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Anyone who has ever looked even casually through Franz Trenner’s Richard Strauss Werkverzeichnis has surely noticed the wide range of materials that survive for Strauss’s earliest works.
  One can find autograph sketches, working drafts, piano reductions, short scores, and full scores—some in pencil and others in ink—identified for well over one hundred works composed before Strauss’s twentieth birthday.  To be clear on this point, no single early work is represented by a complete set of sketches, drafts and scores, but the overall variety of surviving documents does suggest that even in his youth, Strauss’s compositional method was multi-layered, with each new work developed through a series of stages that led to a score’s definitive version.
In addition to the items created directly by Strauss, Trenner also lists a variety of manuscript copies in various hands.  In some cases, those copies are especially valuable as the only extant versions of particular works.  Where Strauss’s autographs survive, the copies would naturally seem to be less valuable, although they may be of interest as part of the record of a work’s early use and dissemination.  Still, as evidence of a work’s note text, those copies—whether they be “Reinschrift,” “Niederschrift,” “Abschrift,” or “Kopistenabschrift,” to use Trenner’s terms—would all seem to be of only secondary interest when the composer’s autographs are available.

At this point it may be useful to define what I mean by a “copy” of a work, and in fact, Strauss’s earliest years and the beginnings of his professional career offer a number of examples of how such duplicate scores and parts came into existence.  As a youth, Strauss composed much chamber music and many songs that were never intended to be heard outside the music-making activities of the extended Pschorr family.  As a practical matter, scores and parts were extracted for any ensemble pieces as needed, and many songs exist in presentation copies or in transpositions to other keys.  For example, the song “Einkehr”—TrV 3 from 1871, and dedicated to Strauss’s aunt Johanna Pschorr—is known by three copies in the Richard Strauss Archive: a fair copy in A major, a pencil sketch in B major, and also by a third copy in an unidentified hand.

Likewise, when Strauss embarked on his professional career, he maintained a working library of hand-copied scores and parts that stood ready for any performance opportunity that might arise.  Moreover, when his own parts and scores were not readily available, new ones could be created virtually on demand, as the case of the Concertouvertüre in C minor (TrV 125) demonstrates.  In the winter of 1883-84, the nineteen-year-old Strauss traveled to Berlin in order to introduce himself and his music to the world beyond Munich.  In his luggage he carried the manuscript score of the recently premiered overture, which he showed to virtually every conductor and publisher along the way.  At the same time, opportunities arose elsewhere for performances of it, which led Strauss to write from Berlin early in January 1884 to his father that he [Franz Strauss] should “quickly send the parts of my Overture to [the conductor Josef] Pembauer [in Innsbruck], with the note that the score will soon follow.”  The reason for the delay is that Strauss intended to show the score to Robert Radeke, a conductor in Berlin, but the situation was complicated by the fact that Strauss had left his own copy of the score in Leipzig with Carl Reinecke, conductor of the Gewandhaus Orchestra, when he had passed through that city a few weeks earlier on his way to Berlin.
  Apparently Reinecke did not return the score to Strauss, at least not in Berlin, because two weeks later, Franz Strauss wrote to Richard to tell him that he [Franz] had taken the parts of the Overture to a copyist in Munich, who promised to deliver a score as quickly as possible, which Franz would then send to Richard in Berlin.
  No doubt, that copy was the one shown to Radeke, who did agree to take the overture for a Berlin performance only a few weeks later.
  Thus, at least two scores and two sets of parts for the Concertouvertüre must have existed in four different cities during the first months of 1884.  Today, however, Strauss’s autograph score is lost and the work is known only by a copy in the hand of a professional copyist.

[POWERPOINT SLIDE: Concertovertüre, p. 1 (from Schuh, p. 61)]

Thus, we may assume that in Strauss’s lifetime, especially his early years, there were many more copies of his works circulating in manuscripts than have survived to the present day.  Nevertheless, based on this anecdotal evidence, we can be confident that virtually all of these “copies” represent nothing more than identical, interchangeable iterations of the work, whose collective purpose was nothing more than to transmit the note-text as accurately as possible wherever it was needed.

The one important exception to this statement, which is the focus of my paper today, is a group of Strauss’s early works with both autographs in the hand of the composer and manuscript copies in the hand of his father.  [SEE HANDOUT]  Given both the liberal manner and the haste in which many of Strauss’s works were copied, it is certainly not surprising that Franz Strauss made such copies, and indeed, it would be curious if there were none from him.  What is remarkable about Franz’s extant “copies,” however, is that most of them are not exact duplicates of Richard’s originals.  Rather, most of Franz’s manuscripts differ in various ways that reveal more of the relationship between father and son than is known from any other source.

From Richard’s own “Reminiscences of my Father,” as well as the research of Franz Trenner and others, we already know much about Franz Strauss’s character and musicianship.  An arch-conservative, who looked with suspicion on the music of almost any composer after Mozart, Haydn and Beethoven, the elder Strauss was also an accomplished musician, who could play the demanding horn solos in Wagner’s operas to perfection.  Lacking a formal education in music, Franz Strauss nevertheless had a wealth of practical performing experience and knew more than enough to guide his son’s music education, including the choice of his teachers.
  Richard’s earliest musical experiences were overseen by Franz, and even after the boy began to study outside the home, he kept a close eye on the boy’s training and compositions.  When Richard was old enough, Franz brought him into the Wilde Gung’l, the Munich amateur orchestra that Franz conducted for twenty-five years, and even after Richard had begun his professional career, Franz continued to offer advice.  All of this we know, but only anecdotally.

[POWERPOINT SLIDES (3) of Serenade (TrV 52) - RICHARD]

The earliest surviving manuscript of Richard’s music in Franz’s hand is of the Serenade in G (TrV 52), a four-movement work composed around 1877.  Even though Richard’s score was just a working draft, a comparison with his father’s score shows that the piece had nevertheless reached an advanced stage of composition.  Its melodic, harmonic, and formal ideas were fully formed, and only the orchestral presentation concerned Richard in the pencil score.  Second thoughts, in the form of crossed-out notes and alternate passages in the empty staves below the score, are visible throughout the draft.  Most of these changes concern such matters as the correct octave placement of the cello and bass, which Richard tended to write too low, the disposition of the winds, which he tended to place too high, and the assignment of melodic and harmonic lines.

The instrumentation of the Serenade is that of a classical orchestra with double winds, pairs of horns and trumpets, timpani and strings, which Franz carried over without alteration into his own ink score.  In general, Franz copied out Richard’s work, incorporating many of his son’s second thoughts without further changes, but Franz also made some additional corrections.  These include the placement of the bass and other lines, the addition and deletion of supporting winds and brass, and the variation of accompaniment patterns.  Other changes made by Franz include the addition of articulation and expression marks and the modification of tempo designations, but he also did more than just “edit” his son’s orchestration.
[POWERPOINT SLIDES of THEME 1, Serenade (TrV 52) - RICHARD]

The first theme of the first movement (mm. 20-36) is an excellent example of how Franz improved his son’s work.  In Richard’s score, the first violins carry the melody, which a single flute doubles in the second eight measures.  The predominant texture is strings, supported by a few light touches of the winds.  Horns and timpani are used sparingly, and the trumpets remain silent, waiting in reserve for the transitional tutti that follows.  Although hardly a masterful presentation, there are no obvious errors.

[POWERPOINT SLIDES (3) of Serenade (TrV 52) – FRANZ (THEME 1)]

Franz’s alterations are small ones, but taken together they transform Richard’s raw ideas and present the theme in a whole new light.  Among his most significant changes are:

1) The filling in of breaks in the melody in mm. 22, 26, and 30.  These added notes maintain the momentum lost by Richard’s rests.  Moreover, by NOT adding notes in m. 34 (the point parallel to m. 26), the drive to the cadence is all the more effective.

2) The re-disposition of the supporting strings underneath the melody.  Fuller chords were obtained by using multiple stops in the second violins and violas.  The basses were also used from the beginning for a stronger foundation.

3) The elimination of a difficult “fill” passage in mm. 24 and 32 for the second violins and violas.  Clean execution was undoubtedly a concern here.  Franz’s solution was two-fold.  First, he wrote a simpler passage for the horns.  Even so, execution may have remained problematic, as the pencil notation “Horn weg” (“remove horns”) and the added clarinet and bassoon parts indicate.  Second the tempo is reduced slightly and marked to reflect the beat and not the measure, as Richard had done.

4) Other changes include an increased use of the winds and even the trumpets to support the theme.

Franz’s alterations perfect Richard’s now seemingly crude orchestration and make it sound like the work of classical master.

[RECORDED EXCERPT –SCORE w/ SLIDE – RICHARD (mm. 20-36)]

[RECORDED EXCERPT –SCORE w/ SLIDE – FRANZ (mm. 20-36)]

Although Trenner has suggested a possible date of 1877 for the premiere of the Serenade, the work was probably not heard in public until a 1920 concert by the Wilde Gung’l.  At best, we might guess that Franz’s revised version was played in rehearsal around 1877-78.
  Instead, the next of Franz’s manuscripts, that of the Gavotte IV (TrV 82/5), was surely the first of Richard’s orchestral works ever performed in public, when it premiered on a Wilde Gung’l concert on May 29, 1880.

[POWERPOINT SLIDE of Gavotte (TrV 82/5) - FRANZ]

The Gavotte, the last of five piano pieces, was orchestrated by Richard in mid- to late-1879.
  Instead of a standard ensemble, the score was made to fit the unique instrumentation of the Wilde Gung’l, which suggests that Franz may have assigned this task to his son for its educational value, or even with the intention of giving Richard a public performance.  At first glance, once might wonder why Franz recopied Richard’s ink score, since his son’s manuscript is quite clean, but a closer examination shows that Franz made a number of very modest changes in the orchestration.

[POWERPOINT SLIDE of Gavotte (TrV 82/5) – CLOSE-UPS]

Among these are the deletion of notes that would be too low to be effective on the flutes and piccolo (m. 5), the reassignment of a small solo from flute to violin (p. 2, mm.7-10), and the occasional adjustment of bass instruments that were too high.  Otherwise, Franz’s manuscript changes nothing significant in the Gavotte.

In contrast to the Gavotte, Richard’s Festmarsch in E-flat (TrV 43), a piece best known in the literature as Strauss’s published op. 1, offers an example of Franz making significant revisions to his son’s music for reasons that may be related to the beginnings of Richard’s professional career.  The Festmarsch appeared in print around the beginning of July 1881, but at least eight months before Richard even approached a publisher, Franz was at work on a new score for a Wilde Gung’l performance.
  As with his son’s earlier compositions, Franz did not simply copy Richard’s score, which in any case was not suitable for the small amateur ensemble.  In fact, “rework” better describes what Franz Strauss did to his son’s Festmarsch.  In addition to reducing the size of the orchestra and changing the keys of some of the brass instruments, Franz made literally hundreds of individual modifications and alterations.
[POWERPOINT SLIDES (4) of Festmarsch, op. 1 (TrV 43) – RICHARD]

Many involve the simplification of fast-moving passages and changes to individual notes that might have challenged the amateur musicians of the Wilde Gung’l.  For example, Franz reduced Richard’s opening triple stops for the violins to double stops, and in the march’s first strain, he removed the violas from sixteenth-note passages in octaves with the violins.  At the same time, he also reinforced some lines, presumably out of the same concern about the limitations of specific players.  For instance, the trio’s melody was strengthened by the addition of a clarinet to Richard’s oboe and bassoon.  Similarly, the woodwinds in mm. 33 and 35 were doubled by the first violins, which unfortunately sacrifices Richard’s alternation of pure string and wind colors in mm. 32-35.

[POWERPOINT SLIDES (4) of Festmarsch, op. 1 (TrV 43) – FRANZ]

The most notable of Franz’s changes, however, goes beyond simple adjustments to Richard’s orchestration.  In the latter half of the march’s first strain, Franz added several brief moving figures to Richard’s score, chiefly to fill what he must have perceived as empty spots in the work.  These additions are all based on a cadential flourish first used by Richard in m. 21, and thus Franz’s embellishments are not obviously new.  Nevertheless, his overuse of the motive clutters several passages in the score and spoils several points where Richard had made effective use of contrasting motives in string and wind timbres.  Instead, Franz’s version gives the march a blander, mixed timbre throughout and creates several muddy passages where neither Richard’s original motives nor Franz’s additions can be heard very well.

[RECORDED EXCERPT –SCORE w/ SLIDE – RICHARD (mm. 1-40)]

[RECORDED EXCERPT –SCORE w/ SLIDE – FRANZ (mm. 1-40)]

This surprising misjudgment by an experienced musician like Franz Strauss can perhaps best be explained by the circumstances of the Festmarsch’s premiere.  The Wilde Gung’l concert took place on March 26, 1881, as the third of four major premieres for Richard in just over two weeks.  On March 14, Strauss’s String Quartet (TrV 95) was premiered by a quartet led by Franz’s first cousin, Benno Walter.  Two days later, Cornelia Meysenheym, Franz’s colleague at the Court Opera, included Richard’s Drei Lieder (TrV 75) on a recital.  Ten days later, the Wilde Gung’l premiered the Festmarsch, and on March 30, Hermann Levi led the Court Opera Orchestra in the premiere of Strauss’s First Symphony in D minor (TrV 94).

Such a confluence of performances clearly did not happen by chance, and the presence of Franz’s colleagues and friends at all four concerts suggests that he was the catalyst for all of them.  While the close scheduling of these events would certainly have raised public awareness of Richard’s music, Franz may have been concerned that the Festmarsch, composed several years earlier, might not measure up to his son’s more recent compositions.  Thus when Franz adapted the orchestration to fit the Wilde Gung’l, he also attempted to improve upon his son’s predominantly homophonic textures.  Fortunately, Franz’s misguided revisions had little or no effect on the reception of Richard’s music, since the Wilde Gung’l’s performance of the Festmarsch was overshadowed by the premiere of Strauss’s First Symphony.

In fact, Franz played several key roles in the preparations of the Symphony for its premiere.  It was surely he who convinced the Intendant of the Court Opera to allow Richard’s Symphony to be played in rehearsal, which led in turn to its acceptance for a public performance.
  According to Strauss’s sister Johanna, after the work was accepted, “...father would not hear of anyone but himself copying out the score and all the parts by hand….”
  Sometime after that premiere Richard ceded the performing rights of the Symphony to the Wilde Gung’l, and thus Franz’s copy ended up in their archives.  Both Trenner and Schuh have noted differences in the tempo designations of all four movements between Franz’s and Richard’s scores, and Schuh has suggested that Franz’s changes reflect the experience of the Hofkapelle’s premiere.

A comparison of the two manuscripts suggests, however, that Franz’s score was actually the one prepared for the premiere.  Quite simply, Richard’s score contains too many second thoughts and reworked passages to have been usable by a conductor.  In the second movement, for instance, the entire page 63 is crossed-out, and those same nine measures were then re-orchestrated on the following page.  Several other pages of that same movement were also rejected entirely, and many individual lines have been crossed-out or replaced, which would have caused confusion for a conductor.  The first and fourth movements have similarly uncertain passages, which made Franz’s recopying of the score necessary for a professional performance.  Franz appears not to have made any changes in Richard’s orchestration, save for the slight modifications of Richard’s tempos.
  Rather than teacher or editor, here Franz served as a trustworthy copyist.

Soon after the premiere of the Symphony in D minor, Richard began his professional career.  From then on, Franz had less direct influence on his son, although he continued to offer both musical and professional advice.
  He also served as a copyist whenever scores or parts of Richard’s works were needed.  A copy of Richard’s Serenade (for thirteen winds), op. 7, survives in the hand of his father, and Franz also copied a set of parts for that work, which is still in the archives of Universal Edition.
  I have not seen either of these items, but I will speculate that they were made simply to support performances of that popular piece.

Beyond those working copies of his son’s music are two final pieces composed by Richard specifically for the Wilde Gung’l.  Those Festmarsches, the first in D (TrV 135) and the second in C (TrV 157), were composed in 1884 and 1889, respectively, which correspond to the twentieth and twenty-fifth anniversaries of the founding of the Wilde Gung’l.  Neither is particularly important to the years in which Strauss was beginning to make his wider reputation, but in Munich, Franz used them to keep his son’s music in the public eye.  In both cases, Richard provided his father with a clean full score, and in both cases, Franz reworked those pieces, albeit each in slightly different ways.

[POWERPOINT – RS SCORE (TrV 135) W/ FS pencil annotations JPEG]

Although Richard’s ink score of the Festmarsch in D was made to fit the unique instrumentation of the Wilde Gung’l, Franz obviously felt that several passages needed work; and so he used pencil to mark changes directly in Richard’s score.

[POWERPOINT (2 slides) – RS SCORE (TrV 135) W/ FS changes (CLOSE)]

The most obvious alterations on the first page of the score concern the reinforcement of the trumpet fanfare through the doubling of the three horns.  Also on the first page are the revoicing of double stops in the violins and the adjustment of the initial note of the first oboe part.  Additional changes throughout the score strengthen brass or string lines, or simplify potentially difficult spots, but in general, Franz left most of the score as Richard wrote it.  This modestly revised version was played by the Wilde Gung’l on January 5, 1885.

[POWERPOINT – FS INK SCORE (TrV 135)]

Exactly three years later, the Wilde Gung’l gave a second performance, using an entirely new score in the hand of Franz Strauss.  That score carried over some of Franz’s pencil alterations from Richard’s score such as the violin’s double stops, although he did NOT adopt all of his earlier changes, such as the oboe’s opening note, which then reverts to Richard’s original.

[POWERPOINT – RS & FS SCORES COMPARED (TrV 135)]

In addition, Franz made still more revisions to the individual part-writing.  For instance, he continued to strengthen the brass through the addition of the trombone to the opening fanfare and simplified more spots in the wind and string lines.  Franz also cut six measures from the coda, but otherwise follows the formal, melodic and harmonic outlines of Richard’s original.

[POWERPOINT – RS & FS SCORES (TrV 157)]

In the case of the Festmarsch in C, Richard’s original ink score did not fit the unique instrumentation of the Wilde Gung’l.  Thus Franz did need to make revisions, and as he had done with the second Festmarsch, Franz wrote out an entirely new score.  In addition to adjusting the score to the specific instrumentation of the Wilde Gung’l—chiefly by changing one flute to piccolo and dropping one of the trumpet parts—Franz used that opportunity to adapt his son’s work to the limitations of his amateur players.

To do so, Franz made literally hundreds of individual changes.  These range from the simplification of a few fast-moving passages to the more substantial revisions of individual lines, apparently to suit the limited abilities of specific players.  For instance, Franz lowered high notes that might easily have been played by professional instrumentalists, and he also re-scored wind solos for multiple instruments.  The most interesting changes involve Franz’s direction to copy the clarinet parts in C, rather than in B-flat, as Richard had done, and Franz’s modification of the second trumpet part from a C instrument to one pitched in F. While these changes might seem anachronistic in 1889, both make sense when one realizes that the Wilde Gung’l was an amateur ensemble, whose older members may have learned their instruments many decades earlier and continued to play them well after professionals had adopted the latest improved instruments.

With the premiere of this third Festmarsch, Franz’s direct involvement in his son’s music came to an end.  Only ten months later, Don Juan premiered in Weimar, making Richard the undisputed leader of the German avant garde and assuring his place in German concert halls.
  In those circumstances, Franz’s continuing instruction, his help as a copyist, and his promotion of Richard’s music became superfluous.  Nevertheless, to the last years of his life, Franz persisted in offering Richard advice on his music and career, as many letters from father to son attest.

Still, it is difficult to imagine the composer of Till Eulenspiegel, Salome and similar works needing Franz’s help, and we might wonder how well such advice was received.  Looking backward, we might also ask how Richard felt about his father’s revision and “improvement” of his earlier compositions.  As James Hepokoski said, concerning the last two Festmarsch manuscripts:  “I [find] the persistent presence of Papa Strauss ‘reworking’ the music of the . . . composer of Macbeth, Don Juan and Death and Transfiguration to be nothing short of amazing!  How could the 1888 Richard put up with it?”

The obvious answer might start by noting that in 1888 Richard was still only a promising young composer whose first tone poems had barely begun to take shape in own his imagination, much less been heard in German concert halls.  Moreover, we might guess that the typical dynamic of father and son—especially with such a strong personality as Franz involved—was such that Franz’s wisdom and experience were simply imposed on Richard without much protest.

In fact, I will suggest quite the opposite, that Richard welcomed his father’s help from his own earliest days to the end of his father’s life in 1905.  Anyone who reads Strauss’s “Reminiscences of My Father” will find nothing but respect for Franz Strauss and his conservative values.
  As Richard wrote: “Under my father’s strict tutelage, I heard nothing but classical music until I was sixteen, and I owe to this discipline that my love and adoration for the classical masters of music has remained untainted to this day.”
  And as Franz’s “copies” of his son’s music show, his “tutelage” consisted of far more than just verbal instruction and advice.  Indeed, we will probably never know more than a fraction of the practical experience that Franz tried to impart to his son, although these manuscripts do give us some sense of what and how Franz taught Richard.  And as for the life-long impact of Franz’s teachings, we might look to the final sentence of a letter Richard wrote to his seventy-nine-year old father in mid-December 1900: “By the way, dear Papa, quietly continue preaching, which to me is a sign that you are vigorous and healthy – and some of it sticks with me, as you will have observed with Feuersnot.”
  There can be no better tribute from Richard to his father than those lines.
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The fundamentally conservative nature of Richard Strauss’s education in music has been an accepted fact virtually from the earliest published accounts of his life in the late nineteenth century to the present day.  The composer’s father, Franz Strauss, is always credited with having indoctrinated his son with only Classical models and also with having overseen Richard’s music education under the conservative Munich Court Kapellmeister Friedrich Wilhelm Meyer.  Franz’s influence is well known from a handful of secondary sources, chiefly Richard’s “Erinnerungen an meinen Vater” [undated, published 1949], the correspondence with his parents [Briefe an die Eltern (1954)], and a few articles by Franz Trenner [notably “Franz Strauss (1822-1905),” published 1960].
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� See, for examples, Franz’s letters to Richard of 9 October 1885 and 26 October 1885.  In the first letter, Franz reminds his son to make the last notes of a figure clear and also to take care with the bass line, things that Franz has frequently said previously.  In the second, Franz advises Richard to use less demonstrative motions in his conducting and to pay heed to the advice about counterpoint given Richard by Brahms.  (Briefe an die Eltern, 58-9 and 64-5.)


� Trenner, Werkverzeichnis, 88.


� For a detailed description and comparison of these two manuscripts, see Scott Warfield, “The Autograph of Strauss’s Festmarsch, o.Op. 87 (T 157),” Richard Strauss-Blätter 27 (1992): 60-79.


� The clarinet underwent significant mechanical changes in the nineteenth century, with the older Müller-system instrument gradually replaced by Oehler-system instruments in the last decades of the century, especially in the German-speaking areas.  In general, the Müller instrument was more easily played in keys with flats, and B-flat instruments reading parts in D (for Richard’s Festmarsch in C) would not have been the preferred situation for older instruments.  Thus, Franz directed the clarinet parts to be copied in C.  Similarly, 4’ trumpets in B-flat/C began to replace the longer 6’ F instruments around 1850-60, beginning in Dresden, and this period of transition lasted until about 1890.  Thus Richard Strauss, who had been working with professional orchestras from about 1883-84, would presumably have known and written for the trumpet in C.  It would not be surprising, however, if some members of the Wilde Gung’l, who had learned to play their instruments before the 1850s, continued to use the older trumpets in F, regardless of more recent developments in professional orchestras.  (See Warfield, “Autograph,” 65-7.)


� Don Juan, op. 20 (TrV 156) premiered on 11 November 1889 in the Weimar Hoftheater.  Within a year, Tod und Verklärung, op. 24 (TrV 158) and the Burleske for piano and orchestra (TrV 145) both premiered on the ADMv Concert in Eisenach on 21 June 1890, and the first (revised) Macbeth, op. 23 (TrV 163) premiered in Weimar on 3 October 1890.  Additional performances of Don Juan, Aus Italien and the Symphony in F minor also added to Strauss’s reputation around that time.


� Letter of 6 January 1991 from James Hepokoski to the author.


� Recollections and Reflections, 127-133.


� Ibid., 132.


� Richard Strauss to Franz Strauss (18 Dec 1900): “Im übrigen, lieber Papa, predige nur ruhig weiter, das ist mir ein Zeichen, daß Du frisch und gesund bist – und etwas bleibt ja schließlich auch bei mir hängen, wie Du an ‘Feuersnot’ bemerken wirst.”  Briefe an die Eltern, 240.
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