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1. Introduction

The different existing analyses of the editions of
Bruckner's Symphonies, have created considerable confu-
sion, making it today very difficult for the composer's admir-
ers and performers to understand which and how many
symphonies he really wrote; or to be convinced if it is now
possible to hear a Bruckner Symphony as the composer
really created it. Following the recent publication by Profes-
sor Leopold Nowak of almost all the different versions of
Bruckner's symphonies, | think that this issue, normally
called "The Bruckner Symphonies' Problem," must be
rethought completely.

The sources of the problem are the differences
between the critical printed editions of the symphonies'
scores made by Robert Haas and Leopold Nowak respec-
tively; and the existence of different versions, composed by
Bruckner himself, of some symphonies.

Significant responsibility for the confusion about
which and how many symphonies Bruckner really wrote
rests on the composer himself. Apparently, he was never
fully satisfied with some of his symphonies, so he rewrote
them many times, producing different "versions" of the

same symphony. Some of them are written in different
styles, or even worse, have some movements replaced
with completely different ones! A possible explanation in
some cases, is that he wanted to update his symphonies to
the mastery he attained when composing his Fifth Sym-
phony. Because of this attitude, during the years 1876 to
1880 he revised extensively the Second, Third and Fourth
Symphonies; moreover, during the last years of his life he
recomposed the First Symphony.

In other cases, he revised his symphonies to
make them more palatable to the public and to the orches-
tras of his time. In that situation, he often accepted the
advice from his pupils and friends, especially that of the
Schalk brothers and Ferdinand Loewe.! They were his

1 Josef Schalk (1857-1901), Austrian pianist and piano
teacher at the Vienna Conservatory. He championed the music of Bruck-
ner and Hugo Wolf.

Franz Schalk (1863-1931), Director of the Vienna Court
(State) Opera from 1918 to 1929. He conducted the premiere of Strauss's
"Die Frau ohne Schatten" (1919). Active in Prague (1895-1898), at the
Metropolitan Opera House (New York, 1898-1899) and at Covent Garden
(London, 1898, 1907 and 1911).



Juan l. Cahis

devout supporters, but they also were unable to understand
Bruckner's genius, so their influence on the composer,
although sincere, is now considered unhappy. They even
"revised" and "corrected" Bruckner's authentic scores when
the composer didn't accept their suggestions.

In the present study, these topics are analyzed
and a new approach to the problem is proposed, trying to
define more precisely when "a version of a Bruckner sym-
phony" should be considered as such.

2. A short description of the state of each
symphony

Bruckner wrote eleven symphonies, numbered
002, 0 and 1 to 9. Symphonies N° 00, 5, 6, 7, and presum-
ably N° 0, have only one version each. Symphonies N° 1, 2
and 8 exist in at least two original versions each. Sym-
phonies 3 and 4 have at least three original versions
each. Symphony N° 9 is an ambiguous case, because it
was left unfinished as a result of the composer's death.3

Before of the creation of the "International Bruck-
ner Society" (IBS), the symphonies were published by dif-
ferent scholars who tried to "improve" them and make them
more palatable to the public.4 These scores are considered
of historical interest only today and have been replaced by
the critical scores published separately by Robert Haas
and Leopold Nowak, both sponsored by the IBS.

This was not a definitive solution of the problem,
however, because the differences of view between Haas
and Nowak have produced a considerable amount of con-
fusion, making more difficult the correct understanding of
Bruckner's symphonic work.

[A brief note about nomenclature: The actual
symphony number (the number by which each symphony is
currently identified) is written in standard numerals, e.g.,
“4”, followed by a slash and the version number written in

Ferdinand Loewe (1865-1925), Austrian conductor, active in
Munich and Vienna.

2 30me scholars don't like the nomenclature “00”, but | do!

3 The score of the first three movements is complete, and the
draft of the finale is almost complete up to the beginning of the Coda.

4 Although in many cases these editions were heavily
“retouched” by the editor, they are of great academic interest because
they reflect some performance practices from the Bruckner time.

roman numerals. For instance, Symphony No. 4/l means
the third version of Symphony No. 4.]

3. The confusion about the existence of sub-
stantially different versions of some symphonies com-
posed by Bruckner himself. Which of them should we

prefer?

The main problem is to answer the following
question. There are some symphonies that exist in two or
more different versions composed by Bruckner himself;
which of them should we prefer? In the past, the answer to
this question was normally "the last one", because it was
supposed that it represented the last thoughts of the
composer. Now, however, scholars tend to assume that the
influence of the composer's friends on the last versions of
some of his symphonies was too high. To solve this
problem, Professor Deryck Cooke proposed to search for a
"first definitive version" of each symphony. This one would
be the last version of any symphony recomposed by
Bruckner before he could receive any strong influence from
other people.

3.1. Is it possible now to define a "first defini-
tive version" for each symphony?

When Deryck Cooke tried to solve this puzzle,
the earlier versions of many of Bruckner's symphonies
("Urfassungen") were not yet published in print or recorded,
so when he recommended that one should prefer the "first
definitive versions" and reject the "Urfassungen” ("primitive
versions"), | must admit that it was a very wise and interest-
ing recommendation. However, when all the versions of the
Bruckner symphonies have been published, printed and al-
most all recorded, that statement is no longer valid.

As an example, let us compare the history of the
composition of the Third, Eighth and Fourth Symphonies.

The Third Symphony was composed in 1873, ar-
ranged in 1876, rearranged in 1877 and fully rearranged
again in 1889, in a continuous, evolutionary form. Discard-
ing the version of 1889 as a possible candidate, and
independently of which of the other versions you like more,
what is the reason to say that the 1877 and not the 1873
version is the "first definitive one?"S The Eighth Symphony

5 tis interesting to quote Nowak in the preface to his critical
score of the Third Symphony's "Urfassung" from 1873. He says: "The
formal integrity of the Third Symphony comes out most clearly in the Ada-
gio. Its 278 bars, later reduced to 251 (1877) and finally to 222 (1889/90),
observe the usual balance among the three components and the coda;
whereas in the first revision of 1877 the second recapitulation of the first
subject and part of the second subject are cut; nor are they restored in
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was also composed in an evolutionary form, but irrespec-
tive of which of the critical scores of the 1890 version you
like more (Haas' or Nowak's), why is the newer version the
"first definitive one," and not the older one of 18877 This is
an important issue, because the version of 1890 was
created as a result of the rejection of the earlier 1887 one
by the conductor Hermann Levi.6

By contrast, Bruckner composed the Fourth in
1874 and recomposed it drastically from a new start in
1878 (including a totally new Scherzo and finale), and
again in 1880 (finale only), in a revolutionary rather than an
evolutionary form, without any inducement from his friends.
Then, you could speak of a "rejected version" (the 1874
one) and a significantly different "first definitive version" of it
(the 1878 one with the "Volksfest" finale). The problem with
this analysis is that the most popular, played and recorded
version of it, the one of 1880, would be an afterthought by
Bruckner himself, and thus of lesser importance.”

Deryck Cooke himself was also, apparently, con-
fused with this issue. In his classic essay "The Bruckner
problem simplified” (The Musical Newsletter, NY, 1975) he
says that the "first definitive version" of the Third Symphony
is the one of 1877 (thus discarding the "Urfassung"), but in
his Bruckner article in the "New Grove" book "Late Ro-
mantic Masters" (Norton 1985 page 56) in the catalogue of
Bruckner's works it is said that the "first definitive version"
of that symphony is the version of "1873/7," printed by
Oeser, Nowak 1977 and Nowak 1980!8 Also, in the first es-
say, Cooke states that the "first definitive version" of the
Eighth Symphony is the recomposed one edited by Haas
(also discarding the "Urfassung"), but in the New Grove
book, page 57, it is said that the "first definitive version" of
that Symphony is the "Urfassung" of 1884/87 edited by
Nowak in 1972.

the second revision of 1889/90. Only the first version reproduces the
whole movement as Bruckner originally conceived it."

6 Hermann Levi (1839-1900), German conductor and a
strong supporter of Bruckner's music. He conducted the premiere of
Wagner's "Parsifal" in 1882.

7 Another possibility would be to speak of two rejected ver-
sions of this symphony (those of 1874 and 1878). Then, "the first defini-
tive version" would be the one of 1880; but it seems to me that the argu-
ment needs to be stretched too much to arrive at this conclusion.

8 Was the book's editor suggesting that the versions of 1873
and 1877 be combined into one?

3.2. How many symphonies did Bruckner

write?

| think that now, we need to rethink the problem
of the versions of the Bruckner symphonies in a completely
different way. First, we need to start by asking how many
symphonies did Bruckner write? Are they eleven, including
number 0 and 00 (the so called "Student Symphony"), or
maybe more?

My solution to the problem is analogous to the
answer to the question of how many overtures Beethoven
wrote to "Fidelio," and the answer there is four. | don't think
that any serious scholar would say that both overtures
"Leonore 2" and "Leonore 3" are simply a result of different
viewpoints of two critical editions of different scholars, or
would try to combine both "Leonoras” into one supposedly
definitive version, as Haas fried to do in his version of
Bruckner's Eighth Symphony.? In that sense, Bruckner
would have written not only eleven but maybe 18 or 21
authentic symphonies or "symphonic essays," with in-
dividual values and rights to be considered for each
one.

Take for example the Fourth Symphony. Both
versions of 1874 and 1880 respectively, are very different.
The structures of all four movements are different and they
even have a completely different Scherzo and Finale. Why
should both versions be considered the same work? Why
should they not be considered as two different im-
plementations of the same idea, as with "Leonoras" 2 and
3, or as both Symphonies that share the number 4 of
Prokofiev, Opus 47 and 112, respectively?

That will also solve the problems of style that the
serious listener easily perceives. Why is Symphony number
3, that many conductors such as Von Karajan and others
play, more related to Symphony number 7 or 8 than to
number Two? Why is the First Symphony that almost all
conductors play (excepting Wand and Chailly) more related
to the "Nullte" (number "0") and to number 3 of Inbal than
to Von Karajan's Third? The answer is simple: it is because
Von Karajan's Third is number 15 or 18 in the series and
Inbal's Third is not the same but the fifth, which was written
16 years earlier!

9 In the "New Grove" book, Cooke refers to the Haas' critical
edition of the Eighth Symphony as a "composite version" (page 57). On
page 36 he says: "But Haas was thinking of a conductor's score that
would be in constant use, and his edition stands as a conjectural restora-
tion of what Bruckner's revision would have been like without Josef
Schalk's interference." | personally agree with his preferences for pure
musical reasons, but is not that sentence a practical definition of what a
"performing version" is?
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My suggestion is that Bruckner scholars
should define the series of authentic "symphonic es-
says" by Bruckner, treating each of them as a
self-living work of the Master, without pretending to
decide subjectively which of them is the "definitive-and-
most-authentic" version of each symphony.

That means that we need to answer some new
questions, as for example, how many different versions of
the Second Symphony really exist? Is the revision of 1886
to the finale of the Fourth Symphony sufficient to allow us
to speak of a different "symphonic essay" to the 1880
version of the same symphony?19 Do revisions of the same
caliber to symphonies from other composers, like Berlioz's
"Fantastic Symphony", make the scholars consider them as
two different versions of the same symphony, or are these
revisions only considered amendments?

Let us suppose that a conductor performs the
standard version of the Fourth Symphony but uses the sec-
ond finale of 1878, the so called "Volksfest," instead of the
normal finale of 1880. Is he or she performing a different
"essay" to the same symphony's 1880 one, with which it
shares the first three movements? In addition, scholars
also doubt if some "essays" were really written and subse-
quently destroyed by the composer, like the "essay" of
1864, the supposed first version of symphony number "0".

An important question regarding the determina-
tion of this series is the following. Should we reject the
authentic versions made by Bruckner himself under a
strong influence, or even imposed by others? If that
were our choice, we would need to reject the version of
1889 of the Third Symphony, which is its most popular,
widely played and recorded version. However, we will need
to accept both versions of the First Symphony. In my opin-
ion, this position is not valid. If it were so, we would also
be forced to reject most of the mature symphonies from
Prokofiev or Shostakovich, and many of the successful
symphonies of the eighteenth century that were composed
in a style to satisfy the taste of the composer's patron.

There is another important issue. Should we re-
ject for performance the finished original versions that

10 The revision of 1886 of the Fourth Symphony was dis-
covered after the publication of the symphony's 1880 score by Haas, and
it is thus included only in the Nowak edition of the same version published
in 1953. The most important change made by the composer was in the
last nine bars of the finale, where he reintroduced the main subject of the
first movement played by the horns. Bruckner made this change for a
performance of this symphony in New York, under Anton Seidl. In my
opinion, the 1881-1886 changes to this symphony are not sufficient to
allow us to speak of a different 1886 version of it.

were withdrawn by the composer for concert usage,
like some "Urfassungen" and Symphonies number "0" and
“00"? | don't agree with this opinion either, because we
would then have also rejected for performance the first
three Beethoven's "Leonoras”, keeping them for study by
scholars only.

| think that all the published critical scores by
Nowak make a very good starting point for the determina-
tion of the series.!! That should give us some 18 or 21
self-supporting authentic Bruckner symphonic works! If we
get accustomed to call them by a different "Opus
Number" (in the same way that we refer to the four
Fidelio overtures by their number and not as "the ver-
sion of 1806 of the overture to Fidelio"), we will be
simplifying the general understanding of Bruckner's
symphonic work. Maybe it will take some time for the
public to familiarize itself with this new nomenclature, as it
took years for some of us to become familiar with the
Koechel numbers of most of Mozart's works, but that is an
effort that will be worthwhile for the general understanding
of the problem. We must be grateful to Professor Leopold
Nowak for giving us the possibility to become familiar with
all of Bruckner's "symphonic Leonoras", and not only with
some of them (the supposed "definitive" ones).

It should be noted that it is not our interest to
change the actual numbers of the symphonies. Our interest
is, first, to know how many symphonic works Bruckner did
really compose, thus discarding unimportant arrangements
from himself or from his disciples; and secondly, to
establish for them a unique "Symphonic Opus Number"
that could be, in the future, the origin of a generic "Opus
Number" for all the works of the composer.

4. A definition and a tentative list of Bruck-
ner's "symphonic essays"

The essence of my proposition is the formulation
of the concept of “Symphonic Essay” regarding Bruckner’s
Symphonies. This concept is related to the Composer
only (thus completely different from the concept of
“Printed Edition”, which can be beyond his control);
and different from the classic concept of “Version” as it is
normally understood. Regardless of the fact that he com-
posed only eleven Symphonies, the number “eleven” and

" This starting point was correct in 1996, when | originally
wrote this article. In 2005, another series was developed, see the
following pages.



Juan l. Cahis

the plain concept of “Symphonies” (in the plural) are not
capable of defining his Symphonic output completely. 12

Thus, the concept of “Symphonic Essay” should
agree with the following five criteria:

4.1) The form criterion. This means that
the Essay should have the form of a Symphony.

4.2) The origin criterion. This means that
the Composer should have showed the intention of
making a new Symphony, or a new reworking of an
earlier Symphony, with the intention of replacing the
earlier one, and not only making some improvements
(“Variants”) in an existing score.

4.3) The finished product criterion. The Es-
say should be the result of a finished product, that the
Composer recognized as such, suitable for public
performance or for publication in print. Of course, the
finished product should be authentic.13

This criterion raises interesting questions,
because normally most of the “Essays” have a prehis-
tory. For example, Professor Carragan has shown that
Bruckner made some small changes and cuts in the 1872
score of Symphony No. 2/I when attending rehearsals for
the first performance in 1873. In similar situations, should
we reintroduce the omitted material into the critical scores,
when it isn't there?14

4.4) The differentiation criterion.  This
means that to be included in that list, a Symphonic
Essay has to contain at least one movement that the
serious listener would perceive as significantly differ-
ent from the corresponding movement in an original or
earlier version of the same Symphony, even if the mu-
sic is based on the same or related thematic material.
Of course, this criterion is subjective, but what definition
isn't?

12 you can number them with a "BSWV" number ("Bruckner
Symphonische Werke Verzeichnis", parodying Bach's), or, if you allow me
a little sense of humor, with a "JIC" number!

13 Regarding Symphony 4/IV of 1888, | decided in 1996, to
give it an “Essay Number” of “Supplemental 1 to be listed after Essay 14"
(“Suppl. 1/14+”). Now, it has its own number.

1410 my knowledge, with some exceptions (like Symphony
No. 2/1), the prehistory of the different versions of each symphony has not
been studied in depth.

Please note that the above criterion is a
practical one, not an academic one. That means that if
some Version of a Symphony has been lost, we are unable
to know if it would have agreed with this Criterion, so no
Essay number should be assigned to it.

4.5) The fit - in - the - Composer’s - history
criterion. This is the most difficult criterion to define, but
what | want to say is that an Essay should have been
composed by Bruckner as either the result of some
event in his life; or the result of his psychological need
to adapt his previous works to some new stage of his
creative development, that he thought justified it.!3

5. Why is a concept like “Symphonic Essay”
needed?

The answer to the above question is very com-
plex; let me explain some of the reasons.

a) As | mentioned earlier, to say that
Bruckner “composed eleven Symphonies” doesn’t precisely
describe his symphonic output. For example, the
differences among the different versions of the Fourth
Symphony are so dramatic, that we cannot say that only
one Fourth Symphony exists. Should we say that there are
two or three Fourth Symphonies and give a different num-
ber to each one? | don't think that this is a good choice,
because the Composer's intention, when composing the
last versions of it, was clearly not to compose a different,
new Symphony.

b) Should we try to define the “best” ver-
sion of every Symphony, as Deryck Cooke pretended, and
discard the others? | discussed this issue at length before,
so | don’'t want to repeat my arguments here. | fully disa-
gree with his theory of reserving the “other” versions for a
small group of privileged people only.

c) Haas’ intents to combine several ver-
sions into one to make the “ideal” one should also be dis-
carded. As Professor William Carragan has demonstrated,
Haas himself had to compose a passage for the First Vio-
lins, in bars 541 and 543, in his edition of the Finale of the
Second Symphony, in order to be able to fit different

15 An optional (vi/de) cut (as Haas and Nowak mark from
bar 270 to 373 of the Finale of the Fifth Symphony) should be ignored
and not be considered a significant difference.
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sources from different versions into one score of a Sym-
phony, that in any case can be considered “unfinished”.16

d) Should we be continuing to differentiate
the versions by the name of the Editor, and the composition
date? In my opinion, this tendency has been unfortunate
(should | say ominous?) to the popularity of the Symphonic
Oeuvre of the Composer. To say that a conductor performs
“Nowak’s Edition of 1877 or “Haas Edition of 1890” of
some Symphony, as the sleeve notes of the recordings
normally say, doesn’t mean a thing to the public, the music
critics and even the conductors (with the memorable
exceptions of very few). | am sure that the reader will
remember thousands of articles in important music
magazines around the world, written by well-known music
critics, that are unable to describe which version the
conductor of a recording was performing. And what will
happen in the next 20 to 50 years, when it is logical to
suppose that many new printed editions will appear?

As an anecdote, | remember the recent review of
Harnoncourt’s recording of the Third in a famous magazine.
The only explanation of what Harnoncourt was conducting
was a reference to the “Nowak Edition”. But the reader
should remember that Nowak has published three different
complete scores of this Symphony, plus an additional
Adagio, so the reviewer's comment didn't clarify the matter.
Another important magazine made a similarly common
mistake; in the recent review of Rahbari’s Second they
commented that the Conductor used Haas’ edition of the
full 1872 original score.

e) There are also other arguments
stressing the importance of clarifying this issue. Sometimes
one hear that the market doesn’t want the earlier versions,
and the conductors don’t want to learn them. | am sure that
the reason for this assumption is that the market is tired of
what it sees as an incomprehensible discussion of
specialists, instead of perceiving the possibility of knowing
other extra Symphonic Works of the Master, which have
been almost unknown up to now. In other words, the
market perceives that the discussion about the
characteristics of “the Edition of 1873” or “the Edition of
1889” of the Third is a boring discussion between a few
academics, and not a possibility of hearing more
symphonic Bruckner. So, why should we be surprised if
Conductors prefer to perform what it is “safer”?

16 Haas described the sources of this passage, as being “in
private possession”. When Nowak did his edition of the Symphony, the
location of the source was then unknown and he marked his drafts with
the sentence “Die Streicher, woher?” (Where do the strings come from?).
(Personal communication, William Carragan).

f) There is another argument which is
worthwhile considering. | think that the public deserves to
be informed in a clear way about which one of the Com-
poser's works it is hearing at a concert or in a recording.
Don't forget they pay for that! | have in my hands the last
issue of the “Oesterreichische Musikzeitschrift” (in English,
1996), which it is dedicated to Bruckner. They report on
more than 70 concerts to be performed during the rest of
the year in several cities around the world, but in none of
them, is the version of the work to be performed indicated.
Do they think that for the public it will be the same to hear
the version of 1874, or the one of 1880, in a concert of the
Fourth Symphony? Would they have considered it appro-
priate to announce a Beethoven concert “in which the
Leonore Overture will be performed™? So, why do we have
to accept such imprecision for Bruckner, if nobody accepts
it for Beethoven?

g) Finally, one of the beauties of a nu-
merical listing of the Symphonic Essays, as | suggest
in this article, is to show the evolution of Bruckner's
style over time. It shows, for example, that Essay No. 17,
despite being titled Symphony No. 1/II, actually follows
Symphony No. 8/Il (Essay No. 16).

In this sense, | fully disagree with the “WAB”
catalog ("Werkeverzeichnis Anton Bruckner”, compiled by
Renate Grasberger), philosophically and practically. | think
that it is detrimental to the understanding and general
appreciation of Bruckner's Oeuvre for the “Official”
catalog of his works to adopt the philosophy of giving
only one number to each Symphony (or to each major
work), regardless of how many versions of it exist.
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A list of Bruckner's "symphonic essays" (Version of November of 1996).

Essay Sym.
No. No.
1 00
1
3 0
- "B flat"
4 2
5 3
6 4|
7 5
8 20
9 3
10 4/l
1 4/
12 6
13 7
14 8/l
S.1/14+ 4/IvV
15 3/
16 8/
17 1
18 9

Year
cpsd.

1863
1865/77
1869
1869/70
187213
187213
1874
1876/8
1877
187617
1878
1878/80
1879/81
1881/3
1884/7
1887/8
1888/9
1887/90
1890/1
1887/96

Publisher and year
(Bruckner Society)

Nowak, 1973

Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1953
Nowak, 1968

None

Carragan

Nowak, 1977

Nowak, 1975

Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1951
Haas, 1938; Nowak, 1965
Oeser, 1950; Nowak, 1980/81
Haas, 1936; Nowak, 1953/81
Haas, 1936/44; Nowak, 1953
Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1952
Haas, 1944; Nowak, 1954
Nowak, 1972

None

Nowak, 1959

Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1955
Haas, 1935; Nowak & Brosche, 1980
Orel, 1934; Nowak, 1951

Recorded
(Conductor)

Rozhdestvensky, Inbal, Tintner

many ("Linz version", see the list of 2005)
Chailly, Inbal, Rozhdestvensky

no (unfinished sketch)

Eichhorn, Tintner

Inbal ("Wagnersymphonie")

Inbal, Lopez Cobos

many

many

Haitink, Kubelik, Sinopoli

no as an independent Essay

many ("Romantic Symphony")

many

many

Inbal, Tintner

Furtwaengler, Von Matacic, (see the list of 2005)
many

many

Wand, Chailly

many
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A list of Bruckner's "Symphonic Essays" (Version of May of 2005)

Essay Sym.
No. No.
1 00
2 1
3 0

4 2/l
5 3
6 4/l
7 3
8 1
9 5
10 20
1 3/
12 4/l
13 4/
14 6
15 7
16 8/l
17 4/Iv
18 3NV
19 8/
20 1
21 9

Year
cpsd.

1863
1866
1869
1872/3
1872/3
1874
1876
1877
1876/8
1877
1877/8
1878
1880
1879/81
1881/3
1884/7
1888
1888/9
1887/90
1890/1
1887/96

Publisher and year
(Bruckner Society)

Nowak, 1973

Unpublished

Nowak, 1968

Carragan

Nowak, 1977

Nowak, 1975

Unpub. except Adagio (N., 1980)
Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1953
Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1951
Carragan (replaces H., 1938; N., 1965)
Oeser, 1950; Nowak, 1981
Haas, 1936; Nowak, 1953/81
Haas, 1936/44; Nowak, 1953
Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1952
Haas, 1944; Nowak, 1954
Nowak, 1972

Korstvedt

Nowak, 1959

Haas, 1935; Nowak, 1955
Haas, 1935; Brosche, 1980
Orel, 1934; Nowak, 1951

Recorded
(Conductor)

Rozhdestvensky, Inbal, Tintner
Tintner (True “Linz")

Chailly, Inbal, Tintner
Eichhorn, Tintner

Inbal, Tintner ("Wagnersymphonie")
Inbal, Lopez Cobos

None complete

many (Wrong “Linz")

many

Barenboim (& many)

Haitink, Kubelik, Sinopoli

none

many ("Romantic Symphony")
many

many

Inbal, Tintner

Furtwaengler, Matacic, Knapp.
many

many

Wand, Chailly

many

Notes about the version of May 2005 of the Essays list.

The Version of 1888 of the Fourth was included as a fully valid Essay.

The Linzer Fassung of the First has been divided into two essays, following the evidence given in Haas' critical report.
The first of these, used for the premiere of 1868, was recently reconstructed by Prof. William Carragan from Haas' work and
recorded by Tintner. The finale especially has significant differences from the score published by Haas and Nowak

A place for the complete 1876 Third was allowed. According to Prof. William Carragan, the unpublished Finale of this
version shows significant differences to the Finale of the 1877 version, and it could be possible that this version was used for the
first performance of the symphony.

It remains the mystery of the newly recorded Intermediate Adagio of 1888 of the Eighth Symphony. This Adagio was
recorded in Japan as the result of a very important research by Takanobu Kawasaki and Dermot Gault. Will a new complete

intermediate version of the Eighth appear in the future?




Juan l. Cahis

A comparison of the length of the different "Essays" (May 2005)

With the exception of Symphony 2/l and Symphony 4/1V, the numbers are according to Nowak's scores.

Essay Sym.
No. No.
1 00
2 1
3 0

4 2
5 3
6 4|
7 3
8 1
9 5
10 20
11 3/
12 4/l
13 4/
14 6
15 7
16 8/l
17 4/Iv
18 3NV
19 8/l
20 1
21 9

First
Mov.

625
?

353
583

746
630

351
511
570
652
573
573
369
443
453
571
651
417
345
567

Adagio Scher- Trio Finale Total Dura-
z0 tion (min.)

128 90 39 372 1254 51
? ? ? ? ? 45
160 192 56 317 1078 46
211 154 125 806 1879 67
278 152 116 764 2056 67
246 362 132 616 1986 7
289

168 159 39 396 1113 47
211 382 148 635 1887 74
209 157 121 702 1759 61
251 201 116 638 1858 60
247 259 54 477 1610 59
247 259 54 541 1674 64
177 110 52 415 1123 57
219 272 136 339 1409 69
329 211 105 771 1869 86
247 256/180 54 507 1581 62
222 160 116 495 1644 54
291 195 93 709 1705 81
171 166 44 393 1119 48
243 250 264 >700  >2024 86

The First Performances of the symphonies of Anton Bruckner (1824-1896)
(Including the Editor and the year of publication of their first and non-critical scores)
The scores initially used in Nos. 5, 6 and 9 were significantly different from Bruckner's originals.

Essay
No.

OCoOoO~NOoOOTRWN —

—_ A
AN~ O

NR) — —a xx
2, O OWoO~NO Ol

Sym.
No.

00, f

1, ¢
0,d
2/l,c
3/, d
4/1, E flat
3/l d
1Mlc

5, B flat

2/, ¢
3N, d
4/1l, E flat
4/11, E flat
6, A

7,E

8/, c
4/IV, E flat
3V, d
8/ll, c
1, ¢
9,d

Year Editor First Performance

publ.

1913 (Il Mov) Cyril Hynais Franz Moiss! (18-111/12-X-1924)
- Anton Bruckner (9-V-1868)
1924 Kurt Voess Franz Moiss| (12-X-1924)

Anton Bruckner (26-X-1873)
Josef Keilberth (1-XI1-1946)
Kurt Woess (20-1X-1975)

Anton Bruckner?
2

1896 Franz Schalk Franz Schalk (8-IV-1894)
Sigmund Von Hausegger (20-X-1935)
1892 Cyril Hynais Anton Bruckner (20-11-1876)
1878 Josef Schalk Anton Bruckner (16-XI1-1877)
- ?
- Hans Richter (20-11-1881)
1899 Cyril Hynais Gustav Mahler (26-11-1899)
Karl Pohlig (14-111-1901)
1885 J. Schalk, Loewe  Arthur Nikisch (30-XII-1884)
- Hans-Hubert Schoenzeler (2-1X-1973)
1888 F. Schalk, Loewe Hans Richter (22-1-1888)
1890 Josef Schalk Hans Richter (21-XI1-1890)
1893 M. Oberleithner ~ Hans Richter (18-XI1-1892)
1893 Cyril Hynais Hans Richter (13-XI1-1891)
1903 Ferd. Loewe Ferdinand Loewe (11-11-1903)

Sigmund Von Hausegger (2-1V-1932)



