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The cadenzas to the Piano concerto in D minor, K466 that Clara Schumann published for the
Mozart centenary year raise intriguing questions about authorship: Upon correcting the proofs,
she identified an uncanny overlap with a cadenza by Brahms. Following an ambivalent response
from the latter, she went on publishing the work under her name regardless, and even left a note on
her papers claiming that Brahms had made use of a cadenza by her.

Rather than answering the author attribution either way, the article unpicks the conflicting
evidence of the sources in light of the broader contexts withinwhich they are situated. It demonstrates
that conventional tools of music philology alone are inadequate for solving this issue (as they had been
for Schumann in 1891). Notated sources are but one manifestation of a rich and complex creative
process that operate within a multi-sensory, multi-modal and co-creative framework. As such, a
close reading of the cadenzas to K466 by Schumann and Brahms interrogate false ontologies of
the ‘work concept’ that may have mired our understanding of nineteenth-century music in general.

With the death of their creator and principal performer, Mozart’s piano concertos
rapidly fell into oblivion.1 Although they became available in print –most of them
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(1) Clara Schumann, Cadenza for Mozart, K466, mvt. i: critical transcription from Clara
Schumann’s autograph (1878) (CS2), Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall
Foundation, ML 30.8b.S37.
(2) Anton Rubinstein, Cadenzas for Mozart, K466: digital reproduction from Points d’orgue
pour piano (Mainz: Schott & Söhne, [1862]), No. 5 (source: author’s own exemplar).

1 Edward Klorman, ‘Mozart’s Influence on Nineteenth-Century Composers’, in Mozart
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for the first time – through André’s collected edition in the early 1800s, none but
the two works in minor keys survived on the concert stage. The continued appeal
of the concertos K466 in D minor and K491 in C minor rested in particular on their
the dark, demonic and tragic character – features that resonated strongly with the
romantic imagination. Significantly, Beethoven, who shaped the nineteenth-
century perception of eighteenth-century music like no other, programmed both
as a soloist. Additionally, these two concertos – and to a lesser extent also
Mozart’s concertos in G Major, K453,2 and in B-flat major, K5953 – sparked off
his own compositions. The opening movement of his C minor concerto clearly
recalls the model of Mozart’s K491,4 a work which he held in particular esteem.
As Johann Baptist Cramer’s widow informs us, he exclaimed ecstatically upon
hearing a performance of K491: “Cramer, Cramer! We shall never be able to do
anything like that!” (Cramer! Cramer! Wir werden niemals im Stande sein,
etwas Ähnliches zu machen!).5 While Beethoven undoubtedly performed
Mozart’s concertos with his own cadenzas, he wrote out two cadenzas to K466
(WoO 58). As early biographies suggest, he may even have played this concerto
in 1795 at a benefit concert for Mozart’s widow Constanze.6 Moreover, the D
minor concerto shared tantalizing affinities with Don Giovanni and the unfinished
Requiem (in the same key), which were at the core of the romantic conception of
Mozart.7 As an ominous prelude to an ‘absent’ piece, the incomplete D minor
Fantasia K387 evokes romantic ideas of the fragment.8

Macdonald, ‘Mozart’s Piano Concertos and the Romantic Generation’,Historical Musicology:
Sources, Methods, Interpretations, ed. Stephen A. Crist and Roberta Montemorra Marvin
(Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press, 2004): 302–29.

2 Adena Portowicz, ‘Innovation and Tradition in the Classic Concerto: Mozart’s K.453
(1784) as a Model for Beethoven’s Fourth Concerto (1805–06)’, The Beethoven Journal 12
(1997): 65–72.

3 An early sketch for the ‘Eroica’ Symphony presents a principal subject of the opening
movement that is clearly derived from the rondo theme of Mozart’s K595, transposed to
E-flat major and transferred from 6/8 to 3/4; see Lewis Lockwood, ‘Beethoven before
1800: The Mozart Legacy’, Beethoven Forum 3 (1994): 39–52, here 41, and Kraków,
Biblioteka Jagiellońska, Ms. Nr. 5643, p. 5, staves 7b–8a. See also the facsimile edition and
critical edition by Lewis Lockwood and Alan Gosman, eds, Beethoven’s ‘Eroica’ Sketchbook:
A Critical Edition, 2 vols (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2013).

4 Charles Rosen, The Classical Style: Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, revised edition (London:
Faber and Faber, 1997): 389f.

5 This anecdote is reported by Alexander Wheelock Thayer, Ludwig van Beethovens
Leben, vol. 2 (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1910): 77. An authoritative reading of
Beethoven’s statement, which also extends the influence of Mozart’s K491 to Beethoven’s
Piano concerto No. 4, Op. 58, and the Violin concerto, Op. 61, is presented by Owen
Jander, ‘“Cramer, Cramer! We shall never be able to do anything like that!”
Understanding a Favorite Quotation About Mozart’s Concerto in C Minor, K.491, and
Mozart’s Influence on Beethoven’s Concertos’, The Beethoven Journal 15/2 (2000): 57–63.

6 Elliot Forbes, ed., Thayer’s Life of Beethoven, revised edition (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1967): 175.

7 Mark Everist,Mozart’s Ghosts: Haunting the Halls of Musical Culture (NewYork: Oxford
University Press, 2013): 11 and passim.

8 Kenneth Hamilton, After the Golden Age: Romantic Pianism and Modern Performance
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2008): 106.
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Conflicting Testimonies

Imbued with the aura of this D minor complex, K466 was the one concerto from
Mozart’s pen that enjoyed fairly regular performances throughout the nineteenth
century. As Carl Reinecke sarcastically observed, if anyMozart concertowas heard
in the concert hall, the odds were 99 to 1 in favour of K466.9 Clara Schumann
played no small part in shaping this trend, as she had become one of the leading
interpreters of Mozart’s D minor concerto in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury. In 1891, having performed it for over three decades, she shared her cadenzas
with the wider world, their publication coinciding with the centenary of Mozart’s
death.10 As she studied the second proofs from the publisher Rieter-Biedermann,
she was struck by an uncanny discovery. The shock of a ‘doppelgänger’ experi-
ence, in keeping with the concerto’s haunting D minor qualities, reverberated vis-
cerally in her diary entry on Michaelmas day of 1891:

Today I received the second proofs of the cadenzas to Mozart’s D minor concerto,
which, after much encouragement by my children, I wished to publish at long last.
I have always had the illusion that no more than 8–10 bars of the first cadenza
were by Brahms. I had discussed it with Johannes once, and he thought I should
not be concerned about it. Today, however, I thought I should look up Brahms’s
cadenza, which I have owned for a long time, and I realized to my great horror
that I had used many things from his cadenza and that I could not possibly proceed
with the publication of these cadenzas (the first one in particular). I immediately
wrote to Johannes about this matter.

How on earth could this have happened to me! Over the years, the cadenza has
become second nature tome so that I could no longer remember what waswritten by
myself or by him – except for a single passage of special beauty that I had intended to
mark with [his initials] JB, anyway.11

Schumann immediately shared her distress with Brahms:

Unfortunately, I do not feel well enough to write to you in my own hand; but I have
to tell you something that exercises me and about which I could be very keen to
receive your response as soon as possible. As you know, for the D minor concerto

9 Carl Reinecke, Zur Wiederbelebung der Mozart’schen Clavier-Concerte: Ein Wort der
Anregung an die clavierspielende Welt (Leipzig: Gebrüder Reinecke, 1891): 4f.

10 ThisMozart anniversary year also promptedReinecke’s spirited plea for a revival of all
of Mozart’s piano concertos. Reinecke, Zur Wiederbelebung der Mozart’schen Clavier-Concerte.

11 ‘Ich erhielt heute die 2. Korrektur der Cadenzen zum Mozart’schen D-moll-Concert,
die ich jetzt endlich auf vieles Zureden der Kinder herausgeben wollte. Ich war immer in
dem Wahne, es sei in der ersten Cadenz nur eine Stelle von 8–10 Tacten von Brahms; ich
hatte mit Johannes mal früher darüber gesprochen und er hatte gemeint, ich solle mir
keine Gedanken darüber machen. Heute fiel mir nun aber doch ein mal Brahms Cadenz,
die ich von früher her besitze einzusehen, und da schien mir denn zu meinem großen
Schrecken, als ob ich Vieles aus seiner Cadenz benutzt habe und daß ich doch unmöglich
die Cadenzen (es ist die erste namentlich) ohne Weiteres so herausgeben könne. Ich schrieb
sofort an Johannes, deshalb…Wie konntemir das nur passiren! Die Cadenz istmir durch die
vielen Jahre hindurch so in Fleisch und Blut übergegangen, daß ich gar nicht mehr genau
wußte, was von B. oder von mir war, bis auf eine besonders schöne Stelle, wo ich mir vor-
genommen hatte, ein J. B. hinzusetzen.’ Tagebuch (29 September 1891), quoted from:
Berthold Litzmann, Clara Schumann: Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen, 3 vols
(Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1902–1908), vol. 3 (1908): 543.
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ofMozart I have always playedmyown cadenzas; to this end you had once givenme
permission to use somematerial from the cadenzamade by you. For years I had been
asked to publish the cadenzas, which I decided to do this summer, since I no longer
play in public. Over time the cadenzas had become second nature to me12 to the
extent that –with the exception of a particularly beautiful passage (which I intended
to mark with J.B.) – I no longer knew that I had taken over a lot more from you.
Today, as I receive the second proofs from Rieter, I have the fortunate idea to trace
our old cadenza. I then realize with horror that I would have nearly adorned myself
with borrowed plumes. – I am now in a dreadful predicament concerning Rieter and
know of only two options: either I withdraw my cadenzas, provided, of course, that
thematter remains between us, or you permit to state in the title: ‘with partial use of a
cadenza by Johannes Brahms’. If you accept the latter proposal, would youmind for-
mulating the title in the correct style? It is terrible that this could have happened to
somebody as scrupulous as me! – Unfortunately, I am still so poorly that I cannot
resume my lessons nor do anything else at all. – For three weeks I have been tor-
mented by aural apparitions in my head day and night so that I am often in a
state of complete despair. The doctors declared it to be a purely nervous condition
and they consoled me that it will pass away, which I have to reason to hope, because
it had vanished a few times for short periods. I conclude with the repeated plea to
send a speedy reply to
Your old Clara who greets you lovingly.13

12 Literally: in Fleisch und Blut übergegangen: ‘having become my flesh and blood’. It
should be noted that, strictly speaking, the translation as ‘second nature’, while idiomatic
equivalent, may be misleading. Aristotle, who introduced this concept, understands ‘second
nature’ as the acquisition of a habit, which may be a purely cognitive act, whereas
Schumann’s metaphor has an undeniable bodily dimension.

13 ‘Ich fühle mich leider nicht wohl genug, Dir eigenhändig zu schreiben, muß Dir aber
heute etwasmitteilen, wasmich aufregt, und an dessen baldigster BeantwortungDeinerseits
mir viel liegt. Du weißt, ich habe immer zu dem Dmoll-Konzert von Mozart meine eigenen
Kadenzen gespielt, wozu Du mir seinerzeit gestattetest, aus einer von Dir gemachten
Kadenz einiges zu benutzen. Ich bin nun seit Jahren oft angegangen worden, die
Kadenzen herauszugeben, wozu ich mich den auch diesem Sommer entschloß, da ich selbst
doch nichtmehr öffentlich spiele. Die Kadenzenwarenmirmit der Zeit so in Fleisch und Blut
übergegangen, daß ich mit Ausnahme einer sehr schönen Stelle (an der ich gedachte, die
Anmerkung J.B. zu machen), nicht mehr wußte, daß ich viel mehr von Dir entnommen
hatte. Heute, wo ich von Rieter die zweite Korrektur bekomme, befällt mich der
glückliche Gedanke, Deine alte Kadenz herauszusuchen, wo ich denn zu meinem
Schrecken sehe, wie sehr ich mich beinahe mit fremden Federn geschmückte hätte. – Ich
befinde mich nun Rieter gegenüber in furchtbarer Verlegenheit und weiß nur zwei Wege:
entweder ich ziehe meine Kadenzen zurück, natürlich vorausgesetzt, daß die Sache unter
uns bleibt, oder Du erlaubst mir, auf den Titel zu setzen: “mit teilweiser Benützung einer
Kadenz von Johannes Brahms”. Du bist so gut, wenn Du auf letzteren Vorschlag eingehst,
mir den Titel gleich gut stilisiert aufzusetzen. Es ist schrecklich, daß einem so gewissenhaften
Menschen, wie ich bin, so etwas passieren kann! – Leider bin ich noch immer so unwohl, daß
ich meine Stunden nicht beginnen kann und überhaupt nichts tun kann. – Ich bin jetzt erst
seit drei Wochen mit Gehörserscheinungen im Kopf Tag und Nacht gepeinigt, daß ich oft
ganz in Verzweiflung bin. Die Ärzte erklärten es für rein nervös und trösten mich, daß es
wieder vergeht, wozu mir der Umstand, daß es doch schon ein paarmal kurze Zeit fort
war, Hoffnung gibt. Ich schließe mit der nochmaligen Bitte um baldige Antwort Deiner
Dich herzlich grüßenden alten Clara.’ Clara Schumann to Johannes Brahms (Frankfurt am
Main, 29 September 1891), quoted from Berthold Litzmann, ed., Clara Schumann, Johannes
Brahms: Briefe aus den Jahren 1853–1896 2 vols (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1927), vol. 2: 461f.
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Read side by side, these two statements (written within a matter of hours)
appear equivocal, if not duplicitous. Schumann confessed to Brahms that she
was so distressed over her discovery that she had to dictate the letter. Yet, this
did not keep her from making an entry into her diary. There is more to be
drawn out of this ambiguity. Schumannwas evidently thunderstruck by the visual
evidence of similarity between Brahms’s cadenza and her own. This déja-vu found
its aural equivalent in the way she described her medical condition to Brahms.
An ailment thatmightwell be classed as tinnitus is articulated in amixedmetaphor
that blends different modes of sense perception: The term ‘Gehörserscheinungen’
(literally: auditory apparitions) evokes an uncanny throwback listening experience
that is at once real and unreal. The multisensory fusion of hearing and seeing is
paralleled by a blending of mental and physical processes. Both in her diary and
in the letter to Brahms, Schumann attributes the question of ownership of the trou-
blesome cadenza to the bodily dimension of the creative process.14 In the course of
repeat performances, she suggests, the cadenza had gradually become second
nature to her to the extent that it had become incorporated into her performing
body. As the metaphor ‘in Fleisch und Blut übergegangen’ suggests, the concep-
tual category of a musical ‘work’ had been morphed into her ‘flesh and blood’.

The intriguing blending of visual, aural, mental and physical categories that
emerges from these two statements opens up fruitful avenues of enquiry with
regard to the multifaceted nature of Schumann’s creative process. The crisis of
29 September 1891 continued to play on Schumann’s mind. As she was agonizing
over her perceived intellectual theft from her close friend, she outlined to Brahms
two possible paths forward. Either she would abstain from the publication of the
cadenzas altogether, at the risk of alienating her publisher. Or shewould own up to
her ‘borrowings’ with the public declaration that her cadenzas had made ‘partial
use of a cadenza by Johannes Brahms’. Brahms proved deaf to both proposals.
His response to Schumann shows no desire to claim authorship of the cadenzas
in question:

Dear Clara,
I beg you very cordially to let the cadenzas go out into the world under your name
without any further ado.

Even the tiniest J.B. would only look peculiar; it is really not worth the effort,
and I could show you several more recent works, in which there is more by me
than a whole cadenza! But in turn I would duly have to mark some of my best mel-
odies as: ‘Originally by Cl. Sch.! – For when I think of myself, nothing reasonable or
even beautiful would come to mind. I owe you more melodies than you could take
passages of suchlike from me.… But regarding the cadenzas, you will certainly and
easily calm down?15

14 The bodily dimension of Schumann as a performer comes to the fore also in her med-
ical history. Eckart Altenmüller and Reinhard Kopiez, ‘Suffering for Her Art: The Chronic
Pain Syndrome of Pianist Clara Wieck-Schumann’, Frontiers of Neurology and Neuroscience
27 (2010): 101–18. Thomas Meissner, ‘Die Finger spielten nicht mehr mit: Clara
Schumann’, Heilberufe 67 (2015), 87.

15 ‘Liebe Clara, ich bitte Dich recht herzlich, lasse ja die Kadenzen ohne weiteres mit
Deinem Namen in die Welt gehen. Auch das kleinste J.B. würde nur sonderbar aussehen;
es ist wirklich nicht der Mühe werth und ich könnte Dir manches neuere Werk zeigen, an
dem mehr von mir ist als eine ganze Kadenz! Zudem aber müßte ich denn von Rechts
wegen zu meinen besten Melodieen schreiben: Eigentlich von Cl. Sch.! – Denn wenn ich
an mich denke, kann mir doch nichts Gescheites und gar Schönes einfallen! Dir verdanke

5Creativity, Performance and Problems of Authorship
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Against Brahms’s intention, Schumann was more alarmed than assured by the
emphatic generosity of his letter. She may have wondered why her friend was so
eager to dissociate himself from the cadenza. After all, his input in the printed score
could be understood as evidence of the lasting artistic collaboration and friendship
between him and Schumann. Brahms strikes an uncomfortably patronizing note –
trivializing Schumann’s scruples without actually acquitting her of plagiarism. In
this context it was cold comfort that Brahms casually confessed his (unspecified)
melodic borrowings from Schumann.

Brahms’s equivocal letter provoked a surprisingly unapologetic response.
Cutting through the Gordian knot, Schumann created a fait accompli. As if
nothing had happened, her cadenzas were published in Leipzig by
Rieter-Biedermann as her own work – without any qualification in the printed
text.16 In the same year, she appended a memorandum to her copy of Brahms’s
autograph of the cadenza in question, which turns the authorship question on
its head (Fig. 1):

Cadenza for Mozart’s D minor concerto by Brahms, with use of a cadenza of mine.
In my cadenza that was published later I in turn used some passages from Brahms’s
cadenza and have labelled them in the enclosed copies as A-B and C-D.
In the second cadenza (for the final movement) the passage A-B is by Brahms.
Memorandum for my children to avoid any potential misunderstanding.
Clara Schumann. 1891.17

The inconsistencies, if not contradictions, between the correspondence and
this memorandum caution against taking any of these documents at face
value. Yet, to date, attempts to address the authorship question have suffered
from a selective use of the evidence that reflected the specialisms of individual
scholars. Editors of Brahms’ music have tended to privilege his authorship.
While Eusebius Mandyczewski and Camilla Cai acknowledge some input by
Clara Schumann (citing from the memorandum: ‘Mit Benutzung einer Kadenz
von Clara Schumann’), the Complete Brahms Edition of 1927 assigns to it the
opus number WoO 114, giving the impression that this was a stand-alone

ichmehrMelodieen als Dumir Passagen und derlei nehmen kannst.…Wegen der Kadenzen
aber beruhigst Du Dich doch gewiß und leicht?’ Johannes Brahms to Clara Schumann
(Vienna, 2 October 1891) quoted from Litzmann, ed., Clara Schumann, Johannes Brahms:
Briefe, vol. 2: 462f.

16 Zwei Cadenzen zu Mozart’s Clavier-Concert in D moll componirt von Clara Schumann
(Leipzig: J. Rieter-Biedermann, 1891), plate no. 1770. Schumann’s personal copy (preserved
in the Robert-Schumann-Haus Zwickau, Archiv-Nr. 5998-D1) marks bars 13–19 in the
cadenza to the third movement as material taken over from Brahms. See the discussion
below. The work was published again, in a collection of Schumann’s cadenzas, in 1952:
Clara Schumann, 5 Kadenzen für Klavier zu zwei Händen (New York: Peters, 1952), plate no.
10118, pp. 18–27 (no. 4).

17 ‘Cadenz z. Dmoll Concert v. Mozart v. Brahms mit Benutzung einer Cadenz von mir.
Wiederum benutzte ich in meiner später herausgegebenen Cadenz einige Stellen aus der
Brahm’schen Cadenz und habe diese in den hier beiliegenden Exemplaren unter A-B,
C-D. bezeichnet. In der 2ten Cadenz (z. letzten Satze) ist die Stelle A-B. von Brahms.
Meinen Kindern dies zur Notiz zur Vermeidung etwaiger Irrungen. Clara Schumann.
1891’. Washington, Library of Congress, Gertrude Clarke Whittall Foundation, ML
30.8b.B7 K45 Case.

6 Nineteenth‐Century Music Review
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version ‘letzter Hand’.18 On the other hand, Schumann’s first biographer
Berthold Litzmann and other champions of her music regard the memorandum
to her children as authoritative.19

The authorship question is further complicated by the discovery of a ‘genuine’
cadenza for K466 by Brahms, found by Johannes Müller in the estate of Kurt Taut,
former librarian of the Musikbibliothek Peters. In his first edition and critical
assessment, Paul Badura-Skoda praises this composition above and beyond

Fig. 1 Schumann’s note to Brahms’ autograph of the cadenza to K466, mvt. i US-Wc
(Whittall Foundation), ML 30.8b.B7 K45 Case. Reproduced with permission of
the Library of Congress.

18 Johannes Brahms, Studien und Bearbeitungen für Klavier, ed. Eusebius Mandyczewski,
Johannes Brahms: Sämtliche Werke 15 (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, 1927), 105–8,
Revisionsbericht: iv. Brahms’s ‘version’ of the cadenza is the only score presented in full
in Camilla Cai, ed., Johannes Brahms: Klavierwerke ohne Opuszahl, Brahms Werke iii.7
(Munich: Henle, 2007), 160–63. Cai does provide ameticulous and fair assessment of the sur-
viving sources and the genesis of the ‘work’ (217–19), but ultimately sees Brahms as the orig-
inal creator (xviii).

19 Litzmann, Clara Schumann: Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen, 543. George
S. Bozarth, ‘Brahms’s Posthumous Compositions andArrangements: Editorial Problems and
Questions of Authenticity’, in Brahms 2: Biographical, Documentary and Analytical Studies, ed.
Michael Musgrave (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 59–94, here 93. Ludwig
Sémerjian, ‘Clara Schumann: New Cadenzas for Mozart’s Piano Concerto in D minor,
Romantic Visions of a Classical Masterpiece’, The Kaprálová Society Journal 17/2 (2019): 1–9.

7Creativity, Performance and Problems of Authorship
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Brahms’s other cadenzas for concertos by Mozart and Beethoven (WoO posth. 12
for Op. 58).20 By comparison, Badura-Skoda ascribed what he considered to be the
inferior quality of Schumann’s cadenzas for Mozart’s C minor concerto (WoO
posth. 15 for K419), which are preserved in Schumann’s papers as well,21 to
her poor taste. Freed from the ‘shortcomings and occasional insipidities’
(‘Unzulänglichkeiten und gelegentliche Geschmacklosigkeiten’) that he ascribed
to Schumann’s bad influence, the ‘genuine’ cadenza is praised for being much
closer to Mozart’s own style.22 At its heart, the critical appraisal of the newly dis-
covered cadenza is connected to an underlying unease about contested or ambiv-
alent authorship that also emerges from the apparently conflicting statements by
Brahms and Schumann about the other cadenzas for Mozart’s D minor concerto.

This article challenges musicologists’ fixation on author attribution. Rather
than using the testimonies of the sources to settle the question of authorship, I
will use this very question as a vantage point for opening out onto a wider per-
spective: the degree to which the concerto in general, and the cadenza in partic-
ular, was a place to display the performative and compositional creativity of
the artist. In the later part of the nineteenth century, as Angela Mace suggests,
‘composers such as Johannes Brahms and Clara Schumann’ would ‘develop
the concept of the cadenza even further’ than their early nineteenth-century
counterparts ‘in the direction of the fully compositional repetition in their
own cadenzas to Beethoven’s Op. 58’.23 In the case of the cadenzas for K466,
at least, the creative process was more collaborative than single-authored, and
more open-ended than definitive. Conscious that both texted and untexted
knowledge played a role in the evolution of their cadenzas for K466 (and for
nineteenth-century cadenzas on the whole), I consider the extent to which
their creative input was informed by Schumann’s and Brahms’s earlier perfor-
mance history of these cadenzas, knowledge that had been stored in the
minds and bodies of the musicians rather than on paper.

Chronology

In order to answer this question, it will be necessary to establish a sequence of
events between two Mozart centenaries: A performance of a cadenza for K466
by Brahms in 1856 and Schumann’s publication of the cadenzas in 1891.
Chronologically, at least, Brahms’s cadenza came first. On invitation from the
Hamburger Musikverein and its director Georg Dietrich Otten, he played
Mozart’s D minor concerto, with his own cadenzas, on the eve of the centenary

20 Paul Badura-Skoda, ed., Kadenz zu Mozarts Klavierkonzert d-Moll, KV. 466 von Brahms:
Erstdruck, (Vienna: Doblinger, 1980). Paul Badura-Skoda, ‘Eine ungedruckte
Brahms-Kadenz zu Mozart’s D-Moll-Konzert KV 466’, Österreichische Musikzeitschrift 35
(1980): 153–6. Both Badura-Skoda and Müller erred in regarding the manuscript as an auto-
graph. Bozarth, ‘Brahms’s Posthumous Compositions and Arrangements’, 77.

21 WoO posth. 13 (cadenzas for Mozart, K491): Washington, Library of Congress,
Whittall Foundation, MS 30.8b.B7 K45 Case.

22 Badura-Skoda, ‘Eine ungedruckte Brahms-Kadenz zu Mozart’s D-Moll-Konzert KV
466’, 155.

23 Angela Mace, ‘Improvisation, Elaboration, Composition: The Mendelssohns and the
Classical Cadenza’, in Mendelssohn Perspectives, ed. Nicole Grimes and Angela Mace
(Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), 223–48, here 247.
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of the composer’s birth (26 January 1856).24 According to Brahms’s biographer
Kalbeck, attendancewas poor, and the audience at best was indifferent.25 The critic
of the local newspaper Der Freischütz took issue with the anachronistic style of the
cadenzas (‘neustylig’).26 The underwhelming reception of Brahms’s performance
and his cadenzas may have kept the young pianist from programming K466 ever
again.

Schumann’s debut performance of the work followed a year later. Her diary
noted that she played Brahms’s cadenzas, albeit not to her satisfaction. While
she was pleased with the performance overall, she regretted losing her calm and
composure in the cadenzas: ‘I played very well, but Johannes’s beautiful cadenzas
did not turn out well, I played them too fretfully and timidly, about which I was
very sorry.’27 Unfortunately, no cadenza of this period has come down to us in
notated form. Ludwig Sémerjian recently suggested that Schumann’s earliest sur-
viving autograph score (which is generally dated to the late 1870s) had been writ-
ten already in 1855 in preparation for a planned concert in Leipzig that had to be
cancelled because of Robert’s death;28 yet this early dating is implausible.29 After
all, Schumann’s account of 1857 explicitly acknowledges that she played cadenzas
by Brahms – likely, as Camila Cai suggests,30 either from Brahms’s own autograph
score (now lost)31 or a copy thereof (also lost). This hypothetical source is referred
to here as [JB1]. At this stage, Brahms could have easily parted from this text, since
he did not require it for any further performances of K466. Schumann, on the other
hand, incorporated the concerto into her repertoire, playing it half a dozen times,
and tomuch greater critical acclaim, over the course of the next two years (Table 1).
Unlike Brahms, she garnered praise particularly for the stylishness of the cadenzas

24 Renate Hofmann and Kurt Hofmann, Johannes Brahms: Zeittafel zu Leben und Werk
(Tutzing: Schneider, 1983): 30. Renate Hofmann and Kurt Hofmann, Johannes Brahms als
Pianist und Dirigent: Chronologie seines Wirkens als Interpret (Tutzing: Schneider, 2006): 39.

25 Max Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms: Erster Band: 1833–1862 (Vienna: Wiener Verlag, 1904):
264f.

26 Review, quoted from Josef Sittard, Geschichte des Musik- und Concertwesens in Hamburg
vom 14. Jahrhundert bis auf die Gegenwart (Altona: Reher, 1890): 209. The same criticism (‘mod-
ern style’) is reported in Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms, vol. 1: 265, probably based on the same
review.

27 ‘Ich spielte sehr gut, nur gelangen mir die schönen Cadenzen von Johannes nicht gut,
ich spielte sie zu unruhig ängstlich, was mir sehr leid that.’ Diary entry of 1 January 1857,
quoted from Litzmann, Clara Schumann. Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen,
vol. 3: 17.

28 Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.S37. Sémerjian,
‘Clara Schumann: New Cadenzas for Mozart’s Piano Concerto in D minor’, 6 and 8 n.9.
Sémerjian’s statement about a cancelled Leipzig concert of 1856 could not be verified in
the existing biographical literature, nor in the reference he cites in support of this claim:
Julia M. Neuhaus, ‘Clara Schumann: Konzertreisen’, www.schumann-portal.de/
Clara_Schumanns_Konzertreisen.html (accessed 31 March 2021) (he probably meant to
quote the list of concerts instead: www.schumann-portal.de/Konzertliste.html).

29 Sémerjian further assumed, probably on the strength of Schumann’s 1891 (problem-
atic) memorandum, that she had already completed her cadenza prior to Brahms’s first per-
formance in January 1856; Sémerjian, ‘Clara Schumann: New Cadenzas’, 1f.

30 Cai, ed., Johannes Brahms: Klavierwerke ohne Opuszahl, 117.
31 Emil Krause reminisced in 1899 that Brahms had practised for the 1856 concert from a

‘manuscript score’ (‘geschriebenen Partitur’). Whether this referred a manuscript copy of
Mozart’s piano part or Brahms’s cadenza as well remains ambivalent. Quoted in Walter
Hübbe, Brahms in Hamburg (Hamburg: Lütcke und Wulff, 1902): 17.
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Table 1 Johannes Brahms and Clara Schumann: Concert performances of K466 and musical sources of their cadenzas

Johannes Brahms Clara Schumann
Cadenza

Date Place Date Place

26 January 1856 Hamburg 1 January 1857 Leipzig [JB1]
10 March 1857 Bremen [?CS1]
15 January 1858 Karlsruhe
19 October 1858 Cologne
19 May 1859 Manchester
20 October 1859 Aachen
16 November 1859 Bonn

5 March 1868 London

26 September 1878 Hamburg CS2
(cadenza for mvt. i, 7 bb. of a cadenza for mvt. iii)

JB2
(cadenza for mvt. i)

10 October 1879 Frankfurt/Main
27 January 1880 Cologne
22 February 1880 Basel
3 February 1881 Leipzig
17 April 1885 Berlin
4 February 1887 Frankfurt
17 February 1887 Leipzig
[1891] CS3 (Stichvorlage)

cadenzas for mvts i and iii
Rieter-Biedermann 1891

cadenzas for mvts i and iii

Clara Schumann’s performances are listed according to Zwickau, Robert-Schumann-Haus, Archiv-Nr. 10463-A3, Nr. 364
Manuscript sources:
JB2 Washington, Library of Congress, Music Division, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.B7 K45 Case: Johannes Brahms, autograph sketch of cadenza for the first movement of Mozart,
K.466 (1878)
CS2 Washington, Library of Congress, Music Division, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.S37: Clara Schumann, autograph sketch of cadenzas for the first and third movements of Mozart,
K.466 (1878)
CS3Washington, Library of Congress, Music Division,Whittall Foundation,ML 30.8b.B7 K45 Case: Clara Schumann, autograph of cadenzas for the first and thirdmovements ofMozart,
K.466 (1891), as submitted to the publisher
Detailed source descriptions in Camilla Cai (ed.), Johannes Brahms: Klavierwerke ohne Opuszahl, Brahms Werke, iii.7 (Munich: Henle, 2007), 216f.
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(which were interpreted to be of her own creation). Following the performance in
Aachen (20 October 1859), the critic of Echo der Gegenwart praised Schumann’s
‘brilliant cadenzas … of which the one inserted into the final movement in partic-
ular was stylistically remarkable’.32

While nineteenth-century performers increasingly fell back on pre-composed
cadenzas (including their own),33 they usually played these from memory. This
new trend, which was frowned upon by pianists and pedagogues of the older gen-
eration, moved distinctively away from improvisation toward memorization.34

Clara Schumann, who showed a natural talent for memorizing music from an
early age,35 promoted this practice in her own concerts. As early as 1837, she per-
formed Beethoven’s ‘Appassionata’ sonata, Op. 57, from memory36 – which scan-
dalized Bettina von Arnim, who, having fully internalized the sexism of her age,
berated the ‘presumption’ to play without a score (‘und nun ohne Noten!’).37

In the performance context of a concerto, memorization was especially para-
mount during the cadenza, which was (in the post-Beethoven era at least) prede-
termined by a notated musical text of some sort. Even when soloists adopted
pre-composed cadenzas, they honoured the older improvisatory practice by creat-
ing a simulacrum thereof in the concert hall. Yet, over time, even appearances can
harden into something more substantial. Without recourse to a written score, a
fully composed cadenza, too, would gradually have been transformed under the
creative hands and minds of a skilled performer: from little tweaks and flourishes,
to cuts, substitutions or interpolations of whole (fully or partially improvised) sec-
tions. When soloists developed, through repeated performances, their own perfor-
mance tradition with a relative degree of fixity, the cadenzas – as embodied
performances – were committed to body memory rather than cognitive memory
or the score (the visual representation of a text).38

32 ‘glänzende Kadenzen … von denen besonders die in den letzten Satz eingelegte in
Bezug auf Styl bemerkenswerth war’. Echo der Gegenwart 300 (31 October 1859), quoted
from Irmgard Knechtges-Obrecht, ‘Clara Schumanns Beziehungen zu Aachen im Spiegel
ihrer Korrespondenz und der lokalen Presse’, in Schumanniana nova: Festschrift Gerd
Nauhaus zum 60. Geburtstag, ed. Bernhard R. Appel, Ute Bär and Matthias Wendt (Sinzig:
Studio Verlag, 2002): 318–43, here 327.

33 The shift from improvisatory to notated cadenzas is described already by Mozart’s
pupil Johann Nikolaus Hummel, Ausführliche theoretisch-practische Anweisung zum
Piano-Forte-Spiel (Vienna: Tobias Haslinger, 1828): 55.

34 On the broader historical trajectory see Kenneth Hamilton, After the Golden Age:
Romantic Pianism and Modern Performance (New York: Oxford University Press, 2007), esp.
chap. 3, 73–99 (on Clara Wieck, 75). See also Angela Mace, ‘Improvisation, Elaboration,
Composition’.

35 Claudia de Vries, Die Pianistin Clara Wieck-Schumann: Interpretation im Spannungsfeld
von Tradition und Individualität (Mainz : Schott, 1996): 123.

36 Joan Chissell, Clara Schumann: A Dedicated Spirit (New York: Taplinger, 1983): 46f.
37 Litzmann, Clara Schumann. Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen, vol. 1: 107.
38 For broader context on embodied performance, see James Davies, Romantic Anatomies

of Performance (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2014); Matthew Head, ‘C.P.E. Bach
“In Tormentis”: Gout Pain and Body Language in the Fantasia in A major, H 278 (1782)’,
Eighteenth-Century Music 13/2 (2016): 211–34; Kai Köpp, ‘Musikalisches Körperwissen:
Embodiment als Methode der (historischen) Interpretationsforschung’, Dissonanz 135
(2016): 14–18, www.dissonance.ch/upload/pdf/135_14_hb_kk_embodiment.pdf; and
John Rink, ‘Chopin and the Technique of Performance’, Chopin in Performance: History,
Theory, Practice (Warsaw: Narodowy Instytut Fryderyka Chopina, 2004), 225–37
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Between January 1857 and October 1859, Schumann programmed K466 no
fewer than seven times (Table 1). By virtue of frequent repetition, ‘her’ rendition
of the cadenza is likely to have assumed a relatively fixed embodied form.
When she took Mozart’s D minor concerto to the stage again nearly a decade
later (London, 5 March 1868), her muscle memory may have been sufficiently
‘fresh’ to allow her to operate without a written record – be it Brahms’s autograph
or her own adaptation thereof in the score. In the act of playing, her fingers and her
mind could have intuitively recalled how she used to play the cadenzas. This
embodied trace of the ‘cadenza’ could then have served as a blueprint or creative
springboard for an at least partly renewed take on the cadenzas during the tour to
London in 1868.

After this concert, another ten years passed before Schumann was contracted to
perform the Dminor concerto again inHamburg (26 September 1878). By that time
her haptic and cognitive memory had apparently faded to the extent that it was
necessary to return to the drawing board rather than the piano. Significantly, the
earliest surviving written records of the cadenzas in question – the autographs
by Brahms (JB2) and Schumann (CS2) – were produced exactly at this point in
time. A notated text may have facilitated the attempt to reconstruct her own perfor-
mance tradition of playing these cadenzas in the 1850s and 1860s, or to start again
from scratch by plotting out the whole cadenzas on the paper.

As Schumann started preparing for the concert, she confided her domestic,
physical and creative challenges to Brahms:

I have been here [in Frankfurt] for a few days, but in a hotel. We cannot move into the
house before the end of the month, at least we cannot stay overnight there. But all the
while I have been practising there, in my charming room, for Hamburg. I also had to
prepare the cadenzas, which gave me a terrible headache, as I found it difficult to get
into the right mood. I used a few passages from you – I hope you won’t mind?
… I still have great pain in both arms and do not know how I should possibly be able
to play in Hamburg. But especially on this occasion I could not get myself to cancel
[the concert], except as a last resort.39

This letter is significant in several respects: Schumann mentions the cadenzas in
the context of her piano practice. She describes the process of creating these caden-
zas as ‘einrichten’ (arrange), which implies the recourse to some kind of model that
had to be adapted or arranged. We can further infer from her suggestion to borrow
a few passages from Brahms’s cadenza that ‘his’ version of the cadenzas was avail-
able to her in some form. This written source could have been anything from rough
scribblings to Brahms’s own cadenza (the hypothetical [JB1], or one of Clara
Schumann’s adaptations thereof ([?CS1]). Whatever the status of the source she
used, she was evidently driven by the ambition to create something substantially

39 ‘Seit einigen Tagen bin ich hier, aber imHotel, ins Haus könnenwir nicht vor Ende des
Monats, wenigstens nicht dort schlafen; ich habe aber diese Tage dort, in meinem reizenden
Zimmer geübt für Hamburg, mußte mir auch die Kadenzen noch zurechtmachen, was mir
schrecklich sauer wurde, weil ich so schwer in die Stimmung kommen konnte. Ich habe ein
paar Stellen von Dir benutzt, das durfte ich doch? … Ich habe viel Schmerzen in beiden
Armen und weiß noch kaum, wie ich in Hamburg spielen soll! Aber gerade bei dieser
Gelegenheit abzuschreiben, dazu entschlösse ich mir nur, wenn’s unmöglich anders wäre.
’Clara Schumann to Johannes Brahms (Frankfurt/Main, 17 September 1878), edited in
Litzmann, ed., Clara Schumann, Johannes Brahms: Briefe, vol. 2: 151–4, the quoted excerpts
are at 153.
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new or something that required meticulous pre-meditation. The notated score of
her cadenzas – produced in fair copy (CS2, Fig. 2) – departed from her older per-
formance practice of memorization to one of documentation, even though such
documentation would have been receptive to influences from the past.40

Brahms heard Clara Schumann’s performance of K466 in Hamburg in 1878, two
days before he conducted his Second Symphony at the same festival in celebration
of the fiftieth anniversary of the local Philharmonic Society.41 In all probability,
Brahms’s own copy of a cadenza to the first movement, which survives among
Schumann’s papers (JB2),42 was written in the context of this performance.
Notably, his autograph marks a shift from memorization to documentation. As
the casual ductus of his hand suggests, it was not his intention to create a polished
work (Fig. 3).More likely, he took active part in a collaborative creative process that
was initiated and led by Schumann, who, unlike Brahms, had a vested interest in
documenting this cadenza. In that scenario, we might conjecture that Brahms may
have acted as a sounding board for Schumann’s idea, jotting down her suggestions
or perhaps even transcribing her pianistic explorations, and retouching or chang-
ing passages during the process of writing. Some passages that did not make it into

Fig. 2 Clara Schumann, autograph cadenza for K466, movement 1 (1878) (CS2).
Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.S37, p. 1.
Reproduced with permission of the Library of Congress.

40 Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.S37.
41 Hofmann and Hofmann, Johannes Brahms: Zeittafel zu Leben und Werk, 142. Kurt

Hofmann, Johannes Brahms und Hamburg: Neue Erkenntnisse zu einem alten Thema (Münster:
Dialog, 1986): 140.

42 Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.B7 K45 Case.

13Creativity, Performance and Problems of Authorship

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1479409823000046 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1479409823000046


Schumann’s final reduction may have been discarded by both; or Schumann pre-
ferred her own version over the suggestions of her colleague. Paradoxically, it was
the scruffy working manuscript (written in Brahms’s hand) of Schumann’s
cadenza that entered the former’s work catalogue as WoO posth. 14 and was
first published as part of the Complete Brahms Edition in 1927.43

The brief historical episode of 1878 is indicative of the intricate nexus between
ideas of authorship and issues of performance practice in the late nineteenth cen-
tury that finds its premier outlet in the cadenza. This, in turn, allows us to develop
fresh approaches to Clara Schumann’s creativity as a performer and a composer. If
the two manuscripts of the cadenzas to K466 by Schumann and Brahms were cre-
ated in the spirit of artistic exchange, a substantial overlap between them is unsur-
prising. If Brahms had merely lent a helping hand to a creative process directed by
Schumann, it seems natural that he would relinquish any authorship. When she
eventually decided to publish her cadenzas in 1891 she would have encountered
the scores from 1878 when the two musicians had attempted to work out the
cadenza in writing. Over the course of Schumann’s life, the primacy of a perfor-
mance tradition that does not rely on notation had given way to one that called
for documentation. During the intervening years, as Schumann continued to

Fig. 3 Johannes Brahms, autograph cadenza for K466, movement 1 (1878) (JB2)
Washington, Library of Congress, Whittall Foundation, ML 30.8b.B7 K45
Case, p. 1. Reproduced with permission of the Library of Congress.

43 Johannes Brahms, Studien und Bearbeitungen für Klavier, 105–8.
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play K466 another seven times before 1887 (Table 1), she further assimilated the
cadenzas into her haptic memory, making tweaks and changes as she went
along, and thereby embodying a non-fixed version of the cadenzas that went
beyond notated scores.

Embodied Creativity and the Boundaries of Philology

Even for performers such as Clara Schumann, who championed literal realizations
of the musical score (Texttreue),44 cadenzas permitted, invited and justified a per-
sonal, bodily engagement of an entirely different order to the literal execution of
a musical text. As the chronological account of the cadenzas for K466 made
clear, the notated score may at best have served as the initial point of reference
or aide-memoire in such body- and performance-driven creative practices,.
Nonetheless, during her experience as editor of her late husband’s work,45

Schumann had also internalized the principles of textual criticism which now
came into play along with the embodied and distributed creativity that had gov-
erned the genesis of her cadenzas. As shewas checking Rieter-Biedermann’s galley
proofs in 1891, Schumann became suddenly perceptive to the substantive parallels
between her scores (CS2 and CS3)46 and Brahms’s (JB2). Up to that point, she had
believed that the borrowings from Brahms amounted to no more than 8–10 bars
(Diary, 29 September 1891). With both manuscripts in hand, however, she realized
that her memory may have been playing tricks on her. In the tension between text
and (embodied) act, she was troubled by this misapprehension which she attrib-
uted to her body: ‘How on earth could this have happened to me! Over the
years, the cadenza has become second nature [i.e. my own flesh and blood] to
me so that I could no longer remember what was written by myself or by him’.47

44 Bernhard Scholz, ‘ZumGedächtnis von Clara Schumann’,Neue Zeitschrift fürMusik 63
(1896): 321–3, here 322, quoted from Andreas Ballstedt, ‘Die Interpretin als Komponistin:
Über Clara Schumanns Kadenzen zum d-Moll Klavierkonzert von Wolfgang Amadeus
Mozart’, in Clara Schumann: Komponistin, Interpretin, Unternehmerin, Ikone. Bericht über die
Tagung ihres 100. Todestages, veranstaltet von der Hochschule für Musik und Darstellende Kunst
und dem Hochschen Konservatorium in Frankfurt, ed. Peter Ackermann and Herbert
Schneider, Musikwisenschaftliche Publikationen 12 (Hildesheim: Olms, 1999): 19–33, here
19f. It is worth noting that there was more to Clara Schumann’s performative persona
than that which is embodied in the priestess ideology. See, for instance, Amanda Lalonde,
‘The Young Prophetess in Performance’, in Clara Schumann Studies, ed. Joe Davies
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2021), 187–201.

45 On Schumann’s expertise and reputation as an editor, see Nancy Reich, Clara
Schumann: The Artist and the Woman, revised edition (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2001): 241–8.

46 As Stichvorlage for the publisher, CS3 is almost completely identical with the printed
score. CS2 (produced in 1878 and 11 bars shorter) deviates in several ways from the final
redaction. Retouchings of the piano writings aside, Schumann expanded the transition to
the first B minor section (CS2, bars 11–13; CS3/1891, bars 11–15) and made a wholesale
revision of the Recitativo section itself, with its surrounding transitional passages (CS2,
bars 28–63; CS3/1891, bars 30–). Among other things, CS2 interpolates a first presentation
of the Recitativo theme in the key of F-sharp minor (CS2, bars 35–43). The musical discussion
refers the 1891 version. A critical transcription of CS2 is provided as supplementary material
on the journal’s webpage.

47 ‘Wie konnte mir das nur passiren! Die Cadenz ist mir durch die vielen Jahre hindurch
so in Fleisch und Blut übergegangen, daß ich gar nicht mehr genau wußte, was von B. oder
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Contrary to Schumann’s statement, themisapprehensionwas less caused by her
body memory than by her excessive fidelity to the authority of the notated text.
Side by side, the two musical sources document extensive shared material. But
since the creative process was fundamentally embodied (informed by
Schumann’s physical memory of earlier performances and her explorative playing
on the piano), her experience should not have been discounted so readily. In such
processes, physical, sensory and cognitive aspects are so closely intertwined that it
is almost impossible to extricate any one strand from another, let alone prioritize
one over the other. The cadenza cannot be reduced to a conceptual abstraction rep-
resented in musical notation.48

For this reason alone, the standard arsenal of textual criticism proved inade-
quate, if not outright deceptive, for the ‘editorial’ problem with which
Schumann grappled in 1891. As the testimony of the notated texts conflicted
with her ownmemory and sensory experience, her attempt to disentangle different
creative and performative strands that had become inextricably intertwined over a
period of three decades was doomed to fail. Schumann’s annotations of the musi-
cal sources confirm the logical principle of deductive explosion. Ex falso quodlibet:
from false premises, anythingmay follow, truth aswell as error. There is a puzzling
mismatch between passages marked as supposed ‘borrowings’ on Brahms’s man-
uscript (JB2) and her ‘own’ cadenza (CS2/CS3). Schumann identified the first trace
of borrowing (letter A, see the end of the second stave in Figure 3) exactly at the
place where the two versions drift significantly apart (Ex. 1).49 Up to that point
(bar 11), both opening sections elaborate on the closing group, which features in
the piano part of the first Solo section (K466, mvt. i, bars 153ff.)50 and appears
on either side of the cadenza (piano: bars 330ff., orchestra: bars 366ff.). In this sec-
tion, Brahms’s and Schumann’s versions are almost identical, save for some
dynamic nuances or minor retouchings (see Figs 2 and 3).51 Upon closer inspection

von mir war.’ Tagebuch (29 September 1891), quoted from Litzmann, Clara Schumann: Ein
Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen, vol. 3: 543.

48 The different ontological status of what is often referred as ‘the two musics’ has been
widely discussed in the literature, albeit generally only in terms of notated texts vs perfor-
mance. Whereas the notated text is commonly equated with composition, I would argue
that composition can also be understood as a kind of performance, especially when consid-
ering its physical aspects (such as composing at the piano or even the process of sketching
and revising ideas on paper). See, for instance: Bojan Bujic,́ ‘Notation and Realization:
Musical Performance in Historical Perspective’, in The Interpretation of Music: Philosophical
Essays, ed. Michael Krausz (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993): 129–40; for earlier repertoire see
John Butt, Playing with History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), chap. 4,
96–122.

49 As an appendix to her edition of Brahms’s cadenza, Cai also included the major alter-
native passages from Schumann’s autograph CS2. Cai, ed., Johannes Brahms: Klavierwerke
ohne Opuszahl, bars 160–163 (Brahms), bars 166–167 (Schumann). Sémerjian seems to be
unaware of this edition.

50 The same material had already featured in the opening ritornello (bars 44–65), but
without the characteristic octave tremolos in the piano writing.

51 CS3 and the first print of 1891 open with a 6-4 chord, which merely replicated the
orchestral fermata in bar 365. For ease of comparison, this bar will be treated as bar 0. A
more detailed description of the discrepancies is offered by Sémerjian, ‘Clara Schumann:
New Cadenzas for Mozart’s Piano Concerto in D minor’, 5; but it should be noted that his
interpretations are clouded by a wrong dating of the sources (1855/56) and the uncritical
assumption of Schumann’s primacy.
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of the original sources, what Sémerjian describes as a ‘telling’ discrepancy52 in bar
9 actually results from an almost identical shorthand notation in the 1878 auto-
graphs by Brahms (JB2) and Schumann (CS2) (Ex. 2). Neither is unequivocally
clear about whether the Doppelgriffe fall on the strong or the weak semiquavers.
The text Schumann submitted to her publisher Rieter-Biedermann (CS3) opted
for the latter resolution (which subsequently made it into the printed edition).
Brahms philologists sinceMandyczewski, on the other hand, have settled for fuller
chords on the strong semiquavers.53 Since Brahms’s notation is open to either read-
ing, however, we can consider this to be an editorial preference, not a (demonstra-
ble) compositional choice. Mandyczewski resolved the ambiguity by imposingwhat
deemed him to be the most idiomatic writing for piano. According to Sémerjian,
Brahms was ‘making a small correction [to Schumann’s cadenza …] and this
suggests Brahms was working off an existing text’.54 The surviving sources do
not support this interpretation, however.

Ex. 1 The first ‘borrowing’ identified by Clara Schumann; (a) JB2, bars 11–18; (b) CS2,
bars 11–20

52 Sémerjian, ‘Clara Schumann:NewCadenzas forMozart’s PianoConcerto inDminor’, 5.
53 Brahms, Studien und Bearbeitungen für Klavier, 105.
54 Sémerjian, ‘Clara Schumann:NewCadenzas forMozart’s Piano Concerto in Dminor’, 5.
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Perversely, what Schumann had identified (letter A) as the first borrowing from
Brahms actually marks the first major departure (Ex. 1). The syntactic function
remains the same: both cadenzas segue into the second subject of the first solo sec-
tion (the so-called solo exposition, K466, mvt. i, bars 128–143). But the two pianist-
composers embark on very different tonal trajectories. Brahms leads from the dom-
inant directly back to the tonic D minor. Schumann places Mozart’s theme in B
minor,55 passing an F-sharp major seventh chord in transition to the new key
area. In stark contrast to the borrowing marker, Schumann cannot have taken inspi-
ration from Brahms here. Apart from the fact that the thematic material is Mozart’s,
her version is harmonically more enterprising. The key of B minor suggestively
mirrors the relative major F, the key of the second subsidiary subject in Mozart’s
concerto. One is a minor third below (VI), the other a third above the tonic (III).

If Schumann had copied neither the modulation (which is absent in Brahms’s
score) nor the thematic material (which is Mozart’s after all) from Brahms, one

Ex. 2 Bar 9 in Schumann’s and Brahms’s autograph cadenzas for K466, mvt. i. (a) JB2
(b) CS2 and (c) CS3. Reproductions with permission of the Library of Congress.

55 CS3 and the first print of 1891 change the rhythmic shape in this transitional passage
by turning the semiquavers into quaver triplets (bars 11–12).
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wonders why she marked it as a borrowing. As the notated scores do not provide
an answer, it is far more likely that Schumann responded to a memory that was
triggered by the sight of Brahms’s manuscript. Perhaps she even relived her expe-
rience of listening to Brahms playing a cadenza back in 1856; her letter of 1891
speaks of ‘Gehörserscheinungen’ (sonic apparitions), after all.56 In fact, the
two musicians spent time together between Brahms’s single performance of
K466 and Schumanns’s debut of the work in 1857. One can easily imagine
that Brahms performed his cadenza for Schumann, and that the two discussed
possible strategies. Perhaps they even took it in turns to elaborate individual
ideas and experiment with them. This scenario, albeit hypothetical, would at
least explain why she could make such a blatant misidentification of borrow-
ings, which cannot be established through a philological comparison of the
two notated scores. Arguably, therefore, Schumann’s desire to acknowledge
Brahms’s input was prompted not by a déja-vu but by a déja-entendu, if not a
déja-senti. The confusion arose because philology proved incapable of dealing
with musical actions and experiences that had not left a paper trail in notated
scores.

Schumann’s reliance on memories played an even greater role in the cadenza to
the third movement. In her own copy of the printed cadenzas of 1891, Schumann
identified another borrowing from Brahms, which to date remains the unique trace
of what Brahms’s cadenza might have sounded like (Ex. 3).57 No written record of
Brahms’s third-movement cadenza survives, as it is not contained in the manu-
script of 1878 (JB2). Schumann’s autograph of 1878 (CS2) did not preserve more
than the opening seven bars of her cadenza to the final movement, which, after all,
does not correspond to the fully executed text of 1891 (CS3). Moreover, the many
ad hoc corrections in the latter source and the interpolation of an extended passage
(bars 20–34) on a fold-out paste-over58 suggest that Schumann did not work from
an earlier notated score. Rather than writing down a fair copy of an earlier work
(with cosmetic changes, as in the first-movement cadenza) for the publisher, she
appeared to have created the cadenza as she went along, prompted by (cognitive
and/or embodied) memories of her past performances of the cadenza.

The absence of any corroborating evidence invites us to speculate that the bor-
rowing from Brahmsmight well have been stored in Schumann’smemory aswell –
perhaps as a recollection of how the former performed the passage in question, or
how he advised her to alter her own performance.59 Here, as in the cadenza to the

56 See above, pp. 3ff.
57 Zwickau, Robert-Schumann-Haus, Archiv-Nr. 5998-D1 (Clara Schumann, Zwei

Cadenzen zu Mozart’s Clavier-Concert in D moll (1891)),10–11: bar 13 with the annotation:
J.B. A-B, bar 19 with the annotation: B.

The two pages in question are reproduced Cai, ed., Johannes Brahms: Klavierwerke ohne
Opuszahl, 209–10.

58 CS3, p. 3, with fold-out.
59 The relevance of listening and re-listening for the process of ‘writing down’ music in

the nineteenth century has been elucidated, albeit with specific reference to arrangements, by
Peter Szendy, Listen: A History of Our Ears, transl. Charlotte Mandell (New York: Fordham
University Press, 2008), chap. 2, 35–68, especially at 39: ‘For the arrangers that Liszt and
Schumann are, for these remarkable listeners who sign and write down their listenings,
the Work is never already given: infinitely deferred, it oscillates between appropriation
(translation) and disappropriation (criticism). … If we are to believe Liszt and Schumann,
we might begin to envisage our listenings as writing, or even as rewriting.’
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first movement, the thematic material stems from Mozart’s pen. In Schumann’s
arrangement of it, one may discern a distinctive Brahmsian flavour in the intricate
interweaving of hands.

Returning to the first-movement cadenza, a similar scenario emerges. If the twin
manuscripts of 1878 by Schumann and Brahms have anything in common, it is the
imitative treatment of Mozart’s second subsidiary subject at the upper sixth (CS2,
bars 16–17; JB2, bars 13–14). Perhaps Brahms’s influence went all the way back to
Schumann’s first performance of K466 in 1857, when the cadenzas had still been on
Brahms’s mind, too. In all other respects, Brahms’s manuscript of 1878 presents
itself as a revision of Schumann’s score. As he had only ever played the cadenza
in concert once in 1856, Brahms’s recollection in 1891 would inevitably have
been much fainter than Schumann’s, who benefitted from repeat performances.
But even if Brahms responded in written form to Schumann’s notated score, it
may well have conjured up memories of their earlier performances and exchanges
in 1856.

The two autographs of 1878 diverge primarily with regard to the cadenza’s
tonal and formal structure (see Table 3).60 While both versions eventually present
the second subsidiary subject in the sharpenedmediant F-sharpmajor (Schumann,
bar 23; Brahms, bar 22), Schumann approaches it through B minor (bar 16),
whereas Brahms returns to the tonic D minor (bar 13). Schumann reserves distinc-
tively more space for virtuosic display (bars 30–52) before the arrival on the next
thematic section, to which both composers assign a recitative-like character
(Schumann, bar 53: Recitativo; Brahms, bar 36: ad lib. rezitativisch (poco largamente)).
In this section, Brahms takes a more expansive approach. He dwells longer on the
lyrical Solo lead-in (K466, mvt. i, bars 77ff.), which appears twice. He prefaces its
presentation in A minor (bar 45), which is shared with Schumann’s version (bar
53), with an additional statement in F-sharp minor (bar 36). Significantly, the
two versions take different turns exactly at the point (Brahms, bar 36) where
Schumann noted the second borrowing (letter B). On the way to the final bravura
section, where the two versions reconverge, Brahms makes a detour via the first
subsidiary subject (K466, bar 32 (Ritornello 1), bar 115 (Solo 1)). He develops the
antiphonal two-bar motif into an ascending sequence (bar 56). Schumann, on
the contrary, uses only the second half of this motif: the melodic line with its
expressive octave leap and sighing figures forms the basis of a compact descending
sequence (bar 69), with the sole purpose of reaching the next section without any
unnecessary delay.

Considered together, the two cadenzas match both in their broad trajectory and
in surface detail to an extent that points to a fruitful exchange of ideas between

Ex. 3 Clara Schumann, Cadenza to K466, mvt. iii (1891), bars 13–18

60 The formal disposition of Schumann’s cadenza is described, without reference to
Brahms, in Ballstedt, ‘Die Interpretin als Komponistin’, 23–6.
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Brahms and Schumann.61 On the basis of the musical texts alone it is impossible to
determine the main direction of influence. This allows us to revisit the questions
posed at the beginning of this article: In 1878, did Brahms and Schumann work
out the cadenzas for K466 in some kind of concerted effort? If so, to what extent
was their creative input informed by their earlier performance history of these
cadenzas that had been stored in the minds and bodies of the musicians rather
than on paper? Was Schumann still indebted to ideas that reached back as far as
1856 when Brahms had given his first concert performance of K466 with his
own cadenza? Or had that performance sunk without a trace? How much of it
could Brahms still have remembered, as he had not played cadenzas for K466
since the singular performance in the Mozart centenary concert of 1856?

Circumstances suggest that Schumann played the leading role during the
exchange with Brahms. She had the incentive to prepare cadenzas for a concert
in Hamburg in 1878, after two decade-long breaks (1859–68 and 1868–78).
Nonetheless, through her relatively frequent renditions of K466 between 1857
and 1859, the cadenzas had become ‘embodied’ – as she suggested in the afore-
mentioned diary entry of 29 September 1891 (‘in Fleisch und Blut
übergegangen’). How much of that body memory had remained intact until
1878 remains unclear, nor do we know whether Schumann really intended to
reconstruct her own performance practices of twenty years’ earlier. If Brahms
responded primarily to whatever Schumann had remembered or newly created
in 1878, did he act as a heavy-handed editor, keen to channel his spirit through
Schumann’s attempts, or as a sounding board for her ideas, giving collegial advice
and suggesting alternative solutions? The latter is suggested by the fact that
Brahms’s and Schumann’s versions of the first-movement cadenza of K466 differ
in emphasis rather than substance. The two musicians made slightly different
choices regarding the selection of material to be highlighted and the weighting
of sections. Even if therewere an element of competition between the two versions,
discrepancies normally arise from conflicting aesthetic and motivic-thematic pref-
erences. What is more, it is possible that Schumann and Brahms may have written
down ideas that had first been mooted by their partners in the exchange.

This scenario productively highlights and challenges the correlation between
autograph and authorship that reflects nineteenth-century philology. Schumann
had ‘seen’ extensive portions of what she had regarded as ‘her’ cadenza in
Brahms’s handwriting. Upon consideration, Brahms’s source may have triggered
her memory of the collaborative moment during which the notated cadenza of
1878 had taken shape, allowing her to identify precisely the few passages in
which the two scores pursued decisively different paths (Table 2): At point ‘A’,
Schumann ventures further away from the tonic (JB2, bar 11). At point ‘B’,
Brahms embarks on a harmonic detour, by interpolating a statement of the recita-
tivo theme in a different key (JB2, bar 36). We can understand these borrowings to
be situated within a discursive and collaborative process that is not captured
directly in the musical notation. With Schumann’s repeated performances of the
cadenzas to K466 in the 1880s, the concerto was again assimilated into her body
memory, and the intensive collaborative episode of 1878 receded. It required the

61 In their overall disposition both Brahms and Schumann follow the tripartite model
suggested by Eva and Paul Badura-Skoda, Interpreting Mozart on the Keyboard (New York:
Da Capo Press, 1986): 215.
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encounter with Brahms’s autograph in 1891, to allow Schumann to ‘relive’, as it
were, and revisit her earlier experiences.

Distributed Creativity

As we have seen, Clara Schumann’s creation and performative appropriation of
the cadenzas forMozart’s K466 was a fundamentally multi-modal process, shaped
by her own listening, performing and reading and writing activities. Yet, this per-
spective is still toomyopic. In viewing Schumann’s cadenza for K466 exclusively in
relation to Brahms, one fails to recognize that the creation of cadenzas had a multi-
focal dimension as well. If Schumann had taken inspiration from the collaborative
exchange with Brahms, why should she not have been receptive to the creative
efforts of other musicians, and why would subsequent pianists not have been
receptive to her ideas? After all, there were several precedents that she could
have consulted in print, starting with August Eberhard Müller (1817) and
Mozart’s own student Johann Nepomuk Hummel (c. 1828).62 Hummel’s cadenza,

Table 2 Tonal and thematic design of Brahms’s and Schumann’s cadenzas to K466,
mvt. i

Clara Schumann (1891) Johannes Brahms (JB2)

bar key
theme
(markings in Italics) bar key

theme
(markings in Italics)

borrowings
marked by
Schumann

1 (A) Closing group (Ritornello) /
Closing group (Solo 1)

1 (A) Closing group (Ritornello) /
Closing group (Solo 1) A (b. 11)

Allegretto
16
23

b
F♯

Subsidiary Subject 2
Subsidiary Subject 2

13
22

d
F♯

Subsidiary Subject 2
Subsidiary Subject 2

30 continuation 29 continuation

Recitativo Ad lib. Rezitativisch
53 a Solo lead-in 36 f♯ Solo lead-in B (b. 36)

45 a Solo lead-in
69 continuation

with Subsidiary Subject 1
56 D Subsidiary Subject 1

continuation

Con bravura Con bravura
75 d Closing group (Ritornello) 66 d Closing group (Ritornello)

62 August Eberhard Müller, Cadenzen zu den Acht vorzüglichsten Clavier-Concerten Von
W. A. Mozart: Nachgelassenes Werk (Leipzig: C.F. Peters, [1818]). Johann Nepomuk
Hummel, arr.,Mozart’s Twelve Grand Concertos, arranged for the piano forte and accompaniments
of flute, violin & violoncello, including cadences and ornaments expressly written for them
(London. S. Chappell, c.1828); Douze Grands Concerts de W. A. Mozart, arrangés pour piano
seul ou avec accompagnement de Flute, Violon, et Violoncelle (Mainz: Schott, c.1828). The publi-
cation project ended after seven concertos. A terminus post quem for Hummel’s arrangement
of K466 with his own cadenzas (autograph: London, British Library, Add. MS 32 234) can be
established though an advertisement in The Repository of Arts, Literature, Fashions,
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published together with his chamber arrangements of selected Mozart concertos,
earned him a commendation in Carl Czerny’s influential Piano-Forte Schule.63

It is worth recalling that the vast majority of notated cadenzas toMozart’s piano
concertos (including his own) were not considered ‘musical works’ in their own
right but didactic tools: They supported amateur performers, who did not (yet)
possess the creative skills to write or improvise their own cadenzas.
Additionally, they presented models to fledgling composer-performers in search
of their own voice. Even Beethoven’s cadenzas to K466 (WoO 58), which have
long assumed canonical status in the performance history of this concerto, were
conceived around 1808 for the benefit of his students Archduke Rudolph and, pos-
sibly, Ferdinand Ries.64 Beethoven’s cadenzas could also have formed a point of
departure for Schumann: theywere first printed as an appendix to a Viennese jour-
nal in 1836,65 roughly a year before a 17-year old ClaraWieck toured to Vienna. The
triumphant success she celebrated there was a crucial experience at a time when
she had emancipated herself from her father.66 Wider dissemination of
Beethoven’s cadenzas started with their edition in the Complete Work series in
1864,67 published in the hiatus between Schumann’s first run of performances in
the 1850s and the London recital of 1868.

In the absence of musical sources before 1878, it escapes our knowledge when
exactly Schumann discovered Beethoven’s cadenzas. As the notated version of
1878 demonstrates, she was already under their spell by that time. Her cadenza
for the first movement is evidently modelled on Beethoven’s example,68 highlight-
ing the same themes fromMozart’s concerto: the second subsidiary subject and the
solo lead-in.With regard to the former, Schumann followed her famous forerunner

Manufactures, &c., 10 (London, 1 October 1827), 236–7. A new edition of Hummel’s arrange-
ment of K466 (with cadenza): Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Piano concerto in D minor, K.466:
arranged for solo piano and three accompanying instruments by Johann Nepomuk Hummel, ed.
Costantino Mastroprimiano and Leonardo Miucci (Launton: Edition HH, [2013]).

63 Carl Czerny, Pianoforte-Schule, Op. 500 (Vienna: Anton Diabelli & Co, 1839): vol. 4:
164f.

64 The connection with Archduke Rudolph was established by Sieghard Brandenburg,
‘Die Beethovenhandschriften in der Musikaliensammlung des Erzherzogs Rudolph’, in Zu
Beethoven: Aufsätze und Dokumente 3, ed. Harry Goldschmidt (Berlin: Verlag Neue Musik,
1988): 141–76, here 173–5. The association with Ferdinand Ries was suggested by the fact
that the autograph score of the first-movement cadenza was in the possession of Ries
(now Bonn, Beethovenhaus, HCBMh 20). A documentation of the sources (with an incorrect
earlier date of 1785) is presented in Georg Kinsky and Hans Halm, Das Werk Beethovens:
Thematisch-bibliographisches Verzeichnis seiner sämtlichen vollendeten Kompositionen (Munich:
Henle, 1955): 504f.

65 Wiener Zeitschrift für Kunst, Literatur und Mode, 10 (23 January 1836).
66 Nancy Reich, Clara Schumann: The Artist and the Woman, 55–7.
67 Ludwig van Beethoven’s Werke, Series 9, No. 70a (Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel, [1864]):

35–8. The edition quoted here is Ludwig van Beethoven, Kadenzen zu Klavierkonzerten, ed.
Joseph Schmidt-Görg, Wissenschaftliche Gesamtausgabe, Abteilung VII, Band 7 (Munich:
Henle, 1967): 44–7.

68 Detailed examinations of Beethoven’s cadenza is presented by: Richard Kramer,
‘Cadenza Contra Text: Mozart in Beethoven’s Hands’, 19th-Century Music 15/2 (1991):
116–31, especially at 126–8. Janet Schmalfeldt, ‘Beethoven’s “Violation”: His Cadenza for
the First Movement of Mozart’s D-Minor Piano Concerto’, Music Theory Spectrum 39/1
(2017): 1–17. The present study is concerned merely with the major similarities between
the cadenzas by Beethoven and Schumann/Brahms.
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(bar 17) (in contrast to Brahms) in placing Mozart’s theme in B. Schumann, how-
ever, went directly for the minor key, whereas Beethoven presented it both in B
major (introduced by a dramatic semitone shift in the bass, bars 14–15) and in B
minor (bars 26–28) (Ex. 4 in comparison with Ex. 1). Schumann and Brahms take
inspiration from both statements and roll their characteristics into one: the
theme is subjected to imitative treatment, which is more widely spaced (6 rather
than 4 crotchets), but at the same time made more complex by placing it in the
right hand only and at the melodic interval of the sixth (rather than at the octave).
In the cadenzas by Schumann and Brahms, the left hand is therefore free to harmo-
nize the themewith chordal tremolos. Beethoven reserves this effect for the second,
non-imitative presentation of the theme (bars 26ff.), where the arpeggiated chords
in triplets (rather than tremolos) help to create a continuous flow in the ensuing
modulation.

Close affinities such as these betray a dependency on, or homage to, Beethoven’s
model. In other places, the model is evoked by its absence. Brahms forewent the
signature feature of Beethoven’s cadenza: the emphatic trills at the beginning
(bars 1–4) and end (bars 60–66). Schumann’s earlier version sought to outdo
Beethoven with a quadruple trill (CS2, bar 77), but toned the passage down in
the printed version (bar 88). It seems that Brahms and the older Schumann took
an aesthetic stance against Beethoven’s domineering ego that threatened to
crush Mozart’s concerto under its sheer weight. In doing so, they resonate with
Richard Kramer’s spirited critique of Beethoven’s WoO 58 as an act of violation:
‘the tunes are Mozart’s but the touch, the rhetoric is emphatically Beethoven’s’.69

The physicality of Beethoven’s pianism was already noted by his contemporaries.
Hearing Mozart’s student Hummel perform in the home of Mozart’s widow
Constanze in the early 1800s, Czerny contrasts his style favourably with that of
his own teacher: ‘While Beethoven’s playing was remarkable for his enormous
power, characteristic expression, and his unheard-of virtuosity and passage
work, Hummel’s performance was a model of cleanness, clarity, and of the most

Ex. 4 Beethoven’s cadenza to K466, mvt. i, bars 17–30

69 Kramer, ‘Cadenza Contra Text’, 116.
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graceful elegance and tenderness.’70 According toHummel’s early biographer, this
style of playing was endorsed by none other than Mozart himself. Having heard
Hummel as the soloist in his C major concerto (probably K503) in Dresden (10
March 1789), he gave him the following advice:71

You will treat your instrument like Raphael has done for his art. You will enchant
your listeners and transport them to higher planes. So keep going, my son, avoid
the all too common tinklings and barrel organ playing that sounds like a blacksmith
hammering on nails, all the overpowering thrashing and throwing about of the
hands and fingers, that silly critics unfortunately call art. Because of this, one can
justly say aloud: Lord, forgive them, they know not what they do! Remain true to
your innermost feelings, my Hansl, because they will never lead you astray.

It is striking that Hummel’s cadenza to K466 does not live up to this aesthetic
maxim.72 Undercutting the opposition of brutal physicality (Beethoven’s ‘touch’,
in Kramer’s words) and gentle elegance, it comes much closer to Beethoven’s self-
assertive style. This included the excessive use of Beethovenian trills (Hummel
cadenza, bars 38–45, 55–60) that had appropriated as trademark of his own pia-
nism.73 Like Beethoven (and later Brahms and Schumann), Hummel selects the sec-
ond subsidiary subject for elaboration in the cadenza, which is led through
different keys (but without imitative treatment, bars 3–10), and supported by
arpeggiated chord figurations in triplets (bars 11–20). In fact, this is the only moti-
vic material from Mozart’s concerto that features in Hummel’s cadenza.74

This example suggests that pianist-composers were not only aware of published
cadenzas by their colleagues, but very open to absorbing ideas and techniques
from them into their ownworks. While Hummel had styled himself into a genuine

70 Carl Czerny, ‘Recollections from My Life’, ed. and trans., Ernest Sanders, The Musical
Quarterly 42/3 (1956): 302–17, here 309.

71 Quoted from Mark Kroll, Johann Nepomuk Hummel: A Musician’s Life and World
(Lanham: Scarecrow Press, 2007): 17, based on Max Johann Seidel, ‘Biographische Notizen
aus dem Leben des am 17.ten October 1837. verstorbenen Großherzoglich-
Sachsen-Weimarischen Kapellmeister und Ritter mehrerer Orden Johann Nepomuk
Hummel ersten Klavierspieler seiner Zeit’ (c.1837), autograph in Weimar, Herzogin Anna
Amalia Bibliothek, Q 619, 35f.

72 The cadenza was printed, for instance, in the piano part of Hummel, Douze Grands
Concerts de W. A. Mozart, arrangés pour piano seul ou avec accompagnement de Flute, Violon, et
Violoncelle (Mainz: Schott, c.1828): vol. 1: 14–16. K466 has not featured extensively in the
scholarly discussion of Hummel’s arrangements and cadenzas, which tends to focus on
later concertos (K491, K503 and K537). See David Grayson, ‘Whose Authenticity?
Ornaments by Hummel and Cramer for Mozart’s Piano Concertos‘, in Mozart’s Piano
Concertos, ed. Neal Zaslaw (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1996): 373–91;
Leonardo Miucci, ‘I Concerti per Fortepiano e Orchestra di W. A. Mozart: Le Trascrizioni
di J. N. Hummel’, Rivista Italiana di Musicologia 43/45 (2008/2010): 81–128.

73 Hummel’s fifth Piano concerto, Op. 113, written in the year of Beethoven’s death,
showcases this aspect of his pianistic dexterity in the third movement ‘Rondo, Alla
Spaniola’ through an extended sequence of ascending ‘Kettentriller’ (bars 196–207). His
Ausführliche theoretisch-practische Anweisung zum Piano-Forte-Spiel: Vom ersten
Elementar-Unterrichte an bis zur vollkommensten Ausbildung (Vienna: Haslinger, 1828) devotes
a whole chapter to trills of different kinds and levels of difficulty (Section 3, Chapter 2,
385–9).

74 At one stage he even combines it with an extended Beethovenian trill (bars 38–45).
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Mozartean and antipode of Beethoven, he could not resist the temptation to rival
Beethoven on his own territory. Especially the grandiose trills mimic Beethoven’s
heavy-handed touch. As the nineteenth century progressed, the pool of possibili-
ties increased, and with it the potential for intertextual relationships. While the
emphasis on the second subsidiary subject gradually hardened into a convention,
individual composer-pianists were at liberty to allude to specific passages from
another cadenza or not consider them at all. Schumann and Brahms, for instance,
were apparently not convinced to respond to the tradition of excessive trills, prom-
inently introduced by Beethoven.

The extended overlap between the cadenza autographs of Brahms and
Schumann has to be seen in light of this broader exchange entre collègues, in
which ‘originality’ plays but a subordinate role. After all, as a child prodigy,
Clara Wieck had played and memorized numerous notated cadenzas. In this pro-
cess, she would also have experienced the difference of ‘touch’ between the con-
certo itself and the cadenzas, produced by other pianists to showcase their
specific skills and preferences. This creative process feeds off the assimilation of,
and response to, other cadenzas that were known to Schumann. Such familiarity
may additionally have been gained from experiencing performances of K466 as
a listener. The concerts at the Gewandhaus in Leipzig alone offered plenty of
opportunities to hear how fellow pianists engaged with the D minor concerto
(Table 3): from her own mother Marianne Wieck (1822, which the 2½-year old
childmay at least have heard practising at home) toHeinrichDorn (1831), her near-
contemporary Ignaz Tedesco (1836), Felix Mendelssohn Bartholdy (1836, 1841),
Ferdinand Hiller (1845) and the young Carl Reinecke (1849), graduate of the con-
servatoire at Leipzig. Even if Schumann did not attend all of these concerts in per-
son, the close-knit musical circles in Leipzig facilitated personal meetings with
resident and touring musicians.75 As her Marriage Diary records, Mendelssohn’s
performance in the Gewandhaus concert of 4 February 1841 left a particularly
strong impression on Schumann: ‘Mendelssohn played the D minor concerto
and concluded the final movement in particular with a beautiful and artful
cadenza. The concerto with its simple manner appealed to me exceedingly.’76

Although only snippets of Mendelssohn’s cadenza have survived in written
form,77 it is imaginable, if not likely, that the experience of the performance, and
potentially subsequent discussions of it with her husband and Mendelssohn,
also informed her own cadenzas to this concerto.

In this wider network of cadenzas studied and experienced, even negative
reactions would count as influences. Schumann was less than impressed with

75 Schumann’s Youth Diaries, albeit written by her father, documented countless such
occasions: Clara Schumann (and Friedrich Wieck), Jugendtagebücher, ed. Gerd Nauhaus
and Nancy Reich (Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 2019).

76 Robert and Clara Schumann, Ehetagebücher, 1840–1844, ed. Gerd Hauhaus und Ingrid
Bodsch (Bonn, 2013): 60: ‘das D moll Concert spielte Mendelssohn und schloß besonders den
letzten Satz mit einer schönen kunstvollen Cadenz. Mich sprach das Concert in seiner einfa-
chen Weise außerordentlich an.’

77 For a description of Mendelssohn’s cadenza, including the portions of it that he tran-
scribed in his correspondencewith his sister FannyHensel, see AngelaMace, ‘Improvisation,
Elaboration, Composition: reinterpreting the classical concerto through the romantic
cadenza’, Mendelssohn Perspectives, ed. Nicole Grimes and Angela Mace (Farnham:
Ashgate, 2016): 223–48, here 243–5.
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Ferdinand Hiller’s performance of Mozart’s D minor concerto.78 Albeit otherwise
exceedingly fond of Hiller, she found him lacking in ‘the respect that one can
demand of a good artist’ (doch nicht mit dem Respekte …, als man es von
einem guten Künstler verlangen kann). Confronted with his licences, the orchestra
almost fell apart after both cadenzas. It seems as thoughHiller, who led the orches-
tra from the piano, played himself into such a virtuosic frenzy that he forgot to cue
the orchestra back in. It is significant that Hiller’s flawed performance triggered the
memory of Mendelssohn’s far superior cadenza, which Schumann had heard

Table 3 Performances of K466 in orchestral concertos at the Gewandhaus, Leipzig,
1800–1900. Source: www.gewandhausorchester.de/archiv/

Date (conductor) Soloist other works by

03 December 1807 Elisabeth Catharina
Müller

Mozart

13 December 1810 Friedrich Wilhelm
Riem

Tomásek, Federici, Mozart, Müller, Haydn

21 March 1822 Mariane Wieck André, Aiblinger, BAWeber
24 November 1831
01 December 1831

Heinrich Dorn Rochlitz, Gluck, Haydn, Mozart,
Beethoven, Weber, Polenz, Matthäi,
Müller

28 January 1836
(Felix Mendelssohn
Bartholdy)

Felix Mendelssohn
Bartholdy

Spontini, Weber, Schneider, Boieldieu

01 January 1837
(Felix Mendelssohn
Bartholdy)

Ignaz Tedesco Mozart, Rossini, Tedesco, Beethoven

04 February 1841
(Felix Mendelssohn
Bartholdy)

Felix Mendelssohn
Bartholdy

Mozart

14 December 1845
(Ferdinand Hiller)

Ferdinand Hiller Hiller, Händel, Balfe, Beethoven

01 February 1849
(Julius Rietz)

Carl Reinecke Rietz, Gade, Hauptmann, Beethoven,
Mendelssohn Bartholdy

29 March 1855
(Julius Rietz)

[not documented] Mendelssohn Bartholdy, Beethoven, Spohr

01 January 1857
(Julius Rietz)

Clara Schumann Bach, Stradella, Cherubini, Méhul,
Beethoven, R Schumann

19 February 1863
(Carl Reinecker)

Carl Reinecke Vogler, Händel, Gluck, Beethoven, Weber,
Schubert, Mendelssohn Bartholdy

24 January 1867
(Carl Reinecke,
Ferdinand Hiller)

Ferdinand Hiller Beethoven,Mozart, Kjerulf, Hiller

20 October 1870
(Carl Reinecke)

Louise Hauffe Spontini, Weber, Gluck, Reinecke,
Schubert, Loewe, Beethoven

03 February 1881
(Carl Reinecke)

Clara Schumann Haydn, Beethoven, Mendelssohn
Bartholdy, R Schumann

17 February 1887
(Carl Reinecke)

Clara Schumann Jadassohn, Händel, [unspecified Swedish
songs], Verdi, Gade

78 Clara Schumann, diary (9 November 1845), paraphrased and partially cited in
Litzmann, Clara Schumann. Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und Briefen, vol. 2: 95.
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almost five years earlier: ‘I could not help being reminded of Mendelssohn, and
with how much affection and mastery he executes such works at all times.’79 For
all her admiration for Mendelssohn, however, Schumann also distanced herself
from aspects of his pianism that suffocated Mozart’s style with Beethovenian bra-
vura style (especially the double trill that concludedMendelssohn’s cadenza to the
first movement).80

As time progressed, Schumann was confronted with the sensationalist manners
of her younger and flashier colleagues. While she aimed to remain at respectful
terms with Anton Rubinstein, Carl Tausig, Hans von Bülow or Pyotr Ilyich
Tchaikovsky, she registered their extrovert showmanship with unease, especially
when she returned to the stage after a maternity break.81 With regard to
Mozart’s concertos, Schumann had to fear little competition, since the majority
of these virtuosos turned a blind eye to this repertoire, which would not have
afforded sufficient opportunity to demonstrate their technical brilliance.82 The
only exception was Anton Rubinstein. In the 1850s, he had made a big splash
with his unashamedly triumphant performances of K466. His cadenzas in partic-
ular were geared to provoke strong reactions. James W. Davidson, the music critic
of The Times, was scandalized by Rubinstein’s beastly performance of Mozart’s
D-minor concerto his 1858 recital in London:

A “lion” in the most leonine sense of the term, he treated the concerto of Mozart just
as the monarch of the forest, hungry and truculent, is in the habit of treating the
unlucky beast that falls to his prey. He seized it, shook it, worried it, tore it in pieces,
and then devoured it, limb by limb.83

Rubinstein’s egocentric habitus could not have been any more different from
Clara Schumann’s concern for Texttreue and correct style. Her obituarist Bernhard
Scholz noted, once more with a characteristic blending of the mind and the body:

She devoted herself completely and totally to the work of art. She sacrificed her per-
sonality to the endeavour to present it in its purity and individual character. But her
own lifeblood throbbed in the flow of the notes, which she elicited from the instru-
ment, and thus each of her efforts were replete with a living warmth and with the
magic that emanated from her.84

79 ‘Mir fiel Mendelssohn unwillkürlich ein, mit welcher Liebe und Meisterschaft dieser
solche Werke jederzeit exekutiert’; Clara Schumann, diary (9 November 1845), paraphrased
and partially cited in Litzmann, Clara Schumann. Ein Künstlerleben nach Tagebüchern und
Briefen, vol. 2: 95.

80 Mace, ‘Improvisation, Elaboration, Composition’, 235.
81 On Rubinstein in particular see Reich, Clara Schumann: The Artist and the Woman, 88.
82 Hans von Bülow, for instance, had almost no works by Mozart in his concert reper-

toire. If anything, he appeared occasionally as conductor of Mozart’s concertos.
Hans-Joachim Hinrichsen, Musikalische Interpretation: Hans von Bülow, Beihefte zum Archiv
für Musikwissenschaft 46 (Stuttgart: Steiner, 1999): 501–2.

83 Henry Davison, ed.,Music During the Victorian Era. FromMendelssohn to Wagner: Being
the Memoirs of J. W. Davison, Forty Years Music Critic of ‘The Times’ (London: William Reeves,
1912): 169. Davison was so shocked that he did not dare to mention Rubinstein by name.

84 ‘Sie selbst gab sich dem Kunstwerk voll und ganz hin. Dem Streben, es in seiner
Reinheit und Eigenart darzustellen, opferte sie ihre Persönlichkeit; aber in der Fluth der
Töne, die sie dem Instrument entlockte, pulsirte ihr eigenes Herzblut, und darum war
doch wieder jede ihrer Leistungen lebenswarm und erfüllt von dem Zauber, der von ihr
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The contrast between Schumann’s and Rubinstein’s attitudes resulted in cadenzas
to K466 that operate on different planes entirely.85 At 131 bars, Rubinstein’s
cadenza is nearly twice as long. Schumann instead prioritized succinct and
dense construction over indulgent virtuosic vagaries that elaborated routine pas-
sagework, often without thematic links to Mozart’s concerto (e.g. Rubinstein,
bars 68–83). The two pianists differed significantly also in the motivic material
from Mozart they selected for their cadenzas (see Table 4 in comparison with
Table 2). Whereas Schumann placed great emphasis on lyrical themes from the
Solo Exposition (the soloist’s Lead-in and Subsidiary Subject), Rubinstein extracted
short snippets from the opening ritornello. Motivic fragments such as the

Table 4 Tonal and thematic design of Rubinstein’s cadenza to K466, mvt. i

Anton Rubinstein (1856)

bar key
theme
(markings in Italics)

1 (A) circulating motive (Mozart, bb. 21–23)
sequenced (right hand) and counterpoint in octaves (left hand)

11
19
27

g
c
A-flat

arpeggios (modulating)
circulating motive (right) and octave tremolos (left)
circulating motive, combined with evaded cadence motive from the
end of the closing group (Mozart, bb. 71–73) (right) and triplet
arpeggios (left)

31 A-flat/f

f

Closing group (Ritornello): three octaves, rhythmically staggered
(forte)
evaded cadence motive (piano)

39 f

c

Closing group (Ritornello): four octaves, rhythmically staggered
(forte)
evaded cadence motive combined with circulating motive (piano)

52 D-flat
b-flat

Più mosso: elaboration of evaded cadence motive (modulating),
answered by circulating motive (ostinato on F pedal)

64 G-flat circulating motive, answered by arpeggiated chords
70 modulation final two notes of circulating motive, answered by arpeggiated

chords
over falling pedal notes: F E E♭

84 modulation Closing group (Ritornello): four octaves, rhythmically staggered
(forte)
over rising pedal notes: F G A
ending in trills on dominant note A

104 A
(dominant pedal)

evaded cadence motive (right) and trills in different octave registers
on dominant note A (left)

116 A
(dominant pedal)

Subsidiary Subject 1 (left, gradual rhythmic lengthening) and trills
(both hands)

ausging.’ Bernhard Scholz, ‘Zum Gedächtnis von Clara Schumann’, Neue Zeitschrift für
Musik 63 (1896): 321–3, here 322, quoted from Ballstedt, ‘Die Interpretin als Komponistin’,
19f.

85 Anton Rubinstein’s published in his Points d’orgue pour piano (Mainz: Schott & Söhne,
[1862]): No. 5. The other items in this collection, printed in separate instalments, featured
cadenzas for Beethoven’s piano concertos 1–4.
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circulating motive (Mozart, bars 21–23) and evaded cadence motive (Mozart, bars
71–73) are elaborated, expanded and, above all, layered with other material to cre-
ate technically demanding textures. Thematically, both cadenzas concur signifi-
cantly only in the use of the Closing Group motive. Yet even this similarity is
undermined by a different structural function. Schumann employed it as a struc-
tural framing device. Having surprisingly suppressed it at the opening of the
cadenza, Rubinstein presents it as the climactic point of internal sections (bars
31–43 and, in expanded form, 84–103) (Ex. 5).86

While the two cadenzas seem to operate on completely different aesthetic and
pianistic planes, there are two arresting Brahmsian moments at the end of
Rubinstein’s cadenza. The treatment of the evaded cadence motif in parallel sixths
(bars 107–114) in particular recalls the characteristic ‘touch’ and sound of Brahms’s
piano writing. Brahmsian rhythmic flexibility may further be recognized in the
progressive rhythmic broadening of the Solo Lead-In – notably the only other
motivic material shared between two cadenzas (bars 121 in quavers, 125 in
crotched triples, 129 in crotchets).

The apparent cross-reference to Brahms begs tantalizing questions: Had
Rubinstein intended to pay homage to Brahms, and, if so, why? After all, he was
not present at Brahms’s singular concert performance of K466. Or had he recalled
Clara Schumann’s interpretation of the cadenzas for K466, in which Schumann
herself detected a distinctive Brahmsian flavour? However tempting this scenario
might appear at first sight, it is ruled out by historical evidence: Rubinstein
published his cadenza already in 1862, when Schumann had performed K466 a
mere seven times, and in Rubinstein’s absence. While Rubinstein’s motives may
be ultimately elusive, this stylistic cross-reference bears witness to the phenome-
non that a cadenza that was geared to showcasing own pianistic genius, may tem-
porarily pay tribute to the pianism of his colleagues, such as Brahms and
Schumann. If he had no reservations about assimilating their personal styles, as
he experienced them as listener or reader, Schumannmay in turn have been recep-
tive to influences from her colleagues.

Crucially, this tantalizing point of intersectionwould have gone unnoticedwere
it not for the testimony of the published scores of cadenzas by Rubinstein,
Schumann and others. While further research is needed to locate Schumann’s
cadenzas to K466 in the wider context of all the cadenzas she had played, heard
and studied, our reliance on the written record will only ever allow us to see the
tip of the iceberg. All the different lines of investigation pursued in this article
have demonstrated that the nineteenth-century performance culture of cadenzas
is infinitely richer than surviving sources suggest. After all, ‘originality’, that shib-
boleth of romantic aesthetics, proves marginal to a genre that sprung from creative
processes both embodied and distributed. The written scores are at best an imper-
fect and at worst a deceptive reflection of a lived reality that was stored alsowithin
body memory and that fed off substantial input both from the host concerto and
from other performers’ responses to it. The philological and historical bias towards
the written trace will only ever go some way to reconstruct the far richer and more
complex circumstances to which Schumann’s cadenzas, both performed and
notated, owed their existence. In fact, Schumann herself fell victim to the

86 As in references to Schumann’s cadenza, the first bar (which represents the orchestral
6–4 pause) is not counted. The Closing Group theme also made a brief appearance in a sim-
ilar transitional function in bars 31–34.
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Ex. 5 Anton Rubinstein, cadenza to Mozart, K466, mvt. i, bars 84–105
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misleading testimony of the notated scores, when she tried to isolate Brahms’s
original thread in a densely woven fabric of matted fibres. The problem of ‘author-
ship’may ultimately defy a definitive answer. But it encouragesmusic historians to
think about the dimensions that lie beyond the score.

Supplementary Material. To view supplementary material for this article, please visit
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1479409823000046
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