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This dissertation is an analytic and stylistic survey of sonata-form movements
in Ludwig van Beethoven's early piano sonatas. Schenkerian theory is adopted as the
primary methodology to illuminate questions of design and tonal structure posed by
Beethoven's sonata-form movements. The dissertation takes the middle-period
sonatas as a core repertoire and traces how Beethoven’s compositional traits as seen
in the early-period works evolve toward the middle period. Detailed analyses of
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sonata-form movements in the Bonn and early Vienna period incorporate available
sources (such as analyses by Schenker, Roger Kamien, Janet Schmalfeldt, and others)
and serve as the basis for stylistic generalizations about Beethoven’s handling of
sonata-form design and other compositional devices. This work shows that the
structural designs and compositional devices in the early-period works evolve or
innovate toward the middle-period models. Critiques of views on sonata form by
Schenker, Charles Smith, Peter Smith, David Neumeyer, and others are integrated
into a discussion that seeks a reconciliation of the traditional theory of sonata form
and a generation of “ideal” Schenkerian formal models.
The examination of this repertoire through the Schenkerian analytic method
produces the following conclusions: 1) Beethoven had a limited set of prototypes for
deep-level sonata-form structure, but diversified them through various compositional
devices eventually to create polished and unique sonata-form designs; 2) from his
youth toward manhood, Beethoven’s tendency to rely on a limited number of
compositional devices and to use them insistently becomes more and more obvious;
and 3) Beethoven’s striking handling of formal, tonal, and motivic aspects in the
middle-period sonatas, which distinguishes them not only from the earlier ones, but
also from works by other contemporary composers, has deep roots in the early
Viennese and even Bonn-period works.

viii

Table of Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 : Thesis------------------------------------------------------------------------------1
1.2 : Research Method-----------------------------------------------------------------2
1.3 : Literature Review of Ludwig Van Beethoven’s Piano Sonatas -----------3
1.4 : Sonata Form in the Middle Period--------------------------------------------17
1.5 : Heinrich Schenker’s Sonata-Form Theory and Post-Schenkerian
Revisions------------------------------------------------------------------------46
1.6 : First-Level Middleground Models for Sonata Forms----------------------59
1.7 : Chapter-by-Chapter Summary------------------------------------------------68

Chapter 2 : Sonata-Form Movements in the Bonn Period
2.1 : Introductory Remarks on Formal Designs and Primary Compositional
Devices --------------------------------------------------------------------------70
2.2 : First Movement of WoO 47, no. 1, Eb major--------------------------------71
2.3 : First Movement of WoO 47, no. 2, F minor---------------------------------83
2.4 : First Movement of WoO 47, no. 3, D major---------------------------------93
2.5 : First Movement of WoO 51, C major---------------------------------------106

ix

Chapter 3 : Sonata-Form Movements in the Early Vienna Period I
3.1 : Introductory Remarks on Formal Designs and Primary Compositional
Devices -----------------------------------------------------------------------115
3.2 : First Movement of op.2, no. 1, F minor-----------------------------------117
3.3 : Fourth Movement of op. 2, no. 1, F minor--------------------------------132
3.4 : First Movement of op. 2, no. 2, A major----------------------------------138
3.5 : First Movement of op. 2, no.3, C major-----------------------------------157
3.6 : First Movement of op. 49, no.1, G minor---------------------------------170
3.7 : First Movement of op. 49, no.2, G major---------------------------------179
3.8 : First Movement of op. 7, Eb major-----------------------------------------193

Chapter 4 : Sonata-Form Movements in the Early Vienna Period II
4.1 : Introductory Remarks on Formal Designs and Primary Compositional
Devices ------------------------------------------------------------------------209
4.2 : First Movement of op. 10, no. 1, C minor---------------------------------210
4.3 : Third Movement of op. 10, no. 1, C minor--------------------------------223
4.4 : First Movement of op. 10, no. 2, F major----------------------------------233
4.5 : Third Movement of op. 10, no. 2, F major---------------------------------245
4.6 : First Movement of op. 10, no. 3, D major---------------------------------253

x

Chapter 5 : Sonata-Form Movements in the Early Vienna Period III
5.1 : Introductory Remarks on Formal Designs and Primary Compositional
Devices -----------------------------------------------------------------------271
5.2 : First Movement of op. 13, C minor----------------------------------------272
5.3 : First Movement of op. 14, no. 1, E major---------------------------------291
5.4 : First Movement of op. 14, no. 2, G major--------------------------------302
5.5 : First Movement of op. 22, Bb major---------------------------------------316

Chapter 6 : Conclusion---------------------------------------------------------------------327
Bibliography--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 337
Vita-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 347

xi

Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 : Thesis
One of the firmest assumptions in musical scholarship is that Ludwig van
Beethoven’s piano sonatas are among the most significant collections of musical
compositions in the history of European music. Because this repertoire spans almost
his entire life as a composer, it has also been valuable for insightful illumination of
the development and evolution of Beethoven’s compositional techniques.
There have been many substantial studies of Beethoven’s piano sonatas from
diverse perspectives. However, most studies have concentrated on Beethoven’s
middle- and late-period works. The central task of the present dissertation is to
compare Beethoven’s early-period piano sonatas in sonata allegro form to what will
be called here the “core repertoires,” or the middle-period works, through
examination of his treatment of structural and formal design and of other primary
compositional devices as they evolved and developed from the early toward the
middle period. This systematic study of his handling of sonata form from a harmonic,
voice-leading, and formal point of view is based on the Schenkerian approach. The
dissertation takes the middle-period sonatas as a core repertoire, illuminates the
formal aspects and first-level middleground characteristics of the middle-period
sonata-form movements, and then provides detailed analyses of Beethoven’s sonataform movements in the Bonn and early Vienna period. These analyses serve as the
basis for stylistic generalizations about his handling of sonata-form design and other
compositional devices.
1

1.2 : Research Method
Schenkerian theory has been adopted as the principal methodology for this
study. Schenkerian analytic method provides a very useful tool by which analysts
may efficiently examine the interrelation between tonal structure and formal design.
It also lets the analyst focus on deep-level compositional techniques that can be
clarified exclusively by Schenkerian analytic techniques, while allowing a systematic
study of surface-level motivic features, thus providing the possibility of interrelating
these two levels of observation to illuminate the aesthetic and artistic points that a
musical composition poses.
Although Schenker proposes a deep-level middleground schema for sonata
form, he does not suggest more detailed criteria that consistently determine the
relationships between structural events and their preferred locations. Allen Forte,
David Neumeyer, Charles Smith, Janet Schmalfeldt, Allen Cadwallader, and others
have pointed out this weakness in Schenker’s sonata-form theory and have proposed
additions and modifications. In particular, Neumeyer provides pragmatic schemata
which demonstrate how Schenker's Ursatz can be embedded in the traditional view of
sonata form. Similarly, Smith insists on the necessity of a reconciliation between
Schenker’s theory of form and traditional formal theory and shows how Schenker's
structural elements, such as a Kopfton, Unterbrechung, or neighbor-note figure, can
force a different choice for the formal model.
Comparing the tonal structure embedded in Schenker’s Ursatz with the
thematic design assumed by traditional form theorists, I will provide several “ideal”
2

Schenkerian formal models, and I will trace Beethoven’s own treatment of the sonata
form by comparing the ideal models with readings of Beethoven’s individual
movements in sonata form in the early and middle periods and will identify the
evolutionary process involved. I will illuminate (1) how pieces can be diversified
through various ways of superimposing formal sections on a simple Ursatz model,
and (2) how a variety of compositional devices which are not part of the background
but which affect formal design – such as neighbor notes, modal mixture, and register
– diversify the musical material beyond the limited figures of the Ursatz models, and
as a result lead to distinctive foreground forms.

1.3 : Literature Review of Ludwig van Beethoven’s Piano Sonatas
According to William Newman, “more than fifty authors have devoted whole
books exclusively to Beethoven’s piano sonatas or certain aspects of them.”1 In
addition to the old but still useful books of Donald F. Tovey and Eric Blom that
Newman discusses, more recent and appropriate material out of this large literature,
especially that covering formal aspects, such as books by William Kinderman and
Carl Dahlhaus and sections by Joseph Kerman and Alan Tyson in the New Grove
article on Beethoven, is adopted as a starting point to generalize common tendencies

1

William S. Newman, The Sonata in the Classic Era, 3rd ed. (New York: W.W. Norton &
Company, Inc., 1983), 508.
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and characteristics as seen in each period, in particular, the evolution from the early
toward the middle period.2
In their well-known textbook, Donald J. Grout and Claude Palisca cite the
traditional three-period classification of Beethoven’s works and include the first ten
piano sonatas (up to op. 14) in the first period, those from op. 22 through op. 90 in the
second, and the last five in the third period.3 They report the formal elements as seen
in the individual movements of several selected sonatas, but do not make general
comments on the form and structure in each period’s sonatas. They point out early
influences from contemporary figures: thematic outlook and its treatment from Franz
Joseph Haydn, and some harmonic features, as well as the thick and full texture of the
piano writing, from Muzio Clementi and Jan Ladislav Dussek.
William Newman, on the other hand, classifies Beethoven’s piano sonatas into
five periods: the first or “Student” period (WoO 47, nos, 1-3, WoO 50 and WoO 51)
in Bonn, the second or “Virtuoso” period (Opp. 2-22, but also including Op. 49, nos.
1 and 2), the third or “Appassionata” period (Opp. 26-57), the fourth or “Invasion”
period (Opp. 78-90), and the fifth or “Sublimation” period (Opp. 101-111).4 The
2

Donald F. Tovey, A Companion to Beethoven's Pianoforte Sonatas: Bar-by-Bar Analysis
(London: Associated Board of the Royal Schools of Music, 1931), Eric Blom, Beethoven's
Pianoforte Sonatas Discussed (1938; reprint, New York: Da Capo Press, 1968), William
Kinderman, Beethoven (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995), Carl Dahlhaus,
Ludwig van Beethoven: Approaches to His Music, trans. Mary Whittall (Oxford: Clarendon
Press; New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), and Joseph Kerman and others,
“Beethoven, Ludwig van,” in The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musicians, 2nd ed.
(2001), 3: 73-140.
3
Donald J. Grout and Claude Palisca, A History of Western Music, 5th ed. (New York: W.W.
Norton & Company, Inc., 1996), 535-536.
4
Newman, The Sonata in the Classic Era, 511-537.
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main differences from the customary division lie in that Newman included the
“Student period” and that he divided the middle period into two. He discusses briefly
only one of the Bonn-period sonatas without a comprehensive comment on these
student-period sonatas. He evaluates the F-minor Sonata, WoO 47, no. 2 as a
forerunner of the macabre and serious mood that pervaded Beethoven’s minor-mode
sonatas and also points out that the handling of the slow introduction in the first
movement affects the later works:
In Sonata 2 in f, anticipations may already be noted both of the main allegro idea in
Op. 13/i and of the way by which this later movement interlocks with its introductory
material. Moreover, the early piece in f already helps to illustrate that association of
mood and key by which are related Beethoven’s further sonatas in f, Opp. 2/1 and 57,
Opp. 10/3, 13, and 111 in c, or Op. 2/3 and 53 in C, and so on.5

On the other hand, in dividing Beethoven’s career into four stylistic periods,6
Maynard Solomon remarks on the importance of the Bonn-period three piano sonatas
of WoO 47 and WoO 51, although he admits that the early works were basically
imitations of contemporary Classical styles:
None of Beethoven’s Bonn works in sonata form are studied as landmarks in the
development of the form. They are essentially imitative examples of contemporary
Classic sonata-style works, to which we listen in the hope of catching a glimpse of
the mature Beethoven, a motif utilized in a later work, an intimation of future
greatness. Nor are we disappointed in these respects. The three “Electoral” Sonatas
for Piano, WoO 47 (1782-83), are unadventurous three-movement works, with little
development, utilizing simple rondo and variation techniques. Some claim they are
modeled on the music of C. P. E. Bach; others hear in them echoes of Neefe, Haydn,
Stamitz, or Sterkel. However, in the Sonata in F minor can be heard anticipations of
the Sonata, op. 13 (Pathétique), of 1798-99, and Schiedermair noted that main theme
5

Ibid., 511.
Solomon’s categorization includes the Bonn period, the Vienna period (Early Years), the
heroic period, and the final phase. See Maynard Solomon, Beethoven (New York: Schirmer
Books, 1977).
6
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of its third movement contains an idea that reappears in the Sonata, op. 10 no. 2, as
well as in the scherzos of the Third and Fifth Symphonies. In the third “Electoral”
sonata, in D, Prod’homme observed a motif reminiscent of the introduction to the
Seventh Symphony of three decades later. The later, fragmentary Sonata in C, WoO
51, composed for Eleonore von Breuning, makes little attempt at thematic
development; it is transparent and undemanding, with the lovely ornamental
passagework of its Allegro reminiscent of the Italian style of Galuppi or Domenico
Scarlatti. The graceful Adagio, however, recalls the early sonatas of the Viennese
school.7

Joseph Kerman and Alan Tyson also mention influences on Beethoven’s
Bonn-period sonatas, especially calling attention to Mozart. It is certainly true that
the young Beethoven received and synthesized diverse musical practices of the time
from his teachers and other composers and that he experimented with these practices
in his works:
The most substantial of the earliest compositions are sets of three piano sonatas
and three piano quartets. The main musical influences on the boy have been seen as,
first, Neefe and Sterkel, and then Mozart; each of the piano quartets is modeled on a
specific work by Mozart, from the set of violin sonatas published in 1781
(k379/373a, 380/374f, 296). Beethoven looked to Mozart again and again during his
first decade in Vienna (see opp.3, 16, 18 no.5).8

Most studies deal with Beethoven’s early Viennese, middle, and late period
works, but none has paid much attention to his early piano sonatas written in the
Bonn period, although the study of the Bonn period sonatas might serve as a point of
departure for understanding Beethoven’s entire piano-sonata repertoire that occupies
the center of his compositions. William Kinderman devalues the artistic worth of
Beethoven’s Bonn-period works by praising the Cantata on the Death of Emperor

7

Ibid., 46 (footnote citations deleted).
Joseph Kerman and others, “Beethoven, Ludwig van,” in The New Grove Dictionary of
Music and Musicians, 2nd ed. (2001), 3: 96.
8
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Joseph II written in 1790 as the single true forerunner of the mature style: “In some
respects, the challenge to analytic criticism is greatest when we confront the
immature work of an artist, in which an authentic, original voice is not yet heard, or
not clearly heard. Many of the piano pieces, songs, and chamber works that
Beethoven composed at Bonn show relatively little of the skill and power that
distinguish his mature music.”9
Although the Bonn sonatas are dismissed, many scholars agree with the
importance of studying Beethoven’s early Viennese sonatas. Classifying Beethoven’s
first twenty piano sonatas written in the early Viennese period into two groups,
Solomon provides a penetrating description of each group:
Thirty-two piano sonatas bear Beethoven’s opus numbers. The first twenty were
composed in the eight years ending 1802, and it is in them that Beethoven’s first
unquestioned masterpieces are to be found. These sonatas fall readily into two
groups: thirteen sonatas written prior to 1800—opus 2 to opus 22, plus two “easy
sonatas,” opus 49—which explore and expand the possibilities of sonata form; and
seven sonatas—opus 26 to opus 31—which are simultaneously an epilogue or
farewell to the standard high-Classic sonata and a transition toward a new line of
development, whose potentialities would be realized in the works of Beethoven’s
later years. Beethoven’s earliest sonatas, broadly conceived, spacious in design, rich
in detail and invention, were clearly intended as major efforts. Where Haydn and
Mozart had relied almost exclusively on the three-movement design, six of
Beethoven’s first sonatas (including his first four) used the four-movement scheme
usually reserved for symphonies and quartets, through the addition of a minuet or
scherzo; these sonatas were, on the average, almost one and a half times as long as
those of his predecessors. The sonatas run the full gamut of Strum und Drang
sentiment—passion, reverie, exuberance, heroism, solemnity, nobility, and dramatic
pathos—but they are also full of abrupt harmonic and dynamic effects, piquant
episodes, unusual rhythms, syncopation, and brief departures for distant keys, all of
which signify that this young composer was not content merely to remain a dutiful
exponent of a great tradition. Tovey observes that Beethoven’s “epigrammatic”
manner was characteristic “not of immaturity, but of art in which problems are
successfully solved for the first time.” It is Beethoven’s unification of two opposing
9

William Kinderman, Beethoven, 19-20 (footnote citation deleted).
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trends—the epigrammatic tendency along with an overall striving for
spaciousness—that is a distinguishing characteristic of his early Vienna style.10

Kinderman thinks highly of the artistic value of Beethoven’s early Viennese
piano sonatas, too. He sees these piano sonatas as a leading genre demonstrating the
progress. He points out “symphonic ambition” as a new factor toward Beethoven’s
maturity, although he does not offer a general description of this repertoire:
It would be a serious error to underestimate Beethoven’s sonatas from the 1790s.
Whereas his first published examples of the concerto, quartet, and symphony are
generally inferior to Haydn’s and Mozart’s masterpieces in those genres, the same
cannot be said of his early sonatas, especially those for solo piano. It was in the
piano sonata that Beethoven first revealed the full expressive range and power of
invention that he was to demonstrate only years later in some other musical forms. In
their broad scale and structural grandeur, his early sonatas and chamber music with
piano show signs of a symphonic ambition. Characteristic, for instance, is his use of
the four-movement form then associated more with symphonies or quartets than with
these more intimate genres; each of the three piano trios of op. 1 and sonatas of op. 2
adds a minuet or scherzo to the conventional three-movement plan.11

Newman also avoids comprehensive comment on the early Viennese sonatas
and points out the influences from contemporary masters, Clementi, Dussek, Haydn,
and Mozart. Lewis Lockwood is more definite in tracing Haydn’s influence on
Beethoven’s early period.

Lockwood attributes Beethoven’s audacious tonal

excursions to Haydn:
In early works Beethoven makes ample use of many of the same deviations from
expectation that Haydn had perfected; witness Beethoven’s use of surprising tonal
shifts, especially in codas, in the Piano Trio, Op. 1 No. 1 (finale, mm. 337-360) and
the similar effect in the First Piano Concerto, Op. 15, finale, mm. 462-477. If these

10
11

Maynard Solomon, Beethoven (New York: Schirmer Books, 1977), 104.
William Kinderman, Beethoven, 30.
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deviations still seem within Haydn’s aesthetic range, Beethoven’s later excursions
into the eccentric and grotesque go well beyond it.12

James Webster poses an unusually positive view of Beethoven’s early period,
although he admits aesthetic limits of the young composer: “During the 1790s, he
gradually mastered the Viennese modern style and then, in works like the Eroica and
the Fifth Symphonies, further developed and extended it. But neither his heroic style
nor his ensuing lyric phase around 1810 fundamentally altered it; nor did this music
‘surpass’ that of Haydn or Mozart.”13 Kerman and Tyson specifically point out the
stylistic and technical evolution in the early Viennese works. In addition to the
expansion of the sonata by the addition of the fourth movement, they remark on
Beethoven’s competence of integrating and controlling musical material over
audacious tonal excursions as early as around 1795:
Probably the best-known movement from this impressive group of six pieces is the
opening Allegro of the Piano Sonata in F minor op.2 no.1, a remarkable precursor of
Beethovenian concentration and intensity (and the more remarkable in that the
sketches go back to Bonn). In 1795, however, this movement was an exception. Most
of the early music is scaled very broadly, weighty and discursive, even overblown.
Thus for many years Beethoven most often wrote sonatas in four movements, rather
than three, as was common with Haydn and Mozart, and it seems indicative that his
op.3 was a string trio in six movements, modeled on the large Divertimento K563 by
Mozart…
…As for movements in sonata form, most of them contain a great deal of musical
material – and a great many modulations in the second group. Though Beethoven’s
still emerging powers of organization were sometimes overtaxed, sometimes they
were not and there are passages of authentic Beethovenian power, especially in the
matter of long-range control over bold harmonic action. Cases in point are the
12

Lewis Lockwood, Beethoven: Studies in the Creative Process (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1992), 169.
13
James Webster, “The Concept of Beethoven’s ‘Early’ Period in the Context of
Periodizations in General,” Beethoven Forum 3 (1994), 25. Tackling the problem of
periodization of Beethoven’s works, he assesses and criticizes many descriptions of
Beethoven’s stylistic trends.
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passing modulations in the first movement of the A major Sonata op.2 no.2, and the
expanded recapitulation in the Adagio of the G major Trio op.1 no.2.14

They assert that “piano virtuosity is always used in the service of a musical idea,
never for its own sake” and that Beethoven did not lose his personal sound and
individuality in the course of absorbing diverse styles and techniques from other
pianist-composers of the time.15 In discussing Beethoven’s approach to and handling
of sonata form, they mention the enhanced recapitulation that requires a new
interpretation as a true sign of distinctive Beethovenian practice:
The first movements, in sonata form, of the C minor Trio and the F minor Sonata
have quiet main themes which are designed to return fortissimo at the point of
recapitulation. This is a characteristic Beethoven fingerprint. In the early works it
often makes for a rather blustery effect. Yet it adumbrates a new view of the form
whereby the recapitulation is conceived less as a symmetrical return or a climax than
as a transformation or triumph. The sonata style is always inherently ‘dramatic’, in
the special sense expounded and illuminated by Tovey. Tovey also pointed out that
at their most characteristic Haydn and Mozart use the style to project high comedy,
the musical equivalent of a comedy of manners. Beethoven was already groping for
ways of using it for tragedy, melodrama or his own special brand of inspirational
theatre of ideas.
This radical approach to sonata form (which encompasses all its aspects, of
course, not only the enhanced recapitulation) becomes clearer in the piano sonatas of
1796–9: op.7, op.10 nos.1–3 and op.13. In op.13 and in the fine Sonata in D op.10
no.3, although the main theme does not return loudly, there is still a compelling
impression that something urgent is at stake in the musical dialectic. Broadly
speaking, it was this sense of urgency in dealing with what became known as the
Classical style that Viennese aristocratic circles found most novel and impressive in
the ‘grand Mogul’, as Haydn called him, from the provinces.16

Most scholars agree that, although Beethoven espoused diverse influences
from many prominent figures, he was not satisfied with those, but further
14

Joseph Kerman and others, “Beethoven, Ludwig van,” in The New Grove Dictionary of
Music and Musicians, 2nd ed. (2001), 3:97.
15
Ibid.
16
Ibid., 97-98.
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personalized and elevated them into a complicated and artful level. They assume that
the significant characteristics, which mark middle-period sonatas, such as symphonic
ideal, reworking of the recapitulation, and expansion of the second-theme area
through many bold modulations were already in circulation in the early Viennese
sonatas.
Kerman and Tyson list the tonal and formal characteristics of the middle
period. Chief among them is the initiation of the second theme in the mediant as a
significant foretoken indicating middle-period Beethoven. They claim that this
replacement of the mediant key with the usual dominant resulted in expansions of the
Classical form:
According to Czerny, his young pupil in those years, Beethoven spoke of a ‘new
path’ he was following, a path which later Czerny associated with the important
op.31 sonatas of 1802. Mention has already been made of op.31 no.2. Another
novelty of conception was the key plan of the first movement of the Sonata in G
op.31 no.1, which has the second group not in the dominant but in the mediant key
(major and minor; cf the String Quintet op.29 of 1801). This looks ahead to
Beethoven’s thorough exploration and extension of the tonal range of Classical
music, a process that was to run parallel with his expansion of all aspects of Classical
form in the next years. In the late period it is the exception rather than the rule to
have the second group in the dominant.17

Charles Rosen also remarks on this significant innovation found in the
middle-period Beethoven. He points out the maximization of structural dissonance
through the embracing of the mediant and submediant keys:
Beethoven’s escape from the classicizing process is confirmed in the sonatas
opus 31 and in the Eroica. Before that, his works were frequently based clearly on
Mozartean models, such as the Piano Concerto no. 1 and the Quartet in A major, op.
18 no. 5. Some of the early works are constructed loosely by contrast of theme, the
17

Ibid.,99.
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relation of tonic and dominant weakened by long chromatic transitions, as in the
Piano Sonata in A major, op. 2 no. 2. The Eroica reaffirms the direct tonic-dominant
binary opposition, which he thereafter retained. He experimented, however, for the
rest of his life, with substitutes for the dominant: generally the mediant and
submediant (e.g., opus 53, opus 106, opus 127). But these mediants and submediants
function within the large system as dominants; that is, they create a long-range
dissonance against the tonic and so provide the tension for a move towards a central
climax. In addition, their appearance is always prepared so that the modulation
creates a dissonance of greater power and excitement than the usual dominant
without disturbing the harmonic unity.18

Rosen refers specifically to the role of the mediant and submediant in Beethoven’s
Waldstein:
His [Beethoven’s] careful resolution of the mediant and submediant substitutes
for the dominant is characteristic. The exposition of the Waldstein goes from C
major to E major. The process of resolution in the recapitulation is elaborate; the
opening of the second group is played first in the submediant A major (as a
symmetrical balance to the mediant E), then in A minor, and finally in C major,
making the resolution absolute. The opening of the recapitulation, moreover,
contains, at the second phrase, the traditional secondary development with a move to
the subdominant side quoted above (p. 290).19

Kerman and Tyson also regard the weighted function of the coda as another
feature of Beethoven’s middle-period works. The coda does not function simply as a
“tail” added for rhetorical completeness, but as a structural designation resolving the
accumulated tension and instability:
Such codas now become very common. They tend to assume the important
function of finally resolving some melodic, harmonic or rhythmic instability in the
first theme – an instability that has infused the movement with much of its energy up
to the coda. This new weighting of sonata form towards the coda is associated, and
sometimes coordinated, with another tendency, that of withholding full rhythmic or
even harmonic resolution at the moment of recapitulation.20

18

Charles Rosen, Sonata Forms (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1980), 354.
Ibid., 354-355.
20
Joseph Kerman and others, “Beethoven, Ludwig van,” in The New Grove Dictionary of
Music and Musicians, 2nd ed. (2001), 3:101.
19
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Kerman and Tyson’s third characteristic is “the symphonic ideal.” They see
that Beethoven’s symphonic style appears in diverse forms of musical elements in
piano and chamber music other than symphony, although there is a difference in the
degree. They say:
The symphonic ideal inspires most of the non-symphonic pieces written between
1803 and 1808. That is true to an extent even of the Kreutzer Sonata, composed in
early 1803, just before the ‘Eroica’. The Waldstein Sonata, composed just after the
‘Eroica’, adopts an idea for the groundplan of its opening paragraph from an earlier
piano sonata, op.31 no.1 in G. But there is all the difference in ambition, scale and
mood; what served in the earlier piece as a witty constructive device becomes in the
later one an earth-shaking, or at least a piano-shaking, declaration. The slow
movement was originally going to be the somewhat bovine piece now known as the
‘Andante favori’ (compare the Kreutzer and op.31 no.1). When Beethoven replaced
this by the adagio ‘Introduzione’ which makes momentous preparations for the
finale, he gave the sonata the characteristic ‘symphonic’ sweep even while shortening
it, and also motivated (or validated) the grandiose coda of the finale. Planned on
broader lines still, the ‘Appassionata’ Sonata (1804–5) is an even more imaginative
work, a work of the greatest extremes – as witness the fortissimo chord handfuls that
shatter the brooding quiet of the very first page.21

Kinderman also notes the symphonic ideal and other characteristics of the
middle-period works, including the Waldstein Sonata.22 In addition to the formal
expansion of the second-theme group, he points out Beethoven’s interest in musical
parameters that have been overlooked such as texture and register and in the variation
technique as a developmental means:

21

Ibid., 101-102.
Kinderman evaluates the three sonatas of op. 31 as forerunners of Beethoven’s new path,
which will be soon consolidated in the Eroica Symphony. He assigns distinctive comment on
the three sonatas of the same opus: he sees the true Beethovenian “air of paradox and
comedy” in the G-major Sonata, whereas he characterizes “striking harmonic ambiguities and
tensions” in the D-minor and Eb-major Sonatas as “a hallmark of his innovative approach”
(75). See William Kinderman, Beethoven (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995),
74-75.
22
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In the wake of the Eroica Beethoven showed a strong inclination to reshape his
sonatas and quartets on a grand scale, introducing innovations in texture, sonority,
register, and colour. Also essential is a sense of deepened contrast or conflict—a
quality present in op. 54 but largely absent in the contemporaneous Triple Concerto
in C major op. 56, with its superficially brilliant yet rather conventional rhetoric.
Wilhelm von Lenz once described the Waldstein Sonata in C major op. 53, of 1804,
as ‘heroic pianistic deeds’ (‘Klavierheldenthaten’) with a ‘symphonic essence’
(‘symphonistischen Wesen’). In its opening Allegro con brio Beethoven goes
beyond the harmonic experiments of earlier sonatas such as op. 31 no. 1 to create an
enlarged sense of tonal space. The quietly pulsating tonic chords with which the
sonata begins lead up a third to the dominant; moments later, a restatement of the
opening phrase beginning a step lower carries the music to the submediant. Within
this broadened tonal spectrum it is natural that Beethoven should choose the remote
key of E major for his second subject-group, which begins with a serene, chorale-like
subject marked dolce e molto legato. He develops this lyrical subject through
variation, embroidering its sustained notes in a rhythmic texture of triplets that
gradually reasserts the brilliant pianistic textures so characteristic of this sonata.23

Webster also cites the symphonic ideal seen in the middle-period sonatas and
attributes it to the synthesis of the sonata and symphonic styles with Frenchrevolutionary and other extramusical influences.24 He comments on the distinctive
character of Beethoven’s middle-period music: “Beethoven’s middle period music is
seen as qualitatively different not only from that of Haydn and Mozart but his own
earlier music as well.”25 By pointing out that music scholars’ criticism of Beethoven’s
early Viennese period “oscillates between the poles of ‘not yet quite Beethoven’ and
‘despite everything, already Beethoven’,” Webster states:
On the one hand, many works by Haydn and others from ca. 1770 on exhibit all
the features of Kerman’s “Symphonic ideal”; some are as through-composed, endoriented, and radical as anything in Beethoven’s middle period. On the other hand,

23

Ibid., 97.
James Webster, “The Concept of Beethoven’s ‘Early’ Period in the Context of
Periodizations in General,” Beethoven Forum 3 (1994), 22
25
Ibid., 2.
24
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his middle-period music exhibits manifold intertextual links to his own earlier music
and that of Haydn and Mozart from the 1780s and 1790s.26

Associating the new tendencies with his unique term “new path,” Carl
Dahlhaus understands formal ambiguity and profound transformation of sonata form
as a significant facet marking the middle-period Beethoven (his example is the first
movement of the D-minor Sonata, op. 31, no. 2). He vividly delineates Beethoven’s
radical handling of sonata form:
The argument as to whether the ‘real’ first subject is stated at the opening of the
movement—the arpeggiated triad in the ‘largo’ and the ‘bald’ scalar motion in the
‘allegro’—or in bars 21 ff. is a waste of time; it requires a decision when the whole
point is that decision is impossible. The opening contains the thematic material of
the movement in a rudimentary form. The second subject is there as well as the first,
yet the passage is not a subject itself, in either a syntactic or a ‘gestural’ sense. The
‘largo’ motive contains a ‘protoform’ of the first subject, which appears more clearly
shaped in bars 21 ff.; the ‘allegro’ motive contains a ‘protoform’ of the second
subject, which is presented in bars 42 ff. The ‘gesture’ made by the opening,
however, is like that of an introduction. 27

In Dahlhaus’s words, the sonata form was, for Beethoven, no longer a
“protoform,” but a “process” containing “developmental elaboration” and “goaldirectedness.”28 The collapse of the traditional concept of a theme is a concrete
element in the achievement of what he calls “processual” form.”29 “What underlies
the movement is less a ‘theme’ than a ‘thematic configuration’, a grouping of
26

Ibid., 4.
Carl Dahlhaus, Ludwig van Beethoven: Approaches to His Music, trans. Mary Whittall
(Oxford: Clarendon Press; New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 169-170.
28
Ibid., 170-171.
29
Carl Dahlhaus, Nineteenth-Century Music, trans. J. Bradford Robinson (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1989), 13-15. Leon Plantinga also in his textbook describes
Beethoven’s clever manipulation of sonata form by comparing the formal aspects of the Dminor Sonata, op. 31, no. 2 with the prototypical sonata-form schema. See Leon Plantinga,
Romantic Music: A History of Musical Style in Nineteenth-Century Europe (New York: W.
W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1984), 32-38.
27

15

elements—the arpeggiated triad and the ‘bald’ scalar motion—which are in effect
‘pre-thematic’ at the opening, and already ‘post-thematic’ in bars 21 ff. and 42 ff.:
consequences, not premisses.”30
The literature review above confirms that Beethoven’s middle period is the
time when he took pianistic techniques and compositional devices that he espoused in
the earlier stages and individualized and perfected them into the artful and distinctive
mature style. To recapitulate the principal features of this practice are: 1) formal
expansion of sonata form, in particular, the second-theme area and coda, through
invitation of striking tonal excursions or replacements of the normal dominant with
non-dominant tonal goals, 2) growing interests in register and texture toward
achievement of symphonic ideal, 3) deviation from the normal concept of form,
specifically speaking, the shift from ‘protoform’ toward ‘form as process’, and finally
4) substitution of thematic configuration or motif for the theme and insistent reliance
upon the motive as a major developmental factor. In the next section, assessment of
published analyses of the core-repertoire from the Schenkerian point of view will
present a more substantial picture of how Beethoven realizes these techniques,
including our primary concern, aspects of sonata form.

30

Carl Dahlhaus, Ludwig van Beethoven: Approaches to His Music, 171.
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1.4 : Sonata Form in the Middle Period31
Janet Schmalfeldt explores Beethoven’s realization of Hegelian aesthetics, a
process of “becoming,” as it is realized over the musical time-space of the first
movement of the Tempest Sonata, op. 31, no. 2. Her method is to reconcile
Schoenbergian form theory and the Schenkerian Ursatz model.32 Criticizing the
vagueness of Carl Dahlhaus’s use of the terms—“beginning,” “introduction,” and
“theme,”33 she says that Dahlhaus “defends [Hugo] Riemann’s seemingly ‘bizarre’
but ultimately ‘useful’ idea” of a theme, that is, “the tonally closed sections in a
sonata exposition are simultaneously thematic, whereas sections that
modulate—transitions and developments—are nonthematic…”34 She then challenges
Dahlhaus’s idea that “the Allegro passage is not ‘thematic in character’” and further
criticizes him because “he regards the tonic harmony at mm. 3-4 as only ‘provisional

31

This chapter begins with a critical summary of the Schenkerians’ discussions of what I call
Beethoven’s “core-repertoire,” first movements of the Tempest Sonata, op. 31, no. 2, the
Waldstein Sonata, op. 53, and the Appassionata Sonata, op. 57. Because the authors have
their own peculiar topics, our central issue of the overall sonata-form design has been less or
never dealt with in these discussions. Thus, I have collected and put together their partial
voice-leading graphs to exploit them toward an interpretation and assessment of Beethoven’s
handling of sonata form.
32
Janet Schmalfeldt, “Form as the Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition
and the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” Beethoven Forum 4 (1995): 37-71.
33
Ibid., 56. Schmalfeldt says: “Each of the primary terms of this claim assumes a collective
understanding. But even Dahlhaus’s first term—beginning—cannot be taken for granted: he
sometimes refers only to mm. 1-2, at other times to the passage at mm. 1-20, as the apparent
introduction. It must also be noted that Dahlhaus treats the terms introduction and theme
dialectically, in the sense that an introduction is what a theme is not—‘loosely constructed’,
‘harmonically and syntactically open-ended’, and thus not ‘thematic in character’.”
34
Ibid., 57. Schmalfeldt later admits that Dahlhaus’s seemingly equivocal use of the terms
was intentional to clarify Beethoven’s “bizarre” formal process.
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and not fixed’.”35 For her, the introduction-like passage of mm. 1-21 is seen as the
primary theme.
Schmalfeldt argues that both the Schoenbergian periodic structure of
antecedent and consequent and Schenker’s Ursatz-model are suited to this amorphous
primary theme (see Example 1-1). She demonstrates that Schoenberg’s “sentence”
paradigm—consisting of what Caplin calls the “presentation” and “continuation”—is
at work in the compact four-measure antecedent (see annotations above the analytic
graphs).36 At the same time, she proves that her Ursatz-model, in which the ^3 descent supported by the i-V

6 - 7
4 - 3

^
2

-

^
1

-i harmonic motion unmistakably makes the

problematic passage of mm. 1-21 function as a theme. Proposing the brief tonic of
mm. 3-4 as a true Stufe governing all the subsequent tonal events,37 she summarizes
the distinctive characteristics of the primary theme’s Ursatz (mm. 1-21):
35

Ibid., 61. Roger Kamien offers a different interpretation, in which one views mm. 1-21 as a
prolongation of a dominant and the structural tonic as arriving only at m. 21 (Roger Kamien,
“Non-Tonic Settings of the Primary Tone in Beethoven Piano Sonatas,” The Journal of
Musicology 16, no. 3 (1998): 385-388). He summarizes the pros and cons well: “This
reading is supported by the beginning on a V6 chord, the weak articulation of the tonic in mm.
3-4, and the return to the dominant in m. 6. Also favoring this interpretation is the registral
connection between the low bass tones C# in m. 1 and D in m. 21, and the motivic
relationship between mm. 1-2 and 21-22. Nevertheless, I believe this reading is not
completely satisfactory. For example, it does not take into account the upbeat quality of mm.
1-2, the downbeat character of mm. 3-4—which articulate the tonic—and the importance of
the climactic cadential 64 chord in m. 13… Measures 3-4 are heard as a weak, but structural
^
tonic and the high f3 of the climactic 64 chord in m. 13 functions as the delayed primary note 3
1
reached through arpeggiation from the a of m. 2” (385).
36
Schmalfeldt, “Form as the Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition and
the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” 60. For a detailed definition of the sentence paradigm, see William
Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for the Instrumental Music of Haydn,
Mozart, and Beethoven (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 9-13.
37
Schmalfeldt does not give the specific rationale for choosing the D-minor triad as a real
Stufe, although she implies that the choice of the tonic ensues the syntactic logic of the
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There are two characteristically Schenkerian but controversial features of the graphs:
(1) the ^3 - ^2 - ^1 descent of the fundamental line (the Urlinie-replica) is delayed until
the last minute, at the cadence in mm. 20-21, and it is more than somewhat
concealed, for motivic reasons discussed below; (2) only the unstable, nontonic sixfour supports the arrival of the primary tone.38

Example 1-1. Schmalfeldt’s annotated voice-leading graphs for the exposition
(mm. 1-41)

subsequent harmonic progressions: “After all, the thematic content of the first measure of the
Allegro—the D-minor triad prolonged by a voice exchange (ex. 1, graph A [Example 1-1A])—now strives to clarify the key and the mode” (60).
38
Schmalfeldt, “Form as the Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition and
the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” 62.
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Example 1-1. continued

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 4. edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by permission of
the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1995 by the University of Nebraska Press.

The motivic logic, working at manifold structural levels and, according to
Dahlhaus, eventually integrated into the formal process, infiltrates into both the
transition and the second theme. Schmalfeldt illustrates the ascending arpeggiation
and the turn figure as motives, which take part in that formal process. She vividly
describes the course by which the arpeggiation—whose first prominent emergence is
the initial arpeggiation to the Kopfton ^3 (A4-C5-F6)—becomes concretized, not only
in the foreground “through the continued dialogue between the treble and the bass”
(mm. 21-41), but also in a deep level as an inner-voice event, A3-D4-F4-A4
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(Example 1-1).39 The role of the turn-figure is more prominent: it was “foreshadowed
at mm. 3-6, then realized at mm. 22-24,” and ultimately becomes the second theme,
especially at mm. 55-59 (see Example 1-2).40
Schmalfeldt’s graph shows that fifth-line descents, which are an essential
element of Schenker’s sonata-form description,41 fill the musical space saturated by
the turn-figure network at multiple structural levels. The primacy of ^5 remains intact
through m. 70 while a lower-level descent is made over the dominant prolongation in
mm. 41-54. She delays the structural descent to

^
1

until the codetta: the ^5 - ^4 - ^3-

^
2

- ^1

descent takes the stereotypical harmonic support, i-V7-i-V-i, as if to express
Beethoven’s powerful will to cancel out all the harmonic vagueness and tension
accumulated thus far. The descent is rhetorically echoed by what Schmalfeldt calls
the “one more time technique.”42

39

Ibid., 64-65.
Ibid., 65. Schmalfeldt says: “By tracing the path of the turn motive over the course of the
secondary theme group, as shown at ex. 4 [Example 1-2], we can assess Dahlhaus’s view that
the uniqueness of a work arises from the composer’s blending of motivic logic with the
functions and stations of a formal process.”
41
Schenker regards a fifth-progression in the dominant key as a principal element prolonging ^2
/V. The presence of a fifth-line, which prolongs ^2 in the second-theme area, will be a central
assumption of our sonata-form models.
42
The “one more time technique” is represented here by “the repeated ^5 - ^4 - ^3 - ^2 descents
[that] are again prevented by evaded cadences from closing to ^1 ”(Schmalfeldt, “Form as the
Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition and the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” 67-68).
For a detailed discussion of the ‘one more time technique’, see Janet Schmalfeldt, “Cadential
Processes: The Evaded Cadence and the ‘One More Time’ Technique,” The Journal of
Musicological Research12, no.1-2 (1992): 1-52, as cited by Schmalfeldt.
40
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Example 1-2. Schmalfeldt’s graph of the second theme

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 4, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1995 by the University of Nebraska Press.

Schmalfeldt, however, encounters a problem in explaining the transformed
return of the main theme in the recapitulation, and admits that “Neither the periodic
view of the opening passage nor the Ursatz form of the graph at ex. 1 [Example 1-1]
manages to capture the formal ambiguity that Dahlhaus astutely addresses.”43 She
does not give an analytic graph clarifying the formal and tonal role of this
metamorphosed return, although her background graph seems to espouse that the
43

Schmalfeldt, “Form as the Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition and
the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” 70.
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normal sonata-form Ursatz resides in the fundamental structure of the movement (see
Example 1-3).
Example 1-3. Schmalfeldt’s background summary of op. 31, no. 2, first
movement

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 4, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1995 by the University of Nebraska Press.

Roger Kamien, on the other hand, provides analytic graphs, which elucidate
Beethoven’s “bizarre” process of transformation in the recapitulation (see Example 14). He demonstrates that the recapitulation takes the same fundamental structure as
the exposition, even though the two differ tonally and thematically:
The opening twenty-eight bars of the recapitulation are in many ways an
expanded variation of the opening thirteen bars of the exposition. In both sections
there is a structural tone, f3, which is immediately preceded by f2 (Examples 31a and
31b [Example 1-4-(a) and (b)]). The f3 in the recapitulation, however, is supported
by a diminished-seventh chord on G#, not by a 64 . This same diminished-seventh
chord served as prefix to the 64 in the exposition. The use of a diminished-seventh
chord at this point also creates a harmonic parallel with the three bars immediately
preceding the second theme in the exposition (see music, bars 38-40). The implied
F-minor chord of bar 158 is analogous to the F-major chord of bar 9. The ab1 of bar
158 prepares the g# bass of the diminished-seventh chord in bar 169 (Example 31b
[Example 1-4-(b)]).44

44

Roger Kamien, “Aspects of the Recapitulation in Beethoven Piano Sonatas,” Music Forum
4 (1976): 229-230.
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Example 1-4. The first movement of op. 31, no. 2, (after Kamien)
(a) Exposition, mm. 1-21

(b) Recapitulation, mm. 143-171
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(c) Recapitulation, mm. 143-158

Highlighting structural similarity in the relationship between the exposition and the
recapitulation, Kamien sees the first and second recitatives of the reprise (mm. 144148 and mm. 155-158) as originating from the falling third-line A-G-F in mm. 2-3 of
the exposition. He further stresses the motivic parallelism, by asserting that the thirdline was prepared in advance of the entry of the recapitulation (mm. 133-143).45 His
points support and concretize Schmalfeldt’s view of motivic logic.
Edward Laufer’s voice-leading graph for the development also supports
Schmalfeldt’s notion that “old motives take on new formal functions as the movement
unfolds” (see Example 1-5).46 Laufer categorizes the voice-leading scheme of the
development in question into one of a set of patterns that he presents, conversion
from the minor to major dominant (v-V). He shows how the two important motives
of the movement—what he calls “the three-note arpeggio figure c#-e-a” and “the turn
45

Ibid., 231. For a detailed discussion of motivic parallelism, see Charles Burkhart,
“Schenker’s ‘Motivic Parallelism’,” Journal of Music Theory 22 (1978): 145-175.
46
Schmalfeldt, “Form as the Process of Becoming: The Beethoven-Hegelian Tradition and
the ‘Tempest’ Sonata,” 64. See Edward Laufer, “Voice-Leading Procedures in Development
Sections,” Studies in Music from the University of Western Ontario 13 (1991): 69-120,
especially, 102 and 104.
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figure around a1”—infiltrate not only into the musical foreground, but also into the
deep-level structure of the development.47 The first level of his graph reveals the
underlying role of the turn-figure in the long span of the upper voice (see { in
Example 1-5).

The second level demonstrates not only the turn-figure

motive—which acts in the foreground (marked with circles in Example 1-5)—but
also the arpeggio motive (indicated by “motivic” on the graph). Laufer describes
Beethoven’s “poetic idea” achieved by the ambiguous beginning of the recapitulation.
Although he admits the tonic at m. 148 technically as a real Stufe, he offers a radical
hypothetical reading, in which the tonic at m. 148 might be “parenthetical enclosure”
and the subsequent events are interpreted in a very innovative way:

The tonic returns at m. 148. In a poetic if not technical sense, however, this I is
evaded, for (as in Example 23-3 [dotted parentheses of Example 1-5-}]) the two V
chords (mm. 121 and 171) appear to be connected. If so, the I of m. 148 would be a
parenthetical enclosure, not really the final tonic. Thus the recapitulation arises
indefinitely out of the preceding material, with the motives once again finding their
shape and the tonic in a shadow. Even the chord built on f# (m. 161) seems to pick
up the previous F# (m. 99) as if now finally finding the “right” way; it marks the V of
m. 171 as a goal (not the I of m. 148) and thereby again expresses the poetic idea of
arising out of an indistinct, distant point.48

47
48

Laufer, “Voice-Leading Procedures in Development Sections,” 102.
Ibid., 104.
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There is a consensus in the analyses by all three Schenkerians: they focus on
Beethoven’s aesthetic goal, which is successfully attained through his skillful
compositional techniques, first, to conceal the normal phrase structure through phrase
expansion and harmonic ambiguity; second, to avoid literal repetition by means of
thematic transformation and variation; and, finally, to create a diversified but
motivically coherent musical foreground.
The first movement of the C-major Sonata, op. 53 is another monument of
Beethovenian motivic logic, by which a motive participates in formal process. Roger
Kamien pays special attention to the enharmonic connections and modal mixture
which play a significant role in the developmental processes of the movement.49 He
asserts that the audacious handling of tonal procedures, such as the direct shift to bVII
in the exposition and what he calls “the tonal excursion” to bIII (a tonicization of Eb
major) in the recapitulation, are foreshadowed and also confirmed through subtle
enharmonic connections at different structural levels, thereby creating the sense of
motivic parallelism: for example, A#5, which occurs in the course of moving toward
the mediant key in the exposition (m. 22), and D# 4, which is a member of an
augmented-sixth chord at the corresponding place of the recapitulation (in the tenor
voice of m. 183), are, according to Kamien, subtle enharmonic transformations of Bb
and Eb respectively.

49

Roger Kamien, “Subtle Enharmonic Connections, Modal Mixture, and Tonal Plan in the
First Movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Opus 53 (“Waldstein”),”
Beethoven Forum 1 (1992): 93-110.

28

Example 1-6. Modal mixture as a main compositional device (after Kamien)50
(a) Modal mixture between C-major and C-minor in the opening theme (mm.
1-14)

(b) Modal mixture in the development (between F-major and F-minor in mm.
90-104 and between C-major and C-minor in mm. 112-132)

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 1, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1992 by the University of Nebraska Press.

50

Ibid., 104-106 (his Examples 13 and 16).
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The structural role of modal mixture is more obvious than the enharmonic
connection. The modal mixture, which emerges first in the exposition in the form of
the descending bass motion C-Bb-Ab-G (see Example 1-6-(a)), plays a decisive role,
not only in the second theme (E-major and E-minor), but also especially in the
development section (see Example 1-6-(b)). Kamien relates the middleground modal
mixture seen in the exposition (between E-major and E-minor in mm. 35-78 in
Example 1-7-(b)) to that in the development (between F-major and F-minor in mm.
90-104 and between C-major and C-minor in mm. 112-132), and he shows how
Beethoven depends exclusively upon a single compositional device, modal mixture,
to create a coherent, unique musical structure.
Although Kamien does not directly mention the overall formal structure, a
main focus of our concern, we can read the Ursatz design of the movement through a
juxtaposition of his partial graphs. He sees
then assumes that

^
5

^
5

at m. 3 as the Kopfton of the piece and

has been chromatically raised ( # ^5 ) in the second theme (see

Example 1-7-(a)). Furthermore, he admits the possibility of the chromatic member of
the Urlinie: notice that he elevates the raised

^
4

(# ^4 ), which is a part of a first-order

linear descent, into the background (see Example 1-7-(b)).

This contradicts

Schenker’s Ursatz paradigm, which allows diatonic, stepwise descent exclusively.51
Although these anomalies are not found in Beethoven’s earlier works, one must be
51

Schenker has noticed the problem in the Free Composition. He states: “When, in major, ^5
is the primary tone, a progression to ^3 / III#3 creates difficulties; such a progression also
requires a raising of the primary tone, and it must be approached logically through auxiliary
harmonies, as in Beethoven’s op. 53, first movement, measures 35-42…” See Heinrich
Schenker, Free Composition, 135.
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prepared to modify the Schenkerian paradigm to accept those anomalies where
necessary in analyzing Beethoven’s middle and later works and even other
nineteenth-century works whose tonal schemes deviate from the eighteenth-century
assumed norm.52
Example 1-7. Kamien’s middleground graph of op. 53, first movement
(a) Transition to the second theme (mm. 14-37)

(b) Middleground graph of the exposition and the development

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 1, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1992 by the University of Nebraska Press.
52

Charles Smith, “Musical Form and Fundamental Structure: An Investigation of Schenker’s
Formenlehre,” Music Analysis 15, nos. 2-3 (1996): 259-264. By suggesting that one should
be more open to or ready to modify Schenker’s dogmatic principles, Smith presents various
radical Ursatz models. He says: “[T]he range of fundamental structures Schenker allowed in
his theory must be broadened, if we are to do justice to a full repertoire of formal stereotypes”
(259).
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Beethoven completely changes the prolongational status of the development:
by substituting what Rosen calls “the tonic-to-dominant polarity” for the mediant,53
the development no longer prolongs the structural dominant, which is supposed to
arrive at the second-theme area. Instead, the development section becomes part of the
first segment of the interrupted Ursatz, in which the long-range tonal motion from the
tonic to the ultimate goal (the dominant)—which will be located at the end of the
development—will be followed by an interruption, as in the minor-mode sonata form.
As Cadwallader and Gagné have already pointed out, the fundamental structure of
this problematic sonata-form movement, in fact, looks very similar to a sonata-form
piece in the minor mode.54 In the minor mode, the mediant key instead of the
dominant usually serves as a secondary key and finishes the exposition, which the
dominant arrives as late as the end of the development.
Michael Spitzer tackles the role of the “substitute dominant” in the Waldstein
Sonata.55 Espousing Charles Rosen’s view that “Beethoven’s use of dominant
substitutes raises the tension to a higher level of dissonance than would be achieved
by the dominant itself,”56 Spitzer focuses on structural change in the recapitulation.
Pinpointing Beethoven’s dilemma, in which he has to restate the second theme “in the
complimentary substitute dominant” for tonal balance—in which a mediant
53

Charles Rosen, The Classical Style: Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven (New York: W. W. Norton
& Company Inc., 1998), expanded ed, 383.
54
Allen Cadwallader and David Gagné, Analysis of Tonal Music: A Schenkerian Approach
(New York: Oxford University, 1998), 376.
55
Michael Spitzer, “The Significance of Recapitulation in the ‘Waldstein’ Sonata,”
Beethoven Forum 5 (1996): 103-117.
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Ibid., 107.
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relationship between C and E is counterbalanced by that between C and A— but must
not sacrifice “the tonic’s integrity,” the basic premise of the recapitulation, Spitzer
then clarifies Beethoven’s bold statement of the second theme.57 Unlike the more or
less conservative treatment in the recapitulation of op. 31, no. 1, first movement,
where Beethoven arrives at the ultimate goal (tonic) through a gradually modulating
procedure originating from the theme’s sequential nature, in the Waldstein, he
exploits a simple means—modal mixture—to modulate from A-major to C-major.58
The unusual tonal plan of the recapitulation characterized by the modulation
to the submediant and the instant return to the home key through the modal mixture
seems to affect the middleground structure of the section seriously. However, Roger
Kamien demonstrates that the deep-level structure of the recapitulation remains
identical to that of the exposition, despite the audacious tonal and thematic
experiment in the foreground.59 He shows that the I-V harmonic progression in mm.
12-13 is expanded into the I-III-V progression in the recapitulation (the brackets in
his Example 11-(a) and (b) show this) and that the modal mixture between C-major
and C-minor, which has marked the primary theme of the exposition and generated
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Ibid., 114.
Ibid., 114-115. In addition to the distinctive ways of handling the second themes between
op. 31, no. 1 and the Waldstein Sonata, Spitzer contests the meanings of the mediant in the
expositions: “Opus 31, no. 1, is a perverse sonata, because its mediant modulation
consciously subverts a drive to the dominant. Opus 53 is a normal sonata, because the
mediant is heard as a ‘superdominant’ rather than as a faulty dominant” (Spitzer, 114).
59
Roger Kamien, “Aspects of the Recapitulation in Beethoven Piano Sonatas,” Music Forum
4 (1976): 195-235.
58
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many remarkable events in the development, contributes to the transformation of the
recapitulation.
Example 1-8. Comparison of the exposition and recapitulation60
(a) Exposition (mm. 1-13)

(b) Recapitulation (mm 156-174)

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 1, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1992 by the University of Nebraska Press.

Kamien points out that the third-line, which generates the second theme, is
prepared and subsequently confirmed in several places: B5-A5-G#5 in mm. 23-35,
E6-D6-C#6 in mm. 184-196, and finally E6-D6-C6 in mm. 204-211. Explaining that
60

Ibid., 207. These are Kamien’s Example 11-a and b.
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the transition sections in both the exposition and the recapitulation are very similar
except for the significant treatment of an augmented-sixth chord and its dominant
resolution, he clarifies how Beethoven’s distinctive ways of reaching the augmentedsixth chords—a passing approach (A-A#-B in mm. 20-23) and an arpeggiated
approach (A-C-D#-E in mm. 180-184)—achieve tonal motions toward different goals,
E-major in the exposition and A-major in the recapitulation.
In order to find Kamien’s reading of the overall tonal and voice-leading
scheme for this sonata-form movement, we must juxtapose partial graphs from two of
Kamien’s articles.61 Despite his profound and insightful analytic points on motive,
Kamien seems less interested in showing where the structural descent of the Ursatz
will be located. None of his recapitulation graphs shows the exact location of the
Urlinie members of the second part, ^4 -

^
3

- ^2 -

^
1

. Although he puts the structural

importance on the straightforward fifth-line descent at the end of the coda (mm. 295300), he does not specify whether this descent is the background event (see Example
1-9).

61

For the production of the overall graph, I put together Kamien’s Examples 13-18 in his
article, “Subtle Enharmonic Connections, Modal Mixture, and Tonal Plan in the First
Movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Opus 53 (“Waldstein”),” Beethoven
Forum 1 (1992): 93-110, and Examples 11-12 in “Aspects of the Recapitulation in Beethoven
Piano Sonatas,” Music Forum 4 (1976): 195-235.
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Example 1-9. Kamien’s graph of the coda62

Reproduced from BEETHOVEN FORUM, volume 1, edited by Lewis Lockwood and James Webster, by
permission of the University of Nebraska Press. Copyright © 1992 by the University of Nebraska Press.

Not only the absence of

^
4

in the recapitulation, but also the structural

importance of the coda section seems to justify the analyst’s choice to find the
structural descent in this concluding section (see Example 1-10). Kamien notes the
weighted function of the final section: “In the gigantic coda, the major mode triumphs
over minor, first-theme motives develop in new ways, and a cadenza-like passage
leads to a magnificent concluding section in which the second and opening themes
are juxtaposed.”63
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Roger Kamien, “Subtle Enharmonic Connections, Modal Mixture, and Tonal Plan in the
First Movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Opus 53 (“Waldstein”),” 110 (his
Example 19).
63
Ibid., 108.
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Joseph Kerman has also noticed the structural importance of the huge coda section of
the Waldstein Sonata and stated: “In the ‘Waldstein’ Sonata Op. 53 the real
(modulating) sequence at the opening is normalised in the first part of the coda as a
tonal sequence; then the coda ends with a compressed version of the theme, dashing
upwards and clarifying the original registral discontinuity between its two
components.”64
The most obvious presence of ^4 is undoubtedly at mm. 282-283, the climactic
point of the cadenza-like passage of the coda (mm. 259-283) (see Example 1-10,
marked with b). The sf dynamics as well as three register transfers rhetorically assert
the significance of the pitch-class F. Beethoven’s solution to the problem, the
absence of

^
4

in the recapitulation, is striking. He first integrates the coda into a

strategic part of the Ursatz, not only by expanding the size, but also by including all
the necessary harmonic ingredients to support the higher-level descent. The most
obvious place for

^
4

over the stretched-out dominant is secured through insertion of

the newly composed cadenza passage (mm. 259-283). The advent of ^3 coincides with
the initial point of the second-theme statement (m. 284), and the third-line closes the
Ursatz and thus cancels all the structural tensions. This third-line descent, which
generates the second theme in the exposition and finishes the exposition, is now
transposed into the home key and closes off the entire Ursatz over the second-theme
material of the coda: compare mm. 35-74 (marked with a) with mm. 284-295

64

See Joseph Kerman, “Notes on Beethoven’s Codas,” Beethoven Studies 3, edited by Alan
Tyson (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982): 150.
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(marked with c). Beethoven thus achieves formal and structural coherence in the
Ursatz design.
This ideal combination of the primary-and second-theme material in the coda
is a remarkable characteristic.

Beethoven launches the coda in the flattened

supertonic key and reaches the dominant via an augmented-sixth chord after
presenting the rhythmically foreshortened primary-theme material over the parallel
sixth sequence (Example 1-10). The cadenza contributes to the expansion of the
coda, finally bringing it to culmination on the long dominant.
As many scholars have agreed, Beethoven challenges the conventional
function of each formal section. In the Waldstein Sonata, the coda is a fourth formal
section, in which a dialectical synthesis of thematic material is achieved, while the
development could be legitimately described as an integral section that carries the
tonal motion from mediant to dominant, rather than a subsidiary one that prolongs the
dominant already reached. In the first movement of his Appassionata Sonata, op. 57,
Beethoven’s innovation in traditional formal functions is seen in a lower-level formal
unit. This work begins with an introduction-like primary theme, rather than with
what William Caplin calls a “tight-knit theme.”

65

The large-level neighbor-note

motion (C-Db-C), which compensates for the absence of a descending line that exists
usually in primary themes of the eighteen-century sonata-form movements, serves as

65

Kerman says: “Another exceptional feature of the ‘Appassionata’ is the introductory quality
of the first theme …” (Kerman, Notes on Beethoven’s Codas, 157).
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a generator of the entire movement as well as of the primary theme.66 Schenker noted
the neighboring motive in the primary theme and the role of the “5-6 exchange,”
adopted to avoid the parallel fifths, which might occur when the upper-voice

^
5

- ^6 is

counterpointed by the F-Gb bass motion (see Example 1-11).67
Example 1-11. Schenker’s graph of the primary theme of op. 57, first
movement

 With kind permission by Universal Edition A.G., Wien

Kamien expands the motivic role in the movement in question to the domain
of form and structure:
The relation between motivic detail and tonal structure is particularly close in
Beethoven’s music. For example, in the opening movement of the Piano Sonata in F
Minor, op. 57, the neighboring-tone motive C-Db-C ( ^5 -^6 - ^5) appears on many
different structural levels and influences that tonal plan of the development section,
as Heinrich Schenker demonstrated.68
66

Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, 135. Schenker himself points out the absence of the
line, which prolongs the Kopfton in the primary theme: “This example [the first movement of
the Appassionata] follows the same procedures as does Ex. 3 [the first movement of
Beethoven’s op. 10, no. 1], except that in the preceding example auxiliary harmonies appear
and the primary tone is prolonged by a fifth-progression (mm. 1-30), whereas here it is
prolonged by neighboring notes.” However, a close examination of the primary theme
reveals that there is a fourth-line descent, which directs toward an inner-voice G. The
presence of a first-order progression in the primary theme will serve as a central principle of
the “ideal” Ursatz design of the sonata form that I will concentrate on below.
67
Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, 59.
68
Roger Kamien, “Subtle Enharmonic Connections, Modal Mixture, and Tonal Plan in the
First Movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in C Major, Opus 53 (“Waldstein”),” 94.
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Laufer also agrees with Kamien and Schenker by pointing out the structural role of
the neighbor-note and other motives in the development:69
Here too the beginning of the recapitulation is bridged over and is enclosed within
the V at the end of the development (Example 27-1 [Example 1-12-{]) for cogent
compositional reasons. These reasons have to do with the pervasive neighbor-note
figure and arpeggio motive (Example 27-2 [Example 1-12-|]); and also with the
juxtaposition of minor and major modes in the exposition and the problem of
recomposing this feature in the recapitulation. (Note the tonal return of the
recapitulation in m. 152 on I-natural!). Examples 27-3 to 27-6 [Examples 1-12-} to
] sketch out, step by step, the voice-leading which composes out the Db chord (mm.
109-123).70

Example 1-12. The development of op. 57, first movement (after Laufer)

69

Heinrich Schenker, “Beethoven: Sonate Op. 57,” Der Tonwille 7 (1924): 3-13. Schenker
discusses the role of the neighbor motive embedded in manifold different structural levels.
During the course of comparing Schenker’s analytic methodology with Schoenbergian
approach by Patricia Carpenter, Barbara Hampson provides an English translation of
Schenker’s comment on the Appassionata Sonata in Tonwille. See Barbara Hampson,
“Schenker and Schoenberg: A Critical Comparison of Two Analytical Methods, with
Reference to the First Movement of Beethoven’s Appassionata Sonata” (Master’s thesis,
McMaster University, 1993).
70
Edward Laufer, “Voice-Leading Procedures in Development Sections,” 109 (his Example
27).
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As Laufer’s detailed voice-leading graph demonstrates (Example 1-12-{), the
neighbor-note figure—which approaches the neighbor Db at m. 109 by leap and
resolves down to the dominant (C) at m. 132— projects the development section.
Beethoven’s treatment to avoid parallel fifths in this strategic motion (between VI and
V) is remarkable. He anticipates the upper three voices over the incomplete neighbor
Db and thus prevents the parallels (Example 1-12-} and ~). To put it another way,
he first moves the upper voice toward the dominant seventh chord but delays the bass,
thereby creating a diminished seventh chord, which perfectly matches the dark and
pessimistic mood of the movement. This late shift of the bass formulates the
incomplete neighbor-note figure, which recalls the foreground Db-C motive at mm.
12-13. The characteristic sonority change above the Db-C motive—from viio42 (Db-EG-Bb) to V7 (C-E-G-Bb)—coincides precisely with the large-level one made at the end
of the development, as Laufer’s graph (Example 1-12-~) shows. The neighbor-note
motion is confirmed once again in the same part: the dominant carried over to the
recapitulation moves to Db, which creates a bII64 chord, unlike the exposition, where bII
in the root position supports the upper-voice Db. The use of a second-inversion chord
is quite startling, as it produces octave doubling that emphasizes the neighbor-note
motion more effectively than in the exposition (see the outer-voice counterpoint of
mm. 132-143 in Example 1-12- {).
The recapitulation begins over the dominant prolongation. This contrapuntal
displacement between the Kopfton and the late return of its harmonic support, the
tonic Stufe, blurs the demarcation among the formal sections, promoting a sense of
42

goal-directedness that shifts the architectonic stresses to the ending by means of
intentional temporal displacement and avoidance of cadence. However, Schenker
seems to have a different idea. He devalues the recovery of the Kopfton with the late
return of the tonic Stufe in the recapitulation as a lower level (see Example 1-13).
Unlike most of his analytic graphs in Free Composition, where he indicates the return
of the Kopfton and its subsequent descent to ^1 in the recapitulation with open-head
whole notes and beams, Schenker here notates the event of the recapitulation with
black notes without beams, giving the impression that he devalues the hierarchical
status of the recapitulation.
Example 1-13. Schenker’s overall graph of op. 57, first movement

 With kind permission by Universal Edition A.G., Wien

Such a notational inconsistency could be modified as in Example 1-14, to
demonstrate Beethoven’s plan and handling of sonata form. The slanted diagonal in
the graph indicates the temporal displacement between the upper voice and its
counterpoint, which closely relates the development and the recapitulation
harmonically. Notice the presence of a fourth-line, which acts under the neighboring
motion, which in turn leads to the primary theme. This linear progression, although
43

as a motion to an inner voice, satisfies a structural condition for the primary theme to
be heard as a theme. Modal mixture, which is embedded in the Ursatz as an
underlying motive in the exposition—the flattened C (Cb at m. 51) is the first result of
the modal mixture in the mediant key—reappears as a complementary relation in the
recapitulation, where the major tonic of the second theme overcomes the pessimistic
mood of the primary theme.
Example 1-14. Schenker and Laufer’s reading of the recapitulation (my
elaboration added)

Schenker sees the coda as beginning from m. 204; he assigns the subsequent
passage a separate name, “stretta” (Example 1-15).71 Whether or not one sees mm.
204-239 as a coda (like Schenker), the analyst would agree that this passage is so
structurally significant that it deserves to contain members of the Urlinie (^2 - ^1 ) as in
71

Schenker, “Beethoven: Sonate Opus. 57,” Der Tonwille 7 (1924): 3-33.
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the Waldstein Sonata. The long expansion of the Neapolitan chord,72 which supports ^4
(neighbor-note) in the cadenza section, and the rearticulation of ^3 over the cadential 64
support the claim that the structural ^3 remains in force until m. 232. This tendency
for Beethoven to incorporate the concluding sections into the Ursatz could be one of
the most important characteristics of his middle-period works.
Example 1-15. Alternative reading of the recapitulation integrating the new
part into the Ursatz (mm. 190-239)

72

Deirdre O’Donohue in her dissertation evaluates the role of the Neapolitan chord: “An
inevitable consequence of the use of the Neapolitan is the stress on the Db; not only is it
important as the fifth on the Gb triad (bar 7, I), but it is the minor sixth in the f minor tonality
of the composition which falls repeatedly and violently to the ‘c’ in the Propulsive Motive.
The key of Db major then provides stability in the middle movement. A tight and forceful
harmonic structure audibly permeate Op. 57, and this unique interaction of the tonic and
Neapolitan chord strongly contributes to the unity of this work …” (Deirdre O’Donohue,
“The Concept of Unity and Uniqueness in the Multi-Movement Works of Beethoven: An
Analysis of the Selected Piano Sonatas-Opus 31, No. 3 and Opus 57” (Ph.D. diss., New York
University, 1987), 153-154).
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We have seen that Beethoven challenged the assumed norm of sonata form in
his middle-period works. He conceals the clear advent of the structural descent and
blurs the formal zones by deliberate conflict between voice-leading structure and
traditional formal sections. He created very distinctive, coherent musical foregrounds
through a limited set of compositional techniques and significantly diversified the
music through unusual transformational processes.

In order to observe how

Beethoven deviated from an assumed norm to create his peculiarly artful music, we
should examine that assumed norm in terms of sonata-form theory.

1.5 : Heinrich Schenker’s Sonata Form Theory and Post-Schenkerian
Revisions
As many scholars have noted, the final chapter of Schenker’s Free
Composition is his single systematic discussion of musical form. Schenker defines
form as “the ultimate manifestation of that structural coherence which grows out of
the background, middleground, and foreground.”73 He rejected many traditional
concepts and terminologies of musical form and proposed a new theory of form based
exclusively upon his own ways of interpreting the Ursatz. For him, musical form is
the unique manifestation of the higher-level voice-leading path, which conforms to
the most typical contrapuntal harmonic structure and thus leads to certain conditions
and qualifications that require his specific nomenclature.
73

Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, 130.
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In Meisterwerk, Schenker elucidates his basic idea of sonata form in terms of
organicism.74 By pointedly criticizing A. B. Marx’s evolutionary form theory
pervasive at that time,75 Schenker addresses sonata form’s origination from a
composing-out (Auskomponierung) process of the primary harmony (tonic), more
specifically, the Urlinie and Bassbrechung.76 He states that the foreground elements
of music, such as melodies, themes, and motives, which account for musical form in
traditional form theory, do not organize sonata form. Instead, he asserts that growth
and unity of his Urmotif produce the organic structure of sonata form.77
Schenker’s new theory based on the Ursatz and its organic expansion explains
sonata form essentially as a bipartite structure, in which the interruption in the middle
and its prolongation serve as the crucial factor to differentiate it from song form.78
However, he was not totally indifferent to traditional factors such as conventional
sectionalization, phrase construction, cadential orientation, etc., in considering formal

74

Heinrich Schenker, Das Meisterwerk in der Musik (Jahrbuch II) (Munich: Drei Masken
Verlag, 1926), 45-54. The English translation of the essay on sonata form by Orin Grossman
appears in Readings in Schenker Analysis and Other Approaches, ed. by Maury Yeston,
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977), 38-53.
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Schenker criticizes A. B. Marx’s thematically-oriented view of form, in which Satz, Gang,
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sonata-form theory, see Scott Burnham, “The Role of Sonata Form in A.B. Marx's Theory of
Form,” Journal of Music Theory 33, no. 2 (1989): 247-272.
76
Heinrich Schenker, “Organic Structure in Sonata Form,” in Readings in Schenker Analysis
and Other Approaches, ed. by Maury Yeston, trans. by Orin Grossman, (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1977), 39.
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Ibid., 182. Schenker explains musical form from a purely organicist standpoint. William
Pastille summarizes the transformation process by which the early Schenker, who was an
anti-organicist, becomes gradually an organicist. See William A. Pastille, “Heinrich
Schenker, Anti-Organicist,” Nineteenth-Century Music 8, no. 1 (Summer 1984): 29-36.
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Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, 134.
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aspects of a musical composition. He uses the traditional tripartite division of sonata
form, although he replaces the customary terminologies—exposition, development,
and recapitulation—with main section, middle section, and repetition. In other
words, Schenker understands sonata form as “a ternary form working delicately on
the binary structure.”79 David Beach pinpoints a subtle difference between the
traditional three-part division of sonata form and Schenker’s three-fold division:
The traditional view (setting aside the early descriptions from the late eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries) is that the macro-form is ternary, consisting of the familiar
divisions into exposition, development, and recapitulation, with various subdivisions
into primary and secondary themes, and so forth. Schenker also understood the form
as ternary, but for very different reasons. In his view, the first section of a sonata
movement in the major mode is defined by a motion to ^2 /V, the second is a workingout of the dominant, often involving the introduction of the seventh (for instance V57
), and the third, the restatement, completes the motion to closure. As noted before,
the origin of this “form” lies in a two-part division of the structure, the first part of
which has been extended by an elaborate working-out of the dominant. The
extension is indeed a formal unit, but hardly equivalent to the other two, and thus it
seems more logical—and, in fact, more consistent with Schenker’s view of
structure—to consider sonata form as fundamentally binary in nature and perhaps
ternary only at some lower level. One might say it is binary in structure, but ternary
in design.80

Peter Smith tackles the concept of interruption and the hierarchical
inconsistency existing in Schenker’s theory of sonata form.81 Stressing the necessity
79

This conception is close to Leonard Ratner’s sonata-form description as “two-and threepart plans of sonata form.” Ratner summarizes two distinctive viewpoints to describe the
sonata form—the nineteenth-century view espousing the thematic contents as the primary
factor and thus describing it as tripartite and the classic theorists explaining it as bipartite by
the long-range harmonic scheme—and reports that the scholastic dispute on the “two-part
versus three-part division continued through the nineteenth-century. See Leonard Ratner,
Classic Music: Expression, Form, and Style (New York: Schirmer Books, 1980), 220-221.
80
David Beach, “Schubert’s Experiments with Sonata Form: Formal-Tonal Design Versus
Underlying Structure,” Music Theory Spectrum 15 (1993): 4.
81
Peter Smith, “Brahms and Schenker: A Mutual Response to Sonata Form,” Music Theory
Spectrum 16, no. 1 (1994): 77-103. See 79-86 in particular.
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of a determination of the more hierarchically important dominant out of two
dominants in the first-level middleground structure of sonata form, he proposes two
sonata-form models: type-1 derivation, what Smith calls the goal-directed model, in
which the latter portion of a sonata form after the interruption generally has structural
importance because the

^
2

in the recapitulation is usually chosen as a part of the

Urlinie; and type-2 derivation, in which
interpreted than the second

^
2

^
2

in the exposition is more significantly

appearing in the recapitulation (see Example 1-17).

Smith points out that sketches supporting both of his models are found in Free
Composition.82
Example 1-17. Peter Smith’s sonata-form models
(a) Type-1 derivation

(b) Type-2 derivation

Smith’s type-1 can show effectively the thematic and tonal parallelism
between the exposition and recapitulation, whereas Type-2 does not show this
parallelism well because the ^3 to ^2 motion of the recapitulation becomes a lower level
82

Schenker himself sees the first movement of Beethoven’s Sixth Symphony, and the first
movement of the piano sonata, Op.14/2, as what Smith calls type-1 derivation (these
Beethoven’s works are sketched in Schenker’s Free Composition 154-5a) and 154-6
respectively), in which the more structural ^2 comes after the interruption and thus both the
exposition and the development are interpreted as prolonging the initial ^3 supported by the
initial tonic. He then views Beethoven’s piano sonatas, Op.27/2, third movement, Op.26,
third movement, Op.22, third movement, and Mozart’s piano sonata, K.545, first movement
as type-2 derivations (See Free Composition: 40-4, 40-6, 82-2, and 47 respectively).
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event than that of the exposition. Smith says, “Schenker’s interruption paradigm
encounters problem when scrutinized from the perspective of the axiomatic and
hierarchical basis of theory,” but does not give a solution to the problem.83 According
to Smith, Type-1 has the problem because only
elevated into a higher-level, even though the

^
3

^
2

and

of the recapitulation would be
^
2

are hierarchically in the same

level, while, in the type-2 derivation, the ^3 and ^2 of the recapitulation are clearly at the
same level.
Charles Smith agrees that Schenker was not clear about the interruption and
structural hierarchy.84 More specifically, he criticizes Schenker because he was not
consistent with the location of the interruption or even with its presence in the sonataform graphs.

However, unlike Peter Smith, he implies that the adoption of

Schenker’s first-level middleground (his type 3, in which the first part of the Ursatz
has a ^3 -

^
2

motion, and the second part brings about the return of ^3 and completes its

descent to the goal

^
1

) as the ultimate, final model can free us from the theoretical

inconsistencies related to the interruption and hierarchy.85 He seems satisfied with the
first-level middleground, implying that the analyst does not need to worry too much
about the hierarchical inconsistency that occurs, as Peter Smith has pointed out, if one
moves from the first-level middleground to the background.

83

Ibid., 80.
Charles Smith, “Musical Form and Fundamental Structure: An Investigation of Schenker’s
Formenlehre,” Music Analysis 15, nos. 2-3 (1996): 231-237.
85
Ibid., 269.
84
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Charles Smith asserts the necessity of adjustment and modification of
Schenker’s graphs in Free Composition to reflect formal aspects. He points out that
Schenker himself depends upon traditional criteria of form in deciding form, although
Schenker pretends not to:
I have concluded, after considering several such reformations, that there is no
structural distinction between sonata form and three-part/division form. How then
did Schenker distinguish between them, as he clearly did in §310 and §312? If
structural criteria were all he allowed himself, what grounds did he have for thinking
them separate forms? It appears yet again that Schenker must have worked with a
prior notion of form - in this case, of which pieces are in ‘sonata form’ and which are
not. In other words, he already knew which was which, by means of some kind of
descriptive theory based on non-structural criteria. There is nothing wrong with that
procedure: it is the normal strategy for working with form. Nevertheless, it belies the
novelty of the ‘Formenlehre’ and its rejection of traditional theory; the purported
structural criteria seem to have been devised after the fact, in an attempt to support
(and perhaps even to conceal) traditional formal classifications.86

Smith asserts that one cannot negate attempts latent in Schenker’s account of
form to reconcile traditional theory and his theory, and thus that it is reasonable that
analysts consider formal aspects delineated by conventional theory and reflect the
analytic results into the graph. By pointing out the formal drawbacks found in
Schenker’s theory, he more concretely stresses the necessity of a reconciliation with a
descriptive theory:
The second reason for the formal inconsistencies of Schenker’s theory is the conflict
between explicit structural criteria and implicit formal instincts, which we can often
infer from his classifications. Sometimes he seems to have used unacknowledged
descriptive criteria to identify forms, and then sought to support and justify them
structurally – as demonstrated above in the discussions of three-part/neighbour, threepart/division and sonata form. We see the effect of these descriptive criteria when we
try to apply his structural criteria consistently; the only way to arrive at many of

86

Ibid., 233.
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Schenker’s formal classifications is to have already determined the forms before
applying the structural criteria.87

Smith classifies Schenker's Ursatz models according to his new paradigm: the
concept of “open/closed form” and of “reprise.” He points out a dichotomy between
what he calls a conformational approach (a traditional, thematically oriented view), in
which one distinguishes form from its content or structure, and a particularist
approach such as Schenkerian theory, which identifies form as the unique shape of a
specific work. Smith then insists that two assumptions should be accepted for a
solution to the conflict: first, that traditional forms are trustworthy guides to largescale shape; second, where a Schenkerian background contradicts a trustworthy
traditional form, we should be as ready to reconsider the background as we are to
reject the form. He suggests the analyst’s adopting aspects of traditional form, such
as cadential orientation and thematic design, as an accessible and dependable guide in
constructing the Schenkerian Ursatz.
James Hepokoski and Warren Darcy stress the role of the cadence in sonataform theory.88 They develop Koch’s idea of varying degrees of rhetorical articulation,
especially hierarchically ordered cadences, pauses, and breaks, but they also often try
to reconcile their position with the Schenkerian perspective. They point out that a
structural caesura/punctuation served as a significant criterion in Ratner’s, Rosen’s,
and even Schenker’s sonata-form description. They imply that the structural descent
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Ibid., 239.
James Hepokoski and Warren Darcy, “The Medial Caesura and Its Role in the EighteenthCentury Sonata Exposition,” Music Theory Spectrum 19, no. 2 (1997): 115-154.
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in the Schenkerian Ursatz is decided by structural cadences, accentuating the implicit
connection between traditional formal theory and Schenkerian theory of form.
David Neumeyer and Susan Tepping also seek to reconcile Schenkerian
models and traditional formal design:
Schenker does not actually discard traditional formal design types. Instead, he
radically reinterprets traditional form theory, grouping designs according to the
character and disposition of the fundamental line. Thus, he constructs ideal form
categories analogous to the ideal tonal structures of the fundamental structure;
traditional form design types are simply surface manifestations of these ideal forms.
Much of the interpretation of “inner form” is based on the presence or absence of two
of the most common features of the first middleground: interruption and mixture.
Forms are classified according to the divisions generated by these middleground
phenomena.89

Neumeyer and Tepping provide Ursatz models for the ideal sonata form as a
result of reconciling Schenker’s form theory and traditional categories of form.
However, they present only two distinctive Ursatz models in the major mode by a
single criterion, whether the Kopfton is

^
3

or ^5 , and provide an exemplar analysis of

the first movement of Beethoven, Piano Sonata, op. 14, no. 2. In fact, one could think
of more possible Ursatz models for sonata form according to manifold criteria by
which individual formal sections in the Ursatz can be diversified.90
Unlike Neumeyer and Tepping, who present paradigmatic models based on
reconciliation between traditional and Schenkerian form theories, Allen Forte and
Steven Gilbert do not propose any concrete Ursatz models or admit a systematic
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David Neumeyer and Susan Tepping, A Guide to Schenkerian Analysis (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1992), 102.
90
The plausible models will be introduced and adopted below as the central theses for the
analyses of Beethoven’s handling of sonata form in his early piano sonatas.
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connection between the traditional sonata-form description and a Schenkerian
paradigm.91 Pointing out the debate on sonata form, bipartite versus tripartite, they
show how the three-part division (exposition, development, and recapitulation) works
in the two-part tonal structure and then how Schenkerian theory reflects this tonal
structure, but they do not go beyond this. Nor do they suggest the structural criteria
on which the analyst should depend in order to find the Ursatz model for a sonataform movement.
Allen Cadwallader and David Gagné in their textbook stand midway between
Neumeyer and Tepping and Forte and Gilbert. Avoiding a formulation of standard
formal types, they first present exemplary analyses of several sonata-form works and
then relate analytic observations to Schenker’s sonata-form principles.92 Instead of
explaining sonata-form structure as an assumed norm, they try to elucidate it from an
empirical point of view.

Their analyses, however, assume very positively a

reconciliation with the traditional form theory. Although Cadwallader and Gagné do
not present in advance paradigmatic Ursatz models as a norm or take them as the firm
basis for an analysis, they elaborate Schenker’s form theory in a separate chapter on
“tonal structure.” They explicate the process by which Schenker’s abstract Ursatz
evolves toward musical form by means of tonal expansion and elaboration: they
91

Allen Forte and Steven Gilbert, Introduction to Schenkerian Analysis (New York: W.W.
Norton & Company, Inc., 1982).
92
Allen Cadwallader and David Gagné, Analysis of Tonal Music: A Schenkerian Approach
(New York: Oxford University, 1998). See Chapter 11 and 12 in particular. They basically
stand in the position that, although theory can guide analysis by providing appropriate criteria
and guidelines, but theoretical generalizations cannot discover the aesthetic values of
individual works (362).
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describe the first-order linear progressions as a means to generate musical form: “This
general pattern illustrates an essential characteristic of tonal expansion: linear
progressions give ‘life’ (content) to the Ursatz by expanding its tones and
harmonies.”93 They then illustrate two typical linear progressions that prolong
members of the Urlinie, but do not describe them as preliminary elements required in
specific formal sections: “In this case, we find two linear progressions: the first
expands ^3 and the initial tonic, while the second expands

^
2

and the dominant of the

Ursatz.”94
Attempts toward reconciliation between traditional and Schenkerian theories
of form have also been made in another direction. Janet Schmalfeldt presents the
possibility of such a reconciliation but focuses on a lower-level formal unit.95 Her
central interest resides in proposing a formal theory at a phrase-and-period level
through a reconciliation of traditional phraseology based on the Schoenbergian
“sentence” paradigm with Schenker’s harmonic contrapuntal structure. She points
out that Schenkerian form theory mainly stresses large-scale form and pays less
attention to subtle interactions among small formal units:
The Schenkerian analyst also tends, like Schenker, to address primarily the largescale, or middleground, units of forms (e.g. A-B-A; first theme, second theme;
exposition/development/recapitulation). Notions of foreground process such as
‘fragmentation’ (see below) and ‘cadential evasion’ are rarely explored; the terms
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that describe the functions of ideas and phrases within the thematic process are
notably eschewed.96

Schmalfeldt paraphrases William Caplin’s explanation of what Erwin Ratz
calls the “tightly-knit construction” and “loose construction.” In her words, “the
‘tightly-knit’ theme will be non-modulating (that is, harmonically stable within a
single tonal region), that its internal grouping structures will be more or less
symmetrical and regular in length, that each formal component within the whole will
clearly express a specific formal function, and that the theme will close with a
cadence.”97 On the other hand, the concept of “loose construction” could be
understood better as a relative continuum. In other words, the second theme is
usually more tightly knit than the transition or the development, although all three
formal units are more loosely constructed than the primary theme. Pinpointing the
fact that a theme is closely related to the concept of cadence in both Schenkerian and
Schoenbergian form theory, she reaches a more concrete conclusion: “when the
‘complete musical complex’ he [Caplin] defines is a harmonically stable, nonmodulating theme, then, in Schenkerian terms, a theme frequently projects a complete
middleground harmonic-contrapuntal structure.”98
Schmalfeldt’s concluding remark implies that, if a theme—whether it is a
primary or second theme—has a ‘tightly-knit” construction (as in most of mid-to-late
eighteenth-century sonata-form works), then it has a complete middleground line
supported by a cadential harmonic progression. This observation coincides quite well
96
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with first-order lines in a sonata-form exposition: the one within the primary theme
that appears very frequently in Schenker’s graphs of sonata-form works (even though
he did not require it as a preliminary condition for sonata form) and the other within
the second theme that Schenker has directly designated as a significant condition in
Free Composition.
Neumeyer and Tepping admit the first-order fifth-line prolonging the secondtheme area (

^
5

-

^
4

-

^
3

-

^
2

-

^
1

) as a significant element of sonata form (by citing

Schenker’s statement about the second theme,99 but they allow a variety of
possibilities to prolong the Kopfton within the primary theme: “The exposition or
main section has two essential prolongations—Ex. 8. 10, these are

^
3

over I and ^2 over

V. The entire range of possibilities exists to prolong the former, but the prolongation
of ^2 over V is a middleground fifth-line in the key region of V (shown with a bracket
in the example).”100
As Edward Laufer has pointed out, most sonata-form theories focus on the
exposition. He contributes to the study of development sections in sonata form by
reducing voice-leading patterns of classical sonata development sections into a small
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Schenker’s original statement about the second theme follows: “The composing-out of ^2 /V
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number of patterns.101 Emphasizing motivic connection as a decisive parameter for
the choice of a governing pattern in the development section, he divides the patterns
into two: standard patterns, in which the development section unmistakably prolongs
the dominant, and anomalous patterns that deviate from the assumed norm. He
stresses that the choice of an underlying voice-leading pattern should be carefully
made to interpret a motivic connection to the other sections. In other words, Laufer
suggests that the analyst focus on revealing the composer’s motivic reworking, by
assuming that “organic cohesiveness” guides the entire movement. He also adds that
the analyst must not stop at finding the voice-leading pattern, but must proceed to
illuminate the composer’s poetic idea latent in such a motivic reworking.
Thus far, we have examined Schenker’s and post-Schenkerians’ ideas on
sonata-form theory.

Many observations in traditional formal theory serve as

significant criteria for a decision of Schenkerian Ursatz for sonata form as well.
Traditional formal categorization, cadential orientation, and the presence of linear
progressions that generate small formal units within the entire sonata-form schema all
affect the Ursatz significantly. I will proceed to proposing our concrete sonata form
models for examination of Beethoven’s handling of sonata form as seen in his early
piano sonatas under the firm hypothesis that analysts can obtain satisfactory analytic
details through reconciliation of the traditional view of sonata form and the
Schenkerian conception as revised by post-Schenkerian theorists.
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1.6 : First-Level Middleground Models for Sonata Forms
In this section, I will present the “ideal” Ursatz models together with manifold
possibilities for distributing these models over the formal sections of a sonata-form
movement—exposition, development, and recapitulation—and, more specifically, the
lower-level segments of the larger sections, such as the primary theme, transition,
second theme(s), closing theme, and codetta. The two essential parameters are
whether a musical composition is in major or minor mode and what the Kopfton is for
the sonata-form movement in question. The important historical fact that sonata form
arises from the binary form encourages us to look at its Ursatz model and adjust it to
sonata form. In this regard, Neumeyer and Tepping’s binary and ternary form models
serve as a foundation in considering the multiple formal models of sonata form.102
The following hypothetical models are divided according to two decisive
factors: dichotomies between major and minor modes and between Kopftöne

^
5

and ^3.

The presence or absence of the first-order progression within the primary theme then
determines the next subdivision of each large category.

More detailed sub-

derivations would be possible by various criteria, by how each formal section is
shaped and by how the multiple formal sections are superimposed and distributed
over the Ursätze. In order to make decisions about the subtle interactions between
the foreground form and the Ursatz,103 I will use the following checklist of questions:
102

Neumeyer and Tepping’s numerous Ursatz models for binary and ternary forms inspired
my production of sonata-form models. See Neumeyer and Tepping, A Guide to Schenkerian
Analysis (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1992), 102-107.
103
Numerous authors have discussed this topic, “the subtle interaction between the
foreground form and the Schenkerian Ursatz.” David Beach emphasizes that the analyst
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1. If there is no linear progression generating the primary theme, what
structural device shapes the primary theme?
2. What voice-leading phenomenon projects the transition?
3. Does the second theme consist of a fifth-line or not? If not, which
manipulation makes the second theme consist of some other line than the
fifth-line?
4. How many fifth-line descents are there in the second-theme area? In which
section is the most structural descent made if there are multiple fifth-line
descents in the second-theme area? S1, S2, K (closing theme), or even C
(codetta)?
5. What structural device generates the development section?
6. Does the recapitulation consist of a repetition of the exposition with the
second-theme material transposed? Or is there some radical transformation
procedure?

should investigate interactions between structure and formal design to illuminate a large-scale
articulation of a work and encapsulates the debate about form and structure, by pointing out
that many theorists do not reach a consensus. According to Beach, Felix Salzer defines inner
form as a surface compositional design and outer form as an underlying voice-leading or
contrapuntal-harmonic organization. On the other hand, William Rothstein interprets inner
form as “the large-scale harmonic and linear layout” which coincides with Schenker’s
fundamental structure and outer form as “the thematic aspect of a piece, as well as its layout
into phrases and periods.” See David Beach, “Schubert’s Experiments with Sonata Form:
Formal-Tonal Design versus Underlying Structure,” Music Theory Spectrum 15 (1993): 1-4;
Felix Salzer, Structural Hearing (New York: Dover Publications, 1962), 221; and William
Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music (New York: Schirmer, 1989), 104. I will here
adopt Rothstein’s terminology.
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Several preliminary conditions are assumed. The models that I produce are
for the mid-to-late eighteenth-century sonata-allegro-form movements, especially for
Beethoven’s early sonatas. Thus, a sonata form whose large-level tonal scheme
deviates from the normal one is excluded from our consideration. These normal
models are: 1) tonic-to-dominant (I-V) in major; and 2) tonic-to-mediant (i-III) in
minor and tonic-to-dominant minor (i-v) in minor. Although there are some tonal
excursions in the transition and the second theme in the exposition and thus the tonal
goal looks ambiguous, the ultimate tonal goal of the exposition is the dominant in the
major mode and the mediant or dominant in the minor mode.
The possibility of an

^
8

-line Ursatz has been eliminated.104 As many

Schenkerians point out, because of the interruption and thematic parallelism, the

^
8

-

line is not appropriate for sonata-form design. The following figure summarizes the
Ursatz models that I adopt for the discussion of Beethoven’s early sonatas (Figure 11). All the models from Figure 1-1 are shown in musical notation in Example 1-18.

Although Schenker’s ^8 - line sketch for sonata form does exist, most of the postSchenkerians suggest excluding the possibility from sonata-form Ursatz. See David
Neumeyer and Susan Tepping, A Guide to Schenkerian Analysis, 109; Allen Cadwallader and
David Gagné, Analysis of Tonal Music: A Schenkerian Approach, 366-367; and Charles
Smith, “Musical Form and Fundamental Structure: An Investigation of Schenker’s
Formenlehre,” Music Analysis 15, nos. 2-3 (1996): 231-237. David Neumeyer has pointed
out the problem in providing consonant harmonic support for all the members of the ^8 - line
descent. David Neumeyer, “The Urlinie from ^8 as a Middleground Phenomenon,” In Theory
Only 9, nos. 5-6 (1987): 3-25. David Smyth otherwise claims the possibility of the ^8 -line
reading in sonata form, by enumerating Neumeyer’s objections and then contradicting them.
See David Smyth, “Schenker’s Octave Lines Reconsidered,” Journal of Music Theory 43, no.
1 (1999): 101-133.
104
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Figure 1-1. Sonata-form models

Mode

Tonal Kopf
motion
-ton

Major
I-V
[Minor] [i-v]

^
3

Model
Label

Comment

Most ideal sonata form in ^3
- line
Rondo-like character

Presence

I-1
[III-1]
I-2
[III-2]
I-3
[III-3]
I-4
[III-4]
II-1

Absence

II-2

Presence

II-3

Absence

II-4

Linear
progression
within the
primary
theme
Presence
Absence

^
5

Presence
Absence

Minor

i-III

^
3

^
5

Most ideal sonata form in ^5
- line
What I call the “primitive
type”
Theoretical model (rarely
used)
Theoretical model (rarely
used)
Most ideal sonata form in ^5
- line
What I call the “primitive
type”

The first and second columns are the fundamental criteria, whether the sonata-form
movement is in major or minor mode and whether, in the case of the minor mode, the
large-level tonal motion is tonic-to-mediant (i-III) or tonic-to-dominant minor (i-v).
The third column shows the next significant criterion, the choice of the Kopfton (^5 or
^
3

), whereas the fourth indicates the presence or absence of a first-order linear

progression. The fifth column assigns a model label, which I will refer to when I
discuss individual pieces in the subsequent chapters, and the last column gives a brief
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comment on each model. Models II-1 and II-2 are theoretical, rarely adopted in
Beethoven’s sonata-form movements; they are presented here for completeness. In
minor, the ^5 -line model is more favorable because it guarantees that a first-order line
is generated from the Kopfton, not as a prefix-type from an inner voice.105
Example 1-18. Ideal sonata-form models
(a) Model I-1 [Model III-1]

105

Charles Smith statistically reports that Schenker tends to analyze sonata forms in one and
only one way: “Major-mode forms modulating to V are always depicted as ^3 -line (Ex. 32).
Major-mode forms modulating to the minor dominant are also always ^3 -lines (Ex. 31).
Minor-mode forms modulating to the relative major are always represented with ^5 -lines (Ex.
33a).” Charles Smith, “Musical Form and Fundamental Structure: An Investigation of
Schenker’s Formenlehre,” Music Analysis 15/2-3 (1996): 235.
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(b) Model I-2 [Model III-2]

(c) Model I-3 [Model III-3]

64

(d) Model I-4 [Model III-4]106

(e) Model II-1

106

Charles Smith has pointed out that there is a tendency for the initial third descent (^5 - ^4 - ^3)
in the first part of the fundamental structure to act as a “superfluous prefix to the formgenerating descent to ^2 ” (Ibid., 249).
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(f) Model II-2

(g) Model II-3

*In the minor-mode sonata form, the use of passing subdominant harmony is one of
Beethoven’s typical ways to reach the structural dominant.
**In this and the next models (Models II-3 and II-4), ^4 in the exposition is supported by a
local dominant of the mediant key, but the recapitulation requires a new tonal procedure to
harmonize ^4 in the home key. Usually, the transition of the recapitulation carries this
function in Beethoven’s early sonatas: the transition tonally stresses the subdominant as if
it were a temporal goal of the passage, but finally reaches the dominant seventh, which
secures ^4 .
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(h) Model II-4

Beethoven mainly adopted six Ursatz models, all of them in Figure I-1
excluding Model II-1 and II-2, in his early-period sonata-form movements, but
diversified them through his idiosyncratic compositional techniques to create very
distinctive and unique individual pieces. My principal argument does not reside in
the claim that all the Beethoven’s sonata-form movements are rigidly based on our
ideal models and their transformations, but instead in the belief that one can
illuminate efficiently through this comparison procedure how Beethoven achieves his
own aesthetic and poetic effects.
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1.7 : Chapter-by-Chapter Summary
I will devote the following chapter (Chapter 2) to discussing four Bonn-period
works and then the subsequent three chapters (Chapter 3-5) to examining the early
Viennese works in sonata allegro form. I have sorted the early Viennese works into
three groups: Chapter 3 includes op. 2, op. 7, and op. 49; Chapter 4 covers op. 10; and
Chapter 5 takes up op. 13, op. 14, and op. 22.107 The reason for the separation of
Chapter 3 from Chapter 4 is simply practical: to avoid having a single chapter become
too long. On the other hand, the separation of Chapter 5 from the previous two
chapters is based on Kerman and Tyson’s lucid observation that “Beethoven began to
show signs of dissatisfaction with some of the more formal aspects of the Classical
style and reached towards something new.”108 They see the initiation of this new
tendency from the Sonate Pathétique, op. 13 in 1798 and the first movement of the
Quartet in F, op.18, no. 1.
In each chapter, introductory comments cover, first, the general tendency of
the formal Ursatz models adopted in these sonata-form movements, and, second, a
summary of the primary compositional devices accepted in each piece. Detailed
analyses of each piece follow: this narrative will focus on interpretation of the
Schenkerian voice-leading graphs and, where appropriate, will make connections to
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There is a useful index that served as a point of departure for my research of Schenkerian
analyses of Beethoven’s piano sonatas. See David Neumeyer and Rudy Marcozzi, “An Index
to Schenkerian Analyses of Beethoven Piano Sonatas and Symphonies,” Indiana Theory
Review 6, nos. 1-2 (1982-83): 101-17.
108
Joseph Kerman and others, “Beethoven, Ludwig van,” in The New Grove Dictionary of
Music and Musicians, 2nd ed. (2001), 3: 98.
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other sonata-form movements by Beethoven or other composers. For sonata-form
movements without existing analytic graphs, I discuss their analytic problems, relying
upon my own voice-leading graphs. I examine any entire or partial graphs of the
movements in question that appear in Schenker’s various sources, as well as graphs
by other theorists contained in published articles.
In Chapter 6, I provide a comprehensive commentary on the handling of the
sonata allegro form in Beethoven’s early period sonatas and on its influence upon the
middle-period works.
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