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A BETTER ORDER FOR “FIGARO"?

It is tontalizing for Mozartians thar we should have so lirfe direct information obout the genesis and evolution of Mozart’s
thiee famous colloborotions with Da Ponte compared to the bountiful evidence surrounding Idomeneo or Die Entfiihwung. For
example, although much scholarly discussion has revolved around the vy Da Ponte and Mozart compressed two of Beaumar-
chais’s acts into their third ot of Le nozze di Figoro, there s still na incontrovertible evidence to support - or to refute - the
ingenious Moberly/Roeburn thesis of 1965." These two arqued thot the Countess's aria “Dove sono” {No. 20) was repositioned
after the Sextet (No. 19) only ot the last minute, principally to allow Francesco Bussani, who played both Bartolo and Antonio
in the originof production in 1786, o chonge costumes between scenes 8 and 9. Alan Tyson showed in 1981 that there is no
evidence in the autograph score to support this hypothesis;2 but that in turn begs the question as to whether the autograph
score wos ever used by Mozart as  performing score.

* Behind these two sequences - the traditional printed order ond the Moberly/Rueburn proposal - there stonds, conceivably, o

third, original order. It is significont that Da Ponte developed the Countess’s recitotive and aria and her previous conversation
with Susanna from o small scene af the end of Act Il of Baoumarchais's play; in other words, originally it may have preceded
Susanna's encounter with the Count, Quite possibly, Mozart in his earliest stuges of planning set “Dove sono” in C major fo
open the oct 1o be followed by the A minor opening of the Susannc/Count duet, thereby balancing the A minor Fandango and
C major chorus which bring the act 1o its close. The remaining numbers then follow a key scheme which is exactly the reverse
of the opera’s opening five numbers: A, D, F, B flat, G in Act Il corrasponding to the G, B flat, F, D, A of Act . Clearly the
Countess's scene in its present form con no longer be repositioned fo open Act I, but if this was its originaf place it perhops
explains the uncertainty obout its placing later in the act.

Faute de imigux und in the interesls of greoler dramatic coherence we have opted in this recording for the Moberly/Raebum
order on the following grounds:

(1 By introducing the Countess earlier in the act, her naturol anxiety to heor the outcome of Susanna’s interview with the
Count is move plausible. Her “exit” aria is juxtaposed with that of the Count, but his “exit” is nullified when the i is set
cheek by jovd with the Sextet - and precedes the comic complexities of the rest of the act,

(2) It makes the Countess's personal “journey” dlearer: midwoy through “Dove sonc” she resolves to take on the challengs of
saving her marriage. The next time we see her her mood has changed: now she is able 1o be lighthearted, plofting with Susan-
na the rendezvous in the garden.

_(3) !t allows Susanna plausible time after “Dove sono” to get the money from the Countess (o save Figaro from marrying Mar-

cellina) before entering with it in the Sextet. (In the maditional order, quite upart from the puzzle of where Susamia gets the
money from, it is most peculiar that she says she is off to tell the Countess of Figaro's parentoge but then waits until scene 10
o 0o 50.)

(4) It allows the Count to preside over Figaro's Hiol, whereas in the troditional order this takes ploce offstage, apparently, and
in‘great haste, between Figaro’s exit in scene 3 and scene 5.

(5) It ollows o credible lapse of time to occur between the scene whese Barbaring fells Cherubino she is going to diess him up o
o girl (scene 7) and the moment when Antonio warns the Count that he has spotted Cherubina’s dothes in his cottage {scene 9).

Adopting this sequence for Act Il is foirly common practice nowadays, but what of Act IV? So for there has heen surprisingly
little scholarly investigation of this more problematic oct, although it is clear from the outogroph score thot Mozart had second
thoughts over its order and contents, and in particular over the placing of the arios for Figare (No. 27) and Susanna (No. 28).
In the libretto, Figora’s scene “Tutto & disposto” (scene 8) is ploced directly after Basilio’s ario (No. 26) and is in turn followed
by o short recitative (scene 9) and Susanna’s scene “Giunse alfin il momento” (scene 10). Then comes a further short recitative
(scene 11), induding u straphe of Cherubine's Conzonefta leading to the Finale. Mozart’s key scheme is as follows:

6 Marcelling’s aria (No. 25) [not performed here] Eflst  Susanna’s Rondo “Non tardar, amato bene”
Bflot  Basilio’s oria (No. 26) [not performed here] later replaced by “Deh vieni” in F (No. 28)
Eflat  Figaro's aria (No. 27) Bfar  Cherubino’s Conzonetta strophe

D Finale {No. 29)



The only unusual feoture of this scheme is the original juxtoposition of two arius in E flat but this does not offect the order in
which they appeor. Mozart appears to hove been sticking o his scheme when he wrote the linking recitatives: ofter the scene
between Bosilio ond Bartolo {which he numbers scene 6, as there was no Cavatino for Barbarina at that stage) he writes: dopo
I'aria di Basilio vine sceno 7™ ch'e un Recitativ istromentato con aria di Figaro (“ofter Bosilio’s aria comes scene 7, which s
on accompanied recitative [followed by] Figoro’s aria™), Similarly, at the end of the recitative between Susanna and the Count-
ess (numbered scene 9 in the autograph) he writes: Segue Recit: istrumentuto con Rondd di Susunia (“There follows un accom-
panied recitative with Susanna’s Rondo"), referring to tie original E flat oric which survives in sketch foim.
However, by the time he came to compose “Deh vieni” - which, judging from the surviving sketches must have been towards
the end - Mozort had changed his mind: on the last leaf of the aria he wrote: Menca if Reditativo istromentoto di Figaro gventi
I'aria No. 30 ("“Figaro’s accompanied recitative before the ario No. 30 is lacking”™). If this is taken as o reminder to himself thot
he had yet o compose something, but not for thot porficular place in the opera, then it would be unique: all the other nofes of
this kind, as with these already cited, refer o arranging the separate component porfs into o coherent sequence. Undoubtedly
this indication of the end of Susunnu’s new oriu was written affer the contrary indication (cited above) in Basilio’s scene; ond,
sure enaugh, when ol the separate elements of the opera were poginated (by Mozart?) and bound, Figaro's aria was placed
ofter that of Susanno. Can we really believe this was o mistake by Mozart? It makes no sense whatsoever to infer, os Alan
Tyson does, that this might reflect an earfier ordering of the act" So why is it always performed before “Def vieni"?
Significantly, neither the “Recitativo istromentato” in question nor the recitative including Cherubino’s Canzonetia found thei
way into the aulograph score in Mozart’s hand (“Tutto & disposta” was wrilien in by a copyist). Furthermore, the opening of
the final recitative (“Perfida, e in quella formo®), which is fotally absent in the outograph score, saems o very untypical and in-
adequate response by Figaro to what he has just heord Susanna sing. Parhaps Mozart fully intended ot this late stoge fo write
a different accompanied recitative to replace “Tutto & disposto” with words more appropriate to the aria’s new position. If so,
with the librette olready printed, did he have trouble in persuuding Do: Ponte fo make a significant lostminufe alteration? At all
events it seems 10 be the libretta that has led scholors to ignote hitherto the evidonce of the autograph score with respect to
the order of these arias. '
Alas, it is impossible with te surviving material to reconstruct Mozart’s “ideal” Act V. Qearly the opening words of Figaro’s
recitative “Tutta & disposto” only make sanse when placed before “Deh vieni”, yet the dramatic gain in placing Figaro’s erio
“prite un po’ quegli occhi” os a sequel and violent reaction fo Susanna’s ravishing nocture “Deh vieni” - which he supposes
to be evidence of her infidelity - is too great fo lose.
The solution we adopted for this recording, proposed by Nicholus McNuir, one of the two répélitours working on the production,
wos fo divide “Tutto & disposto” af ifs halfway point. The first half, in which Figaro ponders the events of the day, ends with an
F mojor chord, and his roproachful “Oh Susanna, Susanna” becomes a cry of surprise as he hears her laughter and runs to hide.
Susanna now enters with the Countess (dressed os Susanna) and Morcellina, and sings the following recitotive, *Signoro, ello
mi disse”, ond than her oria “Deh vieni”. The end of Susanna’s oria ond Figaro’s wounded reaction fo if, “Oh Susannu, Susan-
na, quanta pena mi costil” (in other words the second half of “Tutto & disposta”), dovetails pesfectly und leads fo his explosive
aria *Aprite un po’ quegli occhi”. Once recovered from the inifiol shock, those fomiliar with the traditional order will perhaps
feel inclined to recognize the heightened pathos and dramafic verisimilitude of this sequence - not Mozast's own, but one that
may well be closer to his inifial concept than the stondard version normally performed.
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