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INTRODUCTION

In 1874, shori.ly after a posthumous exhibition of the
artwork of his close friend Viktor Hartmann, Modest Mussorg-
sky composed a suite of piano pieces depicting his impressions

of several of the items therein. This suite, Pictures at an

Exhibition, was destined to be his most substantial piano work
as well as his most popular in any medium.l

Its appeal is easy to understand. It is unigue in pro-
grammatic conception, boldly original in musical materials, and
brilliantly suggestive of mood and color. Structural considera-
tions weigh heavily against true greatness, but it is consis-
tently interesting and powerfully evocative.

The work's chief weakness, in fact, seems to be the limi-
tations of the piano in projecting the all-important coloristic
elements. This and a certain ineffectiveness in the Keyboard
writing strongly suggest that thne late Romantic orchestra may
De a more convincing medium. Evidence, however, does not tell
of any plan on the composer's part to orchestrate the piece,
and Rimsky-Korsakov, his musical executor, seems likewise not

to have been taken with the idea.

1 . : . .
The orchestral piece we kneow as Night on Bald Mountain
is largely the work of Rimsky~Korsakov.

2

m

The first orchestration was made ten years after Mussorg-
sky's death by a student of Rimsky-Xorsakov, and it was followed
over the years by no fewer than nine others. One of these,
Maurice Ravel's, has attained pre-eminent acceptance: it has
become a repertory item of orchestras and conductors evervwnere,
all but totally eclipsing the others.

This project is being written to bring the others to light,
to examine their differences in phrasing, sound, and fidelity to
the original, and to consider practical matters of instrumental
requirements and availability of performance materials. It is
hoped that the ensuing discussion will at very least stimulate
interest in the alternate versions and ideally r=sult in greater
exposure for them.

The compass of this analysis is limited to versions for
symphony orchestra. It should be noted that Mussorqéky's work
also exists in arrangements for concert band (Erik Leidzen and
William Schaefer), brass ensemble (Elgar Howarth), rock group
(Emerson, Lake, and Palmer), and electronic and processed sounds

(Isao Tomita) .




THE YERSIONS AND THEIR AVAILABILITY

Of the ten orchestrations known o me I nave been able tp

ascercain the availability of score and oerformance materials

= « 3 1
for only seven. For oractical reasons, then, the bulk of this

project will concern just these seven, aster

i

[

sked below. The

following is a list of all ten versions, in chronological order,

with information and comments as appropriate regarding availa-

oility.

*1.

*3s

Kartinki (Pictures). Suite. Instrumentation bv M
Tushmalov, 1891. ©public domain. Originallv oub-

lished by W. Bessel, St. Petersburg, 1900. Avail-
able for purchase from 3roude Brothers, E. F. Kalmus,

or Luck's. On rental from Kalmus or Luck's.

Tableaux d'une Exposition (Picturss from an
tion. Orchestrated by Sir Henrv J. %Wood,

copyright. Manuscript. Full score and par*
housed in the library of the Roval Academy o
My attempts rto obtain a copy of the scors
St unsuccessiul due to the arrancer's hav
ited covies or performances since the 193
the death of Wood's widow in 1977, however, the
Royal Academy has allcwed verformance in EZngland and,
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according to a representative, would likelv (but not
Certainly) orovide materials for performance else-
where. The library has kindly provided me with a
microfilm of Wood's score.

Bilder einer Ausstelluna. Instrumentation bv Leo
Funtex, 1922. No cooyright. Manuscript, Material
available on loan from the lidbrary of the Helsinki
Philharmonic Orcheccra through the Finnish Music
Information Centre.

*d4 .,

*7.

*9 e
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Tableaux d'une EZxposition. Orchestrated by Maurice

Ravel, 1922, ASCAP. Material published by Edition
Russe de Musigue, Boosey & Hawkes, London, 1929.
Orchestral parts and large score on rental from
Boosey & Hawkes; study score available for purchase

from same (Hawkes Pocket Scores %32) or E. Eulenburg
(#1303) .

Tableaux d'une Exvosition. Orchestrated by Leonidas
(Leon) Leconardi, 1925. ASCAP. DPublished by W. Bes-
sel, Paris. My requests to examine the score have
gona unanswerad. The 2nd Edition ASCAP Catalog is
in error: it lists the materials as available from
G. Schirmer, who denies any knowledge of the version
or its creator. ASCAP 3rd Edition omits it.

Pictures from an Exhibition. Orchestrated bv Lucien
Cailliet, 1937. ASCAP. Manuscript. Full score and
parts are the property of the Philadelphia Orchestra
Association and are housed in their librarv. accord-
ing to the.librarian, Jesse C. Taynton, the materials,
in pencil manuscript, are in bad condition, and he was
therefore unwilling to let them out. A second appeal
to Mr. Taynton and a third to Eugene Ormandy have not
altered matters to date. The 2nd Edition ASCAP
Catalog is again in error here; the arranger does not
have the material, and he has no control over it.

His comments are given elsewher= herein. ASCAP 3rd
Edition omits it.

Pictures at an Exhibition. Symphonic Transcription

oy .Leopold Stokowski, 1938. < ASCAP. Full scors pub-
lished by Henmar Press, Inc., New York, 1971, available
for purchase from C. F. Peters Corp. (Edition Peters
6528) . Materials on rental from same.

Pictur=s From [?] an Exhibition. Orchestrated by
Fablen Sevitzky (date unknown). ASCAP. Manuscript.
Present location of the materials seems to be a well-
kept secret. Several letters to the arranger's estate
via ASCAP have gone unanswered, as has a letter to the
librarian of the Indianapolis Symphony, of which
Sevitzky was music director 1937-1955.

Pictures From an Exhibition. Orchestrated by Walter

Goehr (date unknown). ASCAP. Published by Hawkes &
Son, London, 1942; all materials available on rental
from Boosey & Hawkes.
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*10. Pictures at an Exhibition, "Promenade and the Gnome" INSTRUMENTATIONS
arrangec oy Anthonv Carter; "The 0Old Castle" arranged
by Carter; "Bydlo and Two Promenades” arranged by
Denis Bloodworth; "The Great Gate of Kiev" arranged

oy David Stone (dates unknown). Published by Oxford 1. Tushmalov 3% 3% 3* 2; 4 2 3 1; Perc. (S) Hp Pno Sts
University Press, London, 1963 (Great Gate), 1967 % o
(Promenade-Gnome and Old Castle), 1972 (Bydlo) as <. Wood 3* 3% 3* 3*; 4 4 3 Zuph 1; Perc (4) 2-Hp Org Str
part of "Music for Amateur Orchestras" series. Full n
scores and parts available for purchase from Oxford 3. Funtek 4% 3% 4% 3%*; 6 4 4 1; Perc (4) 2-Hp Pno Cel Str
University Press. This set will hereafter be referrad .
to as C-B=-S. 4, Ravel 3% 3* 3* 3* Sax; 4 3 3 1; Perc (5) 2-Hp Cel Str
5. Leonardi 3* 3% 4* 4* 3-Sax; 8 4 3 1; Perc (6) 2-Hp Pno (4h)
Cel Str
Summary of Availability . . .
6. Cailliet (unavailable)
Readily available for purchase: Tushmalov, C-B-3 7. = Stokowski _ 4* 4% 4% 4*; 5-8 3-4 3-4 1; Perc (5) 1-2-Hp
Readily available for rental: Tushmalov, Ravel, Stokowski, Goehr Org (opt.) Str
Marginally available on loan from Zuropean sources: Wood, Funtek 8 . -
Possibly available on loan from American source: Cailliet - Sevitzky (unavailable)
Source at present unknown: Leonardi, Sevitzky
9. Goehr 2% 2% 2% 2; 4 2 3 0; DPerc (4) dp Pno Org Str
ar L* 1I» 2% 1:.22 1 0; Perc (2) Hp Pno Str
10. C-B-S 2 222; 23 21; Perc (3) Pno Str

Transcriptions of.a few individual movements have been made - & ; :
This is the Bloodworth orchestration fo "Bydlo

C
and Two Promenades". The other movements, oV
ller

oy Granville Bantock and Quinto Maganini; these will not be consi- ‘
other arrangers, can be played by sma an-

s s i o " ” e % 1 1 ~71 3 - Y T
d nere. Arthur Cohn's passing mention of an orchestration bv sembles, including strings only.

der

D

e piano ori- An asterisk signifies that one or mors of the plavers soubles

oy

Alfredo Casella is mistaken; Casella merely edited t!

. 1 - , o
ginal. Also, the conductor Sandor Salgo claims to have seen an or-

on a related instrument or plays it axclusively.
chestration by Dmitri Shostakovich in an Eastern Suropean librarvy.
The existence of this version, enticing though the prospect may o2e,

has proven otherwise unsubstantiated.

lArthu: Cohn, "Mussor
Record Guide, March, 1966,

kv (hyohen) Stokowski," American

s!
D. 604-5.
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MOVEMENT TITLE

I. Promenade. Herein referrad to as Promenade I.
2 i Gnomus (The Gnome) .
IIT. (Moderato commodo e con delicatezza.) Herein referred

to as Promenade ITI.

Iv. Il Vecchio Castello (The Old Castle),
to as "0Qld Castle".

Herein referred

v. (Moderato nan tanto, pesante,) Herein refserred to as
Promenade III.

VI. Tuileries. Children's disputes after games.
VII. Bydlo. 2
VIII. (Tranquillo.) Herein referred to as Promenade 1V,
IX. Ballet of Chicks in their Shells. Herein referred to
as "Chicks".
X. Two Jews; one rich, the other poor. Stassov affixed Ehe

more familiar title "Samuel Goldenberg and Schmuvle",
Herein referred to as "Goldenberg".

XTI, Promenade. Herein refarrad to as Promenade V.
XII, Limoges. The Marketplace.
XIII. Catacombae. Sepulchrum Romanum. (Catacombs. Roman Tombs.)
Herein referred to as "“Catacombs".
XIv. Con (sic) mortuis in lingua mortua. (With the Deid in a

Dead Language.) Herein referred to as "Mortuis”,

Xv. The Hut on Fowl's Legs (Baba-Yaga). Herein referred to
as "Baba-Yaga",

XVI. The Great Gate of XKiev. derein referred to as "Great Gate".

1 . Y . . s
Tuileries is a Parisian park.

2 ; . - .
The Polish word for "cattle", referring here to an
OX-cart with immense- wheels.

3"Schmuyle" is the Hebrew "Shmuel” (Samuel) in dialect.

4 " .
Mussorgsky evidently confused the Italian "con" for the
This movement functions, in effect, as Promenade VT.

Latin "cum".




II. THE VERSIONS: GENERAL COMMENTS

TUSHMALOV

As has been previously alluded, a great deal of mystery
surrounds the earliest orchestration. Very little is known about
Mikhail Tushmalov: the standard reference works omit his name
entirely, and one writer even doubts his existence, postulating
that Tushmalov was in reality Nikolai Tcherepninil In his brief
liner notes for the 1975 BASF recording, Walter Labhart lists
Tushmalov's dates as 1861-1896 and points out that he was active

in Warsaw and Tiflis as an opera conductor. Labhart refers to

Tushmalov as a "pupil" of Rimsky-Rorsakov, but he sheds no further

1

-

ght on the nature of their ralationship. We do know that the
version dates from 1891, and the first performance took place cn
November 30 of that year, conducted by Rimsky-Korsakov. It was
subsequently (1900) published, and by 1919 it found its way to

the United States. 1Its performance that year bv the Chicago Sym-
phony marked the first American performance of any orchestral ver-
sion. Needless to say, however, it was soon eclipsed by the Ravel
transcription.

The extent of Rimsky-Korsakov's collaboration in the version.

if any, has very likely been exaggerated. The album cover of the

lCo‘nn, loc. cik.

10
BASF recording boldly announces "the first crchestral version
by M. Tushmalov/N. Rimsky-Xorsakov", leaving a definite impres-
sion of co-authorship. The cover of the Kalmus reprint of the
Bessel score lists "Instrumentation bv M. TOUSCHEMALOFF", and
directly underneath, "With collaboration by N. RIMSKY-KORSAKOFF",
Both BASF and, to a lesser extent, Kalmus seem to be motivated
by considerations other than those substantiable in giving these
descriptions.

The Russian title page, reprinted ov Kalmus, acknowledges
Rimsky-Korsakov only as the editor of the published edition,
ascribing him no part in the actual orchestration. At the time
he made the version Tushmalov was 29 or 30 years old, not likely
still a "pupil" of the master. Rimsky-Korsakov's autobiography,

My Musical Life, makes mention of neither Dictures at an Exhibi-

Lion nor Tushmalov, thus giving considerable doubt to anyv appre-
ciable extent of nis collaboration.

This question notwithstanding, Rimsky-Korsakov evidently
did think enough of Tushmalov's work to conduct it himself in
St. Petersburg, then the musical capital of Russia. It might
also be surmised that ne used his considerable influence in hav-
ing the work published (four vears after Tushmalov's death!),
and it is certainly conceivable that Bessel, like BASF and Kal-
mus, was motivated by business considerations in including the
esteemed Rimsky-Korsakov's name.

It may be noteworthy that the title page lists the Russian
title "Kartinki" (Pictures--diminutive form) and the French title

“Tableaux musicals" (Musical pictures), both omitting reference




11
to an exhibition or to Viktor Hartmann.

Tushmalov's is the least virtuosic in nature of all the
versions save for C-B-S. There are fow brilliant touches or
striking effects, but it is never less than competent and, above
all, idiomatic. It does have the considerable advantage of
Deing relatively easy of execution (avoiding, £»r instance, Ra-
vel's trumpet problems in "Goldenterg" and some problematical
string passages in "Limoges”". Another very practical advantage
is that, being in the public domain, it is, along with C-38-5,

Qv

n

ar the least expensive of the readily obtainable versions.

The omitted movements are a distinct 1li

n

full

)
9
ot
s
s
cr
<
-
W

symphonic (half-concert length) work is needed. "Gnomus", "Tui-

—
m

ries", "Bydlo", and four promenades are omitted, reducing the
overall length from approximately 31 to 24 minutes. The begin-
ning promenade will raise some evebrows: it is not Mussorgskv's
Promenade I but rather Promenade ¥V, a later, similar opiece omit-
ted bv Ravel.

4

The cut movements aside, Tushmalov is commendably faithful

m

L0 -Mussorgsky's original, with the exception of the transposition
of "Old Castle" from the original g#-minor to g-minor. This
transposition probably has less to do with ease of execution=--
technical problems are almost non-existent--than with key rela-
tionships. Here, the 3 Promenade Vv is followed directly by the
closely related g-minor rather than by the verv distant gi-minor.
It should al "

O be noted that the middle section of Limoges"

0

has for some reason been extensively rewritten (see below, p. 40).

12

Tushmalov's orchestration bears a close relationship to
Tchaikovsky's; closer, in fact, than to that of the more conscious-
ly brilliant Rimsky-Xorsakov. This is most evident in its =en-
dency to separate the choirs, its doubling strings with winds
at the octave, and its sparing but effective use of low brass
(trumpets, however, are surprisingly neglected). "Chicks” cap~
tures the Tchaikovsky ballet spirit to a remarkable extent, and
one is consistently struck with a similar sense of unclutterad
clarity throughout. This Characteristic can be faulted only in
"Great Gate", which emerges rather tinsely and, as it were, under-
whelming in its want of sheer mass.

The critic R. D. Darrell notes a different aspect of
Tushmalov's orchestration: "...he captures as well, or possibly
even better than Ravel and Stokowski, some of the music's

darker, chthonian, and so-called primitive power . "2

In any case, the version is at very least a representative

1
2R

sample of late 19th Century Russian orchestration, and its

0

e

~

formance-worthiness goes considerably bevond mere historical

interest.

WOOD
Of the ten known orchestrations the only one to be specifi-

cally withdrawn by its maker is that of Sir Henry J. Wood (1869-

ZEdith Carter (ed.
MA: Wyeth Press, 1976)

» Records in Review (Great Barrington,
237

e
3

)
; Do




14
1944), the celebrated conductor of London's Promenade Concer
and numerous festivals. The circumstances surrounding this with-
drawal are somewhat in doubt. according to Irving Xolodin,
Wood made his version at the dehest of Rosa Newmarch, Znglangd’
foremost authority on Russian music and programme annotator for
Wood's Queen's Hall concerts. Some vears latasr he heard Ravel's
version and was, for whatever specific reason, impressed anough
to withdraw his own.
A somewhat different storv was provided indirectly by Lady
Wood during my first attempts to obtain the scora. The librarian

at

r

he Roval Academy of Music, to which Vood's personal librarvy
was donated, recguested that permission to copv be obtained from
Lady Wood. The latter refused, with the explanation, passed on
by the librarian, that Wood "produced the work at *rhe same time
as Ravel but without knowing that Ravel had done so. When Wood
discovered this, he asked *=hat 11s orchestration should be with-
drawn from circulation."
This second story can largely be discounted in favor of

Kolodin's. For one thing, Ravel did not even starc his work un-

ady Wood

5 3

il seven years after Wood finished his. For another

[

stretches her late husband's humility past belief, and the passage
of over 30 years since Wood's death cannot help but distort

accurate recollection of what was most likely a vassing conversa-

Irving Kolodin, "Zverybody's '"Pictures'," Stereo Review,
March, 1975, opp. 124-5,

tion. Still, Wood's self-effacing deference cannot he denied.
But could his version have been so inferior as -o warran-
this drastic step? H. C. Colles, in his Grove's Dictionary ar%=i-
cle on Wood, seems to think not. According to him, Wood's or-
Chestrations were never criticized on grounds of effectiveness
"for he knew the orchestra most intimately from the inside and
regarded no detail as too small or unimpor tant to study with a
specialist's at:téntion."4 Colles' conclusion would seem to be

collaborated by Newmarch, who, in her Concert-Goer's Librarv of

Descriptive Notes, discusses at some length the effactiveness

ul

£

Wood's Pictures orchestration. Significantly, however, no
mention whatscever is made of its withdrawal.

8ut the most cursorv glance at the long-reprassed score
provides a compelling reason for pangs of doubt on the part of
Wood. It has nothing to do with any severe want of imagination

or color in the orchestration whether comparad with Ravel or any-

one else. Wood's score, despite rsasonable fidelitv to Mussorg-
sky's original elsewhers, is marred by a wholesale cut of the

recapitulation of "Baba-Yaga", its replacement wizh a Dassage
for distant "mushroom bells", and the transposicion of "Great
Gate" to C-major.

Wood's reasons for these changes, of course, are unknown.

Possibly he felt that the melodic range of the music would be

.
.* ~ 1 - . . - ¥
H. C. Colles, "Wood," Grove's Dictionarv of Music and
Musicians, =d. Eric Blom, 5th eq.

5 :
Rosa Newmarch, The
Notes (London: Oxford Uni

"
199

Concert-Goer's Librarv of Descriptive
ersitc

v Yy Press, 1936).




orchestrally more comfor%able a third lower; vossibly he wished

orchestrate toccata-like fassages (the similarly wricten las=s

four measures of "Limoges” are also cut). ‘Whatsvar the case

| o ,
K& runtek

[N

out its felicities. Its errors, 1

N
[{)]
(8]
L}

cthe sid thickness, and the most guilty movements--"Gnomus",
"0ld Castle", and "Bvdlo"--can serve o point up Ravel's and even
Tushmalov's remarkable gconomy. 3But next to these movements
stands the most delicate "Tuileriss” of the lot and a number of

other orchestral flashes (x7lophone, harp, string no

n
%}
u
A
1]
o )
ct
O
n

mentioned above, include the elimination of all oromenades, the
all—but—indispensibility of a large organ for "Great Gate" (the
first a-flat minor chorale is scored for organ alone), and pos-
sible--not to say likely-—-orcblems in obtaining the materials

As a point of incidental interest, it is wo

"
or

T
-ia

r

h noting

"

Wood's version was deemed worthy of mention as "suggested lis-

"

tening" in Xent Xennan's The Technigue of Or:hestration.6 Uncder
6, . . A . .
Xent W. Kennan, The Technigue of Orchestration (Englewocd
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1952), p. 181,

17
the circumstances described above, Xennan was most likely only
aware of the version's existence from a performance or early
recording rather than familiar with the score's unoublished

status and subsequent withdrawal.

FUNTEK
In many respects the version by Leo Funtek (1885-1965)
may De regarded as something of a norm. &s oreviously alluded,
it is one of only two of the available orchestrations *o include
all of Mussorgsky's score, and, but for three measures in "Great

Gate" (replaced by four others), the only one to eschew cuts.

bt
~

With negligible exceptions, every note, sver: slur, every dy-
namic in the original has been retained by Funtek; not aven ob-
vious enharmonic changes have been made.

The advantages of such conscientiousness are self-evident,

dut, whether purposely or not, Funtek denied himself any temp-

¥

own into his

(0]

11

tation to inject a significant personalitv of

=

work. If anvthing, he went out of his way to avoid individuality:
one is struck by the near-total absence of unusual effects and,
more bothersomely, by a preponderance of unnecessary doubling.
Again and again, late Schumann comes to mind, with his charac-
teristic thickness and monochromatic sound. Also, Funtek indul-
ges in a number of ineffective choices for instrumental solos:

a8 good example is the main theme of "Bydlo", here given to a

solo bass clarinet. There are redeeming movements, to be sure:

"Chicks" is particularly generous in its use of harp and celes-

ta, and "Baba-Yaga" benefits greatly from the sheer size of
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Funtek's orchestra (save for Leonardi, the largest of any ver-
sion). But the overall impression is one of a rough-hewn, un-
sophisticated approach. |
Then again, Mussorgsky was a rough~-hewn, unsopnisticated
composer. Though Pictures, obviously, is sorely tempting for
the orchestral colorist, a nypothetical orchestration by its

composer would certainly bear far greater resemblance to Fun-

tek's or Tushmalov's realizations than to, say, Ravel's or Sto-

Kowski's. Thi

1]

unanswerable question of whether an orchestration should ideally

n

(a1

eérve the personality of the composer or the potentialities of

(r

he composition.

Leo Funtek mayv have inclined towards the former, and he

has gleaned more than one disciple. 1In a review of the Helsini

Philharmonic's 1968 tour performance in Riverside, CA, one Dr.

[

Jean-Pierre Barricelli declared that "while Ravel's sounds lik

what it is-—-an orchestration of a viano piece--Funtak's sounds

as if the piano piece had been reduced from his orchestral ar-

rangement. It is therefore a more acceptible version... In

» of course, brings up the haunting but ultimatel:

Nis program notes for the same tour, the eminent Finnish compo-

ser and musicologist Nils-Eric Ringbom asserts that

1}

untek's

version "according to manv is even closer to the original in

- . . .8 _— ™
splrit and temperament." Ringbom, as it turns out, was a sczu-

5
Jean-Pierre Barricelli, "Scund color marks concert,"

The Press (Riverside, CA), March 18, 1968, quoted in helsinaen
— bt —

Kaupunginorkesterin amerikan kiertue (Helsinki: Helsingen kau-
pungin hankintantoimisto, 19563), P. 70.

8... g .
Nils-Eric Ringbom, "Program Notes," The U«
3 g ’

al
monic Orchestra (New York: Dunetz and Lovett, 1963
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dent of Funtak when the latter was a professor at the Sibélius
Academy. The German-born Funtek, it should bte noted, was music
director and principal conductor of the Finnish National Opera
from 1925 to 1959.

Materials for Funtek's version may be difficult and time-
consuming to obtain. Ringbom was extremelv generous and coopera-
tive with my attempts to obtain the score and other information.
The Finnish Music Information Centre, however, had to be orodded
three times to fulfill Ringbom's regquest to send a copy of the
score. This may have been a simple misunderstanding; the Centre
seemed otherwise to take a keen interest in my inquiries and
would in all likelihood respond similarlv to a request for loan

of the materials

RAVEL

L
=2

It is highly unlikely that Maurice Ravel knew of Funtek

Wwork when he embarked on the Pictures project in 1922, although

it is conceivable that he was awars of or even heard Tushmalov's
and was understandably unimpressed with it. Ravel's knowledge

. . § . i 0D 3 A
Oof Russilan music is said to have been "encyclopedic"’, and, when
he expressed admiration for Mussorgsky's "Pictures”" to Xoussevit-
zky, the latter immediately asked of his interest in making an
orchestration. "With pleasure" was the reply. Victor Seroff
notes that Ravel accepted the task as a diversion from his ar-

duous and difficult work on L'enfant =2t les Sortileges -=-not

9Kolodin, loc. cit.

] -
‘Ovictor J. Seroff, Ravel (New York: Henry Holt & Co., 1953).
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at all unlike Musso gsky, who, by his own admission, composed
Pictures as a diversion from Khovanshchina and Fair at Soro-
S lreS

: 11 . .
chinsk. In any case, the success of the resulting transcrip-

tion was immediate and overwhelming.

Rolodin's Stereo Review art-~le makes a big case for some-—

thing resembling scholarly definitiveness in Ravel's version:

-..an appreciation of the conscientiousness as well as the
craft with which Ravel fulfilled nis task has all but va-
nished. He brought to it, in the first olace, the special
skills develoved in converting into orchestral form not only
piano works of his own, but those of Chacrier and Debussy.
Next, he determined to avoid the swollen post-Straussian
orchestra of the early Twenties and restrict himself...to the
ensemble utilized by Rimsky for Boris. He expended everv
effort to acguaint himself with Mussorgskv's own text, not
One that had passed through the hands of some other arranger
or editor. Finally he set for Nimself the most 4
challenge of all: to leave the music exactly in ¢
in which Mussorgsky had written1it (with negligibl
tions, he did so scrupulously) .~

2
if
he register
e

The erudite James Lyons, in his Boston Symphony program notes,
goes even further: "...Ravel is due oraise for his incredible

fidelity to the letter as well as the spirit of the Urtext. The

,
extent of his liberties was so minimal as to be disx:egarded."“3

With all due respect to Xolodin and Lyons (not to mention

[oN

Ravel), their cases are istinctly over

tated and could with

n

infinitely greater justification be apolied to Funtek. As bril-
liant and effective as Ravel's version is, it contains a great
deal of Gallic orchestral sophistication not especially intrin-

S1c to the original--the string glissandos at 9 in "Gnomus" are

5 3 . .

Jacgues Barzun (ed.), Pleasures of Music (New York: Vik-
ing Press, 1960), . 505. The title of the work is translated
here as "Album Series".

1

5
“Kolodin, loc. cit.

l3James Lyons, "MODESTE MUSSORGSKY: D
ston

bition...", Bo

ictures at an Exhi-
Svmphonv Orchestra Programs, 1969-70, o. 297.
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a good example. Also, Ravel's omission of Promenade v {acknow-
ledged elsewhere by Lyons), while Certainly defensible in that
it is so similar to Promenade I, is nonethelsss evidence of less

than reverential idelity to the original. a surprisingly large
number of other similar details will be listed in ensuing pages.
The study scores of Ravel's version conveniently provide a
Ppiano score printed underneath the orchestration. No indication
is given as to the editorial source of this piano score, or whe-
ther. it is presumed :0 be the one used by Ravel. By comparison
with the comparatively authoritative Paul Lamm edition in Mus-
sorgsky's Complete Works, there are at least 115 discrepancies
ranging from missing or changed slurs to wrong notes (Lamm's
edition, dated 1930, is based on Mussorgsky's autograpnh score
in the State Library at Leningrad, marked by the composer in
blue cravon "for publication”"). Ravel's allegiance tends towards
the Lamm, which was not vet published, thus giving some credence
to Xolodin's reference to Ravel's seeking a pure source. Occa-
sionally, however, Ravel deviates from both, such as in "Golden-

ocerg” at 50 + 2, a controversial fw rather than £#, or the gra-
tuitous g in the downbeat chord, 6th measure of "Great Gate”.
These and other details, of course, do not detract in the slight-
est from the magnificence of Ravel's achievement, but they cer-
tainly lend convincing ammunition to anvone inclined to doubt
its claims to definitiveness.

The orchestral difficulties of the Ravel orchestration are
familiar; in this respect it is the most challenging of all, al-

though norne that includes "Chicks" and "Limoges" can be easy.
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=

, ~ . .
Ravel's greatest Challenges are to the pr ncipal trumpet (in
"Goldenberg" ; e than in P 3 3 !

g~ more than in Promenade I) and to the bass tuba (in

"Bydlo", although Ravel almost Certainly intende

Q.

a 6=valve,

(ev]
I
tn
0
(¢]
e
]

rench C tuba, which is similar o our =suphonium). Aside
from these cases, nowever, the work--in any version--
an extended graso of competent community orchestras and we
stocked youth orchestras in large cities.

One obstacle to performances of the Ravel transcription
is its rental éxpense. which, depending on the cir umstances,
can run well into the hundreds of dollars. Music directors
strappad for funds would do well to investigate other versions,

particularly Tushmalov's.

LEONARDI
according to the forementioned Kolodin article, the ver-

Slon by Leonidas (later Leon) Leonardi (b. 1901) like that of

Lucien Cailliet came about because of copyright restrictions:
ne first of (the post-Ravel versions] was commissioned bv
- ERATYY - ~t

€ muslic-publishing firm of Bessel, which claimed coovricht
20 Mussorgsky material. Thev agreed to permit Kousse&i:z;v
Lo proceed with nis Ravel project if he restricted the re-
sults to his personal use. They then assigned a little-known
co?ductor—arranger to make a transcription they would them-
selves publish. The result, by Leonidas Leonardi, when pre-
mlgrgd in Paris in 1925, prompted the French composer and
Critic Gustave Samazeuilh to describe him as "temerarijiogus"--
a polite way of saying that he had a hell of a nerve, ="

Leonardi may or may not have been “temerarious"; afte

1
S

[

2

a

he merely received a2 fulfilled a commission. If he had

3

-
-

4, .. ;
Xolodin, loc. cit.
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someone else would have. But his nerve in actuality has little

or no bearing on the merits or demerits of his work. One sus-

(2}
rn

pects that if Leonardi were a conductor and arranger of suffi-
ciently significant repute to have obtained such an impor tant
commission in the first place, his version would not be devoid
of redeeming qualities. And, to consider practical matters,
it would have a built-in advantage over versions by Wood, Fun-

tek, Cailliet, and Sevitzky in that both score and parts are

(or were) published, rather than existing onlv in manuscript.

rn

Although I had no success with Bessel's current Paris o
fice in obtaining a reply, much less Leonardi's score, it mav
De that some enterprising Mussorgskian with better French con-
nections could do so. The version would at very least bear in-
terest as the perpetrator of the largest "post-Straussian” or-

chestra of all.

CAILLIET

The circumstances surrounding Lucien Cailliet's version
are equally if not more unusual. B3orn in 1891 (ironically, the
vear of Tushmalov's orchestration), Cailliet at this writing is
still living in retirement in Kenosha, WI. He replied to my cor-
respondence in a tone mixing flattered curiositv with self-con-
scious humility. As mentioned above, his version was made for
reasons similar to Leonardi's: Xoussevitzky's guasi-ownership
of the Ravel version left the Philadelphia Orchestra in the lurch,
SO Eugene Ormandv, then at the very beginning of his long asso-

ciation with the orchestra, commissioned a new version from




Cailliet, then on the pavroll as a staff orchestrator. The 1la

Fn

ter claims, justi iably, to have had serious misgivings as to
"redoing what Ravel had done so verfectly!", hut he goes on t
mention that his version sounded "more Russian” than Ravel's to
some. The anonymous annotator for Ormandv's 1940 73 r.p.m. re-
cording goes further, as proponents of Funtek and Stokowski have
similarly done:

---Scme of the most important musical critics in America

have declared it to be fully the equal of, and in some re-

Spects even superior to the Ravel version...Cailliet's tran-
SCription realizes to the full the colorful and picturesgue

pq;sibilities of Mussorgsky'’'s music, and in bringing about
this reallgat;on the transcriber has accomplished a task of
enormous difficulty in avoiding anv sense,of imitation with
respect to the older Ravel transcription. ™"
But, as Xolodin astutely points out, Ormandv was evidentlv not
among those critics: since Ravel's versicn has become Ggenerally
available he has opted for it exclusively, leaving Cailliec's
to languish ignominiously in the Philadelphia Orchestra librarv
The irony of the matter is that Cailliet himself seems to

fave abandoned any proprietary interest in his work, having re-

linguished legal rights to the Orchestra long ago. He politely

»

declined to intercede in my futile attempts to obtain the score
from the Philadelphia Orchestra librarian, and even now he recom-
mends “the Ravel's (sic) version".

Judging solely from the forementioned recording, Cailliet's
self-consciousness is at least partially borne out. In one of

his letters he mentions that he "was advised to aveid some of

5 Sy :
Moussorgsky =-Cailliet , fictures at an Exhibition, Phi

1
delphla_Orcnestra, Zugene Ormandy, conductor, RCA Victor Musical
Masterpiece Seriss, M=-442,
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the effects of the master! So, I was about as fr=e as a bird
in a cage!" It is obvious, then, that, at least as originally

planned, Cailliet's version did not spring from any desire

(t

o
make a personal statement about the music (in contrast, say, to
Stokowski). And, despite Cailliet's great skills as an orches-
grator, some of the result sounds uncomfortably forced in a num-
ber of respects. Kolodin concurs, stating that "...too often one
feels that both [Cailliet and Stokowskﬂ] have been impelled to
use certain effects, not because of their inherent sense, but be-
cause Ravel used the best, the inevitable effect Ei:st."l6
In many instances Cailliet exhibits a disconcerting tenden-
Cy to seize any excuse to change orchestral timbre, often ignor-
ing seemingly persuasive reasons for Keeping the same timbre.
The four Promenade I measures betwean 4 and 5 (Ravel's rehear-
sal numbers) sound practically Webernian in approach, and Cail-
liet's evident underlving wish to set off the G-F germ is not
nearly so effectively brought off as Stokowski's (see p. 60).
In Ravel's and Stokowski's "Old Castle" each of the three recur-
rences of the 7-measurs introductory phrase is given by the bas-
soon; with Cailliet it is first cello, then bassoon, then bass
clarinet, thus negatively affecting the structural cohesion. 1In

"Great Gate", at 104, Cailliet gives 3 measures brass, 4 strings,

and 2 brass again, completely negating the obvious S5-plus-4 mea-

6Irving Kolodin, The New Guide to Recorded Music (Garden
City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1550).
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sure sequence.

Also notable is Cailliet's fondness for the muted trumpets,
which he treats practically as a fifth woodwind group. Thev are
prominently featured in "Gnomus", Promenade II, "0l14 Castie",
Tuileries", "Chicks", "Goldenberg", "Mortuis”", and "Great Gate",
Their use proved a bit tiresome to this listener despite their
more-than-occasional effectiveness.

To Cailliet's credit, his "Gnomus", Promenade III, "Tui-
leries", "Bydlo", Promenade IV, "Catacombs", and "Baba-Yaga"
nave manv good ideas and vield little if anything to Ravel in

quality. Promenade IV is particularly successful, being rather

v

more subdued and atmospheric than Ravel's and not as =erie as

Stokowski's.

Avoiding as it does the comparative sguareness of Tushma-
lov and Funtek and =he excesses of Stokowski and, to a lesser
extent, Wood, Cailliet might be considered an effective if oc-
casionally flawed alternative to Ravel were it not for the in-
evitable problems involved in obtaining the materials from the
Philadelphia Orchestra library. Their librarian mav respond
favorably to a borrowing regquest from another major or metro-
politan orchestra; otherwise, a personal plea to Riccardo Muti,
the new music director, may be productive., If one were deter-
mined (or a resident of Philadelphia), it would very likely be
possible to photocopy the materials on the oremises, thus eli-

minating risk on the part of the librarvy.
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STOKOWSKI

With Leopold Stokowski's we come to surely the most indi-
vidual version of all, and, next to Ravel's, the one whose exist-
ence 1s most widely known. Not unexpectedly, it is also the most
controversial. Long acknowledged as a master orchestral crafts-
man and colorist, Stokowski had little use for ourism, and he
seemed to revel in the diversity of reactions that accompanied
his every appearance. The fact remains that, despite his great
popularity and, more importantly, his invaluable service to new
and unusual music, his uncompromising individuality and its seem-
ingly disrespectful effect on all his interpretations precluded
his being taken seriously by cognoscenti.

It is with that in mind that we must approach nis version
of Pictures. B3y Mussorgskv's standards (and Funtek's, and, to
a far lesser extent, Ravel's), Stokenstein the great but mad
scientist has created a monster. By his own standards he leaves
us awestruck at the power and beauty of his creation, render ing
the merely mortal versions pallid by comparison. The problem is
that monsters, no matter how charismatic, are not particularly
welcome in today's civilized musical society.

Stokowski's stated intentions are altogether noble. In
the pamphlet accompanying his 78 r.p.m. Philadelphia Orchestra

recording, Abraham Veinus guotes him as follows:

Ravel has made a brilliant orchestration of this music. It
is a masterpiece in the Gallic manner. Mussorgsky's music

is the quintessence of the Slavic spirit. He sings of the
old primitive Russia with modern freedom of tonal expression,
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He touches both extremes--the past-—-the future. I have
made a symphonic transcription of this music in whi~sh-T
have aimed to oreserve and express this Slavic character.
In parts this music has a kind of humor wholly personal
Lo Mussorgsky. 1In other parts the expression is bdv turns
fantastic, grotesgue, sinister, terrifying, mystical,
ecstatic. I have tried to paint these changing moods in
the rich and powerfully contrasting colors of the modern
-~/
orchestra.

The operative phrase here is "Slavic character". Stokow-
ski's statement should not be interpreted to mean that he in-
tended the orchestration to more closely resemble the oproduct
of a Slav--Tushmalov had already served that purpose. He evi-
dently felt that the suave Frenchman Ravel, by the very nature
of his conception, had to too great an extent quashed those in-
trinsically Slavic traits of Mussorgsky's original given in his
list of wvivid adjectives.

In that respect Stokowski was wildly successful. His
version sears, crackles, snarls, chills, and stuns in wayvs that
the others only rarely approach. There only remains the nagging
question of why, if Mussorgsky's music represented "the guin-

tessence of the Slavic spirit", Stokowski found it so necessary

to alter it so drastically. One gets the impression that i

n

the
monster had all his parts intact and in correct proportiors
Qe would begin to take on the appearance of Superman. Denis

Stevens, in his High Fidelitvy review, mentions perceptively that
e —————————ee e,

7Moussorgsky—5tokowski, Pictures at an Exhibition, Phil-
adelphia Orchestra, Leopold Stokowskl, conductor, RCa Victor
Musical Masterpiece Series M-70§.

29
Stokowski's cutting of "Tuileries” and "Limcges" underlines

the Slavic characteristics mentioned above at the expense of

others:
The result is that the two numbers that add sparkle and
life to an otherwise predominantly gloomv or majestic or
grotesque series of pictures continually impress us by

their absence. We long for something light and airv in
th}s somber series.of $gcerpts from what was initialiy a
well-balanced viewing.

Stokowski's tampering knows few bounds. Tempo, rhythm,
meter, pitch, harmony, range, articulation, dvnamics--all are
alctered at various points to suite Nis purposes, noble or nefar-
ious as thev mav be. 3ut on its own terms it seldom flouts
sequential logic, unlike Cailliet, and, amazingly, even tops
Ravel at a few places for authenticity (the literal D.C. in
"Chicks", the long final note in "Goldenberg", the two—measufe
transition in "Baba-Yaga").

In light of this score's cavalier attitude toward purism,
It is amusing to note that on the very first page Stokowski gives
the tempo indication "Allegro giusto nel modo russc” fcllowed
oy an asterisk. The footnote duly informs us that "in the
criginal manuscript the following tempo indications are added:
'Senza allegrezza, ma Poco sostenuto'". If only he had annota-
ted the remainder of his version with similar conscientiousness!

Another seemingly inexplicable feature is the ootional in-

clusion of an organ for the last ten measures-—-after Stokowski

had succeeded magnificently in emulating an organ with the orches-

8 : o & o .
Denis Stevens, "Mussorgsky...", High Fidelitv, April,
1966, op. 102-3.




30

tra alone for much of "Great Gate™.

Critical reaction, as might 2e expected, has been sharply

r

divided, leaning to the negative. Kolodin's Stereo Review article
describes the version as "brother of 'Fantasia'...the lcudest

of them all. It begins with a Promenade that sounds like the
changing of the guard at Buckingham Palace, and it goes charging

- 19
on from there™.

The Manchester Guardian critic Edward Green-
field refers to its "crudities...the very opening Promenade is

pulled about mercilessly...Bydlo has to be heard to be believed",

(3]

and generally dismisses the whole as "deplorable". 0 on the other

hand, the redoubtable Arthur Cohn raves on:

It is all highly exaggerated, but it is an exaccerat%on of
virtues &talics Conn's]. It is also a diagnostic of inner
voices...in 'Ballet of the Chicks' a crawling English horn
suddenly defines something always missed before. In the
'Promenades' the ohrases are each highly differentiated...

in addition Stokowski's edition is a series of rocket messages
in blazing color, full of flutter-tonguing, multi-divisi,

and in sum a cocky cockade of instrumentation...I like it.
Moreover, if anyone is looking for an orchestrational ball

of swashbuckling virtuositv this is it.

among all the special orchestral effects two are worthy
of special mention here. One is the middle section of "Chicks",
at 52, where the violins are called upon to execute a trill and

tremolo simultaneously. The second is the scoring of the “Great

Gate" chant at 106 for divisi low strings only, recalling the

1 ) . . ,
“9Kolod1n, "BEverybody's 'Pictures'.”

202dward Greenfield, "Debussy...", The Gramoohcne, Septem-
Ser, 1966, pr. 1l55-6.
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Cohn, leec: cit.

1812 OQvertur= beginning.

For all the spectacularism in the Stokowski version it
is less difficult of execution than Ravel's ("Tuileries" and
"Limoges", after all, are missing), and it is also 2asily ob-
tained. For those reasons it merits serious consideration as
an alternative to the thrice-familiar Ravel and the less expen-
sive but less flashy Tushmalov. The current recording with
Stokowski and the New Philharmonia Orchestra is certainly a
valuable barometer for rating che version's assets and liabili-
ties, but it should be remembered that many of Stokowski's idio-
synchratic tempos can easily ke set aright. The decision :=o ver-
form or not may then boil down to whether one finds the cuts

conscionable.

SEVITZKY

Of Fabien Sevitzky's orchestration less can 2e said under
present circumstances than of any of the others. One might sur-
misea that there is an interesting story behind it: it was Sevit-
zky's more resnowned uncle, Serge Xoussevitzky, after all, who
commissioned Ravel's effort and, for that matter, caused Fabien
to drop the "Kous" from his surname.

Some of the questions surrounding this version and its

raison d'etre might be answerad oy discovering its exact date.

If it were made in the 1920's or early '30's it would almost
certainly fall intc the same Category as the Leonardi and Cail-
liet versions, i.e., circumventors of Koussevitzky's exclusive

performance rights to the Ravel. It is rather more likely,
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nowever, that Sevitzky made it for his own use as conductor of

the Indianapolis Symphonv, in which cap t

[ N

1@ served from 1937

et
<

2z
to 1955. There also exists the possibility that the orches*kra-
tion represented some sort of response to his uncle’s great suc-
Cess with the Ravel--the two nevar were particularly close.
Surely if the latter were the case the score would be an especi-
ally fascinating one to analyze or pOossibly perform.

For the present, however, its location remains a avstery.
As previously stated, mv letters to Sevitzky's estate wia ASCAP
and to the Indianapolis Symphony librarian have gone unanswersad
and there is no Sevitzky (or Koussevitzky, which name his wife

used) listed in the .telephone cirectory for Miami, nis add

"

ess

at the time of his death. Perhaps a more nersistent investiga-

tion may at some point liberate the tr nscription.

GOEER
With the version by the eminent conductor Walter Goehr

(1903-1960) we come to the first of two written expressly fcr

h

ocrchestras o

less than late Romantic proportions, therefora in

a limited sense only indirectly comparable with the others. It
may be argued immediately, of course, that such a purpose 1is
largely self-defeating, and that massive pieces like "Great Gate"
ought not to be done halfway, but Goehr's score is full anough

to make a fine if not overwhelming effect, garticularly in a

live hall. Problems may arise, however, if his many instrumenta

[

cross-cues are used to full advantage. In his written introduc-

tion Goehr lists a "suitable combination" as 1* 1* 2* 1*;, 2 2 1 0

& 4
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Perc (2) Hp Pno Org ("if possible") Str. This may be passable

in some movements, but not truly suitable for the full suite.

ot

istic cost, Goehr

n

As 1f to secure performances at any ar

goes on to suggest two shorter suites of excerpts performable

[ 3%}

by even smaller ensembles: 1 1 2 0; 0 1 0; Perc (l) Pno Str.
Apparently he feels that the familiarity and color of the music
will outweigh other considerations in influencing some conductors'’

programs. But one would be hard-oressed these days to recommend

Pictures at an Zxhibition for ensembles practically einfach be-

w

etzt. Such an idea, however, may be applied with success in a
classroom or in-school concert situation.
Best intentions notwithstanding, Goehr has committed two

ve

[

major errors of judgment which cannot help but have a ne

0
(t

a

1L

rn

influence upon general acceptance of his version. The t is

0

comparable in a way to the Henry Wood problem described earlier,
and the second reflects a certain insensitivity on the vart of
Goehr to the specific needs of the ensembles for whom the ver-

sion was intended in the first onlace.

To preface a discussion is the first problem it is oerhaps

best to guote the f£inal paragraph of Goehr's introduction:

Some slight modifications of the original have been made
in the present version-—-among them some cuts, and the intro-
duction of the lively "Market of Limoges" as the first, in-
stead of the seventh, number after the opening Promenade.
The transcriber believes that the work will thereby be ren-
dered more suitable for performance as an orchestra concert
item.

To begin with, the sense of Goehr's last sentence is dis-
turbingly obscure. What, if not an orchestral concert item? more

suitable than what exactly? how so? One senses that Goehr's
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problem originated with his elimination of "Gnomus", certainly
one of the more difficult of the pleces. "Gnomus", of course,
is followed by another promenade, which Goehr wished to opreserve.
This necessitated a2 movement to replace "Gnomus", consecutive
promenades being absurd, and Goehr seems to have picked what was
to him the most likely candidate from later in the work, "Limo-
ges". The identical problem, incidentally, was also faced by
Tushmalov, who simplv cut Promenade IT along with "Gnomus", oro-
ceeding directly to "Old Castle" from Promenade I.

The only hitch is the ending of "Limoges". As will be re-
called, it ends with an accelerating upward chromatic rush which
resolves itself, attacca, with the awesome first note of "Cata-
combs". Repositioned as it is, this buildup now leads to nothing:
the next sound heard is a plaintive solo viola beginning Prome-
nade II. The whole point of Mussorgsky's resolution is thereby
lost, as it is at the very similar end of "Baba-Yaga". In that
case the upward rush, rather than leading directly to "Great
Gate", is cut off abruptly by a sustained snare drum and cymbal
roll. "Great Gate" then begins--with a solo organ!

And what gf "Catacombs"? 1It, too, is cut, although "Mor-
tuis" is here retitled "Catacombs”. The size of Goehr's reduced
orchestra (see above) is the likely cause, although at its ful-
lest its brass match Tushmalov's exactly except for the tuba
(Tushmalov includes "Catacombs").

The latter's solutions, then, are more satisfactory. Goehr

would have been better off orchestrating the powerful "Catacombs”,

leaving "Limoges"™ in its prover o»lace and cutting Promenade IT.
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The only remaining obstacle would then be the relatively slow
start of the work: the stately Promenade I followed oy the me-
lancholy "0Qld Castle".

Goehr's second major liability involves his indulging in
instrumental effects which orchestras of less than professicnal
caliber are unlikely to have the resources to bring off success-
fully. As previously noted, one of Ravel's most difficult parts
is the solo trumpet in "Goldenberg" (or, more accurately,
"Schmuyle"), and only one of the other versions uses the iden-
tical effect--Goehr (even Stokowski spells the poor trumpeter
every two measures). And Goehr wrote primarily (though, as ne
states, not exclusively) for amateurs! One wonders similarly
about the difficulty of his harp and piano parts, the presence
of celesta but absence of tuba, and certain string passages.

This is not to gainsay Goehr's skill and imagination.

The trumpet notwithstanding, his version is far from a watered-
down Ravel, although the latter had a distinct influence, not-
ably in Promenade I, "Limoges", Promenade III, "Goldenberg",

and "Baba-Yaga". Goehr's orchestration is advantageously trans-
parent, only rarely indulging in an unnecessary doubling. Solo
strings are used to good effect in practically every movement,
especially so in Promenade II. The piano is used liberally,
adding considerable weight and more than occasional color, al-
though it seems ironic to feature a piano so prominently in an
orchestration of a piano piece. It should also be noted that
Goehr, like Cailliet, "corrects" most of Ravel's deviations from

Mussorgsky's original.
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As a whole, Goehr's version easily bears investigation,
especially by ensembles who lack depth in numbers but who have
access to the appropriate instruments and olavers. Goehr's
skill impresses more and more with increased familiarity. As
mentioned above, good advantage of cross-cues could be taken
at small school concerts, especially if samples of Yartmann's
"pictures” are available. In either case, nowever, "Limoges"
is unsatisfactorily placed and, lacking "Catacombs" to follow,
should probably be cut.

Though possibly rather expensive, the materials can be
obtained easily. As of this writing the version has vet to be

performed in the United States.

C-8-S
Easily the most recent of all these transcriptions is
another arrangement for smaller orchestras, an effort in four
separate publications by three diffarent men working several

years apart. They are publizhed by Cxford Jniversity 2rcss as

W

part of their "Music for Amateur Orchestras” series and when com-
bined comprise only seven movements totalling 16% minutes. Ac-
cording to their representative at the 1979 American Symphony
Orchestra League conference, Oxford olans to issue no further
movements in the series.

It should be noted at once that this set, due to its exten-

sive simplifications and transpositions, as well as brevity,

(4]

‘—
L

r

fectivelv removes itself from any meaningful comparison with th

1]

others, even the Goehr, and it is included here somewhat peri-
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pherally. Three of its four component parts, liste

(o}
(D

arlier, can
be performed independently and/or by "strings only, or strings
and piano, with any available wind and vercussion”. The nmaverick
in both these respects is the most recent issue, "Bvdlo and Two
Promenades [II and IIi]"; the drastically reduced orchestra is
nNOt an opticn, and none of the three pieces has a conclusive

ending.

(.

On the evidence of these arrangements Oxford's series coul

with more justification be called "Music for School Orchestras”.
Virtually every contingency of instrumentation and technique has
been provided for, especially in Anthony Carter's two installments:
third violin to replace viola, third clarinet to replace bassoon,
"completely dispensible" second oboce, viano "for rehearsal or
£illing in"--and the violins do not vlay beyond 3rd position.
In addition, every single included movement has been transposed:
Promenade I to G, "Gnomus" to e, Promenade II to G, "Old Castle"
to a, Promenade III to B®, "Bvdlo" to g, "Great Gate" to D.

Probably the most remarkable feature of the set is the in-

clusion of "Gnomus", which Tushmalov and Goehr, the most consi-

L Y

derate arrangers to date, chose to omit. True, the problem o
<ey has been largely eliminated, along with a faw troublesome
grace notes, but the arrangement is otherwise faithful and ef-
fective,

Certainly this version, with its easy availability for pur-
chase, is the choice for most school orchestras and amateur groupos
of severely limited resources and cavabilities. Its compromises

are too numerous to warrant consideration even oy fairly well-
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staffed vouth orchestras or comnunity orchestras of moderate
caliber. Tushmalov or Goehr, if not Stokowski or Ravel, will

prove more appropriate for these groups, and small orofessional

ensembles who for some reason have need of Pictures should opt

for Goehr.

It is possible, incidentally, to use Bloodworth's "Bydlo"
as a supplement to Tushmalov, who omits that movement., The at-
tached promenades, however, cannot be similarly useé for reasons

of transposition and placement in the sequence.
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III. SPECIFIC ALTERATIONS

The following is a list of significant departures from
Mussorgsky's original in each of the versions for which a score
or recording is available. It is to a certain extent selective,
serving to point out cuts, added measures, transvositions, recom-
position, and noticeable phrasing discrepancies rather than unim-
portant octave reinforcements or small dynamic adjustments. The
list for Ravel, however, is somewhat more detailed, owing to its
vastly greater familiarity and the extent to which it has come
to be considered definitive. Significant places where Lamm's
piano edition differs from that given in Ravel's score are for
the most part indicated only under the Ravel entries.

Rehearsal numbers refer to Ravel's sCore, except as noted.

An asterisk denotes inclusion of corresponding or similar places

in the comment. "2l + 2" means the second measure of rehearsal
number 21; "71 - 3" means three measur=as before 71. In cases

in which a comment covers a series of measures, the second loca-
tion given is non-inclusive; i.e., "54 - 2 to 55 + 4" refers to

everything from two measures before 5S4 through the third measure
of 35, inclusive. "Hairpin" refers to a small crescendo-diminu-

endo, usuallvy within the space of one measure. Where applicable

D e = : : : 1 -
the specific octave of a note is indicated by exponent: c~ rafers

s 2
to middle ¢; ¢c“ the next octave, and so on. Small case letters
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"Mortuis"
with no exponents refer to the octave immediately below middle 75 + 4 to 76 + 2 1l.h. octaves rendered as unisons in
—' “ viola range (!). 76 + 4 loco in cello
C; capital letters refer to the second octave lower, and bass o
"Baba-Yaga" 1 2 1 9
31 beats 3, 4 M: a"-e“; T: e--e . Following measure
—_ correct
TUSHMALOV "Great Gate™
L. 105 npedal b missing
Movements omittad: Promenade I, "Gnemus", Promenade II, Prome- 2. I10 + 5 to 9 triplet figuration missing
nacde III, "Tuileries”, "8ydlo", Promenade IV 3. ITT 8th-note figuration delayed 2 measures
Cuts: "Limoges" shortened Oy 5 M. 1n rewritcen 4. :zz - 4 to 114 ol pedal changed to 8P
section Die 1l4 to 114 + S 16ths changed to 8ths; pattern changed
Additions: "Great Gate" 114 + 4 accordingly
- 6. 114 + 4 added measure
"Old Castle" T 122 + 7 tremolo continues to 3rd beat
L aovement transgosed to g-minor
2. 21 + 2 quarter oickup instead of 8th
3. 24 nf indicated
4. 25 - 2 "dim." added WOOD
S 26 "poco cresc." added
G 27 - 1 full measure cresc. Movements omitted: Promenade 11; 113, IV, W
7. 29 mf cresc. to f at 29 + 3 Cuts: "0ld Castle" 24 - 1 to 25
"Chicks" - 25 + 6 to 26
1. All repeats written out and altered orchestrally 29 - 4 to 30 (opt.)
2, 53 harp l6th arpeggios added 30 to 31 + 2
3. 55A D.C. written out and altered orchestrally "Goldenberg" 39 to 39 + 5
"Goldenberg" "Limoges" 7T to 72
1. deginning to 58 lower octave omitted "Baba-Yaga" 94 to 103
2, deginning to 33 slurs on 6d4th-rrinlets omizred in strings "Great Gate" 1I3 to 121
Promenade T - Additions: "Gnomus" 12 -1 -
L movement given first in order, replacing Promenade I 13 + 3
2. m. 1 lower octave added 17 -1
3. m. 1 dotted lines indicate 2+3 rather than conventional 17 + 7
3+2 phrasing "0ld Castle” 2 m. at end
4. m. 1 only 8th-notes slurragd "Bydlo" 4 m. at beginning
5% 2 (Tushmalov's rehearsal number) 3+3 rather than 2«2+2 44 + 5, 6 repeated
"Limoges" ™ 4 m. at end
1. deginning to 65* slurs omitted or changed to stacca:o "Baba-Yaga" 94 11 m. "mushroom bells"
2. 64* pizzicato cellc added to replace cut
3. 64 + 4* beats 3, 4 1.h. shifted one l6th-note earlier "Great Gate" 110 + 9, 10 (repeat of 7, 3)
4, 66 to 69 after a 2-beat modulation this entire passage 113 + 3, 4 (extension of 1, 2)
is rewritten. Tushmalov retains the general
figuration but cuts 5 measures. The harmonies Promenade I
(one per measure): 1. m. 1 lower octave added
M: D V/D DV/e3e c ab ab v/Gb y/a y/p 4v/D V/g /g Ly 2. m. 1* slur omitted; dim. beats 4, 5
T: ¢ V/f e V/ad4a £ O° B cut to.. . K ....V/c V/c = 3. 2* first 3 beats slurred
Die 70 + 3 changed to agree with 65 - 1 4, 3 + 2 slurs added; no 3/2 indication
6. 71 - 3 & missing from 3rd beat "Gnomus"
7 71 - 3, 2 4th beat changed to repeat of 3rd; resolu- 1. 8 + 2 fermata displaced 1 measure later
. tion note x-step higher 2. 6 + 5 "sfp" added
"Catacombs" 2 9 - 1* fermata omitted
74 - 2 bass resolves to G 4. 9 to 10 repeat written out
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Gnomus™, cont'd "Goldenberg", cont'd.
S. 1l - 1 subito ff, after dim. 5 59 £0.59 + S5 cut
6. 12 - 1* note sustained 1 m. plus 1 beat, necessitating 6: 53 + 5, 6 Llst beat rhvthm given as l6th quintuplet
S an added mfaS?Fe_ - 2nd beat as in original
7. Q Molto moderato" added 1. 59 + 5, 6 beats 3, 4 rhvthm altered to pattern of ori-
8. 18 -4 to 17 2-note slurs in melody e ginal Chatfnr‘< 8) ! i
9. 17 to 17 + 7 low trill contvquas on AP 8. 62 fermata occupied by descending harp gliss.
10. 17 + 6 chord sustained throughou: measuras, tieé to 9 63 - 1 8th-note, as in Ravel
@ownbeat of (added) next measure. No fermat 10: 63 - 4 caption: "Lend me one pence”
in new measure. — -3 ) "a hally groat" (?)
11. 18 + 2 to 5 4-octave harp gliss. added to each measure - 5 "not a damned cent"
"0ld Castle” "Li"noges" .
1. 19 ‘upper octave added in clarinet Al 63 + 2* articulation changed
2. 19 to 20 siciliano rhythm inserted into nary 2. €3 + 1 to 70 + 3 left mostly blank, presumablv for
3. 20 + 2 "molto espressivo e tempo rubato" indicated to - —— — copvist - )
solo euphonium (offstage) 3. 71 to 72 cut o
4. 24 - 1 to 25 cut ' : "Catacombs"™ -
5. 23 + 6 to 26 cut (pickup eliminated) 72 + 4, S f£% changed to f
6 27 - 2, 1 moving Pgononluw vart added "Mortuis" ! .
7+ 28 + 4 2nd note (%) given minor 9th lower 1 75 £# entrance fffppp; 1 beat descending harp gliss.
8. 22 - 4 to 30 present in score, dbut marked "new cut 2.  T5 + 2 both melody and accompaniment 8th rest at
9. 30 to 31 + 2 cut (pickup included) : e end of measure
10. 32 + 4 full chord sustained, with swell 3. 7 + 2* upper octave added to quarter-note arpeggio
11. last 2 measures extended 5y 2 and modified rchvthmical 1y 4 W1 slew ascending harp gliss. added
"Tuileries™" "Saba-Yaqa™
1. ceginning to 35 - 3 "f dim. P" on each 2-note figura 1. 81 to 82* "p cresc.” in 2-measure groups
2. 35 -1 1.h. articulacion changed 2. B3* 2 measures diatonic l6th-note scales added in trom-
3. 36 to 36 + 3 melody articulation changed - bones--parallel lst inversion triads
4. ast note ff, preceded by cresc. 3. 83* trills added to top notes
"Sydlo” , 4. 83 + 4* 1.h. slur changed to staccato
L. meter given as 4/8 5., 87 - 3 to 37 slurs omitted from brass
2. 4-measure vamp addad be;ora melody 5. S50 - 2 "rall." added
3. UPper octave added to melcdy* 7. 30 + 4 to 32 - 2 pages missing from score
4. 38 - 1 inverted mordent added to 2nd beat 8. 33 + 4, 5 “slur added in r.h.
5. 42 - 3 "sfp cresc; allarg. 9. 94 - 2 "molto dim. e rall." added
6. 42 to 12 + 5 upper octave added 10. 94 to 103 cut; replaced by 1l measures distant "mush-
7. 33 to 44 upper octave added - ~  room bells"”
8. 44 + 5, 5 measures epeated, with dim. "Great Gate"
9. last 4 measures extenuec to 8. TIsolated d% comes (like 1. movement transposed to C-major
Ravel) on beat 2; held for 4% beats 2. 105 - 2, 1 quarter-note descending mushroom bells added
"Chicks" 3. 107 to 169 scale patterns changed
1. 48* l.h. chords on all 4 8th-notas 4. TI0 + 5¥ triplet pattern greatly changed
2. 48 + S* 2-note l.h. slurs added 8 Ti0 + 9, 10 2 measures of preceding pattern added
3+ 28 - 2 dotted quarter d (bassoon!); upper octave omitted 6. Il1 8th-note pattern changed to arpeggiated triplet 8%ths
4. 26 - 1 lower octave added, oizz. 7. 112 + 3 l6th-note arpeggiated pattern begins
"Goldenberg" 8. I13 + 3, 4 2 measures added
1. 58 - 1 Allegro fff chromatically descending flutter- 9. T12 scale ovatterns changed; "riten! at end
tonguing winds, harp gliss. added-—full measure: 10. 115 to 121 cut
"The shiver of the poor Jew" a 11. 121 + 3, 9, 11 fermatas omitted
2. 58* lower octave added to chatter figure: "The value of 12. 122 + 7 dotted half changed to quarter
saving money" B
3. 58* repeated 32nds in tenor drum added. Written above:
" "I don't believe a word of it"
4, 59 - 2 ff o alternating beats

I
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RAVEL
FUNTER
Movements omitted: Promenade V
Movements omitted: none Cuts: "Chicks" 355D + 3, 6 (coda omits 2 measures
Cuts: "Great Gate" 114 to 115 {3 measures) o from D.C.)
Additions: cut replaced bv 4-measure continuation of Additions: "0ld Castle” 205 )
previous pattern "Baba-Yaga™ 90 - 2, 1
"Great Gate" 115 - 1
Promenade I L20 %2, 4y 1009 (written-out
L 3 + 2 3/2 indication omitted fermatas)
2. Tast measure "poco sost." added 122 + 8, 9
"Gnomus" PR
L 6* bass part simplified Promenade I
2.4 14 grace note missing Lis m. 1* original slur extends to final quarter-note
"0ld CastIe" 2. 2 + 2* slurs added
1. Dassoon parts at bottom of scores; evident oversight % 3 +'2, 3 echo dynamics added
2. ;2 to 20 ,siciliano rhythm added in timpani 4, z +:25 .30 " beats 55 high flute harmonies added
3. 22 + 4 e~ sustained throughout measure 5. 4 - 1 to 4 + 2 horn fanfares added
4. 23 "Poco largamente" added 6. end. attacea in Lamm; no fermata
S 28 + 4 2nd note of melodv e changed to d%#. This is "Gnomus"
—— possibly a misprint in Mussorgsky, perpetuated ) 5 6 + 2* fermata missing
by Lamm, Ravel, and others. The interval is a 2. E* grace note missing
Sth in evervy other case. s 9 to 10 repeat written out and altered orchestrally
6. "(Poco largemente)" added 4, 10 + 2 Bl tie to next measure omitted
"Tuileries” 5. II - 4 2nd note C® in Lamm
1. 35 - 4 "pochissimo rit." added 6. Il - 2 diminuendo omitted
- 35 "(piu sostenuto)" added 7. 12 = 2* original slur extends over barline
"Goldenberg" 8. 14 - 2 last note e in Lamm
15 58, 58 + 2 repeat indicated; written out in original 9. 17 + 6 extra 8thenote added to tie
- 8 58 to 59 + 5 xylophone strokes inner melodic line on 10. I8 quarter pickup changed to 8th
A all 4 beats "0ld CastIe"
3. 60 + 2* r.h. d®'s persist throughout measure 1. 19 no d% attack on original 2nd beat
"Limoges" 25 19 to 20 staccato articulation lengthened
1. 63 + 3* B8th-triplets added to beats 3, 4 o 20 cvickup included in slur
r 69 - 1 "(Poco rall.)" added 4. 20 + 4 phrase broken
"Baba-Yaga" 5 22 - 1 measure added (it is not added at the correspond-
L. 84 +-3* g sustained throughout as well as HP R ing places, 20 and 25 + 5)
24 84 + 3, 4* downbeat chords sustained 6. 23* last note staccato in Lamm
3. 86, 86 + 2 slurs removed i 24 + 3 to 17 hairpin added
4. 91 to 94 undulating figure abandoned in favor of zaral- B 2+ 2 original dotted gquarter pickup changed to gquarter
i " lel string tremolo "(at tip) " 9. 26 inner parts are dotted halves in Lamm
"Great Gate" 10. 26, 26 + 2* slur interrupted
1. 103 + 4 2nd beat B* doubled 8va basso 1l. 29 «"4 t0 28 + 3. 4 m. eresc. added; 2 m. dim. to pp
2. 107 + 3 B8th-note scale changes directions: 2 measures 12. 29 + 3, 4 “dotted quarter slurs in Lamm Ll.h.
B down, 2 up pattern at first; more substantial L 2 31 - 1 entire measure siur in original
changes at 109 + 5 14. 32 + 5 r.h. slur added
3. L1l 8th-note figuration changed 1St 32 + 6 r.h. g% extended
4, 113 2-measure theme continuation composed Promenade III
5. 114 - 2, 1 upward harp gliss. added 33 + 4 o in Lamm
6. I14 3 measures scales replaced by 4 measures similar "Tuileries™
T to previous 4 £ m. 2* articulation changed
T 121 grace notes missing 2 35* articulation changed
- 3. 36 - 2 upper octave added
4. 36 + 2 2nd and 4th beats are quarter-notes in Lamm
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16 "Great Gate", cont'd. b ,
9. 105 + 3, 4 pedal E® tied throughout in Lamm
"Bydlo" 6. 106> first chord slurred to next measure in Lamm
1. Seginning ff in Lamm (!) ‘ i) 110 - 7 diminuendo begins in Lamm
2. 38 - 4 last melody note staccato in Lamm 8. 110 + 5* melodic figuration of triplets altered
3 39 + 4 first r.h. chord is an 8th-note in Lamm 9. T11* 8th-note figures altered
4, 4l - 1 first beat slur in Lamm 10 113 + 3 4th beat bass pizz. added
9 4l + 3 beat 2 8th changed to guarter s a1 115 - 1 measure added
6. 42 - 2, 1 r.h. 8ths changed to quarters 122 116 - 2, 1 melody continues over rising triplets
7. 33 - 3 "poco dim." added 135 116, 116 + 2* half-note triplets continue in strings
. 45 + 3 bass clarinet gs originallv on downbear 14, 118 to 120 quarter-note figure added
. last measure original tenuto rendered as giz2z. ol 119 = 37 r.h. av® in Lamm (!)
Promenade IV 16. 121* fermatas written out
. 35 + 2 beats 4, 5, 6 octave transfer T 122 original half-note pattern changed to whole-note.

l.h. full measure slur in Lamm Since 2 of these measures are missing in Lamm, Ravel

ast measure "poco rit." omitted (attacca in Lamm) in effect gives Lamm's version in augmentation.
18.

+ 8, 9 ending extended 2 measures and changed from
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. 52 g appoggiatura is not so in Lamm, who notates it sustained =P to staccato chord.
~  after the f. all arrangers miss this.
2. 35 repeat written out and altered orchestrally
3. 55A D.C. written out and altered orchestrally
4 55D + 3, 6 2 measures omitted from original 8.c. CAILLITTl
. ’ < i - - . )
"Goldenberg”
L, 59 + 5 3rd r.h. note should be e; probably a misprint Movements omitted: none
yi® 60 + 2* 4th beat gb (f%) raised to fX (see p. 31) Cuts: "0ld Castle" 27 # 6 o 30 = 3
E A 61 3rd & 4th 1.h. notes staccato in Lamm "Chicks" 55D + 5, 6 omitted from DLC.
4. 63 - 2 "a tempo" in Lamm "Great Gate" 105 to 107
5. EE - 2 last note in Lamm is Bb (!); all arrangers give C Additions: none e
6. 53 - 1 dotted half changed to 8th
"Limoges” Promenade I
Le 64 3rd beat sf in Lamm, not x-beat later T 1l + 3 crescendo added
2. 87 + 2, 3, 4 downbeats changed from lst inversion to Bt 2 o 3 e longer slurs added
root gosition 3. 3 + 1 to 4 dynamics added
3. 89 - 2 motive from "Baba-Yaga” articulated in winds 4. S + 3 ritard added; last note fermata
"Catacomb? "Gnomus" 5%
1. 74 - 2 low A rearticulated in Lamm e 11, 11 + 2* swells added
2. 74 fermata omitted 2. 1II to 12 - 2 1long slurs added
3. /4 + 2 fermata omitted 3. I8 8th-note pickup, as in Ravel
4, 74 + 2 p in Lamm (!) "0ld Castla™"
5. 75 - 1 fermata over quarter-rest added in tam-tam and bas. £ 20 + 2 Qquarter-note pickup as in Ravel; also quarter-
"Mortuis" Ho note resolution at 22 - 2
"Con" in title is corrected to “Cum" (see p. 8) ‘ 2, 27 + 6 cut to 30 - 3 I
"Baba-Yaga" 3. 32 + 6 r.h. g4 extended into fermata
1. 8l - 2, 1 "cresc." in Lamm "Tuileries"™
2. 82 ff in Lamm 35* beats 3, 4 slurred
3 82 to 83 - 4* lower octave omitted "Bydlo"
4. 86 to 83 slurs changed or added in winds il 1 39 o, crescendo added
5. 90 - 2, 1 2 measures added i 39 to 41 2-note slurs added
5. Ez + 8, 9 "cresc." omitted; all 4 notes "sf™ in Lamm 3 41 - 3, 2 3-note r.h. slur
7. 26 - 4, 3 r.h. pattern continues, as in 82 + 4, 3 7 35 + 3 # on Znd beat extended to and of movement
8. 103 - 3 "poco ritard" omitted s
"Great Gate"
L., 103, 103 + 1 grace notes omitted
2. 103 + 5 melody slur omitted
3. 103 + 6 g replaces f in chord
4. 105 - 3 whols measure slur changed lscore unavailable; information taken from 1940 Ormandy
recording
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. . Promenade I
Chicks ‘ Tes entire movement rebarred; mostly 3/4, some 2/4
L. 48 + 5* 2-note slurs added Eo 1. h. 25 many hairpins added
2. 31 + 2 accelerando added ‘ . m. l* last note given as 8th with 8th-rast
3 35 repeat written out and altered orchestrally 4. m. 3 "pochiss. piu largo" added
4, 35 to 35A sustained flute 3 piccolo trills added 3. 2, 2+ 2 "allaréando" added
e 55D + 5, 6 2 measures omitted from original D.C. 6. 5 Tallargando” added
"Goldenberg"” ‘ T S+ 3 "rit." added
1 56 + 3 p, crescendo on 4th beat 3. Tast note fermata
2. 37 + 2* first 4 notes slurrad "Gnomus"”
3. 37 + 2 diminuendo on F T 6* articulation changed
4, 60 + 2* gliss. to next downbea: Dis g + 2, 6. cut
5. last note short 3 7 -4to8 -5 cut
“Limoges" 5 4, 8 - 1 cut; fermata over previous barline
71, 71 + 2 sustained brass chords added in J-J 1l thythm 5. B 9 g Ty string gliss. added
"Baba-Yaga" : 1 6. 9 -2"to 11 - 3 cut
L. 84 + 3, 4 downbeat 2® instead of g @ 7. 21 -1 "iargg 4 e cx. 170 (1) added
2. 30 to 92 harp note added on each beat - 11 1 timpani rolls through
3. 30 + 2 to 91* 1l.h. theme tenuto 9. IT to 12 articulation changed
4, 90 + 4* Ffirst 4 l.h. notes slurred 105 I2 - 1¥ timpani (later bass drum, cymbals) rolls through
5. 34 - 4, 3 Dbeats 3, 4--theme added on timpani 3 Lo I7 to 18 rising scale figures continue
6. 102 p, crescendo added 10 17 +:576 2nd chord on downbeat; extra measure added
"Great Gate" 13 I8 8th-note C® rendered as dottad half (full measure)
1. 105 to 107 cut Promenade II
2. 112 - 1 trumpet 5% on 2nd beat--pickup to theme ‘ 1 lst tempo indication: Un poco largo
3s 114 short 3% chord in brass 2 entire movement rebarred
4. L15 chime part added 3 last note fermata
S 116 - 2 theme continues "0ld Castle"
6. 120 - 1 ritard added : 1. 19 dotted guarters begin
T 121l - 1 both chords fermata 2. 18 + 2, 3, &, §# hairpins added
8. 122 + 8, 9 ending extended 2 measures with short final 3 20 w2 quarter-note pickup
note, as in Ravel 4, 22 - 2 top g% dotted half tied to Sth on following
T downbeat
9 24 - 1 to 25 cut
6. 25 + 6 to 28 + 1 cut
STOKOWSKT y 28 + 4 top note d3
8. 28, 29 + 2 "rit." added
Movements omitted: Promenade III, "Tuileries", ®romenade Vs 9. 31 -1 "rie." added
"Limoges" 1.0 31 quarter-note pickup
Cuts: "Grniomus" 6. 255, 6 (fermatas displaced) 1904 32 + 4 r.h. chord dotted quarter; c# added
g ~1 (fermatas displaced) ; 125 32 + 5, 6 ending extended by 7 measures
7-4to8 -5 “Bydiar
: Sl T 3 R 1o 1 measure vamp added at beginning
"01ld Castle” Zi - I to gé 2% beginning dynamic f (ff in Lamm; PP in most wversions)
23 + 6 to 28 + 1 3 39 to 42 1l.h. quarter-notes omitted
"Chicks" no first repeat 4. 42 - 47,2, 1 r.h. 8ths sustained as quarters
36 - 3 replaced by fermata 5. 42 to 43 higher octave added
"Baba-Yaga" 79 + 2, 4, 6 rests replaced by 6. 41 + 5, 6* added dynamics: "pp cresc. £f dim. pp"
el barline fermatas 7. 22T 3 g end e SQStalngd‘ .
82 - 2, 1 8. 2-measure agqmentatlop adgec at end. (In Stokowski's
34 to 95 - 4 }965 recording only the first of these measures-—-G#--
99 + 1 to 101, beat 2 (displaced 1s played.)
N T, to beat 1)
02 - 2

"Great Gate" 115 - 1
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"Baba-Yaga", cont'd. 1
Promenade IV 9 84 + 2* long gliss. in middle part to bk (loco)
1. entire movement rebarrad | 10 B! low ¢ added (corresponding to later F#%, F, etel.)
2% 46 + 3 only 1 beat rest | Edeq 90 - 3, 4 guarters given as 8ths; "cresc." added
Bl 47 + 3 f rendered as P with hairpin 12, 90 f£f tremolo rather than © undulation
4. 48 - 2 fermata on final rest 13 80 + 2% 2nd 1.4, note staccato quarter
"Chicks" L 14, 90 + 2, 3* lst measure £f; 2nd ODD
1. 48 + 4* go :dded to last 8th 13 91 hairpins added
2, 48 + 5 to 43 2-note slurs addeé to & 1 16. 9% - 1 2/4 augmented to 4/4; half-note tremolos
3. repeat of scherzo omittad 17 92 to 93 all ff
4. 33 repeat written out and altered orchestrally 18 93 to 94 - 2 upper octave and tremolo addeé to
S 25 repeat written out and altered orchestrally A T undulation
6. 36 - 3 measure eliminated via previous fermata 19 94. - 3 "rie." added
7. 36 - 2 fermata placed over barline 20, 34 - 2 quarters augmented to halves; extra measure added
"Goldenberg" e with hairpin between them
b g tempo indication: Andante-grave-energ ico-pomposo 21 94 - 1 same hairpin added
2. 36 + 2* 64th figqures changed to 32nds 22, 94 to 95 - 4 cut
3 36 to 58 lower octave added 23, 35 2 measures inserted; pattern reiterated
1, 38 - 2 last 5 notes (i including grace notes) render=d 245 99 + 1 to 1 l, 2nd beat cut
as 64th-quintuplets 25. 01 to 1827 3 e in 101 shifted to downbeat. Ensuing
5. 58 to 50 - 1 *ff18) rendered as &l i G notes follow accordingly until 103 - 3,
6. 80 - 17 60 original 32nds changed to 64ths ‘ which cuts 2nd beat. 102 - 2 as 1is
7. 60 to 627 S9N rendered as Jiige ' 26. 03 - 1 notes adjusted to chromatic scale; measure
8. 60* 1last nofe (pickup) given as 32nd s added continuing chromatic climb to b°
9 50 + 2, 4 1.h. gliss. added "Great Gate" \
L@, 62 2nd & 3rd l.h. notes changed to 32nds &) 103 to 103 + 2% high b? from "Baba-Yaga® sustained
L1, 52 + 2, 3 upward gliss.,.to last note 23 104 + 4, 5 "Largo" indicated
12. 63 - 2 +MlJ changed to f‘ng 3. 105 -2, 1 same
13. 63 - 1 1léth-triplet glvpn on downbeat 4. 105 grace note omitted
L4, 63 - 1 fermata on last note (dotted half) 5. I06* "p senza espressione" replaced with "Liberamente--—
"Catacombs™ ~ Sostenuto e legato--cantabile” , "f dim. p"
i entire movement rebarred into 442 6. 106 + 5, 11* fermatas added
2.5 first 2 fermatas removed 75 109 - 1 r.h. sustained full measura
3. 72 + 2 p changed to ff 8. 110 - 2 quarter-triplets begin
4, 72 + 4, 5 f3 given as e# 9. 110 + 3 8th-notes; + 4, 8th-quintuplets; + 5, sextu-
5. 72 + 4 to 9 given in diminution plets; + 6, septuplets; + 7, lé6ths
6. 74 - 2 "dim." replaced by "cresc." 10. 111 8th-note figuration altesred
7 o 74 - 2 bass resolves to G 1ab 113 + 3 o 114 horn syncopation added
8. 75 - 1 high £4 of "Mortuis" enters Lz 114 to 115 “original 3 measures expanded to 4; léth-note
"Mortuis" " pattern replaced with 8ths.
1 75 first measure displaced to end of "Catacombs" 3% 115 - 2° "molto rit." added
2. 75 + 2, 3 8th-notes eliminated 1a. 115 to end each 2 measures condensed to 1 via diminution
3 76 fermata extended; melody displaced to following 155 116 - 2, 1* melody continues
~ measure 16. II8 to 119 quarter-note pattern eliminated; 1.h. ren-
4. 78 + 2 low B sustained until last measure R4 " dered as duplets, r.h. as half-note-triplet
54 79 - 1 a% (hnarp harmonic) added on 4th beat ; (all in diminution)
"Baba-Yaga™ 4 119 to 120 quarters replaced bv tremolo
1. 79 + 2, 4, 6 measures replaced by barline fermata 18. 120 + 3, 6 "Largo D cresc. ff" indicated
2. 80 - 1 bvarl ine fermata added before downbeat 19. 122 to 122 + 5 melodic pattern changed
3. 8L - 2, 1- each note 8va higher than previous 20. 122 + 5 to 7 replaced with 1 measure fermata
4. 82 -2, 1 cut i 122 + 7 original dotted half rendered as quarter
5. 83 - 2, 1 lower 2 octaves eliminated e
6. 33 + 3, 4 fast chromatic "scream" added in nigh winds
Ts 83 + 3, 4* slur added to r.h. between measurss
8. 84 middle part f# octave lower




Movements omitted:

Cuts:

Additions:

GOEHR

"Gnomus", Promenade vV, "Catacombs"”
"0ld Castle" 28 = 1 #0360 . = 1

"Great Gate" 107 to 110
"Baba-Yaga" I measure at

end (drum roll)

Promenade I

-

.

~N oYU e WO

1* only 8th-notes slurrad
horn fanfare added

+ 1 hairpin added

2 to3+4 p throughout

1l horn fanfares added

2 trumpet fanfare added

2 f£f indicated mid-measure

lufu=] el wfrojro 3
+ +

+

Promenade II

19 - 2 ritard delayed till fcllowing measure

"0ld CastIe"

3 19 bassoon d% on 2nd beat (as in Ravel)

2. 19 + 2 to 20* articulation changed

R 23 + 3 to 24* dynamics added

4. 28 -1 to 30 - 1 cut

Dis 32 + 6 melody g% extended 4 8ths into last measure
Promenade IIT

L 33 - 4, l.h. quarters shortened to 8ths

2. 33 - 2, 1 r.h. quarters shortened to 8ths
"Tuileries™

L. 34 + 3 po added

24 35 + 3 r.h. articulation changed

3 33 + 4 upper octave added

4, 36 + 1 upper octave added
"Bydlo"

1. 38 '"cresc." added

2. 39 ap added

3. 431 + 4 upper octave added
Promenade 1V

1. 36 first 2 beats (rests) deleted

25 47 + 3 "cresc." added in l.h.
"Chicks* ~

1. 52 - 1* f on 2nd beat

2 33 - 4 to 53 clarinet "chirps” added on 2nd beat

3 53 repeat written out and altered orchestrally

4. 55 repeat written out and altered orchestrally
"Goldenberg"

1. tempo indication: Lento

2. 57 + 2 beats 2, 3 cresc.

3. 60 - 1L "allargando" indicated

4. 83 - 1 original dotted half reduced to half
"Limoges"

L. movement placed 2nd in sequence, after Promenade I

2. 84 - 2* bbd added to l.h. beat 4

3. 62 + 2, 3* beats 2, 4: repeated l6ths changed to trem

4. 86 - 1 1l.h. g sustained through beats 3, 4

olo

"Limoges", cont'd.
5 7 downbeat e-minor chord in lst inversion
6. 69 - 2 2-note slurs on beats 2, 4
T JE - 2 First I r.h. notes omitted
8. 71 te 12 Dassage given in augmentation, i.e. 8 measures.
9. 71 to 72 "Poco piu mosso" indicated
"Mortuis®
Ls movement entitled "The Catacombs”
25 Ir gy &k 1] o+ 5, pp
"Baba-Yaga" o :
s 87 + 3, 5, 7* lowest l.h. octave omitted
r 93 + 4, 5 beginning dvnamic mf
: 103 - 3 "poco ritard" omitted.
4. 103 - 1 1 measure added: snare drum & cymbal roll,
i ££, with fermata
"Great Gate"
Lo 107 to 110 cut
2. 110 = S to 9 triplet pattern altered
s 11T to 114 +*triplets continue, along with 8ths
4, 114 scale descends in parallel lst inversion triads
5ia 115 to end each 2 measures condensed to 1l via diminu<tion
6. 116 - 2, 1* melody continues
T 118 to 120 quarter-triplet figure (8th in diminution)
i U added
8. 121 - 1 "molto rall." added
9. 121 + 3 "sempre allargando" added
10. I2I* fermata written out (whole note in diminution--

|

Movements o

see #5 above)
C-3-8

"Chicks", "Golden-
"Catacombs"”,

"Tuileries", Promenade IV,
berg", Promenade V, "Limoges",
"Mortuis", "Baba-vaga"

mitted:

Cuts: "Great Gate" 112" to 115
Additions: none
Promenade I

s movement tranposed to G

2 m. 1l* only 8ths slurred

3. 2 + 2 to 3 + 2* slurs added

4. 3 + 2, 3 Tlst measure mf; 2nd p
"Gnomus"

~

.
Hjw]o|ojo

W O~ O\ Uk N

s
~J

. .
| 1=
(o0 BN |

movement transposed to e-minor

slur omitted

+ 2* fermata omitted

+ 4 "meno vivo" indication omitted
2* grace note omitted

4* grace note omitted

- 1 1 note added to run
indicated "poco accel. al

"

fine

- 1 fermata omitted
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IV, METRONOME INDICATIONS AND TEMPOS
Promenade II
1. movement transposed to G
Zis 19 - 6 pp indicated; - 4 mp; -2 po o
"0ld Castle” . 3 3
L movement transposed to a-minor i ! ; g -~
2 19 + 3* last 3 notes siurred f - b 3 2
3. 20 to 21 + 2* no long slurs; phrase interrupted 12 times | 2 o A -
4. 22 - 2* top note not slurred from orevious measura = a SE 3
5. 24 f indicated < = £z = <=
6. 26 mf > 0 > @ U~
7. z: -2 fp 2 ) B 3 E 3 o
8. 28 + 2 repeat from 25 + 6. 2nd time 28 - 1 proceeds 3 g z 5 g 3 =
to 30 - 1 i - $ s - = @ S
Promenade III —_ , . b " 6 " N B -
L. movement transposed to B? ‘ Prom. I i = 104, too slow 96-100 ca. 80, 100 34
‘2. 33 + 4 mf indicated ‘ Gnomus = 120° hopeless d.= 88 d= 92* d=112 )
"Bydlo" Prom. II ) d= 72 84 76
1 movement transposed to g-minor Castle .= 536 ca. 49 60 54 52 48
2. m. 1, 2 slur omitted Prom. III d=104
34 41l + 3  full guarter on 2nd beat (42 - 2, 1 as in original) Tuileries 4 = 144 too fast 108-112 14«
4. 42 - 2, 1 trumpet fanfares added Bvdlo J 88 ca. 50 75 76 76
5. 33 -3 "dim." added Prom. IV d= 59 69 36
"Great Gate" Chicks i= 88 . (deleted) 126 ca. k32 176 156 150
L movement transposed to D-major G'berg d = 48 d =188 Q= 96 38 38
2o 107 to 108 scales kept in violin range Prom., V Jd =104 30
3. 108 to 109 scales kept in viola § cello range Limoges i= 357 120 144-152 132 1Q0
4. 109 to 110 - 6 "£f legato” indicated C'combs d = 549 48
D 110 + 5 to ill + S moving patterns changed Mortuis 4= 50 72 56 69
6. 11l + 5 to 112 4-measure transition to 113 Baba 79 = 1209 160 d=100" J=168 96 a1
7s 112 to 115 “cut 30 d= 72 10 78 108 30
8. L1135 to end each 2 measures condensed to 1 via diminution G. Gate 4= 9 56 76t 84 30 69
9. 116 - 2, 1* melody continues
10. 117 to 118 triplets continue
11. 121 “"Grave" indicated: qrace notes omitted
12, 121* fermata.written out (whole note in diminution--

see 8 above)
qrhese tempos, quoted by John N. Burk in his Feb. 16, 1939,
Boston Symphony program note, were results of a conversation be-
tween Vladimir Stassov and Rimsky-Korsakov in 1903 in which they
attempted to recall Mussorgsky's own performance tempos.
Probably a misprint; should read 4= 120.
Certainly a misprint.
Stassov tempos for "Baba-Yaga" are also given by Ravel.
-Wood gives Stassov tempos, with comments shown.
Later, d = 80; J= 120; J= 8a4.

hLater, d= 80

.First 5 measures
Later, 4 = 60; d =

152; recapitulat
4; 4= 120; 6= ca. 66.

ur i




V. COMPARISON OF ORCHESTRATICON TECHNIQUES

IN SELECTED PASSAGES

PROMENADE I
The primary differences among the versions are found in

two areas of conception: (1) orchestral treatment of the owven-

1ng and subsequent unaccompanied measures, and (2) clarifica-

tion (or non-clarification) of short phrases, motives, and echoes

detween 3 and 5. In the latter case especially, Mussorgsky coul

[N

hardly be less helpful in clarifying his own ideas, and the ar-
rangers fall fairly conveniently into two camps, one providing
their own clarifications, the other avoiding the issue by simply
transcribing the notes for the tutti ensembple.

The matter of the opening solo, of course, is open for less
controversy regarding the composer's intentions. Each arranger
has dutifully selected a proponent of the tune and, with two ax-
ceptions, uses that instrument (or group) consistentlv in the
appropriate places. Another factor has entered the selection
process, however: the sound of Ravel’'s trumpet is so indelibly
associated with the tune that subsequent arrangers have been forced

lnto something of a no-win decision whether to emulate Raveal,

thereby immediately compromising originalitv, or to invite accu-

sations of avoiding th

¥
()

trumpet just to be different.

There can be little doubt that the solo trumpet is a fine

inspiration, providing a commanding, fanfare-like presence, vet

57
providing effective contrast to the harmonized measures. Goehr
and C-B-S also use it, escaping the unoriginality charge because

Of the special circumstance of writing specifically for ensembles

o

Qr

!

ess than full symphonic proportions. %Wood's solution (writ-

=4

ten, of course, before Ravel) is even more grandiose and, in an
inflated way, successful: 3 trumpets with 3 trombones an octave
lower, answered by the full orchestral tutti. It is interesting
that none of the arrangers opts for the simole idea of 3 (or 4)

trumpets in unison, soli.

o
o< |
«Q

o8
m
|

The remaining versions seem less effective in varvi
grees. Funtek merely doubles first violins with pairs of flutes
and oboes. Tushmalov (in the similar Promenade V which opens
his suite) doubles all violins with 2 clarinets and adds in the
lower octave violas, cellos, and bassoons--a passable solution
out for the ineffective contrast with the harmonized measures.
Cailliet, consciously avoiding Ravel, gives us rather shrill
nigh winds with an upper octave doubling at the beginning, but
at 1 there is a solo horn and at 1l + 3 the solo trumpet. Sto-
Kowski, as might be expected, is even more perversely inconsis-

tent: only first violins to start with, helped along by some

urusual changes:

Allegro giusto nel medo russo®

Zx. l. Stokowski: Promenade I, m. 1 to 5
Copyright @ 1971 by Hermar Press Inc. B8v permi

At 1 we have 4 flut £€ (!), and at 1 + 3, 2 oboes, English

D
n

ine in both cases without the violin phras-

r
n

horn, and 2 cla

~

ing and dynamics.




A Clear test of the arrangers’' phrasing intentions is foun
at 3 + 2, 3. Eere is Mussorgsky's original:
B
& - | » | & | N ik J’\' |
e ==
E“—‘——r_— =" = ,—
| |

Ex. 2. Mussorgsky: 3 + 2, 3
Obviously there are no dvnamics, no textural varietv, and, but
for the 3/2 meter indication in an otherwise 6/4 context

phrasing indication. Wood and Funtek give it just so, Funtek

adding a precautionary "semprs £" in the 2nd measure. The others

give a variety of interpretations.

In Ravel and C-B-S the 2nd measure (p) echoes the first
(mf) with less than firm justification: it is more a sequence
than a r=al echo. What can be construed as an echo is the last
two guarters of each measure. Ravel, Cailliet, and C-8-g note
this orchestrally but not dynamically, Cailliet's instrumental
assignments reversing Ravel's exactlv. Coehr and Stokowski do
Observe the echc, Goehr rather tentatively, Stokowski in tvoica

eXaggerated fashion. The latter, for more obscure reasons, giv

us an added bonus by changing checirs on beats 3 and 4 also:

liy

es

ut
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6C
. _ L A prime example is 7 - 4 to 7:
Arrangers of a pointillistic ben: could have a field dav N
cetween 1 and 5 Nighlighting the persistent G-F motive. Cail-
liet and Stokowski avail themselves of this oprortunity with

interesting if less than convincing results:

sStr, w tpt or str rhn

Ex. 6. Mussorgsky: 7 - 4 to 7

The elements to put across here are the ff dvnamic, the

slurs, and the hemiola si's, not to mention the notes themselves.

C-B-S offers the most drastic solutions: transposition to e-minor,
elimination of slurs and indicated sf's until the original D , and

use of 2nd violin to punctuate the (unwritten) sf's:

ﬁf;[ ) — - o ﬁ‘
! —-»T‘ £ e e -—7F B L 72
— -O)"—'r“' . < &
e e i R
fofds i i y ?
o, 257 S = S
T . e Y A .- - o o
- 4 v L/ K By
AU 7 T s Y ¥
— ! -~
A p Y ;
:,'_.:_,j — : e el = v b - 2
BT i T e e e T e B
r gt S Iy = w
Ex. 3 ; . e, Mol S > -
=¥. 5. Mussorgskv: 4 to 5 (Stokowski indications) R B = : p
- = a, | mi—— oy ¥ W x X .
\eit? s, i 3 . 5 § e T * p A7 g
Jelther arranger, by the way, does anvthing of the scrt at the : JZ. ﬁ.-‘.fﬁ‘ 2 b 2 3 AN
i g ; Vie. | =g = i - =—
beginning. ' ' F i 5 e e
| 7 i R - T i
i > }I A 2 : a )
—rar—t r—— 5 - o
Bass i 73 s ’1-':,' : :;‘ P ,:' _ = ‘g:n = -;' Y
. ———— i 3 Y SIS
GNOMUS r il X
In much of "Gnomus" the chief problem is simply to over- Ex. 7. C-B-S: 7 - 4 to 7 (strings cnly)

come orchestral obstacles caused by awkward and rapid melodic Ravel is the fussiest, bringing out the hemiola without

figuration and an uncratefu

[

key. Tushmalov and Goehr elect o runctuation of the sf's by extraneous instruments, but obscuring

avoid the problem altcgether by cutting the movement. Fach of the melodic line in the process:

the others makes an attemot to clarify matters, with mixed results
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Zx. 8. Ravel: 7 -4 to 7 (strings only)
Covvright, 1929, Ov Edition Russe de Musicue.
8y permission of the copvright owner, 3oosev s Hawkes, Inc

The others resemble each other in conception, giving the
line mostly intact, adding purnctuation on the sf notes, invari-

ably in the horns. Stokowski strives for--and achieves--scmewnart

dgreater clarity by abandoning the slurs altogether in the =us+=j

strings and shortening them consideradbly in the low winds. Wood

adds clarinets to the norn punctuation but retains the slur through-

Qut. Funtek's lack of faith in Nis basses undermines clarity:

(]

X. 9. Funtek: 7 -4 to 7 - 1 (viola, cello, bass only)

The passage from 8 to 10 offers a great opportunity for
the skilled orchestrator to show his colors, as it were
cially if he chooses to write out and alter =the repeat (9 to 190
is in the original a repeat of 8 to 9). Wood, Funtek, Cailliet

and C-B-S me

at

ely repeat, and their treatments ners are unremark-

m

able except for Cailliet's xylophone downbeats and use of muted

trumpets in the second phrase.

63

Ravel and Stokowski, however, show marvelous imagination,
though the latter indulges in a cut not only of the repeat but
also of the ensuing passage, clear to the big Cb at 11 - 2,
Ravel, then, is the onlv one to write out the repeat. His first
statement (practically copied bv C-B-S5) is not unlike Wood's and
Funtek's thick versions, albeit more refined and transparent.

The repeat, however, is masterly, if not especially Mussorgskian,
taking full advantage of the celesta, harp harmonics, solo bass

clarinet (with some help frém the horn), and eerie string glis-

sandos involving some technically unauthorized notes:
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Ex. 10. Ravel: 9 -1 to 10 - 2 (with Mussorgsky)

(03]
w

0O
®
L 1)
-
b=

Stokowski, in his inimitable way, is equally resour
preserving éll of Mussorgsky's sf's; Ravel observes only those
on downbeats. The brilliant strokes here are the use of trumpet
punctuations on 2nd beats, the long low string glissandos (on
authorized notes!), and the vositively hair-raising crescendos

in the l.h. part from, first, 4 trombones and tuba, then from

8 horns and contrabassoon:
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| ! g . 3 . , . .
m S ’ | ol A small but interesting textual point migh% be mentioned.
=lpl' a? [ T i, ' s, Aala® > ~
Pice [t TS = e e, apela ] Mlealaiz 242 = : : : . C
= ey A o e e The pickup to the final upward rush (at 18) is originally a guar-

-~
e — —ue ] ter-note, which Ravel and Cailliet for some reason change to an
i ey S~ 8th. Wood, Funtek, and C-3-S retain the quarter. Stokowski,
e 7, S e however, as if to thumb his nose at Ravel's shortaning of the
e
o - oy Tai g haalealptiz | 2 - j :
e e e e note, writes a dotted half!
. SR crese , P 3 : :\
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. B e i ———— PROMENADE II
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P o e 3 W RSNy B B bl
R e e is therefore surprising that the versions are as dissimilar as
I l resc. e ——1
L
= they are.
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e al The differences arise primarily from sound conceptions in
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> ore « - 4 3 Nt
1 2] £, e and Stokowski orefer strings in the harmonized measures, wnile
- | i ;
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| | 7 T A— : |
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] I ﬁ_——‘ i . . ' . . 2
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Iyto. [K“ = Sma=— gl
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t1€ plano original does not suggest any sort of contrast

Or registration change for the 1.h. meledy in m. 3 and 4:

-y o 7 - B — e T e
7 e T = P ——_
1 A S T ‘ Sl
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: !
*) Ze | e i g - 1
y L4 L‘ » J & y A 2 2 :Y) = = 2 ‘ﬁ :l‘ 2 ‘—4 ‘IE .—‘ 2 - }
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Ex. 13. Mussorgsky: Promenade IT, m. 1L to S
Ravel, Stokowski, and C-B-S nonetheless orivide it, with Funtek,
Caillij : p i 1
Cailliet, and Goehr <eeplng the same melody instruments. Sto-

Kowski in particular heightens the acho effect b giving m. 3
and 4 to pp strings, tremolo rapido, sul ponticello, con sordi-
No--a haunting sound more aporopriate, perhaps, to "Mortuis".

Near the end of the Piece Cailliet and Goehr give a3 2-
measure statement to muted trumpets, which, at least to this
Observer, seem out of place, lending something of an ironic twinge
Lo a serene moocd. This is especially true in Goehr's case, since
ne deliberately avoids other brass and even the somewnatr striden=
Oboes elsewhers,

Interestingly, a certain unanimity among the arrangers is
evident in their treatment of the last 2 measures, r.h. These

are given to violins in every case but one, Funtek, who oots in-

stead for flute, piccolo, and harp.
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OLD CASTLE

Of uppermost importance in any version of this touching
piece is the choice of the solo instrument as enunciator of the
troubador's song and, ultimately, creator of its unique mcod.
With two real exceptions (C-B-S's clarinet might best be written
off as a decision of school-orchestra expediency), the arrangers
are in concurrence in their choice of the English nhorn, an in-
strument whose particularly affecting timbre is ideally suited
to the emotional color of this music.

The familiar exception, of course, is Ravel, who instead
came up with the most celebrated solo in orchestral literature
for alto saxophone. 1Its effectiveness and novelty cannot be
denied; it lends a very special aura, underlining in a curious
way the quaint and remote gualities of the piece. Partisans

S as a stroke of genius.

0
O
b

B bl e T s R
oi1ntc -t “iul Lo

of Ravel's version often

O

A devil's advocate, however, would have some persuasive
arguments. The saxophone is more strident, more evocative of
American blues (though no faulc of Ravel), and more downright
foreign to this idiom (i.e., less Mussorgskian) than the English
horn. That the latter is the obvious choice is 2asily demon-
strable by its use in at least 5 of the other versions. To what
extent Ravel simply searched for greater novelty than this ob-
vious choice cannot be known. But whatever novelty the saxo-
phone may have had has been largely obviated by its by-now
familiarity, and, ironically, the "obvious" English horn, on

first hearing, sounds quaint and unusual. Ultimately, of course,

there is no single "right" choice, and individual taste is the




only arbiter,

The other exception is Wood, who calls for an of

euphonium (but, interestingly, not in "Bydlo"). This seems to

[V
=

be a less satisfactory solution in most respects,

1]

h

tions and has distinct advantages here in subduing the solo in-

strument and creating an appropriately remote atmospne

As expected, all the arrangers use their chosen solo in-

struments consistently at the three primary statements, 20

fv

effect). Five of them elect :o change colors for the more agi-

tated, quasi-developmental statements at 25 + 5 and 28.
retaining the English horn Funtek flirts dangerously with mono-
tony, as does C-B-S with only marginally more justification.
Stokowski avoids monotony by cutting from 25 + 6 to 28 + 1 and
switching, as noted, to alto flute at 31l. It may be of

tOo note that Wood's change is from off-stage euphonium

stage trumpet.

thoug
xceptional performer could undoubtedly make a cersuasive case

or it. The off-stage idea is unique among all the orchestra-

nd 31 (Stokow§ki does change to alto flute at 31, to haunting

interest

73

All save one of the arrangers assign strings (with wind

doublings in the cases of Wood, Funtek, and C-B-S) to the

sicilianc passage at 23. The exception is Goehr, whose novel

solution follows:
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% Mussorgsky's ending has proven unsatisfactory for no few-
The most notewortrhv of the other h i : Qi :
'@ most n thy of th hers at th s , , , . .
SR pASEE iy Stokowski, er than five of the arrangers: only Tushmalov, Funtek, and C-
who out-Ravels Ravel in evoking a shimmering s i £y
& - = amerin s ~ 5 : . . . <
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PROMENADE III

Oddly, only two arrangers begin Promenade III with the

“id

same 1nstruments as Promenade I: Ravel and his downscaled

emulator C-3-S., The three others evidently see a proncunced

1

rn

fer

o}

(D

nces in mood--brighter, 1

1]

SS stately--and vary their or-

-

Chestrations accordingly.

The most drastic change is Goehr's, which unique, rather

fanciful staccato treatment is illustrated here:
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In this alry movemant the five arrangers varv more great-

; i . , .
LY 1n their approaches than in any of the foregoing. They fall
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conveniently into two groups according to their general aims,
dut even within a single group their methods of achieving them
are vastly different.

The polarity of aims revolves around the movement's sub-
title, "Children's disputes after games". Mussorgsky does not

paint a very contentious picture; the © dynamic is cons%ant

T
(=)}

throughout in Lamm, except for one sf a + 4 (the hairpin

fw
(g3

36 shown beneath the Ravel score is evidently spurious). Rave

—

and Cailliet provide the guarrelsome atmosphere by injecting
dynamics and orchestrating accordingly. Here, for instance,

is Ravel's 34, with Mussorgsky's original:
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Zx. 19 Ravel: 34 to 35 - 2 (with Mussorgsky)

Ravel and Cailliet differ in their approach to the middle

(]

section, 35, where the former is playful and the lats:

r, with

greater contrast but less approoriateness, is smooth and suave,
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with extanded slurs and (at 36) gratuitous harp arpeggios.

-
r

might be added that Cailliet's instrumentation of the last 4

measures is wholly inconsistent with similar passages earlier.

As might be surmised, Wood, Funtek, and Goehr are nmore

faithful to Mussorgsky's letter if not spirit, at least in terms

of dynamics. Each takes definite——althou@h different--steps to

reduce instrumentation and achieve a reasonably consistent light-

ness. Goehr employs a chamber orchestra similar to Ravel's,
with fewer doublings and correspondingly greater transparency.
Funtek, in a rare flash of real imagination, writes for winds,

-

percussion, and harp onlv. Wood is @ven more sparse, scoring
for flutes, clarinets, and horns in vairs, "smallest triangle”,
and solo violin. An idea of their basic dissimilarity can be

gotten by a direct comparison of 2 measures at 36:

T-JL

Sele

Ex. 20 wWood: ;ﬁ to 36 + 3
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. . . ’ S ..
Goehr's treatment, it will bhe noted, is similar to Ravel's,

Ty : L . .
differing only in choice of wind lnstrument(s) and insertion of
an ecno dynamic. Funtek, who allows himself cnly this one forte,

uses very nearlv his entire eénsemble, but his effort seems mi

n

placed since the Dassage is not particularly disputacious. Wood's
solo wviolin fortes, on the other hand, seem more a result of
instrumental balance than musical conception.

Ravel, incidentally, is the only transcriber to tak

M

-

e |
[

strumental advantage of the structurally parallel measures

W
(%}
I

1l and 37 + 4, using clarinets consistently,

BYDLO

One of the most drastic discrepancies between Lamm's ore-

sumably authoritative piano edition and the others

the dvnamic

,,
n

rn

£
o

marking at the very beginning of "Bydlo". Lamm gives ; others

give p poco a poco cresc. Clearly, whoever was originally re-
sponsible for this change wanted to dive the impression of a
gradual approach (and disapoearance) of the cumbersome ox-cart,
but, equally clearly, that was not Mussorgsky's conception. The
one transcriber that actually starts "Sydlo" loudly, Stokowski,
has been unjustly vilified for it (see above, p. 20). His record-
ed tempo, of Course, did not help matters, hut even'that is slow-
er than the one suggested 5y Rimsky-Korsakov and Stassov.

The major discrepancy in the seven versions of this piece
is the choice of solo instrument(s) for the long opening solo.

As was the case with Ravel's saxophone in "0Old Castle", his

82
choice of tuba for the entirety of the "Bydlo" solo has come
to be revered as a masterstroke-—-never mind that, as noted above,
he did not intend the familiar bass tuba in 88bor C. 'The
range of the solo is quite simply beyond all but the most vir-
tuosic plavers of those instruments. 3Sut it must be acknowledg-
ed that even a smaller F or C tuba represents an inspired choice,
representing as it does the labored lumbering of the crude ox-
cart,

The choices of the other versions, with one exception, are
effective without being as pictorial. Stokowski begins with
"Tuba (or EZuphonium)", but switches to 8 horns for the 5th through
9th measures. Wood keeps his (4) horns through the solo, adding
clarinets at the 5th measure and 2 trombones later. C-B-S5 uses
2 trombones, also adding clarinets at m. S. Cailliet's solution
is difficult to identify from the old 78 r.p.m. recording, but
it is more than likely 3 trombones.

The other two solutions are somewhat more compromising.

To allow for his extensive cross-cuing, Goehr perpetrates some
equally extensive doubling: clarinet, alto saxophone (but not in
"0ld Castle"!), 2 horns, and violas--an interesting and not at
all ineffective blend, considering the lack of heavy brass. The
remaining version is less competitive: Funtek is content with a

solo bass clarinet, which will require some fancy balancing on the

rt of the conductor. To his credit, he is the only arra

2
(=3

0

nger
add soprano (E5 clarinet to the big tutti at 42 (he also -adds

pianoforte to the thundering l.h. part but mysteriously omits tuba.

Attention might be called to the articulation in the piano
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original, r.h., at 42 - 2 and, similarly, the 2nd beat o)

I
£ 42 -

4. These short notes have been lengthened 5v Ravel and therea-

by have worked their tenuto way into our memories and expecta-

tions. Stokowski, strangely, follows Ravel's example, but

-

p=

ar
eu

the listener beware that all

the others observe the origina
Wood, by the wav, adds a full 4-measure vamp at the begin-

ning, and Stokowski adds 1 measure. Both tack on an extra 2

at the end.

PROMENADE IV

The primary difference in the five versions of this short

transition is that three Degin with strings and two with winds.

The latter pair, Ravel and Funtek, are remarkably similar through-

out the piece, as, for that matter, is Goehr, after his string

opening.

Cailliet and Stokowski are of a different mind. Stokowsk i

indulges in his fascination for tremolo sul oonticello con sor-

dino strings throughout the

'g

iece, even in the cello and pass.

As intimated above, this zerie

1]

=

effect is more appropriata to

"Mortuis", and by making such a point of it in two orevious prom-

enades Stokowski runs perilously close to scoiling a good thing.

Cailliet achieves a unigue dramatic effect by keeping in-

strumental choirs separate until the middle of 47 + 2; his is

the onlv version to use strings exclusively at 47, saving winds

for the more urgent ensuing measures.

At least three of the arrangers doudle the winds with harp

(Ravel) or celesta (Funtek and Goehr) at the

little premonition

84
. G2 3 iy
of "Chicks" 2 measures before the end (the Cailliet recording
iei i 3 e mor A&
is again unclear). Surprisingly, Stokowski does not; nor does

1 i fo! !
he employ them in "Chicks" until the last four measures!

CHICKS
The most crucial problem for the orchestrator of this in-
tentionally balletic piece is not to allow one's clever resources
to intrude on the feathery (or, more appropriately, fluffy) light-

i its a i is n D dy, nor
ness so essential to its charm. The piece is not a parody,

- Al ' ¥V ”n
is it grotesgue in the way that "Gnomus" and "Baba-Yaga" are, and

r
1
®
=
(D
3
1
3
r
0

those arrangers

hat play up its potantially grot;squ
do seem to miss the point. That said, this movement has eliciz-
ed the most consistently imaginative rasponses, and there is not

a truly weak or ineffective rendition among them, despite an oc-
casional missing of the »oint.

Stokowski is the most guilty in this respect, even thoucgh
fis orchestral brilliance here is second to none. The staccato
interjections by 3 muted trumpets at the beginning, the crawling
slurred English horn and oboe in mm. 5 to 9, the violent crasc-
endo to 52 - 2, the ff downward glissandos of the first violins
on downbeats starting at 55--all are fantastic, but hardly sug-
gestive of baby chicks, much less embrvonic ones. (One listener,
hearing Stokowski's miked-up recording of the high flute flutters
at 53, exclaimed that the poor things were drowning!).

Cailliet, in a different wav, allows his resourcefulness
to obscure simplicity and continuity. His problem is an occasion-

i irs £ 1 tl his most tclatant
al compulsicn to change choirs frequently, and his m o]
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Wood :
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alternating

es and violins plavy

indulgence is at 52, where flut

notes.,

Lehis

The greatest originality is shown in the various treatments

are

which

£

measures o

™M
mn
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repeat

Trio

first-oart

of the

shown below in several versions
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Tushmalov's harp lends a
straightforward
6 solo violins,
out the
con sordino (!), a unique celesta part, har

very higl

Ravel and

ly addé woodwind chirps

mevement.

harmonics in

-3

touch of grace to h
treatment; Wood uses intricate
he

takes advantage of an Znglis

the
Most sophisticated randerings,
especially Goehr.

to the passage.

rhythm and confiquration of

measures
dut genuinely transvarent texture.

dent in his parts for flute, harp, and 2nd

intentions as to exactly where the D.C.
nis direct

and Goenr

Wood, Ravel, and Cailliet regard these

skepticism to cut

Sign two measures

[N

as well as deploving solo strings in

are taken literallwy (Tushmalov, Funtek, Stokowski,

the climactic

otherwise

®
"

however, are given ov
30th, Ravel in particular, clever-

Goehr conju

a

the main scherzo in nis 3rd and 4

a complex-

o

‘0

Mussorgsky's

as shown below:

Fe)
xf

Tushmalov:

first,

to the left.

ending of

in effect moving Mussorgskv's coda

[}
taste; the second d° can sound redundant or 1ntensify the cli-

max, depending on who is verforming and who is listening.

GOLDENBERG
Samuel Goldenberg elicits very similar responses from the
transcribers; low (or all) strings plus a smattering of low wood-
winds (Stokowski, with esxcellent resulis, substitutes tuba for

woodwinds). Schmuvle, however, is problematical, as is so often

the case with the poor. Ravel's muted trumpet on the intricats
top part is doubtless a fine inspiration, characterizing the

whining beggar in a way that the more obvious Nigh woodwinds
cannot. As remarked above, Goehr concurs to the point that ne

finds it impossible to give an alternate instrument (th

fu

r
-

n

~

until 60 - 1, where he switches to solo viola!). Yet the proo-
lems with the trumpet are great. None but the finest plavers

can cope convincingly with the solo, owing to its length, range,
and tonguing demands, and the texture itsalf Degins to wear thin

-
cer

few measures.

v

el

a

o
=

S usual, the other solutions vary in effectiveness. Sto-

e

Kowski's is interesting--he spells the trumpet at 2-measure in-
tervals with piccolo and oboe, a rather similar sound. (He also
simplifies the rhythm, as noted on p. 50.) Tushmalov, too, shifts

colors every 2 measures, using clarinet, clarinet and flute, obo

1

’

Lt}

oboe and bassoon, respectively. Funtek uses one flute throughout,
reinforced bty xvylophone "flams" on each beat. Wood employs a cu-

rious blend: oboe, English horn, and French horn. The latts

[a}

three solutions, while plausible, are wanting in characterization
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and intensity.
The doleful descending line at 62 has elicited some unu-

sual respcnses from the arrangers, as

Tushmalov dassoon Cailliat solo cello

wood lst violins Stokowski lst violin, 4 back
Funtek 2 flutes stands

Ravel lst violins, oboe Goenr "Vow-wow" mutad trombone

The most interesting of these, it seems, is Goenr, who manages =o

inject a comical touch into Schmuyle's final plea. Cailliet i

n

also effective, in an entirely different wav.

Mention should be made of the unauthorized fx instead of

(or gb) on Ravel's 4th beat of 50 + 2 and two later places

A\

None of the others follows his example.

The length of.the final note is another issue of dispute.
Mussorgsky wrote a dotted half, observed (more or less) by Tush-
malov, Funtek, Stokowski, and Goehr. Wood, Ravel, and Cailliet

shorten it to an 8th-note, presumably to de

0

ict a mora curt dis-
missal by the haughty Goldenberg. Also, the note immediata
dprevious to it, it may bhe remembered, is given in Lamm as Bb.

All seven acrrangers, nowever, give C.

[

PROMENADE V
The striking similarity of this promenade to the one that
oegins the work is unexpected; the other three (four, if one
counts "Mortuis") are quite dissimilar. Mussorgsky's reasons,

if any, are obscurs. The notion that he conceived the work in

1 P S i . =
Recent printings of the Ravel study score show g% in the
Plano "original”. Lamm, of course, gives g°®.

92
two large parts, each beginning with a ceremonious promenade

is plausible only in the sense that Promenade 7 stands just past

the midpoint. Many factors weigh against that notion: the two
nypothetical parts are not so designated, the ending of "Golden-
berg" is in no wav analogous to that of "Great Gate", and it

does not gel with the ostensible program (the promenades depict
Mussorgsky's stroll through the exhibition).

Whatever the case, all but three arrangers see fit to cut
Promenade V, including Ravel, and no one seems Co miss it thera.
Tushmalov, the verv first arranger, used this promenade instead

Of Promenade I at the beginning of his suite, indicating a dis-

rn

elt the ending of Prom-

(a3

tinct preference. More than likely he
enade I was too abrupt, ooting instead for the raythmic augmenta-
tion at the end of V.

The three orchestrations ars strai htforward, varving only

Ve

1

slightly according to the inclinations of their makers. Funtek

is the sguarest, more oft

(D

n than not writing for bdlock masses.
Tushmalov separates choirs more conscientiously, adding cvmbal
and bass drum punctuation near the end. Cailliet follows his
rather overzealous example in Promenade I, with less drastic and

less frequent color changes.

LIMOGES
There is a conflict of desirable ands in this intricate

ication and clean-

n

piece. 1Its very complexity cries out for clari
liness, but its subject matter calls for depiction of hustle and

bustle above all. daggling women in a busy marketonlace, after
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all, do not suggest the most sedate of scunes. Instrumenta

b ET
~%

=

the line between these ends can be drawn with surprising ease.
Disciples of the latter (hustle-bustle) school--iiood, Tuntak,
Ravel, and Cailliet-=relv on strings to a great extent, using

winds for reinforcement, cclor, and short in

(t

erjections. Those
of the former (clarity) bent--Tushmalov and, tc a lesser extent
Goehr--give the thematic material to the winds, using strings

generally for repeated notes and short motives. Tushmalov Wwas

SC intent on refining the texture that he rewrote the antira

middle section (see ©. 40), and gquite skillfully,
An interesting variety of solutions and non-solutions is

i

found at 64 + 4, the original of which is given below:

75 =
j o=

Ex. 29. Mussorgsky: 64 + 4
Beats 3 and 4, 1l.h., represent an easy piano svncopation which
does not translate well to the orchestra medium. %Wood and Fun-
tek, nonetheless, give it as is, the former to horns, violins,
and violas; the latter to bassoon and 2 muted trumpets. Tush-
malov neatly avoids the problem by moving the notes one lsth to

the left, i.e., on the beats. Goehr cleverly changes articula-

r

tion, yielding perhaps the neatest of all soclutions:

94

Ex. 30. (winds onlvy)

Ravel is altogether more sophisticated, perhaps too much so for

ideal claritv:

Ex. 3l. Ravel: 64 + 4 (strings and winds only)

it ] ! 5 reated
The 2-measure transition just before 69 has also been trea

i if : ' ! 7isi h led him to
surprisingly differently. Tushmalov's revision has 1 t

h nd he nsequently Dbegins
start the passage on g (rather than d), and he conseg y g




Fi
22 .
2cxgatal 2 nan ""‘._f: -

the descending chromatic scale on the downbeat, cutting ths in-

strumentation from octave strings and woodwinds :to upver strirgs

(repeated notes) and clarinecs (scale;. '"ood scores both mea-

YT S e s
sures for woodwinds alone, adding a trumpet to the scale. Fun- T s ) e e e e
e e e e T
: e : TR . . e ey P e A M
tek is extremelv effective here, with his screaming trill, ma- T aZent o e —————-
Ees RS
L - S L)
chine gun trumpets, and consciantious attenticn :o Mussorgsky's R et
EN G

starting the l.h. scale on c%, not d--the onlv version to make

Y 500 G - Las (an)

chis poin

- —
-

N e

Ravel uses the high trill and also manages to inser:t a

premonition of "Baba-Yaga" into the oboe, clarinet, ané bassoon

parts, and his trumpets give added intensity to the 2nd measure:

— |
= > Tl PR o B !
sl ,.‘,,,,,,,.,;T—:ax:_ o ETEIEFESASH

LR R 24T

—

Ex. 32 Ravel: 63 - 2,
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; CATACOMBS
Cailliet uses the full ensemble in the lst measur2, but, like

L

The problem here is how best to achieve the dramatic
Wood, restricts the 2nd to the winds. Goehr's 2nd measure i

wn

measure-to-measure dynamic contrasts while maintaining che

similar to Tushmalov's described above, but his lst Tneasure is
‘ essential monumentality of the piece. Ravel's familiar solu-
unigue in its choir change on each bceat: ‘
tion is to maintain the awesome character by abandoning strings
entirely, except for basses, and using soft or muted horns to
contrast with ff trombones. Cannily, he saves ff trumpets for
the climax at 74. Funtek similarly uses brass only (including
g also dassoons, bass clarinet, and tam-tam) but deals with the
\ = 3;~;%:;f'a ‘
8n 2 = = ; contrasts by merely Writing dynamic indications rather than chang-
—— Cr— . . F . . . . s . . 3
X e | lng lnstruments or choirs--a distinctly less lmaginative idea.
I et s { o
. . Tushmalov and Wood are similar here, using the full en-
%%
H T SEdd o dd ey _
= J semble in much the same way that Funtek uses brass. Both make
() . -
e e A eyl e g . . ) -
ATt el — = : effective use of timpani all the way to 73 + 4; Wood specifies
[ | -
| g | y i 1 o
CLppees fopis ! "pedal timpani" and uses them, along with organ pedal, to double
| Tha = — -
F : . ; : . : ; . :
[ the bass line. But neither is especially convincing with re-
gard to contrast.
:): ~
5.0, —3 —= In that respect the most satisfactory version is Cailliet's,
-
= ~
= > . N . . N .
Com, = — 1 which emplovs motionless Strings in contrast to heavy brass in
= = ==
the £f measures. The only danger in this soluticn is its Dra-
- - -~ T
e e—r 1 e — . i . s . . . .
VaT __::Eéiéégztzéégp, dictability once the pattern is set, assuming the music is
Lr . familiar. And whether monumentality is retained isg a matter of
van~4;§3E§g;§;EEIIff3 ¥
————— “F oun ’[
{ [ taste; many may feel that the strings add a needed element of
A
Ya )
still repose.
Yo This leaves Stokowski, whose several orilliant ideas (e.g.,
long glissandos to string harmonics and a try Y awesome ff£f
Ex. 33 Gcehr: 69 - 2




chord at 75 - 2 from which "Mortuis" macicallv emer es) are
severely compromised by changes in rhythm and dvnamics that
border on the Qutragecus. The dramatic rower can nardly

gainsaid, bu

r

the rewriting must be heard Lo te delieved.
A fascinating textual droclem is found in the shor:
Passage at 74 - 4 that sounds to at least one listener 1lik

—_—

quotation from the Brahms c-minor symphony. The guesticn in-

a2

volves the pedal A which is kept for all 4 measures &

espite
an obvious resolution to g-minor after 2 measures. Tusamalov
and Stokowski change the A to G at that moment; the others ra-
spect the A.Z Lamm Xeeps A, but deletes the tise from the pre-

vious measure. With al

[a}

espect, would not be at all sur-

[

orised if Mussorgsky intended G 211 along and wrote

Likewise the familiar f4 at 72 + 4 is given by Wood and
Stokowski as fy and 2%, respectivelw. We, of course, are ac-
customed to this Persichettian dissonance, but in truth one would
Se hard put to find a comparable sonority in Mussorgskv's ouz-

Put, much less in this work. The

D

# 1is defensible harmonicall-

It
=

(

in every wav; the 15 not, except as a rars upper pedal. 1In

(

MesSSy manuscript naturals look like sharps, e's on ledger lines
look like f's. Who's to know?
MORTUIS

In this movement alone Mussorgsky's dvnamic range is

—
-
H
—
or
@
o

o

There is a story, most probably true, ¢
changed Ravel's A to G on the rental scors, an
1 T Pl

hat some conductor
d when Toscanini saw
iotlm

Tt ne angrily defaced the SCore with "But whs

100
O Do or less--"perdendosi" is indicated a full 4 measures bDe-
fore the end. 0ddly, none of the arrangers respects this dyna-
mic consistently; each relies on sparseness and, in most casas,
simplicity to set the literallw cryotic mood.
As has Dbeen twice previously mentioned, Stokowski captures

the haunting atmosphere most vividly by his exclusive use, un=il

77, of strings con sordini, tremolo rapido, sul oonticello. The

«

undisturbed here, hbut Stokowski's love of

=

PP remains virtual

)

rich sonority proves too strong at 77, where the pp gives wavy
to mf "dolcissimo" and some lush orchestration.

The others, while handling this seconé half mor

1]

respect-
fully, seem comparatively pale in the first. Most use winds
for the skeletal promenade theme in the 2nd measure; Wood, h0ow-

ever, opvens with 3 solo violas and harp, only later (at 76)

Q]

switching to Znglish horn and 2 French herns. Tushmalov, Wood,

1))

and Ravel don't even bother to mark Pp; one p suffic

1)

sS. Funtek,

uniquely, doubles winds with celesta at doth places. The tremolo
r.h., by the wav, is given to violins in each case.

The second half is most marvelously treated b¢

.

Ravel, wno

(39

uses judicious string divisi, tremolo harmonics, very unusual

wind voicing, and subtle echoing of the harp by the lower cellos:
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Ravel: 77 - 1 to 77 + 5

The others, with one exception, seem to have exgerienced

a4 strange common fascination for muted trumpets and (in Woo3d,
Funtek, and Goenr) trombones hera. These seem curiously out of

place in music of such quiet se

7]
"
1]

s

nity unless usad with =ha great-

8st care, as in Ravel's one-trumpet echo at 78 + 3. The one ex-

Ception is Tushmalov, who differs in vet another way: he is the
only one not to use harp for the ascending l.h. guarter-note
triplets in 3 places after 77. They are given to pizzicato

cellos; the harp plays a 7- or 8-note chord cn everv downbeat:

rom 77 to the end.

m

BABA-YAGA
The first part of this fierce piece finds the arrangers
in general unanimity. The main differences, usually, have as
much to do with size of forces than conception of sound. wood,
Funtek, and Stokowski, for instance, unleash some fairly awesome
forces and thereby swamp Tushmalov and the.somewhat mors valiant

Goehr. Ravel and Cailliet eccupy a middle ground in terms of

-y

sheer mass,.but heard individually they do not suffer in ccmpa-
rison,

The exceptions to this unanimity, though moderate in num-
ber, are often fascinating. Tushmalov of%en fails to take ade-
quate advantage of the resources available to Aim, and his ver-
sion sounds downright tame. The tassage at 84 is a good exam-
ple: the horn bouchés and trumpet mutes are good ideas, but the

support of pizzicato strings and a few staccato winds--no per-

cussion--convevs nothing of the ferocity of the passage:
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Tushmalov, incidentally, is also the only arranger not to use
3a J 22, ’
> . z
——— om— . — LY trumpets at 83.
_ =l — - e ——
I o — 5 : . Bera fam i ; 3
; \ ) : 83 is conceived more elaborately by Wood than bv any ot
22.bouches. a2, -5 2T = ‘
o o—
EA 7 = : =17 ' : - the others: wind trills, harp glissandos, and Petrushka-like
r—‘f . I T t t . ] ' .
Iaz. bouchéas. ag, trombone scales add to the wild exhilaration:
> = e ]
:_——'.‘-TL =z r ey - -
4 . T T { -
,f | T
T.T ia ab a2.con sordini.
T - Cr’ - - - -’ﬂ |
| Som——— - 4 - +
7 ' : o
rXo— 2 2 2 2 rde 22 » %2
—Aa— i o —— : — =
LT RN U S e e
[y 1 L L ! |
i — a2 F [ S = 9 4. s s e =
T T3 = :
l »
. i
pizz . b -
e L2 _lin_a_] 4 L
e O e e e e
pizz
b d -~
L = -—= R = — e
t e >~ e 2 AT + > s = = 1 e
pizz 1
= Lo
e — I & —— e —
= - — e = o ! S —— e ,—’-—‘ + 3 —
Ex. 35. Tushmalov: 84 to 38
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The several solutions for the middle sectica, starting
i ,); | | | | | ! !
ix - — at 90, are at great variance:
‘q_, , Frr W i | ] , 1 =
pas S , ; , l.h. theme
= | {
[ R Y e — e e e ) e
< ; e e : : | — Tushmalov 2 cassoons
_—.———4 } | | Py : . ) 3
il ; | 382 7 f | | i ! Wood 2 bassoons, contrabassccn, tuba, harp, cello
NoAas a2 | IS | | i i & bass pizz.
H bl o 1
e R e Funtek 2 trombones
Y] = P ———— 7 vel . -~ .
il sowg (= I l i Raf_*. . dasscon, Dbass pizz.
i = i~ = , _ J f Cailliet oassoon, bass pizz. (?)
l h ! | . o . N 1 . .
B CL| = : ! Stokowski Znglish horn, 3 clarinets, bass clarinet,
CUfs — = ‘ ;
15 =5 S0 e o 2 dbassoons, contrabassoon
ST S | 30w 5 ) | = So9 T t t 1 inet, bass ' viol ; 1
~— - | lj”’ | | ’ | = ~o% i | Goenr bass clarinet, bassoon, harp, viola & cello
a3 . Y | | P | tremolo sul oponticello
Fag = 1 2 - ! B =4 o
; = B =25 h -
P ; e : | r.h. accomoaniment
| ! o= ! | f | p =] |
N T —r———t - - -——_ ) . . .
C Fag.j|r =~ = = — Tushmalov viola; sustained 2 flutes
S ——r STt 7 3 : ; : - o
N - = ,f\’ Wood I, IT violin, viola; sustained 2 horns con sord.
I P — Funtek I, IT violin; sustained 2 clarinets
L A S . Ravel 2 flutes, alternating
—_ - ] . . . .
”'[;L 3 - Cailliet violin
= : == Stokowski  I. II violin
' ! L' ) ; A , | { ! Goehr flute; later I, II violin
L ! senza d. l‘{ﬂ‘u: mf ' ‘.o'_‘l ! ; ' !
—ht : i
o & - A ; " . ) (o .
1B = : Not only are the orchestrations vastly different, they also
' i ‘ P«:i mf——— ‘ [ i | | ‘ ‘
e ! | | i reflect equally divergent mood concentions. Tushmalov and Ravel
Tuba (=K
conceive a mysterious, sneakv atmosphere, and the sparse texture

timbre are ideal. Wood and Stokowski are by compari-

fu
pa
(e}
o
v
w0
0
O
0
3
()

son violent and distorted in the manner of "Gnomus". Stokowski

abets his conception with extreme dvnamic levels and, somewhat

later, brilliant instrumental effects: muted trumpet tremolos,

horn fluttertongue, marimbaphone, cymbal with metal beater. It

is an amazingly vivid and-gripping orchestration. Unfortunately,

the liberties Stokowski takes with Mussorgskv's original mavy,
b | - - | 4

to many, exceed the bounds of good taste, however ephemeral they

may be. And even if the changes in dynamics and colors are for-

¢iven in the name of poetic license, the cuts--a few measuras

here, a chunk there--sorely try one's magnanimous inclinations.

Ex. 38. Stokowski: 80 + 4 to 81 + 4
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Cne interesting addition to the end of this middle section
1s perpetrated bv Cailliat. Beginning at 33 + 4 he adds :the fol
lowing timpani part:
> e —
oedl SRR W | 1 1 -~ A i
T d - -
Ex. 39. Cailliet: 94 - 4 to 24 (timpani only)
Adthority? none whatsoever. Effectiveness? unexpected, but ob-
viously clever-—-and it fits.
As has been noted, Wood cuts <€ 2ntire reprise of che
first par=, for which he substitutes the following oassace for

Tmushroom bellss: -

.

Wilismi

.‘

A

¢

110
GREAT GATEZ

A dangerous pitfall in massive pieces like "Great Gata" 1is
failing to gauge one's climaxes 5V using too much strength too
scon. A strong temptation is to use the full ensemtle ac the
very beginninag, especially after the huge bduildun from "Raba-
faga". But the opening theme recurs three times in succession
in the opening passacge, not to consider even grander vassages
and climaxes later. The conscientious transcriber must thera-
fore make caresful decisions regarding changes in corchestration
or else run the risk of bembast and boredom.

Of the eight versions only the two earliest, Tushmalov and
Wood, fail to make anv differentiation in the three statements
(103, 104 - 4, 105) and suffer the consequences. Three of the
otaers start with smaller groups (Ravel with' brass, bassoons,
and timpani; Goehr with organ; C-=3-S with str ngs, winds, 2 horns,
and timpani) and use their full ensemblas at 105. Functek and
Stokowski, perhaps even mors cunning glv, do add or change in-
struments but save their full ensembles for later. Ca 1liet
avoids the problem by cutting from 105 to 107.

The two guiet chorale passages (at 106 and 109) have engen-
dered a variety of instrumental renderin ngs:

106 . 109

Tushmalov 2 cl, 2 bsn *2 tpt, 2 tbn
Wood organ *3 tpt, 3 tbn, eunh, tuba
Funtek str (no cb) same
Ravel 2 cl, 2 bsn same; later add 3 fl, bcl
Cailliet (cut) E.h., ¢cl, bsn (?); later add t
Stokowski vla & vc (div), cb *4 f1, E® cl, 2 cl, zcl, b5sn
Goenhr ob, 2 cl, bsn {(cut
C-B-S oo, 2 cl, bsn *ob, 2 cl, bsn, 2 tot, 2 thn

r

n

(o]

£
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As may be deduced, Tushmalov, Wood, and Stokowski change
Qe only one to use the exact

As can be seen, Funtek is th

the rhythms, with interesting results:
Same orchestration both times. He and Ravel are the only two to

. . N . | >~ i W o WO o N SO 223
refain Mussorgskv's "senza eXpressione” indication. The asterisks = = i —— —— —
) ) ] { B e - & L - < 7[ . 3 - 8 w4 . -
i ) . | e—— = R Ml i SRR e ey oy | 1
deénote the presence of a forte marking (or above), gquite the con- | P O»
N . e _ ., ) e ) | il > . - = L3>
-fary to Mussorgsky's "o senza eSpressione”. As to effective- s =3 L2V = 5 e —,
. . L L | '—P | [
ness, the most immediately Striking are Wood's organ, which cer-
: ; . i . . ! Bcl-
tainly creates an ecclesiastical mood, and the glowing, burnished | = T —T—= o
| Pacl P 77
1 i | 7 & 7 e z ——
10w strings of Stokowski. | = = o
{
Ba. =~
; - 1 S ko 1 s £ | = - = ; £ N =~
The r.h. from 110 + 5 o 114 and a good Dortion of the re- | ‘27 e ;*f——fﬁhgz: ’? -
e e B e e
‘ T —
mainder of "Great Gate" are among the few places in the suite f
that demand fairly extsnsive rewriting from an orchestrator. P T ’ =13 =
oo - =134 :;a:;;t:r—u~jnr7—=<q
. . R L_;_“ s e “;.o 4' I 4 N7 B s s o - = e s |
Tushmalcv and Goehr get around much of the oroblem by Simply ;t‘___,— \i/ S~ ~- ~
;. 7 . ; {
as$slgning it to the Planoforte (Funtek and C-B-S, howev2r, take .
——to = . = —‘Q‘ 1 :
£t} inst } ; EE%z::____._~__w = = e
No such advantage of the lnstrument) , Otherwise, the passage — Sz = "% ——— ba
has elicited two typves of solutions, one which maintains the

. . b s ; . § " g 1 i X
original rhythmic values despite figuration changes, the other Ex. 41. Tushmalov: 110 + 5 to 11l + 3 (winds only)
which provides its own new rhythmic structurs.

e Ty am——

Adherents of the criginal rhythm are Funtek, Ravel, Goehr,

and C-B-g, although Puntek and Goeh

r do continue quarter-note

“2XL

SRR
Foyi 4L S

triplets along with the 8ths at 111.

P

The chief figuration change

e
'. .
a5

takes the form of either repeating the 4-note chord in quarter-~

note triplets (Funtek) or undulating in close intervals, harmoni-

z2ing the isolated £'s (the others). 1In all cases but for Geehr's

c';‘r~‘-u Pl

pianoforte, the melodic range of the dths at 111

—_—

is tightly

compressed.

HPSSRRr R

Ex. 42. Wood: 110 + S to 113 - 1 (2 m. added before 111)
(strings only)
Cont'd. on following page
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It is also instructive to compare the five different so-

lutions for the 6-octave scale at 114. Funtek, seemingly at a

loss for a solution, simply cuts it out, replacing it with a

i-measure continuation of the immediately preceding opattern.

C-3=S cuts it entirely, for reasons of difficulty andé range for

school (or "amateur") orchestras. Tushmalov, Ravel, and Stokow-
ski lengthen the run from 3 to 4 measures. The string parts of

2ach are snown below:
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Ravel keeps to the original notes most closely, except for his

addition of an extra measure. Goehr retains the notes in t

¥
]
T
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Lart, but constructs a first inversion triad, open nosition, on

2very note. Tushmalov, Wood, and Stokowski are of like mind in

>

at ll5--a logical idea:
Mussorgsky's (and Ravel's) C at the end of the scale‘seems some-
what unsatisfying.

It may be of incidental interast that the only arranger not

o

Lo "round out" the theme at 116 - 2, 1 (and two corresponding

(1)

ter

places soon thereaftar) igs Tushmalov. His tutti drops out a

the downbeat, allowing 2 trumpets and 2 trombones to

'

lay th

(D

rising triplets unaccompanied. The result, though letter-accu-

o

rate, is unfulfilli

-
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ot downright incorrect: even vianists
sustain the sonority via pedal.

Despite the superior effectiveness of Ravel's, Cailliet's,
and Stokowski's endings, they strav further from the original

than the others. Tushmalov and Funtek come closest. Ravel's

ending is given here along with the original:

(with Mussorgsky)
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It should be noted well that Lamm gives--and Tushmalowv and

Funtek observe--only two of the four measures after 122,

pu—



VI. CONCLUSIONS

If the above analyses and examples carry any weight what-
soever, it should be obvious that each version has its assets
and liabilitiesg, and.that to use the word "definitive" in con-
nection with Ravel's or any other transcriotion cetrays a nar-
row, dogmatic, and uninformed viewpoint, as likely as not mixed
generously with hero-worship.

That said, it would probably--though not certainly--be a
consensus that, taken as a whole, Ravel satisfies with Generally
greater consistency than the others. He shows no severe lapses
of judgment, despite instances of non-authenticity more numerous
than most writers allow. Other versions May survass his at a
few places or 2ven in a few flovements, but Ravel is never far
down the effectiveness scale. Often he is at the top of it, and
his version is enhanced immeasurably by a numbar of truly bril-
liant places.

But does this warrant the total--or very, very near-total--
usurpation of the Pictures market by this one admittedly fine,
time- and consumer-tested product? I think not. The Fourth may
be Brahms' greatest symphony, tut do we simply overlook the
others? There may be a slight flaw in the analogy, but I none-
theless believe it has a Certain validity.

In our establishment there Seems to be a stigma surroundine

the performance of unfamiliar music, including but bv no means

120
limited to contemporary music. That is why there are so manv
stultifyingly unimaginative, warhorse-laden programs perpetra-
ted by orchestras, “oards of directors, and conductors at all

levels., Familiar music is comfortable, heartwarming, secure.

n

Unfamiliar music mav be "pretty", but it is trange, too long,
rot as memorable, probably not as good in the first place. Why
take a chance cn Gade when Mendelssohn's around? Why go to the
trouble? There's no performing tradition, the conductor has to
learn it, the orchestra has to learn it, there's no opbportunity
to "make a statement" about it as Reiner, Xarajan, and Abbado
have made their statements.

There are overriding reasons, of course, to perform unu-
sual repertorv in spite of these and other handicaps. Stokowski

and many others have made reputacions doing it. But in the case

of a2 non-Ravel Pictures these risks do not apolv. The music,

given an audience of any experience at all, is not unfamiliar,
just differently clothed. A new outfit can mare anrvone more ex-

citing or mysterious. In the case of Pictures an entire ward-

robe is available, and the classy French look is just one sample.
Tushmalov may falter tnwards the end, but his clarity in

"Chicks" and "Limoges" is refreshing. Wood has many original

and effective ideas, and C-major is not such a bad key for a

splashy "Great Gate". Funtek is comparatively sober and thick,

but conscientious, complete, and massive. Cailliet is skillful

and imaginative, if a bit odd. The old wizard Stokowski, despite

his liberties and excesses, takes tne prize for gripoing picto-




121

rialism. Goenhr's craft is consistently impressive--if only he

I

hadn't pulled the boner of displacing "Limoges"! (C-3-35 ls not
without felicitous touches, and it is witkin the grasp of almost
any school orchestra. What possible secrets to Leonardi and
Sevitzky hold?

It is hoped that the information contained herein is of

value to each reader, conductor or otherwise, in terms of satis-

fying possible curiosity about these orchestrations, and t

12t 1t

awakens even more curiosity about one or more of them. Person-
ally, T will bhe happy to supply to anyone what information or
materials I can to bring about further performances of these

other versions. In thi

w0

way new light, new viewpoints, new em-

Phases can be shed on this work of uneven but indisputasle gen-

[Ve}

[N

us, and more listeners May grow to appreciate it in more of

its innumerable aspects.

SELECTED BIBLIQGRAPHV

REFERENCE WORKS

ASCAP Symphonic Catalog. 2nd ed. New York: ASCAP,1939,

ASCAP Symphonic Catalog. 3rd ed. YNew York: R. R. Bowker Co.,
1977.

Rlom, Eric (ed.). Grove's Dictionarv of Music and Musicians.

Mussorgsky, Modest. Compiete Works. Vol. XVII: Tableaux d;une
Exposition. Paul Lamm, ed. New York: =dwin F. Xalmus, n.d.
=oRES LA 0H

Slonimsky, Nicolas (rev.). Baker's Biographical Dictionarv of
Musicians. 6th ed. YNew York: Schirmer Rooks, L9,3.

The Lynn Farnol Group, Inc. (ed.). The ASCAD Biogranhical Dic-
tionary. 1966 ed. New York: ASCAP, 1966.

BOOKS

Orchestration

Berlioz, Hector. Treatise on Instrumentation. Enlarged and
vised by Richard Strauss; translatad by Theodora Fron
New York: Edwin F. Kalmus, 1948.

re—
-
Ce.

Carse, Adam. Musical Wind Instruments. New York: Da Capo
Press, 1965.

Gevaert, F.-A. Cours Methodigue d'Orchestration. Paris:
Henry Lemoine & Cie., n. 4.

Kennan, Kent W. The
Englewood Cli

chnigué of Orchestration. 2nd ed.
s, NJ Prentice~-dall, Inc., 1952.

Piston, Walter. Orchestration. New York: W. W. Norton & Co.,
1955.

ited

Rimsky-Korsakow, Nicolas. Principles of Orchestration. =
o

M
-

by Maximilian Steinberq; translated by Zdward Aga
New York: Edwin F. Xalmus, n. g.




Biographv
—— e e,

Calvocoressi, M. D. Musorgsky: The Russian Musical Nationalis
it LS AT - <
Translated by A. Eaglefield Hqull. VNew York: =. P. Dut
ton & Co, 1919,

Seroff, Victor J. Modeste Mousscrgskv., New York: Funk g Wag-
nall's, 1963.

Ravel. New York: Henrv Holt & Co., 1953.

Stuckenschmidt, H. H. Maurice Ravel. Translated bv Samuel R.
Rosenbaum. Philadelpnia: <Chiltcn Book Co., 1968.

Repertorv reference

Ferguson, Donald N. Masterworks of the Orchestral Repertoire.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota 5ress, 155

.t.

Frankenstein, Alfred. A Modern Guide to Svmphonic Music. YNew
York: Meridith Press, 1966.

Jewmarch, Rosa. The Concert-Goer's 1.i

i v _of Descriptive Notes.
Complete ed. London: Oxford U

versity 2Prass, 1936.

brar
niv

Record reviews

Carter, Edith (ed.). Records in Review. 1976 ed. Great Bar-
rington, MA: Wyeth Press, 1976.

Kolodin, Irving. The New Guide *to Recorded Music. Garden City,
NY: Doubleday & Co., 1950.

QOthex

Barzun, Jacques (ed.). Pleasures of Music. New York: Viing
Press, 1960.

helsingen kaupunginorkesterin amerikan Kiertue. Helsinki:
Helsingen kaupungin fhankintantoimisto, 1968.

Ringbom, Nils~Eric. The Helsinki Philharmonic Orchestra. New
York: RQunetz and Lovett, 1968,

Slonimsky, Nicolas. Music Since 19C0. 4th ed. YNew York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1971.

124
ARTICLES AND PERIODICALS

Cohn, Arthur. "Mussorgsky (hyphen) Stokowski", American
Record Guide, March, 1966, pe. 604-5,

Greenfield, Edward. "Debussv...", The Gramophone, Septem-
ber, 1966, pp. 1l535-6.

Kolodin, Irving. "Everybody's 'Pictures'", Stereo Review,
March, 1975, pp. 124-5.
Lyons, James. “MODESTE MUSSORGSKY: Pictures...", Boston

Symphony Orchestra Programs, 1969- 70, p. 297.

Stevens, Denis. "Mussorgskyvy...", High FPidelitv, April,
1966, pp. 102-3.

RECORDINGS

Ravel orchestration (currently available)

Ansermet, Ernest. L'Orchestre de la Suisse Romande.
London STS-15475.
Baudo, Serge. Orchestre de Paris.
Angel S-36683.
Bernstein, Leonard. New York Philharmonic.
Columbia MS-5080.
De Waart, Edo. Rotterdam Philharmonic.
Philips 6500882.
Dorati, Antal. Minneapolis Symphony.
, Mercurv 7502S.
remaux, Louis. Tokvo Metripolitan Symphonv.
Denon 7C72.
Golschmann, Vladimir. Vienna State Opera Orchestra.
Vanguard S-210.
Giulini, Carlo Maria. Chicago Symphony.
Deutsche Grammophon 2530783.
Haitink, Bernard. Concertgebouw Orchestra.
Philips Festivo 6570176.
Karajan, Herbert von. Berlin Philharmonic.
Deutsche Grammophon 139010.
Rarajan, Herbert von. Philharmonia Orchestra.
Angel S-35430.
Leibowitz, René. Royal Philharmonic.
Quintessence 7059.
Maazel, Lorin. Philharmonia Orchestra,
Angel S-36132.
Maazel, Lorin. Mew Philharmcnia Orchestra.
London 21079.
Maazel, Lorin. Cleveland Orchestra.
Telarc-Deutsche Grammorhon 10042.

23]



Ravel orchestration, cant'd.

Hackerras, Charles. New Phil
Vanguard 71188 or 101

Mehta, Zubin. Los Angeles Ph
London 6339,

Muti, Riccardo. Philadelphia Orchestra,
Angel S-37539 or SS-45004.

Ormandy, Eugene. Philadelphia Orchestra.
Columbia MS-7148, M-30448, or M-3182s6.

Ormandy, Eugene. Philadelphia Orchestra.
RCA ARL1-Q451.

Ozawa, Seiji. Chicago Symphony.
RCA LSC-2977.

Richter, G. London Symphonv.
CMS/Sum. 1021.

Sargent, Malcolm. London Symphony.
Everest 3053.

Schippers, Thomas. New VYork Philharmonic.
Odyssey 32160375.

Slatkin, Leonard. St. Louis Svmphony.
Turnabcut 34633.

Szell, George. Cleveland Orchectra.
Odyssev ¥Y-32223.

Vandernoot, Andre. Conservatoire Orchestra.
Westminster 82153,

Wallenstein, Alfred. Virtuoso Sympheny of Londen.
Audio Fidelity 50004.

Other orchestrations

Cailliet: Ormandy, Zugene. Philadelphia Orchestra
:.CA \4"442 (78 :.p-u.)

Stokowski: Stokowski, Leopold.
London 21110,
Stokowski, Leopold. All-American Symphony.
Columbia M-511 (78 r.p.m.)
Stokowski, Leopold. Philadelphia Orchestra.
RCA M-706 (78 r.p.m.)

Tushmalov: Andreae, Marc. Munich Philharmonic.
BASF BC-22128.

New Philharmonia Orchestra.

126
APPENDIX
SOURCES' ADDRESSES
Belwin-Mills Publishing Corp. (Mussorgsky Complete Works.
25 Deshon Dr. Vol. XVII: Pictures at an

Melville, NY 11747 Exhibition, ed. P2aul Lamm)
Bocsey & Hawkes, Inc. (Goehr, Ravel)

30 W. 57th St.

New York, NY 10019

Broude Brothers, L:td. (Tushmalov, C-B-S)
56 W. 45th St.
New York, NY 10036

Finnish Music Information Centre (Funtek)
Runebergenkatu 135A

SF-00100

Helsinki 10

FINLAND

Edwin F. Kalmus, Inc. (Tushmalov)

P. 0. Box 1007
Opa-Locka, FL 33054

Luck's Music Library (Tushmalov)
15701 E. Warren
Detroit, MI 48224

Oxford University Press (C-8=3)
200 Madison Ave.
New York, NY 10016

C. F. Peters Corp. (Stokowsiki)
373 Park Ave. South
New York, NY 10016

The Philadelphia Orchestra Association (Cailliet)
230 s. 15th st.
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Royal Academy of Music (Woed)
Marylebone Road

London NW1l S5HT

ENGLAND

Jason Klein

Department of Music
University of Utah

Salt Lake City, UT 84112




	a001-002
	a003-004
	p001-002
	p003-004
	p005-006
	p007-008
	p009-010
	p011-012
	p014-015
	p016-017
	p018-019
	p020-021
	p022-023
	p024-025
	p026-027
	p028-029
	p030-031
	p032-033
	p034-035
	p036-037
	p038-039
	p040-041
	p042-043
	p044-045
	p046-047
	p048-049
	p050-051
	p052-053
	p054-055
	p056-057
	p058-059
	p060-061
	p062-063
	p064-065
	p066-067
	p068-069
	p070-071
	p072-073
	p074-075
	p076(vertical)
	p077-078
	p079-080
	p081-082
	p083-084
	p085-086
	p087-088
	p089-090
	p091-092
	p093-094
	p095-096
	p097-098
	p099-100
	p101-102
	p103-104
	p105-106
	p107-108
	p109-110
	p111-112
	p113-114
	p115-116
	p117-118
	p119-120
	p121-122
	p123-124
	p125-126

