: unp]matlons

Copyright

MuUsIC

by the Estate of

David Drew.

——————

- {
1142: TLS OCTH
% s e YO Ny
Almost exactly twenty five years
‘ago the French composer  Jean
Wiéner opened an obituary wribute
with the words “ Kurt Weill est
mort .* Today those B grds may

remind ‘us of anether- article by a
very different kind of French com-
poser, Pierre Boulez. Written just
one year later, and published
lmdcr the deIibcr;‘:rely'plouudtne
title ** Schoenberg est mort 7,1 it is
one of the key documents in post-
war music, and was again recog-
nized as such when it. was tepub
lished in the course of the Schoen-
berg centenary year. Boulez argued
that Schoenberg, like Nigtzsche’s
God, had had his dav; that he had
failed 1o grasp the nmrphohwucal
of his own, dis-
coveries ; and that the truth which
had eluded him .was to
the work of his' pupil - Webern.
Such views were readily endorsed
‘by most of the composers
‘cathered-~ round Boulez,  Stock-
hausen and Nono in the early years
“of the Darmstadt Ferienkurse fiir
Neue Musik. - (e

During the war \ca:s in Vienna,
Weill’s name had once been men-
tioned in the presence of Webern,
who had promptly ex pipded = Dur-,
ing the ecarly postwar 3,ea:s
Dd! msjadt, it was. not a name any-
body was likely to mention, or 1o
baother about. If Schoenberg had
“died” for Boulez and like-minded”
contemporaries, Weill had never
lived—for none  of " his
territory was .1'1,51!)1& from the
rooftops of the Schloss Kranich-
stein, while its social hinterland
seemed utterly remote from Mar-
shall Plan Europe. Even the few
older composers who had bravely
;ried_ to sustain.an “underground "

‘Reprmted in Uber Kurt h’e:fl‘
Suhrkamp)—a collec-,

(Frankfurt..
tion of essays . by Jean . Wiéner,
Theodor W. Adorno, Paul Bekker,
Ernst Bloch, Ernst Latzko Herbert
Fleische Elhott ‘Carter, Langston
Hughes, Mary McCarthy, and others,
edited _with a. Ioreword by Davnd
Drew.- | T ST
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Weill tzadmon durmg
Reich had already turned in _other |
directions. -~ If°  Boris -

Romeéo nd }uha of 1943'15 the last ~ pean = achi
least some stimulus from the crea-

work in that “underground ” aradi- &
tion—and surely® the most original |
and moving of all direct Successors
to Weill’'s Jasager and Die Biirg-
schaft—his Preussisches Mdrchen of
1949 closes an entire phase 'of
development  which . Weill

begun nearly a quarter of a cen-, cued from

as “the “new music” ‘of Europe

Blacher’s r}ltially Jost contact wnh his Euro-

ievements. Without at
tive side, there was now even less
chance' of a new school of Weill
criticism-evolving in place of the
one that was dispersed in 1933. At

a time’ when_the great pioneers of

had modern music had still to be res:

the’ rubble left by

tury earlier with _ hlS 'Kmser and Ltwe]ve years of Kulturreaktion, the

Goll operas. F o o

. reassessment of Weill ‘cannot have

was . an. unfortunate ;omc1~l i seemed an urgent pliorlty Admu-

iisferitics -

A scene from the 1963 pr oduc!:an of Mahagormy at Sadler's ‘H’eHs }‘heatre, Lond’on. ; 5.'
111e Third | denee that Weﬂl s - ]1fe ended just

L &

1edly, the umque posmcn "he had.
won. for himself in. the musical -

“theatre of. Weimar Germany had

brought = him. ‘special penalties
beforz and - after the Nazi seizure
of power; and because his career
had
theatie - system that - existed
nowhere else, the costs of emigra
tlon were in some respects much
‘higher for him than for any other
refugee composers of the time. But
compissionate grounds are a poor
basis for claims. on  behalf of a
treatwe arus;, and We:ll would

Cexcluded him

‘been, closely botnd up with a ~°

have been the first to reject them,
Conséquently the claims made for
his jmusic in Germany during the
immediaté post-war years tended to
be muted: in tone. The students at
the early’ Darmstadt Ferienkiirse
were _therefore unlikely to have
heard ‘of theni; nor did they have

any reason to know that among the
teachers and lecturers -at rl..]t ré--

_rﬂarkdble ms{ntunon were several
of  Weill's old ‘cuﬂcagu&’s .-nﬁ'
adm:reJrs. e b

Of them, perhaps the most dml-
lenging .was- Theodor W. Adorno.
His famnus Phﬂo-.ophw der neuen
Musik ® appeared in 1949, and at
Darmstadt was de\.ouxea as avidly
as the piano’ étude. “ Mode de -
Valeurs et d’Intensités” which Oli-
vier Messiaen had composed there
(in_ a very, different spirit!) that-
same. year.’.Like Messiaen’s éiude,
Philosophie = der- ~neuen- Musik
seemed to have appeared at the

" yery moment appointed by historys

and_ its_influence was immediate,
not ledast among those who rc_[f‘C‘led
certain - of Adorno’s conclusions

“about Stravinsky and neoclassicisms

At that stage the- book’s organic
relationship® to” Adorno’s musical
writings in the Weimar years can.
oily have been appreciated by his
old associates. Consequently they
alone were in a position to notice
that Adorno now disregarded the
special role he had fmmd for Weill
some twenty ~years . before, and
rom his chmce of
renreeematwe fugures. It was not
that his criteria had changed, or
that his present argument would in
any way have been weakened by a
reference to Weill. T’ was S!mply
that he had long since paried co

pany from the musu:, not to spea

of ns composer.. Tape

W]thm a year of 1Ile publ:caﬂon
of Philosophie der neuen Musik,
Weill was® dead. Predictably, m
of the European obnuarles—:ﬁ
especially the one by Adorno—read‘
as if- the writers, were reluctant to
start shovelling amid ‘the a
doned _ruins .. of his - European :
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: “much so

 the relevant documents and

(m;-er'. Weill had died an unrepen- |

tant Broadway composer, and- as
such was honoured and mourned in
the American press. Thosé¢ of his

old .‘admirers in "America and
Furupe who regarded ' his
apparently wholehearted ' commit-

ment 1o Broadway as ‘a form_ of
" self-betrayal, if. not of cultural or
n!enlugu_a] treason, had some
“excuse if they mi sjmlﬂed him. On.
“the ‘one hand, the nature_agd back-
ground of his Broadway commit
_ment was much more complex than
_one could guess without access to
manu-
‘scripts. On  the . other, "his own
attempts at explanation had been
uncharacle: istically confused—so
that he seemed simul-
tancously to have lost sight of his
European career, and not to have

asped the full unphc.m(ms of his

r
i %rodd\sav one. And vet it is doubt-

‘aga:mt the criticisms of old

~ful  whether = he ~ could have
defended' himself more effectively,
sup- -
“porters without compromising him--

. self in other ways, and at the same «

"
-

time undf.rmlmng lns new posit:on

Ho“ever,_ Adnrnos d:bengage-_
“ment from Weill’s musi¢  had
M‘curtéd very much earlier than

S el this,” while_he and Weill ‘were.

_«till in Germany. Although Adorno
never formulated his reasons for

'\nlthdrawmg critical support from .

rationalization- of ' ]ﬂ-:m ks ‘and ;. —-‘“-‘-’
admiration ;h for mhumc d;t}h : -t
qclmenberg ad. anal ematize il S %
“ was | brilliant " in* its.” discovery . "of .QarTy as Dcr-Sllbersee (1933} .fo
of Wexllﬁ:;f_ ;undameﬁt@ “ine that work:the ‘new: cIass:cal

= standpomt,'_’ but -

- city,

. Die - D}er,grocdicnope?

- eoptradict him.- Nevertheless, |

~inferred from his writings on. Die-
- significant

son Der Jasager

-co"ouy and ¢

“class

“a composer whom ‘he certainly con-
_tinued to care about, ‘they gan be .

\Dreigroschénoper and Mahagonny .
and from the fact _that he pub--
lished nothing about any_]dter
work  of  Weill’s.”.- It _is . highly...
thar prormsed articles
(1930) and - Die

" Biirgschajt (1932) never materia—
lized, for it was in.these orks that
Weill consolid ‘the” n?e "at

Der Lindh (1929) a ?-
pei.sed” wi “&&blﬂﬁst of the iuri
otic usages chargn
"of _Die. Dréigroschenoper,

'Huppg _End,
Adurno’s‘be]nved trilogy. Although
the more *“classical?
Der Jasager and Die. Biwgschaft in
no way - neutralized the disruptive
and explosive elements admired by,
Adorno, it did represent-a relative
stabllu,atmn of the superfices of the -
“Wel]lslyle », and as such it con-

i:s‘-]'y’ made fo‘r_weit_i. 33 I

That 1: was also ‘& caserm h:s

manner of o

ith“'the” case. Adorno, had * .

note ” school of the
1920s. Thus Adorno found himself
in the awkward position of not
bemi, free to argue in purely musi-
cal terms the crucial point in his

French wiong-

case for Weill, namely that the
music s l:rili(a] of what it por-
trays. Morer)\'er- -and this surely
" proved be :“the” “decisive

difficulty —-rsf it is true that in Die.
Dreigroschenoper, eic, Weill’s_ musi-’ |
cal  ideas

have | no * form-giving |
. potentiality: and . that the K music_
itself acquires its strength’ and':

coherence only through the ‘calcu-

lated exploitation of weakiess and
. the ingenious montage of inconsis-.-
tencies, then the style was, by def-

inition, incapable of fruitful deve-
lopment. _In _other - words, if*
Adorno’s thesis ' was correct, the

composer of Die D;e:g:occhermper'
could not’ then-have~ written such a-
work as Der Jasagér, nor could the -
‘composer of the Mahagonny opera
‘then have wriuen Die Biirgschaft.

.

One sees ‘why éLdmm) fell 51'lent
“while  his friend Ernst Bloch_ was
free to ‘address_himself to the sub-
]ECI. of Die Bw gschaft, the weight-
iest and, to some minds, the finest
of . WEI]"IS stage works. Neverthe-
less, it_would be folly to conciude
that Adornos contributions to the
pre-war Weill literature are of any-
thing less than commanding impor-
tance.” Just as he could convey
_more_about music in a mere paren-

“thesis_than many writers on music
& Coﬂtrlve 10 %ny

in a lifetime, so do.
his occasional critical errors prove -
more - illuminating than much that -
is incontrovertible in the work of -
lesser men. Precisely because his—

‘_e:‘;'urs generally occur within reach

of a central truth which no one.
else. might otherwise have .dis-
_cerned, his silence "about -Wejll’s

poq: ’\Iaha,gonny deve]o;}mems could
! lcm

ave lasied - 'md

‘ﬁ’nghkt ‘even '&ive béen

?1

~and Muhagomly-— 3

K

1]
a1

own. defence is: ‘eyident’ from the -

opening gambw in ~his very irst
article on Die ® Dre:_s,mschenoper £
where he ‘confesse “how remote
from me at first is a music which

does_not;:draw. the musical copse-. i

quences from the present situation,
but “attempts to operate
the_transformation of the old worn-
out maferial .. Heré speaks a critic

historic: role.. What followed-in ‘1]15\4.

‘ articles . on Weill i Kur £ We:H in ;925: d:awmg by
‘yet. extremely risky :v- ] !

and . subsequen
was a br:l]mm

soujces of - 1magmatwe ‘power ;" yet
it! was rsﬁky m that lt enta:led thé

tive” view of the music. *t.
view -, from™" ‘rhe Schoenberglan
rep: oduced *
reverse image and on a new axis st)
that the *“bad?” features ‘“denounced
by S(‘.floenbﬂrg could’ appear- to_be
“ good ” in_relation 16 ‘extra-musical |
and’ anti-aesthetic; funclions which: ;

: Schoenberg had never dre_amed ?f

. ']‘lne -:nst g_f tl-ns tour. :‘é"em{otce s’
high. Once it is accepted that’ Weill
has made a virtue of shoddy com-,
position and’ ill-assorted ~anach:
roniams by asaocu,mng ‘them “with:
the. “pathology. “of " Tate-capitalist |
society, the  critic is unable’ to
ascribe’ to -the music any “kind of
compositional potency ‘or *s c:h-;
and .. hence ~ to' .distiriguish - it g
‘sa;-—:he- ploduCIS = n{._

T

t

£
i

1l1e

Two' of St;hoenbélgs pupds—-
er i Goeh{ .« and Matc
BlitzsteinZ=have < _ testified. =
Schqenberg.s furious - dismissal” of
Maintaining "
that = the ‘music: “-constituted a
betm\al “of- the: cause 'of .modern |
music: which the: once-gified Weill
had*® fought' for, ” Schoenberg ™ dis- |
sected one or two-of the spngs f
the. bgnefl[ of - his Berlin” master
~and " marmamed _that lie,y
wete .n:--chmt:aall‘\ur far mferl C
Lehiails Those who-were - close to“
Schoenberg: knew: better- ‘tha ;to
s 3
emarkable'how ‘many, “of his: circle 4
were _secret - admirers - q'f Weill;
e\e -Alban “Berg ™ crept-into a-

g 4

through™ |

\
1

.\nas much talk, .and Some-evidence;-

'-Lotre

Y
rehpg :.sal pi MW:Q’WW mh&ma-ﬂw Mt

_'\' 3
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(and, -let ~us_not" forget,-a-com- ¢ /
“poser) swho; was: committed - to -the !
Sc'hoen‘:aerglan revolution and'ns )

=

styleh is .reintegrated-; w:th e»xte‘ %
Isions of: 1he-80ng—sty]e- But circum;,;

ay .
stances ,did not allow. :The “events .

“‘were at all interested in music. had

“in‘the face of such manifest scepti-

. was. as

" nahme(1930)7 Once that: was”
;eral‘lv acknowlédged, it twas ;on

porary wha, until_so recently, h, d!.
‘been given ImTe. credit in the West
for anything apart from the com-
mercial succéss of his adaptation of
The Beggar's Oj?f:‘ra— and even that |
had been pan]\ at:rlbmvd to Weill.

The reapprama] of Brecht was |

none the less weléome for being so |
‘Iong “overdie.s But the side effects
for hid” first” musical collaborator
‘weré - unfortunate, . Naturally-|
“enough; few of Brecht’s early advo- |
‘cates ‘were:familiar: with: musicolo-

“gical wdisciplines,” and “those -who

‘no brief to defend Weill—if indeed
they 1hou5ht him worth dcl‘endmg

‘¢cism_from the musical world. The
problem | was sel(genmanng—fnr
the more Weill was shown in the
light of Brecht, the  greater that
_scepticism - “became. In' the absence
of any body of informed criticism
from the musical side—as distinct
- from the scattered work of a few

“individuals—the -  usdge - “ Brecht-
Weill?, which had begun as- a
‘necessary - form - of - Jjournalistic

shorthand, came to denote a pseudo”’
entity in which. nmhlng specifi-
cally. Weillian was~ identifiable. It
if some_form of osmotic
pressure had allowéd popular con-
ceptions of  “Brecht”™ 1o absorb
and comp]ete]y d]ffuse those of
‘“ Weill 2, ;.. “ag Sy

'1 AL

Some such pressure” uas perhaps
inevitable' during the” Jate 1950s,
when many- commentators. in the
W’est were sull maintaining that
‘the-* anarchic ” Brecht of the 1920s
—was preferable on dl’tlSth grounds

.the_“ doctrinaire ?. Marxist. of
1930 .onwards. Convlctlon ‘and the
expediences of the Cold War, com-
bined to lend a; special prominence
to the works on which Weill and
Brecht collaborated,, since with one
‘exception - they. dated from -the
E&u 1827-30, and that exceptwn.

_was

' s point of view a mere
.ba ale]le As soon as the general
public in Ihe West. had -identified

.product, .the
I became an mduspensable part
of |a marketing emerpnse which,

. # ~happened .to serve the interests of

those who recngmzed rha-q if Brecht
‘tould, “be, -said _ to ve: _-'absnrhed
Well}%“ en-*he” cmﬁd ‘3150 be-'
béeﬁg béedr-
.-Breji' T, i't
a

Whatewer. -3 }ht-:

'attempnng to’ prométe Brecht"

\terms o[—'hls “collaboration mth
Weill, they were bound ‘to be short:
-lived :~ the works™themselves: were

—',,too few and too vulnérable to crit-

icism.on extra-musical ‘grounds, let-

_ alone musical ones. Meanwhile the

Western_/wm]d slowly ~ and: hesit- |
antly = came ' to “accept-ithat |, the |
matures: ‘Brechtt - “begins =* exattly-
where-the collaboration . with ‘Weill |
stopped:short—that is; at Dle Mass-

Fel‘.l- :

* mattertof time: befqre;Brecht‘ 'col !

Z&i 2laboration " with; ‘Hanps': Eisler was
t-found:ito” be ot on}y’

‘much more’
extensive: -!J‘.Ialjl “collaboration’
with™. Weill, < ‘but.- also,very .much
closer tol'us own wagof,thm ng.od,

L7 ifapabl '.:':.sgét Gt
w

\asia Tof 1933 brutally severed the -old.. growth ,of . Eisler’s -reputation

.in the .seventeen. .
_years that’ ollowed, . nothing . was_
‘repaired.. Behind ‘the - heartfelt
_regrets of “a- few of Weill’s: Euro- -
‘pean. obituarists, ~and dominating
;the cold and sometimes crushing -
f-olmalmes -of the- remainder; can -
be dlscemr:d a feeling that it-was
‘How- proper._to speak in the past *
te;tse‘ not nnly of the man. SO -

0f hfs worLs

- And’ yet v\n.hm five years ihele

cnnnexlons -and;

fof at Weill renaissance ¥, Certamly

fa *few Tof.. the works-: nere bemg«'.
playéd:-:. -and' 5 recorded: " and - dis
cussed; and: one of them,: Die Drei
¥eroschenoper; had- eslab‘llshed -itsel
withoutr = .dlffu:u!ty as .~ a7 classic

" 'Observers- therefore had~ ground_s

“for supposing that the process ofy’
rediscovery ~ ,and’ ~/ ‘reassessmient::

" which .so - of:en be;,ms some years -
Lafter the dedth . or dethroning of a’
‘creative artist was - now fum!y'
established, and- that it would ‘cor
, tinue ,d!moet of its own accord. Bu
| appearances ‘were deceptive- In. the-
first “ place,” the revivifl “Wwa§ not -
"entirely spontanedus, for it ‘owed ~
. much 1o its .@ne- slal:_ perfonme*r,-_~
‘Lenya;' —whose_ ) magmf:cenf >

efforts- -had. he]peg‘_

i Secondly;« it “* had% 110 % <so
attracted nternational’’ .'arten on,{
than~ it_ becanie ‘involved id S
was = swifil .subordmated ,3
phenomené

ion Tof Bertolt:- Btecht,~Durmg the'r

dars” ]9‘:&6 ‘discussion_~of - Weill 7

1€ reappraasa] of his great contem- f

et

Activities

-ness}‘it* nd -gri

in

estern Europe .and’ the Umted
- States since the late 1960s and. the
so-called, Weill rendissance of the

previous decade will reveal ° that
they - are essentially , different
phenomena. "Already in. the late

. 1920s" Eisler had openly rejected

5 _the, bourgeois ” world,’ ‘which had

recpnpded by contmumg to Tghbre
 his _existence: until - as_late. as. Sep-
tember | 1947, when “he-'was’ sum-
moned from _the_obscurity of his
jrecent career as-a Hollywood- film-
compuser an m"rerrugated by “the
House “Conjmiftee” on" Un-American
n Washmgwn “The blan-
két of silence. that” was | then thrown’
over “his’ music.in" every. Western
country '~ except: Great . Britain—
swhich,” as “usual, misunderstood the
bulletins and -_carried - on as__if
-nothing  had® h'nmened——wa!;, sn
“heavy" that" its” sud@eén removal ' in
-the late 1960s (after some vigorous

“pulls “from the student_ movement)
) produced the éffect _of- a _double

revelation : on the one ﬁand “Eisler
as folk-hero, pmphet “and sage- for
a new ‘ﬂeneratlon in ‘the. West, on
the oxher Eislef.as§ modern classic
accldimed by pundlts whao had been
fcu‘gett:hg to:inquire about. him for
“The”impossible: “had
asg and: the,_pgq(—was‘th
elf-had. -not'&ve

w?hereék.u-

2 grosvth Sins xheﬁreputé wemg music a deca&e aaflie:‘ ad no

backgraund more~ substangial'<than:
" the” “public’s vague’fi.-antlrauthm-

‘clusively. xelaied - w.*..tanan waodsand is rekressive.

tasies about. pre- Hn]er Berlm the
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discovery of Eisler was from the
start inscparable from the disco-
very of how his politice-ideological
aims deitermined every aspect of
the = musical character. Having
defined his’ views in -essays and
lectures?® which exhibit such dia-
lectical mastery and linguistic skill,
such breadth of reference. and
sharpness of wit, that one almost
needs to remind oneself that he
‘was primarily a composer, he was
never in any danger of being
regarded as a mere u?andl"e of
Brecht. :

If ~thé indivi iduality of Eisler’s
music may sometimes have been
questioned, it was only because of
the easily discernible influences,
first from Schoenberg and then
from Weill. But the Eislerization of
Schoenbergian * models. in  such
works as the Divertimento opus 4
and the Palmstrém Songs opus 5
was consummate; and a compar-
able feat with re;,ard 10 Wei[l
proved so convincing that the in-
fluence quietly flowed back to its
source” and became detectable 'in
some of Weill’s songs of 1934-385,
That circuit was reproduced on the
personal level: Eisler had enthu-
siastically congrarulated Weill on
the Mahagonnp-Songspiel after its
first puformance in 1927, and had
declared it to be a work of genius:
Weill for his part had spoken
warmly of Eisler’s score for Die
Mutter in an American press inter-
view given after the 1935 perfor-
mances in New YorkSs,

Yet the differences between the
two tomposers were much greater
_than any resemblances. Eisler’s is a
wholly unequivocal and self-denying .
art dedicated to_the systematic def-
inition "and clarification of Dbje&
tive realities. In excludmg,.“nh
characteristic single-mindedness,
every trace of psychological for
autobiographical espressivo—as the
much more traditional art  of
Shostakovich ~ has $o  fruitfully
failed to do—this | importunate
plainsong of the Dialectic acquires
a uniformity, and an air of p‘n]osu-
‘phical Cena:nty which music has
not known for centuries (except
-perhaps in such isolated areas as
the motets of Bruckner .md the

Jlor gan musu: of Mestmen}

i Weill’s art “on the otl1erjand is
consistently and tellingly equivocal.
Dualistic from the start—that is, "
from its first and explicitly reh-
gious phase—it proceeds via the
discovery of the schizoid aspects in
Busoni’s classicism and Kaiser’s
Expressionism to the more impor-
tant discovery (in Roval Palace). of
their . relevance to . the schisms
 within society ' and mdeed within
‘ourselves. Amblgumes of structure -
and - expression, _together with
apparent. anomalies of tone and
idiom, are_now exploited with such -
*merciless accuracy that no formal
“or emotional expectations are’'secure.
Methodicat in this as in its _
_deliberately outrageous breaches of
“etiquette, the music declares itself
to . the enemy of most ortho-
_doxies and “all systems. Hence it
‘prefers - to leave upanswered the ’
‘social and moral questions which it
‘ha.s raised - unless the = answers.
.happen to’ suggest themselves, in
‘terms of the simplest and least/par-
tial appeals to_humanity and jus-
.tice. “In short, it is the expression”

awakened by new perceptions
acting  to, changed r;:rcum

xprq'ss’l‘ of:a legmlat or, or id
lotmt{:&'n‘"‘}lx : :

It is in the nature of our age
“that _the sysicmatic  tends to  be
_recla 1gher than the intuitive.
Smce “Weill was esséntially an in-
“tuitive artist whose cmmduable in-
_tellipence manifested itself in musi-
~cal rather than conceptual spheres,
- Eisler_ may now seem preferable
even in the eyes of those who, on
systematlc grounds, reject his argu-
*ments. Others, however, may find

llty.

-"to repair to a nearby inn.

‘of an. essentially romanti¢ sensibi- -
* strength what it lost in meaning. If

but in no. sense for
& wn

SRappEkis) for his part seems to have inferred

“tha for lhem Weill’s unans“med_

that

ques t'n]c, strike  deeper, and

the enig of his art ecxert a
greater fl ation than any polit-
ical or prog natic content. Some
such response is clearly envisaged
in Paul Bekker’s open letter about
Weill's Die Biirgschaft, and 1s as

characteristic of the intellectual
tradition from which Weill was iry-
ing to extricate himself as it 1s
alien to its materialist rivals and
successors. But, whatever the future
verdicts on Weill and Eisler—and
at present the balance is certainly
tilting in Eisler’s favour—the temp-
tation to condemn one composer
from the witness- box of the other
is unworthy nf both, and should be
resisted.

Despite “the éase ’ with ‘which
musical officials
pretend zo accept Eisler as a “res-
pectable” (Schoenberg-trained !)
figure and then misuse him as a
broom to sweep Weill under the
“carpet, the new appreciation of
Eisler’s music has certainly served
the wider understanding of Weill’s.
For it has finally put paid to the
indiscriminate  Brecht-Weill cult,’
and discredited the collective Jabel
that went with it. Once it is recog-
nized that the collaboration of
Eisler and Brecht was distinguish-
ed by an unprecedented intellec-
tual rapport between writer and
musician that embraced every level
of the creative relationship and
extended as far as the dialectical-
materialist ‘method could carry it
then it becomes possible to grasp
that the distinguishing features of
the earlier collaboration were the
exact opposite : the purely instinc-
tive nature of the rapport, and the
cumpn.hemwencss of the tcnsmn
that underlay it 5%, -

When Eisler remarked that the

“highly gifted ” Weill never really ~

grasped ,what Brecht was aiming
for7, he should have added_that the
reverse was equally true. In fact, it
was as if two * highly gifted” men
from different lands had chanced
to meet in the twilight at the point
where their paths crossed.. Each h, as
it were, had liked the tone of the

other’s voice without understanding ~

much of what the other was say-
“ing;
sure of finding_his way in the
“gathering darkness, they had agreed
After a
mug or two of ale their language
difficulties had seemed to ‘dissolve

‘and their conversation about the

deplorable weather . conditions in
those parts had. turned to a discus-

‘sion of the state of the world.. This,

they had .agreed, was na less
deplorable, but Ler:amly more sus-
ceptible to human influence once it

“was seen for what it was. On that

assumption they had commenced
work on the opera Mahagonnuy. .

It was a collaboration that would
|1d|cl]3.r have survived long enough.

" to produce a single work, let alone

six in the space ‘of three years, but
for a high degree of bc]fﬁue‘})lmn
and mutual incomprehension. It
remained feasible so long as the
“characteristic tension was. confmed
1o the subconsmous creative levels
and was no stronger than the nat-
ural affinity between two such dis-

;sxmllar yet strikingly complemen-

‘minds. ‘But”once the tensmn
I;:\y begun to “manifest itself -

terms of the age-old - rwalry be
tween words and musm, it gained in

~ Weill suspected that Brecht had
Lten the egahtanan principles
ch they had begun, Brecht

frum the ],'m.sr:malmn and staging

Mahagoiing in. March 3930 that
; e:ll was aving like any suc-
cessful opera composer who has

‘Tearnt how to extract librettos from

more or less cump!.umnt col]abora-
tors.

There is no drmht that Weill had_
from the start-looked upon Brecht
as a potential source of librettos;
yet it was implicit in his immense
admiration for Brechrt, and funda-

o
1, F:rst publ:shed in an anonymous
English translation in The Score,
Loudon, 1952.° - |

3 ngl ~ Dallapiccola, :1pp:m!i,
- page _108ff. See also D1l]aplccola,
% Meeting with - Anton  Webern ™,
_Tempo 99, London, 1972, page 5ff.
3. Tubmgcn,qéS#Q Secnnd _ed:;mn
Frankfurt, 19

4, Hanns Eisler, Reden und Auf-
| siitze, Leipzig, 1951
 Sonderheft. Hanns - -Eisler, Berlin,
1964 ; Eisler, Musik und  Politik
Schﬂf!en 1J’4 1948, Leipzig, 1973.
5. For instance, Der Kuhhandel,
“Die Ballade vom Pharaoh",
Knickerbocker Holiday, - There’s
Nowhere To Go But Up!™ = >

6. Ralph Winett, “ Composer of the
_Hour—Ang : Interview- mth Kurt

Weill ”,

.Inconl:rt, Meditazione, Milan, 1970,-

Sinn und Form
_ Schriften, l";.mkful;t 1975. =

Brooklun Dui!y_
December 20, 1936. .

7. Hans Bunge, Fragen Sie mechr
iiber’ Brecht—Hanns Eisler im
Gesprich, Munich, lS'FU

8. “Anmell\ungen zu meiner Oper
Mahagonny ”, Die mek XXII: 6,
1938, page "271f ; “ Vorwort' zum
Reglebuch der Ope:r Aufstieg und

Eugfe,

Fall der qtadt Mahagonny ”,
Anbruch, XII:1;/ 30. Both, re-
printed -,in Wenl A u<5ewnh!(e ‘

9. Weill, * Uber. dcn gequschen
CharaLter der Musik ”, Die Musik,
XXI, 1929, page 419ff. Also in Weﬂl
Ausgewahlre Schriften, op ‘cit

"10. ~Musik “und Gesellschaft,’ 1.4,-

Wolfenbiittel, 1930, page 105ff;
Blitter der Stidtische Biilmen,
Frankfurt, 1929/30. .4 2= 2 550

—

in the West can”

and since neither was quite.

méntal to his creative purpose, that °

they should be librettos of a new
type and very special quality
(thereby, incidentally, obviating

any further disasters of the sort
that had just cost him eighteen
months’ work and left him with a
full-length opera, Na wund, which
nobody wanted because of the
shortcomings of the libretto). And
yet, tactful as Weill had been in
1is  preliminary remarks about
Muhagonny,® he had not disguised
his opinion that in opera musical
considerations must come first;
and that opinion had been c?ca:‘ly
and repeatedly expressed in his
more general articles about opera.?
But if Brecht or his friends had
any suspicion, however unjust, that
Weill was making use of him in
the traditional operatic style, it can
only have béen strengthened, and
perhaps even confirmed, by the

content of Ernst Latzko’s introduc- -

tory article, “Weill-Brecht’s Maha-

gonny 7. Although Weill might not

have -been happy about a few of
Latzko’s observations—for instance,
that his music “has no expressive
intention™ (a would-be Stravins-
kian notion), ‘or that the trial
scene is in sonataform (a would-be
Bergian one)—it is clear that the
article as a whole appeared with
his approval, and obvious that
Brecht was not consulted. Brecht
retaliated by preparing his famous
“ Anmerkungen zur Oper Aufstieg
und Fall der Stadt Mahagonny ™
with * the, assistance of his friend
Peter Suhrl\amp, but without Weill
and naturally ‘without alluding to
the hapless Latzko, whose devotion

to the “culinary ” art of opera was
never in question. The umnfomwd--
reader of the “Anmerkungen”

would mever guess how extensively

they” conflicted with Weill’s views.

“about opera in general and Maha-

. Biirgschaft.

gonny in partictlar. By the time
the *“ Anmerkungen ” reached
prmt“" the collaboration was over
and the two men had gone their

separate ways—Brecht with - Die
Massnahme,..  Weill = with  Die ~

The second and’ ébncluding part of
2t Kurt Weill and  his crlucs ” waH
5 appear‘ next week

-
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