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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The second piano sonata, in B flat minor opus 35, of Frederic Chopin has long been
the centre of controversy ever since Schumann's negeative comments thereon became
widdy known! This sonata is one of the most interesting, ad perhaps most
discussed, of al Chopin's works, and has often been cited as an example of Chopin's
inability to cope with the large dasscd forms of the German tradition, especidly by
commentators writing around the turn of the twentieth century.

This view, however, dowly began to change. A few music theorists began to question
Schumann’s opinion that, inter alia, Chopin was not comfortable in his use of sonata
form. They objected to the flurry of negative responses to this work; one even clamed
that it was because of only one critic’s proclamation that Chopin was not great enough
to master sonata form, that scores of other critiques followed, repesting that same
opinion ad nauseum. Those brave souls who opposed the norm were, it may be
argued, eventudly proved correct in ther assumptions by vaious andyses that
appeared in the twentieth century.

The purpose of this dissertation is twofold. Firgly, an overview of reception to this
sonata will be conducted, quoting and presenting the opinions of various music critics,
mudcologids, pianids, and the like Beginning with the famous comment by
Schumann in 1841, right up to the present day, the writings of these people will be
examined and criticdly evduaed. This will enadle the identification of a receptive
trend which, in turn, will be used to pinpoint the mgor turning point of change in
reception and understanding of this sonata.

Secondly, this change in reception will need to be substantiated. This will be effected
by sudy of the andyses of twentieth-century musicologists who atempt to disprove

the unsubgtantiated opinions of the ealier writers. These andyses range from the

1 Schumann’s critique of this sonata, dating from 1841, can be found in Appendix A.



early classc writings of Hugo Leichtentritt to the more recent sudies of Jm Samson
and Anaoly Leken. Here again, by examining these andyses in chronologicad order,
it will become evident how each built upon those of the earlier analyses, thereby
contributing to a better understanding of Chopin's compodtional style as it relates to
the large classcal forms.

The difficulty in obtaning newspgper atides and mudcd journds from the lae
ningteenth and early-twentieth centuries necesstated the conaultation of a limited
number of sources, mainly books, that ded in part with reception of Chopin's B Hat
Minor Sonata Opus 35. Articles deding specificdly with this sonata may well appear
in ningteenth-century Polish journals, these, however, have not been indexed, and
would require more time and effort to uncover than has been available, never mind
trandaing them. In addition, Polish writings of the nineteenth century contain only
sporadic criticism of Chopin's works? Smilaly, Englishlanguage journds such as
The Musical Times may contain aticles deding with Chopin's opus 35; investigation
in this aea has likewise demondrated a lack of indexation of source materids.
Searching volumes of these journas for aticles that may or may not exist has proved
impractical given present condraints.

An examindion of the comprehensve Chopin bibliography compiled by Korne
Michaowski (1985) has likewise proved to be of limited vaue. This book provides a
list of source materids dating from 1849 to 1969 that have connections with Chopin
and his works. The vast mgority of articles listed under the subject of Chopin’s sonata
opus 35 are in Polish; some of these have been consulted and trandated. Moreover,
many of the source maerids are difficult to obtain. As far as reception dating from
the period 1890 to 1940 is concerned, a chosen group of books dedling with opus 35
has been consaulted, the sdection of which was partly limited by avalability. Here
agan, trandation of asgnificant work in German was necessary.

This dissertation will begin with a discusson of the compostiond background of
Chopin's second piano sonata, adong with the early criticisms of Schumann and
others. Thereafter, a sample of various writings dating from the 1840's to the 1990's

2 Chechlinska, Zafia. ‘ Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 214.



will be presented, with a view to plotting a receptive trend line, as it were. An attempt
a finding higoricd circumgtances that may or may not have influenced Chopin's
goproach to the sonata will then be followed by various andyses. Owing to the
bewildered response, even in recent writings, of many muscians to the Finde, an
atempt a disentangling this elusve movement, viewed by Schumann as a mockery,
will be the subject of the find chapter.



CHAPTER 2

THE COMPOSITIONAL BACKGROUND

The handsome Louis XV bourgeois house Nohant in Berry provided the beautiful
country setting where Chopin resded in the summer of 1839 with George Sand.
Chopin's liason with Sand had begun in 1838, two years after ther introduction by
Franz Liszt. This was a time of contentment in Chopin's life. His hedth was
improving following illness in Mgorca the preceding winter, he had the comfort of a
devoted woman who loved him and understood his compostiond frudrations and
above dl he was free to compose without the daly digtractions of running a home.
Compodtions dating from this period were the G Mgor Nocturne opus 37, three of
the four Mazurkas opus 41 and the F Sharp Maor Impromptu opus 36. The other
magor achievement of this summer was the piano sonataiin B flat minor opus 35.

The phase of crestivity which began in Mgorca with the second Badlade and the
twenty-four preludes opus 28 continued in Marsailles with the C Sharp Minor Scherzo
opus 39. The ided working conditions a Nohant offered Chopin the opportunity to
extend this productive phase, * it is widdy known that he composed little during the
ensuing eghteen months in Paris. Sand noted his manner of working a the country
residence;

1 Chopin returned many times to Nohant for the summer in the early 1840s; many of his masterpieces were
composed there e.g., the third Ballade, the Fantasy opus 49, and the F sharp Minor Polonaise opus 44.



His crestion was spontaneous, miraculous. He found ideas without looking for them,
without foreseeing them. They came to his piano, sudden, complete, sublime — or sang in
his head while he was taking a wak, and he had to hurry and throw himsdf a the
ingrument to make himsdf hear them. But then began a labour more heartbresking than |
have ever seen... He shut himsdf up in his room for whole days, weeping, walking
about, bresking his pens, repeating or dtering a messure a hundred times, writing it
down and erasing it as often, and dtating over the next day with a scrupulous and
desperate perseverance. He would spend six weeks on one page, only to return to it ad

writeit just as he had on the firgt draft...2

Sand is dso known for the telling of the morbid visons that haunted Chopin while he
sketched out his opus 35 piano sonatain Mgjorca®

Little could Chopin have known of the impending impact of this sonaa In fact, in a
letter to his compatriot Julian Fontana dated Thursday August 1839, Chopin wrote:

Here | am writing a Sonata in B Flat minor, containing the march that you know. There is
an dlegro, then a Scherzo in E Flat minor, the march and a short fnale, perhaps 3 of my
pages, the left hand in unison with the right, gossping after the march. | have a new

nocturne.. .4

The matter-of-fact manner in which Chopin writes about his new sonata is quite
agonishing. The finde lasts around seventy seconds and concludes a work of more
than twenty minutes duration. Jeremy Sepmann mantans that this movement,
“which Chopin so casudly digmisses as gossp, may wel conditute the most
enigmatic movement in the entire history of the sonaa idea”® The sheer volume of
critic commentary that this movement has evoked is substantid.

Chopin's sonata opus 35 was first published in 1840 by Breitkopf & Hartd, and was

sometimes referred to as Chopin's “first sonatal’ as it was the first of al his sonatas to

2 Gavoty, Bernard. Frederic Chopin, tr. Sokolinsky, M. (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1977), p. 234.
3ibid., p. 386.

4 Opienski, Henryk. Chopin’s Letters, tr. Voynich, E.L. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1931), p. 204.

5 Siepmann, Jeremy. Chopin: The Reluctant Romantic (London: Victor Gollancz, 1995), p. 153.



be published. It was dso cdled the “Funerad March Sonata” a title (unusudly)
goproved by Chopin himsdf in 1847.° The origind “Marche funébore’ in B flat minor
(1837) was not published until it was incorporated as the dow movement of the
complete, four-movement sonata opus 35. It was, however, published separately in
various editions following Chopin's deeth, and performed in an orchestrd verson a
Chopin’s funerd.

The other two piano sonatas of Chopin are the opus 4 in C minor and the opus 58 in B
minor, which date from 1827 and 1844 respectively. Opus 4 was composed around
the middle of a three-year course under Joseph Elsner at the Warsaw Conservatoire.
To use the words of Jm Samson, it seems that his student efforts “...indicate dl too
clearly that in fis early years a least this was not the air he bresthed most naturaly.”’
No reviews nor reports of nineteenth-century performances of this sonata have
surfaced; even today the work is played no more than as a historical curiosity, or for
the sake of providing a complete edition of Chopin's piano music, as has been done
by the pianig Vladimir Ashkenazy in recent years. Opus 58 originated during
Chopin's last happy, rdatively untroubled summer a Nohant. It presented nothing
like Opus 35's march or short finde to arouse the sort of criticism directed a opus 35,
dthough there were some resarvations. Ironicdly, it will become evident tha in fact
the sonatas opus 35 and opus 58 are remarkably smilar in their overdl outline.

The second sonata consists of four movements, the first of which is in sonata form in
the key of B fla minor, and is marked “Grave-Doppio movimento.” This is followed
by a “Scherzo” in the key of E flat minor, in the middle of which is embedded a trio in
G flaa mgor. The third movement, the origind funera march in B flat minor (1837),
is marked “Lento” and condsts of two statements of the march between which is a trio
in D flaa mgor. The finde is marked “Presto” and is essentidly a perpetuum mobile
of four groups of quaver triplets per bar, in akind of compressed sonata form.®

According to Anatoly Leken, the choice of a funerd march as the “centre of gravity”
is no accident; Chopin was certainly attracted to this genre® Even though only one

6 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985),p. 129.

"ibid., p. 129.

8 The opinions as to the form of this final movement vary: See Chapter 10 for an analysis.

% Leiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas, The Cambridge Companion to Chopin, ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge



other of his compositions was designated as such (the Funerd March in C minor from
1829), he incorporated eements of the funeral march into severd of his other works.
Examples of this can be seen in the introduction to the F Minor Fantasy Opus 49, the

C Minor Prelude from Opus 28 as well as various nocturnes such as Opus 48 No 1.

In mogt sonatas from the eghteenth and nineteenth centuries, the funerd march, if
used ingead of an adagio, would be employed as the second movement, with the
scherzo as the third movement. In this sorata, however, those positions are reversed,
as is the case with Beethoven's piano sonata in A flat Mgor opus 26, one of Chopin's
favourite works. Lelken's reasoning for this is that snce the fird movement of opus
26 is a relativdy dow theme-and-variations, it seems only logicd to insert the scherzo
before the funerd march in order to introduce tempo contrasts between movements.*”
Although the fird movement of Chopin's B flat Minor sonata is fast and badcaly in
sonata form, this did not prevent Chopin from following Beethoven's plan. In
addition, Vladimir Protopopov highlights the fact that dl of Chopin's four-part cyclic

works contain a scherzo or minuet as the second movement.*t

The sgngle documented report of Chopin's own performance of the B flaa Minor
Sonata around this time was when Moscheles visgted Chopin in Paris in October 1839,
shortly after the completion of the work. Moschdes was complimentary about
Chopin's work, proclaming that only after hearing Chopin “...did | now for the firgt
time understand his musc, and dl the ragptures of the lady world become
intligible”*?

It is interesting to note that no record exists of Clara Schumann playing the opus 35
sonata, in soite of the fact that she played both Chopin's concertos and many other of
his works!® Chechlinska notes that Chopin's sonatas in generd were performed
extremely rarely, both in Poland and throughout Europel* The firs complete
performance of the Sonata in B minor was reported only in 1866, more than twenty

University Press, 1992), p.161.
©ipid., p. 161.
11 Protopopov, Vladimir. ‘ Forma Cyklu Sonatowego w utworach F. Chopina,” in Polsko-rogyjskie miscellanea
muzyczne (1968), p. 128.
iz Newman, William S. The Sonata Snce Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 491.
ibid., p. 493.
14 Chechlinska, Zofia.  Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 213.



years after its completion. Chopin was known to have played the opus 35 sonata once
in his find fourteen concerts beginning in Paris in 1839, that being in the Gentlemen's
Concert Hal, Manchester, on August 28 1848.° In the decades following its
publication, however, most renowned pianists included opus 35 in ther concert
repertoire, including Liszt, Tausg, Busoni, Anton Rubingtein, and Pachmann.

The basc compostiond background of Chopin's second piano sonata having been
presented, the initid public reaction to this work will be examined in Chepter Three,
with a view to providing a context for twentieth-century andyses which attempt to
dispel negative comments about the work.

15 Atwood, William G. Frederyk Chopin: Pianist from Warsaw (New Y ork: Columbia University Press, 1987), p.
195.



CHAPTER 3

INITIAL RECEPTION (1841-1905)

As noted in the introduction, Polish writings on musc of the ningeenth century
contain only sporadic criticism of Chopin's works. Chechlinska observes that the
earlier works of the larger forms (balades, scherzi, and impromptus) were gppreciated
more than the later ones! She cites leading critics who regarded the G Minor Balade
as “the most magnificent,” while the F minor Bdlade was described as “less happily
conceived.”? Today, few would dispute thet the F minor Ballade is one of Chopin's
greastest works, and that it is the most beautiful of the set of four (a view supported by
Alfred Cortot, an eminent interpreter of Chopin’s piano music).®

From around Chopin’s time up until the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the
public knew only a sdection of Chopin's works — those for piano and orchestra as
well as works from the “second” period (i.e, the 1830s). Chechlinska notes that the
later works, including the sonatas, and even earlier works whose musica technique
deviated markedly from the norms of the time (eg., the Prlude in A minor opus 28
No 2), were not readily understood.* It was not until the end of the nineteenth century
that they became a part of the standard repertoire, which is also around the time that
reception of the second piano sonaa, dthough initidly negative, was beginning to
change, aswill be seen shortly.

The fird mgor written criticism of Chopin's sonata opus 35 was that of Robert
Schumann, which appeared in 1841. Known, inter alia, for commenting on the works
of his contemporaries, Schumann was unreserved in giving his opinion. His aitidsm
of this sonata is legendary, and is referred to in dmogst any genera discussion of this
sonata in the literature. It became the catalyst for a chain reaction of countless other

! Chechlinska, Zofia. * Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 214.

2ibid., p. 214.

3 Chopin, F. Ballades ed. Cortot, A. (Paris: Salabert, 1957), p. 49.

* Chechlinska, Zofia. * Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 220.



writings on the subject. Other critics often referred to Schumann when presenting
their views on opus 35, many agreed with him, others questioned his opinions, while
some even tried to read between the lines and offer different interpretations of his
critique. Seeing that this review had such far-reaching consequences as far as the
reception of the B flaa Minor sonata is concerned, the complete review, trandated
from the origind German, has been included in this dissartation, as Appendix A.

Reading Schumann’s critique, it can be concluded that, on a generd level, he had the
following reservations about opus 35:

1) The binding together of four such different pieces under the title “sonatd’ is
problematic, especialy with respect to the fact that the last two movements have
little to do with the fr&t two. No organic or thematic unity seems to exist between
the four movements. With reference to this comment, it might be added that the
concept of “unity” is a very broad one, and, to use the words of Jm Samson, “a
highly problematic notion in music.”®> There are various methods of uncovering
the unity of a work; thematic unity between movements is but one of these
methods.

2) Chopin was not comfortable in his use of sonata form.

3) The March does not belong to the rest of the work; rather, an adagio would have
been more suitable.

4) Thefindeis more mockery than music.

5) The use of unusud harmonic devices, such as arbitrary and wild chord writing as

well as excessve dissonance, makes the large-scae structure unclear.

At this point one could question Schumann’'s astonishment a certain aspects of this
work. Chopin was valued as an utterly origina pianist and composer; the predominant
view among critics in Poland for most of the nineteenth century was that Chopin's
music was of such a far-reaching origindity that it showed no connections with the
work of anyone ese® Surdy, then, if this “far-reaching’ origindity is what shapes

Chopin's music, why was this work sngled out on account of a short finde and a

5 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985),p. 129.
6 Chechlinska, Zofia. * Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 210.
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supposed lack of unity? Was Chopin not adopting an origina approach in the use of

sonata form and the sonata cycle as awhole?

Moreover, another comment made by Schumann three years earlier seems to
contradict his own view of Chopin's opus 35 sonata He wrote: “1 no longer think
about form [as a mold to be filled] when | compose [instead] | create it
[intuitivdly?.”” On this contradiction, Newman writes that “[y]et severd times we
ghdl find him cdling attention to departures from what he regarded as sandard sonata
procedures, as in his review in 1841 of Chopin’'s ‘Funeral March Sonata,’ Op. 35.”%
One should view this comment as being highly dgnificant; yet, of dl the sources
consulted, only Newman seems to have mentioned it. Schumann disregards the fact
that Chopin may have done exactly what Schumann permitted himsdf to do — create a

form.
Two years later, JW. Davison expressed a view quite contrary to that of Schumann:

Perhaps one of the most extraordinary of al the works of Chopin, both on account of its
exceeding origindity, and its drangely fantastic sructure is the grand SONATA, in the
sullen and moody key of B Flat Minor. This wild and gloomy rhapsody is precisdy fitted
for a cetan cdass of enthusasts who would absolutdy reve in its phantasmagoria
kaleidoscope... [A lengthy poem follows, depicting the author's image of the work.]
Such are the impressons to which we are subject under the influence of this wonderful
work — a very triumph of musca picturing — a conquest over what would seem it be
unconquereble — viz. — the mingling of the physcd and metaphysicd in music — the
sonata representing a dua picture - ...the beattle of the actud dements and the conflict of

human passions— the first for the multitude, the last for theiniti ated.

This poetic description of the sonata was the usud manner of presenting a criticd
gopreciation of a musicad work a the time. Chechlinska notes that reviews of

” Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 34. Interpolations
are Newman's. Unless otherwise stated, al interpolations are my own.

8ibid., p. 34.

9 Davison, JW. Essays on the Work of Frederic Chopin (London: Wessel and Co., 1843), p. 7.

11



Chopin's works during his time sddom mentioned his technicd achievements, if
included, they were discussed only in broad terms.*©

Of the various sources consulted, it is evident that the mgority of critics disagree with
Schumann's comments. Those who do agree conditute a group originating mainly
from the mid- to late-ningteenth and early-twentieth centuries. Prior to the 1940s,
mogt writings concerning Chopin's opus 35 were decidedly negative, dthough some
critics questioned Schumann's reasoning for his reservations about the work. One
such writer was Henry T. Finck, who, in his 1889 work Chopin and Other Musical
Essays, daringly proclams.

| do not know whether he was a German or a French critic who first wrote that Chopin,
dthough great in short pieces, was not great enough to mader the sonata form. Once in
print, this slly opinion was repeated parrot-like by scores of other critics. How slly it is
may be inferred from the fact that such third-rate composarlings as Herz and Humme
were able to write sonatas of the most approved pattern — and tha, in fact, any person
with the least musical tdent can learn in a few years to write sonatas that are absolutely
correct as regards form. And yet we are asked to believe that Chopin, one of the most
profound and origind musica thinkers the world has ever seen, could not write a correct
sonatal ...Chopin not able to master the sonata form? The fact is, sonata form could not

master him 1

Finck may have a vdid point in beieving that many critics blindly agreed with each
other (and therefore with Schumann) without looking a the work objectively and
drawing their own conclusons. He alds that Chopin was not the first who tried to get
away from the sonaa, citing the numerous poetic licences evident in Beethoven's
sonatas as an example. This negative attitude, however, changed dradticdly in the
twentieth century. Since the mid-1940’s, the vast mgority of writings on the subject
of opus 35 are postive and oppose many aspects of Schumann’s critique. Evidence of
this is found in severd andyses undetaken, the most important of which will be

10 Chechlinska, Zofia. * Chopin Reception in Nineteenth-Century Poland,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin,
ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 216.
1 Finck, Henry T. Chopin and Other Musical Essays (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1889), pp. 40-41.

12



examined in due course. This highlights the fact that the improvement in standing of

Chopin’s opus 35 isas aresult of amore anaytical approach to the work.

Another writer who opposed the negetive appraisd of opus 35 a the turn of the
centuy was G.C. Ashton Jonson. He bdieved tha the partid quotation of
Schumann'’s critique resulted in a misunderstanding of Schumann’s view of the work.

He maintains that “Schumann never meant to say tha these four wildest children were
not related and were only bound together fortuitoudy; it is cdling the work a Sonata
that he describes as a jest, not the juxtaposition of the four movements”!? On
Schumann’'s comments with regard to the finde, Jonson maintains that “...it must be
heard in its right place at the end of this so-called Sonata, which is not a Sonata in the
classic sense, but is an organic and indivisible whole, a tone poem, a reading of life on
earth, even such alife asthat of Chopin himsdlf.”13

Franz Liszt is adso credited with writing a paragraph on opus 35 in 1851 In typically
poetic vein, Liszt praised the sonatals beauty, but showed his reservation as to
whether Chopin fet comfortable with large-scale forms. He writes:

Not content with success in the fidd in which he was free to design, with such perfect
grece, the contours chosen by himedf, Chopin dso wished to fetter his ided thoughts
with classc chains. His Concertos and Sonatas are beautiful indeed, but we may discern
in them more effort than inspiration. His credive genius was imperious, fantagtic and
impulsve. His beauties were only manifeted fully in entire freedom. We bdieve he
offered violence to the character of his genius whenever he sought to subject it to rules,
to dassfications, to regulations not his own, and which he could not force into harmony
with the exactions of his own mind. He was one of those origind beings, whose graces
ae only fully displayed when they have cut themsdves adrift from al bondage, and float
on ther own wild will, swvayed only by the ever undulating impulses of ther own mobile

natures. ™

12 Jonson, G.C. Ashton. A Handbook to Chopin’s Works (London: William Reeves, 1905), p. 199.
Bibid., p. 200.

14 Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 490.
18 |iszt, Franz. Life of Chopin, tr. Cook, M.W. (New York: Leypoldt & Holt, 1866), p. 23.
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As previoudy dated, however, most of the sources from the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, like those of Schumann and Liszt, show a negdive response to

Chopin's Sonata in B flat Minor. These responses will be examined in Chapter Four
in more detall.
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CHAPTER 4

LATE-NINETEENTH AND EARLY-TWENTIETH
CENTURY RECEPTION (1890-1940)

As noted earlier, sources prior to 1940 show reservations about Chopin’'s sonata opus
35. This is not to say that nothing positive was to be said; on the contrary, many were
quite complimentary about certain aspects of the work, as was Schumann for that
matter. Moreover, counter-arguments to Schumann's critique were agppearing, the
importance of which can be noted in subsequent aticles which used these
propositions as abass for further expansion.

In his book Frederick Chopin as a man and musician, Frederick Niecks begins his
discusson of opus 35 by criticdly anaysing Liszt's view of the work quoted on page
13. Refarring to Liszt's datement that the “...Concertos and Sonatas are beatiful
indeed, but we may discern in them more effort than inspiration,” Niecks proposes
that there “...is no lack of inspiration here, nor are there traces of painful, unrewarded
effort.” Furthermore, he adds, “...each of the four pieces of which the sonata consists
isfull of vigour, origindity and interest.”

This praise soon gives way, however, to a reservation as to whether these four pieces
can be caled a sonata. Niecks questions whether Chopin firg intended to write a
sonata, or whether these four movements smply came into being “without any
predestination, and were afterwards put under one cover.”? He does admit, though,
that “...there is something gigantic in the work which...impresses one powerfully,”
and objects to Schumann's abhorrence of the third movement, dthough he does not

offer reasons therefor.3

! Niecks, Frederick. Frederick Chopin as a Man and Musician, Vol |1 (London: Novello, Ewer and Co., 1890), p.
225.

2ibid., p. 225.

3ibid., p. 226.
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In his book Frederic Francois Chopin, Charles Willeby addresses the issue of
“programme’ versus “abstract” music as it applies to Chopin's works in generd. He
regards the third piano sonaa as the most interesting of dl, and is of the opinion that
the finde of opus 35 has “not the remotest connection, thematic or otherwise, with
anything in the [rest of the] Sonata”* He believed that Chopin was a pure romanticist
and that, as a consequence of this, his bet music is his “progranme’ musc (i.e,
music in which the generdly explicit “programme’ is an expresson of the idess and
fedings within the composer as he wrote). This prompted Willeby to question how
anything ese could be more antagonigtic to the classc form of the sonata. He adds,
“...we find him here...continudly endeavouring to repress the ideas within him which
were clamouring for utterance, as unsuitable to the form in which he was writing... It
is auffidently manifes that Chopin's nature rendered him incapable of the creation of

music whally for its own sske.”®

Willeby dso discusses the concept of “subordination of musicd idess” which
warrants attention here. He believed that Chopin expressed his musica thoughts as he
wrote, and subordinated them to nothing, unlike composers of “absolute” music (such
as the sonata) who dlowed the subordination of their harmonic, meodic, and
rhythmic senses to the form in which they ae writing. Refearing to these two
gtuations, Willeby concludes his discusson as follows:

That [a composer] have an imagingtion is of course as essentid in the one case as in the
other; but the fact remains that which is art with the one is not so for the other, for it has
not the same ams, nor does it rest upon the same foundation. And when we have regard
to this can we wonder a or question the truth of [a dl events as regards the Sonatas]

Liszt's judgment when he sad that they contained “plus de volonté que dinspiration”

[ more effort than inspiration] 7°

It is interesting to note the exisence of two completely different opinions with regard
to Liszt's remark — Frederick Niecks contra, and Willeby pro, by way of a carefully
congructed argument. It would appear that, dthough he does not offer much

4 Willeby, Charles. Frederic Francois Chopin (London: Sampson Low & Co., 1892), p. 225.
®ibid., pp. 228-229.
Sibid., p. 231. All interpolations except the final one are those of the author.
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judtification for his reasoning, Niecks offers the better opinion of the two, smply on
the grounds that Willeby overamplifies the concepts of “dbdtract” and “programme’
music in generd. In al probability, there is dso no means of subgantiating Willeby's

assartion that Chopin's musical ideas were not subordinate to the form in which they
were employed.

Edgar Kdley is a odds with Willeby's sand on subordination of musica materid
with regard to Chopin’s sonatas in generd. He writes:

Chopin was not the only composer who seemed to be obsessed with the idea that, just as
the fugue-subject must comply with a long series of limitations before it is fugue-worthy,
0 must a sonatatheme conform to certain requirements respecting shape and sze. This
explains why Chopin, when writing in the specifically classcd forms, employed themes
that are classcd rather than Chopinesque, mdodic rather than harmonic; which may be
easily grasped by the hands with little or no extension, and which, in therr @veopment,
run dong the old highway ingead of in the new, bold path he had blazed in the Romantic

forest.7

Kdley did fed, however, that the only case where the use of “classcd themes’ did
not apply was to that of the second piano sonatain particular:

Even in the more mature Sonata Op. 58 we are conscious, in the firg few messures, of
classica influence, but the composer soon frees himsdf. In the Sonata in B Hat Minor,
Op. 35 we find no lingering survivds of the dasscd sonaathemes, dthough

throughout the entire work the spirit of that form is mani fes®

This specific case is, therefore, partly in agreement with Willeby's propogtion that
Chopin’s imagination and musicd ideass preceded his atention to form. However,
Keley's gstatement is somewhat contradictory, as it implies that dthough Chopin did
not employ “classicd sonata-themes’ in his sonata opus 35, they were conceived

within the framework of sonata form sructure. The analyses of opus 35 surveyed in

" Kelley, Edgar. Chopin The Composer: His Structural Art and its Influence on Contemporaneous Music (New
York: G. Schirmer, 1913), p. 153.
8ibid., p. 153.
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Chapters Seven and Eight tend to support Kelley’s generd view that Chopin made use

of dasscd themesin hisforms such as the sonata

Like Niecks, James Huneker agrees with Schumann’'s doubts as to whether the four
movements collectively can be called a sonata, stating thet:

Schumann says that Chopin here “bound together four of his maddest children,” and he is
not astray. He thinks the march does not belong to the work. It certainly was written

before its companion movements®

It is interesing to note the varying interpretations of Schumann's andogy of the four
movements of opus 35 to Chopin's children. Some writers, such as Huneker and
Hadden, refer to four of Chopin's “maddest” children, while others such as Jonson
and Newman use the word “wildest.” These two adjectives clearly have different
connotations. The former seems to imply tha al four movements are of a crazed or
deranged nature, while the latter emphasises rather their untamed, savage character.
Save perhaps for the Finde, the use of the word “mad’” would seem to be incorrect;
the firs three movements are not deranged or out of the ordinary. “Wild” possbly
more correctly depicts the passonate, untamed nature of the firs movement, the
darkness of the Scherzo, the morbid vison of death of the Funerd March, and the
irony of the Finde.

Huneker praises the quality of each movement as a separate entity, but adds that these
four movements “have no common life” He is of the opinion that the last two
movements have nothing in common with the fird two, dthough as a group they do
“hold together.” Expanding on this comment, he dates tha “Notwithstanding the
grandeur and beauty of the grave, the power and passion of the scherzo, this Sonata in

B flat minor is not more a sonata than it is a sequence of ballades and scherzi.”*°

The manner in which Huneker dtates above that the march was written before the
other movements seems to suggest that he, like many other critics of the day, believed
that it was amply added on to the rest of the work. It is intereting to note how this

9 Huneker, James. Chopin: The Man and His Music (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1900), pp. 166-167.
Wibid., p. 167.
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was digoroved in the twentieth century by means of themaic andyss. Like
Schumann, Huneker aso senses an overuse of dissonance, especidly in the “working
out section,” which “is too short”* He does, however, fed that the funerd march,
when isolated, has a much more profound effect than in its norma sequence. Of the
finde, he prodlamsthat it “is too wonderful for words”?

Possibly the most negative review of the sonaa is that from James Hadden. In a
direct, matter-of-fact style, the only comment given to the second piano sonaa is as
follows

Of the three sonatas the same thing might be said... The second, the B fla minor Sonata
(Op. 35), appeared in 1840. Schumann said of this work tha Chopin had here “bound
together four of his maddest children™: a pregnant remark. The four movements, regarded
separately, are admirable, but taken together they have little thematic or other affinity.
The Marche funébre which conditutes the third movement, has been popularized to
degth, though Schumann found in it “much that is repulsive” It is redly the finest

movement intheSonata.13

This quote is taken from The Master Musicians series of the day. The minima space
devoted to Chopin's three sonatas in a book of over 200 pages is quite staggering.
Comments relating to dl three piano sonatas as well as the cello sonata opus 65 tota
little over twenty lines. The author obvioudy consdered these works as being of
inferior quaity and thus fet it unnecessary to devote much atention to them. This is
in stark contrast to various other authors who, even when expressing their reservations
about the second piano sonata, till give Chopin his due where deserved.

From an andyticd point of view, Hugo Lechtentritt, athough not counting Chopin
among the “real composers of sonatas,” was one of the first to acknowledge that an
andysis of this work showed that one could “hardly uphold any longer the objection
of imperfect structure”'* He was possbly the first to read deeper into Chopin's

understanding of sonata structure, and thus come to a different concluson as to the

Yipid., p. 167.

2ihid., p. 168.

13 Hadden, J. Cuthbert. The Master Musicians: Chopin (London: J.M. Dent and Sons Ltd, 1903), p. 186.

14 L eichtentritt, Hugo. Analyse der Chopin’ schen Klavierwerke, Vol. |1 (Berlin: Max Hesse, 1921-1922) p. 210.
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vdidity of opus 35 being cdled a “sonata” In his monumenta work Analyse der
Chopin’ schen Klavierwerke (1921-1922), he writes:

Strange to say, as far as | know, no one has yet noticed that the B Flat Minor Sonata is
constructed in an extraordinarily subtle way that anticipates Liszt's and César Franck's
“principe cyclique’, that reveds a penetrating study of late Beethoven which one hardly
expects from Chopin. So the last word on te two sonatas [opus 35 and opus 58] has by
no means yet been sad. They invite exhaustive study and repay this examination

thoroughly asthe following investigations will show.*

At this point, reference can be made to Jm Samson's view on the dgnificance of
Leichtentritt’'s andyses of Chopin's works. From 1850 onwards, in a project spanning
some forty years, the German publisher Breitkopf and Hartel compiled collected
editions of mgor composers. It was launched by editions of Bach and Hande (clearly
viewed as the foundation stones of German music). The works of Mozart, Beethoven,
Schubert, Mendelssohn, Schumann, and Chopin soon followed. According to Samson,
Chopin's indlusion is significant in that it was “tantamount to a form of adoption.” It
confirmed him as “a sort of honoray member of the German tradition,” a datus
further secured by the appearance of serious biographies by Adolf Weismann'’ and
Bernard Scharlitt.’® One of the comerstones of this tradition was the music of the
Viennexe classcs, which clearly made extensve use of the sonata and sonata form.
Beethoven's thirty-two piano sonatas, acknowledged by many as the pinnacle of
achievement in this genre, form a part of this sdect group of works. If the prevaling
opinion was that Chopin was a maser of miniature romantic forms, and not
comfortable with writing sonatas and using sonata form, then why was he included in
this exclusve German tradition? Moreover, if he was consdered a falure with respect
to his adoption of the large classcd forms (a view accepted by various critics at the
time), surdy this done would exdude him from that tradition, regardless of the

quaity of the remainder of his output? Yet, Chopin's works were included in the

% ibid., p. 210.

16 Samsgn, Jim. ‘Chopin Reception: Theory, History, Analysis,” Chopin Studies |1 ed. Samson, J., Rink, J.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 7.

17 \Weismann, Adolf Chopin (Leipzig, 1912).

18 Scharlitt, Bernard. Chopin (Leipzig, 1919).
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Breitkopf and Hértd compilation; this surdy provides dgnificant evidence tha
contradicts the idea that Chopin could not master the large-scale classca forms.

Leichtentritt's mgor andytica sudy of virtudly al Chopin's published works further
atests to Chopin’s “honorary membership” of the German tradition. Jm Samson
notes that a work of this magnitude based upon a single composer was rare a this
time, and that few composers were given such an honour.!® He adds, “it was truly a
monument to a recetly edtablisned  and increesngly  specidised

Musi kwi ssenschaft.” 2°

In spite of Leichtentritt’'s objection to the idea that opus 35 had a imperfect sructure,
negetive criticisms continued in following years, dthough by the 1940's attitudes hed
begun to change. Henry Bidou maintains that “[i]t is true that [Chopin's sonata opus
35] is not very coherent. Schumann has pointed out the defect in its composition.”
Gerdd Abraham aso consders the firda movement of opus 35 as being “something
less than first-rate Chopin.”?* He thought it unusud that Chopin employed unmodified
four- or eght-bar phrases as wdl as undisguised squareness of phrasing for such a
long period. This is evident in the second subject of the firs movement, which can be

seen as two 4-bar phrases followed by an 8-bar phrase, as shown in Example 1:

19 Samsson, Jim. ‘Chopin Reception: Theory, History, Analysis,” Chopin Studies |1 ed. Samson, J., Rink, J.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 7.

Dibid., p. 7.

2L Bidou, Henry. Chopin, tr. Phillips, C.A. (New Y ork: Tudor Publishing Co., 1936), p. 189.

2 Abraham, Gerald. Chopin’s Musical Style (London: Oxford University Press, 1939), p. 59.
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Example 1: Second subject of the first movement?®

First movement (bars 41-46)

e
oL
L

I 2 P T i T T ]
Fme— | | | | |
B4 1 —<% 1 1
3] ipﬂ b= b= =
e o —-— ———5
ﬁ - e S S
fl | 1
s 1 T I T T ]
A I T 1 1 T |
| o I 0 PO S I I I i |
I\J = £ 1 - — <% IS ]
= S
= 2 7 -
4 | | Jﬁ | | h
o o — o T — =]
o i —=t - 1 o -
1 1 T |
|3t E Iy = -] B I 1
= o : "I’ | g
: 7
==
|1|:]|IryL I hl i T ]
i — T I o] = — I I !
|t 1 i & T i i i = ) 1
3] e H h-c b. l?_- F’ F"I

Abraham, like critics before him, dso fdt that Chopin's sonata opus 35 was not
comparable with the sonatas of the great classcd tradition. His reasoning was that
Chopin’s conceptions of form and thematic development were too radicdly different
from those of Beethoven and the earlier classcd masters who had created the sonata,
for him to be able to cagt his ideas successfully in a classcad form. He sees Chopin's
sonatas as affars of sequence, variaion, and modulation, “...swept dong by powerful
winds of improvisatory inspiration and worked out with fine atention to detail.”®* In
concluson, he dates that “...here agan Chopin must be judged not as an inferior
successor of Beethoven but as the brilliant forerunner of Liszt and Wagner.”?®

Thus far, a sample of opinions concerning Chopin's opus 35 have been presented and
criticaly evauated. It is evident that most critics had serious reservations about the
work, the most common being a lack of structurd coherence and thematic connection
between the four movements of the sonata. In connection with the latter, it should be
highlighted that this need not necessxrily be a criterion for sonata-cycle datus, as is
the case in the sonatas of Haydn and Mozart. The writings of Hugo Leichtentritt can,
however, be interpreted as the beginning of a turning point in the reception of this
sonata, as well as the beginning of the shift from criticiam to andyss In Chapters

2 Chopin, Frédéric. Klaviersonate b-moll opus 35 (Miinchen: G. Henle Verlag, 1976), p. 5.
24 Abraham, Gerald. Chopin’s Musical Style (London: Oxford University Press, 1939), p. 107.
Bihid., p. 107.
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Seven, Eight, and Nine, the works of other analysts who follow on from and expand
upon Leichtentritt’s analyses will be examined.
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CHAPTER 5

LATER RECEPTION (1940-1996)

The post-Lechtentritt writings on Chopin's B Ha Minor sonata exhibit a definite
change in reception. Although those from the 1930s were 4ill quite negetive, by the
1940s mogt theorists showed a change in reception of the sonata. This led to the
genera acknowledgement that Chopin's sonatas opus 35 and opus 58 could be
counted among his grestest compogtions, which is a far cay from the oft-repeated
nineteenth-century reservation that Chopin was not able to mester the large-scae

forms.

The influentid Chopin scholar Arthur Hedley opposed the act of subjecting Chopin's
sonata opus 35 to tests of adherence to “textbook” sonata form. In writings from 1947,
he argues that “...an exaggerated respect for the letter of the law governing the
mythica ‘true sonata form’ (an invention of the lecture-room rather than of the
composer’s workshop) has been the cause of much injustice to the two Sonatas, in B
Ha Minor and B Minor, of whose ‘wrongness quas-mathematica proof is to be
found in some text-books.”! He continues by stating that athough these sonatas are
not above the law, it is important to discover wha lav Chopin was atempting to
conform with, before deciding that the work “cannot be good, since it does not agree
with the principles laid down by Herr Professor X in 1825”2

Hedley believed that because of the fact that Chopin chose to do in 1844 in the B
Minor Sonata what he had done in 1839 in the firs movement of Opus 35, he
intended to write the sonatas in a way that best suited him i.e, using “...long lyrica or
dramatic periods rather than the closdy reasoned development of short, pregnant
themes”® Hedley maintained tha this did not imply that Chopin should have left

1 Hedley, Arthur. The Master Musicians. Chopin, revd. Brown, M.J.E. (London: J.M. Dent & Sons Ltd, 1974), p.
157. It should also be noted that in 1921 Leichtentritt offered quasi-mathematical proof of the sonata’s ‘rightness’
in his analyses of Chopin’s piano works (see Chapter Seven).

2ibid., p. 157.

3ibid., p. 157.
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sonata form done, unless one rules that “...a sonata cannot exist except in the form
fixed for &l eternity by certain older mesters”® He criticises Schumann's abhorrence
of the Funerd March, sating that Schumann missed the whole point of the sonata in
that the Funera March is the central core of the whole work. Like many other
theorids in the twentieth century, Hedley believed that it was from the March (written
two years before the other movements) that the firs movement and Scherzo were
derived in that it simulated Chopin “to embody within the framework of a sonata the
emoations which the vision of desth aroused in him.”®

Herbert Weinstock also attacks Schumann's critiqgue of opus 35. He maintains that
“[t]he literary-minded Schumann would have been less disturbed if Chopin had given
the four separate movements coined romantic names.... Cdling the B-fla minor a
sonata was neither caprice nor jest: it is a sonata by Chopin.”® From a performance
point of view, Weingock believes that if the work is played so that it sounds like four
separate pieces, the fault is that of the pianist, and not Chopin. He adds that if he
“...heard it played...with the complete, over-dl, four-movement dructurd and
aesthetic-emotiond unity of a Mozart piano concerto or Beethoven piano sonata; then
the achievement was Chopin's — and the pianists”’ Unfortunately, Weinstock makes
an eror here in comparing the four-movement sructure of Chopin’s opus 35 with the
three-movement form of a Mozart piano concerto; presumably he is dtesting to the
presence of the sructural unity of the sonata cycle in Chopin's opus 35. In connection
with the foregoing, he assarts that Chopin designed the other three movements to go
with the Funerad March, and tha he concelved them as beonging together. The
presence of thematic interrdationships between dl four movements of the sonata (as
outlined in Chapters Seven and Eight) tends to support this view.

Although he does not illustrate his observation, Weinstock notes the close relation
between the second subject of the firsds movement, the melody of the piu lento section
of the Scherzo, and the Trio of the Funerd March. He aso highlights the importance
of the manner in which the Scherzo and the Funerd March are connected, whereby
Chopin ends the Scherzo with the melody from the piu lento section. This, according

4ibid., p. 157.
Sibid., p. 158.
8 Weinstock, Herbert. Chopin: The Man and His Music (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1959), p. 239.
Tibid., p. 239.
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to Wengock, is a pefect bridge between the mogst agitated and brilliant of

movements and the “mournful pmps to come.”®

This view contradicts, and in a sense
disproves, the earlier reservation of James Huneker that the Funera March and Finde

have nothing to do with the first two movements.

Weingtock concludes his discusson of opus 35 by dating that “...the B-fla minor
Sonata seems to me one of the pefect forma achievements of musc...l believe that
by itsdf, had Chopin written little ese, it would entitle him to a podtion as peer of the
grestest artistic creators”® A similar view is echoed by Orga Ates, who states: “Yet
[opus 35] can today be seen as one of Chopin's greatest achievements, a grandly
handled piece for which no prose can adequately describe its musical essence or the
experiences it seems to embody.”'® Mareck and Gordon-Smith likewise fed that opus
35 is “...aurdly one of the great achievements of piano musc, in spite of the bathos
which bad playing has smeared over the third movement”!! Alan Waker cdls it a
“...noble gtructure...wdl in advance of its time” and expresses amazement a the Bct
that many eminent musidians faled a firs to comprehend it fully.> The Chopin
scholar Vladimir Protopopov likewise believes that opus 35 is among the best of not
only Chopin's compodtions, but aso those of the western classcd repertoire in

generd

Bernard Gavoty seems puzzled by the indifference opus 35 met from the composers
Liszt, Schumann, and Vincent d'Indy: “From the fird two — whom, however, the
scholagtic collar hardly choked — a badc severity astonishes us. Why refuse Chopin
that which gives such paticular color to his imagnation: freedom of form,
indifference to stereotyped modds?’* Of d'Indy, Gavoty states that “With my own
ears | have heard [d'Indy] maintain a his course a the Schola Cantorum...tha ‘it is
too bad that Schubert and Chopin were ignorant of counterpoint; this accounts for the
poverty of their sonatas’”'® This scathing remark with regard to Chopin's sonatas is

8ibid., p. 240.

%ibid., p. 241.

10 Ates, Orga. Chopin: His Life and Times (Kent: Midas Books, 1976), p. 104.

11 Mareck, George R. and Gordon-Smith, M. Chopin (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1978), p. 148.

12 \Walker, Alan. ‘ Chopin and Musical Structure: An Analytical Approach,” Frédéric Chopin: Profiles of The Man

and The Musician ed. Walker, A. (London: Barrie and Rockcliff, 1966), p. 239.

13 protopopov, Vladimir. ‘ Forma Cyklu Sonatowego w utworach F. Chopina,” in Polsko-rogyjskie miscellanea

muzyczne (1968), p. 126.

1‘5‘ Gavoty, Bernard. Frederic Chopin, tr. Sokolinskes, M. (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’ s Sons, 1977), p.385.
ibid., p. 386.
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in agreement with the generdly accepted opinions of tha time (i.e, the late
nineteenth-century), as presented in earlier chapters. D’Indy’s assertion that Chopin
was ignorant of counterpoint is questionable on even a cursory examination of many
of Chopin's scores. For example, the Allegro maestoso from the piano sonata opus 58
shows possbly the clearest influence of Bach in dl Chopin's works, by exhibiting
much independence of voice movement. Gavoty mantains that d'Indy and his pupils
blind confidence in scholarly schemes is far from desirable, and that it “accounts for

their perfect, inert sonatas — reinforced concrete to the marrow.” 16

Gavoty does not agree with the idea that because it does not obey the canons derived
from the sonatas of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven, opus 35 is an inferior work. He
dso disagrees with Schumann’s comment that “[olne would say tha the Polish
background has disappeared and that Chopin, by way of Germany, is leaning toward
Italy.”” Gavoty's reasoning is that the singing episodes of the sonata have nothing of
the cavatines that liven the arias of Rossni or Belini. He reterates that Chopin was a
Polish composer and that “...the fate of his fatherland was a constant concern of

his” 18

Some of the mos influentid writings on Chopin in recent years are those of Jm
Samson. In his discusson of Chopin's opus 35 Samson does not attempt to
“digorove’ Schumann; rather, he provides suggestions for the unique characterigtics
exhibited in this sonata These will be examined in Chapter Nine. For now, it is
worthwhile mentioning one of Samson’'s important observetions in his 1985 The
Music of Chopin, in which he Sates

When [Chopin] returned to the sonata in 1839...he had dready proved himsdf a master
of other lines of thought, musicdly spesking. The Sonata funébre...is a didogue between
these lines of thought and the German sonata principle. Like the Russan symphony, it
has been criticised often and vigoroudy for faling to achieve a result which it never

szought.19

% ibid., p. 386.
7 ibid., p. 387.
Bibid., p. 387.
19 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 129.
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This last comment echoes Arthur Hedley’s objection to comparing Chopin's opus 35
to the “textbook” sonata form. Samson notes that the sonata was “...cultivated with
greates energy in Austro-Germany,” which led to atempts to codify sonata
compogtiond principles, “...with implications for pedagogy, criticism and indeed
cregtive process which were not aways beneficid.”?° He dites the Russian symphony
as an example, daing that it was viewed as an
than a potentidly exciting collaboration with, German symphonism.”?* He maintains
that dthough a combination of aspects of the symphonic tradition with indigenous

...unhappy deviaion from, rather

thematic materiad and formd trestments did occasonaly lead to undesirable results,
the music should be judged in rdldion to itsaims and idedls.

Samson reinforced this view in his 1996 Chopin, in which he dates that Chopin's
moddling of his opus 35 on Beethoven's opus 26 was a response to classica
precedent, and that this precedent placed exceptional pressures on the work.?? Samson
suggests that the forma expectations of the Classcd sonata were bound to reman
unfulfilled in opus 35, as Chopin was trying to create effectively a new kind of sonata,
abet based on the old. This ties in with Chopin’'s role in the evolution of the sonata,
which will be examined in Chapter Six.

Anatoly Leiken echoes Samson’'s contention that unnecessary “exceptiona pressures’
were placed on opus 35. He observes that the Romantic period saw a dgnificant
decline in the number of sonatas being written per composer. Mozat wrote seventy
and Beethoven fifty-five, yet Chopin wrote five, Schumann eght, and Liszt only two.
Leiken does not interpret this as the Romantic composars loss of interest in the
sonata, but rather as a reflection of their unease a atempting to reach the Olympian
feats of the sonatas of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven. He reckons that athough the
Romantic sonata differs in many respects from the Classicd sonata, one should not
assume that these changes are for the worse. Rather, they should be viewed as a
“...grong urge to renovate a form that had been around for many decades, to make it
more spontaneous and less predictable”?® It should be mentioned, however, that the

Dihid., p. 128.

2ihid., p. 128.

22 Samson, Jim. Chapin (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 210.

2 Leiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), p. 160.
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sonatas of Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven are rardly “predictable’, athough this may

be the case with some of the lesser composers of sonatasin the Classcd era

In a recent work, Jeremy Siepmann makes some interesting comments with reference
to the “text-book” sonata-form gructures laid down in the codifications by Marx and
Czerny. He asserts that few great composers have adhered to “text-book” sonata form,
with the result that these dructures have usudly to be drawn from second-rate
works.2* On the one hand, this is plainly obvious in that the sonatas of Haydn, Mozart,
and Beethoven predate the definition of sonata form; they could therefore not follow
rules not yet written On the other hand, however, Rosen has noted that Marx's
codification of sonata form was modelled on Beethoven's middle-period works.?® One
can therefore conclude that some sonatas of the great composers will show a
gmilaity with the textbook definition, while others will not. Sepmann adds that if
Chopin had cdled his B flat Minor sonata “Fantasy, Scherzo, March and Find€’ he
might “...have saved himsdf and history a lot of fruitless trouble”?® There is
probably much truth in this.

In another recent publication, Charles Rosen critically examines Schumann's
comments and offers some interesting idess. He questions whether Schumann's
undoubted knowledge that the Funera March had been written two years earlier than
the rest of the work affected his judgement of its unity. On opus 35's unity, Rosen
agues that “...the unity of tone and of harmonic color that holds Chopin's four
movements together is not only impressive, but far surpasses the more abitrary
technique of achieving unity by quoting literdly from earlier movements in the later
ones, a technique tha was popular with many of Chopin's contemporaries
induding...Schumann  himself.”2” This highlights the extreme diversity of opinions on
one work — from the early notion that opus 35 lacked sructurd unity, to recent
writings that not only attest to the presence of unifying factors in the work, but dso
the subtle manner in which they are employed.

24 Sigpmann, Jeremy. Chopin: The Reluctant Romantic (London: Victor Gollanoz, 1995), p.155. Siepmann does
not give examples of such second-rate works; Schumann’s Sonata opus 11 could be one.

% Rosen, Charles. Sonata Forms (New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 1988), p. 4. Rosen also notes that Marx was
an important factor in the creation of the myth of the supremacy of Beethoven, which explains the use of
Beethoven’s procedures in Marx’s codification of sonata form.

% Sjepmann, Jeremy. Chopin: The Reluctant Romantic (London: Victor Gollanoz, 1995), p.155.

2" Rosen, Charles. The Romantic Generation (London: Harper Collins, 1995), p.283.
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Rosen addresses the issue of why so much notice was taken of Schumann's comment
in the firg place Chopin was known to have generd contempt for most of his
contemporaries. On being given a copy of Schumann's Kreideriana, he commented
favourably only on the desgn of the cover page (which was, indeed, impressive).
Furthermore, this work was dedicated to Chopin. Is it coincidence that Schumann's
negative critique appeared only two to three years after Chopin had reacted
unfavourably to Kreideriana, completed in 1838? The answer is probably no.

Another issue addressed by Rosen is the notion that Chopin was incgpable of deding
with large forms. He argues that it might more reasonably be maintained that “
[Chopin] was the only muddan of his generaion who fdt invaridbly a easse with
[large forms] — each of the Ballades and Scherzi is, after dl, as long as, or longer than,
an average movement of Beethoven.”?® This view is somewha smplistic, however, as
large forms cary implications of not only length, but dso complexity. The Bdlades
and Scherzi may be long, but are rather smple in Structure.

Thus far, a large sample of criticd writings relating to Chopin's sonata opus 35 has
been surveyed. These writings, spanning a period of over 150 years, have shown a
definite trend of initid negative criticdism giving way to a greaster underdanding of
Chopin’s compositionad style, and hence a more positive reception. Before embarking
on a survey of the various extant andyses of the work, an overview of the history of
the sonaa cycle is necessary, in order that Chopin’s sonata can be placed in higtorical

perspective.

Bihid., p. 284.
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CHAPTER 6

CHOPIN'S OPUS 35 IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Andyses by various commentators such as Leichtentritt, Réti, Walker, and Leiken
provide much useful information on Chopin's compostiond gyle inasmuch as it is
connected to the sonata These analyses are responshble for a generd trend of
increasingly favourable reception of Chopin's sonaas in generd, especidly over the
lagt hdf-century. It is advantageous, however, to examine briefly the stae of the
sonata in the nineteenth century (referred to as the “Romantic sonatd® by William
Newman) in order that Chopin's style of sonata compostion can be placed in
perspective. A short investigation into the evolution of Chopin's sonata style from his
ealy opus 4 to the late opus 65 will dso be conducted. While these endeavours
cannot prove or disprove the vdidity of Schumann's comments, they may shed light
on the possible reasons why Chopin intentionaly or unintentionaly chose to compose

asonata as controversia as opus 35.

William Newman's 1972 work The Sonata Since Beethoven from his monumenta
three-volume A History of the Sonata Idea provides a detalled study of the term
“Romantic sonata’ as well as a higtory of the origin of the terms “sonata’ and “sonaa
form”. He begins by looking a Romantic views of the sonata, whether as a title, a
paticular form or an aeshetic problem. He emphasises the importance of the
trangtion, by the mid-nineteenth century, “...from a loose, casud concept of a free,
even a fantasy, form to a tight, fixed concept of a highly specific form, specific
enough to crygdlise in the textbooks and even to become a criterion by which sonatas

soon were evaluated.”?

According to Newman, few theorists had “...shown more than a hazy recognition of

‘sonata form’ during the Classic Era and up to the late 1830's.”?; only two to three

dozen definitions and explanations can be found in writings from the Classcd era®

! Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 27.
2ibid., p. 31.
3 Newman, William S. The Sonata in the Classic Era (New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 1963), p.21.
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He adds that H.C. Koch came closest to such recognition in his explanation of the first
movement of the symphony, with, however, an implication that the sonata was
somewhat different and more intimate in style than the symphony. A sudy of Koch's
writings as they gppear in Newman yidds little in terms of the sonata cycle as a
whole. In generd, the only requirement that seems to be mentioned in writings from
this time is that of contrast between the movements. Suggestions regarding the choice
of form and character to be used for each movement were barely touched upon.

Furthermore, dictionary definitions were hazy a best. JA.P. Schulz's 1775 discussion
of a sonata mentions the fact that it is an instrumenta piece consging of two, three,
or four successve movements of different character. He adds that the sonata is the
best form with which a composer could depict his fedings without words. Nothing is
mentioned about first-movement sonata form, or the form of the sonata work as a
whole. Thisis aso evident in a 1755 article by Rousseau.*

Newman consders the gppearance of an eight-page discusson of “La grande coupe
binare’ (“fully-devdloped binary design”) from Anton Reichds Traité de haute
composition musicale in 1826 as the next step in the process of recognition of sonata
form. Although Reicha does not mention the word “sonata” nor recognise the ternary
implications of the design, he does cover the basc essantids, including the terms
“expogtion” and “development.” He aso establishes the proportions of both parts of
the binary desgn, saying that they should be in a 1.2 or 1.3 reationship. More
importantly, he fixes not only the arangement of the themes in the expogtion, but
adso the key structure®

Newman dso refers to Adolph Bernhard Marx who, in 1845, published a detailed
137-page section on “sonata form” in the firg edition of Die Lehre von der
musikalischen Komposition. He states that Marx “devoted much attention to details of
phrase-and-period syntax, he preferred a ternary to a binary concept of ‘sonata form,’
and he included among the other movements the overlgpping of types like the ‘sonata

rondo’ and the ‘fugal sonata.’”®

“ibid., p.23.
5 Helman, Zofia. ‘Norma indywiduacjaw sonatach Chopina,’” in Musica lagellonica (1993), p. 47.
6 Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New York: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972),. p. 31.
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It was in 1837, however, that Carl Czerny who, in the preface to his opus 600 (a work
devoted to the explanation of compogtiond techniques), implied that he was the first
to describe the sonata in any detail. It was only in 1848, however, that this three-
volume tregtise on composition appeared in print. Newman provides a brief summary
of Czerny’s decription of the fird movement of the sonata, which will be discussed

here.

Czerny described in detal, in the forty-nine pages of his sixth chapter, what “must”
go into each of the four movements (dlegro, adagio or andante, scherzo or minue,
and finde or rondo). He cautioned that in connection with the firs movement, “we
must dways proceed in a settled form. For, if this order were evaded or arbitrarily
changed, the composition would no longer be a regular Sonata”’ He sill viewed the
fird movement as being in two parts. Its first part conssts of the “principa subject,”
its extensgon and a modulation to “the nearest related key,” a “middle subject” and its
extenson in the related key, and a “find meody” that closes in that key a the repesat
ggn. Its second part divides into two sections, a modulatory “development” of any of
those ideas or a new one, ending back n the origind key; and a recgpitulation that
retates the first part except for aoridgements and adjustments needed to remain in the
origind key. Czemy dso discussed the other three movements of the sonata and
quoted examples from piano sonatas regarded by him as successful, induding those
by Haydn, Clementi, Mozart, Beethoven, and Dussek.®

The most griking feature of this discusson of the codification of the term “sonatd’ is
that Chopin's second piano sonata was composed before the concepts “sonata’ and
“sonata form” (in ther modern sense) had been fully recognised as specific terms in
textbooks on music theory. As Newman puts it, Czerny’s work provides “an
agonishing illugtration of the degree to which theory can tral practice Not until as
much as sixty years after some of the masterworks of Haydn, Mozart, Beethoven, and
Clementi had appeared...did anyone write an explicit description of what happens in a

"ibid., p. 30. The important points from Czerny’s opus 600 have been taken from an English trandlation of the
original German which appear in Newman’swork (translator not named). It isimportant to note, however, that the
terms “exposition” and “recapitulation” as used in this paragraph are not those of the translator.

8ibid., p. 30.

33



sonata.”®

fair abstraction of the till fluid Classic forms”1°

He dso recognises the sgnificance of this textbook description as being “a

The phrase “dill fluid Classc forms’ has particular relevance here. Sonatas were, for
obvious reasons, not subject to rigorous tests of adherence to textbook sonata form
until 1826; more probably not until the gppearance of Marx’s writings on sonata form
in 1845. Composers around the turn of the nineteenth century were writing sonatas
under the influence of Haydn, Mozart and Beethoven. The codification of sonata form
complicated the dtuation somewhat in that many of the Viennese sonatas did not
conform thereto. Accordingly, composers were faced with a dilemma and were
possbly unsure as to how the sonata was to develop further. This could be a reason
for the noticesble decline in volume of sonata output in the 1830's.*

The codification process, then, could be viewed as having an obdtructive effect on the
“dill fluid Classc forms” Tha being o, it is possble thaa Romantic composers felt
the need to move away from textbook sonata form so as to maintain the fluidity and
continual development of sonata form and the sonata cycle. Chopin could be viewed
as an integra part of this process, in fact, Newman singles out four composers as the
main cornerstones of the Romantic sonatas Schubert, Schumann, Chopin, ad
Brahms!? He argues that their importance can be compared to that of Cordli in the
Baroque era, and to Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven in the Classical era.

It would seem, then, that Chopin subconscioudy assmilated the great sonatas of his
predecessors over time and adapted the sonata to suit his own dyle. Although
Reichds account of the “fully-developed binary desgn” was published around
thirteen years before Chopin composed his B flaa Minor sonata, and that frequent
references were made from the start of the nineteenth century to “the usud form of the

sonata,” 3

the writings of Marx and Czerny had not yet appeared in print. In addition,
as noted earlier, theorigts devoted “...the lion's share of atention to the first fast

movement, sometimes to the amost totd neglect of the other movements”'* It was

%ibid., p .31.

©ipid., p. 31.

11 See page 28.

12 Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972),. p. 10.
Bibid., p. 34.

“ibid., p. 31.
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the third and fourth movements of opus 35 that troubled Schumann mogt, and yet
theorigts until that time had written little about these movements in a “typical” sonata
Why, then, should Chopin's funerd march and finae of opus 35 have evoked such
criticism, given that the sonata cycde was gill an evolving genre not yet described in
great detall in theoreticd works? An answer might be that their content was not the
norm of the day, yet how can a form devdop and evolve if the norm is continudly
used?

At this point, a generd discusson of Romantic era opinions relating to the sonata
would be useful in highlighting other possible reasons for the emergence of a sonaa
of the form of Chopin’s opus 35. It 5 a known fact that throughout the Romantic era
“there was a stream of pessmigtic opinions to the effect that the sonata had dready or
would soon come to its end.”*® According to Newman, the number of sonatas being
composed declined precipitoudly in the 1830's.*® By the 1850's a rise in interest in the
sonaa was once agan evident, dthough pessmigtic opinions regarding the status and

prognosis of the sonata outhumbered the optimistic ones.

Examples of such negative opinions are in abundance. Newman mentions an 1832
review of Pio Cianchettini’s Opus 26 begins “A sonata once morel-The newest
fashions after al are but old ones forgotten and revived....”*” Schumann's view on the
subject from 1839 is particularly interesting:

Strange that suddenly there are mostly unknowns who are writing sonates... It is easy to
guess what moves the former, mogtly young artists. There is no worthier form by which
they might introduce and ingratiate themselves [better] in the eyes of the finer critics. But
in consequence most sonatas of this sort can be consdered only as a kind of testing
grounds, as dudies in form. They are scarcdy born out of a srong inner compulsion...
Occasiond lovely manifestations of this sort are sure to appear here and there, and
[some] dready have done so. But otherwise it seems the form has run its course, and this
[drop-off] is certainly in the order of things, and [what is more] we should not have to

repeat the same [form] year &fter year and a the same time deliberate over the new. So

®ibid., p. 37.
% ibid., p. 84.
Yibid., p. 37.
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one writes sonatas or fantasias (what matter the name!); let one not forget music and the

rest will succeed through our good genius...*®

It is clear that Schumann felt that the sonata as a genre was becoming stde, and that it
was used to a large extent as a vehicle for recognition among younger COmMpoSers.
Even he cdled for new forms, saying that the sonata “had run its course” Why then,
when presented with a sonata of the origindity, imaginaion, and beauty of musicd
ideas of Chopin's opus 35, was his reaction s0 negative? He was requesting that
“...we should not have to repeat the same [form] year after year” — did Chopin's
second piano sonata not fulfil this wish? One would have thought that a the lowest
depths of the decline of the sonata, Schumann would have welcomed such an
interesting work; a work that was a far cry from the “textbook style’ sonatas of
younger composers which were “scarcely born out of a strong inner compulsion.”

Other views echoed that of Schuman. In 1843 the Lepzig publisher CA. Klemm
preferred to issue Schubert’s Sonata D.459 as Funf Klavierstlicke, apparently because
the title “sonata’ had become old-fashioned!® In 1855 the French lexicographer
Charles Soullier regarded the sonata as having “...died with the 18" century that
produced it so abundantly.”?°

Notwithstanding these negative opinions, one view did reman condant in the
Romantic era The sonata was seen “...as an, if not the, ided of both technicd and
musicd achievement to which a composer might aspire - usudly an ided that rdated
to Beethoven's image and one that could not be approached other than with the
highest standards and grestest sincerity.”! An important aspect of the Romantic
sonad's associaion with high ideds was the congtant quest for origindity. This quest,
dready developed in the Classic era, was Hill present in the early-nineteenth century,
when a reviewer wrote that a sonata could not be a mere routine; there must be some
caprice, exploration, and origindity, but not to excess. The numerous neutrd or less
favourable reviews of sonatas a the time repeatedly used the phrase-"good

Bibid., p. 38.
¥ibid., p. 39.
Dihid., p. 39.
Zihid., p. 41.
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craftsmanship, but lacking in origindity.”*?> The interpretation of origindity, if not
excessve is of course open to debate, but neverthdess suggests conservative
limitetionsin the quest for origindity.

Of the sources consulted, it cannot be ascertained whether the generd date of the
sonaa a the time of the compogtion of opus 35 influenced Chopin in any way,
dthough one could argue that Chopin's dyle anyway derives in the man from the
works of his predecessors. The conclusion that Chopin fdt that the sonata as a genre
was becoming stale and was in need of something new and controversd to rekindle
interest therein is speculative and has not been subdtantiated. Certainly his letter to
Julian Fontana concerning the B flat Minor Sonata shows no evidence of this®® It
could certainly be a matter of coincidence that opus 35 appeared when the sonata, as

Schumann said, “had run its course.”

That sad, the anayses of Chopin's opus 35 will now be examined, beginning with the
early ones of Hugo Leichtentritt in Chapter Seven.

2Zihid., p. 42.
2 Refer to page 5 for the applicable quote taken from this letter.
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CHAPTER 7

THE EARLY ANALYSES — LEICHTENTRITT AND RETI

As dated in Chapter Four, one of the firss comprehensve andyses of the works of
Chopin was tha of Hugo Lechtentritt in 1921. The dgnificance of a German
musicologis underteking a project of such a scde has dready been mentioned in
Chapter Four. Leichtentritt's analyss of the B flat Minor Sonaa is quite sgnificant in
that it is dmogt dways referred to in subsequent andyses of the work by other
andyss. Many of his opinions and andytical discoveries were used to gresat
advantage as a bads for further invedigation in later writings. Alan Wadker views
Leichtentritt’s andyses as extremely important for ther time in that when it was 4ill
“fashionable to regard Chopin as a mere dreamer, a loose musica thinker,”
Leichtentritt revedled Chopin's gructura mestery to “a generation who had not yet

heard the news.”*

A dgnificant portion of Leichtentritt's andyss of the opus 35 sonata deds with
Chopin's harmonic idiom. His preoccupation with hamonic andyds can in some
cases be seen as superfluous, in the sense that any musically educated reader would be
able to discern Chopin's underlying harmony for themsdves. The issues dedt with by
Leichtentritt in his andyss will be examined only inesmuch as they contribute
counter-arguments to the negative reception of the late-ningteenth and early-twentieth
centuries. A comprehengive survey of his andysswill thus not be undertaken.

Leichtentritt's understanding of the function of the introductory four bars of the first
movement of opus 35 is that of ddaying the entry of the first subject in order to creste
tenson, the degree of which is intengfied by the metricd and harmonic irregularity of
these bars® Furthermore, he believes that the work begins on the fifth bar of an eight-
bar phrase. Right from the dat, then, Lechtentritt highlights the importance of the

L Walker, Alan. ‘ Chopin and Musical Structure: An Analytical Approach,” Frédéric Chopin: Profiles of the Man
and The Musician ed. Walker, A. (London: Barrie and Rockcliff, 1966), p.231.
2 Leichtentritt, Hugo. Analyse der Chopin’schen Klavierwerke Vol. 11 (Berlin: Max Hesse, 1921-1922),p. 211.
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fird four bars. His obsavations in connection with the latter have been examined in
further detail in more recent writings such as those of Réti, Waker and Leiken.

Lechtentritt dso examines the issue of thematic unity in the sonata He observes that
derivatives of the fird subject manifest themsdves in the second subject, as wel as
the accompaniment to the melody of the second subject.® As shown in Example 2, the
second subject grows organicaly out of the first through the rhythmic change of the
firs subject. Example 3 shows how the accompaniment of the meody of the second
subject mekes use of a new rhythmic variant of the firs subject. A further link is
shown in Example 4, where the materid in the right hand of bars 81 to 82 aso derives
from the firg subject. Leichtentritt cdls this phenomenon of themétic integration the
“principe cyclique’, and notes that it was used by Beethoven in his Piano Sonata Opus
8laand last quartets aswell as by Liszt in his sonatas.

3ibid., p. 212.
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Example 2: Derivation of the second subject (top stave) from the first (bottom

stave)*

First movement (bars 39-55)
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Example 3: Derivation of the accompaniment figure (top stave) from thefirst

subject (bottom stave)’

First movement (bars 57-58)
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Sibid., p. 212.
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Example 4: Derivation of thethird subject (top stave) from thefirst (bottom

stave) ®

First movement {bars 81-82)
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Lechtentritt also highlights the presence of rhythmic interconnection between themes.
He emphadises the importance of the rhythm of the firs subject of the firg movement
in that variarts thereof are found in the themes of the Scherzo and the March.” As
shown in Example 5, rewriting the rhythmic outline of the fird subject in 4/4 reveds
how extensvely this rhythm is used throughout the Scherzo in various forms. The
octave passage in bars 183-188, the accompaniment figure of the Trio, and the main
theme of the Scherzo beginning in bar 1 ae dl rhythmicdly derived in some way
from this firg subject. Similarly, a link between this subject and the main theme of the
March is also evidert, as shown in Example 62

Example 5: Rhythmic inter connection between themes’

(@) {t n i ‘h] J-J Original first subject (movement 1)
(b) c J J -{'I i J lE {a) written in 4/4 time

o e
RS T T .
B k4383 I D e e o )
o % LJ I d ol J' Bars 83-84 (Scherzo)

Sibid., p. 213.
"ibid., p. 225.
8ibid., p. 228.
%ibid., p. 225.
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Example 6: Rhythmic link between the first subject of the first movement

and the main theme of the Funeral March'®

4 J3r)

(a) 4. ? ] n Main motif of first subject
p L

(b} 4_ | Yariant of {a)

{c) c J E J Bars 1-2 (Funeral March)

(d) c m ﬂJ Bars 7-8 {Funeral March}

Lechtentritt's view of Chopin's harmonic idiom is intereding in that he sees the
extensve use of chromaiciam (especidly in the development section of the firg
movement) as an important precursor to the harmony of Wagner.!! With reference to
the development section itsef, he interprets it as a free fantasy over the main subject
and diginguishes it from the thematic developments of Beethoven. Leichtentritt adso
highlights Chopin’'s effective manner of modulation a the end of the Trio section of
the second movement in bars 183-188 (see Example 7), pointing to a Smilar usage by
Beethoven a the beginning of the third Leonora Overture!? He observes that the
octaves between the two hands have the effect of a darkening of the harmonic
meaning of sngle notes. These notes aso finction as a means of delaying the re-entry
of the Scherzo's main theme in E flaa minor, as wel as obscuring the overdl
harmonic function of the link between the Trio and Scherzo. This date of limbo is
abruptly ended by the emergence of the E Flat minor harmony that provides a sense of
relief to the lisgener as the repeat of the familiar materid of the Scherzo begins in bar
189. It can thus be seen that Lechtentritt’s thorough examination of Chopin's choice
of harmonies sheds new light on Schumann's objection (see page 84) that Chopin's
use of arbitrary, wild chord writing and excessve dissonance renders the detection of
musca gods more difficult. The difficulty in ascertaining these gods is precisdy the
effect Chopin wished to create, and should not be interpreted as a compostiona
weakness.

Oihid., p. 228.
Yibid., p. 213.
Zihid., p. 224.
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Example 7: Modulation from the Trio to the Scherzo in the second movement*®

Scherzo (bars 184-188)

Aoy N . S
s j_ H"FL e b a :
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P A Sy
T | [ e & = h;l- L= = hﬂi b % i =

The next important section of Leichtentritt’s analyss, one that has been repested ad
nauseum by hosts of other writers, is that of explaining the absence of the first subject
a the beginning of the recepitulation section of the fird movement. Lechtentritt
mantans that the fird subject generates such a dgnificantly large portion of the
development section that to recapitulate it would be repetitive and ungainly. '

Apat from the Finde, which will be examined in Chapter Ten, the find point of
Lechitentritt's andlyss worth highlighting is that of Chopin's manner of linking the
Scherzo and the Trio, a feature examined previowdy in the work of Herbert
Weingock on page 25. Leachtentritt maintans that the beginning of the Funerd
March is prepared by the dow ending of the Scherzo, by means of an expertly placed
ritardando (beginning bar 277) a the end of the Scherzo and the changing of time
ggnature from 3/4 in the Scherzo to 4/4 in the March. The effect of this is that the
March is heard as a continuation of the ritardando of the Scherzo owing to the
stretching of the time signature and broader tempo.'® Thisisillustrated in Example 8:

13 Chopin, Frédéric. Klaviersonate b-moll opus 35 (Miinchen: G. Henle Verlag, 1976), p. 18.
14 |eichtentritt, Hugo. Analyse der Chopin’ schen Klavierwer ke, Vol. |1 (Berlin: Max Hesse, 1921-1922) p. 218.
Bibid., p. 227-228.
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Example 8: Thelink between the Scherzo and Funeral March'®

Scherzo {bars 277-287)
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Funeral March {(bars 1-2)
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The revelatory aspects of Lechtentritts work having been explored, the next
important analysis of Chopin’'s opus 35 will now be examined — that of Rudloph Réti.
His andyss is based on a form-building dement consdered by him as being dmost
completely neglected by the theoreticd community a the time. This is the sohere of
thematic or “motivic’ structurel’ which, when applied to Chopin's second piano
sonata, reveals how thematicaly unified thiswork redly is.

One of the principa reservations expressed by earlier critics about opus 35 was its
goparent lack of thematic and organic unity between the four movements. Réi's
andyss seems to provide overwheming evidence to the contrary. However, this
should be seen in perspective, as Réti is clearly usng Chopin's opus 35 as a medium
for proving the vdidity of his andyticd method, and not as a means of rehabilitating
Chopin. The uncovering of thematic links between subjects and movements should
aways be viewed with one important issue in mind: that by a process of reduction, it

16 Chopin, Frédéric. Klaviersonate b-moll opus 35 (Miinchen: G. Henle Verlag, 1976), pp. 21-22.

17 Réti, Rudolph. The Thematic Process in Music (Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1951), p. 3. It should be noted
that Schoenberg used a similar method when analysing atonal works around the beginning of the twentieth
century. Réti extended this analytical method by applying it to tonal works.
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is often possble to demondgrate a link between any two subjects. In so doing, an
andys might be reading an affinity that is coincidentd, not conscioudy or
subconscioudy motivated.  Attention is drawn bdow to ingtances in Réi’s andyss

where it gppears that he has overly manipulated data to fit his clams.

Réi, like Lechtentritt, begins his andyss by exploring the importance of the
introductory four bars. He attests to their Structurd importance, noting that: “The
vaiegaled and fantagtic thematic picture Chopin manages to evolve from this
inconspicuous  introductory shape is dmost incredible”®® He illustraes the link
between the introductory passage (Grave) and the firs subject by showing the
contours of various parts of this subject, a shown in Example 9.1° Note how part (d)
of this example is dmogt an exact replica of the grace-note phrase in the bass of bar 3
of the Grave (e).

Bibid., p. 299.
¥ibid., p. 301.

45



Example 9: First movement: Link between the contours of the first subject

and theintroductory motif?°

First movement {contours of first subject)

{a) bars 9-12 {b) bars 13-16
[P E— = ba
o ——e—————— e —
Ee——— —
{c) bars 9-16 {d) bars 9-17
o :’-- b Fam Di :
_-E'_T:- ;&l:-’l_" '—
= & =S
First movement {bars 1-4)
I:e:l Girave 5
5 : = =
e —— - — =
2 ———
% el e
e ===—r—x=
T ———— =—=
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ot 16
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Réti dso discusses the importance of the motives in the second hdf of the first
subject. Example 10 shows how he reduces this section to a phrase formed by a
Sepwise descent of four notes. Here again he illudtrates unifying aspects of the first
and second haves of this theme, where motif 11 is a “quas-inverson” of moatif 1.2
Furthermore, the bass accompaniment of the firg subject forms a line expressng
inversons of motives | and Il, as shown in Example 11. The detalled analyss of this
first subject reveds that not only the motivic detail, but dso its wider melodic line are

Dihid., pp. 299-301.
2 Thisis questionable; as noted above, Réti’s method can often be used to relate any three notes to any three
others. The emphasis hereis certainly on “quasi”.
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derived from the origind thought of the Grave, to which merdly one new phrase
(motif 11) is added.??

Example 10: Outline of bars 17-21 of the first subject of the first movement and
their relation to Motif | of the Grave?®

! . & e |
Pl e f 1= a2
—_ = e b A S
SeEEsoas Ty JiEEEes
:&*—Lﬁ— + e J\M
€ = = . e
hars 17 and 19 1K el 20 il |

Example 11: Bass accompaniment of the first subject (bars 9-23) of thefirst

M ovement showing itsrelation to motifs| and 1124

First movement (bars 9-23)

Like Leichtentritt, Réi notes the link between the firg and second subject of the firgt
movement. He obsarves tha the beginning of the second subject is actudly a

25 a5 shown in

“...greatly dackened reteration of the nervous, agitated first theme,
Example 12. He d<s0 illudtrates that the connection of the second subject to the work
as a whole is not confined to is first three notes. Example 13 shows that the varied

repetition of this subject (beginning in bar 57) can be seen as a denivative of the

2Zjhid., p. 302.

Zihid., p. 301.

% ihid., p. 302. It should be pointed out that the appearance of motif lain the bass line could also be due to
harmonic reasons—the A natural functions as a component of V11, in B flat minor. Of course, R&i could argue
that the harmony is motivically driven.

Bihid., p. 302.
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introductory motif in thet the motivic change from the sixth to the seventh is included
as an omament in the melodic line (the G-fla).?® Thus both the first and second
subjects are derivatives of the introductory motif. Ré&i emphasises the dgnificance of
this discovery, saying that these lines of Chopin, “...s0 often described as the

archetype of purdly emotiona outpouring, are firmly rooted in structural ground.”?’

Example 12: Therelationship between thefirst and second subjects of thefirst

movement 22

First subject {bar 9) Second subject {bars 41-42)

J—

fiy o T e —

Example 13: Ornamented version of the second subject (bar s 57-59)*°

First movement {(bars 57-59)

fo ¢ gl o o L A— .

1

The third subject (beginning in bar 81) can be seen as a combination of the first and
second subjects, as shown in Example 14. The brackets show the affinity between the
second and third subjects, while the beginning of the third recdls that of the first.

% The A flat hereis as Réti says— an ornamentation. Asserting its importance by linking it to the introductory
motif is arguable as the note is not part of the subject per se

Zibid., p. 302.

Bihid., p. 302.

Dihid., p. 302.
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Example 14: Therdationship between the first, second, and third subjects of

the first movement*°

First subject (beginning bar 9)

e
o = r— :

Second subject {bars 58-59)

e e,

0L . N e
‘K’L*“;‘rb e -.-—!—_.—

Third subject (beginning bar 81)

. r—— —
ey
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-
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Réti regards these three themes as the basic materid from which the whole movement
is built in condant ornamentation, yet “with an dmogst rigid adherence to the basc
idea”3! This is consdstent with what most andysts would observe with regard to a
movement in sonata form. Furthermore, he emphasises the fact that once the unified
gructure of the fird movement has been darified by the andyses presented thus far,
“...the desgn of the following movements as the naturd outgrowth of the first cannot
be mistaken.”3?

The next important point emphasised by Réi is that of the effective manner in which
Chopin connects the fird movement with the Scherzo. By comparing the coda of the
firss movement as it rises from & - b fla? — & (bars 230-236) to the Scherzo theme,
the amilarity in outline becomes obvious, as shown in Examples 15(a) and 15(b):

ihid., p. 303. The similarity between the first and third subjectsis presumably their identical first two notes (i.e.,
D flat and B flat), the use of afalling semitone, and a similar contour. It should be noted, however, that they are
rhythmically completely different. This shows that Réti does not regard rhythm as being very important.

Lihid., p. 303.

% ihid., p. 303.
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Example 15: Smilarity in outline between bars 229-241 of the first movement
and bars 1-8 of the Scher zo*

(a) First movement (hars 229-241)

230 23l 232 233
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{b) scherzo {bars 1-8)
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{c) Ornament ation of second subject of
first movement {bar 78)

Réi illustrates that, sating in Example 15(@) with the D-sharp in bar 232, and in
Example 15(b) with the E-flat in bar 1, and embroidering the line of Example 15(a)
with the ornamentation of the second subject from the fird movement (Example
15(c)), the Scherzo theme is revedled. On the absence of the opening D of the coda of
the fird# movement in the Scherzo, Ré&i explains “As Chopin gpparently planned the
Scherzo in E-flat, yet wished to @y over the essentid pitch of the concluding group
from the preceding movement, he had amogs no dternaive to omitting the opening
D.”3* Furthermore, the last melodic note of the first movement is a D; if Chopin did
not fed that this note was importat as far as themaic design was concerned, it is
likdy that he would have ended the movement on a B flat, the note to which the

Sibid., p. 304.
% ibid., p. 304.
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whole group tends. Réti dso believes that Chopin had Motif Ib from the Grave in
mind when he formed the Scherzo theme>® Example 16 shows the materia from bars
9to 11, which expresses matif | initsfull course from D-flat to B-flat to A-flat.

Example 16: Use of matif Ib in the Scher zo®®

Scherzo (hars 9-11)
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. ——— . £ Ex EE
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Motif Ib

The links do not end here. As illudrated in Example 17, motif 11 emerges next, in bars
17 to 20, though the stepwise descent of four notes is adjusted to the 3/4 rhythm of the
Scherzo.

Example 17: Use of moatif |1 in the Scherzo®’

Scherzo (bars 17-20)

o e -"E. : el -
H | |
|
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If motifs | and Il are to be found in the first subject of the fird& movement and the
main theme of the Scherzo, it is possible that the Trio of the Scherzo would reflect the
fird movement’'s second subject. Comparing the latter reveds that this is indeed the

case, as shown in Example 18:

% ihid., p. 305.
%ibid., p. 305.
ibid., p. 305.
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Example 18: Similarity between the second subject of the first movement and

the Trio theme of the Scherzo®

Second subject of first movement {bars 58-61)

- I = —
= =——x =
ry =
Trio theme from Scherzo {bars 93-96)
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Onto the third movement, yet ancther interesting link is to be found. If the congtant
note repetitions of the main theme of the March are ignored, the full motivic contour
of the firg subject of the fird movement in its origind key cealy emerges, as
illugtrated in Example 19. The bracket covering the last five notes of the theme of the
March indicates the gppearance of motif I1:

Example 19: Smilarity between the first subject of the first movement and the
main theme of the Funeral March*

Shortened form of first subject of first movement (bars 9-12)

[
= — — "
e e e e
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Shortened Form of main theme of March (bars 1-7)
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Réi’s mgor reveaion concerns the Finde. He states that “The design of the Finde is
0 drikingly in accord with the idea of the Allegro theme that it redly is surprisng
that at least this andogy was not noticed long ago.”*° He is referring to the fact that

Bihid., p. 305.
*ibid., p. 306.
“Dihid., p. 306. Réti’s emphasis.
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both themes follow the same patern, as shown in Example 20. Furthermore, the

ensuing parts exhibit characteristics of matif 11, asillustrated in Example 21:4

Example 20: Smilarity between the first subject of the first movement and the

first four barsof the Finale*

Abridged version of first subject of first movement (bars 9-14)
—— .;“-:._.—__—-- —r : ?

i =
— ba |
:g-_.‘—n-—oj—.—-'-—l"-!r—'-—" —
=, = i — e

Finale {bars 1-3)

Example 21: Matif || asit appearsin bars5and 7 in the Finale*®

Finale {bar 5} Finale (bar 7}
L -~ oo | I — —
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Réti even manages to find hints of a true cantilena as the second theme in a movement
characterised by fast, continuous triplet quavers. The idea of such a melodious theme
is evident in the second section of the Finde (bars 23-30), exactly when it is due,
through figurations shown in Example 2244

“ Thisis questionable. Earlier, Réti refers to motif |1 as the stepwise decent of four notes. Bar 5, however, contains
four descending tones which are not in stepwise motion.
“ihid., p. 306.

“ibid., p. 306.
#ibid., p. 307. Finding a melodious figure such as thisin amovement with over 800 continuous quaversis

statistically likely.
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Example 22: Hints of a melodious second subject in the Finale®

Finale

Bar 28, beat 1 Bars 29(beat 4)-30

Ré&i emphasses the fact that Chopin's mudc, while exhibiting expressve and
romantic quaities, is firmly entrenched in thematic homogendty and thematic
trandformation. These trandformations, he adds, “become architectura forces, and,
indeed, engender musical form.”4

On the reaults of his efforts, Ré&i concludes:

Guided by these structurd clues, the compositional process through which the work must
have grown becomes drikingly trangparent. We can imagine a musicd  thought, pregnant
both with emotiond impulse and with dructura posshilities, revolving in  the
composer’s mind. Visons flash up of the various configurations and moods which this

thought may assume, and thus diifferent sections and movements take shape.*’

The results of these two mgor andyses by Lechtentritt and Réti show a disagreement
with certain of the reservations with regard to opus 35 that were uncovered in earlier
chapters. The rdlevant criticisms are;

1) The fact that Chopin was not comfortable in udng a sonata (implied in
Schumann’s critique in Appendix A);

2) The fact that the last two movements have no connection with the firsg two
(Huneker, page 18);

3) The lack of organic or thematic unity between the four movements (Hadden, page
19);

“ibid., p. 307.
6 jhid., p. 308.
4Tibid., p. 307. Réti’s emphasis.
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4) The fact that the Funeral March does not beong to the rest of the work
(Schumann’s critique in Appendix A);

5) Thefindeismockery and not music (Schumann’s critique in Appendix A);

6) Usng the term “Sonata’ to describe four seemingly unconnected pieces
(Schumann’s critique in Appendix A/Niecks, page 15/Huneker, page 18).

Furthermore, the harmonic andyss of Lechtentritt unravels Chopin's unusua use of
harmony, and places Huneker's clams of wild chord writing in perspective. It would
seem, then, that there is nothing much dse left to uncover, save for a more in-depth
investigation of the dructure of the finde. That may be the case yet andyses of this
sonata were published in the latter hdf of the twentieth century, reveding further
interesting features. These analyses will be the subject of discussion in Chapter Eight.
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CHAPTER 8

FURTHER ANALYSES - WALKER AND OTHERS
(1966-1990)

In Frederic Chopin: Profiles of the Man and the Musician, Alan Walker devotes a
number of pages to Chopin's second piano sonata in his chapter on “Chopin and
Musicd Structure” He, like Réti, emphasises the importance of the introductory bars,
dating that they determine “...the thematic destiny of the entire work.”! Walker
interprets the faling diminished saventh and risng second in the bass clef of the
Grave as “...the cdls out of which Chopin's intuitive genius builds one of his most
‘spontaneous’ works.”? This matif is shown in Example 23(b):

Example 23: Derivation of motif (b) from bars 1-4 of the first movement (a)®

First movement {(bars 1-6)

Grave Doppio movimento

4 B
m‘l —=
{a)

& /

Building on Réi's andyss of the firsd subject of the Allegro, Wdker dates that an
octave transposition of the first three notes of this subject shows that it clearly derives
from the firg three notes of the work, as shown in Example 24. Like Leichtentritt and
Réti, he points out the derivation of the second subject from the firgt, where the first

X
=

Ao .

few notes of the second subject form an augmented verson of motif X. This is

L Walker, Alan. ‘ Chopin and Musical Structure: An Analytical Approach,” Frédéric Chopin: Profiles of the Man
and The Musician ed. Walker, A. (London: Barrie and Rockcliff, 1966), p. 239.

Zibid., p. 240.

3ibid., p. 240.
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illugrated in Example 25. Wdker adds that dthough the extreme contrast of character

of the two subjects could hardly be greater, the second sounds inevitable because of
this strong thematic link.*

Example 24: Derivation of thefirst subject®

From Example 23(b) E
- F ]
L Ll
Inversion and octave e— |
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a A Al ey -
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S e

Example 25: The use of motif x (Example 24) in the second subject®

Sostenuto (bars 41-48)
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Not mentioned in the previous chapter is yet another connection between the first
subject and the find bars of the exposition.” Example 26(b) shows the melodic outline
of bar 99 near the end of the expodtion; when inverted, it is an exact replica of the
firgt four notes of the first subject:

“ibid., p. 240.
Sibid., p. 240.
Sibid., p. 241.
ibid., p. 241.
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Example 26: Derivation of bar 99 from the first subject®

First movement {bar 99}

T ?
o (R
T e £ 2
SIiE ==
[]
Melodic outline of {a)
T
(b) H—
O]
o e
{c) H———be X eyt b e ey
al Y — T .=
Inversion of {(b) = first subject (first movement)

Wadker dso emphasises the importance of the tempo relaionship between the Grave
(bars 1-4) and Doppio Movimento (beginning bar 5) in the fird movement, i.e, that
bar 5 onwards is exactly double the speed of the first four. By doing so, he gives
credence to his opinion that the Grave is not something merdly “tacked on” a the
beginning, and that it should not be played in adow, improvisatory manner.

Wadker is of the opinion that the closdy-knit argument of the development section of
the firs movement, which is based dmost exclusvely on the first subject, disoroves
the notion that Chopin could not develop his themes. Example 27, taken from bars
137 to 140, shows how Chopin uses the introductory motif smultaneoudy with the
firgt subject in the same passage:

8ibid., p. 241.
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Example 27: Thethree-layered structure beginning bar 137 in the development®

First movement {bars 137-140)

Y
=~ =a——
==
L= o = —_— e —= _'_ — = o _ '___'f—f’f_"_r__'_:::
o ;:" L'E./ § —
L \\g = : l

b
b (b}
(a) material derived from first subject

{bYintroductory motif (see Example 23}

The importance of the minor third (the inverson of the diminished seventh of Ré&i's
motif la on page 46) as a “background unitive force throughout the sonata’ is aso
emphasised by Walker.!® He notes that the first few bars of the Scherzo show rising

minor thirds, while bars 15 to 20 shows a restoration of baance in the use of fdling
thirds, as shown in Example 28:

%ibid., p. 242.
Wibid., p. 244.
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Example 28: The use of the minor third in the Scherzo*!

Scherzo (bars 1-5) il s w3
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Scherzo (bars 15-20)
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Another thematic link noted by Walker, one that does not gppear in the writings of
Leichtentritt or Réi, is the subtle integration of the strongly contrasted Trio to the
Scherzo itsdf. Example 29 shows the driking Smilarity between the concluding bars
of the Scherzo and the theme of the Trio. In addition, Walker notes that the Trio
theme aso looks forward to the Trio section of the Funeral March, as illudrated in
Example 30. Thus this Trio theme is drongly linked themaicdly not only to the
Scherzo but aso the Funeral March:

Yibid., p. 244.
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Example 29: Thematic integration of the Trio with the Scher zo*?

Scherzo (bars 78-81)
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Trio {bars ﬁS—BE)

Example 30: Link betweenthe Trio theme of the Scherzo and the Trio theme of
the Funeral March®®

Trio of Scherzo (hars 85-86) Trio of Funeral March (bars 31-32)
{trnns]:lmr.d‘.l'r-p-,._l
e e e e
O] 1
o & 9 o O o L B I Y

Wadker expands on Réti’s discovery of the thematic link between the first subject of
the firs movement and the main theme of the Funerd March. He illudrates that the
melodic contour of the opening bars of the Funera March is not only derived from the
firsds movement, but is in fact a drict retrograde motion to the first subject of the
Allegro, as shown in Example 31. Wdker cdls this “cregtive integrity of a high

order.”1* Others, however, may interpret this as note manipulation.

2ibid., p. 244.
Bibid., p. 245.
“ibid., p. 246.
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Example 31: Link between the main subject of the Funeral March and thefirst

subject of the first movement ™

(a}) Funeral March {bars 1-3) {b} First subject from first movement {bar 9)

g

T g v e e e —
fa) {b)

Having dready highlighted the importance of mediant reaionships as a unifying
source in this sonata, Waker goes even further to show that no fewer than six of the
sonata s themes begin on the mediant degree itsdlf, as shown in Example 32:

Example 32: Use of the mediant degreein various subjects*®

fﬂ,} *
=St o=
[B flat minar]
(d) pe
B e e i
[G Bas major] G fEat major] 1€ minar}
{a) bars 1-2 {First movement - introductory motif})
(b) bar9 (First movement - first subject)

{c) bar 97 {First movement - end of exposition}

{d) bars 85-86 (Trio of Scherza)

{e) bars 31-32 {Trio of Funeral March)

(F} bars 121-124 (First movement - development section)

# - Mediant note

Another reveation by Waker awats he obsarves that the fdling seventh-risng
scond intevd of Réi's motif la is present in the seemingly ahematic,
incomprenensble Finde. Example 33 shows that the notes D-fla, E, and F beginning
in the second haf of bar 1 of the Finde are exactly those of the introductory notes to
the entire work.

% ibid., p. 246.
% ibid., p. 246.
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Example 33: The use of theintroductory matif in the Finale’

(a) Finale {bar 1) {b) Motivic figure derived from {a}

%%" — — f

Wadker dso believes tha one of Chopin's chief contributions to sonata form is the
intense compression of his recapitulations® In this regard he discusses the omission
of the firg subject from the reprise of the firda movement, which, in his opinion, is not
a “dructurd weekness” as perpetuated by conventional wisdom, but “a sdutary
lesson in how not to compose.” Furthermore, he regards this structural compression as

an “unconscious function of crestive mastery.”*°

Wadker's comments on the sonata on a generd level are paticularly interesting and
relate directly to Chopin's opus 35. He cdls the sonata “a story of musica form from
Bach's E Mgjor Violin Concerto to Schoenberg's First Chamber Symphony.”?° He
explains that the divisons between movements gradudly collagpsed under the credtive
pressure of geniuses ranging from Bach to Schoenberg. What began as a multi-
movement form, with each movement having its own character, developed into a
greatly compressed form two hundred years later. This manifested itsdf in expostions
and recapitulations becoming ever more developmental, separate movements being
linked and penetrating one another, and the assembly of every possble character
under the name “sonata” He concludes by dating that sonata form has aways been

“on the move,” and that Chopin was one of those who helped it along.?

Having surveyed a rather in-depth thematic andyss by Waker, other anaytica
writings on Chopin’s opus 35 sonata will now be reviewed. In an article largely based
on the work of Réi, Rudolf Klen makes note of Chopin's invention of very

ibid., p. 248.
Bibid., p.242.
¥ibid., p. 243.
Dihid., p. 243. It should be noted that sonatas were being written before Bach.
Zihid., p. 243.
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concentrated themes, a phenomenon dready noticesble in his early C Minor Fano
Sonata Opus 4.%% In addition, as aready noted by Réi, Klein observes that Chopin's
themes are dl derived from a few basc motives. This is in agreement with Waker's

view that, in generd, the soreta was subjected to a large amount of sructurd

compression in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

In

a monumenta dissertation from 1981, John Boallinger uses integrative and

Schenkerian andyses to invedigate the reaionships among unifying compostiona

devices within Chopin's opus 35. His work involves the integration of severd

andyses, asummary of which follows.

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Foreground-Vertical-Linear Analysis. This shows the fuson and interplay of the
unifying intervals (the mgor and minor third) of the Sonata within the pianistic
texture. >

Compositional-Sructure Outline. This shows the basc dructure of each
movement, including details of subject materid, key changes, and the demarcation
of each movement into its respective sections.?*

Chromatic-Scale Analysis. This uncovers another unifying device in the Sonata
the ascending and descending chromatic scale as it occurs in each of the four
movements?®

Diatonic-Major and Melodic-Minor Scale Analysis. This shows the importance of
major and minor scales as unifying devices in each of the four movements.
Reconstruction Analysis. This involves the juxtgpostion of materid notated in
sharps and flats in the first, second, and fourth movements in order to show chord-
function continuity. %

Middle- and Background Schenkerian Sketches. These corroborate the integrative
andyses, and include sketches of each movement as a separate entity, as well as a
final unified sketch of the entire Sonata

2 K|lein. Rudolph. ‘ Chopins Sonatentechnik,’ in Osterreichische Musikzeitschrift XX11/7 (1967), p. 393.

2 Bollinger, John S.I. An Integrative and Schenkerian Analysis of the B-Flat Minor Sonata of Frederic Chopin.
Ph.D dissertation, University of Washington, 1981, p. 3.

2ihid., p. 11.

Bihid., p. 24.

Bipid., p. 27.
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While it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to enter into detail concerning these
andyses, Boallinger concludes that Chopin's opus 35 is a “totdly integrated
composition.”?’ He identifies the most important unifying device of the sonata as the
compositiona relaionship of the Funerd March to the other movements, adding that
the March “...grongly dictates the compostiond outlines of the outer three
movements”?® This is consistent with the fact that the March was written two years
prior to the rest of the work. Bollinger dso identifies the utilisation of the mgor and
minor third for theme condruction and harmonic development as the other important
unifying device. These concdusons are in agreement with the work of Ré&i and
Walker mentioned earlier.

Dammier-Kirpd's discusson of the seven large-scde cydic works of Chopin
contains an interesting thought regarding the connection between Chopin's opus 35
and Beethoven's sonata opus 26. She, like Leiken (see page 7), attests to Beethoven's
influence on Chopin, pointing out the driking Smilaity between the order of
movements in these sonatas®® Dammier-Kirpa believes that the contrast between the
Funerad March and the Finade of Beethoven's opus 26 portrays the same impression as
that of Chopin's opus 35 — “like chatting after the march.”*®  What surprises her
though, is what Beethoven, the undisputed master of the sonata, did, Chopin did years
later, only to be rebuked, thereby causng the appearance of scores of anayses
attempting to explain what was perceived as a problematic relaionship between the
movements>! Further evidence regarding Beethoven's influence on Chopin is the fact
that Beethoven's opus 26 was one of Chopin's favourite sonatas in that he played,
taught, and andysed its structure for his students more often than he did any other of

Beethoven' s sonatas.®?

In his 1985 article “Chopin und die Sonate,” Joachim Kaiser raises an interesting and
vadid point with reference to Schumann's reservation that the four movements of opus
35 cannot collectively be termed a “sonata” He observes that if the Scherzo of opus

Zibid., p. 1.

Bihid., p. 1.

2 Thislink, namely the employment of the same type and order of movements, was discussed earlier in Chapter 2.

22 Dammier-Kirpal, Ursula. Der Sonatensatz bei Frederic Chopin (Wiesbaden: Breitkopf & Hartel, 1973), p. 90.
ibid., p. 90.

%2 L eiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1992), p. 161.
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35 is compared to any of Chopin's four stand-done Scherzi, a huge contragt is
evident.3® Unlike dl four stand-alone Scherzi, which contain a vehement coda and end
in a triumphant manner, the Scherzo of opus 35 is rather tame by comparison.®* This
is evident in the quiet ending of the movement, as the meody from the Trio enters and
dowly dies away. The feding of expectation or questioning here suggests that the
Scherzo has been moulded to fit the bigger context of the Sonata. This, in turn,
provides further substantiation for those who opposed Schumann and Huneker's view
that the four movements of this sonata were seemingly unconnected and thus cannot
collectively be caled a*“sonata.”

Charles Rosen raises an important issue with regard to the introductory four bars of
the fird movement of opus 35. He notes that a glance at the autograph in Warsaw
shows that the repest markings in amost every edition appear in the wrong place —
bar 5 instead of bar 1.% This according to him, makes “awkward nonsense of an
important moment in the opening movement.”3® He believes that the repeat is dearly
intended to begin with the firsg note of the movement, or ese the harmonic change
between the cadence in D flat mgor a the end of the expostion and the keginning of
the accompaniment figure in bar 5 makes no sense. Thus the opening four bars serve a
double function: they are a dramétic beginning, and a trandtion from the end of the
exposition back to the tonic.3’

Having examined the work of vaious commentators since the 1960's, recent
publications of two influentid Chopin scholars of the last decade or so will now be
investigated. These are the writings of Jm Samson and Anatoly Leiken, the work of
whom has contributed further to the understanding of Chopin's compostiond idiom
asit relatesto the sonata cycle. This materid will be examined in Chapter Nine.

33 Kaiser, Joachim. * Chopin und die Sonate,” in Musik-Konzepte 45 (1985), p. 13. Chopin’s four Scherzi are opus
20in B minor, opus 31 in B flat minor, opus 39 in C sharp minor, and opus 54 in E mgjor.

% ibid., p. 14.

% Rosen, Charles. ‘ The First Movement of Chopin’s Sonatain B Flat Minor, Op. 35, in Nineteenth-century Music
XI1V/1 (1990), p. 61.

% ihid., p. 60.

$ibid., p. 62.
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CHAPTER9

RECENT WRITINGS — SAMSON AND LEIKEN

These commentators have contributed sgnificantly to the understanding of Chopin's
mudc in the lagt fifteen years, and for this reason their comments and andyses with
respect to Chopin's second piano sonata are included in a separate chapter. Ther
writings are paticularly informative and seldom conditute a mere rehash of the works

of others.!

In his 1985 The Music of Chopin, Samson discusses the issue of unity in this sonata,
and goes a dep further than smple thematic interconnections between movements. He
emphasses that the concept of “unity” is a highly problematicd notion in mudc, and
that there are various approaches that may be used to investigate this issue. He quotes
Jozef Chominski, who satesthat opus 35 is

...in redity a synthess of Chopin's earlier achievements within the framework of the
four-movement sonata. The four-movement scheme provides in short a context within
which the figurative petterns of the studies and preludes, the cartilene of the nocturnes

and even the periodicity of the dance pieces may be drawn together.?

Protopopov adds to this argument asserting that Chopin transformed the sonata cycle
in a dgnificant manner. In paticular, he mentions that, like Beethoven, whose
willingness to introduce the fugue into his own later works led to its permestion
through to his works usng sonata Structure, Chopin's use of the nocturne finds its
way into certain themes of the sonata cycle

! Although his work has not been used for this thesis, the writings of John Rink on the music of Chopin are also
highly regarded. Among them is a book on Chopin’s piano concertos, a dissertation dating from 1989 relating the
evolution of Chopin’s structural style to improvisation, and various articles in Chopin Studies |1, ed. Samson, J.,
Rink, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), and The Cambridge Companion to Chopin, ed. Samson,
J. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992). Contact was made with Dr. Rink; he himself stated that his
writings (in particular his dissertation) are not relevant to the content of this dissertation. For thisreason, his
contributions to the understanding of the music of Chopin have not been included.

2 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 129.

3 Protopopov, Vladimir. * Forma Cyklu Sonatowego w utworach F. Chopina,’ in Pol sko-rogyjskie miscellanea
muzyczne (1968), p. 127.
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This idea that Chopin adapted his earlier achievements to the framework of the sonaa
can, to some extent, explan the unusud nature of the Finde. Chominski notes that
comparing the Finde of opus 35 with the E Hat Mgor Prelude opus 28 no. 19 shows
numerous smilarities® Both have a smilar texture (i.e, a single line in triplet
octaves); they are dmost identica in length (75 and 71 bars respectively); and both
end on a fortissmo chord. Although it may be true that the Preude's triplets are more
focused harmonicdly in that they provide support for the top-voice mdody (which is
not the case in the Finde of opus 35), the comparison can render the Finae less
“futurigtically athematic. ..without precedent in the history of the keyboard.”>

As far as the firss movement is concerned, Samson demondrates that the externd
pattern of the movement respects the main sonata-form outline, save for the avoidance
of a “double reprise’ (which will be examined in due course).® He does, however,
highlignt the fact that the dynamic scheme is subtly different from that of the
Classcd sonata. In connection with the latter, he observes that the stark character
contrast between the stormy first subject and the beautiful second subject of the
Allegro of opus 35 intendfies such inclinations of the Classcd sonata to the extent
that they take precedence over tond diaectic.” The result is a “romantic distance’
between the two subjects rather than the classcd ided of polaity (which would
ultimatdly demand a resolution)® With reference to the development, Samson notes
that the necessary indability is crested through shifting tondity and bresks in
continuity, as is the case in many other sonatas. He maintains that the power of the
man dimax here is dgnificantly large, and is made even grester by the intengty
achieved through concentrated motivic working and the use of a threetier
sratification of texture® This is evident in Example 27 (see page 59), where the
introductory motif, the firsd subject, and a middle line of crotchet triplets are
employed Smultaneoudly.

4 In Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 130.
Sibid., p. 130.

6 Samson is here referring to the absence of the first subject in the recapitul ation.

7 It should be noted that the sonatas of Haydn do not exhibit such inclinations.

8ibid., p. 132.

%ibid., p. 132.
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Paticularly interegting is the reason Samson offers for the lack of the firg subject in
the recapitulation of the firs movement. He dismisses the oft-quoted opinion that its
extensve use in the development renders a repeat in the recapitulation redundant,
dating that, by the same token, many a Mozat movement would exhibit thematic
redundancy.’® Rather, he believes that the resson lies behind the choice of strongly
contrasting characters for the first and second subjects of the exposdtion; this, in turn,
has a profound effect on the overdl shape of the movement.

The function of the Classcd expogtion is to present a tond oppodtion; the firgt
subject is quoted in the tonic, while the second is in a key other than the tonic. This
tenson is resolved in the recapitulation with the return of the second subject in the
tonic key. The fird movement of Chopin's opus 35, however, is conceived differently.
Samon maintans that the function of the lyricad second theme is to resolve the
tenson and drama of the firgt theme, and that the response to the exposdtion (i.e, the
development and recapitulation) preserves this reationship!! Therefore, the drama
and energy of the fird subject is heightened by motivic development while the
gability and cam of the second subject is achieved through a return to the tonic key.
The result is a modd with an overdl shegpe that inevitably results in a dackening of
formal and tond bonds of the Classcd sonata This accounts for Samson's
propogtion that the intrae and inter-movement motivic and thematic links (as
illugrated in Chapters Seven and Eight in the work of Leichtentritt, Réti and Walker)

assume a largely compensatory role?

As far as the Scherzo is concerned, Samson notes that it takes “...its cue from the
muscular, rhythmic energy of Beethoven,” thus highlighting a Beethovenian influence
on opus 35, an issue discussed on page 65.1° Again, he makes reference to Chopin's
use of different genres embedded in one movement; in this case a berceuse as the
man subject of the Trio, and suggestions of the polonaises and scherzi in the firg
subject of the Scherzo. Likewise, he points to a nocturne embedded in the Funerd
March. In concluson, Samson dates that Schumann was correct in his observation
that opus 35 is no ordinary sonata. He cites the juxtapodtion of contrasting, relatively

©ipid., p. 132.
Yibid., p. 133.
Zipid., p. 133.
Bibid., p. 130.
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sdf-contained worlds such as the dance and berceuse in the Scherzo, funerd march
and nocturne in the third movement, and study in the Finde as the reasons for this.
Where Schumann went wrong, according to Samson, were the conclusions he went on

to draw from this**

Anatoly Leiken's dissertation The Dissolution of Sonata Structure in Romantic Piano
Music has particular relevance to Chopin's opus 35. In a chapter devoted entirdly to
the sonatas of Chopin, he dstates that “Chopin’s contributions to the dissolution of the
sonata norm are...the most far-reaching among Romantic composers.”*® He adds that
many of Chopin’s works that gopear to have nothing in common with sonata Structure
include sonata features. He cites the F Mgor Balade Opus 38, the Barcarolle Opus

60, and the Polonaise- Fantasie Opus 61, among others.

Leiken's chief contribution to the understanding of Chopin’'s use of sonata form is his
explanation of the fuson of sonata and variaion principles in opus 35. He condders
this phenomenon as an important factor in contributing to the sructurd unity of each
movement, long regarded as the principa weakness of this work in the late-nineteenth
century. Referring to the andyses of Leichtentrit and Réti, he States tha, dthough
they addressed the questions of thematic unity, they ignored one crucid issue. This is
“...the mixing of forms by Romantic composers driving to renovate the Classcd
forma patterns and to depat from the predetermination of the traditiond sonata

mould.”*®

By means of a thorough motivic andyss, much of it indebted to those mentioned in
Chapter Seven, Leiken concludes that the firs and second subjects of the first
movement of opus 35 are actudly variaions on the introductory four bars. Each
subject itsdf is then vaied further. The third subject (Example 14, page 49),
beginning & bar 81 (the dosng section of the expodtion), quotes al thematic
edements of the movement. A summary of Leken's andyss of the expostion is
shownin Table 1:

“ipid., p. 131.

BlLe keﬁ, Anatoly. The Dissolution of Sonata Structure in Romantic Piano Music (1820-1850). Ph.D
dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles, 1986, p. 193.

18 After Leiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas,’” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 161.
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Table 1: Thederivation of subject material in the exposition of the first

movement !’

BAR NOS. DESCRIPTION

1-4 Introductory statement from which warious motifs can be extracted.
These motifs provide material for the construction of subjects.

5-24 Initial statement of the first subject.
WVariation on the introductory material.
25-40 Wanation on the first subject.
41-56 statement of second subject.
Waniation on the introductory material.
57-80 Wanations on the second subject.
#1-106 WVariations on all thematic elements of the sonata

Drawing from his observetions, Leiken notes that one way of undersanding the
expogtion of the Allegro is viewing it as a sequence of vaiations. One might note
that a similar phenomenon can be found in Schubert’s Quartet D. 887.

Leiken follows on from Samson's reasoning for the lack of the firg subject in the
recapitulation. He amilaly dismisses the notion that heavy exploitation of the firs
subject in the development renders its restatement in the recgpitulation redundant, his
reasoning being that dl themes are quoted in the development and that it is not based
dmost exdusively on the first subject as stated by Leichtentritt.® He adds that, since
dl the themes are vaidions of the same maerid, the development becomes yet
another variation.’® Furthermore, even if the first subject were the sole basis for the
development, many Classicd developments based only on the firg subject ae
followed by a full recapitulation (e.g., Beethoven's sonata Opus 13). Leiken feds that
athough this goproach was not used by Chopin in opus 35, it is valid in that after the

ibid., pp. 167-169.
Bibid., p. 169.
¥ibid., p. 169.
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materid of the primary group has been atomised and thrown into various keys, it is a
relief to heer it again it its origind form and key.?° He is thus hinting that even if
Chopin restated the first subject a the beginning of the recapitulation, it would not
amount to a structural weskness, as maintained by Walker.

Leken makes an interesting literary analogy here. He associates the first subject with
the hero and the second with the heroine. In the typicd classc sonata, they are driven
gpart in the expogtion, to be reunited in the reprise. In the case of opus 35, however,
the tond conflict of the expogtion is left unresolved; this is owing to the lack of the
gppearance of the firg subject in the tonic key a the beginning of the recapitulation.

Here, then, the hero and heroine cannot be re-united because the hero dies. The

Funera March thus follows?!

Leken offers another reason for the phenomenon of the compresson of the
recapitulation. He sees it as the redtoration of the older binay form typicd of D.
Scarlatti’s sonatas in the Baroque era i.e., return to a two-part rather than three-part
form. Further evidence of Baroque tendencies in Chopin's work is seen in the
contrapuntal writing of the firs movement of the sonata Opus 5822 Jm Samson
devotes an entire chapter in The Music of Chopin to Chopin's employment of Baroque
compositional procedures.

Echoing Samson (see page 69), Leiken interprets the furious ingstence on repested
octaves and chords in the Scherzo as an indication of its close connection to the
Beethovenian tradition, on account of its explosve rhythmic power?® He adds that
while Beethoven's scherzo is a trandformed minuet, Chopin's is a transformed
mazurka, with dl the characteristic jumps or stamps on the second or third bedt.
Leiken dso attests to the notion that the Scherzo is an integrd part of opus 35, citing
Wadker's obsarvation of the importance of the minor third in this movement as a
unifying force throughout the four movements (see page 60). He believes tha the
Scherzo begins as a naurd extenson of the closng section of the firg movement, in

Dihid., p. 170.

2Lihid., p. 170.

22 |t should be noted that contrapuntal writing is not exclusively confined to the Barogue period.

2 Leiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas,” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), p. 170.
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that the triplet-metre crotchet motion in the former (Example 34(b)) is smilar to the
triplets in the latter (Example 34(8)).>* The arows indicate intervalic Smilarities In
addition, Leiken notes that the predominance of repested octaves and chords in both
movements reinforces this smilarity. According to Leken, the Scherzo's growth out
of the cdosng section of the fird movement is one possble reason for explaining the
absence of atempo indication for the Scherzo.?®

Example 34: Link between the Scherzo and the first movement

First movement (bars 213-215)

[ R |

Scherzo (bars 12-14)
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Lelken dso identifies a further thematic link between the fird movement and the
Scherzo: the mdodic line risng from the firg to the fifth scde degree. This is shown
in Example 35, where the circled notes make up the interva of thefifth:

2ibid., p. 170.
Bihid., p. 170.
Bipid., p. 171.
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Example 35: Thematic link between the Scherzo and first movement: therising
fifth?’

scherzo {bars 1-6)

rising fifth
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First movement (bars 49-53)
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Orne find note concerning themaic and rhythmic interconnections between
movements should be included here. Lelkken points out that the prolonged repetitions
of a dngle note seen a the beginning of the Funeral March is dso the backbone of the
main theme of the Scherzo and the dosing section of the firs movement?® This is
possbly the find nail in the coffin for the “lack of structurd unity” theory.

This concludes the study of the reception of Chopin’s Second Piano Sonata. From the
early writings of Schumann to the very recent ones of Samson, a definite trend of
increased awareness and understanding of this work is noticeable. Before concluding
this dissertation, however, a separate chapter will be devoted to the Finde. While it
has been touched upon earlier, many remarks have been ddiberately held back until
this point. An atempt will be made to trace the problematic reception of this
movement by examining the writings of various commentators, dmogt al of whom
have aready been mentioned in the dissertation.

Zibid., pp. 168,171.
Bihid., p. 174.
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CHAPTER 10

THE FINALE

As noted in Chapter Three, it was the Finde of Chopin's second piano sonata that
puzzled Schumann most. He viewed it more as a piece of irony than musc. It has
captured the imagination of many, causng hosts of commentators to extend their
views as to the literary associations of this movement. On the face of it, seventy-five
bars of quick, non-stop triplet passages in unison between the two hands with hardly a
change in dynamics may seem like a drange choice for the find movement of a
sonata. Modern commentators have tried to demystify this movement by means of
harmonic and motivic andyses. These andyses will be discussed in due course firg,

however, a glance at some reactions to this movement provides interesting reading.

Frederick Niecks describes this finde as “the solitude and dreariness of a desert.”*
The famous ningteenth-century Russan pianis Anton Rubingen interprets it as

“Winds of night sweeping over churchyard graves”?

Tausg described the “very
peculiar” finde as “...the ghost of the departed wandering about” after the “Marche
funebre’; subsequently, only two weeks before his own death in 1871, he referred to it
a “...the wind blowing over my grave”® Alfred Cortot saw “...the freezing
whirlwind descending on tombs”* Mendelssohn was known to didike the work,

saying, “One may abhor it, yet it cannot be ignored.”®

With reference to Chopin's
comment that the hands are “gossiping” after the march, Niecks interprets this as the
good neighbours discussing the merits of the departed after the burid, abeit with a

spice of backbiting.

According to Jurij Cholopow, a survey of writings on the Finde shows tha it has
been accused of a lack of melody, obscure and undefined harmony, lack of subjects,

! Niecks, Frederick. Frederick Chopin as a Man and Musician, Vol |1 (London: Novello, Ewer and Co., 1890), p.
227.

2 Weinstock, Herbert. Chopin: The Man and His Music (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1959), p. 241.

3 Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 491.

“Gavoty, Bernard. Frederic Chopin, tr. Sokolinsky, M. (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1977), p. 387.

5 Huneker, James. Chopin: The Man and His Music (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1900), p. 169.
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as wdl as a lack of formd darity.® These views are by no means confined to the
ealy- twentieth century dther. In an aticle of 1985, Peter Benary concludes that the

musica sense of the Finde remains “hidden.”’

Jm Samson highlights the extraordinary condruction of the dngle line in this
movement, both in terms of phrasng and implied harmonic background. He describes
the effect of the Finde as “...rather like a film sequence coming in and out of focus,
with  moments of redative diaonic daity...undermined by the gshifting, seemingly
directionless activity surrounding them.”® Diatonic darity can be seen in the opening,
bars 24-30 (established through literal repetition), the reprise at bar 34, and the find
bars. For the rest of the movement, repeated shapes emerge only tentatively from a
continuous stream of sound, thereby increasing the dusive qudity.

Anatoly Leken views the finde like a piece for unaccompanied cdlo, an indrument
with which Chopin was well acquainted.’ Leiken notes that the Prelude from Bach's
Suite in D mgor for solo cdlo BWV1012 is a smilar perpetuum mobile of four
quaver triplets per bar, and that one of its main motives bears a driking resemblance
to the main theme of the fr& movement of Chopin's opus 35. This paralel adds to his
argument that the Finde should not be played too fadt, or ese not much remans of a
Bach connection in such a peformance, and the ligener will have no chance of
grasping the Finde's form. In addition, a fast rendition will cause the movement to
aopear ahemdtic, wheress in redlity it has “...a sysem of tond and meodic repeats

that creates a tangible trace of sonataform.”*°

Charles Rosen views the Finde as “...s0 much less radicd than this Polonaise [in F
Sharp Minor Opus 44] tha it may be difficult a first to put one's finger on just why
Schumann and his contemporaries were shocked by it to the point of conddering it
unmusicdl, athough it is easy to understand why they were fascinated.”!! Formaly,

8 Cholopow, Jurij. ‘O Zasadach Kompozycji Chopina: Zagadka Finalu Sonaty B-moll,’ in Rocznik Chopinowski
XIX (1987), p. 211.

! Benary, Peter. ‘Ein Fal von Fehlinterpretation,” in Musica 39 (1985), p 28.

8 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 130.

9 Leiken, Anatoly. ‘ The Sonatas,’” The Cambridge Companion to Chopin ed. Samson, J. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), p. 175.

Wibid., p. 175.

11 Rosen, Charles. The Romantic Generation (London: Harper Collins, 1995), p. 294.
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he sees it as a one-pat invention in reatively smple binary form. He adds that this
kind of binary “sonata’ form without development was common from 1750 to 1800,
after which it gppeared frequently in opera overtures such as those of Rossni and

Berlioz.*?

Underganding the congruction of the Finde is possble by means of a thematic and
harmonic andyss, such as those by Riemann, Leichtentritt, Bronarks, and Benary.
This dissertation will reproduce that found in a 1987 Polish aticle by Jurij Cholopow,
the trandated title of which is “About principles of Chopin's compostions Mysery
of the finde of the B Fla Minor Sonaia”® Pat of this andyss can be found in
Appendix B, abasc summary of which follows.

The firg four bars have been viewed by some as an introduction, while others
interpret it as the beginning of the fird subject. Charles Rosen subscribes to the
former view, adding tha its harmonic outline recdls the opening four bars of the firs
movement.* Cholopow’s andysis takes the latter view, interpreting the first four bars
asthefirg subject, and bar 5 as the beginning of an episode.

Bas 5 to 23 form a largdy chromatic episode (a term used by Cholopow but not
Rosen), dthough the harmony gradudly settles on the dominant of the relative mgor
(D-flat). A new, secondary theme enters in D flat mgor in bar 23 and is repeated an
octave higher beginning a bar 27. In bar 31, another episode (not so caled by Rosen)
begins in which the dominant of B-fla minor is carefully prepared, in Rosen’s words,
“in the most respectable Classical fashion,” by its own dominant.'®

Bar 39 marks the beginning of the recapitulation with a literd repeat of bars 1 to 8,
with another episode appearing in bar 47. This reprise dso contains elements of the
first episode and the secondary theme which are developed toward a cadence. For
example, bars 63-64 clearly recal bars 23-27, while bars 17-18 are recdled in bars
57-58 and 61-62. Views as to the location of the beginning of the coda seem to differ.

12 i
ibid., p.297.
18 This analysis can be found on page 228 of the article, under the heading ‘Musical form asawhole'.
14 Rosen, Charles. The Romantic Generation (London: Harper Collins, 1995), p. 294.
Bibid., p. 295.
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Rosen bdieves it begins in bar 65 on the implied dominant pedd, while the anadyss
used here points to bar 69 as the beginning.*®

Rosen cdls the fina cadence an anticipated tonic in that the fundamentd base note is
reeched tentatively four times over a wesk beat in bars 72-74.1" Hamonicaly, the
piece ends in bar 73, which gives the fortissimo of the last bar dl the more impact.

Cholopow highlights the fact that this movement reveds characterisics of the smadl

“ bi-thematic” rondo, which are:*®

1) Thefact tha the rondo is a common form for afind movement.

2) The characteristics of perpetuum mobile of the find movement of opus 35 ae
smilar enough to the “rolling” character of a typicd rondo that is attained through
continuous, even rhythmic motion.*°

3) Alternation of subjects and episodes as shown in the andyss (typicd of al
rondos).

4) Rondos have two, not three, subjects. Thislast point is debatable.

It is interesting to note that al these characteristics, typicd of a rondo, are presertin
the finde of Chopin's next sonata (opus 58), that is undoubtedly in rondo form. In
addition, Cholopow notes that the dructurd outline of the Finde of opus 58 is the
same as Chopin's other works in rondo form i.e, Rondo opus 5, Rondo opus 73,
Rondo opus 16, and the third movement of the sonata opus 65.%° Furthermore, both
Findes of opus 35 and opus 58 are characterised by a smilar generd dructure as
shown in Table 2%

% ibid., p. 297.

Yibid., p. 297.

18 Cholopow, Jurij. ‘O Zasadach Kompozycji Chopina: Zagadka Finalu Sonaty B-moll,’ in Rocznik Chopinowski
XIX (1987), p. 232.

® Thisis highly debatable. The rondo from Beethoven’s Sonata opus 13 does not exhibit a‘rolling’ character. The
same may be said for many other rondos.

2 Cholopow, Jurij. ‘O Zasadach Kompozycji Chopina: Zagadka Finalu Sonaty B-moll,’ in Rocznik Chopinowski
X1X (1987), p. 233.

Zihid., p. 233.
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Table 2: Structural outline of the Finales of Chopin’s sonatas opus 35 and

opus 58%
Section Key Bar nos. Section Key Bar Nos.
M E flat minor | 14 M B minor 1-31
E 5-22 E 52-75
S D flat major | 23-30 S F# major 76-88
E 31-38 E B major 90-99
M E flat minor | 39-46 M E minor 100-142
E 4768 E Eflatmajor | 143-166
C B flat minor | 69-75 5 167-182
E Warious 183-206
M E minor 207-253
C E major 254 -286
Eey: M = main subject
= - secondary subiect
12 = episode
[ = coda

There are, however, two important differences. Firdly, in opus 35 there is no
repetition of the secondary subject or the second recepitulation of the main subject.
Cholopow maintains that dthough this contracts the scheme of bi-thematic rondo
form, it does not contradict its “rondo-like’ qudity.”® Secondly, the extraordinary
terseness of the main subject of opus 35 differs markedly from the expansveness of
that in opus 58. Cholopow attributes these differences to the smal dimensons of the
Finae of opus 35.24

2Zjhid., p. 233.
ZBihid., p. 233.
2 ihid., p. 233.
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Cholopow’s harmonic andyss of this Finde (as shown in Appendix B) has thus
uncovered some interesting details. The outline of key subject material and underlying
harmonies dlows for the identification of an overdl dructure of an gpparently
obscure movement. These findings are contrary to the criticisms noted earlier -
obscure, undefined harmony, lack of subjects and lack of formd clarity. Cholopow’s
obsarvation that this Fnde is dmilar in dructurd outline to Chopin's  other
movements in rondo form provides further subgtantiation for the belief that this
movement does exhibit a clear forma dructure. It is dso possble tha Chopin was
comfortable with the Finde of opus 35, or ese he probably would not have used a
gmilar dructurd outline five years later in opus 58, given the negdive critica
gppraisa relating to opus 35.
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CHAPTER 11

CONCLUSION

This brings to an end a survey of the long and interesting history relaing to the
reception of Chopin's piano sonata in B flat Minor opus 35. The content and order of
this dissertation was organised s0 as to highlight the change in receptive trend as it
occurred around the mid-nineteenth to the late-twentieth centuries  This trend has
been shown to exhibit a turning point around 1920 with the writings of Hugo
Leichtentritt.

The change in receptive trend is in part due to a better understanding of the sonata
cycle and sonata form. The evolution thereof began in the early Baroque era with the
multi-movement suite. This continued with the gppearance of the Classca sonatas of
Haydn, Mozart, and Beethoven; the sonatas of Beethoven showing remarkable poetic
licences and digressons from those of Haydn and Mozart. Already by this Sage, a
ggnificant compresson of the form was evident, especidly in the later piano sonaas
of Beethoven (athough an expandon of the form is dso seen in Beethoven's late
Hammerklavier piano sonata). The Romantic composers continued the line of
evolution, one of the mogt important results of which was the mixing of various forms
and characters under the title “sonata” Chopin's experimentation with these forms
and characters is no more apparent than in his second piano sonata. Here he mixes
variation and sonaa principles in the firss movement, uses a three-layered form for the
Scherzo, uses a dow Funerd March as the third movement instead of the second (the
second being traditiondly the home of the dow movement), and ends the work with a

bi-thematic rondo lasting around seventy-five seconds.

Just as Haydn and Beethoven subdituted a scherzo in place of the minuet, and
introduced the fugue into thelr sonatas (Beethoven opus 106) and quartets (Haydn
opus 20), smilarly, Chopin placed his own forms into his sonatas. As observed by
Jozef Chominski, Chopin used the four-movement scheme as a context within which
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he could include the cantilene of the nocturnes, the figurative patterns of the studies
and prdudes, and the periodicity of the dance pieces! Here again, this can be
interpreted as a contribution toward to the development and evolution of sonata form
and the sonata cycle itsalf.

Around the time of its compodgtion, it is no wonder that this sonata raised a few
eyebrows. Even though Schumann expresses his reservations about this work, one can
definitdly see that he did admire some aspects of it. It is interesting that he atests to
the idea that musca tastes change over time by dating that “...a grandson will be
born and raised, will dust off and play the sonata, and will think to himsdf, ‘The man
[Chopin] was not so wrong after al.”? It is dmost as though he expected future
musicologigts to dispute his views through studies and anadyses of the work. These
Studies have done just thet, and have been outlined in Chapters Seven to Ten.

It is interesting to note not only the change in reception toward Chopin's opus 35, but
adso the manner in which commentators substantieted their opinions. The writings of
the nineteenth century dearly show a narrative gpproach while those of the latter part
of the twentieth century are more andytica in syle. It cannot be sad that one is of
more vaue than the other, dthough it may appear that the andyticd writings show a
better subgtantiation of the opinion of the writer. As mentioned before, it must be

remembered that analyses are subjective in nature.

In concluson, it might be added that the survey of criticd appraisd of Chopin's opus
35 has highlighted one important facet of the history of the sonata cycle that the
sonata evolved over time. Chopin’'s opus 35 can be viewed as one of those works that
ensured the continuation of the sonatds journey; a journey of evolution and

adaptation to new compositiona techniques and styles.

1 Samson, Jim. The Music of Chopin (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 129.
2 Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), p. 489.
Interpolation is Newman’s.
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APPENDIX A

SCHUMANN'S CRITIQUE (1841) OF CHOPIN'S
OPUS 35

To look a the first measures of the . . . sonata and il not be sure who it is by, would be
unworthy of a connoisseur. Only Chopin starts so and only he ends so, with dissonances
through dissonances in dissonances. And yet, how much beauty this piece contains. What
he caled “Sonatd’ might better be caled a caprice, or even a wantonness [in] that he
brought together four of his wildest offspring perhaps in order to smuggle them under
this name into a place where they otherwise might not fit. One imagines some cantor, for
example, coming from the country into a music centre in order to buy some good music;
he is shown the newest [things]; he will have none [of them]; findly a dy fox shows him
a “sonatd’; “yes’, he says happily, “that is for me and a piece ill from the good old
days’; and he buys and gets it. Arriving home he goes at the piece-but | would have to be
very wrong if, before he even gets painstakingly through the first page, he will not swear
by dl the holy musical ghosts that this [is] no ordinary sonata style but actualy godiess
[trash]. Yet, Chopin has dill accomplished what he wanted; he finds himsdf in the
cantor's home, and who knows whether in that very home, perhaps years laer, a
romantic [-aly inclined] grandson will be born and raised, will dust off and play the
sonata, and will think to himself, “ The man was not so wrong after dl.”

With dl this a hdf judgement has dready been offered. Chopin no longer writes
anything that could be found as wel in [the works of] others, he remains true to himsef
and has reason to.

It is regrettable that mogt pianists, even the cultivated ones, cannot see and judge beyond
anything they can master with their own fingers. Instead of firg glancing over such a
difficult piece, they twist and bore (their way) through it, measure by measure; and then
when scarcdly more than the roughest formd rdaionships become evident, they put it
adde and cdl it “bizzare, confused etc.”. Chopin in particular (Somewhat like Jean Paul)

has his decoraive asides and parentheses, over which one should not stop too long at the
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first reading in order not to lose the continuity. Such places one finds on dmost every
page in the sonata, and Chopin's often abitrary and wild chord writing make the
detection [of the mudcad goag ill more difficult. To be sure, he does not like to
enharmonize, if | may cdl it that, and s0 often gets measures and keys in ten or more
sharps, which [extremes] we can tolerate only in the most exceptiond cases. Often he is
justified, but often he confuses without reason and, as stated, dienates a good pat of the
public in this way, who, that is, do not care to be fooled dl the time and to be driven into
a corner. Thus, the sonata has a dgnature of five flats, or B-Flat minor, a key tha
certainly cannot boast any specid popularity. The beginning goes thus [The opening
four measures are quoted)

After this typically Chopinesque beginning follows one of those stormy passionate
phrases such as we dready know by Chopin. One has to hear it played frequently and
well. But this first part of the work aso brings beautiful melody; indeed, it seems as if
the Polish national favour that inhered in most of the earlier Chopin melodies vanishes
more and more with time [and] as if even he sometimes turned (beyond Germany)
towards Itay. One knows that Belini and Chopin were friends, that they often told each
other of their compostions, [and] probably were not without artistic influence on eech
other. However, as suggested, it is only a dight leaning toward the southern manner. As
soon as the mdody ends, the whole [barbarian tribe of] Sarmatae flashes forth again in its
rdentless origindity and tumult. At least, Belini never dared to write and never could
write a crisscross chord pattern such as we find at the end of the first theme in the second
part [undoubtedly mss. 138-53]. And dmilaly, the entire movement ends [but] little in
Itdian fashion, which reminds me of Liszt's patinent remark. He once said, Rossini and
his compatriots aways ended with a “vétre tres humble serviteur,” but not so Chopin,
whose findes express rather the opposite.

The second movement is only the continuation of this mood, daring, sophisticated,
fantagtic, [with] the trio delicate, dreamy, entirdy in Chopin's manner: [that is] a
Scherzo only in name, as with many of Begthoven's [scherzos]. Still more somber, a
Marcia funebre follows, which even has something repulsive [about it]; an adagio in its
place, perhgps in D Fa, would have had a far more beautiful effect. What we get in the
find movement under the title “Finde” seems more like a mockery than any [sort of]
musc. And yet, one has to admit, even from this unmeodic and joyless movement a

peculiar, frightful spirit touches us, which holds down with an iron fist those who would
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like to revolt againgt it, so that we listen as if spellbound and without complaint to the
very end, yet dso without praise, for music it is not. Thus the sonata ends as it began,

puzzling, like asphinx with mocking smile.*

! Newman, William S. The Sonata Since Beethoven (New Y ork: W.W. Norton and Co., 1972), pp. 489-490.
Interpolations are Newman'’s.
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APPENDIX B:

ANALYSIS OF THE FINALE OF CHOPIN'S PIANO
SONATA IN B FLAT MINOR, OPUS 357

KEY

T - tonic (1]

D - dominant (¥

5 - subdominant (IV)
Sp - submediant (¥I1)
H - neapolitan 6th (bII]
5 - neapolitan 6th {b1L;)
Dp - mediant (I1I)
P - secondary dominant [V/¥]
5 - diminished Fth (¥II]

Main subject

2 Cholopow, Jurij. ‘O Zasadach Kompozycji Chopina: Zagadka Finalu Sonaty B-moll’ in Rocznik Chopinowski
XIX (1987), pp. 228-232.
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