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The so called “well known” war horses that make up the canon of the classical repertoire
are often burdened with the weight of a performance tradition handed down from century to century by other composers, performers, and our teachers.
Since we have no recordings of Bach, Mozart, Beethoven, Schubert, Mendelssohn,
Schumann et al playing their own works, in order to form a totally clear idea of proper
performance tradition, we are left to struggle with the musicological information available to us. However, with a thorough study of proper source materials, writings, performance practices, as well as one’s own well informed imagination, a perfectly valid
interpretation is possible.
My own first contact with Schubert’s “Unfinished” came at the age of nine via the
radio. Bruno Walter was conducting the New York Philharmonic, so it was, most probably, an unexceptional Saturday broadcast. Nevertheless, it opened up for me a Schubertian world of beauty I had never encountered before.
Over the years I discovered recorded performances of the symphony directed by
Wilhelm Furtwängler, Sir Thomas Beecham, Arturo Toscanini, Otto Klemperer, and
Leopold Stokowski. I had even played it in performances with my high school and conservatory orchestras. But it was in Holland that I made my first attempts at conducting
the work.
My teacher, the celebrated French conductor Pierre Monteux, always described
the B minor symphony as a valedictory work, romantic, dark, gloomy, and filled with
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premonitions of the composer’s impending demise. Although he insisted that we play
it “come scritto”, he would also demand that we make what he described as the “traditional tempo modifications”—the introductory bars, slow and brooding, the first theme
faster, a big ritardando leading into the delicious second theme, and then continuing on
in a slower tempo, albeit a flexible one.
He wanted the second movement to be slow and stately, and a clear contrast to
the first movement. “ze last bars” he would say in his charmingly accented English,
“zat is Schubert going up to le ciel!” He always conducted the symphony with a full
string complement and with doubled woodwinds, as was the norm for his generation
of conductors.
In my own case, after many years of performing the Schubert symphonies in the
romantic manner, I decided to eschew the “traditional” approach and start with a blank
slate, so to speak. I had previously recorded the Beethoven symphonies, piano concerti,
overtures and choral works, using, for the symphonies, the new Bärenreiter edition
edited by Jonathan Del Mar. I was particularly interested in the discoveries made by
Del Mar and other Bärenreiter editors, which reveal for us much information about the
orchestra of the late classical and early romantic period. Consequently I used a smaller
orchestra, with the horns, trumpets, trombones and timpani playing period instruments, the strings using minimal vibrato, and I also insisted on a strict adherence to the
composer’s metronome marks and phrasings. Following this, I attempted to apply the
same principles to the Schubert symphonies. I availed myself of the latest Bärenreiter
editions, looking carefully at what was there, rather than what had traditionally been
played. It appeared to me that in Schubert interpretation it was “every man for himself ”.
There seemed to be no performance practice tradition at all.
David Montgomery’s Unfinished History at long last opens up a portal to a new performance tradition. There is lavish detail here and literally everything you need to know
about D 759. His discussion of orthography, tempo, dynamics, articulation, tunings,
and other aspects of performance is especially important. Above all, Montgomery suggests several plausible solutions to the mystery of why the symphony was unfinished.
It makes fascinating reading for the scholar as well as the performer. Conductors and
students of conducting will find this study of particular significance.
– David Zinman
26 September 2016
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Wilhelm August Rieder (1796–1880), portrait of Franz Peter Schubert, 1825/1875 (HMW 49.293).1 Reproduced with
permission from the Wien Musem, Vienna.

U

Franz Schubert’s unfinished Symphony in B minor D759 appears to have exhausted
our collective scholarly resources, but not our imaginations. In countless articles and
books over the last century, musicology has shuffled, reshuffled, and redistributed a
limited set of facts, suppositions, documents, and “ghost documents” (copies without
originals) like a well-worn deck of cards, but with no verifiable result. The twenty-first
century knows little more about the provenance and circumstances of D759 than did
the late nineteenth century, once all the people directly involved in the story were gone.
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Modern speculation and debate about this work still draw largely from the reporting of Otto Erich Deutsch (1883–1967), who compiled the texts of biographical reports,
letters, and other documents from the Schubert era and later, and who created the
modern thematic catalog of Schubert’s works. Although we know that Deutsch tended,
at times, to fill in from an educated imagination what information he could not find
through research (particularly in dating manuscripts), the sheer volume of his achievement has mesmerized successive generations of scholars. In 1978, the Neue SchubertAusgabe (hereafter NSA) posthumously updated and augmented his thematic catalog
as the authoritative companion to their series, reinforcing the widely shared view of
“Deutsch’s” work as standard wisdom.2
Regarding the B-minor Symphony, the standard wisdom in the NSA thematic catalog of 1978 (ed. Werner Aderhold) states that Schubert wrote the work in 1822 and sent
the score to Graz in 1823, probably in connection with his new appointment to honorary membership in the Styrian Music Society (hereafter StMV). The catalog goes on to
speculate that, before sending the manuscript to Graz, Schubert removed the second
page of the unfinished scherzo [Allegro] from the two completed movements—leaving
only one page of that scherzo, on the back of the last page of the Andante con moto.
The implication is that Schubert would have been willing to release D759 in its fragmented state to the Society—possibly even in the guise of an intentional “two movement” symphony. None of these suggestions came from O.E. Deutsch or his original
catalog of 1950. In that volume, he stated merely that the main score was sent to Graz.
He said nothing about the Styrian Music Society. As to “removing the second page”,
Deutsch had died before anyone learned that Schubert had orchestrated a second page
of the scherzo.3
The 1978 catalog deliberately connects the B-minor Symphony to the StMV.4 We
will find, however, that this theory can no longer be supported. The catalog is now
38 years old and in need of revision, as is the entire history of the B-minor Symphony.
To be sure, scholars still argue the plausibility of the scenarios above and add even more
speculation for debate.5 Actual research, however, seems to have reached its end.
My own questions about the B-minor Symphony began some years ago with what are
now chapters at the opposite ends of this book—the still widespread allegiance to a conflicted and untenable story (a good mystery writer might call it “the Graz connection”)
and, on the other hand, the continuing dependency upon a concert-hall experience of
this classical symphony’s two movements as a sort of double prelude to a Wagnerian
tragedy. Each of these questions led inwards to the exploration of Schubert’s handwriting (genuine and/or simulated), notation, timesaving work methods, and structural/
thematic ideas in this extraordinary work. In Chapter Five I have constructed a time
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line of events concerning the B-minor Symphony—not in the sense of “alternate truth”,
but clearly in the spirit of “alternate possibility”. Each of the chapters in this book can be
read as a separate essay—a useful organization, I hope, for my professional colleagues
who already have explored this or that topic in sufficient detail.
Twenty or thirty years ago, I could not have written this book without extended
travel and prolonged residencies in Europe. Indeed, I have seen and handled many
of the manuscripts cited or excerpted here, but the advent of digitalization in the late
1980s and 1990s introduced rich new possibilities. Online displays of whole manuscript
collections, such as the Schubert works in the Vienna City Library (Wienbibliothek)
and the Hüttenbrenner materials in the Kunstuniversität Graz, represent enormous
progress. General collections are offered online by institutions such as the Beethoven
Haus in Bonn, the Morgan Library in New York, the Bavarian State Library, Harvard
University, and a number of others. Consortia such as Europeana also offer extensive
joint collections for study. Researchers now may compare documents with an ease,
speed, and accuracy hitherto impossible. Studying Franz Schubert’s handwriting and
notational habits, and the documents associated with his life, has required this kind of
technical capability. I am grateful to the libraries that have provided online access to the
relevant materials.
My deepest appreciation goes to friends, family, and colleagues who have read
early versions of this book and discussed them with me more often than they may have
wished. I thank Don Christian and Hans Endrikat for technical assistance with the
graphics in the signature and watermark comparisons. Dr. Kenneth Smith read early
versions and advised me concerning calligraphy, pens, nibs, and a general approach to
this complex subject. Dr. William Montgomery continued in his long-standing support,
offering expertise in comparative terminology and historical context. I am indebted to
Professor William Hettrick for his freely-imparted knowledge of Johann Herbeck (who
conducted the premiere of the “Unfinished” Symphony) and for providing notation
samples from his collection of Herbeck facsimiles. Dr. Michael Lorenz and Dr. Carol
Traxler offered information concerning Viennese residences in the nineteenth century;
Dr. Lorenz shared a number of other thoughts and details that only an archivist and
musicologist of his international standing and experience could offer. Fr. Magister Maria
Erdinger generously assisted me with her first-hand knowledge of the Hüttenbrenner
collection—works and documents—in the archives of the Kunstuniversität Graz. Other
colleagues in the British and European libraries and archives have been most kind in
the matter of requests and points of information, and I have acknowledged them individually in the course of the book. Joseph Gottesman read parts of the manuscript and
devoted significant time to discussions of string instruments and techniques. Naomi
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Weinstein spent many valuable hours correcting the text. Paul Hersh, Robertson Professor at the San Francisco Conservatory and my colleague for many years, has read
the manuscript and offered a critical view forged by decades of studying, performing,
and teaching Schubert’s music. David Zinman’s insightful Foreword reveals an artistic
journey towards Schubertian performance ideals, undertaken at the highest level. In
only a few words, he surpassed anything I could have offered the public as a view into
this book.
I am profoundly grateful to Jean Dane for her uncompromising wisdom, patiently
dispensed throughout this project. Ms. Dane was the editor of my earlier book, Franz
Schubert’s Music in Performance (Hillsdale, 2003). Her love and knowledge of the subject, and her passion for clarity and historical understanding, are unrivaled.
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Notes
1

Rieder based the oil painting of 1875, shown here, on his initial watercolor of 1825.

2

Franz Schubert: Thematisches Verzeichnis seiner Werke in chronologischer Folge, ed. Werner

3

l-P

Aderhold (Kassel, Bärenreiter, 1978). Hereafter, Deutsch I.
Deutsch knew the theory of a “two movement symphony” and had emphatically rejected it ten
years before his catalog appeared: “There can be no thought of Schubert’s having deliberately
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limited his work to two movements”. See “The Riddle of Schubert’s Unfinished Symphony” in
The Music Review I (1940), reprinted in the Norton Critical Score of the Symphony in B minor,
ed. Martin Chusid (1968).

“Schubert hat die nicht zu Ende geschriebene Partitur sehr wahrscheinlich im Zusammenhang
mit der Verleihung der Ehremitgliedschaft im Steiermärkischen Musikverein 1823 nach Graz
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4

geschickt und dazu möglicherweise selbst das letzte Blatt (3.Satz, T.10–20) herausgetrennt [...]”
[Quite probably, Schubert sent the unfinished score to Graz in 1823 in connection with the
awarding of his honorary membership in the Styrian Music Society, and possibly he himself
separated the last page of manuscript from the score...]. Deutsch I:457. The catalog does not
actually add the rationale concerning a two-movement work, but clearly it was the idea behind
his suggestion. However, we must reject it. Even without the final page, the beginning of the
scherzo still appears on the back of the last page of the Andante con moto. Had Schubert seriously intended such dissimulation, he could have recopied the last page of the Andante in a
matter of minutes.

Author’s Preface xix

5

Explanations for the symphony’s fragmented state range from the notion that Schubert actually
conceived the work as a two-movement structure, to the suggestion that he had written the symphony in full but lost part of it on his 1827 trip to visit the Pachler family in Graz five years after
he was supposed to have handed it over as a fragment to Joseph Hüttenbrenner, and without
mention of such an incident in Schubert’s subsequent letters. See Renate Bozić, “Franz Schubert,

om

die ‘Unvollendete’ und der Steiermärkische Musikverein” in 175 Jahre Musikverein für Steier-

mark (Graz, 1990):36. Other authors have cited a loss of interest or belief in the work, a lack of
time for it in the face of new commissions and projects, increasing ill-health (even though the
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Franz Schubert’s unfinished Symphony in B-minor D759 may have suffered more at
the mercy of written historical accounts and unwritten performance interpretations
than any other symphony in the nineteenth-century repertoire. The story of its main
autograph is hardly less troubling. The leading Schubert scholar of the first half of the
twentieth century, Otto Erich Deutsch, once declared the autograph to have been the
object of such cupidity that it was burdened by a curse (fn. 26). Long after the original
players in that scenario were dead, lamentable squabbling over the ownership of the
autograph continued into the second half of the twentieth century more than seventy
years after the work had found a permanent home in the Archive of the Gesellschaft der
Musikfreunde in Vienna (henceforth GdMF).
For years I have felt that the B-minor Symphony and its manuscript materials
deserved an entirely new examination: forensic,1 analytical, and historical. Only the
GdMF could authorize a forensic examination, but here I will attempt the other two.
This book offers the first major examination of Franz Schubert’s handwriting (Chapters
One and Two), followed by two chapters on process and structure. These four chapters
lead to the supposition that “D759”, as I will refer to it in shorthand, may not have been
written during the period indicated by the date on the cover page, nor in Vienna—and
perhaps not in a single effort. Considering the relative brevity of Schubert’s life, this
new information, if confirmed, is of less consequence than what has happened to the
symphony since his death—particularly in its performance history since 1865. Nevertheless, both ends of the story are worth telling.

Dramatis Personae
Apart from Franz Schubert, the historical figures who merit the closest attention in this
story are two brothers from Graz—Anselm and Joseph Hüttenbrenner.2 Anselm had
been Schubert’s youthful friend and a fellow composition pupil of Antonio Salieri; his
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younger brother Joseph was an amateur musician who spent most of his adult years in
Vienna as a minor government official and who played a kind of voluntary secretarial
role to Franz Schubert.
Like Schubert, Anselm Hüttenbrenner developed into a prodigious composer of
both vocal and instrumental music, but he attracted relatively little attention from the
larger public or from the publishing community. After returning from Vienna to Graz
(first in 1818, and permanently in 1821), he wrote largely in isolation—i.e. without the
kind of influential support circle and wider contacts that Schubert came to enjoy in
the Austrian capital. Despite what must have been Anselm’s growing awareness of the
inequity between his own gifts and those of Franz Schubert, the relationship between
these two composers appears to have remained warm and supportive to the last years of
Schubert’s life—at least from Schubert’s perspective.3
By 1817, when Anselm introduced his brother Joseph to Schubert, he (Anselm)
surely had recognized Schubert’s potential influence in the larger musical world. We
cannot be certain whose idea it was that Joseph should function as Schubert’s amanuensis, or with what motivation, but we know that Joseph profited immediately by the
arrangement. He suddenly had close access to a rising star with a growing circle of
gifted and/or influential friends. He found himself corresponding with publishers and
other important figures in the artistic world. Of further significance to the present study,
Joseph was immediately able to start a personal collection of Schubert autographs. A
modern research report concerning Joseph’s work at the Court Registry describes him
as a quiet, friendly official who pursued music in his free time. “Twice we read that he
strove to excel more in music than in his job at the Registry.”4 With familial loyalty,
Joseph, in turn, advised his younger brother Heinrich Hüttenbrenner to write a libretto
and thus to attach himself and perhaps his friend (the young composer Karl Johann
Schröckinger) to Schubert—who one day would “shine like a new Orion” throughout
the musical world. Joseph was careful to note that a fee would be generated and that the
two young hopefuls from Graz would become known in the European arena.5
We can only estimate the number of manuscripts that Joseph Hüttenbrenner must
have handled and copied during his years as Schubert’s secretary, or how many of them
remained in his “care”.6 Anselm wrote that Joseph collected over 100 Schubert manuscripts from friends to whom the composer had lent them, keeping them safely in a
drawer in his (Joseph’s) own apartment.7 Joseph’s personal collection, or at least the
idea to start a collection, probably originated with two song manuscripts sent to him
by Schubert even before the two had met: Rastlose Liebe D138 and Minona D152. He
came to possess other songs, such as Die Forelle D550, or Der Kampf D594, plus the
Fugue in 4 parts D967 (37A), and the Overture in F major D675. Joseph also acquired
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at least two large opera fragments from Des Teufels Lustschloss D84 and Claudine von
Villa Bella D239.
Anselm, too, collected Schubert manuscripts, although he had not nearly the access
to them that Joseph enjoyed. Nevertheless, Anselm appears to have taken pride in the
Schubert autographs that he possessed. When, in 1858, he responded to the Schubert
biographer Ferdinand Luib in the latter’s quest for information, Anselm listed, apparently quite openly, the contents of his own Schubert holdings. They included original
autographs of Gretchen am Spinnrade D118, Die Forelle D550 (cf Joseph’s holdings,
above), the A-minor Variations D576, and Die zürnende Diana D707, in addition to a
number of copies and at least two personal letters from Schubert. The overall Schubert
holdings of Anselm Hüttenbrenner’s heirs (including some of Joseph’s collection) were
researched by Wolfgang Suppan in 1964, not including autographs that had been lost,
sold, or destroyed over the decades.8
Conspicuously missing from Anselm Hüttenbrenner’s 1858 list for Luib, however,
was the orchestration manuscript of Schubert’s Symphony in B-minor—without doubt
the greatest prize the Hüttenbrenners ever collected. They themselves described it as
the “equal of his (Schubert’s) own C-major Symphony…and any by Beethoven”.9 One
might have imagined this autograph to have formed the centerpiece of their combined
collection and a source of great pride. Instead, they kept it a joint secret for 32 years
after Schubert’s death.10,11 However, within two years of Anselm’s reply to Luib the
secrecy ended.
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The verifiable story of the “Unfinished” Symphony autograph began in 1860 with a letter
from Joseph Hüttenbrenner to the Viennese conductor and Schubert enthusiast Johann
Herbeck. Joseph’s letter suddenly revealed the long existence of an incomplete orchestration manuscript for a symphonic work in B-minor. It consisted of two full movements
plus part of a third, the whole of which—according to Joseph—Schubert had given
him to deliver to his brother Anselm Hüttenbrenner in Graz as thanks for forwarding
Schubert his 1823 diploma of honorary membership in the Styrian Musical Society
(Steiermärkischer Musikverein, hereafter StMV). Regardless of this odd mismatch of
values (a fair-copy symphonic manuscript in exchange for putting an envelope in the
mail from Graz),12 the story has been accepted by generations of Schubertians.
Joseph informed several other people about the manuscript. One of those people,
for example, was Constantin von Wurzbach (1818–1893), author-editor of the massive
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Biographische[s] Lexikon des Kaiserthums Oesterreich (BLKŐ).13 Another was Heinrich
von Kreissle (1822–1869), who was just about to release the first major biography of
Franz Schubert. If Joseph’s goal was to enhance his brother’s reputation, he succeeded
at least with Wurzbach. The BLKŐ (Vol. 9) came out with a portrait of Anselm as an
important Austrian composer, friend and supporter of Franz Schubert, and preserver of
his works—clearly based on information supplied by Joseph and Anselm.
Later, Joseph claimed to have retained the manuscript for some years before passing
it on to his brother. We can first document Anselm’s eventual possession of the manuscript from a letter he wrote to Joseph in April of 1842, informing his brother of the date
written on the cover page.14 The two brothers kept the work’s existence a secret until
1860. Some modern writers have speculated that Schubert’s own family was unaware of
the D759 project until Joseph’s revelation, but the presence of the sketches in Schubert’s
estate (of which his own brother Ferdinand was the executor) weakens this theory. A
remark by Eduard Hanslick in the course of his review of the premiere suggests that
he and others might have known of the symphony’s theoretical existence well before
Joseph’s letter to Herbeck became public knowledge:
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Then came the new Schubertian discovery … It comprises the first two movements of a
symphony (Allegro moderato in B minor and Andante in E major), which, during forty
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years in the possession of Herr Hüttenbrenner, had been assumed lost forever.15
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Hanslick’s formulation “had been assumed lost forever” may represent a journalist’s
conceit, implying more knowledge of the work’s history than he actually had. On the
other hand, it may mean that Schubert’s family and possibly a few friends (Moritz von
Schwind and Leopold Kupelwieser, see Chapter Five) remembered the composer’s work
on this symphony, and that talk of it had reached Hanslick’s ears in the years following
Schubert’s death.
Herbeck’s attempts to view the work in the immediate years following receipt
of Joseph’s letter are related anecdotally in a biography by Herbeck’s son Ludwig.16
Although the biography was not written in a completely objective style (or with completely objective intent), it remains the principal source of information concerning the
interaction between Herbeck and Anselm Hüttenbrenner. Eventually, the two men
came to an agreement, possibly facilitated by Joseph Hüttenbrenner, whereby Herbeck
might take the manuscript for a premiere concert that would include an overture by
Anselm. That performance occurred in Vienna on 17 December 1865 and was reviewed
by Eduard Hanslick and Rudolf Hirsch. About a year later (13 December 1866), Carl
Reinecke conducted the Leipzig premiere with the Gewandhaus Orchestra, probably
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using the same score and parts.17 C.A. Spina published the score in 1867, along with
Reinecke’s piano solo and duo arrangements of it. In 1853, Anselm Hüttenbrenner
already had fashioned a duo arrangement.18 Why Spina did not choose it for the publication (ostensibly more interesting for having been made by Schubert’s contemporary
and friend) remains an open question.19 Reinecke was the more prominent musician,
and the increased chances for saleability of the work with his name on the cover may
represent the simplest answer.
Anselm Hüttenbrenner died in reduced circumstances in 1868, his own works
largely unpublished. Many years before, he had resigned as Artistic Director of the
Steiermärkische Musikverein (StMV) and, for some reason, had burned his diary.
Joseph lived until 1882, tirelessly promoting his older brother’s professional reputation.
Why the manuscript score of the B-minor Symphony never came back to the Hüttenbrenner family is of great interest, particularly in light of claims of ownership that persisted privately and in print even through the lifetime of Anselm’s grandson, Dr. Felix
Hüttenbrenner (1888–1973), and beyond.
After the premiere in 1865, Johann Herbeck retained the manuscript of D759. From
his hands, either by sale or will (he died in 1877), it went to the wealthy collector and
Schubert promoter Nikolaus Dumba and, upon Dumba’s death in 1900, to the GdMF in
Vienna. The sketches remained in the Schubert family and eventually went to Dumba
and thence also to the GdMF.
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In his initial letter to Herbeck, Joseph provided an odd tale (version I, directly below) to
explain his acquisition of the manuscript. Later, he altered the story with two conflicting claims of “dedication”.
Version I (1860): “Schubert gave it to me for Anselm as thanks…”. Joseph states that Schubert gave him the manuscript of the symphony merely as thanks to Anselm for sending the
Ehrendiplom from Graz via Joseph.20
Version II (1867): “Schubert gave me the symphony … and dedicated it to Anselm”. In this
letter to his brother Andreas, Joseph clearly names Anselm as the sole dedicatee.21
Version III (1868): “Schubert gave it to me in thanks for the honorary diploma from the
Musikverein in Graz and dedicated it to them and to Anselm”22 In this letter to “a young

xxvi Unfinished History
woman” (identity unknown), Joseph complicates the matter of Schubert’s supposed “dedication”, thus contributing to a squabble that lasted for a century between the Hüttenbrenner
heirs and the Musikverein in Graz.
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Joseph never stated why, after the mysterious acquisition, each brother, in turn, kept
the manuscript of the Unfinished Symphony for numerous years, nor did he explain the
silence concerning it maintained by both brothers until 1860.23 For many years afterwards, Anselm received (posthumously) most of the blame for the sequestration. His
reputation as Franz Schubert’s friend has waned ever since under a cloud of suspicion
and criticism ranging from Heinrich Kreissle von Hellborn’s gently ironic urging for
Anselm to make the symphony public (1865) to Richard Heuberger’s 1902 characterization of Anselm’s Schuld (“guilt” or “fault”, echoed by O.E. Deutsch in 1906) and to Ernst
Schliepe’s outright accusation of theft (1928).
Kreissle: The fragment … particularly the first movement—is said to be of great beauty.
If this is the case, we should well expect Schubert’s close friend soon to bring himself to
free this unknown work by the master whom he so highly regards from under lock and key,

ub

so that friends of the Schubertian muse might come to know it.24

Heuberger (after accusing Anselm of forging a copy of Schubert’s “Trauerwalzer”): This
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sealed and silent25 man also carries the blame that one of the most important works by
Schubert, the unfinished Symphony in B minor, was brought to light and introduced to the
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world by Johann Herbeck only first in 1865.
Deutsch: Hüttenbrenner owned some original Schubert manuscripts, which he always kept
under lock and key. Among them was the famous fragment … of the B-minor Symphony,
which for 40 years he kept secret from the world … Because of this sequestration, Hütten-
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brenner’s artistic guilt cannot be overstated. Because we hardly can accuse him of jealous
motives in this sequestering of a masterpiece, we must think that he undervalued its artistic
worth or that he gave in to the small-minded vanity of possession—surely a trait more forgivable in a commoner than in a creative artist. In any case, the manuscript seems to have
been burdened with a curse.26

Schliepe: Thefts of artworks are not rare. But to steal a symphony solely to keep it from
being performed,—for he couldn’t simply dispose of it, and he did not—that is an occurrence not lacking in originality. But let us be fair: it is not known why, for his whole life,
Hüttenbrenner hid a symphony by the friend from his youth.27
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Schliepe may have written his highly provocative (but poorly researched) article in
response to one of the earliest offerings of the Schubert centennial year, submitted by
Anselm Hüttenbrenner’s grandson Felix to the newspaper of the Styrian Singing Society
in Graz (Steiermärkischer Sängerbund).28 Felix had attempted to exonerate his grandfather and grand-uncle in the matter of the B-minor Symphony. Unfortunately, he relied
on carefully isolated statements by Anselm and Joseph, as well as on selected statements
by supporters of the Hüttenbrenner story. His defense not only lacked the critical credibility necessary to achieve his purpose but also appeared as further obfuscation. Thus,
unwittingly, he invited the intensified attacks that occupied him with rebuttals for the
rest of his life.
Eventually, the opposing interpretations of the traditional Hüttenbrenner account
settled into a specific conflict between Felix Hüttenbrenner and the directors and supporters of the StMV concerning the rightful ownership of the now priceless D759
manuscript, taking a particularly ugly turn during the years of the Third Reich.29 Despite
a seemingly endless flow of ink and argumentation, Schubertians today are no closer to
the truth about the acquisition and sequestration of D759 than they were in 1860.
In 1997 the Neue Schubert-Ausgabe (NSA) brought out the B-minor Symphony,
garnished in 2008 with a critical report that not only adheres to the traditional
Hüttenbrenner account but speculates that for many years Joseph devotedly kept the
manuscript at his apartment in central Vienna—just in case the master still wanted
to work on it.30 Opposition to that account has been tucked safely away in footnotes.
Thus, at least for Schubertians who regard the NSA as the last word in scholarship, the
Hüttenbrenner reputation remains intact.31

Charges of Forgery
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We come now to the most serious point of contention: charges of forgery on the cover
page of the main B-minor Symphony manuscript and in the Dankschreiben, a letter of
acceptance and thanks traditionally believed to have been written by Franz Schubert to
the Styrian Music Society in Graz (Steiermärkischer Musikverein, StMV) in gratitude
for his election to honorary membership. The two documents are crucially related in
that they share nearly identical signatures, one presumably a tracing of the other.
The Dankschreiben contains a promise that Franz Schubert would send a symphony
to the StMV as an expression of his gratitude for the honor. Although a specific symphony
was not named, most of the Schubert community has embraced the StMV’s confident
assumption that 1) the letter originated with and was sent to them by Franz Schubert,
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2) that the B-minor Symphony D759 was the promised work in question, and 3) that
D759 was dedicated (if only in Schubert’s mind) to the StMV. The problem with all three
parts of this assumption, however, is that Franz Schubert did not write the Dankschreiben.
The open history of the authenticity problem dates at least back to O.E. Deutsch’s
1954 edition of Schubert’s correspondence, wherein Deutsch characterized the Dankschreiben as a “copy” (“Abschrift”).32 A decade later, in 1963, a Viennese writer, Alois A.
Chalus, published a short article on Franz Schubert in Der Kollege, internal publication
of the Österreichische Staatsdruckerei (Austrian State Printing House).33 Chalus
declared the entire cover page of the B-minor Symphony, as well as the Dankschreiben
to have been forged by Joseph Hüttenbrenner. In his initial article, Chalus did not mention the uncanny resemblance of the signature on the Dankschreiben to the signature
on the D759 title page, but he did so later in an enlarged monograph.34 He challenged
the entire story of the dedication and acquisition of D759 as told by Joseph Hüttenbrenner, and—most significantly—he suggested that D759 had been written well after 1822,
probably within the last several years of Schubert’s life.

Ex. 1. Header of the initial 1963 article by Alois Chalus in Der Kollege.35 Reproduced with permission from the Austrian
National Library (ÖNB).
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Chalus had been in touch with Otto Erich Deutsch about Joseph Hüttenbrenner,
and, quite likely, Deutsch’s characterization of the Dankschreiben as a copy served as
a touchstone for Chalus’s article.36 Deutsch must have seen both of Chalus’s publications on the subject of the B-minor Symphony and the Dankschreiben. Oddly enough,
however, neither Chalus’s name nor the topic of possible forgery appears in the critical
apparatus of Deutsch’s 1964 edition of the Schubert Dokumente (Deutsch II) or the 1965
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edition of the Schubert Erinnerungen (Deutsch III)—both of which came out during
Deutsch’s lifetime.37 Perhaps Deutsch regarded Chalus as an amateur and/or thought
that he had taken things too far. Not surprisingly, we find no mention of the accusation in the 1978 NSA edition of the Schubert Thematic Catalog (Deutsch I), brought
out eleven years after Deutsch’s death but bearing his name as the principal writer. On
the other hand, the Catalog includes a reference to a 1962 article by Felix Hüttenbrenner, defending the traditional story.38 The NSA’s Foreword to D759 (Werner Aderhold)
mentions Chalus’s name in a footnote but comments no further.
Chalus must have sent a copy of the article to Felix Hüttenbrenner, for according
to his own statements, the two writers were in direct contact over the matter. The ensuing debate lasted a few years, but by the late 1960s it had fizzled. Hüttenbrenner died
in 1973 and Chalus presumably in 1974.39 In Felix’s first reply to Chalus, he enlisted his
own handwriting expert—Dr. Gerth Neudert—a faculty colleague and Director of Graz
University’s Institute for Criminology. Neudert did not address Chalus’s beliefs concerning the D759 cover page but focused only on the Dankschreiben (which is written
in a more complex script known as “Kurrentschrift”).40 Neudert noted the illegibility of
the smaller letters in the Dankschreiben, which existed by then only in an unclear facsimile. He concentrated mostly on the upper case letter shapes, comparing them with
those in several documents chosen by Felix Hüttenbrenner. Neudert agreed with Chalus that the Dankschreiben had not been written by Schubert, but he added emphatically
that it also was not the work of Joseph Hüttenbrenner.

Ex. 2. Header of Gerth Neudert’s handwriting report, dated 30 July 1964. KUG o:1813.41
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Neudert emphasized that comparisons of Schulschrift writings are more difficult
because of the strong factor of “learned calligraphy”—a caveat with which I strongly
agree. Unfortunately, Neudert avoided (or perhaps was asked to avoid) a comparison of
the signatures on D759 and on the Dankschreiben.42
Neudert updated his report in 1965, and again he declared that the Dankschreiben
was not written by Joseph Hüttenbenner or Franz Schubert. Neither of the Neudert
reports (both based on documents selected by Felix Hüttenbenner) reflected an attempt
to identify the actual author of the Dankschreiben. There, essentially, the matter has
rested, and the claims of both sides have remained to the present in a state of scholarly
limbo. Suggestions of manipulation in the Dankschreiben resurfaced in the 1990s, notably in the Schubert-Lexikon,43 but no further analysis or research has been undertaken.
Thus, although the only professional forensic expert to examine the Dankschreiben pronounced it inauthentic, no one in the intervening half-century has bothered to investigate further. This exiguity is remarkable, and it has prompted the present study.
What fascinated me particularly about the Chalus-Hüttenbrenner-Neudert exchange
was the elephant in the room. After all, the man who sequestered the symphony for the
longer period after Schubert’s death and who added his own notations to the manuscript
score was not Joseph Hüttenbenner, but his older brother Anselm. Gerth Neudert must
have heard or known the story of Anselm’s role in concealing the symphony, for, as I have
demonstrated, that role had been well-publicized and debated since 1865. As a criminologist, Neudert surely knew the importance of establishing an inclusive “suspect pool”
before attempting an identification of writer or forger.44 Therefore, Felix’s restriction of
Neudert’s report to Joseph alone compels us to regard it as calculated “damage control”
rather than a scientific search for a solution to the mystery of the Dankschreiben.
Modern forensic handwriting investigation (commonly known as “questioned document identification”) begins with the gathering of a suspect pool. If a single person
cannot be verified with certainty as the writer, at least the investigator might identify
the person whose handwriting represents the closest match. The pool should contain
all people who may have had motivation for writing the document, a proximity to
the action or circumstances, and the ability to have accomplished the act. In the case
of the Dankschreiben, my primary pool would include Franz Peter Schubert, Joseph
Hüttenbrenner, and Anselm Hüttenbrenner—simply because the traditional story
centers on these three people.
A secondary pool might have included members of Schubert’s family (particularly
his father and his brother Ferdinand), except for the fact that his father still worried in
the summer of 1824 that Franz Peter had not responded to the StMV and the Music
Society in Linz concerning honored memberships to which he had been elected.45
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We should not overlook the possible choices among Schubert’s close friends,
depending on handwriting and availability during September of 1823. Joseph Spaun’s
handwriting partially resembles the general style of the Dankschreiben, but Spaun was
in Linz during September. Schubert had visited him before 8 September46 but would
have had no reason to ask Spaun to formulate such a document and post-date it for
the 20th. According to Deutsch, Moritz Schwind stayed in Linz during this period until
23 October, but the same logic applies to him.47 Leopold Kupelwieser was probably in
Vienna during September, but his handwriting excludes him from the pool.
In short, we can eliminate Franz Schubert, his family, and the most likely among
his friends. If, then, we agree (as I do) with Gerth Neudert and exclude Joseph
Hüttenbrenner as the writer of the Dankschreiben, we are left with the only person who
would and could have executed this document: Anselm Hüttenbrenner.

Notes
1

For example: A. Braz, M. Lopez-Lopez, C. Garcıa-Ruiz, Raman spectroscopy for forensic anal-
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ysis of inks in questioned documents, in Forensic Science International (2013), http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.forsciint.2013.07.017 Irina Geiman, Marco Leona, and John R. Lombardi;
“Application of Raman Spectroscopy and Surface-Enhanced Raman Scattering to the Analysis
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of Synthetic Dyes Found in Ballpoint Pen Inks” in Journal of Forensic Science, July 2009, Vol. 54,
No. 4 www.blackwell-synergy.com
2

In addition to Anselm (1794–1868) and Joseph (1796–1882), two further Hüttenbrenner broth-
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ers figure in the Schubert literature: Andreas (1797–1869) and Heinrich (1799–1830). Andreas
served twice as the Bürgermeister of Graz. Heinrich was a poet and university professor.

3

Anselm took his calling as a composer seriously, and even small jests by Schubert could not
have sat well with him. A letter of 19 May 1819 from Schubert in Vienna to Anselm in Graz
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contains just such a “friendly” barb: “Freylich kannst Du auch sagen, wie Caesar, lieber in Grätz
der Erste, als in Wien der zweyte” [“Certainly you can also say, like Caesar, better to be the First
in Graz than the Second in Vienna”] in Heinrich Werlé, Franz Schubert in seinen Briefen und
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Aufzeichnungen (hereafter Letters) (Leipzig, 1951):66.

4
5

Report from the Austrian State Archives, addressed to Dr. Bruno Brandstetter in Graz,
18 February 1963, in KUG o:2038.
“[…] Lass Dir’s angelegen sein, für Schubert ein Opernbuch zu schreiben—sag’s auch Schröckinger.—Es fällt nebstbei auch ein Honorarium aus.—Eure Namen werden in Europa genannt
werden.—Schubert wird wirklich ein neuer Orion am musikalischen Himmel glänzen.” Otto
Erich Deutsch, Schubert: Die Dokumente seines Lebens (hereafter Deutsch II) (Leipzig, 1964): 80.
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6

We have no precise concept of Joseph’s “duties” for Schubert. Did they include, for example, the
use of his considerable calligraphic skills to write or garnish letters and title pages? Did he keep
Schubert’s working materials and manuscripts in order? Schubert’s letters indicate that he called
upon Joseph not only as a trusted copyist (1819, Symphony in D major D200. Letters: 69) but
also as a simple factotum for running errands (1822, Letters: 83, 87). From 1823 forward, we
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find no more written communications from Schubert to Joseph as relations between them grew
less intimate.
7

O.E. Deutsch, “Anselm Hüttenbrenners Erinnerungen an Schubert” in Grillparzer Jahrbuch 16
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(1906): 126–127.

Suppan, Wolfgang. “Schubert-Autographe im Nachlass Weis, Ostborn, Graz” in Studia Musicologica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae VI (1964). Suppan’s listing also could not include
manuscripts that yet were to be discovered among the family’s holdings, such as the curios-
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ity now known as Schubert’s “Grazer Fantasie” but never proven to have been written by
Franz Schubert. No mention of this work appears in the Hüttenbrenners’ communications
with Ferdinand Luib, Franz Liszt (Anselm), or anyone else. Joseph must have been the owner
of the manuscript, and, according to the Neue Schubert-Ausgabe, it was he who declared it
to be a copy of a genuine work by Franz Schubert. See David Montgomery, “The ‘Grazer
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Fantasie’—Wishful Thinking, or an Outright Hoax?” in Schubert durch die Brille 30, January
2003: 37–68).
9

“[…] Schuberts ‘h-moll sinfonie’, welche wir der grossen C-Sinfonie, [seinem instrumentalen
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Schwanengesange] u. jeder Beethovenschen gleichstellen.” Joseph Hüttenbrenner’s first letter to
Johann Herbeck, 8 March 1860, now in the Taussig Collection at Lund University, Sweden.
10 In defense of Anselm’s secrecy concerning D759, Ernst Hilmar argues that Anselm had not
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even brought his own works before the public (Lexikon: 202). This is not a parallel argument,
however, and we can be certain that Anselm—whose ambitions far outstripped his talent—truly
wanted to publish his compositions and have them performed but found only modest success
in either arena. Hilmar states further, in effect, that to own a Schubert manuscript in the mid-
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nineteenth century was nothing out of the ordinary. The fact is that many people knew enough
to collect and/or copy Schubert manuscripts during his lifetime: Deutsch mentions Johann
Ebner (who from 1817 forward collected copies of Schubert’s music), Joseph Gahy (a four-hand
partner of Schubert’s who made four-hand arrangements of many Schubert works), Therese
Grob (who collected autographs of Schubert’s songs), Karl Pinterics (who assembled a large
collection of Schubert’s songs), Josef Spaun (who inherited and kept a significant collection
of Schubert manuscripts and copies), Josef Witteczek (who collected virtually all of the early
printed works of Schubert, in addition to manuscript copies)—not to mention the Schubert
family, various publishing firms (Diabelli in particular), and others in Schubert’s circle, including
the Hüttenbrenners. The argument that Anselm had not published his own compositions cannot
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be taken seriously. Who would believe that such an ambitious and productive composer would
hide his many works from the world by choice?
11 Most accurately stated, the Hüttenbrenners appear, at least, to have kept the existence of
the B-minor symphony a secret for many years. On the other hand, Anselm made a piano
duo arrangement of the work in 1853, and it is inconceivable that he did not try it out in
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performance—if only for a private audience of close friends and/or family. If so, he surely could
not have expected such a secret to remain untold for long.

12 I thank Andy Taylor of Scotland and the Austrian Philatelic Society [www.austrianphilately.
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com] for their assistance in determining the cost that would have been incurred by Anselm Hüttenbrenner for sending the diploma by mail from Graz (assuming that he did not hand-deliver
it to Vienna). Apparently, even though ten stations lay between Graz and Vienna, the cost for a
“half-loth” flat package large enough to contain a diploma would have been 8 Kreuzers. Taylor
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makes the observation that 8 Kreuzers would not have bought a main course at table. It seems,
then, that Anselm Hüttenbrenner came out the winner by far.
13 Vienna, 1856–1891.

14 Otto Erich Deutsch, Franz Schubert: Die Erinnerungen seiner Freunde (hereafter Deutsch III)
(Leipzig, 1966): 464. Deutsch surmises that this information was meant for Aloys Fuchs, who
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in these years was compiling a thematic catalog of Schubert’s works—a provocative speculation,
considering the general belief that the brothers purposefully meant to keep the B-minor
Symphony a secret … and did so until 1860.
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15 “Nun folgte die Schubert’sche Novität […]. Es sind die beiden ersten Sätze (Allegro moderato,
H-moll und Andante, E-dur) einer Symphonie, welche, seit vierzig Jahren in Herrn Hüttenbrenner’s Besitz, für gänzlich verschollen galt.” Aus dem Concert-Saal. Kritiken und Schilderungen
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aus 20 Jahren des Wiener Musiklebens. 1848–1868. (Vienna and Leipzig, 1897): 392.

16 Johann Herbeck. Ein Lebensbild von seinem Sohne. Gutmann, 1885.
17 The program bulletin states that the performance was given from a manuscript. The orchestra
materials from the premiere do not exist in the Gewandhaus archive or orchestra library. I thank
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Claudius Böhm, Head of Documentation and Archive for the Gewandhaus Orchestra in Leipzig
for confirmation of these facts.
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18 Deutsch I: 457. Margret Jestremski opines that Joseph entered the instrumentation list of p. 21
of the D759 manuscript. She comes to this conclusion, apparently, on the basis of a comparison with the piano duo arrangement that was never published (and which has no “instrumentation” list for comparison). She implies that Joseph was the author of the duo arrangement
for piano but offers no evidence. (Lexikon: 203). She is mistaken, I believe, on both counts.
As to the instrumentation list, see Ex. 2:70a–c in the present book. The duo arrangement is
listed among Anselm’s works in a typescript catalog compiled by Felix Hüttenbrenner (KUG
o:1848). The notation and handwriting would provide an instant answer based on the shape of
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the cancellation signs (Anselm’s are like Schubert’s early two-stroke cancellation signs before
1820; Joseph’s are not). I have not yet been able to view this item.
19 Spina clearly wanted to offer two unified keyboard versions for its customers. Anselm was
retired by 1867 and by then was probably in no condition to produce a second arrangement.
Moreover, although his name is well known to us today, he was then a relatively unknown figure
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in the musical world beyond Graz.

20 “Schubert übergab sie mir für Anselm zum Danke, dass er ihm das Ehrendiplom des Grazer

Musikvereines durch mich überschickte […]”. Joseph does not say that the manuscript was to be
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given to Anselm in gratitude for the latter’s part in arranging for Schubert’s honorary diploma,
as is sometimes thought, but merely “as thanks for sending Schubert the honorary diploma” via
Joseph. See the full text of this letter in Herbeck, op. cit: 164–165.

21 “[…] die Sinfonie von Schubert hatte ich viele Jahre bei mir, bis sie endlich Anselm nach
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Graz nahm und in Radkersburg 4händig setzte […]. Schubert gab mir die Sinfonie vor dem
Schottentor für das Grazer Ehrendiplom und widmete sie Anselm”. Deutsch III: 512.
22 “Schubert übergab sie mir zum Danke für das Ehrendiplom vom Grazer Musikvereine und
widmete sie demselben und Anselm […]”. Deutsch III: 222.

23 In addition to Joseph’s letters and various other writings now found in the KUG, he began two
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projects specific to Franz Schubert: a necrology from 1828 and a biographical essay from 1823
(the very year that he claimed to have received D759 directly from Schubert’s hands). Both projects were left in their sketch stages. Joseph outlined Schubert’s early symphonic output, but in
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neither document did he mention the B-minor Symphony. See Till Gerrit Waidelich, “Joseph
Hüttenbrenners Entwurf eines Aufsatzes mit der ersten biographischen Skizze Schuberts (1823)
und zwei Fragmente seines ungedruckten Schubert-Nachrufs (1828)” in Schubert : Perspektiven 1
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(2001): 37–73.

24 Heinrich Kreissle von Hellborn, Franz Schubert (Vienna, 1865): 255–256. “Das Fragment, im
Besitz des Herrn Anselm Hüttenbrenner in Gratz, soll—namentlich der erste Satz—von hoher
Schönheit sein. Ist dies der Fall, so dürfte sich wohl der intime Freund Schubert’s demnächst
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entschliessen, das noch ganz unbekannte Werk des von ihm hochverehrten Meisters, von Schloss
und Riegel zu befreien, um die Freunde der Schubert’schen Muse damit bekannt zu machen.”

25 Richard Heuberger, Franz Schubert (Berlin, 1902): 55. “Dieser verschlossene und verschlies-
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sende Mann trägt auch Schuld, das eines der bedeutendsten Werke Schuberts, die unvollendete
Symphonie in H-moll, erst 1865—durch Joh. Herbeck—ans Licht gezogen und der Welt bekannt
wurde.” “Sealed and silent” is not a literal translation. It represents an attempt to render the sense
of “verschlossene und verschliessende”, which Heuberger derived from Kreissle’s “Schloss und
Riegel” (fn. above).

26 “Hüttenbrenner besass einige Originalmanuskripte Schuberts, die er immer verschlossen hielt,
darunter das berühmte Fragment der […] H-Moll Symphonie, die er durch mehr als 40 Jahre
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der Mitwelt vorenthielt […] Die künstlerische Schuld Hüttenbrenners könnte allerdings durch
dieses Vorenthalten fremden Eigentums nicht erhöht werden. Da man ihm kaum eifersüchtige
Motive bei der Verschliessung des Meisterwerkes unterschieben kann, so muss man sein Tun
mit Unverständnis für den künstlerischen Wert oder mit kleinlicher Eitelkeit am Besitz zu erklären suchen, was freilich bei einem Banausen eher zu entschuldigen wäre als bei einem schaf-
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fenden Künstler. Es scheint übrigens ein Fluch auf dem Manuskript dieser Symphonie gelastet zu
haben.” Biographical introduction to “Anselm Hüttenbrenners Erinnerungen”, op. cit: 109–111.
Deutsche Allgemeine Zeitung (DAZ): 18 November 1928.
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27 “Wie die H-moll=Symphonie verschwand” (How the B-minor Symphony disappeared) in the

28 “Zur Geschichte der H-moll-Symphonie” in Zeitschrift des Steiermärkischen Sängerbundes 2,
(Graz, February 1928). The journal is also listed as Sängerzeitung des Steirischen Sängerbundes.
29 Excerpts from a letter to Hermann Kundigraber (former director of the StMV) from Roderich
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Mojsisivics (another former director), hand-copied by Felix Hüttenbrenner. (“Nun hast Du—
vermutlich auf Intervention Dritter [probably meaning Felix Hüttenbrenner]—Dich der höchst
zweifelhaften H-Moll-Symphonie=Legende angenommen—und da möchte ich Dich gerade als
alter Freund doch darüber aufklären, dass gewiss die H-Moll-Symphonie das dem MUSIKVEREIN für STEIERMARK zugedachte Werk war.”) Korrespondenz bezüglich der H-moll Sympho-
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nie von Franz Schubert, KUG o:2085. In addition to confirming Mojsisivics’s position on the
dedication and theoretical ownership question, the letter reveals him as a self-professed antiSemite, posthumously accusing Eusebius Mandyczewski of “really Jewish” [“echt jüdisch”] tac-
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tics in his professional dealings, including Mandyczewski’s well-reasoned refusal to loan out the
manuscript of the B-minor Symphony to the promoters of a Graz arts festival. Mandyczewski
(†1929) had directed the archive of the GdMF in Vienna and, considering the aggressive own-
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ership claims in Graz, he seems to have suspected that the manuscript would not be returned.
Mojsisivics refers to Mandyczewski as a “typically Gallic Jew” with a hatred for goyim. Mandyczewski, as far as we know, was not Jewish but the son of a Ukranian Orthodox Christian Priest
(whereas, ironically, the wider Mojsisivics heritage may not have been entirely acceptable to the

ni
v

regime). Although by the time of this letter (1943) Mojsisivics had left the directorship of the
StMV Music School, the school long since had bought into the Nazi ideology. Michael Kater
points out that the Graz Conservatory was the most prominent of the three Austro-German
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schools that had started Hitler Youth programs by 1939 (the others were in Berlin and Weimar).
See The Twisted Muse (Oxford, 1999):137–138.

30 “Schubert’s friend Joseph Hüttenbrenner, until 1823 the attentive caretaker of Schubert’s manuscripts, testified that the autograph of the symphony came through him into the hands of his
brother Anselm in Graz. When, exactly, this happened cannot be determined from Joseph
Hüttenbrenner’s statements. In two places one reads that the symphony remained with him in
Vienna ‘initially for many years’, presumably—we may assume—because Schubert still wanted
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to finish it.” [Mehrfach hat Schuberts Freund Josef Hüttenbrenner, bis etwa 1823 fürsorglicher
Betreuer von Schuberts Manuskripten, bezeugt, dass das Autograph der Sinfonie über ihn nach
Graz in die Hände seines Bruders Anselm gelangt sei. Wann genau das geschehen ist, lässt sich
aus Joseph Hüttenbrenners Angaben nicht schliessen. An zwei Stellen heisst es, die Sinfonie sei
‘noch viele Jahre’ bei ihm selbst in Wien verblieben, vermutlich hat Schubert, so ist zu schlies-
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sen, sie zunächst noch fertig komponieren wollten.] NSA, Critical Report for Series V, Vol. 3:11.
Readers should be aware that this assumption comes entirely from the NSA editorship and does
not originate from the available historical sources.
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31 For the NSA (Werner Aderhold, ed.), the fact that Anselm Hüttenbrenner served twice as Music

Director of the StMV (although not until 1825 for the first time), appears to prove that Joseph
delivered the symphony into proper hands (i.e. the hands of his brother Anselm). [Die Weitergabe dürfte entweder schon zwischen 1825 und 1829 oder aber erst zwischen 1831 und 1839
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erfolgt sein, Jahren, in denen Anselm Hüttenbrenner als amtierender Musikdirector des Steiermärkischen Musikvereins der rechtmässige Adressat für die Ůbersendung war; nach seines
Bruders mehrfacher Bekundung war die Sinfonie als Dankesgabe für die Verleihung des Ehrendiploms durch den Verein im Jahr 1823 und die Einlösung von Schuberts eigener Ankündigung
einer solchen Dankesgabe anzusehen.] NSA, Critical Report, ibid.
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32 Letters, op cit: 72.

33 “Franz Schubert, der Musikus des Biedermeiers” in Der Kollege, in-house publication of the
Österreichische Staatsdruckerei, 1963: Nos.5/6: 6–8. Hereafter Chalus I.
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34 Franz Schubert und seine h-moll-Sinfonie im Blickpunkt seiner Freundschaft mit Anselm und Josef
Hüttenbrenner (Vienna, 1965: private publication, 94 pages). Hereafter: Chalus II. I am indebted
to the Wienbibliothek for making the typescript available.
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35 An exemplar of this publication is kept in the Österreichische Nationalbibliothek (ÖNB),
Vienna. It is a rarity and may be the only copy still accessible by the public; I am indebted to the
ÖNB for making it available to me.

36 Chalus writes: “In a letter to Alois A. Chalus, Otto Erich Deutsch wrote, among other things, ‘…
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About the <Unfinished>: Josef Hüttenbrenner, in his written statements towards the end of his
life, was highly irrational and self-contradictory …’ (No.87, Par.5). (9.)”. [In einem Brief an Alois
A. Chalus schreibt Otto Erich Deutsch unter anderem: “ … Zur UNVOLLENDETEN : Josef
Hüttenbrenner war in seinen schrift[l]ichen Äusserungen gegen Ende seines Lebens höchst
verworren und widerspruchsvoll … (Nr.87, 5. Abs.) (9.)”] Note to readers: I have not traced
the numerical reference at the end of Chalus’s statement. It may refer to his personal files. The
statement is remarkably similar to one that Deutsch had made a decade earlier: “…I despise
Anselm Hüttenbrenner in any age, but Josef became crazy later only. His devotion to Anselm
was a mania then”. Private letter to M.J.E. Brown, 28 June 1951. Reproduced with permission of
Special Collections, Leeds University Library (MS 1932/Box 6).
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37 “If one takes the ‘witness’ of his ‘friends’ for fact, either in a positive or a negative light, the
picture of Schubert will remain unfocused. One will never gain a clear view of his life if one
believes he may take uncritically as fact the ‘Dokumente seines Lebens’ [Deutsch II], which has
been the case so far.” [Hält man sich an die “Zeugnisse” seiner “Freunde” im positiven sowie im
negativen Sinne, wird das Bild Schuberts nur ein verschwommenes sein, und man wird nie ein
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klares Bild über sein Leben erhalten, wenn man glaubt, wie bisher(,) die “Dokumente seines

Lebens” kritiklos als Tatsache hinnehmen zu können.] Chalus II: 15–16. Note to readers: Chalus
left his typescript badly in need of proofing. I have cleaned up the spelling without comment,
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but grammatical editing needs explanation. For example, the last clause of this sentence makes
better sense if one removes the comma after “glaubt” or inserts a comma after “bisher” (see my
parentheses in the German text).

38 Deutsch I: 457, “Anmerkung” to D759. “Anselm Hüttenbrenner und Schuberts H-moll-Sym-
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phonie” in Zeitschrift des historischen Vereines für Steiermark LII (Graz, 1961/1962): 122–137.
39 Alois A. Chalus has been somewhat difficult to research. He lived in the 10th district of Vienna
at Erlachgasse 133–135, 2/41 and worked for the Österreichische Staatsdruckerei (Austrian State
Publishing House), which in 1963 was still owned by the government. I could find no direct
report of his birth and death dates. However, an “Aloisia” Chalus was buried in the Zentralfried-
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hof in 1974. Considering the rarity of the last name, and the approximate match for age (77), this
name well might have been mis-recorded in the funeral records in place of “Alois A. Chalus”. I
am indebted to genealogist Keith Montgomery for this suggestion.
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40 Neudert’s reason for avoiding the cover page was that the nature of Roman lettering in carefullywritten Schulschrift was too universal, i.e. that it reflected too few personal variants with which
to identify an individual writer.
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41 “An objective examination is highly difficult to report, because the poor quality of the printed
facsimile has made many characteristics of handwriting flow impossible to recognize. In various
respects, the comparative investigation of the writing in question with characteristic elements
of Josef Hüttenbrenner’s original handwriting, taken from the above mentioned sources, reveals
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utter differences. On the other hand, individual letters in the text in question match those in
the (Hüttenbrenner) handwriting. However, in the view of the expert witness, this matching
content is still not enough upon which to base a conclusive opinion in the sense of identicality, so long as one cannot take into consideration the effective differences between the texts.
The named similarities, then, must be judged to be an expression of learned calligraphy (relative, that is, to the learned Schulschrift of the time) shown in each of the samples compared.
Taking into consideration the poor quality of the original, and because of the negative writing
qualities in both materials, a summary [would have to state] that identicality between the two
handwritings can be ruled out with safety.” [Auf Grund der durchgeführten Untersuchung hat
sich ergeben: Die gegenständliche Untersuchung ist als äusserst schwierig anzusprechen, weil
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durch die mangelhafte Wiedergabe im Faksimiledruck zahlreiche Merkmale einer Schreibbewegung nicht erkannt werden können. Die vergleichende Untersuchung der fraglichen Schrift
mit Originalschriften des Josef Hüttenbrenners ergab in verschiedenen im Befund genannten
persönlischkeitsbedingten Gestaltungselementen absolute Unterschiedlichkeit. Daneben sind
aber auch einzelne Buchstaben erkennbar, die im fraglichen Text und in der Vergleichsschrift in
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der äusseren Form übereinstimmen. Nach Ansicht des Sachverständigen sind diese Formgleich-

heiten jedoch nicht geeignet, für sich allein einen positiven Schluss zu rechtfertigen, solange

man auf die effektiven Unterschiede nicht eingeht. Die genannten Ähnlichkeiten müssen daher
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als Ausdruck einer geübten Kaligraphie bzw. als Ausdruck der seinerzeitig gelernten Schulschrift beurteilt werden. Unter Berücksichtigung der an sich schlechten wiedergabe des Originals und auf Grund der aufgezeigten negativen Schriftqualitäten in beiden Materialen ergibt

sich daher zussamenfassend, das seiner Identität zwischen beiden Schriften mit Sicherheit
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auszuschliessen ist.]

42 Cf. changes/additions in Felix Hüttenbrenner’s printed account of the report, in “Franz Schubert
und die Brüder Hüttenbrenner”. KUG o:1875.

43 See entries on “Fälschungen”; “Hüttenbrenner, Anselm”; Hüttenbrenner, Joseph”; and
“Unvollendete”.
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44 The forensic identification of handwriting had become an officially recognized part of police
work in Vienna by 1906, but it still relied to an extent upon interpretation based on a genetic
typology inherited from the previous century (“graphology”). Heinrich Pfanne (1923–1990)
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was one of the first German handwriting analysts to separate graphology from the more useful
forensic expertise of handwriting identification based on technical points (Die Schriftexpertise
und ihre Bedeutung für die Rechtsprechung. Rudolstadt, 1954). By the early 1950s Lothar Michel
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(1929–1996), a student of Robert Heiss (1903–1974), challenged Pfanne with a methodology
that included the possibility of psychological and graphometric description (returning, partially,
to the idea that conclusions might be drawn about a person from his or her handwriting).
Michel’s main work is Gerichtliche Schriftvergleichung, Berlin, 1982. In the Hüttenbrenner
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report, Neudert relied mostly on a technical methodology closer to Pfanne than to Michel, and
I have continued along those lines in my own analyses.

45 Deutsch II: 253–254. Letter from Franz Theodor, Anna Schubert, and Ignaz Schubert in Vienna
to Franz Schubert in Zselitz, 14 August 1824.
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46 Ibid: 199. Letter from Spaun in Linz to Schober in Breslau.
47 Ibid: 201.

Chapter One

Lettering and Handwriting
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Scripts and Handwriting
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Schubert and his generation in German-speaking lands wrote mostly in two basic
scripts: Old German Kurrentschrift (“running script”) and Schulschrift (“school script”),
the latter often called “Normalschrift”. Schulschrift was written in “Latin” or “Roman”
lettering, and thus one also hears it called “Lateinschrift”. Both scripts were cursive, as
opposed to printed “Fraktur” (“Gothic”). Fraktur and Kurrent related in important ways
to a third script, “Kanzleischrift” (“office” script), an ornate handwritten alternative to
Fraktur often used on official and legal documents. To my knowledge, Schubert wrote in
Kanzleischrift seldom, if at all.1 On the other hand, this script appears often in letters and
on compositions written by his “secretary”, Joseph Hüttenbrenner, who held a government job in Vienna. Joseph’s brother, Anselm Hüttenbrenner, had studied law and also
knew Kanzleischrift—a fact that will acquire more significance in the course of this study.
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Ex. 1:1a. Joseph Hüttenbrenner, first page, upper margin of “Abendlied” (1831), showing three different scripts:
Kanzleischrit [“Abendlied”], Kurrentschrift [“von” and “Heinrich Hüttenbrenner”] and Schulschrift [“Quartett” and
“Dr”]. KUG o:1811.

Ex. 1:1b. Anselm Hüttenbrenner, three scripts in the upper margin of the first page of “Frühlings Wiederkehr” (1838):
Kanzleischrift [“Frühlings Wiederkehr”], Kurrentschrift [“Gedicht von”], and Schulschrift (with some letters from
Kurrent) [“Josefine von Bemekhazy” and “Allegretto”]. KUG o:63.

2 Unfinished History
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In the years before, during, and after Schubert’s lifetime, letters by educated German
writers and speakers were written mostly in Kurrent, with proper names and foreign
words in Latin lettering, and some individual characters, words, or even whole lines
in Kanzleischrift.2 In concentrated working situations Schubert used informal (and
sometimes merely scribbled)3 versions of Schul- and Kurrentschrift that were more
expedient than artistic, but he was able to write with elegance.
Plates I and II represent the kurrentschrift4 letters taught in German-speaking lands
(including the U.S.) in the nineteenth century:

ni
v

Plate I. Upper case letter set in Kurrent from the nineteenth century, including the ligature “Sch”.5

Plate II. Lower case letter set in Kurrent from the
nineteenth century, including the ligatures “ch”, “sch”,
and the sharp “s” (see fn. 5).
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Schulschrift (“Lateinschrift” or “Normalschrift”)
Schulschrift was used for almost all of the handwriting on the cover page of Schubert’s
B-minor Symphony and for all of the musical instruction in the score itself. Only the
word “Octob.” is written in Kurrent (Chapter Two, Ex. 2:6b). Schulschrift is readily
legible to people today who read Western languages. The following tables derive from

Scripts and Handwriting 3
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Kurze Anleitung zum Schönschreiben (Vienna, 1832):
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Plate III. Schulschrift (“Normal”- or “Lateinschrift”). ÖNB http://data.onb.ac.at/rec/AC09658896.6
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To illustrate the difference between fair (formal) and working (informal) Schulschrift
in Schubert’s writing, I have selected two examples of the word “Ouverture”. They appear
back-to-back in the manuscript of the E-minor Overture D648, one on the cover page
and the other on the opposite side above the first measures of the music:

Ex. 1:2a. D648 (1819). Formal, or fair (calligraphic)
Schulschrift. WB Mh 122.

Ex. 1:2b. D648 (1819). Informal, or working
Schulschrift. WB Mh 122.
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A schulschrift “signature” is far less personal than a kurrentschrift signature, and, in
its clearest calligraphic form, it was easily imitated. All children in Schubert’s time, apparently, learned a standardized Schulschrift in the early years of schooling. For this reason,
we cannot be certain about the authorship of some schulschrift writing, including “signatures” on manuscripts of the day. In addition to widely recognizable upper-case letters,
Schulschrift also featured rounded lower-case letters such as “e”, “m”, “n”, and “u” (much
like those in our modern writing), as well as a more universally identifiable “r” and “h”.
Schubert and his circle sometimes mixed kurrent- and schulschrift letters within words.
Below are ten examples of the name “Schubert” in Schulschrift. Seven of them are
authentic, two are not, and one we will question in Chapter Two. I have removed their
backgrounds in order to level the field. Readers who wish to guess at the inauthentic

4 Unfinished History
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examples will find the answers in the footnote.7 These examples are different, one from
another, and yet remarkably similar by virtue of a commonly-learned and impersonal
script. This commonality and relative simplicity creates difficulty in identifying the
writer in a case of suspected inauthenticity:
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Ex. 1:3. Ten copies of the surname “Schubert”, taken from signatures in Schulschrift.
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Establishing authenticity is most difficult in cases of high calligraphy, a stage of
formality even more carefully executed than in the fair script shown above:
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Ex. 1:4a. Menuetti D89/90 (1813). WB Mh 123.

Ex. 1:4b. Minona D152 (1815). WB Mh 70.

Scripts and Handwriting 5
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Ex. 1:4c. Overture in B-flat for piano, 4 hands D668 (1819). WB Mh 166.
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I have examined over fifty schulschrift signature renderings of Franz Schubert’s
name on his manuscripts, probably most of them written by Schubert himself. Despite
remarkable likenesses between sections—for example, letter group (“chub”) between
numbers 6–8 in Ex 1.3—I found no two signatures that could be superimposed entirely,
one upon the other, with reasonable graphic correspondence. This observation will take
on importance later in this chapter when we compare the “signatures” on the Dankschreiben and the D759 cover page.

The Personal Mark in Schulschrift
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With the addition of a personal mark, a name written in Schulschrift could become
more of an actual signature. Schubert’s personal mark was a relatively fixed design of
three or four vertical strokes (representing “M”), and cross ovals (for “P”) followed by
letters “i” and “a” in a fanciful reduction of the traditional term manu propria (“signed
with my own hand” or “from my own hand”). The presence of the mark is no guarantee
of authenticity, but for modern scholars it offers an extra small measure of certainty. To
be sure, the personal mark changed somewhat with each new signature and would not
have been difficult to simulate; nevertheless, it remained, identifiably, Schubert’s own.
The following example is taken from his revised manuscript of Des Teufels Lustschloss
D84, once owned by Joseph Hüttenbrenner.

Ex. 1:5. D84 Schubert’s identification on the cover page of Des Teufels Lustschloss (1813/14). WB Mh 2032.

6 Unfinished History
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Anselm Hüttenbrenner’s personal mark, shown here appended to a schulschrift signature, was similar in design and spirit to Schubert’s mark:

Ex. 1:6. Anselm Hüttenbrenner, schulschrift signature on “Der Abend” (1818). KUG o:2008.
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Kurrentschrift

ni
v

er
sa

l-P

ub

Kurrentschrift was developed in German-speaking countries during the seventeenth
century, acquiring a life of its own as the most forward flowing method of writing. It
allowed the writer both speed and linear complexity during the age of the quill pen.
When Schubert wrote with care, his “kurrent” hand was clear, often elegant, but not
ornate—as readers can see in his 1823 letter to Cappi & Diabelli, shown later in this
chapter (Plate V). The Wienbibliothek’s online display offers 17 letters, ranging from
hastily written notes to formal correspondence.
Of the two scripts that Schubert used for signing, Kurrentschrift dominated by
about 7:1 in his overall output. This is an approximation, of course, which cannot
include documents now lost to us. The proportion of kurrent- to-schulschrift signatures
changed significantly from period to period. Signatures on autographs from the earliest
years, for example, were written mostly in Schulschrift, whereas in that rich period of
song writing between 1814 and 1816, and again in the final years, his signatures were
mostly in Kurrentschrift.

U

Special Characteristics: Superimpositions, Loops,
Extensions, Flags
Superimpositions
In Kurrentschrift we occasionally find superimpositions of certain letters, as with the
upper case ornamental “E” that envelops one or more lower case letters following it
(“Ehre”, “Eine”, etc.). This was a favorite affectation of the Hüttenbrenners, as we will
see in the section “Specific letters compared” a bit later in this chapter. In some German
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Ex. 1:7. Superimposition of “E” upon “h” in a nineteenth-century German application for travel.8
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texts this habit nearly obscured the entire start of a word, appearing to combine two
separate letters into one complex design. Fritz Verdenhalven offers an extreme example
in the word “Ehemann”, wherein the lower loop of the “E” reaches to the “m”:
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In the word “Ihrer”, below, the flag on the “I” is not only ornamental but useful.
Without it, the two long letters “I” and “h” would have been difficult to distinguish, one
from another:

a.

b.
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Ex. 1:8a/b. a. Superimposition of “I” and “h” in the word “Ihr” in Joseph Spaun’s letter to Goethe, promoting Schubert’s
songs and requesting permission for Schubert to dedicate a group of songs to Goethe. WB Hs LQH0192861. b. Superimposition of the long letters “p” and “f ” in the word “pflegen” in Johann Baptist Jenger’s letter to Joseph Hüttenbrenner
concerning Schubert’s memorial concert. KUG o:2040.
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Superimpositions should not be confused with the combinative letters (“ligatures”),
shown in Plates I and II. Superimpositions were not taught or modeled as part of the
script. Schubert’s letters are easily distinguishable:

Ex. 1:9a. “Ihr” in Schubert’s letter to Cappi & Diabelli,
10 April 1823. WB HIN 043020.

Ex. 1:9b. “Ehrfurcht” in Schubert’s letter to the Kaiser.
WB HIN 218362.
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In general, Schubert’s kurrentschrift handwriting is far less ornamental than that of
his circle. Obviously, the formality of his handwriting changed according to situation,
purpose, and recipient—informal in a letter to his friends in 1818 (WB HIN 001348),
almost illegible in a short message to his brother in 1821 (WB HIN 211171), but exemplary in his letter to Rochlitz in 1827 (WB HIN 004877). Schubert’s handwriting was
flexible in appearance, but at all times it was meant to communicate rather than impress.

8 Unfinished History
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Loops and curls
Joseph and Anselm Hüttenbrenner favored final loops and curls, although in different
forms. Distinguishing between them has been important in identifying the writer of the
Dankschreiben:
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Ex. 1:10. Joseph Hüttenbrenner, kurrentschrift looping. KUG o:2038.
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Ex. 1:11. Anselm Hüttenbrenner, kurrentschrift looping in Brief an die Eltern und [?]: 5. KUG o:1917.
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Flags and extensions
Flags and extensions decorate a variety of letters in early nineteenth-century Kurrentschrift,
as well as Schulschrift. I make a distinction between “squared” and “rounded” flags
(Exx. 1:12a–d shows squared flags, while Exx. 1:13—1:15 show rounded ones). In Exx.
1:12a–d we find Schubert’s nicely curved extensions on the lower-case letters “y” and “h”:

a.

b.

c.
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Ex. 1:12a–c a. Flagged “I” and “J” on the date in Fugue in E minor D71B (1813), WB Mh 41420. b. Flagged “I” of “Ich”
in Glaube, Hoffnung, und Liebe D954 (1828), WB Mh 40995. c. Flagged “J” in Herrn Josef Spaun, Assessor in Linz D749
(1822), WB Mh 15601.

Ex. 1:13. “M” in Deutsche Messe D872, with rounded flags (1827). WB Mh 14.

