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Chapter 1



Introduction: Theoretical and Repertorial Contexts As has often been remarked, Brahms never composed a true symphonic scherzo. While other mid-late nineteenth-century symphonists such as Mendelssohn, Schumann, Dvořák, and Bruckner usually penned third movements with character and form reminiscent of Beethoven’s symphonic scherzos, only in the Fourth Symphony did Brahms provide a sprightly third movement. Yet that movement disavows the standard ternary form with contrasting trio in favor of a continuous sonata-like design. The third movement of Brahms’s Second Symphony is generally quite energetic, but it too is formally unconventional with its indebtedness to variation technique. In the First and Third Symphonies, the three-part form is present, but both exhibit a wistful lyricism quite at odds with the tradition of the scherzo, or the late eighteenth-century minuet. Certainly among Brahms’s chamber works, there are numerous Beethovenian scherzos—and some minuets as well—but many movements exude the nostalgic tone more familiar to the nineteenth-century character piece (thus the cumbersome “scherzo-type movements” below!). In program notes for a 1902 performance of Brahms’s First Symphony, Donald Francis Tovey commented, “In the place of a scherzo we find one of those terse and highly organized movements which are so short that contemporary criticism frequently fails to see that they are on a symphonic scale at all … . It is always important to discount the first impression that such movements make of being small and fragmentary.” More than a century has passed since Tovey’s admonition, but the treatment of scherzo-type movements—by Brahms and others—in the musicological and analytical literature still pales in comparison to that accorded to opening movements and finales. Indeed, the only monographs devoted exclusively to such movements are dissertations, and they focus on the early nineteenth century and the transition from minuet to scherzo (with emphasis on Beethoven’s music). Within Brahms studies, large-scale projects have gravitated around his sonata   Donald Francis Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1 (London, 1935), p. 90.   Petra Diepenthal-Fuder, Menuett oder Scherzo? Untersuchungen zur Typologie



 



lebhafter Binnensätze anhand der frühen Ensemble-Kammermusik Beethovens (Frankfurt, 1995); Josef Gmeiner, “Menuett und Scherzo: Ein Beitrag zur Entwicklungsgeschichte und Soziologie des Tanzsatzes in der Wiener Klassik” (Ph.D. diss., University of Vienna, 1977); Michael Luxner, “The Evolution of the Minuet/Scherzo in the Music of Beethoven” (Ph.D. diss., University of Rochester, 1978); Tilden A. Russell, “Minuet, Scherzando, and
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forms, including dissertations and books by Walter Frisch, Roger Graybill, Arno Mitschka, and Peter Smith, as well as an influential series of articles by James Webster. Even Brahms’s slow movements have received sustained inquiry in articles by Margaret Notley and Elaine Sisman. Despite the incredible diversity in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, there has been no comprehensive consideration of this aspect of his oeuvre. Filling this lacuna is the primary objective of this book. An in-depth look at Brahms’s scherzo-type movements will also contribute to our understanding of Brahms’s compositional language and his engagement with musical traditions. My work especially highlights the role of rhythmic-metric design in Brahms’s music and its relationship to expressive meaning. In the next several pages, I introduce these topics and situate them in the context of extant scholarship. The chapter subsequently comments on the historical development of the scherzo, provides an inventory and overview of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, and concludes with an explanation of the book’s chapter-level organization. In the scholarly literature, studying motivic development is one of the most pervasive analytic approaches to the music of Brahms and, when undertaken with appropriate care, produces valuable insights. One can scarcely imagine a thorough treatment of, for instance, the Second Symphony that does not make connections to the opening neighbor-note figure. In his commemorative essay Scherzo: The Dance Movement in Transition, 1781–1825” (Ph.D. diss., University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1983).    Walter Frisch, “Brahms’s Sonata Structures and the Principle of Developing Variation” (Ph.D. diss., University of California Berkeley, 1981), and Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation (Berkeley, CA, 1984); Roger Graybill, “Brahms’s ThreeKey Expositions: Their Place within the Classical Tradition” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1983); Arno Mitschka, Der Sonatensatz in den Werken von Johannes Brahms (Gütersloh, 1961); Peter H. Smith, “Formal Ambiguity and Large-Scale Tonal Structure in Brahms’s Sonata-Form Recapitulations” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1992); James Webster, “Schubert’s Sonata Form and Brahms’s First Maturity,” 19th-Century Music, 2 (1978): 18–35 and 3 (1979): 52–71, and “The General and the Particular in Brahms’s Later Sonata Forms,” in George Bozarth (ed.), Brahms Studies: Analytical and Historical Perspectives (Oxford, 1990), pp. 49–78.    Margaret Notley, “Late-Nineteenth-Century Chamber Music and the Cult of the Classical Adagio,” 19th-Century Music, 23/1 (1999): 33–61; Elaine Sisman, “Brahms’s Slow Movements: Reinventing the ‘Closed’ Forms,” in George Bozarth (ed.), Brahms Studies: Analytical and Historical Perspectives (Oxford, 1990), pp. 79–103. In addition, Notley’s recent book contains substantial work on Brahms’s slow movements; see Lateness and Brahms: Music and Culture in the Twilight of Viennese Liberalism (New York, 2007).    Leading studies of motivic design in the Second Symphony include Reinhold Brinkmann, Late Idyll: The Second Symphony of Johannes Brahms, trans. Peter Palmer (Cambridge, MA, 1995 [1990]), especially pp. 63–74; David Epstein, Beyond Orpheus: Studies in Musical Structure (Cambridge, MA, 1979), pp. 162–74; Carl Schachter, “The First
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“Brahms the Progressive,” Arnold Schoenberg celebrated Brahms’s penchant for continuous development of short melodic motives and their interaction with irregular grouping and metric structures. Even given his desire to enlist Brahms’s music as an antecedent to his own style, Schoenberg’s concepts of “developing variation” and “musical prose” isolate significant aspects of Brahms’s music that permit its successful appropriation of the formal types inherited from Viennese classicism. Schoenberg, unfortunately, carries out his analyses over excerpts rather than complete pieces, and his insights—valuable as they are—involve only the immediate musical surface and do not also consider the impact of higher-level tonal and metric structures. Many writers explicitly adopt the Schoenbergian view of Brahms’s music, most notably Walter Frisch. In Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, Frisch tackles complete works, providing convincing illustrations that continuous motivic development permeates Brahms’s mature works. Frisch shows evolution within Brahms’s style, demonstrating that his early works favor thematic transformation, sequential development, and periodic phrase designs. My examination of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements confirms Frisch’s assessment; in fact, the scherzos from Brahms’s piano sonatas (Opp. 1, 2, and 5) clearly possess similarities to the styles of Schumann and Liszt, composers whose influence quickly faded relative to that of the Viennese classicists. Frisch’s emphasis, like Schoenberg’s, is on momentto-moment motivic development, but he does point out large-scale processes, such as his description of the tonal and metric conflicts at the start of the Third Symphony, which are resolved at the end of the movement (and at the end of the finale). Frisch focuses on local continuities since he contends that Brahms’s handling of large-scale thematic change—as evidenced by recomposition of thematic recapitulations—“does not differ greatly from the Viennese classical composers, Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, and Schubert, who also alter thematic returns with considerable imagination and variety.” Although recomposing Movement of Brahms’s Second Symphony: The Opening Theme and Its Consequences,” Music Analysis, 2/1 (1983): 55–68.    Arnold Schoenberg, “Brahms the Progressive,” in Style and Idea: Selected Writings of Arnold Schoenberg, ed. Leonard Stein, trans. Leo Black (Berkeley, CA, 1984 [1947]), pp. 398–441.    Further, Schoenberg tends to approach excerpts from a single analytic perspective; in “Brahms the Progressive” he pursues issues of motive and phrase structure with little mention of harmony, except in his discussion of the opening of the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, where he writes only about harmony. Similarly, his comments on the first movement of Brahms’s Piano Quartet, Op. 60, in the Gedanke manuscript thoroughly treat harmony but say little about phrase or metric design; see “The Constructive Function of Harmony,” in The Musical Idea and the Logic, Technique, and Art of Its Presentation, ed., trans., and with a commentary by Patricia Carpenter and Severine Neff (New York, 1995), pp. 60–74.    Frisch, Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, pp. 133–7 and 141–2.    Ibid., p. 26.
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thematic returns (or giving a thematic return an idiosyncratic preparation) was not entirely new, I do believe that Brahms does go substantially beyond the practice of his predecessors—especially when one compares his scherzo-type movements to earlier Viennese minuets and scherzos. Since the prevalence of developing variation is well established, I will not often trace moment-to-moment motivic process in detail; rather, I will focus on larger-scale thematic development. Close motivic analysis will tend to occur only in connection with rhythmic-metric issues, particularly variation in the metric placement of motives. Brahms’s fondness for foreground rhythmic-metric irregularities, such as hemiola and metric displacement, has been widely noted and ascribed to influences from Renaissance music to Beethoven to Schumann.10 While devices such as hemiola and metric displacement are key components of Brahms’s style, their study does not exhaust the richness of his handling of musical time. Unlike many nineteenth-century works (such as the majority of Schumann’s), Brahms’s mature pieces exhibit great flexibility of hypermeter (levels of meter above the notated measure), in the tradition of Viennese classicism. I will take note of hemiolas and metric displacements when they play a central role in a movement, but my focus will be more consistently on phrase rhythm—the interaction of hypermeter with phrase design.11 In these areas, my theoretical framework owes much to the work of Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff, Carl Schachter, and William Rothstein.12 Following Lerdahl and Jackendoff, I maintain a conceptual separation of hypermeter from phrase structure (grouping), a clear delineation of metric accents from structural (tonal) accents as well as phenomenal accents, and an explicit approach to understanding metric entrainment. I endorse their notion of a 10   See, for example, Franz Hermann Wolfgang Plyn, “Die Hemiole in der Instrumentalmusik von Johannes Brahms” (Ph.D. diss., Rheinischen Friedrich-WilhelmsUniversität, 1984); Robert John Rittenhouse, “Rhythmic Elements in the Symphonies of Johannes Brahms” (Ph.D. diss., University of Iowa, 1967); Deborah Adams Rohr, “Brahms’s Metrical Dramas: Rhythm, Text, Expression, and Form in the Solo Lieder” (Ph.D. diss., University of Rochester, 1997). Through study of Brahms’s scores of Renaissance and Baroque music, Virginia Hancock notes frequent annotation of shifts between duple and triple metric units; see “Brahms and His Library of Early Music: The Effects of His Study of Renaissance and Baroque Music on His Choral Writing” (DMA diss., University of Oregon, 1977). While not dismissing Hancock’s claims of influence, Frisch argues for the importance of middle-period Beethoven as well as Schumann; see Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, pp. 88–92. The connection between Brahms and Schumann is also made in Harald Krebs, Fantasy Pieces: Metrical Dissonance in the Music of Robert Schumann (New York, 1999), p. 220. 11   This definition of phrase rhythm comes from William Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music (New York, 1989), p. 12. 12   Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff, A Generative Theory of Tonal Music (Cambridge, MA, 1983); Carl Schachter, “Aspects of Meter,” Music Forum, 6 (1987): 1–59, and reprinted in Unfoldings: Essays in Schenkerian Theory and Analysis, ed. Joseph N. Straus (New York, 1999), pp. 79–120; Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music.
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hierarchical metric grid, but I emphasize the more nuanced concept of hypermeter offered by Schachter and Rothstein.13 Particularly important for me is Rothstein’s thorough study of phrase expansion and its interaction with hypermeter. William Caplin also contributes significantly to the study of phrase expansion through his detailed exposition of thematic construction in the music of the late eighteenth century.14 Although one must remain open to the possibility of the emergence of fundamentally new phrase types during the nineteenth century, phrases in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements can be interpreted as replicating established phrase types or deforming them in a specifiable way. Applying a theory designed for the repertoire around the start of the nineteenth century is not anachronistic but is, in fact, in keeping with how listeners and performers respond to phrase structure in Brahms’s music. In introducing some of the work that has been done on motivic process and rhythmic-metric features in Brahms’s music, I have given hints of how my study of the scherzo-type movements fits into this scholarship, but I now broach this subject directly. I begin by recalling an important question posed by Frisch in his book on developing variation: What function do techniques like hemiola and metric displacement serve in Brahms’s music? Frisch proposes that they “become tools of developing variation, means for modifying and transforming thematicmotivic material.”15 My perspective differs slightly. Frisch implies that rhythmicmetric structure is subsidiary to motivic development; it is a tool of developing variation. In my analyses, I suggest a more primary role for rhythm and meter. Rhythmic and metric phenomena not only vary the motives embedded within themes, but can themselves be motivic agents whose journey is as central as the development of pitch motives.16 The central theoretical contribution of this book is to demonstrate the operation of musical narratives—especially rhythmic-metric narrative—and their connection 13   I understand hypermeter as a flexibly periodic phenomenon that results not only from equal durations but also from similarity of musical content. Some recent metric theories, especially those of Christopher Hasty and Justin London, have emphasized the element of temporal measurement and have narrowed the scope of hypermeter. In my work, I posit a qualitative aspect to beats within a hypermeasure similar to the widely accepted qualitative distinction between beats within a notated measure (as discussed explicitly by William Benjamin). See Hasty, Meter as Rhythm (New York, 1997); London, Hearing in Time: Psychological Aspects of Musical Meter (New York, 2004); and Benjamin, “A Theory of Musical Meter,” Music Perception, 1/4 (1984): 355–413. 14   William Caplin, Classical Form: A Theory of Formal Functions for the Instrumental Music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven (Oxford, 1998). 15   Frisch, Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, p. 93. 16   This viewpoint is also expressed in Samuel Ng, “A Grundgestalt Interpretation of Metric Dissonance in the Music of Johannes Brahms” (Ph.D. diss., University of Rochester, 2005). Ng studies hemiolas in the first movement of the Cello Sonata, Op. 99, upbeat vs. downbeat articulation in the first movement of the Horn Trio, Op. 40, and duple- vs. triplemeasure groupings in the Rhapsody, Op. 119, No. 4.
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to musical expressivity. In Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, the opening material undergoes transformation, and the relationship of the initial music to its subsequent versions creates a musical narrative. I use the term narrative to capture the sense that these discrete events cohere into a larger framework, and that this framework is essential to understanding the full meaning of individual events. By invoking the term narrative, I do not assert the presence of all of the attributes of literary narrative, including the level of specificity involved in the identification of meaning. I do intend to suggest, however, that the scherzo-type movements have musical structures that span entire movements and create effects such as conflict, struggle, triumph, transcendence, and resignation. Certainly one might refer to these musical structures as musical processes, but I wish to emphasize both their global scale and their direct connection to musical meaning. The term narrative suggests both of these features, whereas process is more often associated with structural changes over a more limited segment of music and ones whose relevance to musical meaning is perhaps less clear. My appropriation of the term narrative is similar to that of Harald Krebs in his work on metric dissonance in Schumann’s music.17 Krebs identifies several types of metric progressions and metric processes, refines terminology to describe metric dissonances, and establishes metric maps as a mode of representation. In studying a complete piece, Krebs appropriately rejects reducing its succession of dissonance states in a systematic manner “in favor of intuitive, informal reductions to an underlying basic progression that spans the given work.”18 He continues: Possible progressions of this type are large neighboring motions of the form “C–D–C” (where the work begins in a primarily consonant fashion, becomes more dissonant, and ends with restoration of the original mainly consonant state); curtailments of such motions, namely C–D (where the work begins consonantly but becomes dissonant and ends dissonantly) and D–C (where the work begins dissonantly but ultimately resolves the dissonance); and innumerable shadings of the basic states of consonance and dissonance (for example, a state “D,” composed of a variety of individual dissonances or of a variety of degrees of intensity of a single dissonance). Such informal “bird’s-eye views” of a metrical



  Many recent writers employ the term “metric dissonance” to refer to various sorts of grouping dissonance (usually some type of hemiola) and displacement dissonance. In adopting this term, it is important to bear in mind that metric dissonances are of a variety of strengths. Most often, a grouping dissonance does not rise to the level of a perceived change of meter; similarly, most displacement dissonances do not shift the perceived downbeat. In my analyses, I pay considerable attention to the fluctuations in the strengths of metric dissonances and attempt to signal those that seem to usurp rather than strain the established meter (i.e., the primary metric consonance). 18   Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, p. 84. 17
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progression take us to the rhythmic heart of a given work—to its most basic metrical “narrative.”19



The major difference between my approach and Krebs’s is that while I emphasize rhythmic-metric elements I devote considerable attention to several other parameters (especially form and tonal structure). My analyses will probe how rhythmic-metric narratives interact with tonal ones to create expressive meaning. A few other recent writings trace rhythmic-metric narratives in nineteenthcentury music and open new avenues into temporal design. Richard Kurth surveys the interplay between 3/4 and 6/8 elements in the first movement of Schubert’s “Unfinished” Symphony.20 Particularly sensitive is Kurth’s observation that these two metric identities coexist in different ways, which he refers to as metric colloquy and metric antimony. Justin London returns once again to the hypermetric conflicts in the first movement of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, but he additionally emphasizes shifts in levels of subdivision—flux within metric consonance— during the movement.21 Richard Cohn explores the dramatic consequences of various levels of duple and triple hypermeter in the scherzo from Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony.22 Broadening the range of temporal phenomena beyond metric dissonance and hypermeter is characteristic of Frank Samarotto’s temporal plasticity framework, which models subtle relations among tonal content, metric placement, and durational pacing.23 Among Brahms scholarship, Cohn’s study of metric dissonance in “Von ewiger Liebe” (Op. 43, No. 1) argues, “To a considerable degree, the song’s sense of musical motion, journey and narrative is displaced onto rhythmic events.”24 Even closer to my project, though, is the work of Peter Smith as represented in an analysis like that of the first movement of Brahms’s Horn Trio, Op. 40, where he describes how displaced and non-displaced meters



  Ibid., p. 85.   Richard Kurth, “On the Subject of Schubert’s ‘Unfinished’ Symphony: Was



19 20



bedeutet die Bewegung?” 19th-Century Music, 23/1 (1999): 3–32. 21   London, Hearing in Time, pp. 89–99. Earlier studies of hypermeter in the first movement of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony are Andrew Imbrie, “‘Extra’ Measures and Metrical Ambiguity in Beethoven,” in Alan Tyson (ed.), Beethoven Studies (New York, 1973), pp. 55–65, and Robert P. Morgan, “The Theory and Analysis of Tonal Rhythm,” Musical Quarterly, 64/4 (1978): 460–71. 22   Richard Cohn, “The Dramatization of Hypermetric Conflict in the Scherzo of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony,” 19th-Century Music, 15/3 (1992): 188–206. 23   Frank Samarotto, “A Theory of Temporal Plasticity in Tonal Music: An Extension of the Schenkerian Approach to Rhythm with Special Reference to Beethoven’s Late Music” (Ph.D. diss., City University of New York, 1999). 24   Richard Cohn, “Complex Hemiolas, Ski-Hill Graphs and Metric Spaces,” Music Analysis, 20/3 (2001): 312.
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correlate with dominant and tonic prolongations respectively.25 This movement exhibits both metric narrative and a connection to tonal structure, although rarely is the relationship between these parameters as direct as it is in this case.26 Metric narrative is not the exclusive domain of the nineteenth-century repertoire, but it does have a more central role in Brahms’s oeuvre than is typical of common-practice repertoire as a whole. In Viennese classicism, however, one of the most frequent sites of metric play is the minuet or scherzo movement. In addition to the famous instance in Beethoven’s Ninth cited above, one might think of the scherzo from Beethoven’s Seventh Symphony, the minuet from Mozart’s Symphony in G Minor, K. 550, or many of Haydn’s string quartet movements.27 Since analysts have observed the importance of rhythmic-metric features in minuet and scherzo movements of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, it is surprising that this line of inquiry has not yet extended in a substantive way into the scherzo-type movements of Brahms. In Brahms’s scherzo-type movements the most common narrative trajectory is one from instability to stability. In an article that focuses largely on Brahms’s sonata forms, I demonstrate this “principle of destabilized beginnings” whereby 25   Peter H. Smith, “Brahms and the Shifting Barline: Metric Displacement and Formal Process in the Trios with Wind Instruments,” in David Brodbeck (ed.), Brahms Studies 3 (Lincoln, NE, 2001), pp. 191–229. 26   The type of analogical relationship between tonal and metric structures in the first movement of the Horn Trio is similar to the analogy pursued by David Lewin in “On Harmony and Meter in Brahms’s Op. 76, No. 8,” 19th-Century Music, 4/3 (1981): 261–5. In the opening measures of this piece, Lewin infers three different metric environments, and he observes that these meters coincide with harmonies of tonic, subdominant, and dominant functions and that these meters relate to one another by the same mathematical ratios that relate tonic, subdominant, and dominant pitches in a given key. This specific analogy between tonal and metric structures does not persist further, but the competition between 3/2 and 6/4 meters is central to the piece and the impact of this metric narrative is strengthened by withholding or qualifying tonal arrivals; see my “Brahms’s Capriccio Op. 76, No. 8: Ambiguity, Conflict, Musical Meaning, and Performance,” Theory and Practice, 29 (2004): 69–94. For another analogy similar to Lewin’s see the treatment of the finale of Brahms’s Piano Quartet, Op. 25, in Scott Murphy, “On Harmony and Metre in the Rondo of Brahms’s Op. 25 Piano Quartet,” Music Analysis, 26/3 (2007): 323–53. 27   An important study of K. 550 is Richard Cohn, “Metric and Hypermetric Dissonance in the Menuetto of Mozart’s Symphony in G Minor, K. 550,” Intégral, 6 (1992): 1–33. Despite its brevity, the section on rhythm in Free Composition notes the special features of the upbeat in the scherzo from Beethoven’s Seventh Symphony; see Heinrich Schenker, Free Composition, trans. and ed. Ernst Oster (New York, 1979 [1935]), p. 123. The considerable length of the upbeat in the scherzo from the Seventh draws on an earlier tradition that I explore in “Extended Upbeats in the Classical Minuet: Interactions with Hypermeter and Phrase Structure,” Music Theory Spectrum, 28/1 (2006): 23–56. A sampling of the richness of phrase rhythm in Haydn’s minuets appears in my article “Teaching Phrase Rhythm through Minuets from Haydn’s String Quartets,” Journal of Music Theory Pedagogy, 20 (2006): 5–35.
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initially destabilized thematic material subsequently returns in stabilized form.28 The transformation is frequently rhythmic-metric in nature, but I also give several examples where it is primarily tonal. The initial destabilization may result from conflict/dissonance, but it may be a product of ambiguity regarding a motive’s tonal or metric identity. Among others, Peter Smith explores the progression from ambiguity to clarification in a number of Brahms’s works, and he provides a cogent defense of ambiguity as an analytic concept.29 The progression from ambiguity or conflict to resolution is not the only type of narrative found in Brahms’s scherzotype movements. Since the constraints on large-scale rhythmic-metric processes are different from those on tonal ones, many types of rhythmic-metric narratives are possible, including narratives that do not conclude with resolution of instabilities in the thematic material. The variety of rhythmic-metric narratives and their interaction with all other parameters of the music create a range of expressive trajectories in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. As in my dissertation, which studied fifteen of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, I emphasize inter-parametric relationships and how they change over the course of a movement.30 This multidimensional analytic focus and belief that these structural features bear directly on expressive concerns are similar to the idea of dimensional counterpoint found in Peter Smith’s recent book on Brahms’s Piano Quartet in C Minor, Op. 60.31 Smith places somewhat less emphasis on rhythmic-metric features than I do; in reference to dimensional counterpoint, he states, “These dimensions can include virtually any aspect of a piece’s sound world, but for convenience they can be reduced to three main categories: thematic design, key scheme, and tonal structure.”32 Smith’s book contains some discussion of hypermeter and metric displacement, but his weighting of temporal issues is much less than in my treatment of the scherzotype movements, though this is surely due, at least in part, to the many unique tonal features of Op. 60. Smith’s study of Op. 60 directly engages musical meaning and demonstrates how close musical analysis can elucidate expressive features. Due to Brahms’s references to Goethe’s Die Leiden des jungen Werther (The Sorrows of Young   Ryan McClelland, “Brahms and the Principle of Destabilised Beginnings,” Music Analysis, 28/1 (2009): 3–61. 29   Peter H. Smith, “You Reap What You Sow: Some Instances of Rhythmic and Harmonic Ambiguity in Brahms,” Music Theory Spectrum, 28/1 (2006): 57–97. A celebrated defense of ambiguity (and one that Smith draws upon) is David Lewin, “Music Theory, Phenomenology, and Modes of Perception,” Music Perception, 3/4 (1986): 327–92. 30   Ryan McClelland, “Tonal Structure, Rhythm, Meter, and Motive in the ScherzoType Movements of Brahms’s Chamber Music with Piano” (Ph.D. diss., Indiana University, 2004), especially pp. 13–21. 31   Peter H. Smith, Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music: Structure and Meaning in His Werther Quartet (Bloomington, IN, 2005), p. 7. 32   Ibid., 31. 28
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Werther) in connection with Op. 60, Smith pursues musical meaning with an unusual degree of specificity, linking musical elements to the psychological states of the suicidal Werther. Although I will deploy only more generalized characterizations—like struggle, crisis, resolution, triumph, or transcendence—the linkage of analysis with expressive descriptions is an important, albeit secondary, component of my discussion. Some analysts choose to constrain themselves to observation, leaving expressive interpretation to the reader; other writers contend that only thoroughly interdisciplinary studies that examine artworks in a broad cultural context can lead to significant revelations about musical meaning. My preference is to suggest an expressive interpretation that seems plausible given the observed musical relationships—recognizing, of course, that one’s intuitive understanding of a work’s musical meaning impacts the types of structural observations one makes.33 Closely related to expressive understanding is performance interpretation. Discussing the performance implications of my analyses would expand this study greatly, and would not be entirely productive. While I strongly believe that analytic and expressive readings of a work have consequences for a (real or imagined) performance, any single understanding might be realized in performance in a few different ways. As I have suggested elsewhere, an analytic and expressive perspective on a complete work provides a framework through which one may assess local performance choices; providing this global framework is more likely to inspire satisfying performances than would a plethora of suggestions regarding individual performance nuances.34 My commentary will delve occasionally into performance—especially in regards to rhythmic-metric events that might seem ambiguous but are generally clarified in performance—but the intermittent discussion of performance issues does not stem from a lack of concern for performance matters or a contention that analysis and performance are nonintersecting domains. I turn now to an overview of the movements that are the subject of this book. In the pages that follow, there is a large amount of data concerning basic musical features, principally key relationships, meter choices, and formal types. This is provided as an orientation to these movements to facilitate the explorations of their rich musical content in the subsequent chapters; it is necessary background, and the reader should not construe this discussion as indicative of the modes of analysis employed in the later treatment of each movement. As a prelude to surveying Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, it is useful to look briefly at the tradition from which they come. “Scherzo” appears sporadically as a   I discuss the back-and-forth between analytic observation and expressive interpretation at length in my review of Smith’s book; see Theory and Practice, 31 (2006): 219–20. 34   See my article on Brahms’s Op. 76, No. 8, cited in note 26, and my study “Discontinuity and Performance: The Allegro appassionato from Brahms’s Sonata Op. 120, No. 2,” Dutch Journal of Music Theory, 12/2 (2007): 200–214. 33
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designation for a movement in a multi-movement instrumental work throughout the early and mid-eighteenth century. Many of these movements, however, are finales, and most are in duple meter. The nineteenth-century function of the scherzo as an alternative to the inner-movement minuet stems from Haydn’s String Quartets, Op. 33 (1781). The scherzo movements of these six quartets, though, do not project a noticeably different character than movements designated as minuets in Haydn’s other quartets or symphonies. In fact, a movement such as the Menuetto from Haydn’s String Quartet, Op. 77, No. 1—with its agogic and dynamic accents on second beats, two-octave leaps by the first violin, and Presto marking—comes much closer to the nineteenth-century conception of an inner-movement scherzo, and to the word’s indigenous meaning. With Beethoven, a significant contrast in character between movements designated as minuets and those designated as scherzos emerges. The much livelier tempos, propulsive metric structure, and unexpected rhythmic and dynamic shifts remove Beethoven’s scherzos from the realm of the eighteenth-century minuet. After establishing a marked difference in character between minuet and scherzo, Beethoven became less inclined to put a designation in the score; the music implies the genre. Among the nine symphonies, for instance, designations of genre appear only four times (“Menuetto” in the First Symphony, “Scherzo” in the Second and Third, “Tempo di Minuetto” in the Eighth).35 Because of the sharply etched characteristics of those movements designated as scherzos, one can confidently infer this genre in the third movements of the Fourth, Sixth, and Seventh Symphonies and in the second movement of the Ninth Symphony. With the mysterious third movement of the Fifth Symphony one might hesitate before applying the scherzo designation, though the movement’s sprightly metronome marking (96 for the dotted half note) and vigorous major-mode trio argue against such hesitation. This third movement offers a different kind of scherzo, one with a character more disposed to nineteenth-century Romanticism and its penchant for the macabre, a trait evident in several of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. Most of Brahms’s multi-movement instrumental works consist of four movements, and the livelier of the two inner movements is a scherzo-type movement (i.e., some shade of scherzo, minuet, or intermezzo). Among Brahms’s three-movement works I examine only those inner movements that are more like a scherzo (or minuet or intermezzo) than a slow movement; thus, this study does not include the middle movement of the Violin Sonata in G Major, Op. 78, and only comments briefly on those from the String Quintet in F Major, Op. 88, and the Violin Sonata in A Major, Op. 100 (where scherzo sections occur within slow 35   The second movement of the Eighth Symphony has the performance indication Allegretto scherzando, but it does not have the formal design associated with scherzotype movements. The performance indication suggests the movement’s character and does not refer to genre. This movement is not one of the characteristic movement types for a symphony of Beethoven’s time; it functions as a light interlude between the first movement and the minuet.
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movements). In Brahms’s few works with more than four movements—the Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5, and the two orchestral serenades (Opp. 11 and 16)— the included genre designations clearly identify the scherzo-type movements. Table 1.1 lists Brahms’s thirty-five scherzo-type movements along with their dates of publication and some basic musical data (see pp. 21–5). Table 1.1 does not include the scherzo from the A-major piano trio that was discovered in 1924 and has been variously ascribed to Brahms and Albert Dietrich on purely stylistic grounds; I discuss this scherzo in the Appendix and offer some new arguments to strengthen its attribution to Brahms.36 The designations of genre, performance indications, and meter signatures in Table 1.1 reveal at least three important features. First, designations of genre are confined to the early works. Second, Brahms designates the faster of the inner movements from the Piano Quartet, Op. 25, as an intermezzo. Third, about half of the movements are not in 3/4 meter. The first feature evident in Table 1.1 is the lack of designations of genre in Brahms’s later works, a feature noted above in Beethoven’s output. In the case of Beethoven, though, the genre usually is clearly implied; in Brahms’s case, the absence of indications of genre in the later works reflects a blending of elements from the minuet, scherzo, and nineteenth-century character piece. Although commentators often refer to Brahms’s moderately paced inner movements as intermezzos, only in the Piano Quartet, Op. 25, did Brahms place that term in a score for a movement that stands in place of a scherzo or minuet in a multimovement instrumental work.37 Typically, Brahms follows the tradition of Schumann’s Intermezzi, Op. 4, reserving the title intermezzo for a piano piece 36   Among recent writers, Malcolm MacDonald argues that Brahms wrote the trio around 1856, and David Brodbeck speculates that Dietrich wrote the trio sometime before 1853. See Malcolm MacDonald, Brahms (Oxford, 1990), pp. 95–8 and 475–6, and David Brodbeck, “Medium and Meaning: New Aspects of the Chamber Music,” in Michael Musgrave (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Brahms (Cambridge, 1999), p. 100. 37   Brahms does designate the fourth movement of his Piano Sonata, Op. 5, an intermezzo. This work, though, consists of five movements; the intermezzo stands between the scherzo and the finale, and it constitutes a brief reminiscence on thematic material from the slow movement. There are, however, references to Brahms’s undesignated inner movements as intermezzos in the correspondence of Brahms and his associates. In a letter to the conductor Otto Dessoff (undated, but presumably around 20 October 1876), Brahms himself refers to the third movement of his First Symphony as an intermezzo. Notably, in an earlier letter to Dessoff (undated, but presumably around 14 October 1876) Brahms calls the same movement a scherzo (but Dessoff, in his reply to Brahms on 16 October, uses the word intermezzo). See letters 29–31 in Carl Krebs (ed.), Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 16: Johannes Brahms im Briefwechsel mit Dessoff (Berlin, 1922). One instance pertaining to another work occurs in a letter to Brahms dated 11 December 1890 where Joseph Joachim relates the reception of a performance of the String Quintet, Op. 111; see letter 471 in Andreas Moser (ed.), Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 6: Johannes Brahms im Briefwechsel mit Joseph Joachim, vol. 2 (Berlin, 1908).
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within a collection of short pieces; besides the numerous instances in Brahms’s last four opuses of piano music, the third of the Four Ballades, Op. 10, is designated as an intermezzo. The title of Op. 10, No. 3 is particularly significant since this piece’s outer sections exhibit scherzo-like rhythmic energy and enclose a serene trio-like section in the parallel major. During the course of the nineteenth century, such independent intermezzos acquired a decidedly lyric tone, but there are lively intermezzos other than Brahms’s Op. 10, No. 3. Mendelssohn’s early chamber music features intermezzos as inner movements; his Piano Quartet, Op. 2, String Quartet, Op. 13, and String Quintet, Op. 18, each contain an intermezzo. In the piano and string quartets, the intermezzo is the livelier of the inner movements, but in the quintet it substitutes for the slow movement.38 Despite Brahms’s singular usage of “intermezzo” in Op. 25 and the relatively infrequent presence of this term in his letters, I follow the common practice of referring to several of his moderately paced inner movements as intermezzos. It is not inherently significant that about half of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements are notated in meters other than 3/4. Although all but one of Beethoven’s symphonic scherzos are in 3/4, several duple-meter scherzos occur in his piano sonatas and string quartets.39 Further, when a scherzo notated in 3/4 meter takes a lively tempo, the listener often perceives 6/8 or 12/8 meter (or a 2/4 or 4/4 meter with triplet subdivisions). The notated meters of Brahms’s scherzotype movements are linked to their expressive state; 6/8 meter has an especially strong association with the demonic minor-mode scherzo and is usually reinforced by metric dissonance and/or novel tonal elements. As in the Viennese tradition, the vast majority of Brahms’s trios continue the established meter, although, as will be clear in the analyses, different musical content can give a shared meter an entirely fresh quality. The stamp of Brahms’s classical heritage looms large in the global tonal and formal features of his scherzo-type movements. Although Brahms is considerably more adventurous in his key choices, it remains most common for the scherzo-type movement to occur in the prevailing key of the work (sometimes in the parallel mode). Among the nineteen major-mode works, the distribution of key choices for 38   The tempo indications for these three intermezzos range from Andante sostenuto (Op. 18) to Allegretto con moto (Op. 13) to Allegro moderato (Op. 2). Despite its apparent role as the slow movement, the intermezzo of the 1832 published version of Op. 18 replaces a minuet in the work’s original 1826 version. Note that intermezzo may also designate a section within a piece, rather than a complete movement; this usage is common in Schumann’s piano music. In many cases, these sections have a decidedly spirited character. The second piece of Schumann’s Kreisleriana, Op. 16 (Sehr innig und nicht zu rasch), contains two sections identified as intermezzos; their performance indications are Sehr lebhaft and Etwas bewegter. 39   Examples include the second movements of the Piano Sonatas, Op. 31, No. 3, and Op. 110 (both in 2/4), the second movement of the String Quartet, Op. 130 (in cut-time), and the fifth movement of the String Quartet, Op. 131 (also in cut-time).
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the scherzo-type movements is: three in the tonic key, seven in the parallel minor, three in iii, three in IV, one in V, one in v, and one in III. Among the fifteen minormode works (the F–A–E Sonata is not included since it assembles movements by Brahms, Dietrich, and Schumann): four in the tonic key, one in the parallel major, two in III, four in iv, one in v, two in VI, and one in iii. Even though Brahms departs from the overall tonic key more often than early nineteenth-century composers, he almost always remains within closely related keys; the instances of chromatic-third relationships, significantly, occur once in an early work (III in the Serenade, Op. 16) and once in a late work (iii in the Violin Sonata, Op. 108). Brahms gives similar preference to diatonic key relationships between scherzotype movements and their trios. Nearly all of the scherzo-type movements have independent middle sections; only those from the Piano Quartet, Op. 60, the Fourth Symphony, and the Violin Sonata, Op. 108, lack a formally distinct middle section. Among the twelve major-mode scherzo-type movements with distinct middle sections, the key choices for the trio are: three in the tonic key, one in the parallel minor, one in iii, two in IV, two in iv, two in vi, and one in III. Among the twenty minor-mode movements with separate middle sections, the parallel major and the submediant are by far the most frequent choices: nine in the parallel major, one in III, one in iv, one in v, one in V, six in VI, and one in vi. Again the chromatic-third relationships are dispersed throughout the oeuvre: vi in the Cello Sonata, Op. 38, and III in the First Symphony (Op. 68). Brahms’s treatment of large-scale form tends to follow scherzo–trio–scherzo models of the early nineteenth century. The overall ternary (ABA) form is present in nearly all cases; only the sonata-like construction of the scherzo from the Fourth Symphony presents as fundamentally non-ternary. The corresponding movement from the Second Symphony expands ternary design into a five-part form. In a small number of movements, the A section ends on the home dominant rather than the expected authentic cadence (Op. 8; Op. 51, No. 2; Op. 68), and the return of A is written-out to modify its ending; this provides tonal continuity into the trio, but in no way obscures the overall ternary design. In a couple of cases, the middle section (B) is entirely dependent on the return of A, and cannot be considered as a true trio (Piano Quartet, Op. 60, and Violin Sonata, Op. 108). One feature not noted in Table 1.1 is Brahms’s pervasive use of transitional material to link the trio with the return of the A section; only in the second scherzo from the Serenade, Op. 11, and the scherzo from the String Sextet, Op. 18, does the return of the opening come directly after the trio’s authentic cadence. The most frequent path is a short transitional passage that connects the trio’s closing cadence to an arrival on the movement’s home dominant. In a small number of cases, though, the trio is tonally unclosed as a move to the home dominant supplants the expected authentic cadence (e.g., Piano Quartets, Opp. 25 and 26). Brahms employs these retransitions more often than his predecessors, and the same is true—though to a somewhat lesser extent—in his inclusion of codas. Less than one-third of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements do not have a coda added at the end of the movement. Among those labeled as N in the coda column of Table 1.1,



Introduction: Theoretical and Repertorial Contexts



15



some have a substantial closing section that is heard both before the trio and at the end of the movement. In my analyses, I will refer to these passages as codettas even when their musical content seems inconsistent with the term; one instance is the powerful closing section in the Piano Quintet, Op. 34. In Table 1.1., “Y” designates a piece where the return of the A section is written-out and there is variation in the final phrase rather than a coda that is formally separate from the A section.40 The label Y(B) indicates a coda that is formed primarily from trio material; some of the codas labeled Y have references to trio material. Many of the Y(B) codas begin as deceptive returns to the trio, momentarily raising the possibility of a five-part (ABABA) movement—a possibility that Brahms was actually more reluctant to explore than his predecessors (especially Schumann). Brahms’s treatment of form within the A and B sections is more varied. In minuets and scherzos from the start of the nineteenth century, the most common design for each component is continuous rounded binary (CRB): a two-reprise form where the first is tonally open (“continuous”) and the second incorporates a restatement of the initial material in the home key (the “rounding”).41 Occasionally, the first reprise ends with an authentic cadence in the home key (SRB: “sectional rounded binary”); even less often, the second reprise does not incorporate a restatement of the initial material in the home key (CB: “continuous binary” or SB: “sectional binary”). The predominance of CRB in early nineteenth-century movements is especially strong in A sections, though in trios it is still considerably more common than SRB, CB, or SB. Table 1.1 reveals the prevalence of CRB in both A and B sections of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements; the labels CRB(S), “C”RB, C“R”B and “CRB” require explanation. CRB(S), found in the Piano Quartet, Op. 26, and the Horn Trio, Op. 40, denotes a rounded binary design that has all of the thematic zones of sonata form—a complete exposition (tonally closed first theme, modulating transition, tonally closed second theme, and some closing material), development, and recapitulation (with complete transposed restatement of the second theme). Although firstmovement sonata forms sometimes lack one or more of these components (e.g., the first theme is not tonally closed, or there is no modulating transition in the exposition), I do not extend these liberties to scherzo-type movements. Before the label CRB(S) is invoked, the A section must approach the scale of sonata form and exhibit all of the normative sonata features. I am thus less inclined to refer to a scherzo as a sonata form than are many analysts, and even my CRB(S) designation denotes a sonata-like CRB and not simply a sonata form. None of the A sections in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements has quite the elevated rhetoric, textural richness, and harmonic complexity found in his first-movement forms.   In the analyses, I will refer to these endings with phrases like “recomposed codetta” or “expanded closing material” rather than coda. 41   The use of “continuous” and “sectional” to denote tonal openness and closure within the first half of a binary design originates in Douglass M. Green, Form in Tonal Music: An Introduction to Analysis (New York, 1965), p. 72. 40
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It is preferable to regard these primarily as expansive rounded binaries rather than as miniature sonata forms. The application of quotation marks to CRB indicates a qualification of one or more aspects of the formal designation. “C”RB involves an ambiguity over tonal closure/openness at the end of the first reprise. In some minor-mode movements, the first reprise ends on the major tonic harmony, but that harmony is taken as a dominant of the subdominant at the start of the second reprise (e.g., Op. 67). C“R”B indicates a reference to thematic restatement in the second half rather than a true rounding (e.g., Op. 16). The label “CRB” denotes a more thorough deformation of the formal type. Often a feigned repeat of the first half evolves into a developmental section that culminates in a thematic restatement (e.g., Opp. 34 and 99); there is a rotational aspect to the form of these A sections.42 Another scenario involves an unsuccessful attempt at rounding which precipitates a varied repetition of the second reprise to achieve thematic rounding (e.g., Op. 16 scherzo and Op. 25). The meaning of the special label “CRB(S)” for the Piano Concerto, Op. 83, will be explained in Chapter 6 (see pp. 224–5). The Arabic numerals affixed to the form labels in Table 1.1 relate to the type of repetition present. In the earlier Viennese tradition, both halves of binary form are repeated exactly (hence the term “reprise” for these components). This situation occurs in a few of Brahms’s early movements and is labeled as type 1. Type 2 indicates the first reprise is repeated, while the second reprise is not. Note that even when one half of the binary form is not repeated I will still refer to it as a reprise. This emphasizes the connection between Brahms’s movements and those of his predecessors, but it also avoids the possible confusions that “part” or “section” might induce. (Some might consider rounded binary to have three parts, and I use section at a larger level of form—i.e., the entire rounded binary constitutes the A section of the movement.) Type 2 is by far Brahms’s most common configuration of repetition. Types 3 and 4 can be considered as variants on type 2; in type 3 the repeat of the first reprise is written-out with new instrumentation, while in type 4 the written-out repeat of the first reprise accommodates a change in tonal goal. In type 4 structures, the two statements of the first reprise form a large (usually progressive) parallel period. In type 5 no repetition is present. Like type 1, types 6–9 involve repetition of both reprises but one or both repeats is varied. In type 6, the repeat of the first reprise is written-out with new instrumentation (as in type 3) and the second reprise is exactly repeated. In type 7, the written-out repeat of the first reprise achieves a change in tonal goal (as in type 4) and the second reprise is exactly repeated. In type 8, the repeat of the first reprise is written-out with new instrumentation (as in types 3 and 6) and the second reprise is repeated with tonal modifications. In type 9, both reprises are repeated and both undergo tonal modification. In Table 1.1, these Arabic numerals are not applied to the sections 42   The concept of “rotational form” is central to recent work on sonata form; see James Hepokoski and Warren Darcy, Elements of Sonata Theory: Norms, Types, and Deformations in the Late-Eighteenth-Century Sonata (New York, 2006), especially pp. 611–14.
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that have the most complex formal configurations (i.e., “CRB”) or to those formal types where repetition is not expected (i.e., AAB and ABA). The identification of nine types of repetition suggests a rather complex situation, but a bit of reflection tempers this initial reaction. Since there are four available repetition options for each reprise (exact, instrumentally varied, tonally varied, and none), there are a total of sixteen possible combinations. Only nine of these sixteen combinations actually appear among Brahms’s scherzo-type movements (and types 8 and 9 are best considered as exceptional situations). If the first reprise is exactly repeated, there are two outcomes: the second reprise is also exactly repeated (type 1) or it is not repeated (type 2). When the first reprise is not repeated, the second reprise is never repeated (type 5). Only in the case of a (instrumentally or tonally) varied repeat of the first reprise are three outcomes available: the second reprise is not repeated (types 3 and 4), the second reprise is exactly repeated (types 6 and 7), or the second reprise has a varied repeat (types 8 and 9). Note, however, that there is only a single instance of type 8 (trio of Op. 114) and a single instance of type 9 (trio of Op. 67, and the variation in the second reprise only consists of an expansion of the final cadence). Thus, while there are four common procedures for a first reprise, only exact repetition and no repetition typically occur with the second reprise. Since the second reprise is never repeated if the first reprise has not been repeated, this leads to (4*2)-1 = 7 configurations, which correspond to my types 1–7. Of course, it is not surprising that the second reprise is hardly ever subject to variation given its much greater length. Because there are multiple options available after the initial hearing of a first reprise, Brahms is able to engage in formal play at this juncture; in several cases where there is no exact or varied repeat of the first reprise, the second reprise begins as a seeming repeat. In the rounded binary designs of the early nineteenth century, the thematic rounding is usually coordinated with a reassertion of the overall tonic harmony. In Brahms’s movements, this is frequently the case, but less often. Since many of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements begin away from the tonic harmony—the most common alternative is a prolongation of the dominant—this same harmony delays the reassertion of tonic harmony until after the thematic return has begun. In several of Brahms’s rounded binaries that start directly with tonic harmony, though, the thematic rounding is recomposed to avoid this harmony. In a couple of trios, the thematic rounding actually begins in the key of the subdominant (Opp. 18 and 25), but most often the tonic key is reasserted and the original melody is simply reharmonized. The usual substitution is dominant harmony (see the A sections of Opp. 11 [fifth movement], 26, and 114, and the B sections of Opp. 11 [fifth movement] and 111), though other possibilities exist. In pieces where the onset of the rounding does coincide with tonic harmony, Brahms sometimes precedes this arrival with a harmony other than the home dominant (e.g., the A sections of Opp. 11 [second movement], 16 [fourth movement], 36, 68, 87, and 90). The refashioning of the tonal contents of thematic roundings and the individualizing of their preparations are indications of the developmental, narrative-like trajectories
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that span Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. These tonal modifications are frequently supported by changes in rhythmic-metric content, and it is these global processes of thematic and expressive transformation that are the main focus of the analyses in the following chapters. The chapter organization of this book is primarily oriented around the expressive types within Brahms’s scherzo-type movements and secondarily around date of composition. Chapters 2–4 pursue three paths within scherzo-type movements from the first part of Brahms’s career. Chapter 2, “The Early MinorMode Scherzos: Ghosts of Schumann and Beethoven,” considers the numerous demonic minor-mode scherzos from Brahms’s early works for piano and strings. The chapter begins with the three scherzos from Brahms’s piano sonatas (Opp. 1, 2, and 5), movements that show the influence of contemporary piano music (and Schumann) more than the influence of tradition and that do not yet possess the rich developmental narratives present in Brahms’s mature scherzos. The second part of the chapter probes Brahms’s first three C-minor scherzos: from the F–A–E Sonata, the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, and the Piano Quartet, Op. 60. These movements, which are highly indebted to Beethoven’s C-minor works, have expressive trajectories that move from conflict to triumph and that are created through tonal and rhythmicmetric modes of thematic transformation. Chapter 3, “Minuets, Scherzos, and Neoclassicism,” opens with Brahms’s first three instrumental works that do not include piano: the Orchestral Serenades, Opp. 11 and 16, and the String Sextet, Op. 18. These compositions betray Brahms’s growing fascination with music of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The degree of metric and tonal dissonance is relatively small, and only in a couple of particularly progressive movements (especially in Op. 16) does metric narrative play a crucial role. The second part of the chapter considers three slightly later works that overtly reference tradition—the String Sextet, Op. 36, the Cello Sonata, Op. 38, and the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2. In these pieces, the distance between historical model and mid-nineteenth-century musical language is accentuated, and metric features are central to the manipulations of convention. In Op. 36, a conflict arises between duple and triple subdivisions; in Op. 38, the main thematic material begins with an extended upbeat; and in Op. 51, No. 2 three-measure phrases permeate the movement’s opening. In Chapter 4, “The Pastoral Scherzos,” the three remaining scherzos from the first part of Brahms’s career are considered: the Piano Trio, Op. 8, the Piano Quartet, Op. 26, and the Horn Trio, Op. 40. These are all expansive, 3/4 scherzos that are strongly linked to the pastoral mode, though in Op. 8 there is some blending with the demonic minor-mode scherzo. While metric narratives are operative, they proceed within narrow limits by employing only the gentlest types of metric dissonance. Chapters 5–9 examine the scherzo-type movements from Brahms’s later years. Chapter 5, “Some Intermezzos,” departs from one early, but forward-looking, piece: the “Intermezzo” from the Piano Quartet, Op. 25. The remainder of the chapter probes those movements that are better characterized as intermezzos
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than as scherzos or minuets: the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, the First and Third Symphonies, and the String Quintet, Op. 111. The analyses reveal the subtle rhythmic-metric and tonal conflicts and the formal ambiguities that animate these movements, yet in a way distinct from the propulsive effects of the scherzo genre. Chapter 6, “The Late Minor-Mode Scherzos,” highlights the more pronounced metric dissonances of Brahms’s late scherzos. The first part of the chapter pursues Brahms’s last C-minor scherzos—from the Piano Trios, Opp. 87 and 101. Both involve significant use of metric displacement, but unlike the C-minor scherzos discussed in Chapter 2 this dissonance is never expunged in a climactic moment of breakthrough and expressive transformation. The movements treated in the second part of the chapter—the String Quartet, Op. 67, the Piano Concerto, Op. 83, the Cello Sonata, Op. 99, and the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2—also exhibit considerable metric dissonance, but they outline the more common trajectory from conflict to resolution. The scherzo from the Piano Concerto, Op. 83, is especially fascinating not only because of its metric interest but also because of its unique reinterpretation of the global ABA design as a modified sonata form. Chapter 7, “Waltzing Away with the Minuet,” studies two major-mode clarinet movements (the Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, and the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 1). Both are 3/4 pieces with pervasive four-measure hypermeter that resonate with the nineteenth-century waltz. Unlike the powerful metric dissonances of Brahms’s late scherzos, the primary interest in these movements is tonal. In Op. 114, there is also a subtle dialogue between overall ternary form and a five-part design with two trios; as noted above, five-part design appears rather frequently in nineteenthcentury scherzos (especially in those by Schumann), but was a feature rarely adopted by Brahms. Chapter 8, “Three Imposters,” considers movements that function as scherzosubstitutes but are not essentially in the scherzo (or minuet or intermezzo) tradition. While some consider the third movement of the Second Symphony as a movement with two trios, the pervasive use of variation technique and the complete lack of literal repetition reveal a movement that diverges considerably from the expected formal design. The Violin Sonata, Op. 108, compresses the typical compound ternary design into a simple ABA (or even rounded binary) where the B section is a brief, modulatory development rather than an independent trio. In the Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, there remains the illusion of ternary design, but the relationships between the A and B sections are entirely unlike those expected in a scherzo-type movement and respond directly to the work’s tonal duality. The final chapter takes up the special case of the Fourth Symphony. As noted at the outset of this chapter, this scherzo presents a paradox: expressively, it is more like a scherzo than any other of Brahms’s symphonic third movements, but formally it is even less like a scherzo than the corresponding movement of the Second Symphony. Like the other late scherzos discussed in Chapter 6, though, the Fourth Symphony makes the most of metric dissonance, but in a major-mode celebration of high spirits rather than in a minor-mode drama. Several of the movements treated near the end of the book—including the scherzo of the Fourth
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Symphony—have strong connections to the other movements of the works from which they come. As a conclusion, the book recapitulates the various kinds of inter-movement relationships to which the scherzo-type movements contribute, makes some generalizations about their musical narratives, and revisits some of the broader theoretical issues raised in this introductory chapter.



Table 1.1



Scherzo-type movements in Brahms’s multi-movement instrumental works



Work (Publication Date)



Position in Work



Genre Designation



Performance Indication



Meter



Key



Form



Trio Meter



Trio Key



Trio Form



Coda



F–A–E Sonata (with Robert Schumann and Albert Dietrich; 1906)



3



[none]



Allegro



6/8



Cm



CRB2



2/4



GM



SRB5



Y(B)



Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1 (1853)



3



Scherzo



Allegro molto e con fuoco



6/8



Em



CRB2



3/4



CM



CRB2



N



Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 2 (1853)



3



Scherzo



Allegro



6/8



Bm



SB2



6/8



DM



CRB2



Y



Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5 (1854)



3 (of 5)



Scherzo



Allegro energico



3/4



Fm



CRB4



3/4



DM



CRB2



N



Piano Trio in B Major, Op. 8 (1854; rev. 1891)



2



Scherzo



Allegro molto



3/4



Bm



CRB2



3/4



BM



SRB7



Y



Serenade in D Major, Op. 11 (1860)



2 (of 6) 4 (of 6) 5 (of 6)



Scherzo Menuetto Scherzo



Allegro non troppo [none] Allegro



3/4 3/4 3/4



Dm GM DM



CRB2 CRB1 SRB7



3/4 3/4 3/4



BM Gm DM



CRB4 CRB1 CRB1



N Y(B) N



Serenade in A Major, Op. 16 (1860)



2 (of 5) 4 (of 5)



Scherzo Quasi Menuetto



Vivace [none]



3/4 6/4



CM DM



“CRB” CRB1



2/4 6/4



FM Fm



C“R”B1 CRB2



Y Y



String Sextet in B Major, Op. 18 (1862)



3



Scherzo



Allegro molto



3/4



FM



CRB1



3/4



FM



CRB1



Y(B)



continued
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continued



Work (Publication Date)



Position in Work



Genre Designation



Performance Indication



Meter



Key



Form



Trio Meter



Trio Key



Trio Form



Coda



Piano Quartet in G Minor, Op. 25 (1863)



2



Intermezzo



Allegro, ma non troppo



9/8



Cm



“CRB”



9/8



AM



CRB4



Y(B)



Piano Quartet in A Major, Op. 26 (1863)



3



Scherzo



Poco Allegro



3/4



AM



CRB(S)2



3/4



Dm



CRB2



N



Piano Quintet in F Minor, Op. 34 (1865)



3



Scherzo



Allegro



6/8 + 2/4



Cm



“CRB”



6/8



CM



CRB4



N



String Sextet in G Major, Op. 36 (1866)



2



Scherzo



Allegro non troppo



2/4



Gm



CRB2



3/4



GM



CRB4



“Y”



Cello Sonata in E Minor, Op. 38 (1866)



2 (of 3)



[none]



Allegretto quasi Menuetto



3/4



Am



CRB3



3/4



Fm



SB1



N



Horn Trio in E  Major, Op. 40 (1866)



2



Scherzo



Allegro



3/4



EM



CRB(S)5



3/4



A m



CRB3



N



String Quartet in C Minor, Op. 51, No. 1 (1873)



3



[none]



Allegretto molto moderato e comodo



4/8



Fm



CRB2



3/4



FM



CRB2



N



String Quartet in A Minor, Op. 51, No. 2 (1873)



3



[none]



Quasi Minuetto, moderato



3/4



Am



CRB2



2/4



AM



“S”



“Y”



Piano Quartet in C Minor, Op. 60 (1875)



2



Scherzo



Allegro



6/8



Cm



CRB5



6/8



mod



AAB



Y



Work (Publication Date)



Position in Work



Genre Designation



Performance Indication



Meter



Key



Form



Trio Meter



Trio Key



Trio Form



Coda



String Quartet in B Major, Op. 67 (1876)



3



[none]



Agitato (Allegretto non troppo)



3/4



Dm



“C”RB4



3/4



Am



CRB9



Y



Symphony No. 1 in C Minor, Op. 68 (1877)



3



[none]



Un poco Allegretto e grazioso



2/4



A M



CRB4



6/8



BM



C“R”B7



Y(B)



Symphony No. 2 in D Major, Op. 73 (1878)



3



[none]



Allegretto grazioso. Presto non assai



3/4



GM



CRB5



2/4, 3/8



GM



CRB5



Y



Piano Concerto in B Major, Op. 83 (1882)



2



[none]



Allegro appassionato



3/4



Dm



“CRB(S)”2



3/4



DM



CRB4



Y



Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87 (1882)



3



Scherzo



Presto



6/8



Cm



CRB2



6/8



CM



CRB2



“Y”



Symphony No. 3 in F Major, Op. 90 (1884)



3



[none]



Poco Allegretto



3/8



Cm



“C”RB4



3/8



AM



“CRB”



Y(B)



Symphony No. 4 in E Minor, Op. 98 (1886)



3



[none]



Allegro giocoso



2/4



CM



S5



—



—



—



Y



Cello Sonata in F Major, Op. 99 (1887)



3



[none]



Allegro passionato



6/8



Fm



“CRB”



6/8



FM



CRB1



N



Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101 (1887)



2



[none]



Presto non assai







Cm



CB5







Fm



ABA



Y



Violin Sonata in D Minor, Op. 108 (1889)



3



[none]



Un poco presto e con sentimento



2/4



Fm



CRB3 (or ABA)



—



—



—



Y



String Quintet in G Major, Op. 111 (1891)



3



[none]



Un poco Allegretto



3/4



Gm



CRB7



3/4



GM



CRB2



Y(B)



continued
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concluded



Work (Publication Date)



Position in Work



Genre Designation



Performance Indication



Meter



Key



Form



Trio Meter



Trio Key



Trio Form



Coda



Clarinet Trio in A Minor, Op. 114 (1892)



3



[none]



Andante grazioso



3/4



AM



CRB4



3/4



DM



CRB8



Y



Clarinet Quintet in B Minor, Op. 115 (1892)



3



[none]



Andantino—Presto non assai, ma con sentimento







DM



AAB



2/4



Bm



S5



Y



Clarinet Sonata in F Minor, Op. 120, No. 1 (1895)



3



[none]



Allegretto grazioso



3/4



AM



SRB6



3/4



Fm



CRB7



N



Clarinet Sonata in E  Major, Op. 120, No. 2 (1895)



2 (of 3)



[none]



Allegro appassionato



3/4



E m



CRB3



3/4



BM



CRB3



“Y”
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Table 1.1 Abbreviations CRB: continuous rounded binary; SRB: sectional rounded binary; CB: continuous binary; SB: sectional binary; S: sonata; CRB(S): sonata-like continuous rounded binary. Quotation marks qualify the applicability of a particular label. 1 = both reprises exactly repeated 2 = first reprise exactly repeated; second reprise not repeated 3 = first reprise instrumentally varied repeat; second reprise not repeated 4 = first reprise tonally varied repeat; second reprise not repeated 5 = neither reprise repeated 6 = first reprise instrumentally varied repeat; second reprise exactly repeated 7 = first reprise tonally varied repeat; second reprise exactly repeated 8 = first reprise instrumentally varied repeat; second reprise tonally varied repeat 9 = first reprise tonally varied repeat; second reprise tonally varied repeat
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Chapter 2



The Early Minor-Mode Scherzos: Ghosts of Schumann and Beethoven Among Brahms’s earliest compositions are numerous scherzo movements. One of these is the posthumously published scherzo from the F–A–E Sonata written with Albert Dietrich and Robert Schumann in October 1853 for their friend, violinist Joseph Joachim. Brahms’s three piano sonatas fall within his first five opuses, and each contains a scherzo movement. All of these movements are in the minor mode and have a fiery, turbulent character quite different from most early nineteenthcentury scherzo movements—with the significant exception of those from Beethoven’s Fifth and Ninth Symphonies—but quite typical of the mid-nineteenthcentury scherzo. Such movements manifest the fascination of Romanticism with the darker elements of the human psyche, and the young Brahms was thoroughly immersed in German Romanticism, eagerly collecting quotations from Jean Paul, Goethe, Novalis, Eichendorff, and others. Despite the similarities among these scherzos, they represent two different narrative archetypes. The scherzos from the piano sonatas begin and end in the minor, and their initial and final expressive states are essentially the same. Their major-mode trios offer repose that stands completely apart from the inexorability of their framing scherzos. The F–A–E scherzo, on the other hand, shifts from minor to major and presents an expressive trajectory that moves from conflict to triumph, from darkness to light. Not coincidentally, the tonic for the scherzo is C—as in Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, where the scherzo-finale pair of movements also progresses from C minor to C major. Among Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, seven begin in C minor—more than twice as many as in any other key, accounting for fully one-fifth of his scherzo-type movements. Two of Brahms’s other C-minor scherzos—those from the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, and the Piano Quartet, Op. 60— are similar in expressive shape to the F–A–E scherzo, and these three scherzos will be treated in the second part of this chapter. Although the movements from Opp. 34 and 60 end in blazing C major, I will show how Brahms makes this outcome more dramatically convincing than in the F–A–E scherzo. As Walter Frisch has noted, Brahms’s earliest works tend to be relatively free from the metric dissonance that is characteristic of his mature style.    See Carl Krebs (ed.), The Brahms Notebooks: The Little Treasure Chest of the Young Kriesler, trans. Agnes Eisenberger (Hillsdale, NY, 2003 [1909]).    Walter Frisch, “The Shifting Bar Line: Metrical Displacement in Brahms,” in George Bozarth (ed.), Brahms Studies: Analytical and Historical Perspectives (Oxford,



28



Brahms and the Scherzo



This is certainly true of the scherzos from the piano sonatas, especially in Opp. 1 and 2. This metric straightforwardness includes hypermetric structure, phrase design, and the metric placement of significant tonal goals. The F–A–E scherzo is striking for its direct engagement with metric dissonance, as well as tonal dissonance. In Op. 34, these elements are again present but are coordinated with one another and organized in the service of broader musical structures. This greater control is also evident in Op. 60, although the movement is on a smaller scale. A striking aspect of Brahms’s earliest scherzos (F–A–E, Op. 1, and Op. 2) is their direct engagement with specific works by Brahms’s predecessors. The F–A–E scherzo (and to some extent Op. 34) explicitly references Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony, and the scherzos from the first two piano sonatas seem close to particular passages in Beethoven, Schubert, and Schumann. In his mature pieces, Brahms typically enters into dialogues with tonal and formal conventions rather than with individual works. Thus, in addition to close study of musical process within these early scherzos, this chapter will touch on these various intertextual resonances.



Part I: The Piano Sonatas, Opp. 1, 2, and 5 The Opp. 1 and 2 sonatas had been written by the time Brahms was introduced to Robert and Clara Schumann in the autumn of 1853, although they were not published until after that date. Both were among the works that Brahms played for the Schumanns at their initial meeting, and Schumann famously hailed them as “veiled symphonies.” Despite its later opus number, the F-minor Sonata was actually composed a few months before the C-major Sonata (except for the slow movement of the C-major Sonata). Both sonatas are four-movement works with the scherzo in its usual third position. In a departure from the most common practice, neither work places the scherzo in the sonata’s prevailing key; in the C-major Sonata, the scherzo is in E minor (with a trio in C major), while in the F-minor Sonata the scherzo is in B minor (with a trio in D major). Within the scherzos, there are also clear departures from the formal and tonal expectations of the continuous rounded binary model—not the subtle play with convention evident in Brahms’s mature works. More characteristic in formal design is the scherzo from Brahms’s Op. 5, which was conceived prior to his encounter with the Schumanns but was only completed in 1854. The scherzo of Op. 5 is in the sonata’s prevailing key— F minor—but this might be more a reaction to the preceding movement’s directional tonality (A major to D major) than a nod to earlier convention. With its mixture of elements of the waltz and the macabre, the scherzo is one of Brahms’s most powerful. The reposeful trio, in D major, offers hints of the flexibility of phrase rhythm that would soon emerge in Brahms’s music. The discussion of these three 1990), pp. 142–3.    Robert Schumann, “Neue Bahnen,” Neue Zeitschrift für Musik, 39/18 (28 October 1853): 185.
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scherzos will proceed in order of their composition; all are formative works, but there are considerable advances in compositional technique across them. Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 2 A mere twenty-one measures in Allegro 6/8, the scherzo from the Piano Sonata, Op. 2, is Brahms’s most compact (Example 2.1). This concision is easily explained: the scherzo is nothing more than a slightly expanded, fast-tempo version of the sixteen-measure theme from the preceding theme-and-variations movement. The theme of the slow movement is unusual in its tonal openness—it ends on a half cadence—and even the third and final variation preserves this trait. Ending the slow movement on the dominant (and with an attacca to the scherzo indicated) makes the scherzo initially seem like a fourth variation rather than a new movement. Even without the prototype of the previous movement’s theme, the derivation of the scherzo from a sixteen-measure model is immediately apparent. The thirteenmeasure second reprise expands an eight-measure phrase through a deceptive resolution of the cadential dominant (m. 16), a repetition of the preceding two measures (mm. 17–18), and a further repetition with an authentic cadence and written-out deceleration (mm. 19–21). The units within the expanded phrase are clearly articulated, though the left hand does provide rhythmic continuity between them. Example 2.1 gives a taste of Brahms’s language before his interest in metric dissonance and non-congruence between significant metric, tonal, and formal arrivals. Directly connected to the one-phrase length of the second reprise is the absence of a return of the initial thematic material in the tonic. In other words, unlike the vast majority of scherzos, this one is a binary, rather than rounded binary, form. Again, the source of this anomaly is the relationship to the previous movement; themes for theme-and-variations movements are more often in binary rather than rounded binary form. There is thematic return, but of a different sort. The first six measures of the second reprise are an exact transposition of the first six measures of the first reprise into the relative major. Since the first reprise was only eight    At the opening of the scherzo, some analysts might find a half-measure displacement dissonance, created by the pauses after the attack at the middle of each measure and the return to B-minor harmony in the middle of m. 3. I find the displacement dissonance very weak, if present at all. The effect of a short note followed by silence is quite different from a long, sustained note. Further, the staccato e leggiero indication argues against any dynamic emphasis of second beats; the scherzo’s shadowy character is heightened through downplaying second beats. Falling away from the second beats is suggested by the change in melodic direction and the unexpected leap that accompanies them. Even if one admits a weak displacement dissonance in mm. 1–4, complete metric consonance is restored in mm. 5–8, and the repeat of the opening harbors even less metric tension. (Similarly, the transition after the trio prepares the return of the scherzo in a metrically consonant fashion.)
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Example 2.1 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 2, III, mm. 1–21



measures long, this is an exceptional amount to bring back without variation. In fact, the stasis on the Neapolitan harmony during the fifth and sixth measures gets Brahms into a rather tight spot in the second reprise. Moving from the Neapolitan of D major—that is, an E-major harmony—to a cadence in B minor in the space of two measures (mm. 15–16) results in a hasty enharmonic reinterpretation (which was more convincing in its original slow-tempo version). After the brevity of the scherzo, the spacious deployment of rounded binary form in the trio is particularly welcome. Despite its overall pastoral mode, the trio has some unexpected tonal and metric features. The trio begins and ends with pure D major, a key whose effect is enhanced by consistent placement of  in
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the top voice in all tonic harmonies. Except for these tonic harmonies, however, nearly every chord is inflected by mixture, including the cadential  chords at most cadences. In addition to the use of mixture, the chord progression in the first reprise is surely one of the strangest ever written in a purportedly pastoral trio (see simplified score in Example 2.2). Its alternation of  and  chords, which minimally conceal the underlying parallel root-position harmonies, is similar to the better-known progression in mm. 21–7 of the first movement of the Piano Quartet in C Minor, Op. 60. Though not published until 1875, the first movement of Op. 60 was conceived in 1855—only three years after this scherzo. In Op. 60 this slithering progression fits into the foreboding atmosphere, whereas in Op. 2 it seems a bit incongruous. Given the clear allusion to folk instruments in the piano writing in the trio, this series of chords almost comes off as an attempt to cultivate a deliberately unlearned progression. Yet this interpretation is undermined by the start of the second reprise, which inverts the chromaticism into rising, hopeful motions that lead to the retransitional dominant and the pompous grandioso rounding, which is a reference to a D-major passage (also marked grandioso) in the second variation of the slow movement. The effect of this ascending sequence and somewhat overwrought climax suggests more an overcoming of adversity than a representation of a rural group of musicians. Example 2.2 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 2, III, mm. 22–51 (simplified score)



  Brahms’s trio is uncannily similar to that of the minuet movement of Schubert’s Piano Sonata in G Major, D. 894 (which was one of the three Schubert sonatas actually published before 1828). In Schubert’s trio, the melody is almost identical, though it is exquisitely covered by a pedal point on  
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The trio’s most notable aspect is its triple hypermeter (see annotations on Example 2.2). Pervasive triple hypermeter is infrequent, but Brahms was likely aware of Beethoven’s usages (e.g., scherzo of the Ninth Symphony, the Bagatelle, Op. 126, No. 6). Brahms’s mature style tends to avoid such a high degree of hypermetric periodicity, and there are some moments in the trio when maintaining the triple hypermeter seems awkward. At the end of the first reprise, there is an extended pause, which is heard both when the repeat is taken and when the music moves to the second reprise. There is a similar seam before the thematic rounding in m. 48, and continuing the notated crescendo throughout mm. 46–8 is challenging. The thematic rounding proceeds in triple hypermeter without any hypermetric reinterpretations. The trio is followed by a brief, accelerating transition that leads directly into a written-out repeat of the scherzo. The written-out repeat has several alterations: the first reprise is heard both in its original form and in a fortissimo transformation. The transformation consists merely of placing the melody in the left hand and giving the right hand a tremolo figure—a texture favored by Liszt, not Brahms. The second reprise begins in a similar new arrangement, and its tonal content remains the same until after the enharmonic modulation. Now Brahms expands the phrase not through deceptive progressions but through a stasis on the cadential dominant. The right-hand tremolo evolves into an unaccompanied trill, which prepares a memory of the trio in B major. After three measures, the recollection shifts to B minor and a swift fourmeasure return of scherzo material brings the movement to a close. The fleeting return to trio material at the end of the scherzo is an effective way of expanding the unusually short scherzo section, and was a device employed by earlier composers (e.g., Beethoven in his Seventh and Ninth Symphonies). The scherzo from Op. 2 is not ineffective; in fact, its dramatic, well-defined contrasts and exciting pianistic feats have a direct, though not profound, impact. Such a work, however, does make one wish to temper, at least somewhat, the    My hypermetric reinterpretation in m. 31 perhaps merits clarification. Initially, one might consider m. 32 as a one-measure expansion since it repeats the music of m. 31. In that interpretation, mm. 33–5 would form a three-measure hypermeasure that is expanded by a fourth (almost silent) measure. I much prefer the reading in Example 2.2 because of Brahms’s notated crescendo across mm. 31–3; m. 32 is not an echo-repetition. Instead, the iteration of m. 31 is repeated in m. 32, and then agitatedly repeated in m. 33; mm. 31–3 form a cohesive unit (much like our tendency in spoken language to repeat a word or phrase once slightly louder, and then to repeat it much louder and with variation if still not understood).    Hypermetric reinterpretation refers to a beat in the hypermeter that functions simultaneously in two ways; the most common hypermetric reinterpretation is a fourth beat in a hypermeasure that also functions as a downbeat for the next hypermeasure (due to a phrase ending that is also a phrase beginning—an elision). Hypermetric reinterpretation is equivalent to William Rothstein’s “metrical reinterpretation” and Fred Lerdahl and Ray Jackendoff’s “metrical deletion” (Rothstein, Phrase Rhythm in Tonal Music, p. 52; Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory, p. 101).
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pronouncement in Schumann’s “Neue Bahnen” that Brahms emerged in 1853 with his compositional mastery fully formed. Piano Sonata in C Major, Op. 1 Compared to the scherzo from the F-minor Sonata, the one from the C-major Sonata is more ambitious and more effective. The scherzo and the trio are each about 100 measures long, and each presents a continuous rounded binary form. Both strongly project four-measure units throughout, but there is a cautious deployment of beat-level grouping dissonance. As in the scherzo from Op. 2, there are some not fully convincing events, but in this movement they contribute to larger motivic and tonal structures, specifically a prevalence of scalar figures and a fascination with various melodic and harmonic treatments of . Given the scherzo’s considerable length, there is much opportunity for thematic development, and Brahms weaves most of the scherzo from its initial four measures (see Example 2.3). In a passing reference to this movement, Harald Krebs notes the emergence of a weak grouping dissonance in m. 3 (a 2 + 2 + 2 grouping of eighth notes) and posits a connection between this subtle grouping dissonance and the shift to 3/4 meter for the trio. While this relationship adds somewhat to the overall unity of the movement, there are other aspects to this grouping dissonance. This grouping dissonance arises from the diminution of the falling third from m. 2 and continues a stepwise descent initiated at the very start of the scherzo. In addition to the sudden and consistent quickening of the surface rhythm from dotted quarters to eighth notes, there is also the slower and uneven pacing of the underlying descent (E)–D–C–B–A–G–F across mm. 1–4. The ascending scalar figure in m. 5 does not have these two components; its stepwise motion occurs directly on the musical surface in eighth notes. The distinction between embellished descents and quick, unadorned ascents is a basic contrast that persists until near the end of the scherzo. Example 2.3 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, mm. 1–5



  Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, p. 220.
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The excerpt in Example 2.4 includes the scherzo’s structural close (mm. 84–5) and codetta (mm. 85–100). With the arrival of the background dominant at m. 81, the grouping dissonance implicit in the scherzo’s many descending lines becomes explicit for the first time. The barrenness of mm. 81–4 hardly makes it one of Brahms’s finest passages, but it suggests a budding interest in metric narrative: the scherzo’s hidden tension at last explodes, and it does so when the scherzo’s harmonic tension peaks. Example 2.4 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, mm. 80–100
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The codetta grapples with the tension between duple and triple grouping of eighth notes, ultimately resolving to the triple grouping consonant with 6/8 meter. This shift back to consonant 6/8 happens abruptly at m. 89, but a beautiful motivic expansion draws the entire codetta together. The codetta returns to the descending line from E that first spanned mm. 1–4. At the opening this descending line ended on F, and throughout the scherzo the endpoints of the line go along with a change in harmony. In the context of the codetta’s tonic prolongation, the line at last completes the octave descent from E to E. In fact, two such descents occur: from m. 85 to the downbeat of m. 87, and in mm. 87–97. This second descent cuts across the sharp change in rhythmic content at m. 89. At m. 89, the line has only reached G; after being prolonged through neighbor motions to A (and a pseudo-neighbor gesture to C in m. 91!), the G progresses to F in mm. 94–6 and ultimately to E in m. 97. Like the tremolos in Op. 2, the strepitoso gesture is Lisztisch bravura, but it also highlights the delayed closing of this last descending line. The emergence of F as a prominent chromatic agent in the codetta points ahead to the trio’s C major, but it also resonates with some aspects of the scherzo. The scherzo’s first reprise touched on the dominant seventh of C major (mm. 9–11), and C later functions on a deep middleground level (m. 17), as shown in the bass-line sketch in Example 2.5. The most striking engagement with F prior to the codetta, however, occurs at m. 24. The second reprise begins with a sequence by ascending minor third: C (m. 17), E (m. 21), F (m. 25). Each of these arrivals is approached through a local deceptive progression (B–C, D–E, F–F), which means that there is an enharmonic shift in mm. 24–5; when F rises by semitone, the apparent G comes to function as an F that eventually falls by fifth to achieve the return of the home dominant (m. 44); F controls the harmonic landscape for some nineteen measures and is treated as a dominant. The passage has the effect of a “false retransition” as it has a suspenseful bass ostinato but has not yet attained the home dominant. At m. 44, the F resolves to B major, which is only turned from local tonic into home dominant several measures later. This anomalous emphasis on F has consequences in the thematic rounding: at the eighth measure (m. 59), the melody’s F is harmonized not by a dominant chord (B major) but by another F-major chord. This F-major harmony also extends over several measures (and is further highlighted by pianissimo dolcissimo and poco sostenuto directions and an indication to keep the damper pedal depressed Example 2.5 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, bass-line sketch of scherzo
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throughout). In addition, the onset of the F-major harmony occurs in the eighth measure of the thematic rounding—thus in a hypermetrically weak measure. With the sudden change in dynamics, the unexpected harmony produces the effect of a hypermetric expansion (even hiatus) until the resumption of harmonic motion at m. 65. The interplay between F and F is an interesting tonal thread running through not only the scherzo but also the trio. In the trio, F serves repeatedly as an important melodic pitch, and it is given several harmonizations whose structural roles vary. In the opening phrase, F is the first melodic goal and is supported by a weighty ii6 chord (see Example 2.6). The phrase seems headed for a half cadence at m. 113, but Brahms brings back the initial melody in the left hand in mm. 111–16. At m. 116, however, the expected F is replaced by F. The introduction of F suggests that the first reprise will make a typical modulation to the key of the dominant, but the A7 harmony of m. 117 gives the impression of overshooting the key of G major for the key of D major. The music does withdraw towards G major, arriving at a cadential  in m. 125, but instead of resolution to a G-major triad there is a gradual transformation back to a Example 2.6 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, mm. 101–20
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dominant seventh of C major. Not only is there ambiguity of key surrounding the F of m. 116 but the structural role of the D-major chord is quite different from that of the ii6 harmony near the start of the trio. Initially the D-major chord hints at the emergence of an auxiliary cadence, but ultimately it must be taken as subsidiary to the arrival of the A7 in the following measure (see sketch in Example 2.7). This transformation of structural function is related to a hypermetric change: mm. 115–16 constitute the only departure from the trio’s surface four-measure hypermeter. The ultimate denial of the “inappropriate” motion towards D major suggested in this pair of measures is hinted at by their failure to spawn a four-measure hypermeasure. These two measures are recomposed in the second reprise. Example 2.7 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, tonal sketch of trio



The second reprise begins with a minor-mode transformation of the trio’s opening.10 The ii6 chord from the phrase’s second hypermeasure becomes a II6—a   An auxiliary cadence is a progression of the form X–V–I, where X is a harmony other than I. (Often X is I6, and an auxiliary cadence can consist merely of V–I.) The beginning of an auxiliary cadence is “closed off” from the preceding voice leading and points strongly towards its final harmony, which is the only one that functions on a middleground level and is often a local tonic. (Auxiliary cadences frequently occur as agents of modulation near the end of first reprises in binary forms.) For a thorough discussion, see L. Poundie Burstein, “Unraveling Schenker’s Concept of the Auxiliary Cadence,” Music Theory Spectrum, 27/2 (2005): 159–85. 10   I take the C minor at the start of the second reprise as a continuation of the trio’s background C harmony. This function is made clear by the dissolution of G major at the 
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relatively common substitution when a major-mode passage with prominent supertonic harmony is shifted into the minor. At the location corresponding to the D-major harmony of the first reprise, II6 occurs again (m. 150), but as in the first reprise this chord is tonally subsidiary to its surroundings (see Example 2.7). This D-major harmony spawns a digression towards A major, which is implicated through a considerable expanse focused on V  of A (mm. 151–61). As in many of Brahms’s rounded binary (and even sonata) movements, the thematic rounding occurs over the dominant. In this piece, the withholding of the tonic Stufe is especially apt due to its prolongation through the start of the second reprise.11 When a thematic recapitulation begins over the dominant, it is usually continuing that Stufe. In this trio, however, the start of the thematic rounding coincides with the onset of the background dominant.12 At the fifth measure of the rounding the diatonic ii6 arrives on cue, but the rounding diverges from the first reprise precisely at the moment analogous to the D-major harmony (mm. 115–16 are recomposed in mm. 181–2). Instead of fitting consonantly within the 3/4 meter, the chromatic descent from B is set in equal durations and continues past G (see Example 2.8 and compare with Example 2.6). This hemiola dissonance is analogous to that during the prolongation of the background dominant near the end of the scherzo. In both instances, the metric dissonance is reserved for the push towards structural closure. The score notation gives the impression that these dissonances operate on different metric levels—at the level of the eighth-note pulse in the scherzo vs. the level of the quarter-note beat in the trio. The trio, however, has a faster tempo than the scherzo and its quarter note is more like a pulse than a beat; the trio’s dotted half note moves at a metronome speed around 66, which can readily serve as the tactus. This interpretation is solidified by the trio’s codetta (mm. 189ff.) where the scherzo’s incipit returns (with the 6/8 measure reinterpreted as two measures of 3/4). The metric dissonance that was implicit at the start of the scherzo and became explicit near its conclusion has forged a connection with the expressively contrasting trio. end of the first reprise without cadential confirmation. Beginning the second reprise of a rounded binary (or even a sonata movement!) with a structural return to the background tonic harmony occurs rather often in Brahms’s music. I will treat this topic in detail in Chapter 4 in the discussion of the scherzo from the Horn Trio, where the structural interpretation is perhaps less certain than in the present case. 11   The term Stufe, or scale step, refers to a harmony that has significance at the level of the tonal middleground. 12   In the previous digression towards A major, there is considerable emphasis on G as a bass note (of V of A), but several factors argue against a prolongational connection between that G and the one at the onset of the thematic rounding. The digression towards A major is tonally remote and features much repetition, which gives the impression that its length is considerably greater than its structural role. Further, throughout the digression the bass remains in a relatively high register and only returns to a lower register at the thematic rounding.
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Example 2.8 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 1, III, mm. 179–96



The significance of this thematic reminiscence, though, is broader since the motive of the scherzo’s incipit actually comes from the final three measures of the preceding slow movement. At the end of the slow movement, it is introduced as a post-cadential idea in the inner voices against tonic pedal points in the outer voices. Thus, the usage of this motive in the trio’s codetta is exactly the same as in the slow movement, integrating the shared thematic material in a particularly satisfying way. The increased breadth and cohesiveness in the Op. 1 scherzo certainly reflects Brahms’s greater compositional experience, but it also seems to provide early evidence of his close study of the works of predecessors. Nearly all commentators on Op. 1 remark on the obvious relationship between the start of Brahms’s first movement and that of Beethoven’s Hammerklavier Sonata (and often that of the Waldstein Sonata too). The scherzo, I believe, also betrays the direct influence of pieces by Schumann and Beethoven. In its pitch content and rhythmic acceleration, the opening of Brahms’s scherzo seems like a 6/8, minor-mode transformation of the start of Schumann’s Piano Quintet, Op. 44 (see Example 2.9). In the sequential passage in the second reprise (mm. 21–4), Brahms does in
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Example 2.9 Schumann, Piano Quintet, Op. 44, I, mm. 1–10 (piano)



fact state this thematic material on E; further, except for the statements in E minor (mm. 1–4, 52–5, 73–80) this idea always appears in the major mode. Brahms’s tentative explorations of metric dissonance in the Op. 1 scherzo are, of course, entirely consistent with a budding interest in Schumann’s music. One must bear in mind that Op. 1 was composed before Brahms met Schumann and became immersed in his music. Nonetheless, Brahms was aware of Schumann before the fall of 1853; one of his childhood friends, composer-pianist Louise Japha, was passionate about Schumann’s music and urged Brahms to contact Schumann during a tour to Hamburg in 1850.13 Composed in 1842 and published the following year, Schumann’s Piano Quintet was (and still is) one of his most popular works, and among Brahms’s projects in 1854 was a four-hand arrangement of it.14 Rejected by the publisher as too difficult, Brahms’s four-hand version is lost, but a two-hand transcription of the scherzo of Op. 44 made for Clara’s birthday in 1854 survives. As far as the trio of Brahms’s Op. 1, both its melodic content (including appoggiaturas and evaded cadences) and texture call to mind the trio of Schumann’s Piano Trio in D Minor, Op. 63. The Beethoven connection to the Op. 1 scherzo is less immediate, but more far-reaching. Brahms’s choice of E minor and C major as the keys for the scherzo and trio is the same as Beethoven’s in the middle movement of his Piano Sonata in E Major, Op. 14, No. 1. By itself this fact hardly suggests a connection between these two movements, but the way both move from scherzo to trio is very similar. Both movements isolate E as a common-tone link between E minor and C major, rather than beginning the trio immediately (see Example 2.10 and compare with Example 2.6). In addition, Brahms’s voicing of the trio’s initial C-major chord is nearly identical to Beethoven’s (though this is a common voicing in piano writing).15 More speculative is a connection between the opening thematic idea   MacDonald, Brahms, p. 11. Brahms left a package of manuscripts at Schumann’s hotel, but it was returned unopened. 14   See pp. 71, 88, and 89 in Johannes Brahms: Life and Letters, selected and annotated by Styra Avins, trans. Josef Eisinger and Styra Avins (New York, 1997). 15   A further similarity occurs at the ends of the two movements. Both end with three reiterations of E—hollow, pianissimo E octaves in Beethoven vs. fortissimo E-minor chords in Brahms. Both Beethoven and Brahms subsequently notate a complete measure of rests 13
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Example 2.10 Beethoven, Piano Sonata, Op. 14, No. 1, II, mm. 59–65



of Beethoven’s movement and that of Brahms’s trio. Beethoven’s melody begins E–G–F, with the G supported by a diminished seventh chord (see Example 2.11a); Brahms’s melody and its harmonization have similar pitch content, though situated in a C-major context. Beethoven recomposes this opening idea both at the start of the second reprise and again at the thematic rounding (see Examples 2.11b and 2.11c). Although there are no direct connections between the particularities of these recompositions and those of Brahms, the musical process is similar. The discussion of Brahms’s F–A–E scherzo later in this chapter will again touch on Beethovenian influence and Brahms’s early handling of metric dissonance. Example 2.11 Beethoven, Piano Sonata, Op. 14, No. 1, II, mm. 1–4, 17–18, and 41–4



Piano Sonata in F Minor, Op. 5 The third, and last, of Brahms’s piano sonatas is the only one that has secured a prominent place in the modern concert repertoire, and it is also the most popular among scholars (except, of course, for the scherzo movement).16 after the measure in which the final pitches sound, in order to complete the four-measure hypermeasure. 16   Important studies of the first movement of Op. 5 include Frisch, Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, pp. 36–40, and Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, pp. 220–24. Studies of the slow movements include John Rink, “Opposition and Integration in the Piano
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With its characteristic left-hand chordal accompaniment, the scherzo draws heavily on the waltz, and it retains the metric consonance and hypermetric periodicity of the waltz (see Example 2.12). The scherzo, though, uses tonal features to create a thoroughly diabolical waltz. Unlike the scherzos of Opp. 1 and 2, the one from Op. 5 begins on a non-tonic harmony—a viio7 of F minor—and withholds an authentic cadence to a root-position tonic chord until the very end of the scherzo. The music’s tonal instability is enhanced by long stepwise bass lines; the sixteen measures of the first reprise progress, almost chromatically, through the diminished twelfth from E up to B. The second reprise continues the ascent from B (m. 37) up to G (mm. 50–69), dividing the span at D (m. 42) and E (m. 46) and thereby projecting the opening diminished seventh harmony linearly. The second reprise’s unusual bass design leads smoothly to the return of the diminished seventh at the thematic rounding in m. 70, an instance of Brahms giving a thematic return an unconventional (i.e., non-dominant) preparation in response to an idiosyncrasy of the thematic material. Example 2.12 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 5, III, mm. 1–6



The most unexpected turn in Brahms’s scherzo involves the start of the second reprise. The second reprise does not begin directly after the first reprise; instead, Brahms inserts a five-measure transitional passage (mm. 37–41; see Example 2.13). Not only does this passage introduce momentary hypermetric ambiguity (which resolves completely at m. 42) but it spawns an unusual realization of rounded binary form. The rhythmic pattern first heard in the right hand during this transition serves as the basis for every measure in mm. 42–62; the rhythm from the scherzo’s first measure disappears completely until m. 63. There is thus a stark contrast in thematic material that begins at m. 42—a contrast more typically found between a scherzo and a trio than between the first and second reprises of a scherzo (or of a trio). The thematic rounding uses only the rhythmic pattern from the scherzo’s opening, and does not bring the contrasting rhythmic motives into direct conflict or Music,” in Michael Musgrave (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Brahms (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 81–5, and George Bozarth, “Brahms’s Lieder ohne Worte: The ‘Poetic’ Andantes of the Piano Sonatas,” in George Bozarth (ed.), Brahms Studies: Analytical and Historical Perspectives (Oxford, 1990), pp. 360–75.
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Example 2.13 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 5, III, mm. 36–43



reconciliation. It is notable, though, that in the approach to the final cadence (mm. 87–95), the rhythmic content becomes dramatically simpler: each measure consists of a half-note octave followed by a quarter-note chord. This may be viewed as a liquidation of the rhythmic content to its underlying basis; this long-short succession is suggested by the tonal content of the two rhythmic figures. In m. 1, the brief C is a passing tone between D and B; similarly, in m. 42, the F is prolonged through arpeggiation and then moves to D on beat 3. (Of course, the half-note to quarternote motive is present throughout mm. 42–54 in the left hand.) Particularly beautiful is the trio’s placement in D major, since it thereby seems to germinate from the trio-like D-major passage that began the scherzo’s second reprise.17 With its soft, slow-moving, homorhythmic texture, the trio provides necessary and obvious expressive contrast. The trio’s phrase design and hypermetric structure also contribute to this effect. Throughout most of the scherzo, the bass line announces a forceful change of harmony at each downbeat. At the trio’s third measure, this fails to occur; instead there is a syncopation at the level of the measure, and this becomes the trio’s most distinctive rhythmic feature. As the annotations on Example 2.14 suggest, the syncopated figure maintains a consistent placement on the second hyperbeat.18 This hypermetric identity is strongly established by the beginnings of the first two phrases. When the gesture returns at the end of the third phrase (mm. 129–32), it is easily heard with the same hypermetric placement due to the end of the two-measure melodic parallelisms in mm. 123–8. After the symmetrical eight-measure phrases in mm. 101–16, the asymmetry within mm. 117–32 is striking; the sixteen-measure phrase does   The key of D major has a special role throughout the entire sonata. In the first movement, it is the exposition’s tonal goal (rather than the normative A major). The second movement (Andante) begins in A major but ends in D major—a rare instance of directional tonality in Brahms’s oeuvre. As in the first movement, D major is the primary tonal contrast in the finale. 18   A hyperbeat is a beat in the hypermeter; see Jonathan Kramer, The Time of Music: New Meanings, New Temporalities, New Listening Strategies (New York, 1988), p. 86. In most situations, hyperbeats correspond to notated downbeats. A hyperdownbeat is a downbeat in the hypermeter; I prefer hyperdownbeat rather than the synonymous first hyperbeat. 17
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Example 2.14 Brahms, Piano Sonata, Op. 5, III, trio
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balance the previous two phrases, but is subdivided as 6 + 6 + 4. Brahms returns to this thematic material at the end of the second reprise and fashions a version that preserves four-measure hypermeter (mm. 192–203). In comparison with Brahms’s other early scherzos, the second reprise of this trio is noteworthy for two bold phrase expansions. The first occurs in mm. 139–53 where an eight-measure unit is expanded to fifteen measures. This phrase is especially similar to the trio’s second phrase (mm. 109–16), which makes the expansion of the viiφ7/V particularly obvious. Recognizing the expansion explains a seeming anomaly: the phrase consists of an odd number of measures and the concluding dominant chord (m. 153) seems a measure too short. When the expansion is taken into account, however, it is clear that the final chord would only last one measure in the underlying prototype. Many phrase expansions maintain relatively periodic surface hypermeter, but this one decidedly does not. In fact, without awareness of the deeper level of hypermeter, the conclusion of this phrase—which provides the dominant arrival that sets up the thematic rounding—feels awkward. Within the expansion, a nice touch is the inclusion of the syncopated gesture in the second measure (m. 146). Somewhat puzzling is the chromatic slide to G in the bass that momentarily produces a dominant seventh of C major. Brahms appropriately revisits this harmony in the thematic rounding. The remaining phrase expansion is much longer than the previous one, and it is used to prepare the trio’s climax. In the thematic rounding, the second phrase begins as a minor-mode variant on the trio’s second phrase. At the end of its fourth measure, the phrase goes off track tonally, rhythmically, and registrally. The phrase at first seems headed for F major (mm. 166–8) but ultimately goes to C major (mm. 169–72), a destination that seems related to the tonal content of the expansion just before the thematic rounding. Rhythmically, the characteristic half-note to quarter-note succession is augmented from three beats into three measures (mm. 169–71); the six-measure unit in mm. 166–71 expands a fourmeasure model through this written-out deceleration. As the goal C-major triad (VII) unfolds into the home dominant, the rhythmic content further hints at the passage’s digressiveness through the bass line’s reintroduction of the scherzo’s primary rhythmic idea. The entire passage from m. 166 to m. 179 occurs in a very high register. The impression that these measures constitute a large parenthetical insertion is confirmed by the arrival of I6 at m. 180; I6 is the chord that should have occurred at the phrase’s fifth measure. Brahms does not allow the phrase to end in a half cadence at this point, but keeps reiterating these long-expected measures (with the glorious melodic arpeggiation D, F, A, D connecting consecutive hyperdownbeats). These repetitions culminate with a restatement of the final phrase from the first reprise, in invertible counterpoint. Previously this phrase was not consonant with four-measure hypermeter, but this recomposed version is. Especially significant is the arrival of the trio’s structural dominant on a hyperdownbeat (m. 200) and its interaction with the right-hand melody. The righthand chord is tied over from the previous measure and thus is not a syncopation— as everywhere else in the trio—but a suspension. It is normative for a suspension
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to enter in a metrically weak position and sustain through a stronger beat. Thus, the stylistically marked syncopation is transformed into a stylistically unmarked suspension. This final phrase, then, not only brings hypermetric resolution to the material originally presented at the end of the trio’s first reprise but also provides a climactic working-out of the trio’s characteristic rhythmic motive. After this powerful buildup—there is essentially a single tonal motion from tonic to dominant spanning mm. 162–200—Brahms provides a tonic harmony only at the start of an eight-measure transition that leads to the da capo repeat of the scherzo. Most writings on Brahms’s Op. 5 make much of its use of thematic transformation and the generative role of the third in all of the movements. My examination of the trio suggests that even at this early stage in his compositional career Brahms put a high premium on rhythmic-metric content. In the trio of Op. 5, the development of the syncopated chord and the interplay between hypermetric periodicity and phrase expansion are as important as the journey of pitch motives. In the scherzo, the opposition of two rhythmic motives plays an important role in shaping the music’s form. Although Brahms’s mature scherzo-type movements outline more explicit and comprehensive rhythmic-metric narratives, elements of large-scale rhythmic-metric process are apparent—more so than in Op. 1, and much more so than in Op. 2. In Opp. 1, 2, and 5 the processes with a scherzo (or within a trio) result more in fluctuations within a set of closely related expressive states rather than shifts between highly contrasting ones. In the F–A–E scherzo, Brahms’s other scherzo from 1853, there is a complete change in expressive meaning during the scherzo, and this poses challenges not fully met by Brahms. I turn now to the F–A–E scherzo and to two later, and more effective, realizations of its conflict-to-triumph trajectory.



Part II: F–A–E Scherzo, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, and Piano Quartet, Op. 60 That Brahms was powerfully influenced by Beethoven is well established. In a famous outburst of frustration to the conductor Hermann Levi about composing a first symphony, Brahms confessed to hearing “the giant” marching continually behind him.19 References to Beethoven are overt in several of Brahms’s early compositions; in addition to the aforementioned opening of the C-major Piano Sonata (cf. Hammerklavier Sonata), examples include the D-minor Piano Concerto (cf. Ninth Symphony and C-minor Piano Concerto), and the C-minor Symphony (cf. Fifth Symphony and Ninth Symphony).20 In these compositions,   Max Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms, vol. 1 (Vienna, 1904), pp. 171–2. The discussion of the F–A–E and Op. 34 scherzos comes from my “Tonal and Rhythmic-Metric Process in Brahms’s Early C-Minor Scherzos,” Intersections: Canadian Journal of Music, 26/1 (2005): 123–47. 20   For discussion of these and other references to Beethoven’s music see Charles Rosen, “Influence: Plagiarism and Inspiration,” 19th-Century Music, 4/2 (1980): 87– 19
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the shadow of Beethoven casts longest over first and last movements. Two of Brahms’s early scherzos—from the F–A–E Sonata and the Piano Quintet, Op. 34—have thematic connections to Beethoven, especially to the Fifth Symphony and the Appassionata Sonata. The scherzo from the Piano Quartet, Op. 60, does not have thematic allusions to Beethoven, but does feature the same overall tonal design and narrative trajectory as the F–A–E and Op. 34 scherzos. A kinship between the scherzo of Brahms’s Piano Quintet and the scherzo of Beethoven’s Fifth was observed at least as early as Tovey’s overstated claim that the “thunderous scherzo in its main body follows the form and modulations of that in Beethoven’s C minor Symphony more closely than Brahms ever elsewhere followed a single example.”21 The F–A–E scherzo, which was not published until 1906 and has received little critical scrutiny, is dominated from the outset by reiterations of the four-note rhythmic motive from Beethoven’s Fifth. The scherzo’s curious relationship to the sonata’s other movements (by Schumann and Albert Dietrich) strengthens the reference to Beethoven. Brahms’s C-minor scherzo is part of a sonata with first, second, and fourth movements in the keys of A minor, D minor, and A minor; in these movements, themes emphasize the pitches F, A and E, musically encoding the Frei aber einsam motto of Joseph Joachim. Brahms’s movement scarcely seems to fit with the other movements, despite a transposed recall of one thematic idea from the sonata’s first movement.22 In moving from C minor to C major, both scherzos enact the tonal journey traversed over the entirety of Beethoven’s Fifth Symphony (and the path subsequently taken in Brahms’s First Symphony). More significantly, both scherzos—though the F–A–E scherzo more fully than the Piano Quintet scherzo—follow a progression of expressive states that recalls the trajectory of Beethoven’s Fifth, a plot archetype with considerable resonance throughout the nineteenth century. Yet the F–A–E movement sounds like a composition by a twenty-year-old pianistcomposer—albeit a gifted one—whereas the quintet movement merits its central position in what Tovey called Brahms’s first maturity.23 Locating structural bases 100; Brinkmann, Late Idyll, esp. pp. 33–53; David Brodbeck, Brahms: Symphony No. 1 (Cambridge, 1997); and Raymond Knapp, “Brahms and the Anxiety of Allusion,” Journal of Musicological Research, 18/1 (1998): 1–30. 21   Donald Francis Tovey, “Brahms’s Chamber Music,” in Essays and Lectures on Music, ed. H.J. Foss (London, 1949), p. 244. 22   This inter-movement connection is noted in Michael Musgrave, The Music of Brahms (London, 1985), p. 256. 23   In The Music of Brahms, Michael Musgrave has a different assessment of Brahms’s achievement in the F–A–E scherzo. He contends that Brahms did not publish this movement only because it was part of a multi-composer sonata whose “varied stylistic content would have precluded its use other than as a curiosity.” Musgrave continues, “There can be no musical reason, since this is a fine example of the genre he had so convincingly employed in the piano sonatas” (pp. 29–30). My analysis of the F–A–E scherzo reveals aspects of the piece that reduce the work’s musical and dramatic cohesiveness, and I believe these features make the movement less effective than Brahms’s other early (extant) scherzos. In
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for the more satisfying aesthetic effect of the Piano Quintet scherzo sheds light on Brahms’s compositional development during the 1850s, a development confirmed by examination of the Op. 60 scherzo. The difference in aesthetic effect between the F–A–E movement and the scherzo from the Piano Quintet has much to do with developments in Brahms’s handling of tonal and rhythmic-metric dissonances. Both movements begin with tonal and rhythmic-metric dissonances and end with tonal resolution and rhythmic-metric consonance, but there are significant refinements in the Piano Quintet scherzo. First, in the F–A–E scherzo, Brahms presents many different types of rhythmic-metric dissonance in the opening measures; in the Piano Quintet scherzo, the rhythmic-metric dissonances are fewer in type and are interrelated. Second, in the F–A–E scherzo, the opening material returns exactly and in contexts that weaken its rhythmic-metric dissonances; in the Piano Quintet scherzo, returns of the opening material are placed in contexts that renew its conflicts. Third, tonal resolution and rhythmic consonance are never brought to the main thematic material of the F–A–E scherzo; instead, thematic material derived from the trio provides the movement’s victorious conclusion. In the Piano Quintet scherzo, the opening thematic material is itself transformed in a coordinated release of tonal and rhythmic-metric tension. In Op. 60, the process of resolution is more abstract as the rhythmic transformation does not involve the same thematic material, but it does address the excessive emphasis on upbeats found in the opening material. F–A–E Scherzo A striking tonal aspect of the F–A–E scherzo is its emphasis on dominant, rather than tonic, harmonies. The first reprise modulates away from C minor without ever prolonging a harmony built on C (score in Example 2.15); in fact, the first background prolongation of C arrives only at the end of the scherzo proper (m. 97). The initial conflict between key and prolonged dominant harmony persists even as the tonal center shifts to E major (mm. 12ff.). E  harmony only returns after the mode shifts to minor and leads the movement off of the normative course for a binary form in C minor (though onto a path Brahms would later explore in the first movement of the C-minor Symphony and one already taken by Beethoven in the F minor—A major—A minor design of the exposition of the first movement of the Appassionata).



Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music, Peter Smith shares my assessment of the F–A–E scherzo. About the coda of the F–A–E scherzo, Smith concludes that “it projects a victory that is willed rather than earned and thus fails to provide a convincing close to the movement” (p. 250). The analytic observations that support Smith’s claim involve key structure, tonal design, and expressive character; his analysis does not explicitly consider rhythmic-metric aspects of the F–A–E scherzo.
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Example 2.15 Brahms, F–A–E scherzo, mm. 1–27
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Rhythmic-metric factors further destabilize the movement’s opening (refer again to the score in Example 2.15). In mm. 1–2, the violin’s durational accents, which are reinforced by dynamic accents, do not align with the notated downbeats. Since this is the beginning of the movement and the harmony is static, one infers metric accents at these points of dynamic and durational emphasis (and this inference, of course, fits with one’s recollection of Beethoven’s Fifth). When the piano enters, its durational and dynamic accents also coincide, but they reinforce the notated downbeats. Tonal developments fuel the metric competition between the violin and piano. The piano places its durational and dynamic emphases on a new pitch, A . Immediately after the piano’s entrance, the violin’s ostinato changes and coordinates its accents with A  rather than G. The coordination of tonally unstable pitches with all of the metric accents defers resolution of the competing violin and piano downbeats. The piano’s downbeats seem stronger since they initiate the passage’s longest durations and thickest sonorities, but the movement’s metric structure does not come into focus until mm. 5–6. By mm. 5–6, the perceived downbeats coincide with the notated ones. Three factors contribute to this reorientation. First, mm. 1–4 are melodically static; directed melodic motion begins in the piano in m. 5. During mm. 3–4, the listener comes to expect the A  in the piano to last five eighth notes; in m. 5, the A  lasts only three eighth notes. Because of its shorter duration, the A  on the downbeat of m. 5 groups with the following notes, and thus is the first pitch in the directed melodic motion. Second, starting in m. 5, the piano incorporates the rhythmic motive of the opening, but now positioned to reinforce the notated downbeats. Third, the downbeat of m. 6 provides a significant harmonic change. Even though it functions as part of a dominant prolongation, the C-minor sonority at the start of m. 6 contrasts with the dissonant dominant ninth sonorities of the previous measures and accentuates the notated downbeat. The metric supremacy of notated downbeats is confirmed in m. 7 as the violin removes its mid-measure A  and dynamic accent. Just as the rhythmic-metric structure is settling into a less conflicted state, a hemiola shocks the phrase to a conclusion. The rhythm of mm. 8–9—three quarter notes leading to a dotted half note—is an augmentation of the violin’s initial rhythmic motive, but this hemiola is a disruptive event. Its jarring effect comes not only from its dissonance against 6/8 meter but also from its relationship to the emerging hypermeter. The interpretation of hypermeter depends on the precise location of the moment when the notated downbeats begin to be heard as downbeats. If the apparent tonic at the downbeat of m. 6 were to function as the moment when metric reorientation takes place, then the augmentation in mm. 8–9 would reinforce the emergence of two- and four-measure hypermeter. In the less conservative—and more likely— hearing, the start of directed melodic motion in m. 5 places a hyperdownbeat at m. 5, which means that the augmentation disrupts the surface hypermeter.24 24   By “conservative” hearing, I mean a metric orientation that is slow to change in response to contradictory cues (such as dynamic, tonal, or durational accents). The distinction



52



Brahms and the Scherzo



The sequential repetition of mm. 1–9 in mm. 10–18 confirms the less conservative hearing and its hypermetric disruption. In mm. 10–11, the violin’s repeated-note figure is harmonized in the piano. The thick chords on the notated downbeats, as well as the entrainment of the downbeat location in mm. 5–9, support the notated downbeats in mm. 10–11. Since these measures express the local tonic (rather than the local dominant), the shift to the dominant of E  at m. 12 strongly reinforces duple hypermeter. The duple hypermeter is again reinforced at m. 14, the moment analogous to m. 5 and the initiation of directed melodic motion. In this context of accumulating two- and four-measure hypermeter, the repetition of the augmentation in mm. 17–18 can only be heard as a disruptive element. Either one understands the augmentation as the source of an expansion that defers the next hyperdownbeat by one measure (i.e., until m. 19), or one hears consecutive hyperdownbeats in mm. 18 and 19. In general, hypermetric expansion from a motivic augmentation is more frequent than consecutive hyperdownbeats, but the jagged disjointedness of the scherzo’s turbulent opening section provides an expressive context that is appropriate for consecutive hyperdownbeats. The last phrase of the first reprise (mm. 19–26) provides a provisional, but unsatisfactory, resolution of the hemiola element. Metrically, the phrase begins with the piano and violin reinforcing each other’s durational accents, the midmeasure emphases of the ostinato now submerged in the left-hand of the piano part. At the fifth measure, the 3/4 material surfaces and receives its own fourmeasure group. No longer does the 3/4 material distort an underlying four-measure prototype, but in the context of the entire reprise it has a dissonant function, since it expresses a meter other than the piece’s primary meter. Example 2.16 summarizes the hypermetric structure of the first reprise in a durational reduction.25 The reduction shows consecutive hyperdownbeats in mm. 9–10 and 18–19; as mentioned previously, an alternate reading of the hemiola is an Example 2.16 Brahms, F–A–E scherzo, durational reduction of mm. 1–30a



between conservative and radical hearings comes from Imbrie, “‘Extra’ Measures,” p. 65. 25   Durational reduction is explained in Carl Schachter, “Rhythm and Linear Analysis: Durational Reduction,” Music Forum, 5 (1980): 197–232, and reprinted in Unfoldings: Essays in Schenkerian Theory and Analysis, ed. Joseph N. Straus (New York, 1999), pp. 54–78.
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expansion of the fourth hyperbeat by motivic augmentation (in other words, “4----” across mm. 8–9 and 17–18). The reduction includes hypermetric scansion from m. 1, even though the first perceived hyperdownbeat occurs only at m. 5. When the reprise is repeated, however, the downbeat of m. 1 does sound hypermetrically strong; after the elision and hypermetric reinterpretation at m. 26, the first ending provides the exact length to place the return of the dominant of C minor on the downbeat of the next four-measure hypermeasure. Thus, on its repeat, mm. 1–9 are heard in the same metric and hypermetric orientation as were mm. 10–18 on their initial hearing. By maintaining periodic hypermeter with the first ending, Brahms reduces some of the conflict in the opening when it is repeated. Like the repeat of the first reprise, the thematic rounding in the second reprise comes in the midst of periodic hypermeter. My durational reduction of the twenty measures preceding the rounding (Example 2.17) shows periodic four-measure hypermeter even though the violin’s melodic phrases are six measures long. The reduction claims that it is possible to hear the phrase structure as a counterpoint to this hypermeter, but one may question whether hypermeter goes above the twomeasure level given the lack of reinforcement of four-measure units by the phrase structure. When the violin’s melodic phrases fragment in mm. 65–74, though, fourmeasure hypermeter is more strongly reinforced. Either way, mm. 54–74 lessen the instability in the opening material when it returns at m. 74 by preceding it with strongly projected notated downbeats and two-measure, if not four-measure, hypermeter. In the rounding, only the second phrase undergoes substantive recomposition; instead of staying in the mediant, it modulates from the mediant back to the home dominant. The rounding’s final phrase is simply transposed into the tonic, and thus retains its unsettling intrusion of 3/4 elements. Example 2.17 Brahms, F–A–E scherzo, durational reduction of mm. 54–74



When the scherzo returns after the trio, its only significant change occurs at the beginning (score in Example 2.18). The initial rhythmic idea is presented in imitation between the violin and the left hand of the piano. The piano counteracts the violin’s durational accents right from the outset; given the entrainment of the metric framework and the placement of the piano’s durational accents in octaves in a low register, the metric ambiguities are greatly reduced at the scherzo’s return.
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Example 2.18 Brahms, F–A–E scherzo, mm. 140–45



Brahms brings this movement to a resounding close through a coda not based on the scherzo but on an imposing augmentation of the trio placed in the key of C major. In the coda, the harmonies have extended durations and begin on hypermetrically strong downbeats. As the durational reduction shows (Example 2.19), the subdominant, dominant, and tonic components of the coda’s large-scale harmonic progression each span eight measures.26 Example 2.19 Brahms, F–A–E scherzo, durational reduction of coda (mm. 238–59)



The F–A–E movement outlines a trajectory from rhythmic-metric uncertainty and tonal instability to unmitigated rhythmic-metric clarity and tonal resolution. 26   The durational reduction interprets the fermata in the coda’s last measure as implying sufficient extra duration to complete the four-measure hypermeasure (and thus provide an eight-measure duration for the tonic harmony). Performers generally do not hold the final chord quite this long; most recordings add one measure—not two—to the final chord. The listener, however, completes the hypermeasure with the silence that comes after the chord’s release.
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The rhythmic-metric and tonal dissonances of the opening are obvious: midmeasure accents and avoidance of tonic harmonies. In the first reprise, further tension emerges from hemiolas, consecutive hyperdownbeats, and an unexpected move to the minor mediant. Rather than thoroughly developing the unique conflicts of the opening few measures, the first reprise introduces one disruptive agent after another. None of these elements is ever singled out for climactic development and resolution. In fact, due to the hypermetrically periodic preparation of thematic repetitions, many of these elements gradually lose their potency. At the end of the movement, an elongated, hypermetrically periodic version of the trio imposes C major on the movement. Although the salient A –G at the start of the coda seems like a grand transformation of the A –G motion that pervaded the opening of the movement, the rest of the coda does nothing to solidify this connection and distinguish it from a general difference between the structure of the major and minor modes. Piano Quintet in F Minor, Op. 34 The scherzo of the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, focuses on fewer dissonant elements and more fully develops their possibilities on the path to resolution. My discussion of this lengthy scherzo will emphasize the opening material and its recurrences at mm. 47 and 144. The mutual reinforcement of tonal and rhythmic-metric conflicts and resolutions is a particularly significant aspect of this scherzo, but I will sketch the tonal narrative before exploring the synchronized rhythmic-metric one. The tonal instability of the opening results from the lack of a root-position C-minor chord (score in Example 2.20). The scherzo begins with reiterations of C in the cello, but when the upper strings enter they arpeggiate an A-major chord. The middleground sketch of the scherzo (Example 2.21) and the foreground sketch of the opening (Example 2.22) interpret C as the prolonged Stufe, but the sixth above the bass, A , displaces the fifth, G.27 Before the shift to dominant harmony at m. 13, there are moments where C-minor triads are implied (the downbeats of mm. 7 and 9); in both locations, the upper strings simply double the cello’s C. 27   Peter Smith considers Brahms’s substitution of first-inversion sonorities for rootposition ones and the implications of these substitutions in several works, including the scherzo of the Piano Quintet; see “Brahms and Motivic 6/3 Chords,” Music Analysis, 16/2 (1997): 175–217. Smith does raise the possibility of hearing the opening few measures in A major, since this was the key of the preceding slow movement, but he ultimately takes the viewpoint I have outlined—C as the prolonged Stufe at the opening despite the sonority above that C. Similar to the present movement is the first movement of the D-minor Piano Concerto, which opens with a low D followed by F and B in the upper instruments. A thorough exegesis of this opening and its impact on interpreting later events in the concerto appears in Joseph Dubiel, “Contradictory Criteria in a Work of Brahms,” in David Brodbeck (ed.), Brahms Studies 1 (Lincoln, NE, 1994), pp. 81–110.
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Example 2.20 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, mm. 1–22



It is the absence of A , rather than the presence of G, that creates the transient effect of root-position, C-minor triads. G is prominent in the violin later in m. 9, but this G is unstable. Motivically, it expands the figure of m. 7, and its consonant support is only apparent. Once the rhythm is normalized, this G emerges as a dissonant embellishment of a chain of parallel sixths, as Example 2.23 demonstrates. Example 2.23a reproduces the canon between upper string and piano lines in
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Example 2.21 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, tonal sketch of scherzo



Example 2.22 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, tonal sketch of mm. 1–13



mm. 9–13. The prototype in Example 2.23b removes the appoggiaturas from each gesture; this is more than a standard technique of pitch reduction—it returns these gestures to the original form presented by the violin in m. 5. Example 2.23c then equalizes the durations within each line, revealing the underlying parallel sixths. This two-stage reduction not only offers justification for the reading of the upper line in the foreground voice-leading sketch, but it also shows the considerable tonal and rhythmic dissonances that pervade mm. 9–13, dissonances that are later expunged from this material. The upper line’s A  eventually moves to a harmonically supported G at m. 13, but this is only a provisional resolution of the A  since the G is now the upper voice of dominant, rather than tonic, harmony. Although A –G successions were prominent in the piano, this is the first such motion in the strings. At the opening, A conceptually displaces G, but A  and G are not juxtaposed in the strings’ melody. Starting at m. 13, Brahms makes the tonal problem of the opening a central component of the leading melody by dwelling on a motive that embellishes G with its upper neighbor.
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Example 2.23 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, parallel-sixth embellishment in mm. 9–13



The return of the opening material at m. 47 occurs in a new tonal context, emerging as it does from a dominant prolongation (score in Example 2.24). In mm. 39–40 and 43–4, Brahms brings back the A -major arpeggiation from the opening, placing this thematic idea within the dominant prolongation of mm. 37–46. The reinterpretation of the A -major arpeggiation as part of a dominant span is facilitated by the presence of F  in the piano, making the resultant sonority equivalent to an inverted augmented-sixth chord. As noted by Peter Smith, this reinterpretation of the A-major arpeggiation prior to the recall of the opening further weakens the tonic Stufe at the recall.28 When the piano enters in the third measure of the recall, it reintroduces F, the pitch that aided the direction of the A -major arpeggiation towards the dominant in the retransition. Thus, mm. 47–50 (first beat) seem both like a return to the scherzo’s opening and an expansion of the gesture in mm. 39–40 and 43–4; in other words, mm. 47–50 almost become subsumed within the ongoing span of dominant harmony. The tonal interpretation of m. 47 depends on the degree to which formal design shapes hearing of tonal structure. Privileging thematic recall suggests a rearticulation of the tonic Stufe,   Smith, “Brahms and Motivic 6/3 Chords,” p. 180.
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Example 2.24 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, mm. 37–53



but interpreting tonal structure more independently of formal design could lead to a continuation of the dominant prolongation. In general, I find analyses that fuse understandings of form and tonal structure preferable over those that hold onto tonal connections despite formal articulations. The key point, though, is that Brahms prepares the thematic return in such a way that the material’s characteristic tonal instability is heightened. This thematic material returns again at m. 144 (score in Example 2.25), and this time the  sonority above C leads to a root-position, C-minor sonority two measures later. New lines in the second violin and cello at last provide a 6–5 motion above the C to resolve the conflict between sonority and prolonged scale step. The revised piano part strongly reinforces the C-minor sonority, outlining the pitches of the C-minor triad rather than presenting F  and A  in a double-
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Example 2.25 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, mm. 134–49



neighbor figure leading to the dominant. Unlike the first thematic return, there is no possibility of a tonal interpretation that places the return within the span of the dominant. Brahms drastically rewrites the thematic return after m. 144, and these changes vigorously reinforce C, both melodically and harmonically. Measures 150, 154, and 158 present a root-position C-minor chord with 1 in the upper voice, and each of these arrivals is preceded by a root-position dominant harmony. Between mm. 150–54 and 154–8, the harmony progresses through complete circle-of-fifths progressions as the upper line moves inexorably down towards 1. This contrasts with the corresponding earlier passages (mm. 9–13 and 53–7), where the upper
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line surged upwards with the overall harmonic progression moving away from the tonic (to V and II respectively). The scherzo’s rhythmic-metric design correlates with the progression from instability to intensified instability to resolution observed in the tonal structure. At the scherzo’s beginning, the pizzicatos in the cello establish the tactus. The melody’s A -major arpeggiation moves at the same rate, but is not aligned with the cello’s pizzicatos. In Krebs’s terminology, the opening melody expresses a displacement dissonance, specifically D3–1.29 At m. 144, this displacement dissonance resolves. The arpeggio’s alignment with the metric framework, faster rhythms, and expanded two-octave range contribute to the climactic effect. Aspects of the preceding retransition prepare the rhythmic resolution at m. 144. In the moments of the retransition when the dominant of C minor sounds (mm. 134–5, 138–9, and 142–3), the viola and cello arpeggiate through a G-major chord. This G-major arpeggiation moves at the speed of the tactus and is aligned with the meter. Within the retransition it is juxtaposed with displaced arpeggiations of an A-major chord. Not only does this direct juxtaposition intensify the conflict between displaced and non-displaced arpeggiations, but it also establishes an analogy to the passage’s tonal structure. The retransition prolongs the dominant of C minor; in this context, the six measures that feature arpeggiations of a G-major chord are tonally stable. Thus, the non-displaced arpeggiations coincide with contextually stable harmonies while the displaced arpeggiations coincide with embellishing sonorities. With the shift of the harmonic prolongation to C at m. 144, the analogy continues; the A-major arpeggiations are no longer subsidiary from a tonal perspective, and they adopt the non-displaced orientation associated with the dominant harmony during the retransition. At last A  is not associated with rhythmic displacement, and a satisfactory tonal resolution to G follows immediately. By contrast, the retransition before the first return of the opening material at m. 47 did not contain G-major arpeggiations in the corresponding locations; only the piano’s repeated-note motto sounded. Thus, the preparation for the first return did not present the conflict between displaced and non-displaced orientations as explicitly, nor did it posit an analogy between these orientations and pitch structure. In addition to their differing rhythmic content, the returns at mm. 47 and 144 occur in different hypermetric contexts. Example 2.26a outlines the hypermetric structure of the scherzo’s opening; Examples 2.26b and 2.26c represent the hypermetric structure of the later retransitions and returns. (Note that these examples indicate rhythmic displacements by D3–1 rather than introducing tripletsixteenth-note durations.) The scherzo’s opening comes to suggest four-measure hypermeter with the melodic repetition in mm. 5–6 and 7–8, and the culminating arrival on the dominant at m. 13. The first retransition places a hyperdownbeat of 29   D3–1 indicates that the two layers of motion share a cardinality of three pulses (here, eighth notes) and the dissonant layer is displaced by one pulse ahead of the consonant layer (Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, pp. 33–5).
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Example 2.26 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, durational reduction of melody in mm. 1–13, 23–57, and 110–58



the four-measure hypermeter at m. 47, which corresponds to m. 3. This requires the listener to hear the thematic return in a new hypermetric alignment, or, more likely, to reinterpret m. 47. In other words, although m. 47 at first seems hypermetrically strong due to its preparation, the arpeggiation in mm. 47–8 ultimately leads to a hyperdownbeat at m. 49.
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The second retransition does not place a hyperdownbeat at the level of the four-measure hypermeter at m. 144, the moment analogous to m. 47 (and m. 3). This change at the level of the four-measure hypermeter results from the two extra measures (mm. 132–3) that achieve the necessary modulation back to the dominant of C minor during the second retransition. As a result, no hypermetric reinterpretation is necessitated at the second, and climactic, thematic return; the arpeggiation leads to m. 146, which is projected as a hyperdownbeat at the fourmeasure level by the metric structure of the preceding music. The second return places the hyperdownbeat at the four-measure level at the moment when the firstinversion, A -major sonority yields to a root-position, C-minor chord. Thus, the deepest operative level of hypermeter is coordinated with the resolution of the scherzo’s tonal instability. Within the second retransition, the altered hypermetric context adds a hypermetric dimension to the analogy between rhythmic and tonal structures suggested previously. Within the retransitions, the G-major harmonies are contextually stable; in the second retransition, not only do these harmonies support nondisplaced arpeggiations, but these harmonies also begin on hyperdownbeats at the four-measure level. In the first retransition, the onsets of G-major harmonies did not coincide with hyperdownbeats at the four-measure level; there, the displaced A -major arpeggiations had hypermetric priority. There is one significant aspect of the scherzo’s rhythmic-metric design that I have let pass without comment: the juxtaposition of 6/8 and 2/4 meters. The scherzo has three passages in 2/4 meter, as outlined in Table 2.1. Brahms does not explicitly indicate that the tactus remains the same throughout the movement, but this is implied (and always observed in performance). The same motive occurs at the end of the first 2/4 section (mm. 18–21) and at the start of the following 6/8 section (mm. 22–5). Clearly, this thematic idea must move at the same pace, but with quadruple subdivisions when heard the first time and triple subdivisions when repeated in its fortissimo, chorale-like version. It is too facile to characterize the 2/4 sections as mere changes in subdivision and to give them no further consideration. Brahms introduces the first 2/4 section dramatically. The music comes to rest on dominant harmony. Only first violin and viola sound, and they double one another at the octave. After a few measures, the other strings return, but playing pizzicato. As mentioned earlier, this suspenseful passage takes the A –G motion implicit in the movement’s opening and makes it the basis for a melodic idea. Although this aspect links the 2/4 material to the opening music, the sharp changes in texture and rhythmic subdivision set up an oppositional relationship between mm. 1–13 and 13–21 (between materials A and X in Table 2.1). The grand C-major, 6/8 transformation of the 2/4 material initially makes mm. 13–21 seem almost parenthetical, but the 2/4 material assumes an increasingly prominent role as the movement continues. The next 2/4 section at m. 57 is itself fortissimo and spawns a lengthy fugato, and the final 2/4 section provides the scherzo’s conclusion. The interaction of the 2/4 and 6/8 materials can be construed as an essential subplot within the scherzo’s rhythmic-metric and tonal



Table 2.1



Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, formal, tonal, and metric design of scherzo



Mm.



1–13



13–21



22–37



37–47



47–57



57–67



67–100



100–109



109–24



124–43



144–58



158–93



Meter



6/8



2/4



6/8



6/8



6/8



2/4



2/4



2/4



6/8



6/8



6/8



2/4



Material



A



X



X chorale



retrans.



A



X



fugato



X



X chorale



retrans.



A



X+A



Key



c-



c-



C+



c-



c-



mod.



e-



e-



E+



E+/c-



c-



c-/C+



Form



First reprise



Second reprise (Repeat of first reprise?)



rounding



Codetta
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narratives. I have already recounted the numerous ways that the third statement of the opening music (mm. 144ff.) resolves both the tonal and the rhythmic-metric dissonances of the scherzo’s opening. The scherzo’s codetta (mm. 158–93) not only fulfills its role of confirming the return to C, but provides a medium for negotiating the relationship between the 6/8 and 2/4 materials. Measures 158–93 perform a vital role in integrating the 2/4 subplot with the scherzo’s other elements. The codetta’s most distinctive pitch element is its insistence on the motion from D to C, a motion not typical for closing a piece in C minor (Example 2.27). Example 2.27 Brahms, Piano Quintet, Op. 34, III, mm. 173–93 (reduced score)
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Tovey ascribed an intertextual significance to this feature, relating the strings’ superimposition of D  on the piano’s final sustained C-major chord as a reference to the end of Schubert’s C-major String Quintet, D. 956.30 That Brahms originally scored Op. 34 as a string quintet—and one with Schubert’s inclusion of two cellos rather than Mozart’s model of two violas—adds considerable support to this already plausible connection. The immediate source of the D –C motion in the scherzo’s codetta is the Neapolitan sixth chord in the cadences right before the codetta, but as Smith has demonstrated this D –C motion also connects to those widely observed in the first movement.31 Smith additionally argues that the D  ultimately has a destabilizing tonal role at the end of the scherzo because the presence of D in the context of major-mode triads on C “makes the C tonic begin to sound like a dominant.”32 In Smith’s view, this tonal transformation relates to the key scheme of the four-movement cycle (I–III–V–I); the shift from C minor to C major “anticipates the return of F minor for the finale.” The D –C emphasis, though, has an important meaning within the scherzo. Instead of occurring on A, the arpeggiations in the piano in mm. 177–80 (and mm. 181–4) occur a fifth lower, on D. Thus, the D –C motion recalls the earlier resolution of A –G, transferring that motion from 5 down to 1. Most significantly, the arpeggio figure—the scherzo’s initial thematic idea—finally takes place within 2/4 meter. Although the 2/4 sections had drawn on one motivic component of the opening (the A –G motion), they had never included any reference to a melody based on arpeggiation. Thus, the codetta provides thematic integration and breaks down the oppositional relationship that had existed between the 2/4 and 6/8 elements. Since the displaced arpeggiations in the codetta occur within 2/4 meter, the unit of displacement is a smaller portion of the tactus (D4–1 rather than D3–1). The decreased time interval between displaced attack and beat permits an exciting interaction between the displaced arpeggiation and a new accompaniment. The displaced D arpeggiation in the piano interacts with the D–C motion in the strings; in the strings, the D–C figures begin on notated beats. The overall effect is of “crushing” the D  into the C, resolving the displacement, yet in a very different way than at m. 144, where the resolution resulted from expanding the arpeggiation across two octaves; in the codetta, the resolution comes from forcing the displacement onto the notated beats and into the tonic. The D–C motion gives the codetta a rawness not often associated with resolution. Once the finale is under way, one can retrospectively posit an intermovement continuity, but the scherzo’s codetta is final and resolute. Whereas Smith views the D as a force that threatens the tonality of C, I hear the D as a tempering of the scherzo’s final expressive state and not as a structural element that points   Tovey, “Brahms’s Chamber Music,” p. 244.   James Webster and Walter Frisch previously noted the pervasiveness of D–C in



30 31



the quintet’s first movement; see Webster, “Schubert’s Sonata Form and Brahms’s First Maturity,” p. 65, and Frisch, Brahms and the Principle of Developing Variation, pp. 84–5. 32   Smith, “Brahms and Motivic 6/3 Chords,” p. 190.
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ahead to F minor. The resolution in this movement is qualified—perhaps made realistic—unlike the end of the F–A–E scherzo. The coda of the F–A–E scherzo resonates much more closely with the triumph of Beethoven’s Fifth than does the conclusion of the scherzo from the Piano Quintet. Whether this reflects a change in Brahms’s attitude towards Beethoven or only a realization that the scherzo of the quintet is part of a larger work (and one that ends in the minor) cannot be ascertained. Reinhold Brinkmann has argued that while the finale of Brahms’s First Symphony obviously draws on the tradition of works like Beethoven’s Fifth and Ninth Symphonies, it also distances itself from that tradition, and Brinkmann further hypothesizes that this distancing reflects the increased skepticism and disillusionment in post-1848 Europe.33 Brahms did conceive the scherzo of the Piano Quintet at the same time as most of the first movement of the C-minor Symphony, but the idea that Brahms was questioning Beethoven’s message already in the scherzo of the quintet is highly speculative. Either way, the ending of the Piano Quintet is structurally different from the coda of the F–A–E scherzo in its continued engagement with the main thematic—and dramatic—elements of the movement’s discourse. Piano Quartet in C Minor, Op. 60 According to Brahms’s manuscript catalogue of his works, the third and fourth movements of Op. 60 were composed in 1873–74, but its opening movement and scherzo were composed earlier.34 Letters between Brahms and Joachim and between Brahms and Clara Schumann suggest that Op. 60 is a reworking of a three-movement piano quartet in C minor composed in 1855–56.35 Oddly, the progenitor work apparently contained no scherzo movement, yet Brahms noted that the scherzo of Op. 60 was composed earlier. James Webster has speculated that the scherzo of Op. 60 derives from the finale of the original, C-minor version.36 As Webster points out, this origin could explain the lack of a separate trio; mm. 72–154 function as a middle section within an overall ternary design, but there is no break in the surface rhythm before or after this section, nor is there any structural cadence before the return of the scherzo’s opening. On the other hand,   Brinkmann, Late Idyll, pp. 33–53.   Brahms’s thematic catalogue is published in Alfred Orel, “Ein eigenhändiges



33 34



Werkverzeichnis von Johannes Brahms: Ein wichtiger Beitrag zur Brahmsforschung,” Die Musik, 29 (1937): 529–41. 35   See letters 93–4 in Andreas Moser (ed.), Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 5: Johannes Brahms im Briefwechsel mit Joseph Joachim, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1908), and Brahms’s letter to Clara Schumann dated 25 November 1856 in Berthold Litzmann (ed.), Clara Schumann— Johannes Brahms: Briefe aus den Jahren 1853–1896, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1927). 36   James Webster, “The C Sharp Minor Version of Brahms’s Op. 60,” Musical Times, 121 (February 1980): 92.
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the scherzo of Op. 60 is even less like the sonata-form and rondo designs typical of Brahms’s finales (or the experimental—and massive—binary finales of the Piano Quartet, Op. 26, and the Piano Quintet, Op. 34). Any connection to a composition of the mid-1850s must remain speculative, but the expressive trajectory of the scherzo from Op. 60 does resonate more strongly with Brahms’s early C-minor scherzos than with his scherzo-type movements of the 1870s. Compared to the F–A–E and Op. 34 scherzos, the second movement of Op. 60 is highly compressed. The music before the middle section spans a mere seventy-one measures, yet presents a complete rounded binary form (with no repeats indicated), including an introductory gesture (mm. 1–4) and a codetta (mm. 62–71). This compression largely results from the total absence of modulation at the start of the second reprise; mm. 23–33 merely transform the G-minor goal of the first reprise into the dominant of the home key. The middle, trio-substitute section touches on a few keys (especially F minor) but without providing authentic cadences. Tovey interpreted the scherzo’s concision and emphasis on C minor as a balance to the first movement’s deferral of the return to C minor until the coda, and Smith has addressed the expressive role of the scherzo in extending the powerfully tragic close of the opening movement.37 In addition to the inter-movement synergies cited by Tovey, Smith explores tonal similarities (especially the handling of the dominant harmony/key), formal connections (especially the ambiguity of quasiintroductory material), and motivic relationships (especially the treatment of G–A ). In light of Smith’s extensive commentary on these features, I will limit my discussion to two aspects of rhythmic-metric structure: accented upbeats and four-measure hypermeter. Although Smith’s focus lies elsewhere, he mentions two rhythmic-metric features of this movement. He notes the ambiguity of meter in the opening, quasiintroductory measures (see score in Example 2.28). More relevant for the following discussion are his observations that “the sforzandi or fortepiano markings that Brahms places on anacrusis eighth notes in the main theme create a tone of disquiet” and that “the wrathful character of the anacrusis motive increases” in the buildup to the return of the opening.38 Smith does not trace the development of these accented upbeats; I will suggest their connection to seemingly contrasting thematic material within the movement and their eventual normalization near the end of the movement. Unlike the rhythmic displacements in the scherzo of Op. 34, the initial materials of the scherzo of Op. 60 (i.e., mm. 5–10) are never themselves radically transformed; instead, the transformation is accomplished through developments in the music that concludes the first reprise (mm. 17–22). Within the first reprise (mm. 1–22), the accented upbeats become less prominent, but one should not overlook the pianist’s left hand in mm. 17–22 where each new bass pitch is anticipated by an eighth note. While this may appear to be 37   Tovey, “Brahms’s Chamber Music,” p. 254; Smith, Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music, pp. 89–97 and 210–14. 38   Smith, Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music, p. 213.
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Example 2.28 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 60, II, mm. 1–22 (piano)



a simple instance of a written-out rolling of the left-hand chords, it fits somewhat awkwardly against the two-note slurs in the melody (if not for the listener at least for the conscientious pianist!). This anticipation is particularly jarring at the tonal cadence. In mm. 21–2, the right hand places the D–G fourth in its proper metric orientation: the D is an anacrusis to the goal G. The left hand, however, places its D–G fourths such that the G accentuates a weak subdivision of the beat. The two hands do converge on G for the downbeat of m. 22, but this barely achieved resolution of the rhythmic conflict is quite unsatisfying. Thus, despite the strong and accelerating harmonic changes in mm. 17–22 and the momentum of the outer-voice parallel sixths, the continued presence of an anticipatory upbeat—albeit somewhat submerged—counteracts the strong closural impulse of this phrase segment. The other pertinent component of mm. 1–22 is the continual thwarting of fourmeasure hypermeter. The parallelism between mm. 5–8 and 9–10 makes the change in thematic design at m. 11 quite unexpected. Similarly, the four-measure unit in mm. 11–14 is followed by only two measures before the onset of the concluding segment at m. 17. Measures 5–22 do not constitute three six-measure hypermeasures but rather the continual promise and denial of four-measure hypermeter.
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The accented upbeats recur, of course, with the returns of the opening material (i.e., mm. 34, 155, 188) in addition to the retransition that connects the trio-substitute with the repeat of the scherzo. Less immediately obvious is the connection to the contrasting material that comes at the start of the scherzo’s second reprise (i.e., mm. 23–33). This seemingly simple passage is unsettled not by unduly emphatic upbeats but from unusually short durations on metrically strong beats. Example 2.29 studies the passage’s first four measures. The example shows the underlying framework at (a), a normative diminution at (b), and Brahms’s unstable diminution at (c). In Brahms’s version, the gestures that sound on downbeats seem as if they should have come on the preceding upbeat, especially since they are no more accented than the surrounding attacks. This passage “inverts” the original phenomenon: insufficiently accented downbeats rather than overemphasized upbeats. In its play with upbeat and downbeat qualities, this apparently new thematic material relates to the accented upbeats of the scherzo’s opening. Example 2.29 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 60, II, rhythmic-metric instability in mm. 23–6



When the musical material of mm. 5–22 returns in mm. 34–62, it is considerably altered, but the same musical processes unfold; in fact, they are intensified. The middle phrase segment is expanded (mm. 11–16 are equivalent to mm. 40–53) to introduce additional metric conflicts that lead Brahms to notate two measures in 9/8 meter. The concluding segment (mm. 54–62) resembles mm. 17–22 in its outervoice parallel sixths, but the rewritten passage resolves the metric instabilities of mm. 17–22 (see Example 2.30). Unlike the earlier passage, the piano’s bass line is fully coordinated with that of the cello. The only anticipations lie in the right-hand of the piano; as upper-line anticipations, these are considerably less jarring than
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anticipations in a bass line. Further, each of these anticipations is consonant with the other sounding parts. The piano’s G in m. 55 and F in m. 57 are, of course, consonant with the measure’s underlying harmony, but even the piano’s C in m. 54 and the B  in m. 56 are consonant with the simultaneously sounding string parts (F and A  in m. 54 and E and G  in m. 56). Hypermetrically, the closing segment now proceeds in four-measure units, and this hypermetric consonance is prepared at the end of the previous segment; the Neapolitan harmony shown in the first two measures of Example 2.30 actually begins two measures earlier (thus mm. 50–53 constitute a four-measure stasis on this harmony and clearly form a hypermeasure). These features, combined with the increased dynamic indication (fortissimo) and the continuous eighth-note motion in the strings, bring the second reprise to a more definitive close than the first reprise. Example 2.30 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 60, II, mm. 52–65 (piano)



A brief codetta (mm. 62–71) dissipates some of the finality of the cadence in m. 62. As in the scherzo from Op. 34, the codetta seizes upon the lowered second scale degree, which is prominent in both works near the final cadence. In the codetta of Op. 60, the D has an undeniably disruptive role. The D  initially appears as a strong syncopation (m. 62, beat 2), but then returns on the downbeat of m. 64. Since this latter D  lasts an extra beat, the tension resolves into the hyperdownbeat of m. 66, but the codetta’s asymmetry partly, and necessarily, mitigates the drive to the preceding cadence. Measures 5–61 return exactly in mm. 159–215, but Brahms rewrites the codetta into a powerful coda. Instead of resolving to the expected tonic at m. 216 (as in m. 62), the previous eight-measure closing segment repeats above a tonic pedal,
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further reinforcing the hypermetric consonance that it brings. This repetition is itself expanded by a four-measure stasis on the leading tone (mm. 224–7) before achieving the ultimate tonal goal, a blazing C-major chord. Throughout the added material in mm. 216–34, the piano has stock broken-chord figuration that vigorously supports 6/8 meter and contains absolutely no trace of the accented upbeat agent that complicated the writing—especially in the piano—throughout the movement. The first reprise of the scherzo of Op. 60 establishes upbeats as problematic events for the movement. Upbeats are frequently accented, and this prominence renders their anticipation of the tonal content of the following downbeats atypical of the tonal style. The “upbeat problem” pervades the material at the end of the movement’s middle section, but by the end of the scherzo upbeats have come to function idiomatically. A related rhythmic instability results from placing unusually short durations on downbeats; this instability permeates the start of the scherzo’s second reprise and, in an attenuated form, the movement’s middle section (e.g., mm. 81, 83, 99–110). Given the lack of development of the music of mm. 5–9 in its numerous returns, the metric process in Op. 60 is more abstract than in Op. 34 as it is more independent of pitch content. This lends support to one of the central claims of this book: the importance of viewing rhythmic-metric design not only as an element of thematic development but as a potentially thematic agent in its own right. Given their similar expressive trajectories, the scherzos from the F–A–E Sonata, the Piano Quintet, and the C-minor Piano Quartet suggest a common artistic conception. When Brahms started to compose each movement, he was apparently imagining the same type of scherzo. During the few years that intervened, though, his compositional approach progressed significantly. Much of this change results from an increasingly subtle use of metric dissonance that is tightly linked with tonal and thematic development. This evolution surely stems from Brahms’s continually increasing knowledge of, and fondness for, the music of his predecessors. An important undercurrent throughout the book, Brahms’s emulation and reinterpretation of tradition is pursued directly in the next chapter.



Chapter 3



Minuets, Scherzos, and Neoclassicism The previous chapter distinguished between scherzos with and without large-scale expressive change, but all six of the movements fell within the domain of the dramatic mid-nineteenth-century minor-mode scherzo. Although composed in the late-1850s, the lively inner movements from Brahms’s Orchestral Serenades, Opp. 11 and 16, and String Sextet, Op. 18, differ in their invocation of the sounds of the early nineteenth (and even the eighteenth) century. Unlike Brahms’s contemporary detractors, who condemned the vast majority of his works as throwbacks to classicism, recent generations of scholars, critics, and performers have recognized Brahms’s choice—and ability—to revitalize rather than reject the established instrumental forms. There has thus been little work by modern scholars on those few compositions where Brahms does seem as interested in replicating historical models as in transcending them. Perhaps more than any other of Brahms’s chamber and orchestral works, the Serenade in D Major, Op. 11, comes across as oriented primarily around the musical past. Brahms’s choice of title gives a strong clue to the nature of this work, since the serenade for large mixed ensemble or orchestra completely died out by the end of the eighteenth century. Yet the minuet movement and two scherzo movements in Op. 11 vary considerably in their connectedness to tradition; the minuet could only be described as neoclassical, while the first scherzo is decidedly not. Similarly, the Serenade in A Major, Op. 16, and the String Sextet in B Major, Op. 18, have scherzo movements strongly reminiscent of earlier practice, but Op. 16 also includes an innovative “quasi-menuetto” movement. Various motivations for the generally classicizing tone of these three compositions are readily apparent. Brahms spent the autumn months in 1857–59 at the court in Detmold, which was a small and somewhat isolated musical center. Brahms’s musical duties were directing a choir and giving piano performances and lessons, but surely the court environment spurred him to write these major pieces that lie on the boundary between chamber and orchestral music. In addition, the serenades and first sextet provided an entrée into writing for larger forces, and the young pianistcomposer’s turn towards historical models is consistent with his inexperience in this medium. (Brahms made various attempts at symphonic writing in the 1850s, but these works were either discarded or rescored; the first movement of the Piano   For an English-language discussion of the resurgence of the orchestral serenade in the second half of the nineteenth century see Allan Scott Morris, “The Wellsprings of NeoClassicism in Music: The Nineteenth-Century Suite and Serenade” (Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto, 1998). 
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Concerto in D Minor, Op. 15, for example, was built from materials initially intended for a symphony.) The connection between compositional language and performing forces is underscored by comparing the serenades and sextet with Brahms’s contemporaneous works involving piano. The first part of this chapter explores the minuets and scherzos from Opp. 11, 16, and 18. Given their neoclassical tendencies, these movements shy away from the powerfully destabilized beginnings found in some of the early minor-mode scherzos studied in the previous chapter (especially F–A–E and Op. 34). One striking feature of Opp. 11, 16, and 18 is the clear thematic connection of most of the trio sections to their frames. This is relatively rare in minuet or scherzo movements—though there are earlier examples, especially in Haydn. Brahms’s evident concern for thematic unity might be read as part of the nineteenthcentury’s growing fascination with organicism (or, less likely, as a holdover of the interest with Lisztian thematic transformation manifest in Brahms’s piano sonatas). If viewed as an organicist updating of the genre, Brahms’s shift away from overt thematic links towards subtle and occasional ones in his later scherzotype movements is somewhat puzzling. It seems more probable that Brahms was indeed intrigued by the—albeit rare—usage of thematically linked trios by his predecessors. (Spohr was apparently struck by this trait: in his Sixth Symphony, which is titled Historische Symphonie im Styl und Geschmack vier verschiedener Zeitabschnitte, the scherzo’s opening melody is simply placed in the parallel major for the trio. Spohr indicates the style of the scherzo as “Beethoven’sche Periode. 1810.”) At a minimum, Brahms perhaps felt that the apparent craftiness of movements with thematically linked trios nicely conveyed the technical rigor he sought in his emerging compositional approach. The second part of this chapter considers three movements that were composed somewhat later but are meaningfully viewed in relation to the neoclassical Opp. 11, 16, and 18. In the later works, the distance between historical models and mid-nineteenth-century composition is emphasized rather than minimized. The scherzo from the String Sextet in G Major, Op. 36, is based on a gavotte that was part of a piano suite that Brahms worked on in the 1850s. This gavotte was thoroughly neoclassical (or neo-baroque!), yet the same cannot be said of the subsequent chamber movement, which features a conflict between duple and triple subdivision (correlated with an abrupt juxtaposition of homophonic and polyphonic writing). Outside of the serenades, the “quasi-minuetto” movements from the Cello    The scherzo from the Piano Quartet in A Major, Op. 26, also features one of the special types of classical writing: its trio draws on the canonic minuet tradition. Even more than overt thematic connection, the use of canon connotes craft (though the trio of Op. 26 deftly tropes canon with style hongrois).    For a transcription of the gavotte see Robert Pascall, “Unknown Gavottes by Brahms,” Music & Letters, 57/4 (1976): 409–10. Unlike the strong indebtedness to this keyboard suite found in the slow movement of Brahms’s String Quintet, Op. 88, only the first three measures of the Op. 36 scherzo draw significantly on the earlier work.
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Sonata in E Minor, Op. 38, and the String Quartet in A Minor, Op. 51, No. 2, are the sole instances where Brahms’s genre designation and/or performance indication mentions the minuet (and in both cases qualified by “quasi”). In Op. 38, the main thematic material of the quasi-minuetto (and of the trio) features an extended upbeat; as frequently encountered in the serenades, the trio is thematically linked to its frame, but this connection here perpetuates a striking rhythmic element. The sense of historical distance is further heightened through the trio’s distinctly mid-nineteenth-century harmonic language and texture. Furthest from tradition is the quasi-minuetto from the string quartet, since the overall three-part form is called into question; this movement anticipates the formal experimentation of the lively inner movements from the Second Symphony and Clarinet Quintet (see Chapter 8). The quartet’s metric narrative evolves from three-measure units in its opening (and a first reprise with an odd number of measures!). While the present chapter devotes considerable attention to relationships with eighteenthand early nineteenth-century works, the discussion consistently demonstrates the centrality of metric narrative and the increasing importance of metric design, as Brahms became more vigorous in reinterpreting and extending past traditions.



Part I: Orchestral Serenades, Opp. 11 and 16; String Sextet, Op. 18 Serenade in D Major, Op. 11 The published version of the first serenade as a work for orchestra consists of six movements—a sonata movement, a scherzo, an Adagio non troppo, a pair of minuets, another scherzo, and a rondo—but its compositional genesis is complex. It originated in 1857 as a chamber work with fewer than six movements. Letters by Brahms and commentary by early writers variably give the original version of Op. 11 as an octet or a nonet for winds and strings; when mentioned, the original number of movements is four. In letters to Joachim and to Julius Otto Grimm in 1858, Brahms variously writes of adding a pair of new pieces or “two new scherzos and a minuet.” Even without documentary evidence one would expect that the original movements would include the sonata movement, the slow movement, and the rondo; it seems most likely that the remaining movement was one of the minuets (presumably the first minuet).   For a detailed study of the various documentary sources that shed light on the genesis of Op. 11, see Thomas Schipperges, Serenaden zwischen Beethoven und Reger: Beiträge zur Geschichte der Gattung (Frankfurt, 1989), pp. 170–76.    See letter 163 in Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 5, p. 223; and letter 49 in Richard Barth (ed.), Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 4: Johannes Brahms im Briefwechsel mit Julius Otto Grimm (Berlin, 1908), p. 85. 
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Even if the minuets (or at least the first minuet) predate the scherzos of Op. 11, one must not relate the difference in approach to the chronology of their composition (recall the progressive style of the scherzos from 1853–54 studied in the previous chapter!). Brahms sought a deliberately antique quality in the minuets, recognizing the import of including a minuet movement in a mid-nineteenthcentury work. Only in the first serenade did Brahms refer to a movement simply as a “menuetto”; in all other cases, the designation is qualified by “quasi” (Opp. 16, 38, and 51, No. 2). My treatment of Op. 11 will emphasize the stylistic differences between the minuets and the scherzos, and thus will take the movements out of their performed order (4, 5, then 2). These general stylistic distinctions map onto specific differences in tonal and especially metric structure, showing again the direct connection between analytic observation and expressive meaning. Many features conspire to give the minuet movement of Op. 11 an antique quality, including thin scoring, straightforward phrase structure, and extreme concision. The first reprise of “Menuetto I” is the only phrase that deviates from an eight-measure length (see Example 3.1). Yet the two-measure subphrases could not be more plainly articulated. Measures 1–4 set up the expectation for an eightmeasure sentence, but as the clarinet’s melody comes to a potential cadence in m. 8 the accompanying clarinet slips down from C to C and the obstinate bassoon remains fixed on G. The modulatory portion of the second reprise consists of a single eight-measure phrase whose final measure elides with the coordinated moment of tonal return and thematic rounding. The thematic rounding adds a counterpoint in the flute that takes over the leading role in the second half of the sentence and reshapes the thematic material to allow a cadence in the eighth measure. Example 3.1 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, IV (Menuetto I), mm. 1–10
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“Menuetto II” similarly consists of three phrases, but this time every phrase is an eight-measure sentence (see Example 3.2). As in “Menuetto I” mm. 1–2 and 3–4 present a melodic sequence (though rising by a third instead of by step), and the new melody’s rhythm is identical except for the addition of an anacrusis. Even the staccato accompaniment remains, though transferred from the bassoon to the violas. Like “Menuetto I” the juncture between the second and third phrases involves overlap, though only tonal. The tonal goal of the second phrase—a deceptive resolution in B major—arrives in its eighth measure but coincides precisely with the anacrusis of the thematic rounding. Brahms makes this effective by augmenting the anacrusis into a pair of quarter notes (which is prepared by a hemiola). Example 3.2 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, IV (Menuetto II), mm. 1–8



Brahms’s designation of this movement as a pair of minuets rather than as a minuet and a trio is related to the movement’s projection of an antique quality. Pairs of minuets are typical of works of the early to mid-eighteenth century, such as the keyboard, cello, and orchestral suites of Bach (though Brahms’s clarinets qualify this connection!). The pairing of a minuet in G major with one in G minor might bring to mind, for instance, Bach’s first cello suite (BWV 1007). Although many Baroque pieces have phrases with relatively irregular or indistinct subphrases, the eight-measure sentence is quite common in Bach’s suites, as Eric McKee has demonstrated in the French suites. One other possible connection    Eric McKee, “Influences of the Early Eighteenth-Century Social Minuet on the Minuets from J.S. Bach’s French Suites, BWV 812–17,” Music Analysis, 18/2 (1999): 235–60.
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to the early eighteenth century is the lack of an anacrusis in Brahms’s G-major minuet. Many—though not all—late eighteenth-century minuets have an anacrusis (usually a quarter note), but early eighteenth-century minuets never do. (The triplemeter dance with upbeat was the passepied.) The scherzos of Op. 11 are on a larger scale, and the difference is greater in the serenade’s second movement than in the scherzo that follows the pair of minuets. The most distinctive aspect of the fifth movement is a single, though vast, phrase expansion in the scherzo’s thematic rounding. The impact of this expansion is intensified by the compression that dominates the rest of the scherzo. Example 3.3 gives the scherzo’s opening, which consists not of an eight-measure repeated phrase but of a sixteen-measure parallel period—and specifically one where the first six measures of the antecedent and consequent phrases are identical. Abstractly, this might seem to make a very reasonable substitute for an eightmeasure phrase and its repetition, but a non-modulating parallel interrupted period hardly ever substitutes for a repeated first reprise in a nineteenth-century scherzo (or late eighteenth-century minuet either!). Despite the considerable redundancy, the entire period is generally repeated (e.g., Beethoven, String Quartet, Op. 59, No. 3, and String Quartet, Op. 130; Haydn, String Quartet, Op. 55, No. 2). Brahms’s opening thus proceeds somewhat more rapidly than expected. The sense of hurried presentation is reinforced by the onset of the thematic rounding in the seventh measure of the second reprise; the preceding six measures are a very plain prolongation of dominant harmony. In addition, it turns out that the thematic rounding omits the antecedent phrase altogether and simply consists of an enormously expanded consequent phrase (mm. 23–51) followed by a brief closing section (mm. 51–64). Like most closing sections, a short melodic idea repeats multiple times, but the reiterations at two-measure intervals stand in the sharpest possible contrast to the preceding phrase. The formal design of Brahms’s scherzo highlights the monumentality of its expanded consequent phrase.   One example is the second movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata, Op. 14, No. 1 (but in Beethoven’s movement the second reprise of the rounded binary form is not repeated either).    It should be noted that a repeated parallel interrupted period rarely begins a scherzo or minuet; when a parallel period and its repetition constitute a first reprise, it is most often a progressive (modulating) period. If the period does end with an authentic cadence in the tonic key, then there is almost always a transpositional relationship between the initial measures of the antecedent and consequent phrases (i.e., the consequent continues the dominant harmony from the preceding cadence [as in Beethoven’s scherzos from the String Quartet, Op. 18, No. 2, and the Piano Sonata, Op. 2, No. 2], or the consequent starts on supertonic harmony [as in Beethoven’s menuetto from the Piano Sonata, Op. 10, No. 3]).    When a rounded binary form begins with a period, both antecedent and consequent phrases generally return in the thematic rounding even if the consequent phrase is expanded. One example from the Beethoven works mentioned in the preceding footnotes is the second movement of the Piano Sonata, Op. 14, No. 1. 
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Example 3.3 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, V, mm. 1–16 (reduced score)



One aspect of tonal structure further contributes to the headlong momentum of the scherzo. Unlike the previous movement, the scherzo does not begin directly from root-position tonic harmony. Although present at the end of m. 2, root-position tonic harmony emerges securely only in m. 5. The horn’s leap from A to D in mm. 1–2 does lend considerable melodic weight to D, but the cello’s transposed repetition in m. 2 makes hearing tonic harmony from mm. 2–5 less convincing than holding onto dominant harmony throughout mm. 1–4. At the thematic rounding, the competition between the melodic emphasis on D and the harmonic orientation around the dominant is decisively resolved. The cellos and basses provide a dominant pedal throughout the six measures leading up to the thematic rounding, and this pedal continues through the first four measures of the rounding. Thus, a dominant pedal spanning some ten measures resolves to rootposition tonic harmony at the fifth measure of the rounding. The tonal return has barely been achieved when the scherzo’s breathtaking expansion begins. Brahms expands the eight-measure consequent into a twenty-nine-measure phrase through two processes: a “runaway” expansion of the outer-voice parallel tenths (mm. 27–35) and a slower-moving ascending-second sequence that leads to a cadence (mm. 35–51). Since m. 51 elides with the start of the closing section, four-measure surface hypermeter continues without interruption throughout the expanded consequent. This surface hypermeter, though, interacts with deeper levels of hypermeter. Example 3.4 shows the expanded consequent in durational reduction; this example is directly based on an analysis by Frank Samarotto.10 Although the second hypermeasure indicates expansions of hyperbeats 3 and 4, these hyperbeats come to function like an extended anacrusis to the hyperdownbeat at m. 35. Note that the hyperdownbeat at m. 35 coincides with I6 harmony (with A 10   My Example 3.4 derives directly from Example 7 of Frank Samarotto’s paper “Tonal Rhythm vs. Durational Rhythm: Some Theory and Some Practice” read at the 3rd International Conference on Music Theory (Tallinn, Estonia, 2001).
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Example 3.4 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, V, durational reduction of rounding (mm. 23–51)



in the uppermost line), recalling the onset of the expansion at m. 29. Thus, while the arrival at m. 35 is powerful, it is still very much part of the ongoing tonal process. In fact, the enlargement of the outer-voice parallel tenths in mm. 27–9 across mm. 27–35 is readily apparent due to the clear emphasis on the G in the uppermost line in mm. 32–4 and the corresponding change in direction in the bass line at the E in m. 32. In Samarotto’s view, mm. 35–51 bring a broadening of the pace of the music such that four-measure units can themselves be taken as hyperbeats. Whether or not one wishes to fully endorse this shift in level, Samarotto’s interpretation offers a tantalizing perspective on why this second stage of the expansion lasts sixteen measures (plus an elided downbeat). Although it is not as aurally apparent, this second stage of the expansion continues with the parallel outer-voice motion, but the D–E–F and F–G–A lines are flipped to create parallel sixths rather than tenths. If one does follow these motions, the subdominant harmony at m. 47 emerges not only as a long-awaited harmonic arrival but also as a stepping beyond the parallel tenths (or sixths) that have supported the tonic prolongations. As in the previous movement’s second minuet, the trio resembles its framing scherzo in aspects such as phrase design, thematic content, and tonal structure. The compact trio proceeds entirely in four-measure units except for a single two-measure expansion in the consequent phrase of the thematic rounding (see Example 3.5). The trio’s four-measure design is unusually apparent since each segment presents the same melodic content; as a result, even a brief twomeasure expansion can serve as a culmination. The repeated four-measure rhythm in the trio’s melody is a straightforward variation of the rhythm from the start of the scherzo (created by splitting each  into   ). The orchestration reinforces this thematic relationship as both scherzo and trio begin with solo horn accompanied by faster-moving low strings. Perhaps the most fascinating connections between scherzo and trio involve the initial establishment of root-position tonic harmony. Like the scherzo, the initial measure of the trio outlines dominant harmony and the second measure brings tonic harmony. In the trio, though, the tonic harmony sounds in root position directly at the start of the second measure, and it is quite convincing to connect this tonic harmony with the decisive one that comes in the fourth measure. At the thematic rounding (m. 81), however, the basses provide
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Example 3.5 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, V, trio (reduced score)



a dominant pedal which only gives way to the tonic four measures later. This is exactly analogous to the dominant pedal at the scherzo’s thematic rounding that also delayed the tonal return until the moment corresponding to the decisive tonic arrival in the scherzo’s initial phrase. The minuet movement of Op. 11 squarely referenced eighteenth-century practice—and in many ways more the style of mid-century than that of the late works of Haydn or Mozart. The precedents for Brahms’s D-major scherzo are the scherzos Beethoven penned around the turn of the century. Perhaps most suggestive is the trio from Beethoven’s Second Symphony, Op. 36 (1801–02).11 In fact, mm. 5–8 of Brahms’s scherzo are identical to the first four measures of Beethoven’s trio, and   Connections between the scherzo of Op. 11 and Beethoven’s Second Symphony were observed already in the 1860s. For a brief recounting of this reception see Mark Evan Bonds, “The Ideology of Genre: Brahms’s First Symphony,” in After Beethoven: Imperatives of Originality in the Symphony (Cambridge, MA, 1996), pp. 138–41. 11
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as in Brahms’s scherzo the rhythm of these four measures dominates much of Beethoven’s trio (Example 3.6). The second reprise of Beethoven’s trio begins directly on F-major harmony, a tonal move that Brahms’s trio also makes (though prepared by the Phrygian cadence at the end of the first reprise). In Brahms’s trio, this F harmony is treated as V/VI, whose resolution to VI delays the arrival of V until the onset of the thematic rounding; in Beethoven’s it is treated as III on the way to V, which resolves at the thematic rounding. The trio of Beethoven’s Op. 36 does not have the obsessive monothematicism of Brahms’s trio, but other trios of Beethoven’s do (perhaps the most similar is the trio from Beethoven’s Piano Sonata in D Major, Op. 28). The other scherzo in Op. 11—the work’s second movement—is not more similar to Beethoven’s scherzos than to those of the midnineteenth century; in fact, its incipit is identical to a scherzo from around 1880— the one in Brahms’s Second Piano Concerto! Example 3.6 Beethoven, Symphony No. 2, Op. 36, III, start of trio



In contrast to the pervasive use of a small number of rhythmic motives in the fifth movement, the second movement of Op. 11 exhibits great rhythmic variety, an effect enhanced through some deviations from two-reprise form. The nature and ordering of these rhythmic materials give the scherzo propulsive forward motion. The first reprise consists of three main rhythmic ideas (Example 3.7). In mm. 1–4, a series of quarter notes leads to the important tonal arrival on root-position tonic harmony in m. 4. The melodic contour of mm. 1–2 as well as the octave texture highlight the importance of m. 4, and the opening measures come across as an extended anacrusis to m. 4. The idea of extended anacrusis is prepared at the very opening, as the scherzo eschews the common quarter-note pickup in favor of a two-beat gesture that introduces some uncertainty regarding the placement of the first downbeat (though the degree of uncertainty can be greatly minimized through performance nuance). The second principal rhythmic idea spans the circle-of-fifths sequence in mm. 4–9. Here, the forward motion comes from a conflict between melody and bass. Given the strong arrival in m. 4, the ensuing melodic sequence binds together mm. 4–5, 6–7, and 8–9. The harmonic sequence in the bass, however, occurs between mm. 5–6 and 7–8. Due to the scoring of the passage and the preparation of m. 4, the metric accentuation of the melody seems primary, yet the accents projected by the bass line take over after m. 9. Starting in m. 9, the third rhythmic material strongly suggests aligned two-measure groups.
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Example 3.7 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, II, mm. 1–28 (strings)
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The flow remains urgent, though, due to the consistent tying over of melodic notes across all downbeats until the approach to the cadence in mm. 21–2. The postcadential expansion (mm. 22–8) reiterates the straightforward rhythmic shape of the cadence. Although mm. 1–22 have three clearly defined segments, they form a single, powerfully cohesive phrase largely due to the rhythmic properties of each segment. The second reprise follows the general outline of rounded binary (developmental section in mm. 29–108 and thematic rounding at m. 109), but instead of a repeated reprise there is a complex interweaving and repetition of materials. This formal freedom plays an important role in responding to the headlong rhythmic momentum of the first reprise. The developmental portion initially features a dialogue between flutes/violas and cellos, exposing the metric conflict between adjacent measures that was implicit in mm. 5–9. A fourteen-measure stasis on the dominant of E major brings hypermetric clarity as it is based on the material of mm. 9–12 with its clear two-measure patterning. The tonal remoteness of E major and the excessive length of the harmonic stasis indicate the provisional nature of this hypermetric resolution. A pivotal moment in the scherzo’s design is the introduction of a new theme (at m. 55), as it is the first material that has a truly grounded rhythmic quality (Example 3.8). The theme takes the motive from m. 1 as the basis for a phrase with strongly articulated subphrases, stalwart root-position harmonies, and consistent placement of bass and melody attacks on downbeats (except for the one melodic suspension at the phrase’s peak). Elided with the cadence is the cello’s initiation of a repetition of the phrase. A lengthy phrase with this stability is somewhat unusual midway through the second reprise of a rounded binary design, and repeating such a phrase immediately is highly unusual. In the repetition (mm. 67–89), the music digresses after the arrival of the Neapolitan harmony (m. 77); there ensues a twelve-measure expansion of the Neapolitan that leads to a half cadence in A minor at m. 89. Brahms thus undercuts the solidity of the phrase by withholding the expected tonal goal. The dynamics decrease, the tempo slows, and the texture thins until only the violas murmur repetitions of C–D. From this neighbor-note motion stealthily emerges the music of m. 1; the energetics preceding the thematic rounding are inverted compared to norms. The thematic rounding (mm. 109–31), which is altered to avoid modulation away from D minor, retains its three principal segments but is followed by substantial closing material. Elided with the cadence at m. 131 is a tonic transposition of the unusually stable phrase from earlier in the second reprise (mm. 55–67). Since this was the scherzo’s most rhythmically secure passage, it is highly effective as closing material. This return of material that preceded the rounding rules out the possibility of a repeat of the second reprise of this scherzo. Instead a codetta (mm. 147–54) based on a D–D octave leap concludes the scherzo. The trio has a simpler metric design (four-measure hypermeter persists throughout without even a single phrase elision!), yet like the other movements of Op. 11 there are striking parallels to the framing scherzo. Brahms conveys an immediate connection by underpinning much of the trio with the descending
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Example 3.8 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, II, mm. 55–67 (strings)



octave leap from the scherzo’s codetta. The trio’s key of B major also refers back to the scherzo. Each of the scherzo’s cadences in A minor made prominent use of Neapolitan harmony (mm. 20, 65, and the expansion in 77–88). In addition, the scherzo’s thematic rounding recomposes the C-major stasis in mm. 9–12 into a B-major emphasis (mm. 119–22)—and this is not the most economical way to achieve a D-minor ending for a phrase that previously closed in A minor. Perhaps most intriguing for a “simpler” trio is the writing out of repeats with tonal variation. On its initial hearing, the first reprise leads to the mediant key of D minor (forging another tonal connection between trio and scherzo!), and the second time it achieves the normative modulation to F major. The second reprise is not repeated, but like the scherzo the trio itself has an extended closing section (mm. 303–34). This study of the minuets and scherzos from Op. 11 reveals a contrast between the completely stable beginnings of the minuets and the somewhat destabilized openings of the scherzos. Although neither scherzo approaches the instability of the initial passages from the C-minor scherzos featured in the previous chapter, these instabilities provide fodder for subsequent recomposition. While tonal elements are clearly central to the structure and expression of the scherzos from Op. 11,
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rhythmic-metric elements play a vital, and too-often overlooked, role. A special feature in Op. 11 is the inter-connectedness of scherzos and trios (and minuets 1 and 2), a trait largely confined to the various classicizing movements treated in this chapter and especially prominent in Brahms’s Second Serenade. Serenade in A Major, Op. 16 Composed during Brahms’s last two years at Detmold, the Serenade, Op. 16, is in five movements with scherzo and “quasi-minuetto” placed second and fourth. Neither movement has the tinge of anachronism that intrudes in the minuets and the D-major scherzo of Op. 11. In fact, the Second Serenade contains experiments that Brahms would return to throughout his career. The opening movement, for example, starts the development as if a repeat of the exposition is beginning—a scheme he would later use in first movements of works including the Piano Quartet, Op. 25, the Violin Sonatas, Opp. 78 and 100, the Piano Trio, Op. 87, the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, and the Fourth Symphony. Similarly, the serenade’s string complement has no violins, an orchestration that famously reappears in the first movement of the German Requiem. The most notable feature of the scherzo of Op. 16 is its exuberant switching between duple and triple meters, a characteristic that might remind one more of Dvořák’s orchestral writing than Brahms’s. While the metric play serves to create a folk-like dynamism—a quality reinforced by the use of brilliant C clarinets— there is a subtle metric narrative underpinning the various recompositions of the opening material. Example 3.9 gives the score for the first reprise, but the notation obscures the music’s actual metrics. The first four notated 3/4 measures sound as six measures of 2/4 (with triple hypermeter).12 The repeated rhythmic motive suggests duple spans with downbeats coinciding with the quarter notes, and the pitch structure reinforces this inherent duple property. The weakest eighth notes are escape tones, which means that in the middle of mm. 1–2 and 3–4 the structural melodic framework is E–(D–F)–E. The double-neighbor embellishment straddles the notated barline, delaying the return to E (and its C-major accompaniment) until a beat that corresponds to the 2/4 metric scheme. Before tracing the developments of this musical idea throughout the first reprise (and the entire scherzo), a brief theoretical digression on the relationship between notation and metric analysis is productive. Due to the mutual reinforcement of rhythmic patterning and tonal structure, it seems almost certain that listeners without any knowledge of the notation would infer 2/4 meter in the scherzo’s opening. One explanation for Brahms’s notation is simply that he was adhering to convention by remaining in a single meter throughout. While convention probably prevented Brahms from even considering 12   I will consistently refer to this musical material as in 2/4, but given the quick tempo one could certainly conceive of mm. 1–4 as two measures of 3/2.
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notation with changing meters, there would be unattractive musical consequences from notating the scherzo’s opening in 2/4 meter. For ease of aural imagining, a renotated version of the melody is provided in Example 3.10 along with Brahms’s 3/4 version. My experience of the melody notated in 2/4 is one of extreme heaviness; the melody is overly segmented and lacking in musical direction. Brahms’s 3/4 notation does not reinforce the melody’s duple elements; instead, the quarter-note duration appears on the downbeat, occurs on the third and second beats, and then returns triumphantly to the downbeat.13 All of the beats between the downbeat of m. 1 and that of m. 3 acquire a lightness (which is brought out through Brahms’s orchestration and change in dynamics in the horns). Although I doubt any passive listener would perceive Brahms’s opening in triple meter, the experience of imagining—or performing—this melody from 3/4 notation is considerably more engaging than from 2/4 notation. I contend that a sensitive listener would much prefer a rendition of this opening given by performers viewing Brahms’s notation rather than 2/4 notation. The initial measures of this scherzo are perceived in 2/4 meter, but it matters that they are notated in 3/4 meter. Example 3.10 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, II, comparison of 2/4 and 3/4 notation



The role of notation in rhythmic-metric analysis has been addressed by theorists, but there is no consensus on the degree to which the composer’s notational choices should inform analysis of rhythmic-metric structure. Theorists explicitly influenced by cognitive psychology have tended to ignore notated barlines since they do not specify a sonic event in the way that an attack, a harmonic change, or an accent does. Recently, though, Justin London has addressed the role of notation in altering performance realization, and he suggests that theorists have been too quick to discern metric ambiguity. He distinguishes between “deadpan” performances that might result in metric ambiguity and those where the musicians respond to the notated meter and use expressive variations of timing and dynamics to disambiguate the meter.14 Theorists not drawing on experimental studies have always been more inclined to give the notation some consideration.   This change in energetic quality within the span of a grouping dissonance is pursued at length (and at more remote levels of structure) in Samuel Ng, “The Hemiolic Cycle and Metric Dissonance in the First Movement of Brahms’s Cello Sonata in F Major, Op. 99,” Theory and Practice, 31 (2006): 65–95. 14   London, Hearing in Time, pp. 79–80. 13
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Carl Schachter has argued for “something like the presumption of innocence in a court of law” unless there is strong evidence to the contrary.15 A recent defense of the energetic quality conveyed through notational choice is Yonatan Malin’s metric analysis of lieder.16 Most germane to the present Brahms example is Krebs’s discussion of subliminal dissonance: “Subliminal dissonance arises when all musical features—accents, groupings, etc.—establish only one interpretive layer, while the context and the metrical notation imply at least one conflicting layer. The implied interpretive layer within such dissonances is usually the primary metrical layer, and the strongly articulated layer an antimetrical one.”17 Krebs argues that the “performer must encourage listeners to join him or her in sensing a subliminal metrical dissonance.” While I generally agree with Krebs’s injunction to performers, the effect at the start of the scherzo from Op. 16 is incredibly subtle; overt reinforcement of the notated 3/4 would result in an awkward or hesitant performance.18 This passage seems to demand a lack of intervention—Brahms’s notation simply avoids heavy-handed projection of the implicit 2/4 meter. The main dissonance comes from the interaction of mm. 1–4 with events later in the scherzo rather than tension within mm. 1–4. The remainder of the first reprise continues to favor 2/4 meter, but the notated meter begins to emerge in the strings (refer back to Example 3.9). Throughout this scherzo the function of the strings is primarily rhythmic rather than melodic; the double bass part effectively substitutes for the timpani that would normally underpin a movement with this character. The strings in mm. 5–8 contribute to the resurgence of 3/4 meter in two ways. First, the attacks by the cellos and basses on the notated downbeats of mm. 6 and 8 articulate the metric position that needs strengthening in order for 3/4 meter to be perceived. Unlike mm. 1–4, however, the wind parts simply sustain across these notated downbeats. The second contribution of the strings is the echo of the ascending octave motive. Since these echos occur at a time interval of three beats, they suggest a triple meter (rather than a metric repositioning of the motive). Brahms reduces the dynamics of the strings to mezzo-forte during these crucial measures, and in most performances the metric conflict between winds and strings is minimal due to the inaudibility of the strings. (My sense of the passage is that the strings must remain loud enough to clearly sound the beat against which the wind parts are syncopated. Brahms does, after all, place the low G rather than the higher G on the downbeats of mm. 6 and 8.) In mm. 9–10, which mark time until the upbeat to the opening can occur, the 3/4   Schachter, “Aspects of Meter,” p. 98.   See especially Malin’s discussion of “Unterm Schutz,” the first song from



15 16



Schoenberg’s Book of the Hanging Gardens, Op. 15, in “Metric Analysis and the Metaphor of Energy: A Way into Selected Songs by Wolf and Schoenberg,” Music Theory Spectrum, 30/1 (2008): 61–2. 17   Krebs, Fantasy Pieces, p. 46. 18   For a quintessential instance of subliminal dissonance in a scherzo by Brahms see the discussion of the Piano Trio, Op. 101, in Chapter 6 (pp. 213–15).
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urgings of the strings subside as the violas return to a two-beat rhythmic pattern that foreshadows the return. The metric structure of the first reprise is essentially bi-partite: the first half is in 2/4 (but notated in 3/4); the second half may still be perceived in 2/4 but contains considerable elements of 3/4. The remainder of the scherzo consists of four repetitions of this design with gradual strengthening of the triple-meter component. Table 3.1 summarizes the formal and tonal design of the scherzo.19 Brahms plays a delightful formal trick in the second reprise; there is a thematic and tonal return at m. 19, but the material of mm. 1–4 is unaltered and thus modulates to the dominant. The music reverts to the key from the start of the second reprise, E major, and at m. 33 the true thematic and tonal return takes place. The X material undergoes significant rhythmic change only in its final appearance, whereas the Y material is considerably altered in all of its restatements. In the versions in mm. 15–18 and 29–32, the syncopated ascending octave motive and the continuous descending eighth notes exchange positions. Coming at the end of the Y material, the octave motive achieves the move to the dominant of C major. Both times this tonal arrival falls on a notated downbeat (mm. 18 and 32), supporting a 3/4 hearing. This tonal reinforcement of the notated meter, however, begins in the continuous eighth notes that begin these Y passages (see Example 3.11). Example 3.11 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, II, Y-derived passages in mm. 15–17 and 29–31 (reduced score)



As mm. 15–17 fall at the end of a restatement of X, one expects some emphasis on the third beat of m. 15, like the sforzandos in m. 5. Instead, as the horn’s pedal point clarifies, the E on the third beat of m. 15 is but a passing tone; the tonal accent falls on the F at the next notated downbeat. This arrival on F is quite different from the syncopated holding over that occurs in the wind parts at the downbeat of m. 6. In the Y material of mm. 29–31, the third beat of m. 29 is again a passing tone 19   In Table 3.1, X and Y refer to the scherzo’s two thematic components. The parenthetical descriptions of X allude to its changing tonal paths (modulation, sequence, half cadence, and subdominant emphasis).
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(this time between D and B), and the arrival on B at m. 30 is reinforced by the double bass. As a result, the strongest instantiation of 3/4 meter thus far directly precedes the long-awaited return of the X–Y complex in C major. Besides the full scoring and the changes to avoid modulation to G major, the final return of the X material has one highly significant alteration. The double basses now sound C on every notated downbeat. The question of perception remains open: many listeners may still be drawn to the 2/4 implications of the melody, but the preparation and rewriting of this passage make a 3/4 hearing much more accessible. Although the Y component reverts to its original configuration with the ascending octave leap preceding the continuous eighth notes, certain tonal changes vigorously project triple meter (see Example 3.12). Unlike the tonally static bass line in the first reprise, the final version of Y is supported by a repeated IV–V–I cadential progression. The double basses provide a change of harmony—not just an attack—beneath the tied notes of the wind parts. The continuous iteration of the repeated octave motive in the cellos (and violas) helps to integrate this formerly disruptive force into the 3/4 meter. Example 3.12 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, II, mm. 35–41 (reduced score)



The balance between 2/4 and 3/4 elements gradually shifts towards the latter during the scherzo—a remarkable feat given the piece’s highly repetitive design. Nonetheless, there remains a good bit of room for further consolidation of 3/4 meter, and this occurs in the coda (Example 3.13). Throughout the coda the double basses project 3/4 meter, and the Y material is replaced. Previously the scherzo proceeded almost always with four measures of X followed by four measures of Y; in the coda, the X material is shortened to two measures and answered by new material with completely consonant 3/4 meter. These running eighth notes come to dominate the music. Starting at m. 93, not only are these eighth notes continuous but the melodic framework moves with the notated meter: the main melodic note F
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Example 3.13 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, II, mm. 82–97 (reduced score)



of m. 93 proceeds to the next structural melodic tone G at the start of m. 94.20 The sustained inner-voice line (shown in the bassoon in Example 3.13, but doubled by the horns in mm. 83–6, by the clarinets in mm. 87–92, and by the horns in mm. 93–7) also plays an important role in the coda’s metric resolution. Elsewhere four-measure units have consisted of two measures that are immediately repeated; in the coda four-measure units bring together contrasting melodic ideas that are bound by this slow inner-voice stepwise line. Like the movements from Op. 11, the trio has some interesting relationships with the scherzo. Example 3.14 gives the first reprise, and the C ostinato in the violas and cellos is an undercurrent throughout the entire trio (even through the final F-major cadence!); in fact, there is no break in eighth-note motion at the end of the scherzo or before its da capo return. The violas and cellos play very softly 20   A particularly beautiful detail is the enlargement of the F–G–E escape-tone motive (from m. 2, etc.) in these final measures: F in m. 93, G in mm. 94–6, and E at m. 97.
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Example 3.14 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, II, mm. 45–52 (reduced score)



(and in the lowest part of their range!), but both lines have a duple pattern. The low C in the cello attracts some attention, and it is possible to hear metric accents on the first low C in each duple pattern; in other words, the cello pattern brings the same type of 2/4 emphasis as at the start of the scherzo. While the wind melody is new, it could easily be perceived in 2/4 due to the long notes on the second beats in the second and fourth measures of the phrase. Yet like the start of the scherzo, notating this melody in 2/4 would have unfortunate results: excessive segmentation into descending steps (F–E, D–C, (G–A), G–F, D–C). Also reminiscent of the scherzo is the strengthening of 3/4 elements in the second four-measure unit; the double bass clarifies downbeat locations as does the triadic arpeggiation and dotted half note in the melody. Unlike the scherzo, the start of the trio’s second reprise focuses almost entirely on the 3/4 material, returning to the original melody (and in a modified form) only at the pseudo-rounding. With its great lyricism and striking shift to F major (after the scherzo’s emphasis on E major), the trio provides vivid contrast, but the special rhythmic-metric features of the scherzo remain engaged, if not always explicitly. Among the various minuets and scherzos from the two serenades, the relationships between trio and frame are nowhere tighter than in the “quasimenuetto” from Op. 16. A single melodic-rhythmic figure permeates both minuet and trio, and the trio’s tonal content responds to specific features of the minuet’s. Some of the shared tonal aspects seem to invoke the memory of the work’s scherzo movement, although the minuet movement does not inherit the earlier movement’s rhythmic-metric daring (despite the unusual use of 6/4 meter!). The rhythmic motive that permeates the movement is   , or more precisely attacks on beats 1, 3, 4, and 6 of the measure since there is considerable use of staccato and pizzicato (Example 3.15). Much of the opening’s charm results from the distribution of this attack pattern among the instruments; the composite rhythm of every measure in the first reprise is the same, and this is nearly always true of the second reprise as well. The progression from short attacks in different instruments that together articulate beats 1, 3, 4, and 6 to the presentation of this rhythmic pattern within sustained melodies in individual instruments gives the first reprise a
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Example 3.15 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, IV, mm. 1–9 (reduced score)



convincing rhythmic shape. Notably, the second reprise never returns to the highly discrete texture of mm. 1–4, except for the three-measure codetta (which is simply a transposed version of mm. 7–9). The minuet’s most striking tonal feature is the stasis on F major (III) at the start of the second reprise. Not only do the cellos and basses sustain a low F throughout the reprise’s first four measures (mm. 10–13), but the key receives an authentic cadence (m. 20)—an arrival distinguished by the rare deviation from the pervasive rhythmic idea in the preceding two measures (Example 3.16). This motive then re-enters in the clarinets (doubled in the bassoons an octave lower), and provides a smooth link into the somewhat recomposed thematic rounding. The prolongation of the mediant throughout the entire portion of the second reprise that precedes the tonal return calls to mind a couple of other pieces. The serenade’s scherzo also emphasized III at the start of its second reprise, although it did briefly touch on the dominant before the thematic rounding. Notwithstanding this distinction, both movements treat the arrival on the dominant at the end of the first reprise as a back-relating dominant subordinate to the subsequent arrival on III. Even more similar to the present situation is the trio from Beethoven’s Second Symphony (again!) since that work juxtaposes not just tonic and mediant Example 3.16 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, IV, mm. 18–22 (reduced score)
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tonalities but specifically D major and F major. The emphasis on the mediant within the minuet of Op. 16 makes a clear connection to the trio’s key of F minor, a relationship that is reinforced when the mode turns to major for the trio’s codetta (mm. 85ff.) and that I will return to below. As mentioned previously, the trio is permeated by the melodic-rhythmic idea from the minuet’s first measure (Example 3.17). Like the minuet, there is a similar progression from a texture of discrete attacks to longer, legato lines, but in the trio the main motive generally does not partake in this progression. Instead, it functions as an accompanimental figure—albeit an important one—in the flutes and cellos. In the C-major closing material at the end of the trio’s first reprise, which is transposed to F major at the end of the second reprise, the clarinet brings this motive into the spotlight, but given their formal locations these utterances come across as echoes of the already completed musical discourse; although slower, they are similar in function to the flippant repetitions in the last three measures of each reprise in the minuet. In the trio, the sole moment when the  rhythmic motive truly leads is in the approach to the two main cadences. In the cadential Example 3.17 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, IV, start of trio (reduced score)
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preparation in the first reprise, the motive is confined to a single measure (m. 46), but in the second reprise it has an effusive, climactic surfacing (see Example 3.18). The syncopated D that launches the descent towards the cadence strongly recalls the parallel syncopation that initiates the stepwise descents at the end of each reprise of the minuet (cf. mm. 5–6 in Example 3.15). The trio’s only passage where the  rhythmic motive does not appear in either melody or accompaniment is in the four measures preceding the thematic rounding (mm. 65–8); in the analogous location in the minuet (the cadence in F major shown in Example 3.16) there was also a temporary withdrawal of this motive. Thus, despite the trio’s general tendency to deploy the motive more as a counterpoint, the formal placement of the motive remains very similar. Example 3.18 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, IV, structural cadence of trio (reduced score)



The tonal connections between trio and minuet go beyond the use of F minor (later major) as the key for the trio. The trio opens with a 5–6 motion that transforms the root-position F-minor sonority into an intriguing reminiscence of the minuet’s D major (see mm. 33–4 in Example 3.17). For the moment this passage simply spawns a sequence (mm. 33–6, 37–40), but the oboe’s plaintive C to D becomes the guiding element of the trio’s tonal structure, as indicated by the bracketing on the sketch provided as Example 3.19. The solid brackets enclose various uses of D as a melodic embellishing tone. The D–C from mm. 81–2 was mentioned earlier (and shown in Example 3.18) in relation to the climactic statements of the main rhythmic motive; the iteration in mm. 45–6 is similar, though it has a different rhythmic and tonal continuation. The motion between D and C even figures prominently at the start of the second reprise. In the bass line, there is an eight-measure passage where the cellos do not digress from D except for a couple of brief upper and lower neighbors (mm. 57–64). When the cellos return to C at m. 65, the flute and oboe leap up to D, recalling in a compressed form the slower descent heard in mm. 45–9. The high D is transferred down an octave in mm. 66–7, but the rapid decrease in dynamics coupled with the sinuous chromaticism in the accompanying instruments leave the D hanging quite unresolved. The D thereby
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connects audibly to the oboe’s C at the thematic rounding (m. 69). The dotted brackets in Example 3.19 show statements of the descending bass tetrachord in both diatonic and chromatic forms. This tetrachord, of course, embeds a D–C motion; dominant harmony is never approached from below (except for a brief 4 on the last beat of m. 83, which I take as an embellishment off of 6). In addition to its suitable expressive import, the consistently descending nature of the bass line maximizes the frequency with which D–C motions can occur. Example 3.19 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 16, IV, tonal sketch of trio



That the trio’s placement in the key of the mediant relates to the minuet’s emphasis on the mediant becomes explicit at the trio’s conclusion. At the end of the tonal sketch, I have included the material presented by the cellos (doubled at the lower octave by the basses) in the trio’s final two measures. These measures relive those that preceded the thematic rounding in the minuet (refer back to Example 3.16), thereby preparing the da capo return of the minuet in exactly the same way as was the thematic rounding in the minuet’s second reprise. There is one other dimension to the intertwining of F major and D major: the second reprise of the trio is not repeated. Thus, on hearing the trio’s last two measures, one anticipates a repetition; these two measures could lead very smoothly into such a repetition since the trio’s second reprise begins with D in the bass line. The repetition of the second reprise—with its focus on D for the initial eight measures—is supplanted by a return of the minuet’s D major. Just as the minuet’s emphasis on F was linked with the trio’s key, so too is the trio’s highlighting of D associated with the minuet’s key. Like the serenade’s scherzo, the minuet has a coda, though a much shorter one that consists of a single plagal motion. Particularly apt is the melodic return to



Minuets, Scherzos, and Neoclassicism



99



—yes, F—for the final chord. This final drawing together of the minuet and trio caps off a ternary-form movement whose large sections are deeply and ravishingly interconnected. String Sextet in B Major, Op. 18 The last of the scherzo-type movements Brahms worked on during his Detmold years is the scherzo from the String Sextet, Op. 18. This scherzo movement is in many ways more straightforward than those from the serenades. The scherzo and the trio are in rounded binary form with repeated reprises, and the notated 3/4 meter is clear throughout. The movement is in a deliberately “low” style with folk-like pizzicato patterns in the cellos, slow harmonic rhythm, and considerable use of open octave textures. Yet there is important flexibility in phrase lengths, and the movement’s handling of phrase expansions is perhaps its most remarkable musical process. Although phrase expansions do not come into play until the second reprise, the idea of expansion is sown in the first reprise (Example 3.20). The initial six measures are unusually repetitive, and with the change in melodic design at m. 7 one wonders if a two-measure expansion exists within mm. 1–6. Measure 9, however, brings an even more marked contrast in the melody—reinforced by the motion away from the F pedal—that argues against a prior expansion. A close reading of the melody in mm. 1–8 provides further evidence against expansion as each gesture contributes to a gradual ascent to the high A: first the neighbor B, then the arpeggiation through C and F (see tonal sketch in Example 3.21). While mm. 9–12 form a hypermeasure and do not modify the expected phrase rhythm, they do present a stunning motivic enlargement. The melodic sequence that begins at the end of m. 6 (D–B–A, F–D–C, A–F…E) seems headed for E at the start of m. 9. The arrival on E is withheld until m. 12 (the E in m. 10 is a Example 3.20 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 18, III, mm. 1–12 (reduced score)
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passing tone between D and F). The completion of this enlarged motivic statement brings a certain satisfaction to the cadence, but the melody’s sudden rhythmic acceleration and giddy ascent in mm. 9–12 invites recomposition at the end of the second reprise. The thematic rounding proceeds exactly like the opening until the ninth measure. In the recomposed version, the melody does go to the expected E—and this E is vastly expanded. The melodic prolongation of E spans eight measures (mm. 33–40), which (given the necessity for an authentic cadence) results in a thematic rounding of eighteen measures (mm. 25–42). The hypermetric numbering in Example 3.21 takes these eighteen measures as an expansion of sixteen: within the four measures of dominant harmony there is an immediate repetition (m. 39) and the final measure of tonic harmony is an echo. The lower rows of hypermetric numbering suggest that at a deeper level the scherzo’s final ten measures form a single four-measure hypermeasure. The deeper-level hypermeter shown at (a) maintains all of the tonal content but gives only a single hyperbeat to each of the passage’s four harmonies. The reading given at (b) removes the tonal motion towards the mediant and assigns three hyperbeats to dominant harmony and the fourth to the tonic arrival; in this prototype the E would be heard only with dominant harmonization. While it seems clear that mm. 33–42 expand a single four-measure hypermeasure, different understandings of the source of the expansion are possible: lengthening of each harmony or the presence of tonal digression. In this passage, I find the latter explanation more convincing. Although the tonicization of the mediant provides a welcome enrichment of the phrase’s vocabulary, its function is to delay the imminent move to dominant harmony. Further, realizing the scheme given at (a) poses considerable difficulty; musical logic demands the common-tone connection of hearing E at the start of the dominant harmony, yet it is not possible (using only eighth notes) to achieve the subsequent stepwise melodic ascent to the high F within a single measure. This sense of mm. 33–6 as a parenthetical insertion is strengthened by its usage of the melodic material drawn from the Example 3.21 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 18, III, tonal sketch of scherzo
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passage just before the thematic rounding (mm. 17–24).21 What are the musical effects of this expansion? The arrival of E in the ninth measure of the rounding fulfils the implications of the melodic sequence, and the subsequent expansion provides the suspenseful buildup of harmonic tension and rhythmic energy that makes the giddy ascending eighth notes at the cadence fully satisfying.22 At the end of the first reprise, there was the feeling of an ending that comes too suddenly—an effective piece of writing for a tonally open, internal cadence—and the scherzo’s final cadence is able to preserve “cadential rhyme” but is prepared in a way that enables it to withstand the greater need for strong closure in its new location. Like the scherzo, the trio makes significant use of phrase expansion, but the trio offers vivid contrast in almost every dimension (except choice of key!). Example 3.22 provides the scherzo’s last three measures and the trio’s first reprise. The upper-tetrachord of the F-major scale links the scherzo’s cadential gesture to the opening of the trio; the effect of the goal F, however, is quite different. Instead of the breathless, just-in-time arrival at the end of the scherzo, F is a powerful and consistent point of departure for the trio. Not only does the presentation of the F at the start of the trio differ from the end of the scherzo but the weightiness of the tonic harmony contrasts with the tentative presentation of that harmony at the start of the scherzo. In m. 1, the pizzicatos in the cello parts begin on C, delaying the definitive root-position tonic harmony for a measure (refer back to the sketch in Example 3.21). In the trio, the cellos have a similar repetitive pattern—staccato Example 3.22 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 18, III, mm. 40–52 (reduced score)



  Note that mm. 17–24 themselves involve four measures of expansion (see Example 3.21). Here there is only one deeper-level hypermeter possible since every harmony is necessary to make a convincing progression; the expansion comes purely from two measures of lengthening within each of the phrase’s final two harmonies. 22   In addition, if one follows the two-measure surface hypermeter, the final tonic arrival falls in a hypermetrically strong measure (in contrast to the cadence’s weak hypermetric placement at the end of the first reprise). Example 3.21 shows only the underlying hypermeter in this passage, but there is a surface hypermeter that is operative (and necessitates the echo repetition in the last measure). 21
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rather than pizzicato—but one that returns squarely to F at the downbeat of each measure. The violas, which were silent at the start of the movement, vigorously sustain F throughout most of the trio’s first reprise. In the trio, phrase expansion occurs in the first reprise and in the second reprise (both before and within the thematic rounding). In the first reprise, the expansion takes place at the eighth measure where the melody achieves its goal C but the bass fails to move off the dominant of C major. This two-measure expansion avoids the excessive monotony that might have resulted from ending the phrase in the eighth measure. After a four-measure standing on the dominant, the second reprise shifts to the key of VI and restates the trio’s first four measures. Given their immediate repetition within the trio’s first eight measures, one expects a repetition of this material in VI. Instead, the expected four-measure unit is expanded into a twelvemeasure one that leads to a climactic arrival on IV for the thematic rounding (see Example 3.23 for a tonal sketch). While this expansion preserves four-measure surface hypermeter, it involves octave textures and much immediate repetition; it comes to serve as something like an extended anacrusis to the arrival on the subdominant. Placing the rounding on the subdominant only occurs one other time in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements (in the trio of Op. 25), though some of his independent rounded binary pieces feature this Schubertian trait (e.g., Waltz, Op. 39, No. 1). A fortunate consequence of the subdominant transposition is the avoidance of F as the emphatic melodic point of departure; F can be reserved for the phrase’s melodic goal. Brahms does not draw from this subdominant beginning an exact transposition of the thematic rounding; instead, at the seventh measure he inserts two measures of supertonic harmony, giving the rounding again a total length of ten measures. The persistent departures from four-measure units in the surface hypermeter thus continue to the end of the trio, but this element is addressed in the coda. The coda begins like a return of the trio, but this time the surface hypermeter continues at the four-measure level without interruption. In fact, the principal melodic and harmonic arrivals strictly coincide with the strongest hypermetric locations (see Example 3.24). One other tonal detail of the coda seems especially significant: its emphasis on the pitch A (mm. 93–8). The melodic structure of the coda is extraordinarily straightforward—an ascent to A followed by a clear stepwise descent to F—and harmonically A receives prominence due to its placement at the end of a rising fifths (!) sequence. While one might relate this focus on A to the tonicization of A minor near the close of the scherzo, this argument seems forced; unlike the scherzo, the A in the trio is not tonicized by its dominant and the motion from A back to the dominant of F major is mediated (through V/V in mm. 99–100). As with its rigid four-measure hypermeter, the A in the coda seems to compensate for a tonal peculiarity in the trio. The melody in the first reprise of the trio strongly emphasizes  and to some extent 5. Yet, from a Schenkerian perspective, both  and 5 are problematic as a Kopfton due to problems of support for the Urlinie
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Example 3.23 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 18, III, tonal sketch of trio



Example 3.24 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 18, III, tonal sketch of coda



descent.23 Thus, my reading of tonal structure (Example 3.23) understands the emphatic F at the start of the trio as a continuation of the F from the close of the scherzo, which at the level of the background is a first-order descent off the scherzo’s Kopfton. As a result the scherzo’s Kopfton is available to continue into the trio. That the trio’s upper line features a neighboring 4 at the thematic rounding is not uncommon for a subdominant rounding (cf. Waltz, Op. 39, No. 1); the unusual aspect is the complete avoidance of  in the first reprise. The coda’s emphasis on A is an especially appropriate reworking of the trio’s thematic material.24   The Schenkerian term Urlinie, or fundamental line, refers to the structural upper voice’s stepwise descent from , 5, or  to  that occurs during a tonally closed piece. Kopfton, or primary tone, denotes the first pitch of the Urlinie. 24   The role of the A in the coda has an added dimension from the coda’s first impression as a repeat of the trio. In scherzo–trio–scherzo form, the Ursatz (fundamental structure) usually closes at the end of the scherzo whether or not there is a coda (e.g., all of the scherzo-type movements in the serenades). In Op. 18, the start of the coda suggests a fivepart form may be occurring, which would defer the close of the Ursatz until the scherzo’s second return. Since this return never materializes, a completely prospective hearing would situate the descent of the Urlinie in the coda; thus, the  in the coda is not a mere reflection 23
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The six scherzo-type movements from the serenades and the sextet show Brahms revisiting his Classical heritage. The late works of Haydn and Mozart and the early music of Beethoven outweigh the influences of middle-period Beethoven and Schumann (which were strong in Brahms’s scherzos of the earlier 1850s, as seen in the previous chapter). An obvious but important point I have not yet mentioned is the general preference for the major mode in Opp. 11, 16, and 18. Of their six scherzo-type movements, four are in the major; among Brahms’s entire output of thirty-five only thirteen are in the major (in other words, excluding the present works, nine of twenty-nine). The two minor-mode movements—the first scherzo of Op. 11 and the quasi-menuetto of Op. 16—are the most forwardlooking of the movements discussed (and perhaps the most innovative movements in the complete serenades). The three movements treated in the second part of this chapter are in the minor mode, and despite their allusions to eighteenth-century elements the role of reinterpretation is much more salient. Examining these three movements in the same chapter as Opp. 11, 16, and 18 is intended more as a means of contrast than of connection; the distance between musical past and present is negotiated differently in these works of Brahms’s first years in Vienna.



Part II: String Sextet, Op. 36, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, and String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2 String Sextet in G Major, Op. 36 The scherzo from the String Sextet in G Major, Op. 36, differs sharply from the scherzos studied previously in this chapter. The meter is 2/4 instead of 3/4, and the tempo is somewhat slower—Allegro non troppo. These features and the movement’s placement in second position have led William Mahrt to argue that Brahms plays a trick on the listener, giving the initial impression that this is the work’s slow movement and only revealing the true type when the boisterous trio arrives.25 While this claim might reach a bit too far—especially if one believes, as I argue below, that this movement is frequently performed more slowly of the Kopfton but connects prolongationally to the scherzo’s Kopfton. One could certainly argue that retrospectively one is aware of the coda’s function as a relatively brief—albeit powerful—closing gesture that comes after the main musical arguments are over; in this case, the A in the coda is but a memory of the Kopfton. I find the former understanding more convincing, but in either interpretation the coda’s emphasis on A has special connections to events much earlier in the movement. 25   William P. Mahrt, “Brahms and Reminiscence: A Special Use of Classic Conventions,” in Wye Allanbrook, Janet Levy, and William P. Mahrt (eds), Convention in Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-Century Music: Essays in Honor of Leonard G. Ratner (Stuyvesant, NY, 1992), pp. 92–4.
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than Brahms intended—this is without question one of Brahms’s most unusual scherzos. Particularly striking is the juxtaposition of strongly contrasting musical materials: the scherzo’s first reprise consists of two units (mm. 1–17 and 17–33) that scarcely seem to belong in the same piece. The latter material is a three-part fugal exposition, and while this betrays a connection to the musical past it is a very different relationship than found in the scherzos of Opp. 11, 16, and 18. In those works, the scherzos resembled Beethoven’s early ones, but the scherzo of Op. 36 takes a practice most immediately associated with the first half of the eighteenth century and places it amidst mid-nineteenth-century tonal and rhythmic language. There is a seeming incongruity or excess of contrast within the scherzo’s first reprise, a tension that is worked out over the course of the movement. The disjuncture that occurs at m. 17 is the defining moment in the scherzo (score in Example 3.25). After some sixteen measures in clear duple meter, the introduction of triplet subdivisions gives the impression of a shift into 6/8 meter. The roulades in mm. 11–12 and 15–16 foreshadow the new material— both metrically and intervallically—but these earlier gestures are heard as rapid ornaments of their main tones (A and E respectively). Further, these gestures place their peaks on downbeats, in contrast to the heaviness of the metric placement of this figure at the start of m. 17. The contrast at m. 17 is enhanced by the sudden change in texture and the unexpected modulation to D minor. The abrupt metric and textural discontinuities at m. 17 do resemble an event in one of Brahms’s other scherzos. In the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, there is a switch from 6/8 to 2/4 meter at m. 13 with a shift from full texture to first violin and viola in bare octaves (shown in Example 2.20). In Op. 34, it is the disruptive 2/4 meter that ultimately prevails, and similarly the injected 6/8 meter is used in the coda of Op. 36; this is especially significant since the composition of Op. 36 occurred at the same time as Brahms was rescoring Op. 34 from a string quintet to a piano quintet. Op. 34 also treats the 2/4 material fugally, but that occurs in the middle of the scherzo where developmental techniques are more common (and the type of fugal writing in Op. 34 is much more like a late-Beethoven fugue than the neo-baroque writing in Op. 36). The first attempt at reconciling the two components of the Op. 36 scherzo comes with the entrance of the countersubject at m. 21. Although disguised by rhythmic displacement, it is a transposed inversion of the melody from mm. 1–4; the relationship becomes explicit in the cello in mm. 25–8 as the rhythmic displacement is removed and ornamentation is restored. The rhythmic situation remains complex as the third voice maintains the displaced rhythm and the articulation of duple subdivision of beats.26 After the entry of the third voice, the fugal exposition ceases and the music grinds to a halt through fragmentation of the subject’s closing measure. The rhythmic complexity of mm. 21–8 and the textural and thematic disintegration in mm. 29–33 express a failed attempt to integrate the 26   The combination of a fugal subject with triple subdivisions and a countersubject with duple subdivisions brings to mind yet another work from the same period—the finale of the Cello Sonata, Op. 38.
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Example 3.25 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, mm. 1–29



Minuets, Scherzos, and Neoclassicism



107



scherzo’s two thematic ideas, an outcome that creates the potential for large-scale thematic development. The second attempt at reconciliation comes just before the thematic rounding. After a chromatic ascending 5–6 sequence, the music arrives at the dominant of C minor whereupon a stretto occurs. The subject for the stretto combines the neighbor-note figure of m. 1 with an inversion of the first measure of the earlier fugal subject (see Example 3.26). Again, texture plays an important role in undercutting this moment: the low, soft murmuring of the cellos and violas is not unlike the texture at the end of the first reprise. Since only the quarter-note component of the opening material returns, the sole subdivisions are those of the fugal subject; thus, in contrast to the predominantly duple aspects thus far in the second reprise, there is a strong manifestation of 6/8 meter. The emphatic arrival and subsequent prolongation of the dominant of C minor poses a challenge in launching the thematic rounding. Since m. 48, G has been the controlling harmony, but its mode and function are not those required to trigger the thematic rounding. Brahms solves this problem with a series of detours. First, m. 56 begins the initial theme as if still on the dominant of C minor. Then, in m. 57, the theme starts over in G major and continues for four measures. At m. 61, the theme’s third and fourth measures are treated to a digressive series of imitations. The tonal meandering, which is governed by common-tone relationships, communicates the falseness of the earlier attempts to initiate the thematic rounding and sets up the true rounding at m. 69. The tonal digression in mm. 61–8 is made even more unsettling through the resumption of direct conflict between duple and triple subdivisions; the rhythmic and tonal flexibility of this passage provide a good illustration of the change in language compared to Opp. 11, 16, and 18. Nowhere is mid-nineteenth-century harmony more evident than in the succession from F minor (in first inversion) to G minor at the start of the rounding. Given the dramatized opposition within the first reprise, the thematic rounding requires substantial recomposition or addition of closing material; Brahms opts for the latter. The thematic rounding (mm. 69–96) is little changed except for its close in G minor, but it is followed by a codetta (mm. 97–108) and a further coda-like codetta (mm. 109–20). The rounding and codettas all end with strong cadences, suggesting that the primary function of the closing material is not a tonal one. The codettas reverse the progression from duple to triple subdivisions (Example 3.27). The first codetta picks up on the cadential turn motive (from m. 94, echoed in mm. 95–6) and continues its implied 6/8 meter, though the end of this codetta slows to such an extent that neither triple nor duple subdivisions are present. This slowing in mm. 105–8 is beautifully prepared through phrase expansion and motivic augmentation. The first codetta begins with a pair of two-measure segments (mm. 97–8 and 99– 100) and a third statement is expanded through sequence (mm. 101–4). At the end of the melodic sequence, the first violin reaches an A that is then transferred down an octave in the second violin and a further octave in the first viola before reaching the expected G in m. 107. As this A is stretched beyond its expected length—recall the A to G motion in the second viola in mm. 98 and 100—the first cello augments
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Example 3.26 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, mm. 50–69



the turn motive (F–E–F–G in mm. 105–7). Thus, the deceleration that removes the triple subdivisions is both smooth and convincing, though the arrival at m. 107 is undercut by the absence of a chordal third in the tonic harmony. The withdrawal of triplet subdivisions smoothes the return of duple subdivisions in the second codetta—a return one, of course, anticipates since movements tend to begin and end in the same meter. Like the use of thematic augmentation to withhold the triplet subdivisions, the reintroduction of duple subdivisions (at m. 109) results from a diminution of



Minuets, Scherzos, and Neoclassicism



Example 3.27 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, mm. 96–120
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the melody from mm. 1–4. Significantly, the melody not only occurs in diminution but is also transposed up a fourth. This is especially apt since the original version began and ended on 5; the transposed statement gives the same prominence to . The process of transposition up a fourth in a coda (or coda-like passage) occurs with some frequency in Brahms’s pieces that feature an opening theme that gives melodic emphasis to 5; the scherzo from Op. 34, studied in the previous chapter, transposes the arpeggiated melody from 6 (neighbor to 5) to  (neighbor to ) in its codetta (which is also very much a “coda-like codetta”).27 In addition to bringing a return to duple subdivisions (and transposing important melodic material to a more stable pitch level), the second codetta gives the imitative texture previously associated mainly with the scherzo’s second thematic component to the main thematic material. In many ways, then, the second codetta provides resolution of the dramatic opposition established in the first reprise. Yet the first cello maintains an undercurrent of triple subdivisions throughout the second codetta. Although they are an accompaniment to the imitations in the upper strings, the triple subdivisions do make an appearance in the first viola in the fourth measure before the second codetta’s end. These subdivisions are much more prominent since they occur in the same register as the leading melodic line (in the second violin) and since they involve pitch motion (D–E–D) rather than mere repetitions. In fact, there is a striking interaction between the neighbor-note motions in the viola and violin since they are almost—but not quite—in synchrony. Thus, this recall of the scherzo’s opening motive is not just a satisfying reminder of the main idea but maintains metric instability in the second codetta. Brahms writes out the return of the scherzo after the trio in order to recompose the second codetta—with surprisingly few alterations—into a powerful coda. The coda confirms the triple subdivisions from the preceding first codetta (Example 3.28). In the final measures, the first viola (mm. 367–9) and cellos (m. 370) play a triplet version of the melody from mm. 1–4. Gone is the competition between duple and triple elements present in the scherzo’s first hearing. The coda’s dotted figures pass by at such a speed that one cannot distinguish between a sixteenth note and a triplet eighth note (and performers would think of these as pickups rather than as precisely measured values). Like the scherzo from Op. 34, the meter presented later in the first reprise is the meter in which the movement closes. This works well dramatically with the greatly increased dynamics and faster tempo in the coda; the forte dynamics suggest a violent, unexpected turn of events as the racing triple subdivisions usurp the role of primary meter. This outcome offers a reminder that the constraints on large-scale metric processes differ from those on tonal ones in Brahms’s music. Whereas beginning and ending in different keys is exceedingly rare in Brahms’s works, ending in a different metric state (or with unresolved metric dissonance as in the scherzo from the Piano Trio, Op. 101, discussed in Chapter 6) is a possible, albeit uncommon, occurrence. 27   Another example is the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, discussed in Chapter 5 (see p. 171).
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Despite its “low” style, the trio harbors many of the sophisticated techniques found in the scherzo (e.g., melodic inversion and diminution), but the present discussion will focus on the trio’s possible relationship to the scherzo’s metric narrative. The trio, marked Presto giocoso, is in 3/4 meter with strongly projected four-measure hypermeter (Example 3.29). The melody’s frequent hemiolas are consistently heard as dissonances within 3/4 meter. Given the 2/4 and implied 6/8 meters of the scherzo, the choice of 3/4 meter for the trio might seem designed to add meter to the numerous parameters that make the trio contrast sharply with its framing scherzo. The trio, however, occurs in a much faster tempo—quick enough that the trio’s quarter notes move at about the same speed as the scherzo’s triplet eighth notes. In this case, two measures of the trio’s 3/4 meter have some equivalence to one measure of the scherzo’s “6/8” meter. Hearing the trio’s meter as an instantiation of the 6/8 component of the scherzo makes the alternation between duple and triple subdivisions of a common beat continuous throughout the movement.28 In performance, the tempo proportion of making the scherzo’s Example 3.28 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, mm. 359–71 (first violin)



Example 3.29 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, start of trio (first violin and cellos)



  In no way do I mean to suggest that Brahms “should have” notated the trio in 6/8. The 3/4 notation is essential to convey the heaviness of the trio’s dance. (The 3/4 notation is necessitated by the music’s expressive and topical qualities—not due to the presence of irregular lengths of hypermeasures and phrases.) 28
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quarter note equivalent to the trio’s dotted half note is rarely sought.29 In most recordings the trio’s dotted half note is noticeably slower than the scherzo’s quarter note but in at least a couple of others the reverse is true.30 This state of affairs indicates that proportional tempos are possible; among recordings consulted for this study the tempos for the trio range between 96 and 108 while the tempos for the scherzo fall between 88 and 116. Although there is a wide range of tempos for the scherzo, almost all recordings take the scherzo either quite slowly (88 or 92) or very lively (116) rather than with a moderately lively tactus that could continue— at least approximately—into the trio. Beyond the attractiveness of bringing the movement’s alternation of duple and triple within a unifying tactus, the linkage between the end of the trio and the start of the scherzo is enhanced through tempos that are close to proportional (see Example 3.30).31 Of course, other performance choices bear on this connection, especially the presence of delay between the last pizzicato D and the return of the scherzo. The choice of a proportional tempo for the trio does not result in an inherently better (or worse) performance, but it does alter the movement’s metric narrative by bringing the otherwise strongly contrasting trio into closer contact with the framing scherzo. As noted in Chapter 1, metric narratives suggest certain performance   Proportional tempos in Brahms’s music have been treated in several studies; most significant are David Epstein’s article “Brahms and the Mechanisms of Motion: The Composition of Performance,” in George Bozarth (ed.), Brahms Studies: Analytical and Historical Perspectives (Oxford, 1990), pp. 191–226, and his book Shaping Time: Music, the Brain, and Performance (New York, 1995), pp. 258–85. Other studies include Ira Braus, “An Unwritten Metrical Modulation in Brahms’s Intermezzo in E Minor, Op. 119, No. 2,” in David Brodbeck (ed.), Brahms Studies 1 (Lincoln, NE, 1994), pp. 161–9; Allen Forte, “The Structural Origin of Exact Tempi in the Brahms-Haydn Variations,” The Music Review, 18/2 (1957): 138–49; and John Rink, “Playing in Time: Rhythm, Metre and Tempo in Brahms’s Fantasien Op. 116,” in John Rink (ed.), The Practice of Performance: Studies in Musical Interpretation (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 254–82. I am not aware of any discussions of tempo proportions within Brahms’s Op. 36. 30   Among nine recordings consulted, six slow the tactus for the trio. (These were recordings by Jascha Heifetz et al. [1961], the Kocian Quartet with members of the Smetana Quartet [1987], the Stuttgart Soloists [1992], Academy of St Martin-in-the-Fields Chamber Ensemble [1993], L’Archibudelli [1995], and Hausmusik London [1997]). Two related recordings—one by the Amadeus Quartet (1968) and one with members of the Alban Berg and Amadeus Quartets (1990)—speed up the tactus for the trio. While the performance by Hausmusik London only slows down slightly for the trio, the only recording among the nine with an obvious intent to maintain a single tactus throughout is a recent recording by the Nash Ensemble (2006). 31   Most recordings slow down in mm. 247–50 (even if the trio already goes more slowly than the scherzo). A creative—but unconvincing and certainly untenable—interpretation of this juncture is heard in the recording by the Kocian Quartet with members of the Smetana Quartet; the return of the scherzo begins in the tactus of the trio (104) and accelerates during the following four measures (to 116). 29
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Example 3.30 Brahms, Sextet, Op. 36, II, return of scherzo



nuances—not a fixed set of prescriptions but rather a range of possibilities. Metric narratives can be enhanced through changes in dynamics, articulation, and rubato but most can be realized in many ways without undergoing fundamental change. The tempo choice in this trio, though, is slightly different in that it has the potential to alter the details of this movement’s metric narrative. This distinction motivated the explicit discussion of performance issues in the present discussion. Regardless of the trio’s tempo, the second movement of Op. 36 is an unusually diverse movement—in terms of meter, stylistic allusion, and expression. Its engagement with historical materials is much more experimental than in the movements from Opp. 11, 16, and 18 studied at the beginning of this chapter. Cello Sonata in E Minor, Op. 38 The Cello Sonata in E Minor, Op. 38, was the first duo sonata that Brahms deemed worthy of publication. When Brahms composed its opening three movements in 1862, he planned a four-movement work, but after completing the finale in 1865 he removed the slow movement.32 The remaining inner movement bears the performance indication Allegretto quasi Menuetto. The minuet is but one of the work’s eighteenth-century allusions. Others include the fugal finale, the strong similarity of its subject to Bach’s Art of Fugue, and possible motivic associations   Brahms’s only other three-movement instrumental work among his early pieces is the Piano Concerto in D Minor, Op. 15. The concerto also began as a four-movement conception, but Brahms discarded both the original scherzo and slow movement in favor of a new slow movement. 32
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with a trio in E minor for viola and two cellos from the Op. 38 (!) trios of Bernhard Romberg (1767–1841), a trio that also circulated in an arrangement for cello and piano.33 Compared to the scherzo from the Sextet, Op. 36, the minuet from Op. 38 is exceedingly compact both in thematic materials and formal design. The minuet’s most striking feature is its unusually long upbeat and the subsequent handling of this feature at thematic returns (and also in the trio!). In the music of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, minuets with upbeats generally have a quarter-note anacrusis; a few of their minuets—especially in the string quartets of Haydn and Mozart—do have upbeat gestures that exceed one measure, phenomena I refer to as “extended upbeats.”34 Brahms’s minuet draws on this tradition but in a particularly playful manner: the cello’s melody opens with a conventional quarter-note upbeat but that upbeat is itself prepared by the piano (Example 3.31). The first reprise consists of a single phrase (mm. 2–10) that is elaborated not only by the extended upbeat but also by a post-cadential phrase expansion, or suffix. The suffix recalls the motive from the piano’s extended upbeat, a motive hinted at already by the cello in m. 9. Each of these motivic recalls is situated in a hypermetrically weak measure. To achieve this hypermetric placement, the underlying phrase is nine measures long. With their repetition of a two-measure thematic idea, mm. 2–5 suggest the beginning of an eight-measure sentence—a phrase type that was favored in the minuets from the Serenade, Op. 11. Example 3.32 offers a hypothetical recomposition of mm. 2–10 as an eight-measure sentence. The penultimate measure recalls the extended upbeat motive, but in an eight-measure phrase this recall is hypermetrically strong at the two-measure level. An extra measure at the start of the second half of the phrase 33   Claims of thematic connections between Op. 38 and Bach’s Art of Fugue date back to Wilhelm Altmann’s 1912 article in Die Musik titled “Bach-Zitate in der VioloncelloSonate Op. 38 von Brahms.” A relationship with Romberg’s trio is proposed in William Klenz, “Brahms, Op. 38: Piracy, Pillage, Plagiarism or Parody?” Music Review, 34/1 (1973): 39–50. By considering employment of the “Neapolitan complex” in both Romberg’s and Brahms’s pieces, Christopher Wintle adds support to Klenz’s primarily motivic analysis in “The ‘Sceptred Pall’: Brahms’s Progressive Harmony,” in Michael Musgrave (ed.), Brahms 2: Biographical, Documentary, and Analytical Studies (Cambridge, 1987), pp. 204–11 and 219–21. Ellwood Derr, without any mention of Romberg, notes the Bach connection and draws additional ones to Beethoven (Sonata in C Major, Op. 2, No. 3), Schubert (Sonatas in A minor, D. 784 and D. 845), and Schumann (Konzertstück, Op. 92); see “Brahms’ Op. 38: Ein Beitrag zur Kunst der Komposition mit entlehnten Stoffen,” in Susanne Antonicek and Otto Biba (eds), Brahms Kongress Wien 1983 (Tutzing, 1988), pp. 95–124. A vigorous critique of Klenz and especially Derr is presented in Siegfried Kross, “Bach-Zitat oder Schubert-Pasticcio?” in Friedhelm Krummacher and Michael Struck (eds), Johannes Brahms: Quellen, Text, Rezeption, Interpretation (International Brahms Congress, Hamburg, 1997) (Munich, 1999), pp. 97–102. 34   I treat the topic of extended upbeats in detail in “Extended Upbeats in the Classical Minuet: Interactions with Hypermeter and Phrase Structure.” (The article focuses on works by Haydn and Mozart, but there is discussion of Brahms’s Op. 38 on pp. 31–7.)
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Example 3.31 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, mm. 1–15



Example 3.32 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, recomposition of mm. 2–10



is necessary to incorporate the return of the upbeat motive without altering its hypermetric context. When the opening material returns, it is modified to reach an authentic cadence, but it retains its original hypermetric organization. In Example 3.33, the hypermeter above the score shows the relation of Brahms’s music to the hypermeasures of an eight-measure sentence. The annotations below the score show the surface hypermeter created through expansions. The sentence first undergoes a one-measure expansion (made particularly clear by the near-repetition of m. 66), so that the upbeat gesture in m. 67 again falls in a weak measure in the surface hypermeter. Brahms then avoids a convincing close in m. 68, extending the phrase through repetitions of the cadence. These repetitions culminate in
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Example 3.33 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, mm. 59–76



m. 74 with a return of the upbeat figure at its original pitch level. This last iteration of the upbeat figure falls in a weak measure of the surface hypermeter. As indicated by the reading of the underlying hypermeter, mm. 71–4 are an expanded version of m. 67, the measure that referred to the upbeat motive. By slowing down the harmonies of m. 67, Brahms reintroduces the upbeat motive in its original form, bringing the process of motivic development full circle. Significantly, this recall is integrated into the surface hypermeter (as a fourth hyperbeat).35 There is also an important tonal aspect to the minuet’s extended upbeat. An upbeat to an initial tonic harmony almost always clearly implies dominant or tonic harmony. The cello’s leap from E to A is very characteristic, but the piano’s extended upbeat only weakly suggests dominant harmony due to its early emphasis on F (and to a lesser extent D). The tension of the F is made more explicit at the start of the written-out repeat of the first reprise since the upbeat comes out of several measures of dominant prolongation. A first attempt at accommodation occurs in the lead-in to the thematic rounding. Measure 58 consists entirely of an oscillation between D and E that merges seamlessly into the upbeat’s D and E in m. 59. The upbeat at the thematic rounding thus is firmly coordinated with dominant harmony, but only as a result of sacrificing the F–E motion central to the upbeat’s identity and to the minuet’s motivic design. The recall of the upbeat gesture at the end of the   This integration is slightly obscured by the hemiolas in mm. 71–2 and 73–4.
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minuet’s final phrase returns the F and achieves a compromise with the harmony (refer again to Example 3.33). The left hand no longer doubles the melodic line; instead, it provides harmonic support and initiates the minuet’s structural dominant precisely as the upbeat gesture begins. Further, the immediately preceding phrase expansion in mm. 71–3 prolongs the subdominant, and the upbeat’s F functions like a suspension; it also echoes the F–E motion that occurs within the cello line in m. 73. Thus, the recall of the upbeat gesture during the minuet’s structural cadence achieves a fully convincing harmonization of the upbeat. When a minuet by Mozart or Haydn has an extended upbeat, the trio almost invariably has no upbeat or a quarter-note upbeat; Brahms’s movement makes the extended upbeat a central feature of both the minuet and the trio. The relationship is particularly evident since the trio’s upbeat (Example 3.34) is a loose transposition of the minuet’s; 4 substitutes for the diatonic version.36 Example 3.35 extracts Brahms’s bass line and gives hypermetric annotations.37 An exceptional feature of the trio is the thematic reworking at the tonal return rather than a thematic rounding (see Example 3.36). F minor is reasserted at m. 101 after three measures of dominant preparation, but the structural upper line is entirely reconceived. As indicated in the tonal sketch in Example 3.37, the piano’s upper line no longer remains on 5; instead, the upbeat motive is altered to accommodate a descent to  at the tonal return. The cello, which had doubled the piano’s upper line at the start of the trio, emphasizes 5 at the start of m. 101, but in an inner voice; when the cello line rises to prominence at m. 103 it too has reached . Thus, although the upbeat gestures remain separate from the four-measure hypermeter, their pitch   The motion between 6 and 5 in minor that is featured at the start of the upbeats relates to the sonata’s first movement. In the opening theme of the first movement, the cello’s first melodic apex is on C, and that C resolves directly to B. Even after the first movement shifts to the major mode, the coda repeatedly emphasizes the motion from C to B (e.g., mm. 263, 264, 265–6); in fact, the final three pitches in the bass line are C, B, and E (mm. 276–81). In the minuet, the end of the first reprise (m. 10) and especially the writtenout repeat (mm. 26–8) present the – motive as C–B, which strengthens the connection to the E-minor first movement. 37   Repetition creates one-measure phrase expansions in mm. 83–4 and 94–5. These expansions, like the one in mm. 71–4 of the minuet, make use of hemiola. Although hemiola is quite frequent in Brahms’s music, these hemiolas have melodic figures that relate motivically to the upbeat gesture. Further, in the minuet, the four beats of the upbeat gesture divide into two-beat units based on rhythmic differentiation; in the trio, the upbeat consists of two-beat units separated by silence. It should be noted that the hypermetric meaning of a hemiola depends on its tonal content and on its context. In Brahms’s trio, the hemiolas in mm. 101–2 and 105–6 do not expand a single hyperbeat in the underlying hypermeter; the hemiolas are rhythmic dissonances against completely periodic hypermeter. Metaphorically, the music box, which stuttered and hesitated at the trio’s beginning, stutters but does not hesitate in mm. 83–4 and 94–5, whereas it neither stutters nor hesitates in mm. 101–2 and 105–6; this new fluency is reflected in the periodicity of the hypermeter throughout mm. 101–8. 36
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Example 3.34 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, start of trio



Example 3.35 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, hypermetric analysis of trio



Example 3.36 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, mm. 97–104
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Example 3.37 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 38, II, tonal sketch of trio



content participates in the trio’s descent from its Kopfton. There is thus a curious interplay between hypermetric and tonal value at the tonal return. Brahms, keenly aware of historical precedent, has taken the extended upbeat of Haydn and Mozart and deployed it in a new way. String Quartet in A Minor, Op. 51, No. 2 The “Quasi Minuetto” from the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, diverges further from tradition than the corresponding movement from the cello sonata. The minuet is exceedingly somber—descending, legato lines in the upper strings above the cello’s open-fifth drone; the beginning resembles Schubert’s “Der Leiermann” more than a minuet. (The immediate source for the cello’s drone and turn figure is the end of the preceding slow movement.) Two aspects of Brahms’s minuet are especially worthy of close study: its emphasis on three-measure units and the complex form of its middle section. As is well known, the dance steps of the minuet span two measures of music (notated in 3/4). Thus, if a functional minuet departs from four-measure (or eightmeasure) phrases, the lengths of reprises remain duple.38 This generally holds true in art minuets as well; for example, the five-measure phrases in the minuets from 38   One discussion of functional minuets with irregular phrase lengths is Tilden A. Russell, “The Unconventional Dance Minuet: Choreographies of the Menuet d’Exaudet,” Acta Musicologica, 64/2 (1992): 118–38.
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Haydn’s String Quartets, Op. 20, No. 3 and Op. 54, No. 1, group together to form ten-measure first reprises. More famously, the three-measure units in the minuet from Mozart’s Symphony in G Minor, K. 550, generate a fourteen-measure first reprise (3 + 3 + 8). In Brahms’s minuet, the initial three-measure unit launches a reprise of fifteen measures (Example 3.38). The rhythmic-metric structure of these fifteen measures is subtle and continually denies expectations. Even the initial three-measure unit is not as cleanly articulated as in Mozart’s K. 550; Brahms’s threemeasure unit arises because the cello’s repetition does not receive its own measure but is overlapped by the new beginning in the upper strings. After m. 6, one expects the upper strings to initiate another subphrase. Due to the silence of the violins at the downbeat of m. 7, however, it appears that this time the repetition (in the viola and cello) will receive its own measure and create a four-measure hypermeasure. On the second beat, though, the violins re-enter but with an echo of the ending gesture—an echo that comes one beat too early. The rhythmic displacement of this figure is highlighted by the sf indication, the chromatic harmony, and the tie. From this rhythmic impasse emerges a quick cadence in E minor in m. 9, which marks the tonal goal of the first reprise. The melodic content of mm. 8–9 derives entirely from the triplet gesture that was unexpectedly heard in m. 7: F–G–B–A becomes transposed to E–F–A–G whose last three notes are then transposed to D–F–E. This seamless developing variation is allied to the progressive shift from triplets to eighths to quarter notes. The impact on the larger metric structure is to deny a strong beginning within mm. 7–9; there is no event analogous to the downbeats of mm. 1 and 4. From this hypermetric dissolution, there eventually emerges a four-measure unit in mm. 12–15 but only after unsuccessful attempts at beginning in mm. 10 and 11. Significantly, this four-measure unit has marked changes in musical content: the introduction of a dotted rhythm, a triadic arpeggiation, and perhaps most noticeably a shift to staccato articulation. These attributes undercut the minuet’s elevated discourse; the cadential passage provides welcome symmetry and predictability but it does not sustain the level of expressive depth previously established. The first reprise of this minuet is the most hypermetrically irregular among Brahms’s minuet, scherzo, and intermezzo movements. It is impossible to arrive at a hypermeter that is even remotely periodic—thus in a strict sense hypermeter may be inoperative in this passage. Yet these fifteen measures seem to be mainly about hypermeter, about the search for normative structure of the larger metric levels. After a tentative establishment of three-measure hypermeter, mm. 4–9 lead to a hypermetric dissolution after which—on the third attempt—a fourmeasure hypermeasure occurs. The progression from a three-measure unit to an eventual four-measure one recurs later, and is fully satisfactory only in its final manifestation. As is normative, the second reprise consists of two elements: the motion towards the home dominant and the thematic rounding. The nine measures that precede the rounding begin with a three-measure unit based on mm. 1–3 followed by a six-measure unit that achieves the stepwise bass descent to E. The six-
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measure unit does not consist of two three-measure hypermeasures; due to the repetition in mm. 21–2, the surface hypermeter is clearly duple (see annotations in Example 3.38). Since this repetition begins in the third measure of a seeming sequential restatement of the previous three measures, it suggests the presence Example 3.38 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, mm. 1–24
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of phrase expansion; this effect is enhanced due to the chromatic nature of the repeated material (the Neapolitan sixth of D minor!). The underlying basic length of mm. 19–24 is four measures, as the expansion begins only in the third measure and the tonal goal—the home dominant—requires an additional measure. Example 3.39 provides a possible recomposition as a four-measure unit by excising the literal repetition and accelerating the subsequent bass descent. The underlying structure of the nine measures preceding the rounding is 3 + 4, but this four-measure unit is transformed into six measures in the musical surface. The progression from three-measure to four-measure structure is implicit here, but becomes explicit in the rounding. Example 3.39 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, recomposition of mm. 19–24



The rounding is very similar to the first reprise, preserving the unusual fifteenmeasure length and its internal groupings. The rounding’s only clear four-measure unit is its last, which again requires two unsuccessful attempts at initiation (see mm. 34–9 in Example 3.40a). Although the legato articulation and expressive depth are maintained, the minuet’s closing measures have tonal features that undercut the hypermetric resolution. The minuet ends with a half cadence—a very unusual turn of events and the first indication that this movement might depart from straightforward minuet–trio–minuet design. In addition, the acute listener might note that the unsuccessful attempts to begin the cadential segment are not transposed to the expected pitch level. Given the extensive thematic correspondence between the thematic rounding and the first reprise, the attempts should occur a fifth lower than in the first reprise (which modulated to the key of the dominant). Instead, the passage occurs a sixth lower, emphasizing D–E melodically (not E–F) and mediant harmony (not subdominant). While this slight deviation raises a subtle cautionary flag ahead of the half cadence, it is in no way necessitated by the eventual tonal goal; an emphasis on subdominant harmony in mm. 34–6 could convincingly prepare the impending dominant arrival. Given the focus on F as an
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Example 3.40 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, mm. 33–9 and 166–78



Brahms and the Scherzo



124



upper neighbor tone in mm. 1–3 (both in the cello and first violin lines), a similar treatment of F in mm. 34–6 would enhance the minuet’s sense of completion. This might explain Brahms’s avoidance of F, since the half cadence clearly indicates that the intended musical effect is incompleteness (and one enhanced through the rarity of tonal openness at this juncture in a minuet movement). The return of the minuet is written out to accommodate a recomposition of the closing measures with an authentic cadence (Example 3.40b). Besides this long-awaited tonal arrival, this passage provides an appropriate outcome to various hypermetric and thematic elements. The annotations on Example 3.40b offer two possible hypermetric readings. The first reading is parallel to the above interpretations of the prior cadences in that it takes the gestures in mm. 167–8 as unsuccessful attempts at initiation. The melodic prolongation of D across mm. 172–3 is heard as a cadenza-like expansion of the fourth hyperbeat. The second reading views the first violin line in mm. 169–70 as inherently cadential—that is, as third and fourth hyperbeats. The melodic motion, though, is not synchronized with the harmonic progression since the lower instruments only reach the dominant at this point. The second reading is more periodic but less satisfactory, since it requires a retrospective treatment of mm. 169–70; the dotted figure of m. 169 was a hyperdownbeat in its sole prior appearance (m. 12, and again m. 145). In either reading, there is an additional four-measure hypermeasure after the tonal arrival, confirming the progression to four-measure structure. Thematically, the minuet’s final measures draw together the legato and staccato articulations that had been juxtaposed at the end of the first reprise; the staccato articulation now exists within the plaintive expressive state rather than undercutting it. The final hypermeasure provides precisely the thematic closure that was denied with the shocking half cadence on the minuet’s first hearing. The movement’s incipit C–B–G–A passes between the second violin and viola in place of the tonally open permutation A–G–C–B (from mm. 37–9); at the same time, the neighbor-note F that was withheld in the approach to the final cadence soars above.39 Certainly the tonal resolution of these measures is essential, but their hypermetric and thematic construction seems no less integral to the impact of this simple but expressively charged closing.40 Although the hypermetric irregularity of this movement differentiates it from a typical minuet, the contrasting middle section does so even more strongly. Given the liveliness of the middle section and the contour of its initial melody, the middle section seems at first like a major-mode variation of the minuet. As shown in Example 3.41, the sixteenth notes of the middle section are smoothly prepared by the eighth-note embellishment in the minuet’s thematic rounding, as in the   The neighbor-note F might also recall its prominence as part of the F–A–E cell in the quartet’s first movement. 40   Although there is considerable hypermetric resolution at the end of this movement, the minuet’s emphasis on three-measure units seems related to the overt use of hemiola in the opening measures of the 3/4 meter finale. 39
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Example 3.41 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, allusion to variation technique



progressive diminution of Classical variation sets. It soon becomes apparent that the music beginning at m. 40 is much more than a variation; Table 3.2 summarizes its formal and tonal design (and places it in the context of the A sections). The B section does not engage the rounded binary (or possibly simple binary) form that is conventional for a trio; instead, it is more like a compressed and irregular sonata form. It has two thematic components (labeled “a” and “b” in Table 3.2), the second of which is in the key of the dominant. This theme, however, is soon overcome by reiterations of the minuet’s incipit transposed to E major (as G–F– D–E). A forte outburst of the incipit in C minor (as E–D–B–C) precipitates an interjection in the tempo of the minuet (labeled X in Table 3.2 and provided in Example 3.42). This interjection combines the minuet’s first two measures (in the second violin and cello) with a slow version of the B section’s first two measures (in the first violin and viola). An interruption within the B section, this brief passage is essentially static and is followed by a non-modulating recapitulation of the “a” and “b” materials. Again, the “b” material is overwhelmed by the minuet’s incipit and leads to a restatement of the interrupting passage in A minor. Instead of returning to the Allegretto vivace material, the interrupting material leads to a short quasi-chorale that ends on the home dominant and sets up the return of the minuet. The middle section thus has thematic openness as it does not end with a return of its main, light-hearted music. The idiosyncratic formal design of this movement’s middle section anticipates some of Brahms’s later experimentation. The slight reference to variation form looks forward to the third movement of the Second Symphony (see Chapter 8, pp. 267–8). The substitution of a lively, sonata-like design for a trio is not unlike the third movement of the Clarinet Quintet, although the sonata design is fully realized in the later work (see Chapter 8, p. 280). Since the interrupting passages in Op. 51, No. 2 relate directly to the minuet, there is an aspect of formal interpenetration. Although the movement’s overall form is undeniably ternary (rather than a rondo), it might be viewed as a distant precedent for the inner movements of the String Quintet, Op. 88, and the Violin Sonata, Op. 100. In these two works, the slow and scherzo movements are combined into a single entity with continual switching between the two. The string quartet, of course, has a separate slow movement,
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Table 3.2 



Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, formal and tonal design
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Example 3.42 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, III, mm. 73–8



but the interweaving of the thematic components in the minuet movement has a musical effect quite similar to the more experimental ones in Opp. 88 and 100.41 In most of Brahms’s mature compositions, there is a complex and multifaceted dialogue with musical tradition; the three pieces studied in the second part of this chapter are apt demonstrations. In each case, rhythmic-metric features are central to this dialogue—the change in (perceived) meter in Op. 36, the extended upbeat in Op. 38, and the three-measure hypermeasures in Op. 51, No. 2. While the movements from Opp. 11, 16, and 18 also exhibit interesting rhythmic-metric features, the presence of a metric narrative is more strongly felt in the works that diverge farther from historical precedents. Before continuing with study of movements that seek out new directions—the so-called intermezzo movements— I will consider the three early scherzos not yet discussed: those from the Piano Trio in B Major, Op. 8, the Piano Quartet in A Major, Op. 26, and the Horn Trio in E Major, Op. 40. 41   Since the movements from Opp. 88 and 100 are principally slow rather than scherzo-type movements, they fall outside of the scope of this book.



Chapter 4



The Pastoral Scherzos Brahms designated the second movement of the Piano Trio, Op. 8, the third movement of the Piano Quartet, Op. 26, and the second movement of the Horn Trio, Op. 40, as scherzos. These movements have the lively tempo, 3/4 meter, and hypermetric regularity associated with Beethoven’s symphonic scherzos. Each of these three scherzos makes use of elements characteristic of the pastoral genre, especially “horn” fifths and lengthy pedal points. Although each movement also possesses features less typical of the pastoral—most notably the minor mode in Op. 8—each includes a sufficient number of pastoral features to cue the pastoral mode. Meter is based on multiple periodic levels of activity. Metric theory gives a special place to the level of motion referred to as the tactus, the pulse level most likely indicated by a conductor’s beats or by an experienced listener’s spontaneous tapping. The immediate duple or triple groupings of the tactus create meter; higherlevel periodicities, if present, generate hypermeter. In particularly fast tempos, the composer’s meter signature is often based on a level of pulse that proceeds more quickly than the tactus. This is certainly true in the scherzos of Opp. 8 and 40, where the tactus is the dotted half note rather than the quarter note. In the case of Op. 26, either the quarter note or the dotted half note could serve as the tactus, depending on the choice of tempo and on the listener. Thus, especially in Opp. 8 and 40, the pervasive four-measure groupings are not as significant as the notation suggests. For ease of comparison with the notated score, my analyses refer to two- and four-measure metric units as hypermeasures, even though many listeners perceive these spans as metric rather than hypermetric. What is noteworthy in these three scherzos is the relative degree of congruence between tonal and rhythmic-metric structures. Periodic four-measure, eightmeasure, and even sixteen-measure hypermeters are not only operative but are strongly projected. Tonal arrivals, for example, generally fall at the beginning of hypermeasures, and structural melodic pitches are often evenly paced and situated in metrically strong locations. There is a greater degree of congruence in Op. 8 than in Op. 40, with Op. 26 occupying a middle position. For this reason, the chapter will focus on Opp. 8 and 40 to highlight this range of inter-parametric congruence.



  Robert Hatten discusses the pastoral mode as a nineteenth-century expansion of the characteristic pastoral genre from the Classical era in “Schubert’s Pastoral: The Piano Sonata in G Major, D. 894,” in Brian Newbould (ed.), Schubert the Progressive: History, Performance Practice, Analysis (Aldershot, 2003), pp. 151–68. 
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Piano Trio in B Major, Op. 8 Brahms first published the Piano Trio, Op. 8, in 1854 but thoroughly revised the work in 1889. Of the four movements, only the scherzo did not undergo drastic revision. In terms of tonal, rhythmic-metric, and motivic content, only the scherzo’s coda changed significantly; nearly all of the revisions outside of the coda involve texture or performance directions rather than harmony or rhythm. The score excerpts below come from the revised version, though the analytic observations apply equally to the original version (except as noted in the coda). The scherzo of Op. 8 exhibits considerable congruence between tonal and rhythmic-metric structures. Eight-measure hypermeter is consistently operational, and sixteen-measure hypermeter is occasionally present. Melodic groups fall within four-measure units, and tonal arrivals coincide with metric accents. Only in transitional sections and in the coda does the high degree of coordination between tonal and rhythmic-metric structures dissolve. This is entirely conventional in transitions, but less usual in codas. A comparison of the first and second versions of Brahms’s coda reveals a considerable decrease in hypermetric periodicity in the final version. Analyses of later scherzo movements (especially Opp. 87 and 101) show a withholding of resolution of significant conflicts, and the second version of the coda of Op. 8 betrays Brahms’s later penchant for qualifying closure. The following discussion will examine coordination of tonal and rhythmic-metric structures first in the scherzo proper, then briefly in the trio, and finally in the coda. The scherzo’s main thematic idea, which is introduced by the unaccompanied cello in mm. 1–4, has highly coordinated tonal and rhythmic-metric structures (Example 4.1). The pitches on the notated downbeats consist of members of the implied B-minor harmony. Embellishing tones are short and fall on the metrically weak third beats. The four-measure idea does not elide with subsequent material; instead, it comes to completion within its four-measure temporal frame and is separated from subsequent material by silence. This idea permeates the scherzo, and a major-mode transformation provides the basis for the trio. In the remainder   Most of the revisions reduce doublings between the cello and piano parts, or change the thickness of chords within the piano part. The revised score also contains substantially fewer performance directions.    Besides imbuing the entire movement with a consistently high degree of interparametric congruence, the movement’s limited number of thematic ideas may have programmatic significance. Eric Sams views the D–C  –B–A  –B cell as a transposition of Schumann’s Clara cipher. Sams further connects Brahms’s placement of that cipher in B minor with Schumann’s opera Genoveva. In act I of that opera, Schumann uses this figure in B minor to set Siegfried’s instruction to Golo to “take care of my wife” while he is away fighting in battle; the tonalities of B minor and B major are associated with Golo throughout the opera. See Eric Sams, “Brahms and his Clara Themes,” Musical Times, 112 (May 1971): 432–4. David Brodbeck relates the meaning of a Clara cipher in the scherzo with overt allusions in the 1854 version of Op. 8 to Beethoven’s An die ferne Geliebte (and thus to Schumann’s Fantasy, Op. 17) in the last movement and to Schubert’s “Am 
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Example 4.1 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, mm. 1–4 (cello)



of the first reprise, this idea occurs again on the tonic (mm. 5–8 and 6–9) and twice in the key of the minor dominant (mm. 13–16 and 17–20). Only in the case of mm. 5–8 is the separation of the four-measure group reduced; the canonic imitation by the piano (mm. 6–9) provides rhythmic continuity at the end of m. 8. A similar canonic imitation in the right hand of the piano part in m. 18, however, stops in its third measure to end at the same time as the leading violin line. Throughout the second reprise, there are many repetitions of the main thematic idea, and strategies for minimizing the closure of four-measure groups rarely occur. Instead, Brahms does not counteract the idea’s innate stability and tendency to close definitively in its last measure. The coordination of rhythmic-metric and tonal structures extends to higher structural levels. Example 4.2 provides three levels of durational reduction for the scherzo’s first reprise (mm. 1–32a). The middle level of reduction suggests a twenty-four-measure basis for the thirty-two measures of music. The extra measures result from an antiphonal repetition of the main thematic idea at the start of each phrase. This reduction proposes that in addition to the four-measure hypermeter of the surface, there exists an underlying eight-measure hypermeter (shown by double barlines in Example 4.2). The middle level also indicates a tonal model for the last eight measures: an arrival on the minor dominant that is subsequently transformed into the home dominant. The deepest level of reduction in Example 4.2 posits a sixteen-measure model as the fundamental basis of the first reprise. The sixteen-measure model responds to the I–V motion of the first eight measures with another eight-measure unit. The lack of tonal motion in the last eight measures of the first reprise (along with the scarcity of melodic motion in mm. 21–4) suggests that the basic length of the first reprise is sixteen measures. The reductions in Example 4.2 eliminate one surface detail that has consequences later in the movement. At the end of m. 20, each of the instruments anticipates the motion to the cadential  (Example 4.3). The durational reductions in Example 4.2 immediately eliminate this detail since there is no doubt that the upbeats at the end of m. 20 function as foreground anticipations of the tonal motion at the downbeat of m. 21. In the new material at the end of the scherzo’s rounding, this passage is



Meer” in the slow movement; see Brodbeck, “Medium and Meaning,” pp. 123–7. John Daverio, however, has recently questioned the presence of hidden encodings in Brahms’s (and Schumann’s) music; see John Daverio, Crossing Paths: Schubert, Schumann, and Brahms (New York, 2002), especially pp. 72–8 and 108–13.
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Example 4.2 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, durational reduction of mm. 1–32a



Example 4.3 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, mm. 18–25



rewritten in such a way that a metric displacement does develop; I will address that metric displacement later. The start of the second reprise moves even closer to the pastoral, since it brings major-mode harmonies to the scherzo’s “horn” fifths and coordinated tonal and rhythmic-metric structures. Only after the arrival of the dividing dominant (m. 76) and the onset of the retransition (mm. 77–120) does the metric regularity diminish.
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After m. 85, the bass line rises chromatically, and each new bass pitch arrives on the last quarter note of a measure. Further, as the ascent continues, the duration of each bass pitch decreases: four measures on G, three on G, two on A, and two (that are repeated) on A. While such Beethovenian foreshortening is a common device, it appears in this scherzo only once—in this retransitional passage. Foreshortening generally culminates in a significant moment of arrival; in a retransition, it might build to a climactic thematic return. In Op. 8, the foreshortening instead leads to the second part of the retransition, a passage with a much slower rate of presentation of musical content. The eight-measure surface hypermeter disintegrates as the second part of the retransition consists of twenty, rather than sixteen or twenty-four, measures (mm. 101–20 in Example 4.4a). Yet the slow rate of musical events and the amount of repetition suggest an expansion. Examples 4.4b–e offer four possible prototypes. Example 4.4b reads the exact repetition of mm. 101–4 in mm. 105–8 as the source of a four-measure expansion. Although literal repetition may create a phrase expansion, the suspiratio in mm. 113–20 strongly suggests a composed-out deceleration, as shown in Example 4.4c. Example 4.4d assumes multiple expansions and posits an eightmeasure prototype. Example 4.4e has the same tonal content as Example 4.4c, but reads a composed-out deceleration throughout the entire passage. Example 4.4e thus responds to the fact that the violin’s melody is a loose augmentation of the movement’s opening cell, a temporal relation made explicit by the piano’s imitations (in mm. 101–2, 105–6, 109–10). It is not my intent to argue that one of these prototypes is the proper conceptual basis for mm. 101–20. Rather, the close similarity between each of these prototypes and Brahms’s original suggests that the irregular hypermeter in mm. 101–20 directly relates to a periodic underlying one. The expansion arises from literal repetition, composed-out deceleration, or some combination of the two. Each of the four prototypes interprets the expansion differently in its origin and/or degree of expansion, but the underlying regularity is immediately accessible. When the scherzo’s opening melody returns in the cello at m. 121, a submediant chord in the piano displaces the expected B-minor harmony (shown in Example 4.4a). The tonal accent thus does not coincide with the metric accent, but is instead shifted to the end of the four-measure group. Avoiding simultaneous strong tonal and metric arrivals at the start of a major formal section is typical of Brahms; in the context of his works, the undercutting of the thematic return in Op. 8 is minimal. Even among the pastoral scherzos, Op. 26 and especially Op. 40 exhibit considerably more intricate reworking of the thematic return. The most metrically unstable passage in Op. 8 occurs in the new material at the end of the thematic rounding (Example 4.5). In a typical scherzo, the new material at the end of the thematic rounding leads to a conclusive cadence in the tonic; this scherzo remains fixed on the dominant. Recall that the first reprise undercut the arrival on its tonal goal (F minor) by sustaining a ninth chord above F during its last eight measures. The new material at the end of the second reprise leads to the same sonority, which functions as a link into the trio. The approach to this
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Example 4.4 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, second part of retransition and possible prototypes



problematic tonal event has an equally unsettling metric component. Although the new material in m. 145 begins with clear harmonic changes every two measures (reinforced by its sequential construction), a metric displacement occurs in mm. 153–8. While the violin reinforces the notated downbeats through agogic
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Example 4.5 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, mm. 145–64



accents, the cello imitates the violin at the time interval of two quarter notes. As a result, the cello’s agogic accents fall on the last beat of each measure and reinforce the metric displacement initiated by the harmonic changes in the piano. The return to F as a foreground harmony at m. 159 reorients the perceived downbeats to the notated ones. The trio of Op. 8 features an even fuller coordination of tonal and rhythmicmetric structures than the movement’s outer sections. Major harmonic arrivals
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occur at hyperdownbeats, normative accelerations in harmonic rhythm take place during each phrase, long melodic durations begin in metrically strong locations, and sixteen-measure hypermeter is directly accessible. The impact of these features is especially palpable since the trio’s opening melody is a majormode transformation of the violin’s shadowy melody from the second part of the scherzo’s retransition (mm. 101–20). A short bridge (mm. 248–60) connects the end of the trio with the return of the scherzo, and this transitional passage introduces momentary hypermetric ambiguity (Example 4.6). The sixteen-measure hypermeter breaks down; more significantly, aspects of the music cause some uncertainty over the alignment of the four-measure (and two-measure) hypermeter. The bridge begins with two repetitions of the piano’s cadential gesture from the end of the trio. Each of these repetitions is two measures long and begins on a hypermetrically weak downbeat; in the terminology of Lerdahl and Jackendoff, grouping is significantly out-ofphase with respect to the hypermeter. With their strict separation of rhythm and meter, Lerdahl and Jackendoff do not infer a weakening of meter or hypermeter when grouping remains consistently out-of-phase from meter. In this bridge, though, the two-measure groups that cut across the established duple hypermeter seem to project their own competing hypermeter, especially in a performance that includes any pause between the end of the trio and the start of the bridge. In other words, the bridge sets up a shadow hypermeter, which is shown by the dotted lines and parenthetical hypermetric scansion in Example 4.6. The sforzando at m. 252 furthers the establishment of the shadow hypermeter, but the shadow hypermeter ultimately resolves into the main hypermeter at the return of the dominant (m. 257). This bridge thus provides hypermetric uncertainty entirely absent from most of the movement. Example 4.6 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, durational reduction of mm. 233–60



  Lerdahl and Jackendoff, A Generative Theory, p. 30.   The term shadow meter comes from Frank Samarotto, “Strange Dimensions:



 



Regularity and Irregularity in Deep Levels of Rhythmic Reduction,” in Carl Schachter and Hedi Siegel (eds), Schenker Studies II (Cambridge, 1999), p. 235.
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When the scherzo returns, a coda is added to make the tonal motion from dominant to tonic. This new material turns away from the scherzo’s clear tonal and rhythmic-metric structures; its initial four-measure idea is immediately repeated with a sizable expansion from a cadenza-like passage for piano (Example 4.7a). This expansion gives additional prominence to the idea’s unusual motion from subtonic to leading tone. Example 4.7b suggests a sixteen-measure prototype; this prototype slows the harmonic motion just enough to place the final tonic arrival on a hyperdownbeat, gives that tonic harmony a length commensurate with the preceding music, and more directly presents the passage’s underlying voice leading. In Brahms’s expansion of the final tonic harmony (mm. 445–60), fourmeasure hypermeter does settle in, but the juxtaposition of very long and short durations is unsettling. Example 4.7 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 8, II, coda and sixteen-measure prototype



The 1854 coda begins similarly to the 1889 version, and it also exhibits an attenuation of rhythmic activity. The rhythmic attenuation, however, preserves the integrity of four-measure hypermeter and does not juxtapose long and short durations. Looking back on his original coda, Brahms surely found the amount of new material inappropriate. Neither its barren parallel major-minor-seventh sonorities nor its hemiolas were prepared earlier in the movement. Measures 431–50 do develop the A–A motion from the coda’s first measures, but largely through sequence. In the revised version, the A–A motion spans the entire expansion, and this chromatic detail is not obscured by additional chromaticism. The revised coda’s emphasis on A–A motion rather than generic half-step motion solidifies the connection to the A–A motion generated by the F ninth chord that supplants the expected
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F-minor triad at the end of the scherzo’s first reprise. The revised coda’s lesser rhythmic-metric stability and heightened motivic cogency point towards Brahms’s later style. Piano Quartet in A Major, Op. 26 Compared to Op. 8, subtler interplay of tonal and rhythmic-metric structures emerges already in the first measures of the scherzo from the Piano Quartet, Op. 26. Like the earlier scherzo, the one from Op. 26 begins with an unharmonized melodic line (reproduced at (a) in Example 4.8), but in Op. 26 the implied harmonies and structural melodic pitches are less clear (compare Example 4.8 with Example 4.1). Brahms lightly harmonizes mm. 1–4 in mm. 9–12 and 127–30; these passages are reproduced at (b) and (c) in Example 4.8. These later passages confirm the harmonies seemingly implied by the unharmonized melody: a lengthy span of subdominant harmony followed by brief dominant and tonic harmonies. Emphasis on the subdominant is a disruptive agent at several junctures in the scherzo (e.g., mm. 5–9, 123–7, 169–72, 207–8). Example 4.8 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 26, III, mm. 1–4, 9–12 and 127–30 (reduced score)



Since the harmonies are only implicit in mm. 1–4, the structural melodic pitches are not immediately clear. One likely hears the F–E–D–C motion that spans mm. 1–4 as the structural melodic framework (shown at (a) in Example 4.9). Since Brahms’s subsequent harmonizations emphasize the last beat of the third measure with the motion to the dominant, this lends some weight to the E, suggesting the second hearing. In addition, Brahms soon develops mm. 1–4 into an ascending gesture (mm. 13–16 and 17–20), and this transformation incorporates the ascending step between the first and last beats of the melody’s third measure into a broader overall ascent.
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Example 4.9 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 26, III, interpretations of melodic framework in mm. 1–4



The pre-rounding component of the second reprise develops the ideas from the scherzo’s beginning. The melody from mm. 1–4 is stated in distant keys (e.g., C major, F major), fragmented to its last measure (e.g., mm. 66–9), fragmented to its first two notes (e.g., mm. 73–9), fragmented to its first measure with intervallic alterations (e.g., mm. 81, 83, 89, 91, 93, 95), and contrapuntally combined with the eighth-note motive from mm. 25–32. Despite these developmental ploys, the hypermeter remains periodic and tonal and metric accents coincide, largely due to the sequential basis of most of this section. This parametric congruence breaks down at the point of highest tension in the second reprise—the retransition (mm. 100–18 in Example 4.10). After the arrival on the dominant of F minor at m. 100, fragments of the opening theme return and at first continue the four-measure hypermeter. When the cello initiates a fuller statement of the theme, it fails to complete the expected four-measure group within four measures. Instead, an expansion with a hemiola occurs in mm. 106–7. Subsequently, the upper line rises chromatically from C until reaching F at m. 115. Although the structural pitches in this melodic ascent each last for two measures, no higher-level differentiation enables a resumption of fourmeasure hypermeter. As the oscillations between E and F continue, an F  creeps in and allows the thematic rounding to unfold. Just before the return of F at m. 119, the transfer of the two-beat E–F cell from strings to piano faintly projects a displaced hemiola and further destabilizes the rhythmic-metric structure. Although the thematic rounding returns periodic hypermeter, it does not immediately return the tonic Stufe. Instead, the rounding enters over a dominant pedal, which comes to function as part of the preparation for the subdominant arrival in the ninth measure of the rounding (m. 127). The full return of the tonic Stufe is withheld until m. 147, the start of the parallel period that brings the rounding to a close. While the location of the moment of thematic return is not ambiguous, it is downplayed by delaying the return of the tonic Stufe. After the rounding, a substantial coda (mm. 165–212) once again re-enacts the progression from subtle instability to full coordination of tonal and metric events. The coda begins like a transposition of the start of the second reprise, thus returning the melody from mm. 1–4 and then fragmenting it to its terminal three notes. The three-note fragment recurs several times and since the accompaniment
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Example 4.10 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 26, III, mm. 96–122
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does not reinforce notated downbeats a metric displacement evolves during mm. 181–8. The displaced meter resolves into the main meter at m. 191, which coincides with the onset of the final—and lengthy—dominant harmony. Above the dominant pedal, the strings trace stepwise descending lines that move at the rate of one note per beat, except for measures that incorporate the triad figure from mm. 1 and 2 (e.g., mm. 193–4). In these measures, the highest note of the triad, which falls on the downbeat, connects by step to the following downbeat. Thus, at this point the upper lines achieve the long stepwise descent that was implied by the structural framework of mm. 1–3 but not allowed to continue. Throughout the movement, developments of the opening material feature ascending motion (e.g., mm. 13–20, 73–80, 100–19, 181–8); only in the coda does foreground melodic descent proceed without resistance. Whereas the trio of Op. 8 provided a heightened coordination of rhythmicmetric and tonal structures, the trio of Op. 26 exhibits less hypermetric periodicity than its scherzo. This contrast results from the trio’s canonic interplay between piano and strings. Despite the imitation at the interval of one measure, one initially hears hyperdownbeats at the two- and four-measure level in the piano’s dux. Eventually, though, the piano must wait an extra measure for the comes to finish in order to avoid the clash of dominant and tonic harmonies (m. 225). As in the scherzo’s first reprise, the end of the trio’s first reprise moves towards greater congruence of tonal and rhythmic-metric structures. Yet the trio maintains its overall greater instability by subtly alluding to the scherzo’s opening. The melody that establishes the trio’s secondary key (F major) has the same rhythm as the first four measures of the movement. Because of its simple alternation between tonic and dominant harmonies and oscillation among a limited number of notes, the melody in mm. 234–7 has a similar structural ambiguity to mm. 1–4. Example 4.11 cites the melody from mm. 234–7 at (a) and shows the competing structural interpretations at (b) and (c). The F-major melody is but the most overt connection between the trio and its framing scherzo. Aspects of large-scale tonal structure also relate the scherzo and trio. The trio’s Kopfton, F, is the upper neighbor to that of the scherzo; the neighboring motion in the upper voice between scherzo and trio sections is an enlargement of the E–F/F motion present throughout the scherzo. The upper line of the trio captures both forms of the neighbor since the trio begins in D minor but ends in the parallel major. In fact, the end of the trio does not achieve satisfying harmonic or melodic closure; the trio’s D major comes to function as a    Hans Kohlhase also notes the similarity between the trio’s F-major melody and the movement’s opening four measures. See “Konstruktion und Ausdruck: Anmerkungen zu Brahms’ Klavierquartett Op. 26,” in Friedhelm Krummacher and Michael Struck (eds), Johannes Brahms: Quellen, Text, Rezeption, Interpretation (International Brahms Congress, Hamburg, 1997) (Munich, 1999), pp. 114–15. Kohlhase further observes the explicit pastoral topic of the F-major melody and relates it to pastoral aspects of the other movements of Op. 26.
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Example 4.11 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 26, III, mm. 234–7 and interpretations of melodic framework



preparation for the scherzo’s dominant and this tonal motion harmonizes F  and E in the upper line (mm. 316–26). The trio’s placement in the subdominant relates to the subdominant emphases within the scherzo. When the trio begins, its D minor recalls the expansion of the scherzo’s final A-major tonic with a minor subdominant harmony (m. 208); when the scherzo returns after the trio, its digression to D major in mm. 7–8 recalls the key of the trio. This interpenetration of A major and D major/minor is similar to, although less immediately apparent than, the relationship between D major and F major/minor in the “Quasi Menuetto” from Op. 16 (see Chapter 3, pp. 95–8). The occasional lesser coordination of local tonal and rhythmic-metric events in Op. 26 compared to Op. 8 arises largely from the nature of the initial thematic material. In Op. 26, development of the opening motive is mainly confined to the beginning of the second reprise and the coda, locations that are typically developmental in a rounded binary composition. In Op. 40, subtle instability also emerges in the opening material but plays a more pervasive role in shaping the movement’s structure. Horn Trio in E Major, Op. 40 Like the scherzos of Opp. 8 and 26, the second movement of the Horn Trio, Op. 40, has relatively stable tonal and rhythmic-metric structures. Four-measure hypermeter persists throughout, with the exception of mm. 157–62, where a unit of four measures expands into six. Structural harmonies tend to change on hyperdownbeats rather than in metrically weaker locations. Despite these general similarities to Opp. 8 and 26 (and despite the horn’s pastoral associations), the opening theme of Op. 40 exhibits some conflicts between tonal and rhythmicmetric structures. Since the opening theme is the source of most of the movement’s significant melodic ideas, these tensions reappear in multiple guises as the theme undergoes various transformations throughout the movement.
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As in Opp. 8 and 26, the scherzo of Op. 40 begins with an unharmonized melodic line (Example 4.12). In Op. 40, however, the foreground harmonic implications of the melody are less clear, and the pacing of structural pitches interacts less smoothly with the meter and hypermeter. In contrast to the triadic arpeggiations of Op. 26, the melody in Op. 40 contains leaps that undermine its nascent harmonic implications. As a whole, mm. 1–4 prolong the tonic harmony, but the leap to the third note, A , questions the establishment of tonic harmony. Certainly the F in m. 1 serves as a passing tone and the A in m. 1 as an incomplete neighbor to the ensuing G (shown at (b) in Example 4.12), but such a rationalization does not negate the disruptive effect of a leap between two pitches that are dissonant with the underlying prolongation. The instability induced by the F and A  of m. 1 makes the G on the downbeat of m. 2 seem unusually strong for a hypermetrically weak measure. The destabilizing effect inherent in the third note of the opening motive is central to the analytic narrative traced below. Example 4.12 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, mm. 1–9 and structural interpretation



Measures 5–8 begin as a diatonic sequence of the first four measures, transferring the underlying prolongation to the dominant. This transposition partially mitigates the disruption of the first measure since the third note of m. 5, B , is consonant with the implied harmony (though—given the lack of harmonization—it still projects a “dissonant” fourth from the F at the start of the measure). In mm. 5–8, disruption occurs in the last measure; instead of allowing the F in m. 8 to span an entire measure, the melodic motion continues to E  and causes an unexpected and rushed return to tonic harmony. (Imagine the smoother result obtained by turning the F in m. 8 into a half note, or by replacing the E on the second beat with the B a fourth lower.) Not only does Brahms’s return to tonic harmony in m. 8 seem unduly sudden, it undercuts the sense of arrival at m. 9. The potential energy amassed by the denial of fully coordinated metric and tonal accents in mm. 1–9 begins to discharge in the following music. Measures 9–12 feature a stepwise melodic descent with structural pitches on downbeats



142



Brahms and the Scherzo



and surface figuration that clarifies harmonic implications. Brahms, however, subverts the path to resolution with a turn towards the major mediant; the violin and horn enter and a chordal texture begins precisely as the harmony turns to III. Accompanying this textural reinforcement of III is a change to duple division rather than triple division within each measure. The tonal and metric dissonances initiated by the III harmony resolve at the return of tonic harmony in m. 17 (though the ultimate resolution happens much later—at m. 199—when the duple-meter motive finally occurs within a tonic prolongation). Measure 17 not only resolves the tonal motion to the mediant but also ends a series of third-progressions in the upper line and provides definitive harmonic support for the scherzo’s Kopfton. As shown in Example 4.13 at (b), G–F–E  third-progressions occur within mm. 1–4, within mm. 1–8, and across mm. 13–17. Neither the first nor the second of these third-progressions has a secure rhythmicmetric realization. Only the last one has boundaries that serve as strong moments of arrival; it thus fulfils a process initiated repeatedly in the opening measures. Of course, at a deeper middleground level, this last third-progression spans mm. 1–17, since the G5 in m. 13 results from an arpeggiated ascent from the G4 of the opening. When the motives from the opening occur later in the movement, the timespans of these various third-progressions change. The top staff of Example 4.13 provides a deeper rhythmic reduction of mm. 1–17 that normalizes the metric positions of the elements in the larger third-progressions. Comparison of this reduction with the lower portion of the example highlights the numerous untimely melodic and harmonic arrivals in the scherzo’s opening. The first seventeen measures thus contain at least four disruptive factors that influence the course of the movement: the dissonant leap within the head motive, the emphasis on the second measure within the opening theme, the unusual pacing of pitches involved in third-progressions, and the prominence of the mediant harmony. The first two of these features are further highlighted near the end of the ensuing transition (mm. 17–48), as the head motive returns in a transformation that elongates its third note for an additional measure. Tracing the development of these four features provides a productive path through this scherzo. After the arrival in the key of the dominant at m. 49, both the violin melody and the piano accompaniment take elements from the scherzo’s first seventeen measures and alter their durational and tonal profiles to produce an expansive section reminiscent of a sonata second theme. The violin melody is based on a transposition of the piano’s upper line in mm. 13–17 into the key of B  major.    The coordination of duple subdivision with a chromatic harmony resembles somewhat the close correlation between metric displacement and harmonic function in the first movement (as discussed in Smith, “Brahms and the Shifting Barline,” pp. 192–212).    The violin does not simply transpose the motive; it also shifts its scale-degree location. A simple transposition into B  major would result in the pitches D, A, B  , C, A, B  . The violin’s melody additionally shifts this segment up a diatonic third, beginning on 5 rather than  of B  major.
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Example 4.13 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of mm. 1–17



In mm. 13–17, a third-progression from G to E spans from the hyperdownbeat of m. 13 to that of m. 17 (refer back to Example 4.13). In mm. 49–60, the corresponding third-progression unfolds much more slowly; Example 4.14 details this temporal transformation. Since the motive begins on F in m. 49, the goal of the third-progression is D, and this D is expected at the downbeat of m. 53 (shown at (a) in Example 4.14). Instead, the resolution of the E (and its accompanying dominant seventh harmony) is delayed by an expansion of the melody’s pitch content (shown at (b) in Example 4.14). At (b) this new pitch content is shown in durations that would place the violin’s melody within an eight-measure span. Brahms, however, elongates the new pitch content, giving the melody its twelve-measure length shown at (c), which allows the piano part to incorporate a transposed statement of mm. 1–4. The piano’s bass pedal establishes the onset of the local tonic, B , but the melodic lines continue to project the dominant of B . Thus, the violin’s expansive melody retains the harmonic instability associated with the initial statement of its motive, albeit instability of a different kind. In m. 13, a G-major triad harmonizes the onset of the motive; in m. 49, the bass shifts to the expected Stufe, but the melody is slow to enter the new tonal realm. The remainder of the first reprise incorporates relatively little of the movement’s basic motivic materials. A residue of the uncertain tonal role of the third beat in the opening motive persists in the piano part, which consistently has a three- or fournote chord on the last beat in each measure and a single note or dyad on the other beats. This seemingly tenuous relationship will become more explicit towards the end of the scherzo. The scherzos of Opp. 8 and 26 repeat the first reprise, as in the typical earlynineteenth-century scherzo. In Op. 40, mm. 1–80 are not repeated, although the scherzo’s overall form remains close to the rounded binary model. The second reprise of Op. 40 begins with a return of the opening theme in E major. Many of Brahms’s sonata forms without a repeat of the exposition begin the development
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Example 4.14 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of mm. 49–60



section with a return of the opening theme in the original key, and the effect is similar in this smaller-scale movement (especially given the differentiated thematic zones of its first reprise that correspond to the normative components of a sonata exposition). The unusual return to the opening key and theme at the start of the second reprise ultimately relates to the mediant emphasis in the scherzo’s opening. In order to reveal that connection, the role of the unexpected tonal return in the scherzo’s deep tonal structure must be assessed. In Schenker’s theory, in major-mode sonata forms (and continuous rounded binaries), the dominant Stufe at the end of the exposition (first reprise) is prolonged until the thematic and tonal return at the start of the recapitulation (rounding). Schenker’s model satisfactorily represents the perception of most major-mode
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sonata-type forms, but it requires adjustment to capture the intentional deception in those pieces that feign a return to the opening at the start of the development. If the thematic and tonal return at the start of the recapitulation (or rounding) produces an interrupted structure, why would these same events not have the same effect—at a lower structural level—at the start of the development? Example 4.15 represents the tonal structure of a typical major-mode sonata/rounded binary at (a) and adapts that model at (b) for a piece with a return of the tonic Stufe after the modulation to the dominant. Giving the dominant Stufe at the end of the exposition less structural significance than the tonic Stufe at the start of the development has been proposed by Jack Adrian in sonata-form movements. In the case of Op. 40, this reading seems particularly apt since the version of the theme at the start of the second reprise has stronger tonal foundations than it had at the beginning of the movement. No longer a monophonic line, the theme is harmonized by the addition of parallel sixths beneath and isolated bass notes in the piano. As a result, the foreground harmonic progression in mm. 81–4 has considerable clarity, and establishes the tonality even more solidly than at the opening of the movement. Further, the scherzo of Op. 40 is on a smaller scale than most sonata-form movements; the brevity of the key area of the dominant makes it easier to hear the dominant as a divider that is not prolonged until the thematic rounding (see sketch (c) in Example 4.15). Reading a deep-level return to the tonic Stufe at the start of the second reprise is reinforced by subsequent events in the second reprise. The thematic rounding is not prepared by a conventional retransitional dominant that would recall the dominant key area from the end of the first reprise. Instead, the last major tonal arrival before the rounding is the lowered submediant. The lowered submediant participates in a cycle of major thirds that prolongs the initial tonic Stufe, and is a large-scale consequence of the scherzo’s early, dramatic turn to the mediant.   Jack Adrian, “The Ternary-Sonata Form,” Journal of Music Theory, 34/1 (1990): 57–80. Adrian’s Figure 11b conveys the same interpretation as my Example 4.15b. Adrian points out Schenker’s enticing reading of the first movement of Beethoven’s Piano Sonata, Op. 2, No. 2, in Free Composition (Fig. 100/5). Despite the presence of V as a key area at the end of the exposition, Schenker reads the harmonic motion I–III–V across the exposition and development; the III Stufe arrives at the start of the development section. In other words, the modulation to V at the end of the exposition serves as a dividing dominant that does not produce a high-level interruption. The interruption occurs with the V at the end of the development. (Figure 100/5 is used to demonstrate an upper-voice arpeggiation within the III Stufe, and Schenker makes no comment on the sketch’s unusual higher levels.) Ernst Oster also discusses this striking reading in his lengthy footnote to the sonata-form section of the form chapter in Free Composition. Edward Laufer acknowledges sonata-form movements with returns of the tonic Stufe at the start of the development. Unlike Adrian, Laufer views the dominants at the end of the exposition and development as producing interruptions at the same structural level. See Laufer’s Figure ix in “VoiceLeading Procedures in Development Sections,” Studies in Music from the University of Western Ontario, 13 (1991): 73–4. 
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Example 4.15 Tonal structure in major-mode sonata-like movements and in Op. 40



I return to this aspect below, but before leaving the developmental portion of the second reprise I will point out some of its significant rhythmic-metric and foreground tonal aspects. After its partial restatement of the opening theme, the second reprise continues with material derived from the modulatory transition (mm. 25–41) and features especially close correlation of metric and pitch structures. The thematic and expressive goal is a transformation of the opening theme in the key of the lowered submediant (m. 121). As might be expected for a Brahmsian (or Schubertian) foray into the lowered submediant, there is a marked expressive shift. This change is supported by rhythmic and tonal elements. Extra measures are inserted into the theme in a manner reminiscent of the treatment of the head motive in the earlier transition (mm. 41–8), and are an outgrowth of the special emphasis given to m. 2. The elongated pitches in the melody contrast with the short durations on the hypermetrically stronger downbeats (shown at level (b) in Example 4.16). This balance between longer durations in metrically weaker locations and



The Pastoral Scherzos



147



Example 4.16 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of mm. 121–36



shorter durations in metrically stronger ones reduces the strength of metric and tonal accents, creating an effect of musical weightlessness within the melody.10 In contrast to the stepwise sequence within mm. 1–8, the melody in mm. 121–36 transposes its first half upwards by diatonic third. Although this alters the melody’s structural framework, the sequence by ascending third results in a more periodic realization of the structural framework. In mm. 129–36, the overall prolongation can remain the lowered submediant without a melodic acceleration at the end of the phrase; compare the equally paced melodic descent shown in Example 4.16 at level (a) with the second measure of Example 4.13 at level (b). The piano accompaniment contributes significantly to the cushioning of metric and tonal accents in this lyric passage. The prolongation of the lowered submediant does include a motion to its dominant, but a disjunction between the melody in the violin and horn and the piano’s accompaniment reduces the impact of this harmonic motion. The melody in the violin and horn projects the hypermeter previously shown in Example 4.16. The piano, however, projects a shadow hypermeter that begins one measure after that of the melody (Example 4.17).11 The shadow hypermeter emerges because the piano’s rhythmically 10   Tovey, who performed Op. 40 in 1902 with violinist Joseph Joachim, calls this section “no ruminating profundity or concentrated development, but the lightest and most playful episode in the work.” See Tovey, “Brahms’s Chamber Music,” p. 250. 11   Hypermetric conflicts between melody and accompaniment are investigated in Roger Kamien, “Conflicting Metrical Patterns in Accompaniment and Melody in Works by Mozart and Beethoven: A Preliminary Study,” Journal of Music Theory, 37/2 (1993): 311–48. In a broader study of shadow meter in the Beethoven piano sonatas up to Op. 31, William Rothstein also observes offset hypermeters between melody and accompaniment;
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activated measures are those in which there is no attack in the melody. The shadow hypermeter places the bass motions to and from 5 in strong hypermetric locations. Since it shows only the piano part, Example 4.17 coordinates the harmonic motion to V/ VI and back to VI with the bass motions; as suggested in the harmonic analysis in Example 4.16, there is ambiguity regarding the exact measure when these foreground motions occur. Example 4.17 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of piano accompaniment in mm. 122–37



The thematic transformation in the lowered submediant plays an important role in the scherzo’s stealthy approach to the thematic rounding. Because of the elongations in the melody, musical events unfold twice as slowly compared to the opening of the movement. A four-measure unit at the opening contains as much content as an eight-measure unit in the submediant transformation. Listeners who perceive musical time in terms of clock time may still hear the four-measure hypermeter as the primary metric layer, but those who relate musical time more to the passage of musical events will shift their attention to the eight-measure hypermeter.12 see William Rothstein, “Beethoven with and without Kunstgepräng’: Metrical Ambiguity Reconsidered,” Beethoven Forum, 4 (1995): 165–93. In Kamien’s and Rothstein’s examples, the accompaniment’s hypermeasures begin one measure before those of the melody; setting up an accompanimental vamp before the melody begins is not uncommon. In Brahms’s Op. 40, however, the situation is reversed as the piano’s hypermeasures begin one measure after those of the melody. 12   Although I emphasize the role of the listener, shifting the level of metric attention corresponds closely to Channan Willner’s concept of “basic pace.” See Channan Willner, “Sequential Expansion and Handelian Phrase Rhythm,” in Carl Schachter and Hedi Siegel (eds), Schenker Studies II (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 192–200 and 211–16. In Op. 40, such shifting of metric attention is facilitated by the fact that a two-measure unit—a hyperbeat at
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The music leaves the lowered submediant via three eight-measure units featuring descending bass lines, the last of which reaches G in an eighth—and thus hypermetrically very weak—measure (m. 160). Given its hypermetric placement, the  sonority above this G initially gives the impression of a passing event, but the following two measures extend the  by a bass arpeggiation; this is the only moment in the movement where the four-measure hypermeter is expanded. The extension of the  changes its expected function from passing to cadential. Instead of a proximate resolution of the  on G, the resolution is delayed for four additional measures. This four-measure delay brings back mm. 9–12, and the resolution to G is effected by the return of mm. 13–17. Thus, the disruptive arrival on III at the opening becomes the last major tonal arrival before the return of the tonic Stufe. The structural return to E  occurs only eight measures after the recall of the opening theme has begun. This results in a true blurring of the moment at which the rounding begins, whereas in Brahms’s earlier pastoral scherzos the moment of rounding was not obscured but only destabilized (by an auxiliary cadence in Op. 8 and by a dominant pedal and subsequent subdominant deflection in Op. 26). In Op. 40, Brahms responds to an anomalous harmonic event of the opening theme and creates an appropriate context for its resolution. Example 4.18 gives a middleground interpretation of the scherzo, showing the consequences of the unusual handling of the tonal return. This reading of the middleground prolongs the initial tonic via a cycle of major thirds until the thematic return. Thus, not only is the key area of the dominant at the end of the first reprise regarded as subsidiary to its context, but so too is the dominant harmony of m. 170.13 In the latter location, the clear reassertion of the Kopfton at m. 167 (albeit over the mediant) and the avoidance of G5 after the return to the tonic Stufe at m. 171 argue against hearing the F5—and thus the dominant harmony in m. 170— at the deepest middleground. In both Opp. 8 and 26, the end of the thematic rounding replays the corresponding material from the first reprise with few adjustments other than transposition, and then appends a substantial closing section. Op. 40 adopts a freer approach whose the eight-measure level—has a metronome speed around 40, a rate potentially fast enough to serve as an alternative tactus. 13   The first movement of the Violin Sonata, Op. 100, has a similar middleground, both in terms of tonal content and relationship with formal design. In that movement, there is not even a foreground dominant harmony before the recapitulation; instead the development closes with a prolongation of C (mm. 137–57) that is juxtaposed directly with the A major of the recapitulation. As noted in Chapter 3, the development section begins as a seeming repeat of the exposition; after launching the development from A, the bass motion then proceeds to F, and finally C , creating a middleground cycle of major thirds. Many of Brahms’s sonata forms have deep middleground major-third cycles, but many of these enlist an unconventional secondary key in the exposition; for example, the first movement of the Third Symphony prolongs the initial tonic until the start of the recapitulation via the cycle F–A–C– F, but the A and C occur at the second theme in the exposition and the start of the development respectively rather than within the development.
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Example 4.18 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, tonal sketch of scherzo (emphasis on mm. 81–171)



expansion and reordering of phrases cloud the division between the end of the thematic rounding and the start of the codetta. Brahms minimally reworks the transition into a non-modulating passage that leads to the dominant of the home key (mm. 191–8 = 41–8). He then considerably expands the quasi-second theme (mm. 199–222 based on mm. 49–60). Despite the denial of harmonic and melodic closure, m. 223 brings back a transposition of the descending arpeggio that concluded the first reprise. This closing gesture is early; in addition to the lack of a conclusive cadence, the lyrical horn material introduced near the end of the first reprise (mm. 61–76) has not returned. This horn material returns after the arpeggio and is treated sequentially to lead to the scherzo’s structural cadence. Thus, the formal function of the descending arpeggio has been transformed from closural to transitional, and the end of the second reprise has the effect of an expansion of the thematic rounding rather than a discrete codetta. Besides the lyrical horn material, the expanded end of the second reprise incorporates a final development of the scherzo’s head motive. This development chromatically alters the second note of the motive, changing E –F–A  into E–F –A  (see mm. 227–34 in durational reduction in Example 4.19). This chromatic inflection further challenges the tonic implications of the initial E by throwing the implied diatonic collection into question. Brahms heightens the disruptive effect of the F and A by harmonizing them in the violin and right-hand piano part. Despite the fact that the first pitch of each transposition of the motive in the left hand is a member of the E-major triad, the chords in the violin and right hand impose F as the prolonged harmony. The second and third notes of the head motive have finally progressed from disrupting the underlying prolongation to directing it. After this violent transformation of the head motive, the scherzo comes to its structural close rather quickly. The move towards closure correlates with an acceleration in pacing of structural pitches in the outer lines; the acceleration is highlighted by the parallel tenths between the outer lines (mm. 261–6). The rising A–B–C motion in the upper-voice framework is especially noteworthy for
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three reasons. First, it provides the type of evenly paced melodic durations denied earlier in the rounding (i.e., in mm. 199–223). Second, it counteracts the descending stepwise motion embedded in the scherzo’s opening melody that pervades the entire piece. In addition to reinforcing the ascending stepwise motion, the bass line traces a fully chromatic line from the lowered second scale degree up to the dominant. Although transitional sections of the scherzo feature rising chromatic lines, the common use of the raised fourth scale degree to prepare the dominant has been withheld until m. 266. Third, at the level of eight-measure hypermeter, the parallel tenths function as an expansion (double barlines in Example 4.19 indicate eight-measure hypermeter). Example 4.19 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of mm. 227–78



The culminating passage evolves from the lyrical horn material, which is motivically dissimilar to the opening melody. Thus, the sense of resolution at the end of the second reprise results from the presentation of an alternative to the opening melody rather than a transformation of that melody. This is a significant observation since, in many of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, tensions inherent in the initial theme are removed by a thematic transformation later in
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the movement. In Op. 40, the third note of the head motive remains a disruptive force until the end of the movement. The maximally disruptive form of the motive that usurps the rightful prolongation of its first pitch is juxtaposed with the lyrical melody, and then the lyrical melody blossoms into the structural close without further recall of the head motive. The trio of Op. 40 does not exhibit the same types of tonal and rhythmicmetric conflict as the scherzo. The opening melody of the trio does have a general similarity with the opening melody of the scherzo; both state a four-measure idea and then transpose that idea up by diatonic second. The trio’s conflicts lie at the level of the phrase; the trio features lengthy phrase overlaps that strain against the underlying sixteen-measure hypermeter. The trio consists of four phrases, each of which begins with a restatement of the trio’s opening melody (mm. 287, 299, 311, and 327).14 The first phrase begins with tonic harmony supporting the melody’s initial 5; each of the subsequent phrases starts with dominant harmony under 5 (see Example 4.20). The overlap is particularly acute around mm. 299 and 311; in these locations the violin and horn do not join the piano in the thematic restatement that is beginning. The violin and horn simply complete their previous phrase in the measure when tonic harmony returns. This results in a two-measure overlap between the new thematic beginning in the piano and the phrase ending in the violin and horn. After m. 327, the violin and horn join the piano in its restatement as soon as tonic harmony returns; this reduces the overlap from six beats to only four beats. The hypermetric consequences of the conflict between tonal completion and thematic restatement are shown in Example 4.20 by the scansion in the middle of each system. The source of these phrase overlaps and hypermetric reinterpretations is the cutting short of the dominant harmony at the end of each phrase. The opening of the phrase implies a sentential phrase structure by the presentation of a four-measure idea and its sequential repetition.15 In the Viennese tradition, the presentation and continuation of a sentence are of equal length, yet Brahms’s continuation is only half its expected length. Even without invoking the model of the late eighteenthcentury sentence, one can notice the very unequal durations of each harmony in 14   The trio can be related to a rounded binary model (CRB 3): phrase 1 = first reprise, phrase 2 = repeat with varied instrumentation, phrase 3 = start of second reprise, phrase 4 = thematic rounding. For comparative purposes, Table 1.1 lists the trio’s form as CRB3, but since each phrase begins with the same thematic material and because of the pervasive use of phrase overlap, describing the trio simply as four phrases seems preferable. 15   The structure of the upper voice also recalls many late-eighteenth-century sentential beginnings through its use of a changing-note figure (scale degrees 5–4, 6–5). Typically, though, such a changing-note figure is configured to imply the harmonic motion I–V, V–I through the use of scale degrees 3–2, 4–3 or 1–7, 2–1 as the structural melodic pitches. For an extended discussion of the changing-note archetype, see Robert O. Gjerdingen, A Classic Turn of Phrase: Music and the Psychology of Convention (Philadelphia, 1988), pp. 55–269.
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Example 4.20 Brahms, Horn Trio, Op. 40, II, durational reduction of trio



Brahms’s phrase. After eight measures of tonic harmony and four measures of predominant harmony, the dominant harmony receives only a single measure. The presence of overlap at each internal phrase boundary contributes significantly to the desolate character of the trio.16 The inability of each phrase to complete itself provides a larger-scale reflection of the despair suggested by the frequent repetitions of the sigh figure of the trio’s first four measures. Even after the provisional hope offered by the ascending 5–6 sequence of the third phrase, the inexorability of the expressive state compels yet another tonal overlap at the start of the last phrase. Here, a willed ascent over a greatly expanded tonic prolongation leads to a cathartic arrival on the subdominant, which generates enough energy to bring this last phrase to complete tonal closure. Over the hard-won dominant prolongation (mm. 347–58), the upper voice traces a measured, stepwise descent from the Kopfton, E. Throughout the trio, the upper voice moved relatively little (except during the 5–6 sequence); the barren structural descent reflects an expressive transformation from the paralysis of complete despair to the labored plodding of resigned acceptance. In the context of all of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, the scherzos from Opp. 8, 26, and 40 exhibit highly stable rhythmic-metric and tonal structures. Metric regularity at multiple levels and coordination of tonal and durational   Brahms composed the Horn Trio shortly after the death of his mother. With its quotation of a folk song from Brahms’s childhood, the Adagio mesto in E  minor that follows the scherzo is often connected to Brahms’s mourning; the A -minor trio seems to foreshadow the emotional landscape of the slow movement. 16



154



Brahms and the Scherzo



accents with metric ones are generally present. Compared to each other, however, differences emerge. In Op. 8, the scherzo’s basic idea places structural pitches on metric accents, and the idea fits smoothly within its four-measure length. This congruence between metric and tonal structures persists throughout the movement, except for transitional passages and the coda. In Op. 26, the initial thematic idea still falls within a four-measure unit, but the pitches of greatest tonal weight are not those in the strongest metric positions. The first hyperdownbeat coincides with 6, and the interplay between 5 and its diatonic and chromatic upper neighbors becomes a significant aspect of the movement’s tonal coherence. The opening thematic statement also emphasizes subdominant harmonies, and the subdominant subsequently assumes a prominent position in the movement’s tonal structure. In Op. 40, the initial idea presents both tonal and rhythmic-metric instabilities. The unclear tonal role of its second and third pitches and the uneven pacing of structural pitches are elements that invite further development. Like Op. 8, the scherzo proper of Op. 40 deploys its opening idea at every turn, but the less stable nature of the basic material of Op. 40 creates opportunities for richer development. The scherzo of Op. 40 ultimately comes to a more resounding conclusion than the scherzo of Op. 8, but this conclusion is reached only after proceeding through multiple variations on the scherzo’s opening material. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 have included discussions of all of Brahms’s scherzotype movements from his works of the 1850s and 1860s except for one: the Piano Quartet, Op. 25. This is a C-minor movement—like three of the scherzos studied in Chapter 2—but it has a new expressive shape, one highlighted by Brahms’s unique use of “Intermezzo” as a title for a scherzo-type movement. The following chapter begins with this remaining movement from Brahms’s “first maturity” and connects it to later movements with similar expressive qualities.



Chapter 5



Some Intermezzos Uniquely among his scherzo-type movements, Brahms designated the second movement of the Piano Quartet, Op. 25, as an intermezzo. This movement, however, retains the ternary design associated with minuets and scherzos, the designation signifying a shift in expressive quality. Several of Brahms’s later scherzo-type movements also exhibit this tendency towards wistful lyricism that diverges from the expressive realms of the minuet and the scherzo, and many writers—past and present, including Brahms himself—refer to these movements as intermezzos as well. After surveying the intermezzo from Op. 25, this chapter considers the third movements of the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, the First and Third Symphonies (Opp. 68 and 90), and the String Quintet, Op. 111. Among these movements a variety of structural features support their expressive designs, but they share a preference for subtle effects—such as sensitive deformations of rounded binary form, flexible use of phrase expansion, and atypical metric or durational realization of unstable melodic pitches—rather than overtly dissonant devices like metric displacement and extensive undercutting of tonal stability through lengthy dominant prolongations. Piano Quartet in G Minor, Op. 25 As noted above, the intermezzo from Op. 25 retains the ternary design associated with the scherzo; the middle section has a distinct tonal focus and tempo indication, and it is labeled in the score as a trio. Two aspects of the movement are particularly striking. First, both the intermezzo proper and the trio are profitably understood in relation to rounded binary form, but both have numerous idiosyncratic features. The formal idiosyncrasies of the intermezzo and the trio are of similar types, resulting in the type of direct connection between A and B sections observed in the classicizing movements examined in Chapter 3. (Recall that those movements are roughly contemporaneous with Op. 25.) Second, the movement keeps returning to the rhythm of its opening melody, a rhythm that brings duration and tonal meaning into conflict. Both the intermezzo and the trio forego the exact repetition characteristic of rounded binary forms, and both give a special role to the subdominant (see Table 5.1). The intermezzo’s first thirty-four measures give the impression of the first reprise of a binary form and its repetition, but with the repetition reaching   See Chapter 1, pp. 12–13.
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Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, formal and tonal design
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a different tonal goal (tonic rather than dominant). Brahms undercuts the stability of this tonic arrival by treating it as a dominant to the subdominant harmony that follows (a device employed at the analogous location in the String Quartet, Op. 67). Measures 35–116 retain thematic similarities to the repeated second reprise of a rounded binary but without the expected tonal plan. At m. 52, the opening material returns but in the subdominant. In mm. 74–94, the parallel period of mm. 35–52 returns transposed down a fourth (and with an expanded consequent), thereby leading to a return of material from the first reprise in the tonic in mm. 94–104. The “a” material of mm. 94–104 differs from that at m. 52 in that it draws mainly from the end, rather than the beginning, of the first reprise; the tonic return of the opening music is withheld until the codetta (mm. 104–16). As a whole, mm. 1–116 exhibit thematic design that relates to rounded binary form, but they present a more continuous tonal structure that cuts across thematic repetitions. The large-scale thematic design and tonal structure of the trio are unusually similar to those of the intermezzo proper. The trio begins with a thirty-measure section that gives the impression of a first reprise and a repetition with new tonal goal (dominant rather than tonic minor). The trio’s second reprise begins with a sizable repetition: mm. 157–66 transpose mm. 147–56 up a major third. In the trio, however, there is no reference to the original thematic material until after the repetition is over, and thus there is not the thematic profile of a complete second reprise and its repetition; instead, the impression is of a second reprise that contains immediate repetition of its first phrase (which thereby makes repetition of the entire reprise unlikely). When the thematic rounding does occur, though, it takes place in the trio’s subdominant key—a seeming reference to the first attempt at rounding in the intermezzo (m. 52). In the C-minor scherzos studied in Chapter 2, each exhibited a purely rhythmicmetric dissonance in their opening measures: the mid-measure accents of the violin in the F–A–E movement, the eighth-note displacements in Op. 34, and the accented upbeats in Op. 60. In Op. 25, the melody’s long durations unambiguously group the cello’s continuous stream of pulses into beats and measures. The tension in the intermezzo lies in the lack of coordination of these long durations with tonally stable pitches. Against the cello’s tonic pedal, the upper strings lend agogic accents to D (and B) rather than to pitches of the tonic triad (Example 5.1). Despite the discrepancy between duration and tonal function in the opening melody, the long durations occur at regular time intervals and thus unequivocally project 9/8 meter. The emergence of hypermeter is much less transparent. Although the cello begins its iterations of C on the downbeat of the first measure, these iterations are undifferentiated and sempre molto piano. As a result, the first beat of the opening measure is not marked as a strong beginning, though one later understands it as the onset of a long tonic prolongation. Thus, when the upper strings play dotted quarter notes (albeit dissonant ones) on the downbeat of m. 2, the second downbeat sounds hypermetrically stronger than the first one. The melodic idea in m. 2 repeats in m. 3; when a one-measure idea repeats (as at the
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Example 5.1 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, mm. 1–16



beginning of a sentence), usually the initial statement has hypermetric priority. The perception of hyperdownbeats in even-numbered measures is further reinforced in m. 4 when the harmony shifts to a neighboring  and the upper line breaks beyond the space of the minor third C–E. Measures 2–5 thus suggest a four-measure sentence whose first and third measures (mm. 2 and 4) are hyperdownbeats; even though the preceding measure initiates the phrase’s tonic pedal, it functions to set the stage for the melody of the violin and viola.
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At the end of m. 5, the sentence begins to repeat but one measure later encounters a disruptive move to D. The melodic ideas—i.e., the subphrase grouping—continue to reinforce the hypermeter established in mm. 2–5, but harmonic motions occur in odd-numbered measures. Not only the arrival on D  at m. 7, but subsequent motions to D and G at mm. 9 and 13 present a conflict between the established hypermeter and the larger tonal rhythm. As a result, one either shifts the location of hyperdownbeats or hears tonal accents in hypermetrically weak measures. In the former case, the melody is very out-of-phase from the hypermeter, while in the latter the harmonic arrivals are “syncopated” from hypermetrically weak measures into strong ones. If one has not shifted hyperdownbeats by m. 13, the melodic structure finally offers weight to odd-numbered measures when the piano enters. The melodic units in mm. 13–16 provide a 1 + 1 + 2 grouping; the continuity of the chromatic melodic gesture across mm. 15–16 works against hearing m. 16 as hypermetrically stronger than m. 15. Although the piano’s gestures are elegantly out-of-phase with the 9/8 meter, they do not induce a metric displacement that would prevent their 1 + 1 + 2 structure from stabilizing the hypermetric situation. That hyperdownbeats have shifted to odd-numbered measures is clear with the return of tonic harmony at the downbeat of m. 17. Since m. 17 initiates the pseudo-repetition of the previous sixteen measures, one must place the initial melody in a new hypermetric orientation or adjust the location of hyperdownbeats when the melody resumes. Because the inception of tonic harmony at m. 17 is only accompanied by a softly reiterated C (now in the viola) and because of our tendency to hear parallel passages in the same metric context, such an adjustment is likely. Thus, even though sixteen measures of music repeat, the material is such that tensions experienced at the opening are still present during the repetition. Events at the end of the reprise again emphasize odd-numbered measures; mm. 29–32 reiterate mm. 13–16, but the added melodic parallelism of mm. 33–4 with mm. 31–2 (and the motion back to the tonic) leaves no doubt as to the placement of duple hypermeter. When the opening material returns in the subdominant at m. 52, the placement of duple hypermeter is more secure (Example 5.2). The thematic return elides with an authentic cadence that closes a parallel period that had a clear alternation of strong and weak measures. This context projects m. 52 as hypermetrically weak, and while hypermetric reinterpretation frequently accompanies elision, the delay before the new melodic beginning does not suggest its presence here. The sentential design of the thematic return is enhanced through a couple of small, but significant, alterations. No longer do the strings give both statements of the initial    There exist at least two other alternatives: hearing competing hypermeters in the melody and the accompaniment, or not hearing meter beyond the level of the individual measure. Hearing competing hypermeters is not likely due to the simplicity of the accompaniment; other than its tonal rhythm, the accompaniment does not have recurrent durational patterns to compete against those of the melody. Not hearing hypermeter requires not responding to the numerous duple aspects of the passage’s melodic and harmonic organization.
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Example 5.2 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, mm. 51–62
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idea; instead, the piano presents the second one and in a higher octave and dolce rather than espressivo. The lightening of register and tone would make it difficult to maintain a hypermeter out-of-phase from the phrase design. The other change consists of the motion in the bass line to bring out the dominant arrival in the sentence’s fourth measure (m. 56). The move back to F in the bass accompanies the feigned repeat of the sentence and clarifies the parallelism between m. 53— analogous to m. 2—and m. 57—the moment of the half-step slippage to the local Neapolitan. When the intermezzo reaches C major, it does not immediately return the opening measures. Instead, a passage corresponding to the end of the first reprise (mm. 13–16 and 29–32) appears at m. 94—a passage where the melody’s hypermetric implications correspond with those suggested by the accompaniment’s tonal accents (refer back to Example 5.1). Thus, the tonal return is coordinated with a more stable hypermetric environment. After this expanse of relative hypermetric and tonal stability, the opening melody returns in C major in the codetta (mm. 104–16). The material is altered to escape its chromatically ascending bass line, and the melody’s new continuation places C on downbeats (mm. 108 and 111) with B on metrically weaker third beats (Example 5.3). Throughout the intermezzo’s opening the leading tone consistently fell on downbeats; this final transformation of the melody reverses the metric positions of B and C, resolving the conflict between metric strength and tonal meaning. The final motion from B to C is highlighted through a composed-out deceleration. The contrasting thematic material at the start of the intermezzo’s second reprise embodies a conflict between duration and tonal significance that recalls the special role of B in the opening melody. The apparently contrasting tune that launches the second reprise begins with the same rhythm as the melody in mm. 1–2 (see Example 5.4a); the lengthy D in m. 35 (and the E in m. 37) corresponds to the B of m. 2 (and m. 3). In m. 37, the long pitch, E , is clearly a dissonant seventh above the bass; in m. 35, the tonal meaning of the long D is unclear since it sounds a sixth over the bass, but this sixth may be understood as displacing a fifth. In both the violin melody and the piano accompaniment each D is soon followed by a C, and the parallelism of m. 35 with m. 37—and with m. 2—suggests a dissonant hearing of the long D. In addition, the harmonic preparation of m. 35 consists of two measures of the dominant seventh of F minor. Besides making a close connection to the movement’s opening, the prominence of  sonorities over F delay the sense of solid arrival on subdominant harmony. There is an arrival on root-position F minor in m. 39, but this is in the middle of an eight-measure antecedent phrase; the maximally secure presentation of F minor comes only at the end of the consequent phrase (m. 52). In fact, at the start of the antecedent phrase it is not clear that F even controls the bass prolongation; certainly it is possible to hear the harmonies in mm. 35 and 37 as embellishing the
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Example 5.3 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, mm. 104–11



local dominant harmonies of mm. 36 and 38. When mm. 35–52 later appear in C minor, alterations to the beginning of the antecedent phrase enhance the priority of the dominant harmonies (Example 5.4b). The dominant of C minor arrives at m. 71, and the violin and viola attempt to initiate the period at the end of that measure, but are only successful on their third attempt (m. 74). Throughout the upper strings’ attempts, the bass line makes a stepwise descent from the dominant down to the leading tone. When the bass line reaches the leading tone (m. 75), the second measure of the period coalesces, and the expected transposition of   Peter Smith points out a similar prolongational ambiguity in mm. 23–9 of the first movement of Brahms’s Piano Quintet (“Brahms and Motivic 6/3 Chords,” pp. 185–7). That passage, which is also in F minor, again oscillates between first-inversion major triads above the tonic and the leading tone. 
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Example 5.4 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, mm. 35–8 and 71–8
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the antecedent phrase ensues. The expansion of dominant harmony across mm. 71–5 thrusts prolongational priority onto the dominant during the initial measures of the antecedent phrase; a different recomposition has a similar effect in the consequent phrase (mm. 82–5). This greater emphasis on the dominant during the tonic transposition of the period highlights the root-position C minor in the antecedent’s fifth measure (m. 78) and especially the corresponding breakthrough of root-position C major in the consequent (m. 86). In the trio of Op. 25, the rhythmic-metric and tonal instabilities are intensified, which is particularly palpable since the trio’s opening melody reuses the rhythm from the start of the intermezzo. The trio’s rhythmic-metric conflicts are not brought to a point of resolution, in keeping perhaps with this trio’s eschewal of tonal closure and its role as the thematic source for the coda. Like the start of the intermezzo, the accompaniment provides a tonal accent at the downbeat of the trio’s first measure, but the onset of the melody’s hemiola at the downbeat of the next measure contends for hypermetric priority (Example 5.5). The conflict between melody and accompaniment is emphasized in the trio by the greater differentiation within the accompaniment; its initial downbeat is marked by a low A. Since mm. 122–6 transpose mm. 117–21 into the dominant, these rhythmic-metric features recur; in fact, because the string melody and the piano accompaniment are each five measures long, the repetition adds yet another layer to the rhythmic-metric conflicts. If one follows the hypermetric implications of the melody and infers hyperdownbeats at mm. 118, 120, and 122, the repeat of the melody at m. 123 provides a hyperdownbeat one measure too soon. At m. 127, the same material begins one more time, now on the lowered submediant. The violin melody is altered to fit within a four-measure unit (mm. 128–31), but the lower strings present the same melody beginning one beat earlier, mitigating the resolution inherent in the violin line. The canon within the strings in mm. 127–31 was implicit in the earlier statements; if one reduces neighbor notes from the piano accompaniment, it is evident that the piano accompaniment in mm. 118–19 and 123–4 foreshadows (by one beat) the pitch content of the strings’ hemiola. Unlike the intermezzo, conflicts within the trio’s opening section are not significantly resolved during the rounding. The trio’s rounding again presents five-measure groups on the subdominant and the tonic, with the accompaniment’s tonal accents preceding points of melodic initiation. A third repetition, back on the subdominant, erupts into a sequence based on the hemiola motivic idea. This sequence modulates to the dominant of C minor with the first violin in canon with the other instruments until m. 184, where a one-beat elongation in the lower parts allows the instruments to converge on that downbeat. Thereafter, the instruments simply double one another; they are now temporally aligned and project twomeasure units, but they do so only in the context of tonal incompleteness. When the trio material returns in C major as a coda to the movement, its rhythmic-metric conflicts resolve. The competing hypermetric accents between accompaniment and melody are not as strongly projected at the start of the coda
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Example 5.5 Brahms, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, II, mm. 117–31
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because the melodic accent comes three measures, rather than one measure, after the accompaniment begins. Thus, the accompaniment starts to assume the quality of a vamp whose downbeats are not particularly differentiated from one another. More significantly, the melody does not project a five-measure unit that is then repeated. Instead, at the downbeat of its fifth measure it comes to rest on 5 and remains there for the movement’s final six measures. A tonic pedal persists throughout the entire coda, but in the final six measures the harmonies above the pedal imply the dominant for two measures and then the tonic for the last four measures. Although the sustained string chords project a hemiola across the two measures of dominant harmony, they reinforce the notated downbeats in the final four-measure tonic harmony. As a result, the achievement of the final C-major triad correlates with the resolution of the hemiola dissonance. In keeping with the lyric mode of the intermezzo, this tonal and rhythmic-metric resolution takes place as the instruments diminuendo into silence. String Quartet in C Minor, Op. 51, No. 1 Compared to the intermezzo from Op. 25, the Allegretto molto moderato e comodo from the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, has a clear, compact form. Both A and B sections are rounded binaries with literal repeats of their first reprises and thematic returns that occur in the expected keys. Like the intermezzo from Op. 25, however, the initial events in the present movement have far-reaching significance. In Op. 25, the rhythm of the opening melody forged a direct link with the start of the second reprise and with the trio. At the start of Op. 51, No. 1, the elements that invite development are somewhat more abstract: the off-tonic beginning, the interplay between  and  sonorities, and the pleading accent on the initial upbeat (Example 5.6). Although the movement is in F minor, mm. 1–2 establish the key of C minor—a likely choice of key for a scherzo-type movement in a work in C minor. Measures 3–4 and especially the half cadence in A major in m. 4 give the first indication that C minor might not be the key of the movement. The perfect authentic cadence in C minor at m. 8 might seem to suggest otherwise, but not when heard in relation to norms; as was noted in Chapter 1, in the vast majority of Brahms’s scherzotype movements there is modulation during the first reprise. Further, the extensive confirmation of C minor—there are some seventeen measures remaining in the reprise—makes it particularly unlikely that this key area can function effectively as the prevailing key rather than as the “dissonant” tonal area that will be resolved at the end of the second reprise. The solidity of C minor, though, strengthens the deception of mm. 1–2 when the first reprise is repeated. The movement’s off-key beginning is an issue that invites further compositional elaboration. The second and third marked elements of the opening involve the initial upbeat. The harmonic identity of the first chord is unclear: Is it root-position F minor or first-inversion D major? The two-note accented descent and the tonal dissonance
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Example 5.6 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, III, mm. 1–8 and 15–24
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of the C at the ensuing downbeat suggest that the D is an appoggiatura. Perhaps in another composition this detail would be less remarkable, but the tension between root-position and first-inversion harmonies sharing a common bass pitch is a thread that runs throughout this quartet. As discussed by Peter Smith, the quartet’s opening movement is permeated by instances where A first-inversion sonorities supplant root-position C-minor ones (e.g., mm. 3, 7, 133–6). The same substitution occurs in the last movement (e.g., mm. 3, 15, 96–101), and the A-major slow movement also features A first-inversion harmonies but as substitutions for root position (e.g., the initial upbeat). In the intermezzo, consequences from the initial sonority only appear after the first reprise and will be picked up below. The rhythmic aspect of the initial upbeat—its pleading accent—is, however, developed already within the first reprise in a couple of ways. The emphasis on the upbeat at the end of each phrase—an emphasis that is as much an indication of expressive lengthening as of increased dynamics—creates a disjuncture after cadences. At m. 4, the half cadence in A major hardly has time to occur when the emphatic upbeat must return to initiate the consequent phrase. After the authentic cadence at the end of the consequent phrase (m. 8), the upbeat figure again quickly follows the moment of tonal resolution, an undercutting of the cadence that is still perceived even though the upbeat is no longer given an accent. The downbeat placement of the next cadence (m. 15) would allow for subsequent repose, but the phrase design changes so that the new melodic idea begins directly on the second eighth of the measure. This leads to a displacement of the perceived strong beats by an eighth note when the cello finally breaks away from its pedal point in m. 17; when the phrase is repeated the displacement is strengthened because this portion of the phrase is expanded (m. 17 = mm. 21–2). This metric displacement then is not a new rhythmic device introduced haphazardly towards the end of the reprise, but is a consequence of the emphasis accorded the last eighth-note beat at the movement’s opening. (The importance of this feature surely relates to Brahms’s unusual choice of 4/8 rather than 2/4 for the meter signature.) The displacement does not entirely resolve at the reprise’s final cadence (m. 24); certainly the perceived downbeats align with the notated ones, but the cello maintains a displacement dissonance within the prevailing meter. The imitations of the cello are not simply a technique to avoid a complete stoppage of rhythmic flow; they are also a means for denying complete resolution of the reprise’s engagement with displacement dissonance. In the pre-rounding portion of the second reprise, it is the tonal aspect of the opening measures that is developed. At two points, the music returns to pitches strongly reminiscent of m. 1 but neither triggers the thematic rounding. After roving through B minor and B minor, all four instruments land on C (Example 5.7a). As the first violin sustains this pitch, the viola comes in on F and initiates a dialogue with the first violin on a new triplet motive. The first violin’s C and the viola’s F occur in the same registers as their B and F in m. 1, though as part of a dominant seventh of G major rather than C minor. This allusion to m. 1 is quite subtle and   Smith, “Brahms and Motivic 6/3 Chords,” pp. 195–200.
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Example 5.7 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, III, mm. 38–9, 45–7, and 53–6



170



Brahms and the Scherzo



is quickly forgotten as the pace slackens and the passage assumes a digressive quality. More obviously connected to m. 1 is the second passage where the second violin now prepares the arrival of B with a motion from D to C and the harmony is in fact a dominant seventh of C, albeit C major (mm. 45–6; Example 5.7b). Compared to mm. 38ff. the dialogue occurs in invertible counterpoint and the change in accidentals permits the harmonic progression to traverse a completely different portion of the circle-of-fifths. The passage retains its digressive quality, and this time does in fact digress—to a transposed recall of the opening of the preceding slow movement (mm. 53–4; Example 5.7c). It is out of this reverie that the thematic rounding emerges. As occurs often in Brahms’s music, the moment of thematic return is preceded by a reduction in rhythmic activity and dynamics. In this instance (and many others), this preparation of the return is a solution to the compositional problem of leading back to a theme that does not begin with tonic harmony (or, in this piece, in the tonic key). The preparation of the thematic return also provides a highly effective substrate for the marked features of the initial upbeat. The upbeat’s accent is anticipated by a displacement dissonance in mm. 54–5. Due to performance inflection of the first downbeat in the thematic rounding and the clear change of harmony, it is doubtful that the displacement dissonance in mm. 54–5 generates a true metric displacement in the initial measures of the rounding, but the accents have a different impact than at the outset of the movement. In addition, the measures preceding the rounding relate to the latter’s ambiguity between root-position F minor and first-inversion D major. At the beginning of the movement, the most likely hearing of the initial chord is as root-position F minor with an expressive appoggiatura. At the rounding, this upbeat is set up by a D major chord (albeit in second inversion). The possibility of hearing the upbeat as an extension of the previous harmony makes the ascription of F-minor harmony to the upbeat somewhat less secure. The measures leading up to the thematic rounding, then, are a good example of Brahms’s mature technique of preparing thematic returns in a way that reinterprets or intensifies their idiosyncratic or dissonant features. This tendency plays a key role in delaying resolution of instabilities in the main thematic material and generating the types of large-scale musical narratives that are the principal concern of the analyses in this book. The thematic rounding is minimally recomposed: a change in the last two measures of the consequent phrase (mm. 62–3) permits an authentic cadence in F minor and then transposition of most of the material from the end of the first reprise into the tonic key. Thematic resolution is deferred until the newly    One especially wonderful variation occurs in the viola at the start of the rounding. Instead of the sixteenth notes from the opening, the viola retains the triplet sixteenths from the digressive passages that precede the rounding. This alteration not only provides continuity between the two parts of the second reprise but also makes plain the subtle connections between the triplet passage and the opening material (especially mm. 38 and 45–6) discussed above.
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added codetta (mm. 76–86; Example 5.8). The codetta’s content alone suggests it has an important role in resolving instabilities in the main thematic material, but the fact that the thematic rounding already had an enormous emphasis on F minor (the passage corresponding to mm. 15–25 of the first reprise) offers strong evidence that the primary function of this codetta is thematic rather than tonal. The codetta incorporates a “tonic” version of the intermezzo’s opening (mm. 77–8); the material is transposed up a fourth, making it fit comfortably in F minor. It is particularly beautiful how this return of an initiatory gesture is incorporated in the third measure of the phrase; this adds to the sense of stability and closure inherent in the tonal transposition. While the violin’s G in m. 77 retains a dynamic swell, this seems only a natural response to the curve of the melodic line rather than the insistent pleading of the accents at the beginning of the movement. Example 5.8 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, III, mm. 76–86



The start of the codetta does retain one of the unsettling attributes from earlier— the sense of hurried cadences at the middle of measures. In m. 79, no sooner has the first violin reached F than the cello begins its imitation of the violin’s previous two measures. Not only does the plagal motion of mm. 83–6 provide a conventional signal for closure, but the expansion of the subdominant harmony into two measures permits the final tonic harmony to arrive on a downbeat.
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Although harmonic deceleration is a feature of many codettas, this slowing and its corresponding emphasis on notated downbeats is particularly welcome in this movement. As in the intermezzo from Op. 25, the trio of Op. 51, No. 1 brings a livelier tempo, but in the present work the contrast is even greater due to the straightforwardness of the metric and hypermetric structures. For purposes of space, I will only briefly mention the striking connections between this F-major trio and its framing intermezzo (and provide no musical illustrations). Both the accent and the harmonic ambiguity of the intermezzo’s upbeat are worked into the trio, though they play less central roles. Unusually accented upbeats permeate the end of the trio’s first reprise (mm. 94–102); the connection to the intermezzo is enhanced because they accompany chromatic descents (albeit much slower ones, but involving the moves from D to C and from C to B). This material is simply expunged from the second reprise. The more pervasive element from the intermezzo is the interplay between  and  sonorities. The most blatant examples occur in the codetta (mm. 135–46) where the dominant harmony is C–E–A rather than C–E–G (mm. 138 and 142). The beginning of the trio, though, touches on this issue with its use of submediant harmony as an embellishment of tonic harmony. Although the submediant harmony is presented in root position (D–F–A), the relationship between submediant (D–F–A) and tonic (F–A–C) is nothing other than a major-mode variant on the competing sonorities at the start of the intermezzo—except that both sonorities are in root position rather than sharing a common bass note, and the back-and-forth occurs multiple times over several measures. There are thus fascinating connections between intermezzo and trio, but they are more abstract and submerged than in Op. 25. A comparatively early work, Op. 25 still retains the preference for overt thematic linkage between trios and their frames observed in the pieces discussed in Chapter 3. The compact network of compositional elements explored in Op. 51, No. 1 illustrates well the quartet’s compressed and tightly woven design. This was the first of Brahms’s numerous string quartets that he decided to publish rather than destroy, and the density of its musical argument reflects Brahms’s veneration of the string quartets of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven. In this way—as well as in its shared Beethovenian key of C minor—Op. 51, No. 1 resembles Brahms’s First Symphony, the next of his works that features an intermezzo-type of inner movement. Symphony No. 1 in C Minor, Op. 68 Unlike most of the other movements examined in this book, the intermezzo from Brahms’s First Symphony has garnered a significant amount of critical attention.    Important studies include Brodbeck, Symphony No. 1 (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 58–62; A. Peter Brown, The Symphonic Repertoire Volume IV: The Second Golden Age of the Viennese Symphony (Bloomington, IN, 2003), pp. 59–61; Walter Frisch, Brahms: The Four
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This is not only a result of the important position that this long-awaited symphony occupies in Brahms’s oeuvre but also because of this movement’s novel handling of form and phrase design. The realization of rounded binary form in the intermezzo— and to some extent in the trio—is unusual, and the intermezzo’s main thematic material is a study in irregular and constantly expanding phrase lengths. Like most writers, I take this movement as a three-part form with the triolike section consisting of the B-major music in mm. 71–108 (see Table 5.2). Occasionally this movement has been viewed as a five-part rondo (B=mm. 45–61; C=mm. 71–108), since the material at the start of the intermezzo’s second reprise (mm. 45–61) is quite contrasting to the opening theme, has a clearly defined key (F minor), and does not return after the trio. Other than the preference to understand scherzo-type movements as essentially ternary, there are a couple of good reasons to group the F-minor music with the subsequent return of the opening as the second reprise in a rounded binary form. First, within a few measures the contrasting thematic material gives way to a transformation of the movement’s opening (see Example 5.9). Second, although the F-minor music does not return after the trio, a variant of the retransitional passage from mm. 58–61 prepares the final statement of the opening theme. Thus, the pre-rounding component of the second reprise is not as thematically independent as the first episode in a rondo form, and it is vastly abridged—rather than entirely eliminated—after the trio. The abridgement of the intermezzo’s return did not escape the attention of those in Brahms’s circle, nor did it receive their approval.10 As the autograph makes clear, shortly before the premiere Brahms had settled on an even shorter return for the intermezzo; in the autograph, m. 124 connects directly with m. 144 of the published version.11 Brahms’s correspondence with Otto Dessoff, who conducted the premiere on 4 November 1876 at Karlsruhe, reveals that previously the return was longer but Brahms felt that shortening was demanded by the symphony’s weighty finale. At Dessoff’s request, Brahms restored the twenty-measure cut, but even this final form was too curtailed for Clara Schumann. Brahms’s words suggest that concern about balance among the movements motivated the incomplete return of the intermezzo. David Brodbeck has speculated that balance might refer to more Symphonies (New Haven, CT, 2003), pp. 56–8; Giselher Schubert, “Sinfonie Nr. 1,” in Johannes Brahms: Die Sinfonien—Einführung und Analyse (Mainz, 1998), pp. 62–4.    My discussion of these features is considerably indebted to Frank Samarotto’s paper “Fluidities of Phrase and Form in the ‘Intermezzo’ from Brahms’s First Symphony” read at the Society for Music Theory National Conference, Los Angeles, 2006.    A recent rondo analysis is found in Brown, Second Golden Age, p. 60.    This thematic relationship, but not its formal implication, is mentioned in Schubert, “Sinfonie Nr. 1,” p. 64. 10   For a full discussion of contemporary reactions to this movement and Brahms’s revisions, see Brodbeck, Symphony No. 1, pp. 24–5. 11   Johannes Brahms, Symphony No. 1 in C Minor, Op. 68: The Autograph Score (Mineola, NY, 1986), p. 30.
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Example 5.9 Brahms, Symphony No. 1, Op. 68, III, thematic connection between opening and second reprise



than length; he notes motivic similarities between the F-minor music and the finale and suggests that returning this music would “risk overpriming the pump.”12 The reduction in the number of thematic units in the intermezzo’s return, however, also relates to its widely noted process of phrase expansion. In fact, omitting some of the subsidiary thematic units is the only practical option if the tendencies towards phrase expansion are to persist—actually increase—throughout the intermezzo, as was evidently a primary compositional idea here. The movement opens with two five-measure phrases (mm. 1–5, 6–10), and the written-out repeat of the first reprise expands these to seven measures (mm. 19–25, 26–32). At the thematic rounding, only the first of these phrases occurs, and it is further enlarged to nine measures (mm. 62–70). When the intermezzo returns after the trio, the initial five-measure phrase seems to be unfolding, but a chromatic inflection of G to G denies the half cadence and links the phrase with a new six-measure segment, producing a total length of eleven measures (mm. 115–25). The final statement of this material (mm. 144ff.) might appear to break this expansive process as it does not span more than eleven measures. This final recall, however, is harmonically reinterpreted by the pedal point on the dominant sustained by the horns and bassoons. This reharmonization places this thematic recall in the middle of an ongoing harmonic progression that spans the entire return of the intermezzo: tonic harmony at m. 115 (which is chromaticized into an applied dominant at m. 138), subdominant harmony at m. 140, dominant harmony at m. 144, and tonic harmony at the coda in m. 154.13 As a result, this   Brodbeck, Symphony No. 1, p. 62.   This reading of the large-scale tonal structure follows Samarotto’s Example 8,



12 13



and is supported by the important changes in thematic content at each tonal landmark (the recall of the retransitional material from the second reprise at m. 138, the final return of the opening theme at m. 144, and the recollection of the trio at the start of the coda). An alternate tonal reading would connect the arrival on the dominant  at m. 130 with the return to dominant harmony at m. 144. This seems like the initial interpretation of this passage, as m. 130 corresponds with mm. 15 and 37, which articulated important local dominants in
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thematic return functions as the last segment within a twenty-nine-measure phrase (mm. 126–54), the longest phrase in the movement. While it fulfills our expectation for a thematic rounding, its function as a syntactically unnecessary expansion of the dominant harmony renders it parenthetical within the final cadence. Incorporating a primary thematic element within a cadence became increasingly common during the nineteenth century, but the multiplicity of reinterpretation manifest in this location is notable. Not only has the theme become swallowed within the process of continual expansion it initially set up, but it has lost its melodic position, submerged as it is in the lower strings. The process of expansion is not restricted to the opening phrase and its repetitions. The contrasting material within the intermezzo’s first reprise—the dotted rhythm labeled Y in Table 5.2—similarly grows from eight measures (mm. 11–18) to thirteen (mm. 33–45) to twenty-nine (mm. 126–54). The foremost function of the Y material is to contrast the intermezzo’s main theme; in addition to dotted rhythms, Y features lengthy scalar motion and clear duple hypermeter. These characteristics remain throughout: the non-duple lengths of the subsequent Y sections only possess irregularities in the duple surface hypermeter at the boundaries with subsequent sections. The first restatement of Y spills over into the arrival on F minor at m. 45, but the melody of the second reprise only begins one measure later, producing successive hyperdownbeats.14 The last statement of Y extends onto the tonic harmony at m. 154, but the “extra” measure introduces no hypermetric irregularity whatsoever as it also serves as the first measure of the coda. This final lengthy passage based on Y incorporates the last return of the opening phrase (mm. 144–50), but it is followed by a resumption of the dotted rhythms and scalar motions of Y (mm. 150–53). This literal return to Y has several important effects. First, it helps to bring the massive twenty-nine-measure phrase into a cohesive whole by closely mirroring the phrase’s beginning (cf. mm. 126–9 and 150–53). Second, and more significantly, it is placed within the span of dominant harmony initiated at the final return of the opening theme (m. 144). This reduces the sense of opposition between X and Y materials; elsewhere in the movement Y has brought not only thematic contrast but tonal change as well. In the approach towards closure, there is a reconciliation between X and Y, engendered in large part by the harmonic continuity between them but also through the overlapping of strings and winds at their juncture in m. 150 and the crescendo into that downbeat that prepares the fortepiano at the re-emergence of Y. the first reprise and its repetition, but is later reconceived in light of the subsequent changes in thematic design. Even in this alternative hearing, however, the final return of the opening theme would be heard as a continuation of an ongoing dominant prolongation and not as the start of a phrase. 14   Consecutive hyperdownbeats created by an important tonal arrival in the bass/ accompaniment and the beginning of the melody one measure later are not infrequent. This phenomenon has been noted, for instance, in Kamien, “Conflicting Metrical Patterns” and in Rothstein, “Beethoven with and without Kunstgepräng’.”
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The intermezzo’s global tendency towards expansion can be traced to its initial five-measure phrase.15 While mm. 1–5 seem to expand a four-measure model, the underlying prototype is not immediately apparent; the exact repetition between mm. 2 and 3 suggests that m. 3 contributes the extra measure, but this prototype keeps the onset of the goal dominant harmony in the middle of the phrase’s penultimate measure. A more convincing prototype emerges from positing equal pacing for the phrase’s structural melodic framework (indicated by the full-size noteheads in Example 5.10a). With embellishing third-progressions for each of the first three tones of the melodic framework, the bass cannot have a fully stepwise motion from I down to I6 (Example 5.10b). The passing tone G cannot make appropriate counterpoint with either of the embellishing tones in the thirdprogression off of the melody’s initial E. Only by introducing the bass F early can the G arise as a passing tone within the phrase’s first beat (Example 5.10c). Example 5.10 Brahms, Symphony No. 1, Op. 68, III, expansive tendencies in mm. 1–5



The intermezzo’s proclivity for expansion and its interplay between primary and secondary thematic materials provide a high degree of cohesion and musical   The discussion in this paragraph and the accompanying example are based on Example 3 from Samarotto, “Fluidities of Phrase and Form.” The tonal reading of a series of third-progressions in the upper voice—the last of which is elongated—originates with Schenker, Free Composition, § 287. Thus, the bass F in the first measure conceptually aligns with the melody D in the second measure. 15
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narrative. How does the trio relate to this intricate network of relationships? The trio brings sharp tonal, metric, and thematic contrast, but the relationship between the trio and its return in the coda has some similarities with the processes that relate the initial statements of the intermezzo theme with its final iteration.16 Whereas the intermezzo features progressive expansions that challenge duple hypermeter, the metric conflict in the trio arises from initial ambiguities about the location of hyperdownbeats. The hypermetric context before the trio is attenuated due to the considerable expansion of the preceding return of the intermezzo theme. For several measures there is little motion from the goal /V and the rhythms progressively lengthen. The phrase ends with a descending dominant triad (B–G–E) in the clarinet, which is imitated one beat later by the violins. The end of the imitation (m. 71) also functions as the launching point of the trio, but its function as a hyperdownbeat is not immediately apparent (Example 5.11).17 The repeated-note figure in the flutes, oboes, and bassoons suggests mid-measure downbeats, and the arrival on B-major harmony at m. 72 provides the first important harmonic change in several measures (see shadow hypermeters 1 and 2 in Example 5.11). Only when the winds’ melodic figure blossoms in the trio’s third and fourth measures do the agogic accents of melody and bass correspond and clarify the hypermetric situation. Ultimately, the trio’s first reprise consists of four four-measure hypermeasures, but the grouping is maximally out-of-phase with respect to this hypermeter, as each new phrase in the winds begins one eighth note after a hyperdownbeat. Although this out-of-phase relationship contributes to the trio’s breathlessness, the most significant rhythmic element is the mid-measure stresses within the trio’s opening melodic figure. In the second reprise, the conflict between this shadow hypermeter and the primary hypermeter intensifies (Example 5.12). The shortened melodic units now conclude in the middle of fourth measures, but important harmonic changes mark the primary hypermeter strongly. The rising chromatic bass lines propel the passage into these hyperdownbeats (mm. 91, 95) and—along with the sequential basis of mm. 87–94—create enormous forward motion that culminates in the arrival on the subdominant at m. 103. The melodic fragmentation in mm. 95–8 and the denial of on-beat melodic attacks in mm. 99–100 further intensify the buildup. The denial of these on-beat attacks is especially effective since the melodic fragmentation placed the agogic accents on notated downbeats, a correspondence not again realized until the arrival on the subdominant. 16   Strictly, the notated 6/8 of the trio does not provide metric contrast but rather a shift from duple to triple subdivisions. Note that in the short coda, which is based on the trio, Brahms notates triplets rather than a change in time signature. 17   The hypermetric status of the downbeat of m. 71 can be projected somewhat in performance (perhaps through a slight ritardando in the preceding measure with a return to tempo—or even a shift to a livelier tempo—right on the downbeat of m. 71). As Gunther Schuller notes, many conductors take some type of liberty with tempo before the start of this trio; see The Compleat Conductor (New York, 1997), p. 338.
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Example 5.11 Brahms, Symphony No. 1, Op. 68, III, hypermeter at start of trio



While mm. 87–102 have a periodic surface hypermeter, the repetition within the melodic fragmentation and the subsequent denial of on-beat attacks can be viewed as expanding a single four-measure hypermeasure into eight measures (see lower hypermeter for mm. 95–102 in Example 5.12).18 After the climax on the subdominant, the trio comes to a rapid close with an expanded fourmeasure hypermeasure.19 Besides the swift close after the subdominant climax, the deployment of displacement dissonance throughout the dominant harmony gives the trio a jarring conclusion that keeps it expressively very distinct from the intermezzo. In addition to its rhythmic complexity, the trio’s second reprise provides a most striking non-realization of thematic rounding. The two measures preceding the subdominant climax recapitulate the music of the trio’s third and fourth measures. Thus, the rhythmic discharge at the subdominant climax is enhanced through the emerging sense of the anticipated thematic return. The rhythmically activated   This reading draws directly on Samarotto, “Fluidities of Phrase and Form.”   Samarotto, “Fluidities of Phrase and Form” offers a different interpretation of the



18 19



trio’s final six measures. He posits only a single measure of expansion (within the dominant harmony) and takes the final measure as a hyperdownbeat (that leads directly to another hyperdownbeat both when the repeat is taken and when the ensuing transition occurs). Although there is considerable dynamic emphasis of this arrival, the four-measure prototype is syntactically complete and gives one measure to each structural harmony (IV–ii–V–I); in addition, the “filler” material of the first ending suggests a weak hypermetric hearing of this measure.
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Example 5.12 Brahms, Symphony No. 1, Op. 68, III, hypermeter in trio’s second reprise



music that denied on-beat attacks (mm. 99–100) substitutes for a stable return of the trio’s first two measures; the restatement of the trio’s opening only occurs four measures later, transposed to the subdominant at the climactic arrival. Since this occurs after the untransposed restatement of the trio’s third and fourth measures, one cannot consider this a true subdominant rounding, but it does allude to that practice. Instead, the recall of the trio’s first two measures is swept up in the motion towards the final cadence. The enharmonic common-tone connection of D and E provides some continuity at the start and end of the trio (as does the reminiscence of the trio’s opening melody in the flute and oboe when the clarinet launches the intermezzo’s return), but the trio’s overall impression is of an intrusion. The shift to faster subdivisions, the louder dynamics, entry of the trumpets, plus the tonal move to the key of III—one of only two chromatic-third key shifts for Brahms’s trios—conspire to make the eventual reconciliation with the intermezzo character highly effective. This expressive transformation occurs in the movement’s coda (mm. 154–64) and arises not only from the reduced dynamics, slow harmonic rhythm, and conventional use of V7/IV but also from resolution of the material’s previous hypermetric uncertainties. Unlike the lack of harmonic change in the first measure of the trio, the start of the coda provides the long-awaited rootposition tonic harmony—something avoided throughout the abridged return of the intermezzo. Whereas the initial phrases of the trio were harmonically active, the coda sustains V7/IV for four measures and then moves on to dominant
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harmony. Most significantly, the winds’ melodic blossoming in the coda’s third and fourth measures does not spill over onto the ensuing downbeat. The high degree of congruence between harmonic change and melodic grouping is another way in which the coda’s structure manifests Brahms’s dolce and poco a poco più tranquillo indications. The intermezzo of Brahms’s First Symphony stands somewhat apart from the work’s other movements in its reduced reference to Beethovenian archetypes. The allusions to Beethoven’s Fifth and Ninth Symphonies in the symphony’s outer movements have been much discussed (both in Brahms’s lifetime and since), and even the slow movement can be related to Beethoven’s Third Piano Concerto (in its key of E major in a C-minor work and its early emphasis on C major). Not only did Brahms seek an alternative to a boisterous Beethovenian scherzo, but he also infused the movement with a relatively large number of thematic ideas.20 Often, scherzo-type movements contain relatively little melodic variety, reserving thematic contrast principally for the trio section (and this is, as noted above, the reason why some commentators have read this movement’s form as a five-part rondo). Rhythmic-metric elements help to bring together the various thematic strands in this movement: its engagingly lyric surface is supported by rich developmental threads. Symphony No. 3 in F Major, Op. 90 Perhaps even more than in his First Symphony, the scherzo-type movement from Brahms’s Third Symphony is decidedly not in the tradition of the Beethovenian scherzo. Unlike in the earlier symphony, this expressive departure extends across the entire work, giving it a sound unique in Brahms’s symphonic output. Combined with the work’s emphasis on cyclic unity and thematic transformation, some writers posit the influence of the “new” German school, while not denying the obvious influence of Schumann’s “Rhenish” Symphony in the work’s opening.21 Commentators on the intermezzo movement have signaled the importance of orchestration, as the numerous literal restatements of thematic material feature different instruments.22 The varying instrumentation is crucial to the success of a movement that features so much repetition: the intermezzo consists of four phrases in an aa′ba′ thematic structure, the trio consists of five phrases in an aaba′b ′ design, 20   This profusion of melodic ideas in the intermezzo is noted in Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1, p. 91. 21   A. Peter Brown, “Brahms’ Third Symphony and the New German School,” Journal of Musicology, 2/4 (1983): 434–52; David Brodbeck, “Brahms, the Third Symphony, and the New German School,” in Walter Frisch (ed.), Brahms and His World (Princeton, 1990), pp. 65–80. 22   See, for example, Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1, p. 112, and Brown, Second Golden Age, p. 97.
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and the return of the intermezzo is literal except for the changes in orchestration. In contrast to the corresponding movement from the First Symphony, the phrases are almost all either eight or twelve measures in length. Phrase rhythm does not play a major structural-expressive role; instead, the movement’s rhythmic life is dominated by the yearning appoggiatura gesture of the opening phrase and its melodic and rhythmic treatment. As Christian Schmidt and Walter Frisch have noted, the movement’s initial twelve-measure phrase is based on an eight-measure sentential model that places the dotted rhythm consistently on an upbeat (Example 5.13).23 In Brahms’s melody, the second and fourth occurrences of the dotted rhythm are delayed by an eighth note, creating expressive appoggiaturas on the downbeats of mm. 2 and 4. Both appoggiaturas coincide with subdominant-type harmony (ii), and accented melodic dissonances above subdominant harmony become a characteristic of this movement. In mm. 5–6, the dotted rhythm returns to its original upbeat function. With the turn figure in m. 7, the melody seems destined for a cadence in m. 8 (a half cadence, or perhaps an authentic cadence as in Schmidt’s prototype). Instead, the phrase surges forward, incorporating augmentations of the earlier appoggiatura figures (B–A in m. 9; G to F in m. 10). Especially similar is the B–A in m. 9 as the B is treated as a dissonant fourth above the bass, and the measure as a whole expands a subdominant-type harmony (iv6 of C minor, locally functioning as ii6 of E major). The B in m. 9 serves as the phrase’s climax, and melodic motion towards the seventh scale degree turns into another of the intermezzo’s guiding ideas. Notably, both in mm. 4 and 9 the B is approached by an ascending leap; as one would expect, the melody immediately reverses direction, but the presence of unfilled motions to a harmonically unsupported seventh degree has implications later on. Except for elevating the melody from the cellos to the first violins and varying the accompanimental texture, the second phrase basically repeats the first one. The melody does achieve a perfect authentic cadence by letting the turn figure in its penultimate measure fall to C rather than leap up to G. The intermezzo’s single contrasting phrase overlaps with this cadential arrival, and it provides strong contrast by shifting to C major (a move that Frisch connects to this symphony’s fixation on major-minor alternations).24 Other than the cello’s 4–3 suspension that launches the contrasting phrase, there is little that connects it with the first two phrases.25 After a stasis on the dominant of A minor, the music foreshadows the return of the opening with sixteenth-note iterations of C–D–E–C above a   Frisch, Brahms: The Four Symphonies, p. 106; Christian Martin Schmidt, “Sinfonie Nr. 3,” in Johannes Brahms: Die Sinfonien—Einführung und Analyse (Mainz, 1998), pp. 198–200. 24   Frisch, Brahms: The Four Symphonies, p. 105. 25   Schmidt views the sixteenth-note component of the contrasting phrase (i.e., mm. 25, 27) as a transposed retrograde of mm. 1–2. While this is undeniably true, it is difficult to hear this relationship given the entirely different rhythmic and harmonic setting. 23
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Example 5.13 Brahms, Symphony No. 3, Op. 90, III, mm. 1–12 (reduced score)



diminished seventh harmony that acts as an enharmonic pivot. When the opening material returns, the E of its first measure seems especially long due to the C–D– E–C foreshadowing. Only the consequent phrase returns, and the melody receives its fullest scoring yet (flute, oboe, and horn) with the winds taking a leading role for the first time in the movement. Given the amount of exact repetition—rather than development—within the intermezzo, the connections between its thematic elements and those of the trio are particularly apt. The strongest relationship is with the trio’s secondary material, an espressivo melody played by the strings (mm. 70–78 and 87–98). Example 5.14 provides the first of these iterations, and its melodic profile is strikingly similar to the intermezzo’s first phrase. The downbeats of its first and third measures feature appoggiaturas, and although they provide 7–6 motion above the bass (rather than the 9–8 and 4–3 motions in the opening phrase), these appoggiaturas occur within subdominant harmonies (ii and IV6 are implied in mm. 70 and 72 respectively). Further, the scale-degree identities of these appoggiaturas recall the prominent tones in the intermezzo’s first few notes (D and F in B major recall the E and G of the initial C minor). In addition, the descent from each appoggiatura (D, C, A and F, E, C) parallels the G, F, D descent from the appoggiatura of m. 2. The culmination of this relationship occurs at the phrase’s climax in m. 74 where the A occurs; as in m. 4, this tone is the seventh degree of the scale and acts as an appoggiatura within subdominant harmony. This intense string line has a more stable rhythmic setting than does the intermezzo’s initial phrase, but there is still a less than fully satisfying outcome: the A begins a descent that collapses back into a half cadence in A minor rather than confirming B major. The tragedy of this
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Example 5.14 Brahms, Symphony No. 3, Op. 90, III, mm. 70–78



outcome is amplified by the one-measure delay on the cadential  chord, which highlights the lowered mediant (C = B) in the upper part. When this espressivo phrase returns near the end of the trio, it is but a muted reflection of its former statement. The harmonization is completely altered, the dynamics fade from piano to a delicate pianissimo at the melodic peak, and the phrase avoids confirmation of the local tonic in favor of a sequence that leads to the German sixth of C minor. Moreover, the phrase loses its propulsive rhythmic shape as note values double when the melodic peak occurs (mm. 91–2). As in the intermezzo, there is not much interaction between the trio’s primary and subsidiary phrases. The trio’s primary phrase, which is heard three times, belongs to the winds (with the cellos echoing the bassoon on off-beat sixteenth notes). This material introduces a seemingly new element—a displacement dissonance of one eighth note (Example 5.15). Frisch connects this to the preceding two movements where displacement plays an important role (e.g., the end of the exposition in the first movement and the transition in the second movement).26 The displacement dissonance, however, is not entirely unrelated to the rhythmic issues of the intermezzo. At the movement’s opening, the dotted upbeat figure is immediately placed on a downbeat in the appoggiatura figures. At the outset of the trio, a notated upbeat is given attributes of a downbeat (dynamic emphasis, harmonic change). The degree to which this upbeat is actually heard as a downbeat depends considerably on performance nuance; if the upbeat is slightly lengthened



  Frisch, Brahms: The Four Symphonies, p. 107. Frisch also connects the alternation between A-minor and A-major sonorities at the start of the trio with the major-minor conflict elsewhere in the symphony (including the alternation of C minor and C major in the intermezzo proper). 26
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Example 5.15 Brahms, Symphony No. 3, Op. 90, III, mm. 51–61 (reduced score)



and the notated downbeat is clearly louder than the ensuing repeated note, the notated downbeats can be projected. The juncture between the end of the intermezzo and the start of the trio encourages a radical hearing that (mis)takes the notated upbeats as downbeats. The sustained chord in mm. 52–3 does not articulate the eighth-note level, and the metric context is thus more malleable than it would already be at this formal boundary. The sense of interruption in the metric flow is heightened by the too-early entry of this chord; the intermezzo’s cadence is cut off abruptly—a single eighth note, marked staccato (the cellos and basses have no staccato mark because they are playing pizzicato). The use of a long chord to set up a subliminal displacement dissonance at the start of a middle section is something that will be seen even more clearly in the next chapter in the discussion of the scherzo-type movement from the Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101 (pp. 208–9 and 213–14). Discerning whether the start of the trio presents a displacement dissonance within the primary meter or a subliminal displacement dissonance is complicated by Brahms’s puzzling notation for this phrase and its repetitions. The trio’s first three-note figure is beamed together across the barline, but the beaming in the remainder of the phrase does not cross barlines. At the end of the phrase, this makes great sense since there the notated downbeats become emphasized through important harmonic changes (especially the arrival on the half cadence at the phrase’s conclusion), and decrescendos are not prescribed for the last two threenote gestures. Taken by itself, this phrase might be interpreted as a progression from subliminal displacement dissonance (or at least a strong displacement dissonance) to a metrically consonant situation; Brahms has to shift from crossbar beaming to standard beaming somewhere and does so at the earliest possible moment. However, the two subsequent statements of this phrase include much more
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cross-bar beaming, even though the first of these later statements still reaches its half cadence. Truly mystifying are the discrepancies between instruments playing at the same time: in several locations in these subsequent statements three pairs of the winds are playing in octaves, and one pair is beamed differently than the other two. At best, this state of affairs indicates purposeful indecision on Brahms’s part, and at worst (and perhaps more likely) a rare oversight.27 After the reorchestrated return of the intermezzo, a brief coda weaves together many of the movement’s thematic threads. At first, the coda simulates a second statement of the trio, but unlike the codas of Opp. 25 and 68 explored earlier in this chapter, the present one quickly incorporates intermezzo materials. The coda’s first phrase combines two measures directly based on the start of the trio with two measures derived from the intermezzo (Example 5.16). The latter stem from the intermezzo’s concluding cadence (mm. 51–2 and 149–50) with the melody’s quintuplet figure simplified into a dotted rhythm; this less ornate version, of course, recalls the C–D–E of the intermezzo’s beginning. The coda’s second phrase, which is an expanded version of the preceding one, seizes on the augmented dotted rhythm and makes a stepwise ascent to the seventh Example 5.16 Brahms, Symphony No. 3, Op. 90, III, coda (mm. 150–63; reduced score)



27   The recent critical edition agrees exactly with the commonly available scores of this symphony; see Johannes Brahms, Symphonie Nr. 3, ed. Robert Pascall (Munich, 2005). Extensive correspondence between Brahms and his editor at Simrock’s, Robert Keller, exists. Within the massive list of corrections Keller compiled for the score and parts of the Third Symphony, there is no mention of the beaming in the trio; see The Brahms-Keller Correspondence, ed. George S. Bozarth in collaboration with Wiltrud Martin (Lincoln, NE, 1996), pp. 65–84 and 167–277.
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scale degree. For the first time in the movement, a melodic peak on the seventh scale degree is approached by step. As elsewhere, the climactic note is harmonized as a dissonant fourth above subdominant harmony; in fact, due to the doubling in parallel thirds, both 4–3 and 9–8 dissonances occur—the two dissonances present in mm. 2 and 4. (In fact, the notes are the same, just transposed up several octaves.) This melodic peak’s force arises not only through the long crescendo and continuous stepwise ascent but also from rhythmic factors. After the sustained, displaced chords that start the phrase, the consecutive iterations of the augmented dotted rhythm generate a hemiola, but one displaced from the notated meter. The rhythmic repetitiveness and the lack of metric mooring heighten the passage’s intensity. The hemiola comes into alignment with the notated meter immediately after the climax (see the cadential  and its resolution in mm. 159–60). The rapid decrescendo after the expressive highpoint, the hasty melodic descent to the final cadence, and the gesture of short chords punctuated by (tearful) rests bring the movement to a relatively somber close. The metric framework is restored, albeit in the briefest possible manner, by the string pizzicatos in the final two measures. The coda’s final phrase marks the only time in the movement when the winds and strings come together in their presentation of thematic material. In the intermezzo, either a string instrument or a combination of wind instruments presents the leading melody; in the trio, winds and strings alternate. Orchestration thus has much more than a coloristic role in this movement, as the convergence of the strings and winds is an integral part of the musical discourse of the coda. The rich sound of this collaboration is particularly noticeable since the basses have played pizzicato throughout the intermezzo sections (and while they play arco in the trio, it is for only four measures at the highpoint in mm. 74–7). At first consideration, the intermezzo from the Third Symphony has little in common with its counterpart in the First Symphony. Whereas the earlier movement featured continually varying phrase lengths and irregular or competing hypermeters, the later one proceeds almost entirely in four-measure hypermeasures. The later movement, however, still displays an engagement with rhythmic-metric narrative—simply with different types. The initial dotted-rhythm upbeat and its subsequent repositioning as an appoggiatura generates material involving appoggiatura climaxes, D3–1 displacement dissonance, and augmentation of the dotted-rhythm (sometimes leading to hemiola). While these rhythmic elements are bound up with tonal ones—such as the emphasis on the seventh scale degree— rhythmic agents perform a vital role in giving the music its inner life. String Quintet in G Major, Op. 111 For a time, Brahms thought that the String Quintet in G Major, Op. 111, would be his last composition.28 While this belief cannot be taken as proof of an   Max Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms, vol. 4, part 1 (Berlin, 1914), p. 216.



28



188



Brahms and the Scherzo



intention to shape this work as a summative one, many of its attributes strike such a tone. Foremost perhaps is the magisterial radiance of the first movement, whose consistently affirmative character is not common in Brahms’s other late works. Further, as Roger Moseley has observed, Brahms’s Op. 111 draws together a wide range of contemporary topoi (especially dance types) with allusions to past musical practices (perhaps Baroque as well as Classical ones).29 Despite its large proportions and rich textures, the work has a Classical orientation; the conventional tonal goals in the first movement’s exposition as well as the emphasis on strict counterpoint and the general clarity of formal articulations throughout all contribute to this effect. While the intermezzo movement bears some similarities with that of the Third Symphony, it also harks back to many of Brahms’s early classicizing scherzo-type movements—especially those from the serenades—in its structural parallels between the trio and the outer sections. Due to the centrality of these relationships, the analysis will consider the intermezzo proper and the trio together rather than in succession. Like the intermezzo from the Third Symphony, the present movement opens with a twelve-measure phrase that begins in the manner of an eight-measure sentence. Also similar is the prominent outer-voice dissonance at the downbeats of the second and fourth measures, although here the melodic approach is by descending step rather than ascending leap (Example 5.17). The harmony is not ii, but it is similar in both locations. Rather than an A half-diminished seventh, m. 2 presents an A dominant seventh, functioning as a common-tone seventh embellishment of the cello’s tonic pedal. In m. 4, the harmony is a viio7 above the tonic pedal, yet this five-note sonority actually contains all of the notes of a iiφ7. The effect of the openings of these two intermezzos is very similar gesturally: in each case, the music surges to a seventh chord, which is left unresolved as the chord progression simply starts over with root-position tonic harmony in the following measure. In the Third Symphony, the second and fourth measures feature a misplaced upbeat figure, but this is not present in Op. 111. The symphonic movement, however, highlights the most salient melodic tone of its opening phrase—the seventh scale degree, B—and something similar happens with the C in Op. 111. Unique to Op. 111 is the marked quality of the chromatic chord of m. 2, a comparatively unusual type of seventh chord for a common-tone embellishment. Diminished sevenths, half-diminished sevenths, and German sixths are all more frequent sonority types for common-tone embellishment of tonic harmony. An important difference between the intermezzos of Opp. 90 and 111 is the relative accentuation of even and odd measures in their initial phrases. In both, the placement of root-position tonic harmony and the clear sub-phrase design establish odd measures as hypermetrically strong. In the Third Symphony, the appoggiatura figures of mm. 2 and 4 receive much surface emphasis: all of the parts with dynamic fluctuation crescendo into those downbeats, the bass notes 29   Roger Moseley, “Brief Immortality: Recasting History in the Music of Brahms” (Ph.D. diss., University of California Berkeley, 2004), pp. 260–73.
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Example 5.17 Brahms, String Quintet, Op. 111, III, mm. 1–12



of those harmonies are lower than those for the alternating tonic harmonies, and the melodic notes are local pitch apexes. In Op. 111, the situation is more complex because of the intricacies of the highly imitative texture. The three inner voices crescendo into the even-numbered measures, but the first violin makes a decrescendo and the bass notes are higher than those for the tonic harmonies. Combined with the first violin’s melodic descent, the overall gesture is of sighs that begin at m. 1 and at m. 3, rather than the short, intense sighs at the downbeats of mm. 2 and 4 in the symphonic movement. Whereas the intermezzo of the Third Symphony favors repetition rather than development, the complex energetics of Op. 111 become a source for development. The opening materials undergo a radical transformation at the thematic rounding as they are reworked into the intermezzo’s climax (Example 5.18). The melodic line is inverted, and, by beginning the inversion on C, the initial D–C motion is reversed. The C no longer hovers tentatively above a common-tone dominant seventh chord, but rather motivates a German augmented sixth. Instead
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Example 5.18 Brahms, String Quintet, Op. 111, III, mm. 41–7



of a bass line securely anchored on G, the bass line alternates between E and D, placing the G-minor sonorities in unstable second inversion. These changes, along with the lack of crescendos and diminuendos, conspire to reshape the accentual profile of this material. The hypermetric context and subphrase design confirm the hypermetrically strong position of the augmented sixth chords, but now the hypermetric accents fall on highly unstable sonorities. Unlike the lack of tonal resolution in the intermezzo’s second and fourth measures, there is some degree of resolution when these augmented sixth chords proceed to the  sonorities. As shown in sketch (a) in Example 5.19, the thematic rounding provides a return to the intermezzo’s large-scale dominant; given the pauses after the  chords and their grounding on the fifth scale degree, it would be difficult to consider them as lower neighbors within a prolonged E bass note. In short, the ends of subphrases now provide points of tonal articulation, and the sighs of the opening have become powerful outbursts that find tonic resolution only at the end of the intermezzo, after about another sixteen measures. The substitution of dominant for tonic harmony at the thematic rounding also occurs in the trio; see sketch (b) in Example 5.19. Although mm. 95–6 provide a root-position tonic harmony soon after the trio’s thematic rounding, this harmony is best viewed as functioning on only a local level, since it continues the melodic material of the previous four measures and sets up the important subdominant harmony of the following four measures. In addition to dominant reharmonization at the moment of rounding, there are tonal, rhythmic, and hypermetric similarities in the approaches to this formal juncture in the intermezzo and in the trio. In the intermezzo, the second reprise begins with an embellished circle-of-fifths progression that ends with a deceptive
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Example 5.19 Brahms, String Quintet, Op. 111, III, bass-line sketches



resolution to VI of B minor (m. 32).30 This G-major harmony directs the tonal landscape for some ten measures, before the bass moves down chromatically to the augmented sixth chord at the thematic rounding. In the trio, F/G also plays a pivotal role in the bass line. The first reprise ends with a diminished seventh above F (mm. 71–2), which is reinterpreted enharmonically as a diminished  above G to start the second reprise from a dominant seventh of B major. The bass line moves chromatically upwards to G, before descending diatonically to the dominant at the thematic rounding. Although, F (or G) is not as continuously present as in the intermezzo, the trio’s bass line is constantly passing through F (or G) during the entire pre-rounding component of the second reprise. Perhaps more significant than the shared emphasis on F/G in the bass lines is the related focus on C/D in the melodic lines. In the intermezzo, D is the main upper-voice pitch throughout the ten measures preceding the thematic rounding (mm. 33–42 in Example 5.20a). At the rounding, the first violin bursts into the higher octave and reinterprets the D as C as part of the climactic augmented sixth chord. This entire passage constitutes a composing-out of the prominent C from the intermezzo’s second measure. In the trio, the role of D/C is less noticeable— it is the main upper-voice tone only in mm. 75–6—but it is used obsessively as a decorative tone in mm. 79–84 (see Example 5.20b). Although many retransitions feature rhythmic acceleration, the immediately palpable shortening of melodic rhythms and subphrase lengths in these two passages strengthen their connection. In addition, the specific rhythm of  is featured here (mm. 33–6 and 79–84), and not seen elsewhere in the intermezzo and only rarely in the trio. Hypermetrically, both intermezzo and trio place the thematic rounding on a third hyperbeat, which is reinterpreted as a hyperdownbeat. The musical effects 30   Although more elaborate, this passage has an uncanny resemblance to the corresponding location in Menuetto II (mm. 9–12) from the Serenade, Op. 11.
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Example 5.20 Brahms, String Quintet, Op. 111, III, preparations of rounding



are different: in the intermezzo, the great modifications in the thematic material and the loud dynamics initially disguise the thematic return. Since the thematic rounding begins with an augmented sixth chord—a harmony rarely positioned at the start of a hypermeasure (unless it occupies the entire hypermeasure)—the first two measures of the thematic rounding seem, at first, like an ending rather than a thematic beginning. The hypermetric reinterpretation is not apparent until at least one measure (more likely two measures) after the thematic rounding begins. In the trio, the clear return of the viola’s melody coordinated precisely with the arrival on the dominant harmony facilitates a relatively smooth and quick hypermetric reinterpretation. Placing the trio’s thematic rounding on a third hyperbeat encourages it to float in effortlessly in a wonderfully lyric manner. Despite the different musical effects, the underlying hypermetric structure of these locations is analogous. The tonal, rhythmic, and hypermetric correspondences surrounding the motions towards the thematic rounding in the intermezzo and the trio resemble some of the connections pursued in Chapter 3 (for example, in the second scherzo from the Serenade, Op. 11, or the “Quasi Menuetto” from the Serenade, Op. 16). One final set of parallels between intermezzo and trio involves the “problem” of closure. Even in the intermezzo’s first phrase, the imitative texture causes lower parts to reach their tonal goals significantly later than the first violin’s melody does (refer back to Example 5.17). With the written-out and slightly varied repeat of the first reprise, the complications are intensified as the lower-voice imitations
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involve eighth-note motion rather than just quarter-note rhythms. At the end of the intermezzo, the lower parts fall silent at the downbeat when they could have reached tonic harmony (m. 59). Not only does the tonic harmony fall on the second beat, but it places the chordal third and then fifth in the upper line (see viola I in Example 5.21). The lack of closure is highlighted through linkage, as the trio’s melody begins from these pitches, sounded one octave higher but still by the first viola. In the trio, tonal closure is denied at the ends of both reprises: the first reprise closes on a viio7 chord, while the second reprise ends with this sonority over a tonic pedal—a sound which is soon encountered again in the fourth measure of the intermezzo’s restatement. At the conclusion of the intermezzo’s restatement, the tonic harmony again arrives on a second beat, after a quarter-note rest. The upper line is altered from B–D to D–B, but the latter is again taken up as the start of the coda’s melody, which is a melodic and textural inversion of the start of the trio. The coda, in fact, does not close with G in the upper line, but it does conclude with three G-major chords placed on downbeats. As at the end of the intermezzo’s restatement, the coda’s final melodic motion is D–B, and the finale immediately reverses this interval (filled in with a passing C). Significantly, the finale’s opening melody is given by the first viola, emphasizing the link even as the reharmonization in a feigned B minor distorts it. Example 5.21 Brahms, String Quintet, Op. 111, III, mm. 56–62



A beautiful detail near the end of the movement involves the sonority that directly precedes the concluding G-major chords. After several measures of dominant pedal, the cello moves down to G, but the upper instruments sustain a common-tone diminished seventh above. The resolution of this chord into the final G-major harmony inscribes the intermezzo’s characteristic C–D motion into the trio-based coda. Unlike the powerful, but ultimately unstable, outbursts of C–D at the intermezzo’s thematic rounding, this C–D terminates above root-position
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tonic harmony and provides the long-awaited resolution of the tense D–C of mm. 1–2. More abstractly, this common-tone diminished seventh offers a more stylistically normative common-tone embellishment than the dominant seventh sonority of m. 2. Thus, even as the melody’s eschewal of 1 and the persistent linkage technique temper closure, this thematically motivated harmony gives a fulfilling, poetic close to this alluring movement. The intermezzos considered in this chapter are wonderfully diverse, yet they share an affinity for subtle destabilizing forces that provide fodder for thematic development. These elements come in many different forms—unexpected chromaticism, emphasis on hypermetrically weak measures, phrase expansion, outer-voice conflicts, and so on—but they give these movements rich structuralexpressive narratives. The next chapter returns to movements of a scherzo character, and they embody structural-expressive narratives as well, but largely featuring other types of destabilizing forces. Especially prominent in Brahms’s late minor-mode scherzos is metric dissonance, but unlike the minor-mode scherzos of Brahms’s “first maturity” the attainment of large-scale resolution is not as consistently sought.



Chapter 6



The Late Minor-Mode Scherzos In the 1880s, Brahms turned twice more to C minor as the key for scherzo-type movements. Although the third movement of the Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87, and the second movement of the Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101, return to the key of three of the scherzos studied in Chapter 2, the later movements exhibit a different approach to rhythmic-metric conflict and resolution. Despite continuous thematic development, the later movements do not resolve their conflicts as fully and do not achieve the same degree of closure observed in the earlier movements. Not only do both of these movements exploit the compelling tension of nonresolution, but they embody similar conflicts. Both movements are in duple meter, and second beats occasionally serve as perceived downbeats; both juxtapose quick pulse streams with very long durations. In general, the rhythmic-metric instabilities are greater in Op. 101, and the degree of resolution in Op. 101 is even less than in Op. 87. Although the tonal structure in Op. 87 departs from that most conventional for its thematic design, both works achieve strong tonal closure; the non-resolution in the rhythmic-metric structure finds no counterpart in the large-scale tonal structure. Rhythm and meter significantly shape perception of tonal events, but in these movements the rhythmic-metric conflicts impact the foreground presentation of these events without undermining their tonal coherence. Brahms’s other four late minor-mode scherzos generally follow the more common trajectory from conflict to resolution. In the String Quartet, Op. 67, hemiola dissonance (sometimes combined with displacement) plays a central role, as does an oppositional relationship between the leading viola and the other three (muted!) instruments. The Piano Concerto, Op. 83, highlights the hypermetric instability generated from an extended upbeat. With its unique realization of a sonata form that does not entirely efface scherzo–trio–scherzo form, this work presents a scherzo that lives up to its surprising appearance in a concerto. Perhaps most like Brahms’s early C-minor scherzos is the powerful movement in the Cello Sonata, Op. 99. It involves both hemiola grouping of triple pulses and lengthening of triple subdivisions into duple ones. Only the last of the works considered in this chapter, the Allegro appassionato from the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, has the lack of solid resolution found in the late C-minor scherzos. The movement from the clarinet sonata features large phrase expansions, tonal digressions, and sensitive tonal correspondences between its principal sections.
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Piano Trio in C Major, Op. 87 The formal design of the scherzo of the Piano Trio, Op. 87, is unremarkable: the scherzo proper (mm. 1–61) returns in full after the trio with its codetta only slightly expanded (mm. 170–75), and both scherzo and trio are rounded binary forms with exact repetitions of their first reprises. The movement’s tonal structure is anything but unremarkable, especially in the rhythmic-metric realization of foreground harmonies. The analysis of the scherzo will elucidate the ways that rhythm hinders establishment of the initial tonic harmony and the reassertion of that harmony at the thematic rounding. It will trace the related role that A  plays as a melodic and harmonic displacement of G. The analysis will then consider how the scherzo’s conclusion embodies the rhythmic-metric instabilities of its opening. Like the opening of the scherzo from the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, the beginning of the scherzo from Op. 87 manifests a discrepancy between Stufe and vertical sonority (Example 6.1). In mm. 1–2, the strings and the lowest notes of the piano tentatively project C as a Stufe, but the vertical sonority is a fully-diminished seventh chord, a sonority antithetical to key establishment. A root-position, C-minor triad briefly sounds at the end of m. 2. On the downbeats of mm. 3 and 4 the piano figuration projects a C-minor triad, but the bass moves up to E , transforming the triad into a first-inversion one. The agogic and textural accents on the second beats further undermine the impact of these C-minor triads. The first harmony that has a stable rhythmic-metric setting is the V7/III in m. 5—a harmony that points away from C minor. This chord is followed by an apparent C-minor first-inversion harmony, but this sonority only results because the fifth of the III chord is displaced by an implied 5–6 motion. The first reprise concludes with a quick return to the dominant (the modulation to the mediant implicated by m. 5 is not fulfilled). The motion to the dominant occurs in the middle of m. 7, providing a tonal accent on the second beat of the measure. This second-beat tonal accent directs the listener’s attention to the second-beat events that have textural and agogic accents when the repetition of the opening begins, heightening rather than stabilizing its rhythmic tension. Compared to the G– F melodic motions in mm. 3–4, the A–G motion across mm. 5–6 gives A  an unexpectedly long duration. This durational emphasis on A  and its clearly presented harmonic support (V7/III) lend A  a salience not accorded any other upper-voice pitch in the first reprise. A repeatedly functions as a tonal focus throughout the remainder of the scherzo, and frequently this emphasis on 6 comes at the expense of 5. Already at the end of the first reprise, A is given a prominent, albeit purely foreground, role as the melodic peak of the violin’s roulade above the dominant arrival. As Example 6.2 makes clear, A  guides both the melodic and harmonic structures of the second reprise after the thematic rounding has begun; there is not even a surface retransitional dominant let alone a large-scale dividing dominant. The second reprise (m. 9) begins with a rootposition, A -major sonority (with A  in the upper voice) and returns to the same configuration at m. 27. In between, there is a tonicization of the subdominant minor
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Example 6.1 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 87, III, mm. 1–8



Example 6.2 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 87, III, tonal sketch of scherzo



of A  major; this tonicization facilitates a fifth-progression from A (notated as G ) in the upper line. The start of this fifth-progression (m. 24) corresponds with the scherzo’s dynamic peak. Further, the A  (G ) at m. 24 comes at the end of a transposition of the violin’s motive from mm. 5–6. In mm. 5–6, the salient A  led back to the Kopfton, G; at mm. 23–4, the motive is transposed up by a semitone,
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resulting in a motion from A  to A. This motivic repetition seals the connection between the A  of m. 5 and subsequent emphases on A . Immediately after the return to an A -major, root-position sonority at m. 27, the cello brings back the repeated-note figure from the scherzo’s opening, again on C (Example 6.3). The repeated-note figure now begins on the second beat rather than the downbeat, thus placing its agogic accents on notated downbeats. The figure, though, still leads to a tonally unstable diminished seventh sonority. After six uncomfortably static measures, the cello’s repeated-note figure turns into a modified return of the movement’s opening. The thematic rounding departs substantially from the movement’s opening but does not resolve its instabilities. In the thematic rounding, the repeated-note motives are deployed imitatively, producing a continuous stream of sixteenth notes. Although the juxtaposition of fast repeated notes and lengthy silences at the scherzo’s outset is disconcerting, a minimally differentiated flow of sixteenth notes is scarcely more reassuring. Were the harmonies the same as at the beginning, this removal of the phenomenal accents from second beats would stabilize the projection of C minor. However, the thematic rounding features a more diatonic harmonic progression, which would be stabilized by agogic accents emphasizing chord changes. Instead, the lack of rhythmic differentiation within the first six measures of the rounding throws considerable emphasis onto its seventh measure (m. 39), by which time a prolongation of ii initiates a digressive sequence that delays the return of a C harmony until m. 52. Example 6.4 clarifies the foreground harmonies and their rhythmic-metric presentation through a durational reduction of mm. 1–8 at (a) and one of mm. 33–9 at (b). The durational reductions indicate a significant change in the upper line in the thematic rounding. Whereas the upper line in mm. 1–3 moved through the tonic triad, the upper line in the rounding twice begins such an arpeggiation but never achieves the fifth of the chord. Instead, the melodic goal in the rounding is A . This A  is then durationally emphasized in mm. 39–40 when the melodic material ceases to consist of repeated sixteenth notes. This emphasis on A in the upper line and the lack of differentiation of harmonic motions during the rounding means that the harmonic return to C at the rounding is subsumed within another prolongational span (refer back to Example 6.2). In the measure preceding the rounding (m. 32), G is salient but functions as a passing tone between A and F; the tonic sonority is an apparent one, resulting from a passing 6/4 between the A -major goal that precedes the rounding and the diminished seventh sonority that initiates the rounding. The absence of G above the tonic Stufe at the start of the rounding is not balanced by later emphasis on G; the rapid structural descent in mm. 47–52 avoids melodic emphasis on G, and it in fact reserves the return of the tonic Stufe until the upper line descends to  at m. 52.    The other member of the tonic triad, , is not especially prominent in the structural descent either. Example 6.2 reads the arrival on  at the downbeat of m. 49; the E sounds
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Example 6.3 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 87, III, mm. 26–41



199



200



Brahms and the Scherzo



Example 6.4 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 87, III, durational reductions of mm. 1–8 and 33–40



The codetta (mm. 52–61) juxtaposes two elements heard earlier: the violin roulade from mm. 7–8 and the material that immediately preceded the thematic rounding. The transpositions of the violin roulade outline an arpeggiation through a C-major chord, yet by the time the figure begins on G in m. 54 the underlying sonority has only a tenuous connection to C. The G half-diminished seventh sonority of mm. 54–5 is tonally subsumed by the C-major arrivals at mm. 52 and 56, but the sonority replaces the conventional subdominant emphasis of postcadential expansions. The emphasis on D  during mm. 54–5 provides a continuity with the second component of the codetta, which transposes the material preceding the rounding into the tonic. A C-major chord oscillates with diminished seventh chords that harmonize upper and lower neighbors to C. Recalling this material at the end of the scherzo impacts the scherzo’s sense of resolution and closure in at least three ways. First, mm. 56–61 juxtapose long and short durations, recalling a significant feature of the scherzo’s opening, but, unlike the opening of the scherzo, the long in an inner part, but it is at the end of a lengthy stepwise descent within the piano figuration throughout mm. 47–9.
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durations correspond to tonally stable sonorities. Second, mm. 56–61 present the repeated-note figure from the opening, but beginning on second beats rather than downbeats. Since this figure consists of six sixteenth notes leading to an eighth note (which is followed by silence), beginning this figure on second beats brings its agogic accents in conformance with the metric accents. These two factors constitute stabilizing forces exerted by mm. 56–61. The third pertinent feature of mm. 56–61 is their return of material that originally functioned as preparation for the thematic rounding. Although they substitute a submediant prolongation for the normative dominant, the measures leading up to the thematic rounding have a high degree of expectation, stemming from the conflict between the A -major sonority and the cello’s low C, from the fragmentary recall of the opening’s repeated-note figure, and inherently from their formal function. Even though in mm. 56–61 there is no conflict between sonority (now C major) and the cello’s low C, this is a passage designed to create expectation rather than a sense of resolution. One struggles to call to mind another rounded binary piece where the material immediately preceding the rounding later serves as a codetta, especially if changes to the material are restricted largely to transposition. On their first hearing, the non-resolution of mm. 56–61 leads persuasively into the luxuriant C-major trio, but on its second appearance at m. 165, this material is extended by a mere six measures before the movement ends. Further, these six measures substitute a C-minor triad for the expected C-major triad at m. 171, and they also return the curious G half-diminished seventh sonority in m. 172. Thus, the lingering sense of expectation is only resolved when the C-major finale begins. Notably, the opening theme of the finale emphasizes F, which was salient in the upper line in mm. 3–4 of the scherzo. Further, each F is part of a commontone diminished seventh chord that oscillates with the metrically accented C-major chords at the start of the finale. The same chord that began the scherzo (C–E– F –A) thus sounds in the first two measures of the finale, although in the finale its function as an embellishment, and not a displacement, of the initial tonic is clear. The similarity of the start of the finale to the opening of the scherzo draws the movements closer together and compensates for the denial of strong closure at the end of the scherzo. In Op. 87, Brahms used the scherzo designation for the last time, and similarities and differences to his earlier scherzos are apparent. Like many of the earlier scherzos, the initial tonic harmony is destabilized through tonal and rhythmicmetric means, but the scherzo of Op. 87 does not direct this instability towards a more stable thematic transformation near the end of the movement. Instead, the scherzo proper is on a scale much smaller than most of Brahms’s previous scherzos and quickly shifts to an expansive, tonally stable, major-mode trio. After the repeat of the scherzo, the expanded codetta draws the movement to a close with a particularly ominous emphasis on D . Rather than outlining a progression from conflict to resolution within the scherzo, Brahms enacts that progression between the scherzo and the following movement, a connection highlighted by the thematic
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similarities in their openings. A similar inter-movement progression occurs in the Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101. Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101 Of all of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, the second movement of Op. 101 is perhaps the most experimental. The strings play with mutes throughout. The overall form is the expected ternary (with coda), but neither the A nor B section is a rounded binary (see Table 6.1). The B section does not provide a typical contrast in character, as it is neither a lyrical interlude nor an expressive culmination. Tonally, the movement gravitates to the minor mode, modulating to the minor dominant rather than to the relative major in both the A and B sections. Yet most enigmatic is the movement’s rhythmic-metric structure. Unlike most of the movements considered in this book, the end of the second movement of Op. 101 does not resolve the rhythmic-metric tension of its opening. Instead, consistent metric placement of the movement’s primary motivic idea and periodicity of meter remain deadlocked. The second movement of Op. 101 maintains a precarious balance between these two factors: as listeners, we never give up on periodic meter, nor do we come to accept varied metric placement of the movement’s primary motivic idea. Table 6.1 



Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, formal and tonal design



A (Binary with motto) Motto Period



Motto



Sentence



Motto



1–4



4–14



14–17



17–27



27–30



c-



c-  g-



g-



g-  (E+)  c-



B (Ternary) a



b



a′



retrans.



31–43



43–63



63–89



89–94



f-



f-  c-



f-



f-  V/c-



The scherzo-type movement in Op. 101 is in simple duple meter, a choice highlighted by continual conflicts between notated downbeats and perceived downbeats on notated second beats (Example 6.5). The conflict arises from a    For a more detailed analysis of this movement and especially its connection to the finale, see my article “Metric Dissonance in Brahms’s Piano Trio in C Minor, Op. 101,” Intégral, 20 (2006): 1–42.
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Example 6.5 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, mm. 1–37
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Example 6.5 



concluded



recurrent motto (e.g., mm. 1–4) and a pervasive four-note motive that I will refer to as the head motive (e.g., m. 1). The motto establishes a beginning-accented metric identity for the head motive through agogic and tonal accents. The endaccented version in the strings in mm. 2 and 3 is accompanimental, but it does suggest that the motive’s metric identity may undergo development.



The Late Minor-Mode Scherzos



205



This development begins in the middle of m. 4 as the piano takes the head motive at its original pitch level as the basis for a modulating parallel period. Since the motto lasted only three-and-one-half measures, the subsequent statement of the head motive does not occur on a downbeat of the established meter. Yet formally it functions as a beginning, and this makes reinterpreting its metric placement disconcerting. There are but two options: reinterpret the motive’s metric identity, or reorient the metric structure to accommodate the motive’s original, and more stable, metric placement. I will consider the latter alternative first. Metric reorientation requires hearing downbeats at the end of the motto and at the beginning of the period; it demands perceiving consecutive beats as downbeats. In tonal music, when metric periodicity and a motive’s metric placement are in conflict, metric periodicity generally prevails. In this movement, these conflicts frequently occur at formal junctures, and at formal boundaries metric structure is somewhat more malleable. Several aspects of this piece increase the inherent malleability of meter at formal divisions. Foremost among these factors is the static and closed temporal quality of the motto. Harmonically, the motto plainly prolongs the tonic, and melodically it simply transfers C5 into a lower register. Silence and a considerable change in register separate the end of the motto from the start of the following music. Together these features weaken the continuity of the metric framework sufficiently to allow the return of the head motive to mark the beginning of not only a rhythmic but also a metric unit. The separateness of the opening measures was noted by Kalbeck, who compared them to a Lied introduction that subsequently serves as a ritornello between strophes. This interpretation is embodied in a rendition of the opening of this movement by Ilona Eibenschütz, a pianist who studied with Clara Schumann, heard Brahms perform Op. 101 in Frankfurt in 1886 and had contact with the composer throughout the rest of his life. During a 1952 BBC interview, Eibenschütz gave a solo piano version of the opening thirty measures of the second movement of Op. 101; through differences in dynamics and tempo, her performance projects a structural separation between the motto and the following music. If one perceives a temporal disjuncture after the motto and asserts a new metric beginning, the antecedent phrase flows rather well in the displaced meter. Compare the score against Example 6.6, which notates the melody in the displaced meter.   Kalbeck, Johannes Brahms, vol. 4, part 1, p. 28.   Eibenschütz’s performance is on the collection Pupils of Clara Schumann (East



 



Sussex, 1986) and has been reissued on the CD accompanying Michael Musgrave and Bernard D. Sherman (eds), Performing Brahms: Early Evidence of Performance Style (Cambridge, 2003). Eibenschütz plays the motto faster than the other music ( = 88–92 compared to  = 80–84 elsewhere), she holds the last note of each motto statement beyond its notated duration (approximately an eighth note longer), and she plays the motto statements with relatively little rubato and dynamic shaping compared to the other material, except for a ritardando in the third motto statement (and I suspect the slowing down occurs largely— perhaps entirely—because she ends the excerpt at this location).
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Example 6.6 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, mm. 4–30 notated in displaced meter



The antecedent begins with a four-chord succession (I–iiφ–V–I) that would normally fall in a strong-weak-strong-weak metric context. Only the C6 apex of the phrase and the local span of tonic harmony that it initiates reinforce the notated meter. The consequent phrase, however, challenges the displaced meter. At the start of the consequent phrase, a reharmonization of the opening motive delays the return to tonic harmony, deferring that tonal accent to a notated downbeat (m. 10). The consequent phrase also places its melodic apex on a notated downbeat, but it then repeats that B5 two measures later. Although these factors do not seem sufficiently contradictory to induce a second metric reorientation, they qualify the stability promised by the earlier reorientation. Metric reinterpretation must occur when the motto returns in G minor, as shown in Example 6.6 by the parentheses. The reinterpretation results from an elision between the consequent’s cadence and the start of the motto. Hearing a metric irregularity as the result of an elision is perhaps easier than hearing one as the result of a temporal disjuncture, but in this
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elision a weak beat becomes a strong beat, whereas an elision typically turns a hypermetrically weak measure into a strong one. Thus, as the period progresses, it increasingly resists the displaced meter. Although the second half of the A section is based on a sentence rather than period structure, its metric design resembles that of the first half. After the G-minor motto, one may interpret the head motive as end-accented or make the metric reorientation shown in Example 6.6. The sequence at the start of the sentence supports the metric reorientation, but the second half of the sentence (like the consequent phrase) challenges that meter. Each sequential unit begins with a rootposition chord that moves to  inversion (Gm to Gφ in mm. 17–18; Fm to Fφ in mm. 19–20). However, each subphrase is joined to the next via a 4–3 suspension in the violin (B to A in m. 19; A  to G in m. 21), and in the displaced meter the suspension falls in a weaker metric position than its resolution. In the second half of the sentence, the tonicization of E at m. 24 includes a cadential , which is metrically misplaced in Example 6.6. Like the end of the consequent, the end of the sentence elides with a motto statement, necessitating a weak-strong metric reinterpretation at the beat level. Before turning to the metrically periodic hearing of the A section, I will consider the hypermetric structure of the metric reading in Example 6.6. This shows the hypermeter through a durational reduction. The prototype in Example 6.7 situates each motto statement as a closed four-measure unit outside of the A section’s main temporal structure and places the beginnings of phrases on downbeats. Example 6.7 eliminates the two-measure phrase expansions in the period’s consequent and the sentence’s continuation (i.e., mm. 11–12 and 24–5). Hearing through these expansions to the underlying prototype reinforces the displaced meter. Eliminating the expansion in the consequent removes the repetition of that phrase’s melodic apex, which reinforced the notated meter. Similarly, the expansion in the continuation results from the tonicization of the mediant and includes the cadential  chord. Therefore, hearing the A section as a sixteen-measure simple binary reinforces the displaced meter. The coherence of the sixteen-measure model argues that this melodic material is formally distinct from the three motto statements and supports metric discontinuities. I find maintaining Brahms’s notated meter throughout the A section less satisfactory, but not altogether implausible. The only metric irregularities are hypermetric ones, resulting from the elisions at the start of the second and third motto statements. In Example 6.8a dotted lines show these weak-strong hypermetric reinterpretations. The metric structure in Example 6.8a exhibits continuity and a high degree of periodicity, but only by sacrificing the metric identity of the opening motive. The A section thus locks the metric identity of the motive and the larger metric structure in opposition against one another.    Although the expressive effect is entirely different, this conflict between motivicmetric identity and periodic meter is not unlike interactions in Stravinsky’s (!) music. The conflict in Brahms’s movement is analogous to Pieter van den Toorn’s “double edge”; see
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Example 6.7 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, durational reduction of mm. 1–30 with fixed motivic-metric identity



Within the A section, rich relationships exist between mottos and the subsequent music. When the third motto statement closes the A section, it continues this interpretive richness, spawning an ambiguity between the A and B sections (refer back to Example 6.5). Does the high C-minor chord on the second beat of m. 30 group with the A section, or the B section, or with both? After the first two motto statements, the head motive sounded and asserted its established function as a beginning (if not of a metric unit, then at least of a rhythmic one). The C-minor chord in the middle of m. 30 is a new motivic idea and does not have an established formal function. Both the chord’s considerable length and the strings’ fragmentation of the head motive to its final C suggest closure. It is only the recollection that the ends of previous motto statements served as terminal grouping boundaries that gives the C-minor chord any initiatory quality. Subsequent events engage the grouping ambiguity of the C-minor chord. The piano follows the high C-minor chord with a C-major chord in the same register and voicing. The two chords have the same duration; given the total absence of long durations in the A section, the juxtaposition of two chords with long (and equal) durations suggests that they belong to the same formal unit. Grouping the C-minor chord with the B section makes the B section begin with a fourStravinsky and “The Rite of Spring”: The Beginnings of a Musical Language (Berkeley, CA, 1987), pp. 83–4. Van den Toorn emphasizes the importance of the double edge, but tends to privilege periodic meter; for an account of similar interactions that places more weight on preserving motivic-metric identity, see Gretchen Horlacher, “Metric Irregularity in Les Noces: The Problem of Periodicity,” Journal of Music Theory, 39/2 (1995): 285–309.
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Example 6.8 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, durational reductions of mm. 1–30 and 95–124 with metric periodicity



measure group. The following music, however, establish three-measure groups as normative. As a result, any desire to hear the C-minor triad as part of the B section to preserve duple groups later succumbs to the preference to hear parallel grouping structures across mm. 31–43. Brahms sensitizes the performer to this interpretation by marking the C-major chord with an accent and the performance indication agitato ma sempre p. Because the ambiguity is eventually clarified in favor of grouping the chord with the preceding motto, this indirectly questions the temporal disjunctures after the earlier motto statements. From such a composer as Brahms, one expects further treatment of this rhythmic-metric problem when the A section returns.   According to Margaret Notley, Brahms made several changes in the Stichvorlage at the juncture between the A and B sections. First, the copyist placed the performance indication at the start of m. 31; Brahms corrected the Stichvorlage to agree with the autograph by shifting this indication to the middle of the measure (i.e., when the C-major chord sounds). Although no attacks occur in the first half of m. 31, placing the performance indication at the start of the measure might lead the player to inappropriately begin the agitato with the preceding C-minor chord. Second, in the autograph, there is no accent on the C-major chord; only the following chord, with its salient D , has an accent. Brahms added an accent to the C-major chord in the Stichvorlage, suggesting that he wanted to clarify its role as beginning the B section. For a description of the sources for Op. 101 see Margaret Notley, “Brahms’s Chamber-Music Summer of 1886: A Study of Opera 99, 100, 101, and 108” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1992), pp. 271–7. 
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Example 6.9 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, mm. 95–106



The tonal content of the A′ section is essentially the same as that of the A section, but textural changes influence rhythmic-metric structure (Example 6.9). The violin presents the main melodic material, to which the cello responds in rhythmic canon at the time interval of one beat. The head motive begins on notated second beats in the violin line, but starts on notated downbeats in the cello counterpoint equally as
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often. Rather than taking away tension by starting gestures on notated downbeats, the cello’s continual imitation makes explicit the conflict between first and second beats. In fact, it is when the cello stops imitating the violin that some sense of resolution emerges. This results because the homorhythmic moments between the violin and cello fall near phrase endings (e.g., mm. 101–2, 104–7, 117–18), and, as noted in the discussion of the A section, the later segments of the phrases more strongly reinforce the notated meter. Particularly when the cello joins the violin to reinforce a melodic peak (as in the pick-up to m. 105) or a tonal accent (as in the pick-up to the cadential  at m. 118) is the notated meter reinforced. Since it is the violin’s higher line that retains the original melody, the new counterpoint does not preclude hearing the A′ section as fundamentally similar to the A section. Not only is the cello’s counterpoint in a lower register, but its less captivating melodic design further facilitates hearing it as subsidiary to the violin melody. More significant is the piano’s new undercurrent of figuration. This figuration provides rhythmic activity between the ends of the first two motto statements and the beginnings of the subsequent phrases. This rhythmic continuity reduces the tendency to hear temporal disjunctures, but it also has a considerable impact on the conservative hearing suggested in Example 6.8a. Because the piano’s figuration at the end of each motto statement shifts from eighth notes to triplets, the onset of the piano’s figuration assumes the quality of a beginning. This contrasts entirely with the closure at the downbeat of the fourth measure of each motto statement in the A section. In the A′ section, the fourth measure of the first two motto statements participates in an elision; the hypermetric consequences are shown in Example 6.8b. Thus, even if one hears the notated surface meter in the A and A′ sections, one does not place that meter in the same hypermeter in both sections. After the third motto statement, the piano has no triplet figuration. Like the interface between the A and B sections, Brahms blurs the boundary between the A′ section and the coda. Again, a high C-minor chord follows the motto (see m. 124 in Example 6.10). Eventually, the C-minor chord at the end of the A section seemed closural rather than ambiguous, and this knowledge guides one’s initial perception of the long chord at the end of the A′ section. This perception is quickly affirmed since quarter-note motion predominates in the coda. The coda consists of three distinct sections: an eight-measure canon at the fourth between strings and piano, an eight-measure combination of the canon theme in augmentation in the piano with an elongated version of the head motive in the strings, and a final iteration of the four-measure motto. In the first eight measures of the coda, the strings and piano are in canon, one beat apart. The chord on the notated downbeat of m. 125 is sustained from the previous measure; the aural effect is of a written-out fermata. The start of the string dux sounds like a downbeat and thus introduces a new type of displacement dissonance, one that shifts the downbeat location by only a quarter note. Rather than partaking in the canon, the bass line provides harmonic support that has metric consequences. The attacks within the bass line are inconsistent with metric accents at the start of melodic segments in the strings’ leading melody; they suggest downbeats at the



212



Brahms and the Scherzo



Example 6.10 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, mm. 123–45
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inception of melodic segments in the piano’s comes. The piano part asserts an increasingly strong challenge to the metric structure suggested at the outset of the coda. Rather than resolving this conflict, the music simply stops in m. 132. The cues in the measures preceding this silence are so contradictory that the listener’s sense of any meter is significantly undermined, and thus I consider these measures to constitute a dissolution of meter. After this metric dissolution, the head motive returns in an elongated form in the strings at m. 133. The preceding silence reinforces the beginning-accented metric identity of the motive, as does the piano’s augmentation of the violin line from the start of the coda. Although the piano’s triplets in the A′ section suggested hearing the head motive as end-accented, the lengthy silence and piano accompaniment in the coda argue equally vigorously for the motive’s original metric placement. Despite the discrepancy between notated and perceived downbeats, mm. 133–40 present a nearly symmetrical eight-measure unit. The motion to dominant harmony and the transposition of the head motive to 5 correlate with the start of the second four-measure group. Yet Brahms disguises the 2 + 2 symmetry underlying each four-measure group by not rearticulating the beginning of the second iteration of the head motive on each pitch level; instead, the strings seamlessly sustain the C in m. 135 and the G in m. 139. Asymmetry returns with the final motto statement. Whereas the second iteration of the head motive on C completes itself in a (perceived) metrically weak location before the motive begins on G, the second iteration of the motive on G is not allowed to complete itself in a (perceived) metrically weak location. As in each of its other recurrences (with the possible exception of those in the A′ section), the concluding motto enters early, forcing a weak-strong metric reinterpretation. In this way, the motto not only frames the movement thematically but also perpetuates its characteristic rhythmicmetric conflict. Even after the conclusion of the motto, another high C-minor triad sounds and is abruptly interrupted at the middle of the final measure, denying any satisfying sense of metric resolution. Example 6.11 provides my fully symmetrical recomposition of mm. 133–45: the twelve measures divide precisely into 8 + 4, the binary divisions of the initial eight measures are not obscured by ties, and the final measure is not disturbed by a mid-measure attack. Example 6.11 is a possibility of resolution that we are (fortunately) denied. Although the movement’s central motivic-metric narrative occurs in the A sections and the coda, the B section (mm. 31–94) is pivotal in making nonresolution an effective outcome for the movement. The B section maintains the movement’s somber mood, thereby lessening expectation for resolution at the end of the movement. At the same time, the B section introduces new and intense rhythmic-metric instabilities; by doing so, it enables the A′ section to provide a respite from these new instabilities, even as the A′ section leaves the crucial metric problem of the A section unresolved. The B section presents subliminal displacement dissonance: the perceived meter is displaced one beat from the notated meter, and for the most part it is only the notation itself that goes against the perceived meter (see the end of Example 6.5 for the start of the B section). Lengthy sections with
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Example 6.11 Brahms, Piano Trio, Op. 101, II, recomposition of mm. 133–45



subliminal displacement dissonances are common in Schumann’s music, but they are less frequent in Brahms’s music. Throughout the A section, there was recurrent tension between notated downbeats and perceived downbeats, but there always remained elements that questioned the perceived meter, and metric deletions brought perceived and notated meters back into alignment every few measures. The subliminal dissonance in mm. 31–43 takes this incipient conflict to its logical extreme, elevating the rhythmic-metric tensions inherent since the beginning of the movement into the defining idea of the entire movement. Not only are mm. 31–43 subliminally dissonant, but they also exhibit triple hypermeter (which arises from rhythmic elongation). Since the B section is itself ternary, the material in mm. 31–43 frames the B section. Subliminal displacement dissonance within triple hypermeter is “prolonged” during the B section; the middle component of the B section, which maintains the subliminal



The Late Minor-Mode Scherzos



215



dissonance, reverts to duple hypermeter. The onset of A′ brings a return to the original rhythmic-metric state, in addition to the sense of resolution implicit in any thematic and tonal return. At the end of the second movement of Op. 101, there is little integration of the seven-beat motto into the movement’s metric structure. The elongated transformations of the head motive in the coda do recall the long durations in the outer portions of the B section and place them in the context of the movement’s primary motivic materials. The coda thus embodies previously separate elements, but this synthesis can hardly be considered a resolution of the movement’s rhythmic-metric irregularities. The distinctiveness of the ending of the Presto non assai was noted by at least one of Brahms’s contemporaries. Fanny Davies, a British pianist and student of Clara Schumann, heard a private reading of Op. 101 in 1887 with Brahms at the piano and Joachim and Hausmann on the string parts. Davies’s description of the performance refers to the final motto statement as the “short return of mysterious flitting which forms the end” and recalls that it was “played without any suggestion of ritardando, and the effect was deeply impressive.” Although Davies does not attempt to explain or further describe the ending’s “impressive” effect, her recollection of the lack of ritardando suggests a determination by Brahms and his partners to convey as vividly as possible the tension and instability of the motto’s final return. String Quartet in B Major, Op. 67 As Walter Frisch has noted, Brahms’s final (extant) string quartet has garnered much less critical attention than his other two. Since these very few studies have focused on the unusually literal cyclic connections between the quartet’s outer    Peter Smith has also adapted the concept of prolongation to rhythmic-metric states in “Brahms and the Shifting Barline,” p. 205.    Fanny Davies, “Some Personal Recollections of Brahms as Pianist and Interpreter,” in Cobbett’s Cyclopedic Survey of Chamber Music, vol. 1, comp. and ed. Walter Willson Cobbett (London, 1929), p. 183. Davies’s essay is reprinted in full in George Bozarth, “Fanny Davies and Brahms’s Late Chamber Music,” in Michael Musgrave and Bernard D. Sherman (eds), Performing Brahms: Early Evidence of Performance Style (Cambridge, 2003), pp. 170–219. Bozarth compares Davies’s essay with her score of Op. 101, and he finds a high degree of consistency between ideas expressed in the essay and specific annotations in her score. In a table appended to his essay, Bozarth transcribes all of the annotations from Davies’s score; there is only a single annotation on the coda of the second movement of Op. 101. At m. 133, which is the return of the head motive in augmentation, Davies wrote “Requiemisch!” Although the score does not document the avoidance of ritardando at the end of the movement, the detailed annotations elsewhere reveal Davies’s earnest desire to remember Brahms’s rendition of Op. 101.    Walter Frisch, “The Snake Bites Its Tail: Cyclic Processes in Brahms’s Third String Quartet, Op. 67,” Journal of Musicology, 22/1 (2005): 154.
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movements, its remarkable scherzo has gone virtually unnoticed.10 Unlike the two scherzos studied previously in this chapter, the one from the String Quartet, Op. 67, exhibits a more typical musical narrative in that the destabilizing elements in the initial material receive full resolution at the end of the movement. As in Op. 101, metric dissonance plays a crucial role, although tonal aspects are not unimportant. Notated in 3/4 meter throughout, the movement features hemiola dissonance of various extents and conflicting accentual patterns between the viola melody and the accompaniment of the other (muted!) instruments. It is not difficult to discern why Brahms’s expressive indication for this restless D-minor scherzo is Agitato. Before launching into a discussion of these matters, some comments on the movement’s form provide helpful orientation. The large-scale organization is clear, as the trio is in A minor, the scherzo is da capo (rather than varied), and the coda is in D major. Both scherzo and trio exhibit rounded binary form but of less common types. Although second reprises are usually longer than first reprises, this scherzo is one of the more extreme cases. Its first reprise spans twelve measures, which are then repeated with textural variation and a modification to the cadence (m. 24). The second reprise (mm. 25–129) is more than eight times as long, a length made possible by its articulation of multiple formal functions (i.e., a retransition in mm. 77–88 and a codetta in mm. 110–29). As expected, the trio is shorter, but it possesses a repetition scheme encountered nowhere else in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements: both of its reprises are repeated with tonal variation. The scherzo’s opening is remarkable for its repetitiveness, especially in Brahms’s language (Example 6.12). The first four measures are rhythmically identical to one another, and the slight change in the cello part in mm. 5–6 does not alter the composite rhythm. While mm. 7–8 provide a new rhythm, the original one returns in mm. 9–10. The pitch materials also exhibit relatively little variety: the melody is fixated on A (almost always preceded by B), and the supertonic half-diminished seventh is a persistent harmony (i.e., mm. 1, 2, 12, and also the second beats of mm. 9–10 in relation to F major). Supporting the restlessness of these repetitions is the accompaniment’s curious emphasis on second beats, which often coincide with tonally subsidiary harmonies, as in mm. 1–2. The viola’s long notes—and many can be considered to last entire measures since they are embellished only by neighbor or double neighbor motion—anchor the downbeat location securely, but metric tension between melody and accompaniment becomes more unsettling later. The ending of the phrase provides another tense exchange between melody and accompaniment. The viola’s melodic phrase reaches its goal pitch, E, on the second beat of m. 12. After the dallying on the dominant of F major in the previous   In addition to Frisch’s study listed in the preceding note, Friedhelm Krummacher treats the work’s cyclicism in “Von ‘allerlei Delikatessen’: Überlegungen zum Streichquartett op. 67 von Brahms,” in Friedhelm Krummacher and Michael Struck (eds), Johannes Brahms: Quellen, Text, Rezeption, Interpretation (International Brahms Congress, Hamburg, 1997) (Munich, 1999), pp. 127–41. 10
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Example 6.12 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 67, III, mm. 1–13



measures, the harmonic progression has not yet reached its goal, and has barely returned to the orbit of D minor. Only at the last beat of m. 12 does the harmony reach the dominant of D minor, and by this point the viola has already begun the upbeat leap that launches the written-out repeat of the phrase. It is not uncommon for a new melodic phrase to begin before a previous accompanimental pattern is completed, but it is rarer to have a new melodic phrase initiate before the previous phrase has attained its terminal harmony. The sense of hurriedness is especially keen since m. 12 is the only measure so far with three changes of harmony. The music thus takes the more difficult route: instead of starting the repeat at m. 9, the phrase continues for four measures, but in a way that makes it feel surprisingly short. Besides ornamenting the viola melody and adding a heterophonic echo by the first violin, the written-out repeat of the first reprise takes up the problem of closure (Example 6.13). This time the viola’s terminal E is supported by dominant harmony, but the goal of the phrase is tonic harmony, which is again reached only on the last beat of the measure (m. 24). This harmony has a raised third, which
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Example 6.13 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 67, III, mm. 23–8



propels it into the G-major harmony that initiates the second reprise. The effect of continuity is thus both rhythmic and tonal (and thus the designation “C”RB for this scherzo in Table 1.1). At the start of the second reprise, hemiola makes its first appearance, as the viola seizes on the first two beats of its former three-beat rhythmic motive. Like at the beginning, the other instruments mark the beats not articulated by the viola, but here this means that the accompaniment also projects a hemiola, albeit displaced by one quarter note from the viola’s. For the moment hemiola dissonance is set aside, as the viola reverts to a transposed version of mm. 1–2 in the phrase’s third and fourth measures. Hemiola resurfaces when the second reprise attempts to cadence. This first occurs in mm. 51–2, when a cadence in G minor seems imminent. When the dominant arrives, however, the leading tone is not raised (mm. 55–6), and the ensuing new idea continues the lengthy tonicization of G minor. The dominant of G minor is reached again at m. 69, and this arrival triggers a more extensive deployment of hemiola (Example 6.14). This passage especially stands out because of its homorhythmic texture, in contrast to the antagonistic relationship between melody and accompaniment throughout most of the scherzo. Due to the total lack of features articulating the notated meter, these hemiolas rise to the level of subliminal dissonance and provide a distinct challenge to the apparent move towards tonal confirmation of G minor. The passage, in fact, terminates at the dominant of the home key, whereupon the scherzo’s incipit regenerates in the first violin (m. 77). For four measures the 3/4 meter is metrically consonant, but at the end of m. 80 the entries come a beat too soon, transforming the three-beat motive into a two-beat motive. Two-beat figures persist throughout the remainder of the retransition, until a written-out ritardando in its last measure prepares the thematic rounding (m. 89). As in a variation set, the thematic rounding is altered to enclose the melody in the fastest subdivisions thus far (triplets). The expanded phrase leads to the home dominant and a four-measure viola cadenza that lands conclusively on
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Example 6.14 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 67, III, mm. 69–82



the tonic harmony at the start of the codetta in m. 110 (Example 6.15). The codetta highlights a “tonic” transposition of mm. 1–2, providing melodic resolution of the persistent emphasis on 5 earlier. This procedure is exactly analogous to what occurs in the scherzo from the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, and the intermezzo from the String Quartet Op. 51, No. 1. As in these other works, the initial focus on 5 is complemented with the descending half-step from above, and the present codetta likewise preserves this through exact transposition onto the Neapolitan. Since this is a scherzo, the expressive effect is most like the thundering on the Neapolitan near the end of the Op. 34 scherzo. Unlike Op. 34, this piece attenuates its energy before moving onto the trio, and it does so by referring back to the hemiola passage of mm. 69–77. Instead of landing on a D-major chord at m. 120, the accompanying forces fall silent for a beat and then begin to articulate a hemiola. Not only is the rhythm and texture reminiscent of mm. 69–77, but so is the dramatic shift from a major to a minor chord in m. 121 (cf. the descending chromaticism in mm. 72, 74, and 76). The hemiola dissonance quickly dissipates, as mm. 122–3 articulate the cadential harmonies in a metrically consonant manner. The repetition of this cadence encounters a complication when the cello reaches the dominant a beat late in m. 127. At first m. 127 seems to be no more than a written-out ritardando, but the scherzo’s three final tonic chords
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Example 6.15 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 67, III, mm. 110–45



articulate a hemiola. The lack of metric consonance supports the dramatic shift to minor on the last chord and greatly qualifies the closure of the end of scherzo.11 11   A particularly beautiful detail of the codetta is the way that its initial four-measure unit (mm. 110–13) presents the rhythm from mm. 1–2 and then the hemiola from the first
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The start of the trio continues the hemiola dissonance from the end of the scherzo, and the notated meter is soon completely swept away in this subliminal dissonance. Based on the three-fold repetition of the chords at the end of the scherzo, the placement of barlines within the perceived meter is that shown by the dotted lines on Example 6.15. This orientation also places the subphrases at the start of the trio in-phase with the perceived meter. The eighth-note figures at the start of each subphrase, however, suggest an anacrusis, which would situate the trio’s first perceived downbeat at the start of m. 131 and subsequent downbeats at the start of every odd-numbered measure. Giving metric priority to the odd-numbered measures also privileges the connection of their melodic content with the start of the scherzo, preserving the downbeat orientation of this motive. The inclination to understand each measure of the perceived hemiola meter as beginning with odd-numbered measures intensifies at m. 135 with the arrival of the registral and dynamic climax and the onset of a relatively long harmony. Thus, while a duple meter is perceived at the lowest level and a triple meter at the next higher level, the location of downbeats within this higher-level triple meter is ambiguous, but shifting towards one that begins at odd-numbered measures of the notated meter. When the viola enters for the varied repeat of this eight-measure sentence, it grates violently against the established meter. The viola securely projects the notated 3/4 meter, and its subphrases suggest hearing the downbeats of even-numbered measures as hypermetrically strong. Thus, depending on one’s interpretation of the hemiolas, the viola’s two-measure lengths are either one or three quarter notes ahead of those of the other instruments. If one hears the hemiola’s strong beats a full measure after those of the viola, the two strands converge in the phrase’s sixth and seventh measures when the viola shifts into a hemiola pattern at the phrase’s registral and dynamic peak. If there is convergence of the viola line with the accompanying hemiola pattern, it has implications for the phrase’s terminal measure. Unlike eight measures previously, there is a significant change after m. 145. At the start of the second reprise, the hemiola accompaniment vanishes; the four-note upbeat arpeggio is repeated in each measure (with quarter rests on each notated downbeat). As a result, there is no motivation for hearing the hemiola continue through m. 145. Instead, m. 145 is readily understood as a resurfacing of the notated 3/4 meter; its gesture—a chromaticized appoggiatura chord from the preceding dominant harmony and its resolution—would typically fall on beats 1 and 3 of a 3/4 measure. While the last measure of the previous phrase (m. 137) is quite similar, it is a bit farther removed from this prototypical gesture; since the bass arpeggiates from two measures of the second reprise. (The codetta’s first four measures thus have a retrograde rhythmic pattern compared to the first four measures of the second reprise.) Although the hemiola dissonances of mm. 112–13 and mm. 116–19 are displaced by a quarter note from those that arise at the end of the codetta, they do have some preparatory effect and also reinforce the thematic source of the hemiola dissonance that became so pronounced in the middle of the second reprise.
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G to E, the confluence of pitches on the downbeat of m. 137 is rather unusual. In addition, the harmonic direction of m. 137 is not at all certain until the E dominant harmony sounds on the last beat, at which point it becomes clear that mm. 135–7 represent a VII–V bass unfolding within A minor. There are aspects of m. 137 and its preparation that do not discourage maintenance of the hemiola subliminal dissonance; m. 137 therefore differs from m. 145 both in its approach and in its continuation (and in mutually reinforcing ways). As noted above, the hemiola dissonance of the violins and cello is not present at the outset of the trio’s second reprise (mm. 146–53). When the rounding occurs (m. 154), it is extremely similar to the written-out repeat of the first reprise, except for a tonal modification to close with an authentic cadence in A minor. The written-out repeat of the second reprise introduces substantial modifications that conspire to dissipate the trio’s characteristic hemiola dissonance. In the prerounding phrase, the cello no longer participates in the eighth-note figures; instead, it articulates the bass line in the rhythm    , where the quarter notes represent an octave leap from low to high. The viola’s former melody is transposed up an octave into the first violin. When the rounding takes place, the first violin continues with the viola melody and is reinforced most of the time by the second violin. The cello incorporates its new rhythm from the previous phrase, placing it in evennumbered measures, thus corresponding to the two-measure hyperdownbeats of the violins’ melody. The hemiola music that had been heard by itself at the outset of the trio is given only by the viola and is no longer a serious threat to the notated meter. The phrase reaches a metrically consonant conclusion in A minor, but immediately the outer voices move up a semitone, creating a progression that thrusts the music back into D minor and onto the home dominant (m. 181). This semitone restatement of the cadence—in a much louder dynamic—destabilizes the preceding brief confirmation of A minor and makes the arrival on the home dominant seem like the tonal goal of the trio. A brief retransition based on mm. 1–4 (but with the melody given an octave higher by the first violin, as in the later phrases of the trio) prepares the da capo. The major-mode coda radiantly resolves the scherzo’s tensions, and it is based on the scherzo’s thematic material exclusively.12 (When Brahms opts for a majormode coda to a minor-mode scherzo-type movement, the coda is usually based on the trio, as in the F–A–E Sonata, Piano Quartet, Op. 25, and the String Quintet, Op. 111.) The transformations are thereby extremely apparent (Example 6.16). The viola’s melody loses its anxious dotted rhythm and is gloriously transferred from the second violin to the first violin (mm. 189–91). Harmonic changes consistently fall on downbeats (a couple of measures have an additional chord change on a second or third beat). The shift to the major mode substitutes B for B, which   Note that the coda intrudes on the end of the scherzo: its last five measures are skipped over in the da capo. These were the measures that repeated the scherzo’s final cadence and introduced hemiola dissonance. While the hemiola of these measures prepared the musical material of the trio, it would disrupt the path to the serene coda. 12
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Example 6.16 Brahms, String Quartet, Op. 67, III, coda (mm. 186–203)



ensures removal of the half-diminished seventh sonority, but the brightening is enhanced by the use of the pure subdominant rather than a seventh chord. The only vestige of B is the curious A in m. 192; although retrospectively this functions as a non-chord tone within another subdominant harmony, the immediate aural impression is of a borrowed minor subdominant triad. The strange pungency of this moment—and its upward resolution A to B—reinforces the distance traversed from the scherzo and its incessant B to A motions. In the coda’s second, and final, phrase, the terminal fragment of the dotted-rhythm figure returns but utterly different in effect in the major mode (and with an appropriate dolce indication). Like the transference of the viola melody from 5 down to  at the codetta within the scherzo proper, this fragment falls from 5, to , to , as it floats down through the members of the quartet.
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Piano Concerto in B Major, Op. 83 In a letter to Elizabet von Herzogenberg on 7 July 1881, Brahms reported that he had written “a tiny piano concerto with a tiny, delicate scherzo.”13 The Piano Concerto, Op. 83, is, of course, anything but tiny, and this scherzo is one of Brahms’s most vigorous. Despite its novel placement in a concerto, this scherzo has garnered even less critical attention than the ones in Brahms’s symphonies and chamber music; in part this stems from the general lack of scholarship on Op. 83, especially among English-language authors.14 As is often the case, Tovey’s terse commentary on Op. 83 mentions—but does not describe—the scherzo’s most striking aspects.15 I will pursue two of these: the scherzo’s unique synthesis of sonata and ternary forms, and the hypermetric ambiguity in its opening material. Tovey’s observation that the scherzo of Op. 83 blends sonata form with scherzo–trio–scherzo form is keen (see Table 6.2 for a formal overview). Only in the Fourth Symphony, Op. 98, does the scherzo have a design at all similar to Op. 83 (see pp. 287–94 for discussion of Op. 98). The scherzo of Op. 98 is a sonata form; its development section replaces the trio whereas Op. 83 has both a development section and a full trio (i.e., a complete rounded binary). While the lack of a trio definitively removes Op. 98 from normative scherzo form, it is noteworthy that the first part of Op. 83 is even more like a prototypical sonata exposition than in Op. 98. Both movements have tonally closed first themes and modulating transitions, but the second theme is longer and achieves more definitive tonal closure in Op. 83 (after a quintessentially Brahmsian fixation on V/V throughout the second theme!); in Op. 98 the cadence in the dominant is weak as the music keeps hinting towards the imminent return of the home key (for Brahms’s beloved ploy of starting the development as a feigned exposition repeat). Other scherzos where Brahms eschews a thematically distinct trio do not move in the direction of sonata form; their first parts are on a much smaller scale than a sonata exposition (i.e., the Piano Quartet, Op. 60—see pp. 67–72—and the Violin Sonata, Op. 108—see pp. 276–80). The more frequent injection of sonata form into a scherzo movement is in the scherzo proper rather than in the global design. When the first half of a rounded binary form modulates and has distinct thematic material in the secondary key,   See letter 90 in Max Kalbeck (ed.), Johannes Brahms Briefwechsel 1: Johannes Brahms im Briefwechsel mit Heinrich und Elizabet von Herzogenberg (Berlin, 1908), p. 154. My analysis of the scherzo from Op. 83 previously appeared in The American Brahms Society Newsletter, 26/1 (2008): 1–5. 14   The most extensive treatments of Op. 83 are Bruno Gousset, “Le second Concerto pour piano de Brahms,” Ostinato Rigore, 13 (1999): 75–96, and Ulrich Mahlert, Brahms: Klavierkonzert B-Dur op. 83 (Munich, 1994). Neither Gousset nor Mahlert, however, comments substantially on rhythmic-metric features of the scherzo; Gousset does note the movement’s blending of scherzo–trio and sonata forms. 15   Donald Francis Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 3 (London, 1936), p. 123. 13
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Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, form



Exposition/Recapitulation First theme (mm. 1–16; mm. 316–31) Transition (mm. 17–43; mm. 332–62) Second theme (mm. 43–102; mm. 362–419) Codetta (mm. 102–13); Coda (mm. 419–57) Development Development (mm. 114–78) Aborted recapitulation (mm. 179–88) Trio (mm. 188–285) Retransition (mm. 286–315)



it can resemble a sonata exposition. If the second half of the form proceeds from development to a recapitulation of the first half (including a tonic version of the thematic material from the secondary key), the scherzo mimics the layout of sonata form. In Brahms’s music, the scherzo from the Horn Trio, Op. 40, comes closest to sonata–trio–sonata design, but even there the first part has features that undercut a sonata interpretation (see pp. 143–6). Although a scherzo like Op. 40 is best considered an expansive rounded binary rather than a true sonata form, a complete sonata form before the trio is a formal possibility and is a path that becomes unavailable only after Op. 83 reaches its trio-like section. Table 6.2 subsumes four functions within an overarching development section. While the thematic manipulation in mm. 114–78 surpasses what is typically found at the start of the second half of a binary form, it is not inconceivable that a (condensed) recapitulation will lead to a trio and the scherzo da capo. In fact, Brahms does touch on the opening thematic material in the tonic key, but this return is too fleeting even for the “rounding” of a binary form. The passage’s tonal return facilitates the progression into the D-major trio, but it also acknowledges the formal path of recapitulation that is not taken. Hearing the development proper, the nod to thematic return, and the trio within a vast development section is facilitated by the lengthy retransition that follows. The retransition ends with a pianissimo, decelerated version of the main theme—an event found at the end of several of Brahms’s development sections (e.g., the first movement of the Cello Sonata, Op. 99, and the scherzo of Op. 98). Like many of Brahms’s other scherzos, the initial thematic material in Op. 83 presents a metric ambiguity that serves as one of the movement’s main threads. Tovey only refers to this element implicitly with hypermetric numbering shown on his musical quotations of the first and second subjects. Example 6.17 gives the scherzo’s first phrase with two hypermetric readings (reading A corresponds to
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Example 6.17 Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, hypermeter in mm. 1–16



Tovey’s interpretation, though his example ends at m. 8). At the very beginning of the movement, the hypermetric situation is even more complex than Example 6.17 indicates. When the initial eighth-note figure lands on the quarter note of m. 1, this longer duration conveys metric strength, and this is reinforced by the stylistic knowledge that it is relatively rare for a scherzo to have more than a complete measure preceding the first hypermetric downbeat. The hypermeter could have proceeded as in the similar opening of the first scherzo from Brahms’s Serenade, Op. 11 (see reading B in Example 6.18; reading A is momentarily available— especially in the melody—but is strongly denied with the tonal arrival and twomeasure repetitions that begin in m. 9). Only the greater duration of the piano’s dense chord in m. 2 and the continuation of the ascending arpeggiation throughout m. 1 suggest the retrospective inference of an extended upbeat (reading A in Example 6.17). The accented entrance of the low strings and horns in m. 3—on the tonic pitch—immediately calls the hypermetric status of m. 2 into question. The change of harmony at m. 4 and the 7–6 suspension it generates provide yet another possible location for the first hypermetric downbeat (reading B in Example 6.17). Each of the scherzo’s first four measures has some features that are consistent with a hypermetric downbeat, though in performance accentual nuances often provide some guidance. Events later in the phrase clarify the hypermetric situation. The harmonic changes (mm. 12, 14, 16) indicate that the even-numbered measures have hypermetric priority but do not provide clear differentiation at the four-measure level. Due to the lengthy pedal point preceding m. 12 and the element of tonal return at m. 16, reading B seems somewhat more convincing, even though it maximally delays the movement’s first hypermetric downbeat. When a scherzo does have an extended upbeat, a two-measure delay is much more common (e.g., Beethoven’s
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Example 6.18 Brahms, Serenade, Op. 11, II, hypermeter in mm. 1–9



Seventh Symphony), but Brahms’s movement appears to embark on the rarer path. The transition projects this hypermeter, especially with the arrival of V/V at m. 28 (and the disappearance of the accented syncopations of the horns and low strings). The greater hypermetric stability of the transition embodies a principle present in many of Brahms’s works: the first sizable expanse of metric stability comes in a modulatory passage or in a theme in a secondary key area. While the transition’s hypermetric clarity retrospectively lends some abstract support for one of the first theme’s hypermetric readings, its more apparent function is to showcase decisive hypermeter, thereby suggesting a direction in which the first theme may evolve. Although it begins with new thematic material, the second theme enacts a similar progression from hypermetric ambiguity to clarity. Example 6.19 offers three readings of the initial phrase. Reading A, which is Tovey’s reading, maintains the periodic hypermeter from the transition. This gives the second theme an unusual beginning—since its first two measures present an immediate repetition in a weakstrong hypermetric relationship—but is justified by the overlap with the transition’s last measure (whose hypermetric weakness is obvious from the resolution of a cadential   ). Overlap, though, often triggers hypermetric reinterpretation (reading B). The sharp changes in instrumentation, register, and thematic content intensify the sense of overlap and promote reading B. The end of the phrase is not decisive since the imitation of the cellos and basses can be heard as an echo or as a necessary repetition that comes a measure too early. A strictly periodic view of the hypermeter (Reading C) seems unlikely; this reading is included since in the development section the theme is transformed in a way that exposes this periodic potential. Example 6.19 Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, hypermeter in mm. 42–54
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After the piano assumes a leading role, it soon introduces contrasting material that—momentarily—clarifies the hypermeter. Example 6.20 shows the end of this passage; the first four measures of the example (which also initiated the preceding eight-measure phrase) not only exhibit the periodic structure absent at the start of the second theme but also incorporate the scherzo’s opening motive. This motive now leads to a hypermetrically strong measure, unlike its original function as part of an extended upbeat. Particularly beautiful is the crossing of the left hand to produce an ascending arpeggiation, but one with an afterbeat rather than anacrustic quality. The inherent, albeit submerged, tension of this reinterpretation begins to surface when the phrase shown in Example 6.20 does not replicate the eight-measure design of the previous phrase (mm. 67–74). Reading A preserves periodic hypermeter, which is supported by the accompanying low strings; the piano part suggests reading B. There is a conflict between the hypermetric cues of piano and orchestra, and this leads to a dissolution rather than a conclusive phrase ending. The piano re-enters with a transformation of the second theme’s opening phrase; the accent in the strings in m. 94 suggests that a hypermeasure begins before the return of the melody, but one might take this measure as a vamp before Example 6.20 Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, hypermeter in mm. 74–94
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the true hyperdownbeat at m. 95—a hypermetric ambiguity enabled through the harmonic stasis. This recall of the second theme is shortened to eight measures, but it is possible to hear the final measure either as completing a hypermeasure or as starting one. The development proper reveals various four-measure lengths that were submerged in the first and second themes (see Example 6.21). The second part of the development (mm. 141–54) recomposes mm. 1–6 into a four-measure module that rises by minor third (A, C, E). The anacrusis figure assumes a more typical two-measure length that provides rhythmic continuity beneath the winds’ leading melodic line. The chromatic scale hammered out by the piano (see the dotted half notes in mm. 142–54) suggests hypermetric downbeats at locations that correspond to the melody’s 7–6 suspensions (mm. 142, 146, 150)—in other words, at the moments that recall m. 4. A beautiful detail is the launching of this modulatory passage with A–G–F–E in the melody (mm. 142–4), since these are the pitches from mm. 4–6. In the exposition, there were no clear caesurae during the initial elevenmeasure statement of the second theme. The third part of the development transforms this theme’s first eight measures into two distinct four-measure modules through melodic caesurae and strong shifts in harmony and orchestration. Even a conservative interpretation that does not infer a hypermetric component to the phrase expansion at m. 154 eventually aligns with the melodic structure through the overlap at m. 170. Thus, the development promotes hearing the second theme with a vigorous hypermetric downbeat at its start. Although the recapitulation brings some hypermetric changes to the transition and second theme, it is the coda that engages in substantial thematic recomposition (Example 6.22). Unlike the exposition, the recapitulation does not end with a hypermetrically tentative restatement of the second theme’s initial phrase; instead the piano plunges downwards—sempre più agitato—through a passage with periodic two- and four-measure divisions to the structural tonic arrival at the start of the coda. The coda’s hypermeter is strongly projected by reiterations of the low D (mm. 423, 427, 431, 435), and the piano pursues figuration derived from the initial anacrusis figure. The powerful propagation of the anacrustic eighth notes across four measures clarifies the extended upbeat identity of this gesture. The surprise of the coda is the grafting of the second theme onto the first theme material; either one hears the winds (and then the violins) competing against the piano or one ascribes an end-accented interpretation to the second theme (mm. 419–27). Given the strength of the piano and low strings, the latter seems more likely—even though the development section took the ambiguous second theme in the other direction (as did a fleeting reminiscence of this theme at the end of the retransition in mm. 305–8). Especially significant are Brahms’s dynamic indications for the string statement (mm. 424–7): a mezzo-forte beginning leaves room for a crescendo to forte in the fourth measure. In the coda, not only the first theme but also the second theme assume forms in which their initial hypermetric downbeats are maximally
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Example 6.21 Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, hypermeter in the development



delayed; this context gives the second theme forward direction that counteracts its placement of the same melodic pitch on four consecutive downbeats. The coda’s climactic event is the transformed return of the entire first theme. After a vast expansion of the extended upbeat across mm. 433–42, the theme continues—but in rhythmic diminution. Rhythmic diminution is particularly apt not only because of its energy but also because it expresses former hypermetric relationships in explicit metric notation. In addition, the cellos and basses enter on the second beat of m. 442 (=m. 3), which confirms the hypermetric inferiority of the D that comes before the lengthy B pedal. The theme is recomposed into a symmetrical eight-measure sentence (with cadence on the downbeat of the ninth measure). After the hypermetrically strong cadence, the piano launches its anacrustic figure as at the start of the coda but transformed into a pure arpeggiation through tonic harmony. Thus, the scherzo closes with both the anacrustic figure and the first-theme melody presented in strongly projected four-measure hypermeter, decisively removing any remnant of the ambiguity with which the movement began. The scherzo from Op. 83 provides a dramatic contrast to the majesty of the first movement, the lyricism of the third, and the playfulness of the fourth—a contrast enhanced by placing the scherzo rather than the slow movement outside of the work’s prevailing key. The impact of this scherzo results not only from the “character” of its various themes but also from the broader features explored above. The overarching sonata design and the strongly teleological development of hypermetric structure contribute to a dramatic sweep matched by few scherzos before or since.
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Example 6.22 Brahms, Piano Concerto, Op. 83, II, hypermeter in the coda (mm. 419–57)
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Cello Sonata in F Major, Op. 99 This 6/8 minor-mode movement exhibits the same dramatic trajectory from instability to stability characteristic of Brahms’s early 6/8 C-minor scherzos.16 Comprising some 320 measures, the movement is also on a scale more consistent with Brahms’s works of the early 1860s than those of his last decade. Margaret Notley speculates that the length of this movement results from that of the preceding slow movement, which she believes is a reworking of the slow movement of Op. 38 that was excised prior to publication.17 This scherzo’s multiple tonal instabilities and rhythmic-metric tensions, though, weave a more complex narrative that peaks in intensity in the middle of the movement and defers resolution until after the thematic rounding. Op. 99 recalls many aspects of the early C-minor scherzos, including non-tonic beginnings (F–A–E and Op. 34), triple divisions of the duple measure (F–A–E), duple subdivision of the compound beat (Op. 34), and false repeat of the first reprise (Op. 34). The analysis of Op. 99 will first detail destabilizing tonal features and then rhythmic-metric ones. The analysis will show an approach to resolution distinct from Brahms’s early scherzos. The conclusion of Op. 99 does not achieve the same degree of apotheosis found in, for example, Opp. 34 or 60. Whereas all of Brahms’s early C-minor scherzos ended in the major mode, Op. 99 resolutely remains in the minor mode. Further, Op. 99 delays its structural close until near the end of the scherzo rather than engaging in a climactic rewriting of the thematic rounding as in Op. 34. Thus, Op. 99 attains a vigorous, but slightly tempered, conclusion. Like the F–A–E scherzo, the third movement of Op. 99 begins with a long dominant prolongation and defers a satisfying arrival on the tonic harmony until late in the scherzo (m. 105, in fact!). The piano’s first four measures, which are almost entirely over a dominant pedal, not only prolong the dominant but also present an unusually high level of chromaticism and dissonance for an initial thematic statement (score in Example 6.23). Despite the possible impression caused by their dissonance and orientation around the dominant, mm. 1–4 are   Michael Musgrave specifically notes a general similarity between the scherzo from the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, and the third movement of Op. 99; see The Music of Brahms, p. 194. On the genre of the third movement of Op. 99, Margaret Notley’s study of the manuscript cites a telling erasure by Brahms. At the end of the trio, Brahms wrote “Sche,” then crossed it out, and used the movement’s tempo indication in the da capo instruction rather than his customary “Scherzo da capo” (Notley, “Brahms’s Chamber-Music Summer of 1886,” p. 210). 17   Notley, “Brahms’s Chamber-Music Summer of 1886,” pp. 209–10. Notley gives detailed manuscript and stylistic evidence for her genesis of the slow movement of Op. 99 in “Brahms’s Cello Sonata in F Major and Its Genesis: A Study in Half-Step Relations,” in David Brodbeck (ed.), Brahms Studies 1 (Lincoln, NE, 1994), pp. 139–60. As Notley points out, speculation about the origin of the slow movement of Op. 99 as the original slow movement from Op. 38 goes back at least to Kalbeck. 16
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not introductory; their entire melodic line returns several times, and the salient pitches (especially the C, D , and F of mm. 1–2) become a central motivic idea. The cello’s entry in m. 5 in no way challenges the thematic nature of the preceding material since the cello merely doubles the piano’s bass line until m. 11. The beginning of the cello’s leading role at m. 11 corresponds to an important arrival on the dominant of C minor; by this point the music has moved past F minor, having only sounded F-minor harmonies in mm. 6 and 8. These F-minor harmonies, however, fall within an overall prolongation of C. The subsidiary tonal function of these tonic harmonies emerges from their placement in hypermetrically weak measures as well as their shift to a hemiola grouping of pulses driven by the bass motion. Subsequent events engage the problematic status of F-minor harmonies. The cello’s melodic statement closes definitively on C minor at m. 21, and this cadence sounds typical for the end of the first reprise of a rounded binary form. Measures 21–4, which transform C back into the functioning dominant of the home key, seem like a transition to prepare a repeat of the first reprise. Instead, new melodic material begins in m. 25, but that new material begins with an F-minor chord. At first, this harmony seems like the structural F-minor harmony denied earlier, but it too leads immediately back to C at the end of m. 28. After reiterating the arrival on C, a written-out deceleration allows a return of the material of mm. 1–4. Thus, mm. 25–32 come to function as an extension of the transitional mm. 21–4, circumscribing the F-minor chord of m. 25 within another prolongation of C. The return of mm. 1–4 in mm. 33–6 does not initiate a repeat of mm. 1–21. Instead, the music develops motives from the opening and moves through a series of remote keys before returning to the home dominant at m. 81. The bass line throughout mm. 67–80 settles on F, but again this prolongation of F is bounded by arrivals on C. That this prolongation of F does not point towards tonal stability is reinforced by the exact transposition of earlier material; mm. 71–80 transpose the developmental mm. 37–46 up a fourth (from C to F). Although more densely scored, the thematic rounding undergoes minimal tonal changes. Only in its tenth measure (m. 94) does the first tonal alteration occur; this brief change permits mm. 95–105 to transpose mm. 11–21 from C minor to F minor. Thus, the structural cadence on C minor in the first reprise becomes the event that finally presents an F-minor harmony as a point of stability. Only after m. 105 is the rounding expanded to luxuriate in its newfound tonal stability. The postcadential material begins with a transposed version of mm. 21–4, which shifts the tonal motion towards the subdominant, but continues with a complete diatonic circle-of-fifths harmonic sequence that leads back to the tonic eight measures later. This sequence is particularly striking given the movement’s chromatic harmonic language; only the approach to the cadence at m. 21 (and m. 105) featured any type of diatonic harmonic sequence. A complete circle-of-fifths progression also seals the tonal resolution in the scherzo of Op. 34 (m. 150). In Op. 34, though, the sequence comes a mere six measures after the thoroughly rewritten thematic
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rounding begins; in Op. 99, the sequence comes only eight measures before the scherzo’s end. The rhythmic-metric dimension of Op. 99 reinforces the progression from instability to stability evident in its tonal structure. Despite its tonal peculiarities, the piano’s solo in mm. 1–4 projects consonant 6/8 meter and four-measure hypermeter; four-measure hypermeter is continuously operative, but it is frequently subjected to expansions until near the end of the scherzo. Example 6.24 diagrams hypermeter in the scherzo’s first reprise (refer back to the score in Example 6.23). Level (a) shows a sixteen-measure model that coordinates the opening harmony, an arrival on the dominant of C minor, and the cadential arrival on C minor with eight-measure hyperdownbeats. Level (b) includes the expansions present in the score. The expansion in the second hypermeasure arises through literal repetition, while that in the third results from rhythmic elongation. These elongations are explicit since the cello melody in mm. 11–14 (G, A , and C) derives from mm. 1–2 (C, D , and F). These rhythmic elongations are emphasized by sforzandos and are particularly disruptive since they elongate events that fall in weak metric locations and that are tonally subsidiary to their surroundings. Example 6.24 



Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 99, III, durational reduction of mm. 1–21



The durational reduction also captures metric irregularities beneath the level of the notated measure: the triplets in the second hypermeasure show the hemiola pulse groupings (i.e., 3/4 meter) and the sixteenth notes in the fourth hypermeasure the duple beat subdivisions (i.e., eighth-note duplets). These metric dissonances act as propulsive agents before significant tonal arrivals. Example 6.24, however, does not reveal the presentational strength of these contrametric elements. Although the duple subdivisions before the arrival on C minor are strongly articulated, the earlier duple pulse groupings are relatively weakly projected by the stepwise motion of the bass line (the stepwise motion in the upper line of Example 6.24 is



236



Brahms and the Scherzo



considerably embellished in the foreground). In the rounding, this same grouping dissonance is more forcefully projected. With the onset of the developmental portion of the scherzo, eight-measure hypermeter no longer exerts any significant structuring force. Example 6.25 gives a durational reduction from the feigned repeat of mm. 1–4 until the thematic rounding. At the movement’s opening, mm. 1–4 were followed by another (expanded) four-measure unit before the tonal accent and textural change at the start of the third hypermeasure (m. 11). When mm. 1–4 return in mm. 33–6, they are followed directly by a transposition of the material from mm. 11–14. Thus, two moments that were hyperdownbeats at the eight-measure level at the start of the movement now occur only four measures apart (mm. 33 and 37), bringing heightened urgency. Example 6.25 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 99, III, durational reduction of mm. 33–84



After reaching the dominant of E minor, the cello again states the melody from mm. 1–4 in E minor, which provides stable four-measure hypermeter. Following these several measures around E minor the movement surges to its maximally unstable tonal and rhythmic-metric state. Starting in m. 59, the piano presents
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versions of the melody from mm. 1–4 in remote tonal regions (on the dominants of F minor, D minor, and B minor) in four-measure sequential units. The sequence forces the material into a shorter metric span than the one in which it comfortably fits. Though it clearly expresses dominant harmony, the material from mm. 1–4 does not have dominant surface harmonies at all times; in the second half of its fourth measure, tonal motion away from the dominant occurs, and the downbeat of the following measure provides the return to the dominant. Thus, the opening idea spans four complete measures but requires the fifth downbeat to make a closed tonal unit. In mm. 59–71, fifth measures both complete a sequential unit and initiate another. This overlap is accomplished through a rhythmic transformation of the material (Example 6.26). Instead of neighbor-note figuration, the piano sounds only the last note of each three-note group. At the fifth measure, an attack on the downbeat tonally closes the previous sequential unit while an attack on the third eighth note initiates the next sequential unit. (The durational reduction in Example 6.25 normalizes the rhythm by shifting all attacks that occur on the third eighth note of a beat back to the start of the beat; the simultaneous upward and downward stems on hyperdownbeats show the overlap.) During the third sequential unit, the material returns to its original rhythmic form. Because this is the last sequential unit, there is no jarring tonal motion at its fifth measure (m. 71). The original rhythmic form can lead into a continuation of the same Stufe, which happens to be F (the lengthy, but structurally subsidiary, passage in the tonic key during the “development” noted earlier). As mentioned during the discussion of tonal features, the rounding returns mm. 1–24 with the minimal required adjustments. The new material (mm. 109–25) provides strong tonal closure, and this is correlated with hypermetric periodicity. The new material consists of sixteen measures with tonic arrivals at the start of each eight-measure unit. The new material returns both duple pulse groupings and duple beat subdivisions in its first and second eight-measure units respectively. The duple pulse groupings emerge during the circle-of-fifths sequence and then become the prevalent rhythmic element as the progression reaches the dominant (see mm. 110, 112, and 114–16 in Example 6.27). As in mm. 9–10 (and mm. 93–4), these duple pulse groupings drive towards a significant tonal arrival; at the end of the movement, however, this tonal arrival is a tonic rather than a local dominant. Further, these pulse groupings are much more strongly projected than previously, giving prominence to a rhythmic feature that exerted itself subtly elsewhere. The return of the duple beat subdivision in the final phrase relates more to its formal function than to an ongoing metric process. Throughout the movement, the duple beat subdivision is associated with sectional closure. Thus, its return at the end of the codetta provides a satisfying associative connection with the cadences at mm. 21 and 105. Like the trios of the dramatic Op. 34 scherzo and the uneasy Op. 87 scherzo, the trio of Op. 99 shifts to the parallel major and provides more stable tonal and rhythmic-metric fields. The trio of Op. 99 begins and ends with root-position tonic harmonies; even the rounding begins with a root-position, F-major chord that is
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Example 6.26 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 99, III, mm. 59–67



preceded by a lengthy retransitional dominant. The trio maintains four-measure hypermeter throughout with only a single hypermetric elision (m. 148). In most of the trio, melodic and harmonic events coordinate completely with metric accents, and durational patterns reinforce the 6/8 meter. Only the retransition (mm. 160–79) injects rhythmic-metric instability where the cello’s melodic line consistently avoids attacks on hyperdownbeats at the two-measure level and the piano’s figuration introduces a faint hint of 3/4 meter by placing its uppermost pitches on the first and fifth eighth notes in each measure. Both of these disruptive features resolve during the last four measures of the retransition and do not continue into the rounding. The third movement of Op. 99 recalls the dramatic trajectory of many of Brahms’s early scherzos but traces a somewhat more complex narrative. Rather than presenting intense metric conflict in the opening material, Brahms develops that level of conflict out of the opening material. Tonal and rhythmic-metric instabilities peak in the middle of the scherzo, and their resolution is deferred from the start of the rounding until its end. The trio, on the other hand, even more fully contrasts with its framing scherzo than is typical in Brahms’s earlier dramatic scherzos, and does not contain overt references to motivic aspects of its frame. Although Notley’s speculations on the origins of the slow movement of the Op. 99 sonata are credible, and although they certainly justify the scherzo’s expansiveness,
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Example 6.27 Brahms, Cello Sonata, Op. 99, III, mm. 109–18



the musical processes in the Op. 99 scherzo are appreciably different from those in Brahms’s early C-minor scherzos. Clarinet Sonata in E Major, Op. 120, No. 2 The Allegro appassionato from the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, is a restless, minor-mode movement, albeit one that is somewhat more lyrical than the scherzo from Op. 99. Like Op. 99 and most of Brahms’s minor-mode scherzo-type movements, the ternary form encloses a serene major-mode trio-like section. In Op. 120, No. 2, the middle section is in the key of the submediant, and this tonality plays a special role throughout the movement. The outer sections of this movement do not outline a familiar progression from instability to stability; instead, tonal digressions and hypermetric expansions become increasingly disruptive. In fact, continuity is called into question at several key moments within phrases, between phrases, and at the largest dimensions of form. My analysis will focus on these marked moments.18 18   For a fuller discussion of this movement and one that delves considerably into performance issues, see my article “Discontinuity and Performance: The Allegro
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The Allegro appassionato movement has the conventional ABA form with both A and B sections in rounded binary design, but closer inspection reveals a unique realization of the rounded binary design in the A section (mm. 1–80). The music solidly returns to a tonic chord in the key of E minor at m. 27, but the thematic rounding does not take place until m. 37. Brahms’s music not infrequently separates the moments of tonal and thematic return, but it nearly always does so by deferring the tonal return until after the thematic return has begun.19 There are several alternative conceptualizations of the tonal function of the measures between the tonal return and the thematic rounding. One possibility is a prolongational relationship between the E-minor chords in mm. 27 and 37. As shown by the sketch at (a) in Example 6.28, mm. 27–36 present a motion from I down to V via an expansion of the submediant.20 The E-minor chord at the thematic rounding continues the prolongational span initiated at m. 27. This interpretation can be rationalized as a conflict between tonal structure and thematic design (between “inner” and “outer” forms), but hearing the arrival on E minor at m. 37 as a resumption of a middleground prolongation rather than the inception of a new one is not aurally convincing. A second possibility is to understand the E-minor arrival at m. 27 as closing the span of tonic harmony from the beginning of the movement (see sketch (b) in Example 6.28). This reading permits the E-minor chord that coincides with the thematic rounding to begin a middleground prolongational span, but it is no more satisfactory than the first interpretation due to the closural function ascribed to m. 27. At m. 27, one is prepared for the thematic rounding; the clarinet could have joined in the B to G motion and recalled the opening melody. I propose a third reading for this passage, a reading that is both more radical and, for this analyst, more satisfactory: viewing mm. 27–36 as a structural parenthesis. Interpreting these measures as in some way parenthetical to the movement’s tonal structure resolves the contradictions in the other models of tonal structure. If these measures are understood as a structural parenthesis, then the E-minor arrivals at mm. 27 and 37 are the same tonal event. They do not enter into a prolongational relationship with one another because they represent the same moment in musical time. In terms of listening experience, the type of musical motion that has been appassionato from Brahms’s Sonata Op. 120, No. 2,” Dutch Journal of Music Theory, 12/2 (2007): 200–214. 19   For detailed discussion of this see Peter Smith, “Brahms and Schenker: A Mutual Response to Sonata Form,” Music Theory Spectrum, 16/1 (1994): 77–103. One common strategy is to prolong dominant harmony throughout the first measures of the thematic return; another is to provide a return of the tonic bass note but to place a sonority other than a root-position triad above it. 20   The sketch spells notes according to their tonal function (submediant) rather than in the enharmonic spellings that Brahms uses in the piano part in mm. 30–34. Brahms’s enharmonics are purely for ease of reading the score; there is no enharmonic reinterpretation in this passage.
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Example 6.28 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, tonal sketch of scherzo



ongoing since the start of the movement is suspended in m. 27 and resumes only after E-minor harmony is reattained in m. 37. Elements of harmony, thematic design, and hypermeter support a parenthetical role for mm. 27–36 (Example 6.29). Harmonically, these measures include a digressive foray into the submediant. Except for its first and last measures, the passage is entirely connected with submediant harmony, first minor in quality and only in the normative major quality at m. 35. In addition to the modal mixture, Brahms does not introduce the submediant harmony through typical passing bass motion (the descending tetrachord 8–7–6–5). The passing 7 is usually the bass note for an inverted dominant (V) of the submediant. In this passage, Brahms introduces the dominant of the submediant by forcing the bass up a semitone to F rather than going down to D. In fact, throughout the entire passage Brahms avoids placing D in the bass, but uses each of the other notes in the G 7 harmony as a bass note. Thematically, the clarinet twice attempts to begin the opening melody, but is unable to continue. Each time the G is elongated by a measure and is subjected to a sudden drop in dynamics. Thematic foreshadowing often precedes a thematic rounding, but the peregrination of the clarinet in these measures is not at all analogous to the repetition of a motivic component of an opening theme or
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Example 6.29 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, mm. 17–38
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the fragmentation of a theme into progressively shorter units that one finds in the goal-directed approach to a thematic rounding in Haydn or Beethoven. Hypermetric organization also contributes to a parenthetical understanding of this passage (refer again to Example 6.29). At the beginning of the movement, four-measure hypermeter is established through harmonic rhythm and melodic design. Measures 17–20 present another four-measure unit, but in mm. 21–4, the hypermeter breaks down when a sequential repetition of the material from mm. 17–20 is not realized. At the downbeat of m. 24, one expects a return to E in the melody. In Brahms’s version, that E is denied by D. On the following beat of m. 24, Brahms provides E, but only as part of a stepwise ascent to the (m. 25) transposition of the motive that has pervaded the previous measures. Brahms’s performance indications make clear the changed structural role of E in m. 24; it comes after a diminuendo and before a crescendo that is much longer than any of the crescendos in the previous measures. This long crescendo directs the music to the downbeat of m. 27, the moment when the thematic rounding is expected. These features conspire to expand the fourmeasure hypermeter, delaying a strong hypermetric arrival until m. 27. This expansion helps to signal the structural importance of E minor at m. 27; this arrival cannot be understood as a mere foreshadowing that is tonally subsidiary to an adjacent harmony (i.e., the dominant harmony of m. 26 could never enter into a prolongational relationship with the dominant harmony in m. 36). Acting alone, the tonal digressiveness, the thematic transformation, or the hypermetric dissolution would not create the effect of parenthesis; in combination, however, they induce a seam in the musical fabric. The prominent role of discontinuity in mm. 27–36 motivates an interpretive perspective on the rest of the movement. The thematic rounding spans over fifty measures, a length much greater than the repeated eight-measure phrase that constituted the first reprise. Whereas mm. 1–8 consisted of a single phrase in a 2 + 2 + 4 design, the thematic reprise does not reattain that symmetry. Instead, after the powerful discontinuities that preceded it, the rounding struggles to maintain musical continuity within its phrases. The thematic rounding proceeds in two parts: mm. 37–48 and 49–80; I will consider each in turn. The thematic rounding follows the course of the opening for several measures; only in its sixth measure (m. 42) do changes occur to avoid modulation away from E minor. The new material not only changes the phrase’s tonal goal but also eschews the metric regularity of the start of the movement. It is possible to understand the hypermetric structure of mm. 37–48 as three four-measure hypermeasures, but several aspects of mm. 41–8 challenge this hypermeter. Twobeat motives pass between clarinet and piano in mm. 43–4; mm. 41–8 present eight measures of music despite their analogous function to mm. 5–8. Example 6.30 demonstrates hearings of mm. 41–8 other than as a continuation of the piece’s normative triple meter and four-measure hypermeter. Responding to the sense that mm. 41–8 expand a single four-measure hypermeasure leads to the interpretations shown at (a). In hypermeter 1, the second hyperbeat is expanded and the third and
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Example 6.30 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, hypermeter in mm. 41–8



fourth hyperbeats fall on the chords at the end of the phrase, which are notated as downbeats. In hypermeter 2, the second hyperbeat is similarly expanded, but the rapid imitation of two-beat motives weakens the metric frame sufficiently to allow the harmonic changes at the end of the phrase to sound metrically strong. The last two hyperbeats thus align with the low bass notes that precede the chords at the end of the phrase. The rebarrings at (b) and (c) probe the mechanism that might allow these low bass notes to assume downbeat function; the rebarrings suggest that a displaced triple or duple surface meter might emerge during the expanded second hyperbeat. The dotted barline in these rebarrings is meant to express the weakening of the meter before the displaced meter emerges; although the representation shows the displaced meter beginning precisely with the clarinet’s high B, one should imagine these examples with the strength of the displaced meter gradually increasing throughout each example. Reflection on elements of continuity and discontinuity in this passage can inform the web of metric possibilities outlined in Example 6.30. Compared to mm. 27–36, there is little discontinuity in the present passage. The expansion of the phrase results from a continuous process of motivic development. The segment from the third beat of m. 42 to the second beat of m. 43 (A–F–B–A–B) is an approximate transposition of the previous three beats (F–E–C–B–C). With the
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pickup to m. 44, the motivic units reduce from three beats to two beats by removing the terminal neighbor-note figure (e.g., B–G–E rather than B–G–E–D–E). The harmonic context for this motivic development is the descending circle-offifths, the underpinning of common-practice harmony. Thus, although the phrase ends on the dominant rather than achieving tonal closure, there is no moment of disjuncture anywhere within mm. 41–8. When the next phrase begins at the end of m. 48, it gives the impression of returning to essentially the same musical space as before; it is simply charged with completing the tonal motion that the previous phrase left open. The predominance of continuity over discontinuity in the internal construction of this phrase may suggest a similarly continuous metric structure. In other words, perhaps the two-beat motivic units are purely rhythmic (grouping) dissonances that strain against the notated triple meter but do not cause it to break down. The second part of the thematic rounding includes a truly exceptional moment at m. 65 when a complete measure of silence follows an arrival on a diminished seventh chord. The relationship of this silence to the movement’s engagement with discontinuity emerges through consideration of tonal and rhythmic-metric contexts. The second part of the thematic rounding is a parallel period whose consequent phrase is greatly expanded; Example 6.31 provides an eight-measure prototype for mm. 49–80. It is in the third measure of the consequent phrase—precisely when Brahms indicates più dolce—where phrase expansion first occurs. The colorful harmony in that third measure is expanded across mm. 55–8; the musical content of a single measure is stretched out over a four-measure unit. Besides the presence of the model of the corresponding m. 51 in the antecedent phrase, the melodic repetition within mm. 55–8 clarifies the presence of phrase expansion. When the mechanism of the expansion is this evident, it is easy to distinguish between surface hypermeter and underlying hypermeter. In the underlying hypermeter, the fourth hyperbeat is reached only with the arrival of dominant harmony at m. 59. This fourth hyperbeat is itself subject to expansion (to m. 76!), as shown in Example 6.32. Example 6.31 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, prototype for mm. 49–80
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Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, hypermeter in mm. 59–82



The expansion of the fourth hyperbeat begins with a sequence constructed in two-measure units, and this creates an expectation that the expansion will have a periodic surface hypermeter. The surface hypermeter is interrupted by the stasis on the diminished seventh chord; although one can readily hold onto the notated meter
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throughout this stasis, one cannot differentiate consecutive downbeats except by rigidly focusing on surface hypermeter at the neglect of every other aspect of the music. Even the surface hypermeter I have shown in Example 6.32 is perhaps not as prominent as my representation suggests. The resurgence of four-measure surface hypermeter is only confirmed through the melodic repetition in the clarinet melody in mm. 73–7 (shown by the solid brackets in Example 6.32). The interval of the rising sixth between mm. 66–7 and Brahms’s placement of the peak of a crescendo–diminuendo at m. 67 suggest that m. 67 has hypermetric priority over m. 66 (and m. 68), but this only provides orientation at the two-measure and not at the four-measure level. True, there is at last a change of harmony at m. 69, which would indicate that m. 69—not m. 67—is a hyperdownbeat at the four-measure level, but the sonority in m. 69 is a  chord and second-inversion triads (except at cadences) are often metrically weak. In the wake of the stasis on the diminished seventh chord, there is a flattening of the metric hierarchy; the orientating influence of surface hypermeter temporarily recedes and is only resuscitated when the clarinet resumes its quarter-note motion and the harmony changes. Measures 77–80 provide a consonant four-measure unit that resolves duple aspects of mm. 73–5 and brings the thematic reprise, at last, to a conclusion. The phrases in the thematic rounding are repeatedly expanded and attenuate, but never suspend, musical continuity. There is one passage later in the movement, however, that draws directly on the material of the parenthesis. That passage occurs after the end of the Sostenuto middle section and before the return of the Allegro appassionato (Example 6.33a). The music between the end of the Sostenuto (m. 135) and the return of the Allegro appassionato (m. 141) plays on the enharmonic relationship between B major (the key of the Sostenuto section) and C major. There is a prolongational quandary not unlike the one between the E-minor triads of mm. 27 and 37. Examples 6.33b and 6.33c demonstrate two alternatives: a move to the dominant of E minor at m. 136, or a motion to the home dominant only at m. 140. Yet even this tonal ambiguity does not tell the full story. In either tonal interpretation, mm. 139–40—the recall of the material from the end of the parenthetical passage— is too facilely integrated. If one takes m. 136 as the return of the home dominant, then one expects the next tonal event to be the return to the movement’s opening. Making a prolongational connection between the B of m. 136 and that of m. 140 neglects the schism induced by the return of the wrong material: the C of m. 139 is more than an upper neighbor within a dominant prolongation. On the other hand, the reading in Example 6.33c vastly downplays a listener’s knowledge of the impending return to E minor and the exceedingly long length of the sustained B/A in mm. 136–7—a length more characteristic of a dominant scale degree than a leading tone (and a moment that invokes the memory of the end of the slow movement of Beethoven’s “Emperor” Concerto!). As with the E-minor triads in mm. 27 and 37, these structural ambiguities result from an excess of tonal content. The tonal structure of the passage would, of course, be without ambiguity if
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Example 6.33 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, mm. 134–41 and tonal sketch



mm. 139–40 were omitted; this would also be the case if the B-major chord of m. 135 proceeded directly to the C-major chord three measures later. There are connections operative between the Allegro appassionato and Sostenuto materials other than the choice of the submediant key for the Sostenuto and the interplay of C and B in the measures before the return of the Allegro appassionato. The connections between these expressively contrasting materials are tonal ones. The first measure of the Sostenuto functions as a dominant harmony in B major, but this function becomes clear retrospectively. On the downbeat, only F (bass) and D (upper part) sound; these pitches, enharmonically, suggest an E-minor chord in first inversion—in other words, a continuation of the tonal sphere of the Allegro appassionato (refer back to the end of Example 6.32). Brahms heightens this tonal association by making the tonal goal of the first reprise of the Sostenuto the mediant of B major, which is D minor (=E minor). Root-position D-minor harmony is reached by m. 91 and the ensuing four measures oscillate between tonic and dominant harmonies searching for melodic descent to D. Resolution to root-position D-minor harmony with D in the melody is expected at the start of m. 95, but instead the clarinet enters and a restatement of the first half of the Sostenuto takes place. This fusion of cadential arrival on D minor with restatement of the Sostenuto’s first measure makes explicit the tonal ambiguity inherent in that first measure.
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When this phrase returns in the second reprise, its tonal duality is further heightened (Example 6.34a). Two measures before the rounding, the music reaches a perfect authentic cadence in C major (m. 119). This C-major harmony functions as V/V in B major, as depicted in Example 6.34b. The fifth in the bass from C down to F is filled in by passing notes, as is the stepwise motion between C and D in the upper line; Example 6.34c incorporates these passing motions, and Example 6.34d shows the apparent harmonic change created by the confluence of passing notes. The foreground harmony in the measure before the reprise is a dominant seventh of D minor, intensifying the D minor aspect of the first measure of the rounding.21 Brahms notates decrescendos for each pair of bass notes in the descent from C to F. These decrescendos relate these melodic gestures with similar ones earlier in the Sostenuto, but they also draw attention to the foreground change of harmony; without any notated performance indications, a pianist would likely make a continuous crescendo (or possibly a continuous decrescendo) from the arrival on the C-major harmony until the onset of the rounding. The sense of division engendered by the separate dynamic shadings is enhanced by the rhythm of the bass line; the most typical rhythmic setting for the bass passing notes would have been  in each measure, rather than the reverse. Placing the longer note on the weaker beat of the measure intentionally halts the musical flow. There is much more for the pianist to contemplate in the Sostenuto than creating a full, singing, ma dolce tone. This discussion of Op. 120, No. 2 has probed both continuities and discontinuities. The many ways that Brahms achieves and undermines musical continuity reveal a complex approach to temporality that can be overlooked in analyses that focus only on the unifying elements that are so evident in Brahms’s music. All six of the movements considered in this chapter are fast and in the minor mode, but their range of structural features and expressive shapes is quite vast. The C-minor scherzos from the Piano Trios, Opp. 87 and 101, are short, shadowy movements that present and never fully resolve displacement dissonances. The scherzo from the String Quartet, Op. 67 is much lengthier and texturally more complex, and it obtains perhaps the most glorious major-mode ending of any of Brahms’s minor-mode scherzos. In the Piano Concerto, Op. 83, Brahms offers a massive scherzo, whose dramatic handling of hypermeter accords well with its over-arching sonata design. Less innovative is the scherzo from the Cello Sonata, Op. 99, as its dominant emphases, hemiola dissonance, switching between duple and triple subdivisions, and occasional displacement dissonance remind one of some of the more diffuse scherzos from Brahms’s early works. The movement from the Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, however, engages hardly at all with any   A motion from C major to D minor is enharmonically the same as the motion from D major to E minor traversed in mm. 8–9 of the Allegro appassionato. The incorporation of the passing note between C and D in the approach to the rounding of the Sostenuto is rather similar to the new clarinet figure introduced in the ninth measure of the almost unmodified return of the Allegro appassionato (see the D –D–E motion in mm. 148–9). 21
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Example 6.34 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 2, II, mm. 118–24 and tonal sketches



of these features, exploring instead tonal digression, phrase expansion, and subtle tonal relationships. With its less acute tonal and rhythmic-metric dissonances, as well as its less assured conclusion, the clarinet movement only barely withstands my scherzo (rather than intermezzo) classification. The following chapter considers two major-mode movements from Brahms’s other chamber works involving clarinet, both of which have much more straightforward structural-expressive narratives.



Chapter 7



Waltzing Away with the Minuet In addition to the Sonata in E Major, Op. 120, No. 2, two more of Brahms’s four chamber works with clarinet—the Trio in A Minor, Op. 114, and the Sonata in F Minor, Op. 120, No. 1—return to the 3/4 meter conventional for scherzotype movements. With their moderate tempos (Andante grazioso and Allegretto grazioso respectively), these two movements are certainly not scherzos, even though they have the hypermetric regularity exhibited in works such as the pastoral scherzos studied in Chapter 4. Nor are they minuets as their tempos are too fast, with a predominant feeling of one beat per measure rather than three. Some might consider them simply as intermezzos, but both of these movements possess a lightness—perhaps gracefulness—that distinguishes them from the almost exclusively minor-mode movements that I have referred to as intermezzos (see Chapter 5). The closest genre for these movements is the waltz, even though they display greater variety in accompaniment patterns. The waltz was the most popular ballroom dance in nineteenth-century Vienna, and Brahms’s output contains sets of waltzes for piano (Op. 39) and for voices with four-hand piano accompaniment (Liebeslieder, Op. 52, and Neue Liebeslieder, Op. 65). Of these, the waltzes in Op. 39 exhibit a particularly broad range of musical materials, including a variety of accompaniments and some contrapuntally stimulating moments (as in the final waltz). Among Brahms’s chamber works, waltz-like passages can be found; one example from a late work is the second theme in the first movement of the String Quintet, Op. 111 (mm. 26ff.). While the waltz had not vanished from Viennese ballrooms by the end of the nineteenth century, it was past its mid-century heyday when Lanner and the Strausses were active. Further, as David Brodbeck has demonstrated, the waltz for Brahms was intimately connected with Schubert, perhaps even more than with the popular Viennese waltz composers of mid-century, whom Brahms also admired. The incorporation of waltzes in two late chamber works—pieces undertaken after Brahms’s stated intention in 1891 to stop composing—fits within the sense of nostalgia that pervades many of Brahms’s last works.



  David Brodbeck, “Dance Music as High Art: Schubert’s Twelve Ländler, op. 171 (D. 790),” in Walter Frisch (ed.), Schubert: Critical and Analytical Studies (Lincoln, NE, 1986), pp. 31–47, and “Primo Schubert, Secondo Schumann: Brahms’s Four-Hand Waltzes, Op. 39,” Journal of Musicology, 7/1 (1989): 58–80. 



252



Brahms and the Scherzo



Clarinet Trio in A Minor, Op. 114 The waltz-like features of the Andante grazioso from the Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, are numerous: periodic phrase design, almost undisturbed eight-measure hypermeter throughout, general use of one chord per measure, and placement of low bass pitches on downbeats. The analysis will survey these features in order to support the claim of the waltz as genre for this movement and then trace one detail from the opening theme: the usage of appoggiatura figures. Before proceeding, some discussion of form is necessary, since this is the one area in which this movement is not directly connected to the waltz. For waltzes in collections, binary or rounded binary is the standard form, and for waltzes as character pieces (as in Chopin’s piano works) ternary form or a more extended rondo form is common. The scale of a multi-movement chamber work demands a movement of some size, and Brahms’s solution is not straightforward. His creation is very similar in form to the intermezzo from the First Symphony (see pp. 173–5) wherein a three-part form has the outward appearance of a five-part form due to the incomplete return of the initial section after the trio-like section. Table 7.1 diagrams the movement as a three-part form. Like in several of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, the repeat of the waltz’s first reprise is written out to permit a new tonal goal (the mediant, instead of the dominant). The second reprise departs further from the norms of rounded binary form in several interrelated ways. There is repetition of new material before the tonal return happens (i.e., a thematic design of bcb′c ′a″ rather than bca″bca″). When a sizable thematic module is repeated at the start of a second reprise, it is nearly always part of a large-scale sequence. In the trio of the intermezzo from Op. 25, for example, mm. 147–56 and 157–66 have the same material, but the later passage is a transposition of former. In Op. 114, the thematic repetition supports a long expanse in the key of F minor. In addition to their closed tonal design, the extremely tight-knit phrase construction of mm. 49–80 (a parallel period, eight measures of transition, and a restatement of the consequent phrase) is more suggestive of a trio than the start of the waltz’s second reprise. By themselves, mm. 49–80 could be viewed as a rounded binary form, although the re-use of the transitional material of mm. 65–72 in mm. 81–8 helps to reduce the formal independence of mm. 49–80 somewhat. The F-minor passage in Op. 114 is a much better candidate as a trio than the F-minor (and not tonally closed) passage in mm. 45–61 of the intermezzo from the First Symphony. Given these numerous features, what factors suggest the overall three-part form I propose for this movement? First, the F-minor section begins with nothing other than a transposed and temporally stretched-out transformation of the clarinet melody from the start of the movement (see Examples 7.1 and 7.3 below). The consequent phrase then takes the first three-note segment of the transposition and passes it from clarinet to cello and subsequently subjects it to melodic inversion. These developmental processes do not create the simplification typical of trio sections; it is the D-major section in mm. 114–69 that provides the quintessential
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Brahms, Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, III, formal and tonal design
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simplification associated with trio sections. In fact, with its long pedal points and regular alternations of tonic and dominant harmonies it could hardly be more like a trio. (Note that its written-out repeats provide little more than rescoring; the only structural change is in the approach to the final cadence in mm. 163–4 where Brahms substitutes chromatic harmonies for the diatonic ones found in the corresponding mm. 145–6.) Second, when the A-major opening music returns (m. 98), it does so over dominant—rather than tonic—harmony. This type of reharmonization is somewhat characteristic of a thematic rounding, but is rarely seen when a minuet (or scherzo) comes back after a trio. Third, hearing the waltz influence in this movement helps to get beyond the symmetrical phrase design and closed tonal structure of the F-minor section. Although this is not a functional waltz (or even a stylized but explicitly designated one), a heightened degree of phrase symmetry and hypermetric periodicity compared to a more typical “developmental” second reprise would seem to be the necessary continuation of the movement’s opening music.
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The issue of a three-part or five-part form would be moot if the F-minor section returned near the end of the movement; in that hypothetical work, there would be an overwhelming stylistic preference for a three-part rather than a seven-part understanding. Like the F-minor music in the intermezzo of the First Symphony, the F-minor passage does not return. In Op. 114, the material that returns after the D-major trio corresponds quite literally to the waltz’s first reprise, tonally modified to remain in A major. In the First Symphony, the music after the trio presents an expanded version of the first reprise, and the expansion includes a fleeting reference to the opening measures (mm. 144–9)—a passage that might be described as a pseudo-rounding even though it falls entirely within the cadential dominant harmony. This expansion helps to balance the three large sections of that movement (mm. 1–70, 71–114, 115–64) compared to the less usual proportions created by the concise return in Op. 114 (mm. 1–113, 114–69, 170–206). As noted in Chapter 5, however, at one point shortly before the symphony’s premiere, Brahms eliminated nearly twenty measures (mm. 125–43) from the return (and initially restored them only to satisfy the conductor, Otto Dessoff). In that highly compressed version even some of the contents of the first reprise were not returned, and the proportions in the symphonic movement that Brahms nearly bequeathed to the world do approach those in Op. 114. Although I advocate a three-part formal interpretation over a five-part one, the case is much less clear than with the First Symphony. And it would miss the point entirely to think of this movement as simply a three-part one. The way in which large-scale formal innovation lurks beneath a surface of symmetrical phrases, periodic hypermeter, and uncomplicated harmonic progressions is significant, and it is yet another of the instances where Brahms’s music engages with and extends traditions. I turn now to tonal and rhythmic-metric interactions in the movement’s opening (Example 7.1) and will subsequently examine them in the thematically related Fminor section. The movement begins with highly typical harmonic progressions but realizes them in unexpected rhythmic ways. As Example 7.2a shows, mm. 1–3 and 5–7 expand tonic and dominant harmonies respectively, with stepwise outervoice lines bridging the motion from root-position to first-inversion sonorities. The melodic diminution of this simple and evenly paced contrapuntal framework presents dissonances that become significant motivic and expressive features. In mm. 3 and 7, the clarinet delays its structural pitch by a long appoggiatura (which relates, of course, to the chromatic lower neighbor with which the movement began). Both times the piano responds with a descending appoggiatura figure in the subsequent measure. More unusual than the clarinet’s appoggiaturas are the bass motions in mm. 4 and 8; Example 7.2b removes these bass motions to suggest the tonal model that underlies mm. 1–8. The extra bass motion in m. 4 introduces the bass motion from C to D, which becomes an important motivic feature of the movement. Example 7.2c provides an alternative, and more normative, diminution of the underlying framework to highlight the special effect of the bass motions.
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Example 7.1 Brahms, Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, III, mm. 1–24
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Example 7.2 Brahms, Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, III, embellishment in mm. 1–8



Even though the alternative diminution involves appoggiaturas in the clarinet line, it is considerably less distinctive without the bass motions in mm. 4 and 8. The bass motions in mm. 4 and 8 give the opening four-measure units an increased sense of incompleteness. This forward impulse generates an unusually long phrase. Measures 15–16 prepare for a cadence in the dominant, but although the cello and the piano’s upper line make melodic cadences at m. 17 the bass line does not resolve to E until four measures later. Through this delay and the subsequent prolongation of the E harmony for four measures, the sixteen-measure prototype balloons into a twenty-four-measure sentence. In the altered repetition of mm. 1–24 in mm. 25–48, both outer and lower voices do achieve closure after sixteen measures (on C at m. 41), but the goal is expanded for eight measures as it is transformed into the dominant of the ensuing F-minor passage. Although these expansions provide some loosening of the phrase structure, they still preserve both four- and eight-measure hypermeter. As mentioned previously, the movement’s opening provides a direct thematic basis for the F-minor section. Example 7.3a includes its first phrase (mm. 49–56), in which the clarinet reshapes the movement’s opening melody.
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Example 7.3 Brahms, Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, III, mm. 49–64 and tonal analysis
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In this transformation, the long appoggiatura (now E) is given consonant support by a C harmony (m. 53). The tonal meaning of this C harmony is not immediately apparent; see the alternate harmonic analyses beneath the metric reduction of Example 7.3b. This ambiguity gives the clarinet’s E a different quality than the corresponding G in m. 3. At the start of the movement, the G grates against the tonic harmony; at m. 53, the E is not as clearly dissonant. Measure 53 is a hyperdownbeat at the four-measure level, which suggests a structural role for the C harmony. In that hearing, the E moves up to—but does not resolve to—F ; the clarinet’s F of m. 53 (which is doubled by the piano) leads back to E in the piano during m. 56. Yet this hearing is not entirely satisfactory. The motion to a 6/4 at the end of m. 53 and the lengthy duration of the D/D neighboring harmony (mm. 54–5) work against hearing m. 53 as the onset of a four-measure dominant span. Thus, the initial phrase of the F-minor material not only derives from the movement’s opening but reinterprets its characteristic appoggiatura figure. This complex of events later ends the transition before the waltz’s return. In mm. 93–6, the clarinet plays its pitches from mm. 49–53 but back in the rhythm of mm. 1–4 (Example 7.4). Melody and accompaniment are in a new alignment; the E is no longer supported by the local dominant. Instead, by the arrival of the clarinet on E , the bass has already moved up to D, restoring to the E all of its dissonant quality. This alteration also allows a third-progression to materialize in the upper line (see the A–G–F annotations in Example 7.4). Thus, the melody’s structural framework becomes analogous to that in mm. 1–4; in the temporally stretched-out version at the start of the F-minor passage, a corresponding thirdprogression does not emerge as the melodic framework. When the E moves up to F in m. 95, however, that F has consonant support only for an instant; the piano follows its progression from mm. 53–5 and quickly Example 7.4 Brahms, Clarinet Trio, Op. 114, III, mm. 93–8
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harmonizes the F with a diminished seventh sonority. Only when the cello’s B is taken over by the piano as the upbeat to the C of the recall of the opening is resolution achievable, a resolution qualified by the placement of 5 in the bass. The bass line’s E at the start of the rounding, though, completes a chromatic ascent from the transition and finally realizes the implication of the numerous bass ascents from C to D, a motion problematic not only in mm. 53–4 but already in mm. 3–4. These half-step motions, reinterpretations of consonance and dissonance, and deferrals of resolution reveal the intricate nuances present within the movement’s pervasive hypermeter and general coordination of harmonic changes with metric accents. Even in the movement’s closing measures C remains a focal point; the clarinet’s final pitch is a long C 4, but it is prepared by a stepwise descent from A4 (that is doubled in a higher register by the piano) rather than ascending motion. At last, C is approached through diatonic motion—the half-step descent from 4 to —but this radiant C is immediately undercut by the inexorable return to A minor in the finale. The appoggiatura figures provide a compelling thread through this movement, but they are not in opposition to the prevailing waltz idiom. The opening of the present movement is, in fact, quite similar to the first of the Liebeslieder, Op. 52. The above discussion did not comment on metric dissonance—namely hemiola— but it is present occasionally in the third movement of Op. 114. Hemiola, too, is present in many of Brahms’s waltzes (for example, the ascending bass line in the second reprise of Op. 39, No. 1). Clarinet Sonata in F Minor, Op. 120, No. 1 The third movement of Op. 120, No. 1 also possesses the typical waltz characteristics seen in the corresponding movement from Op. 114, but in addition its main melodic material has a rhythmic repetitiveness suggestive of the waltz. Not only is the melody dominated by a single rhythmic figure, but this motive of a dotted quarter followed by three eighth notes is one that Brahms used extensively in some of his waltzes (e.g., Op. 39, No. 3). Unlike Op. 114, the movement from Op. 120,   In addition to the similar deployment of chromatic appoggiaturas, Op. 52, No. 1 also begins with the written-out repeat of its first phrase to accommodate a new tonal goal (initially I, subsequently III—the same eventual goal as the first reprise in Op. 114). For an analysis of Op. 52, No. 1 and some thoughts on its relationship with Schubert’s waltzes see David Brodbeck, “Compatibility, Coherence, and Closure in Brahms’s Liebeslieder Waltzes,” in Eugene Narmour and Ruth Solie (eds), Explorations in Music, the Arts, and Ideas: Essays in Honor of Leonard B. Meyer (Stuyvesant, NY, 1988), pp. 416–21.    Some instances from the preceding score examples: mm. 13–14 (piano left hand) in Example 7.1; mm. 22–4 (piano left hand and clarinet vs. piano right hand and cello) in Example 7.1; mm. 61–2 (piano) in Example 7.3. 
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No. 1 has a clear ternary design with rounded binary designs for the A and B sections (and with the second reprises exactly repeated in both!). Perhaps the most distinctive aspect of the present movement is its initial establishment of key: the real tonic of A major only emerges after several measures of seeming E major. This non-tonic beginning and an emphasis on the subdominant as an embellishing harmony are features of the opening that recur subtly throughout the entire movement. Due to the consistent substitution of D for D during mm. 1–5, E major, not A major, seems to be the movement’s main tonality (Example 7.5). The E-major chords on the downbeats of mm. 3 and 4 sound like tonic chords, which are expanded by plagal motions during the second and third beats of each measure. Brahms subtly reinforces the subsidiary tonal role of these plagal chords: the prolonging chord at the end of m. 3 contains F in addition to A , C, and E, and the one at the end of m. 4 is no longer in root position. Further, the melody floats up to E during these A-based harmonies; even outside of the context of a prolonged E-major harmony, this melodic emphasis on the fifth of the chord does not assert the chord as strongly as would emphasis on its root or third (imagine substituting A 4 or C5 for the clarinet’s E5 in mm. 3 and 4). The notated diminuendo during each plagal chord further reinforces the downbeat harmonies. The agogic accents of the plagal chords, however, mark them for consciousness, and plagal embellishments become a motivic feature of the movement. Example 7.5 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 1, III, mm. 1–8
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The first reprise’s tonal goal, the A -major harmony prolonged during mm. 7–8, is embellished by – motion, producing apparent subdominant sonorities on the downbeats of each measure. Motivically, mm. 7–8 relate directly to mm. 3–4, but the static bass line precludes any doubt as to the prevailing harmony. Since A major is an unexpected tonal goal for a first reprise that seems to begin in E major, this arrival provides an indication that the movement may not be in E major after all. With its return of the opening thematic material, the second reprise revisits both the non-tonic beginning of the opening and the emphasis on local subdominants. Both of these features influence the design of the music preceding the thematic rounding. The second reprise begins with simple – oscillations above a dominant pedal; their connection to the – embellishments is suggested by the canonic presentation of a loose melodic inversion of mm. 1–4 in the clarinet and piano left hand. In a typical rounded binary form, where the thematic return corresponds with a return of the overall tonic harmony, eight or sixteen measures of such a dominant prolongation could amply prepare the thematic return. Here, given the non-tonic beginning of the thematic rounding, prolonging the dominant harmony until the rounding is not viable. Instead, the melodic idea is transposed to begin on A  in mm. 23 and 25. Since the melodic idea has been constructed to convey dominant function, A is expressed as a Stufe but not as a key area. Thus, the A  does not solidify the key of A  major in a way that would rob the thematic rounding of its characteristic tonal ambiguity. In fact, the consistent use of a seventh sonority above A  pushes the harmonic sequence on to D , which generates the V/V at the start of the rounding through chromatic alteration of the D  to D (and a VII–V bass unfolding in terms of a temporary E major). Given the close of the first reprise on A, the rounding could potentially repeat the first reprise. Indeed, the first eight measures of the rounding are a varied repeat of the first reprise, but more satisfying closure results from added material that culminates with a plagal gesture (Example 7.6). The plagal culmination occurs in mm. 43–4, where a return to A-major harmony bears a one-measure plagal embellishment. In the opening material, plagal gestures were prominent but never spanned an entire measure. This special moment is prepared by the lengthy clarinet ascent in the previous four measures. The clarinet’s quasi-cadenza germinates from its cadential figures in mm. 35–6 (repeated in mm. 37–8), and its structural pitches begin an arpeggiation through the tonic triad. At first, the arpeggiation coordinates fully with the triple meter. As a result, one expects that the A3–C4–E4 within m. 39 will repeat an octave higher in m. 40 and place A5 on the downbeat of m. 41 (Example 7.6b). Instead, the pattern of the figuration changes in m. 40, and A5 is delayed by two measures, arriving only at the downbeat of m. 43 (Example 7.6c). The expansive ascent towards the A5 of m. 43 permits the melody to recall a detail from the end of the first reprise. In mm. 7 and 8, the plagal embellishments on the downbeats correspond to the melodic figure A–F–A (refer back to Example 7.5). The rhythmic setting of this three-note figure gives the last A an agogic accent, which subtly rubs against the figure’s beginning-accented metric identity.
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Example 7.6 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 1, III, mm. 35–46 and prototype



The figure’s durations suggest that it would be more stable in a different metric placement. The A 5 at m. 43 is also preceded by eighth-note durations (refer back to Example 7.6a). The pitch content of these eighth notes seems to recall the melodic line at the movement’s first arrival on A; even though preceded by D  rather than A , the motion from F to A harks back to mm. 7 and 8. At m. 43,
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however, the agogically accented A does fall on a metric downbeat. This melodic preparation of the A5 coupled with its lengthy plagal embellishment turn m. 43 into the expressive culmination of the movement thus far. There is also a hypermetric component to the preparation of the plagal culmination. Throughout the movement four-measure hypermeter is continuously operative, although it is most strongly reinforced at the movement’s outset. In contrast to the surface hypermetric periodicity of the first reprise, the rounding consists of eighteen measures. The rounding’s first four measures parallel mm. 1–4, but its second four-measure group undergoes a two-measure expansion resulting from the repetition of its final measures (mm. 35–6 = 37–8). Periodic four-measure hypermeter resumes in m. 39, which initiates the rounding’s eight measures of new material. Yet the downbeat of m. 39 is where the clarinet’s ascending cadenza-like passage begins. Thus, although one may hear mm. 39–42 as a unit in the ongoing four-measure hypermeter, one may experience them as an extended upbeat to the plagal culmination at m. 43. Hearing an extended upbeat means that the underlying model of the rounding is a twelve-measure length rather than a hypermetrically more periodic sixteen-measure one. This less periodic hearing imbues the hypermeasure that begins at m. 43 with unusual metric prominence, which corresponds well to its tonal role as plagal culmination and structural cadence. The middle section of the movement (mm. 47–90) begins with a completely new texture: the clarinet provides the bass line while the two hands of the piano move in rhythmically displaced parallel thirds (Example 7.7a). Despite the new texture, the pitch content recalls the plagal culmination from m. 43. The first measure of the middle section simply transposes the piano part up an octave and introduces rhythmic displacement, while the sustained note in the clarinet shifts to the new tonic (F) and from a higher register into a lower one. This connection is sealed when the rounding of the middle section occurs (Example 7.7b). At m. 79, the clarinet partakes in the parallel thirds and returns to the higher register; in fact, the clarinet’s apex at the start of m. 79 is the same pitch that it sustained at the plagal culmination: A5. Further, starting in m. 79 the descent A–G–F–E occurs on beats, as it did in the plagal culmination; at the start of the middle section, it was the line at the lower third (F–E–D –C) that fell on beats. Like the plagal culmination at m. 43, the rounding in the middle section is preceded by four measures that possess an upbeat quality due to their ascending contour and increasing loudness. Although mm. 75–8 present root-position F-minor harmony, it is possible to understand this as a foreground substitution for a  harmony; the persistent C in the clarinet helps in this regard, but the crucial



   This linkage is also noted in Oswald Jonas, Introduction to the Theory of Heinrich Schenker: The Nature of the Musical Work of Art, trans. and ed. John Rothgeb (New York, 1982 [1934]), p. 7.
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Example 7.7 Brahms, Clarinet Sonata, Op. 120, No. 1, III, mm. 47–8 and 75–80



element is an earlier voice-exchange (mm. 66–7) and the large-scale bass descent F–E –D –C that spans from the start of the trio to the implied bass C in m. 75. The focus in Op. 120, No. 1 has been on tonal structure and the temporal realization of that structure. Unlike many of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements, the opening thematic material has no marked rhythmic events other than those temporal features that set the underlying tonal structures in somewhat unusual ways. Thus, this movement presents as one in which interpretive understanding rests on tonal details to an exceedingly high degree. In fact, the observed plagal emphasis and its connections to the movement’s middle section surely relate to the A  and F salient at the movement’s opening. Similarly, the F and A  at the start of the middle section reverse the dyad from the movement’s beginning. After the middle section, the piano’s ominous reiterations of F—not the entire F-minor triad—highlight the tonal connection between the end of the middle section and the clarinet’s return to the F5 of the opening melody.   For a full discussion of these issues, including a sketch of tonal structure, see pp. 246–8 of my dissertation. Peter Smith concurs with my sense that the root-position F-minor harmony of m. 75 anticipates the true structural arrival at the rounding in m. 79; see his “New Perspectives on Brahms’s Linkage Technique,” Intégral, 21 (2007): 128–9. 
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In these two clarinet works, the spirit of the waltz hovers, bringing a generally high degree of metric consonance and hypermetric periodicity. Subtle details of tonal structure, especially in the clarinet sonata, give these movements the intensely honed expressivity characteristic of Brahms’s mature output. The next chapter includes discussion of Brahms’s remaining chamber work involving clarinet— the Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115—but its lively inner movement has a much less conventional structure.
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Chapter 8



Three Imposters As has already become evident, many of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements experiment with form. Yet even as bold a creation as the scherzo from the Piano Concerto, Op. 83, does not question its connection to scherzo–trio form; it simply extends the form in an exciting direction. The same is not necessarily true of the works in the present chapter. In his Second Symphony, Brahms includes a third movement with five parts that alternate between moderate and fast tempos. While this large-scale design calls to mind the tradition of minuets/scherzos with two trios, Brahms’s symphonic movement is thoroughly infused with variation technique, and viewing the movement as equally within the variation tradition provides several valuable insights. The Violin Sonata, Op. 108, has a short third movement (without a trio) that provides a welcome deflection from this sonata’s intensity. The Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, provides a movement with an apparent three-part form, but this is a carefully crafted illusion: the third section evolves seamlessly from the end of the second part. In addition, the second section is not only very fast, but it is also a complete sonata movement. There is thus some similarity to the corresponding movement from the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, but the sonata form is not as complete in the earlier work nor does it slip seamlessly back into the original material as it is coming to a close. Symphony No. 2 in D Major, Op. 73 Unlike in his First and Third Symphonies, the third movement of Brahms’s Second Symphony has a character typical for a scherzo-type movement—in fact, it possesses both minuet and scherzo qualities. A five-part movement (ABA′B ′A″), the first, third, and last sections are akin to the minuet while the second and fourth sections present a scherzo character. Its five-part form might appear to allude to the tradition of scherzo-type movements with two trios, albeit with the trios in a faster tempo than the principal sections. This resemblance is only superficial, however, due    The form and character of this movement are discussed at length by various recent authors, including: Brinkmann, Late Idyll, pp. 159–73; Brown, Second Golden Age, pp. 76–7; Constantin Floros, “Sinfonie Nr. 2,” in Johannes Brahms: Die Sinfonien—Einführung und Analyse (Mainz, 1998), pp. 129–32; and Frisch, The Four Symphonies, pp. 80–85. Whereas these authors generally denote the form as ABA′CA″, I prefer to refer to the fourth section as a varied return of the second one (i.e., as B′ rather than C) since it is entirely based on the earlier section except for its first six measures (mm. 126–31).
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to the variation technique applied throughout. In fact, the trio-substitute sections are thematically based on the principal sections, but the regular alternation of slow and fast tempi makes it difficult to consider the movement purely as a theme with four variations (as do the meandering tonal designs of the sections). As A. Peter Brown has suggested, perhaps the formal structure of this movement is most similar to some of Haydn’s double variation movements. Formal innovation is an important aspect of this movement, but at least two other areas have received comment and will be extended in the present study: phrase linkage/overlap and motivic connections. Many writers have observed the linkage between the movement’s first two phrases: the E–D figure in the opening phrase’s eighth measure is repeated twice and then launches the new phrase in m. 11 (Example 8.1). Particularly effective are the shift in register in the first repetition, which smoothly prepares the higher register of the ensuing phrase, and the slur between consecutive statements of the two-note motive. The sense of continuity at the start of the second phrase is ensured by the shortened duration of the D—the phrase moves along before the anticipated end of the motive. In retrospect, there is no actual overlap between these phrases, but the phrase boundary at the start of m. 11 is not known until the end of that measure. Four measures later, two phrases are connected not through linkage but through overlap. When the oboes reach a cadence on the last beat of m. 14, the flutes and clarinets enter simultaneously with the phrase’s expanded repetition. At the end of this phrase, linkage involving transposed repetition occurs. As D minor transforms back into the home dominant in mm. 21–2, the clarinet foreshadows the return of the opening measure, but on different scale degrees. The modified restatement of the opening phrase reaches provisional closure in its fourth measure (m. 26), but an overlap exactly like the one in m. 14 allows the music to continue for a few measures and rectify the mode mixture that suddenly appeared at the start of m. 26. In the B section (Presto ma non assai), the first two phrases are again connected via linkage (Example 8.2). Particularly notable is the last-minute arrival of the goal D-major harmony in the middle of the phrase’s last measure (m. 40). This handling of tonal arrivals is characteristic of the entire B section and has consequences in the B′ section. Example 8.3 provides excerpts from corresponding passages in the middle of B and B′. In the earlier passage—which has four notes per measure— there is no phrase overlap; in the recomposition in B′—which has only three notes per measure—the preservation of the stepwise ascent forces the goal pitch onto the following downbeat, creating a phrase overlap.



  Brown, Second Golden Age, p. 75.   This observation goes back at least as far as Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis,



 



vol. 1, p. 102. A more extensive discussion of this moment (and the corresponding location in A″) appears in Ernst Toch, The Shaping Forces in Music: An Inquiry into the Nature of Harmony, Melody, Counterpoint, Form (New York, 1977 [1948]), pp. 187–93.
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Example 8.1 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, mm. 1–22 (reduced score)



Example 8.2 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, mm. 33–42 (reduced score)



The overlaps considered thus far have generated no hypermetric reinterpretations: they have either occurred at the beat level (e.g., m. 14) or have resulted from a phrase spilling over onto the next hyperdownbeat (e.g., m. 156). This is not consistently the case. In A′, the contrasting phrase is entirely
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Example 8.3 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, mm. 57–64 and 150–57 (reduced score)



changed, and it begins in the section’s eighth measure (Example 8.4). The string’s ominous invocation is seemingly new, but is directly based on m. 4 (refer back to Example 8.1). Notably, A′ is rewritten so that there is a cadence in its fourth measure instead of the triplet figure; when this phrase is repeated in mm. 111–14, the winds again achieve a cadence but the strings enter with the “missing” fourth measure and spin it into a contrasting phrase. (The first two phrases of A′ also include a beautiful example of linkage: the horn counterpoint in m. 110 is repeated in the oboe in m. 111.) An even more elaborate instance of overlap with hypermetric reinterpretation occurs in the eighth measure of A″ (Example 8.5). This phrase, which began in the remote key of F major, is greatly altered and makes a cadence in B major with an inversion of the two-note figure from m. 8. The oboe provides the original descending form, and the back-and-forth between strings and winds in mm. 201–4 causes a retrospective reinterpretation of m. 201 as a hypermetrically strong measure. Note that overlap here is not at the level of adjacent phrases; rather, it involves the boundary between a phrase and its post-cadential expansion. Whereas the movement’s first phrase had a two-measure suffix, the present suffix is six measures, since the contrasting phrase only begins at m. 207, whereupon A″ closely follows the path of A. While this phrase beginning is clear in retrospect, the change in rhythm in m. 205 temporarily hints at this location as the start of a new phrase. The movement’s original instance of linkage between mm. 10 and 11    Frisch notes the great similarity of mm. 200–201 to m. 2 of the preceding Adagio non troppo movement; see Frisch, The Four Symphonies, p. 83.    Frisch observes that mm. 205–6 perhaps make an oblique reference to the neighbornote motive from the symphony’s first measure. (Of course, that motive has already been
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Example 8.4 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, mm. 107–14 (reduced score)



Example 8.5 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, mm. 201–8 (reduced score)



has spawned a complex six measures that enact the modulation back to G major from the tonally remote beginning of A″. In addition to linkage between phrases within the movement’s five major sections, the large sections are themselves connected via linkage, albeit sometimes less obviously (Example 8.6). Having played in B only in the early forte C-major passage, the oboes re-enter during the section’s last six measures (mm. 101–6). The first oboe repeats the pitch B, foreshadowing its subsequent presentation of the first phrase of A′. (The second oboe’s D is also carried over.) Brahms explicitly notates the tempo proportion between A and B (and thus between B and A′): the quarter note in the A section equals the half note in B. Thus, the foreshadowings in the last six measures of B move at exactly the same speed as the quarter notes at the outset of A′. Harmony plays an important role in supporting this melodic referenced in the third movement, as its opening—as is well known—is directly based on an inversion of the symphony’s first four notes.) Brinkmann connects these measures to mm. 20–21 of the first movement; see Late Idyll, p. 171.    This connection also goes back at least as far as Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1, p. 102.
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Example 8.6 Brahms, Symphony No. 2, Op. 73, III, linkage in mm. 101–7, 188–94, 124–31, and 29–34
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linkage. The reharmonization of the first two measures of A′ in A minor places a dominant seventh of A minor in the first measure of A′. The chord progression between the former tonic harmony of G major in m. 101 to the E dominant seventh of m. 107 is a quintessential instance of a VII–V unfolding within the local key of A minor. Since mm. 101 and 107 are so clearly connected, the passing chord in mm. 104–6 acts not at all like an endpoint for the B section and points strongly to the following harmony. At the end of B′, the repetitions of the pitch B by the winds return, although they move somewhat more quickly than the quarter notes at the start of the movement (Example 8.6b). Unlike at the start of B, Brahms does not notate a tempo proportion between A′ and B′; instead, he simply repeats the indication Presto ma non assai from B. In most performances, the speed of the eighth notes in B and B′ are approximately the same, meaning that the dotted quarter of B′ is only three-fourths as long as the half note of B, and thus the wind foreshadowings at the end of B are only three-fourths as long as the quarter notes of A″. David Epstein has argued that the measures lengths of B and B′ should both equal the quarter notes of A, but Brahms’s Poco a poco tempo primo at the end of B′ is not consistent with this proportion. Only if the dotted quarter of B′ is faster than the quarter note of A can there be a ritardando in mm. 190–93 that achieves the original tempo. The fact that the wind foreshadowings are not moving at the same speed as the quarter notes of A″ motivates the extra four measures, and as the music finds its “proper” speed the pitch B is reinterpreted as the seventh of a dominant seventh harmony, leading to the modulation to F major for the beginning of A″. Just as the melodic linkage at the end of the first phrase of A′ becomes much more elaborate in A″, so too the straightforward linkage of the winds between B and A′ is made problematic by the different tempo relations between B′ and A″ and is thus thoroughly recomposed. The connections going into B and B′ are considerably more attenuated than those leading to returns of the principal material. The more straightforward of the two is the preparation for B′ where the last three pitches of A′ are immediately repeated at the start of B, but in a radically faster tempo and in a different instrumental group (Example 8.6c). Interestingly, many commentators have given an alternate derivation for the curious six measures that launch B′ and are heard nowhere else in the movement. Constantin Floros connects the first six notes of B′ with the oboe line in mm. 21–2, a line which is subsidiary to the clarinet melody.    Epstein, “Brahms and the Mechanisms of Motion,” p. 208, and Shaping Time, pp. 266–9. Epstein recognizes the problem of Brahms’s ritardando: “To what this refers is very unclear, very likely deliberately so, in characteristic Brahms fashion” (p. 269). In a lengthy endnote (see pp. 536–7), Epstein considers the possibility of maintaining the eighth notes at the same speed in both Presto sections: “This is unlikely on the grounds of musical feeling alone, not to mention other paths of logic, for the tempo of the second Presto in this case becomes something of a rush.”    Floros, “Sinfonie Nr. 2,” pp. 131–2.
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Frisch relates the three-note cell of B′ to the ominous string triplets that intruded in the eighth measure of A′. While Frisch’s derivation is stronger due to the prominence, proximity, and similar speed of the source material, and while a particular theme need not have one and only one derivation, the linkage from the end of A′ seems the most germane connection, especially in light of this movement’s fascination with linkage. The relationship between the end of A and the start of B is more distant, which is perhaps not surprising given the direct derivation of the latter from the start of A. Nonetheless, the flutes’ G–B third in m. 31 does point towards the violins’ G–B at the start of B, even as it also fragments the A material down to an essential interval. In the harmonic realm, it is worth noting the somewhat marked usage of the  chord in m. 31. Although there has already been an authentic cadence in m. 28, a hypermetrically strong  chord above 5 does have substantial qualities of a cadential , though here it melts back into root-position tonic harmony, which is then carried over into the start of B. In a recent article on Brahms’s linkage technique, Peter Smith has argued for extending linkage from a largely melodic concept into one that embodies the harmonic dimension. He provides several examples of phrases that seem to end on a cadential  but rather than progress to a root-position dominant harmony melt into a root-position tonic one. The effect at the juncture between A and B is not unlike the situations Smith discusses. Linkage involves motivic repetition between the ends and beginnings of abutting phrases or sections, and this technique pervades the present movement. Linkage, however, is one type of motivic repetition, albeit a special one as it has direct consequences for formal continuity and the energetic quality of the music. Motivic repetition of all types is characteristic of the movement, a point touched on above, especially in the discussion of multiple derivations of the initial pitches of B′ (i.e., the differing sources identified by Floros, Frisch, and me). Another example of the tight network of motivic relationships is the C-major outburst within the B section (see Example 8.3). Tovey views E–D–E–C as a free inversion of the B–C–B–E from the start of B (and A).10 Floros, on the other hand, takes it as a transposition of the eighth measure of B (see m. 40 in Example 8.2). This contour recurs continually throughout the movement, and, as is well-known, refers back to the D–C–D–A of the cellos and basses in the symphony’s opening—a motive that dominated the first movement. A somewhat more abstract, but ingenious, suggestion by Raymond Knapp relates the E–D–E–C outburst to the second phrase of A.11 In mm. 11–12, the oboe melody includes an extra note (E–D–E–D–C), but that D is dissonant against the C-major harmony. The beauty of Knapp’s derivation lies in its strengthening of the B section’s identity as a variation on A. In both A   Smith, “Brahms’s Linkage Technique.”   Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1, p. 102. 11   Raymond Knapp, Brahms and the Challenge of the Symphony (Stuyvesant, NY, 



10



1997), pp. 154–5.
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and B, this motive therefore initiates the second major component of these threepart themes. The importance of the neighbor-note motive in the symphony’s first and third (and fourth!) movements and the cyclic sharing of this motivic content is beyond dispute. I would suggest in addition, however, that the pervasive linkage technique of the third movement might be meaningfully related to the first movement. Although linkage is an important feature of Brahms’s language, one of the landmark moments in the symphony’s first movement incorporates linkage. The pseudo-introduction (mm. 1–43) ends with the A–G–A neighbor-note motive, and in the next measure this figure is transferred to the first violins in a faster rhythm and begins what sounds like a full-fledged principal theme. As Peter Smith has observed, previously the neighbor-note motive has been associated with hypermetrically weak measures, but at the structural downbeat of m. 44 it not only spawns a melodious theme but also begins from a position of hypermetric strength.12 The reversal in hypermetric placement is similar to the treatment of the E–D motive in mm. 8–11 of the third movement. This two-note descent originally occurs in the phrase’s eighth measure and is twice repeated before it launches a new phrase from the hypermetrically strong m. 11. This discussion has pursued multiple motivic repetitions, especially ones connecting phrases or sections. Unlike many of the scherzo-type movements explored in this book, the present one does not have a strong sense of large-scale expressive or structural transformation. Partly this results from the relative stability of the opening phrase: root-position tonic harmony throughout much of the phrase, straightforward rhythms (with some dance-like lilt provided by the gentle, and occasional, third-beat accents), and little chromaticism. There is thematic development, but it is of a sort that gives the material’s original configuration priority. In the eight-measure coda, the oboe leads a final statement of the opening phrase, albeit with some of its downbeat attacks suppressed.13 The melody cannot proceed past the content of its first two measures; in the third measure, its ascending leap is expanded into the octave B–B, which is harmonized by a half-diminished seventh chord. Brinkmann and Frisch have accurately captured the musical effect of this moment. The expressive harmony gives a momentary reminder of the disturbances within the first movement’s pastoral or perhaps even of the intense Adagio non troppo, but the phrase’s concluding four measures dismiss this intrusion with a stock cadential figure fully within the realm of



  Smith, “Brahms’s Linkage Technique,” p. 111.   I take the coda only at m. 233, where there is material that does not correspond to



12 13



anything at the end of A. Brown and Floros take the coda at m. 225 where the music drifts to an E-major chord (submediant of G minor). This passage, however, is an expansion of the last four measures of A; at that point E major was presented as a harmony without melody. Frisch reads the coda even earlier, beginning it at m. 219, which corresponds to m. 23, the internal return to the opening material within the A section.
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the minuet.14 The beginning and end of the movement are “in the same place” to a greater degree than is typical of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. Violin Sonata in D Minor, Op. 108 Of Brahms’s three extant violin sonatas, only the last one has a lively inner movement. Both the G-major and A-major sonatas are three-movement works; in the former sonata, the inner movement is a slow movement while in the latter the middle movement alternates between slow and fast material. In contrast, Op. 108 is a four-movement sonata, whose third movement has the performance indication Un poco presto e con sentimento. This movement, though, has a lesser connection to the minuet and scherzo traditions as it does not have the compound ternary form conventional for a lively inner movement. I will first describe the movement’s large-scale formal design and tonal structure and then trace the development of one striking rhythmic-metric feature. The overall form of the movement resembles a large rounded binary more than even a simple ternary. The first twenty-five measures modulate to the dominant, and this section is repeated in mm. 29–53. This material returns in mm. 119–43 but is altered to remain within the tonic. The outer sections do not have the tonal structure usually associated with ternary form since the first section is not tonally closed. Measures 1–53 give the impression of the first reprise of a binary form with the repeat written out. The central portion of the movement (mm. 54–118) has several aspects more consistent with the start of the second reprise of a binary form than the middle section of a ternary form. First, mm. 54–118 persistently develop the thematic material of the movement’s opening; a ternary form generally has some degree of thematic contrast in its middle section. In addition to the lack of thematic contrast, the formal boundary at m. 54 is blurred. Since m. 54 expands upon the four measures that connected mm. 1–25 with its written-out repeat (mm. 29–53), the passage beginning at m. 54 sounds transitional. Material that sounds thematic does not begin until the A-minor transformation of mm. 1–4 at m. 69. Also unlike the middle section of a ternary form is the overt sequential design of mm. 54–118, wherein mm. 76–97 transpose mm. 54–75 from A down to F.15 Tonal sequence continues even after the thematic sequence ends since the bass descends by another major third to C at m. 110. As summarized in Example 8.7, the central portion of   Brinkmann, Late Idyll, p. 173; Frisch, The Four Symphonies, p. 85.   Margaret Notley takes the considerable length of the sequential units as an argument



14 15



for hearing this passage as the middle section of a ternary form rather than the beginning of the second reprise of a binary form. She very reasonably interprets the third movement of Op. 108 as a hybrid binary-ternary form; in her view, the A section has elements of binary form but mm. 54–118 have the features of the middle section of ternary form. See Notley, “Brahms’s Chamber-Music Summer of 1886,” pp. 242–4.
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the movement prolongs the dominant Stufe by means of a symmetrical division of the octave into major thirds.16 Clearly, this tonal middleground is not what one would find in the trio of any minuet or scherzo. What happens after the return of the opening material is perhaps the most unusual formal aspect of the movement. After the altered recall of mm. 1–25 in mm. 119–43, the transitional material from mm. 26–8 (and mm. 54ff.) returns as if to prepare a varied repeat of mm. 119–43 or possibly to initiate a coda. Neither expectation is fulfilled. The transitional material instead leads to an expansive melodic utterance in the violin; with its chain of suspensions, this highly charged melody is expressively marked in this otherwise elegantly charming movement. Adding to its expressive weight is the slowing of tonal and durational rhythms as the melodic line sinks to F4 at m. 155. Only at m. 155 does a transformation of the opening material return as a coda. Notley’s form diagram simply refers to mm. 144–54 as a transition, and her comments do not mention the special qualities of this passage.17 The voice-leading sketch in Example 8.7 gives these measures a pivotal role in the tonal closure of the movement by locating the Urlinie descent here. Although the cadence at m. 143 provides a salient and harmonically supported foreground descent from  to , the immediate return of the material that followed m. 25 (and m. 53) undercuts the sense of closure. Only at the cadence of m. 155 does one have the sense that the movement is truly in the process of closing.18 Example 8.7 Brahms, Violin Sonata, Op. 108, III, tonal sketch



  Frank Samarotto gives a slightly different reading of the upper line in this movement in “Against Nature: Interval Cycles and Prolongational Conflict in Brahms’s Rhapsody, Op. 79, No. 1,” in Mart Humal (ed.), A Composition as a Problem III (3rd International Conference on Music Theory, Tallinn, 2001) (Tallinn, 2003), p. 105. 17   Notley, “Brahms’s Chamber-Music Summer of 1886,” p. 243. 18   This deferral of closure is related to my interpretation of mm. 1–143 as fundamentally rounded binary rather than ternary. With the rounded binary hearing, it would be possible, in theory at least, to begin a trio after m. 143; admittedly, the resultant movement would be very lengthy. In a ternary hearing, one is more inclined to hear m. 143 as strongly closural, but even in that case the subsequent material immediately questions this perception. 16
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Measures 1–25 establish the metric and tonal stability characteristic of the movement (Example 8.8). Both four- and eight-measure hypermeter are operative. Tonal goals coordinate with hyperdownbeats; in addition to the tonic harmony on the downbeat of m. 1, the downbeats of mm. 5, 9, 13, and 25 all mark arrivals on dominant harmony. The only unusual rhythmic-metric feature is the consistent placement of textural and tonal accents on second beats except in measures that are hyperdownbeats at the four-measure level; Example 8.9 gives mm. 1–9 in durational reduction at (a). As a result of the second-beat placement of the accompaniment, the foreground harmonic changes between major tonal arrivals are displaced against the meter. This displacement is a purely rhythmic dissonance; since the displacement only occurs within four-measure units (and given the short duration of each 2/4 measure), it does not persist long enough to induce a metric reorientation. Further, the repeated-note cell in the melody begins on all downbeats, including hyperdownbeats; the motive’s metric identity entirely outweighs the displaced accents in the accompaniment. Although they do not rise to the level of true metric displacement, the secondbeat accents in mm. 1–9 are developed on subsequent returns of this material. At the written-out repeat at m. 29, the falling thirds of the bass line are filled in by stepwise motion (Example 8.9 at (b)). This stepwise motion results in accented passing tones that grate against the repeated notes within the melody. In the central Example 8.8 Brahms, Violin Sonata, Op. 108, III, mm. 1–13
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Example 8.9 Brahms, Violin Sonata, Op. 108, III, mm. 1–9 and transformations (in durational reduction)



portion of the movement, Brahms presents this stepwise line in augmentation in the transformations at mm. 69, 91, and 99. These augmentations align accents in the melody and accompaniment with notated downbeats, but this transformation only leaves time for the descent from  to 6 rather than the chain of thirds from  to 6 to 4 (Example 8.9 at (c)). Further, the augmentation works against the possibility of maintaining four-measure hypermeter. Since the transformation that begins at m. 69 is tonally closed in A minor (whereas mm. 1–5 moved from tonic to dominant), fitting the extra tonal content into a four-measure frame is somewhat difficult, but without the augmentation a tonally closed but hypermetrically periodic phrase would be possible. Example 8.9 at (d) gives the structural framework for such a phrase. With the augmentation, an eight-measure version is possible (Example 8.9 at (e)), but the two-measure span of A-minor harmony at the end of the phrase does not have the energy created by Brahms’s hasty launch of the next phrase. The coda again returns to the second-beat accents and the idea of thirds but transforms the material more radically (reduction at (f) in Example 8.9). In the coda, the violin retains the rhythm of the opening melody but plays in thirds (or sixths). This alteration coordinates harmonic changes with notated downbeats. In the first phrase of the coda (mm. 155–63), chords change every two measures, resulting in a steady harmonic rhythm in addition to the coordination of harmonic changes with downbeats. The piano subtly recalls the second-beat emphases with its placement of registrally extreme pitches at these locations. In the expanded
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written-out repeat of this phrase (mm. 163–75), the eighth notes in the piano occur not only on second beats but on downbeats as well, thereby removing this last trace of second-beat emphasis. In the final measures of the movement, Brahms slips in one final reminiscence of the descending thirds motive. In mm. 177–9, the notes on the beats in the piano part trace a stepwise descent (assuming octave equivalence) from F through D to B. For the first time, each of the three structural pitches falls on consecutive downbeats. Thus, the motive achieves its maximally stable metric placement just as the movement draws to a close. Tracing the development of this one rhythmic-metric aspect reveals a thematic process that underlies the entire movement. One can, of course, relate this chain of thirds to other elements, especially the numerous 5–6 exchanges (where the root motion is by falling third) as well as the middleground major-third cycle in the tonal structure. Thus, although this movement does not have the form of a scherzo, its use of a rhythmic-metric anomaly in the opening as the basis for a subtle musical narrative recalls the procedures of many of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. Clarinet Quintet in B Minor, Op. 115 Of the three movements considered in this chapter, the one from the Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, has the least connection to the minuet/scherzo tradition. It is a ternary form, but only barely: part of the first section returns seamlessly at the end of the middle section. The outer sections are a leisurely common-time Andantino, and the middle section is a full—albeit brief—sonata form. The Andantino and the sonata-form Presto non assai, ma con sentimento share the same thematic material. Due to the presence of varied repetition within the Andantino and the direct thematic connection with the Presto, the movement has the quality of a variation structure, although the disproportionate lengths of the putative variations makes the connection more muted than in the third movement of the Second Symphony. Notably, however, the tempo relationship between the Andantino and the Presto is exactly the same as between the A and B sections of the Second Symphony. In both movements, the opening section is dominated by quarter notes and eighth notes, and the faster section takes the former quarter-note pulse and places a continuous stream of quadruple subdivisions within it. (In the symphonic movement, as noted above, Brahms has a metric modulation so that these faster subdivisions can be represented by eighth notes; in the quintet, the faster subdivisions are simply represented by sixteenth notes.) Although Brahms does not notate a tempo proportion in the quintet, it is obviously implied by the seamless integration of material from the Andantino towards the end of the Presto. Brahms’s unusual formal design enables the quintet’s primary tonal element— perhaps its foremost element of any sort—to permeate this movement. As Tovey and others have explained, the quintet opens with D and F, pitches found within
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the tonic harmonies of D major and B minor.19 When the clarinet enters in the quintet’s fifth measure, it arpeggiates a D-major triad, but ultimately the music tragically settles into B minor. Even near the end of the first movement, D-major harmony receives a prominent role (mm. 210–11), and it is only when this material returns at the end of the finale that the root-position D-major harmony is avoided (m. 217).20 The quintet’s third movement takes up the interplay between D major and B minor in multiple ways. At the largest level, D major is the key of the Andantino and B minor that of the Presto. Within the Andantino, the first phrase closes in B minor (m. 7), as does its texturally enriched repetition (m. 15). In the Presto, the development section is dominated by D. The development starts directly in the key of D major (m. 76), and the development’s last twenty measures hold D as a common tone as an ostinato D–D–C–D is passed among the strings (mm. 102–21). The development winds down until only the first violin is playing D, C, and B, isolating this core tonal material. The thematic interrelationships between the Andantino and Presto have been widely noted, and this reuse of common melodic materials solidifies the quintet’s stance on B minor and D major as competing, but complementary, tonal spheres. Not only does the opening melody reappear at the start of the Presto but so too does a secondary idea introduced in mm. 19–20 (Example 8.10). The connection is heightened by the similar design of these initiatory phrases; the Presto begins with an eight-measure sentence and the Andantino starts that way, although the second half of the phrase is only three measures, rather than four measures, long. (The texturally enriched repetition, however, is expanded by a measure at m. 13 and does therefore consist of eight measures.) An important detail that is easily overlooked is the presence of A at the start of the secondary idea. In the Andantino, it is presented as a dissonance within dominant harmony (mm. 19, 21), and it is prominent since it launches the figure and is preceded by a rest in the instrument that is playing it. In the Presto, of course, A finds a natural home as the leading tone of B minor, although initially it resolves deceptively to B within a G-major harmony. The pitch A assumes a role beyond that of initiating the secondary idea of the Andantino. Since A is the pitch that most immediately distinguishes B minor from D major, this is particularly noteworthy. When a fragment of the opening phrase returns to close the Andantino, the clarinet sounds A as an augmented fifth within tonic harmony (Example 8.11). Since this chord moves onto a G-major sonority (as one would expect in a D-major context), there is a direct association with the deceptive harmonic progression two measures later when the Presto begins. Since the last five measures of the Andantino return as the movement’s closing (notated   Tovey, “Brahms’s Chamber Music,” pp. 266–7; see also Colin Lawson, Brahms: Clarinet Quintet (Cambridge, 1998), pp. 49–51. 20   For a full discussion of the large-scale thematic relationship between the quintet’s outer movements, see my “Brahms and the Principle of Destabilised Beginnings,” pp. 30–36. 19
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Example 8.10 Brahms, Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, III, thematic relationships



Example 8.11 Brahms, Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, III, mm. 29–33
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in 2/4 rather than common time, but otherwise unchanged), A is again heard within D major seconds before the movement ends and is its last chromatic pitch. Although the “A phrase” is a secondary idea in the Andantino and a countermelody at the outset of the Presto, it performs a critical role in the seamless reemergence of the Andantino before the Presto has a chance to conclude. After its very literal recapitulation is complete, the Presto begins its coda as a transposition of the development down a fifth (from D major to G major). Since the second theme was in the dominant (F minor) in the exposition, this procedure makes the move from recapitulation to coda exactly analogous to the one between exposition and development. At the start of the development, Brahms presents only the leading melody, holding the countermelody in reserve for four measures (Example 8.12a). When the countermelody enters it does so at its original pitch level, drawing the music back into the Presto’s home key of B minor, a curious move so early in a development section, but one entirely in keeping with the quintet’s tonal agenda. In the fifth measure of the coda, the countermelody enters again at its original pitch level, but with its original function within the dominant of D major (Example 8.12b). The countermelody is not played with the principal melody of the Presto; instead it steps into the world of the Andantino, launching a restatement of mm. 21–33 (= mm. 166–92). This is how Brahms achieves a seamless escape from the Presto back into the radiant D-major Andantino. The restatement of the last part of the Andantino becomes increasingly literal, leading to the exact restatement of mm. 29–33 (as mm. 184–92). The initial part of the restatement is expanded, and two aspects of the expansion are especially significant. First, the expansion incorporates some material directly drawn from the middle of the Presto’s development: mm. 172–3 are a transposition of mm. 96–7 up a fifth. Of course, these measures are based on the “A theme” (and even at that pitch level), but the fact that their most immediate derivation is from the Presto’s development aids in the smoothness of the move back into Andantino materials. Second, the climactic moment in the expansion is a glorious circle-of-fifths sequence with suspensions—a structure frequently encountered in Brahms’s late sequential culminations—and melodically this sequence in mm. 174–7 expands the A theme (Example 8.13). At m. 178, the music resumes the restatement of Andantino material (from mm. 26ff.), but again the boundary is imperceptible as the sequence has not reached its implicit melodic goal. In mm. 172–4, the melody heads down to D; in the sequential expansion the melody gets as far as F when the music returns to the E–D oscillations from the Andantino. Only when the literal restatement of the final measures of the Andantino begins (m. 184) does the melodic arrival on D truly occur. In providing a wonderful expressive climax for the movement, this phrase expansion also builds on earlier events. The corresponding phrase in the initial Andantino was the longest in the movement thus far. In addition, the “A theme” that guides these phrases has a rhythmic profile that encourages continuation. This melody always begins immediately after a strong beat, and thus its low-level grouping is out-of-phase with the meter. Since its first on-beat attack (the pitch B) is typically
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Example 8.12 Brahms, Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, III, beginnings of development and coda



harmonized as a dissonance within dominant harmony, the initial three pitches (A–B–G) lead urgently to the fourth note, F, which is consonantly supported by tonic harmony. This rhythmic profile contrasts sharply with that of the Andantino’s opening melody. It begins directly on a strong beat and has a repetitive rhythm that consistently places longer notes on stronger beats. The contrasting rhythmic profile of the “A theme” evolves from the variations applied to the original melody during its recurrences (Example 8.14a). On its first repetition (m. 8), the violin enters a quarter note early and suppresses the melody’s first downbeat
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(Example 8.14b). The same anticipation occurs on the second repetition (m. 16), but this time the continuous eighth notes and Brahms’s articulation move considerably in the direction of the rhythmic profile of the secondary material (Example 8.14c). This repetition of the initial phrase breaks down and leads to the emergence of the “A theme” by the end of m. 19 (Example 8.14d). Since the principal theme of the Presto has the in-phase grouping and placement of longer notes on stronger beats found at the outset of the Andantino, it is only when the Example 8.13 Brahms, Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, III, expansion in coda (mm. 172–85)



Example 8.14 Brahms, Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115, III, variation as thematic generation
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principal theme of the Presto drops out in the fifth measure of the coda (m. 166) that the out-of-phase A theme drives the musical unfolding and is free to spawn the culminating expressive climax. Like the corresponding movement from the Second Symphony, the end of the movement returns to the opening materials in their original form. Yet the outcome is very unexpected because of the ingenious formal sleight-of-hand in the quintet’s coda. The closing thus has quite a different effect than it did at the conclusion of the Andantino’s initial hearing. The move back to the Andantino’s slower rhythms and major mode is satisfying—even magical—but has a sense of fragility, a reverie soon shattered by the finale’s forte espressivo plunge into its tragic B-minor theme and variations. The three movements gathered together in this chapter highlight an extreme degree of formal inventiveness, though a large number of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements engage in some type of formal play. In the works of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, minuet/scherzo movements are hardly ever sites of significant formal experimentation. The same is not true of Brahms’s movements, as he was willing—eager it seems—to include features that rub against formal expectations. Brahms’s outer movements are, of course, imposing and very significant, but his inner movements are meticulously tailored to individual works and are essential to their overall effect. The topic of inter-movement relationships is one that will emerge towards the end of the next chapter, after a discussion of the raucous scherzo from Brahms’s Fourth Symphony.



Chapter 9



The Case of the Fourth Symphony and Some Concluding Thoughts At the outset of this book, I referred to the paradox of the scherzo from Brahms’s Fourth Symphony: it is the only of his symphonic third movements truly in a scherzo character, but it entirely disavows the conventional ternary form in favor of a sonata design. It is thus somewhat similar in conception to the scherzo from the Second Piano Concerto, except that it has a standard development section rather than one that includes a full-fledged trio. Like the three pieces pursued in Chapter 8, then, the brilliant C-major scherzo from the Fourth Symphony is also an imposter of sorts, although one that capriciously revels in its distance from formal norms. The type of sonata form deployed in this scherzo exhibits one of Brahms’s typical moves: the development (m. 89) begins like a repeat of the exposition. As in the finales of the First and Third Symphonies, the recapitulation omits the material heard at the beginning of the development. In the symphonic finales this abridgement does not have notable tonal consequences, since the principal harmony of the start of the exposition is the same as the one where the recapitulation picks up (tonic harmony in Op. 68; dominant harmony in the more tonally adventurous finale of Op. 90). In the present scherzo, the recapitulation (m. 199) begins precisely with the diversion to the key of E major that occurs in the tenth measure of the first theme. Since the development ends with the expected dominant seventh of the home key (più p, dim.), this forte outburst in a remote key is one of the movement’s great shocks—and delights. Abrupt juxtapositions like this one occur throughout the movement. As many writers have observed, the first theme itself consists of three strongly differentiated ideas. In addition to the bright orchestration—including piccolo, clarinets in C, and triangle—these thematic contrasts convey a high degree of exuberance. Yet the energy comes not only from the relative shortness of thematic units and their continual alternations of loud and soft, high and low. Rhythmic-metric factors play an important role, especially manipulations of hypermeter and tendencies towards metric displacement.   Brown, Second Golden Age, p. 108; Frisch, The Four Symphonies, pp. 128–9; Tovey, Essays in Musical Analysis, vol. 1, p. 120. Kofi Agawu has taken this observation further, suggesting that the movement foreshadows elements of Mahler, Stravinsky, and Bartók; see his “Formal Perspectives on the Symphonies,” in Michael Musgrave (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Brahms (Cambridge, 1999), pp. 150–55. 
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One of the scherzo’s most important rhythmic events is the long subdominant chord first encountered in its fifth and sixth measures (Example 9.1). The harmony’s length and lack of rhythmic subdivision can generate divergent hearings of the ensuing measures. At the beat level, one might take the following sixteenth-note figures as beginning on a downbeat rather than a second beat; in other words, the sustained chord is heard as occupying a single measure (with a written-out fermata). The changes in harmony in mm. 6–9 strongly argue against this hearing, which would place the passing viiφ on downbeats and carry the arpeggiation between inversions of tonic harmony across barlines. The possibility for displacement increases significantly with the excursion to E major, but even in these measures the root-position local tonic harmonies fall on notated downbeats. More complex is the hypermetric design of these measures. Example 9.1 gives three possible hypermetric interpretations of the long subdominant chord and the succeeding music. Reading A takes the subdominant chord as ending a six-measure hypermeasure, an unlikely hearing given its stark contrast against the two-measure repetitions in mm. 1–4. This reading, however, does place the two-measure repetitions after the subdominant chord as maximally in-phase as is possible with a four-measure hypermeasure. Readings B and C interpret the subdominant harmony as initiating a hypermeasure. In reading B, the repetition after the subdominant chord is an echo-expansion (with slightly altered harmonization), but after this point reading B merges with reading A. A third possibility, shown as reading C, also considers the subdominant chord as a hyperdownbeat but one that is held like a composed-out fermata. Although the common outer-voice pitches after the subdominant chord lend some support to considering mm. 5–6 as a single measure, it is generally difficult to hear a composed-out fermata (or even a composed-out deceleration) at the start of a hypermeasure. Further, reading C makes the subsequent melodic material maximally out-of-phase from the hypermeter; particularly jarring is hearing the dominant arrival as hypermetrically strong rather than as the last hyperbeat in the scherzo’s second hypermeasure. The thematic, textural, and rhythmic discontinuities around the subdominant chord make the hypermetric situation less than obvious (though I would incline towards reading B). This is a situation that Brahms revisits frequently: there are returns involving the entire thematic complex (mm. 39, 93, 232, 317), as well as ones that only involve the material that follows the long subdominant chord. Both types of returns draw out various aspects of the three readings of the opening theme. The latter type of return occurs towards the end of the first theme (refer again to Example 9.1). At the end of m. 19, a lyrical transformation of the sixteenth-note figures occurs and is repeated with embellishment. In order for its first downbeat (G) to be a hyperdownbeat, one must infer an expansion within the preceding dominant harmony (a one-measure expansion in readings A/B and a two-measure    For a stimulating view of performance practice and metric displacement in this scherzo, see Schuller, The Compleat Conductor, pp. 404–6.
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Example 9.1 Brahms, Symphony No. 4, Op. 98, III, hypermeter in mm. 1–26



expansion in reading C). While an expansion is possible, the case is by no means clear as Brahms specifically notates the bass pizzicato as forte on the last measure of the dominant prolongation (m. 19). If one does sense an expansion and defer the hyperdownbeat until m. 20, it is necessary to understand a hypermetric reinterpretation in the phrase’s fourth measure (m. 23), as this measure is the first in a repeated two-measure module and also begins the dominant prolongation that persists until the triumphant return of the opening measures that launches the transition (m. 35). The restatement of the entire complex of events at the start of the transition is very similar to the start of the movement, and the three readings suggested above are in play to the same extent. At the outset of the development, the sustained-
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chord element is considerably elaborated (Example 9.2). Since the subdominant chord now directs the thematic landscape for several measures, it is even more difficult to view it as ending a hypermeasure, as in the earlier reading A. Two hypermetric readings are available, but they correspond only in part to the earlier readings B and C (and thus are labeled B′ and C′ on the example). Whereas the original subdominant chord spanned three beats, the last unit in this lengthened module spans five beats (mm. 105–7). Like reading B, reading B′ takes the notated length of the last sustained chord as indicative of two hyperbeats, but this shifts the remainder of the phrase by one hyperbeat, placing the dominant arrival (m. 109) on a hyperdownbeat. As in reading C, reading C′ considers the final sustained chord as signifying a single hyperbeat, which gives the remainder of the phrase the hypermetric placement it had in the original reading B. It is not possible to understand the hypermeter of this passage in a way that is exactly analogous to the beginning of the movement. From m. 113 until the Poco meno presto interlude at the end of the development (mm. 181–98), the music settles into almost unbroken four-measure hypermeter that is clearly projected through phrase structure, harmonic arrivals, and dialogue Example 9.2 Brahms, Symphony No. 4, Op. 98, III, hypermeter in mm. 89–121
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between strings and winds. There is a complication, however, at m. 117 when the lyrical transformation from m. 19 reappears. Since mm. 113–16 restate mm. 1–4 in A minor and since mm. 121–4 shift to the dominant of A minor, mm. 117–20 seemingly constitute a hypermeasure. This requires that the lyrical transformation is heard maximally out-of-phase from the hypermeter, beginning right after a hyperdownbeat. As noted above, this was a possible hearing of m. 19, but not the only one due to the several measures of dominant harmony preceding the thematic statement. Another possibility for the A-minor passage is competing hypermeters between accompaniment and melody with the shadow hypermeter of the melody one measure after the accompaniment’s primary hypermeter. In that case, the shadow hypermeter would resolve into the primary one at m. 129, when the melodic line shifts into the bass. Other than beginning with the music from m. 10, the recapitulation displays a literal handling of the exposition’s first theme. The start of the transition (m. 224) is expanded, but by exactly four measures, meaning that the sustained chord arrives in its ninth—rather than fifth—measure. As in the exposition (m. 39), the sustained chord at m. 232 is still A minor in first inversion; it resolves differently but manages to attain the next hyperdownbeat (m. 237) in the same number of measures as in the exposition. Further development of this thematic complex occurs in the coda (m. 282). The coda’s recomposition differs from those encountered earlier, but it does not simply reshape the thematic material into a hypermetrically periodic form. Instead of treating the hypermetric complexity as a dissonance needing immediate resolution, the coda celebrates this essential component and only in the closing measures of the movement provides a fuller sense of resolution. As in the transition of the recapitulation, the first module is expanded, but only by two measures (mm. 315–16); the ascending step of the fourth measure is treated to melodic sequence (Example 9.3). The sequential basis of the expansion admits an underlying four-measure hypermeter, but the expansion provides a new energetic flow, one that leads to the final subdominant outburst. The sustained chords are like a condensed version of those at the outset of the development: the chords employ the four-beat lengths, but instead of rearticulating the F-major chord they immediately begin to trace a melodic line (one that famously foreshadows the finale’s chaconne theme). Entirely altered is the continuation after the sustained chords. The final sustained chord has the same sound as the one at the end of the parallel passage in the development, but it plays different tonal and hypermetric roles. In the development, the chord functions as an augmented sixth in A minor; even though it slips back to C major on its first attempt at resolution (m. 108), the resolution of the augmented sixth interval to an octave is present—the octave simply is filled with a  sonority rather than the usual  or . In the coda, the augmented sixth (m. 325) does not resolve immediately, and when the passage ultimately does turn to A major the augmented sixth interval does not proceed to an octave. Instead, the sonority resolves enharmonically as a dominant seventh of the Neapolitan, and after a series of half-step descents in various parts the
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Example 9.3 Brahms, Symphony No. 4, Op. 98, III, hypermeter in mm. 311–57



harmony arrives on the dominant seventh of A (m. 332). Allied with this change in tonal meaning is a new hypermetric situation. Since the climactic arrival on D/E (m. 325) is hypermetrically strong, there is a keen desire to ascribe similar hypermetric quality to its return three measures later, especially since the melody
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moves only by step in these measures (and keeps this D/E as a local pitch apex). Maintaining the hypermetric priority of D/E requires taking the final sustained chord as a single hyperbeat (in the manner of the C and C′ readings of earlier passages). If one does understand this event as a single hyperbeat, its prolongation is coextensive with an underlying four-measure hypermeasure (mm. 325–9). After this exciting delay on this multivalent chord, the scherzo finds its way towards closure. The material used to approach the dominant of A (i.e., mm. 329–32) does not correspond to anything encountered previously, but its rhythmic structure is similar to the brass fanfare from m. 10. This brass fanfare, which would be the next music the coda “should” present if it is proceeding through all of the first theme complex, introduced strong displacement dissonance, and the essential pitch motion of the present passage does as well (see pitch annotations on Example 9.3 in mm. 329–32). Having reached the dominant of A, the sixteenth-note figures that “should” have followed the enharmonically reinterpreted augmented sixth occur, leading to a triumphant return of the brass fanfare from m. 10 finally in the home key. The coda’s earlier move to A major, in fact, facilitates this return, as the motion from A major to C major exactly transposes that between C major and E major at the scherzo’s outset. Since the brass fanfare now sounds in C major and needs to remain there, it is modified (mm. 341–6). The modification is unremarkable tonally, but there is an important rhythmic alteration. The dominant harmony gloriously arrives at the notated downbeat of m. 345, a moment celebrated by the cascading triplets in the violins. In mm. 10–19, the dominant was also the goal of the phrase, but it entered in the middle of the phrase—while there was still strong rhythmic displacement. The violins concluded the earlier phrase with a flourish of triplets, but beginning on the second beat of a notated measure (m. 17). As discussed earlier, the rhythmic and hypermetric situation is complex preceding the lyrical theme at m. 19; in the coda, the clearly demarcated dominant arrival at m. 345 provides considerable clarity. If one has been lulled into a true metric displacement in the C-major fanfare, the notated downbeats come sharply into focus at m. 345; if one has only experienced strong displacement dissonance (as I do), then there is a moment where this dissonance resolves. The coda’s final measures return to a thematic form reminiscent of the coda’s first six measures, except repetition rather than sequence generates the energizing two-measure expansion. The foregoing analysis has focused almost exclusively on hypermeter and rhythmic displacement in the first theme material, neglecting many other aspects of this spectacular movement. (One particularly fascinating passage is the mysterious    One other small change in the C-major fanfare in mm. 337–46 is worth noting: the durations are shortened at the ends of subphrases (staccato eighth notes, rather than staccato quarter notes). If this distinction is realized in performance, the sense of displacement is increased in the C-major passage compared to the initial E-major one. While increasing the displacement in the coda might seem an odd choice, recall that a decisive moment of resolution occurs towards the end of the phrase (mm. 345–6), unlike earlier (mm. 18–19).
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start of the coda, with its motivic fragmentation.) In closing, I contribute one observation on the second theme (m. 52). Although strongly contrasting in character to the first theme, there is a hidden connection to the sixteenth-note figures from mm. 6–9 (which come back in lyrical transformation at m. 19). As shown in Example 9.4b, the second theme prominently embeds the 6–5–– cell that is so important for the first theme. The harmonies are the same as in mm. 6–9 (IV–I6–I–V) if one considers the earlier viiφ as subsidiary to IV, and the rhythm of the accompanying voices highlights the melody’s 6–5––. Of course, when this theme returns in the recapitulation (m. 247), this is a pitch relationship (A–G–E–D), and as if to reinforce this connection the second theme in the recapitulation is repeated in heroic transformation (m. 258). Modifications other than transposition in the second themes of Brahms’s sonata forms are exceedingly rare. Example 9.4 Brahms, Symphony No. 4, Op. 98, III, thematic relationships



In its second-theme form, the relative metric strengths of the pitches are clear: 6 and  are both shorter and metrically weaker than 5 and . There is a payoff, then, to sensing little—or no—displacement in mm. 6–9. The notated downbeats in this earlier phrase correspond to those at the start of the second theme. The second theme has a secure hypermetric profile, one that makes its 6–5–– motive endaccented. How this relates to hypermeter elsewhere is less clear than in the case of metric displacement. Perhaps this could be an analytic payoff to the initially unlikely reading C, or a way of mediating the one-measure hypermetric shift between reading B and reading B′ (in the development). Either way, even purely as a pitch motive, I find this connection significant and rewarding.
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Some Concluding Thoughts Other than the foreshadowing of the finale’s chaconne theme during the scherzo’s last outburst of sustained subdominant chords, the preceding analysis did not mention inter-movement connections in the Fourth Symphony. This was not due to their absence, but rather to keep the discussion within a reasonable length and relatively focused on the issue of rhythmic-metric development. As has been widely noted, the scherzo’s key of C major relates obviously to the preceding movements. The first movement makes much of the neighbor-note motion B–C–B, and the C is sometimes supported by a C-major harmony (as in its augmentation at the disguised start of the recapitulation). The slow movement begins in E Phyrgian with melodic emphasis on the third between E and C. Even the finale seems to highlight C in its numerous harmonies with that bass note (IV6, VI, and sometimes a German augmented sixth within the omnipresent E minor). Although the focus of this book has been on musical narratives within individual movements, I have endeavored to mention inter-movement connections when they rise to a similar level of salience as those in the Fourth Symphony. Nonetheless, below I will briefly summarize some of these observations to demonstrate the multiple forms these connections take. Key choice is one of the ways that Brahms’s scherzo-type movements connect with their larger works. Besides the Fourth Symphony, other instances where key selection forges a strong associative connection to other movements include the secondary emphasis on D major in the Piano Sonata, Op. 5, and the duality between B minor and D major in the Clarinet Quintet, Op. 115. Sometimes key choice promotes not an associative relationship but a direct continuity from the end of the preceding slow movement, as in the continuation of C as tonal center in the Third Symphony. Scherzos that begin with a non-tonic sonority can produce a similar continuity even when the tonal center changes, as in the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, where the first-inversion A-major opening of the C-minor scherzo follows a slow movement in A major. In certain works, maintaining the same tonal center facilitates the recurrence of a motivic sonority. An especially clear example is the initial common-tone diminished sevenths above C found in the scherzo and finale of the Piano Trio, Op. 87. A more abstract, but still highly significant, connection can arise from emphasis on the same type of sonority transposed to another pitch level. The intermezzo from the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, begins with a first-inversion major chord above its tonic (F), and this sonority type is featured especially in the outer C-minor movements. Frequently melodic motives are shared among movements, and this type of connection has been much discussed in relation to Brahms’s music. The    Some of these connections have been observed in the analytic literature, but since I have cited these discussions in the individual analyses in previous chapters I refrain from doing so again here.
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relationship can involve only contour (as in the neighbor-note openings of the first and third movements of the Second Symphony), scale-degree identity (as in the 6–5 motive in the Cello Sonata, Op. 38), or a combination of pitch and scaledegree identity (as in the C–D–E–C head motive in the Piano Trio, Op. 101). Only in Brahms’s earliest scherzos does shared pitch material rise to the level of thematic quotation; in both Opp. 1 and 2 the scherzos derive directly from the preceding slow movements. Perhaps the closest Brahms comes to this in a mature work is the cello’s drone fifth in the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 2, a continuity not unrelated to the common tonal center of A shared by these movements (and the outer movements as well). The literal quotation of the slow movement in the intermezzo of the String Quartet, Op. 51, No. 1, is of an entirely different kind, as it is tucked in the middle of the second reprise and emerges from a modulatory reverie that conveys a distinctly parenthetical quality. Other types of inter-movement connections arise, though they are generally less salient. Metric dissonance of similar types may come into play in multiple movements, as in the mid-measure displacements of the second and fourth movements of the Piano Trio, Op. 101. And there are, of course, numerous pieces where contrast rather than connection seems prioritized. A few examples are the String Sextet, Op. 36, the String Quartet, Op. 67, and the Piano Concerto, Op. 83. The principal focus of this book has been on the musical narratives within the scherzo-type movements themselves. After considering all thirty-five movements in detail, what can be said about their musical narratives? It is difficult to make generalizations, as the movements are so wonderfully diverse, and reducing their narratives to a few sentences does a disservice to the richness I sought to reveal in my analyses. Yet I will offer a few observations. Common analytic sense tells us that study of all musical parameters and their interactions is necessary to approach the level of understanding these movements deserve. As any analytic endeavor is necessarily selective, I have obviously failed to attain this lofty goal, but I do hope to have demonstrated how central rhythmic-metric design is in these movements and to have offered a perspective that places it in some type of appropriate balance with tonal and other considerations. One of the most important outcomes of thorough treatment of rhythmic-metric design is the realization that tonal closure can be accompanied by various degrees of rhythmic-metric resolution. As I have pointed out on several occasions, none of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements begin and end with different pitch centers or conclude with a non-tonic harmony, but a few movements end either in a different meter or with incomplete resolution of metric dissonance. Finding ways to reduce finality without denying tonal closure became important to Brahms’s forging of multi-movement works, especially in the second half of his output when individual movements tend to decrease slightly in length. One should not lose sight of the stylistic distance traversed from Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven to Brahms: ending a scherzo-type movement in a different meter than its initial one is a major development—it is definitely more common than directional tonality but not inherently less remarkable.
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Surveying the organization of the scherzo-type movements’ individual musical narratives brings the aforementioned problem of over-simplification. Well aware of their crudeness, I offer the following overly broad generalizations (which are more strictly chronological than the book’s chapter organization). Brahms’s earliest scherzo-type movements are not particularly concerned with large-scale thematic development (i.e., Opp. 1, 2, 5, 8). In the orchestral serenades (Opp. 11 and 16), Brahms explored structural parallels between trios and their surrounding sections and often imbued them with shared motivic and tonal elements. During the early 1860s—the time of Brahms’s “first maturity” that Tovey, Frisch, and others have cited as especially significant—large-scale thematic narratives come into focus (e.g., Opp. 34, 36, 38). During this period Brahms seems at his most provocatively experimental with his deployment of sharp metric contrasts (e.g., Opp. 34 and 36) and extreme tonal and rhythmic-metric destabilization of beginnings (e.g., Op. 34). In the works from Brahms’s last three decades, more and more of the scherzotype movements operate within a slightly smaller range of tonal, and especially rhythmic-metric, dissonance (both lesser initial instability and lesser final stability). Largely new to the later works is the frequent engagement with formal innovation in the global design (e.g., Opp. 51, No. 2, 73, 83, 98, 108, 114, 115). In highlighting large-scale thematic development, I have pointed to another stylistic change in Brahms’s scherzo-type movements: the importance of codas (or at least the recomposition of the codetta in a written-out repeat of the A section). Less than one-third of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements conclude without a coda (or codetta recomposition). This demonstrates a developmental conception of these movements that transcends the da capo form inherited from the earlier Viennese classicists. Compared to sonata form, one of the challenges of scherzo-type movements is the usual lack of thematic contrast in the outer sections. Only in rare cases does Brahms handle rounded binary form almost like a compressed sonata form (Opp. 26 and 40) or move to a true sonata form (Opp. 83 and 98). Brahms nearly always chooses to spin the outer sections almost entirely from their initial material. This thematic economy promotes large-scale thematic development, including references to variation technique (such as progressive diminution of rhythmic values in thematic restatements in several works). The rhetoric of scherzo-type movements differs from first-movement rhetoric not only because of their different function and scale in the multi-movement cycle but also from their placement of thematic contrast between—rather than within—the major formal sections. My primary goal has been to probe Brahms’s scherzo-type movements rather than create new theoretical constructs or analytic methodologies, but in closing I will reflect briefly on how this book relates to broader issues in music theory and analysis. Closely related to my emphasis on multi-parametric analysis is a claim that conventional modes of analysis can provide insight into musical expression    Many of these issues were introduced in Chapter 1 with reference to the scholarly literature; see pp. 5–10.
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and meaning. No inquiry—of any sort—can decode all of the levels of meaning in a rich musical work, but this is just as true for a study grounded in cultural studies, literary theory, or musical semiotics as it is for one based on conventional musical analysis. As Peter Smith argues repeatedly in his recent Expressive Forms in Brahms’s Instrumental Music, music analysts need not and should not hesitate to speculate on expressive meanings. And, ten years into the twenty-first century, it is not as difficult as it would have been two or three decades ago to think of leading analysts who are consistently doing so. Smith’s expressive reading of Brahms’s Piano Quartet, Op. 60, is built around Brahms’s own references to Goethe’s Die Leiden des jungen Werther in relation to this composition, and thus admits relatively specific linking of psychological states with various musical elements. But due to the thoroughness of Smith’s musical readings and his positioning of them with respect to the instrumental music of Brahms’s predecessors, it seems clear that his expressive narrative would have been fundamentally similar—only less specific—had no suggestive comments by Brahms been extant. It is at this more general level of musical meaning that I have had to operate in this book, a level that is the norm when dealing with instrumental music. In relating structural events to expressive meaning, I have principally taken a comparative, rather than absolute, approach. Most often this has meant reading progressions between various degrees of stability in one or more musical parameters, such as tonal structure or rhythmic-metric design. In doing so, I have relied on an intuitive understanding of what constitutes stability in music, highlighting contrasts like those between tonic and non-tonic harmonies, consonant and dissonant vertical sonorities, diatonic and chromatic pitches, strongly and weakly defined keys, and clearly and less clearly projected meter and hypermeter. While such contrasts are most evident between transformations of the same thematic material, I have asserted that these changes have similar expressive consequences when they are accompanied by different thematic material. Since most of these factors involve our learned knowledge of musical style in addition to our innate responses to the physical sounds, I have assumed throughout the position of someone acculturated to Brahms’s style and those of his predecessors. This is the typical stance of music analysts, but one worth explicitly acknowledging. Perhaps more than most analyses, those in this book often mention competing structural interpretations, especially in regards to rhythmic-metric design. In part, this is because the book is about Brahms’s music, where structural ambiguities are more frequent than in the works of many other composers. It is, however, also due to the considerable emphasis on rhythmic-metric elements, which differ from pitch elements in several important ways. First, unlike the orientating effects that key context and vertical consonance have on our understanding of harmony, the factors that establish phenomena like hypermeter and metric displacement are more numerous and less absolute. Second, nuances in a performance—real or imagined— can alter (and are altered by) rhythmic-metric understanding to a greater degree than is the case with tonal structure. Third, with tonal elements, there are usually only two competing interpretations; with something like hypermeter, there are very frequently



The Case of the Fourth Symphony and Some Concluding Thoughts



299



three or four reasonably viable interpretive possibilities. Fourth, while tonal understanding evolves as a musical phrase unfolds, adjustment and reinterpretation are even more intrinsic to an engaged response to rhythmic-metric design. The fact that analytic knowledge changes as a musical passage unfolds means that practicality—if nothing else—precludes offering a complete picture of our complex engagement with music. Ultimately the analyst must make a subjective decision about when an ambiguity is sufficiently salient, connected to other events, or extended to merit reporting, or when a retrospective re-evaluation is sufficiently delayed or significant to deserve attention. Most often, given a broad enough context and the luxury of repeated hearing or score study, ambiguities resolve, but in a good number of situations—again especially involving a factor like hypermeter—there are simply multiple possible interpretations. When I present, for example, three hypermetric interpretations, I generally reveal and defend a preference, but I contend that a musical passage with more than a single available reading has a different effect from one that does not. Although multiple interpretations cannot be perceived or imagined simultaneously, their very presence, I believe, affects the musical experience (and often enhances the potential for a subsequent recomposition). They do not generate instability per se, but perhaps tension or something akin to potential energy that can be discharged later in a more straightforward musical passage. While I have addressed the relationship of Brahms’s scherzo-type movements to those of his predecessors (especially Beethoven), one area that I have had to leave entirely unexplored is their relationship to similar movements by his contemporaries. Even among earlier repertory, works by Schumann were scarcely mentioned, and some may consider this puzzling, given Schumann’s occasional dabbling with intermezzo-like scherzos (as in the “Rhenish” Symphony), his fascination with metric dissonance (as in the dizzying scherzo from the String Quartet, Op. 41, No. 2), and his personal relationship with Brahms. In Brahms’s compositional language, I sense the impact of Beethoven—and Schubert as well—much more than Schumann. The flexibility of Brahms’s handling of phrase rhythm, the continual fluctuations within his metric dissonances, and his fascination with formal boundaries and transitions are more in the spirit of Beethoven. As noted in Chapter 1, even Brahms’s preference for three-part rather than five-part scherzos distances him from Schumann. Were Schumann’s music to have been included more substantively in this book, it would have served to demonstrate an alternate response to the earlier Viennese classicists rather than to assert a role as a major influence on Brahms’s scherzo-type movements. Thus, Schumann would effectively become another of Brahms’s contemporaries, a study of whose scherzos would provide further context for those of Brahms but would have carried the present study to an unmanageable length. Certainly Brahms’s contemporaries created interesting scherzo-type movements, but none of them exceeded Brahms’s proclivity to experiment in this area. Irrespective of the limitations and oversights in my purview and analytic approach, I hope to have contributed a meaningful perspective on Brahms’s captivating scherzo-type movements.
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Appendix: Piano Trio in A Major Among Brahms scholars and aficionados, debate continues about the authenticity of a piano trio in A major that was unearthed in 1924 and ascribed to Brahms by its discoverer, musicologist Ernst Bücken (1884–1949). Bücken found the work in a collection of manuscripts he inherited from the estate of Erich Prieger (1840–1913), a music collector in Bonn. Breitkopf & Härtel published the trio in 1938 in an edition prepared by Bücken and composer and musicologist Karl Hasse (1883–1960). The score’s front matter clarifies that the attribution rested entirely on “internal stylistic evidence” as the manuscript yielded no clues: it was in an unknown hand (presumably a copyist’s), the title-page was missing, and paper studies gave no indication of the copyist’s identity. The physical description is unfortunately brief, especially since the manuscript vanished soon after the edition appeared and has not been rediscovered. Several authors have taken a position on whether this trio was composed by Brahms and when he might have done so. Writing a year after the trio’s publication, Friedrich Brand concurs entirely with Bücken and Hasse. Richard Fellinger, whose parents were friends of Brahms, accepts Brahms’s authorship but raises the possibility that the trio might originate even earlier than 1853. Fellinger views an earlier dating as more consistent with the differences between this trio and the Trio in B Major, Op. 8, of 1854. Fellinger’s mention and rejection of an alternative attribution to Albert Dietrich, a friend of Brahms and associate of the Schumanns, is noteworthy. In contrast to these early reactions, nearly all recent writers dismiss Brahms’s authorship. While others offer no alternative, David Brodbeck proposes Dietrich. The only recent author to endorse the Brahms attribution is Malcolm MacDonald, but he suggests a date of 1856 due to the trio’s “tauter” form and “considerably more assimilated incorporation of Schumannesque touches” compared to Brahms’s B-major trio.   Friedrich Brand, “Das neue Brahms-Trio,” Die Musik, 31/5 (1939): 321–7.   Richard Fellinger, “Ist das Klaviertrio in A-dur ein Jugendwerk von Johannes



 



Brahms?” Die Musik, 34/6 (1942): 197–8.    Brodbeck, “Medium and Meaning,” p. 100.    MacDonald, Brahms, p. 476. In the 2001 revised reprint, MacDonald acknowledges Brodbeck’s suggestion of Dietrich as “attractive and ingenious,” though still sides with the Brahms ascription. I cannot do justice to Dietrich’s style here, but it can be distinguished from Brahms’s. Dietrich’s music consistently possesses periodic and strongly projected hypermeter at the four-measure level (and often at the eight-measure level as well), rarely exhibits metric displacement dissonance, and has clearly demarcated formal sections (with exact repetition of large sections).
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Space does not permit a full stylistic comparison of the A-major trio and Brahms’s early instrumental works. I will only mention a few of the reasons why I find the Brahms attribution compelling, emphasizing how the scherzo suggests Brahms’s hand. The scherzo is a dramatic, minor-mode 6/8 movement, similar in character to Brahms’s early C-minor scherzos. Like the F–A–E scherzo, it opens with 5–6 over an extended dominant pedal, and like the F–A–E scherzo, and especially the one from the Piano Quintet, Op. 34, it makes much of the interplay between lowered and raised forms of 6. In its formal design, the scherzo from the A-major trio is unusual: it is essentially a three-part form, but with a varied return of the scherzo that incorporates a restatement of the trio’s last twenty measures (mm. 195–214). This reminiscence comes at the moment of highest tonal and formal tension—the anticipated background resolution of dominant to tonic harmony. Exactly the same type of insertion delays the resolution of dominant harmony in the varied return of the scherzo in the Piano Sonata, Op. 2, although the reminiscence is shorter (mm. 102–5). Within the scherzo proper, the formal layout is complex as well, since the opening material keeps returning in the original key, but its quasi-rotational form is close to that of the scherzo from Op. 34 (see Table 2.1). While the scherzo offers strong support for a Brahms attribution, the other movements lean in this direction too. In the first movement, the irregular phrase construction of the main theme (and transition) and the coda’s lengthy written-out deceleration are particularly Brahmsian. The slow movement has episodes in style hongrois, and it has a similar formal design to the original version of the slow movement from Brahms’s Op. 8. The most persuasive evidence outside of the scherzo, though, comes from the finale. In the sonata-form finale, the development begins as a transposed restatement of the last ten measures of the exposition. Among Brahms’s three piano sonatas, B-major trio, and two orchestral serenades, there is only one sonata-form finale: it is in the earliest of these works, the Piano Sonata, Op. 2. In that finale, a similar transposed repetition spans the expositiondevelopment boundary. Besides the repetition itself, there is a connection in how the repeated modules join together; in both works, the repeated modules begin and end with rising semitones, and the pitch at the end of the first module (i.e., the last melody note of the exposition) is the same as the one at the start of the second module (i.e., the first melody note of the development). MacDonald argues for 1856 as a date of composition primarily because of the trio’s relative concision, which he views as an advance over the breadth of Op. 8. However, the lack of relationships among themes—especially in the first movement—makes it difficult to view this trio as moving in the direction of either the overtly classicizing serenades or the developing variation of the chamber music with piano of the early 1860s. Moreover, the closest structural   One small, but intriguing, similarity between the scherzos of the A-major trio and the Piano Sonata, Op. 1, concerns their climaxes (mm. 63–8 and 73–80 respectively). In both works, the principal thematic material is subjected to three two-measure canons, the last of which is dueling octaves between the pianist’s hands. 
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parallels in the outer movements are to the earliest sonatas. It seems likely that the more expansive outer movements in Op. 8 reflect not an earlier arch-Romantic approach but rather a deliberately grand response to Schumann’s “Neue Bahnen,” whose publication directly preceded the composition of Op.8—an interpretation of the enormous size of the original version of Op. 8 that Roger Moseley has recently proposed. In addition to stylistic evidence for a pre-1854 dating, Brahms’s letter of 16 November 1853 to Schumann in response to “Neue Bahnen” confesses that Schumann’s praise “induces in me the greatest caution in the choice of which pieces to publish. I am thinking of not publishing any of my trios.” Two things about these “trios” are known: they include a Fantasy-Trio in D minor, and they do not include Op. 8. This letter is suggestive, but any hypothesis on the dating of the A-major trio must rest on stylistic grounds, which I believe place the trio’s composition in 1851–53.



   Roger Moseley, “Reforming Johannes: Brahms, Kreisler Junior and the Piano Trio in B, Op. 8,” Journal of the Royal Musical Association, 132/2 (2007): 255.    See letter 14 in Johannes Brahms: Life and Letters.
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