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Great Expectations—Faint Praise:
Brahms’s Rinaldo in
His Century and Ours

Part 11

PartI of this article traced the compositional genesis and
early reception history of Brahms's Rinaldo. This large and
masterful work is in some ways a unicum in Brahms’s
output—his only cantata, his most overtly dramatic work,
and the only piece he wrote, at least in part, to vie for a
composition prize, the Aachener Liedertafel competition
of 1863. It is daunting to perform, requiring a large and
highly capable male chorus, a full orchestra, and a tenor
soloist of the highest order. Rinaldo entered a critical
climate beset by musico-political factions and its reception
in the press was ambiguous. Some Wagnerian reviewers
rejected itwith scorn while others were genuinely receptive.
Establishment liberals ranged from antipathy (Eduard
Hanslick) to enthusiasm (Theodor Billroth). The text, an
extended poem by Goethe based on an important episode
in Torquato Tasso’s Gerusaleme Liberata, connected the piece
to a literary subject long associated with the operatic stage,
perhapsleading some early reviewers to find fault with facets
of thework thatseemed, in thatcontext, strikinglyunoperatic,
such as the silencing of the onlyimportantfemale character,
the enchantress Armida. Moreover, although the subject
had been a staple of opera librettos in Handel’s time, it was
clearly out-of-step with mid-19th-century literary trends. Its
premiere and publication close to the appearance of the German
Requiemmay have hampered Rinaldo’s chances of success. As the
century wore on, the decline in number and quality of male
choralsocieties made the piece ever more difficult to mount.
In this context, itisno wonder that, by the advent of the 20th
century, Rinaldo had the distinction of being Brahms’s only
major work virtually never heard in public.

In the absence of frequent performances or recordings,
the most influential aspect of Rinaldo’s reception history
became its written historical record—the portrayal of the
work by critics and scholars. Part II of this article summa-
rizes some of the analytical paths taken by scholars over the
past century and their interpretations of the available
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Bernado Castelli, Rinaldo and Armida, from
Torquato Tasso’s La Gierusalemme Liberata (London, 1724)

resources about Rinaldo, such as critical reviews of ecarly
performances, Werkkritiken, and early academic discourse.
Scholarly writing on Rinaldo, beyond its inclusion in
inventories or chronological listings of works, includes its
mention in the literature on choral repertoire in general
(Elben, 1887 and Schwanbeck, 1938); in choral and vocal
studies specific to Brahms (notably Kross, 1958, Beuerle,
1983, and Hoffmann, 1992); in widely-read life-and-works
texts (especially Evans, 1912; Kalbeck, 1910-21; Schauffler,
1933; Geiringer, 1955; Musgrave, 1985; and MacDonald,
1990); and in reception studies such as Horstmann, 1986.
(continued on next page)
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Additionally, journals, newsletters, book-length studies and
essay collections offer important recent perspectives by
John Daverio, Jonathan Bellman, and Carol Hess, to name
but a few. These writings contain technical descriptions of
the music and text, comparisons to Brahms’s other compo-
sitions, discussions on Brahms’s dramatic ideals, and specu-
lation about autobiographical connections. Although ref-
erences to Rinaldoabound in the Brahms literature, there is
surprisingly little variety in the discussions. Opinions pre-
sented here by a few of the more prominent scholars may
therefore be considered reflective of a much larger body of
reception history.

EarlyBrahmsbiographersrelied heavily on Max Kalbeck’s
seminal fourvolume life-and works, which devoted nearly
twenty pages to Rinaldo and, excluding graduate disserta-
tions, remains the most extensive published record of
Rinaldo’s reception history. Kalbeck suggested that the
Aachener Liedertafel Competition merely provided the
impetus for Brahms to consider writing a work like Rinaldo,
and specific choices for text and performing forces were
influenced by other factors—hearing tenor Gustav Walter
and the Vienna Men’s Choir in performance, for example.
Kalbeck also traced Brahms’s choice of text to his admira-
tion for Mendelssohn’s Die erste Walpurgisnacht, which Brahms
had performedin Detmold in 1859, and for Goethe’s poetry
in general—noting especially Rinaldo’s close proximity to
Die erste Walpurgisnacht in a complete edition of Goethe’s
works that Brahms owned. Additionally, Kalbeck noted
that, a few years prior to beginning Rinaldo, Brahms had
severed his relationship with Agathe von Siebold and had
begun and ended one with the singer Ottilie Hauer, so that
the conflict between a man’s duty to follow his calling and
the distracting allure of domestic life would have been
much in his thoughts. Indeed, even while composing
Rinaldo, he was working through a difficult conflict with
Clara Schumann. Kalbeck recalled that Brahms had post-
poned his separation from Clara in the hopes that the
situation would change—that he had, in Kalbeck’s words,
“languished in the fetters of a dark-eyed Armida” (Kalbeck,
I, 64-65). That Brahms was not able to complete Rinaldo
for five years, and then—as he wrote to several of his
colleagues—merelywanted “to be rid of” the work, supports
Kalbeck’s contention that Rinaldo’s plot mirrored events in
Brahms’s own life. In this view, Rinaldo represents a portal
between Brahms’s past and future lives; itisarguable that his
personal circumstances, professional situation, and compo-
sitional style were decisively altered with the completion of
this work.

A new generation of writers who had not, like Kalbeck,
known Brahms personally, began to focus on the question
of how Rinaldomight serve as a window onto Brahms’s views
on composing dramatic music. In his doctoral research,
published in 1931, August Sturke struggled to explain the
existence of musical drama in the cantata and rationalized
this difficulty by suggesting that Brahms had an aversion to
theatrical events and to displaying his inner feelings.
Sturcke’s consideration of Rinaldoled him to conclude that

Brahms simplywas incapable of composing opera. Theidea

that Brahms and Rinaldowere “unoperatic” or “undramatic”
is also reflected in Robert Haven Schauffler’s 1933 Brahms
biography. In Rinaldo, Schauffler wrote, “the undramatic
Brahms vainly strove to be dramatic, but only revealed how
fortunate it was that he never wasted his force in trying to
compose an opera.” Although Schauffler found some
admirable passages in the cantata, he nevertheless con-
cludes that, “at its worst... Rinaldo stoops to rival the strains
of Gounod. Itispainful to find such aviril and consistent foe
of the sentimental and the banal as Brahms descending,
even in his weakest moment, to such sorry depths”
(Schauffler, 349-50).

In his unpublished doctoral dissertation of 1938 on the
German choral cantata in the 19th century, Ginther
Schwanbeck suggested that Goethe’s cantata texts, Die erste
Walpurgisnacht and Rinaldo, were the “roots” of the Roman-
tic choral cantata tradition. The text of Rinaldo, he ex-
plained, reflects an older style of cantata writing—that of a
solowork with sections of recitative and aria, with the chorus
narrating the action—that nonetheless forms the founda-
tion for future developments in the genre. Here, he wrote,
Goethe achieves a result similar to the dramatic texts in
Handel’s oratorios or Gluck’s operas. Schwanbeck focused
primarily on the plot, characterization, and orchestration of
Brahms’s cantata and includeslittle technical analysis of the
music. However, he singled out the final chorus as a
“monumental” accomplishment, attributing the overall
drama and tension created in it to Brahms’s skillful orches-
tration and choral writing. Ultimately, Schwanbeck de-
scribed Brahms’s choruses in Rinaldoas the most important
achievement in the Mdnnerchor literature—“creative” and
“manly” in ways not often found in other works of its type
and time (Schwanbeck, 40). He expressed confusion at
Rinaldo’s lack of success, but added that this was but one of
many brilliant works in the 19th-century cantata repertoire
that have suffered with the decline in popularity of choral
music in general.

In his biography of Brahms, first published in 1934, and
revised and enlarged in 1947, Karl Geiringer discussed
Rinaldo briefly, describing a few “extremely beautiful” de-
tailsand praising “the magnificentsweep of the final chorus,
in which Brahms seems now and again to speak with the
voice of Weber.” Geiringer regarded the text as “one of
Goethe’s most problematical works,” but asserted that
Brahms was nonetheless attracted by the musical possibili-
ties the text offered up. Importantly, Geiringer insisted that
Brahms “had no more idea than the poet of writing an opera
or a work of an operatic character. This must be kept in
mind if we are properly to understand Rinaldo.” However,
perhaps overlooking Rinaldo’s psychological development
in Goethe’s poem and the musical progression of melodic
and harmonic materials, he observed that “actual intellec-
tual or musical unity is neither achieved nor attempted,”
and concluded that the work is merely “a sequence of
delightful pieces for orchestra, chorus, and solo, linked
together by some sort of action” (Geiringer, 309).

A decade later, in his monumental study of Brahms’s
choral works, Siegfried Kross concluded that Rinaldo is



Brahms’s “weakest work in the genre of choral music”
(Kross, 553). Nonetheless, Kross’s musical analysis and
penetrating autobiographical consideration of the textmade
valuable contributions to the historical reception of the
work. For example, his discussion of a motive identified
specificallywith Armida—the “Zaubermotiv’—revealed both
her seductive and destructive qualities and suggests many
possibilities for interpreting her interaction with others.
Kross observed that, for Rinaldo (and, by extension, for
Brahms), inner conflicts are far more complex than they at
first appear: the conflict of love and duty is exacerbated by
an inner conflict and the need to be freed “from himself”;
theisolation thatseparates the hero physically and emotion-
ally from his comrades later removes him from the woman
he loves. Like Geiringer, Kross did not consider Rinaldo to
be operatic, with the exception of the Schlusschor, which he
described as “an opera-like bombastic finale” (Kross, 267).

The now widely held belief that Rinaldo was not operatic
also appears in the non-technical literature on the com-
poser. In his 1972 book, Brakms: A Critical Study, for ex-
ample, Burnett James wrote that “despite some superficial
appearances, a tilt or so there, a gesture here, Rinaldo is
fundamentally no nearer to opera than the [Alto]
Rhapsody...and few things can be less operatic than that.”
Goethe’s text, James suggested, “is not in itself dramatically
effective, so perhaps it is not entirely fair to judge Brahms’s
ability to write theatrically potent music on its evidence
alone....The true dramatic composer would have gone
about it very differently, resorting to devices of theatrical
action and motivation, throwing the salient points into
forceful relief, colouring the whole with the emotional
entanglements and opposing loyalties of the knight in a
dilemma” (James, 88-92). Having searched in vain for
evidence ofthe appropriate “histrionic gesture”in Rinaldo—
which one supposes might have signaled its dramatic impe-
tus—]James concluded that the work is simply unsuccessful,
a distinct echo, in both conclusion and argument, of early
reviews by some Wagnerian critics.

Rinaldo research turned a corner of sorts with Michael
Musgrave’s 1983 article, “The Cultural World of Brahms.”
After presenting a fresh perspective on Brahms’s operatic
interests, his ideas about dramatic music in general, and his
experienceswith the genre, Musgrave concluded that “quite
apart from the problems of libretti, Rinaldo speaks convinc-
ingly of [Brahms’s] limitations in thinking dramatically in
music, and one cannotimagine him having achieved within
his declared operatic framework, the creative synthesis of
past with present thatis so characteristic of his instrumental
works” (Musgravel, 22). While Musgrave’s comments may
suggest to some that Rinaldo does not stand up even to the
composer’s own standards, Musgrave in fact was re-opening
the door for new inquiry into the cantata, advocating for
consideration of the work notin comparison to Wagner’s or
Weber’s operatic achievements, but as an expression of
Brahms’s own chosen parameters for dramatic composition.

Two years later, Musgrave picked up this thread in The
Music of Brahms, challenging many of the widespread nega-
tive views of Rinaldo. In his brief comments on the dramatic
potential of the text and Brahms’s representation of the

drama in music, Musgrave described Rinaldo loosely as a
concert work that is nonetheless “operatic,” particularly as
the textis based on the presentation of “a central character
in a dramatic situation.” Like Kalbeck, Musgrave found
both textual and musical links to operas by Beethoven and
Wagner, towhich he adds connections to Schubert’s Lazarus
and some of Brahms’s own works, such as the Magelone-
Lieder, which were composed in the same period as the
cantata. In both Rinaldo and the Magelone-Lieder, he wrote,
“nobility is the outcome, from which we may draw certain
points concerning Brahms’s own nature” (Musgrave2, 76).
The notion of a “chivalric style” in these works was further
explored by Jonathan Bellman in a 1995 article for the
Journal of Musicology.

In his 1990 Brahms biography, Malcolm MacDonald
renewed Musgraves’s discussion of Rinaldo from within the
frame of the song cycle, arguing that the cantatamustnot be
compared with the German Requiem and the Alto Rhapsody,
but rather with the Magelone-Lieder. Such a comparison
“clarifies some of its more experimental and incongruous
features;” the cantata’s structural organization, for example,
mightmore aptly be described as a “lyrico-dramatic effusion
on a theme very close to his heart...” (MacDonald, 187).
This is not to suggest that MacDonald did not believe
Rinaldo to be dramatic—the Magelone-Lieder certainly are
too—but, beyond the musical characterization and broad
formal designs of each section in Rinaldo, which he de-
scribed as “uneasily operatic,” MacDonald, as others before
him, failed to find a suitable genre for the work. “Ult-
mately,” he wrote, “Rinaldo is a work about masculinity,
about the arousal of the will and the bittersweet triumph of
mastering one’s destiny; it strives to give archetypal expres-
sion to concepts of male comradeship, of virility first nulli-
fied by female enchantment and later—through the deci-
sive energy of the choral finale—given its full (but never
fully bappy) freedom” (MacDonald, 189).

Interestin the potential autobiographical elementsin the
cantata, initially suggested by Kalbeck, increased in Rinaldo
scholarship in the mid-1990s. In an article published in the
American Brahms Society Newsletter in 1996, John Daverio
linked Schumann’s Des Saengers Fluchwith Brahms’s cantata.
Both works feature deluded central characters; both heroes
are lyrico-dramatic tenor roles; and both provide a scenic
treatment of text within a variety of structures and moods.
Importantly, Daverio pointed to the fact that Schumann
dedicated his composition to Brahms, “perhapswarning the
young genius of the danger inherent in succumbing to the
allurements of his own siren song,” as the minstrel did in Des
Saengers Fluch (Daverio, 3). In a similar way, Carol Hess
found in Rinaldo autobiographical features related to
Brahms’s relationship to Clara Schumann, most notably in
the silencing of female voices and the lengthy gestation
period of its composition (Hess, 1998).

At the end of this overview of the faint praise accorded
Rinaldo by critics and scholars in Brahms’s time and ours,
the composer’s own insights into his cantata seem germane.
Following the premiere in 1869, Brahms wrote to his pub-
lisher Fritz Simrock: “It’s a commonplace experience that

(continued on next page)
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people always have specific expectations, and, just as surely,
get something quite different from us. So this time there
were high hopesatleastfora crescendo of the Requiem, and
definitely for a lovely, excited, and lecherous Venusberg
ménage at Armida’s” (Avins, 390). With these few remarks,
Brahmsacknowledged contemporary attitudes about Rinaldo
that in some ways continue to plague recent scholarship.
Rinaldohas been compared with operas, cantatas, oratorios,
and lieder, but seldom has it been considered on its own merits.
Many factors have contributed to thissituation. However,
asthisarticle points out, notleastamong these is the fact that
Rinaldohas been more studied than heard, coupled with the
frequent perpetuation of early criticism and ideas about
Rinaldoin 20th-century critical writing and musical scholar-
ship. For over a century, scholars have mostly embellished
the early critiques: that Rinaldois a “problematic” work that
1s difficult to perform, outdated in its textual message and
musical style, and unworthy of extensive and careful exami-
nation. Perhaps now, with a few performances and record-
ings of this neglected masterwork available, and with a
desire for a fresh assessment of Rinaldo starting to grow in
the scholarly community, it may become clear that in this
work Brahms achieved a mutually complementary balance
of musical and textual drama that drew out the musical and
communicative potential of the textin a unique way. Rinaldo
is entirely worthy of ranking among the most beautiful and
effective of Brahms’s works, as well as being recognized as

one of his most dramatic ones.
Mary Ingraham

Citations in this article refer to the following sources:

Avins=Styra Avins, Johannes Brahms: Life and Letters. Selected and
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ral Music: Giving Musical Shape to ‘Deeply Intellectual Poetry,””
American Brahms Society Newsletier 14/1 (Spring 1996): 1-4;
Geiringer=Karl Geiringer, Brahms. His Life and Work, tr. HLB.
Weiner and Bernard Miall, 2" ed., revised and enlarged (London:
Allen & Unwin, 1948); Hess=Carol Hess, “‘Als wahres volles
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in Brahms Studies 2 (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska
Press, 1998): 63-89; James=Burnett James, Brakhms. A Critical Study
(New York: Praeger, 1972); Kalbeck=Max Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms,
4 vols. (Berlin: Deutsche Brahms-Gesellschaft, 1910-21);
Kross=Siegfried Kross, Die Chorwerke von_Johannes Brahms (Berlin:
Max Hesses Verlag, 1958); MacDonald=Malcolm MacDonald,
Brahms (New York: Schirmer Books, 1990); Musgravel=Michael
Musgrave, “The Cultural World of Brahms,” in Brahms. Biographi-
cal, Documentary and Analytical Studies, ed. Robert Pascal (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983): 1-26; Musgrave2=
Michael Musgrave, The Music of Brakms (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1985); Schauffler=Robert Haven Schauffler, The Un-
known Brahms (New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1933);
Schwanbeck=Gunter Schwanbeck, Die dramatische Chorkantate der
Romantik in Deutschland (Disseldorf: Dissertations-Verlag G. H.
Nolte, 1938); Sturke=August Sturke, Der Stil in _Johannes Brahms’
Werken (Wiirzburg: Buchdruckerei Konrad Triltsch, 1932).

Brahms on the Web

The on-line journal Die Tonkunst has been exceptionally
friendly to Brahms scholarship, beginning with an inaugu-
ral article by Michael Struck, “Die neue Johannes Brahms-
Gesamtausgabe,” (January 2003). Particular attention has
been drawn in the last few years to members of Brahms’s
circle. Among articles of this kind, one finds: Maren Goltz,
“Seine Technik vereinigt grosse Virtuositit mit voll-
kommenem Wohllaute’: Zum 150. Geburtstag der
Klarinettisten Richard Muhlfeld” (February 2006); Midou
Grossmann, “Hans von Bulow—Der erste Pultstar: Zum
175. Geburtstag” (March 2006); Christiane Wiesenfeldt,
“Ein Brahms-Dirigentvon ‘unangreifbarer Klassizitat’: Zum
150. Geburtstag von Fritz Steinbach (1855-1916)” (June
2006); Christiane Wiesenfeldt, “Julius Spengel (1853-1936):
Ein Brahms-Freund zwischen Identifikation und Eman-
zipation” (April 2005); Christiane Wiesenfeldt, “’Niemals
nach leicht errungener Popularitat haschend [...]": Ein
Portrait des Sangers und Komponisten Adolf Wallnofer
(1854-1946) mit unverdffentlichten Briefen von Liszt,
Brahms, Strauss und Mahler” (April, 2006); and Klaus
Zehnder-Tischendorf, “Niederlindisches Epigonentum
oder ein eigener Weg? Zum 150. Geburtstag von Julius
Rontgen (1855-1932)” (May 2005). Beginning in January
0f 2007, newissues of Die Tonkunstwillno longer be available
on-line; rather, the journal will go forward as a printed
magazine. The online articles will be archived at www.die-
tonkunst.de.

Joseph Joachim Centenary

To commemorate the 100th anniversary of the death of
Joseph Joachim on 15 August 1907, the Johannes-Brahms-
Museum in Hamburg has mounted an exhibition, Johannes
Brahms—foseph Joachim: Eine Kinstlerfreudschaft, that will run
5 May through 16 September 2007. The museum is located
at Peterstralie 39 near the Museum for Hamburg History.

Brahms and the Moderns

Over the Easter weekend, 6-9 April 2007, the "Ham-
burger Ostertdne” mounted a series of ten concerts at the
Laeiszhalle in Hamburg on the theme Brahms und Moderne.
Under the artistic leadership of Simone Young, several
soloists and chamber ensembles, and the NDR Chor and
Philharmoniker Hamburg and Klangform Wien (both con-
ducted by Simone Young) performed seven works by Brahms
{plus a number of his songs) juxtaposed with 20th-century
masterpieces for the same forces by Béla Bartok, George
Crumb, Gérard Grisey, Paul Hindemith, Gyorgy Kurtag,
Gyorgy Ligeti (to honor his passing in June 2006), and
Wolfgang Rihm.

Highlights of the festival included performances of the
complete Die schine Magelone cycle and the German Re-
quiem, and two concerts presented as part of the Jerusalem
Chamber Music Festival.




Two Recent Scholarly Editions of
Brahms’s Violin Concerto

The last three years have witnessed the publication of two
critical editions of Brahms’s Violin Concerto: johannes
Brahms, Violinkonzert D-dur Opus 77, ed. Linda Correll
Roesner and Michael Struck, Serie I, Band 9 of Johannes
Brahms. Neue Ausgabe sdmtlicher Werke (Miinchen: G. Henle
Verlag, 2004)—hereafter NA; and Johannes Brahms, Konzert
in D-dur fiir Violine und Orchester op. 77, ed. Clive Brown
(Kassel: Barenreiter, 2006)—hereafter Bdr. Both volumes
supersede the critical edition of the Violin Concerto edited
by Hans Gal as part of the old Brahms complete edition,
Johannes Brahms, Sdmtliche Werke (Leipzig: Breitkopf und
Hirtel, 1926-27)—hereafter SW. In preparing this review I
have made reference to a facsimile of Brahms’s autograph
full score: Concerto for Violin, Op. 77 by Johannes Brahms. A
Facsimile of the Holograph Score With an Introduction by Yehud:
Menuhin and a Foreword by Jon Newsom (Washington: Library
of Congress, 1979)—hereafter facsimile. This volume does
not represent the autograph faithfully with regard to com-
pleteness of notated information, clarity of detail, and the
colorsand textures of revisions and annotations in Brahms’s
hand and the handsof others. (Readerswishing aforthright
discussion of the shortcomings of the Library of Congress
facsimile should refer to Linda Correll Roesner’s review in
Current Musicology 30 (1980),60-72.) Despite itslimitations,
however, the facsimile provides a helpful reference for a
discussion of the two new editions.

Each edition begins with an introductory essay, provided
in German in NA and in English and German in Bér. In NA,
Linda Correll Roesner discusses the concerto’s origins,
including the central importance of Brahms’s friendship
with violinist Joseph Joachim, the history of the concerto’s
early performances, reception, and publication, and the
role Joachim played in shaping the solo violin part—all in
accordance with the established procedures for introduc-
tory essays in the Neue Brahms-Gesamtausgabe series. Clive
Brown discussesthe Brahms/Joachimrelationship, Brahms’s
compositional process, and the concerto’s publication his-
tory, giving particular attention to Joachim’s cadenzafor the
first movement. He continues, however, with an extended
discussion of performance practice, both with reference to
Joachim’s playing in general and to his performance of the
Brahms concerto.

The different emphases of the introductory essays indi-
cate from the outset that these editions set out to accomplish
somewhat different things. NA aims above all at “the
restoration of the authentic text of the work, so that it is
freed from writing, copying and publishing errors, aswell as
unauthorized additions, and comes as close as possible to
the intentions of the composer” (VII). By cataloguing and
evaluating the information in all available primary sources,
the editors wish to establish as definitively as possible how
Brahms intended the full score to be represented
notationally. The most important primary sources con-
sulted are Brahms’s autograph of the full score, which was
also used as the Stichvorlage, or engraver’s model, for the first

edition; an early autograph of the solo violin part for the
entire first movement and the beginning of the third move-
ment; a hand-written solo violin part made by a copyist that
served as Joachim’s solo part in many early performances
and as the Stichvorlage for the first edition of the solo part; a
partial autograph of the piano arrangement that was the
Stichvorlage for the published piano arrangement (the solo
violin line entered by a copyist, the piano part in Brahms’s
hand); the first edition of the solo violin part and orchestral
parts; and Brahms’s annotated personal copies (Hand-
exemplére) of the first editions of the full score and piano
arrangement.

Bdr, while also aiming to establish an accurate text from
the same primary sources, focuses particularly on “the
integral role played by Joachim in determining the final
form of the work, which is relevant to our understanding
both of the text and the performance implications of
Brahms’s notation” (III). Reflecting editor Clive Brown’s
longstanding interest in performance practice, the edition
essentially seeks to memorialize Joachim’s performance of
the Violin Concerto in the form of a critical edition. This
approach is based on the methodological position that
“Brahms did notapparentlyintend the printed fullscore...to
serve as the definitive text of the concerto as a whole. For
practical reasons, especially ease of use as a conducting
score, he settled upon a reduced version of the solo violin
part in the full score, without ossias, fingerings or bowing
marks; this part does not seem to have been revised with the
care that was devoted to the revision of the separate solo
part; it was never completely brought into line with the
revised text in Ds {the first edition of the solo violin part]”
(Critical Commentary, 8). In thisview, only a full score that
incorporates Joachim’s markings from the solo violin part
would represent Brahms’s intentions completely. Accord-
ingly, Brown treats the first edition of the solo violin part,
which includes Joachim’s fingerings and bowings, as the
primary source text for the solo violin part in the full score,
enriched with editorial markings from an edition of the
violin part brought out by Joachim with Andreas Moser in
1905 as No. XVI in Part III of their Violinschule, 3 vols.
{Berlin: Simrock, 1902-05)—hereafter Violinschule. While
NA supplies Joachim’s markings in the editorial report and
as footnotes within the printed score, the source textfor the
solo violin part in NA stems primarily from Brahms’s full-
score autograph and Handexemplar.

Unsurprisingly, these different editorial approachesyield
scores that present numerous divergent readings for the
solo violin part. Consider, for example, its initial entrance
in the first movement as found in the facsimile, SW, NA,
Violinschule, and Bdr (Example 1). A typical emendation to
the text in SWappears in m. 90, where, in Brahms’s auto-
graph, there is no staccato dot over e'. The dot is added in
NAand Bdron the theory thatRobert Keller, a trusted editor
for Brahms’s publisher, Fritz Simrock, failed to transfer the
dotfrom Joachim’ssoloviolin part to the full score. (Brahms
intended the solo violin partin the full score to be corrected
from Joachim’s part, a task largely entrusted to Keller. For
Keller’s role in preparing the Violin Concerto for publica-
tion, see George S. Bozarth, ed., in collaboration with




(Brahms’s Violin Concerto, continued)

Wiltrud Martin, The Brahms-Keller Correspondence [Lincoln
and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1996}, 21-40.)
Bdr’s privileging of Joachim’s performance materials shows
itselfin the inclusion of his fingerings, and the directive (con
Jfuoco) from the Violinschule printing.

The divergent readings in mun. 91-92 are more problem-
atic. In the autograph full score and the earliest surviving
autograph of the violin part, both b-flat? and b-flat! are tied,
areading retained in SWand NA. The Violinschulereading,
in which only b-lat? is tied from m. 91 and b-flat' does not
appear in m. 92, follows readings found in the first edition
of the solo violin part, Joachim’s performance copy of the
solo part, the autograph/Abschrift of the piano reduction,
and the first edition of the piano reduction. Both readings,
then, have considerable support from primary sources.
Observing thatitmaynotbe possible to determine Brahms’s
intention definitively, the editors of NA give the autograph
reading in the full score with the solo-part reading as a note
in the lower margin, while providing a discussion of the
sourcesin the edition report (221-22). Privileging Joachim’s
performance materials, Brown argues that “the presence of
ties on the lower octave in the violin part in Ak [the partial
autograph of the piano reduction] (subsequently deleted)
from m. 91 [...], without the b{flat’ in m. 92 [...], makes it
more likely that the lower octave had been purposely de-
leted in K’ [a solo violin part used by Joachim for early
performances, nowlost], without the ties having been clearly
cancelled” (Critical Commentary, 8-9). Following this line
of reasoning, the text in Bdr should be identical to the
Violinschuletextin Example 1, but Bérpresents anonsensical
reading, in which the b flat' appears in m. 92, but without a
tie from m. 91. One can only conclude that thisisa misprint,
a conclusion easier to reach because Bérpresents a number
of misprints at other points, e.g., wrong notes (III, m. 107,
where the second flute should have d°, not b? and the
second clarinet should have ¢?, sounding a', rather than
written a!, sounding f-sharp'); incorrect clefs (III, m. 154,
bassoon); incorrect key signatures (III, m. 311, clarinets);
missing accidentals (I, 242, first flute, second note); per-
formance directives added in error (II, m. 56, first violin
hairpin diminuendo); and so on. This makes one appreciate
the extraordinary fastidiousness of NA, in which, so far as I
have been able to tell, no such errors appear.

Brahms’s musical handwriting in the full-score autograph
is his usual frustrating mixture of the precise and the casual.
There is almost never any question about what the right
notes are, but such issues as the placement of hairpin
crescendoand diminuendo markings, the presence or absence
of staccato dots, dynamic indications, and so on, often
require editorial intervention, and these interventions are
often atvariance with one another in NA and Bdr. Consider,
for example, the question of what instruments should have
staccato dots in the wind parts in m. 148 in the third move-
ment (Example 2). The bassoon shows a dot in the auto-
graph full score, but it does not appear in SW. The editors
of NAsilently concur, probably assuming that the bassoon’s
staccato was removed in the proofs, which are lost. Bdr

restores the bassoon’s dot, noting its presence in the first
edition of the orchestral parts as well as the full-score
autograph, but then also supplies dots to the flutes, oboes,
and clarinets, noting that the chord is marked staccato in
Brahms’s piano reduction. This typifies the sometimes
more vigorous editorial intervention in Bdr, as well as its
tendency to justify editorial emendations to the full score
from markings in Brahms’s piano reduction, which was the
last source chronologically to which he gave detailed edito-
rial attention. Doubtful readings in NA, by contrast, tend to
be resolved by closer adherence to the full-score autograph
and/or first edition.

The heart of any scholarly edition is its critical commen-
tary. In Bdr, this is presented in a separate volume from the
score, coupled with the critical commentary for Brahms’s
piano reduction of the Violin Concerto, which Brown also
edited for Barenreiter. The critical commentary in NA is
provided in the same volume as the score.

Reflecting its function as a complete-edition volume, NA
lists variants from all early sources in exhaustive detail. With
this information, one can trace Brahms’s subtle
orchestrational revisions as he responded to early perfor-
mances and reconstruct the complex interplay between
Brahms and Joachim in the working out of the solo violin
part. In the critical commentary for Bér, Brown passes over
reporting each and every notational variant in the early
sources, but addresses selected editorial issues at length,
sometimes drawing on his expertise in 19th-century perfor-
mance practice and his experience as a concert violinist.
Reading his commentary together with that of Roesner and
Struck in NA reminds one that it is possible to interpret the
same source information quite differently.

A case in point is the entrance of the oboe solo in the
second movement. In Brahms’s full-score autograph, it is
marked dolce, but without any dynamic, in spite of the fact
that all the parts around it are marked p. This reading was
taken overinto SW. The entrance is marked paswell as dolce,
however, in several other sources, as explained in NA: “The
dynamic indication that is missing in A* [the full-score
autograph] (presumably a writing error or abbreviation by
Brahms) and E [Brahms’s Handexemplar of the first edi-
tion] is restored’as p according to E-St [the first edition of
the orchestral part] aswellasaccording to AB-VI * [Joachim’s
hand-copied solo part] (Brahms's pencil addition p dol. as
the dynamic of the printed notes for Ob. 1), A/AB-KA* [the
partial autograph of the piano arrangement] (Brahms’s
notation of the Oboe 1 part in the solo violin system) , E-KA
[the first edition of the piano arrangement] and E-VI1 [the
first edition of the solo violin part]. Nevertheless, it should
not be ruled out that the directive dolcefor Ob. 1 appeared
to Brahms to be sufficient” (244). Brown, on the other
hand, posits that: “...There was a well established tradition
that dolce equated to a soft dynamic and Brahms, who was
notably conservative in such matters, may well have consid-
ered dolce alone sufficient in the score, especially since the
solo oboe would have been expected to accommodate its
dynamic to the level of the accompaniment; the probability
that the omission of a dynamic in the score was not merely
the result of oversight is strengthened by the absence of a
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Example 1: Johannes Brahms, Violin Concerto, Op. 77,
I, mm. 90-94, solo violin.
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Example 2: Johannes Brahms, Violin Concerto, Op. 77,
IT1, m.148, wind parts
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