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The history of this ouverture-like symphonic moverni@ C-minor of 293 bars length, ascribed to Anton
Bruckner, is most curious: After the Second Worldinimhe Viennese composer Heinrich Tschuppik
discovered an unknown, music manuscript in thetesthis uncle, the composer Rudolf Krzyzanowski
(5 April 1859 — 21 June 1911). He was a pupil ofédnBruckner and is known to Brucknerians because
he, together with Gustav Mahler, prepared the Pramangement of Bruckner's Third Symphony. The
manuscript constitutes an orchestral score of 4@qabearing the inscript »Rudolf Krzyzanowski cop.
1876« on the first page, and on the last pagearipel blue letters, »von Anton Bruckner«. Tschuppik
immediately reported in public about his findindge{g neu aufgefundenes Werk Anton Brucknerss, in:
Schweizerische Musikzeitu§/1948, p. 391; «Bruckne&infonisches Praeludiwm in: Sueddeutsche
Zeitung 8 September 1949). He also prepared his ownnateay of the score, copied out orchestral
parts, and also arranged a four stave particeltbemovement in two copies. Tschuppik had alseveho
the piece to Bruckner scholars Max Auer and Framzefinger, and as well to the Swiss conductor
Volkmar Andreae. Their opinion on Bruckner's auiiip was positive, and Andreae agreed to give the
first performance of the piece — meanwhile entitBfonisches Praeludiuday Tschuppik — with the
Vienna Philharmonic (23 January 1949).

This performance, however, did not take place,eponted by Helmut Albert Fiechtner («Verhin-
derte Bruckner-Urauffuehrung», ibie Oesterreichische Furch&Vien, 29 January 1949): The mem-
bers of the Vienna Philharmonic voted against Bneclas the likely composer of the piece, and Labpol
Nowak, who had been asked for his expertise in@ugse, was not able to come to a final result and
asked the orchestra to publish a note that he éotdinish yet the examination«. Indeed, on 3 dayu
1949, Tschuppik had given Krzyzanowski's manusddphe Music Collection of th®esterreichische
Nationalbibliothek(Austrian National Library = ANL), where a photgyowas made, the manuscript
returned to him thereafter. Finally, the MunichIR&imonic under Fritz Rieger gave the premierehef t
piece (7 September 1949). Shortly after this fiesformance, Tschuppik died (1950), and the pudolic
scientific debate about the piece ended. Tschuppllkan copy, his handwritten orchestral parts, aand
photocopy of the four stave particello remainecegieg in the drawers of the archive of the Munich
Philharmonic. The original piece was never perfatragain since then. Krzyzanowski's original manu-
script remained in the possession of his desceadantil the late Eighties. The photocopy of it was
never entered in the inventory at the Music Coitecof the ANL. Instead, Nowak kept it in his priea
possession. It was found amongst his estate andhegt into the Music Collection only after his deat
May 1991. Nowak also never published the expehiséhad been asked for in 1949. This had some
strange and remarkable consequences.

In 1948, Tschuppik had given some of the manuscoptsongs composed by his uncle as well as
another copy of his own particello arrangementefRraeludiumto a Mrs. Gertrud Staub-Schlaepfer in
Zurich. She studied the piece and came to a stremgelusion, which she wrote on top of the particel



Benjamin-Gunnar Cohrs: Symphonisches Praludivcomposed by Anton Bruckner?

herself: »Koennte das nicht eine Arbeit f. Pruefwmog Gustav Mahler sein? Krzyzanowski gab den
Klavierauszug zur dritten Symphonie Bruckners (@sdting) heraus mit Mahler zusammen.« (»Could
this perhaps be composed by Gustav Mahler for xéeneation? Krzyzanowski edited the piano ar-
rangement of Bruckner's Third Symphony (secondier)ystogether with Mahler.«) On 7 September
1949 — half a year after Nowak had made the phptpob the original score and, strangely, on the/ver
day of the first and since then only performancthePraeludiumin Munich — she gave all this material
which she had received from Tschuppik to the M@adlection of the ANL, perhaps with the positive
intention to contribute to the solution of the gims who actually composed the piece which Krzyza-
nowski copied.

The Sleeping Beauty remained behind the thornghioty years. Then the Mahler scholar Paul
Banks discovered the Particello from the possessidirs. Staub-Schlaepfer in the Music Collectidn o
the ANL and published an article in due course («arly Symphonic Prelude by Mahler?» 8"
Century Music B979, p. 141ff). Nowak never returned the photgcopthe score into the Music Col-
lection; Krzyzanowski's original manuscript wagledt time still in private possession. Banks digmun
know anything about the first performance in 1948d certainly not about the existence of the fudk m
terial in the Archive of the Munich PhilharmonicBo he assumed the Particello to be the only source
for the piece and finally followed the suggestidrMs. Staub-Schlaepfer, arguing that the piecddtou
be indeed one of the numerous lost works which &ustahler had composed during his time at the Vi-
enna Conservatory. Hence, a »>lost piece by Gusiavdk was >re-discovered<, and since the Panticell
was the only known source, Berlin composer Albre@hersching was asked to make the movement
performable and complement the instrumentations Filgconstruction< was first performed by the Ber-
lin Radio Symphony Orchestra under Lawrence FddteMarch 1981) as >Symphonisches Praeludium
by Gustav Mahlerc.

Only thanks to the German Kapellmeister Wolfgangl KINiedernhausen), the truth came to the
light in 1985, when he published a lengthy studyttenpiece, which he had discovered in the arcbive
the Munich Philharmonic («Ein vergessenes, unedenWerk Anton Bruckners?», iStudien zur Mu-
sikwissenschaft / Beihefte der Denkmaeler der Tistkim OesterreichVol. 36, Tutzing 1985). Unfor-
tunately this truth seems to be unwanted: Hislarti@as largely ignored by musicology; the >Mahlariz
tion< was subsequently recorded (prominently byedaervi for Chandos) and published by Sikorski,
Berlin, where it remains in the catalogue as Mahlpiece, occasionally performed as such. The time
and effort Hiltl put into a campaign for the origiris remarkable: he published not only furtherctes,
he also bought Krzyzanowski's original manuscripthie Nineties from Tschuppik's family, examined
and edited it. Since 2002, the music has beenablaifrom Doblinger, Vienna. The full-size scora€o
tains both a facsimile of Krzyzanowski's manuscagtwell as a modern edition; the parts are availab
on hire. Nevertheless, and strangely, the piecairesio be unperformed to this day (2006)!

This is hard to understand. On the one hand, oneanae we have only Krzyzanowski's copy and
his word that this music was composed by Bruckecumentary research gave no further evidence; no
further manuscripts from Bruckner's own hand sweyiand also in his letters and private annotations
nothing is to be found about it. (An explanation tliis may be that Bruckner, before he moved ihto t
Belvedere in July 1895, had asked his secretarprAMeissner to burn various old papers, obviously
including many discarded music manuscripts.) Onather hand, it seemed to be no problem for many
conductors and writers to accept the piece aseadlggoy Mahler, in its second-hand-orchestration by
Albrecht Guersching, and even pepped up with sontgpical, special instruments (Piccolo, Double-
Bassoon, Harp, Cymbal). Krzyzanowski's copy is titlonly for Bruckner's typical orchestra of daubl
Woodwind, four Horns, two Trumpets, three Trombomzss-Tuba, Timpani, and Strings.
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Wolfgang Hiltl undertook a meticulous examinatidnttoe manuscript and analysis of the music in
the mirror of Bruckner's contemporary pieces. Haedinally to the conclusion that the most likebr a
sumption would be that Bruckner had given a scorérzyzanowski which he may have already aban-
doned at the time of its gestation — perhaps asxarcise in instrumentation. From stylistic comgani
and analysis it seems to be clear that at leastritiee musical substance is by Bruckner himsetdisim
likely in the first stage of the »emerging autodraeore«, containing all String parts, some impurta
lines for Woodwind and Brass, perhaps also a fesggges being already entirely complete — very simi-
lar to what survived from the Finale of the Nintyn$hony. (Wolfgang Hiltl: «Einsichten zu einer Mu-
sik im Jahrhundertschlaf», igtudien & Berichte, Mitteilungsblatt 63 der IBGecember 2004, p. 13—
16). Krzyzanowski then completed the instrumentatiblis copy also contains some annotations
possibly from Bruckner's own hand, and some furtinem another, unknown person. (The playing
indications are obviously not by Bruckner, all vamgthusiastically youthful, up i, that Bruckner
never used.)

There is not enough room in a short essay for ailddtdescription of the music. However, it seems
clear from Hiltl's stylistic examination that theusical material itself is indeed all Bruckner'sddn
particular because some of these ideas even aticgome music from the Ninth Symphony, which
certainly nobody can have known already in 1876& Torm is quite unique — all three themes are
merely lyrical (as later in the first movement betSeventh Symphony). The first theme contains the
core of the Main Themes of the First and Second@ymy in C minor, as well as allusions to Wagner's
Walkuere which Bruckner may have known from the piano eoofr 1865, or some orchestral extracts
given in concerts in Vienna in 1872. (He first ledéine entireWalkuerein Bayreuth in August 1876,
which may suggest theraeludiumcould be the composer's reaction to Riag-experience. But this
would leave only very little time for the conceptiand abandoning of it, and it being given to Keryz
nowski for copying, all in late-1876.) The softstitheme is, as being typical for Bruckner, repadate
full tutti (b. 43), leading into a dark chorale 9, pre-shadowing the structure of the choralenthe
from the Finale of the Ninth Symphony), and evesigaificant epilogue (b. 73), further to be usedha
development (b. 160). The second theme (b. 87@atsflsome ideas of the Third Symphony, and in par-
ticular the famousniserereof the D minor Mass as well. The closing themarisenergetic trumpet call
with a repeated, remarkable minor Ninth, as atbéaginning of the Adagio from the Ninth Symphony,
also pre-shadowing the Trumpets at the end ofiteerhovement of this work to be composed some 25
years later. The second part (b. 148) brings tvemehts from the main theme in variants, similainas
the first movement of the Ninth, leading into aetfiold outburst of it in the dominant (b. 195),ito(b.
201) and subdominant (b. 207). The recapitulatioth® second theme is in fact a fugue (b. 221) it
development section which again reflects the TBiychphony (b. 249ff), leading into a climax, in whic
both first and second themes appear simultanedhsB67). The rather short coda is merely a firzal ¢
dence with almost no thematic material left, ordflacting the earlier third theme, but not as aanin
Ninth, but a repeated chain of minor Seconds (oag assume that this elaboration by Krzyzanowski,
which sounds rather provisional, may have beeedilip later with more concise motivic derivatioas,
tried out by Guersching in his unnecessary arraegeiof the score).

It is impossible to know exactly for which purpoggs short, serious movement was originally
written. Due to stylistic similarities with comptishs of that period, a likely assumption wouldthat it
was conceived already in 1875 or 1876, at a timensBruckner undertook various efforts to improve
his financial situation and to push his own caréer official occasion for introducing such a pienght
have been Bruckner's new post at the Vienna Uritygfs875), the inauguration of the new Mauracher
organ in St. Florian (19 November 1875), or thecsot) in which Bruckner himself conducted again the
now-revised Second Symphony in C minor (20 Febrd&6).
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The score includes the Bass-Tuba, which Bruckneémdit use before his Fifth Symphony (com-
posed 1875/6, revised 1877/8). The first critiaditien includes some revisions by Wolfgang Hilth, i
particular a more Brucknerian layout of playingigations and a correction of the most obvious short
comings of Krzyzanowski's score. Since the editiontains both Krzyzanowski's score and the modern
transcription, the editor found it unnecessarynidude a >Critical Commentary<, which would onlgtli
all the differences which could be more easily takem comparing it directly with the manuscriptn-U
fortunately the edition does not provide much infation, except a short preface by the editor. lditye
essay from 1985 is not widely available. A new, poehensive and generally available study on the en-
tire topic would be most welcome.

In all, this Symphonic Prelude constitutes an ewély advanced, >experimental< sonata movement,
with a dramatic, almost radical second part connigirdevelopment, recapitulation and coda to a uhifie
and radical »zweite Abtheilung«. The musical largguand structure, the dramatic sweep anticipates
much of Bruckner's last composition, the symphatioralworkHelgoland(1893). The musical quality
of the score as surviving in Krzyzanowski's copyuldodeserve attention, performance and recording
even if we had no hint at all that it might posgibe from Bruckner (note that Krzyzanowski himself
never wrote something of a comparable originality)s hard to understand why the beauty contirtoes

sleep till this day.
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Postscriptum 2010

In 2008, Wolfgang Hiltl died unexpectedly in a hitabin Wiesbaden. Nobody cared for his assets, and
in November 2008, his appartment was finally clddg the municipality of his last residence, Niader
hausen. The mysterious, valuable manuscript oStmephonic Prelude ended on a garbage slope ...



