave entirely up to her own
sensibility — this is no prelude for going from one
key to another, but only a kind of Capriccio — to
try out the instrument -~

To this, Mozart attaches a postscript:

“N.B.: she will hopefully be able to decipher the
end of the prelude. Just in case, a short
explanation. In the bass, with the left hand, the C
c, d, f, a, and b are always held — until theyiget
the way of the right hand — the last 2 notes in the
bass are c, g and octave c, and a quarter-notk f an
an E in the one-dash octave. — As far as the tempo
is concerned, she should not worry too much —it's
that kind of thing — one plays it as one sees’fit —

Let us summarise the information gleaned from
the letters:

1. In autumn 1777 Nannerl requesta Short
prelude[...] from c to B”; instead, she receives
four modulating preludes.

2. In July 1778 Nannerl receives a prelude, but it
IS non-modulating; a precise description is given
of its obviously badly written conclusion.

The question now is whether the music that has
come down to us can be linked to Munich in
October 1777 or to Paris in July 1778. Here we
can indeed draw on evidence which speaks for
Munich 1777 and against Paris 1778.

Firstly: the conclusion of the Paris prelude
described so precisely by Mozart is nowhere to be
found. Regardless of the order in which one
places the parts of the piece (I will return tosthi
problem below), no cadential structures emerge
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which even approach Mozart's descriptiorThis
observation is not new: Hermann Abekdazart
/1923 1, p. 719) took this discrepancy seriously
and therefore voiced doubts on identifying the
“little fantasy” KV 395 with the Paris prelude as
first posited by Wyzewa and Saint-Foix (ll, 405).
Einstein (KV?) also noted the inconsistency, but
did not draw consequences; it is to him that we
owe the double catalogue number KV 395 B00
This is ultimately the reason why later scholars
preferred to conclude that Mozart's letter from
Paris is not to be interpreted strictly in this
matter?® | prefer to conclude that the passage
speaks of a completely different wdrk.

Secondly: On a previous occasion, | have pointed
out that the autograph of the “Prelude” (Pierpont
Morgan Library, New York) presents calligraphic
evidence not in keeping with what one would
expect from notation dating from summer 1778 —
compared, for example, with the autograph of the
Paris Piano Sonata KV 310 (396 but indicates
rather an earlier stage, i.e. perhaps 1777.

Thirdly: The New York manuscript displays clear
traces of cross-folding; a more precise
examination shows that this autograph could
easily have been enclosed with the letter 11
October 1777; the folds in letter and manuscript
fit together®

Fourthly: We still have the question of the number
and keys of the preludes. One piece or four?

Y How a close of this kind might look is shown vergll by
the fragmentary Prelude KV Appendix C 15.11 (= Amgig
No. 1); the close as formed there corresponds altodke
letter with Mozart’s description. | do not in anyawwish to
suggest the possibility that this fragment may hawghing
to do with the Paris prelude, but only to show therte we
have a kind of closing structure that Mozart usedeveral
occasions in his fantasies. There is every reastake
Mozart’s depiction in the Paris letter completetgrally.

%0 This view is presented by Rudolf Elvers in theatmgue
for Gerda Bassenge’s antiquarian bookshop in Beslirere
the recently discovered autograph was auctiond®@b
(Auction No. 5, part IlAutographs, No. 3493

L This conclusion — but in another direction — hixdaaly
been drawn by Hans DennerleDgf unbekannte Mozart
Leipzig, 1951, pp. 90ff.), and, referring to Denaar, Otto
Schneider and Anton Algatzipzart-HandbuchVienna,
1962, p. 255) restore to the work the old desigmaiV
395, furthermore consisting drawing the consequeace
declaring the Preludes KV 284nd also the Capriccio KV
300 lost. The thoughts developed by Schleuning (see th
dissertation mentioned in footnote 3, p. 329) drsirailar
content.

22| refer the reader to my contributionsNtwzart-
Autographie II: Schriftchronologie 1770-17868: Mozart-
Jahrbuch 1976/7,/Kassel etc., 1978, pp. 131-173 (171).
%3 Information generously communicated by Prof. Dr.
Christoph Wolff.
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Modulating or not modulating? In this regard the
following observations can be made:

With the first and fourth sections, we have two
more extensive and largely independent
movements; of these, the first does indeed behave
exactly as Nannerl requested and modulates from
C to B, while the final piece does not modulate
and remains in C throughout. With the second and
third pieces, on the other hand, we have two short
and thoroughly dependent movements, of which
the first (Andantino) begins somewhat unstably on
B’: the key is then clearly established & &h
which the piece closes. The second of the two
central movements begins, again somewhat
unstably, in quasi F minor, but then turns towards
C minor, where it also, with the same clarity as
the preceding movement, closes. It is peculiarly
striking that — apart from the first movement — the
cadences of all movements are notated in the way
Mozart otherwise only writes concerto cadenzas
or “Eingangé [bridge passages]: the final
measure is written, breaking off completely, only
as a quarter-note followed immediately by a
double bar-line. (In all editions that | know, the
measures have been filled out with rests, thus
producing a normal appearance but, at the same
time, falsifying the notation.) The intention of
notation of this kind is clear in the case of
separately written-out cadenzas etc.: the
incomplete final measure is where the orchestral
tutti or the Rondo refrain returns. But, in the
present case, what should return or enter? Here we
arrive at the central question, the question of the
significance and function of such preludes. In the
musical practice of the time, playing a prelude had
a double purpose. On the one hand, the instrument
(if it is an unknown one) is tested or (if it iseds
own) demonstrated: tuning, timbre, touch,
mechanical order (tone repetition), fullness of
sound at the extremes of the range etc. are the
criteria. On the other hand, the prelude serves as
preparation for the main piece, i.e. the piece
chosen for the recital; one plays the prelude with
particular goal in view. The prelude can be simple
and in the same key, but also be refined and pass
through a completely different key, the main point
here being to demonstrate skill in modulation. If
one has not just one piece to offer, however, but a
series of different pieces in different keys, ona c
lead from one to the next incorporating a
modulation (an interlude), and one can, if one
wishes, provide a brilliant close. Famous
musicians, travelling virtuosos customarily
improvised such things; more modest talents
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learned elaborate written pieces which they then
played by memory, as Nannerl herself attests (“
that | can learn it by memory, bit by Bit— For

the moment, we will have to be satisfied with this
attempt at an explanation, for there are apparently
no more sources on this topgit; one is
consequently tempted to assume that the
modulating and the multi-section prelude were
both peculiar to Mozart, improvisations written
out only in exceptional cases, and only for
Nannerl?®> Here one hopes for more clarification
from future research. — As a provisional result of
the discussion, one can say with safety that the
present piece cannot be made to correspond in any
way with the letter from Paris, but fits the Munich
correspondence of autumn 1777 — under the
condition that one accepts that the composition
does not consist of four independent pieces of
equal status. — One question must still be tackled,
relating directly to the edition inasmuch as it
concerns the order of the four pieces or
movements. Rudolf Elve’$has outlined how the
chronological order in writing out the sections of
the manuscript can be reconstructed: the result
does not correspond to the traditionally assumed
order (which we also follow). According to
Elvers, Mozart initially notated the section
Capriccio Allegro assain C, which was last in
our discussion; theéAllegretto with modulation
from C to B (which we consider the opening
movement) followed immediately, and only then
— and with a different ink — came the two short
sections with closes on "Eand C minor
respectively, which we take as the central
movements. Now, it is not necessary for the
sequence of writing out to agree with the intended
musical sequence; in the following piece (No. 4:
Prelude and Fugue KV 394/333ve have a prize
example of such a reversal of the orders. If one
did choose, then, to follow Elvers musically, it

24 |n Schleuning (loc. cit.) there is no mention labéthe
modulating prelude or of the modulating free faptaghich
is somewhat surprising; nor does he speak of realttion
preludes/fantasies.

It is still unclear, however, why Mozart considgie
necessary to communicate complicated performance
directions to his sister from Paris. One would kHimat
Nannerl was already well aware of the treatmerst. gf
tempo in preludes without barlines. But even in the
following number (Prelude and Fugue in C KV 394/383
I, No. 4), he felt he had to explain to Nannerithgrelude
must precede the fugue. It is therefore very diffito
decide here what can really taken as self-evidamt,what
cannot. It appears that Mozart liked assuming tihe of a
teacher towards his sister.

%6 Cf. footnote 20 [urspriinglich Anm. 19].
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would rob the whole of its formal and tonal
balance. The sequence C — E/BE> — C minor
would worth discussing if the form sections were
of equal status; they would by chance combine in
a sequence showing no attempt to superimpose an
overall form. As they are, however, with the
already mentioned inequality amongst the
sections, the new sequence would reveal no sense
of any kind, and the whole could not performed as
one work. We therefore retain the old order.

No. 4 Prelude (Fantasy) and Fugue in C KV 394
(383): Information on this work is provided by

Mozart’s letter of 20 April 1782 to his sister. He
writes there that

“~ here | send you a prelude and a three-voice
fugue — that is precisely the reason why | did not
reply to you at once, since, because of the
troublesome writing of the small notes, | could not
finish it sooner. — It is not cleverly written out.
The prelude belongs first, then the fugue follows
it. — But the reason was that | had already
composed the fugue and | wrote it out while | was
still thinking about the prelude. — I only hopettha
you can read it, because it is written so extremely
small — and that it will please you. — Another time

| will indeed send something better for keyboard.
— The cause for this fugue coming into the world
is in truth my dear Konstanze. — Baron van
Swieten, to whom | go every Sunday, gave me all
the works of Handel and Sebastian Bach home
with me after | had played them through to him. —
When Konstanze heard the fugues, she fell
completely in love with them; — she does not want
to hear anything but fugues, but, in this genre,
nothing other than Handel and Bach; — Now, since
she had often heard me playing fugues made up in
my head, she asked me if | had not written some
down? — And when | told her, “no”, she scolded
me fiercely for not wanting to write down the
music of precisely the most artistry and beauty;
and she did not let up with her begging until |
wrote out a fugue for her, and that is how it came
to be. — | deliberately wrote Andante Maestoso
over it, so that one does not simply play it fast —
for, if a fugue is not played slowly, one cannot
pick out securely and clearly the entries of the
subject, and it consequently has no effect. —I| wil
given time and good opportunity, write 5 more,
and then present them to Baron van Swieten; he
has, in fact, in terms of value a great, but imter

of quantity, of course, a very small treasury of
good music. — And this is exactly why | ask you
not to take back your promise, and not to let
anyone see them. — Learn them by memory, and

IX/27/2 Single Pieces (PnMe€h.) Org., Gl. Harm.)

play them. — It is not so easy to play a fugue on
first acquaintance.”

The autograph of Prelude and Fugue notated this
way must once have been passed on in Nannerl’s
legacy, but no longer exists. On the other hand,
Mozart's first, hasty writing out of the fugue has
survived; it has come down to us via Mozart's
legacy and is now in the Bibliothéque nationale,
Paris, Département de la Musique (formerly
Bibliotheque du Conservatoire de Musique,
Malherbe Collection). This autograph is the
primary source for our text. For the prelude, a
substitute source, the first printed edition by
Breitkopf & Hartel (Euvres complette¥Ill, 1),
was consulted. The text of the fugue departs in
several places in the printed edition from Mozart’s
original version, displaying in some cases
simplifications, in other cases smoother versions,
but seldom offering real improvements. It is
therefore difficult to imagine that the first praat
edition could have been made from the lost
autograph of the whole work in Nannerl’s
possessioi’ We nevertheless present the
divergent readings in the printed edition in all
relevant cases asssiaversions within the main
music text. — For further details please refeh® t
Kritischer Bericht

No. 5 Suite: Ouverture, Allemande, Courante and
Sarabande (Fragment) KV 399 (3B5This piece

is traditionally dated as (Vienna) 1782 and placed
in the context of Mozart's Bach and Handel

experience in the house of Baron van Swieten,
which is certainly right. Yet, one should note that
in this suite the influence of Handel's suite

collection of 1722 is particularly revealed as the
overwhelming influence, corresponding to the fact
that Handel was much greater important for
Mozart's strict keyboard style than Bath.

The note made by Nissen on Mozart's autograph,
“in Handel's tasté — in the printed editions this

2" Nannerl is known to have sent to Breitkopf & Héde 8
February 18004 fugue and prelude which my brother
wrote for me, and, as | have it manuscfig. in
autograph]as you see, you can be assured that it cannot be
in any other hand; | only wish that you can make ofit'.

Yet we then read in her letter of 23 March 180Thé
pleasure that | felt in sending you a manuscripiciwh
believed | possessed alone has been brought tadibye

the news that you have already received the saone rfiny
sister-in-law’ It is thus not possible to say with certainty on
which source the Breitkopf & Hartel edition is bdse

%8| have the impression that ideological and irnzgicrather
than objective factors have led principally Gernspeaking
authors to an erroneous over-emphasis, indeed, an
exaggeration of Mozart's “Bach experience”.
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turned into ans le style de HanddF' in the style

of Handel] — likewise shows how aware people
were of this fact around 1800. The source for our
edition is the autograph (privately owned in
Switzerland). It contains some harsh, or at least
surprising, readings which were removed or
mitigated by retouching in most of the later
editions, starting with the first printing (Breitgb

& Hartels (Euvres complette¥l, 14). We found
there was no reason to adopt these retouchings. In
the Overture, we have retained in measure 72
(middle  voice, fourth-last sixteenth-note)
Mozart's original d”; in measures 6/7 of the
Allemande (right hand, top voice), the traditional
ties €"'—™ and g"—g") have not been adopted,
and the additional bass naten measure 14 (first
guarter-note) of the same movement, a later
addition, is quite dispensable. On the other hand,
it seems sensible to adopt the tempo indications
given in the first printed edition.

No. 6 Fantasy in D minor (fragment) KV 397
(38%°): The autograph is lost. As a substitute
source, the first printed edition, made by the
Viennese Bureau d'Arts et d'Industrie in 1804
(publisher's number 385), could be consulted.
This printed edition is incomplete, i.e. the text
breaks off suddenly after measure 97, although the
ruled lines continue. Only with the later printing
in Breitkopf & Hartel'sCEuvres completteXVII,

3) did the conclusion widely known today appear;
at the end of the critical measure 97, a footnote
asterisk is set, but the corresponding footnote is
missing. This fact was first pointed out by Paul
Hirsch?® he concluded that the Fantasy must be a
fragment and that it was printed in its original
form in the first printed edition — i.e. withouteth
conclusion. The later completion work is probably
the work of August Eberhard Miller (1767—
1817), at that time cantor of St. Thomas’ Church
in Leipzig, for Muller acted as advisor and chief
lector for Breitkopf & Hartel. Rudolf Steglich has
opposed this view passionatéfy;he considers
that the conclusion is also original Mozartian
material. Steglich’s arguments do not convince
me; rather, | believe that Hirsch’s interpretation
completely correct® It would be unimaginable,

29 Cf. Paul HirschA Mozart Problemin: Music & Letters
XXV (1944), No. 4, pp. 209-212.

30 Cf. Rudolf SteglichUber das melodische Motiv in der
Musik Mozarts. Eine Analyse der d-moll-Phantaste fu
Klavier, in: MozartJahrbuch1953 Salzburg, 1954, pp.
128-142 (139f.).

3L Cf. meinen Beitragur Echtheitsfrage bei Mozaiin:
Mozart-Jahrbuch 1971/7Zalzburg, 1973, pp. 19-36 (31).
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however, to forcibly withdraw this piece from
musical practice and to dismiss it to the Appendix
as a fragment. The present text therefore presents
the traditional version, but marked appropriately.
More detail can be found in th&ritischer
Bericht — The ties in the first measures of the
Fantasy have become problematic because of the
adoption in some modern editions of the version
published in the first printed edition. If one does
without the (supplied) ties in the bass line, the
result is a strong emphasis on the weak second
guarter-note in the measure — a bizarre effect
which cannot have been intended for this
composition. In the spirit of the performance
practice of the day, an almost legatissimo
rendering is self-evident.

No. 7 Little Funeral March in C minor (“Marche
funebre del Sig Maestro Contrapunto”) KV 453
The autograph, glued into the commonplace book
of Barbara Ployer, was formerly in the keeping of
the International Mozart Foundation, Salzburg,
but all trace of it was lost in 1945; as a substitu
our edition could draw on good photographs and
facsimiles. Barbara Ployer was an outstanding
pianist; amongst the works Mozart wrote for her is
the Piano Concerto in G KV 453; he also gave her
theory lesson¥ which is the reason behind the
jocular  attribution tlel Sig. Maestro
Contrapuntd [* by Signore Master
Counterpoint]. The work is, one need hardly
mention, a parody of a funeral march, beginning
with  grotesque  exaggeration and  with
oppressively serious chords in the second section.
The whole piece gives the impression of a
keyboard arrangement of an imaginary orchestral
march. — Mozart must have put it on paper under
special circumstances. The calligraphy shows, in
parts, abnormal tendencies. They must have had a
lot of fun with this “sad” march.

No. 8 Rondo in D KV 485The autograph
(Pierpont Morgan Library New York) of what is,
from the editorial point of view, a straighforward
work, displays at the end a date in Mozart’'s own
hand: ‘le 10 de Janvier 1786. a Viering 10th
January, 1786. In Vienrip at the same time,
Mozart appears to have neglected to note the work

%2 The teaching is documented in the so-called ‘Tiagch
Notebook for Barbara Ployer' KV 45&Recently, Walter
Senn has expressed doubts on the identity of thi pu
referred to here; cf. his contributidtbbé Maximilian
Stadler: Mozarts NachlalR und das “UnterrichtshetV/
453, in: Mozart-Jahrbuch 1980/§XKassel etc., 1983. | do
not consider the evidence presented by Senn compdblut
cannot into the question in more detail here.
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in his work catalogue. This Rondo seems to be
fitted to the needs and abilities of an amateur or
pupil from the nobility; this is suggested by an
erased and no longer exactly decipherable remark
at the end of the autograph.Possibly also
connected with this is the fact that the gracesote
in this piece are written with exceptional care and
consistency: long (eighth-note) grace-notes with
slur only at the end (measures 159, 163),
otherwise short (sixteenth-note) grace-notes
without slur throughout. Whether this implies,
besides a rhythmical differentiation, also a
difference in articulation (long = legato, short =
non legato) seems at least doubtful. In keeping
with the guidelines for the NMA, grace-note slurs
are set automatically in our text despite this
differentiation. As far as dynamics are concerned,
these are strikingly sparse in the Rondo. We see
no need to supply more.

No. 9 Rondo in A minor KV 511A Rondo for the
keyboard alon& Mozart noted in his handwritten
work catalogue under the date 11 March 1787,
which corresponds to the date on the autograph
(privately owned in Switzerland). It was the first
larger work written after the return from Prague. —
The only textual problem in this Rondo worth
mentioning is the question of whether it was only
a careless error on Mozart's part that, in the
second half of measure 161, there is a surprising
departure from the parallel voice-leading when he
writes the thirda' + ¢ (instead of thd' or fis' + a'

one would expect). The printed editions treated
the emendation of this passagef'te- a' as self-
evident — but this is for us today no longer sé-sel
evident, so that some modern editions expressly
defend the reading in the autograph. There is no
objective decision in this question; the choice
between the two options must be left to the
judgement and taste of the performer.

No. 10 Adagio in B minor KV 54@n 19 March
1788 Mozart entered in his work cataloguen®
Adagio for keyboard alone, in B mirior
Regarding occasion and circumstances of the
composition, nothing is known. It is fairly certain
however, that this Adagio belongs to thHatést
keyboard piecéswhich Mozart sent to his sister
in St. Gilgen with the accompanying letter of 2
August 1788. — The source is the autograph
(Stockholm, Stiftelsen musikkulturens frAmjande).
It presents no special editorial problems.

33 Cf. the information in KV, and furthermore tKeitischer
Bericht The remark in question cannot be identified i th
facsimile edition by Hans Gals (Vienna, 1923).
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No. 11 Gigue in G KV 579n 16 May 1789, one
day before his departure from Leipzig, Mozart
entered this little piece in the commonplace book
of the organist at the Saxonian Court, Karl
Immanuel Engel. The dedication he wrote at the
end of the musical notation isA$ a sign of true,
genuine friendship / and bibrotherly] love, /
Wolfgang Amade Mozart in his own hand / Music
Director to his Imperial and Royal Majesty /
Leipzig, 16 May 1789** The entry in his work
catalogue is dated one day latet7® May, in
Leipzig. / A little Gigue for the keyboard. In the
commonplace book of Mr. Engel. / Electoral
Saxonian Court Organist in LeipZig- a date
which cannot be right, since Mozart already had
to leave at 5 a.m. on 17 MayThere is said to be
another copy, however, on which Mozart
allegedly entered the date 18 (!) May in his own
hand®® Confusions of this kind are quite
understandable when one bears in mind that
Mozart composed the Gigue directly in Engel’s
commonplace book (i.e. not copied), and that this
happened at the last minute, so to speak, when
there was no more time to fetch the work
catalogue, let alone make a copy of the little work
He will therefore have asked Engel to have a copy
made and to send it on. In the face of these
complications, contradictory dates are not
surprising. — This Gigue is often interpreted as a
homage to the Leipzigenius loci But it is not
Bach that Mozart evokes here, but Handel;
compare the Gigue from the Suite No. 8 in F
minor from the latter’'s collection of suites of
1722, The musical congruencies, similarities and
relationships are so obvious that one can speak of
conscious adoption of features from a model
composition. Handel in general and this
movement in particular will probably have played
an important role in conversation or music-
making  with Engel, giving Mozart’s
commonplace-book Gigue the personal character
of a reminder of a shared experience. — The source

34 Cf. Eibl VI (p. 384), commentary on Bauer—Deutsih
1100 (my reading departs in places from Eibl's)eTh
expression Br. [= brotherly]love’ used by Mozart could be
taken as meaning that Engel was also a Freemason.
%5 Cf. Eibl, loc. cit.

% Cf. the statements in this regard in K% the copy
described there as being in André’s possessioa isnger
traceable today, but is without question identigih the
other copy mentioned next in KV, auctioned in Londio
1922 (Maggs Bros.).

37 [Urspriinglich Anm. 35a] Cf. also Karl Gustav Fedle
Mozart und Handelin: Mozart-Jahrbuch 1953Salzburg,
1954, pp. 47-55 (48).
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is a facsimile of the autograph, which was
apparently destroyed in WW 1l (formerly in the
Kaiser Friedrich Museum in the city of
Magdeburg). The editing is unproblematic.

No. 12 Menuett in D KV 355 (5834KV®: 576
with a Trio composed later by Maximilian
Stadler The questions raised by this piece
embarrass the editor because they cannot be
answered until an autograph or a reliable primary
source is discovered. Not that there are
authenticity problems of a fundamental nature: the
Menuett is in its substance certainly by Mozart, as
clearly as the Trio is by Maximilian Stadler. Nor
are there difficulties in the matter of dating:stis
undoubtedly later Mozart, even if one cannot go
beyond this and commit oneself to a definite year.
The problem lies rather in the causes for doubt
regarding the choice of instrument. Are we really
dealing with a composition for a keyboard
instrument? Is not the texture completely that of
chamber music, not to say “string quartet-like”?
The idea that it could be simply a quartet
movement transcribed for the keyboard is
particularly plausible when one considers such
places as measure 2 (the thirds in the right hand).
The earliest printed editions, by the way, offer
here a reading d#'-e'-e, adopted also in our text;
the generally accepted later “improvemerft-
e#-e', is certainly more convincing and pleasant
for the keyboard, but implies, related to the bass
notee, nothing less than impossible voice-leading.
Compositional adulterations of this kind are
unknown in Mozart, and Stadler, to whom we owe
this keyboard version, obviously deliberately
avoided using this version. — Since Stadler, as is
well-known, completed a whole series of Mozart
fragments and published them in this form, the
possibility should at least be cautiously suggested
that the present piece was, in its original form,
also a fragment. Mozart’'s notation could well
have broken off in measure 32; the making-up of
the remainder in analogy to the first section would
not have been difficult. But these are, | admit,
speculations and cannot be proved. — The source
for our edition is the first printed edition,
published by Mollo & Co. in Vienna in 1801
(publisher's  number 179) under the title
“Menuetto avec Trid pour le/ Piano-Forte/ par

[/ W. A. Mozart, et M. StadlerThe printing is full

of errors and is imprecise, especially regarding
phrasing marks. It is possible to doubt the
ornaments: turn signs with cross-stroke are un-
Mozartian (in the later Vienna years at least), and
their position on (instead of between) the notes is
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not always fortunate. A list of changes would be
necessary if one wished to retouch the notation in
keeping with Mozart’s calligraphic and notational
usage. We have, on the whole, not attempted this,
preferring to leave the impression of non-
originality conveyed by the piece — second-hand
Mozart, so to speak (see above). Placing Stadler's
Trio, no masterpiece, it must be said, in the main
musical text will not please everyone. In view of
the problems surrounding the Menuett and its
transmission, however, it makes no sense to
destroy the historical connection between the two
pieces formed by the source itself.

Il. Single Pieces for Organ, cylinder/mechanical
Organ and Glass Harmonica

No. 1 Fugue in G minor for Organ (fragment) KV
401 (375): The sureness of a craftsman’s hand
evident in the concentrated texture of this piece i
combined here with an unmistakable pseudo-
archaic  character, causing commentators,
beginning with Johann Anton Andre, to date the
fugue to — as Einstein later called it — the Vienna
“fugue year” 1782. This dating seems so
plausible, convincing and well-rounded that no
doubts ever occurred to anyone regarding its
reliability. Only in recent years has calligraphic
analysis revealed that the autograph (in the
University Library, Basel) may well have written
in Salzburg as early as 17730ne should learn
from this example how unbelievably difficult and
problematic it can be to date according to
supposed stylistic criteria, especially where
contrapuntal music is concerned and, at the same
time, how careful one must be regarding the
identification of supposedly audible influence
from Johann Sebastian Bach. — The breaking-off
of Mozart’'s notation immediately after the entry
of the pedal-point and the continuation from here
onwards in another hand — that of Maximilian
Stadler, in which the piece is led to its conclasio
— was already clear to Nissen. Why Mozart did
not take the little trouble to add the last few
measures himself? Here there is no answer.
Stadler’s completion displays both taste and sense
of style, and fits organically into the contexteth
quite deliberate evocation in these last eight
measures of Bach’'s Art of Fugue is in no small
measure responsible for the all too thoughtless
suggestions of a link between the G minor Fugue
and Mozart’'s portentious Bach experience in the

3 Cf. Mozart-Jahrbuch 1976/7Kassel etc., 1978, p. 161
(Point 8).
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home of Baron Gottfried van Swieten. — The
editing is straightforward; yet it must be saidttha
the portion of the text written by Mozart was
revised in a later hand, probably Stadler’'s, and
that it is difficult to discern which accidentals h
introduced.

No. 2 Two little Fugues (Versets) for Organ KV
154 (Appendix 109 VII; K% Appendix A
61/62) If one assumes here the obligatory
sequence of keys otherwise applied to verset
cycles, the order of the pieces should really be
changed: No. 2 should be in Tone VII =
Mixolydian on D, while No. 1 ought to be in Tone
VIII = Mixolydian on G3° No. 1 is moreover, as
Aloys Fuchs accurately observed in his ¢8py
written “in modo plagali, i.e. the theme starts on
its descending course from the fifth d and does not
begin with the tonic g (as the “modus authenticus”
would requiref’! In both pieces, the Mixolydian
mode - describable roughly as major with a
flattened leading note — is relatively clearly
presented, with a resultingly strong emphasis on
the subdominant (in No. 1 almost
disproportionately strong due to the fugal answer
at the fifth below instead of the regular fourth
below). It does not really correspond to what one
associates with Mozart, and it is understandable
that Einstein (KV, and even now still in K
assumes that Mozart was not composing here, but
simply copying someone else’s work. One can
reply to this by pointing, first of all, to the éar
genesis (c. 1772/73, as the calligraphy revéals),
and, secondly, to the genre: the contrapuntal
micro-form of the verset is so strongly marked by
tradition and allows, in its minute dimensions, so
little room for the development of individual ideas
and, ultimately, had aroused Mozart’s interest so
little that it makes no sense to base arguments on
comparison with the G minor Fugue KV 401
(375), which is only fractionally younger. The
genres are different, and the counterpoint common
to both has no common function within the
different overall dimensions. The versets convey
no impression of how Mozart would write a
fugue, and the fugue conveys no impression of
how Mozart would write versets. — In contrast to
KV3* we consider the two versets genuine; proof
is yet to presented to the contrary. — The source

39 Cf. below: commentary to No. 11 in the Appendix.
40 Cf. KV® under ‘Abschrift [ Copy]; see also the
Kritischer Bericht

“1 The fugue fragment KV Appendix 41/376= Appendix
No. 12) is also in the plagal mode.

2 As in footnote 38 [urspriinglich Anm. 38].
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for our edition is the autograph (Pierpont Morgan
Library, New York). There are no editorial
problems.

Concerning the pieces for cylinder or mechanical
organ:

For the three following pieces (Nos. 3-5), a
general introductory remark is required.
“Orgelwalze” ["organ cylinder”], “Orgelwerk”
[‘organ mechanism”]and other terms were used
by Mozart himself, meaning in principle one and
the same instrument or, better, the same type of
instrument: the clockwork flute, a mechanical
organ (automatic organ) known in various sizes
and coupled to a clockwork which controlled
automatic performances on the organ at set,
regular intervals of time. The most important part
of the automatic mechanism is a rotating cylinder
with pins which press, in passing, on levers
responsible for holding open valves allowing the
flow of air at constant pressure, likewise produced
mechanically in a bellows, to the organ pipes,
which sound for the time determined by the form
of the pin. This varies from what one can picture
as a straight nail to something like a long bow,
and thus regulates the duration of the tones, while
the horizontal and vertical positioning of the pins
on the surface of the cylinder determines not only
the pitch, but also the speed and rhythm: if sdvera
pins are placed in one horizontal row, a chord of
several notes results; if several pins are placed
vertically in a row, the same note will be repeated
several times. The more extensive the system of
pipes available, the longer the cylinder must be;
the longer the duration of the piece, the gredter t
diameter of the cylinder must be. It is thus the
well-known principle of the child’s music-box,
only that here organ pipes sound instead of metal
tongues.

Automatic mechanisms — not only for music —
exercised fascination during that century. They
were missing from no cabinet of art or collection
of curiosities in the houses of the nobility. In
“Millers Art Gallery” in Vienna, dozens of
examples were regarded with astonishment.

The everyday name “Mduller” concealed a noble,
Joseph Nepomuk Franz de Paula, Count Deym of
Stite, who was dismissed from the Austrian
army for forbidden defence of honour (duelling)
and, strictly, was required to leave the coufitry.

“3In what follows | draw oDeutsch Dok(p. 341:
commentary to 26 March 1791); on this see also, Eibl
Addendaund Corrigenda[to Deutsch DoK, Kassel etc.,
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But, as early as 1780hé& returned[under an
assumed namejith a collection of plaster-casts
of antique sculptures and openpd Vienna], on
Stock-im-Eisen Square, 'Miller's Art Gallery'. It
gradually became a panopticum with clockwork
devices and moved in 1795 to the Coal Market,
then in 1798 to its own building at the Red Tower
on the Danube Canal(Otto Erich Deutsch).
Before re-appearing in Vienna, he had already
achieved some reputation and prosperity as a
talented modeller in wax in Naples. The contact
between Deym, alias Miuller, and Mozart may
have been brought about by the sculptor Leonhard
Posch; Posch, who made the famous wax relief
medallion of Mozart in 1788, is notorious for his
work with the “Art Gallery”. Sculptures were thus
in ready supply, and music as well; but where did
Deym-Miiller find his automata? An answer to
this question which is equally surprising and
convincing was given only recently by Otto
Biba** According to Biba, the universally
ingenious priest Father Primitivus Niemecz
(1750-1806), librarian to Prince Esterhazy, friend
and pupil of Joseph Haydn and constructor of

Haydn's three famous clockwork fluf@s
supplied Mdaller's Art Gallery with all its
mechanical wonders. There is, at least, a

document that related Mozart’'s F minor Fantasy
KV 608 directly to Niemecz (see below), and
everything else follows from that.

1978 (= NMA X/31/1), p. 66. — Attention is furthdirected
to the latest publication on the subject of Deyranky H.
Hausner, “.. Muller aus dem Kunst Cabinet” (Zum 230.
Geburtstag des Grafen Joseph Deym von Styjtigiz
Mitteilungen der Internationalen Stiftung MozarteGth
(1982), double issue 1/2, pp. 28—36. The most akntr
literature concerning Mozart/Deym is under thedaling
titles: Otto Erich DeutsctCount Deym and his mechanical
organs in: Music & LettersXXIX (1948), pp. 140-145;
IDEM, Mozarts Musik in Graf Deyms Kunstgalerie:
Konzertblatt der Gesellschaft der Musikfreund@/&nna,
1948), No. 5 (1 December 1948), pp. 1-4; Alexandigatt
King, Mozart in RetrospegcOxford, 1955 (there the chapter
Mozart's Compositions for Mechanical Orgapg. 198—
215); Hans Eppsteitozarts kompositioner fiir mekanisk
orgel, in: Svensk Tidskrift fér Musikforskning 28941), pp.
34-42.

“4| refer here to a public lecture held by Dr. CBiba
(Vienna) on 20 January 1980 in the rooms of theiblis
Instrument Museum in Munich City Museum. On this
occasion, the Haydn clockwork flute build by Father
Niemecz in 1793 (loaned to the museum by a prigateer)
was presented.

5 Cf. Ernst Fritz SchmidjoseptHaydnund die Flétenuhr
in: Zeitschrift fir Musikwissenschalftt (1932), pp. 193-221
(on Father Niemecz in particular cf. pp. 197f.).
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No. 3 Adagio and Allegro in F minor for a
Mechanical Organ KV 594lt is not quite clear
how many compositions Mozart wrote for
Muller's Art Gallery. Perhaps he did not note all
of it in his work catalogue, which would mean
that we must consider some of it lost. The
difficulties start with KV 594, which Mozart
noted in his work catalogue as the last entry ef th
year 1790 (ih Decembéi): “A piece for a
mechanical organ in a clock’ In connection
with the composing of this piece, Mozart’s letter
of 3 October 1790 to his wife from Frankfurt-on-
Main is often quoted. It begins as follows:

“[...] = | thus firmly resolved to write the Adagio
for the clock-maker immediately, and then, my
dear little woman, to play some ducats into my
hands; and | also did this — but was, because it
was work that | hated, so unhappy not to be able
to bring it to a conclusion — | write away at it
every day, but have to keep putting it aside
because it bores me — and certainly, if it wask’t a
for such a good cause, | would surely leave off it
altogether. But in this way | hope to vanquish it
bit by bit; — indeed, if it were a large clock, and
the thing sounded like an organ, | would find joy
in it; but, as it is, the machine consists of adbt
little pipes which sound high and too childish for
my taste.”

The piece whose description appears sketchily
here seems in fact something very different to KV
594 (which represents of course, as we shall see,
funeral music on the death of Field Marshal
Laudon). KV 594, in the form familiar to us, can
hardly be termed simply anAdagid, and the
idea that Mozart could have written a work of this
kind for a little clockwork flute with high-pitched
and ‘childish’-sounding small pipes seems in fact
fairly absurd. A little clock is an instrument such
as that used for KV 616, but for KV 594 — let
alone for the alternative or twin composition KV
608 — the mechanical organ cannot be too I&tge.

“®In this sense and up to this point | concur abistfunith
Ludwig Misch gur Entstehungsgeschichte von Mozarts und
Beethovens Kompositionen fir die SpiejuhrDie
Musikforschundl3 [1960], Issue 3, pp. 317-323). When,
however, Misch says that the letter passage intigmesan
refer neither to KV 594 nor in any way to Deym-Miiland
his cabinet of art, he has probably gone too fayzait
naturally does mean Deym himself when he writethef
Adagio “for the clock maké&r (Nor is he likely to have
spoken so disrespectfully of Father Niemecz.) Véedfore
are talking about a real professional clock ma&extiom
Mozart apparently had to deliver his compositiout Wwhy
should he not have been working for Deym? As losig a
there are no concrete counter-arguments, it applearsne
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One would therefore be well advised to refrain
from associating this letter passage with KV 894
and instead to assume that the Adagio for small
mechanical organ written during his journey to
Frankfurt in 1790 has been lost.

Back to KV 594. On 14 July 1790, the Austrian
Field Marshal Gideon, Baron von Laudon, died,
and Count Deym, alias Mdller, who had already
modelled a likeness of this Conqueror of Belgrade
in wax during his lifetime, decided, with his
unique sense for the opportunity of the moment,
that the death of this national hero should now be
worthily, but also commercially viably,
commemorated. Since it was not possible to do
anything during the summer months, i.e. the off-
season, anyway, Deym did not need to rush. He
took time with his preparations and then opened
“Laudon’s Mausoleufn as he termed his great
mourning and memorial display, at the most
favourable moment, at the beginning of Lent. The
Viennese newspaper, theWiener Zeitung
published on 26 March 1791 the following
announcement with the headingéport: *®

“Mr. Muller, who is widely known through the
art collection to be found on the first storey ai.N
610, Stockameisen Square, opened on 23 March
the mausoleum which he has created with much
care for the unforgettable, world-famous Field
Marshal Baron von Loudon in Himmelpfort Lane
opposite the Mint Office in the rooms of Public
Works Director Gerl at No. 1355, at which place
this commendable monument has been set up in a
purpose-designed apartment on the ground floor,
from 8 in the morning to 10 at night with splendid
illumination, and the entrance is to be found at th
big gate above the 3 first flights of the main step
the advertisements in circulation and the notices
have given some description of this, but, as it is
impossible to depict the whole sufficiently vividly

can continue to assume that all clockwork flute
compositions by Mozart were meant for Deym. — Hfed
Prieberg’'s unorthodox hypothesis (fozart und die
Musikmaschingin: Neue Zeitschrift fur Musik19 [1958],
pp. 709-713), according to which KV 594, begun iarvha
and finished in Frankfurt (N.B. for a Frankfurt nheaical
organ!), was then re-written for a larger Viennese
instrument which appealed more to Mozart has alfréaen
refuted tactfully by Misch, making it unnecessaoy dis to
deal with the matter here.

*"This is precisely the accusation to be made ag&ii§
the reader does not even discover that countemaegis
exist; the works by Misch and Prieberg are consetlyie
also missing from the bibliography (cf. the precedi
footnote).

8 Quoted fronmDeutsch Dok.pp. 340-341.

IX/27/2 Single Pieces (PnMe€h.) Org., Gl. Harm.)

in words, the sight of it will certainly surprise
everyone who visits this mausoleum, and thus the
memory of this meritorious, great man will be
renewed. Mr. Miller has had a copper engraving
made of it, and the first illuminated prints of it
will be will obtainable at the entrance. The seats
have been prepared to the best standards, and a
person in the first row will pay 1 florin, but ihe
second row 30 crowns; at the ringing of each
hour, funeral music will be heard, and it will be a
different piece every week. This week the
composition is by Music Director Mr. Mozart.”

On 17 August 1791, Mduller sounded
advertising drum again in thienerZeitung*

“Announcement:

The Miller Art Collection at Stockameisen
Square, which until now has been received and
seen by all, lovers and connoisseurs of art fram fa
and near, with unreserved applause, has now been
almost completely refurnished and admirably
extended. The artist, not content to satisfy the ey
of the visitor with his works, so close to Nature,
has now spared no cost in procuring the most
excellent of mechanical artists to delight also the
ear of the spectator; to this end one hears diftere
musical clocks, of which one imitates the
pianoforte, another the traverse flute, a third the
Canary bird, so well as to deceive. From his own
hand, various new pieces have accrued to the
collection [...] After one has seen the first two
rooms, one will find oneself in the magnificent
mausoleum erected to the great Baron von
Loudon, in which neither labour nor expense have
been spared, and which has so far earned the
applause of everyone; at the same time one is
surprised, during the contemplation of the whole,
by a choice funeral music composed by the
famous Music Director Mr. Mozart, well suited to
the machine for which it is set [...]"

If the talk in spring was still about hearing a
different composition (i.e. by another composer)
every week, the advertisement in summer now
speaks only of Mozart — perhaps a sign of his
success. It can be taken as certain that the music
played at “Laudon’s Mausoleum” — or, more
precisely and more cautiously, one of the pieces
played there — was KV 594; that KV 608 may
have been an alternative or perhaps a later
substitute is a reasonable conclusion (on this see
below).

the

9 1bid., pp. 351f.
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The autograph of KV 594 has always been
considered lost; nor have the clockwork flute and
cylinder organ in Miller’s collection come down
to us. The sources available for this edition were
the long-familiar copy from Beethoven’s legacy
with an attestation by Artaria & Co. (in the Public
Library, New York - formerly erroneously
described as the autograph), and also a copy, first
mentioned in KV, from the collection of Prof. Dr.
Alexander Weinmann (Vienna), made around
1800 and offering in some respects the more
reliable text, but almost devoid of articulation
marks; our edition therefore represents a mixture
of both sources.

No. 4 Allegro and Andante (Fantasy in F minor)
for a mechanical Organ KV 608/ozart entered
the composition in his work catalogue under the
date 3 March 1791:An organ piece for a clock

" It clearly has the character of a pendant to KV
594, although KV 608 is more sweeping and, at
the same time, more concentrated and in every
sense more imposing. This piece was likewise
finished early enough for it to have been available
from the beginning as funeral music for
“Laudon’s Mausoleum” — perhaps in alternation
with KV 594, but perhaps as a later substitute for
the weaker composition. In circulation since 1799
as an arrangement by Johann Mederitsch (alias
Gallus) for keyboard, four hands (printed by
Johann Traeg in Vienna), it rapidly became for the
knowledgeable the quintessence of Mozartian art.
As a study, Beethoven made a personal copy of
it;°° Schubert’s F minor Fantasy for Piano & 4 op.
103 (D 940) is one of the most polished “re-
compositions” that a classical model has ever
undergone; the Adagio from Franz Lachner’s
Wind Octet in B op. 156 still conjures up the
Andante from KV 608. The impression made on
the following century by this very late Mozart can
hardly be overstated.

It is permissible in this context to quote a letter
from the nobleman Ignaz von Seyfried to My
Lord Court Counselldr (probably Friedrich
Rochlitz in Leipzig). In this letter, dated Vienna,
18 January 1813, Seyfried requests a gracious
hearing for the orchestral arrangement he had
made of KV 608, published in a printed edition
shortly afterwards by Breitkopf & Hartét. Apart
from the fact that this letter from Seyfried
establishes the connection, so important to us,
between Mozart and Father Primitivus Niemecz

0 More details in th&ritischer Bericht
°L Cf. KV® Appendix B to 608 (p. 799).
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and thus, indirectly, the connection to Niemecz-
Deym (Mdller), the following passages relating to

KV 608 seem remarkable to me because of their
inherent veracity”

“Mozart’s Fantasy in F minor, composed here in
Vienna for the organ-machine of the later Brother
Primitiv, is, as far as | know, little known andtye
worthy, | feel, of one of the first places amongst
the masterpieces of this Immortal. | can still
remember vividly from my youth the impression
that the repeated, frequently repeated, hearing of
this ingenious work left ineradicably on my
recollection. A thousand different emotions are
aroused by the, | almost wanted to say,
terrifyingly wild Allegro, with the artistic
working-out of the fugue theme. At the shattering
excursion to F# minor, the listener is fixed to the
spot, and imagines he can feel the ground under
his feet trembling. Music of the spheres is heard i
the lovely, so extremely tender Adagio in® A
major; it compels tears, benign tears of longing
for what is above. The repeated entries in the
Allegro hurl us back into the restlessness of
human life. The two fugue subjects give, in their
contention with each other, a true, serious,
powerful picture of the struggle of the passions.
Only when the goal is reached does peace reign.
Strength is exhausted, human nature has ceased its
wrestling, and the spirit flees away from its frame
The close points to the life beyond!-"

For KV 608 as well, in the absence of the
autograph or other sources of primary rank, copies
were consulted as the basis for the edition. None
of these manuscripts can claim an absolute
status; a further source, the basis of the old ¥oza
Edition (AMA), is lost and can now be consulted
only indirectly. We are consequently forced to
mix sources in producing the music text; as there
IS no authoritative primary source, we have
dispensed with typographical differentiation. All
further details can be gathered from Kréischer
Bericht

No. 5 Andante in F for mechanical Organ KV
616 Mozart noted this in his work catalogue,
under the date 4 May 1791, as followsAn®
Andante for a cylinder in a small organThis
composition was also certainly intended for

%2 Archive of the Gesellschaft der Musikfreunde [®giof
Music Friends] in Vienna, signaturBriefe Ignaz Seyfried
1. — The archivist of the Society, Dr. Otto Bibasderes the
best of thanks for the generous permission tohise t
source, which he has newly discovered.

* More details in thritischer Bericht
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Deym-Miiller's art gallery, even if precise proof is
missing. — As source, the autograph was available
(International Mozart Foundation, Salzburg), in
which occasional entries in another hand have
been made (including ornament$)On this and

on other details consult thé&itischer Bericht®°

No. 6 Adagio in C for Glass Harmonfé&KV 356
(617): Mozart made no entry for this piece in his
work catalogue. It originated, as the calligrapy i
the autograph (Bibliothéque nationale Paris,
Département de la Musique, formerly
Bibliotheque du Conservatoire de Musique,
Malherbe Collection) reveals, during Mozart’s last
creative period, which more or less proves that the
composition must be associated with the musical
evening given by the blind glass harmonica
virtuoso Marianne Kirchgel3ner, then aged 21, in
the Karntnertor Theatre in Vienna on 19 August
1791; on this occasion, the Adagio and Rondo KV
617, specially written for her, was also
performed®’ — There is no universally accepted

> We include these additions in our text only with
reservations and with typographical differentiatitrey can
hardly have originated from Mozart.

* |n this context we should again point out the most
comprehensive description so far of the sourcesan for
KV 616: Alfred Orel, Andante fur eine Walze ... Sekundére
Quellen zu Mozarts KV 6161: Acta Mozartiana3 (1956),
Issue 4, pp. 3-9. Since Orel does not treat higsufsom
the special (and necessarily restricting) pointiefv of
preparing an edition, but view the matter, so teasp from
an independent stance, his representation makes an
informative and valuable supplement to &uitischer
Bericht

*® The glass harmonica, referred to by Mozart — dsal a
generally — simply as the “harmonica”, had its (a@ding
Riemann Musiklexikon, Sachtdilainz*41967, p. 341)
apogee (18th/19th century) in Germany. It was entered
most frequently in the form constructed by Benjamin
Franklin (London, 1762): on an axle lying horizdhtan
front of the player and turned by pedal motion $farred by
a drive belt to a fly-wheel, glass bells or bowlwvarious
sizes are positioned axially in a row in such a asyo
form a cone of glass bells. Sound is produced when
player’s finger-tips touch the lips of the revolgihowls,
which are constantly moistened with water (prodgcin
vibration by friction). After 1784/85, however, nfenised
instruments were constructed in which friction padse
applied to the lips of the bowls by levers operdigc
keyboard. — The initial range wgsg"; after 1770 it was
extended ta@—c"". The most common range, however,
(according to Bruno Hoffmann, artic®asharmonikain:
MGG 5, column 235) was—", but Mozart did not even
exploit this to the full in his compositions for Manne
Kirchgel3ner, the most famous glass harmonica \Sdud
her time: KV 617 assumdsf" (cf. NMA VIII/22/Section
1), KV 356 (617), i.e. the present composition, requires
only c'—e™.

" Cf. Deutsch Dok.13 August 1791, Commentary (p. 351).

IX/27/2 Single Pieces (PnMe€h.) Org., Gl. Harm.)

notation for the glass harmonica. We have
therefore left it as Mozart wrote it, in particukzs

far as articulation and note-stems in polyphony
are concerned. One should not judge the resulting
appearance of the music according to the
standards customary in piano music.

lll. Keyboard Versions of Dances and Marches

Numbers 1-6 are taken from NMA IV/13/Section
1 (Dances ¢ Volume ,1presented by Rudolf
Elvers), where they constitute Appendix Il (pp.
80-111). The music text itself, apart from
corrections of some insignificant errors, is left
unchanged. The dating offered originally,
however, has been altered in keeping with the
findings of the latest research; it suffices for toe
refer generally to my new datings as published in
the Mozart-Jahrbuch 1976/77— It must be
admitted that, from the present-day point of view,
reservations can be expressed regarding one or
other of these pieces. As the cycle of dances KV
104 (6%), with a fair degree of certainty, can be
considered on the whofe a composition by
Michael Haydr®® a similar suspicion must be
voiced concerning the authenticity of our No. 2
(Menuett in C KV 61 Il), whose Trio is of course
identical with the Trio of No. 3 in the series
mentioned. The piece would then have to be
allocated to NMA X/28/Sections 3-5/Volume 2
(Other Arrangements, Completions,
Transcription§. While the Menuett in D KV
94/73 (= No. 3) was notated by Mozart in a
keyboard score, the extremely wide intervals in
measures 10-12 (which make the piece practically
unplayable) raise doubts as to whether it is
intended as a keyboard piece. A huge, unpianistic
leap such as that in m. 21 calls to mind rather a
“preparatory” notation for an orchestral Menuett.
Whether the keyboard reduction of the only
fragmentarily transmitted Contredances for
Johann Rudolf Graf Czernin KV 269= No. 5)

are really by Mozart has to be left without any
answer, so that a faint question mark has to be
attached to this piece in our volume as well.
Finally, it must be pointed out that the Trio
supposed to belong to the last Menuett of KV®315
(315) — our No. 6 — has, contrary to Alfred
Einstein’s conjecture (K¥and correspondingly in

*8 Thus not only as far as the first two pieces arerned,

as Walter Senrie Menuette KV 104, Nr. 1 und i2:
Mozart-Jahrbuch 1964Salzburg, 1965, pp. 71-82) portrays
it.

%9 Cf. my representation iMozart-Jahrbuch 1976/77

Kassel etc., 1978, pp. 140f.
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the first volume of Dances in the NMA)®
nothing to do with the rest of the cycle, but
originates from a substantially later perfdd- As

we do not consider it our task here to produce a
new, critical edition of the NMA text of this piece
we have adopted Appendix Il of the first volume
of Dancesin its entirety and otherwise restricted
our contribution to this commentary.

No. 7 March in C KV 408/1 (388 The autograph

of this keyboard arrangement, formerly privately
owned in Germany, is today lost and must be
considered as destroyed in the last war. As a
substitute source, the first printed edition by
Breitkopf & Hartel (Euvres complette¥l, 8) was
consulted. — The orchestral version of the march is
printed on pp. 49 ff. of NMA IV/13/Section 2
(Marches.

No. 8 Six German Dances KV 5@ntrary to his
usual working habits, Mozart seems in this case to
have written the keyboard version of this cycle
first, and then the orchestral sc6f& his might be
the explanation why Mozart used here for the Trio
sections the objectively wrong designatdmore

(all Trios, with the exception of that to No. 5ear
in fact in the major), while the orchestral version
has the neutral and thus suitable t&hernativa

The special form ofla capoperformance desired
by Mozart cannot be deduced from the keyboard
version (autograph in private ownership, USA),
but is clear from an autograph remark at the end
of the orchestral score (autograph: State Library
Berlin — Prussian Cultural Heritage, Music
Department). Mozart's instruction is: Each
German dance has its Trio, or, better, Alternativo;
— after the Alternativo the German dance is
repeated again, then the Alternativo again; then
one proceeds via the Eingafigyidge passagefp

the following German danceThis sequence, in
itself unusual, must also be observed in playing
the keyboard version, since the connections
between the pieces are otherwise not right. — The
orchestral version of KV 509 appears in NMA
IV/13/Section 1 Dances * Volume)2

Appendix

% In contrast, however, cf. the distant stance takehe
commentary in the Foreword, p. XIVFacs. 1: .

61 Cf. Mozart-Jahrbuch 1976/7 Kassel etc., 1978, pp. 152
and 172.

62 Cf. Marius FlothuisNeue Erkenntnisse in bezug auf
Mozarts Tanzmusik. Ein Arbeitsberichit: Mitteilungen der
Internationalen Stiftung Mozarteu28 (1980), Doppelheft
3/4, pp. 12-15.
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No. 1 Fragment of a Prelude KV 624 (6p6
Appendix | (KV® Appendix C 15.11): The
previous designations applied to this piece in*KV
and KV are false. It is neither a modulating
“transition” (what does that mean?) nor is there
any doubt about its authenticity. What we have
here is obviously the remains of a modulating
prelude of the kind presented as No. 2 in Part | of
this volume, the Prelude K\deest and, in both
cases, the “connecting pin” of the trill figure it
descending octave leap leaves open the possibility
that they belong together in the sense of a multi-
section prelude (cf. the multi-section Prelude KV
284 printed as No. 3 in Part I). — The source is
the autograph, kept in the Biblioteka Jagietlka,
Krakéw, a single leaf bound together with a
second leaf of identical characteristics; the tatte
contains cadenzas for the Piano Concertos KV
107 and 271 (Version b). Since Mozart's
handwriting on these two leaves seems entirely
identical, and since the cadenzas for KV 271
provide a terminus ante quem npran earliest
possible daté&® the conclusion is a hypothetical
dating of ‘Salzburg, 1777 which agrees
effortlessly with the dating of the modulating
Prelude KVdeest(Part I, No. 2). — With repeated
figures, Mozart sometimes uses an abbreviated
“bis” notation which had to be resolved for our
printing; this meant that the original lines breaks
in the autograph could not be retained.
Imprecision in rhythm and metre hardly call for
correction in such free notation, which is largely
without barlines.

No. 2 Fantasy in F minor (fragment) KV Appendix
32 (KV: 383 C) Alfred Einstein (KV)
considered this fragment to be the introduction to
the equally fragmentary Fugue in F KV Appendix
33 and Appendix 40 (388%* dating it to “Vienna,
spring 1782”. KV does not discuss it directly, but
obviously follows Einstein’s dating, although it
does not insist on a link, which is a quite arlitra
assumption anyway, to the fugue. The new dating
in the NMA (“probably 1789) is quite reasonable
when one takes into account the unmentioned fact
that, on the reverse, Mozart had made sketches for
Finale Il of Cosi fan tutteKV 588°° the Fantasy
itself displays unmistakably Mozart's late
handwriting, which makes a dating by analogy
permissibl€® — The autograph, last documented

% The Piano Concerto KV 271 is dated “in January7t77
% = No. 14 in the Appendix of this volume.

® The sketch is printed in the Appendix to NMA 118/

% Cf. my perhaps all too short mention of the matighe
Bericht Giber den Neunten Internationalen Kongrelxl3ag
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at an auction in 1933, is lost, but a good
photograph of it exists in the so-called Hoboken
Archive attached to the Music Collection of the
Austrian National Library in Vienrta

No. 3 Adagio in B minor (fragment) KV de€she
motivic affinity with the B minor Adagio KV 540
(= I, No. 10 of the present volume) is obvious.
One could therefore see in this fragment a first
attempt for the latter, an attempt which already
comes very close to the general idea and
atmosphere in the work completed in March 1788.
If this interpretation is right, the approximateela
of the fragment results automatically: around the
beginning of 1788. — We know the piece only
from a copy made by Aloys Fuchs in the 1840s
and now in the possession of Prof. Dr. Hellmut
Federhofer (Mainz}®

No. 4 Ballet Music from “Ascanio in Alba” KV
111 (known as Nine Pieces for Piano KV
Appendix 207/ KX Appendix C 27.06) The
inclusion of these previously practically unknown
pieces in the present volume may surprise some. |
attempted to present evidence in thzart-
Jahrbuch 1964hat we are dealing here with the
keyboard arrangement of the definitive version of
ballet music, lost in its original form, for an ope

of Mozart's youth,Ascanio in AlbakV 111°%°
This view has, as far as | know, not been
contradicted. Here, the question is not so much the
authenticity of the composition as rather the
authenticity of the keyboard version. Now, the
arrangement is hardly distinguished by any special
qualities; on the contrary, it is instead somewhat
dry and little suited to the instrument.
Nevertheless, it cannot be ruled out that Mozart
himself was at work here — perhaps Leopold
Mozart as well (he had, of course, a few years
previously already arranged an aria fr@astien
und BastiennekV 50/46° for printing as a song

1964 der Internationalen Gesellschaft fur
Musikwissenschaf¥/olume I: Aufsatze zu den Sympagsia
Kassel etc., 1964, p. 54 (Point 4).

b7 Cf. Katalog des Archivs fiir Photogramme musikalischer
Handschriften Widmung Anthony van Hobgkeart 1,
compiled by Agnes Ziffer (Museion.Publications of the
Austrian National Library, New Series, Ill, Volur3g,
Vienna, 1967: cf. No. 1614 (the commentary givesrehs
in parts inaccurate).

88 Cf. Hellmut FederhofeiMozartiana im
Musikaliennachlal? von Ferdinand Bischaff: Mozart-
Jahrbuch 1965/66Salzburg, 1967, pp. 15-38 (26).

%9 Cf. Wolfgang PlathDer Ballo des “Ascanio” und die
Klavierstiicke KV Anh. 2Qh: Mozart-Jahrbuch 1964
Salzburg, 1965, pp. 111-129.
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with keyboard®. At that early date (1771), it
difficult enough anyway to judge the authenticity
of a composition; the investigation of the
authenticity of an arrangement requires
substantially more subtle methods, methods not
yet available to today’s research. In sum: the
inclusion of the pieces in the present volume can
be justified, even if slight reservations seem
appropriate. — The only source known at all today
is a copy made by Alfred Einsteih;Einstein’s
source, an old copy once in the former Prussian
State Library, Berlin, is no longer extant.

No. 5 Fantasy in C minor (fragment) for Violin
and Piano KV 396 (38p re-worked and
completed as a keyboard piece by Maximilian
Stadler This is a special case. It is not in keeping
with the usual procedures of the NMA to present
in one place Mozart’'s original (namely in NMA
VIII/23: Sonatas and Variations for Piano and
Violin ¢« Volume 2 and elsewhere — namely here —
another arrangement, posthumous and by a second
party, of the same work. In taking the decision on
this problem, the Editorial Board of the NMA was
no doubt influenced by the fact that the work can
only be played as the re-worked and completed
keyboard piece and would therefore only be
accepted by practising musicians in this form. A
yet more important consideration was that, not
long after the appearance of the relevant
Keyboard/Violin Sonatas volume in the NMA
(1965), with which it initially seemed that an end
had been put to the preceding discussion
concerning KV 396 (385 the debate was re-
opened with partly old, partly new arguments, but
in any case on a higher level. In an essay
published in 1968, the German/Swedish music
scholar Hans Eppstein made the following
observationd?  Mozart's violin/keyboard
fragment shows, completely in contrast to the
other violin/keyboard sonatas of this time, a total
imbalance in the distribution of the roles for the
two instruments, with absolute dominance of the
keyboard and extreme subordination of the violin
in its very sparse accompanying function. If one
further considers that the quality of Stadler’s

0 Cf. Ernst August BallinZu Mozarts Liedschaffen. Die
Lieder KV 149-151, KV 52 und Leopold Mozart Acta
Mozartiana8 (1961), Issue 2, pp. 18-24.

"L Cf. Materials for Mozart Research. An Inventory of the
Mozart Nachlass of Alfred Einstgioompiled by John
Emerson. Music Library, University of CaliforniagEeley,
1963 (typewritten), p. 23.

2 Cf. Hans EppsteirMozarts “Fantasie” KV 396in: Die
Musikforschun@1 (1968), Issue 2, pp. 205-211.
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completion in the development section of the
movement is quite unusually good, it is not a big
step to conclude that, going beyond the source
material available today, Mozart originally
conceived the piece as a composition purely for
keyboard; this first conception, most probably
going further than the exposition (i.e. continuing
beyond the double barline), was probably not
available to Stadler when he made his completion.
But then Mozart, for whatever reasons, attempted
afterwards to make a violin part for the re-worked
keyboard piece (for which reason a second
autograph was necessary, namely that which
alone, and by chance, has come down to us
today). This explains why Mozart worked
‘backwards’ here, i.e. entering the non-obbligato
violin part only at the end of the first sectiom (i
the measures 23-27), but otherwise left the violin
staff blank in the whole of the preceding text. He
had very soon seen the impossibility of a
satisfying solution to this task, and gave up the
work. — Eppstein is without doubt right in one
point: the texture of the piece is so strongly
determined by the keyboard that it is not enough
to say that it is pushed into a mere accompanying
function — it is simply superfluous and, one is
tempted to say, meaningless. The idea of the
participation of both instruments in this
composition cannot be made convincing; we
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SuRmayr and the Requiem; in the present volume,
the case of th® minor FantasyKV 397 (385) is

a prime example of such an unreflected automatic
conclusion. Eppstein’s contribution to the
discussion is, in my view, stimulating and
deserves much consideration, but, on the other
hand, | cannot bring myself to accept his
'keyboard piece theory' in connection the
postulation of a second, i.e. earlier, autograph.
This is only an opinion, however, and not a
refutation of the theory. Since this case is the
subject of debafé and will probably continue to
be discussed in the future, it seems appropriate to
print Stadler’s version of KV 396 (385in the
present volume. — The decisive source for our
edition is the first printed edition published by
Johann Cappi in Vienna in 1802 (publisher’s
number 942). We follow this printed version as
far as possible, with the intention of documenting
Stadler's work as such; its relationship to the
Mozartian fragment is obvious from a comparison
with the original version printed in the NMA
volume referred to. Divergent readings in
Stadler’s version have only been ‘corrected’ from
Mozart’s original in exceptional cases, such as the
metrical disposition in measures 13-15. Here
Mozart's notation — 6/4 in measure 13 — has been
restored in preference to Stadler’'s. All other
sources (from Cappi’s first printed edition down

cannot grasp a conception here because we are notto the AMA) eliminate the troublesome 6/4

even presented with a possilalé libitumrole for

the violin. But does this provide grounds for
Eppstein’s postulation of an ‘original' pure
keyboard version? If we have already admitted
that Mozart occasionally made experiments, and
that such experiments were sometimes apparently
unsuccessful, it is indeed easier to make this
admission on the following basis: we can imagine
that things of this kind were created as a firstgdb
idea, and not, as Eppstein would like to thinkain
scenario where Mozart takes a work or part of a
work and, impelled by ideas not known to us, but
with forethought, attempts to change it from a
work in a satisfactory state to one in a thoroughly
unsatisfactory state. And the argument of the
'suspiciously good' completion by Stadler of the
development section will only impress those who
have not noticed that there is a kind of unwritten
dogma in circulation: this says that completions in
another hand museo ipsgQ be bad, and, if it is
not, one can unhesitatingly conclude that the work
in the other hand must have drawn on further
autograph material (if not direct verbal
instructions) by Mozart. One need only think of

measure by re-setting the barlines, in the process
making up the second half of the present measure
15 with a half-rest (!) to form a complete measure
15a. This extending of the rest is musically so
impossible that a correcting intervention in
keeping with Mozart’s intention is compulsory.

No. 6 Fragmentary notation from memory of an
organ improvisation by Mozart KV 528KV°:
Appendix C 27.03)Almost everything we know

3 Hans Christian MillerQuellenkritische Bemerkungen zu
Mozarts Fantasie KV 385n: Die Musikforschun@4
[1971], Issue 3, pp. 295—-297) tries, in contragEppstein,
to show that Stadler’s did not work from a “lostst”
autograph, but from the fragment still extant tadayd that,
in addition, this fragment displays all the sigfdeing a
first writing-out, which would dispose of Eppsteirtheory;
this is in turn countered in Eppstein’s reply e
Musikforschung 2%§1972), Issue 1, pp. 73f. — Peter
Schleuning (cf. his dissertation, mentioned in o 3:
there p. 332, footnote 187) considers that one seeshere
a parallel here to Carl Philipp Emanuel Bach’s R#an
Fantasy (which likewise received at a later poinicdin
part with a subordinate, accompanying function)poaild
therefore rather vote for Eppstein. — It is stlhtearly for a
final word in this debate.




New Mozart Edition

about this most peculiar piece is taken from a
letter which Alfred Ebert found amongst materials
left by Mozart’s first biographer, Franz Xaver
Niemetschek (Nme ek) and intended for a new
edition of the biography. The letter, published in
1910/* was written by Father Norbert Lehmann
(2750 ?), canon of the famous
Premonstratensian foundation at Strahov in
Prague, and dated 1 May 1818. Here is the
complete text of the lettér:

“To the well and nobly born and most learned
gentleman, my Lord F. Nemzeck, most worthy
Dean and Professor of Logic and practical
Philosophy at the Karl-Ferdinand University in
Prague.

My highly honoured Patron,

Well and nobly born

and most learned Sir,

My Lord Dean and Professor!

Here | deliver, at elevated request, the Mozart
theme complete with its history. This virtuoso
honoured, in June of the year 1787, the city of
Prague with a visit in order to make the
acquaintance of the musical artists of this capital
city and to see what is remarkable here. One day,
at 3 in the afternoon, he came into the church in
Strahov with Mrs. von Duschek and expressed his
desire to hear the organ. As temporary organist, |
was chosen by my gracious Lord Prelate Wentzl
Mayer to take on this work. The task, | admit, did
not please me at all, to have to be heard by such a
great master and composer; yet | went to do what
was required of me. Mozart sat in the navi
ecclesiae [nave of the church] close to the pulpit.
let him hear the organ in all its strength and
performed a theme full of pathos. When this was
ended, this virtuoso asked who had played the
organ. Some of those in orders who were with him
said: “A brother of our foundation.” He then
asked: “Are there then organists in the order?”
“Yes,” replied Mr. Matthias Ehrlich, at the time
Grammar School patr [this last syllable
illegible!] in the Mala Strana. Now the idea of
playing the organ himself took his fancy. He
climbed onto the bench and, with full organ,
formed masterly chords during easily 4 minutes

" [Urspriinglich Anm. 72] Cf. Alfred EberEine freie
Phantasie Mozartdn: Die MusikX (1910/11), Issue 2, pp.
106-117.

5| refrain from commentary on the persons nametis
letter. — The original letter, which Ebert must édad in
his hand, has, like everything else that Ebert sassleft by
Niemetschek, never been seen since, leaving Ebert's
account as our only text source.
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and, with these ... [illegible word], made it clear
to every person of knowledge that he was more
than a common organist. After this, he wanted to
play the manual without choir division or
brustpositiv. All 4 sets of reeds were too strong
for his taste. Besides the usual pedal without
mixture, he chose the eight-foot posaune pedal
stop. Now he started with a theme for a 4-part
fugue; this was all the more difficult in that the
theme and its development consisted mainly of
mordents, which are exceptionally hard to realise
on an organ with such a heavy action. But the 4th
and 5th fingers, in both right and left hands, had
the same force as first (thumb), second and third,
at which everyone could only be astonished. |
fastened my whole attention on the presentation of
the theme, and would have been in a position to
put it on paper all the way to the end; but the lat
Choir Director Father Lohelius came up to the
choir loft. He hindered me so much with his
questions that | lost the thread entirely, and this
precisely at the place where concentration was
most needed. Mozart had worked his way from G
minor with pedal and organo bass to such heights
that he could continue in B minor. Here the late
Father Lohelius, disturbed me, so that | did not
know how he got to D# major so quickly. Now he
wanted to finish in this key, and started a manual
solo. He held Bas the fifth in the pedal, led with
both hands up to the two highest octaves of the
keyboard, took there so many notes, and heaped
up ties and resolutions in such a way, that he
played as splendidly in B major as if he had taken
f# in the pedal to his manual solo. All fingers
were in motion, partly because of the mordents,
partly because of the middle voices, so much so
that not one finger could rest for even a moment.
This was done so that nothing more should be
heard of the pedals. Hardly had | answered the
first questions of the late Father Lohelius, buit th

a mass of others had to be answered. He said:
“Worthy brother.” [Answer]’® “What then?” —
[Question]: “He is holding Bin the pedal.” —
[A.]l: “Well now!” — [Q.]: “He wants to land in
D#.” — [A.]: “Of course.” — [Q.]: “But he is
playing in B major.” — [A.]: “That | know.” —
[Q.]: “How can this sound good?” — [A.]: “But it
does sound good!” (because, in fact, so many
notes in the top two octaves made such an
overpowering noise that one would not have heard
even all 4 sets of reeds. The 10 fingers leapt

® Here in the original there appear in alternatia t
indecipherable signs: these can only mean “Quéstind
“Answer”. [A. E.]
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around as busily in those 2 octaves as ants when
their heap is destroyed.) By these numerous
guestions | was deprived of the best and most
artistic passages by which Mozart revealed his
skill in composing.

Then he presented the theme of a fugue from
Brixi's Requiem in C minor, although in a
completely different manner, with so much
artistry that one stood as if turned to stone. He
gave to each voice, when it repeated the theme in
another key, its due, which we could mainly
admire in the tenor. When the bass was too low
and the tenor could not be managed in the left
hand, the right had to help out with some notes
and fingers. If this little offering meets with you
favour, 1 have the greatest pleasure in being of
service to you with the same.

| have the honour of being

your well and nobly born lordship’s

most obedient spiritual servant

on 1st May

1818 Norbert Lehmann,

Canon of the Foundation at Strahov.”

Enclosed with the letter is a leaf of music paper
written in Lehmann’s hand; this bears the heading
“Thema Mozzatt(sic), and at the end or, better,
at the point where it breaks off, there is the
remark: ‘Here the late choir director came and
put questions absolutely without end, but he put
an end at once to my concentration.

In one detail, Lehmann’s report needs correction:
the scene in the monastery at Strahov cannot have
taken place in June 1787, because Mozart was at
that time still in Vienna; not until 4 October die
reach Pragu€’ If we ignore this — weaknesses of
memory of this kind are nothing unusual after 30
years and ask: is then everything else
trustworthy? As far as the report itself is
concerned, | do not hesitate to answer with “yes”.
As far as the musical notation is concerned, |
hesitate completely. What Lehmann — or whoever
it was — notated there is musically shockingly
weak and anything but convincing. (I can only
suppose that the editors of RMfelt the same
when they relocated the piece from the main
section of the catalogue to Appendix @ubious

and Apocryphal Works- although no plausible
explanation was offered for the move.)

In the final analysis, what makes the whole matter
SO suspicious is that one cannot find a singleeplac
anywhere in the whole transmitted notation which

7 Cf. Deutsch Dok.p. 263.
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is, if not ingenious, then at least surprising \vere
only interesting. There is nothing there at all
which makes Lehmann’s wish to record it on
paper comprehensible. One reads and plays the
music without pleasure and comes to the
conclusion that it must contain — putting it
cautiously — obviously very much Lehmann and
very little Mozart. His inability? Or simply a
forgery? It is clear that this piece cannot be
omitted of the Appendix to this volume; it is also
clear that one cannot form any impression of
Mozart’'s improvisatory skills from it. Organists in
particular must be warned: here there is nothing to
be emended or made up, for the whole thing is
beyond rescue. We reproduce the text
essentially according to the source, but the
frequent changes of clef in the bottom staff have
been avoided by re-writing. To prevent cluttering,
the very copious trill accidentals supplied by
Ebert have been adopted only in exceptional
cases.

No. 7 Molto allegro in G (fragment) KV %2In

the well-known portrait of the fourteen-year-old
Mozart commissioned by the tax official Pietro
Lugiati during the sojourn of father and son in
Verona (27 December 1769 to 10 January 17%0),
the boy is represented sitting at a valuable old
harpsichord with an open music book or double
folio in front of him; painted with the finest of
brushes, the notation of the beginning of a

"8 Cf. Mozart und seine Welt in zeitgendssischen Bildern
founded by Maximilian Zenger, presented by OttcEri
Deutsch (NMA X/32), No. 8. — The picture was madebe
7 January 1770, as we know from Leopold Mozartiete
of 7 January to his wife from Verona:

“[...] today there was complete confusion, as | nialtyou
at greater length. We were invited to visit todagegain
honourable man, Mr. Ragazzoni. The general taxeictsp
of Venice, Signore Luggiatti, asked the equermesejuest
me to allow a portrait to be made of Wolfgang; tioisk
place yesterday, and today, after church, he wat for the
second time, and we should also dine therewitm®@g
Luggiatti contacted Mr. Ragazzoni personally arkeds
him to leave us to himself; the latter had to compl
although against his will, because Luggiatti hést @f
weight in Venice. Accordingly we were to come this
morning, after church, to Mr. Luggiatti, to sit five painter
before the meal. But a stronger, or greater person
intervened, the Bishop of Verona, of the houseusfidiani,
who communicated via Mr. Locatelli that he wishedchave
our company not only after the church, but alsdite. But
when he perceived, however, that we were in thellmidf
having Wolfgang’s portrait made, and that we warited
depart, he then allowed us to go to Mr. Luggiatiysline,
but kept us with him until after one o’clock in théternoon.
The portrait work for Wolfgang then continued, amel did
not dine until 3 o’clock.”
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keyboard piece is recognisable — what is logically
called the Verona Allegro KV 72This picture is

the only source we know. Whoever considers it is
hardly conceivable that Mozart would have let
himself be portrayed with another’'s composition
must on these grounds alone declare the piece
genuine. The composition itself, at any rate, is no
of such a nature that it can speak for itself. The
beginning displays no Mozartian traits: a quasi
trio piece with a duet between the top voices and a
flowing bass; suddenly, the strict style is dropped
and a fashionably galant keyboard idiom prevails.
Alone these two tendencies — weak opening and
stylistic inconsistency — must provoke substantial
doubts regarding Mozart's possible authorship.
On the other hand, however, one must always bear
in mind that we know nothing about Mozart's
keyboard style around 1770 because keyboard
compositions from this time have not come down
to us. Summing up, the authenticity of KV?272
seems not to be beyond question, and some
scepsis is appropriafé.— The original of the
Verona portrait (in the Alfred Cortot collection)
was not accessible, so that only the usual
reproductions could be consulted to examine the
text. A number of obvious slips of the hand (or
brush) have been emended without comment; all
details can be seen in tHetischer Bericht

No. 8a Adagio in D minor for Piano or Organ
(fragment) KV Appendix 34 (395 No. 8b
Menuett in D (fragment) KV Appendix 34
(385Y11; KV® 576%): The source is the autograph
(International Mozart Foundation, Salzburg),
where both fragments are notated one after the
other: pen and ink are different, so they were not
written at the same time, but certainly also not
with the chronological separation suggested by
their places in KV. Rather, it seems to me that
Mozart’s late calligraphy is what we have here,
which would lead to a dating of not before
1785/86 (Alan Tyson now dates both fragments as
“1786-91")%% In the case of the Adagio (No. 8a),

" In a (sadly unpublished) paper with the tBlemerkungen
zu KV 72, Daniel Heartz (Berkeley) pointed out at the
conference of the Zentralinstitut flir Mozartforsngun
Salzburg in 1971 that keyboard pieces of this kiodld
much more easily be the work of Baldassare Galtipi of
Mozart. A positive identification however — contydo the
statement by Rudolph Angermilléifteilungen der
Internationalen Stiftung Mozarteug® [1972], double issue
1/2, pp. 32—-34) was not made.

8 The Mozart Fragments in the Mozarteum Salzburg: A
Preliminary Study of Their Chronology and Their
Significancein: Journal of the American Musicological
SocietyXXXIV (1981), No. 3, pp. 471-510.
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it is indisputable that it is intended for a keylba
instrument, while the Menuett (No. 8b) can be
more easily seen as a work for strings (string
trio?).

No. 9 Adagio in D minor for a Mechanical Organ
(fragment) KV Appendix 35 (593 The source is
the autograph (International Mozart Foundation,
Salzburg). The manner of notation (three staves,
but with freedom in “crossing” the staves) as well
as the obviously late period do in fact allow one t
suspect a connection with the compositions for
mechanical organ of the years 1790/91 (also
Tyson’s dating, op. cit.).

No. 10 Finger Exercises KV 6288 This is the
only document known to us which gives evidence
of Mozart’s teaching activities. Mozart put the
exercises — essentially a systematic treatment of
the so-called Alberti bass — on paper in the second
half of the 1780s: perhaps (although this is pure
speculation) for the nine-year-old Johann
Nepomuk Hummel, who was a pupil of Mozart’s
in 1787/88? — The autograph is amongst the
treasures in the Pushkin House in Leningrad
(Institute for Russian Literature of the Academy
of Sciences); it was first published in the Soviet
Union in 1963 and shortly afterwards (1962) in
German-speaking countri&s.

No. 11 Fugue in D (fragment) KV "%3Strictly
speaking, this is not more than the subject of a
fugue. It seems to have had a special significance
for Mozart, for he committed it to paper twice:
what appears to be the first copy is to be found
amongst other sketch and study material on a
sketch leaf in the State Library Berlin — Prussian
Cultural Heritage, Music Department (= KV 417
B, Autograph 1), while the second, somewhat
later copy — probably the beginnings of a fair copy
— is kept in the Saxonian State Library, Dresden.
Both copies, the calligraphy suggests, are from the
time around 1772/7% musically they are
practically the same, but the headfgga septimi
toni is present only in the Dresden manuscript.
This heading is, according to the commentary in
KV3* “incomprehensible, since the subject is in
pure D majof, does indeed require some

81 Cf. Boris Steinpres#us dem Notizbuch eines Mozart-
Kenners(Titel in Ubersetzung), irSowjetskaja Muzyka
1961 Issue 2, pp. 84-809.

82 Cf. Erich SchenkEin unbekanntes Klavier-Ubungsstiick
Mozarts in: Anzeiger der Osterreichischen Akademie der
WissenschafterPhilosophisch-historische Klasse, 1962,
Vienna, 1962, pp. 97-106.

8 Cf. Mozart-Jahrbuch 1976/7Kassel etc., 1978, p. 160
(Point 6).
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explanation. Mozart is referring here to an
exceptional tradition of tonal order which took its
origin from the Magnificat cycle for organ
published by Pierre Attaingnant in 1530 (1531)
and soon became the standard for all later verset
cycles® The designations of the 8 “well-known”
or “customary” church modes are:

Tone | = D Dorian
Tone Il = G Dorian
Tone Il = A Aeolian
Tone IV = R Phrygian
Tone V = C Lydian
Tone VI = F Lydian
Tone VII = D Mixolydian
Tone VI = G Mixolydian

No. 12 Fugue in G (fragment) KV Appendix 41
(375)): If the autograph (Fitzwilliam Museum,
Cambridge) did not exist, one would hardly take
this piece for a composition of Mozart's, so great
is the stylistic disparity with all the other fugue
fragments and contrapuntal studies so far known
to us. The shaping of the melody is strangely
forced; this can to only a certain extent be
explained as a consequence of this fugue’s being
written in “in modo plagali”, in which the subject
does not lie in the octave starting on the tonj¢ (g
but in the octave on the fifth (d). The subject
itself, with an intentional mirror relationship
between the two halves, feels artificial rathemtha
artistic, and the nothing less than manneristic
avoidance of the tonic — with the exception of
motion in passing-notes — until thinalis is
reached reinforces this impression all the more.
The “last straw”, the repeated sounding of the
tritone interval in the countersubject (measures 5,
11, 17, 23) with the resulting doubling of the
seventh — truly a provocative mockery of rules
and taste! — raises suspicions that here Mozart
may have wished to write a fugue as a practical
joke® No-one makes errors of this kind, and
certainly not Mozart — unless it is quite deliberat

It would then be only consistent to write the
completely redundant interlude for tenor and bass
in the exposition as well, the obviously wrong
modulation (i.e. return to the tonic) after measure

8 Cf. Maria Michaela Schneider-Cuvdyie
Instrumentalwerke Johann Ernst Eberlif#hil. Diss.,
Salzburg, 1975 (typewritten), Volume 1, pp. 57ifie
Versettenespecially p. 72).

% originally 81a] It would not be difficult to emerthese
passages. In m. 5, for example, one need only vmstead

of % simply or

and everything objectionable would be eliminated.
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21, the woolly, indeed aimless harmonic patterns
everywhere and, not to be forgotten, the enormous
technical difficulties involved in performing this
on the keyboard (which will hopefully not lead
anyone to believe we are dealing with an organ
fugue with obbligato pedals!). The only other
thought permissible is that Mozart wrote out here
the work of another. This is however unlikely:
why copy such a faulty piece of work? — Alfred
Einstein (K\V?™® believes he must placethe
fragment[...] with its calligraphy and content in
the ‘fugue period’ of spring 1782but this seems

to me misled on both points. My different dating —
approximately 1776/77, and, within this time
frame, probably in late summer 1777 - is
explained elsewher8.

No. 13 Fragment of a Fugue in F KV 375KV
Appendix 109No. 14 (KV: 626%14). The source

is the autograph, owned privately in the USA. |
concur essentially with the dating in RY.

No. 14 Fragment of a Fugue in F KV Appendix 33
and Appendix 40 (388 The source is the
autograph (International Mozart Foundation,
Salzburg). — Tyson, op. cit., dates it to “1787-89"

No. 15 Fragment of a Fugue in C minor KV
Appendix 39 (383: The source is the autograph
(International Mozart Foundation, Salzburg),
where Mozart had first of all notated the theme for
the Variations for Organ or Piano KV Appendix
38 (383; KV®: 383).%" The dating given in K¥®
(“supposedly composed in Vienna in spring
1782) would appear to require correction:
according to the calligraphy, the theme for the
variations and the beginning of the fugue are at
the earliest from the second half of the 1780s
(Tyson, op. cit., although he then supplies the dat
“1783").

No. 16 Two contrapuntal sketches ifi &d C
minor KV deestBoth fragments are found along
with the fugue fragment KV 153 (3%5=
Appendix No. 20 in this volume on the same
autograph leaf, kept in the International Mozart
Foundation, Salzburg (formerly owned by Robert
Keldorfer). The choice of instrument may raise
problems, despite the use of keyboard notation.
The handwriting indicates very clearly that the
pieces — and also the Fugue KV 153 (3#bare
from the beginning of the 1780s, so that the dating
given in the Koéchel catalogue sfipposedly

8 Cf. Mozart-Jahrbuch 1976/7Kassel etc., 1978, p. 161
(under Point 8).

87 Cf. the facsimile in NMA 1X/26 (Variations for Ria), p.
149.
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composed in Vienna in spring 1782an now be
broadened.

No. 17 Fragments of a Fugue in E minor KV
deest Here one can discern the outlines of a large-
scale, four-voice fugue in the “stile antico” we
know in Bach; a comparison with the® Bninor
fugue from theWohltemperierten KlaviePart Il
(but also with the C# minor fugue from Part 1)
forces itself on us, despite all the differences.
Mozart’s efforts are directed towards nothing less
(but also nothing more) than a perfect style copy;
it is quite astonishing how far he could go in
mastering this style, employing his enormous
capacity for empathy and his virtuoso
craftsmanship. The six fragments, which have in
the autograph an often sketch-like character, show
Mozart at work on the exposition. He makes a
draft, without being completely clear about the
definitive form the subject should take, for the
framework of the whole, moving on immediately
(beginning with measures 4/5) to a new version
with changes in the countersubject. Two detailed
sketches focus on individual points of this new
version: fragment 3 corresponds to measures
7a/8a ff. (reduced to two voices, with the voices
changing places and in another octave), fragment
4 is almost identical to measures 4a/5a ff. The
result does not satisfy Mozart, and another sketch
is necessary (fragment 5), this time with all
voices, in order to find the way to a final fixiof

the obligatory countersubject. The solution of the
problem and, at the same time, the synthesis of all
the preceding attempfsis represented by the
final, sixth fragment: the countersubject now
displays motivic relationships to the subject, so
that the texture of the voices, in comparison with
the starting point in the first draft, achieves an
extraordinary concentration. It would have
become a fugue of remarkable dimensions if
Mozart had not lost interest in this project.
Perhaps it was its all too obvious character as a
stylistic exercise, without space for personal gjea
that soured the task for him. — The fragments are
on leaf 19/19in the sketch appendix bound onto
the so-called Teaching Notebook for Barbara
Ployer (KV 45:?), kept in the Austrian National

8 Erich Lauer lozart, wie ihn keiner kennt ... Nach einem
fast vergessenen Ubungsh&itankfurt-on-Main, 1958) fails
to recognise the full significance and charactehese six
fragments when he uses them in his reconstrucfitimecE
minor Fugue as particles of equal rank alongsiadd ether;
alone the resulting tonal barrenness (endless Brihin
should have been warning enough.
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Library in Vienna. The leaf in question can be
dated with some certainty to Vienna, 1782.

No. 18 Two Fugue fragments iff EV deestThe
notation of these two fragments is to be found at
the end of leaf 190of the previously mentioned
Teaching Notebook for Barbara Ployer (KV
453); of these, the first represents a four-voice
exposition (with a supernumerary fifth entry),
while the second is atretto study. — My dating
corresponds to that of the previous number.

No. 19 Fragment of a Fugue in G minor KV 154
(3859): This fragment is also transmitted in the
sketch appendix (leaf 18) to the Teaching
Notebook for Barbara Ployer (KV 4331t comes
from the same period as the two previous
numbers. — The subject, an interesting,
asymmetrical construction with identical framing
members, is an invitation to contrapuntal
artistry®® but Mozart unfortunately never gave us
its realisation. The leading of the bottom voiaes i
octaves in measures 16 f. and 23 f. is most
peculiar; this is certainly what is meant when we
read in K\?° of “carelessness in some passdges
These are obviously not faulty progressions,
however, which one must criticise or excuse, but
an occasional breaking out of the three-part
writing, deliberate doublings with the purpose of
underlining important melodic ideas, i.e.
instrumentation. Of course, even this would be
unusual enough. It is more difficult to understand
the strangely colourless harmonic progression in
the transition in measures 22/23 — it almost seems
as if Mozart had lost the thread here for short
while. — This fragment is printed in the old Mozart
complete edition (AMA, Series 24, No. 25/1l)
with the completion by Simon Sechter. The
present edition limits itself to offering Mozart's
text — in its unfinished state and without any
retouching.

No. 20 Two fragments of a Fugue ifi EV 153
(375): The main text (= fragment 1) represents
the first entry on the autograph leaf (Internatlona
Mozart Foundation, Salzburg) already mentioned
in the comments on No. 16 in the Appendix.
Fragment 2, the combination of the subject with a
chromatic countersubject, is transmitted as a
sketch on leaf 16in the appendix to the Teaching
Notebook for Barbara Ployer (KV 493already
referred to on several occasions. This second
fragment — previously unknown and published

8 Crab and inversion of the subject coincide — arcle
challenge to exploit this material.
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here for the first time — is important precisely
because it reveals the dimensions of the plan he
had in mind for this fugue. One can learn from
this; other fugue fragments of Mozart's which
may appear similarly harmless probably had plans
of this magnitude below the surface. — This piece,
like the previous number, also appeared in the old
complete edition (AMA, Series 24, No. 25/1) with
the completion by Simon Sechter; we once again
see no reason to offer more in the present volume
than Mozart’s original text.

No. 21 Fragment of a Fugue in C minor KV
Appendix 39 (K\V°: 626%27). The source is the
autograph, privately owned in the USA; the
calligraphy points to a late date of compositian, a
the end of the 1780s. Whether Mozart still
indulged in fugue studies of this kind for private
purposes seems more than doubtful; could the
fragment have served simply as guidance for a
pupil?

No. 22 Fragment of a Fugue in D minor KV deest
We can print this fragment only with reservations.
The source is a copy made by Ferdinand Bischoff
(Graz) in 188F° and Bischoff's notes on this
source (which he considers to be Mozart's
autograph) are per se entirely credibl€?
Nevertheless, doubts remain: the circumstances
surrounding this leaf — the opening of a Trio
Sonata in C — suggests a very early date (around
1770) and is, moreover, of such a character that
one could conclude that Leopold Mozart was the
composer? On the other hand, one could imagine
a fugue exposition of this kind, in “stile antico”,
being written in Vienna around 1782 — one need
only remember the Fragments of a Fugue in E
minor KV deest published as No. 17 of this
Appendix. Without access to the original
manuscript, a final judgement is not possible. —
We render the text of the source unchanged, even
where one might suppose writing or reading errors
on the part of the scribe.

No. 23 Fragment of a Fugue in E (mentioned in
KV? Appendix 109 VIII; K$ Appendix C 27.10)
with the completion by August Alexander Klengel
The only source is a copy from Aloys Fuchs’
collection, made around 1840 (kept in the State
Library Berlin — Prussian Cultural Heritage,

% Cf. Hellmut FederhofetMozartiana im
MusikaliennachlaR von Ferdinand Bischaff. Mozart-
Jahrbuch 1965/66Salzburg, 1967, pp. 15-38, (30, under
[6]).

°1 See the information presented by Federhofer, iap. ¢

%2 The fragment is printed in Federhofer, op. cit.
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Music Department). Neither Mozart’s fragment
nor the original manuscript of Klengel's
completion have so far been found. Since this
piece — unlike the fragments KV 374nd 385 (=

No. 20 and No. 19 in the Appendix) — has never
been published at all, it seemed justifiable to
include the whole, i.e. supposed fragment along
with its completion, in the Appendix. — The
authenticity of the piece is not without problems.
But the remark by Alfred Einstein (K, that a
glance at the subject suffices to prove it
inauthentic, probably goes too far. The first ten
measures as notated by Fuchs could indeed, in
terms of their substance, be Mozart, if one
assumes that key, dynamics (hairpins!) and, to an
extent, also the articulation, are Klengel's work.
One does not need to imagine the Mozartian
original as a 'regular’ fugue fragment; it couldtju
as easily have been one of those hasty imitative
sketches such as are not seldom to be found in
Mozart's sketch leaves. Finally, one should not
forget that the forgery of a supposed Mozartian
fragment and its presentation to Klengel for the
purposes of completion is hardly likely. At most,
Klengel himself could have been the forger, but
there is no evidence supporting this. The fact that
Klengel's completion has much to do with Bach
and nothing to do with Mozart is another matter.

*

Sincere thanks are due to all private owners,
institutions and libraries whose sources were made
available for consultation for their obliging geaosity.
Further, thanks are owed to Prof. Dr. Marius Flathu
(Amsterdam) and Prof. Karl-Heinz Fussl (Vienna) for
critical remarks and suggestions during the coioact
stages. Special thanks, however, go to my two
colleagues on the Editorial Board; | would not dere
imagine how this volume would have looked without
their helpful collaboration.

Wolfgang Plath
Augsburg/Salzburg, February, 1982

Translation: William Buchanan
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Facs. 1: Modulating Prelude (F — E minor) id¥est= |, No. 2: autograph (National Library Széchémudapest). Cf. pages 4-5.
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Facs. 2: Prelude in C KV 28&known as Capriccio KV 395/380= I, No. 3: page 3 of the autograph (Pierpont dar Library, New York). Cf. pages 7-8,
measures £2(25), and Foreword.
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Facs. 3: Suite: Ouverture, Allemande, CouranteSardbande (fragment) KV 399 (3B5 I, No. 5: first page of the autograph (privgtetvned,
Switzerland). Cf. pages 20-23, measures 1-44.
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Facs. 4: Adagio in B minor KV 540 = I, No. 10: figage of the autograph (Stiffelsen musikkultureamjande, Stockholm). Cf. pages 54-56, measures 1—
30.
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Facs. 5: Andante in F for a Mechanical Organ KV 616 No. 5: first page of the autograph (Interaatll Mozart Foundation, Salzburg). Cf. pages 95-96
measures 1-33.
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Facs. 6: Six German Dances KV 509 = |ll, No. 8.osetpage of the autograph (privately owned, USA).
Cf. pages 141-143, measures 93—-186.
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Facs. 7, 8: Fragment of a Prelude KV 624 @2®pendix | (K\P: Appendix C 15.11) = Appendix, No. 1: Autographil{ioteka Jagielloska, Krakow).
Cf. pages 148-151 (the figured bass exercisegdbfhof page two are in Nannerl's hand).
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Facs. 9: Fragment of a Fugue in G KV Appendix 435{B= Appendix, No. 12: autograph (Fitzwilliam Museu@ambridge). Cf. pages 173—-174.




