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Zaubernacht

Zaubernacht was Weill’s first theatrical work to be completed and staged
professionally. After the work’s premiere in Berlin in 1922 and a subsequent
production in New York City in 1925, the orchestral score and parts dis-
appeared. The children’s pantomime remained virtually unknown for
eighty years until, in a moment of serendipity, the original (and presumably
only) set of orchestral parts resurfaced in a vault at Yale University in 2005.
For reasons that remain unclear, the New York performance replaced the
two vocal numbers that originally opened and closed the otherwise word-
less pantomime. The first of these has survived intact; the second, however,
known to have been forty-two measures in length, survives in fragments
only, which are not sufficient for inclusion in this edition. Although Weill
incorporated some of the music of Zaubernacht in his Quodlibet, op. 9, an
orchestral suite explicitly based on the pantomime that he prepared in
1923 and Universal Edition published in 1925, the ordering of musical
material there does not reproduce that of Zaubernacht. Only now, there-
fore, is it possible to assess and perform Weill’s first theatrical score in its
original orchestration and continuity.

I. Prehistory and Genesis

A number of sources indicate that Zzubernacht was the brainchild of its sce-
narist, Wladimir Boritsch, an elusive theatrical figure and occasional poet
from Russia, the spelling of whose surname changed as he moved from
country to country: Bopuus in Russia (1891-1918), Bori¢as in Lithuania
(1919-21), Boritsch in Germany (1921-24), and Boritch in the United
States (1924-54). His path resembles that of tens of thousands of Russians
escaping the turmoil of revolution, civil war, hunger, and pogroms in their
country. Between 1921 and 1923 Berlin hosted as many as three hundred
fifty thousand Russian citizens, among them a fair number of well-known
artists. After relations warmed between the German government and the
Soviet Union in the wake of the 1922 Treaty of Rapallo, and particularly
after November 1923, when the hyperinflation that had enabled an af-
fordable life for those with access to foreign currency ended, many Rus-
sians, Boritsch among them, moved on to other destinations.

Because no biographical sketch of Boritsch has been published, infor-
mation can be gleaned only from archival sources. U.S. immigration
records provide valuable biographical data about Weill’s early collaborator,
who arrived in New York on 30 March 1924. The records indicate that he
had been born in 1891 in the Russian town of Starodub, close to the bor-
ders of Belarus and Ukraine, where Jews had a large and ancient presence;
his full name is given as “Wladimir Scheersohn [sic] Boritsch.” Asked for
the name of his closest relative in his last country of residence, Germany,
Boritsch identified a cousin named Salomon Jacobsen, who lived in Berlin
at Viktoria-Luise-Platz 3—a building, coincidentally, directly across from
Ferruccio Busoni’s luxurious apartment at number 11. Berlin had been
Boritsch’s home for two and a half years, as can be gleaned from a report
in the newspaper Rul/, one of several Russian-language dailies published in
Berlin at the time. On 2 October 1921 the paper announced Boritsch’s ar-
rival in Berlin, adding that he planned to establish a children’s theater in
Berlin, something he had accomplished in 1918 in Petrograd, a hotbed
for not only revolutionary activities but also experimental theater.?
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Rul’s two-sentence report did not mention that Boritsch had left the tu-
multuous Russian metropolis apparently around 1918/19 and that he had
spent a good portion of the years until 1921 in Lithuania. In September
1919 the municipal theater of Vilnius (then under Soviet rule) staged a
pantomime by Boritsch entitled Stebuklinga naktis, which translates as
“magic night,” or “Zaubernacht” in German. A review in the newspaper
Vilenskij kurjer, published on 11 October 1919, indicates that the work fol-
lowed the same storyline as does Zaubernacht; the music, however, was
not by Weill but by the Lithuanian composer Konstantinas Galkauskas
(1875-1963), whose biographer Aldona Matulaityté¢ described the event:

V. Bori¢as prepared a performance of his pantomime for children titled
Stebuklinga naktis. Galkauskas wrote the music for this piece. On 27 Sep-
tember 1919, the production opened in the municipal theater and was
subsequently repeated. During these performances, the composer himself
performed the music. The newspaper [Vilenskij kurjer] reported: “The
public liked the production very much. Galkauskas’s music was subtly
bright and illustrated the wakening of the toys in the still of the night; the

artist Varnas had designed original masks . . . the light composition of

all pieces created the feeling of a toy kingdom for the audience.”

Boritsch may have taken Stebuklinga naktis to Kaunas, the interim cap-
ital of Lithuania after Vilnius, which changed hands several times between
Polish and Russian-Bolshevik forces, had come under Polish control in a
coup in October 1920. Boritsch spent some time in Kaunas in 1921, and
while there he organized at least one literary-musical “intimate evening of
fairy tales” and gave a lecture on the Lithuanian composer and painter
Mikalojus Konstantinas Ciurlionis.? In interviews with the New York Times
after his arrival in the United States, Boritsch did not mention his time in
Lithuania, stating, instead, that he had lived in Warsaw between 1919 and
1921 and established a children’s theater there.

One can only speculate on how Weill’s and Boritsch’s paths may have
crossed. Weill’s years as a “disciple” of Busoni’s master class (1921-23) are
some of his least documented, in that few records and correspondence—
rich for the years 1917-20 and from 1924 on—survive.® The fact that
Boritsch’s cousin and Busoni were neighbors could have provided the op-
portunity for Boritsch to meet Busoni or his students. Among the latter, a
likely candidate for Boritsch to approach would have been Wladimir Vogel,
who had emigrated from Russia to Berlin in 1918 and whose progressive
leanings may have appealed to Boritsch.” As Tamara Levitz has observed,
Weill’'s and Vogel’s relationship as classmates was amicable rather than com-
petitive, so Vogel may well have introduced Weill to Boritsch or passed on
an offered commission.® At any rate, students in Busoni’s master class
would have considered composing music to a pantomime a worthwhile
endeavor. Busoni is known to have emphasized that pantomime in opera
can provide the composer with the opportunity for self-contained musical
numbers (in particular dance idioms) that are unencumbered by words.
The master class, on contractual break at the end of December 1921, did
not resume until 22 June 1922, when Busoni began to focus his teaching
on Mozart and chamber music.’

Weill’s only letter to Busoni from 1922, dated 13 February, does not
mention a pantomime but rather Fantasia, Passacaglia und Hymnus. Weill
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reports of his intense studies of the music of Mozart and those who fol-
lowed him, especially Bizet and one of the LArlésienne suites. The first doc-
umented reference to the Zaubernacht project comes six months later,
when in a letter of 1 September 1922 addressed to his sister, Ruth, Weill
writes: “After the joys of composing the pantomime, the work will now
enter the daunting and upsetting rehearsal process, and I'm afraid that in
the coming weeks this will make more trouble than the whole affair might
be worth. But even that will be a lesson. . . . Further work in this situation
is very difficult, especially since the full score for the pantomime will keep
me busy for the next three to four weeks.”"’

Weill probably started to compose the music to Boritsch’s scenario of
Zaubernacht in the summer of 1922. Neither sketches nor a continuity
draft for the work have been preserved. Before Weill was able to write out
the full score, the exigencies of preparing a staged production required his
providing rehearsal material for the dancers. The surviving holograph
piano-vocal score appears to be just that. Although the score’s many in-
strumental cues give it the appearance of a piano reduction of the full score,
a comparison with the instrumental parts indicates that Weill must have
created it before he finished the orchestral score. This sequence of events
is implied by the different tempo markings in the two sources, but conclu-
sive evidence can be found in rebarred measures and in music that appears
in the piano score but not in the instrumental parts; these passages were
subsequently canceled in the piano score (see Critical Report, “Source De-
scriptions,” as well as critical notes to mm. 114, 404—405, 737, 904, 931
passim). With what can be presumed to have been consideration for per-
formance practicalities, Weill scored the pantomime for a nine-piece en-
semble, an imaginative combination of one flute and a bassoon joining
five string players (Vn I, Vn II, Br, V¢, Kb), piano, and percussion. Weill’s
continuous score, roughly one hour long, also included two short vocal
numbers for the character of the Toy Fairy: the opening “Lied der Fee”
and a closing number.

Although a cover or title page for the piano score has not survived and
the full score is lost entirely, one of the five copyists who excerpted the
parts may have preserved Weill’s original title when he wrote the words
“Musik zur Pantomime ‘Die Zaubernacht’ v. Kurt Weill” on some of the
parts;'! the other copyists simply wrote “Die Zaubernacht.” But all billings
of the work in Germany displayed the title without the definite article, a
decision that Weill adopted when he referred to his work after its premiere.
Given that Weill assigned op. 6 to his Fantasia, Passacaglia und Hymnus,
which was composed in spring 1922, and op. 8 to his String Quartet,
which he began at the end of 1922, number 7 would seem to be the obvi-
ous candidate for Zaubernacht. Nowhere, however, do sources transmit an
opus number for the work."?

Preparations for the production of Zaubernacht were well under way by
September 1922, as Weill’s letter to his sister indicates, and the choice of
Franz Ludwig Horth as stage director evinces yet another connection with
Busoni’s circle, for it was Hérth who had staged the lavish production of
Busoni’s “theatrical capriccio” Arlecchino at Berlin’s Staatsoper in May 1921,
after which he and Busoni had remained in close contact.'® It may, in turn,
have been Hérth who suggested the soprano Elfriede Marherr-Wagner,
who had joined the Staatsoper’s roster in 1916, for the role of the Toy Fairy.
Mary Zimmermann, a former dancer and choreographer at the Deutsches
Opernhaus in Charlottenburg, who had established her own ballet school
in Berlin, created the choreography for the work’s many dance sequences.
The surviving handbill (see Plate 9) shows that at least ten of Zimmer-
mann’s students (newspapers described them as children) were in the cast.
Three professional actor-dancers of Russian origin—Olga Valery, Larissa
Alexeyeva, and W. Konstantin, all of whom had performed in Berlin for
some years—were cast as the Boy, the Girl, and the Chinese Doctor. Ivor
Karmann, whom a newspaper identified as “a professor,” played one of the
violin parts, indicating a high level of musicianship within the nine-piece
ensemble."* Zaubernacht found a home in the Theater am Kurfiirsten-
damm, the same venue that would host Aufstieg und Fall der Stadt
Mahagonny in December 1931. Built by Oskar Kaufmann, a celebrated
architect of theaters, the house, which had a seating capacity of 865, had

opened only in October 1921; it was operated by the Robert-Biihnen, that
is, Eugen Robert, as a non-subsidized enterprise.”” Rafael Larto, the de-
signer of both sets and costumes, had been active in Berlin’s Russian theater
circles; he may also have been associated with the Berlin Secession, an art
association that, coincidentally, had had its quarters at what would become
the address of the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm before itself relocating a
few blocks west when the theater was built.!¢

It is unclear how Weill’s and Lenya’s recollections of their first meet-
ing—on the occasion of her auditioning for the production—fit into this
picture. An account of that meeting appeared first in the New York Post on
20 October 1943; Weill recounted a more detailed version in an interview
for the New York Post’s “Week-End Magazine” on 18 September 1949:
“We were doing a children’s ballet in Berlin, and we were looking for a girl
15 or 16 who could dance, sing and act. One day someone brought in a
young lady who I thought was charming. I was playing the piano in the pit.
After shed tried out, she went away and I asked the director where she'd
gone. ‘She’ll be back,” he said. I looked for her, but she didn’t come back.”"”
After Weill’s death, Lenya recalled that the Swiss director Richard Révy,
her mentor at the time, who had been considered for the stage director, had
suggested that she should audition; when he failed to secure the job, she
declined a role.'® Lenya, who had just turned twenty-four at the time, may
have auditioned for the role of either the Boy or the Girl.

II. Premiere and Reception in the Press

Even though Boritsch was a newcomer to Berlin and Weill still a student
with no major credits, the production apparently achieved a considerable
degree of professionalism and, consequently, attention. A press release must
have been sent to local newspapers, as nearly all of Berlin’s dailies carried
similarly couched brief news items announcing the premiere. For example,
on 17 November 1922 the Neue Berliner Zeitung: Das 12-Uhr Blart in-
formed its readers that a children’s theater named “Mirchentruhe” (Chest
of fairy tales) was to open the following day at the Theater am Kurfiirsten-
damm with a program consisting of Zaubernacht by “Dr. W. Boritsch,”
with music by Kurt Weill, and a shadow play, Die goldene Gans, after
Grimm; additional performances would be held on 25 November and 2
December, for which tickets were already on sale. Comparable announce-
ments turned up in the Russian dailies Ru/, Dni, and Nakanune. A small
paid advertisement, presumably arranged by the Robert-Biihnen, appeared
in the Berliner Tageblart on 17 November.

Other preparations for the premiere on 18 November included mailing
printed invitations. On the back of one, sent to a young fellow composer,
Weill added a handwritten note: “Dear Dr. Brav, please come see this per-
formance—delivered with forceps—of my children’s pantomime. I hope we
can get together soon.”" Weill’s humorous tone downplayed expectations,
as he was sending the invitation to someone who was not only a friend
but also a potential reviewer: Ludwig Brav worked as a part-time music
critic for a small monthly journal, Der Fechter, published by the Robert-
Biihnen. However, no review by Brav or any in that journal has surfaced.?

As is appropriate for a production intended primarily for children, the
premiere of Zaubernacht took place in the afternoon. Weill and Boritsch
attended the opening, as did Weill’s erstwhile teacher and mentor from
Dessau, Albert Bing.?! Busoni apparently did not. A Swiss student in Bu-
soni’s master class, Robert Blum, later recalled that he was the only class-
mate present when the curtain rose at 4 PM.** Levitz has noted the oddity
of Busoni’s absence, given the fact that Weill adhered in Zaubernacht to
many of his mentor’s teachings: “[Weill] had turned to the genre of pan-
tomime, adopted a ‘fairy-tale’ subject as a libretto, developed his ballet
partly in closed numbers, used a reduced ensemble and transparent or-
chestration, as well as bells, contrapuntal techniques, and colorful, fairy-
tale-like sets.”” However, Busoni’s health was deteriorating at the time,
and he may have wanted to conserve his energies for his own Berlin pre-
miere two days later, on 20 November 1922, when Ernest Ansermet was
scheduled to conduct the Violin Concerto, op. 35a, with Josef Szigeti as
soloist. None of the press reports of the Zaubernacht premiere, not even a



paper that ran separate reviews of Weill’s and Busoni’s performances on
the same page, identified Weill as Busoni’s student.?* This opportunity
arose when the first official concert of the master class took place less than
three weeks later, on 7 December 1922. It is conceivable that Busoni chose
not to be associated with Zaubernacht because it was not a class project
proper, or maybe he simply did not wish to distract from Weill’s first major
public exposure, for his own presence surely would have caused a stir and
perhaps even have biased some critics. It is also possible that Busoni at-
tended a rehearsal or a subsequent performance.

Reviews of the premiere appeared in such prestigious papers as the
Berliner Borsen-Courier, Berliner Tageblatt, and Vossische Zeitung, and also
in Berliner Lokal-Anzeiger, Berliner Volks-Zeitung, Berliner Birsen-Zeitung,
Germania, Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, and Germany’s first and foremost
tabloid, B.Z. am Mittag. In most cases, the critics were second-stringers,
whose names were not printed in full as bylines. The first two reviews ap-
peared on 19 November 1922, the day after the premiere. “R. W.” (prob-
ably Richard Wilde) provided a detailed report for the Berliner Birsen-

Courier:

It is a pre-Christmas guest performance by Dr. W. Boritsch and his chil-
dren’s theater that he calls “Chest of Fairy Tales.” In the beginning a young
gentleman in tails jumped out of this chest, announcing a cancellation:
the shadows that had been hired for the shadow play Die goldene Gans had
caught a cold—the wicked November weather—technical difficulties . . .

Miss Friedel Hintze appeared as a replacement for the shadows and
narrated, rather straightforwardly, Andersen’s fairy tale Die Prinzessin und
der Schweinebirt. And then a pantomime followed: Zaubernach, its idea of
nocturnally enlivened toys also going back to Andersen, authored by W.
Boritsch, and set to music by Kurt Weill.

Perhaps a new path to children’s theater. Most plays offered to the little
ones either are not fully adjusted to their understanding or are of low taste
and questionable pedagogical value. Hence it is a remarkable idea to steer
the freewheeling imagination of children towards pantomime, to which
they can add words as they please, and which will be more rewarding than
pompous would-be poetry or burlesque clown pranks and fisticuffs.

Zaubernacht may set an example and—judging from the enthusiastic
response by the little nippers—a successful one at that. Certainly the neat
little work had sets and costumes (designed by Rafael Larto) full of humor
and artistic appeal. Franz Ludwig Hoérth tailored his stage direction to the
work’s light-hearted nature, and the cast, most of them children, did their
job delightfully. . . .

Weill’s music is appealing in its thematic structure, its fresh colors, its
liveliness, and its illustrative power that does justice to each of the ever-
changing moods, supporting and deepening them. The scoring for a small
orchestra is flawless and well calculated in its effects. The young conductor
George Weller brought out the music just right.”

Wilde was primarily a theater critic, as were most of those who reviewed
the performance, and they scarcely mention Weill’s score. The majority of
the critics considered Zaubernachr a success, according particular praise to
Horth’s imaginative staging, Zimmermann’s choreography, and the exu-
berant cast. Most reviewers also appreciated Larto’s sets, which appear to
have had a modern touch. Opinions diverged, however, about the appro-
priateness of the production—as to the pantomime genre in general and
the work in specific—for children. Whereas the critics mostly accepted
Larto’s modernity, some of them considered Weill’s music too modern.
The Germania reviewer “—n.” observed, “The idea is not new, but it is
are delightful and

exude an artistic appeal to the eyes of the grown-ups, but the little ones will

presented in a new and tasteful staging. The sets . . .

have enjoyed it, too. The little ears, however, certainly rejected Kurt Weill’s
accompanying orchestral music, with its unmelodic dominants and para-
phrases. When it comes to the artistic education of children, let’s not get
carried away.”* The Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung commented: “This magic
night passes by in blurring colors and shapes (designed by Rafael Larto)—
as the imagination of a modern child will surely picture it. Kurt Weill’s
accompanying score is finely attuned to the alternately joyous and frightful
sensations of a tranquil dream. Franz Ludwig Hérth’s staging is exceptional.
But the magic that we see remains merely a colorful spectacle. It fails to
offer something to the heart and soul, an idea that captivates the mind
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of the child and stimulates his will.”*” An infrequent second-stringer
(“~tzsch.”) for the B. Z. am Mittag rejected altogether the idea of a pan-
tomime for children: “A pantomime, illustrated with a score by Kurt Weill
that no child can grasp, will be a short-lived diversion for the youth; more
so than an adult, a child needs the clarifying word that appears to have
been omitted here out of respect for the guests from Moscovia. . . . It is not
enough to bring a few pieces of furniture to life. Children have to be talked
to, talked to!”?® The venerable Vossische Zeitung gave a more Solomonic
comment by introducing a touch of solipsism: “Kurt Weill’s music might
give reason for concern, for it turned out to be a little too modern and
problematic. Then again, what do we know about the ears of our children
who, as we all know, don’t love it one bit if we treat them like children. At
any rate, we grown-ups were not bored at all by the music and thankfully
acknowledge that a sensitive and inventive musician has so lovingly dedi-
cated himself to the young.”” Among others who praised Weill’s score were
the critic of the Berliner Lokal-Anzeiger, who called it a “lucid and also

quite humorous Weillian music,” and “E.N.” of the Berliner Birsen-

Zeitung, who described it as “very pleasing, patently illustrative music.”*

This last-named reviewer, apparently a dance critic, also gave the most
detailed synopsis of the scenario and information about the audience:

Afternoon performance at the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm! Children
whooping with joy, full of expectations. All around one can hear lots of
Charlottenburg vernacular—Russian—being spoken. Dr. W. Boritsch,
who heads this children’s theater, was clever enough to draw for the most
part on pantomime. The mute language of this artistic genre is intelligible
to these new Charlottenburg children, who have not yet penetrated the
German language, or only insufficiently so. Unfortunately the children
had some bad luck. The performance was supposed to start with a shadow
play, Die goldene Gans, after Grimm’s fairy tale. Regrettably, it was an-
nounced that the shadows had become “hoarse” and would not be able to
perform. Instead, the superb recitatrice Friedel Hintze told Andersens fairy
tale of the princess and the swineherd. But even the best performer telling
the most interesting story cannot captivate eagerly anticipating children,
especially when they cannot understand it. They listened, but there was not
the connection to the stage that materialized later on, when the exuberant
children laughed loudly during the action and gave voice to surprise and
other expressions of childlike unruliness as the pantomime had its “say™:
Zaubernacht by W. Boritsch, music by Kurt Weill.

A neat and cleverly wrought Christmas play. Admittedly, the story is
not particularly new or original, but for children who naturally don’t have
years of experience as theatergoers and who have not seen all those ballets
on the adult stage involving dolls (beginning with Coppélia and Puppenee),
the plot is surely new enough. Franz Ludwig Hérth of the Staatsoper has
staged it so well and interestingly that even grown-ups will be able to enjoy
it. During the magic night a Toy Fairy—this the only sung part, performed
by Elfriede Marherr-Wagner of the Staatsoper—appears in the dreams of
a pair of sleeping siblings—the slim Boy is played by the ravishing Olga
Valery, the charming Girl by the delightful Larissa Alexeyeva—offering
them the most glorious toys: the Ball, the Jumping Jack, the Horse, the
Kitchen Stove, the Doll, the Bear, the Chinese Doctor, and the roundbot-
tom Roly-Poly. Finally, a thick volume of Grimm’s fairy tale “Hinsel and
Gretel” appeared on stage, and from the book’s pages emerged the delicate
pair of children and the wicked Witch. All of these characters, portrayed
by protégés of Mary Zimmermann’s ballet school, performed very beautiful
and droll dances, and it was hilarious to see the Kitchen Stove dancing
with the Doll or the Ball jumping in circles around the clumsy Bear. All
those little things were full of ideas, created in equal part by the stage di-
rector, the choreographer Mary Zimmermann, and likewise Rafael Larto,
who was responsible for the sets. . . . The children greeted the perform-
ance with lively applause.’!

The reference to Josef Bayer’s and Josef Haf3reiter’s Die Puppengee (The
Doll Fairy, 1888) was an appropriate analogy to Zaubernacht, as that ex-
tremely popular ballet surely adumbrated much of Boritsch’s scenario. Die
Puppentee tells the story of dolls who come to life in a toy store and obey
a fairy who wakes them at midnight; the work features a few exotic char-
acters, among them a Chinese doll. Boritsch could have seen a performance
of Die Puppenfee (expanded with music by Riccardo Drigo) in St. Peters-
burg in 1903; Weill could have seen a performance in Dessau in 1911.%

Tchaikovsky’s Shehelkunchik (The Nutcracker, 1892), on the other hand,
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could not have been a model—at least not for Weill—for the work failed
to trigger many subsequent performances after the lukewarm reception
following the premiere in St. Petersburg. Part of the criticism stemmed
from the fact that the roles of the children were, in fact, performed by chil-
dren. Although the Bolshoi Theater staged the work with adult dancers in
1919, a complete staging outside Russia did not occur until 1934 in Lon-
don. George Balanchine, in his now famous choreography of 1954, re-
turned to the idea of casting children in the roles of the children.

When Yuri Ofrosimov reviewed Zaubernacht for Rul a week after its
opening, the Russian theater critic introduced a different perspective. Al-
though he had come from Moscow to Berlin in 1920, his review sheds
some light on the situation in Petrograd at the time Boritsch left that city.
In his assessment of the work, however, Ofrosimov struggled, just as some
of his German colleagues had, to differentiate between the views of chil-
dren and adults:

The idea of a theater designed expressly for children is not new. In fact,
might it not be better to renew or even dispense entirely with the arbitrary,
hastily compiled repertoire that our large theaters regularly offer for Christ-
mas and Easter? One recalls that a children’s theater organized according to
such principles was supposed to be created in St. Petersburg in 1918; its
repertoire already comprised works by Kuzmin and Gumilyov. Blok, Remi-
zov, and Meyerhold were closely associated with its projects—but for some
reason the theater never got off the ground. In the end only a few Krylov
fables were staged by a touring company that played in various theaters.

Today there is the “Children’s Theater” in Moscow, but from the frag-
mentary reports that reach us it is hard to gauge what sort of institution
that may be. In Western Europe, the idea of establishing such a theater
has never been realized; in fact, it has never come up. Hence V. Borich’s at-
tempt in the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm is a first.

The experiment is a good one, and it would be a shame not to embrace
it; but its realization is not entirely successful. Let’s be upfront: the “liccle”
audience present at the performance showed a level of enthusiasm only
rarely seen—there was no end to the jubilation. To say the least, the “au-
dience” was grateful to a fault, but this very fact demands far more atten-
tion when it comes to the selection of works and the unavoidable
introductory announcement at this matinee, “Due to technical difficulties,
the management apologizes” etc.

The idea of staging a play around pantomime can succeed only when
a powerful plot substitutes for the words, which are indispensable to chil-
dren. But this was precisely what was absent in the “specifically childlike”
content of the pantomime, Zaubernachr, with its usual tropes of toys com-
ing to life, falling asleep, and awakening. There was a plot, though it was
but a series of episodes of a dancelike, entertaining character, and it was no
surprise that my neighbor wondered, “How can children keep quiet for
such a long time?! I couldn’t do it . . .”—and indeed, they all kept quiet
for a long time—one hour and a quarter; so the pantomime ought to be
shortened, though several very amusing tricks save it.

Kurt Weill’s very interesting music is suitable for children only because
it does not overload the stage action; it serves instead as a backdrop. But
it doesn't really stimulate the imagination, and the lack of a simple melody
makes it difficult for children to comprehend it.

About half of the performance consists of dances, often technical rou-
tines that are of little interest to children. Grown-up eyes will find Mary
Zimmermann’s school pleasing, as her students stand out in comparison
to the apprentices of the average German “choreographic studio.” Among
the “mimic” performers, Valery stood out in her cleverly acted portrayal of
the “Boy,” and Alexeyeva, with her expressive face and body movements,
in hers of the “Gitl,” though the former could do with greater thorough-
ness and dedication, and the latter with more simplicity, because her role
is not that of an ingénue coquerre!

Larto’s costumes are amusing enough, but for this production for chil-
dren his set design ought to be more realistic and less stylized. . . . The
performance gave the overall impression that it is still “raw” and in need
of polish. A little tinkering will improve much and, of course, a change in
the program should do even more—because the participants of this real,
good, and genuinely artistic “children’s theater” are already in place.”

Despite scattered criticism of his music as being unmelodious or too
modern, which may actually have gained him respect among his peers,
Weill had ample reason to be pleased with the press’s reaction to his work.
The fault line that would soon divide German newspapers and critics in

their assessment of his music did not yet exist, and he must have been en-
couraged by the praise for his effective score.

The second performance of Zaubernacht proceeded as planned, but the
third performance, scheduled for 2 December, fell victim to an actors’
strike motivated largely by the inflation that had been rampant in Germany
since June 1922. On the evening of 25 November, just hours after the sec-
ond performance of Zaubernacht, wage negotiations between the Genos-
senschaft deutscher Bithnenangehdériger, representing the actors, and the
Biithnenverein, the Association of German Theaters, failed, and Berlin’s ac-
tors began a walkout that left most of the city’s theaters dark for precisely
two weeks. According to the Russian dailies, the third and supposedly final
performance of Zaubernacht—to which they referred by the Russian title,
“Volshebnaya noch”—took place at the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm on
16 December 1922; Rul noted, however, that further holiday performances
would be held at a different location.** At least one such performance dur-
ing the holiday season did take place, again at the Theater am Kurfiirsten-
damm, on 30 December 1922.

In response to Zaubernacht’s modest success but limited exposure, Weill
created an orchestral suite in April 1923 that he tited Quodlibet, op. 9,
and gave the explanatory subtitle “Vier Orchesterstiicke aus einer Kinder-
pantomime.” The work did not follow the sequence of events in Zauber-
nacht; instead, Weill grouped sections according to musical considerations,
and he scored the effective potpourri for double-wind symphony orchestra.
The work’s dedicatee, Albert Bing, conducted the premiere of Quodlibet on
14 June 1923 in Dessau, and the suite enjoyed numerous concert perform-
ances during the 1920s.

III. Premiere of The Magic Night in New York

In February 1924, when Weill began to negotiate his contract with the
Viennese publisher Universal Edition, he at first excluded Zaubernacht,
stating that “a large local publisher and licensor of stage works has just ob-
tained . . . the children’s pantomime Zaubernacht, which will be performed
in New York this fall (first performed here at the Theater am Kurfiirsten-
damm in 1923 [sic]).”® About two months later Weill reported to Univer-
sal Edition that he had not finalized the deal for Zaubernacht with the
publisher, Die Schmiede, and he indicated that he would reorchestrate the
work for larger forces if the U.S. performance were indeed to become re-
ality. In a letter of 3 June 1924 Weill announced, “as I've just learned from
the impresario and author of the book, Dr. Wladimir Boritsch[,] . . . my
children’s pantomime will probably be produced by [Mikhail] Fokine in
New York. As soon as I hear something definitive about this performance,
I will create a new orchestral score for Mozartean forces (the full score for
the performance here had only nine instruments). Would you be interested
in taking over the piece now, and would you be willing to help to make this
New York production happen? All the material except the full score is al-
ready in America.”®® On 7 July 1924 Weill sent a final letter about the
project: “The scenario and the piano reduction of the pantomime Zau-
bernacht are in New York with the impresario Dr. W. Boritsch, ¢/o Shidlow,
130 William Street; I should receive the detailed English-language scenario
any day now, and I will forward it to you immediately.”®” Universal Edi-
tion’s replies to Weill’s letters from this period do not survive; one can only
assume that the publisher expressed little interest in adding the work to its
catalogue, for there is no evidence for further correspondence on the sub-
ject. Weill’s association with Zaubernacht appears to have ended here; there
are no documents to suggest that he was involved with the New York pro-
duction that eventually opened in December 1925.

Boritsch had boarded the SS Conze Rosso in Genoa, Italy, on 18 March
1924, equipped with a letter of recommendation from Busoni, dated Feb-
ruary 1924: “In Magic Night Dr. Boritsch has composed a pleasing and ef-
fective production, particularly suited for children’s and Christmas plays.
In addition Mr. Kurt Weill has written an orchestral accompaniment which
I consider admirably successful, melodious, and in character. The produc-
tion is earnestly recommended to all stages wishing to offer their public a
light yet artistic piece.”® Plans for a production in the fall of 1924 came



to naught, probably because Boritsch was unable to secure sufficient spon-
sorship. Within one year, however, he had won the support of major pa-
trons in New York and found a suitable venue at the Garrick Theatre.
Underwriters for the production of 7he Magic Night included Mrs. August
Belmont, Mrs. Otto H. Kahn, Henry Rogers Winthrop, Charles Dana
Gibson, Theresa Helburn, and the famed actresses Laurette Taylor and
Ethel Barrymore. Multimillionaire Otto Kahn had bought the Garrick
Theatre in 1919, lending it to the fledgling Theatre Guild, coproduced by
Theresa Helburn.

The production of The Magic Night that premiered on 27 December
1925 differed significantly from the event in Berlin. The work was chore-
ographed not by Fokine, as Weill had thought, but by Michio Ito, and
Boritsch himself directed the work. He introduced a number of changes,
among them the excision of Weill’s “Lied der Fee” and closing farewell
song, replacing them with the settings by Galkauskas, which were titled
“Prologue” and “Epilogue.” An unknown arranger, perhaps Lazar Weiner,
the conductor of the production, orchestrated Galkauskas’s piano settings
for Weill’s forces.” Because the Garrick Theatre was smaller than the
Theater am Kurfiirstendamm (650 seats to that theater’s 865), Weill’s or-
chestration for nine instruments sufficed. According to the program, the
New York production also introduced two new characters, Yawn and
Stretch, at the beginning of the pantomime, as well as a large-scale ballet
of Good Dreams and Bad Dreams; Weiner composed the music to these
new sections. The program notes expressly stated that “this particular pro-
duction is designed especially for the youngest children.” As in Berlin, 75e
Magic Night was to be preceded by a shadow play version of The Golden
Goose, but ironically, as in Berlin, this portion of the program had to be
canceled at the last minute.

In preparation for the premiere, Boritsch issued several slightly exagger-
ated statements, among them the claim that he had successfully established
three children’s theaters in three different countries.”” Probably in an effort
to forestall some of the criticism that the Berlin production had encoun-
tered, Boritsch, in an interview given to the New York Times on the edu-
cational aspects of his enterprise, emphasized that the pantomime was
targeted to very young children:

Parents who are worried by the fondness of their children for moving pic-
tures, even very young children, may learn something to their advantage
from Dr. Wladimir Boritch. It is a matter of psychology. “The child un-
derstands pure action best,” he says, “and likes picturesqueness most.”
Words have as yet a significance and charm somewhat limited, but the vi-
sual sense is acute and the imagination far nimbler than it will be by and
by in taking up the cues of suggestion. If the moving picture addressed it-
self only to this child mind, it would do little harm, possibly much good.
But it addresses primarily adolescents and adults, who live in the world of
matters of fact and occupations. The more keenly the child responds to this
pantomime medium, the more surely his mind becomes sophisticated.
Even when the moving picture is otherwise unobjectionable, it quenches
the faculty of primitive imagination.

In his Children’s Theatre Dr. Boritch appeals directly and exclusively
to the child mind, confident that by delighting it and strengthening its
sway he is making a contribution of value to education and to character de-
velopment. Differences between good and evil that are stamped upon the
early imagination persist through a lifetime and exert an influence which
is powerful because largely subconscious. Though clarified by mature rea-
son and corroborated by experience, they yet owe much of their vigor and
color to the fact that they first took substance in the age of myth and fairy
tale. In establishing esthetic sensibilities a properly child-like theatre is im-
portant. Too often plays for the young have been carelessly mounted and
crudely acted. The colors on Dr. Boritch’s palette and the tempo of his ac-
tion are those that most delight the wide eye of childhood; but he is mind-
ful that primitive art has a beauty and a rhythm of its own, that esthetically
also the child is father of the man. In an age when sophistication invades
the cradle and the pulse of life beats like a drum, his effort is to prolong
childhood, to develop and deepen its peculiar faculties to the utmost and
to blend them into the maturer moral fibre.!

Boritsch had expressed similar views in an extensive interview published in
the same newspaper on 25 May 1924, about two months after his arrival
in New York.
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The press reaction to The Magic Night was generally positive, although
the reviews provided even less information about the music than had the
Berlin critics. The reviewer for the New York Evening World offered the fol-
lowing report on 28 December 1925:

With two performances, afternoon and evening, at the Garrick Theatre
yesterday, the first steps were taken toward the establishment of a perma-
nent theatre for children. This beginning was made under the auspices of
the Playhouse for Children, Inc., which has Michel Barroy for its manager
and announces a notable board of patrons.

The double bill arranged for the opening performances included a
shadow play, The Golden Goose, contrived by Dr. Wladimir Boritch from
a Grimm fairy tale, and a pantomime ballet, 7he Magic Night, the work
of Dr. Boritch, with music by Curt Weil [sic].

It was the pantomime which formed the principal feature, the shadow
play being used as a curtain raiser.

In The Magic Night, two children, a boy and a girl, go to sleep to their
mother’s lullaby. They have good dreams and bad dreams. Then, following
the visit of a fairy queen, they have a vision in which the Ball, the Clown,
the Kitchen Stove, the Doll, the Bear, the Chinese Doctor, and the Soldier
appear, along with Haensel, Gretel and the Witch. All these visitors dance,
gambol, and cut quaint capers, and the children seem to themselves also
to take part in the revels.

This pantomime is picturesquely set, brightly and fittingly costumed
and, under Dr. Boritch’s own direction, very briskly and smoothly pro-
duced. We found it delightfully entertaining, last night, as did the young-
sters who formed a considerable portion of the audience. It well may prove
a happy opener for the Playhouse project.

On the other hand, “A.S.,” writing for the New York World, gave a hu-

morous and mildly cynical assessment of the whole venture:

With The Magic Night the Garrick was transformed yesterday into the
earnest aspect of “a playhouse for children” as distinguished from a mere
playhouse where children may go if they like.

We must confess that we approach these sanctums of carefully organ-
ized juvenile entertainment with a certain trepidation—the trepidation of
one who, years ago, was inevitably dragged to these pantomimes for tiny
tots by conscientious elders, the sort of elders who beamed down at you
from the next seat, watching eagerly to see how you “took it.” With the de-
fensive hypocrisy of nine going on ten, we always said it was beautiful, but
our secret enthusiasms were all for the gory adventures of The Prisoner of
Zenda, where the grown-ups were too busy “taking it” themselves to worry
about our reactions. That half-forgotten mood of helpless rebellion came
back in full force at yesterday’s performance.

It is a venture launched by Dr. Wladimir Boritch, who has conducted
similar playhouse for children in Petrograd and Moscow. This imported
production is a deft and colorful piece of work, a triumph of Russian aes-
theticism with music in overtones from Tschaikovsky and settings in the
purples and vermillions of Boris Anisfeld. Its pantomime celebrates the
not so usual tendency of toys to come to life while the children are sleep-
ing. These toys were about as childlike as Stravinsky and they behaved
with that sophisticated and determined artlessness which fools grown-ups
sometimes but not a first-nighter aged five. However, the adults’ enjoyment
made for a merry afternoon, accompanied by a dutiful patter of small
hands from the children for whom it was intended.

A shadow play, The Golden Goose, was to have preceded the pantomime
but was omitted at the last minute. The explanation, given by a gracious
patroness before the footlights, was that the naughty, shy shadows didn’t
like to come out in the afternoon, but that they wouldn't be afraid to dance
at the evening show. Another less engaging theory was that the naughty,
shy operators couldn’t work the lighting effects until something had been
done to the shadow machine. You may take your choice of these alibis
with the assurance that the shadow goose will appear at all following per-
formances.

The Magic Night ran for five performances; an evening performance fol-
lowed the afternoon premiere on 27 December, after which the curtain
rose on the following three afternoons.

Boritsch’s plan to establish a permanent children’s theater in New York
appears to have shared the same fate as had his endeavors in Petrograd,
Vilnius, and Berlin. Although press reports announced in March 1926 that
the Playhouse for Children, Inc., would open in the fall, the project was
postponed in October, and after that it seems to have died altogether.*?
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A manuscript copy of Weill’s holograph rehearsal score, written on Amer-
ican music paper and copied presumably shortly after Boritsch’s arrival in
New York, lists on its outside back cover several addresses of Boritsch. Aside
from three addresses in the Bronx, the New York City borough where
Boritsch lived during his years in the United States, there is also one address
each in Paris and “Haifa, Pal.,” but it is not known whether Boritsch at-
tempted to produce Zaubernacht in France and what was then Palestine.

IV. Subsequent Commentary on Zaubernacht

In October 1927 the music critic Heinrich Strobel published an essay
about Weill in which he discussed the premieres of Weill’s one-act operas
Der Protagonist (1926) and Royal Palace (1927) at the state operas of Dres-
den and Berlin, respectively, and the recent succés de scandale of Mahagonny:
Ein Songspiel (1927) in Baden-Baden. In a passage about Weill’s early in-
strumental music Strobel called attention to Zaubernacht:

The strong dramatic tension inherent in this absolute music could release
itself only in the theater, for which Weill wrote a piece back in 1922: music
for a pantomime, Zaubernachs, extraordinarily light in its flow, lively, and
delicate in the sonic treatment of the small orchestra. . . . Though cer-
tainly not weighty, and though outside the realm of drama, this work is of
utmost importance as a developmental stage, because here for the first time
we see a changed attitude toward theater. For the student of Busoni, stage
and music could be combined only on the basis of play. This personal de-
velopment represented liberation from the coloristic and intellectual ele-
ments that had ultimately made absolute music making during late
romanticism impossible—liberation from those musico-dramatic ties that
had gradually destroyed all immanently evolved forms of music in the the-
ater and subjugated music into complete obedience to texts created ac-
cording to purely literary principles.*

In his observations, Strobel echoed some of Weill’s own comments, pub-
lished a year earlier on the occasion of the premiere of Der Protagonist:
“The intense concentration of Russian theater taught me two things: that
the stage has its own musical form whose laws derive organically from the
unfolding of the action, and that something significant can be said on stage
only with the simplest, most modest means.”* Even in later years Weill as-
serted that his experience with Zaubernachr had a decisive impact on his
career—which of course eventually included more than thirty stage works.
In one interview he called it “a stepping stone to success”; in another he
spoke of it as the work in which his style “finally and permanently reverted
to simple and direct theater values.”* In addition to initiating him success-
fully as a theater composer, Zaubernacht also brought Weill a number of
contacts in the theater world that would prove useful—some were even
crucial—in the years to come: according to Weill, Georg Kaiser’s becoming
aware of Zaubernacht may have led to their collaboration; Franz Ludwig
Horth would stage Royal Palace in 1927; Aufstieg und Fall der Stadr Ma-
hagonny would play in the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm in 1931; and—
although this is speculative—Zaubernacht may have been a conversation
topic when Weill encountered Lenya at Kaiser’s house in Griinheide in
1924, or when Weill discussed an adaptation of Molndr’s Liliom with
Theresa Helburn in 1937, or perhaps even in 1948, when Weill worked on
Love Life with the set designer Boris Aronson, who had emigrated from
Russia to Berlin in 1922, leaving for New York in November 1923.4

V. Disappearance of the Score

It is generally believed that Weill’s full score of Zaubernacht was among
the unpublished holograph scores he left behind when he fled Nazi Ger-
many in March 1933; except for the First Symphony, all of those scores are
now lost. After Weill’s death, Lenya and her second husband, George
Davis, embarked on a quest to trace lost materials and find information
about Weill for a biography. They visited Boritsch, who at some point be-
fore he died in September 1954 gave them Weill’s holograph piano score
to Zaubernacht, but he kept the original set of orchestra parts and the copy-
ist’s manuscript of the piano score. Then in the late 1950s Marie Boritch,

who was apparently Boritsch’s second wife, showed these materials to
David Drew.” In March 1959 she donated them to Yale University, where
they were supposed to become part of the newly established American
Music Theatre Collection (whose advisory board counted Lenya among
its members). The quarterly Yale University Library Gazette announced the
acquisition in its July 1959 issue;*® however, the library’s accession process
was disrupted by the illness of the American Music Theatre Collection’s
first curator, Robert Barlow, who died in 1966. Instead of depositing the
Zaubernacht materials in the acquisitions safe, library staff members placed
them in a safe in the office of the assistant university librarian, James T.
Babb. After his retirement, the safe, which was presumed to be empty, was
moved to the library’s basement, where it was soon forgotten.*’ The
chances of rediscovering these Zaubernachr materials were further ham-
pered by the fact that in later years Marie Boritch could no longer remem-
ber to which institution she had donated the materials; she vaguely but
erroneously recalled that it had been Brandeis University.

In the late 1990s the British composer and orchestrator Meirion Bowen
approached the Kurt Weill Foundation for Music to request permission to
reconstruct Weill’s orchestration of Zaubernacht on the basis of the scattered
instrumental cues in the holograph piano-vocal score. In his subsequent
reconstruction Bowen added a clarinet and harp to the ensemble but omit-
ted the double bass that had been part of the original scoring (possibly he
was tempted to believe that Weill’s inconsistent use of abbreviations for
“Klavier”—variously “Klav.” and “KI.”—could have meant that the score
called for both piano and clarinet; similarly, Weill’s notation “wie Harfe”
may have led him to believe that the original scoring also included a harp).
Bowen'’s version of Zaubernacht received its premiere in a concert perform-
ance on 1 June 2000 in Cologne; a staged production choreographed by
Milan Slddek followed in March 2003, produced in Dessau and Diissel-
dorf, with subsequent performances a year later in Essen. The Capriccio
label released a recording of Bowen’s reconstruction in 2002, performed
by the Ensemble Contrasts Kéln under the direction of Celso Antunes.*

Zaubernacht’s original set of parts resurfaced in the fall of 2005, when
staff members of the Yale University Library Business Office needed to
move a safe in the basement of Sterling Memorial Library. The safe had
been hiding behind several filing cabinets in a locked cage within a locked
room of the basement. Because the safe’s combination had been lost, staff
members had to call in a locksmith. When opened, the safe revealed a va-
riety of materials, all of which were transferred to the Manuscripts and
Archives Department, which, in due time, turned over the music manu-
scripts to the Music Library.’! In August 2006, the Music Library informed
the Kurt Weill Foundation about the discovery, and staff members of the
Foundation were able to identify the parts as those created for the first pro-
duction in Berlin in 1922.

VI. Observations on the Score and Vocal Numbers

Even if one were to disregard Zaubernacht’s prehistory, a cursory glance at
Weill’s music reveals that he must have had the scenario in hand when he
began to compose. As befits the pantomime genre, Weill created prominent
musical motives to identify and characterize the roles—though he did not
assign each character’s motive to a single instrument (as Prokofiev would
do in Petya i volk [ Peter and the Wolf ] in 1936). In one case Weill explicitly
wrote into his rehearsal score the words “Thema der Puppe” (theme of the
Doll), and he identified a variation of that motive as “Thema der kranken
Puppe” (theme of the ailing Doll). All the character-related motives appear
and reappear when the characters do. The scenario also called for a number
of solo dances, for which Weill employed a variety of dance types: slow
and fast waltzes, various marches (Reiter-, Geschwind- and Trauermarsch),
cancan, fox-trot, and gavotte.

Weill’s musical language is firmly rooted in tonality—despite the irri-
tations it caused a few of the theater and dance critics. When Adolf
Weiffmann, one of Berlin’s most prominent music critics, reviewed a per-
formance of Fantasia, Passacaglia und Hymnus in March 1923, he observed
that Weill was by no means an “atonaler Radikalinski,” and that though his



music in that piece seemed gloomy, that was only right because, as he ex-
plained, it had captured “the colossal tragedy of these desperate times.”
Weiffmann added, “This barely 23-year-old . . . has already written rhyth-
mically effervescent music, brimming with life, for a pantomime.”? Com-
pared to Weill’s Symphony (1921) and the extant portions of his Fantasia,
Passacaglia und Hymnus, the music for Zaubernacht does indeed appear
more energetic. And, unlike those eatlier pieces, it does not push the
boundaries of tonality, nor does it recall the earlier pieces” brooding ex-
pressionism. Occasional dissonances that may have caused some frowns—
such as the bouncy chromaticisms in a waltz “played” onstage by the Boy,
who picks up a harmonica (see m. 1427ff.)—are dramaturgically moti-
vated, and Weill “apologizes” for these playful excursions by resolving them
into clear cadences. Throughout the Zaubernacht score Weill emphasizes
melody and transparency, clearly following Busoni’s call for a “young clas-
sicality” and responding directly to the task at hand: that of creating music
that will be accessible to children.

David Drew has observed that Zaubernacht contains a number of self-
borrowings.”® This practice—which would become one of his trade-
marks—allowed Weill to resurrect material from earlier compositions that
he deemed superseded (in only a few instances during his career would he
use self-borrowing to create an intertextual allusion). In Zaubernacht Weill
incorporated substantial portions of the second and fourth movements of
his String Quartet in B Minor. Most prominently, he lifted the theme of
the Girl (Zaubernacht, m. 252ff.) wholesale from the Quartet (second
movement, m. 36ff.), even retaining the original key. Weill also borrowed
material from an earlier fox-trot, often referred to as “Algi-Song,” which ap-
pears three times in Zaubernacht (including in the Bear’s dance, m. 9111f).
Antony Beaumont has suggested that Weill’s use of a timpani ostinato in
Quodlibet may have been inspired by a pervasive ostinato in Busoni’s 7i-
randot.>* The ostinato in Busoni’s opera occurs prominently at the end of
the first scene, at the point when the first suitor is being beheaded offstage;
similarly, Weill uses his ostinato in Zaubernacht at the point when the Bear
is being hunted offstage (mm. 1062ff. and 1090ff.).

For reasons unknown, Weill revised “Lied der Fee,” the first of Zauber-
nacht’s two vocal numbers, but it is not clear whether he did so shortly be-
fore the premiere or during the pantomime’s limited run in Berlin. Weill
wrote out the parts himself, but only those for bassoon and piano survive
(see Plates 11 and 12). The original “Lied der Fee,” as it appears here in
mm. 37-82, comprised forty-six measures, preceded by a four-bar slow
introduction. Weill replaced these fifty measures with a recomposed version
comprising only thirty-five measures. One can only speculate about what
could have triggered this revision: perhaps the original vocal part was too
difficult for anyone but a trained opera singer; perhaps Weill heeded some
of the criticism following the premiere and simplified the song for the tar-
get audience; perhaps Boritsch wanted to use his Russian text for subse-
quent performances, and Weill accommodated this wish as best as he
could. There is no evidence that explains why Boritsch discarded even
Weill’s revised version in New York: either he did not approve of the new
setting or the material was already incomplete by then.

Other aspects of the two vocal numbers are also shrouded in mystery.
Boritsch, whose literary publications evince poetic aspirations, appears to
have written the original Russian lyrics as they are preserved in the surviv-
ing materials of Galkauskas’s settings.”® There is no documentation, how-
ever, for the authorship of the German text of “Lied der Fee,” which is an
adaptation—rather than merely a translation—of the Russian original.
Upon arriving in the United States Boritsch conspicuously entered “Ger-
man” in response to the “Race or people” question in the immigration
questionnaire and also claimed to be able to read and write German in ad-
dition to Russian. But two pieces of information indicate that he was prob-
ably not responsible, at least not solely, for the German adaptation of the
Russian text: In the manuscript of Galkauskas’s settings, a French transla-
tion is inserted above the Russian text; below it is the beginning of a Ger-
man translation, but this one is flawed and full of misspellings, and it peters
out after only a few lines. The linguistically well-crafted (if uninspired)
text of “Lied der Fee,” on the other hand, doubles the number of syllables
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and organizes them in alexandrines, a poetic meter not encountered as
often in Russian literature as it is in German and not used in Boritsch’s
cycle of poems, Lyubovnyi krug. Like the Berlin program, which gave nei-
ther author nor translator credit, the 1925 New York program, too, though
crediting the poet Babette Deutsch with the translation of the lyrics, did
not specify an author and identified the work merely as “a fairy pantomime
by Wladimir Boritch.”

Little can be said about the second vocal number—titled “Proshchal-
naya ariya fei” (Farewell song of the fairy) in the precursor of 1919—as
both the German text and Weill’s vocal line are lost. Weill’s instrumental
accompaniment comprises thirty measures in 2/4 meter and twelve meas-
ures in 3/4 meter. Boritsch’s Russian text, which survives in Galkauskas’s
setting, consists of four stanzas, the first three of which have four lines of
roughly eight syllables each, the last one four lines with only six syllables
each.’® The Lithuanian composer decided to set the first three stanzas in
2/2 meter and the last stanza in 3/4 meter. This suggests that the German
text that Weill set to music may have been closer to the original Russian
text than was the case for “Lied der Fee.” This hypothesis is supported by
cue notes in the piano part of Weill’s setting that give the first four measures
of the vocal line with the text “Verweht die Nacht, die Zeit verrinnt”; the
awkward, perhaps Yiddish-infused German in Galkauskas’s setting begins
“Sfar-get di nacht der demmer welt.”

VII. Editorial Challenges and Solutions

The rediscovery of the original set of parts (Im) and a copyist’s manuscript
(Vm) of Weill’s rehearsal score (Vh) at Yale University in 2005 made this
edition of Zaubernacht possible. Editorial challenges abound, however,
caused first and foremost by lacunae: missing are Weill’s full score, his con-
tinuity draft, and all sketches, as well as an authoritative scenario. The loss
of actual music in the case of the Toy Fairy’s farewell song poses an insur-
mountable challenge for this edition: collectively, the instrumental parts
preserve Weill’s orchestral setting, but there is no part for the soprano who
sang the number. The page that contained her music for the farewell song
was removed from Vh, and none of the extant sources includes either the
vocal line or the lyric (though in all likelihood the full score and continuity
draft would have contained this information).”” As the song is not per-
formable, the editors consequently have no choice but to omit it from this
edition, but Weill’s instrumental accompaniment and all clues to the vocal
line are made available in the Critical Report (see pp. 56-58). Fortunately,
it is possible to link the ends created by omitting the Toy Fairy’s farewell
song with a minimally invasive procedure that requires no more than
changing a quarter rest to an eighth rest. The text and melody of the Fairy’s
opening song, “Lied der Fee,” survive in Vh, and the edition can compile
it in combination with information from Im. But, as discussed above, the
sources for Weill’s revised version of the “Lied der Fee” are incomplete,
and this edition includes only Weill’s original “Lied der Fee.”

The thorniest task the editors faced was evaluating the alterations pres-
ent in all the sources. Especially Im and Vh contain large numbers of mark-
ings in blue, red, and purple crayon, as well as others in ink and pencil.
Alterations range from added articulation marks to changes so drastic that
scraps of paper—some with newly written-out music, others blank to ob-
scure chaotic cuts—were pasted in to ensure legibility. These alterations
were clearly introduced at various stages in the work’s production history
and they are in a variety of different hands, but it is impossible to isolate
the changes and establish when, where, and why each was introduced or
who was responsible.

In dealing with these alterations, the editors have distinguished between
two types of changes: (1) cuts and (2) all other changes. This edition simply
rejects all cuts applied to Im, a decision based on the lack of an authorita-
tive scenario and a complete set of stage cues. Because the stage cues con-
tained in Vh do not allow a critical edition of Zaubernacht’s scenario, it
would be arbitrary to adopt cuts marked in the music that resulted from
changes to a scenario whose scenic realization can no longer be recon-
structed. Many of the cuts—they appear to have been introduced in great
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haste—are also musically problematic and could only be adopted with ad-
ditional editorial intervention. The first layer of Im is not, however, com-
pletely disconnected from the staging process: it is the closest representation
of the state of the full score at the point when the copyists extracted the
parts, a time when piano rehearsals with the onstage performers had begun
and—as can be gleaned from the many measures omitted in Im and sub-
sequently canceled in Vh (where some of the omitted measures transmit
stage cues)—had already started to inform the full score.

The guiding principle for addressing all other changes results from a
process of elimination. Because Weill was not involved in the New York
production, the edition seeks to exclude all changes made at that time, in-
sofar as they are identifiable. Here Vm becomes a crucial source, because
it was created in New York and served, in all likelihood, as a score for the
conductor Lazar Weiner. The copyist who created Vm omitted hundreds
of measures in the copying process, so it is reasonable to assume that all al-
terations subsequently entered into Vm and also present in Vh and Im
were made in New York. It also seems safe to assume that all English-lan-
guage entries found in Vh or Im originated in New York.

Editing the musical text of an edition from instrumental parts also en-
tails a number of problems inherent in the source. With no information
available about the instrumentation order in the full score, the editors have
arranged the orchestral score to conform to the most common model for
orchestral music: woodwinds (high-low), percussion, keyboard, vocal part,
and strings (high-low). The different notation habits peculiar to the five
copyists who extracted the parts from Weill’s full score led to a number of
inconsistencies among the parts. Although many of these are insignificant,
the editors have had to resolve such issues as how to print tempo markings
and performance indications. Furthermore, the copyists invariably intro-
duced errors during the copying process. Weill tended to be somewhat im-
precise in notating his pitches, yet in instances of ambiguity a copyist had
to make a decision one way or the other. Thus a note that appears to have
been written clearly in Im may actually be an incorrect pitch. In these cases
Vh can be helpful, but the information offered by Vh needs to be balanced
against the possibility that Weill changed the music—as he did in a number
of unrelated instances—when he orchestrated the work. Editorial decisions
of this kind can be made only on a case-by-case basis, and the editors doc-
ument every such action in the Critical Report.

Without an actual copy of a scenario and only incomplete and some-
times cryptic stage cues found in Vh, it is impossible to provide a critically
edited, performable scenario. That said, the editors have included a “com-
posite scenario” based on Vh, with additional information taken from
newspaper reports and a very few deducible editorial additions. In order to
make this process transparent, the Critical Report presents the information
found in Vh in an appendix (see pp. 61-63). The decision to include a

Notes

1. The Ellis Island records give Boritsch’s place of birth as Starodul [sic], undoubtedly
meaning Starodub. Here anti-Semites staged a pogrom just days before Boritsch’s
birth; for information on the pogrom see Simon M. Dubnow, History of the Jews in
Russia and Poland: From the Earliest Times until the Present Day, trans. L. Friedlaender,
vol. 2 (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1918), 411-13.

2. Rul’s report of Boritsch’s arrival in Betlin is indexed in Chronik russischen Lebens in

Deutschland 1918—1941, ed. Karl Schldgel et al. (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1999).

3. “V. Bori¢as rengé savo pjesés-pantomimos vaikams ‘Stebuklinga naktis’ pastatyma.
Muzikg pjesei parasé K. Galkauskas. Rugséjo 27 diena spektaklis pasirodé miesto teatro
scenoje, o netrukus buvo ir pakartotas. Spektakliams akompanuodavo pats muzikos au-
torius; *. . . perpildytos salés susizavéjimas buvo begalinis. Skaidri Galkausko muzika,
taip subtiliai pailiustravusi nakties tyloje atbundanéius Zaislus, originalios dail. Varno
kaukeés [. . .], lengva visos pjesés kompozicija sukélé zZiarovams tikra Zaisly karalystés po-
juti.”” Aldona Matulaityte, Konstantinas Galkauskas (Vilnius: Vaga, 1975), 69. (English
translation by Eglé Stalnionien¢). The set designer referred to was probably Adomas
Varnas (1879-1979).

scenario emphasizes the fact that Zaubernacht is a stage work; even a skele-
tal scenario helps us to understand the mechanics and spirit of the work as
well as its genesis and truncated performance history.

VIII. Performance Issues

Future stagings of Zaubernacht may indeed choose to follow the scenario
offered here, but choreographers will find no clues in this edition for the
many passages of pure dance. Alternatively, stage directors and choreogra-
phers may wish to create an entirely new scenario that corresponds to the
character of Weill’s music. Some repeat marks in the score serve as obvious
vamps for accommodating stage action (e.g., m. 1090ff.); repeats of larger
sections also offer flexibility in establishing a desired running time. Al-
though this edition rejects all cuts found in Im, information about cuts
introduced for Hérth’s and Zimmermann’s staging in 1922 can be gleaned
from the passage in the Critical Report under “General Issues” subheaded
“Structural Emendations.”

Conductors will have to address the issue of seating the unconventional
instrumental ensemble. Several models are possible, as the combination of
two woodwinds, percussion, piano, and five strings allows for both balance
and separation. As in many of his scores, Weill’s placement of slurs tends
to delineate musical phrases but not necessarily indicate binding articula-
tion (e.g., bowing). This approach is only seemingly casual: Weill here ac-
tually adheres to Busoni’s idea of a “young classicality”; performers may
wish to think of a Mozart score when performing Zaubernacht. The per-
cussion part requires special attention. Weill’s writing for the part is fairly
dense, and it appears that the players in Berlin and New York had difhculty
performing all the music, as the original part contains many cancellations
in red crayon that facilitate switches between instruments. It may therefore
be advisable to divide the part among two percussionists.

Finally, the role of the “Stehaufminnchen” deserves comment. In 1925
the program of the New York production translated the character’s name
as Roly-Poly. That term and the old-fashioned toy itself have begun to fade
out of public memory in the English-speaking world, unlike in Germany,
where the term enjoys continued popularity (largely because it has entered
figurative speech), or in Boritsch’s native Russia, where the toy is known as
“Nevalyashka” or “Vanka-vstanka.”® A roly-poly or cork tumbler is a toy
in human form with a round bottom and a low-placed weight inside; when
tipped over, it automatically regains its upright position.

With its mixture of mime and dance, Zaubernacht offers the potential
for a variety of staging concepts. Although it might be an overstatement to
label the work a Zwischengattung—Weill’s creative, playful, and often
provocative signature blend, or juxtaposition, of genres—his first stage
work already appears to contain more than a hint of what was to come.

4. Cf. Pavel Lavrinec, “Stanovliene russkoy literaturnoy zhizni v Vilniyuse i Kaunase
posle Pervoy mirovoy voyny,” in Baltijsko-russkij sbornik, vol. 1, ed. Boris Ravdin and
Lazar Fleishman, Stanford Slavic Studies 27 (Stanford, Calif.: Dept. of Slavic Lan-
guages and Literatures, Stanford University; Oakland, Calif.: Berkeley Slavic Special-
ties, 2004). On p. 45 Lavrinec writes: “In June 1921 the Kaunas-based Free Lithuania
counted V. Borich among its staff, and its bibliographic section mentioned the pub-
lication of his book of poems, Love Circle, in Vilnius in 1920. Its author, who was ‘fa-
mous for the production of personally composed artistic pantomimes and children’s
performances’” (in Vilnius), lived in Kaunas in March 1921, according to Echo (2
March 1921, no. 49), and on 16 March 1921 he gave a lecture on Ciurlionis. . . . In
April 1921 Borich organized a literary-music ‘intimate evening of fairy tales’ in Kau-
nas, where he read both the poetic and prose versions of his own fairy tales and also
those of E.K. Metner. In early 1921 Borich released his tale Miraculous Kingdoms in
Vilnius, and in March 1920, during the Polish administration of Lithuania, he had
also organized an analogous ‘intimate evening’ of fairy tales together with Sasha
Chernyi.” (English translation by George E. Hudson). “Kaynacckas Bossras Aumsa
B mioHe 1921 r. HasbIBasa B 4HCAE CBOMX COTpyAHHKOB B. bopmua u ymomsnysa B
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6ubanorpadmacckoii pybpuke ero KHUry cTuxoB A06061biii kpye, BhiymenHyo B 1920
B Buapnioce. Ee aBrop, «M3BECTHBIN MOCTAHOBKOH XYAOXKECTBECHHBIX MAHTOMUM
COGCTBEHHOTO COMMHEHHUS M ACTCKHX CIeKTakaeii» (B BuabHioce), ¢ mapra, mo
coobmenuo Axa (1921, N° 49, 2 mapra), xua B Kaynace u Bhicrynna 16 mapra ¢
aekumeit o Tropaéuuce. . . . B anpeae 1921 r. Bopuy opranusosaa s Kaynace auteparyp-
HO-MY3BIKAABHBII « HHTHMHBIH Beyep CKasKH >, HA KOTOPOM BBICTYIIHA C YTEHHEM CBOUX
CKa30K B CTUXAX U IIpo3e, a Taioke ckasok J. K. Mernepa. B Buasuioce B Hasase 1921 1.
BBIIIAQ €ro cKasdka «dyaecHsie 1japcTBa», a B Mapre 1920 r., mpu moAbckoit apMu-
HUCTpaLH, BOpHY ycTpOHA aHAAOTMYHBIN «HHTUMHBIA BeYep>» CKA3KU BMECTE C
Cameit Yeprpm.”

Louis Rich, “Says Children Require Theatres of Their Own,” New York Times, 25
May 1924; H.I.B., “City Child’s Play Guided in a New Way,” New York Times, 24 Jan-
uary 1926.

For the most detailed account of these years see Tamara Levitz, Téaching New Classi-
cality: Busoni’s Master Class in Composition, 1921-1924, Ph.D. diss. University of
Rochester, N.Y., 1993 (Ann Arbor: UMI, 1994). A revised and abridged version of the
dissertation appeared as Teaching New Classicality: Ferruccio Busoni’s Master Class in
Composition, European University Studies, Series 36, vol. 152 (Frankfurt am Main:
Peter Lang, 1996). All citations in this essay refer to the 1994 publication.

Boritsch published articles about proletarian culture and the tasks of Proletkult in
Lithuania; cf. V. Bori¢, “Apie proletary kulturg ir proletkulto uzdavinius,” Svietimo
reikalai 1, no. 3 (15 March 1919), 4-6; and V. Bori¢, “Proletkulto darbo planas ir or-
ganizacijos schema,” Svietimo reikalai 1, no. 4 (1 April 1919), 7-9.

Levitz, Teaching New Classicality, 236-37. Levitzs observation is confirmed by a letter
from Vogel to Ronald Sanders dated 21 March 1978; Ronald Sanders Papers, Man-
uscripts and Archives Division, New York Public Library.

Another possible catalyst for Weill’s and Boritsch’s meeting could have been the
music critic, art historian, and dance expert Oscar Bie, a friend of both Busoni and
Weill, who took a special interest in Berlin’s Russian theaters, as can be seen from his
many reviews of such programs. A guestbook of the city’s most prominent and influ-
ential Russian cabaret, Der blaue Vogel, lists Bie among the “friends of the cabaret”;
see Michaela Bohmig, Das russische Theater in Berlin, 1919—1931, Arbeiten und Texte
zur Slavistik, vol. 49 (Munich: Sagner, 1990), 127-28.

Levitz, Teaching New Classicality, 246.

“Die Pantomime beginnt nun nach den Freuden der Komposition in das sorgenreiche
u. aufregende Stadium der Proben zu treten, u. ich fiirchte, ich werde in den nichsten
Wochen mehr Arger damit haben, als die ganze Sache wert ist. Aber auch das soll
Schule sein. [...] Natiirlich ist es mit der Arbeit bei all dem schlecht bestellt, zumal
ich mit der Partitur der Pantomime noch reichlich 3—4 Wochen zu tun habe.” Kurt
Weill, Briefe an die Familie (1914—1950), ed. Lys Symonette and Elmar Juchem
(Stuttgart and Weimar: J.B. Metzler, 2000), 280-81.

The wording anticipates a tentative title that Weill considered for Die Dreigroschen-
oper: an carly holograph title page for this piece reads “Musik / zu / “The Beggar’s
Opera’ / (Des Bettlers Oper) / op. 25.”

Around the time when the Zaubernacht parts were created, the same team of copyists
excerpted the parts for the last movement of Weill's Divertimento, op. 5, titling it
“Schluf8satz aus dem Divertimento op. 5 v. Kurt Weill.” Thus it is likely that Weill’s
lost title page for Zaubernacht contained no opus number.

A letter from Busoni to Hérth, dated 20 August 1922, in which he recommends a
tenor named Nusselt for a vacancy at the Staatsoper, does not mention the Zauber-
nacht project; 55 Nachl 33/15, Musikabteilung, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin.

Berliner Volks-Zeitung, 21 November 1922 (morning edition). Karman(n), Hungarian
by birth, continued his career in the United States, where he performed with the New
World String Quartet, Maurice Ravel, and Aaron Copland.

Deutsches Biihnen-Jahrbuch 33 (1922), ed. Deutscher Biihnen-Verein and Genossen-
schaft Deutscher Biithnen-Angehériger, 296.

Cf. Chronik, ed. Schlogel et al., 124, 189. See also Bohmig, Das russische Theater in
Berlin, 120—45.

Facsimiles of both newspaper interviews in David Farneth with Elmar Juchem and
Dave Stein, Kurt Weill: A Life in Pictures and Documents (Woodstock, N.Y.: Overlook
Press, 2000), 225, 264.

See Speak Low (When You Speak Love): The Letters of Kurt Weill and Lotte Lenya, ed.
and trans. Lys Symonette and Kim H. Kowalke (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1996), 21-22. In his interview given to the New York Post in 1943
Weill simply stated that Lenya “did not get the part.”

“Lieber Dr. Brav, bitte sehen Sie sich diese mit Zangen geborene Auffithrung meiner
Kinderpantomime an. Ich hoffe, wir sehen uns bald.” Photocopy in WLRC, Series 40;
original held by Kurt Weill Zentrum, Dessau.

Weill had the opportunity to meet Brav (1896-1951) at the Hochschule fiir Musik
in 1918/19 or during his studies at the Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit in the fall of
1920, where Brav received his Ph.D. in musicology in August 1921.

See Weill’s letter to Peter Bing, n.d. [7 or 8 March 1923]; WLRC, “Peter Bing Col-
lection,” Series 30, Box 8, Folder 3.
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Levitz, Teaching New Classicality, 323. However, Maurice Abravanel remembered that
Busoni attended the premiere, after which he praised Weill’s conducting but not the
work. This account appears to be unreliable as Weill did not conduct. “Maurice Abra-
vanel: An Oral History Interview with Alan Rich,” Fall 1981; WLRC, Series 60.

Levitz, Teaching New Classicality, 324.

B.Z. am Mitrag, 21 November 1922, reviewed both performances. A review of Bu-
soni’s premiere in the Deutsche Tageszeitung (23 November 1922; evening edition) by
the paper’s chief music critic, Prof. Dr. Hermann Springer, who happened to be a
friend of Busoni’s, mentioned Weill in passing, identifying him as a student of Busoni,
and added a paragraph about Weill’s having written “a score to a pantomime that
should be mentioned here as an artistically valuable attempt. It [the music] shows
intellectual agility and an inventive mind for colorful fairy tale grotesquerie”; (“[...]
die Musik zu einer Pantomime geschrieben, die hier als kiinstlerisch wertvoller Versuch
angemerkt werden soll. Sie zeigt geistige Beweglichkeit und erfinderischen Sinn fiir
bunte Mirchengroteske.”).

“Es ist ein weihnachtliches Gastspiel des Dr. W. Boritsch mit seinem Kindertheater,
das er ,Mirchentruhe’ nennt. Zuerst kam aus dieser Truhe ein befrackter junger Herr,
der eine Absage ansagte: Die Schatten, die fiir das Schattenspiel ,Die goldene Gans’
verpflichtet wurden, seien erkiltet — das bose Novemberwetter — technische Schwierig-
keiten . . .

Als Schattenersatz erschien Frl. Friedel Hinze [sic], die recht brav Andersens Mir-
chen ,Die Prinzessin und der Schweinehirt® erzihlte. Und dann gab es eine Panto-
mime: ,Zaubernacht’, die in ihrer Idee des nichtlich belebten Spielzeugs ebenfalls auf
Andersen zuriickgeht und von W. Boritsch verfafit, von Kurt Weill in Musik gesetzt
worden ist.

Vielleicht ein neuer Weg fiir das Kindertheater. Die meisten Stiicke, die den
Kleinen geboten werden, sind entweder ihrem Verstindnis nicht restlos angepafit oder
von geringem Geschmack und fragwiirdigem erzieherischen Wert. Darum ist es ein
beachtlicher Gedanke, die frei schaffende kindliche Phantasie zur Pantomime zu
fithren, der sie beliebig Worte unterlegen mag, und die ihr vermutlich mehr schenken
wird, als hochtrabende Auchpoesie oder burleske Clownsspifle und Priigeleien
vermaogen.

,Zaubernacht' mag als Beispiel gelten und — nach der begeisterten Aufnahme,
durch die Dreikiisehochs — als gegliickter Versuch. Allerdings hatte man auch dem
hiibschen Werkchen eine Ausstattung (nach Entwiirfen Rafael Lartos) voll Humor
und kiinstlerischem Reiz gegeben. Franz-Ludwig Hérths Spielleitung wufte sich auf
den heiteren Grundton einzustellen, und die Mitwirkenden, meist Kinder, machten
ithre Sache entziickend. [...]

Weills Musik ist interessant in ihrem thematischen Aufbau, in ihrer frischen
Farbigkeit, in ihrer Belebtheit und mit ihrer illustrierenden Kraft, die jeder wechseln-
den Stimmung gerecht wird und sie férdert und vertieft. Das Arrangement fiir kleines
Orchester ist sauber und wohlabgewogen in den Wirkungen. Der jugendliche
Kapellmeister George Weller brachte die Komposition zur rechten Geltung.”

“Keine neue Idee, aber in neuer geschmackvoller Inszenierung. Das Biihnenbild [...]
ist reizend und kiinstlerisch fiir das Auge der Groflen, auch die Kleinen werden ihre
Freude daran gehabt haben. Die untermalenden Orchesterklinge von Kurt Weill mit
ihren unmelodischen Dominanten und Paraphrasen sind aber sicherlich als zu gesucht
von den kleinen Ohren verweigert worden. Bei den Ideen von der kiinstlerischen
Erzichung des Kindes mufl man auch die Kirche im Dorf lassen.” Germania, 19
November 1922.

“In verschwimmenden Farben und Formen (entworfen von Rafael Larto) zieht diese
Zaubernacht voriiber — wie sie sich im Kopfe eines modernen Kindes sicherlich mal.
Feingetont ist die begleitende Musik von Kurt Weill im Wechsel von freudigen und
schreckhaften Erregungen eines leichten Traumes. Ausgezeichnet die Regie von Franz
Ludwig Hoérth. Aber das Zauberhafte, das hier zu sehen ist, bleibt nur ein sehr
farbenprichtiges Schauen. Es fehlt eine Gabe fiir Herz und Gemiit, ein Inhalt, der des
Kindes Geist beschiftigen und seinem Wollen einen Antrieb geben kénnte.” Deutsche
Allgemeine Zeitung, 22 November 1922 (signed “—uss.”; probably Georg Buss).

“Eine Pantomime, von einer Musik von Kurt Weill illustriert, die kein Kind erfassen
kann, wird die Jugend nur als kurzes Zwischenspiel reizen kénnen; mehr als ein
Erwachsener braucht das Kind das verdeutlichende Wort, das hier anscheinend mit
Riicksicht auf die Giste aus Moskowien gestrichen wurde. [...] es geniigt nicht, ein
paar Mébelstiicke lebendig werden zu lassen. Vor Kindern muf§ geredet, geredet
werden!” B.Z. am Mittag, 21 November 1922.

“Die Musik Kurt Weills kénnte Anlaff zu Bedenken geben, sie ist ein bifichen gar
modern und problematisch geraten. Indessen: was wissen wir von den Ohren unserer
Kinder, die es bekanntlich gar nicht lieben, als Kinder behandelt zu werden. Wir
Groflen haben uns jedenfalls bei ihr nicht gelangweilt und miissen dankbar anerken-
nen, dafl sich ein feinfiihliger und erfinderischer Musiker mit so viel Liebe der Jugend
widmete.” Vossische Zeitung, 20 November 1922 (signed “ps.”).

“klare, auch recht humorvolle Weillsche Musik,” Berliner Lokal-Anzeiger, 21 Novem-
ber 1922 (evening edition; signed “.”); “sehr gefillige, klar illustrierende Musik,”
Berliner Birsen-Zeitung, 21 November 1922 (morning edition; signed “E.N.”).

“Nachmittagsvorstellung im Theater am Kurfiirstendamm! Jauchzende Kinder voller
Erwartung. Man hért um sich herum viel im Charlottenburger Idiom — russisch —
sprechen. Dr. W. Boritsch, der die Leitung dieses Kindertheaters inne hat, war klug
genug, sich zumeist der Pantomime zu bedienen. Die stcumme Sprache dieser Kunst-
gattung verstehen auch diese neuen Charlottenburger Kinder, die noch nicht oder
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doch nur unvollkommen ins Deutsche vorgedrungen sind. Freilich ein wenig Pech
hatten doch diese Kinder. Die Vorstellung sollte aus einem Schattenspiel ,Die goldene
Gans' nach Grimms Mirchen beginnen. Wie aber leider angekiindigt werden mufite,
waren die Schatten ,heiser’ geworden und konnten nicht spielen. Dafiir erzihlte die
treffliche Rezitatrice Friedel Hintze Andersens Mirchen von der Prinzessin und dem
Schweinehirt. Aber die beste Vortragende kann nicht erwartungsvolle Kinder mit der
interessantesten Geschichte fesseln, zumal wenn sie sie nicht verstehen. Man horte
zwar zu, aber es fehlte der lebendige Konnex mit der Biihne, der sich dann erst spiter
durch lautes Hineinlachen in die Szene, Ausrufe des Erstaunens und anderer Auflerun-
gen kindlicher Unbeherrschtheit lebhaft erregter Kleinen zeigte, als die Pantomime zu
,Worte‘ kam: Zaubernacht von W. Boritsch, Musik von Kurt Weill.

Ein hiibsches, geschickt gemachtes Weihnachtsstiick. Freilich ist die Handlung
nicht gar sonderlich neu und originell, aber fiir Kinder, die ja iiber eine langjihrige
Theatererfahrung nicht verfiigen, die alle die Puppenballetts auf der Biihne der
Erwachsenen von ,Coppelia‘ und ,Puppenfee’ angefangen, nicht gesehen haben, ist die
Handlung eben neu genug, und sie ist durch die Regie des Herrn Franz Ludwig Hérth
von der Staatsoper so hiibsch und originell herausgesucht, daf} auch die Erwachsenen
Gefallen daran finden kénnen. Dem schlafenden Geschwisterpaar, — den schlanken
Knaben gibt die entziickend hiibsche Olga Valeri, das anmutige Midchen die reizende
Larissa Alexeeva, — erscheint in der Zaubernacht im Traume die Spielzeugfee, — diese
einzige Gesangsrolle gab FElfriede Marherr-Wagner von der Staatsoper, — und fiihrt
ihnen alle die Spielzeugherrlichkeiten vor: den Ball, den Hampelmann, das Pferd, den
Kochherd, die Puppe, den Bir, den chinesischen Arzt, das kugelrunde Stehauf-
méinnchen. Und schliefflich kam ein dicker Band von Grimms Mirchen ,Hinsel und
Gretel' auf die Szene, und den Blittern des Buches entstieg das zarte Kinderpaar und
die bése Hexe, und alle diese, — dargestellt von Zdglingen der Ballettschule Mary
Zimmermann, — fithrten gar schéne und drollige T4nze auf, und es sah urkomisch aus,
wenn der Kochherd mit der Puppe tanzte, oder der Ball um den schwerfilligen Biren
hiipfte. Dieses reizende Drum und Dran war voller netter Einfille, an denen ebenso
die Regie wie die choreographische Leiterin Mary Zimmermann, sowie Rafael Larto,
von dem die Entwiirfe herriihren, schépferisch beteiligt waren. [...] Eine Vorstellung,
die die Kinder mit lebhaftem Beifall annahmen.” “E.N.,” Berliner Birsen-Zeitung, 21
November 1922 (morning edition).

For information about the performance of Die Puppenfee in St. Petersburg see Alfred
Oberzaucher, article “Die Puppenfee,” Pipers Enzyklopiidie des Musiktheaters, ed. Carl
Dahlhaus et al., vol. 2 (Munich and Zurich: Piper, 1987), 727; the Dessau production
is listed in Hartmut Runge, Dessauer Theaterbilder: Zur 200-jihrigen Geschichte des
Theaters in Dessau (Dessau: Anhaltische Verlagsgesellschaft, 1994), 138.

“Unes YCTPOMCTBA TeaTpa CIEliaAbHO AASI ABTe—He HOBasi; Bb caMmoMb Abab, MoxxeTh
OBITD AydiIe OGHOBUTD MAM COBCEMD «BBIBECTH Bb PACXOAD>» TOT CAYYAHHBIH, CITBIIHO
IPUTHAHHBIA PEIEpPTyaph, KOTOPLI PETyAsSPHO MOSBASIACSA Y HAach Ha GOABLINXD
cienaxs Kaxayio ITacxy n Poxxaecrso? Takoi XYAOXKECTBEHHO OIPAHU30BAHHBII ABTCKIl
TEATPD AOAKEHD 6BIAD, TOMHUTCS, BO3HUKHYTh Bb He'rcp6ypr"]s Bb 1918 roay; Bb
pepepryaph ero yxe 6biau mbecst Kyssmuna, Tymuaesa, 6anskaiiuee yyacrie Bb ero
paboraxs mnpunumasn baoks, Pemusorb, MeilepxoAbAb—HO, IO HBKOTOPHIMB
NPUYHHAMD, OTKPHITh €I TAKb U HE YAAAOCh U ABAO, KQXKETCs, OTPAHUYHMAOCH Bb KOHIIh
KOHIIOBb AMIIb MHCLCHHPOBKaMH psipa 6acerbs KppiaoBa—Bb BuAB racTpoacit mo
OTABABHBIM®D CL[CHAM®D . . .

Ceitvace «Abrckiit Tearps>» cymectsyer Bb MockBb—HO Bb KakoMb BUAB—CyAUTD
10 AOACTAIOIIUMb AO HACh OTPBIBOYHBIMD CBbAbHIsIMB TPyAHO; BB 3amaaHoi sxe Esporr
HA€Es BOSHUKHOBEHIS €r0 HE TOABKO HUKOTAQ HE OCYIIIECTBASAACh, HO AQXKE U HE BO3HU-
KaAa U nobITKa criekrakaeii B. Bopuaa b Theater am Kurfiirstendamm-—nepsas.

ITonsiTka xopomas u rpbxb 66140 Obl €€ He IPUBBTCTBOBATD; 10 BOIAOLICHIE €51
HEAB3S IIPU3HATh OKOHYATEABHO YAAUHBIMB. HeAb3st He OroBOpUTHCSA: TOH MaACHBKOMH
AYAUTOPieH, KOTOPOH CIIEKTAKAD OBIAD OK32Hb, OBIAD OH IPHHATH Cb PHAKMMB BOC-
XMIIeHieMb, BOCTOPraMb He 6b1A0 KOHLA. UTo 1 roBoputh— «Iy6anKa» GaaropapHast
Ha pBAKOCTB, HO II03TOMY TO XOThAOCH TOpasA0 60ABILEH BHUMATEABHOCTH H Kb BHIOODY
IbEChl, U Kb CTOAb HEOOXOAUMON Ha 3TOM YTPh IPUCKa3KH: IO TEXHUYIECKHMD
3aTPYAHEHIAMb AUPEKIIiS IPOCUTD>» U.T.A.

MEICAB TOAOXHTD Bb OCHOBY CIIEKTAKAS TAHTOMUMY—YAQ4HA s TOABKO TOTAQ, KOTAA
Heo6X0AUMOE ABTAMD CAOBO MOXKETD 3aMBHATHCA HACHIIEHHOCTBIO ABHCTBiI—aTOrO
TO U He 6bIAO Bb «creluHIecKn ABTCKOMB>» COACPXKaHIM MaHTOMUMBI «Boame6Has
HOYb>» Cb OOBIMHBIMB OXXHBACHIEMDb HIPYLICKD, 3achIIaHieMb W MPOOYKACHICMb:
CYIECTBOBAAD CIOKETD, 3 OBIAD AUILD PSIAD JMU30AOBD TAHLIEBAABHO-AMBEPTHCMECHTHATO
XapaKTepa i HEMYAPEHO, YTO MOH cochab Bce BpeMs MOAyMbBaAb: — KaKb MOTYTH ABTH
MOAYATD TakK AOATO?! 5] 6Bl He cMoOT . . . U, ABACTBUTEABHO, « MOAYAAM > OYEHb AOATO—
4ach C YCTBEPTHIO; COKPATHTh MAHTOMHUMY OBl CABAOBaAO, XOTs €€ U CIIACAIOTH PSAb
3abaBHbimMXD TPIOKOBb.

Ovuenb nHTepecHas Mysbika Kypra Beiiast oast Abreit xopoma, TOABKO ThM®, 4TO OHA
HE 3arPOMOXKAAETD CLICHUYECKAro ABICTBIS, a CAY>)KUTD TOABKO $OHOMD, HO OTHIOAD HE
Croco6CcTByeTh BO30YXKACHIO PaHTa3iN 1, AUICHHAS IIPOCTON MCAOAUKH, OYCHD TPYAHA
AASL ABTCKAro BoCHpisTis.

HcnoaHeHie Ha TOAOBHHY OCHOBAaHO HA TAHIIAXb, OYCHb YaCTO HA TEXHHYECKHX'D
YHPaKHEHIAXD, AAS MAABIIIEH TAKKE MAAO HHTEPECHBIXD; AASL «B3POCAATO> JKE TAA3a—
mkoAa Mapu LlumMepMans mpiaTHA U y4eHUKH es 3aMbTHO BRIAbASAIOTS cpeAu mu-
TOMLICBb OOBIYHDBIX'b HEMELIKHXb «XOPeOrpaduuecKUxb CTyAli». M3b «MUMHUYECKHX B>
Y4YACTHUKOBD 3aIIOMHHUANMCh Basepu ¢b ocTpoyMHO HaMbueHHBIMDB PHUCYHKOMB
«MaspuKa» 1 AsekcheBa— «ABBOYKa» Cb BRIPASUTECABHBIMU AMLJOMD U ABIDKCHIsIMIH;
HO OTb NEPBOH XOTBAOCH 61 HOABLIICH TIATCABHOCTH, 3 OTh BTOPOH—IIPOCTOTHI: BEAD
BCE e POAb ess—He ingénue coquette! . ..

3a6aBHbl KOCTIOMBI AApTO, 2 OTH ACKOPALIM XOTEAOCh OB MMECHHO AASI ITOTO
ABTCKAro CIIeKTaKAs TOMEHBLIC MAHEPHOCTH M O60ABIIE AOTHIHOCTH. [....] BB 06mems,
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OTD CIIEKTAKAS OCTAAOCH BIIedaTabHie, 4TO MOKAa3aHD OHD €lje Bb HECKOABKO CBIPOMD
BUAb; oTAbAKA cMsaruuTs MHOTOE. Ho, KOHEuHO, elrfe 6oAbIIE AOAXKHA AATH nepembHa
mporpaMMel—BBAb YIaCTHHKH AAsT « ABTCKAaro Tearpa>» —XOpOIIAro, HACTOSAIIATO, Cb
XYAOKECTBEHHOM nporpamMmoii—yxe Ha auno.” Rul, 24 November 1922 (English
translation by Daniil Leiderman).

Rul, 16 December 1922; see also Dni, 16 December 1922.

“Ein hiesiger grosser Biihnenverlag hat soeben [...] die Kinderpantomime ,Zauber-
nacht’ [erworben], die im Herbst in New York aufgefiihrt wird (im hiesigen Theater
am Kurfiirstendamm 1923 uraufgefiihrt).” Letter from Weill, 16 February 1924; see
Kurt Weill, Briefwechsel mit der Universal Edition, ed. Nils Grosch (Stuttgart and
Weimar: J.B. Metzler, 2002), 2.

“wie ich eben von dem Unternehmer u. Autor des Buches, Herrn Dr. Wladimir
Boritsch erfahre [soll meine Kinderpantomime ,Zaubernacht‘] mit ziemlicher Gewiss-
heit in New York durch Fokin herauskommen [...]. Sowie ich iiber diese Auffithrung
Definitives erfahre, will ich eine neue Partitur des Werkes fiir Mozartsche Besetzung
herstellen (die Partitur der hiesigen Auffiithrung hatte nur 9 Instrumente). Haben Sie
an der Ubernahme des Stiickes schon jetzt Interesse u. wiirden Sie an dem Zustande-
kommen der New Yorker Auffithrung mitarbeiten? Das gesamte Material ausser
Partitur ist schon in Amerika.” Briefwechsel mit der Universal Edition, 5.

“Szenarium u. Klavierauszug von der Pantomime ,Zaubernacht’ sind in New York bei
dem Unternehmer Dr. W. Boritsch, c¢/o Shidlow, 130 William Street; in der nichsten
Zeit bekomme ich das genaue Szenarium in englischer Sprache, das ich Ihnen gleich
einsenden werde.” Briefwechsel mit der Universal Edition, 7.

David Drew quotes Busoni’s letter in Kurt Weill: A Handbook (Berkeley and Los An-
geles: University of California Press, 1987), 141. Franz Ludwig Hérth appears to have
recommended Zaubernacht as well; see “Children’s Theatre to Open Next Fall,” New
York Times, 18 March 1926.

Galkauskas’s settings and the parts are in the Wladimir Boritch Collection, Irving S.
Gilmore Music Library, Yale University.

New York Sun, 18 December 1925; New York Times, 25 May 1924, 25 and 27 Decem-
ber 1925.

“The Child Mind at the Play,” New York Times, 25 December 1925.
New York Times, 18 March 1926 and 17 October 1926.

“Die starke dramatische Innenspannung dieser absoluten Musik konnte sich nur im
Theater entladen, fiir das Weill bereits 1922 ein Stiick geschrieben hatte: Musik zu
einer Pantomime, die ,Zaubernacht’, ausserordentlich leicht fliessend, lebendig, delikat
in der Klangbehandlung des kleinen Orchesters. [...] Dieses gewiss nicht schwer
wiegende, abseits vom Dramatischen liegende Werk ist als Entwicklungswert von
héchster Bedeutung. Denn hier dokumentiert sich zum ersten Mal die verinderte
Einstellung zum Theater. Fiir den Schiiler Busonis konnte die Verbindung von Szene
und Musik nur auf der Basis des Spiels geschehen. Die eigene Entwicklung war
Befreiung von den koloristischen und gedanklichen Elementen, die absolutes
Musizieren in der Spiatromantik schliesslich unméglich machten. War Befreiung von
jenen musikdramatischen Bindungen, die allmihlich jede Eigengewachsenheit der
Musik im Theater zerstdrt und sie in véllige Horigkeit der nach rein literarischen
Prinzipien angelegten Texte gebracht hatten.” Heinrich Strobel, “Die Lebenden: Kurt
Weill,” Melos 6, no. 10 (October 1927), 431; reprinted in Uber Kurt Weill, ed. David
Drew (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1975), 32-33.

“An der geballten Konzentriertheit russischer Theaterkunst lernte ich zweierlei: daf§ die
Biihne ihre eigene musikalische Form hat, deren GesetzmifSigkeit organisch aus dem
Ablauf der Handlung erwichst, und dafy Bedeutsames szenisch nur mit den ein-
fachsten, unauffilligsten Mitteln gesagt werden kann.” Weill, “Bekenntnis zur Oper,”
in Blitter der Staatsoper [Dresden], season 1925/26, no. 13 (1 April 1926), 98-99;
reprinted in Kurt Weill, Musik und musikalisches Theater: Gesammelte Schriften. Mit
einer Auswahl von Gesprichen und Interviews, ed. Stephen Hinton and Jiirgen
Schebera, exp. and rev. edition (Mainz: Schott, 2000), 46.

The Talk of the Town, New Yorker, 10 June 1944, 16; “Protagonist of Music in the
Theatre,” American Hebrew, 8 January 1937, 757. In 1930 Weill already stated in an
interview about his opera for students, Der Jasager: “The first work where one can rec-
ognize the simple style was probably the ballet Zaubernacht.” (Das erste Werk, aus
dem der einfache Stil zu erkennen ist, war wohl das Ballett Zaubernacht.); “Aktuelles
Zwiegesprich iiber die Schuloper zwischen Kurt Weill und Dr. Hans Fischer,” Die
Musikpflege 1, no. 1 (April 1930), 51; reprinted in Weill, Musik und musikalisches
Theater, 450.

Coincidentally, a commercial run of Liliom had opend at the Theater am Kurfiirsten-
damm just days before the premiere of Zaubernacht. It featured Max Pallenberg in
the title role, who happened to be a good friend of Alfred Polgar. Polgar, in turn, had
adapted Molndr’s initially unsuccessful play for the German stage. Although Polgar
worked in Vienna at the time, he may have attended the premiere of this Liliom
production and thus could have been the author of a short, favorable review of
Zaubernacht that appeared in the Berliner Tageblatt on 21 November 1922, signed
“A.D”

When Boritsch arrived in the United States, he was married to the twenty-one-year-
old artist Helene Scheersohn Boritsch, a native of Vilnius but a Polish citizen, who ap-
pears to have collaborated with Michio Ito on the choreography of The Magic Night
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54.

(the program cocredits a “Nellie Boritch”). Drew recounts his visit to Marie Boritch

in his Handbook, 140.

Under “Recent Acquisitions” the journal listed “Weill, Kurt. The original music man-
uscripts and orchestra parts of ‘Die Zauber Nacht’ [sic]. Given by Mrs. Marie Boritch
in memory of William [sic] Boritch.” Yale University Library Gazette 34, no. 1 (July
1959), 53.

For details of this sequence of events see Suzanne Eggleston Lovejoy, “From the Depths
of the Library . . .,” Kurt Weill Newsletter 24, no. 2 (Fall 2006), 6.

Capriccio 67011. An in-depth review of the recording by Edward Harsh appeared in
Kurt Weill Newsletter 20, no. 2 (Fall 2002), 22.

See Eggleston Lovejoy, “From the Depths of the Library,” 6.

“die ungeheure Tragik dieser krampthaften Zeit”; “Dieser kaum 23-jihrige [...] hat
schon eine lebenspriihende, rhythmisch vibrierende Pantomimen-Musik héren las-
sen.” B.Z. am Mirtag, 20 March 1923.

Drew, Handbook, 141.

See Beaumonts liner notes for his recording of Quodlibet, op. 9 (combined with Weill’s
two symphonies) on Chandos CHSA 5046 (released 2006), 11.
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Verified publications by Boritsch include Lyubovnyi krug (Love circle) (s.1.: Orion,
1920) and Chudesnye tsarstva: skazka v 3-kb chastyakh (Miraculous kingdoms: a tale
in 3 parts) (s.l.: Orion, 1921). A bibliography by L. M. Turchinskiy (“Russkie poety
XX. veka, 1900-1955: novye materialy k bibliografii A.K. Tarasenkova,” De Visu 2,
no. 8 [1993], 69) credits Boritsch as the author of a third book, Irochka v detskoy:
stikehi (Irochka in the nursery: poems) (Moscow: I. Knebel, n.d.), though the book it-
self lists only the illustrator, D. Shokhin.

The music manuscript of Galkauskas’s setting gives the Russian title “Volshebnaya
Noch” (Magic night), the subtitle “pantomima,” and the credits “Words: V. Borich |
Music: K. Galkovskash”; Wladimir Boritch Collection, Irving S. Gilmore Music Li-
brary, Yale University.

For the Russian lyric, see Critical Report, p. 55.

Oddly, the page was a single leaf loosely inserted into the last gathering of Vh. See
“Source Descriptions” in the Critical Report.

In March 1922 a Russian cabaret named Vanka-Vstanka had opened in Berlin, playing
in a venue at the corner of Kurfiirstendamm and Uhlandstraf3e, just steps away from
the Theater am Kurfiirstendamm. The opening night cast included Larissa Alexeyeva,
and a few months later Rafael Larto joined the creative team as set designer; cf. Bsh-
mig, Das russische Theater in Berlin, 130-35.



